" el
By ow h
- RS

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

' August 21, 1996
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Carol Rasco and Jack Lew
SUBJECT: Status of Welfare Reform Implementation

This memo will uédate: you on efforts to ensure that welfare seform is implemented smoothly
and effectively.

We have formed an inter—agency working group 1o coordinate implementation, which met for
the first time on August 9 and will meet on a weekly basis. 'We have established three
subgroups. One will monitor key implementation milestones, identify and resolve issues, and
ensure deadlines are met, A sccond group is developing proposals to expand job
opportunitics for those leaving welfare. A third group will coordinate Presidential welfare
events. Separate work is going forward on developing proposals to correct the major flaws in
welfare reform which you have identified.! (

One key clement of implementation is work with the states through the National Governors’
Association (NGA), the National Coenference of State Legislators (NCSL), and the American
Public Wcelfare Association (APWA) 1o cosure smooth federal-state communication.
Intergovernmental Affairs is coordinating Cabinet ageney contact with state and local officials
on all implementation issucs. NGA, NCSL, and APWA will mect on implementation issucs
on September 9 and 10, including governors’ senior policy staff, state legislative leaders, and
state social scrvice commissioners. Intergovernmental Affairs is working with NGA to
negotiate the agenda of that meeting, including making Federal officials available for
bricfings.

This memo summarizes the work of the subgroup dealing with implementation. There are a
tremendous number of difficelt implementation challenges raised by the bill.  All affected
agencies are at work developing their own timelines and work plans. We will be compiling
these agency pians so that there is one overall framework for monitoring implementation.
The following s a list of some of the main deadiines and chalicnges that we have so far
identified.

! The flaws include: {1} the wo-deep cuts in the Food Suunp Program, inchsding the cap on (s amoent that gan be
deducted for shelier costs when determining an individual's eligibility; £2) the denial of Federal assistance 10 Jegal
immigrania and their chitdren, sad the siate option 10 do the saroe; €5) the failurs to wovide sufficient contingency funding
for States that experience & strions tconomic downturs: (4) the Eailare to avide Food Stamp sepport © unemploynd
childiess adults whe are willing @ work, bt st offered & work siot; and {5) e Tack of 8 provision for in-kind voushers for
chiidres whose pardais reach the fivewyesr Federat time limit without finding wark.
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TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES (TANF) BLOCK GRANT

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

0

Early_Implementation -- States have the option of implementing the block
grant immediately, and it is financially advantageous for them to do so. Some

states may be ready to go immediately on enactment. We will be working to
clarify with HHS the process and timetable for approving these plans. You
should know that many states, including California, will need to seck approval
from their state legislatures before submitting plans. No states are expected to
call special sessions this fall on these issues. '

Regulations —— HHS is preparing a preliminary list of arcas in which it sces a
nced to regulate under the statute. We will be working with HHS to ensure
that the new program is appropriately, but not overly, regulated.

Guidance to States ~~ HHS is also considering issuing guidance to states on
how to construct their new block grant plans. We will be working closely with
HHS on this guidance to ensure that it is useful and helpful to the states.

Approved Wajvers ~~ The bill lets states continue to operate existing waivers.
However, the bill's language is unclear about the scope of these provisions,
especially the treatment of work requirements and time limits. It appears that
the bill's drafters did not intend to exempt states from the work participation
rates, but only to provide them with some flexibility in defining work activities.
In addition, waivers that apply to only a fcw counties in a state can not be
extended to the entire state. As for time limits, Michigan has waivers that do
not include a time limit on benefits and has indicated it will continue on this
course in the plan it submits, rather than adopt time limits as required by the
bill. New Hampshire may follow suit. Determining the best course for
clarifying the intent of the waiver provisions —- secking legislation or through
regulation (which would be our first preference) —— will be onc of the
implementation group's first major issues.

Pending and Future Waivers -- HHS has approved eight waivers in the past

week, three of which arrived after you announced you would sign the bill
(D.C., Idaho, and Kansas). Wisconsin is not yet approved. HHS is prepared to
act on future waiver requests until July 1, 1997 should states ask for them.

Other issucs —— There are a whole series of operational issues the group will
be addressing including the establishment and management of the Performance
Bonus Fund and the Contingency Fund.
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

The bill requires an increased Federal role and significant state activity in this area. States
must have enabling legisiation in place by the end of their 1997 sessions. Federal data
processing systems have be able to interact with state systems by October 15997, We must
develop a registry of new hires and a case registry, and enhance the Federal Pareat Locator
Service. HHS has scheduled training conferences and set up joint working groups with the
states. One change of interest is that states will no longer be required to pass the first 350 of
monthly support collections to the family receiving assistance as of Oetober 1, 1996,

IMMIGRANTS

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

o

Food Stamps ~~ Upon enactment, legal aliens applying for food stamps will no
longer be eligible. Tmmigranmts currently receiving benefits will lose them &t
the time of their regularly scheduled recertification.  These recertifications
would begin immediately upon enactment, with all such immigrants 10 be
removed from the program within one year of enactmenf.  About 900,000
participants (including 300,000 children) will be incligible in the first year;
approximately 250,000 participants will lose benefits in the first threc months
after cnactment,

Supplemental Sceurity Ingcome (88I) ~~ Upon ¢nactment, most immigrants who

apply for S8I will not be eligible. Current immigrant recipicnts will get
benefits until the Social Security Administration {SSA) determines they are no
longer cligible. By March 1997, SSA must send notices to the 1.1 million
current recipients who may be legal immigrants and request evidence of their
citizenship status. I the immigrant provides evidence that he or she s not
cligible or fails to respond, SSA will notify the individual that benefits will be
stopped. The amount of time the recipient has to respond to the first notice
appears to be at SSA's discretion, although all redeterminations must be
completed within one year of enactment. SSA is exploring timing options,.
with the intent of providing recipients as much time as possible within the law
to naturalize. An ¢stimated 300,000 to 400,000 recipients are expected to come
off the rolls. :

We will be focusing on two overarching issues in implementing these and the other
immigration provisions:
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o Yerification -~ Developing a workable and fair system of verifying citizenship

- status that mects the needs of the various systems affected is a daunting
challenge. The legislation outlines ambitious timelines, and an administration
workgroup is already at work putting proposals and options fogether.

0 Naturalization ~~ In anticipation of the restrictions on benefits, many
immigrants have already applied for citizenship and many more will apply as
the restrictions take effect. INS has been working on initiatives to speed up the
naturalization process, The Citizenship U.S.A. initiative is designed to respond
to the large increase in applications and expects to naturalize 1.2 million
immigrants this fiscal year. INS is also working with SSA and OMB on a new
regulation that will waive English and civics test requirements for immigrants
with certain serious disabilitics and perhaps establish a special waiver for many
disabled immigrants receiving SSI.

FOOD STAMPS ~~ NON~-IMMIGRANT PROVISIONS .

' [y 0 (. Yeal hildiess A -— Most able-bodied adults without children
WIH now be limited to 3 months af food slamps in a 36~-month period if they are not working
or participating in a work or workfare program. For current recipients, this limit is effective
3 months after epactment. One million current recipients will become ineligible within six
months. Houscholds remain incligible Ior the balance of the 36-month period unless they
obtain work or get a slot in a job training or workfare program.

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

Benefit Lovels — Changes to the standard income deduction and the excess shelter deduction
will reduce benefits for nearly all of the 25 million monthly participants. Food stamp
allotments will still increase under these changes, but much less than under prior law. The
impact iovreases over time -~ by 2002, average benefits will be nearly 20% lower,

These provisions involve relatively simple computer changes. The Department of Agriculture
{USDA} expects most states will be able 1o implement them on October 1 and January 1,
respectively, without delay.

OTHER KEY PROVISIONS

SSLfor Children ~- The bill tightens S81 cligibility for children with disabilities. Upon
enactment, new applicants who do not meet the new standard will be incligible. Current
recipients will get benefits until SSA makes a redetermination that they are no Jonger eligible,
Chiidren whose cases must be reviewed will reccive notices by January 1997, Those found
no longer eligible will be sent a notice that benefits will be stopped. In certain cases, benefits



may continuc until the first level of appeal is completed. The bill calls for all
redeterminations to be completed within one year of ensctment.  An estimated 285,000 imtial
notices will be sent and an estimated 190,000 children are expected to come off the rolls.
SSA is working on the plan for the timing of the release of the first notices and the
subsequent processes. '

Medicaid -- The Medicaid program faces two major challenges in implementation: (1)
delinking eligibility for Medicaid from the welfare system, and (2) assessing the impact on
pending and existing waivers. The Health Care Financing Administration is working closely
with other parts of HHS and with 8SA to meet these challenges.

Child Care -~ The bill block grants several child care programs, effective at the beginning of
the fiscal year. While these changes are mostly positive, the timeframe for implementation is
challenging.

Monitoring and Bvaluation -~ One key overarching issuc will be to cnsure that agencics are
establishing effective research, gvaluation, and monitoring capabilitics to identify the impact
of these dramatic changes on the individuals and institutions involved.

JOB OPPORTUNITIES

The interagency working group on the welfare jobs issue is nearing completion of a package
of options.” At this point it appears that the components will likely be: about $1 billion in
enhancements to the Work Opportunitics Tax Credit passed in the minimum wage bill; a $100
million expansion of the Community Development and Financial Institutions program to
enhance economic development in distressed areas; a $3 billion spending program to place
onc million hard-to-employ welfare recipients in unsubsidized jobs, with the key feature of
withholding full payment to States until successful job placement and retention.

CONCLUSION
We will keep you up to date on developments as we go forward.

cc: Leon Panctta
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHIMGTON

. May 17, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBIECT: Backeround on Wisconsin Waiver and Radio Address

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

The news will be your support for the Wisconsin plan, which is the most
revolutionary any state has put forward. The Wisconsin plan has received broad editorial
praise in The New York Times, Business Week, and elsewhere, It is particularly important
for you to signal your support early - net only beecause you're going to Wisconsin on
Thursday, but because Dole is going {o Wisconsin Tuesduy to make a major speech on
welfare reform,

I. Summary of the Wisconsin Plan

The Wisconsin plan camc about as a direct result of your call for an ond to welfare
as we know it. Some Democrats in the legislature suggested abolishing AFDC, and
Thompson took them up on their offer. The final preposal passed with significant
{although not unanimous) bipartisan support, and was sigaed into law last month, Mayor
Norquist has been supportive, although he wanted it 1o go further by covering anyone who
was out of work. ‘

Like the original PP plan, the Wisconsin plan requires people who apply for
assistance 1 go to work immediately, cither in the privade sector or g job provided by the
state. The siate says it will guarantee health care and ¢hild care, and may ond up speading
more money than 1t does now as a result.  Like the Breaux-Chalee and Castle-Tanner bills,
the plan imposes a Seyear hfetime limit, with a 20% hardship exception for people whe
can’t find work, The plan also includes other key principles of yours, such as requiring
minor mothers to live at home and stay in school, and strengthening the requirements to
cooperate with paternity establishment.

Last week, HHS received the first hall of the waiver: the rest is expeeted next
month, A 30-day period for public comment is required before we can grant the waiver,



L™

and {here are legal and technical issucs that HHS and the state must still work out. We wili
probably be in 3 position to grant the first waiver in July. The second waiver will depend
on how difficult the state tries to make things for HHS, and how difficult HHS makes
things for us,

Three aspects of the Wisconsin plan have raised concern among advocates and labor.

First, some fear the legislation would require some recipients to work off their welfare at
below the minimum wage -~ but the initial waiver request appears to be based on the
minimum wage. Second, as with many waiver requests, the public employee unions want
greater protection against displacement.  The basic protections of the Family Support Act
cannot be waived, so they already have some protection; but the additional protections we
seck will be a flashpoint in nogotiations with the state, Third, there are potential legal and
policy issucs related to the required co-payments for child care.

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

II. Waiver, Update

The radio address also r:mxsc% Maryland’s new plan, which was submitied three
weeks ago. The Maryland plan is less sweeping (no time limits, for example), but it does
some good things. [t provides child care to working paremts to divert them from welfare in
the first place; toughens child support enforcement; and cracks down on welfare {raud.

On Thursday, Minnesota became the 38th state to receive a waiver from us, but it
was (o0 irivial 1o highlight {expanding a demonstration to another county). We should be
able to get to 40 states out of SO by July.
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May 28, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDERT

FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBIECT: Democratic Governors and Welfare Reform

You should urge Democratic governors 10 help us pressure the Republican
Congressional leadership to drop the Medicaid poison pill and stop bolding welfare reform ,
hostage. QOur message should be simply, "The Medicaid poison pill is the single greatest
ohstacle o welfare reform this year. If Republicans will drop that plan, the other details will
take care of themselves.”

Democratic governors should be sympathetic to this message. In contrast to Medicaid,
the welfare reform provisions of the new House Republican bill are fairly similar to the
bipartisan NGA agreement that Gov, Carper negotiated in February, We can thank the
governors for the improvements the House has been forced to make in our direction - more
money for ¢hild care, a performance bonus, a $2 billion contingeney fund, etc. Their main
concemns are over relatively obscure issues where the House cut decper in order to pay for the
additional ¢hild carc spending: the 20% cut in Title XX {we're not as troubled by this, which
sn't 50 bad as budget cuts go), and climinating the shelter deducation for Food Stamps.

We warnt the Democratic govemors to ory foul on Medicaid, but suggest that we're
within striking distance on welfare reform. There are a number of congressional Republicans
who want the Medicaid portion of the bill to fall apart, so that they can actually get welfare
reform done instead of handing you another veto. We can win this battle if we make enough
noise - and if we don't get lost in the details of which additional improvements will be
necessary once the big poison pill is gone. Once we get into a debate on welfare reform as a
stand-alone bill where the underlying objective is to pass a bill into law instead of simply
forcing a veto,
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May 22, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update

Here is a brief summary of the latest welfare reform proposals {House Republican bill,
Dole speech, Wisconsin plan) and the major issues they raise. '

1. House Republican bill

House Republicans announced a new Medicaxd/welfare reform package today. We're
still waiting to see the details or Medicaid, which presumably will be unacceptable. The
welfare reform provisions are based largely on the bipartisan NGA proposal, which you
praised in February, excopt that in order to reach their savings target of 353 billion,
Republicans tacked on the deep immigrant cuts from the welfare bill you vetned.

The new House bill moves in our direction on most of the issues you spelled out in
your veto message. [t includes the NGA request for $4 billion in additional child care, which
the states must match. It doubles the contingency fund to $2 billion. It includes a $1 bitlion
work performance bonus. It raises the hardship cxception for those who reach the S-year
limit to 20%. [t drops the deep cuts in SSI for disabled children and the cuts in school lunch
and mainiains the open—ended ontitlements for child welfare programs. It adopts the NGA
recommendation that states have 10 provide health coverage for welfare recipients, although it
does not guarantee health coverage beyond the S-year limit.

The major areas where they did not move in our direction are immigrant benefits and
Food Stamps. The new House bill stilt bans 8SI and Food Stamps for non-citizens; in the
past, we have never gone beyond deeming. (Breaux—Chafee and Castle~-Tanner include these
hans as well, with some exceptions for the disabled.) It appears to retain the optional Food
Stamp block grant, the Food Stamp cap, and the work requirements for men 18-50. Other
arcas that arent what they could be include maintenance—of-effort (like NGA, they're still at
75%; we wanied 80%); vouchers for children who hit the time limit {allowed but not
required; Breaux~Chafee and Castle~Tanner don't guarantee these cither); Medicaid coverage
bevond the time Hmit; and a foew arcanc issucs like transferability of funds from the block
grant {0 other welfare programs and broader provisions on equal protection for recipients.



Their overall savings level is $53 billion, compared 1o $38 billion for our plan; $42
billien for Castle~Tanner; and $45-53 billion for Chafee~Breaux. In order to maintain the
$53 billion level while spending more on child care and work, the House Republicans
doubled their Title XX cut from 10% to 20% (which is not the end of the world for us) and
included a few other assorted provisions.

I1. Dole Speech

There was virtually nothing new in Dole's speech. We could live with everything he
proposed on welfare reform. Most of his proposals {work requirements, S-year limit, state
flexibility on family cap and dreg testing, child support enforcement) are in all the bills we've
supported in this Congress. His call to ban all but emergency medical benefits for illegal
immigrants is already law —— although his speech could be interpreted to mean benefits
beyond welfare, such as public education, A state option to cut off unwed teen mothers 18
not in our bill, bt it's in Chafee-Breaux, Castle-Tanner, and the Senate—passed bill, and we
could live with it (since no state in its right mind would cver do it).

In his speoch, Dole didn't talk about any of the real differences you cited in vetoing
the conference report: child care and health care so people could leave welfare for work, and
deep cuts in help for disabled children, school hench, and child welfare. Those are all areas
where the Senate bill was acceptabie, but the Dole~Gingrich conference report was not.

iII. Wisconsin Works

In many respects, the Wisconsin plan i closer to your approach than to the vetoed
bill. It requires health care, child care, and a community service or subsidized job to go to,
and its primary motivation is to move people from welfare to work, not to achieve an
arbitrary savings larget. Like every bill, it includes a Swyear lifctime limit, and ke the
Breaux~Chafee and Castle~Tanner bills, it provides a 20% hardship exception for people who
can't find work. The plan also includes other key principles of vouss, such as requiring minor
mothers to live at home and stay in school, and strengthening the requirements o cooperate
with patemity establishment.

Three aspects of the Wisconsin plan have raised concern among advocates and labor.
First, some fear the legislation would require some recipients to work off their welfare at
below the minimum wage —— but the initial waiver request appears to be based on the
minimum wage. Second, as with many waiver requests, the public employee unions want
greater protection against displacement. Third, there are potential legal and policy issues
related to the required co-payments for ¢hild care. Mayor Norquist may raise other issucs
with you. He wants more conservative provisions on work-for-wages and reducing the
welfare burcaucracy. You shouldnt make any promises; it is not clear whether the state will
go along.
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May _23, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE P, SILII)ENT

FROM:  Alice M. Rivin &'}
Director |

S o

SUBJECT:  First Look at the New Congressional Welfare Reform Rill

|

The House Ways and Means Cemmlttec mtreduced a new welfare reform bill on May 22
that modifies the conference report vetoed last J anuary and incorporates some of NGA's
recommendations on welfare reform, i’l‘he most significant improvements include elimination of
the Food Stamps annual spending cap; added child care, contingency, and performance funding;
and removal of school funch demonstration and foster care and adoption assistance block grants.

The bill stili bas some very significant problems, however. It retains the optional Food
Stamps block grant; allows States o cimmaucaiiy reduce their own spending on welfare
programs; cuts back Medicaid ctoverage for welfare families; no longer permits post-time limit
vouchers for children; and continues the deep cuts in nutrition programs and benefits to legal

Hramigrants.

H

While the legislation includes some improvements over HLR. 4, I would argue that it
rensains a bill the Administration should not sapport without further improvements. And,
!
if the Administration wanis improvements, we should be careful not to signal that we will sign
the bill in its current form. Below s a preliminary summary of the proposal.

|
!

. H

Improvements. The bill includes !s

AFDC, Work, and Child Care

everal provisions recommended by NGA and supported

by the Administration, It increases child care funding by $4 billion above the conference level,
an amount which, along with State mamh should be sufficient to provide child care to all those
required 0 work. The bill increases ihle contingency fund to 52 billion {from $1 billion) and
adds a trigger based on the Food Szamp caseload to make the fund modestly more effective in
responding to unexpected increases in rzf:ed The bill provides $800 million by 2602 for job
placement bonuses to improve the mcez‘zzwes for States to refocus the system on work, The bill
gives States more flexibility to meet the work requirements by allowing part-time work for
mothers with young children, aiiowmgi ‘job search activities to count for a longer period of time,

and allowing school atiendance among
given complete flexibility to set family,
thme Himit is increased to 20% {from 15
Administration.

teen parents to count toward the wark rates. States are
caps, and the number of allowable exemptions from the
% in the conference report), as recommended by the
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Concemns. Despite the improvements, we still have some major concerns with the AFDC
provisions. State spending on wclfafre programs remain the most significant outstanding - —
problem. The bill retains the lower ?5% State maintenance of effort (MOE) requirements rather
than the 80% MOE level proposed by the Senate and recommended by the Administration. The
language includes very loose iiefimthzs of altowable program expenditures which could make
the MOE requirements nearly zmpossxbie to enforce. And the bill retains the ohjectionable
transfer authority to the Title XX Soc;ai Services Block Grant which could result in an even
more substantial reduction -- and potcntaaiiy even elimination -- of effective State matntenance
of effort requirements, In addition, the bill does continue a linkage between cash assistance
pragrams and Medicaid, but it ends the requirement for States to provide transitional Medicaid
coverage to those who leave welfare for work and {t does not adequately address health coverage
for those whao lose assistance due 1o txime hmits. While some improvements are made to the
contingency fund, the fund would not: ex;}zmd further tn the event of a recession and would not be
able to respond to an increase in neesd similar to the caseload growth experienced during the
recession of the early 1950s. The bzii eizmzmﬁes voucher or non-cash assistance to children after
the S-year time limit; includes no pwvlszans for the fair and equitable treatment of individuals;
provides for little Federal oversight gm{i minimal accountability from States; and retaing a
caseload reduction credit which g E;zfss States a perverse incentive to simply cut people off
assistance in order to reduce the required work rates.

Food Stamps and Child Nutrition |

Imiprovements. In response to tgé NGA, the bill drops the Food Stamps annual spending
cap. This will preserve the program Es ahility to ¢xpand during periods of gconomic recession
and 1o help families when they are most in need. Also, the objectionable School Lunch block
grant demonstration has been dr{:appcd

Concerns. The revised bill mamtams the state option to elect a food stamyp block grant
which we have strenuously opposed on the basis of safeguarding food stamps as the single
uniform federal safety net. In addxtif::mt the revised proposal has not sofiened the severe budget
cuts, which take the form of a benefitteduction to families with high shelter costs and a 4-month
time limit to childless adults who are 3@0{ given a work slot.

i

Benefits to Legal Immigrants

Cancerns. There are no changes 1:0 the unduly harsh and uncompromising Conference bill.
It requires a permanent S8 and Food Stamps ban for virtually all legal immigrants and,

additionally, a 5-year ban on all other|federal programs, including Medicaid, for new immigrants.

The proposal goes too far in cutting béncﬁts to legal immigrants and it unfairly shifts costs to
States with high numbers of s 1mngmms There are no exemptions for immigrants who become
disabled after entering the country, famiixes with children, or for individuals who have been
working for a fow years and lose their 343%::
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Supplemenial Security Income

lmprovements. The bill drops I;h two-tiered eligibility system i the conference bill that
would have cut benefits by 25% for ¢ over half the digabled children coming on the rolls. This
change resolved our central concern wzth the S81-related portions of the vetoed bill {other than
those related to immigrants). The new bill retains the tightened eligibility requirements that were
in the conference bill; these are chzmges the Administration supports.

Child Protection

\/ Imprevements. The o;;ucn»ended entitlements for foster care and adoption assistance are
maintained and pot block granted. ’{’Eus is a vast improvement over the vetoed Bill.

- \\/ Concerng. The Admzwsiz&twn 4 new 1993 Family Preservation and Support initiative -
which set up 4 performance ;}&:mersizz;} with States - is replaced with a block grant. The bill
diminishes HHS oversight authority of State child protection systems, a concern in States where
programs are poorly run, !

Overall Budgetary Savings

The Budget Resolution assurnes savings of $33 billion from welfare programs, which is
identical to the level of savings znciuécd in the vetoed bill repriced against CBO's most recent
baseline, As of now, however, i appaars the new bill saves roughly 10% less than this level due

\/ to the added investments in child care, Ecemmgemy, arx performanpce funds. The new bill also
substitutes a deeper Social Services Block Grant cut and an Administration EITC proposal in
place of 881 cuts that were deleted. if the total savings are lower than the Budget Resolution
assumptions, additional savings would|have 10 be found in either welfare programs or Medicaid
to meet the reconciliation instructions!

R s L

Conclusion

The new bill goes a long way t{)}a}&jrd softening the conference provisions which would hunt
children ~ chﬁ&MhoM disability, child protection, school lunch, and Medicaid
p{mmﬁ}LﬂbﬂdEW&d The pmpesai %z{zwcver still contains major structural
changes and some very deep budget czzzs p s and benefits to lgpal

imimigrants -- which make it likely iiw bzli’s poverty effects will not be significantly less than the
vetoed conference report. While the bill clearly represents progress, more is still desirable.
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MEMORANDUM TO wgmm .
| | | N
FROM: Alice M. Rivlin

i
SUBJECT: ' Welfare geé’am

As you know, it is possible that Congress could send us a welfare bill in a fonm fairly close to
the version that passed the Seaat?i

i )
Attached are two tables that highlight key welfare reform issues. The first table details areas
where the Senate passed weifare bill is an improvement over the Conference welfare bill
(HR. 4). The second table describes the shortcomings in the Senate passed welfare bill,

<.

1
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HOW THE SENATE PASSED WELFARE BiLL 1S BEWR THAN THE CONFERENCE B[LL

Kood Stamps: . ;

Spending Cap -- The Conference bill wolﬂdpim # spending cap on Food Stamps,
destroying the key featore of the Food Stamp program — its ability to respond to the

changing circumstances of its pmc:gaﬁtsi iAcross -the-board reductions would occur if the
economy declines or cap projections are inaccurate. The Senate bill has no such cap.

Pedyction Cap -~ The Canference bili would freeze the smount that low income
famzlxcs axsd pammpants could deduct as shelter expenses at the 1996 level, forcing families
16 choose between paying rent or eating. ’I’hc Senate has no such provision,

ek (rant -- The Cenfcrm bill would allow one school lunch block
grant dcuw::stmma in each of the seven USDA regions. The Senate bill would not.

SSI Children’s Benefits: l

Benefit Reductions. The Conference hsEE wﬁé tut cash benefits by 25% for &m—quartmx
of the severely disabled children coming on 1&: rolls, Specifically, children determined not
io need persanal care assistance o remain at hame would be eligible for only 75% of the full
benefit amount. The Senate bill would retain full cash benefits,

Ymmigrants:

Bass. Both bills would make most legal mwgrams carently in the country {mcluding
those now on the rolis) as well ag future zzmmgrants inehgible for SSI. The Conference bill,
but not the Senate bill, would add Food Stamps t6 thig ban,

AFDC, Work, Child Care, Child }?rotecti}m, and Child Support:

Child Care & Work -~ The Confarence bill’s i\mrk requirements are underfinded, as well ag

stricter and costlier than the Senate bill for chﬂd carc and work, The Conference bill would

e ‘enate bilt’s protections for ﬁ;wsa with young children who do not have child
- 1t would strike health, safety, and qaa%zty provisions from current law,

Child Protection -« The Conference bill wauki block grant four open-ended child pmiecﬂon
entitlemnents end climinate two other mandazmy programs, The Senste bill would maintain
curmrent law. ‘

State Funding -- The Conferense bilt would prowde; lower maintenance of effort
requirements and allow Siates to reduce f:mﬁng through transfers. The Senate bill’s
maintenance of efforts requirements are iughef than the Coaference bill’s,

Performance Bonuses -- The Conference bill wwfd allow states 1o reduce their own
spending as & “performance bonus,” while i%zc Smatc more preferably would provide a cash
bomus (although the bonus would hc taken as'3 set-aside out of the block grant rather than as
a0 addition to it). 1

Medicaid -- The Conference welfare bill cuts the AFDCAMedicaid link. The Senate hifl
retains the tink. ,

All Other Areas of Welfare Relorm:
TOTAL: Y

S

Coul.  Sensic
Bt B+
$171.8 o423

St 287,
«$19.5 «£14.86
+52.4 +50.3
~$3.0 4553
W$66F 3832

Adwmin,
Bma-

+520.3

~58.8

=S58

+53.5

591

-$40.6

* Besed on 12/95 CHO priving.  ** Projected CBO pricing, "i";" Medicaid intoractions sre net included in Conferssoe or Senate pricing. I included,
Cenference would be -$64.3b and Senate -$58.7%. In addition, Conference docs not inclade ssvings fram DARA, whish was moved 1o the ssmings test b

The Senate bl meludos DAKA savings.
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MAJOR 3?33{}3%‘?{3{}&{1%268 IN THE SENATE PASSED WELFARE BILL

1, after all the debating i3 done, the &daﬁzﬁé{mﬁon is presented with the Senate version of welfare reform, the
decision whether or not 10 sign the bill wouki not be an easy one. The following details some of the major
differences be’cwecn the Administration’s current pos:twn and the policies in the Senate bill,

|

| .

i ‘ Conl. Sennte Adkmi,
‘l Bin Rili+ Bl
:

Faod Stamps: $378 S143 8208

Block Grant -- The Senate bill would create an oplional Food Stamps Block grant-- ane
warse than the conference-- which mﬁd:ﬁnmatcﬁx;?{amm 5 shility to respond to
changing economic conditions. '

" Time Limits -- The Senate bill would malcc adults, aged 18-50 with no d:pendcnts
ineligible for benefits after 6 months of every 12, even if the individual was willing to
work. States wounld be foreed to cui,eﬁ' benefits even if they did not provide a training

or workfare opporfunity.

Immigrants: 5198 8146 488

Ban -~ The Senaie bﬁimﬁmmmz lcgal immigrants currently in the counfry
{including those now on the rolls) ox %ii ss future immigrams incligible for SSL
Makes foture immigrants ineligible for many Federally-funded programs, including
Madicaid, during their first § years in thc country, Exceptions are very limited with
benetits denied to eves thoss who bcmmc severely disabled after eniry,

QIHW&,ML.QE&EQQ&IQ& Thc: Senate bill would require most non-profits and
community service providers to vcnfy cxt:zens}up and report itlegal knmigrants, placing
a niassive burden on thess ergamzauaus

j
AFDC, Work, Child Care, Child ?ro&ecgon, and Child Suppert: +h4 4363 4538

Individual Entitlement - The Senate bill would eliminate the AFDC entitlement and
provide no guidelines or protections for zmimdzwls The current State matching would
be replaced with inadequate mamtmanr:%c of effort requirements.

Changes in Economic and Mngphllg Conditions - The Senate bill would essentially

eliminate the countercyclical responge tu recessions or ingreases in poverty. Growth
and contingency funds would be madcqu{am

Child Care and Work «~ The Senate hzji m!udcs strict work requirements but would
underfund work and child care activities.

Al Qikt?’ Areas of Welfare Reforny l 3185 -$346 5178

Qm « The Conference welfare hill m{.wcs 1.5 million children below the poverty
line; the Senate welfare bill moves 1.2 onilion children. {These numbers may be
adjusted downward onee CBO’s new as?izm;:tmns are taken into consideration.)

TOTAL:*"* ' - ‘ SE00 88532 -$40.6

* Basexd on [December CBO pricing. i
* Brojecied THO ;}rwzzzg. !
=¥ Madicsid rieractions sre not included in Mﬁm or Senate pricing. If ey were included, Conference would be -384,1b and Senste -
$38.7b. In eddition, Conference docs not include savings from DARA, which was moved 1o the cargings test bill, The Seoate bill includes
DA&RA, ﬁ

] ——

1
1 :



i Page 11

b gmmm

,\}o e Welffsre Reform > o RobRA

Possible Events

Jung

0

Cabinet mesting regarding federal hiring of welfare recipients: On Aprit 10th,
the mambers of the Cabzmt will raport to the Presiden? and Vice President
about their plans to hire Waifar?z racipients.

Welfare caseloads: Reiease new statistics showing welfare caseioads
declined by 20% or 2, ?52’3 000 during the President’s first term {from
January 1993 to January 1997,

Council of Economic Advzserb Release report discussing reasons for the
decline in caseloads (Admlmstratmn 5 welfare waiver policy, aconomyl.
Legal Immigrants: Pmmde;:ntal meeting with bipartisan group of mayors
combined with zransmittai to Congress of President’s proposal to assist
whildren, refugees, and {hmse disabled after arrival in U.$,

Corparate Commitments: g&maanzzfﬁem of Welfare 10 Work Foundation (El
Segal’s groupl and commitmenis by 25 or more companies to hire welfare
recipients.
Welfare to Work Transnortatlc}n Presidential meeting with bipartisan
governors and members of Congress to endorse NEXTEA and other
transportation funding prgposals that will help welfare recipients get to jobs.
Regional visits 10 modal Sites by VP and Cabinet combined with more
gndorgements. =

{Chilgd Care: Releass pr{}msez:i regulations on welfare law’s $14 billion in child
parg, which include extens ion of basic health and safety standards to nearly
all federally funded child zsa{e

Child Support: Relaase awmsed rules to help states track delinquent parents
across state lines zﬁmugh the Directory of New Hires,

Possible teen pregnancy pravention or statutory rape announcement.
Announce public-private effort to provide weifare offices with access to
Internet to use public and private job banks to help weifare recipients get
jobs.

Democratic Leadership {Zi}unmi National Governors Association-Business
Alliance confersnce on weifa{e 16 work.
Welfare to Work; Release proposed regulations which will hold states




H
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accountable for meetmg the walfare reform law’s tough new wark

requirements. Zi
/;f}’\f:ather s Day event regarcimg child support enforcement and grants 1o states
5

,//‘to promote parental \nsltatlon of non-custodial parents.
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July

July 1o Certify wetfare reform plans for all 50 states.

» Paternity ﬁszabizshmem ?:t}pcse new regulations 1o promote paternity
astablishmaent.

August

i

. August 22nd Anniversarytof Welfare Reform Signing: Release report on state
actions. 1
* State performance: Relaas& nroposed regulations outlining rewards for statas

with high job placament ;zerformance and succeass in reducing cut of wedlock
births, :




i MARCH 25, 1997
MEMORANDUM FOR BRUC;:' REED AND ELENA KAGAN

|
FROM: CYNTHIA RICE

SUBJECT: CHILD CARE IDEAS

The new welfare law i mcr{eased child care spending by nearly 34 billion--a hard-won
victory for the President. Generally, anaiysts agree that the new law provides encugh funding for
welfare recipients entering the workforce Yet there is growing concern that working poor
famities will be short-changed as avmlable subsidies are directed toward former welfare recipients.
Even the Congressional Budget Ofﬁce last December concluded that the new law is $1.4 billion
short of the resources needed 1o mamzam current child care programs for at-risk, working poor
families and provide enough child cm for newly working welfare ma;}zems I addition, there
are persistent concerns about the Iquahty of care most children receive in the typical child care
setting. | :

Here are a few ideas for ways to address these problems.

» Make the Child and I}ependcni Care Tax Credit Refondable. Current tax law
provides a tax credit for chzid care expenses of up to $2,400 for one child and $4,800 for
two or more children, ’?he creézt 15 not refundable, however, meaning families with {gtle
or no income can't beneﬁt in &agtzst the Joint Tax Commitree concluded it would cost
$2.1 billion from 199?-2002 tojmake the tax credit refundable; the Treasury Department
estimate was mexpllcably twice as high, The Blue Dog budget released last month made
the credit refundable but pmd ﬁ::r it by eliminating the tax benefit for families with incomes
over 3100,000, ;

. 'Endorse Senator Kohl's I“Ctziié Care Expansion Act.” Senator Kohl’s bill provides
tax credits to private companzﬁs and institutions to encourage them to build quality child
CAFe Centers on-stte or near theu’ companies. {Generally, child care centers are considered
to be higher quality than fmmly day care, which operate put of individual homwes, because
centers have to meet certain state staffing and safety rules.) His bill, introduced in
January, was lauded in a recent !edmon of Working Mother magazine. It would provide a
$0% credit for eligible acmmes up 1o $150,000 per year per business. The Joint Tax
Committee estimates the cost © b4 $2.6 billion from 1997-2002.

. Endorse Republican Senator Pat Roberts of Kansas” “Child Care Expansion Act.”
His bill would: 1) Increasc the amnunz of the Child and Dependent Tax Credit 1o §3,600
for one child and $5,400 for two This would not help the lowest-income families since
the credit would stifl not he reﬁmdable 2) Provide matching grants of up to $50,000 for
small businesses that waric tegctﬁm‘ to provide day cace for their employees. 3) Expand
the IKX rules to allow more pamzts to deduct home offices expenses from their taxes.
This provision would aflow an exce:pzwn 1o the “exclusive use” rule permitting mixed use
of space for business and petwnai purposes in the case of taxpayers who conduct home-
based business while canng for ﬁe;}wdents 4} Enmurage older Americans participating
in federally-supported programs to provide child care services in their communitics. A
cost estimate for this bill 1 1s not yet available.
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Mickey Kaus 8 o contributing edimr.'af the Naw Repubbe sod author of The Eng of Equality. Peter Fdelman is a
professor st the Georgetown University Law Cenrer, Me wrota “The Worst Thing Bif Chinten Has Bone”™ in the
March 1987 issue of the Atlantic Mcmhivl{www theatlantic. camiatiantic/issues/8 7mar/
sdeimanfedelman. himi. He served a3 assistant seeretary for planning and evalugtion for the Department of
Hoahth and Mumen Services in the Cz’: von sdministrstion. Eadier entries in this thread aie availabie at

W, sHate. cam, ‘
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From: Micksy Kaus
Sent:: April 16, 1887
To: Pafer ddeiman

Subjent: Welfare

Pisase, don't lecture me about the reed for public johs, or about how weltare relorm "ig an sifort that
wiil cogt moaney, Mickey.” You must have missed the thres slaces in my pravious entry where | eaid |
favar public iobs {e.g., "l favor a Ia'rge prt'ngram of public jobs™), | aiso agread that "providing jobs and
child care ... costs more than just sending welfare checks.” You're debating some imaginsd rightwing
apponent. Last year's welfarg bill mizas a good thing, | think, precisely bacause it will lead tu the necessary
spending on public jobs and child ca{e '

Befors | get to that, and the ampi& mzmﬁmrma{lon in your response, | think wa should step back fram

thy datails and ask why we coarg a%xm{ wgif&re rafarim in the first place. 18 trug that for soms on the

i the point of reform is simply w save monsy. Bt for most people~Tor Prasident Clinton and, |

suspact, for the voters who ov&rw%‘*eizz%ﬁ%g y supponed the retorm, and evan for many congressional
Republicans—the main goal isn’t fiscal, 18 o saive Azxzer:ca s greasest secial prablem, which is what

sociolopist Williarm Jutius Wilson ai g “gheito poverty™ the existence of solated, depressed '
netghiborhoods, mainly black and Pz{spm;z;;, whara intact, two.parent families angd working fathers sre

practically nonexistent, whese, for yourgpiwamen, having a child put of wadioak antd goivg on wellare is,

as they say, a way of life.

Welfaro may not have caused ghette pavarty but there's liftle doubt that the ol weiare system—in
which an unmarried teenager could lha\.re a ghild, never taxe z job, snd be antitied 1o 18 yvenrs of cash
aid - helped sustain the prablem, and certamly wasn't solving it. Change wellare, the reformist srgument N
gows, and ghetto-poor neighburhoods willlchange too. Specifically, if you require work in exchanga for
aid, many who might otherwise wmd L 8% single mothers on the dole will maks better sheless; finishing
school, delaying motherhood, takmg jobs,imarrying potential breadwinners. Those wha do need aid will bs

- introduced 1o the demands and apportunities of the lshor market. Even if the currsnt generation has
dittipuity adiusting, the next generation wil be better off. That's the hope, anyway —that walfare raform
witl, as President Clinton smd, “bresk the ‘:z:uiwre of poverty and dependance” in the ghettos,

i wo're going to require work, nearly everyone agrees, we neead o provide the single mothers on
waifare with child care, Yhere is no zsuch coﬂsensus, hpwever, that we nesd pudlic jobs. | think we do,
maost obwiously becauvse thars pzobabiy wWon't ahways be enough privale jobs in &l piaces st all times for
the sort of unskilled paople with "Hite work expetience” who tend 1o become long-tarrn wellars
racipienis, ¢ don’t know wherg yauigsst the iea that | think "therg ara gnough jobs out there™ )

So how are we going to get the governmerz' to =pend the necessary dolisrg for these public jobhe? Wae
could wait for a groundswell of [iberal nmvspeadmg sentiment o sweep American politics, That seems 1o
ba your strategy. Don't haold your brgath, Tl*e alternative is 1o recogrize that aven consarvatives aren’t
necessatily opposed 1o public jobswwhat i 8 “workfare,” championsd by Honaltd Reagaen, bot & type of
sublic job? Yet today’s Repuhlicans hm.fe to be convinced thas such a asontly, big-governmeni proiect is
FREEssary, |

Fine. The way to convines them |s to pass somathing very much like the bill Clinion signed —sa
*hake-off,” in effect, which lotg mt‘i’z szam design its own welfare reform, so we can find out which
works best, Lel consarvative statses ‘ry Zhez' ideas. Let tiberal states try theirs, otc. Some goveraars will
provide public iobs. Some will indeed assuine that “there are encugh [privatel jobs out there.” They will
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diseover soon encugh that there agen’t_, as wellpre recipients fail to find private work within thair alloried
tims lmits, It will then become (JZ)W(J'.J& avan 1o conservatives, that “workfsre” jobs, at the least, s
necessary tf work is really going :e} he requzred ohvious 1o snough cansarvatives, anyway, (o supnport tha
necessary spanding. 1

Yeasz, there are risks to this “let 50 refcrms blaom” strategy. Though the law does not require it, some
states could do harsh things—like ‘enforcmg ‘cold turkey” cutatfs, even when recipients can't find jobs,
Governors may eventually have to lobby‘Washington for moreg mongy, Some states might try to slash
benefits and chase the ppor away, {Werailhese risks worth the reward of finding out which raforms wark?
That's 1he judgment call Clinton had to make, knowing that i he vetoed the bill, it might be vears before
another was passed —though %here wauld siill bs some axpsrimentstion under those state refarms thai
the Department of Health and }«uﬂnan Sﬁ'rwc&s approved.

1 thirk the rewards cutwsinhsd the rzsks Yers don' . Unfortenately, in atiemdiing 0 make your cass in
the Atlantic, you hype the rigks whila ignering or downplaying recent good news that makes Chaton's
dacision logk increasingly sensibis, erzr Sfaie entry aoniiies thig fradition:

11 Those nasty time imits: Hiaka it you have retteated from your Atlantic argument that the bili's
much-publicized "Hye.vesr tme limit” w;n;mz’s avery siEie 10 sut people off after that period. 11 doesn’t,
States stifl might choose 1o mgag;é it “a macho race 1o the hottom about the time Hmits.” But 5o fur, this
isry't happening. Yoo describe the izma fmits in Florids, Massachusetts, and Connactigut—and & propogsd
time it in Colifornia—as i they w&fa ai;sa uie oold-turkay cuto#fs of aid. They srean’t. Flosids oblas
extansions beyvond its four-vesr i;?m;ms& firnit 1o those with “significant barrders 10 employment,
sombined with a need for addzzzam‘ tirne. ™ That should cover practically anvone. Masgachusetls eximds
#s fimit, on a case-by-case basis, il famorsg:; other fsctorsl no “appropriste joh opporiunities exist logelly,

. Cormecticut’s provisions for ext&nslem arﬁs $0 genarouss 1hat even HHS appraved the plan. And the fime

imit propasad by Callfornia Govemor F?a* Wilson wasn't o cutotf at all: Ragipients would gimpiy move 1o
anothet program, where thay would gel qbot,zt 1wo-thirds of their assistance chack in the form of “n-kind”
aid, such as payments for rent and ur ime}s Anvway, Wilson's plan was just killed by the state legislature,

The only real cald-turkey cutaff, lof thosa you list, appears 1o be the one imposed by the Governor of
New Mexico. It's a three- (ot twa) yearlllmlt and the state’s Democratic legislaturg is fighting it, £ven
where cold-turkey Himitg are enacted politimans can be expected to back off when racipients actually start
ip hit them. Nobody gets raAeiected by puttmg large numbers of womean and children onto the streets,

2} The falling caseload: The we%fare block grant is fixed at £16.4 billiop, The caseload hay falien
roughiy 18 percent. Wers waelfare st} an Ceritlement,” pegged to the caseload, the federal moeney would
alsp have fallen 18 percent. Instead, it remaing Hxsd ot its record levai—an increase, the editar of Siate
npoints out 10 me, of not 18 bt abotit 22 ;ﬁﬁmem gvar what would have happenad had Clinton vatosd the
bl Thig is not just "some” extra mizzmy ‘Whan was the last time Hbersls achioved a 22 porcent wrease
in tederal funding for welfare? Yag, i zﬁe{e s & racession, and the oaseload sparg, the nuambers urn sour.
But what wouid you rather have: siia fzfz%‘z more mansy now, In hand, with 2 chanae that the bonus will
mersase ¥ the cazelond keaps zim;;;}iﬁg, ahd a chance to iobby Congress for more morpy H there 18 &
recassion; or bi g BRh fesy money ?"%{}W %?é%ﬁ} the loss increasing every doy, but with an sutomatio
increase should there be a recession in the next few years? in the current economy, 'l take whnt's
pehindg Door A,

{ agree that the cassioad drop doesn’t ean the legisiation is already 8 sucoess. As you say, the

“tough part” of trying © get the k}ﬁge%?arm recigiants into the work foroe lies ahead, | do clairn thet noy
anhf does the caseload drop free up lots af monay to focus on the tougher cases, but iF's also a good
thing in itself. Your rasponse 10 the latter poiit is, first, to cite the increase n dernand at bameless
shehars in Milwaukee, There fas baen SLIT h an increase, According ¢ Jlos Volk, chalrman of the
Milwaukee Sheiter Task Force, it consists af about 28 more famiies i shefters now than this time tast
year. That's 26 families too many, blut in tlhe same year the Milwaukee welfara rolls felt by morg than
7.700 households! The overwhelming majority of those leaving welfare, ohviously, didn't wind up
homeless. On Halance, @ SLCCess — sb far,

Yous cemparisen of Wiseonsin 8(‘!d ’\ﬂnmesota ig very strange. Attar alaiming that the casetoad has
dropped becauss of the economy, yuu argue that the Minnesota caseload hasn't dropped, and
Wisconsin's bas, becauss of dqu‘ereﬁces in waitare-refgro policies. Wasn't that my point? You say
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Wisconsity's “hursaucratic culiure dz»am;rage% peopls from ‘*pg}ivmg What's wrong with that? But vou
o't sxplain away Minnssota’s hzghef c&sgwa{i singly by s gererous practice of keeping poonis on the
rofis ps they sam more, singce thatlls an m;mzzm@ma polioy thut spplies 10 only 10 peroent of the siae’s
easelnad fwww slate.comiDatal {}anéil}f&% farefbupedmentsiPolicy.aspl |

i gay, fine, lgr Minnesoia fry its milg ve:s;an ot reform, which st affows long-tary welfare mothers 1o
giay on the colis without actuslly warkmg Let Wisconsin try ils universal work raguirement, Lat's see, in
a few yaars, which state has seen more Eﬂ’ ars improvernent i gheito poverty. That's the compeatition ast
i miction by the 1396 reform. You wam to giiow the axpariments you like (Minnesola) and have HKS
sguash the opes that don't fit your pracnse preconcentions [Wisconsing.

{me more thing about these two tateﬁ You say you are for public johs, yet yout toug the Minnesots
plan, which has virtually no public jObS and inexplicably disdain the Wisconsin plan
{www . glate, com)‘{)ata;‘DandD!Welfare;’chonsm aspl, which {in order to enforce work) would create tens
of thousands of public jobs! You ccmplam Wisconsin doagn’t ofter the Earned Income Tax Crodit to the
peopie in those jobs. That's trus. WiSCOf1$IZ“ wants 1o reserve the tax credit as an incantive for those who
gl privats employmant. 's a principla r&wgmmd by Franklin D. Roosevelt, in the WPA, and Willlam
LAdiug Witson, In his mos? recent book, %;hm Work Dissppesrs. Public jobs should pay & it less thon ’
private iohs, o encourags novement intg the private secior. Indeed, Clinton's defuner 1994 waelfare plan,
which vou supported land which, in the Atanic, you praise as “responsible™) slse derfed the BITC w©
thote in public.service positions. 3¢ W??Ygiﬁ this now your hig beef?

{ can’t help bu suspect what conasrvatives {and voters! have slways suspscied of paleslibers] welfore
axperts who eall for public jobs: Y{?&; wa{}t the iohs, but in the crunch vou don't aotualiy want o renquire
arrybody on weifare 1o taks tham. Ssr}{:& z’ nn't productive to attribute hidden motives 10 one’s soponent,
i"i simply ask voun If the govemmsnt chid dacide 16 provide minimum-woge 2hs for everyons, with fres
ohiid pars and free haalth care— 0K, and Ehe EITCi—ard & poor, single mathar showed up and sald
don’t want your job. | dom’t want to work. § want my welfare,” wouid you deny her the aid? Or would
vou sand har a check anyway?
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASMINGTON

June 13, 1995

Car{grcssional Welfarc Reform Mecting

| DATE: Woednesday, Junc 14, 1993
LOCATION: Oval Office

TIME: 12:15~1:00 pm

From: Bruce Reed

PLURPOSHE
Ta endorse the ﬁ)asahlemsrcaux Mikuiski welfare reform altemative, and o

~ discuss stratogy for the upcoming debate.

BACK(}ROUNI)
The Senate floon debate: on welfare reform will begin next week, Last week,
Senators {)aschlc, Breaux, and Mikulski announced the Senate Democratic.
lcadcrshxp altematxvc b:ll called "Work First." Their plan would repeal AFDC
and requirg cwrgozm ?vho needs assistance to do something in return, Tt
includes tough wofk requirements (two-years—and-work} and uitimate time
limits (fiW?;*}’ﬁﬁIS*&ﬁ(i'-mﬁ) It provides siates real resources for work and
child care, gzws's;iaw burcaucracies bonuses for mecting their work
requiremeonts, and still provides significant deficit rcﬁiactmn atong the lines of
your now ba{igﬁi piazf

The Republ :cazzs’ ;mstpancd floor debate until next week because of dissension
within their cauces from right-wingers like Faircloth {who has threatened to
filibuster uniess thc bitl gets meancr) and moderates {who are leaning our way .
on maintenance of effort child care, and other improvements). The Dcmocrat‘;
are still divided (Moymhan Conrad, and Harkin also have alternatives), but
your cndnrscmcut should unite most of them behind Daschle,

As the floor manag,cr, Moymhaa is coming to the meeting even though he has
not endorsed Daschle, 1f he presses you on a veto threat over the individual
entitiement, you shau}d telf him that our strategy is working: we have the
ch&%}iiaanﬁ on Zi}c defensive on work and on children, we have a real chance
to improve this bz%i ané a veto threat will only 1) give the Republicans a road
map 1o ensure yeuz‘ veto and 2} give Dole an excuse to pull the bill and head
for reconciliation.
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I, PARTICIPANTS

President
Vice-President | -
Secrctary Shalala

Senator Daschle
Senator Mnynihiaxx
Senator Mikulski
Senator Breauy

V. PRESS PLAN .
Pool press. You will open the meeting with brief remarks, then the press will
leave. After the meeting, the Senators will go to a press stakcout.

v. REMARKS | :
Talking points o be provided

H
1




November 12, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: BRUCE Rfiﬁll')
SUBIECT: Housc Républilcan Welfare Reform Plan

Earlier this week, House Republicans announced their welfare reform plan, which is
based on your campaign p eégc to require welfare recipients to work after 2 years. A
summary is attached, *

i
i
i
i

{i. Elements of the Plan

The Republican plan includes the following major provisions:

1. Work: Requires AFDC recipients to work at the end of (w6 years, Provides $10
billion over 5 ycars to states to|set up CWEP work programs. Phased in over 18 years,
starting with 30% of new appllf:ants in 1995. Gives states the option to drop recipients after
3 years in the work program (and a t}otal of 5 years on AFDC).  Also requires fathess of
children on AFDC 10 pay chxldlsupport or take part in a work program,

2. Parental Responsibility: chuzrcs mothers to identify the father in order to qualify
for welfare benefits. Requires tcczi mozhcrs to live at home. Prohibits additional benefits for
additional children born while on welfare. Includes other incentives for school attendance,
immunization, parenting clagscs,

H
é

3. How to Pay for It Fhe Rf:;}zzbizcans raisc about $10 billion by eliminating §SI
and other welfare benefits (cxmp& cmérgency Medicaid} for most non—citizens. They raise
another $20+ biliion by capping entitlement programs {(EITC, AFDC, 8§81, Section 8 housing,
Food Stamps} at inflation plus 2% -t and by cutting all food and nutrition programs {Food
Stamps, WIC, ctc.) by 5% and binck granting the money io the states. These measures allow
them to spend $2 billion on traiping and $10 billion on work programs, and still claim $21
billion in deficit reduction over fﬁ years.

|

|
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i1. Pros and Cons !

We intend to welcome the Republicans’ contribution to the debate, applaud their

cmphasis on work, responsibility, and your two-ycar time limit, and pledge a bipartisan effort
to pass a welfare reform plan.

If asked, we will cxprces some concerns about the entitlement cap —— it's ridiculous to
cap a powerful work incentive like the BITC ~~ and the across~the-board cut in nufrition
programs. We expect the NGA arzd];.:vz:n some Republican governors to criticize this
apparent effort (o shift the bzzriicﬁ {:ef welfare spending onto the states, We think it's
unrealistic to claim that weifazc reform can lead to massive deficit reduction in the short run,
The Republican plan also dacsm d{}!gg much as it could to zmg}f{}% child support colicction,
or to provide employment and t:ammg, services to support peaple in work,

But there is much in the Repuhllcan plan that we can work with. We arc considering
recommending many of the same parcntal responsibility measures for our own plan, such as
requiring mothers 1o name the fathcr in order to qualify for benefits and no longer giving
welfare benefits to tecenagers who want (o live on their own. The Republican work program
is a serious, $10 billion cffort to pwwé& commumity service jobs —— and they phase in the
program at a reasonable pace. | ,

|
In fact, if they dropped thc ﬁrgzziemcnt cap and block grant provisions, the
Republicans would still have a rcvenuc«»ncutr&! plan that invesis $12 billion over § years —
which is not a bad starting pmnt for thc debate.

The Administration’s welfare ;cform working group has just completed a series of
mg}fmai hearings in California, ;i'cnrzesﬁcc Chicago, and New Jersey. We will present a
series of options to you next month for consideration in she FY9S budget, and develop
legislation for introduction carly next year.




WELFARE REFORM

What do you think of thc wclfare reform agreement announced today between House
Republicans and Rt:pubihcan govcmors"

[ haven't seen the details yet! | think we've made some progress on impontant issues
like the need for tough eh:ié support cnforcement, and it's very important to me and to
the American people that we put country before parnty and end welfare as we know i1,
But as Congress bcgmslthzs historic debate, let me tell you what | have always
believed that welfare rcform is about. I've been working on the welfare problem for
14 years now, and | can tell you Rcal welfare reform is about moving people from

e e it o T AR W NONE S

gbeai{im be 32}(}11: punighing chxiéwn because they an 1o be poor.

:
i

Can you sige a bill thaz!éms 1ot condain an individual entitiement?

We've got to keep an cyc on that issue. I'm all for giving states a lot more flexibility

- {'ve given waivers to 23 states, more than any other President. But we won't have
¥

real welfare reform if all Congress does is shift costs to the states and put children at

risk. The rcal test for any &%cffam reform bill is; Does it move people from welfare -

to work? Does it reduce zccn pregnancy? Docs it hold parents responsible for

supporting their children? Docs it protect childsen, not punish them for their parents’
mistakes? ;

t
,
[
[
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COMMENTS: while I rea?izﬁ that vime is showt, I hope you will

focus on this right away given that you are speaking to
the Governors tomorraw on children's issues.

|
l
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CHRRORLIGOR 18186 FROM CDF RTH Fi . GR2-TRAN ™ GRES44GR PLRD

June 4, 19%8

Fresident William Jefferscn Clinton
The White House .
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue \ B Childian
Washington, DC 205060-2000 ' ‘ )

Deforve {tmd

Doar Mr. ?f@&id&nté

1 anm m:itng te urge you to vero any legislation that dismantles
ohilidrents antitlanent te mif asgisrance and to say 0 now and nnermivoaally
as the full Senate gets ready to consider welfare reforn.

If we enter the %end game"™ on welfare reform without a glear ami
impedighbe oignal that you w:.ll veto any legislation that does not preserve
guaranteed help to children =-=1the only wvay the entitlemert can be pressrved
~ many Senate Domeorate will| have no incentive to go out ‘on a limb they
think you will saw off.

While I was grateful that you spake sut against the House welfare bzzz
as "too weak on work and toc tbugh on children,® I was and am disturked thot
you have been elther silent ar equzvocal on the nation-defining issue of
whether Lhe [ederal gcve«nmant will remain the protector of last yesort for
poor, kungry, disabled, neglected and abused children rvegardless of the
state in whish they live QI‘E Lhy parents they chanced to draw. My concsrn has
veen deepenad after meetings | with White House .staff, reading Secretary
Shalala‘s lstier to SQnate Filpance Committee mesbers, apd hearioy reporis

from Senators and Govarnars af weetings with you on welfare and other block

grant proposals and bu&get issues. The message they bulleve they have
received from ymu ig that children’s entitlement to AFDC assistance is not a
pottonm line. L traly hayaithis is wrong.

Scms may think 1T is gaeﬂ polltlcs to throw AFDO‘e entitlement ror poor
children to the winds of tewporary peolitical change, although it is. clear
from the polls <that the American people suppart a fairer and more
gonstructive approach to weliare refoerm. More importantly, however, it is

“very bad policy and it is wrorg. Those of us who support you and othser

Democratic leaders expect you to fight for what is right and necessary to
protect poor, hungry, and dlsabled children, and working and average

americans in tines of eeenomlclaownturn and disagter in every state -~ win or
lose. ‘ M

‘We can achieve greater state flexibility, strengthen expectations about
work, and make needed changes in welfare without hurting and making millions
of poor children worse off., Before we tear down axisting protections for
peor children, we should make sure that something better ig belny put in
place. Pending House amd Senate AFDC bleock grant proposals do not deo this
and are not real welfare xafurm. In their current form they:

& Are a Prajan harxa ?ar massive budgst cuts that would dramatically
. reduce investments in children and dramatically increase child
destitution. '

18 T Stwant, N
Wachiogton, DC 20001
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o will leave states and localities unable to respond automatically
and immediately to increases in child and family needs as a result
of recessions, ilsasters, populatien growth, or nmigration, etc.

o lack any accountability in how states will use scarce jederal
dollars, thereby openlnq the door to even sharper declines in

“Yederal support! for children over time as has happened with
previous block grants lacking a strong federal role.

3

I
o leave children at szk of deeper ontinui -cuts
era. budget cuts by permlttlng states to

eliminate or raeduce current efforts and child investments at a time
when we have 14.7 million poor children -- the highest number in 30
years.

' |

o Timnggg_allocatlon formulas that qive sao than
others and treat rapidly growing states in the South and West
particularly unfalrly

|
o _ignare the hicktorical failure of many states to protect and respond
to the needs of .children in many areag_gnd_;n_a_ﬁgir way. (The
"ETUCYEY YOIT ar & protector of last rasort” did "not spring -from
Zeus’' head, it sprang from the failure of many states to protect
children.) .

v recklessly change national policy upen which the fate of milliona
of childran dapends before we have evidence, from the waivers your
Administzation has uhamploned that states’ waiver experiments and
flexiblllty actually improve services for children and families.

o erase the federal role and leadership in an area of nation-defining
importance in the face of major dAisparities in state resources o
manageament capabLlltles. What business of any nation is more
important than ensuring that its children are prepared for the
future? Yet there is no state duty to serve or ensure children a
healthy and fa1r|start in lite in these block grants,

You have fought too hard and too long to ensure chlldren a better chance
to preside over or pernit the uost regresgive, backward step in social policy
for children in 60 years. |You have the power to protect children and move
our nation towards real rather than false welfare reform. We will do
everything in our power to help. But we cannot do it without you.

I hope you will speak plLLnly at the Baltimore Governors’ meeting on
this and convey immediatelv.to Senate leaders in both parties your commitment
to protecting children’s guaranteed federal safety net. I also hope you will
sducate the country about what the stakes are for children and why you are
insisting on doing no harm‘to the least among us.

| As ever,
Mo

i - Marian Wright Edelman’
MWE/emb !

|

|

|
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February 6, 1994
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MEMORANDUM FOR MAC{K MCLARTY

FROM: BRUCE REED
THROUGH: CAROL RASCO
SUBJECT: William Bennett Asticle on Ending Welfare for Qut—of-Wedlock Births

In the campaign, Bill Clmton called for ending welfare as we know it by requiring all
ecipients who ¢an work 1o go to urork within two ycars. This propoesal was designed to
restore the basic social contract in which people who get help from the government give
something back in relum, and afso!m end welfare as a way of life, which should help
discourage people from g{}ing’ on t&'cifam in the first place.

Until recently, wnscr&atwm tike Bill Bennett and Charles Murray bave been strong
supporters of the kind of work rcqmwmm{s that the President proposed. Now that they are
in danger of iesmg the weifzzm z%‘;szzc however, somc Republicans are calling for cven more
dramatic changes in the welfare *‘;yszcm Murray has attracted considerable press attention
and some chubiwan sappa%li;y proposing that we abolish welfare altogether for single
mothers whe give binh to chx%drcn out of wedlock. Some conservatives, including Bennett,
see this approach as a way t()i hold onto the wetfare issue by going further than they think
Clinton can go.

Here are three points o keep in mind about the Murray proposal:

L. Murray is right about one thing: we'll never end welfare unless we reduce the
number of oui-of-wedlock births The number of unwed births in this country has
doubled in the Jast 15 years. Mom than one in four births today is out-of-wediock. Many
experts attribute the recent mcrcasc in welfare rolls (33% increase since 1989) to this out-of-
wediock baby booni. When thc Pmszdcnt was asked about Murray's proposal, he said he
agreed with Murray's anaiysisl that wcrcasmg llegitimacy is at the core of the welfare crisis.

2. sz:‘z’ay 8 pr{}pﬁsa! isn t the only way fo keep pmplc off welfare in the first
place. The President said, "There | is no question that [Murray's proposal] would work, The
question is ... is it morally right?” IA:» part of welfare reform, we are considering a number of
other measures o encourage parental responsibility and discourage out~of-wedlock births: 1)
a national campaign to reduce zcenlpregxancy; 2} prohibiting teen mothers from leaving home
to collect welfare, and requiring them to live with their parents instead; 3) reducing benefits
for mothers who have additional chiidwn while on welfare; 4) requiring mothers to name the
father in order to receive puhhc 3§szsmzzcc so that we can track down the father and make
him pay child support; and S) rcqumng evervone who applies for welfare o sign a personal
responsibility contract that spcl[s Qm their responsibilities and requires them o work as soon
as possible and within two years at the most.




LIS

3. Murray's proposal compleiely ignores the role of unwed fathers. Cutting
unwed mothers off the welfare rolla docs nothing to address the other problemt at the core of
the welfare system, which is Ihat tm many fathers fail to take responsibility for supporting
their children. This is the Achxllce heel in Murray's argument: he actually argues that unwed
fathers shouldn't be required 1o pay child support, because that way young women would
learn nol to have babies mzz‘;zée mamagc The truth is just the opposite: if young fathers
knew they faced a lifctime of chziii _support, they would think twice before fathermg a child
before they're ready. A{;{:{};{izz}g 1ithe Urban lnstitute, there is a $34 billion gap in this
country between the amount {}f child support that absent parents ought to be paving and the
amount they actually pay, Chrid support isn't just a welfare probleom; it's also a middle—class
problem. But if we had a truly effective child support enforcement sysiem, and if men tock
responsibility for their children, we ' wouldn't need a welfare systemn.  As part of welfare
reform, we will propose a series ofr measures to orack down on delinguent parents: we'll
gamlsh their wages, suspend thmr hccnscs track them across state lines, and if nccessary,
require them to work off what they, owe.

tn short, the best answi:r to Murray is that he doesn't go far cnough: we need to end
welfare as a way of life, and let all| young people -- men and women ~~ know that if they
have a child, they will have 1o 1ake responsibility for that child, because the government won't
be there to raise it for them. |
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRY szz:zfgx’r

i
FROM: Carol RaM&ck L@//

SUBJECT: Status of Wclfar& Reform Implementation
This memo will update you on &ffc}rts to ensure that welfare reform is implemented smoothly
and effectively. ;
‘

We have formed an inter-agency %mz'i(i;zg group to coordinate implementation, which met for
the first time on August 9 and will meet on a weekly basis, We have established three
subgroups, One will monitor key. 1mp1ementatmn milestones, identify and resolve issues, and
ensure deadlines are met, A second grpup is developing proposals to expand job opportunities
for those leaving welfare. A third group will coordinate Presidential welfare events. Separate

work is going forward on developing ;m}posais to correct the major flaws in welfare reform

which you have identified. l

One ey element of implementation is work g‘ jth 1he states through the National Governors' ""
Association (NGA), the National Conference of State Legislators (NCSL), and the W &

Public Welfare Association (APWA) tré ensiire smooth federal-state communication,

Intergovernmental Affairs is coordinatiag Cabinet agency contact with state and local officials &
q@all implementation issues. NGA NCSL and APWA will meet MM ! ’
on September 9 and 10, mcludmg govermrs senior policy staff, state legislative leaders, and Q%} \
state social service mm:msswzmrs anrgavcmmemai Affairs is working with NGA 1o

negotiate the agenda of that meetmg; zmiaéu&g making Federal officials available for briefings.

"Z’hts Memo sununarizes :he work af tixe subgroup dealing with implementation. There are a

lgm:mauqn_ghaﬂgnw:sed by the bill. All affected.

agcncms are at W{JI‘R developlng thclr own timelines and work plans. We will be compiling
these agency plans so that there 1s one overall framework for monitoring implementation.
The following is a list of some af the main deadlines and challenges that we have 3o far
identified. £

TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMIL{I?;S {TANF) BLOCK GRANT
As you know, ;i’m‘ bill creates the new block grant to replace AFDC and requires that states

transform their AFDC systems z{:s TAN? by July 1997. There are several major issues that we
will be tracking as HHS manages this transition;



i
Early Implementation - States have the option of implementing the block grant
immediately, and it is financially advantageous for them to do so.  Some states
may be ready 10 go zmn‘redmtcly on enactment. We will be working to clarify
with HHS the pf{fx:ess and wnzz.abia for appmvzng these pians You shauzzi

spec;ai &esswns tlus fall on these issmes.

Regulations HKS is preparing a preliminary list of areas in wi‘nch it sees a
need to regulaw anziez* the statute, We will be working with HHS to ensure

-, %
that the new program is appropriately, but not overly regulated. & mmm;t% 3
‘l“o?“ ‘!&m 't*'{}&

Guidance (o States - HHS is also tonsidering issuing guidance to states on how

to construct theu- new block grant plans: We will be working closely with H}*Ism‘

on this gmdance: to ensure that it is useful and helpful to the states,
' ' Y ¥
i == The bill lets states continue to operate existing waivers,

However, the b:li s{language is unclear about the scope of these provisions,

especzaiiy the treatmcm of work requirements and time limits. It appears that

th& bsii1's dig | e (d3d aae intend to EXEnpt states ff{} the work particjpation

s by op a;»-' hom wiith coe flexihili mszmnwa V!il

izz adg Itl(m wazvers that apply to {mly a few counties in a state can not %
e
e

extended to ziz;c cnn|re state. ) E A{"NL‘%
As for time limits, Michigan has waivers that do not include a time timit on %‘*‘Qﬁ

benefits and has m::izz:azcﬂ it will continue on this course in the plan it submnits, >
rather than adop{ zzme limits as required by the bill. New Hampshire may
follow suil. Whether the intent of the waiver provisions can b clarified by
admmstrazwe%acuon has yet o be determined. Deciding upon the best course
for clarifving the intent of the waiver provisions - seeking legislation or 1
the

(

through regutatmn {Wiz:ch would be our first preference) - will bc one of
nnpiemf:manon group’s first major issucs,

Rﬂzdmgm_mw - HHS has approved eight waivers in me past {wo %
days, three ;}f’éwmch arrived after you announced you would sign the bill (D.C., Q‘% %
fdaho, and Kansas) Wisconsin i§ not yet approved. HHS is prepared to act on

future waiver requeiszs antil July 1, 1997 should states ask for them. ™~
Other issues - 'I‘herc are a whole series of operational issues the group will be
addressing m{zhzémg the establishment and management ¢f th 13 e

Fund a8 Confi Fun %

Y/
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CHILD SUPPORT ENF{}R{L‘KMEN’Y

‘The bill requires an increased *foieral role and significant state activity in this area. Staws

must have enabling legislation in place by the end of their 1997 gsegsions. Federal daga

A
R

processing sxgtcms have bt able 1o ;anW7 We must

ry of new hires and a case regi nhaacctiwf'edemi?arem[gcamr

'\S&rwce HHS has scheduled tmmmg conferences and set up joint working groups with the
states. One change of zzm:rcst is tim states will no longer be required to pass the first $30\of
monthly support collections ta ibc famﬂy receiving assistance as of October 1, 1996,

Mo

AP | (&1 o
IMMIGRANTS &uaw_ | ‘ %*f

Obviously, the cross-cutting zz:z;m:t of the immigrant provisions of the bill will be a central
concern on :mplcmentathz Among the key impacts:

Q

LA IS
tefaeriad bosalia
m.utm

(

Fs s WM |

Food Stamps ~- Upon enactment, fegal aliens applying for f{}{}é stamps will no -
longer be eizgiblc Imnugrants currently receiving benefits will lose them at the
time of their regulariy scheduled recertification. These recertifications would
begin mxmcdzaz;iy upon enactment, with all such immigrants t¢ be removed
from the program within one year of enacument. About 900,000 participants
(inchuding 300, 000 ehziiiren) will be ineligible in the first year; approximately
250,000 gamczpams lwill lose benefits in the first three months after enactment.

: ; pcome (S50 —~ Upon enactment, most immigrants who
ag;siy fer S&I Wzi! mt bc cllgtbic Current immigrant recipients will get

he Social Security Admunstz’aﬁon (SS&) determines they are no
lnngg_;r,ﬁggz_lﬁc, B}' Mmh 1997, & i ¢ 1.1 miition
current remp:ems who may be legal immigrants and r::quest evidence of their
citizenship stams If the immigrant provides evidence that he or she is ot
eligible or fatis to ma;xmd SSA will notify the individual that benefits will be

" stopped. The amoam of time the recipient has to respond to the first notice

-gppears o be at SSA's discretion, although all redeterminations must be
completed within one vear of enactment. SSA is exploring timing options, with

the intent of pmvzéwg recipicits as much time as possible within the faw to
naturalize. An’ esumatcd 300,000 to 400,000 recipients are expected to come
off the rolls,

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

imunigration provisions:

0

Yerification - Developing a workable and fair system of verifying citizenship
status that meets thejneeds of the various systems affected is a daunting
challenge. The legzsiazmn outlines ambitious timelines, and an administration
workgroup 1s <i3f€’%dj{ at work putting proposals and options together.

! I

o
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0 Naturalization -~ in anticipation of the restrictions on benefits, many immigrants
have alrcady appi:etl for citizenship and many more will apply as the restrictions
take effect, INS has been working on initiatives to speed up the naturalization
process. The Cztmnsinp U.S.A. initiative is designed to respond to the large
increase in appllcatmns and expects to mantralize 1.2 million immigrants thig ™
’ . _fiscal year. ZI‘»IS ls{alsa working with 38A and OMB on a new regulation ihat Q‘
MU S \\, will waive Enghsh and civics test requirements for immigrants with certain
T R ' H serious disabilities zmd perhaps establish a special waiver for many disabled (4(;\
- rpnigrants rerzzvmg 881

FOOD STAMPS mmx-mmlc;m PROVISIONS

Eligi s Child Adults - Most able-bodied adults without children will

now be lumwci 0 3 momhs Qf fc}od stamps in a 36-month period if they are not working or
participating in a work or wqus‘aze program. ' For current recipients, this limit is effective 3
months after enactment. f}nc mﬂiwxz current recipients will become ineligible within six
months. Households remain’ mclipﬁi& for the balance of the 36-month period unless they I
obtain work or geta slotina 3&h training or workfare program.
Making the extensive changca 10 zhmr computer systems to determine the eligibility of

. - individuals who are dropped from zixc rolls and to track new recipients against the time lumts

- will be a ma;ar lmpizm;matmn chaBe::gc 1o states.

Benefit Levels ~ Changes to the standard income deduction and the excess shelter deduction
(Mum benefits for rmriy all of the 25 million monthly participants. Food stamp

aliotments will still increase under these changes, but much Jess than under prior law. The
impact increases over time -~ by 28(}2, average benefits will be nearly 20% lower.

These provisions involve rz:iatzvely simple computer changes. The Department of Agriculture
{USDA) expects most states vgiil be able to zmplement them on October 1 and January 1,
respectively, without delay. |

OTHER KEY pk{}vzszow$
I

‘SSI for Children - The bill tightens SSI eligibility for children with disabilities, Upon
enactment, new applicants who do I:mt meet the new starddard will be ineligible. Current
recipients will get benefiis umﬁ SSA makes @ redetermination that they are no longer eligible,
Children whose cases must bcl reviewed will receive notices by Ianuvary 1997. Those found no
longer eligible will be sent a nozzceltizaa benefits will be stopped. In certain cases, benefits
may continue until the first iwel ofiappeal is completed. The bill calls for all redeterminations
1o be completed within one year of enactment. An estimated 283,000 initiai notices will be

g sent and an estimated 190,000 chzldren are expected 1o come-off the rolls. 8SA is working on

E the plan for the timing of the reieasa of the first notices and the subsequant processes.

) MMM% {aA | 4 P
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Medicald — The Medicaid prcgz‘mn faces two major challenges in unpiem:ziatxon (1) \\ '
on
osely

delinking eligibility for Medicaid from the welfare system, and (2) assessing the impact
pending and existing waivers: The Health Care Financing Administration 15" working ¢l
with ottmr parts of HHS zmz:i with SSA to meet these challenges.

Child Carg ~ ‘i’hc bill block grants several child care programs, effective at the beginning of Q@
the fiscal year. While these changes are mostly positive, the timeframe for implementation is %,

challenging. ; m

The interagency working 'gmz;p on gthc welfare jobs issue is nearing completion of a package of
options. At this point it appears tixat the components witl hkeiy be: about $1 billion in
enhancements to the Work (}pponumties Tax Credit passed in the minimum wage hill; a $100
million expansion of the Cemumty Develpoment and Fmamml Instmzii{ms prngram o
enhance economic development in distressed areas; a $3.hillion spey e

il -« 1 are recipients in unsubsidiezed jobs, wzth the kcy feawrc af
withholding full paymen to States unﬁ! suceessful job pi&cemcnt and retention.
NEED FOR Lif“;{}iSLATIO{\é : } Lo 5&'&" e

| %

Work has begun on deveicpmg proposais to correct the major flaws in the welfare reform bill.
Among those you have noted are: (1) the too-deep cuts in the Food Stamp Program, including the
¢ap on the amount that can be deﬂvctcd for sheiter costs when determining an individual's
eligibility; (2) the denal of Federal assaszancc to legal immigrants and their children, and the
state option to do the same; and {3) t,he failure to provide Food Stamp support ta unempioyed
childless adults who are wﬂimg to wark but not offered a work jiéé

[OUR

Additional issues requiring corrective action include: {1} the failure to provide sufficient
contingency funding for States 2hat expemm:e a serious economic downturn; and {2) the lack of
a provision for in-kind vouchers for ch:ldren whose parents reach the five-year Federal time limit
without finding work. T

Sy | _%“ W
CONCLUSION l Cﬁ

We will keep vou up 1o date on developments as we go forward.

¢o: Leon Panetta




THE WHITE HOCUSE

WASBHINGTON

May 30, 1993

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
b
FROM: BRUCE REED

§ |
SUBJECT: WELFARE REFORM IN WISCONSIN

1. Gov. Thompson's Time-[i,imite!d Weifare Demonstration Project

On Thursday, Gov. T{;mmy {Thompson announced a welfare reform pitot project that
inchudes a work requirement and a twﬁwyear time limit. If it passes the state legislature this
fall, the project will be tested in two counties —— provided that HHS approves Wisconsin's
request for a waiver.

”I‘he proposal, catled. "\fferk Not Welfare,” sounds similar 1o what you called for in the
campaign: everyone who can wnrk must go to work; the state guarantees education, training,
and child care; cash bencfits end after two years; for those who cannot find a job in the
private sector, a public service job will be provided.

Recipicats will reeeive education and training for one year, then be required to work
for their benefits in the sccond year, Child carc and health care benefits will continue for up
to a year after cash benefits run out. The plan is designed as a decade-long experiment, to
be expanded if it works, E

!

Wisconsin will not submit a formal waiver request uniil the legislature approves
Thompson's plan. HHS will have to review it for cost neutrality and other issucs. But at first
glance, it looks 10 me like a responsible proposal. The biggest question may boe ensuring
thore are enough jobs to go around! The plan calls for a partnership of business,
communities, and local g{}vcmmcz}tt to generate the necessary jobs,

In announcing the proposal, {i”’iwmpsoa said, "If Mr. Clinton is scrious about welfare
reform, he should take a2 look at W:scensm Thompson is one of five governors who serve
on the welfare reform advisory gmu;} that the NGA formed at your request.

¥
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I1. The New Hope Project in Milwaukee

If you talk about welfare reform in Milwaukee, you can also mention the New Hope
Project, a pilot project in time- llmltcd welfare in inver—city Milwaukee. The program started
last year with 50 people; it plans 0 expand to 600.

1

The program provides child care, health insurance, a wage supplement (an additional

supplement beyond the federal and Wisconsin EITCs to boost participants' income to 105w

115% of the poventy level if they work full-time}, and a guaranteed job in the public or
private sector,

The New Hope ?wyxz was iaan{:had with money from foundations, corporations, and
state and local government. {Zimgrcss attached 2 $6 million New Hope amendment to H.R.
11, the tax bill Bush vetoed last fall. They hope to pass it again this year.

According to Now HQ;}::% foundess, Mibwaukee leads the nation in teen pmgzzazzcy
ratcs, and has the largest znz:{mga gap between whites and African-Americans.

L8

|
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Welfare Reform Conference Calt with Democratic Governors

Date: August 23, 1993
Time: 6:00-6:30 p.m.
From: Bruce Reed

I PURPOSE

To give Demoeratic governors! negatiating instructions for a possible NGA compromise on

welfare reform. | .

If. BACKGROUND :

G(}v Thompson ;:sroxmsa{i Dole he™ c{mid get a bipartisan NGA deal on welfare reform by
September. This conference call is. with the Tead Democratic governors on welfare, who want -
to know our bottom line before they start negotiating. Thompson is expected to approach
them with a proposal next week.

As you told Dican and others fast week, we belicve a deal could be ha!pi’ul inr the upcoming
Senate debate — so long as it's a good deal, and the governors ask for real money. A list of
the major issucs and talking pomts for the call are attached. The most important advice you
can give them is 1) ask for real moncy, and insist on specific dollar amounts for child care
and the contingeney fund; 2) don't gwc an inch on maintenance of effort; and 3} make sure it
looks like a governors' deal -- a middle ground between the Daschle and Dole bills ~- not
an NGA endorsement of I}oie If it looks like a bad deal, they should walk away.

The governors arc sure to press you for our bottom line - what's unacceptable, what we
would veto, ¢ic, We've made rccammcndatwns in the talking points as t© what we think
wotutld be-a good deal for tiwm and ?fez us, but you should avoid getting pinned down on an
absolute bottom line. The bcsz way, to do that is to get them to run the terms of any possible
deal by us before they sign on!

Rahm and I will both be on zixc Wcsz Coast, but we will call you 15 minutes beforehand to
do the bricfing, and stay on {or the call. Secretary Shalala will come to your office,
| .

1II. PARTICIPANTS |

Governor Bob Miller (NGA vi!cc chair) Governor Carnahan

{ - 1 . -
Governor Carper (lead Democratic negotiator) Governor Chiles
Governor Romer (most enthusiastic negotiator) Governor Dean

IV. TALKING POINTS s
Attached, - '




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

WELFARE REFORM ISSUES
L Overall Approach

!
|
|
. ChildCarc § i
HIl.  Maintenance of Effor E
IV.  Contingency Fund $ E
V.  Performance Bomus |
Vi, Punitive Mandates
" VI Food Stamps

VIII.  Job Training

X, Cither FElements

—— Child Support Enfmccmm:
- Minor Mothers
~— Personal Responsibility sziras:i
e Vouchers




Talking Points
Welfare Reform Conference Call

I. Overall Approach l
t

* Thank you for taking time out to work on this. Statcs obviously havc a lot at stake
in what happens in Congress this fall on a number of issues -- and it's important to stand up
for your interests on welfare reform, which will be the first one out of the box.

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

* You should do cvcrythmg you can to make this a "governors' plan”, not just the

. Dole bill with amendments. Thc best thing for you, for Thompson, and for NGA would be
for the press to sce the govcmors stc*ppmg forward with their own, centrist plan that's good
for states and could actually work.

* You should constantlyl rcmmd Thompson that governors are not bound by the
Congressional Republicans' budget rcsoluuon On child care, contingency fund, and other
issues, you should press for spcc1f1c dollar amounts that represent real money. There ought to
be bipartisan support among govcrnors to reduce the size of the cost shift to the states.

* We'd like to run through thc issucs quickly. I'm gomg to give you our best take on
what the Administration would llkc to see out of a governors' deal. I'm not saying that we
will flat out reject a deal that d(}csnt give us absolutely everything we want. But today we'll
try to give you a general sense pf where we arc —- and I recommend that to make sure we
all stay on the same page, you check{back with us when you have a better sensc of the terms
you think you might be able to Igct. ’

|

II. Child Care |

* We cstimate that it will cost states $13 billion more over 7 years than Dole has in
his bill to be able to provide chlld carc to mect the work requirements. That should be your
starting point. If you can gct a 'dcal with half that much ($6 billion), that would be good

[NOTE: The governors may Lsk about whether we'll insist on maintaining [V-A child
care as an individual cntltlcmcnt That's not going to happen. Dodd and Kenncdy, the
Democratic lcaders on child carc, have alrcady proposcd to put child care into a capped
entitlement block grant. Our ma_lor concern is making surc that therc's enough money in that
block grant.] ‘




L. Maintenance of Effort

* The President fecls vcry strongly that it is in the states” best interest to have a real
maintenance of effort requirement. The Thompson-Dole idea of 75% for the first two years
i$ not a serious proposal. You shonid insist on the Breaux proposal of 100% over seven
years —— and make clear that this is zw% negotiable. We think we have the votes 1o prevail on
this issuc in the Senate, and any écai that undercuts us on this point 18 not worth having.
{There was a good article on this in Mczzéays Wall Street Journal)

IV. Contingency Fxmd 5
3
* We cstimate that siazcs could need around 34 billion over 7 years for a full-fledged
contingency fund, Again, you Sh{;uid aim for as much of that as you can (i.c., $2 billion).

¥Y. Performance Bonus

* There is bipartisan suppart for the jdea of giving states performance bonuses for
meeting their work reqmrcmcnts Thc Daschie bill includes $1.5 bslilon over § years. You
should try to get a specific dollar figure as well.

VI. Punitive Mandates ,

* This is an area where you can shore up Daschic and If)olc at the same time. Keep
in mind that a governors' deal could tum out lo be even more important in conference, when
we try to ward off nasty provisions m the Housc bill. You should insist on a strongly worded
statemend that states oppose Washzngton telling them 0 cut off young uowed mothers and
oppose the idea of an 1licgmmacy bﬂnus that could reward states for cneoamgmg, abortion,
You should also be able to get a strong statement against the immigrant pravisions.

» H

H

¥il, Food Stamps

* As you know, the Admzmsiraim has threatened to veto a bill that block grants food
stamps. We have not issued such a zhrcai over a state option to block grant food stamps, but
wg have serious concerms ¢ a?x;zxz%zt ’{’hc Republicans call it o state option, but it o't really,
because the option is zmwcabic e an;« state that ¢xercises it can never go back, oven if the
state gocs into a deep recession 'and its population of poor, uncmployed, and hungry people
goes through the roof, i

3
* We know it is dlff:::alt for governors to oppose anything called a statc option, but

we would like you o take this ?nc off the tble.
2

4




VIII. Job Training

* This is another arca “lrhcrc we may differ a bit. Senate Republicans want to include
the Kasscbaum job training blll as part of welfare reform. We have several problems with
that: 1) Kassebaum cuts fundmg for job training by 15%; 2} We think it's a mistake to take
moncy away from training for dlslocatcd workers and allow it to be used to train welfare
recipients; and 3) The Kasscbaum blll docs nothing to pr0v1dc skill vouchers for dislocated
workers, which is the President's number—one priority in job training.

* You may like other parts of the Kassebaum bill, but fhc President needs you to keep
from endorsing it as part of this deal.

IX. Other Elements -

* Fmally, we've listed alfew othcr clements that can help this look more like a
governors' deal that borrows from both Dole and Daschle:

* Toughest possi;blc child support enforcement: No argument there.

. I
* Requiring minor mothers to live at home and stay in school: A positive
endorsement of this will help|ward off the punitive cut-off of young mothers.
|
* Personal responsibility contract for cach recipient: This was in the
President's plan and the ‘Dascl‘llc bill; it's now in the Dole bill as well.
* Job placement ivouchcrs The Dolc and Daschlc bills both call for the use of
vouchers to private companics to place welfare recipients in private sector jobs.

* Vouchers for chlldrcn whose parents have reached the time limit: Many
Democrats in the Scnatcl who‘arc very nervous about a governors' deal that gives up
on the individual entitlement will feel much better about it if you can agree to some
kind of third-party vouchcr thal will help provide food and clothing for the children of
recipients who have hit thc tlmc limit and been cut off. It should be hard for
Republicans to argue agamst this kmd of safety net for innocent chlldrcn




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

July 14, 159%

MEMORANDUM FOR LEON P,?NSTT&

f
FROM: RAHM EMANUEL

BRUCE KE‘.IZD

SUBJECT: WELF ARiS REFORM

At thiz point it 18 clear that the Rispabiic:ms wiil not be able @ ke up welfare reform by
summers end, When the Congress returns in September, they will be focused on the budget.

Therefore, it is imperative for us to use the end of this session to make 2 lasting impression
on the weifare debate -- ane which astablishes the President as the true cha;zipzon of welfars
reform.

To accomplish this zoal, we must organize HHS and the Department of Agriculture to wrap
up all the remaining welfare waivery as soon as possible, there are spproximately 20 or mors,
and sign all of them on one day, ‘ '

At the announgement of the 20 addmonal waivers, the President would also lay out four
principles oo which any future waiver would be ‘zppr{}wd and the time frame for approval.

The headhne we would strive forlis, Clinton announces weifare reform has begun, This will-
give the President owmzrship of welfare reform. ~

To ensure thiy aitention, the Pmsident should hold this event the day after the Congress
departs for the August recess. Thc recess can be used to give us n jumgp on them for not
accomplishing welfare reform, and the President through Executive action could take charge

!
of devotiny the recess periad to we eifare reform.

There are a number of steps that ;zeed t0 be put in place o make this work:

. First, on the legislative front, we nead you to call Senator Breaux and reaily push him
1o reach out to.moderate Republicans. The goal would be to keep the moderate
Republicans from mak%zzg!any agreement with the conservative Republicans so 1hat the
Senate will not have an :zgizeenwzz% on welfare reform by the ume of the August recess.
I addinon, if and when the Senate begins discussions on welfare reform we want the
moderates 1o be more glc}seh aligned wath the Democrats than with the Republicans,

!




v Second, we need a meeyungiwith Secretary Glickman and Secretary Shaiala to direct
them to finish every waiver on time in order 1o represent the President's best interess;
not their own bureaucratic tmeline.

’ Third, we need to organize Senate Democrats to attach their welfare bill 1o a major
legistative vehicle before the August recess. This will show the Dremocrats trying 1o
push welfare reform, and the Republicans as the ones who did not want it to happen.
This would be a good pre%zzde to the President's action after they leave for recess,

In addition to the President rzzakiné asy announcement at the end of the legisiative session {the
first day of the recess), on the following day he should traved 10 & welfare worksite on his
way out 1o Hawail. There are many options for areas to hold this type of event where the
Pregident reiterates his message {m weltfare reform revolution.

Finally, it is clear that given where we are going on affurmative action, accomplishing welfare
reform will be an essentind credentaal for the President. Not only gazng inta the '96 elaction,
but in keeping downscale white volzers open to the President,

[ cannot stress enaubh the nmpcﬁmce of agreeing 10 a strategy and then taking the necessary
steps. By first gaining vour appmval and then maving the waiver process and the Senate
refations slong, 1 think we have a solid chance of reclaiming the issue of welfare reform.
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July 23, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed -

SUBIECT: Welfare Reform Conference

The welfare reform bil! passefi the Senate this evening by a vote of 74-24, The
conference will begin immediately, and could be {inished by the weekend.

I Overview

We need (0 move quickly to mobilize bipartisan support for holding onto the
improvemenis the House and Senate have made, and to seek further improvements if
possible. We are working with Repabizcan moderates in both houses to spell out their
concerns in letters 1o the conferees, and with Blue Dog Democrats who withheld their
gupport from the House hill in order| to extract concessions from the Republican Jeadership in
conference. We also arg pressing ?%GA o weigh in on a numnber of state flexibility issues
where our interesis cofrgide, -

We have already won the batdc on virtually every issue that is central to mioving
people from welfare to work, from p]rowdmg health care and child care to requiring 80%
mamtenance-of-effort and giving states a performance bonus for placing people in jobs. The
House and Senate bills are quite similar in all these areas, and both are dramatically better
than the vetoed bill, | ‘

Many provisions of the chﬁd bill that were tough on children have been dropped as
well - cuts in school lunch, child welfare, and SSI for disabled children. The main battles
in conference will be over protecting t{:hzldmn from somne of the cuts that remain - by .
allowing vouchers, contatmng the food stamp cuis, and alleviating or delaymg the impact of
the immigrant provisions. -

We should use the leverage we have - the governors’ desire for flexibility, the
conservatives” desire for the family c?p opt-out {which the Senate removed today by a vote
of 57-42), and the strong desire of many Republicans for 4 bill that actually becomes law -
to keep up the bipartisan progress in these areas. .




1I. Key Issnes

A. Vouchers: Both bills prohibit the use of federal block grant funds to provide
vouchers beyond the S-year time hmtt As a practical matter, states could stif] use their own
money 1o provide vouchers, and W{}uld be more hikely to use the 20% bardship exemption in
both bills (rather than vouchers} o deaE with families who reach the time limit, Bt the issue
has taken on symbolic importance f{}r both sides. Today, after Lott forced Chafer and
Jeffords to change their votes and éefeat an amendment 1o permit the use of block grant
funds for vouchers, Daschle and 2 %zazzdfzzi of other Democrats felt so double-crossed they
voted against final passage, Castle fz}zzg%zz for & similar amendment on the House side, but
the leadership would only give hzm exgizmt fanguage that states Can use their own funds for
vouchers. .

The NGA supports removing|or easing the restriction on vouchers. So will moderates
in both parties, It would be eagy to reach a middle ground on substance - for example,
atlowing vouchers for more limited m-km:i expenses (such as diapers and LE(}ihmg), or in
more limited circumstances (such as gc{mom:c downturn}. But the Republican leadership
knows how much Democrats want this, and will keep trying 1o deny it in an effort to split
our ranks.

B. Food Stamps: Two Food Stamp provisions of the House bill are worse than the
Senate: the Kasich amendment to 1mposc a three-month lifetime limit for unemployed men
without children, and the block grant state option. The Kasich provision is particularly
mean-spirited, and was designed to gwe the House leverage in conference.  The Senate
unanimously passed a Conrad amendmem te soften this provision, and we should be able to

- ward off Kasich in conference. ' '

The optional bleck grant will be more difficelt, because it has support from governors
in both parties. We should try to beat the state option outright, or at least do everything we
can o is;eep states from ever taking :t -- for example, a limited demonstration in 3-5 states
{which is probably more than would ever choose the option), or mqmrmg states to have hoth
statewide EBT and a low error rate {the current House option requires one or the {::iixer but
not bothy, a tost almesi no state zoday could meet.

C. Immigrants: The House bill cuts much more deeply than the Senate, and both
are disappointing. Our best hope in &}xiference is that Republican governors and Republican
leadership may ultimately have secend thoughts about going this far {unless they think they
can draw 3 veto). I Republicans areiwziimg to consider any changes, the ¢hoices include
exempting children {a Kennedy ammémcm to exempt children from the bans received §1
voles in the Senate, but needed 60 to pass because of the Byrd rule}, delaying the effective
date {or one or more of the bans, or applying the bans prospectively.  Any of these changes
will be difficult, because Republicans want to jam us and Democrats dow’t want to go out on
a hmb.




D. Other Differences: We will give you a detatled side-by-side of the two bills, as

well as a chart showing the progress we have made since the initial House bill and the vetncd
cc;nferencc report. Here are the otfier main issues to be resolved in conference:

o wr i A b e b

Family Cap: The House bill, like the conference report, allows states to opt out of
the family cap but requires them to make an affirmative decision to do so, The
Senate dropped the family cap andd plans to use it for leverage in conference. This is
gur best bargaining chip. Evm though there i3 little pmticai difference between the
opt-out provision in the H{}zzse bill and the opt-in provision in our own bill, House
conservatives need the opt—oat and in the past have been wziimg twogiveupalotto
get it.

Performance Bonus: The Kz}zzse ?ni% ;}wvzées $300 miltbion in bonuses to states for
placing people in jobs; the Sezzaze bill provides 81 billion. Either provision is much
better than the vetoed bill, wh;ch had peffm"ﬁanc& me:ezztzves bzzi not a Sf:parate pool
of cash boruuses. :

Maintenance of Effort: The Senate bill sets MOE at 80% of FY1994 spendiog, and
tightens the definition of what counts. The House bill also sets MOE at 80%, with

- 753% for states that meet the ‘W{H‘k requirements. {Any state that can meet the work

requirement will probably be spendmg more than 75% of its current effort anyway )
I‘,Z1ther provision is better than the conference report, which was a flat 75%.

Transferability: Both the House and Senate made it much tougher to transfer money
from the block grant to other purposes. The Senate bill limits such ransfers o child
care; the House allows transfcrs for a few other services but also significantly limits
the amount of money that can be transferred.

Work Hours: The House reduced the work requirements to 30 hours a week; the
Senate remains at 35 houars. 'I‘he NGA will be pushing to lower the requirement to 23
hours, which would reduce overal] work and child care costs. Beth bills improve on
the vetoed version by all«:)wmg mothers with children under 6 1o work pant-time, and
guaranteeing that mothers.with children under 1] cannot be requzm& to work unless
child care is available,

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

Equal Protection: The Semtc bill includes equal treatinent and dug process language
from Castle-Tanner to help ma;ice sure eligible recipients are treated fairly. The
House language 18 harder to enforce.
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. Adoption Tax Credit: The Senate voted overwhelmingly to attach the adoption tax
credit you endorsed eariier tius year. The House passed an adoption tax credit in
May, but did not address it m the welfare bill, With no other tax bill in sight, this
may be the only vehicle to enact the adoption tax credit this year.

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

1, Wisconsin Waiver

If we’re going to approve the Wisconsin waiver this weekend, we need o dosoina
way that bolsters our legislative p@szzwa in conference, and does not give the Republicans
any openings. The only safe appwach is to make sure the walver is completely consistent
with what we're seeking in conference.

You will receive a more detailed memo from OMB on issues that nced 1o be resolved
in order to grant the Wisconsin waiver. Only two outstanding issues in the waiver have any
direct bearing on the conference: 1) ]equal protection/due process; and 2) time limits. In ]
both areas, 1 recommend that we grant the watver along the Imes of what Wisconsin could do .
under the new Senate-passed bill.

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

On time limis, we could grarfi the state’s request, but spell out explicitly in the
waiver that the state had the option to use federal money to provide vouchers beyond the
time i, as well as the option to exempt up 0 20% of hardship cases.

Neither of these decisions will please HHS or z:&mgie:zeiy placate Thompson, bot they
might allow us to grant the waiver szh minimal backlash in conference. Before we proceed,
however, we need 1o check with Hziiz.y to make sute we haven't overlocked any
unznticipated consequences. For examp e, Republicans might decide to add a rider to the
conference report that deemed the entire Wisconsin waiver approved ~ including the
Medicaid provisions we don’t support, That may be procedurally difficult, but if it's a real
possibility, it's not worth the risk,

. o




THE WHITE HOUSE

WADS HINGTON

August 11, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce Heed
Rahm Fmanuc}

SUBJECT: Weltare Reform ~— Recess Strategy

£

Over the recess, we will befworking with Democsatic govemnors and key Senate allies
to prepare for the Scnate debate In|September. Thompson and Romer are pushing hard for an
NGA compromise, which could prova{k: an opening for a truly bipartisan bill. But we have to
monitor thase talks closely to makc sure they don't undermine our hand in the Senate, where
we were poised to get much of wh?z we wanted if the debate had taken place this week.

H
H

1. Senate Updaie

Until Senate Demaoxrats agr:ccd to Dole's request to put the bill off until September 6,
we were in relatively good shape in the Senate. A pivotal bloc of moderate Republicans is
holding out for significant !mprmemz:mé in the Dole bill, including a maintenance of effort
requirement, more maney for ch;ld care, and a performance bonus for states thut move people
to work. Dole put off the bill not Ex:causc he couldn't find the votes (as the press reported),
but because he knew he would have to come our way to get them. The Democrats went
atong because nonce of them wanted to be seen §‘1l1bu':tcrmg the bill and some on the eft were
afraid the Senate was about © p.ass a bitl you could sign.

Dole's strategy over the recess will be to keep making modest concessions o the right
and to the left until he can build a majority. With help from reasenable—sounding Republican
governors like Thompson and Weld, he is putting intense pressure on the moderates to settle
cheap ~~ maintenance of cffort at 75% of current levels rather than 100%, an exemption for
mothers with children under one z*qthcr than additional money for child care, etc. So far, they
have stood up to the pressure and refused to sign onto his bill. But time is against us, und
the more tine Dole has o beat uplthe moderates, the worse off we will be,




The Daschle~Breaux- Mlkuiskl bill has 30 cosponsors, and all the Democrats should
vote for it except Baucus, who has %1gncd onto Dolc's bill. But moderate Republicans have
decided to improve the Dole bill rather than cross over and support the Democratic substitute,
if moderate Republicans succeed {njgetting sufficient improvemants, between 10 and ”{}
Democrats {moderates as well as some liberals who are up for re~election in '96) wil
probably join them in sappi}ztzzzg the Dole bill,

H

I, Governors

Thompson has been pressing for a bipartisan NGA agreemoent on welfare reform since
he took over as chair last month, In Vermont, he appointed a welfare reform committee that
includes Democrats Carper, Romer, [Chiles, Bayh, Bob Miller, and Dean, and Republicans
Thompson, Engler, Weld, Allen, Branstad, and Sundquist. This week, Thompson teld Dole
that if the debate were delayed untill next month, he could deliver the I}cm(mmz:c governors'
sup;}oﬁ for somcthing close to the Dole bill,

By most accounts, ’f’iz{}m{}s;m is cager to strike a deal in order to strengthen the NGA
and boost his own profile on wc§{arc reform. In initial discussions with Demogratic
governors this week, for example, he hinted that he would be willing to accept some
provision on maintenance of cffort, | But Thompson will be under pressure from Dole {and his
vice~presidential rival, Engler} to p{(kiucc a deal that meets the Republicaps’ budget targets.

We have scheduled a mnfcrcncc call with Democratic govcmors next week to help
them prepare for discussions pver thc recess. Their concerns are gencrally consistent with our
SAP (attached): They intend to hold out for a substantial increase in funds for child care, a
maintenance of cffort requirement, aud a real contingency fund that responds 1o population
growth and cconomic downturs, ?Zﬁ:;zablzc(m governors have resisted these provisions in the
past. Our best hope is for Democratic governors to persuade their Republican colleagues to
sveriook Dole'’s budget problems and insist that Congress provide some real moncy. That
wauld strengthen the welfare z’&f{}mé bill and strengthen the NGA's hand on the eve of the
Mcéiczzid hatile.

Our signal to the Z}cmocmtz:: governos will be to pr{;ﬁ:ccd with negotiations to sce if
they can get a deal that's a trac blcnd of the Dole and Daschle bills and not just modest
changes to Dole. But we will also wam them not to undercut us on 1ssucs we have a good
chance 1o win in the Senate, like mamtcnancc of effort, and to make sure they check with us
before they sign onto any deal, We! have to be particularly concerned in arcas where their
Intorests may be different from (}ursi For ¢xample, unless we convinte them otherwise,
DPemocratic governors are likely to czzé(}rf;c two elements of the Dole bill we would rather do
without -~ 2 state option to block gmm food siamps and Kasscbaunt's iraining bill wzth no
provision for skill grants,

Let us know if you feel we should send the governors g different signal. We will
keep you posted on any progress they make,




EX&CU??V%& OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFIGE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGETY
WASHINGTON, DG, 20503

August 8, 1595
_ {Sanate)

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATIO\I PoLIcYy

{THIS STATEMENT HAS BERN COORDINATED BY OMB WITH THE CONCERNED AGENCIES,)

%fnala (R)dKS and 31 cosponsora)

The Administration appmsaa $. 1120 in its current form because it
falls short of the central goal of real welfare reform -- moving
pecple fronm welfare to work. The Administration strongly
supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that
promotes the basic valués of work and respongibility. The
Administration, thar&fara, strongly supports S. 1117, the
Daschle-Breaux~-Mikulski substitute, which meets these objectives.

Over the past two and a half years, the President has been
fighting for the basic prznaxples of work and responsibility.
Last year, the ?raﬁiﬁant proposed a sweeping welfare reform
package that would: astabizsh tough work reguirements while
providing child care for working people; impose tough child
support anforcement measares, reguire teen mothers to live at
home, stay in school, and identify their child’'s father; increase
State flexikbility and aceauntabzlzty, and provide basic
protections for ahildren. His economic plan expanded the earned
income tax credit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes
for 15 million working families.

Last Fabruary, the Preszdent izsued an Executive Order to Qraax
down on Federal employeeﬁ who owe child support. The
Administration also has approved welfare reform experiments in 32
Sstates and has pledged fast~track approval for other $tate
demonstrations that pursue specified reform strategies. Such
strategies include: (1)]atrengthening work requirements backed
with child care; (2) limiting recipients’ duration on welfare and
cutting off people who rafuss to work; (3) making parents pay
child support or go to wprk* {4) requiring mothers who are minors
te live at howe and stay in school; and (5) using welfare and
Food Stamp bensfits as subsidies for employers who hire welfare
recipients. The Prasident has also directed that Federal
regulations be changed to ensure that welfare recipients who
refuse to work do not receive increased Food Stamp benefits to
offset the decreases made in their welfare checks.




The welfare reform debate has come a long way in certain key
areas since this Congress first tock up the issue. Not so long
ago, some in Congress were promoting orphanages as the solution
to out-of-wedlock teen blrths. Now, S. 1120 includes prov151ons
from the President’s proposal requiring mothers who are minors to
live at home and stay 1n school. Earlier this year, some in
Congress wanted to exclude child support enforcement from the
welfare reform debate. 'Now, there is bipartisan agreement on the
toughest child support enforcement proposal ever, and both the
House-passed H.R. 4 andhs. 1120 include the President’'s major
child support enforcement provisions. In addition, S. 1120
adopts the Admlnlstratlon s position that child protectlon
programs for abused chlldren must be protected and ‘includes an
1mportant provision from the President’s welfare reform plan
requiring welfare rec1p1ents to sign personal responsibility
contracts as a condition of assistance.

The key to successful welfare reform is moving people from
welfare to work. S. 1120, however, does not put work first. It
does not provide the level of child care resources necessary to
support the imposition of tough work requ1rements. Indeed, it
repeals critical child care programs now serving 640,000
children. It does not provxde incentives for States to promote
work. Instead, by allow1ng States to no longer contribute any of
their own resources, the bill gives States an incentive to throw
people off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. It
further undermines the goal of requiring work by shifting an
enormous cost burden to States and localities and putting them at
even greater risk during an econonmic downturn. No safeguards are
provided for children whose families lose assistance through no
fault of their own. More families may have to make do with less
food on the table, if States opt for a Food Stamp block grant and
then spend Food Stamp block grant funds on other programs.
Finally, House and Senate Republican plans cut low-income
programs too deeply, compromising their ability to protect
children and promote work. The Administration supports real
reform that saves taxpaxer dollars by promoting independence =--
moving people off welfare rolls and into work -- not by simply
sending the welfare problem to the States with more mandates and
less money.

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

Moving People from Welfare to Work

|
Welfare reform will succ?ed only if its central goal is work.
Work has always heen at the heart of the President’s approach to
welfare reform. Work has provided the foundation for the welfare

reform waivers the Administration has granted, including




innovative welfare-to-work programs in Oregon, Iowa, and dozens
of other States. If a welfare system is to provide work-based
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adequate resources
for child care, tralnlng, and work must be available. State
bureaucracies have to be rewarded for getting people into the
workforce or preparing them to enter the workforce -- not for
cuttlng them from the rolls.

nli ke the Dasch e-Breaux- ikuls substitute (S. 1117 ich
the dmlnlstrat on s supports, the ic eaders
il o W 'e 5 we ow it b ovi e
welfa e O work. To promote work, the bill should be changed to:
® Require States to maintain their stake 0 e om

welfare to work. S. 1120 would neither require nor
encourage States to contribute resources to welfare reform.
Many States could be expected to withdraw their own funds,
cut benefits, purge large numbers of current recipients from
the rolls, and av01d the burden of helping people beconme
self-sufficient. In sum, there is a real danger that States
would "race to.the bottom" to save State dollars or to deter
migrants from otheristates.

L rovide ¢ d care to move ople o e a to
to keep people from going on welfare in the first place.
It makes no sense to deny child care to people trying to
leave welfare and to working people who are trying to stay
off welfare. By agqregatlng funding for cash benefits,
child care, and employment assistance into one block grant
and cutting it across -the-board, S. 1120 provides no
guarantee that States will put any money into child care and
work programs that move pecple off welfare. The
Administration recommends that the bill be modified to:
(1) fund employment| and child care for welfare recipients
separately from cash benefits; and (2) ensure that people
who can work, do sol and have the child care when they do.

|

e Provide incentives that reward States for putting more
people to work, notl for cutting them off. S. 1120 gives

States an incentive|to save money by throwing people off the
rolls. To change the culture of welfare, the bill should be
modified to reward success instead of the status quo. The
Administration supports a performance bonus that would focus
the welfare bureaucracy and recipients on the central goal
of moving from welfare to work.

T e ote s a jes o
downturn, t : e rm does not s
burden onto State and local taxpayers, and States can afford
to put people to work instead of putting poor families at
risk. In contrast to current funding mechanisms, funding
for temporary assistance to needy families under S. 1120




would not adiust aﬁaqaataly o cushion the 1mpact of
unemployment and economic stagnation., States.in recession
would encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads.

8. 1120 would pravide a "ralny day" lean fund that would
allow States to borrow additional money during economic
downturns, - In addition, extra funding would be available to
States pr@jacﬁad to|have hiqh population growth that meet
certain oriteria. There is no guavantee, however, that the
finite amount that such States receive will be adequate.

And i1f there iz population growth in a majority of States,
each will get a diminished share of the fixed dollars. The
Administration recommends that the bill be changed to adjust
for shifts in economic condition and population.

The training provisions in 8. 1120 include the consolidation of
approximately 90 training programs. Given the need to build a
comprehensive workforce development system to serve all Americans
and the concerns expressed below, the Administration believes it
is inappropriate to consider these provisions in the context of
waglfare reform legislation. ©Of paramount concern is the bill’s
insufficient funding for [the consolidated programs. While the
President’s FY 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for
training by $1 billion over FY 1995, S. 1120 would cut funding by
18 percant. Not only islthe plan’s funding insufficient for the
Nation's workforce needs as a whole, the consolidation of these
programs means that billions of dollars less will be available to

help people stay off welfare and to help others transition from
velfare to work. : l

In addition, 8. 1120 would not ensure proper accountability for
$8.2 billion in Federal trainxng and vocational education funds.
If the bill were adapted the Federal Government could not assure
taxpayers that States wera spending Federal funds to achisve the
national gna15 of improving workers' skills, facilitating
individuals’ transition from school to work, and helping severely
disadvantaged people enter the education and work mainstream.

Unlike the President's job training proposal, S. 1120 would not
require the use of skill grants for adult training. Thus, there
would be no guarantee that training rescurces would be put
directly into the hands of dislocated workers and low-inconme
adults, =0 that they ﬁauld make informed training choices. Other
goncerns about §. 1120 1ncl&de its: {1} failure to target
resources on those nost in need; (2} devolution of the sucgaessful
Job Corps program to the States; {3} elimination of the Summer
Jobs, Trade Adjustment Assistance {TAA and NAFTA-TAA] training,
Employnent Service, and Senxor Community Service Emrployment
programs; (4} fallure to assure permanent local workforce
developnment boards with authorxty for local decisian-gaxing,

{5} failuxe to provide a national reserve to aid victinms of mass




layoffs and naticnal disasters and for other purposes; and

{6} creaticn of a ca&plex new bareaucracy ynder the diresction of
a part~time board with uncertain accountability as the Federal
governance structure.

In aﬁdxtian, the &dginiﬁtratian supports the deletion of the
provision in 8. 1120 thaﬁ modifies Davis-Bacon lakor standards
protections. Overall, ﬁaviswﬁaaon reform is the appropriate
avenue for aﬁﬁra&&ing what changes should be made to Davis-~Bacon
reguirenents,

Protacting children

Roduced spending for low~income programs is posszhle while still
protecting the m@at|vulnarabla‘ The Administration has proposed
$38 billion in ear&fally tailored cuts for certain welfare
programs over &eventyears, howaver, the magnitude of the cuts
assumed in the aangra&sxmnal budget resolution —— approximately
5110 billion over seven years - compromises the abllity of these
programs Lo pratamt[&hildxen and promote work. This is
exacerbated by the absence of maintenance-of-effort requirements
on the States. It is not realistic to expect the States to
compensate for the reduced Federal spending from their own
revenues., Many will ultimately pass on the drastic cuts to
children and families, who will endure future cuts or even losses
in benefit eligibility. } The proposal also eliminates benefits
for approximately four million children even if their parents
have dong avaryﬁhing possibl& to find work.

The Administration aupparts the retention of Supplemental
Sacurity Income (8$81) cash benefits for eligible children
provided by . 1129' Tha plan, however, would apparently deny
581 benefits to .more than 370,000 disabled children over the next
five yvears. In additinn, the bill would establish a wmandatory
five~year cut off of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
without regard to their circumstances. The bill would not
provide any protection far children when their parents are unable
to work due to allness, ﬁiaability, the need to care for a
disablied child, or high Adoeal unemployment. The Administration
believes that such pravisicns are unduly harsh.

5
The Adnministration is pgeased that 5. 1120 includes a nunmber of
provisions proposed|by the Department of Agriculture to combat
Food Stamp fraud., The A&ministratien, howevery, cpposes the
Republican leadership plan to include an opticnal Food Stamp
block grant. Providing the option of a Food Stamp block grant in
its current form ‘jeopardizes getting food to psople who need it.
1t would saver the link batween Food Stawp& and nutrition;
eliminate the praqram -1 economxc responsiveness; end national
.eligibilivy and benafit 'standards; and ultimately divert support




away from food. The bill requires only 78 percent of the block
grant funds to go to foad assistance, a provision that could
divert $23 billion worth of food from children and families over
the next five years. FPurthermore, any State that exercises the
hlcck grant optlon wllllsee its food assistance decline
dramatically in the event of recession or population growth. The
block grant option would threaten the national nutritional
framewcrk that hag succasgfﬁlly narrowad the gap batween the
diets of low-income and other families.

The Administration ism concerﬁad about the severity ¢f the cuts to
the Food Stamp prag%am in 5. 1120. The Administration supports
raquzring Food Stamp reaapxenhs without children to go to work or
train for work in ret&rn for thelr assistance. &. 1120 does not
provide States wlth thefr&sources to accomplish this goal.

Rather than prcmcting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in tha
nutrition safety nat.

PErovisiong

5. 1120 should support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The
Administration supports]tzghtanlnq gsponsorship and eligibility
rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legal immigrants
to baar greater respansibllity for those whom they encourage Lo
enter the United States. The Administration, however, strongly
opposes the Repablican l&aderahip bill¢s wunilateral application
of new eligibility land daamxng provisions to current recipients,
1nalud1ng the dlsabled who are exempted nnﬁax current law.
{*Deenming™ is the raq&iremant that gponscrs' income be counted
when determining zamxgrants eligibility for benefits.) The
Administration also is daeply concerned about the bill’‘s
application of deeming provisions to Medicaid and other prograns
where deeming would adversely affect public health and welfare.

itizens

iy

The Senate has the chance to enact real bi-partisan welfare
reform. The Adminlstration strongly supports 8. 1117, the
welfare reform pragcsaﬂ offered by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and
Mikulski. Instead|of maxnﬁaznlng the current welfare system --
which undernines oux hasic values of work, responsibility, and
family -—- this plan &ands people to work so they can earn a
paycheck, not a welf&ra check, Unlike 5. 1120 and the House~
passed H.R. 4, this proposal provides the child care for those
tran&itxaninq £ram|welfara to work and for those trying to avoid
welfare in the first place. It holds State bureaucracies
acoountakle for real result&, and rewards them for putting people
to work, not just rammv;ng peosple from the welfare rolls. It
saves money hy moving pecople to work, not by expecting the States
to handle more problems with less money. It allows these
PYograns to reapond automatically to recessions, population
growth, inflation, and other demographic changes. The
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Administration urges Congress to agree on 4 bipartisan bill that
addresses these critical elements of real welfare reform.

S, 112¢ would affaaé direct spending angd receipts; therefore, it
is subject to the pay-as-you-go reguirement of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1850. The Qffice of Management and
Budget's scoring estimate igs currently under development,

LA I BEE N T




L THE WHITE HOUSE
WABMINGTON

April 5, 1999

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

SUBIECT:

Bruce Read

Foliowing your recenz conversation with Secretary Shalala about welfare reform, she has

provided the attached summry of the impacts and implementation of reform. This report pulls
together evidence from many of studies we have described before, providing a helpful
comprehensive summary. The report urges you to make your FY 200G budget and other
proposals fo help low i mcomc warkmg families a high priority. Her key points include:

Rs:m&hﬁxxdm

Employmem There i5s solid] consistent evidence -- both from evaluations of state weifare
reform ziemanstra:m:is and natlonai data - that welfare reform has led o increased
employment and eammgs f'or welfare recipients, State studies show employment
increases between 7 and 29 pement and earnings increases of 16 to 27 percent. The
employment rate of prcwi}ﬁs year AFDC adult recipients increased from 19 percent in
1992 1o 25 percent 1{1_ 1996, land jumped to 32 percent in i§97

Family incore: Whea earnings are combined with the EITC and other benefiis familicy
who go to work shouid have more income than if they remain on welfare. For example,
in the average state, § wamcr; with two children would be betier off working 20 hours a
woeek than she would be on welfare At the same time, there 1s some early evidence that
some of the most disadvantaged families may be losing income.

Child outcomes: Thgre are no early indications that rates of foster care or child abuse

have increased as a reszziz of wellare reform. For example, a recent study {rom Wisconsin
found 5 percent of f‘crmer \ycif‘arﬁ reciptents {19 families) had a child live with someone |
else because they wuldn t care for them after leaving welfare, but almost as many
respondents (16} sald this %zaé happened to them before they left welfare. Maryland

found that only 3 ch}idmn (a:i in one family} had been placed in foster care cut of 2
sample of 1,810 children in{ families who had left welfare.

Food Slamps and Medicaid: As you know, enrailment in Food Stamps and Medicaid has
fallen recenty for aivarzeiy of reasous. The memo reviews the possible explanations but
does not have definitive f:Xplana{mns for these trends. We continue 1o work clesely with
HHS and USDA 10 bsxtcr uﬁdﬁrsmné the factors contributing to these trends and to ensure
that the federal and state agem:zes are doing everything possibie to make sure those whe
are eligible for these benefils continue 1o recgive them.



. Legal immigrants: Thc memo underscores the importance of our current budget

initiatives o restore benefits 1o vulnerable legal immigrants.
S ] ) r ! * *
. Across the country, there has been & strong and pervasive shift {owards encouraging,

requiring, and sa;::;wz%mg wazi: Most states require parents to engage in some form of
work sooner than the 24 manih federal requiremnent -- 23 states require immediate
;}&r{zczpaﬁon in work - but they have flexibility to define what counts as work for this =~
purpase. The memo mdsca{es that Pennsylvania is the only state that treats thts work
requirement as a strict time Timit that could lead to tenminating families from assistance.

. There is stgnificant v:matlan in state use of sanctions, time limits, and diversion. Thirty
eight states termma%e &sszszance for families not cooperating with work requirements
{typically cutting of] f bﬁneﬁzs after several infractions, and restoring benefits to those who
subsequently ccm;:zly}, whzic the remamnder reduce benefits. Eight states have chosen a
fifetime time limit s%zz:;r{er ii“zan five years, while five states plan to use state funds to
extend benefits he}»‘cnd the federal five year time limit and another five plan to impose
time limits on adults ]csrﬁy I i5 too early to determine the impact of time limits since only
a small fraction of rsclpwnts have reached them, Many states are experimenting with a
variety of strategies tlo* dwert families from receiving cash assistance by providing lump
sum emergency payments &pd other supporis and requiring an applicani to search fora
job before recciving étssist&zjzse,

. States are in varying siagcs of designing stralegies for and making investments in hel plng
fong-term recipients mm*e f;z‘om welfare o work and suceeed on the Job, The chalienge is
{o convince states to invest unspent TANF funds on these aduits.

The Unfinished Agenda .
To make work pay and ensure the IPng~tenn suceess of welfare reform, Secretary Shalala
encourages you to focus on three issues:

¢ Help low income f’amlitea r’?mm their jobs and find better ones by: enacting your
initiatives to expand child care, raise the minimum wage, and maximize access 1o
Medicaid and CHIP; makzz{g Food Stamps more acoessible for working families; and
through the TANF rule, cncauragmg states o help working families with transportation,
child care and other suppz;r‘is

. Envest in all families, mcludlmg the hard-to-serve by: reauthorizing DOL's Welfare-to-
Work program, encouragmg states to invest TANF funds in hard-to-serve populations as
well as non-custodial fathers, and resisting cfforts to cut the TANF block grant.

. Treat tegal immigrants fairly by enacting our new proposals to restore additional
disability, health andinutritional benefits and by releasing guidance on public charge.




THE WHITE HOUSE
WAGHINGTON

Qctober 21, 1998
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed
Andrea Kane

You asked us to evaluate récem reports that African-American and Hispanic familics are
leaving welfare more slowlyithan whites and to consider what more we could do to ensure all
welfare recipients are making the qucccssﬁx} transition from weliare {0 work, Here is 2 brief

summary of the trends, along with some new ideas we are developing for consideration in your
FY 2000 budget,

L. Casecload Treads

We have worked closely v«;zﬁz NEC, CEA, OMB, HHS, and the Census Bureau to
examine the most recent welfare caseload data (generally through 1997). As detailed in the
attached tables, the data show:

L

Since 1994, the mzm};er (}f‘ weifare cases has indeed dropped more among whites (26
percent) than among blacks (18 percent) and Hispanics (9 percent), However, when population
gmwth is ta&en mnto ac{x}azzt ziw é;ﬁ'&r&me RArrOws dmmatac&ily Ihg__m_gﬁﬂdfam

A 2 reent atmong Hispanics. In other wards mzzzorztms are leaving or siaymg
of’t’ welfarc at nearly the same rate ag whm:s bu% make up a growing share of the welfare
population because they make up a growing share of the population a5 a whole, [See Table 1 J

Child-only cases - x&%;;z:i’i m: decreasing more siowly because they are not significantly
affected by welfare reform efforts {:} move recipients from welfare to work -- are
disproportionately minority! The c%uidwzziy caseload includes Citizen children born to illegal
immigrants, children wheseig}amms receive SSI, and children living with relatives who are not on
welfare, [See Table 2.]




The composition of the welfare caseload has changed gradually over time, largely driven
by population changes, The composnmn of the adult caseload has not changed significantly since
1994; the most recent natlonal data shows it is now 37 percent white, 37 percent black, and 21
percent Hispanic. [See Table 3. '

hites Betwng% azz{i §§98 t}w ;wz*wmage

of all pnor year v.elfare resz;}zents who were empfayeé n the next year increased by 28%.
The increase was highest for Hispanics (49%), followed by blacks (44%) and whites (5%).
[See Table 4.3

: gmmmﬁiﬁmmmm&m W%aie: zize gwmmon of ﬁwarwmnedsmgte
mothers is increasing for ﬁze entire population, the rate of increase is largest for Hispanic
women. Also, the bzrzh ra{fz to unmarried teenagers is increasing for Hispanics while

declining for whites and blacks. [See Table 5.]

Mmcsrzzxes are more izkeiy zbazz wizztes 10 be on weifam in the f‘zrsi plac& and more iikeiy to
end up as long-term rcczpzems once they go on the rolls. Blacks and Hispanics on welfare
tend to have lower edaz;aiwnai levels, marriage rates, and larger families than whites, and
are more than twice as izice%y to live in central cities and areas of concentrated poverty,
Hispanics also have less recent work history than whites or blacks. [See Table 6.]

H. What We Can Do

We will continue to monitor caseload trends and keep you informed. While initial press
reporis may have overstated dispaz‘;tzes so far, these data underscore the importance of focusing
cur efforts on the hardest cases which are disproportionately minority. Many of our existing
weltfare-to-work intiatives airca{iy zarget this population, but we also are developing some new
proposals for your consideration in next year's budgst.

A, Carrent Infliatives

As you know, you have puz forward many initiatives to help the hardest-to-serve weifare
recipients and those living | zn concentrated areas of poverty.” Many of these initiatives were
mplemented in 1998, too late to mfiuence 1994-1997 trends outlined above. -

. Mmmlﬂgﬁmgﬂﬁqﬂg_ﬂm you fought for in the Balanced Budget Act
: 15 designed sf)eciﬁca:xlly to help long-term welfare recipients {and non-custodial
parents) in high-poverty areas obtain jobs and move up a career ladder. Whileitis
too early 1o have demographic data on the individuals served by these fimds, the
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distribution formula and individual eligibility criteria ensure that most of these
funds will be’' Spent {m minorities. The first of these funds were awarded in January
1998 and are just now starting to provide individual services.

v ﬂg{fgm_qmmpmmm enacted inthe TEA-Z] transportation

reautémnz,anon hill wzli help welfare recipients and low-income workers get to
where the }02}3 are, eﬁen in suburban greas not served by public transportation,
The ommibus Zmdget bill includes 375 méim for this year.,

. ‘}wﬁm&ﬁgmm we've ﬁt&?ﬁsﬁé will help famﬁias i isolated
urban or rural areas movc closer 1o job opportunities. Congress has funded our
request for 5{} 000 vouchers.

. Communjty Empowerment loitiatives. The Administration’s Comrmunity

Empowerment initiatives - - empowerment Zories, enterprisc communities,
Brownfieids, CDFIS - will spur economic development and job ¢reation in
distressed ne:ghborhoo{is and help address the geographic isclation faced by
minorities on welfare.

B, New Initigtives

In preparation for next year;s budget, we are developing a number of options to address
the particular challenges facad by minorities in making the transition from welfare to work:

% esime 3 LA . We hope to

rccammend targeted new mvestments in two areas that drrectly affect minority and
long-term rec1p1ents learning English and learning to read. This could be done by
expanding existing Department of Education adult education programs, or better
vet, hy dcdlcatmg Welfare-to-Work funds for job-related literacy and ESL
pmgrams provxded elther in the workplace or by community orgamzations
preparing mdmduals for employment.

. Expanding Work-Related Drug Treatment. Since many of those remaining on

 welfare suﬂ"er from drug or alcohol dependencies, we are exploring ways to

provide drug treatment for those who agree to go to work,

Arg : e as. While the current
Welfarwe-Wark formula favors hzgh—paveriy areas, we are going to examing
whether the funds cquld be even more targeted.

abie to attract brparnsan sup;}orz for an effart w he%p szazes incresse the
employment and child support payments of noncustodial parents.




Since 1994, the number of welfare cases has dropped more among whites (26 percent)
than among blacks (18 percent) and Hispanics (2 percent). However, when population growth is
taken into account, the dlﬁ'erenoe narrows dramatically. The rate of welfare dependency has
dropped sharply for all populauons -- by 26 percent among whites, 21 percent among blacks, and
20 percent among HE:;pamcsE Spec;ﬁcaity, population growth explains nearly two-thirds of the
difference in caseload decline between Hispanics and whites and n&ariy half the difference
between blacks and whites.

Table 1: Chanee from 1994 to 1997*

H
Race/Ethnicity N;zmbeir of Weifare Population Rate of Welfare
Cases Aged 13-49 Dependency (caseload
‘ adjusted for population)
White 26% || © 0% -26%
Black asw | 4.4% 21%
Hispanic % | 13.0% 20%

% i
* National data is only availabie’thfough June 1997. We do not yet have more recent data, or state-specific data, thet
we consider sccurate, [n July, The New York Times reported more recent data provided by some stades, but HHS
belicves thet data, particularly for New York and Californis, may contain significant reporting errors due to states
implomentation of the new TANF datn repomng system, The trends in population aged 15.49 gre used here becatise
this is the population group most likely to be a welfare hend of houschald, whose racefethaicity wonld be connted when
tallying the sase demograghics.

The difference in case}aad declzne amoeng groups is even narrower for adults. Child-only
cases are decreasing more slowly than the overall welfare caseload and are disproportionately
minority; in fact, between 19%4 and 199’}' they increased (though they declined slightly between
1996 and 1997). Child-only cases are those in which the parent or adult is not part of the case,
{e.g., adult is not a citizen %mt the chzizi is; child is being cared for by a relative who is not part of
the case; parent recsives 851 mzher than welfare). Therefore, child-only cases are not significantly
affected by welfare to work cﬁar{s ;Aﬁez adjusting for population growth, the rate of welfare
dependency for adults (;:ze:z‘ccét of 13-49 year old population on welfare) has declined 30% among
whites, 26% among blacks, and 24% among Hispanics.




Table 2. Population-Adiusted Rate of Decline in Adult Welfare Dependency: 1994 - 1997*
! Rate of decline Rate of Rate of decline for | Population-
foralicases| | increasefor | adult-headed cases | adjusted rate of
child-only welfare
cases dependency for
: adult cases
White - 26% | 7% - 30% ~ 30%
Black - 18% 3% . 1-23% - 26%
Hispanic - 9% i S - - 15% - 24%
*Natiotal data is only avatlable through June 1997, © « .
Table 3: Ragial Breakdown of Adult Cases

i

The composition of the welfare caseload have changed gradually over the past 25 years,
~ driven largely by population chatzgcs Despite differing rates of cascload decline smce 1994, the
composition of the adult welfare cﬁseiaad has rmnaci rclazweiy constant,

Table 3: Racial Breakdown of Adult Cases

Race/Ethnicity 1994 | 1097*
White 0% | 37%
Biack o s 37%
Hispanic 29% | 21%

Asians, Native Americans, and those {ieﬁgnaled “Linknown” comprise the reat of the caseload.
*Nations] data is only available through June 1997, '

There is encouraging jevifiﬁm:;ﬁ that the employment rates of minority welfare recipienis
{people on welfare in one year who were working the following year) are catching up with the
employment rate for whites. i

H

Table 4. Employment Rate of Welfare Recipients: 1996-98

Race/Bthnicity 299f6 ' 1998 . | Percent Change 96-98
White - 6% | 38 % +5%

Black 3% S 133% +44%

Hispanic 19% | 25 % +49%

All Recipients e 4% +28%




g

The trends in marriage rates and births to unmarried women could exacerbate the
increasing pz‘og&cmon of stg}mc fam:!zes on welfare. While the propﬁmoa of never-married
single mothers is increasing for the entire population, the rate of increass is largest for Hispanic
women. Also, the birth rate to unmamed teenagers remaing much igher for blacks and Hispamcs
than for whites. While the rate 18 éecz‘easmg for blacks and slightly for whites, it continues to
increase for Hispanics, For mmple between 1991 and 1996, the rate of births to unmarried
teenagers decreased 18% for %}iacks and 4% for whites, but increased 3% for Hispanics.

? IR 1997 % Change

% of all single mothers who!were never | 30% 35% +17%
married

Never-married single mothers by race/ethnicity:

White L 17% 1 21% +24%

Black . 51% 55% +8%

Hispanic L] 33% 2% ¥27%
|

Minorities on welfare are more likely to have characteristics associated with long-term
welfare recipiency. Blacks and stpanzcs on welfare tend to have lower educational levels,
marriage rates, and larger famzizcs than whites, and are more than twice as likely to Jive in central
cities and areas of concentrated pcverzy Hispanics also have less recent work history than whites

or blacks.
Table 6: Characteristics of AFDC/TANF Recipients by Race/Ethnicity*
TOTAL| | WHITE BLACK HISPANIC
% without HS diploma 43;:% 30% 3% 64%
% never married % | 33% e 43%
> 2 children 2% 20% 339 39%
Worked during the year 451_%‘ 49% 48% 33%
Live in area w/ poverty | 48% | | 29% 67% 58%
rate > 20% )
Live in central city’ @i% l 29% 68% &0%

“These data are from the March (998 Cﬁi‘t‘&}; Populntion Survey, showing charscteristics of recipients in 1997,

Minorities are more izkeiy to be long-tertn welfare recipients. For exgraple, in 1997, 20
percent of blacks on welfare had bee? on the rolls for at least five continuous years, compared to
19 percent for Hnspamcs and 14 percent for whites.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHIMGTON

February 5, 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

SURJECT:

BRUCE REEP
srzcmzmzzé SHALALA'S REPORT ON WELFARE REFORM
|

‘The attached memo from Seé:etary Shalala provides a good update on welfare reform,

Among the most interesting ﬁndings:

-

The stunning caseloaé drop continues - 2.4 million in the first 13 months of the
new law, Tw enz} ane states have droppcd by 25 percent or more in that time.

There has b@en no “race to the bottom” -~ states are spending mote per recipient
than in 1994, All siaics are meeting the maintenance of effort requirement we
fought for in the welfare law, and 20 states are exceeding il

%
Many more rezfr;;lents are now working. State evaluationg show a substantinl .
increase in the share ef peaple who'leave welfare for work (from 45-50 percent
under AFDC to up io 60 porcent now}, even as record numbers leave the rolls.

There is little ev:dence of hardship among those who are sanctioned for not
meeting pzegram rules. Onl ¥ nine states have adopted lifetime limits of less than
five years,

?:{my states have enacted policies to make work pay, generally by increasing
ewmngs ézsrf:gards ‘;e families can keep ihcxr welfare subszdv while earning morc.

%
Ab{mt a half daze:zz states (CA, NY, MD, OH, FL., CO, NC) are devolving key
decisions to the counties.

Something not mentioned in the memo, but discovered from the new state financial data,
is that seventeen states have createdE state-only welfare programs to which TANF work
requirements and tme limits don*t apply.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESEBENT

The purposc af&l&t{?{ﬂmufm aaﬂmmmnfamaaenwhaveso&rmﬁw npacs of

::hangmmwel&mmmms ’rﬁemﬁamtmmmliqmm;mlmmmy {mmmmlusmus
are emerging. These inchade: |

|
v The tokal mwafixmmmmmbdm 10 willion for ths B

time since 1971, Czwlmdahm: ihilen by more than 30 percent ainee their peak
m 1954,

o Mmymmtwpmzswmw wmmm&zmmuafﬁmwmmm At
mmmmwdmwmwwwmanmmm

0 States are making very serious efforts to move resipients ioto work, both by
missdating work pmgmms and sanctioning those who do not comply, and by

incyessing e bmcf’s of working through stmpler andh:gbcr earnings disregards
and aa—gmngm;;pwm such as child care.

o Aswa fmmd with !A.!-’DC waivery, States are adopting comenon approaches bt

with magy) vadatzmu in specifics, Several Targe States are devolving key policy
dacicons tu the mumy level.

o "f‘hmhashmnna“mwmﬂwbumm iz State weifure benefits; States ac
spending moTe per recipient han in 1994 acress TANT and refated programs, and
State maxioum benefit levels are gemmi}v uschanged.

o So far there if little evidence of extreme Emrdsth mangﬁamwhaleavz weltare

asamsﬂiefwucm abhough many & experience fdely large declings in
income. O*maii,m balf or mere of forzmer recipionts eppear o inaroese
Mmma&mimmw‘d{m*

& Yven ngn rwp!wnts move W work asd improve their eomes, they are stll
likely to have totol incomes helow the ;:awrty line.

This mcmo looks first al what the States are doipg, mte:mso{both spcadmg choiess and
brosder policy c.hmms.] It &wnzmm W impucis on recipients, assesving both resulte frem
ovalushons of Sinte waivery anmziar to current Stwe policies and the very sarly resulfs fom Swie

surveys of raciniems arzd fonncr recipients. Finally, the imphications of thcat: fmdings for
Vodara! and Siate pohc}' cbovecs are brfefly discussed..

| I




Welfare mm}oadshzmdecimad dramatically strive their peok nf 14.4 million recipiesis
in Mareh 1994, Overali, thcmmbmofpmp}cmvmgmdhmédthdbymom&anm
peroent 1o 9.8 zaﬁhmmc;p:mts by Smmbct 1997 {the most recert monthly repixi available).
Thmﬁwhmh&mmmﬂmwmmwmmmﬂmm&cmmwfﬁfmamfm wo
Augast 1996, In the fist year of welfare refiorm slone, almost 2 niillion recipients lefi the rolls.
mcmnl{mm;mwﬂmm@smmmmuofmmm

Chanpey i are Progras.  There has been 1o “race 1o the
botiem™ mSmcwelﬁmspendmg, Bmm&mmmw&wummmm otal State spending
mmlmpngmxmemhmdmn 1994, On gvieags, however, States are apanding
Mmmmmpmm&ayéz& in 1 92M-repocted State spending on weltare and
reluted programs is showg ISpembeiawﬂaclw&mwiw while casclouds have declined
by more than 30 persent. Mmmmhmmimﬁ‘mdmmmem to recipients,
wh}chmmwclmmﬁmlmmmhmhlmm 1956 {abvsul $379 per family per
moeth on avecage.) IuﬁhfumSﬁ&stemcm&mmbmsﬁtiM&amtﬁz
enactment of TANE, winleﬁ?c&!ﬁ:cshmcdmmmdmmmmbemﬁtsibmtkm&ma ,
calegones of recimunts.

States are reporting that they are seating thei Mainerance of Mm (MO}
requirements under wolfire reforrn. They are required to spend RO pereont of previous (genemlly
1994) lowels, or 75 pmentsfmzy meet the mirdmum pardeipation requirements, and 20 States
renott exceeding that ml. Lome %:y considargbic stnounts (see Coart 2), Further, reported
spending may understate actual amouats Spet, gince there are oo inceadives for States w report
sdditional speading once &hmrMOF requirements bave boen met. There is Hittle in these data 1o
suggest declines in speudzng %miawmzhw, Scaies appear 1o be nting &t Isast some of their own

moscy to provide mm‘:& surhk as thild care and job training and placement and 1o increase work
incentives.

ping Stamw L focus on work is a major theme in Stsxe waifere poimm,
alt!znugh t!mc is mm&mﬁk vaz:a:mn in plan spcdﬁf:.za and in traplementation asross Stars.
The fouomng ¥ey points emesge fram an overview of State policies:

o 40 Stzm& hava mamd I.viiczcs.to make wbrk pay, generally by increasing tie
amount of cammgs distegarded in colcalating walfire benefits. (Ses Charr 3))
Cozmm;un {u: exsmple, now disregards il eprnings up 1o the poverty level.
Most Szaws husve also simplifisd the treatment of camings compared to the AFDC
tmazmmt with I.k.. resuli that recipients can see monr clearly how even 8 (6w
wage job will m&ethem beger off,

|
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44 States bave raived the level of resources andfor the meximum value of 2 ’
vekicle aliowad to weliare recipients. (Sec Chatt 4.) This Wili make it easier for

recipienta to mmm&mﬂm sceigoulate savipgs thar might lead to selfl
sufficiency.

Almagt all of;ﬁie States have moved to “Work First” models fn their walfaro
prograrns, requising recipiaats 1o move quekly to gvaileble jobs, Virually
overy Smate hss instituted “social contracts” or other personal responaibility
sgreaments mw!nnh recipients camumit to specific steps wwvard selfquficiency.
Stﬁsmmﬁmngmwm& smewnmgpeaplewhafadwslgnorhww

mmm hemgaééxmeéhytht States,

4]

24 junsdictions have electad to sereen for, provide appm;ma:tc services, and wave
mmmm*&m noaded 1 ensure the safety of wictims of demestic vicienoe
through t!st: Fasily Visienco Option (See Chixt 5.) Additions) States, inchuding
Ca.itfamis, are expected © n:zpimtmt this option {n the coraiag wmonths,

As mdmw{d Bl Ciiamﬁ most Statsg have mgn t exemngn parents of mbots
under one year afagc from work roqudrements, {8 Stgtes have chosen shonzr

exszuptions (the | law allows States (o require parents with children over 12 weeks
1 Work.) | I

irng Jisnits are varied 2nd compleos.

Char 7 w rha: eleven Sties have chosen “intermitrens” timo Hmits tist limit
the total umzhz of retipiency allowed withia a longer time period (for example,
Virginia !zmzts TANF receipt to 24 mounths I any 60 month paried), Nive Staes
have chm hfeaxmc Limits of loss fhan five yewrs. Both of these types of time
limits vﬁm v.{%ow EXCOPEIONS OF exeaptions. 27 States have chosen the Federal
Liroit of 6{3 zm:mhs ¥our Bmres have chosen other options involving supplemants
from ‘&m w&m programs for those reaching the Feéarat timne lmits.

E
E%&uatzm and Immy data fing thar recipiens sre often unclear about the

. spaczﬁcs of mne limits (and other reforn policies) that apply o thers, sithough

they do know that the nature of weifare bas changed.

Few m;ip‘zm have reached State time limits so far.

T




i their gpecifics aud in thewr timing, -
o A fow States are making choices that appear ( have Yitfle 1o do with work, such 2s

v

ccm.:mngzthS’f twome of disabled children gad adulis in computing TANF

¥

benefits mwmngmmmmmam&dadmaf&szbﬁky

a mammémmwmmmmmmufmcymm
mmimﬂcmmmmwmaﬂymsm usuaily based an wheiber,
when andimemsiv&y they underiook reforgs through warvars.  Many States
imre not wn?;}icmi the process of zmpimmg propased policy changes.

0 Other Stm:esfmtfw process of devolving include Maryland, ()hxo, Fionda
Colorado an&Nerm Carolina. .

o These States are delmivmg desisions about work activities, post-esmplayernt
su;zpom smd, in somme cases, sanctions; Coloradn 2nd North Caroling are also
passiag f}nﬁccmonz about other factors including eligibility. Benafif levels will
$tll be zie:&mzmﬁd at the State level, although in Bome ¢ases the State will
mangkaie mly & ﬁcm which tha counities can choose 0 cxoesd,

@MMW

Moving recipicats aud pomﬂ recipicpts ita work has been the focus of mogt State
policies, and there is samn p—s:lummxy evidence that mmployment ovels are risiag as caseloads
dacling, Bvidenss on x.he jrapatts of other atpects of the chanpes on ruck ipiens and would-be

i

mymwxsmmmmmqed. Are they indeod betier off 1y economic terma? What kas

heppened to those who havc&tg&myn‘m’? {t is 6l very early to enswer those quesiions, bat
we have some pmlzmm:y dsta lha: give o few indications.

Our prsiimingry Llaza gag.wauy relate to the muat!m found in s;mmﬁa states, Thus, this
report druws tpon pzcinnmm'y program avatuztion roponts of waiver-based policies from
Michigan, Tows, anesaia, Delavare, and Florida, and on surveys of weifare reoipients and
peopie who have Ief? vmifsm mrls in Messachusetts, lowa, Wisconsin, Indians, Meryland, South
Caroling and "rcﬁmw The mﬁy storigs emerging flom these studics appear to be fairly
congistegt acrasy thoss xtﬂtits Aiﬂzough we zre heginping w have some evalustion evideste on
the impacts of policy changes s a8 oppased to e strong economy, it is very difficult to sort ourt the
relative importance of policy tmé woonormic fastors at the Nabional jevel.

F
Sanutions. States are geaersily working harder to enforce mandatory work requirements,
and sanctions rose by aimui. 30 percemt natiooally belwesn 1994 and the end of 1996, Aneedowml
2vidunts nplios that thase ra_tx:.s wre sifl increasing. In the studies of ypecific Stated, sanction

-4 - ;




) mmﬁuﬁ@mﬁ&mm@k%ﬁwwﬁmﬁmwwmtmt:wt

unusual. Sanctions may result in either & complete ar partial Ioss of bepafite: Across Stotes we
ﬁadthﬂﬁwmajoﬁwafmmmmmmfmlwmw up for initial
anpointmesis, Farfﬂwmfamﬂmmmmfmm to comply with svork
assignments. Smm&&mﬁmmmmmmmmwh%mwhﬁhawgwd
job oppurtumties; in fows, ﬁarmple., tamilies that did not comply mﬂx&m Seatle’s Family
Iamm?!mtm&dwhfumgcmm&tmm

Emplovinent. memhmwufmmmmhmaswﬁixsthcmbm

LTONDEY, mmmpwnmmdfmwmwmmwmpwyc& Evaluntions of specific Sinte |
pmmmmkcy»mm&nmmmpmmmmgea%mmmﬁm
points. Smwysofpmphwﬁohavekﬂmifammp&ymwﬁmwmeemm
in the periad Gllowing welfere recipioncy {swith the remaindes not employed). This i
comparabie to or Mﬁyhghﬁﬁ&@éimmwwdwﬁmmmwm
after feaving AFDC. Smaof&nxmmwkmm@tﬁnmﬁxs@ngcwmum}
asﬁnmpaimychaﬁgas

Incomes. %htbmcdumappwwbeﬁmammm&rm&nwemgzwmmns
ofwmmmmd&mlmmmﬁmmmmmgwhz&aswzdwof
variation. Among those ieavmg, the program, incomss in the follow np poriod are very mixed.
CGenersily, Mhﬁfafmmmmwmmm while half experienced
dectines. mgmmmmmmimﬁnmwwm&mmm@m
have incregsed mmmm@mmmmmmmmmmmpmﬂfmm
who e bocause of mmdmmmmdimwmses

There it litle evidencs ax this point of extreme hardship aven among fermilivs losing
benedits altogether 25 2 regult offmcngns or e fmits, However, overds such as bomelescness
ommxynfcbxidrmmtofastmmmsmmmcbsaﬂamwﬁmmmmﬁow up
studiew, which are ususlly unable to trace some proportien of former recipients. In the short run,
roany fmilics cxpmcncmgta:gc inceme losses appear to rely on help from friends and extended
family. ﬁ&oﬁdknew&ﬂwﬁ&mmmmmo%amﬁw&igha
earnings and/or cimn,ges in Sim policiss typically atil} do not have abovepoverty level incomes
while ons TANF wmtthmc}d immedintely efier leaving the program.

Orher Banefits, meixfea who leave TANF e cﬁm eligible 1o continue reveiving
bencfis fiom other %cwi support programs such 48 the Food Swmp Program, Medicaid,
Supplememal Sccumy incorpz (SSI) end housing wograms. However, relatively low take-up
raies for somaafﬂ:exc benefits suggest that many formes resipients may be unaware of their
sontinued chigibility fo;; other programs such as Medicaid, or that adrministrative batriers may be

preventing some elzglhia fmmims from partcpting in these programs, In both South Caroliza
and Indisna, for e.'xampic, shout half of the adults who were no longer recaiving cash sssistance
reporied that they did not bas_{s any health insyrence.

+
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"I'ht:scwly mul&mggw{hﬂmi ;a‘ogzmsmhmi:gmﬂdcmihm recipients on wurl
mémmmgmzmm!omp&omm stamﬁmszzdmma!montbepamm
elfanming welfave. i&limﬁm&%m&n@mwmwm!immdm&wm
sccomplishment. I’.nmmiar mmwmmmﬁmiammmawmkmgf&mﬁmw}mﬁm
ﬁmymmmiﬁzemgmwn%mmnnmom“%fksndmmmughwmwm
mmm@mmgmwmmmmmmmmmmm
welfare receipt. inpaamngﬂnsgc&mmﬁd&ixﬂdmgoummmmam
wﬁmmﬁawwmwudmgmmufﬁmmm increasing the minimum

wage, expariing health oave sovarage for shildren, enscting parestal leave, and the trraduction = °
ofﬂu.msp@bmahng&aﬂﬁmmﬁa&m And we would also be building on the .
wﬁwmdmﬂmmmmm&&&ﬁ%wﬁ&mﬁmmmpieﬁmmmw
dmmmmﬁ?wmw&awbs

Bmhmmmmmmmmwmmmmmmwm
m&m@bmu@mmm&wwmm;n&&w%xmum,
unmwaﬁxwmmmhzmmimxd going back ento the welfsre rolis. These supports
mmmyfms,ﬁemmﬁiﬁmmmmmgsmmmwsmchasmid
mk&ﬂthmmspmmmdmwfmmg Curcently, States have resonrces availebie o
MWWTANFBMMWWM&EMMaWuW@
aﬁm%&tnmmeesﬁmmmwup a3 a sesult of declining cascloads. We can make
progress on this agendahy &mummg States 10 make key invostmaants, shovwoasing effecrive
m&wmﬂmmagﬁta&nmmmaswﬁ a3 by shaping aﬁmmiagcnéazawphw«
wage workers and taeir Famnilies, |

A sucseasful stratcgry 1o mpparz low-mnome warkers asd their famﬁics would involve
several conmponents ef l:mh the Szm sind Nattonsl levels, These could include:

ing ik B | wage workers, Most welfice mpwms moving into thew
ﬁm jobx wmmm mbe&nw -poverty lcvel incomes. The mejor 1993 expansion of
the BITC does s great éea[ for these Banilies, and if must be proicciod. In addition, we
coudd chalienge Siam m expand State TITC s and 10 ncreass camings distegards and
other peograms £t low-wage workers. For example, Wisconsia hus used TANF MOE
fundy 10 expand hoth it BITC and housing subsidies for low-tnpans gwners and repters,
At the National level, puizcs&gszzﬂhas & further increase in the minimum wage or tax

inrertivey for mplayms io promole jobs and igher wages for low-skilled workers sould
be explored.

2 Providing other job suppais. We must onsure that other enttical job supports, such as
h#alth care, chzid dare, :tanxponnuon, and menforing, we pvailable for working funilies
who need them.! The Aeimm;strazze:z 3 new child core initintive 18 of course entical to this
staegy, and Lhe ;mwiy eagcied Child Health Insurance Progmm should go » long way
tvweTd Cnsuring hcalth care eoversae for the chitdeen of lowavage workers. We need 1o

“fy-
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cantinue outreach e:ffms ) émkxz sure that low-income working families are awany of
thair potential ehgibziny for Med;cm& The Yiee Presidents work on Wnng provides
a valnabie sxample, md&mmmmhecmmgadtamnmm iGvest in these
pmgrams ad other suppotts.

begmmngtomkmﬁ:mhmwympsmawmthwaﬁﬁsm&wﬂmume
f‘mfmwclfm:md’plm Crver the longer terim, such growth will be necessary 1o
meezmh&mnwdsaffmmhwmﬁthcumdsoﬁhammmyasawh&c We shouid b
chﬁmwgSmwmwmm%mwmwdﬁmm&wg&mm& These
sbrategies can mivelmkagas among workforce development, higher education, and
wollare sysrers, as vﬁl as swork) with specitic private employirs, At the Wationa! level;
mwmcw&mﬂwwfwiw»mmfmmmahym
mcmsmgsbﬂ&an{'immgsmma

intmnmg the safety w-L.._ ar gorkers, 1 o ieruporary sethack is pot (o result in & retun
%%lﬁmdepwknw ﬁwm%&mfmiwmgewmmmbemuw At the
Nano@imwm&mwﬂmﬁmplmmmgmm ‘
mwmmlwmiowﬁwmwmwvw a8 is now being
mmmaﬁmmm At the Staze level, wo showdd showense Sties that
are implomenting postemploymeant servioss snd oiber strategies 1o sddress the fact that
iawmmmwymwmmd&ahﬁwbmwmmm
of usmpicymt.]%’e should challsage States to invest in spproaches that combine
selinble z&:ammmm tapid mmpiaymthcip

in mowmary, wemustbuiﬁapcn mﬁwnﬁnuemz&’umgnh&aifoflow intome

workers. 1 look forward to firther discussions with you regarding thexe important issues. Please
lﬂmexfywmmmabncﬁngmﬁn&zrmﬁan

Atlocineanla

Dopna E. Shalala

P b
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Chart 1: RECIPIENT COUNT DOWN 2.4 MILLION

SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW
(August 1996-September 1997)
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-26% and greater decrease ~1% to -15% decrease
-16% to -25% decrease increase 1128198




. TANF PROGRAM
Chart 2: EXPENDITURE OF STATE FUNDS IN FY 1957 AS % OF MOE
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50 percent or greater of earnings isregarded for

a full-time, minimum wage job
Less than 50 percent of earnings disregarded
for a full-time, mirimum wage jch

Same as under former AFDC

1/28/98



Chart 4: Increased :
' Resource/Vehicle Limit

| As under former AFDC program
1128198



Chart5: States Seleéting
Family Violence Option
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Twenty-three States and Puerto Rico ' PUERTO -

elected to sereen for, provide appropriate i . e
services, and waive requirements where Optional Certification

needed to ensure safety.
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Developing Standards 1728798
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Chart 6: Age of Youngest Child

ALABAVA CEORGIA

Younger than 12 months old
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Chart 7: Time Limit Choices
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JAN 27 1998

MEMORANDUM FOR ANNE MCGUIRE

Attached is a memoranduin for the President from Secretary Donna Shalala regarding the latest

information on welfare reform. L ,
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

arc emmerging. These include:

The purpose of this memo is 10 outline the information we have so far on the impacts of
changes in welfhre programs, ‘The information ig still guite preliminary, but some conclusions

1]

4]

O

The total umber of welfare recipients has fallen below 10 million for the first

thne since 1971, Caseloads have fallen E:y maore than 30 percent since their peak
in 1954,

- ]

Many more rcmpmms are now woz‘kmg, and the proportion of former recipisnts at
work afier luavmg welfare appears 1o be somewhal higher thart in the past.

States ure maitmg very serious efforts to muve recipionts into work, both by
mundating work programs and sanctioning those who do not comply, and by
mcrcasmg the bcncﬁts of working through sinpler and highor eammgs disregards
and on-going supgmmz such as child care.

As we fornd with AFDC walvers, States are adopting comon appreaches but
with many variations in specifics. Several large States are devolving key policy
decisions o 1h:c: couzzty fevel.

H

H
é

2 .
There has becn 1o “r.v;{,e 1o thic buitom” in State weltfare benefits; States are

spending mo:::, per recipicnt than in 1994 across TANF and related programs, and
Siate maximum hcnctj it fovels are gencrally unchanged.

3o far there is m:,zg: wrdwcc of oxtreme hardship among those who loave weifare
as a sesult of sanctmm althaugh many do experience fairly large declines in
Higome. Ow.raii howcvcz; half or more of former roeipients appear to increase
their incomes after ig,avmg welfare. .

Even when rcmp;emts move to work and unpmvc their incomes, thcy are stit
likely 1o have wtal indomes below the poverty line.

E

This memo looks first at whdl {he S1afcs are doing, in terms of both spending choices and
broader policy choicss. It zheu turm 10 tmpacts an recipients, assessing both reyules from
evaluations of State waivers mmiar u correm Siate policics and the very early results from Stote
surveys of recipicats and formcr i“{,(.l[}lcn{b Finally, the implications of these findings lor
Foderad and Siate policy choicks are brict] y dizenssed.

Q
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Welfare cascloads izaw: decimed ﬁramatmaﬁy since their peak at 14,4 million recipients
in March 1994, Qverall, the mmbm of people receiving aid hed declined by more than 30
percent 16 9.8 million recipionts by Sepzemimr 1987 {the most recent monthly report available).
This decline has continued at an cverz more rapid pace since the enactment of welfure reform in
August 1585, In the first yfsar of welfarc reformn alone, almost 2 million recipients left the rolls,
As Chant 1 (atached) shows, these declines arc spread across almost ali of the States.

Changes in State Soending on Welfar ams. 1here has been no “rase to the
bottom™ in State welfare spcndmg B“c&&ﬁé tlwre are now fewer recipients, total State spending
on welfare programs has declined swm 1994, On average, however, States are spending
sorngwhat more pet recipient than tizcy did in 199&—2{:;:0{:@:1 State spending on welfare and
related programs is about 18 lwzccnt Ibelow the level scen in 1994, while caseloads have declined
by more than 30 percent. f‘%us mcreased spending has not affected direct payments to recipients,

which remain very close t the evcls scon (n both 1994 and 1996 (about 3370 per family per
month on average.) In all, four Smms have increased maximum benefit levels since the
wactment of TANF, while five States have decreased maximum benefits for at leagt some
aie:goms of recipients,

States are reponting that they izz;‘c meeting their Maintenance of Effori (MOE)

requitemnents under wolfare reform. They are required to spend 80 percent of previous {gencrally

1994} lovels, ar 75 poreent if 2hcy mést the minimun participation requirements, and 20 States
repart exceeding that goal, some by comz{lembic amounts {see Chart 23, Further, reporied
spending may understate m.z:,zal amozmm spent, since thcre are no incentives for States to report
additional spending once their MOE mqmremems have beenmet. There is little in those data o
supgest declines in spending ie:veis»rather States appear to be wsing at least some of their own
muoney 1o provide scrvices sw’:h as child care and job training and placemant and to increase work

ncentives. {
|
Changing State Poligies. A foezzs on work is a2 major theme in State welfurs policics,

aithough there is considerable vatiation in plan a;:cuﬁcs and in implementation seross States,
The following key points emerge [rom an overview of State policies:

1. Stades are focuging on

a 40 States have {:rldt..ll‘:ﬁ policies to make work pay, generally by increasing the
< amount of cam?zg; dzsrcg:micd in caleutating welfare benefits. (Bee Chart 3.)
Conmgeticut, ii:;r example, now disregards all mtmngs up 1o the paverty lovel,
Maost States h'ma alsar simplified the treatment of exrnings compared o the AFDC
teeatment, with Zl*a. result that vecipionts can see more clearly how cven a lows
wage job will make thém better off,
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44 States izavc rai&ed the leve! of resources and/or the maximum value of a
vehicle a!lcwcci to welfare recipients. {See Chart 4.) This will make it casier for

recipicnts to g::t to wark and to accumulate savings that might lead to self-
sufficiency, l

Almost ali of &u, Statce have moved to “Work First” models in thelr welfare
prograuns, rcqwrmg rgaczg}zﬁzz&‘; to move quickly into available jobs. Virtually
every State has instituted “social contracts™ or other persanal responsibility
agreements inlwhich fecipients cominit to specific steps toward sclﬁsaﬁicrwcy

States are szorcmg these contracts, sanctioning peaple who fail to sign or Hive up
to their agreements. |

{3

Q

24 _]urisdz«g:uons have elected to sereen for, provide appropriate sevvices, and waive
requirements whe:re :zg:zzdcd t ensurs the safoty of victims of domestie violence
through the F.;mzi} \Ilcimca Option (See Chart 3.} Additional States, including
Californis, are a,xpet.zed to implement this option in the coming months.

Agindicated in Chart 6, most States have chosen te exempt parents of infants
under one year of age 'From waork requirements. 16 States have chosen shorter
exsmptions {the law allows States to roquire parcnts with children over 12 weeks
to work.} |

State nolicies mg&rdiﬁg timg Hmits are varied and complex

Chart 7 shows tha* cleven States have chosen "intermitient” time limits that {imit
the total mmths of rccipzcncy allowed within a longer time period (tr example,

Virginia Hmits ‘{‘ ANF z‘ccexpt to 24 months in any GO wonth period). Nine States |

have chosen 1:I‘cnmc li mxts of less than five years. Both of these types of time
Jimits often allow C&LC}}%}{}DS or exemptions. 27 States have chosen the Fedeornd
limit of 60 montls. T"‘guz States have chosen other options invelving supplements
from State wel fzgrc pmgmms for those reaching the Federal time limits,

Evaluation and s survcv dam find that rca;p;en& are often unclear ubout the
specifics of mec Limits! {and other reform peficies) that apply to thein, although
they do know that the natre of weltare has changed.

Few rccipients have reached State fme limits 50 far

igiens
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o A few States are making choices that appear 1o have little to do with werk, such as
counting the 352 income of disabled children and adults in computing TANF
benefits without taking into account the added costs of disabiliry.

0 The amount of time that elapses betweon tim determination of paiz::y choices and
theit actual 1 1m§z lementation varies grastly across States, usually based on whether,
when and how extensively they undertook reforms through waivers. Many States
have not com}gaicted the process of implementing proposed policy changes.

5. Finally, Califomia. New York eveeal gther statcs are devolving key decisions to

countics,

¢ Other Stutes in the process of devolving include Maryland, Ohio, Florida,
Colorado and North Cagoling.

o These Sates are devolving decisions about work aclivities, post-erployment
supports and, %n some cases, sanetions; Coloradeo and Korth Carsling are also
passing on decisions about sther factors including eligibility. Benefit levels will
still be z}etcrmimd at the State Tevel, although in some cascs the State will
mandate oniy ;z floor which the counties can choose to excesd.

Impacts of Welfare Refi miz poipients

Moving recipionts :.mcil potential recipionts into wm‘k has been the focus of most State
policics, and there is some prckmmary evidence that smployment levels are riging as caseloads
decling. Dvidence onthet tmpac,ts of other aspects of the changss on recipients and would-he
recipients I8 somewhat more msxczi Are they indeed better ofT in ceonomic terms? What has
happened to thosc who haven| i{ gotzez; jobs? 1t is still very early to answer those questions, but
we have some preliminary {!at? that give & fow indicalions.

H

Our prelimivary data g'caemziy rclate to the situations found in specific states. Thus, this
report draws upon pw;]imim:ﬁ program evaluation reports of walver-based policies from
Michigan, Jowa, Minnesota, %'}aiawam and Florida, and on surveys of weltare recipients and
people who have left welfare rol 5 in Massachusetts, lowa, Wisconsin, Indians, Maryland, S8ouath
Carnling and Tennesses. The t‘:arly stories emerging from these studies appear o be fairly ‘
consistent across Lhose states. JAN thowgh we are beginning to have some evalustion evidence on
the impacts of policy changes us opposed to the strong coconomy, it is vory difficult o sort out the
relative importance of pelicy and coonomic factars at the National jevel.

Sangons. States ure gwc:miy working-harder @ enforce mandatary work requircments,
andd xanctions rase by about 30 percent nationatly between 1994 and the end of 1996, Anecdotal
cvideqce tplies 1hat these rates arestill increasing. In the studies of specitic States, sunction

-] -
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rates of as high as 56 prrecnt are seen, with rates in the 25 percent to 30 percent range not
unusnal. Sanctions may result in cither a complete or partial loss of benefits. Across States we
find that the majority of sanczmns oceur because recipients fail to show up for initia!
appointments. Far fewer ﬁnmlms have been sanctioned for refusal to comply with work
assignments. Sanctioned {amzims may inchide many who are already working or who have pood
job opportunitics; in lowa, for example, famifies that did not comply with the State’s Family
Investment Plan tended to be more job-ready than the average.

Employment. Perhaps partly because of stricter work policies as well as the robust

ECONOmY, MOFe Yeaipicnts az'zd former rco:p;cnts are now employed. Evalnations of specific State
programs show pohcy«reiamd increases in employrent in the range of B percent to 15 percentage

- poz;ztat Surveys of people vma have lef welfare imply that SO pereciit to 60 percent-are working

i the period following wcifare recipiency (with the remainder not emploved). This is

comparable to or slightly Z-ngl_ier than the 45 percent to 50 percent of welfare exiters who worked
alter leaving AFDC, Some of this increase in work mey result trom the strong economy as well
ag from policy changes.

Incomes. While timr\,‘da not appear to be dramatic changes 30 far in the average incomces
of welfare recipients and thau: Jeaving the welfare rolls, these averages hide a great deal of
varjation. Among those ,mvmg the program, incomes in the {ollow up period are very mixed.
Generally, about half of farm:?r recipicnts saw incresses in their incomes, while half experienced
declines, There is some cvidence that those who feave the program voluntarily are morg likely to
have increased incomes, although in both South Carolina and Jowa about 40 percent of these
who left because of sanctions also experienced income inoreases.

There is jittle evidenecl at this peint of cxtreme hardship even among familics lesing
benefits altogether as a result of sanctions or time Hmits. Howsver, eveuts such as bomelessness
or eniyy of children into fosﬁ:r:carc arc sometimes hard to obgerve in evaluabions and follow up
studies, which are usua!.ly unable to trace some proportion of former recipients. In the short rup,
many fanvlies experiencing Iarga. incorie losses appear 1o rely on help from fricnds and extended
farnily. {1 should be noted ais& that even families whose incomes rise a3 a resalt of higher
sarmngs and/or Changes in fatate policies typically still do not have above-poverty level incomes
while on TANF or i the ?\.‘Hf}d immediately aftor leaving the program.

Other Benefits. Families who Jeuve TANF are often eligible 1o continne receiving
henefits from other social support programs such as the Food Stamp Program, Medicaid,
Supplemental Scewrity izzcc:mel(ﬁsn and housing programs. However, relatively low take-up
rutes for some of these bcmﬂta{ suggest that many former recipicnts may be unaware of their

contined aligibility for other programs such as Medicaid, or that admimstrative bartiers may be
preventing some cligible f'imzhes from participating tu these programs, “1n both South Caroling
and Indiang, for example, abo ui half of the adults who were no longer recciving cash assistance
reportad that they did not have ary health wsurance.
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Policy Implications and

Thuse early results S’EL}ggc:S’i that real progress is being made in focusing recipionts on work
and in moving them into ¢mplaymnnt This is & significant and critical step on the path to
reforming weifare. I believe that further steps need to be taken to consolidate and build on this
accomplishment. In pamcuiar, we need 10 ensure that low-income working familics, whethey
they are former welfars rcczpzcnis or 101, can continue to work and to earn engugh 1o aise their
families, weathering ancmplovment and other temporary setbacks without relying on long-term
welfare receipt, In pursumg .this goal, we would be building on the Administration’s many
achievements for working f:&rznlzﬁ:s including expansion of the EITC, increasing the minimum
wage, cxpzzncimg heaith care cf:werage for children, enacting parental leave, and the inroduction
of this year’s pamtm:akmg, chﬂd care inftiative. And we would also be building on the .
widespread and iscreasing arzaercs% of the States, which are gtarting 1o grapple with the qzzcstzon
of what bappens after wel {“azrc: parents take their first jobs,

i .

Both researchers and practitioners are telling us that when such parents move to work,
most are likely to necd mn’zzzmmg support in ordar to keep their jobs, support their familics,
improve their incomes over ume:, and avoid going back onto the welfare rolls, These suppons
can take many {orms, from tizc EI'TC or increased eamings disregards to servicss such as child
care, health care, ?mmpor’t’mon and mentoring. Currently, States kave resources available o
them through the TANF b%sacic prant and their Maintenance of Effort finds, as well as through
other State resources that havc been freed up as a result of declining casclouds. We can make
progress on this agenda by chai lenging States to make key invesimendts, showcasing effective
practices and ensouraging &mfc innovation as well as by shaping a National agends 1o help low-
wage workers and their families.

_ A successiul stratepy 1o suppert low-incoms workers and their families would involve
several somponeniy at both ihie State and National levels. These could include:

1 Rajsing the incomes of lowswage workers. Muost weifare recipients moving into thelr
first jobs continuc to earn below-poverty lovel incomes. The major 1993 expangion of
the EITC does a great deal for these families, and it must be protected. In addition, we
could challenge States (o expand State BITC’s and 1o increase camnings disrepards and
other programs for lowrwage workers. For example, Wisconsin has used TANF MOE
funds to expand both z!.s EITC and housing subsidics for loweincome ownars and ronters,
At the National level, po icies such as a further increase in the minimamn wage or tax

incentives for cmplaycrs' 1 promote jobhy and higher wages for low-skilled workers could
be explored. |

F\)

Providing other job supports. We must ensure that other eritical job supports, such as
houlth care, child care, ‘ig‘argspoﬁaii(m, and mentoring, are availuble for working familics
who aced them. The A:fministmlien’& new child care initiative is of course critical o (his
strategy, and the newly enacted Thild Health Insurance Program should go a Jong way
inward ensuring health care coverage for the children of low-wage workers., We noed to

-~
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continue ouireach efforts to make sure that low-income working families are aware of
their potential e%:gzbzhty for Medicaid. The Vice President’s work on mentoring provides
a valuable example, azzci States must be eacouraged to continue o invest in thege
programs and other sipports,

Ensuring thay low-wuge workers imnrove skills and earnings aver time, Many States are
beginning to grapple wxzh the bost way to promiote growth in skills and earnings over time
for former welfare rec:pzc:zzs Over the longer term, such growth will be necessary to
meet both the needs af families and the needs of the economy as a whole, We should be
challenging States to ;mi together creative strategies and showcasing those that do. These
strategics can zzzvalvellmkages among workforce development, higher education, and
wolfare systems, a3 wcii as work with specific private employers. At the National level,
strategies {o increase cdw;mwxzal opportunities for low-incomes families are a key to

. jucreasing skills and aammgs aver nmc L

|

he safety net for workers. Ifa temporary scthack is not 1o result in a retum
© Wcifarc dcpcndmcy, the safety net for low-wage workers must be maintained. Af the
National level chzmgcs could be made in the Unemployment Insurance program to .
inercase the pmbai}zhiy that low-wage workers will sarn coverage, as is now being
discussad within the &zimzmmnon At the State level, we should showcase States that
are implementing post»cmpi&ymcm services and other strategics 1¢ address the fact that
lowsincome workers are likely to experience considerable job turnever and some periods
of unemployment. Wc should challenge States to invest in approaches that combine
reliable short-term ass;gstance with rapid re-employment help,

I surnmary, we must buﬂd upon and contine our zﬁoﬂs on bebalf of low income

workers, I look forward 10 furzhcr discussions with you regarding these important issues. Please
fet me know if you would like'a bneﬁag o further information,

Arzachments

¥

.

Ponna E. Shalala

......


http:Maintaining.J.he

Chart 1: RECIPIENT COUNT DOWN 2.4 MILLION

SINCE ENACTMENT OF NEW WELFARE LAW
(August 1996-September 1997)
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TANF PROGRAM
EXPENDHTURE OF STATE FUNDS IN FY 1997 AS % OF MOE

Chart 2
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Chart 5: States Selecting
Family Violence Option
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THE WHITE HOUSE NN
WASHINGTON ' o U
\—’_.;j‘ l\\)
";,x:‘
\
July 24, 1997 '

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: BRUCE REED
CYNTHIA RICE |

SUBJECT: NEXT WEEK'S SPEECH ON STATE WELFARE REFORM EFFORTS

On Monday, July 28th, you will speak to the National Governors’ Association in Las
Vegas. We believe your speech is an opportunity to make a major statement on welfare reform
one year afier you signed the new law into effect and four years after you began to reform welfare -
by granting waivers to the states You are scheduled to follow this speech with a Welfare to
Work Partnership event on August 12th with several hundred business leaders in St. Louis who
will accept your challenge to hire welfare recipients.

We thought that in the NGA speech you could provide a statement of the principles and
values that have guided welfare ref'orm You could discuss the importance of work and
responsnblllty, of requiring both parents to support their children, and also of teaching teenagers
that staying in school and avondmg parenthood are the right things to do. You could talk about
the new role of welfare workers not to dole out checks, but to assist welfare recipients in meeting
the challenge of joining the workforce And you could talk about the need to support work -- to
make sure it pays better than welfare — through the minimum wage, EITC, child support, and
investments in health care, child ‘care, and transportation.

We also thought that in the NGA speech you could tumn the spotlight on the states: to
underscore the successes -- but also point out some of the shortcomings -- of state welfare reform
efforts. You could emphasize that while we have much to be proud of, we cannot rest on our
laurels. Instead, states must seize the opportunity to use savings from declining caseloads and the
growing economy to put even more people to work. Many states are investing new funds in child
care, transportation, and other welfarc-to-work efforts; others are diverting savings to other parts
of their budgets. We thought you could praise those who are doing the right thing, and scold,
though not by name, those who are not. Overall, we hope in this speech that you could send a
signal that we intend to hold states accountable for their actions.

Finally, you could mclude an update on education standards in the speech, probably
referring to the announcements you will have made on Friday of the big city school districts that

have agreed to adopt the new tests.




The State of the States

As you know, welfare reform began long before last August, with the waivers we granted
to 43 states to allow them to impose tough work reguirements and time limits and provide
incentives to make work pay b&{{er than welfare. Under the new law, nearly 90 percent of these
states have chosen to coatinue or build upon their waivers. Many of these states have intensified
their effosts, either expanding smaii demonstration projects state-wide or leveraging additional
fingncial or community resources for welfare to work efforts. Other states are simply in 2 holding
pattern, pestponing changes becausa of political conflict (ie., New York and California) or far
other reasons, Here's a summary of some of the interesting trends we've uncovered,

Child Care: Efforts to exgand chi!d care are widespread. Because of the additional $4
billion we secured in the welfare law, all states are receiving more federal funds, which they must
match with their own dollars, About half the states are mcreasing their spending bevond what is
needed to march the new federal ﬁ.mds Some states are adding quite a bit more; Wisconsin is
adding $160 million, Illinots is addzng 3100 million, and Florida is adding $23 million in new funds
and shifting $60 million from the welfare block grant to child care, A new paper by the
Progressive Policy Institute ;}raises 1llinois, Michigan, and Washington for estabhshmg “seamless”
child care systems which pwvzée subssidies for all workers below a certain income, whether
they've been on welfare or not. (Tb@w $ a growing concern that some states are short-changing
the working poor by giving fenner welfare recipients priority for child care subsidies, Cfeatmg a
universal, income-based system avoids that problem.).

Transportation: Several states have developed strategzes to ensure welfare recipients have
the transportation they need to ge:ﬁ 1o work. Kentucky is now implementing an uutiative to casure
that transportation is available in all areas of the state. Connecticut is carmarking $2.2 million of
its TANF funds for new transportatlon services for welfare recipients. New Jersey has announced
& $3.7 million initiative 1o move Work First New Jersey participants to work. In May, the
Department of Transportation worked with NGA to award planning grants to help 24 states
develop transportation strategies 0 support their welfare to work efforts.

clfare rograms: Nearly all state welfzre-to-work programs include the

zmdztwnai e%emenzs }ob seamh zz*ammg, education, community work experience, and placement
in unsubsidized jobs. But now, a{:@{}f{img to a new survey by NGA, 36 states are using welfare
checks to subsidize private jobs, 3¥thiwgh mostly on a small scale. Twenty-seven states have

“upfront diversion” programs wﬁzch provide job search assistance or emergency cash grants to
help prevent people from going azz welfare. Several states (Maryland, Pennsylvams, Florida)
provide tax incentives to ccmpames that hire welfare recipients, In many states, the governor and
other elected officials are reachmg out to the business comrmunity to forge new partnerships. In
Nevada, the state has set a goal for new casinos to set aside 10 percent of all positians for former

welfare recipients.
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erting Wellare Savir r Other Lses: Not all states are investing welfare savings in
child carc, tmspt}rtazzaz:, or a:her welfare to work efforts. Accardmg to the Progresswe Policy
Institute, Ohio is actually cutting state spernding on child care and is using some of its savings
from lower welfare caseloads for tax cuts (the state protests that, with the infusion of faderal
dollars, it is still spending maore ovcratt on child care than before). In Connecticut, the governor
proposed and the legislature enacted a plan which uses federal TANF dollars to replace existing
state social services spending. In Texas, the state spent less than one-third of its surplus from
declining caseloads on welfare to work - programs, the rest was used on state programs previously
ﬁmded by state dollars.

MWMM As you know, we have made progress in child support
enforcement, increasing miieczzons by 50% from 1992 to 1996. Last year's welfare law included

tough new measures to belp states track deadbeat parents across states lines. To date, however,
many states have not enacted all ;the state laws needed to put these tough new measures into
place According to HHS, one state - Idsho +~ has not enacted any of the new child support
provisions required by the new f‘edcral law. Moreover, nine states - including California, which
has 22% of the nation’s welfare casc!oad - will likely not make this October’s deadline to putin
place new child support compmer systems. We think that in your speech you should underscore
the need for promypt state action in these areas.
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MEMORANDUM FOR THIZ PRESIDENT

FROM: ‘ th}m: REED
: LYN HOGAN

SUBJECT:

We have been working with HHS 1o compile a series of estimates which you may find
useful as you talk about the chzaiiezages ahead in welfare reform. The numbers are daunting, but
not as impossible as you might think.

{. Cascload Reduction, 19493-96

When you took office, ilthérf: were 14.1 million people on welfare, including nearly 5
million adults. By October 1996 {the latest figures available), the caseload had dropped 10 11.9
million people, fower than 4.3 million of them adults. The 2.25 million decline (a 16%
decrcase) is the largest caseload drop in history,

‘The decline 1s even more strii;ingz, when you congider that the caseload did not peak until
March 1994, when it reached 14 4 mitlion (5.1 million aéa tg). The caseload dropped 18%
between March 1994 and Oc:z}ber 1996.

If these trends hold, the total decline from January 1993 to January 1957 should be more
than 2.5 million people and between 900,000 and | mithion adults.

No studies have been done 10 determine how much of the recent ¢aseload decline is due
wr & good economy and how such to state welfare reforms. Fiisiorically, the food stemp
caseload has closely tracked the business cycle, but the welfare caseload has not. More than half
the welfare caseload has zzever'workctﬁi; an economis downturn is not what landed them on
wellare. A CRS study of the surge in welfare rolls during the Bush years attributed most of the
increase to the rising number of births to never-married mathers, not the 1990 recession,




Over the last four years, the largest drops have come in states with the most aggressive
welfare reform experiments - including 40% declines in Wisconsin and Indiana. The post four
years have been a tinse of unprcccdcmcd state experimentation in welfare reform, and all the

Aough talk from Washington on down has probably had some behavioral impact as well. (The
caselowd drop was sharpest {iurmg, the three-month peried around 1he signing of the m:if}xrc Yaw,
even though 1o recipient was affected by the new law during that period.) .

Still, twould be a rmsiake to give welfare reform all the credit for caselond changes over
the past four years. Virtually evcry state with a vigorous statewide effort has cut cascload by a
quarter or more., But some states did Hittle or nothing to reform their welfare systems, and others
experimented inonly a few counties,

Four states had caseh}ad increases between January 1993 and October 1996 Alaska,
Hawaii, New Mexico, and masi important, California, which has 20% of the national caseload.
In each state, a mix of factors is at work: None of them has done much statewide on welfare
reform, and cach has cxpericnc::ed population growth, California was Iate to join the economic
recovery, and leads the notion in child-only cases - U.R.-citizen children of illegal immigrants
who are eligible for welfare becouse they were born here.

I1. Key Facts abaut the Cascload

Enmily Size: The average size of g welfare family is2.8 people. Moving 360,000 adults
off welfare will reduce the caseload by 1 million people.

-Bodied Recipienty: HHS estimates that 80.90% of adult wellare recipienis are
capable of joining the wcrkferc& ‘The other 10-20% are considered unable to work because of
health, age, or severe mental or physical disabilities,

HI. Meeting the New Work Requircments

Under the new welfare faw, every able-bodied adult is supposed to work within 2 years of
rccmvmg} benefits. {Abowt 35% of current recipients have been on the rolls less than 2 vears.) 1t
i$ up to the states whether to enforee that requirement. The only enforceable federal
requirements are the Swycar lifetime limit on federal benefits and the work participation rates,

Time Limits: Every weiifa?{: recipient now has a 5-year fifetime clock, which begins
ticking when a state’s new plan is certified complete, and stops every time the rectpicat goes off
welfare. States can exeript 20% of the caseload from the S-year limit, and uge state dotlars (o
exempt others if they choose. Most recipients will take longer than 3 years o reach the S-vear
Hmit, because all but the permamm underclass {(sbout a guarter of recipientsy eycle on und off the
caseload. Until we have o national time clock - which was envisioned i our 1994 bill, but not
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inctuded in the final law - gome recipients also may be able to circumvent the lifetime Himit by
moving from state o state,

Work Partigipation Rates: Under the new welfare law, states must have 25% of their
adult caseload in work activities in 1997, 30% in 1998, 35% in 1999, 40% in 2000, 45% in 2001,
amd 50% in 2002 and beyoncﬁ But states get credit for peopie they move off welfare altogether
int the meantime. 1 a state’s caseft:zté has dropped since FY 1995, the state’s work participation
rate is reduced accnr{fzﬁgiy {‘f fective work rates for this year and beyond have already been
reduced §% nationwide by recent declines in the caseload. (Many states have lowercd their
caselpads and their effective work rates by twice that miuch. A few haven’t fowered their
caseloads at all.) ’ : -

The following pmjec{izazzs were calculated by HHS but are considered preliminary and are
under review. Aboul a quarter of the adult caseload is exempt for a variety of reasans, primarily
the exemption for parents thh children under one. By these estimates, states will be required to
put { mitlion adults into w{}rk activities by the vear 2000, and 1.1 million by the year 2002, That
numiber will be lower1f caseiead declines are greater than projected. (The current caseload is
already slightly smaller than the FY2000 projestion.}

FY 2002

FY 95 FY 496 FY 2040
{(projected}  (projecied)
: i
Average monthly caseload 4.9 million 4.5 million 43 nullion 4.0 million

Nan-e¢xempt adult caseload

1.3 million

3.2 millien

2.9 million

Work participation rate 0% S0%
Caseload reduction from *95 6.7% 8% 12%
Effective work participation rale 32% 38%
(minus caseload reduction)

Total namber of adults required towork 1 million 1.1 million

{Effective work rate multiplied by non-exempt caseload)

f
Ondy a portion of the | million would be in subsidized work programs in the private or

public sector. States can wzmt% vmauonai education ag “work” toward a fifth of tts participation
reguirement, Sevaeral states may raise their carnings disregards so that they can count more of the.
working poor toward their participation rates.
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We will ask HHS 1o z{u; these numbers o a state-by-state basis as well. By thoge
estimales, New York State, with more than 9% of the national cascload, will have to place
around 100,000 in work by the year 2000.

IV. Hiring Power in the U.S, ‘ .
There are 826,000 U.S. businesses with more than 20 employeces.

There are 133,119 congregations with more than 200 members, and 205,583
congregations with more than 100 members.

~

There are 1.1 million nenprofit organizations (not including congregations),

E

“We will run these numbers on a state-by-state basis ay well,

¥. Miscellancous Statistics

State Plans: So far, 42 states have submitted their new state plans to HHS under the new
law. Of the 42, HHS has certified 35 complete {including New York).

Work Su ;g;zigme;;&g{;gg As of August 22, 1996, when you signed the welfare law, 11
states had received waivers 1o mi}{izfy work supplementation rules. Oregon and Missours
pionecred this concept, Most of those walvers i!-Oiiépht o mmhzm AFDC and food stamp benefits
to subsidize jobs. =

nit-of-Wedlock Rirdl 50 The birth rate for unmarried women dropped 4% in 1995, the
first dec]mt: in 19 years. The pmpomon of all births to unmarried mothers declined sliphily to
32.0% in 1993, from 32.6% i ln{ 1994, Three years ago, Senator Moyniban predicied that the ratio
would rise to 40% or even 50% over the next decade.

Pregnancy: The tcen birth rate has declined four years inarow by a total of §%
between 199 and 1995, Half'% miilion teenagers 135-19 give binth every year. Moynihan wrote
an op-ed last month eriticizing us for taking credit for reducing teen pregnancy when the
illegitimincy ratio for twenagers actually rose {from 70% in 1992 1o 72% 10 1995). But the ween
hirth rate fell faster than the teen ilegitimuey ratio went up, and the overal] ilicgitimacy ratio has

stopped rising.

Child Support: Child support collections increased 50%, from 38 billion in 1992 10 $12
‘bitlion n 1996.

Patgrnity Establishment: Paternity establishments have iereased under the Clinton




Administraiton from 554,637 v 1993 to 903,600 in 1995

Poverty: The number :Of people in poverty dropped by 2,9 million between 1993 and
1993 after four straight years of increases.

VI Other Quastien§

Childless Adults: M(}st states do nol provide welfare banei;zs for single, childiess adults.
This population will be hit i’zarzi by the 3-month time limit on food stamps. Our budget would
restare (heir eligibility (unless, {hey turn down a waork slot}, provide states with {unds for 383060 .
new work slots, ard make chtkiitzss adults eligible for our expanded Work Opportunities Tax
Credit, which gives f:mpioyert; a 50% credit on the first $10,000 in annual wages.

Organizing CEOs: Bl Sepal has draficd a strategic plan for a non-profit organization to
recruit businesses to hire peopie off welfare. He will send us a copy after his board approves it
next week. Eli will probably serve as president of the organization, with most of the CEOs you
met as a governing board,

' !5 Religious Qrpanizations: We have spoken with Maria
Echaveste aboui the need fer alfull-time staffer in Public Liaison o organize religious
institutions, non-profits, and businesses to move people from welfare to work.
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FROM: Bruce Reed
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SUBIECT: B&iﬁkﬁéﬁund on Tuesday's Welfare Reform Excca%%vc Actions

In Tuesday's speech to the Amencan Murses Association, you will announce executive
actions to reform welfare ax‘xﬁ strengthen child support enforcement. These steps will add to
pressure on the Congrcsszenaé leadership to stop holding welfare reform hostage. On
Saturday, Armey hinted that ichubizcans might abandon their Medicaid poison pill strategy
and send you a stand-alone welfare bill.

You are taking cxecutive action o carry out two important child support enforcement
measures that have always becn part of your welfare reform tegislation: First, a new program
to check new-—hire information from 25 states to catch deadbeats who move from job to job
or staie {0 sfate; and second !a new regulation requiring mothers to name the father before
they can receive welfare. The Administration will also grant a waiver to New Hampshire,
which means that 40 out of 5{} states have received a weifare rcform waiver on your watch.

Tracking Deadbeats 'Acmss State Lines and from Job fo Jeb As you know, 30
percent of child suppOrt cases ¢ross state lines ~- and the easiest way to get out of
paying child support zs to move from state to state and job to job. Twenty-five states
already require ampioycrs to report new hires, and use the information to catch parents
who owe child szz;:pm‘t In Washington state, this program leads to $20 in child
support collections for every dollar spent. Under our new program, those 25 states
can send us new hire mformatlon, and we will match it against a list of delinquent
parents from all $0° stazcs If Congress passes welfare reform, new hire reporting will
‘become the law nationwide ~~ a ;}mvxsmn which has always been in our welfare bill,

Stricter Paternity Coo;:emtmn Requirement: You are directing HHS to issuc now
regulations mqulrmg '?'cifarz recipients to identify and help locate the father before
they can receive welfare. The new regulation requires mothers to name the father and
provide one picce of xdentlfymg information, and requires states to refer applicants 10
the child support agency within two days 1o begin paternity establishment cfforts. It
includes a good causeiexemption in cases of rape or threat to the mother’s safety.
Under current law, the standard of cooperation is much lower, and rarely enforced.
This provision has azways been in our welfare bill as well, and builds on the 1993 in-
hospital paternity estatfhshmmz program -~ which nurses have run with great success.
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