
May 28, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 


I 
FROM; Bruce Reed , . 

SUBJECT: Dcmoc~atic Governors and Welfare Reform 

You should urge DeJocratic governors to help us pressure the Republican 
Congressional leadership to drop the Medicaid poison pill and stop holding welfare reform 
hostage. OUf message shoul~ be simply. "The Medicaid poison pill is the single greatest 
obstacle to welfare reform thls year. If Republicans will'drop lhat plan, the other details 
will take care of themselves:l

; 

Democratic governors should be sympathetic to this message. In contrast to 
Medicaid, the welfare reform provisions of the new House Republican bill 3rc fairly similar 
to the bipartisan NGA agreement that Gov, Carper negotiated in February. We can thank 
the governors for the improvements the House has been forced to make in our direction -­
more money for child care. alperformance bonus, a $2 biUion contingency fund, elc. The 
Democratic governors' main concerns are over relatively obscure issues where the House 
cut deeper in order to pay for~ the additional child care spending: the 20% cut in Title XX 
(which doesn't bother us that much) as budget cuts go), and eliminating the shelter 
deduction for Food Stamps. 

We want the Democratic governors to cry foul on Medicaid and suggest that we're 
within striking distance of hiphrtisan agreement. on welfare reform. There are a number of 
congressional Republicans whp want the Medicaid portion of the bill to fall apart, so that 
they can actuu!ly get welfare reform done instead of handing you another veto. We can 
win this battle if we make en6ugh noise - and if we don't get lost in the details of which 
additional improvemedts will be necessary once the Medicaid poison pill is gone. Once we 
get into a debate on a stand~a1~me welfare reform bill where the underlying objective is to 
pass a bill into law instead of ISimply forcing a veto, weIll have a chance to sort out those 
details. But we have to get rid of the big poison pill first 

i , 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WA5HI"'GTON 

,, ,, 

May 22,1996 

MEMORAN'DUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

I
FROM: Bruce Reed 

I 
SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update 

-~ ~ .•~. , Here is a brief summarl of the latest welfare refo~ proposals (House Republican bill, 
Dole speech. Wisconsin plan) and the major issues they raise. 

I. House Republican bill 

House Republicans announced a new Medicaid/welfare refonn package today. Welre 
still.waiting to see the details on Medicaid. which presumably will be unacceptable, The 
welfare rcfonn provisions arc: pased largely on the bipartisan NGA proposaJ, which you 
praised in February, except that in order to reach their savings target of $53 bilHon. , 
Republicans tacked on the deep immigrant cuts from the welfare bill you vetoed, 

The new ~~~sc bill mJvcs in our direction on ruos: of the issues you spelled out in 
your veto message. Jt jncludc~ the NGA request for $4 billion in additional child care, which 
the states must match. It dou~lcs the contingency fund to $2 billion. It includcs,a $1 billion 
work perfonnance bonus. It raises the hardship exception for those who reach the 5-year 
limit to 20%. It drops the deep cuts in SSI for disabled children and the cuts in school lunch 
and maintains the open-ended ~entitlemcnts for child welfare programs. It adopts the NGA 

•recommendation that states have to provide health coverage for welfare recipients, although it 
docs not guarantee health coverage beyond the 5-year limi .. 

, The major areas where Ithey did nor move in our direction are immigrant benefits and 
Food Stamps. The new Hous~ bill stiU bans S81 and Food Stamps for non-citizens; in the 
past, we have never gone bcy6nd decming. (Breaux-Chafce and Castle-Tanner include these, 
bans as well. with some exceptions for the disabled.) It appears to retain the optional Food . . 
Stamp block grant. the Food S,amp cap, and tbe work.requirements for men 18-50, Other 
areas that aren't what they could be include maintenance-of-effort (like NGAt they're still at 
75%; we wanted 80%); vouch~rs for children who hit the time limit (allowed but not 
required; Brcaux-Cbafec and <L'astlc-Tanner don't guarantee these either); Medicaid coverage 
beyond-the time limit; and a f~w arcane issues like transferability of funds from the block 
grant to other welfare program~ and broader provisions on equal protection fOf reCipients. 



, 
Their overall savings level is $53 billion, compared to $38 billion for our plan; $42 

billion for Castlc-Tannerj. andi $45-53 billion for Chafee-Breaux. In order to m'aintain the 
$53 billion level wbHe spending more Oll child care and work, the House RepubIicans 
doubled their Title XX 'cut froh, 10% to 20% (which is not the end of the world for us) and 
included a few other ass~cd provisions. 

11. Dole Speecb . 
I 

There waS virtually no~ing new in Dole's speech. We could live with everything he 
proposed on welfare reform. Most of his proposals {work requirements,' 5-ycar limitt state 
flexibility on family cap and ~rug testing, child support enforcement) arc in all the bills we've 
supported in this Congress. Hi, call to ban all but emergency medical benefits for illegal 
immigrants is already law -- klthough his speech could be interpreted to mean benefits 
beyond welfare, such as pubJit education, A state option to cut off unwed teen mothers is 
not in OUf bill. but it's in Chafce-Breaux j Castle-Tanncfj and the Senate-passed bill, and we 
could live with it (sincc no st~t.e in its right mind would ever do it). 

i 
In ,his specch, Dole did~'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 ~hildren, scboollunch, and child welfare. Those are aU areas 
where the Senate bill was accriprablc, but the Dole-Gingrich conference report was not. 

Ill. Wisconsin Works 

In many respects, the Wisconsin plan is closer to your approach than to the vetoed 
bilL It requires health care, child care, and a community service or subsidized job to go to. 
and its primary motivation is to move people from welfare to work, not to achieve an 
arbitrary savings target Like ~ery blH, it includes a 5-ycar lifetime limit, and like the 
Brcaux-Chafee and Castle-Tapner bills, it provides a 20% hardship exception for people who 
can't find work. The p'ian a[s~ includes other key principles of yours, such as requiring minor 
mothers to Jive at home and stay in school, and strengthening the requirements to cooperate 
with paternity establishment. 

lltree aspects of the Wisconsin plan have raised concern among advocates and labor: 
Fir"st, 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 ~ith many waiver requests, the puhlic employee unions want 
greater protection agahist disp~acemcnL Third, there arc potential legal and policy issues 
related to the required co-payments for child care, Mayor Norquist may raise other issues , 
with you, He wants more conservative provis.ions on work-for-wage.'l and reducing the 
welfare bureaucracy_ You sho'uJdn't make allY promises; it is not clear whether the state will 
go along. . 



THE WHlTE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

February 2, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

I
SUBJECT: NGA and Welfare Reform 

'- By Monday. the governQrs may have reached a bipartisan agreement on welfare reform 
that would caU for improvin~ the Senate bill in key areas ~- more money for child care, a 
better contingency fund, and (ewer cuts in benefits for legaJ immigrants. This agreement 
would make it easier for moderate Republicans and Democrats in Congress to pass those 
changes if the Republican Cobgressional leadership gives us another shot at a welfare bilL 

I. Update 

Congressional Republicans remain divided over whether to pass another welfare bill or 
take the issue to the election.: For flOW, they are leaning toward sending you the Senate bill 
with no changes. Senate moderates would like to amend the Senate bill along the lines of 
what was discussed in the buaget talks, but tbey will do v.natevef Dole telts them. Blue 
Dogs and the Chafee-Breaux !coalition are pushing for similar changes in any budget deaL 
But unless there is a budget deal, we're likely to see either the Senate bill or no bill at alL 

, 

An NGA agreement J.ith the backing of Thompson and Engler might give Dole an , 
excuse to allow a few changes in our direction. Engler (the lead Republican for the NGA on 
welfare) bas been uncharactehstically eager to re;u;h an agreement. He and Carper (the lead 
Democrat) have reached tent~tive agreement on an improved block grant that we could 
generally support: more chil~ care money than the Senate bill; a $2 billion contingency fund 
(double 1he Senatels) with a fuore flexible trigger; exemphng the elderly and the disabled from 
the SSI ban for legal immigrants (a substantial movement in our direction); a $J~2 billion 
performance bonus to reward states for job placement; guaranteed health coverage for 
recipients; and a maintenanc~ of effort requirement of 75~~W% (3 first for NGA). They will 
also oppose the cap on food ~tamp growth, and limit the food stamp block grant state option 
to the conference approach. ~hich is better than the Senate version. 



... ., 

The agreement could still fall apart if Dole raises strong objections, aJthough Engler 
and Thompson probably would not have gone this far without Dole's permission. It might 
also become part of the morejsignificant negotiations' over Medicaid. with Democrats ,agreeing 
to an ArDe block grant in return for Republican acquiescence in a Medicaid per capJta cap. 

i ,,, 

IL Monday's Discussion 

Engier and Carper (and others) are likely to bring up welfare reform in Monday's 
roundtable, You may not waitt to explicitly endorse the details of their agreement. if only 
because too much enthusIasm ~from us might scare the Republicans away from it. But you 
can certainly indicate that it is In keeping with the kinds of improvements you and the 
Republican leadership discussed in the budget talks. 

If you get asked again whether you would slgn the Senate bill, you should repeat that 
you don't answer hypotheticals •• you're not drawing lines in the sand, you just want the best 
pnssible bilL I 

i 

HHS wItI announce tw~ waivers Monday afternoon -- North Carolina and Mississippi. 
Two others could be ready thJ following day A~ Illinois and Louisiana. If those last two take 
place, our total would be 54 Jaivers to 37 states, The most significant outstanding waivers 
are New Hampshire (where HHS and Merrill are at odds over the need for a control group) 
and California (where HHS arid Wilson are at odds over how far he can go in cutting 
benefits). Gov, Whitman ann6unced a sweeping plan Jast week that is consistent with our 
overall approach (five-year lifttime limit. child care, family cap). hut she has not yet 
submitted a waiver request 



• 


Marco 2. 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESlDENT 
I 

FROM: Bru", Reed 

I 
SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update == House Wai:s & Means Markup 

I 
On Friday, lhe House ~ays & Means Committee will finish work on the Republican 

welfare rdonn bill, and send it to the floor for consideration in late March or carly ApriL 
(The Senate begins committeelhearings next wcek, but has flO plans to get serious until May 
or june.) House Republicans ~avc made several changes in response to Qcmocratic pressure, 
but they remain vulnerable to our criticisms that it is weak on work and tough on children: 

1. Weak on work! )ftcr Dcm~rats fidic'uled the work requirements in the 
subcomloittce bill as weaker than current taw, Republicans' increased.their nominal work , 
participation rates to 50% by !hc year 2003 (up from 20%) -- While continuing to cut money 
by $15 billion over 5 years. At the same time, they added a new ,ioophole 1hat lets states 
count caseJoad reduction as work participation. States could fulfill their entire work 
participation standard just by ~ulting people off -- without moving anybody into work. 
Republicans rejected a Dem~ratjc amendment that would have imposed tougher work 
fequirementfi and given the states money for work programs at the level Republicans 
promised in the Contract with America. ' 

2, Tough on childrel: The Contract called for a lifetime welfare ban for unwed leen 
mothers and their chHdren, House Republicans have softened that significantly to lei states 
restore aid when the mother turns 18. The original >version would have affected millions of 
Children; the new version applies to a much smaUcr fraction of the cascload, But il's 8tiH a 
had idea to cut people off rather than making them Slay in school and tum their lives around, 
The cutoff is opposed by 1helNGA (Dean, Thompson, and otbers wrote House RepUblicans 
last week to complain about conservative micromanagcmcnt in the bill), right-tO-lifers, and 
Americans generally (includi~g 57% of Republican.<;, according to the New York Times poll). 

I 

The new Republican plan also indudcs a bonus for states thai reduce their 
"illegitimacy ratio" -- the number of out-of-wedlock births and abortions divided by total 
births. Democrats pointed O~l Ihat this would give states a financial iocenlivc to limit tbe 
righl 10 choose, and that welfare reform should be a dcb;ite about work, not abortiolL . I . 

3. Not lough enough on dcadbeaL<;: The final committee bill is likely to include ,
:{O-90% of our child suppor~ provisions, but some Republicans have been dragging their fect 
(m a few clemcnls, including threatening to suspend drivers and professional licenses for 
parcllls who refuse to pay -t a 1001 that has provcd enormously successful in Maine and 
other $tates thai h'lVC tried it,. We rushed;) leHer (10m you up 10 Archcr late today insi:;(ing 
on the toughest po~siblc child support mcasurc.<i, The commiHee will not make up ils mind 
until sometime Friday. YOU; should crifiCize them sharply if they" wimp out. 

, 



WELfARE REfOR!I1 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 


A 


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

I am committed to working acro$S part)' lines to cnact a biU this j'car th;:it will cnd 
welfare as we know it.! So far, some Republicans in the House seem more intent 011 

JUS! cutting people off and punishing them for their mistakes than in moving people 
from welfare to work, Ilf we're going 10 end welfare ~ we kno~ lL ~ sh,ouhj Ix: 
tough on work aTl~ tough on deadbeats, not tough .!.ill children: ' 

'{"ar administration hlnot submitted ilS own welfare reform plan this year.. What 
kind of plan do you S~PP9rt? ' 

. I 
I'm proud of the bill we put forward last year. It was the toughest, most 
comprehensive wclfar~ reform plan any adminis1ration has ever proPosed. When the 
dust settles, I believe J number of Our provisions Oll child suppon enforcement, work, 
and teen pregnancy wi'n become law. 

I 
Now we're working with members of Congress and governors in both parties to cnact 
a bHl that fulfills the ftmdamental principles at the "core of my plan: Real we1rare 
reform should be seriqus about mOVing people into work, and requiring anyone who 
can work to go to wor,k. It should demand responsibility from both parents, with the 
toughest possible child support enforcement. It should discourage teen pregnancy and, 
send a clear signal that it is wrong to have children outside marriage. And it shouldn1t 
punish children for th6ir parents' mistakes. 

I 

Can you sign a biU thL docs nOi contain an individual entitlement?! . . 
, 
I believe in giving states a lot more flexibility -- I've given waivers to 24 states, nlore 
th;:tn any other Presidtinl. But as a former governor, ( also know that we won't have 
real welfare reform if 'all Congress doc,.-; is shift costs to the Slates or P"!SS the buek 
from one hurcaucracy!to another without transfonning the welfare system, We have a 
national interest in work, responsibility, and the well-being of our children, and we 
ought 10 SCI dear nali&nal goalS and give states the challcc to meet those goals wilhout 
top-duwn micromanagctllcnt from WaShington, 



," 

I 
Q, 	 You were the one to call for ending welfare as we know it -- but hasn't this wdfare,

reform debate passed you by? 	 . 

I 
A. 	 J look forward to working with Congress to pass a good bipartisan bitt As a 

governor, I worked with , a Democratic Congress. and a Republican President to pass
' 

the Family Support Act. 

'But ('m not waiting fO) Congress, In the past two years) I have given 24 states - ­
half the country -- thet freedom to cut through federal red tape and regulations and tfY 
innovative new approa~hcs to wcifarc reform. That's more waivers in two years than 
my two Republican pt~dcccssors did in 12 years, 

My Adminjstrati~n hasl broken c,-;cry record in coUeeting child support,' which is the 
essential to getting people off welfare and helping them stay off. Earlier this week, I 
!)igned an executive order to make sure that federal'cmployees who owe child support 
have to par it And I ~m gOing to keep pressing Congrcss to send me a welfare 
reform bill that is toug~ on work, tough on child s~pporl, and good for our children. 

. I
, 

.. ' 
Q, 	 Do you support thc. Republicans' new plan to block grant food slamps for states that 

do electronic benefits transfer? 

A. 	 I am a strong suPportJ of electronic'benefits transfer, and along with Vice President 
GOfC., I have been pushing more states to adopt it as a way to empower people, cut 
bureaucracy. and reduc~e fraud. But the Republicans scem less interested in rcform 
than in cutting the heart out of our longstanding bipartisan commitment to make sure ,
children in America get enough to cat. School lunch and other nutrition programs 
have do~c a great deal! [0 eliminate hunger in America. and Republicans arc wrong to 
try to pay for their Contract by asking poor childrc,n to cat leSs.. 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

March 2¥ 1995 

. I Dear Mr. Chalrman, 

I am writilng to reiterate my firm belief that 
congress must pass tough child support enforcement 
measures as par;t of welfare reform. When absent, 
parents dontt provide support, the inevitable 
result is more ~elfare, more poverty, and more 
~ifficult times for our children. It is essential 
that all Americans understand that if they parent a 
child, they wil~l be held responsible for nurturing 
and providing for that child. 

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

Parental Jesponsibility should not become a 
,partisan issue~ At the bipartisan national Working 
session on Welfare Reform that I hosted at Blair 
Housel Republican and Democratic leaders from 
around the country and every level of government" 
agreed that we~should enact the toughest child 
support enforcement measures possible~ 

I hope thk committee will not shy away from 

its responsibilities on this issue~ A number of 




• 

2 

billS 'similar to our plan could serVe as the 
foundation for any effort to reform child 
support -- inclhding the one offered by 

'Representatives Barbara Kennelly, Nancy Johnson, 
and others. critical elements include denying 
welfare benefits to any unwed mother who does not 
cooperate fUll~ in identifying the father, powerful 
measures for tracking interstate cases, and serious 
penalties -- idcluding license suspension, and if 
necessary, re~iring work -- for parents who refuse 
to pay what they

, 
OWe. We must also include both 

the performance incentives and resources states 
need to do the [jOb right. '. , 

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

With best wishes, 

Sincerely, 

• 

The Honorable Bill Archer 
Chairman I . 
Committee on Ways and Means 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 



, 

THE.WHITE HOUSE. . 
WASHINGTON, I 

April 4, 1995 
.' I . 

MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS ON WELFARE REFORM 

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

L PURPOSE 

At Moynihan's request, Dascb1e asked for a meeting with memhers of his welfare . . 
rcfonn task force to discuss Scn~lc strategy. ' 

II. BACKGROL:ND 

Last week, Packwood reiterated his suppon for block granlS, and Chafce told repOrters 

that he opposed block grant~ng Medicaid and child w:c'lfarc but would not stand in the way of 

• block grant for AFDC. Dole and Packwood suggested that welfare refoon might be . 

included in reconciliation, ~hich would enable them to pao;.~ it with only 51 votes. 


Senate Democrats are nervous thm they will be shut out of the debate and unable to 

, influence the outcome, ' Th6y will be looking to you to signal a wilHngncss to vocally oppose 
and possibly vclO a welfare! reform proposal along the lines of the House-passed bilL 

Your goals for thi~ LeerIng should be to: - 1) Let them know you care about real 
reform, and Y9u won't just ~ign any bill; 2) Spell out your piObJcms with tbe House bill; 3) 
Stay away from legislative /Iactics, but talk aboUI Ihe clements you believe arc essential for ' , 
real wcifare reform; and 4) Ask them 10 join us in taking the high road in calling for 

bipartisanship" .I, 
They may press" you on whether you would \'ctn a bill Ihat docs not maintain the 


individual entitlement. ydu can respond hy reiterating that you support the entitlement, but 

tbat the moment yo~ give ,~y hint of what yuu would or wouldn't veto, it would further ' 

polarize the debate and give the: Republicans an excuse to head for reconcilialion -- where 

the. Republicans would be 'sure to give you a" bill you said you couldn't sigrL
.. . 



I
, 

I 

IHI. PARTICIPANTS , 

Sec attached. 

IV. 	 PRESS PLAN 

There will be no press availability before or after the meeting.
I 	 . 

V. 	 SEQUENCE OF EVENTS 

As usual, 

VI. 	 REMARKS 

Suggested talking poi,nts arc attached. 



PARTICIPANTS 

PARTICIPANTS: 

parus 
VPOTUS 
Sec)" Shal.l. 

MEMBERS: 


Sen, Tom DaschIc 


FOR MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SE:-IATORS 


, , 

Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynih~n 
Scn. Jobn Breaux 
Sen, Chris Dodd 

, Sen, Ted Kennedy 
Sen. Patrick Leahy 
Sen, Barbara Mikulski 
Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun 
Sen, Jay Rockefeller 

STAFF: 

Leon Panetta 
Pat Griffin 
Carol Rasco 
Harold Ickes 
Erskine Bowles 
George Stcphanopoulos 
Rahm Emanuel 
Bruce Reed 
Paul Care)' 
Susan Brophy 

i , ' 
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SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS 

1. This is a monumentally, important debate about our greatest social problem. 
I . .. . . . 

... The wcifare rcforrrt debate goes to the COre of.how we're gOing to deal with OUf 
most pressing problems -- reducing teen pregnancy and iHegitimacy. rebuilding the family, 
reinventing govcmm'ent to r~flcct our bask valucs. We can't allow this to become just 
another pOlitical debate about just anolher political issue. It's too important -- what we do. ( ..,'
this year can have vast consequences that will outlive any of us here. 

... '~'his is hard, I've worked on this for 15 years. Pat has been working on it for 30. 
Humility is in order -- history is liuen~4 with refonns in ~his area that failed or feU shon. 

. I' .... 

2. [am troubled by Ihe eourse tbe debate has laken so far. 

I 
.. I don" like the bill the House passed because it's not real reform: 

. -- It won't mflVc people from welfare to work. In fact~ it cuts child care that 
\.-' peopie need w gel and stay off welfare. 

-- Accordingl 
to COO, its work requirements are unworkablc. 

-- It effectively repeais the Family Support Act, and removes any real 
responsibiIJtj' for Stales to h~lp people move from welfare to work, 

-- It punlshe~' small chIldren for their parents' mistakes, 

'" The child support 'enforcement provisions showed what can be done with 3: 

bipartisan effort. The Senatb should forget the rest of the House bill and start from scratch. 

3. J want to see real welfare refonn that is tough on work and responsibility, but good 
to kids -- and that gives states real flexibility, not just more problems and less mone),. 

I 
.. The test of real rcform is whether it moves people, from welfare to work. We need 

time iimits and IOUgh work requirements that make sure people who can work must go to 
work. But if people need e~ild care or job skills in order to go to work, they should get it. 

o$'" We should give st'ates a lot more flexibility to achieve these goals. I've given 25 
waivers, I think we shouid go further, and give statl\s the option to start doing what now 
requires a waivcr On their own, without having to ask Our permission. 

. '. I . : . 

• But we won't gel flexibility or real rdonn if all Co'ogress does is ship everything, . 

off 10 the st'?tcs and expect them t~ solve more problems With less money, Last weck~ I 
spoke 10 the Florida state legislature about what would happen to a high-growth state like 
Rorida under these block giants. Repuhlicans and Democrats alike were nodding their heads 
and applauding, If we want\ real rdorm, we can't, solve 'all our budget problems hcre' in 
Washington at the states' exPense. We shouldn't put states and children at risk, , . 



•. ' . " 

. ' 

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

. .. Most Americans ~jthout regard to party agree on what must be done to reform 
welfare. If we can't put potitics aside and agree on this issue, we' never will. In the House, , 
the Republicans went their own way -- and the bill they passed suffered for If. We cannot 

. let that happen in the Senafe! - , 
! 

• It tbey try to jam this through the Senale as part of rcconciiation, without real 
cooperation and debate, they: will destroy a bipartisan national consensus that goes back to 
Ronald Reagan. If we workjtogctbcr. we can pass a sweeping, landmark bill that 90% of the 
people jn America will support, If they decide to go it .ilone, this issue will divide the 
country, both parties wHl suffer, and millions of children will pay the price. 

I ' . '. 

.. (believe it would be an enormous political mistake for them 10 go that coute, As, . , 

we found out, there's no better way to hide your light under a bushel than through 
reconciliation -- just Iry to find a voler who has ever heard of the EITe But more 
important, tbis issue is too important to most Americans. They don't want to sec another 
bitter. partisan debate, They; don't trust either party enough right now for that, As Pat 
Mo'ynihan has said many timc.... nOlhing this impot1ant should be done without support from 
both parties, 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH INaTO)'.; 

Fchruary <), I()95 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: WelfarelReform Update 

I. House Republican Bill 

Today, Clay Shaw announced details of the welfare reform hill he will mark up in 
subcommittee next \I,'cdc He h~s agreed to include most of our child :-;upporl provisions, htH 
his bill is slill heavy on conshrv<llivc micmmanagcmcl1! and puts states 31 financial risk. 

A!l outline of Ihe ShaL bill is attached. It converts nearly 50 means-tested progr;.Hlls 
inlo three capped entitlementl block grJnts. Funding levels afC frozen for five years 3t 19<)4 
levels. for a federal savings of $14 billion ($7.6 billion from capping AFDC). lrnmignun and 
other SSI pmviS'iorls save anbthcr $23 billion. . 

i 

Allhough Engler and [fhompson hclped negotiate the bill, the go\'cmors cnded up wilh 
more strings and 15% Ie&." money, The bill mandales several plOvisinns the NGA fc~{)lulioll 
specifically re,jectcd, 'requiring all staCcs tofdcny aid to young unwed mothers and legal 
immigrants, and imposing the family C2p nationwide, . Work is mandatory for everyone llfter 
2 years, and SI;l!cS' .He requited to cut off families aner 5 years on welfare. 

I 
Our slftnegy as this I~m movcs through the House wil! he to: 1) highlight .Hcas where 

tbc Repuhlican plan is prescriptive and mean; and 2) call attention In the poten!tal cost shift 
in key state.. ... and district~ wilh moderate Republican Congressmen, Senators, and govcmors, 

II. Democratic Alternatives 

, TIle Mainstream FoJm. !cd hy Nathan Deal :l1ld Charlie Slenholm, reintroduced their 
welfare reform bill tod<~y. Their bill is a souped-up vcrsion of our~: move people to wOlk ':1$ 

quickly as possible. family ~ap slate option, minor mnlhers live al home, ll'fii()l1a~ campaign 
on tecn pregn;trlcy, all our child support provisions, hut a faslcr ph.ISC-il:, 



The Mainstream Forum bill gives Ihe Stales a greal deal of flexibility, but maintains 
the individual entitlement. It 6Us for a (our-year lifetime limit, bUI lets states keep people 
on longer if they wish. Thcirlbill would cost 517 billion, but they propose it host of offsets: 
cutting off legal immlgranls (~)Ut this time tbey plow $6 hlllion back to the sUItes so it's not 
an unfundcd mandate). the EITC fmud provisions from our FY96 budgct, ,md counting 
welfare benefits as 1.:Ixablc inCome. 

House Democrats arc ~alvaniZing .lround the theme that welfare reform should be 
about work, nUl jusl punishing the poor. On friday, Gcphardt will hold a pres.s conference 
with House Democr.lls from across the spcctmm (from Eleanor Holmes Norlon 10 Nathan 
Deal) to announce a unilcd frhot. They will propOM! Ihal as of October 1,1996, ali new 
applicants who can work mU~i be working or moving Inward work. For nnw, they sec this 
more as a unifying theme th<.lh a concrete pnlicy proposaL 

I , 

On Friday, we also C:XPcCI Gov, Carper to send a Jetter to governors warning them that 
the current version of the Republican nill pull' their slates at financial risk and imposes 
numerous strings the NGA specifically rejected. 
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Overview of Ways and Means and Opporrunities . 
Committees Pariions or the House itepublican Welfare Reform Btll 

i February 1995 

Title I: Block Gran. for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
Title II: Child Care BI6.k Grant 
Tille Ill: Child Proltctitin Block Granl 
Title IV: Restricting W~lfllfe for Aliens 
Tille V: Supplemental ~e<:uriry Income R.fonr.s ' 
Title VI: Child Support 'Enfor::ement Refanns .I 	 . 
Iitle I: Block Gran! for .Iemporlll'V Assistance for Needy families. 
I. 	 Pu.rpos.s 

a. 	 Provide asSIStance to needy families with children 
b. 	 End the dependencJ of ne;dy parents on government benefits b> promoting 

work and marriage I 

<. Dis.wrage illegitimate births 


! 

2. 	 Elit,ibl. states: Start pi:",. StAtts mllit submit the following to the Department of 
Health and Human Services on an annual basis: 
iI. A plan that eonr.aid, an explanation of: 

··!heir pro~ of dash benefits to needy families . 
··their weJfare·to-wbrk program, including support services 
··how Illey are meeiing the requirement of mantlatolj! work after the family 

has been on welfare for 2 years (or less at state option) , 
··how .nd whether they are meeting the requirement to place 2% of their 

caseloJd in work progrdm, in 1996,rising to 20% by 2003 and rlltreafter 
.wtllt:lr program [0 reduce L"c inddcn,c of illf:gllima1e births , 

h. 	 A cenific3tion that \l,. State ,..ill operate a child suppan enforcemem program 
c. 	 A comOc.tian thatth. sute will operat" • child protecrion program 
d. 	 A <enili."!ion th.: lhe state will operate a foster care and adoption program
.' 	 . 

j. 	Grall\s [0 state$.: I 	 ' 
3. 	 The bJock gran! money is a.n entitlem~nt to ,tates 
b, 	 The amount of moJey in the block grant is 515.265 each you between 


1996 and 2000 I 

c. 	 Ea:h state receives fhe same proponJ(,f:'! Df the block grant each year as it 

received of AfDC 'pending in 1994 
d. 	 Usc of Funds: !",n '!fly monn« rea,sonably calculated to accomplish the purposes (see above) 

..in rhe case of ramilie, :-;at have lived in • ,tnte for less than 12 months, states 
m3v ofOv;de them' with the b"nefit :eve\ of the State from whkh they moved'I 	 . / 
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··stales may transfer, up to 20% of the funds in any given block grant to other 
block gran:.. : . , 

··sutes may; for up ItO 6 months, pay. reduced benefit to a needy family with 
a child Wh050 patemity has not been .stablisbed, . 

c. Penalties. S!.a.1cS are -subject to three penalties: 
--if an .1lidit dttemtihe.s thai stattS have spent money on atthdties not c~nsistent 

with th. pUl"p('!'e o'f this legi,lation. Ihe.nmounl of misspent funds will be 
withheld from the .state', paymentS during the following year (with the 
restriction that not more than ~5 pcr."nt of a quat1erly paymont can 
be withheld) 

·.The Ilnnual granT i'reduced by J percent if states rail to ,ubmit the 
pufomancc data'rcqcircd so that Congress can provide o.... crsight on 'state 
accomr1i$hments I 

··,we; lll. fined I perCent of their ann".1 grant if they fail to participate in the 
In<omt and Eligibiliry Verificatlcn Sy«.m designed '10 reduce welfare tinud 

4. Prohibitions. Block grlt funds cannot be used to provide, 
a. I3cr,efits 10 a fwnily Ithal does not include a minor child 
b. I3enefits '" a', iIIGivi~",,1 recejvi~g b<oefilS from old·age assistance. 

fOSler care, or Supplemental Security Income 
e. BencJits to nonciti~n~ unl¢ss tht' individual is an alien who h~ 

resided in the U.S. ~or aver 6 yelln or a iegal resident over a~e 75 who has 
lived in the U.S. fori more than S yc..", 

d Cash benefits to a mir.ar child born OUI of wedlcck [0 a mother UJlder, 
age 18 or to the mother 

c. Cash benelilS for adiHliMal children born 10 f:.mille, already on welfare 
e. Cash ncndits for fainili« that have ,eceind block grunt ~ds for 5 years 
g Benefits 10 a family WiL~ .dullS 001 coeperatillg ",jlh the S14le child support 

enforcement agency 
h. Bcncfil$ to a famil)' with an ad"" who has no! assigned to the S<.11e the child's 

claim Mg..~t.5 against the noncustodial parent 
I 

5. Data collectior. a"d rep9rting. Sl.le, are requir:ci to .ubmit iU1l1ual da!> on several 
import"": measures of their TempDrary Assis:tlnce Block grant; e.g., the number of 
families recei\'ing benc~ts. me: earning of fa.'11ilies. other welfare benefits. received 
by tomii!.s. and !he number of months on welfare , 

6. Audi~. Ea,h stale musl submit to an audil every second year under terms af the 
Single Audit Act 
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1'0: Mefll.be.rs, Ccmrn.:"tt.ee C:i ways and Means 
I 

FR; t. 	C1.1Y Shaw, ·;Jr., C!1,*i~mb.ll SUbcommittee on HU':Tl.an Re~C'J.rcBe 
I

In * speech a~ the U.S. Cha~ber ef Commerce later this 
~o~ni~y, : ~!~1 present an'outline of the dir~Ct1on my Chairma~'! 
ma~k wi~l ~akp. a~ ~e begir. consideration of welfa=e retor~ ir. 
succomm~t~ee next week. La~er today, we will delive= to ~11 
Me~~rs of ~he Commi~tQe a ~omp:c~e BY.planae1on of all of the 
p=~vi..eiCr:9. w:.:::h th" exception 'Of child aupport. enfo:'cement 
prov:8io~8 which are ~n the final design s~aseSr We are 
expe-::,'C.i:'1S' aome charges bet:ween now and MC:"oday' fJ markup, 

Here .s 	~n outline cf :h~ plan we have developed: 

Cash wel;ar~ Blocxf nrank 
• 	 G curt'cnt A..d ':.c :arr,ilies with De-pencieot Children progr.::.:ms 

will be =eplaced ~ith ~ si~9le block gr6ht co Sta~es. 
• 	 S!?end::,,;g:;n :aeh welia.:ce will be capped for S years, saving 

~a:<payer. S7. 61 billion. . 
• 	 $CACCS ~i!l bel prQb1b1cad from using federal tax dollars to: 

{l) pay cash welfare eo lTIot.he~a undRr 18 who' have children 
'! - . 
(,I'•.U: -of - .....edlock:: (2) gi ve e::.:tra 'Pay.r.l'!nt:9 en far.dlies that. have 
~ore c~~~dren ~hile on welfare: and (3, pay caah w~!fa~e to ~ 
air.:gie :aw.ily 'for more thar. 5 years. 

a '~el fa --I': rec:.pi~nt:s must work to continue gett;:irtg ca.$h 
payme::1::':s "fter, two years. 

c~ild Car. ~lQik Grant 
• 	 HXou~d ten ccrrent federal child care programs will be merged 

inco an~~her ~lock granc, achi~vir.g S3.b billion in savings, 
• 	 fi::: wi::h other jblock 9ranca, States will be giVe:l. er.crtr.oUG 

fi,.tt)\,lbi:ity to tJet,.ter udrve r..heir reeidenc$, simplifjl 

. ?ro9[arr.;;, and /save= taxpaye::s m~:ley, 


CTj':'ld Welfare ElpS;;k G••tit 

• 	 Mere c.:-.ar:. ~< current p:cgl'ams ...,il1 ve c:c:r.bi:-.ec into ancthe!:' 
block gt"Alit :::0 hel;: st.a~es pror:.ecc neglected and abusec.

", . , \,,"'1· •.~n~~a!e~, sav~ng ~ear*y $4 ~1_ ~on over _ive years. 
• 	 Neglec:ed and!abused·children wi:l be !r~ed fro~ feceral 

.:egula:.':'ons 	to rea.;',i:e quicker ado?~ion.s, mo::-e 
! I t I I 1 r 1 ' • 1'. 11 h· ato" 

>CCC,'"O';;C:J'CV. a~~ te..,e~ arDlb'll'V 1'\!1U ~rIlm W:lg 10_. 'Ii. 

http:c:c:r.bi:-.ec
http:HU':Tl.an
http:C!1,*i~mb.ll
http:Ccmrn.:"tt.ee
http:Mefll.be.rs
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• 	 kB wiCh othe~ block grants, States w~ll be req4ired to send 
~n~ormatio~ about'chelr programs ~o the federal government. 
so we can figure ?ut what \tIorka. 

Reducing lNelfare Rgll's 
• 	 Dr'..l.q addi.cts 8!".d alccholicB \li11 nc longer be considers!! 

disabled and ther~fore eligible for cash pa}~en~s from aSl 
• 	 J..e in t:.he Con1:::ace. non ··cit:i:ens .....ou·ld no longer be 

eli.gihle tor tt',OGC; welf:~re prograt'!:s. £xcQPt;1one '.IIill remAin 
for ('e!ugeefl ar.d 'legal. long-t.am residen'=.s over 75; non~ 
eic.~'Zen:3 ~ill ati'll qcalify for educat:l.on Ane ;;rainir\9 
prog~a~B SO ~r.ey ~an improve :hei= job preparat~on to beccme 
I'f'.ct"e prcd'J.c~ive: :uc'.lre citi~en". 

• 	 Sy~r:.8orsh:.p prov!,teions '..,ill be l!!crer.at.henad. 
• 	 -::s~ 1!51..i!t'1ao:es Lhefs~ proviffions will reduce welfAre spending 

by abo',.;,"; S23 bill1ion c':er S years <alt:hough muc~ of. eh1a 
tid'."~l'lgG will accrue co Star,e5 beCal.U;ie of the block gra...~:li 
descr~bed abovel . 

http:educat:l.on
http:long-t.am
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Individual Responsibility Act of 1995 - Summary 

Outline of W~!fare Reform 8i11 

Title I: Time·Umited Transitional Assistance
, 
Title II: . Make Work ,Pay 
ntle III: The Work First Program 
Title IV: Family RespbnSibility and Improved Child SuPPOrt Enforcement 
TItle V: Teen Pregn~ncy and Family Stability 
Title VI: Community 

•
Service 

Title VII: Program Simplification 
TItle VIII: Financing ! 

• 

· 

t Time-Limited Transitional Assistance: Imposing a time limit on welfare 
eligibility is the only way! to fundamentally change the system from one that writes 
cheCks to one that puts peopJe to work. The two~yea( lifetime. Work First tlme­
limited assistance program wi!t transform a system based on the right to income· 
maintenance into a syste'm based on the obligation to work, This timEHimited 
·assistance would be pha~ed~in. beginning in FY 1997. when 16% of a state's AFDC 
families must participate in the program. This percentage increases to 20% tn FY 
1998,24% in FY 1999, 28% in FY 2000, 32% in FY 2001, 40% in FY 2002, until 
reaching 52% in FY 2003 and each succeeding fiscal year. 

• 

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

·Health Care· EJtended Transitional Medical assistance {TAM} from one to 

two years . 


• EITC ~ The bill would improve outreach efforts to both recipients and 
I

employers to ensure that they make USe of EITC, 

! 
·Child Care· Federal funding for child care assistance would be consolidated

•
into a single program un'der the Tide XX social services block gram. States would be 
required to submit one plan for all asSistance under this program instead of be 
required to comply withifour different sets of federal regulations for different federal 
chlld care programs. Title XX is a capped entitlement program without specific 
authorization. A eonsolidated blOCk gran'{ of $1,2 billion a year would replace the At 
Risk Child Care program

i 
and the 75% of the Child Care Development Block Grant 

used fo!' direct child car~ assistance. There would be an individual entitlement for 
child care assistnance f6r !ndividual participating in the Work First program or who 
are leaving welfare. Thh Federal government would reimburse states for the cost of 
the individual entttlemerhs at 70% or the Medicajd matching rate pius ten percent, 
whichever IS higher, 
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• AFDC Work Disregards - The AFDC benefit structure provides little financial 
incentive to work harder rand earn more. In general. a rIse in earnings is largely 
offset by a correspondin~ drop in AFDC benefits. As a result. welfare recipients who 
try to work are only marginally better off than by remaining on weUare. The proposal 
would aUow states to liberalize the eamed-income disregards within an established 
federal guideline. 

~ As.set .Limitation 1While work is a first step out of poverty, asset 
accumulation 1S necess8fjY to keep a person out of poverty,- The proposal would' 
increase the vehicle asset threshold to $5,000; increase the non-vehicle asset , 
threshOld for either AFDC or food stamps, capped at a level of $2.000 or up to 
$8.000 fOf specific use ih senjng up a microen.terprise, purchase of a first home, or 
for higher education. 

III 	 Work First Program: The bill would establish a WF program to move welfare , 
recipients off of welfare into jobs. The WF program would be administored at the 
state leve), The bill enc~urages the states ,to tailor programs which meet lheir 
individual needs. Howe~er, the bill also reco'gnizes that states may not be able to 
develop a WF program ir!,mediately. Thus. the bill establishes a Federal Model which ,
each State would use until it develops its own program. , 

• 	 Tho Federal mOdel! is expected "nly to be a transitional program until states 
develop their own programs.

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

• 	 States could choose to adopt the Federal MOdel or adopt their own program 
within the broad f4deral guidelines set in thiS bill that require states to place an 
emphasis on placiMg individuals in private sector employment. 

I 
Community Service - At the end of two years. if a welfare recipient has not found 
full-time employment, he' or she will no longer be eligible to receive AFDC, but the 
state will have the OPtioA to provide a welfare recipient with a fullMtime (30 hours or 
more' community servic~ job and-lor have access to placement and suPPOrt agencies 
and/or subsidized jobs a~ described in the "Work. First" section. States may readmit 
up to 10% of their caseload who have not found employment after two years of the, 
Work 	First program and. two year community service, Q! those who left welfare after ,
finding employment and Iwera forced to return but have no time IQft on the clock. In 
addition, states may petition the Secretary of HHS to increase thiS percentage up to 
15% if they meet the edmomic hardShip conditions set forth by the Secretary. All 
recycled recipionts will b~ reevaluated by a caseworker or case management team 
and a new employability contract win be established. 
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IV. 	 Famfty Responsibility and Improved Child Support Enforcement: The goal of, 
the proposal is to maintain and improve the child support program by promoting the 
benefits of two supportiJe and responsible parents. 

! 

Establish in each state a central registry to streamline the current collection 
and distribution ot; child support by keeping track of aH support orders 
registered in the state. . I 	 . 
Improves interstate enforcement through the- adoption of UIFSA and other 
measures to make' interstate enforcement morc uniform. 

I 
• 	 Establish hospital·based paternity by: requiring states to offer 

paternity/parenting social services for new fathers; making benefits contIngent 
upon paternity establishment {recipients provide full cooperation in establishing 
paternity to receiv'e benefits;: require hospital based paternity establlshment ' 
for all single moth~rs. 

• 	 Enforce child suPJort thfOugh demanding and uncompromising 'punitive 
measures far deadbeat patents including: strongly reinforcing direct Income 
withholding: requirIng states ta e.stablish procedures under which liens can be, . 
imposed against lonetY winnings, gambler's winnings, insurance settlements 
and payouts. and ~other awards; and require non~compliant noncustodial 
parents delinquent in their child support payments to enter a work program in , 

which they work to payoff benefits going to support their child. 


V, 	 Teen Pregnancy Jnd Family StabUity: The bill promotes individual reproductive 
responsibility by giving states the option to implement the family cap; 
requiring minor mothers to live with a responsible adult. preferably a parent: 
supporting a nati6nal education campaign to teach our children that children 
who have childre~ are at l1igh~risk to endure long-term welfare dependency: 
providing incentives for teen parents to stay in schoo!; providIng funds for 
states to create o~ expand programs for minor noncustodial parents·to promote 
responsibility and[ work; and giving states 1h~ option of eliminating currQnt 
disincentives to marriage. 

VI Program Sjm~lifiltion: . Streamline the waiver process which is bureaucratic 
and gives too much dis~retion to the Secretary of HHS to deny state waivers simply 
because they do not lik~ their prog'ram. In its place, the blll sets forth guidelines that 
if the state plans meet, ithen it will be approved by the Secretary. of HHS. 

States bear a heavy administrative burden in implementing t.he AFDC and Food , 
Stamps programs, mainly because of complicated. inconsistent and rigid policies. 
The operation of these programs should be simplified. by unifying the policies that 
determine eligibility for these programs. The bill wovld simplify the application and 
eligibility process for AF.DC and Food Stamps. Some of the most time-consumfng

I 	 . . 
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and difficult tasks in administering these programs' ale the initial procedure now 
required to take and protess applications. Twenty specific provisions are included in 
'this bill that will sig'nifica~tlv improve this process. These include provisions to unify, 
the application, deductio~s. eHgibility, income. resources. certification and 
recertification rules for AFOC and Food Stamps. ' , 

VII SSI Reform: If celgress fails to act within 90 days aft.r ;hO submission of, 
lhe Sianery Commission Report, then funding for the children portion of 581 will b. 
frozen at the FY 94 level! . 

VIII Finaneing: The PIJ would save $20,3 billion over five years by e~ding welfare, 
for most noncitizens except for emergency medical services. Exemptions will be 
made for refugees and asylees for six years after they arrive and noncitizens over 
age 75 who have been legal residents for at least five years. It does not abandon 
new immigrants. Rather,lit merely transfers responsibility for their wetfare from the , 
government to where it truly belongs~-their legal sponsors, the American citizens who 
by law must endorse modt immigrants' applications for citizenship based on'the 
promise that immigr8nts ~ill not become public charges. We propose six billion 
dollars of monetary assistance to states to be used under state discretion to aid their 
immigrant populations who will be detrimentally affected by this cut. In addition; we 
propose to give states the authority to sue a sponsor if an immigrant applies for state 
or local assistance and to mimic the federal government in denying state benefits to 
noncitizens. 

Tho bill would raise $9 billion over five years by adding income from AFDC, Food 
Stamps and housing assj~tance to taxable income $0 that a doHar from welfare isn't 
worth more than a dollar from work. The bili would increase EJTC enforcement to 
reduce fraud in the program to save at least $3.5 billion over five years. It would 
make several other smaUe(r changes within the welfare system to save approximately 
:$2.5 billion over five year~. 

Funding: The bill providJ more funding for states to help meet the costs of the WF 
program as well as the increased caseload for child care costs, For the WF program, 
Our bin would have a sevJnty percent matChing rate Of the M~dicaid matching rate + 
ten percent, whichever is1higher for the states. For Community Service, our 
matching rate would be s~venty percent matching fate of Medicaid matching rate + 
ten percent for the Administrative costs, whichever is higher for State. For wages, it 
would be the Medicaid m~tchjng rate. " 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

December 12, 1994 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: CAROL J. RAsco~L 
I 

THROUGH: LEON PANETTA 
I 

SUBJECT: WORKING MEETING ON WELFARE REFORM 

I ' 
Following up your announcement of a working session on welfare ' 

, reform with a bipartisan group of elected officials, we need to 
make a series of deci~ions about ,the meetingls structure and 
format. The plan sketched out below envisions a true working 

'session, held at camplDavld, with minimal' press coverage other 
than statements by partioipant~ at the close of ,the meeting. 

Decisions 

1. Where 

We recommend holding the summit at Camp'David rather than the 
Whl te House. ' The 'atmosphere is more relax'ed, access to the. press 
is more controlled~ and the'setting is more Presidential. . , I 

I ,,Approve Disapprove Discuss 

If you do not'wish toluse Camp David, we recommend using White· 
House facilities, either'around the House itself (although that 

,may be impossible due Ito renovations) or at the Jackson Place 
Conference Center ~ . .

I . 
,,,2 .. When , 

. 
Our first choice for a data would be Friday and Saturday, January 
13-14, which would gi~e uS a way to.get into the middle of the 
pOlitical debate before, the State of the.Union. We are working . 
with NGA to final~ze the date today or tomorrow. 

" 



'i ." , . 

In keeping with the' goal of havi.ng a working session~ we will 
. keep the number of i.nvitations smal1~ . In discussions with Pat. . 	 -,
Griffin and Marcia Hal~, we have tentatively agreed to the 

following inVitation lIst: 


i ' _ I r 	 _ 

6 Governors 	 NGA Chair and Vice Chair 

NGA Welfare leads (D andR) 

NGA Human Resources Chair and Vice Chair
I . ' 

'16 Senators and 6 members of too House 
, 

Pat
I 

will 
,
work with the majority and minority 

le.aderships to determine representation 
, 

elected 'officials 

wJ will invite 2-3 Mayors and 1-2 cou~ty or 
other local officials. Marcia will 
coordinate these- invitations. 

, 	 '. 
4 representative,s of the Administrat:1on ' 

I, 	 ,

Yourself, the Vice president, Secretary
Shalala. and Alice Rivl1n 

. 	 I 
A minimal number of at.her staff including., Leon Panetta~ myself~ 
Bruce Reed and. other staff as appropriate ~. 

Approve J?isapprove 	 Discuss 

4. Formatt:Schadule " I 
We envision the fo11owing

• . I 
schedu1e: 

Friday evening 6:00 
6:30 

Arri.val 
Dinner 

8:30 Introductory Disoussion 
9:30 

I 
Movie/Other entertainment 

Saturday 8:00 Breakfast 
8:30 

I 
2:00 

Working Sessions 
Working Lunch 
Conclusion/Press statement 



The discussion sessions on Friday and Saturday would be 
structured thematic conversations perhaps based on materials 

·ciroulated in advance. I We do not enviSion ~n-depth 
presentations~ rather ~ree-flowing dialogue and discussion 
structured around our key themes. 

! 
I ,

Approve Disapprove 	 Discuss ,. 

5. Goals, 

We, sho~ld be realistic about what we can accomplish at'a summit 
with such a broad rang~ of leaders. This is not the place to 
agree on financing or ~raft legislation.' Our objectives shou~d 
be more like the Education Summit·-- to reach agreement on broad 
goals and principles. !The'summit could be organize~ around a few 
themes -- work. responsibility. family -- that would lead the 
disoussion toward agreement on'our key principles. 

Approve ~isapprove 	 Discuss 

, , 

TO put this plan in motion# we would like to'announce on 
Wednesday the date andlplace for the working session. in 
conjunction with granting ,the Indiana welfa~e reform wa~ver. 

Approve 

Based on· your approvai 
will work with Pat and 
congressional staff to 

Disapprove 	 Discuss 

of the general framework outl~nBd'above# I, 
Marcia to begin outreach to NGA and 
put the planning into motion~ We plan to 

conduct extensive staff work between now and the meeting and need 
to get.started as soonles ~OSSibl~. 

, 	 , 
We have a meeting scheduled with you for FridaYI at which time we 
can 'discuss. the session with you in more detail. 

I 
c;:c: 	 George Stephanopolous 

Pat Griffin . 
Marcia' Hale 
a'ruCe Reed 
RaM Emanuel 
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FT 
THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASklNGTON O~~1 ~ 
June 24. 1994 ~ ~. { 

"'1'.44.; ~."''''' ,~~~.~ 
MEMORANDUM FOR mE PRESIDENT ~~ ~~'!'~. 
FROM: 	 BILLI GAl.STON 'x%:« ~ 

BRUCE REED b~';<'1 ;'" .,~ 
, GENE SPERUNG ~I . "', A.,~~ 

PAUL DIMOND '\..,"<,;•.."",, (~ 
I ,~t1< "'- -I." 

SUBJECT: 	 TEE!,! PREGNANCY PREVENTION CAMPAlGN-- ~~~ ;,( 
A PI"ate. Non-Profit Entily 10 Assist in Mobilizing PIiVale~~7.t 

cc: 	 AI..EXIS HERMAN " / 
CAROL RASCO 

BOBIRUBIN 


Background. As a major component of the Welfare Refonn proposal, you announced 

the need for a national campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. You noted that this is an 

American challenge -- one that can be met only if familics~ businesses, churches, youth 

groups and civic organizationsJ and peers join toge1her iO'3 pa~nel ~ffort~ith your 

legislative proposals and PIesidenliai leaderShip to provide a guiding fuind 10 youth in 

communities all across the couritry. . Due to the substantial press coverage, many prominent 

leaders of business, churches, youth and civic groups, foundations, entertainment, sportS and 

the media have expressed a wi~lingness to support a privately funded~ non-profit organization 

("private entity") to assist in ~obilizing such a conccrted national campaign. 


,,, 

Recommendation. With the full support of the Welfare Refonn Working Group, 

including the National SelVicelO>rporation, we recommend, that Y'?u bless such a welcome 

response to your call once such a private entity is properly fonned as set forth bclow, 


Form of Private Entit1. Pursuant to Our consultation \\rjth the White House Counsel's 

office (memorandum attached): we strongly support the recommendation of the Working 

Group tbat this c:,ntity take the :(orm of a privately funded. non-profit corporation with an 

independent board of directorS: modelled after Ihe Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights under 

Law or 1he Partncrship for a qrug-Free America, rather than a federal advisory commission 

modelled aftcr the PIesidont's Council nn PhYSical Fitness wilh a board appnintnd by Ihe 

President and funding from appropriations. The greater flexibility. independence and proven 

effectiveness of the independent private entity model better meets the need for mobilizing the 

media and all parts of the privhte sector in communities all a<:ross the country chan the more 

cumbersome and restrictive fedewl advisory committee model. 




• • 

Mission or Private Entity~ Such a private entity can assist in leading a teen 
pregnancy prevention campaigU, focussed on youth ages 10-18, by: (1) proposing national 
youth goals 10 complement theiNational Education Goals, starting wilh teen pregnancy 
prevention; (2) leading an on-going campaign in Ihe media, schools, churches, and youlh 
centers to inform youth of the rcal risks and severe damage to life: chances of leen pregnancy, 
violence, and dropping oul of .khool and Ihe real opportunities and rewards for learning, 
advancing from school 10 work' and college, and supporting your own family; and (3) 
engaging all segments of the ~vate sector in sustained, local efforts to establish on-going 
partnerships with youth by proyiding continuing coaching, mentoring, parent-youth and poer­
group participation in community service, teaming, recreation, apprenticeship. internship, and 
work opportunities. 

Next Steps. To avoid i~dvertently subjecting such a private entity 10 the restrictions 
of the Federal AdviSOry Committee Act. we must proceed with care to contact persons who 
have expressed an interest in aSsisting in leading a national campaign against teen pregnancy. 

I 
The first ~ep is to explore whelher there should be honorary chairs: for exampJe, can One or 
more former First Families serVe in such a capacity? 'l.be next step is to explore how a 
small group of indepeadent vOlhnteers -- a steering cnmmittee if you will -- wishes to 
form, define. and govern such aprivate entity. Finally, a.;;suming the private entity forms in a 
manner and pursuant to a missibn that will help to answer your call on the private sector, you 
may convene the directors of tHe newly formed entity at an appropriate ceremony in the 
White House, much as Presidetlt Kennedy did in 1963 in recognizing the formation of the 
Lawyers! Committee. 

We recommend that Alexis Herman lead these exploratory discussions, assisted by OPC and 
NEC staff, wilh Ihe advice of the White House Counsel. We believe that the necessary 
preparatory work can be completed so that you can recognize such a newly formed private 
entity within 45 days. ' 

APPROVE 

orSAPPROVE 

DISCUSS FURTHER 

I 
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TO: 	 Bruce Reed 

Kathi Way 

Jeremy Ben-Ami 


FROM: 	 Mary Jo Bane 

David Ellwood • 

Wendell Primus 


SUBJECT: 	 While House Cqmments on Memo for the President 
------------i' 
In the following memo, we wi~ address the concerns you raise in your April 20 memo about 
the presidential memo of April 12. 

We have constructed 2 eore options for welfare reform, one which corresponds to a $9.5 
billion financing option, and cite which corresponds to a $12.6 billion option. The summary 
table shows federal cost figureS in FY 1999 and five year totals for each option. The 
detailed tables for Packages 1 and 2 provide further information on each option including ,
federal and state total costs, and 10 year costs. 

Cool Sharing: 

The 80/20 federal mateh only !'!'Plies to services, like JOBS, WORK, and Child Care. 
Everything is matched at 80/20 except for the following: 

• 	 benefits are matehed at ,the current match rate (55% for AFDC and 100% for Food 
Stamps); , 

• 	 child support is matched at the rates specified in the hypothetical plan; 
• 	 comprehensive grants ai-e matched at 100%. 

I 
Revised Working Poor Child Care Paragraph: 

Extending to working poor farLies child care subsidies that are equivalent to those available 
to welfare recipients would cost an estimated $2.5 billion per year above current spending. 
Neither plan proposes an uncapped entitlement to child care for the working poor, nor does 
either propose a capped entitleinent sufficient to meet estimated needs. Package I proposes 
very modest additional spendin'g for child care for the working poor of $900 million per year 
when fully phased in with a federal share of $720 million. This would represent an 
important expansion from cUrrCnt expenditures of approximately $1.0 billion, but it would 
still meet only about 35% of the estimated need. Package 2 includes additional spending of 
approximately $1.9 billion perlyear, federal share of $1.5 billion. This would be sufficient 
to meet about three-quarters of the estimated child care needs of families with incomes below 
130 pen:ent of the poverty lin';. 



.. ,." 

The Deferm! GTOUj) 

The deferral group i. 29 percent of the entire phased-in population, including the II percent
I

who are off of welfare as a result of the reforms. The group starts out as 25 percent of the 
population but increases to 29 Percent as a result of the assessment after two years in the 
WORK program. 

JOBS-PREP 

If states wanted to do self-reporting for their deferred group, there would be nothing in the 
legislation to prohibit them frort, doing so. .. . 
Child Care Cost Sbaring I 
See above for explanation of ~st sharing and working poor child care. For both packages I 
and 2, the federal state split in live and ten year costs is 80-20. 
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~ DRAFT April 12, 1994 12:35 pm
1'1~.)1\ 

MEMO TO THE PRESIDENT 

RE: 	 WELFARE REFORM COST PACKAGES 
I 

We have consllUcted 2 core options for welfare reform, one whiclt corresponds to a $9.5 
billion financing option, and one which' corresponds to a $12.6 billion option. Table 1 sbows 
federal cost figures in FY 99 and five year totals for each option. Tables 2 and 3 provide 
further infolltl3tion on each option, including federnl and state total costs, and 10 year costs. 

I 
Each table shows costs for six componentl.: 

o 	 l'arentaJresponsibiliry 

o 	 Transitional assistance followed by work 

o 	 Worldng poor child care I 
I 
I 

a 	 Removal of resrricrlons on benefits to two-parent families 
I 
I 

o 	 Special initiatives and demonstrations of prevention. child support, and asset 

development initiatives \ 


o 	 Measures to simplify, coordirulre·and improve the delivery of goYermJIllIIt 

BOthP:=~lude the costs of the Jre initiatives in parental responsibility. transitional 
assistance followed by wort:. and a state 'option for removal of the restrictions on benefits to 
two-parent families. Both pacl<lIges assulne federal-S1Dte cost sbaring of 80 percentI20 
percent. The packages differ primarily ill Ibe amounts !bey invest in chilcI carejbr the 
worXing poor. but there are also differeol:es in demonstrations and In improvements of 
government assistance. The primary dee!sic~ to made in assessing the two packages 's how 
much to invest in chilcI care for the worlcing poor.. 	 , 
Parental Responsibillty 

I 
Ensuring that both parents take responsibility for the suppan of their children is • major goal 
of welfare reform. Both paclcages reflect' net savings from child suppan enforcement, which 
result from investments in systems and stl.ff that generate substantial savings.

I 
80th packages also reflect estimated savings from a requirement !bat mlnor parents live at 
lome, and from a state option to deny benefit increases when additional children. are 
:onceived by parents on welfare. Both these proposals, especially the family cap. are quite 



comrove",ial. A decision to remove !bOth of these provisions from the plan would increase 
the cost of both packages by $250 million in five yesr cost, 

"'................,__ JIW'~' 

TIle core of our welfare reform plan is the transformation of the welfare system into • 
system of tr.msitional assistance follo~ed by work. Both cost packages reflect the plan's 
proposals for dramatically increased panicipation in education. training and job placement 
activities during the fllSt two years of ""any recipient's stay on welfare, and for the provision 
of work slots for those woo are unabi~ to obtain unsubsidized jobs before hitting the two year 
time limit. Both packages reflect the tight deferral and extension proposals in the plan. 

I 
Batlt packages assume state implementation in 1996, and OOtlt assume that the caseload will 
be phased in by enrolling into the new lregime all applicants and recipients born after 1971. 
This sclIedule implies tltat by the year 2000, 46 pertent of projected welfluc recipkml> absent 
reform will be phased in. Of the phased in group, 11 pen:eot would be off welfal:e, 25 
pen:eot would be working with some form of subsidy, and 35 pen:eot would be in a 
mandatory edncation or training prognUn. The final 29 pen:eot would be in a deferretl'stalllll 

I 

due to a disability or becallse they are caring for a severely disabled child or a child under 1. 

TIle only difference in this element beJ..n the two packages concerns the deferred group. 
Our goal ill to send the signal tltat everYpne has something to conttibute, and that something 
ClIII be expected even of those in the deferred stalUS. Staning with similar objeedves, 
APWA's bipartilIm tasIc foree called for;creating a special "JOBS· prep' category for diose 
who are 001 immediatelY sobject to the time limit whereby deferred persons would SIiII be 
expected to do some ddogs to belp themSelves or their children. We adopted this idea in 
Package 2 and included $390 million to provide some services to and monimr participation 
from diose reciplems who are not immediately sobject to the time-limit. PacI:age I eliminates 
the JOBS-pteP program, and assumes tb:lt persons who are deferred Incur IU) additional ensts 
relative to the current system. I 

Cblld Care for the Worldog Poor 
I 

TIle promise 10 '",ake work pay' is a major underlying premise of tItilI a.h.nini&tration'~ 
approach 10 welfiue reform. With the expansion of the earned income IlL< credit for working 
families and the c;:,mmillllCllt to gnarantecii healtlt insurance, the major mlr.sing piece of the 
mala: work pay ag<nda is subsidized child care for low income families. I '. 
Most members of the working group and ,he Cabinet believed tltat child care for !he working 
poor was critical to the success of !he proi!ram. In focus groups, recipients indieated that 
concerns with child care ranked second only 10 fears about losing health insurance in 
deterring them from leaving welfare for wOrk. Moreover, there are critical equity problems. 
Under any scenario, our proposal would provide child care for diose In tbi: JOBS and WORK, 
~rograms, and for one year after people live welfare for work. Unless we significantly 

I, 

I 




:expa~ Chil~ care to the working POOl. we will be left with a situation whereby those getting 
welfare or subsidized work would qualify for child care, while those who have not been on 
welfare recently are eligible for very little support. . 

\ 
Extending (0 working poor families child care subsidies that are equivalent to those available 
to welfare recipients would cost an estimated $3.8 billion more per year above = 
spending. Neither plan proposes an uricapped entitlement to child care for the working poor, 
nor does either propose a capped entitlement sufficient to meet estimated needs. Package 1 
proposes very modest additional spendi!lg for .mld care for the working poor of $750 ntiillon 
per year when tully phasnd in, with a federal share of $600 million. This would represent an 
important expansion from current expe.\wtures of approximarely $1.0 billion, but it would 
still meet only about 20% of the estimated need. Package 2 includes additional spending of 
approximately $1.75 billion per year, federal share $1.4 billion. This would be sufficient 10, 
meet about half the estimated child care needs of families with iru:nmes below 130 peteent of 

the poverty line. \ 

Removing Restrictions on Benefits for ITwo-Parent Families 
, 

Supporting two-parenl families by permitting them 10 reeeive benefits under the same rules as 
single parent families is an important sigl..! about the importance of both parents in our 
approach to welfare refonn. Ideally we 'would like to legislate an end 10 aU provisions which 
treat two·parent families in a discriminat?ry fashion nationwide. RfquiriDg aU states 10 atiopt 
such provisions would cost the federal government at least $830 ntiillon over 5 years and 
states would be required (0 pay an additIOnal $675 ntiilloo. 

\ 
Because of the cost and (0 keep unfunded state mandates 10 a minimum, we chose instead to 
give stateS the option to remove aU or a p.art of the current two-parent restrictions rather than 
requiring them to do so. Based on our ~ence with waiver requestS, we estimate that 
states serving roughly half of the caselaad would take this option. The fedcml cost would 
be roughly $495 million. The packages do not differ in this eiemeltt. 

I , 

Special lnitlatives \, :-. 

:lne of the mo,t importJlD! lessons of the ~t decade is that welfare reform must be an on­
~oing Ie.arningprocess. Many of the elements __ propose for our current plan were tried on 
I smaller scale initially. In five critical mas, we propose money for speci3l initiatives and 
Iemonsttations which seem likely to point !he way for fUture reforms and innovations. 
'hese include: . I 

'een PrcgfUlJlCY and PTlM!ntion Grant .... :nlese monies would go (0 fund a series of efforts in, 
lC schools to reduce teen pregn.aney, ineluding mentoting programs, private partnerShips, 
,rnprehensive community support progran/s, and other demonstrations designed 10 reduce .. '~~.=""-"\ .....""""'_. 



\ 

, Proponents nnte that if we cannot fin<! smuegies which help prevent children from having 
children, we will never really solve ttie welfare problem. Skeptics point out that we don't 
have many proven solutions, Hence, ,he focus on special ini,iatives and demonstrations. 
(Package I: $200 ntillion; Package 2: \$200 million) 

Non-Custodioi Pl1J'etrt JOBSIWORK Programs-Logically whatever we expect of motllers, we 
ought also to expect of fathers, SomeIvery small scale programs are now being tried 
whereby men who are UJ1lIble or unwilling to pay child support are placed in tr.Iining or worlc 
programs, These programs seem to bOth "smoke·out" some men who really can pay as well 
as give an opportunity to young men «1 take some responsibility, Uofqrtunarely these 
programs have nnt been tried at any real scale to date. And our experience whb existing 
wor!< and tr.Iining programs for young \nen generally (versus fatllers specifically) bas shown 
very few payoffs. But there is reason 'to believe programs for young f'aIhet1I. whb the 
carrots and sticks that child support cad offer, could be much more successful. 
(Package 1: $130 million; Package 2: $390 million)

I , 
Access Grrm1s an4 Parenting DenwllSt"llions-Too often the role of non-<:USlOdlal patents is 
negligible both in fIUrtIIling and providing for their children. Our policies will significandy 
im:rease the responsibilities of absent parelllS to provide financial support for their children. 
But too little bas been done to encourag~,non..custodial parelllS to play a more positive role in 
raising and mnturing their children. These monies would be designed,to explore a series of 
strategies to enhance positive access and ~parenting skills in parents living apart from their 
children. (PaclcIge I: $30 million; Package 2: $70 million) , 

Child Support Enforc_ an4 AssuroJ. (CSE-I)-Suppon from twO patents is needed to 
adequately provide for a child, But ofieri the state fails to collect money tha1 is owed, or the 
absent parent is unemployed or underemployed and in a poor position to provide support. 
CSEA would guarantee some minimum I~vel of child suppon to children for whom aWllIlls 
are in place. CSEA payments would be deducted dollar for dollar against weIfiIn: paymeIIIS, 
but would be recdned when someo"" went to wor!<, serving as a worI< in<:enf:hIe. Proponents 
argue !his will in<::tl:ase child support awafds. in<::tl:ase work. redoce weIfJtte USO, and redoce 
child poverty. Critics wartY that it will be seen as welfare by another name, and could lead 
to less pressure to collect child support. (package 1: $120 million; Package 2: $90 million) 

(ndMtiJIaI D/M!lopmtIIU ACCDUIIlS (DA) a1 Microenrerpri'" Projects-~ the long run, ... 
€anlilles wbic\l build assets and equi:y are in a far better posilion to acbleve n:aI " 
lndeperulen<:e;, Both IDAs and mietoenterJ\rise programs ate seen as powerflll tools for 
;timulatiog savings and job creation among the poor. 1DAs' encourage savings by providing 
, mJl!cb for every dollar saved. Microentctprise programs belp weIfiIn: recipients and othet. 
a start their own businesses. Supports see: these as sending a clear mvatds for everyone to 
.ccumulate and join the mainsttwn: Critics wonder about the cost of subsidI%ing IDAs and 
bout the number of welfare n:cipiems wh6 really could succeed as etttrepnmeurs. 
Package I: $60 million: Package 2: $14S 'million) 

Ju:h'initiative bas strong support among so~e,members of the worl<ing group. The two ....._ .....""'d.....~r"'-~- _.'d_ 




\ 
. $540 million over 5 yem. while Package 2 allocates $1.1 billion. Note that even at $1.1 

billion. the proposals are still much more modest tban most proponents would lllo:., 
, 

Improving G6vemment Assistance \ 

The plan envisions a varietY of initiatives to coordinate and simplify the system tbrough 
which government assistance is deliv~. to improve the incentives for worle and savings, to 
manage the sYStem through perfol"llllltl<;<' measun:s, and to improve accmmtabilily and 
program integritY. Most of these initiatives can be done without legislaIion, and most of 
either cost nothing or genernte savings.1 Because it is dif!k:ult lO CjUIUlti.fy and get CBO to 
score savings from these measures, we !have not included administrative savings in our cost 
estimares. \ 

We have, however, included several initiatives that incur a modest cost. Paclalge linclodes 
the costS of a slate option lO vary the disregards for werle and clilld support in order to 
provide bener incentives to families. oUr experience with state waiver requestS S1I!JFdS that 
many slates may ta1a: advantage of this hption tbrough incentive schemes of relatively modest 
costS. Package 2 includes this option, ahd also includes an increase of 50 pen:.ent in the 
funds available lO Puerto Rico and the tCmtories. The benefit cap fur Puerto Rico and the 
territories has been increased only once in 15 years. In addition, package 2 includes the 
coStS associated with coofornting the AFDC and Food Stamps asset rules, wbich won1d 
provide a modest incentives for savings 6y AFDC =!picotS. . 

Discussion \ 

These rwo packages refleet our best assessments of how to allocate limited resources at two 
different levels. Other paclalges clearly ~d be devised. Ooe could do more in clilld can: 
and less in special initiatives in either pacl<age. An intenncdiate alternative could also be 
chosen. Still in the end, the major castlfmancing decisions revolve around clilld care for the 
working poor. We do not believe that w! pare.nmI responsibility or the mmsiIionaI assJ...nce 
programs can be redoced much further wtille still meeting the commitment to end "WI:lI'me as 
we know it.' The limited benefit expansions for twG-pamIIS and.worle incentives, wbich are 
in both packages as Slate options, send veiy important signals about werle and fBmIly. The 
demonstr.;tiollS included in both packages ire relatively. modest. Thus. the most crit!taI 
question involves how mueh of a commiutiem we should make to worlcing poor·clilld care at 
this time.. There are be'll policy and politii:al implications of !his decision, whiI;h many . 
panicipants in the debate have srrong feeliJlgs about. \Ve look forward to discussing it with 
you. . \. 

, 
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SUMMARY OF COSTS fOil WELFARE I\I!FOI\M PACKAGI!S 
(Do!lan lu Mllllo..) 

. 
. 5Y....FYlm ,t, 0" 

'Tala!Toial FedInl SfaIaPACKAGE I COSTS ToblI 

(1.220) (130) (1,090) (8,0S5)(lI25)PAltENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 
25,1853,3OS 8.170 6,690 1,480TRANSITIONAL ASSISTAN~ 

1.875 1,500 375 6,930WORKING POOR CBlLD CARE 900 

895 495 ,400 2,815TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 375 
i,830SPECIAL INITIATIVES 225 625 540 85 

635 380 255 2,060IMPROVING GOVl!llNllll!NT ASSISTANCE 265 

10,980 9475 1$5 30,825TOTAL COSTS FOil PACKAGE 1 4.445 

0012194 

lOy..... 

Fedend SfaIa 
, 

(1,980) (6,075) 

22,030 3,155 
5,545 1,385 
1,$80 I,m 
1,$30 300 

B45 1.2lS 

29,550 1,275 
Sy.... lot....FY 1999 

PACKAGE ZCOSTS Tola! Fedend SlateT.1a! Fedend SfaIaTala! 

-
-(1',220) (130) ~090)PAItENTAL RESPONSIBILITY ~ -(625) (8,055) 

TRANSITIONAL-ASSiStANCE 3,415 8.545 6.990 1.555 26.555 
WORKING POOII CBlLD CARl! 1,815 14.9454.375 31500 815 
TWO PAItENT (UP) PII0V1SJONS 895 495 400 2,875375 
SPECIAL INITIATlVES 50s 3.9451.l15 1,095 220 
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE I,Oas 665 420400 3.250 

TOTAL COSTS 5,945 14,995 LZ,615 l,J8O 4J,515 

(1.900) 

231 125 
11.955 

1.580 
3.225 
1.620 

(6.015) 

3.430 

2.990 
1.295 

720 
1.630 

39,525 3,990 
Note 1: Parentheses denote savfngl. 

Not.2: J:iyq Vear and Ten Vear Fedetel estimates represent 80'% ot alt GxpflndlbJtei except 'or 
the following: ~rutflts ate at current match t1itu: d'lUd aupport It rnatchod at rms 
sp~fled tn the hypothetical plan: and comprohenstve dOMClmuaUon llfatlts art: matched at 100%, 

Source: HHS/ASPE staff estimates. These 'stlrna!" haVG bun shared with staft within HHS and OMS but 

have not b~en ottlclafly rovtowed by OMS. The polletu do not represent 8 consensus recommendation 
• of the Workfng Group Co-Chalrw. 
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Gcuenlly Coato-I:4 (but nat lnon'uo) 

_ .. Food'llampo 
AlIOIhcn 

SUBTOTAL /GA 

o 
U70 
2,010 

1,664 
7<iO 

(lIS) 

.5. 
210 

(300)... 
8,1'10 
6,9St 

2.00 

165 
36 

150 

15 
QS 

710 

(30) 
(220) 

(90) 
(160) 
370 

(130) 

•2,29S 
1.1610 

1,33. 
610 

(100) 

«5 
170 

~ 
6,6!1O 
6,560 

200 

UO 
30 

121! 
60 

54t 

(210) 
(:1,150) 

o 
UtO 
4,910 

11.490 
S~ 
(t.~1 

'. . 
2,S65 

S95 
(6,D7O) 

82S 
15.115 
11,130 

'.(lIS) 
Z,GI;(I 

(8SJ 
(1110) 

(I~
&70 

(1,980) 

o 
5,690 
3.930· 

9.190 
4.190 
!W) 

2,050 
.15 

(3,j4O) 
660 

:1.2,03(1 

2O,AISO 

3SO 
6SO 
eo 

330 

\"" 
1,$30 

GRANDTOTAL I 
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TABLE P"""","1- OETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATI!S (FIlOJmAL AND STATB/
FOR ELIlMENTS OF A WELPAitE REl'ORM PROPOSAL 

(8,. fisal,t:ar, lA _"Do.. 01 doUar.t) . . 

\ 5i:" iJ: 10= ~ 

108S-P!cp 
Addino",,1 JOBS SpcMin.' 
............ CIW4 """ lorJOBS
WQIU(,........ 
AddiWnaJ. auw C&to Cor WORJ( 
SaviftCS (n;ms Child Cue. 0Ibr=' &PlI8 ·ion 

Ttaft.$iUt:m&I Child Cue 
Enham:ed Teal c..c Maaagcnu::nt
Slrinp . Cllcbd Rodurtioa 
ADP FodeftJ and Stak:: S)'ItetJW'Adrnia ~ 

SUBTOTAL, JOIlSlWORK 
SUBTOTAL,JOIISIWORK ANI) PARI!NTAL RESP , 

WORKING POOR CIIILD CARE (Capped" $1.!1_ 
iIa oet apa.d,iq). 

REMOVJl. '1'W()P_ (Ill') RESI1UC110NS 

~"""'" 
Non-C~1 PM::nt JOBSiWOIUC Propana 

Accea Crua aDd Pan:ea:inl ~ 
Child Stlpport~~ 

IDA and Mi~Pmjcat 

SUBTOTALSl'ECIAL INITIATIVES 

IMPROVING GOVERNMI!NT ASSISTANCE (laAJ 
-~.,.--, 
..1 CUJdS_D........· 

<.km- rally Conionu Aucu Ie Food SWnpI; 
laerr.uc: Territorics' Capt; 
All """"" SUBTOTAL IGA 

GRANOTQTAL 

(lIS
(66Q

;
n,wl) 

m 
2,8'/0 
l,OlO 

1,660 
760 

(ISS

555 
ZIO 

(39..., 
8~ 

7,32

0

5 

l 
) 

) 

300 
>,295 
1,610 

1.330 
610n.., 
44S 
1"10 

(W
545 

6,9906_ 

31
10
lI

r.i 

) ) 

0 

1,3"10 
1,110 
4,910 

11.49
5,240 

(1,480

2,$6
m 

(6,07
8Z

U,55S 
lJ,5lIO 

-

S 

S 

0. 

5 

0) 
S 

1 

1,09> 
5,690 
3,930 

',00 
<I,l!IO 

(SIS) 

l,05O
• 47S 

(3-:::1 
23,US 

:u.us 

rtuldatt'l T.blewit,h Full i'ttwHo ill f'Y I'" with !AdjtutmeDts fA leA, Wortiac Poor ChUd Cue. 
DtmoIUtl'atic)Qs; UP ht'Nt P'rorisioo as State pp!!ont 
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MEMORANDUM TO TIlE PRESIDENT 

I 
i 

FROM: 	 Mary 10 Banel 
David T. Ellwood 
Bruce R«d I , 

I
SUBJECT: 	 Welfare Reform Paokages 

I 
DATE: 	 ,,"pril 26. 199r 
We have constructed 2 core,options for welfare reform, one which corr~o"ds: to a $9's 
billion financing option, and one which corresponds to I( S12.2 biUion opt jon. The packaa:es 
differ primarily in tho amo~ts they invest in child care for the working poor. but there are 
also differences in demonstiations and. in improvements of 80vemment assistance. 

I 
The accompanying memo from OMB indicates revenue sources fOf financing the $9.5 billion,
package. The gamhlina ,ax would have allowed funding the S12.2 billion pack"lle, Unless 
some new financing source! is found, we cannot pay for the larger package. Thus the decision 
on a gambling tax was bnplieitly a decision to do tess !:hiM care fOf the working poor. We 
include the $12,2 billIon option to indicate what could I,e achieved if mote- financing were 
available. I 
In out view, there 1s relatively Ettie remaining flexibility within the tore $9.5 billion option. 
the only major decision is

l 
whether or not to include a state option for family caps, If a state 

option is included, benefit ~vings' would fund slightly more child care for the working poor. 
We illustrate the tradeoffs iwith two versions (lA and IB) of1l1e $9.5 billion option. 

Table: ] shows federal cost figures in FY 99 and five year totaEs for each option, Tables 2 
provides further information on each option, including federal and state total costs> and 10 
year Co-$ts. (Note: These estimates have been c)o$ely s.hared within HHS and OMB. but 
minor changes arc likely to be made. and they have n(<t been officiaily cleared by OMR) 

Each table shows costs fol six components~
i 	 . 

o 	 Parental responsibHity 
o 	 Transitional assistance foltowed by work 
o 	 Working poor child care ' 
o 	 Removal of restri¢tions on benefits to two~paIl:nt families 
Q 	 Special initiativesjand demonstrations of prevention. child suppOrt, and asset 


development initi~tives 


o 	 Measures to simplify, coordinate and improve the delivery of government 

assistance, i 


All packages assume th)following federal-state cost :;haring: 
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All new JOBS. WORK. Cbild Care. special initia':ives (e""epl teen prell"aney 
prevention grants) • sAd systems development money is matched at 80/20.

I 
Benefit expansions anid savings are shared according to current federal/state matching 
rates (55% for AFDC~ and 100% for Food Stamps) 

I , "!h bTeen pregoancy prevennon grants are gtven Wl .)ut state mate . 

Pannla! Responsibility 

Ensuring that both parents ta.ke responsibility for the support of melr children is a m::gor goal 
of welfare reform. AU 11m:~, packages reflect net savinQ s from child support enforcement. 
which result from investments in systems and staff that generate substantial savings. An, 
packages also reflect estimated savings from a requirement that minor parents live at home. a 
proposal wbich is troubling ito some advocates. bUI strongly supported bY the WorkinlJ GToup, 

The most controversial elel1,1ent of the parent responsibility package is a possible state option 
to deny benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents on welfare. The 
family cap is opposed on s~veraJ grounds. It is seen by some as penalizing children for the 
lransgressions of the parentS. There is little evidence that failing to provide a $60 increase in 
benefits will influence behivior. And a number of stat,s are already experimenting with the 
idea. Those who support the idea note that workers don't get a pay raise when they have 
additional children. They ~ue the s.ignai is importlmt about responsible childbearing. Such 
a provislon saves $220 rnil~ion over 5 years. money wMc.h can be spent on child care. The 
idea is popular with the public.. strongly supported by the right and vehemently opposed by 
the left, I 
An alternative to including the family cap would be to announce at the time of announcing 
welfare reform that the ad~inistration would accept a :ertain number of additional waiver 
requests. It would nat be included in welfare rdorm {In the basis that we lntend to await the 
results of these demonstrations to see whether the plans were eff~ctive in reducing fertility 
before deciding whether t6 make it a state option or !r.andate a family cap nationwide. 
Alternatively one could alSo make family caps an explicit demonstration Wider the welfare 
reform proposal and limit ~ the number of states allowe,j to do it. 

I 
Translfionol Assistance l'~llo",.d by Work. 

The core of our welfare rlf~rm plan is the transformation of the welfa.re S)'stem into a system 
of transitional assistance fonowed by work, All three cost packages reflect the plan's 
proposals for dramatically increased participation in education. training and job placement 
activities during the first two years of any recipient's stay on welfare, and for the provision of 
work slots for those Who/are unable to obtain unsubsidized jobs before hitting the two year 
time limit. AU options reflect the right deferral and c:xtensian proposals in the plan. 

http:welfa.re
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These packages assume state/implementation in 1996 and assume that the caseload wjll be 
phased in by enrolling intO' the new regime all appHc~m: and recipients born after 1911. This 
schedule implies that by the Iyear 2000, 46 percent of projected welfare recipients absent 
,eform will b. pbased in. O,f the phased in group, II p"rcenr would be off welfar., 25 
percent would be working with some form of subsidy, a.1d 35 percent would be in a 
mandatory education or training program. The final 29 percent would be in a deferred statuS 
due to a disability or becaus~ they are taring for a severely disabled child or a child under), 

Child C ..... for the Worl<lng Po.r 

The promise to 'Imake wQr~ payl' is a major underlying premise of this administration's 
approach to welfare ref'ormJ With the expansion of the eamed income tax credit for working 
families and the commitment to guaranteed bealth insurttnce. the ma.;or missing piece of the 
make work pay aaenda is subsidized child care fO'r low inwIne families. 

I 
Most members of the Working Group and the Cabinet believed that child care for the wO'rking 
poor was critical to the success of the program. In (OCllS groups, recipients indicated that 
concerns with child care ranked second only to fears atout losing health insurance in 
deterring them from leaving welfare for work, Moreover, there are critical equity problems. 
Under any scenario, our proposal would provide child (:are for those in the JOBS and WORK 
programs, and for one yeat after people leave welfare for work. Unl~ss we significantly 
expand child care to the w~rkjng poor, we will be left with a situation whereby those getting 
welfare or subsidized worK

I 
would qualify for chHd car'!, white those: who have not been on 

we1fare recently are c:1igiblb for less certain support. 

Providing working familiel below 130tl
/" of poverty (sliding scale fee) child cafe subsidies that 

are equivalent to those av&labie to welfare recipients would east an estimated 54.0 billion per 
year. We (;urrently spend!S1.5 billion (in the Child elite Development Block Grant and rV~A , 
At..Risk child care combined,) Thus we are currently (neeting roughly 38% of the estimated 
need, Neither plan propo~es an uncapped entitlement to child Gate for the working poor. nor 
does either propose a capped entitlement sufficient to ::neet estimated needs. Package lA 
propo,e, additional state .!nd rederal spending of roughly $,9 billion ($.72 billion rederal) 
whieh would allow meenzig roughly 60% of the estimfl.ted need. Package 1 B to $1 billion 
and meers 63% of need. Package 2. ups child cart to 51.9 bHJion and meets roughly 85% of, 
need, It should be noted that estimates of the potenti~Li need are extremely uncertain, and 
some estimates of the projected need atc considerably higher. while others are lower. 

Removing Restrictions oj Benefits for 1'wo*PaR-ot Families 

Supportin& two~parent faLilies by permitting them to receive benefits under the same rules as 
single parent familles is ~ important signal about the imponance of both parents in our 
approach to welfare refo~. Ideally we wol.lld like tel legislate an end 10 aU provisions which 
treat two~parent families 'in a discriminatory fa5hion natlonlNide, Requirin.g all states to adopt 
such provisions: wOl.lld ecist the federal 80vcmment at least $830 million over 5 years and 
states would be required ~to ,pay an additional S6iS million, 

, 
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Because of the cost and to klep unfunded state mandate!: to a minimum. we chose instead to 
give states the option to rem~ve all or a part of the curr.:nt tw<rparent restrictions rather than 
requiring them to do so. B.¥ed on our experience with waiver requestS, we estimate that 
states serving roughly half of the caseload would take this option. The federal cos! would b. 
roughly $495 million. The packages do not differ in this element. 

Special initiative. 

One of the most important tessons of the past decade is that welfare reform must be pn on~ 
going learning process. Maity of the elements we propuse for our current plan were tried on 
a smaller scale initially. In five critital areas, we propose money for special initiatives and 
demonstrations which seem likely to point the way for future reforms and innovations. These 
include: 

Teen Pregn.ancy and P~\leJion Gn:mts~·These monies would go to fund 3 series of efforts in 
the schools to reduce teen pregnancy, including mentonng programs, private partnerships, 
comprehensive community ~UPPO" programs, and other demonstrations designed to reduce 
teen pregnancy and reverse!the alarming increase in olf:..of..wedlock childbearing, Proponents 
note that if we cannot find [strategies which help preve!lt ebildren from having ehildren. we 
wiH never reaJly solve the ~elfare problem. Skeptics ~loint out that we don't have mMY 
proven solutions. Hence, the focus on special initiative!s and demonstrations. Those who 
argue for a larger amount note that only with a serious commitment of resources can we 
produce a genuine nationwide mobilization. For the larger figute, one might create a national 
initiaitaive aimed at SOO to' 1,000 of the narion's highe~:t risk schools. 
(packa&e IA and IS: $200 million; Pack"lle 2: 5400 million). 

I 
Non-Custodial Parent JOBSIWORK Programs·.LogicaUy whatever we expect of mothers) we 
ought also to expect of fathers. Some very small SCaitl programs are now being tried whereby 
men who are unable or un~iI1ing to pay child support are pJaced in training or work, 
programs, Thest programs seem to both "smoke~out" some men 'Wbo really can pay as well 
as give an opportunity to Young men to take some responsibility. Unfortunately these 
programs have not been tried at any real scale to date. And our experience with existing 
work and training progfan~s for young men generally {versus fathers specifically) has shown 
very few payoffs. But tb!ere is reason to believe pro~;rams for young fathers. with the carrots 
and sticks that child supp6rt can offer, could be much more successful. 
(Package IA and IB: S13t million; Package 2: 1390 million). 

Access GrrmlS and Parenting Demol1strotions--Too often the role of non~custodial parents is 
neghgible both in nurturitig and providing for their children. Our policies win significantly 
increase the responsibiHti~s of absent parents to pro,..ide financial support for their children, 
But too littlo has been dobe 10 encourage n()n~cuSU)diai. parents to play a more positive role in 
raising and nurturing thel! children. These monies w)uld be designed to explore a series of 
strategies to enhance positive access and parenting skills in parents living apart from their 
children. (paek"lle IA and )B: $30 million; Package 1: 570 million). 

I 
I 

I 
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Child Suppa" En/orcemem f"Id Assurance (CSEA)--SUFPort from two parenlS is needed to 
adequately provide for a child, But often the state fails 10- coneel money that is oWt!!d. or the 
absent patent is unemployed or underemployed and In a poor position to provide support 
CSEA would guarantee so~ minimum level of child support to children for whom awards 
are in place, CS:EA payments would be dedutted dollar for dollar against welfare payments, 
but would be retained whenlsomeone went to work. serAng as a 'WOrk incentive, Proponents 
argue this will increase chil~ support awards, inc.rease \1lOrk. reduce welfare use, and reduce 
child poverty, Critics worry that it win be seen as welfare by another name, and could lead 
to less pressUI. to collect child support. (p.ckase IA lind IB: $120 million; Package 2: 5290 

million). I 
Individual DtveJopmenr A ccounts (IDA) -rmd Microemcrprise Projecl$F~ln the long run, 
families which build assets land equity are in a far better position to achieve real 
independence. Both IDAs and rnicroenterpdse prograrrls are seen as powerful tools for

l
stimulating savings and job creation among the pOOf. IDAs encourage savings by providing a 
mateh for every dollar sav~d" Microenterprise programs help welfare recipients and others to 
start their own businesses. : Supports see these as sending a clear rewards for everyone to 
accumulate and join the m.iinstream. Crltics wonder ahout the cost of subsidizing IDAs and 
about the number of welfare f~cipients who realty could succeed a~ entrepreneurs, 
(Packege lA and lB: $60lmillion; Package 2: $145 million). 

Each initiative bas strong SUppbrt among some members of the working group. The two 
packages differ in their 10';01 of support for each of thEiSe initiatives. Package 1 alioeates 
$540 tnillion over S yeats) while Package 2 allocates S1.1 billion. Note that even at iLl 
billion, the proposals are still much more modest than most proponents would like. 

Imptovine: Government AlsistaDce 

The plan envisions a vari~lty of initiatives to cooraina.t'i! and simplify the system through 
which government assista?ce is delivered, to improve !he incentives for work and savings. to 
manage the system through performance measures, and to improve accountability and program 
integrity. Most of these initiatives can be done without legislation. and most of either cost 
nothing or geilerate savings. Because it is difficult to quantify and get CBO to score savings 
from these measures, we ha-ve not included admirustrarive- savings in our- eost estima.tes. 

I 
We have, however. included several initiatives that in,:ur a modest ,nst Packages lA and 1S 
include the costs of a state option to vary the disregards for work and child support in order 
to provide better incentiv~s to families, Our expcrientt: with state waiver requests suggests 
that many states may tak~ advantase of this option through incentive schemes of relativeiy 
modest costs, Package Zjincludes this option. and also includes an increase of 50 percent in 
the funds available to Puerto Rico and the territories, The benefit cap for Puerto Rico and the 
territories has been increased only once in 15 years. In addition. package 2 includes the costs 
associated with conformi~g the AFDC and Food Starlps asset rules, which would provide a 
modest incentives for saVinp by AFDC recipients. 

Discussion 
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These packages reflect our b~t assessments of how to allocate Jimited resources at different 
levels. Other packages dearly could be devised. One c<;)uld do more in child care and less in 
special initiatives in any package. An intermediate altenative rouM also be chosen. Still in 
the end, the major costlfinmcing decisions revolve arowld child care for the working poor. 
We do not believe that the parental responsibility or the transitional assistance programs can 
be reduced much further while still meeting the commitment to end "welfare as we know it," 

The limited benefit expansicins for two~p.arents and worl: incentives, which are in both 
packages as state options, s~d very important signals about work and famity, The 
demonstrations included in ~oth packages are relatively modest. 

, 

Assuming the budget is set iat S9.5 billion, the major question is whether to allow states the 
option of a family cap or nbt. 
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TABU 1- PULlMlrwtY S\JI\IMARY FEDERAL COST £STlMAT£S 

9()R ELEMENTS OF A WIlLFU£ REFORM PROPOSAL 
(81 fiscal )ear. ba mWlDas of deBArs)

I !Year 
F........ 
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Ch"" Support Ear......... I 

_ ....hn.h..... ()<ot) I 
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I 

11tANSITIONAL .u$ISTANCE FOt.LOW£D BY WOaK 
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o TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WIlLFARE REFORM PACKAGI!Sis 

(Don-I. MllII.ns) 

10 V_ 


: PACKAGl! IA COSI'S 


5V_,.. PVIm 
To.... Total F<deniJ Slate Total F<denJI Sw. 

~ 

iO 
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (560) 90 (6:10) (5,90S) (1,170) (4,7JS)(360)i:i , l,m· '23,465 20,655 2,810TllANsmONAL ASSISTANCE 7.nO 6,310 1,400 

6,9)0 5,545 1,365
•• WORKING POOR CIIlLD CARE 900 1.&7S 1,500 J75 
~ '" TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS l,875 1,580 1,29S.II\l5 4!>5 400'75~ 
~ 

1,830 I,S30 300SPECIAL 1NIT1At'1VES 625 540 lIS215
if !M!lP.:QV!NG GO~NMF"NI' ASSlSTANCE 2,715 1,005 1,6)0335 900 480 4'20 ~ 
o 

" TOTAL COSI'S FOR PACKAGE lA 31.910 19,225 loA!4.700 II,St,! 9,475 2.030 
~ 

. 101'_ 
PACKAGE IB COSI'S 

FYI", SV....Iii 
ToW Total Fed<nI SIal. To.... FmnI Stale 

(625) (S.QS5) (! ,980) (6,075) 

TlL\NSITIONAL ASSISTANCI! 
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (1,220) (llO) (1,000) 

7,770 6.370 1,400 2),46S 20,655 2,810',21.5
M 

M 
~ WORKING POOR CIIlLD CARE USC 1,120 430 i 1.780 6,225 1,5-551,000 
~--_._--.TWO PARENT.(UP) PROVISIONS___~ _ .. 2,1175 1.580 1,295375 S95 495 400 o 
~ -1;SlO-';Sl{)- -- -300­.. SrECIAL INITIATIVES 22S 625 S40 a'­
o 
~ 11IIPROVINGGOVUlNMENT ASSISTANCE 335 2,715 1,085 1.630900 480 420 
~ 

@l 
TOTAL COSTS 30610 29.095 ISIS4,SJS 11120 9475 1,645 
"",.,: ~o.ntM ....... 


~ 
~ 

~ 2: FN. YMt..-.d T~ Yew F.a.r.:t II:I'timdtft ~ &I)'Il of ... ~'-~ept lor 
~ 
~ h fQ~ 1tentfb ••• =tnri!lll8kkt8ll'M; cllW ~ IaJNkNd .. n.t.t 

1p-'iGtd Wl!he ~ p1In; II.IId 1.-...",,-oMDtV pt~or"''' I'1'\ll!dwII AI 100'1C0. 
~ 
~, Sowo.: HHSl4SPE...MfJmdu. 1'iutM .mnat_ MIIIt "'" mw.d 1otri'Ih .tllff 'III'HNn HHS _ 0M8 but 

,N 
~ 

I'ta~ M4 ~Glfti;:>altv 1..-.....cI bl' OMa Ul4I poIlDiIa do l'IOttllPllIHI'I'. e~NIIO«*T!~n 

~ 
o otlM\V$f1I"o G,ouP~. 

http:MllII.ns


o 

" 
~ 

"­
TABLE l·SUlIfMARV OF COSTS FOR PRELIlIflNARV WELFARE REFOR~f PACKAGES 	 04/26i94~ " 

" 	 (DoUan in Mimom)t!I 

5 V"" 	 10 YearIT 199t I .. PACKAGE 1 COSTS 	 I Total 

-;: 	 PARENTAL RESPONSIlIn.rrv 
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCI!:S ,, 	 WORKING POOR CHILD CAllE , 
TWO PARENT (VI') PROVISIONS... 

~ 
~ 	 SPECIAL INITIATiVI!S 
~ 

IMPROVING COVEIUIMENT ASSISTANCE 
.,!:! ., 
., 	 TOTAL COSTS JIOR PACKAGE 1 
0 ., 	 Net.t: '.,.,..,....ckIno;.~. 

(625) 

3,115 
1,875 

37S 

55S 
400 

ToUl Federol 	 Total FedenI Sial>StaI.1 
(1,220) ( 131)) (1,090) (8,055) 11,980) (6,075) 

1,770 6,310 1,400 23,465 %0,655 2.810 

.,375 3,500 875 14.945 1I,9SS 1,990 
895 495 400 2,81S 1,580 1,295 

1,515 1,295 m 4,095 3.375 7lO 

1,085 665 4%0 3,250 1,620 1.630 

, -- ........
',m I 14,410 11.195 4(1,5"15 '>I,/I,N;J .­2,ml 	 ,#."' •., 

III N~t: ,"'-y.., and TIHI YOI' F!ldIll1d~ rep!___ ~«d .,.p«!di1vru uceplkll 

..~:~ III. M eQr.rrt match,...~ eNId tupf)Olt. ~ at m. 
~ t1 h~,,* pian;.nd......., ~Pl'~tIOn gr-rts •• mlltebtd .. 1~ 

$o\J,c.: HfiSjA$PE.tatr ut\rMt... Tbtu ~M~ t .. .n.ftO wi'It\ ,WI ¥IitIm HHS IJ'\d 0M8 b4A 

.....ng\b....vfflclaly~byOUa. TtM~ donot'~.~_w~~ 
~ 
~ 	 Q' ttw'Wortl'9Gt~~ .., 
~ 

" c 
C 

N 

N " 
tJ 

N 
~ 

~ 
~ 

c 
~ 

"­
~ 
N 
"­

" 
~ 

http:pian;.nd


, 
HHS OS AsPE 415F ....... SRVCE~~__~O;U~_l_V__


1t202 690 7383~4!26/94 15;J5 

.., - -. 

MEMORANDUM TO Tal': PRESIDENT 

FROM: Mary Jo'B~e 
David T, Ellwood 
Bruce Reed! DRAFT 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Packages 

I 
DATE: April 26, 19,94 

We have constructed 2 carl options fer welfare reform, one which corresponds to a 5;9.5 
billion fmancing option, arid one which corresponds to a. $12.2 biliion option. The packages 
differ primarily in the amoirnts they invest in child care for the working poor, but there are 
also differences in demons~mtions and in improvement:. of government assistance. 

I 
The accompanying memo from OMS indicates reVenU(1 sources for financmg the $9.5 billion 
package. The gambling taX would have allowed funding the $12.2 billion package. Unless: 
some new financing source\is found, we cannot pay for the larger package, Thus the decision 
on a. gambling tax was imp!leitly a decision to do less ,::hlld care for the working poor. We 
include the $12.2 biHion option to indicate what could be achieved if more financing wete 
available, I 

In our view, there is relativ~ly little remaining flexibility within the core $9.5 billion option. 
The only major deeision is {vttether or not to include a ~tJlte option for family caps and to use 
the savings generaTed by limiting benefit increases to fund slightJ)' more child care for the 
working poor. We illustrat~ the tradeoffs with two versions (lA and 18) of the $9,5 billion 
option. 

I 
Teble 1 shows federal coSt figures in FY 99 and five y~ar totals for each option, Tables 2 

provides further mformation Ion each option, including f,~deral and state total costs, and 10 
year costs, (Note: These estimates have been closely shined within FfHS and OMS. but 
minor changes are likely to be made:, and they have pot been officially cleared by OTviB.)

I 
Each table shows costs for s!~ components: 

o 	 Parental responSibihJ1 
o 	 Trnnsitional assistance followed by work 
o 	 Working poor child dre 
o 	 Removal of restrictioris on benefits to two¥parent families 
o 	 Special initiatives t.nd!demonsrrations of prevention, child support. and asset 


development initiatives 

o 	 Measures to simplify, 'coordinate and improve the delivery of government 


assistance. 
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All packages assume the follov..ing federal-state cost sharing; 
! 
! 

All new JOBS, WORK, Child Care, special inid~tiV'cs (except teen pregnancy 
prevention grants) , and systems development money is matched at &0/20, 

Beneftt expansions ~d savings are shared according to current federal/state matching 
rates (55% fOT AFDC, and 100% for Food Stamps) 

I . .. I hTeen pregnanc), preventIon grants are gwen wit lOUt state mate" 

PIItOntal Responsibility 

, 
Ensuring that both parents take responsibility for the support of their children is a major goal 
of welfare reform. AU thre!e packages reflect net savin:ss from child support enforcement, 
which result from investm~ts in systems and staff that generate subStantial savings, All 
packages also reflect estimated savings from a requirerr:,ent thai minor parents live a~ home, a 
proposal which is troubling!to some advocates. but stfol>Sly supported by the Working Group. 

The most contrQversial element of the parent responsibility package is a possible state option 
to deny benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents on welfare, The 
family cap is opposed on s~veral grounds Ir is seen by some as penalizing children for the 
transgressions of the parel'l.t~. There is little evidence th'lr failing to provide a £60 increase in 
benefits will influence behatior. And a number of stat~s are already experimenting with the 
idea. Those who support th~ idea note that workers don't get 11 pay raise when they have 
additional children. They argue the signal is important .tboot responsible childbearing, Such 
a provision saves $220 mill~on over S years, money whil:h can be spent on child care, The 
idea is popular with the public, strongly supported by the right and vehemently opposed by 
the left. I 
An altemadve to including the family cap would be to announce at the time of announcing 
welfare reform that the administratlon would accept a ccnain number of additional waiver 
requests, It would not be in'duded in welfare reform on the basis that we intend TO await the 
results of these demonstratio1ns to see whether the plans ',vere effective in reducing fertility 
before deciding whether to rbakc it a state option or mardate a family cap nationwide. 
Alternatively one could also\make family caps an explicit demonstration under the welfare 
reform proposal and limit the number of states allowed tJ do it. 

Transitional Assistance Followed by Work. 

The core of our welfare rerolm plan is the transformation of the welfare system into a system 
of transitional assistam:e foll6wed by work. AU three CO!;t packages reflect the plan's 
proposals for dramatically in1creased participation in educaTIon, training and job placement 
activities during the first two yeats of any recipient's stay on welfare, and for the provision of 
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i
work slots for those who pc unable [0 obtaln unsubsidized jobs before hitting the two year 
time limit AU options rerect the tight deferral and l:xtension proposals in the plan. 

These packages assume stlte implementation in 1996 and assume that the caseload will be , 
phased in by enrolHng into the new regime all appliCll.nts and recipients born after 1971. This 
schedule implies that by tJie year 2000, 46 pen::ent of projected welfare recipients absent 
reform will be phased in, 10£ the phased in group, J I percent would be off welfare, 25 
percent would be working ,with some form of subsidy, and JS percent would be in a 
mandatory education or lr~ning program, The fmal ~.9 percent would be in a deferred status 
due to a disability or becl,l.tse they are carios for a se"erely disabled child or a child under L 

I 
I 

Child Care for tlte WOrl<in~ Poor 

I 
The promise to "make work pay" is a major u.nderlyjn!~ premise of this il.dministration'$ 
approach to welfare teform

l
, With the expansion of th,~ earned income tax credit for working 

families and the comrnitme~t 10 guaranteed health insurance, the major missing piece of the 
make work pay agenda is subsidized chlld care for low income fa.-niiies, 

Most members of the worJing Group and the Cabinet believed that child care for the working 
poor was critical to the sucbess of the program. In foe lIS groups, recipients indicated that 
coneerns with child care l'1lri.ked second only to fears alcout losing health insurance in , 
deterrmg them from leaving welfare for work, Moreover, there are critical equity prohlems. 
Under any scenario, our proposal would provide 'hild (:are for those in the lOBS and WORK 
programs, and for one year 'after people leave welfare r·lr work Unless we significantly 
expand child care to the worktng poor. we win be left WIth a situation whereby those getting 
welfare or subSIdized work :,vouid qualify for child care, while those who have not been on 
welfare recently are eHglblcyor less certain support. 

, 
Providing working families below 13~1o of poverty (sliding scale fee) child care subsidies that 
are equivalent to those avail~ble to welfare recipients w,)uld cost an estimated S4.0 billion per 
yenr. We currently spend $1.5 billion (in the Child CaN Development Block Gran! and IV-A 
At-Risk child care combined,) Thus we are currently m~eting roughly 38% of the estima~ed 
need, Neither plan proposes! an uncapped entitlement to child eare for the working poor. nor 
does either propose a. eappc;d entitlement sufficient to mt:et estimated needs. Package 1 A 
proposes additional state and' federal spending of roughly $.9 billion ($,72 billion federal) 
whic.h would allow meeting roughly 60% of the estimated !'Jeed. Package IS to $1 biJlion 
and meets 63% of need, paclkage 2 ups child care to S1.9 t"ilticm and meets roughly 85% of 
need. h snould be noted that estimates of the potentia! Med are extremely uncertain. and 
some estimates of the projet:ted need are considerably hIgher, while others are lower. 

Removing Restri(tions on JnCfit5 for Two·Parent Famllie-s 

Supporting two~parent familiL by perrnining them to rev::ive benefits under the same rules as 
single parent families is an irhportant signal about the Importance of both parents in our 
approach to welfare reform. :Ideally we would Eke to legislaie an end to all provisions which 
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treat two-parent families i~ a discTlminatory fashion nationWIde. Requiring aU state, to adopt 
such provisions would cost the federal government at least $830 million over 5 years and 
States would be required t6 pay an additional $675 minion. 

Because of the cost and to lkeep unfunded state mandates to a minimum, we chose instead to , 
give states the option to re~ove all or a pan of the current two~parent restrictions rather than 
requiring them to do $0. Based on our experience wi6 waiver requests, we estimate that 
states serving roughly half 'of the caselo3d ;..vould take this option. The federal cost would be 
roughly $495 minion, The: packages do not differ !n l 1tis element 

Special Initiatives 

One of the most important l¢ssons of the past decade i:; that welfare reform must be a.."l on~ 

going learning process. M.iny of the elements we prop!)se for our current plan were tried on 
a smaller scale initially. In five crltlcal areas, we propose money for special initiatives and 
demonstrations wh.ich seem Hkely to point the way for future reforms and innovat.ons. 'fhese 
include: 

Teen Pregnancy and Prevention Grants~-These monies would go to fund a series of efforts in 
the schools to reduce teen piregnanc-)'. i!lduding rnentoring programs, private partnerships, 
comprehensive community §uppon: programs, and other demonstrations designed to reduce 
teen pregnancy and reverse the alarming increase in out-of"wedlock childbearing. Proponents, 
note that if we cannel find strategies which help prevent children frorn having children, we 
will never really solve the ..{elfare problem. Skeptics pj~int out that we don't have many 
proven solutions. Hence. th~ focus on special initiative:. and demonstrations, Those who" 
argue fot a larger amouflt !14t that only with a serious commitment of resources can we.,...-i 
produce a genuine nationw[4e mobilization. For the larger figure. one might cr¢ate a nallonal 
initiaitaive aimed at 500 to 1,000 oflhe nation's highest risk schools. 
(P.ckage lA and IB; $200 !nillion; Package 2; $400 mjilion). 

I 
, 

Non-Clls/odial Parent .lOBS/WORK Prognrms~-Logically whatever we expect of mothers. we 
ought also to expect ()f fathe~rs. Some very smalJ scale f.,'rograrns are now being tried whereby 
m<!:n who are unabJe or unwilling to pay child support ate place.d in training or work 
programs, These progtams seem to both "srnoke~out" some men who reaUy can pay as well 
as give an opportunity to yo~g men to take some responsibility, Unfortunately these 
programs have not been trie4 at any real scale to date, hnd our experience with existing 
work and training progtams fot young men generally (versus fathers specifica.lIy) has shov.n 
very few payoffs. But lherd is reason to believe programs for young fathers. with the carrots 
and sticks that chiid support ¢an offer, could be much Ullire successful. 
(package lA and IB: 5130 million; Package 2: 5390 miJ:ioo). 

Access Grants and PQfenrin)Dem()nSrfQtiOnS~wTOO often lhe role of non-custod:al parents is 
negligible both in nurturlng ~d providing for their children, OUT policies will significamly 
increase the responsibilities o,f absent pareo!s to provide financial support for their children. 
But too little has been done to encourage non"custodial p.lrents to playa mOre positive role in 
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raising and nurturing thei~ children. These monjes WQuld be designed to explore a series of 
strategies to enhance posi~ve access and parenting skills in parents Hving apart from their 
children. (Package lA and jB: 530 million; Package 2: $70 million). 

Child Suppon Enforceme4r and A S5Urance (CSEA ) ••!:uPPOrt from two parents is needeu to 
adequately provide for a chlld. BUl often the state fails to <;ollect money that is owed, or the 
absent parent is unemploybd or underemployed and if, a poor pOsJtion to provide support. 
CSEA '.\!QuId guarantee saine minimum level of child suppon to children for whom awards 
are in place. CSEA paym~nts v.'Ould be deducted dollar for dollar against welfare payments. 
but would be retained wh~ someone Went to work, serving as a work incentive. Proponents 
argue this 'NiH increase child support awards, increase work, reduce welfare use. and reduce 
child poverty, Critics \VOrry that it will be seen as wdfare by another name. and could lead 
to less pressure to collect child support. (package 1 A :;nd 16: $}20 million; Package 2: $290 
million). I 
Individual Devc;lopmem Accounts (IDA) and Micml!nt'trpn'sc Projects·~in the long fun, 
families which build assetsland equity are in a far bettt:r position to achieve real 
independence. Both IDAs ,and microenterprise programs nre Seon as powerful tools for 
stimulating savings and job' creation among the pOOL rDAs encourage savings by providing a 
match for every doHar savdd. Microenterprise programs help welfare recipients and others to 
start their ov.n businesses. \Suppans see these as sending a clear rewards for everyone to 
accumulate and join the mainstream. Critics wonder slaut the cost of subsidizing IDAs and 
about the number of welf3r~ recipients who really couM succeed as f:ntrepreneurs. 
(package 1.-\ and IB: $60 million; Package 2: $(45 million). 

Each initiative has strong slpport among some member:; of the working group. The two 
packages differ in their JeveJ of support for each of the5e initiatives. Package 1 aUocates 
$540 million over 5 years, ~hile- Patkage 2 allocates SL 1 billion. Note that even at 51.1 
billion. 1he proposals nre sti~1 much more modest than rnost proponents would like. 

rmproving Gqve:mmcnt Assistance: 

The plan envisions a v.ariety~ of initiatives to coordinate and simplify the system through 
which government assistance is delivered, to improv~ rh!: incentives for work and savings, to 
manage the system through performance measures, and tJ improve accountability and program 
integrity, Most of these jnitiatives can be done wi~hout legislation, and most of either COst 

nothing or generate savings_ \ Because it I"S dIfficult to quantify and get CBO to score savings 
from these measures, we have not ir.eluded administrativ" savings in our cost estimates, 

\ 
We have, however, includecilseveral initiatives that ineur a modest cast. Packages lA and IB 
inc1t:de the costs of a state option to vary the disregards for work and child support in order 
to provide better incentives tp families. Our experience with stare waiver requests suggests 
that many states may take a~vantage of this option throui:h incentive schemes of relatively 
modest costs. Package 2 inc~udes this option, and also includes an increase of 50 per<:ent in 
the funds available to Puenol Rico and the territories. Th,~ benefit cap for Pueno Rico and the 
territories has been increased only once)o is years, 1n a·ldition, package 2 includes the costs 
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\ 

assoc.iated mth conformi~g the AFDC and Food Stamps aSSet rules, which would provide a 
modest incentives for savings by AFDC recipients. 

Discussion \ 

I 
These packages reflect our best assessments of how tu allocate limited teSOUIces at different 
levels. Other packages cl~arly could be devised. Oni~ could do more in child care and Jess in 
spec.ial initiatives in any p~ckase. An intermedia!e al':ernative could also be chosen. StiU in 
the end. the major cos.t/fmbeing decisions revolve around child care for the working poor. 
We do not believe that th~ parental responsibility or the transitional assistance programs can 
be reduced much further ,1hiIe still meeting the cQrnm itment to end "welfare as we know it" 
The limited benefit expansions for two-parents and wNk incentives, which are in both 
packages as stare options. Jend very important signals about work and family, The 
demonstrations included in) both packages are relative}:! modest 

, 

Assuming the budget is set\ at $9.5 billion, the major budget question is whether to allow 
states the option of 3 family cap or not. The waiver process already allows some flexibility. 
but the state option would give even more flexibility and would generate savings from 
reduced benefits to families". The decision has impona;'lt moral/values and political 
implications. 
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October 18, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

I 
FROM: BRUCE REED 

I 
SUBJECT: New York Welfare Refonn Waiver

.' . I' .' 
A, The Clinton Record on Welfare Reform Waivers 

I , 
. 1. 19th State: New jr'ork is 1he 19th Slate to receive ,3 welfare refonn waiver since 

you took office. In 20 months, you have awarded welfare reform waivers to mOrc than twice , 
as many states as Bush did in four years: (be gave waivers to 9 states) and more even than 
Reagan did in 8 years (his trital was 16 Slates). 

2. Bipartisan APprolch: You have awarded '~hcse waivers without regard ~o party., .. 
In 8 'Of the 19 states, Ihe go~'crnor who requested the waiver was not a Democrat (7 G~)P! l 
Independent -- WeJcker). In other words, you have already given out nearly as many 
waivers to governors ·oulsid~ your party (8) a5.Bush did in his entire term (9). , i . . 

B. The New York Waiver 

ThtS ~aivcr·Will auoL New Y~rk to cor;duct a four-co~nty dem~nstration of its "Jobs 
First Strategy/ which will tJst new ways to steer new applicants toward work instead of 
welfare. This' progfam will offer applicants the choice of child care in lieu of welfare. so 
they Can go to work instead :of going on w~lfare. Uke !>ur welfare refonn plan. it will 
increase asset limits for people. who work or start a small b~.jncss, It encourages people to 
cooperate with child suppoJ1' by providing a year of transjtional chi1~ care for recipients who 
leave the welfare roUs becaJse of chUd support payments. It encourages marriage and family 
by expanding eligibility for hcedy two-parent families, and. by extending two years of . 
Medicaid coverage for children whose parent marries b~t remains below 150% of poverty. 

Like our plan~ the New York demonstration is designed to change the culture of the 

. welfare office by steering people immediately toward work, and by helping them make it in 


I.' • t

the workplace -- where they can earn a paycbe~k, not a welfare check. Although their plan 
,does not include a time limit or work requirement -- yo~ may recall some eXChanges on 'that 

, issue during the campaign -:- it promote~ the Same ~asic themes as ouis: work, ' 
,responsibility. and family. When we introduced the Work and Responsibility Act, Cuomo 
sent you a Jetter praising it, as "a 'Iaudable proposal for achieving our snared goals." 

! , 



, 


, In New York City, G,iuliani has just announced a major workfare program for Home . 
, Relief recipients. It would detract from Cuomo's event to mention Giuliani's somewhat 
controversial proposal, but ytiu should 'praise him for his bipartisan interest' in welfare rdonn. . 'I . . 

One other New York !note: Moynihan has called on two separate occasions (0 stress 

tbat the out-of-wedlock birth\rate is expected to grow' from 30% to 40% over the next 

decade -- not 56%, as you 'have sometimes said, If the ratc'continues to grow 

cxponentiany. it may weU go that high over the next decade, but since no expert in the field 
is currently projecting that to happen. Moynihan would prefer you'to stick to the defensible 
.• I ' 

40% rather than the theoretical 50% figure. '.I . 

l 

, 

I 
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May 30, 1994 

i 
MEMORAl'IDUM FOR THE PR ENT 

I 
FROM: BRUCE REED 

I 
SUBJECT: The Politics of Welfare Reform , 

This memo includes Lupdate on the political and legislative landscape for welfare 
I

reform, and some thoughts on how to talk about our plan, as you requested. We are also 
working with Rahm and ofhJrs on a rollout schedule, and have attached a separate briefing , 
from Stan on bis most recent findings .. 

. I 
(. ('olilieal and Legislative Update 

I 
As we have discussed before, there is a broad and powerful consensus (with 

exceptions on the extreme right and left) for the basic dements of our welfare reform plan. 
Support for lime limits. work programs, and tougher child support enforccment exceeds 80­
90%, with little variation across race, class, or party. Even on the issues that the Republicans 
think work for them .-- cutting off benefits for legal immigrants and unwed mothers -­
peopJe prefer our altemativ~s by two- and three-to-one margins. 

The current lull in lJe health care debate gives you an opportunity to speak out on 
these issues, at a time when' Americans are united in believing the country has a welfare crisis 
nnd Republicans (for a change) are the ones divided over what to do a.bout it. Recent 
developments in both. partie~ have left you a good opening to dominate the debnle. 

A. The Republicans 

Republicans arc no~ at war with one ;:mother over whether to back the original House 
Republican welfare rcfonn bill or go further, and seck to cut off unwed mothers undcr 21 
altogether. Gingrich and m1any other Republicans in the House want to stick with their , 
OJiginal bill, which has 162, of 175 House Republicans as co-sponsors and would enable lhem 

, 
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w share credit for whatever pLscs. since the biggest differences between our pian and theirs 
arc over how quickly to ph~ in and how much to cut benefits for immigrants. Bennett and 
Kemp sent out another William , Kristol memo last month arguing the original House bill plays 
into your hands, and thaI Rcp:ublicans should insist instead on a purist. Charles Murray 
approach that enables them td hang onto the welfare issue. According to Fred Barnes, Kemp 
thought the new proposal wa~ a bad idea, and only signed on after they promised to inClude 
$75 billion in unpaid-for tax leuts, 

Once again, you have !put Republicans in an awkward position. Either they push to 
get something done, help you, accomplish what they've spent their careers crying out fori and 
risk losing a favorite wedge issue. or they change their tunc, move to the right. and run the 
risk that they'll look like obstruclionists and box themselves into a position with little popular 
support, The Kemp-Be1U1ett~Kristol about-face is not only the worst kind of political 
posturing; it is also bad politics, A recent Los Angeles Times poll found overwhelming 
support for our approach ove~ Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work, 
versus 25% who favored cutting off benefits for young mothers. 

I 
The Republican infigJ)ting should help us in several ways. First, it marginalizes 

conservatives like Bennett and Kemp (who have their own aspirations), and makes them look, 
blatantly political. The same thing happened to Republicans on crime: you said "three 
strikes," they said "two strikbs"; you said "boot camps," they said "stockades" -- and they 
looked silly in the process. pn this issue, they would rather play politiCS than fix what 
everyone agrees is a welfare! system in crisis. 

I . 
Second, it takes attention away from the div-isions within our own party and pushes 

modetate Republicans closer: to us. Rick Santorum, the lead House sponsor, now spends as 
much t~me attacking opponepts on the right as he used to spend attacking us, When the 
House held an Oxford-styleidebate on welfare rcfonn last month. all the Republicans who 
spoke distanced themselves from the Charles Murray approach. 

I 
FinaHy. the Republicim schism is yet another reason for Republican governors to , . 

prefer our pian, Most governors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift to states and 
communities, who will still have to provide for young mothers in some way.' In addition, 
they are worried that the H~use Republican phase-in would impose massive new costs on the 
staies, and do nothing to swbeten their JOBS matching rate. OUf plan phases in sensibly and , 
enables stateS to recoup most or all of their new costs through tougher child support 
enforcement, caseload savin~, and an increased federal match, The House RepUblican 
fmancing scheme also woul~ shift the cost of providing immigrants with health care and other 
services almost entirely to the states. Pete Wilson has already complained that such 
provisions would leave California, with 40% of the immigrant population, paying 40% of the,
tab for welfare reform, even though (he sTate has only 20% of the welfare casclond. Our 
deeming provision shifts th~ costs of supporting immigrants to the families who sponsor them 
to come into this country~ it may actuaHy save slates a little money in AFDC and food 
stamps. I 

2 
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None of this means th~t it witl be easy to get Republican votcs in the House, [n the 
end, they will have to confront thc same choice the\' havc faced on crime and NArfA. We 
ough! to be able to pick up 60-100 Republican vot~s for welfare reform. but we will only do , 
so if Mack, David Gergen, Pat Griffin, and others reach out to Gingrich and company 10 11;;(, 
them know we're genuinely interested in a bipartisan bilL That wj!l become even more , 
important if Congress doesn't finish welfare refoon this ycaL 

I 
B. The Democrats 

Several Democrats haJe put forward their own welfare reform bills, some consistent 
with our approach and others ~not. The Mainstream Forum introduced legislation that borrows 
heavily from our plan, TheiribiU adopts the same phase-in (starting with those born after 
(971) and similar provisions on time limits> work requirements, child support, etc. The most 
significant difference bctwecri our bill and theirs is that they propose the same immigrant 
financing scheme as the Rep~blicans (all hough McCurdy has said he might be flexible 011 the 
Medicaid part of il). 

Liberal Democrats have been relatively quiet. Tom Harkin introduced a bill with 
flexible time limits (6 montb~ for some people; longer Ihan 2 years for others). Eleanor 
Holmes Norton wrote an outdtanding Washington Post op-cd lasl month on the importance of 
work as the unifying principl~ for welfare reform, Bob Matsui and Patsy Mink have each 
introduced bilts which expand the JOBS program but do not include Hme limits or serious 
work requirements. I 

We have met several times with Moynihan, who seems happy wilh Our genera! 
direction but bas not tipped ~is hand on many specific details. In the House> Harold Ford is 
eager to make his mark withlthis issue, although from time to lime he suggests giving 
everyone on welfare jobs that pay $9 an hour. If Ways and Means is slow to take up welfare 
reform, moderate Dcmocratslcould join Republicans in a discharge petition, but so far we've 
persuaded them to keep their powder dry,

I 
There is a chance Ways and Means eQuid take up welfare reform SOoner than they 

might like because Rostenko~ski promised them a ¥ote on cutting immigrant benefits. 
Earlier this month, Santorurri tried to attach an amendment to ihc Social Security bin thnt 
would have eliminated all ~ncfits for aU non-citizens. It was narrowly defeated by a vote of 
20-16, wilh Harold Ford voting prescnt. The only way we talked Ford and other Democrats 
out of voting for that amendment was by pleading with them to wait until we introduce our 
bill, so that at least they could usc whatever money Ihey squeeze out of immigrants to pay for 
welfare reform rather than &ficit reduction. 

I 

We have been workirig hard to line up support from outside groups. We hope to get ,a 
DGA endorsement, and a sttong statement from the NGA is not out of the question. The 
DLe wHl say nice things a~ut our bill and Ihe Mainstream Forum's bili; they agree with us 
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I 

that welfare reform should be p<lid for through budget cuts', nOI just cuts in immigrant 
benefits. We have probably met enough of AFSCME's concerns about displacement to keep 
them from opposing OUf ptanJ but like the advocacy groups, they still wish the issue would 
just go away, 

r 

II. Highlights of Our Welfare Reform Plan 

As you well know, thJ welfare debate is less about polley and politiCS than it is about 
values, The trouble with the ~urrent welfare system is that it undermines the values that 
matter most -- work. responSibility, family. The currenl system makes welfare more 
attractive than work, and lets rtoo many parents avoid responsibility for supporting their 
children. 

OUf welfare reform plan is based on the basic values and principles you outlined in 
the campaign: No one who ~urks fuli-time with a child at borne should be poor, but no One 
who can work should stav od. welfare forever. We need to make welfare what it used to be ­, , 
- a second chance, not a way, of life. The ones who hate the welfare system most are the 
people who are trapped by it.1 Governmenls don't raise children; people do, People who 
bring children into this world should take responsibility for them. Government ha'; to do all 
it can to expand opportunity. ;but people have a responsibility to make the most of it. We 
could have aU the programs and !:Ipend all the money in the world and it wqn't do a bit of 
good if people don't do rightl And so on. 

I 

The attached talking ~int$ outline {he highlights of our plan. (We win give you 
complete information on costs and financing when you return from Europe.) There is plenty, 
to talk about in an initiative that costs $10 billion over 5 years and $30 billion over to. But 
it is casy to get lost in the dJtail~. The two values most on people's minds atc work and 
responsibility. As you said t~ the DLC in Cleveland in 1991, work is the best social program 
this country has ever devised. 
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HIGHLIGHTS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN 


I. THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM 

i 

1. EITe; Llst year's ieconomic package went a long way toward cnding welfare by 
giving 15 million working fllrhilics a tax cut through the EITe. The EITC turns a minimum , 
wage, $4.25 an hour job into a $6 an hour job. With tlie EITe and health reform, any job is 
• good joh. I 

I 
2. Health Reform: Health reform will move an estimated one million women and 

children off welfare. A recc~t survey of welfare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found 
that 83% would take a minirrium wage job if it offered health coverage for them and their 
families. Another study found that only 8% of people who leave welfare for work get jobs 
that provide health insurance.! ,, 

3. Waivers: Since J~nuary 1993, the Administration has granted wajvers to 14 states 
to try new initiatives on timel limits. assistance for two-parent families, limiting additional 
benefits for additional chlldrJn, and so on. 

I 

II. 'nME-LiMITING WELFARE AND REQUIRING WORK 

I 
1. Two-Year Time Limit: Everyone who can work will be' expected to go to work 

within two years. To the p~r and those outside the economic mainstream, we say two 
things: No one who works ~ull-time with a child at home should be poor, and no onc who 
can work should stay On welfare forever. 

I . 

"' A new social contract: Everyone will be required to sign a Personal 
Responsibility Agrcdnent that spells out what they can expect and what is expected of 
them in return. 'This/agreement will include the two-year time limit as weH as other 
state measures 10 encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring immunizations, 
denying benefits for actditional children born on welfare, requiring mothers to name 
and help find the fatller as a condition of eligihility. etc . 

• Fewer exeJptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law 
by half. Current law, exempts mothers wtth children under 3; our plan limits thaI 
exemption to motherS with children under 1, The exemption for teen mothers and 
mothers who ~oncciJe additional children while on welfare wiU last onlv 3 months.

I ' 
'* No more sqrncthing for nothing: From day one, everyone will be required 10 

do something in retu'rn for receiving assistance, Even those who arc exempted from 
JOBS participation ~ill be expected to take part in parenting. community service, or 
other activities. I 
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* This is not an entitlement to two years of training: Most people will be,
cxpcdcd to enter employment well before the two years are up. States can also 
design shorter lime liniits for people who arc job-ready, and require them to work 
sooner. I 

.. A lifetime IiJit: People should have an incentive to leave welfare quickly 
and not use up their pr~dous months of welfare eligibility. Recipients who usc up 
their 24 months will no longer be eligihle unless they enter the work program. The 
time limit is a liferime!lirnit: people who have been off welfare for long periods of 
rime wiH be able to ge~ a few months of assistance to ride them over in emergencies, 
but they will not be able to start Over with a new 2-year clock. This will make 
welfare what it was m~ant to be -- a second chance. not a way of life. 

,, , 

2. Work, Not welfa~: We need to change the culture of the welfare office to focus 
on helping people find and kehp jobs, nm just writing them checks for life, 

# J~b search fi~t: lob search will be required hnmediately of anyone who can 
work. Anyone offered a private sector job will be required to take it or get thrown off 
the rolls . 

• A clear. focus, On employment: We will push states to shift-their JOBS 
programs away from c,l<lssroom training and toward job placement and on-the-job 
tmining. Many pcopl~ on welfare are Iherc because they failed in the classroom, it 
makes no scnsc to send them to another clas.~room when what they featly need is help 
in getting and hOldingidOwn a job, The best job training program is a job. 

i 
3. Requiring and Pro,viding Work: Anyone who can work will have to go (0 work 

within 2 years, in the private rector if possible, in community service if necessary, 

• Work for wages, not workfare: People will work for a paycheck. not a 
welfare check. If you idon't show up for work, you won'. get paid. There will alSO be 
strong. escalating sanctions for people who quit or get fired, 

... Stale and ,Jl flexibility, with an emphasis on the private sector: Srates win 
be able to usc the morley they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized, 
non-displacing jobs iIi the private sector, with non-profits, or in public service 
employment. Commuhities will be encouraged to build strong links to the private 
sector, and can hire pl~mcnt firms like America Works to help people find and kcep 
jobs. We've worked closely with the business community 10 dcsign a flexible program 
wilhout red tape. 
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• This is a tran~itional program. desIgned to constantly push people toward 
unsubsidized work in the private sector: People will be required to go through 
eXlensive job search bldfore entering the work program. and after each work 
as.signmenL No work ~ssignment wiH last more than 12 months. No one will receive 
the ElTC unless Ihey I~avc the program and take an unsubsidizcd job. Anyone who 
tums: down a private sbctor job will be kicked off the program. So win people who 
refuse to make a good faith effort to find a job when jobs they could get arc available . 

.. No one who ~ work should stay on welfare forever: This is not a 
guarantccd-jobs-for-life program. At tne end of two years in tnc WORK program, 
everyone will go thr-oJgh an intensive assessment. If they're playing by the rules, able 
to work. and no private jobs arc available, they'H get another WORK assignment. If 
they're unable to work: they can be exempted or reassigned to get more training. If 
they're not playing by 'the rules, and if a state determines Ihat they have not made a 
good faith effort to firid available work. the state can opt {O remove them from the 
rolls. I , 

'" Real, mcanin~fu1 work: Communities. will have broad flexibility in deciding 
what kinds of jobs to ~ubsidize or create. We expect these to be non-displacing 
minimum-wage jobs ',hat represent meaningful work, Business, union, and 
community leaders will, have a say in the process. Many of the: most promising entry-
level jobs arc in growth areas related to welfare rcfonn and other dinton inillativcs. 
For examplc) our plart will increase the demand for child care workers in many 
communities, We exPect 10% of the WORK slots to be in child care. Other 
pmmising fields inclu~c home health aides, teachers aidcs j child support caseworkers. 
public housing rehabilitation, and public safety . 

.. Where the jibs are: You may be asked how we expect to find jobs for 
people Oil ,"veffare wh~~ millions of Americans are already out of work. First of ail, 
OUf pi,an is primarily 1bout job creation -- most of the money goes to create and 
subsidize jobs, and tol make it possible for individuals to take them. Our plan will 
create 400,000 jobs by the year 2000. Second, there is no shortage of entry-level jobs 
in this country, McDonald's alone has more job openings every year through nonnal 
turnover than will hit! the two-year time limit anytime in the next 10 years. Moreover, 
the Clinton economy is generating 2 million new jobs a yellr. Third, even under the , 
current sys!cm. most ,welfare recipients are able to find jobs; they have trouble keeping 
them. 70% of rccipitnts leave welfare within two years, but most of them come back. 
That's why it's so imPortant to make work pay better thon weifare (EITC. health care, 
child care, child suPPort enforcement). and to focus the welfare system On helping 
people make it in thci workforce (on-the-job trainmg, job search ossistancc). , 
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1II. PREVENTIl'iG TEEN PREGNAl'iCY AND PROMOTING PAREt-.'TAL 
RfllPONSIBILlTY 

l. National Campaign Against Teen Pregnancy: The number of births to unwed 
mothers has quadrupled In th~ lasl 30 years from 92,000 in 1960 to 368,000 in 1991. Unwed 
mothers (teen and older) acco~ntcd for 80% of the growth in the welfare caseload over the 
last decade, when the number of families on welfare rose from 3.9 million in 1983 to 5 
miHion families last year . 

• A national cffOri in 1,000 schools: We will launch school-based prevention 
programs in 1,000 sch~)Ols across the country with the worst teen pregnnncy problems. 
In each of these schools, National Service volunteers will work with community 
groups) churches, and business leaders to mentor young people on the importance of 
delaying sexual activit

l
)' and parenthood . 

• A strong melage from the Bully Pulpit that it is wrong 10 have children 
outside marriage: Un~ed teen mothers who drop Out of school are to times more . . 
likely to raise a child in poverty than young people who finish school. get married, 
and wait unlil their tw~nties to have children. We are planning a broad-based 
campaign that invo1vcl. the media. the private sector; churches, schools, and other 
groups. 

* Every state will set clear goals for reducing unwed tecn births: We will set 
up a national clearin~ouse on teen pregnancy to identify successful programs and 
help replicate thcm. elSewhere, We will also target a handful of at-risk neighborhoods 
for intensive preventi6n efforts. 

* Children whb have children should live at home and finish school as a 
condition for hencfits:! Our plan will require minor mothers under 18 to live 'with their 
parents or a responsib.le adult and finish high school. They will no longer be able to 
set up a separate houSehold and receive a separate check. 

I 
2. Tbe Toughe't Child Support Laws Ever Proposed: Our plan includes the 

toughest, most cOillprehensiv~ chHd support enforcement provisions ever proposed. We can 
move and keep thousands of!families off welfare by closing the 534 billion child support gap 
between what absent parcntsjshould owe and whal is actually collected. If you're not paying 
your child support. we'll garnish your wages l suspend your license, track you across Slate 
lines, and even make you wdrk off what you owe. 

I 
.. Establish patemity for alt out-of-wedlock births: L1st year's economic plan 

included meaSures to [expand voluntary paternity establishment in hospitals j when 
falhers arc most likely to be present. Our wclf<J:(c reform plan will require mother;; to 
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n<Ime the father as a condition of rccciv\ng welfare, and push stales to establish 
paternity more quickly; We want to make fathers part of the sofety net again. 

'" Tracking doJn deadbeats: Every state will establish a central slate registry 
to track payments and ;take prompt action when money isn't paid. A national registry 
of new hires will use ?!-4 reporting to track delinquent parents who have switched 
jobs or crossed state lines, 

I 
.. License susp~nsion: Slates wilt be able to use the threat of revoking driver's, 

professional, and comincrciallicenscs: to make delinquents pay. This thrcat has been 
extraordinarily succesdful in Maine. California, and other states. I . 


• Work pro~s: Stales will be able to run programs Ihat require mcn to do 
community service to ~ork off the child support they owe. We will also run 
demonstration progra~s that require delinquent parents with no skills to get training, 
TIiCSC: programs shouJ~ pay for themselvcs. Wisconsin's work program for fathers has 
produced a phenomenal smokcout effeC1: 75% pay their support rather Ihan do eourt­
ordered community se~ice. 

I 

.. Limited dem~nstratlon of ehild support assurance: The plan allows for 3 
states to run demonstr~tions in providing guaranteed child support to familics where 

I
the absent parent doesn't pay. 

I 
3. State Option to Limit Additional Benefits for Addition.1 Children Conceived 

on Welfare: States that wao,t to impose family caps wiU have the option to do so. Some 
states sec this as a way to detcr additional pregnancies; others believe the welfare system 
needs to do everything it can1to instin responsibility in parents who already have children 
they cannot support, Early rbsuhs from New Jersey show a 9% reduction in additional bjrths 
to women on welfare. bUI it is too early to draw maoy conclusions, We also need to make 
sure that family planning is ~vailablc to adults on welfare. Welfare recipients donlt have 
mOre children on average thdn other women, but many of those who do consign themselves 
and their families to lives of Ipoverty and dependcncy. 

4. Keeping People elm Going on Welrare in Ihe First Place by Providing Child 
Care for the Working Poo~ In addition 10 providing child care for people on welfare and 
in the work program, our plan calls for a substantial increase in child care for tbe working 
poor. The Administrationls FY95 budget also seeks hefty in<:rcasc$ in Head Start (21%) and 
the Child Care Dcvelopment!Block Grant (22%). 

I 
" Our plan wi~1 ncarly double the amount of available child carc for the 

working poor: The plan includes $L7 billion over 5 years Jnd $6 billion over 10 10, 
expand the At-Risk program from $300 miUion annually to nearly $1 billion, 
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.. This program, preserves flexibility and choice: States Can usc the moncy as 
they choose to provide: child care vouchers or pay providers directly. 

, 

I 
IV. GlVI:-IG STATES FLEXIBILITY TO IN:-IOVATE 

1. A Plan That worl for Stales: To give states a chance to do this rightl our plan 
is phased in beginning with t~ose born after 1971 -- anyone 25 and under by late 1996, 
when slates begin to jrnplcme,nt Ihe program. Thai represents a third of the adult caseload 
initially. and wiU grow steadily to include nearly two-th.irds by 2004. 

" Young pcoPib will think: twi~e before coming ~n welfare: We're ending 
welfare for the next g~neration. One problem with the Family Support Act has been 
that few recipients know whether they will be subject to its requirements or not. 
Under Our plan, anyone bom after 1971 will know that the world has changed, and 
that welfare can no lohger be a way of life. Almost any other phase-in would be , 
subject to gaming, but it is hard to Change to change your date of birth. 

I 
. '" If we pbased in everyone at once, the program would fail: Even if we had 

the money for it (whi~h we don't, and neither do the states), a rapid phase-in would 
overwhelm state capacity, and force them to create massive public jobs programs 
instead of reaching oJt to toe private sector. The best example is CETA, which grew 
to 750,000 jobs ovcrn'ight. and was dismantled nearly as quiCkly as it result. 

I 
'" This is still avery ambitious philse-in: Under 011r plan, morc than 400,000 

people will have hit t~c time limit and be working in the WORK program by the year 
2000. Today, fewer than 15,000 welfare recipients are required to work. I . 

'" States can prase in faster if they want: States wiU have the option of 
phasing in other cohorts in addition to Ihose born after 1971 (e.g:, all new applicants, 
all out-of-wedlock births l etc.). We will also make funds available so that they can 
finish serving those cUrrently in their JOBS programs, as well as older recipients who 
volunteer. 

• States prefe~ our phase-in: The House Republican bill phases in more 
quickly, starting with; an new applicants and reaching 90% of the non-exempt 
caseload 2002, This ;would impose billions in new costs on the stales. According to a 
recent NGA survey, inost states like OUf phase-in, This phase-in was first proposed 
in a ~ew Republic article by Moynihan's chief welfare aide, Paut Offner. 

I 
2. States Will Have .Unprecedented Flexibility to Design Their Own Approach to , 

Ending Wclf3re~ OUf ptan:gives states broad flexib1lity 10 try new things, because one thing 
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we've learned in the last 30 Jars is .ha. Washington doesn't have all .he answerS. Much of 
whal once required waivers will become available 10 states as state options: 

• Extending asjistanee 10 two-parent families: S.atcs will be able '0 waive the 
1 GO-hour rule and let two-parent families: stay tog~thcr. 

~ Rewards and Isanctions to keep teen parents in school: States will be able to 
design their own monetary inccntive programs like the LEAP program in Ohio. 

I 
" No additional benefits for additional children born on welfare: The 

Aqministration ha.'; alr~ady granted waivers to Georgia and Arkansas; this measure will 
now be a state option.! 

" Incentives to! work and save: States can encourage work through higher. 
earnings disregards and saving through Individual D<:velopment Accounts. , . , 

" Advance payment of the EITC: States will be able to work with the , . 
Trcasury Department to develop plans to get the_ EITC oul On a monthly basis. 

• Fas.er Phase~in: States tha. want to do more will be free to phase in other 
cohorts in addition to IreCiPients Born after 197 L 

.. Setting· shorter time limits, and requiring people to work sooner: Stales that 
want to move rccipjcrlts into work more quic~ty C<ln do so. The JOBS program 
allows st'ltes to rcquj~c eWEP Or subsidized private Sector work at any rime. 

, 

.. Experiment ~ilh a host of demonstration programs: Our plan includes funds 
for demonstrations ofl [ndividual Development Accounts. child support assurance, teen 
pregnancy prevention, work and training programs for non-custodial parents, and 
many olher ideas worth Ic.'iting. 

• Continued Jaiver authority: We will help states with existing waivers to 
I

adapt thcm once the new law passes. The broad waiver authority in current law wilI 
continue. 

3. 1'0 Unfunded Mandates: Our plan win not impose major new costs. upon the 
states. Over time, in fact, t~cy should save money from increased child support collections 

I
and reduced welfare cascloads. 

. .. Enhanced fldcral match: Stules have had trouble implementing the Family 
Support Act bccauselof its relatively low federal match (in general, 60-40 federal). 
Our plan increases Hie federal share 10 around 67% (higher in some states), which 
meanS that the fcder~1 govcmmcnt is actually picking up 80% of the new spending. 

II 
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'" States can spend at their own pace: instead of imposing emal), new , 
mandates, we give statps considerable flexibility in how much to spend beyond the 
basic pian. States willing to spend more can choose to expand eligibility for two­
parent families, offer higher earnings disregards. or phase in more of their cascload. 

'" Savings thrmlgh cascload reduction, child support enforcement, and fraud 
detection: These progtams will payoff in considerable savings from increased child 
support collection, reduced welfare cascloods, and improved detection of welfare fraud, 
The computer systems! needed to keep track of time limits and track deadbeat parents, 
along with other mcas~res such as Electronic Benefits Transfer and improved 
monitoring of the ElTe, will cnuble us 10 wage a national assault on welfare fraud. 

4. Demonstrations to See What Works: Many of the reforms in OUI' pian are based 
On successful experiments pioneered by the states, We want this innovation to continue. In 
addition to continued broad Jaiver authority for state demonstrations, our plan authorizes a 
number of specific demonst~tions for slates that are eager to uy new tbings: 

I 
~ Building Ass'ets: As you promised in the campaign, we. have taken a number 

of Sicps to help peopt~ to build assets as one way out of poverty: allowing people 10 

Save some money for fa home, business or education withoul losing Iheir eligibility for 
help; allowing people ~IO own a Car of reasonable value so they can find a job and get 
to work; and giving t~cm tbe opportunity to become self-employed ?f start a . . ,
nllcroenterpnsc. : 

i 
'* Individual [)cvelopment Accounis: Current welfare rules force 

recipients to sPend their welfare check, and penalize them for savings. Our 
plan will waive those rules to allow people to set money aSIde in Individual, 
Development Accounts to buy a home, start a business. or provide for college. 
States will a1s6 be able to run demonslrations in which the government malches 
those savings. 

'" Microenlerprise: In some communities, the absence of economic 
aCfivity makes: it difficult to leave welfare. We want to make it easier for 
people to startlsmall businesses that enable them to become self-sufflcient. 
Our plan provides for a nationwide demonstration of microloans, which will 
provide small ~mounts of money for welfare cljents to launch small businesses. 

, 

., Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents: States will be able 10 usc 
up to 10% of their JOBS and WORK money to run work and training programs for 
non-cllstodial parcnt~. We estimate that these programs will recoup 80% of their 
costs fhrough increastd child support coUections, 
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.. Job PlacemcJ Bonuses: We will encourage states to run demonstrations that 
offer job placement bObuscs as an incentive to c..scworkcrs and welfare offices for 
helping recipients get ~nd keep jobs . 

.. Charter WclfLc Offices: States will also be able 10 encourage competition 
and accountability by hperimenting with chartering job placement firms, such as 
America Works, to ruri their JOBS program. (The Reemployment Act has similar 
provisions for job trai6ing.) 

I 
V. HOW TillS PLAN "ENDS WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT" 

Our plan spends $10 billion Over 5 years and $30 billion over 10 years, and maps out 
a rapid revolution in expectations for people on welfare. But because we can't afford and the 
states couldn't manage ending welfare for c';cryonc at once, Republicans and some jn the 
press will inevitably charge that we have "scaled back" OUf plan and fallen shorl of the 
campaign pledge to end weiffre, We need to refute these skeplics by repeatedly stressing 
how bold our plan reaily is, : 

l. The Most sweepijg Work Requirements in the History of Welfare: Our plan 
will tum a system based on welfare into a system based on work -- because work is the best 
social program Ihis country lias ever devised. Today, fewer than is,ODO welfare recipjents in 
America arc required 10 work. Under our plan, an estimated 400,000 people wiH be in 
mandatory work programs by the year 2000. We require people who come on welfare to 
start looking for work from day one. Everyone who can work will have to do so within two 
years. or sooner if their statel says so. We (,':ut the number of exemptions in half. so that no 
one who ls able to work canlavoid it. And weIll move families off welfare by making fathers 
who arc behind in their child support work off what they owe. 

I 
2. The Toughest Child Support Crackdown Ever Proposed: The child support 

enforcement measures in oUf welfare reform plan arc by far the toughest any Administration 
has ever put forward. For the first time, government will hold both parents responsible for 
raising their children. Moth~rs won't be able to get welfare if thcy refuse to name the father. 
Absent parents who owe child support will face the most serious penalties ever: wage, 
withholding, credit reporting, the threat of license revocation. a national registry of ncw hires 
to Irack them wherever theylgo. and mandatory work programs to make them work off what 
they owe. If this country diG a better job of enforcing child support, we wouldn't ne~d a 
welfare system. Every five ~eadbeats we catch will mean one fewer family on welfare. 

3. A New Social cJntrad -- No More Something for Nothing: After decades of 
uncheckcd growth in govcrn

1
mcnt social programs, this is toe first Administration in either, 

p<lrty to ask ~omcthing in rc!urn. In the campaign, }'OU promised a new social contract of 
more opportunity in return for mOre responsibility. As you said at Georgetown, "We must go 
beyond the competing ideas of the old political establishment -- beyond every man for 
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himself on the one hand. and the right to something for nothing on the other." National 
service, the EITe, health reform, and welfare reform are aU based on this same principle. 
Linder our welfare reform plap, there will be no more something for nothing. Everyone will 
be required to work, get training, or finish school ~- and even those who arc unable to work 
will be expected to attend parenting classes or give something back through some form of 
voluntary service. I, 

4. Ending Welfare ais a Way of Life: The combined impact of welfare reform. 
health reform. and the expansion of the EITe will be dramatic and immediate. About half 
the cascload will be phased i~ by the year 2000, Reform means that by the year 2000. three 
quarters of the projected welfare caseload aged 30 or under will either be off welfare, 
working. or in a program lea~ing to work, Without reform, only a small fraction would be 
working, and 20% would be in education or training. 

S. This Is Every(hink You Promised in the Campaign -- and Then Some: 
Nothing about this plan is scaled back from your campaign promises. You've already made ,
good on the EITC pledge that no One who wOIks full-Hme with a child at home should be 
poor. This plan includes the ftwo-year lime limit as promised. with educatjon, training, and 
child care -- and no loopholes; a work program that stresses the private sector first .and 
community sep..'icc as a last r'esort; dramatically tougher child support enforcement; state 
flexibility to experiment; etc.1 (The work-for-wages policy, which says that jf you don't 
show up for work you don't get paid, actually goes a tittle further than what we discussed in 
the campaign about sanctioning the adult share of the grant.) It costs around $4 billion a year 
when phased in, which is ex~ctly what we said it would COst in the campaign. The plan 
includes many elements we didn't get into during in Ihe campaign, such as a national 
campaign against tecn prcgna,ncy and a substantial increase in working poor child care (which 
was not a campaign promise). 

! 
6. The First Administration to Try to Keep People from Going on Welfare in the 

First Place: In addition to your many initiatives designed to empower people to lift 
themselves out of poverty -~ Empowerment Zones, community development banks, 
enforcement of the Community Reinvestment Act, the EITe, health reform. sweeps in public 
housing, community policin& etc. -- yours is the first Administration to confront one of the 
leading causes of poverty, the breakdown of the family. The welfare reform plan includes 
several1ough, smart mea.surc~ to discourage people from having children outside marriage: 
the first time limits ever imp6sed on welfare, coupled with the broadest and most serious 
work requirements: a nation~ide crackdown on child support enforcement, which will give 
states an arsenal of ways to keep absent parents from getting off the hook; a national 
campaign against teen pregnAncy, targeted to the most troubled schools; and a broad array of 
incentives the states can usc ~o encourage responsible behavior. from limiting additional 
benefits for additional childr~n to rewarding teenagers for staying in school. [n the long run, 
the 'Only way to end welfare is to reduce the number of people coming on it 
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Date: May 20. 1994 

To: The Welfare Reform Group 

From: Joe GOode Jd Stan Greenberg 

I 
RE: Welfare Reform - Priorities and. Funding 

______~__i _________________ 

The public is nearly ~nanimous in their support for a welfare reform program that 
provides job training and child care. but then requires an individual to go to work after two 
years. Vote", are equally su'pportive of a variety of ways to pay for these changes. although 
the most popular funding proposals represent reform themseives~ such as enforcement of 
child support payments and .immlgrant sponsors taking responsibility for new arrivals. The 
system Is clearly broken and voters are willing to try a variety of measures, both as part of 
reform and paying for reforin. to fIX it. 

I 
Funding welfare reform by denying benefits to iegaJ immigrants i~ a popular~ but not 

overpowering. proposal. Almost two-thirds (64 percent) favor this Republican approach. 
However. when contrasted against Democratic alternatives induding cuts in welfare for tbe 
wealthy, cUIS in other programs, making work pay and especially enforcement of child 
support payments from deadbeat dads, the Republican funding scheme falls well behind. 

There is a definite at~ai:tion to (he RepUblican proposal, but most voters are looking 
for refonns that will reduce ¢e welfare caseload without creating new hungry~ homeless and 
sick people on the streets. Voters are not necessarily sympathetic towards immigrant alie~ 
but they recognize that cunihg them off entirely will just create more problems in the long 
run. Clear common sen.'" reforms - cracking down on deadbeat dads. identifying welfare 
chealS, making sponsors take responsibility for new immigrants - all attack the problem 
without creating additional burdens. 

Still) voters are fed ud with the current system and are willing to embrace some harsh 
alternatives. While the "tWo years and work" proposal is clearly the lOp priority. near 
majorities are wilting to stop! additional benefits to women who have new chitdren while on 
welfare and to require strict~ measures like fingerprinting ro ensure that people do not get 
benefits in more than onc !locality. Almost three-quarrerS (71 percent) favor limiting 
benefits to individuals who ~buse alcohOl or drugs. Voters want poliCies t.hat focus on the 
individual and require them: to take responsibility for their actions. 



I 

Welfare Reform 

African-American and Hispanic voters are no less supponive of welfare refonn than 
white voters. Jndeed. Hispahics are nearly identical £0 whites in their priorities for change. 
Black votem focus more on! policies that would help keep people off welfare in the fimt 
place - a campaign against !reeo pregnancy or day care subsidies for low income working 
families - but they are also strongly supportive of aggr=ive child support enforcement and 
"two years and work," 

The major findings ~e set out below: 

• 	 Unanimo~ sJpport for two years program~ There is virtually no opposition 
to a welfare re,form program that expands job training and day care, but then 
cuts olf welf¥<: benefits after two years and requires people to work. 
Regardless of! whether the plan is introduced as Congress' or President 
Clinton's.. it garners almost unanimous support - 88 percent in favor. There 
is linle differ~nce between races: blacks (82 percent favor), whites (88 
percent), and Hispanics (90 percent) overwhelmingly favor the plan. 

• 	 Democrntic fulding approach runs ahead of Republican alternative. Votem 
are more supPortive of Democratic plans to cover reform costs with a 
combination of reduction in welfare rolls by making work pay morc, cuts in ,
welfare for the wealthy, and a crackdown on welfare fraud. 'When compared , 
to the Democrats, Ille Republican approach of barring benefits to legal 
immigrants maintains support only among core Republican constituencies. 

• 	 Child SUPINrt' payment.. key to reronn and financing. The public's top 
priority in w~lfare refonn is a program of aggressive child support 
enforcement (65 percent single highest or top few priorities). They are much 
more likely to back a Democratic funding proposal that includes ustrict 
enforcement ~f child support payments" (61 percent) than an alternative, 
without such a program (51 percent). Republican women abandon the 
RcpubHcan financing proposal when the Democratic alternative includes a 
child support provision. 

I 
• 	 ResponsibUity,' individual accountability lmportant to refonn. There is tittle 

about the current swtem that voters want to maintain, and they are 
particularly ,Jpport;ve of refonns and funding proposals that promote 
responsibility and accountability - such as sponsors taking responsibility for 
new immigrantS or limiting benefits to drug and alcohol abusers. Minorities 
are strongly supportive of a national campaign against teen pregnancy. 
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Welfare Refonn 

• Perot voters ehger for rcfonns. Welfare reform is popular with most voters • 
but Perot supPorters are especially enthusiastic. Three quarters place "two 
years and work" in their top few priorities. compared to 63 percent of Bush 
voters and 59 Percent of Clinton voters. Perot voters are supportive of almost 
r::vcry type of rdonn, resembling Democrats on day care subsidies but looking 
like Republica'ns on denying additional benefits to women who have children 
while on welf.tre. 

I,, 
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Welfare Refonn 

Prjorities for Welfare Refofm 
I , 

Voters are dear in tJieir top priorities for welfare reform - they want fathers (0 take 
responsibility for their children and they want people off the welfare rolls and into work. 
Other components of reforrh are grouped together. but there is a clear desire to eliminate 
the fraud voters associate with welfare and a caJt for individuals to ta.ke responsibility for 
their own lives: 

Percent 
Top Few 

65Aggressive child kupport enforcement 
,, ,63 , 

benefits after 2 f= and require people to go to 
, EJqJand job training and day care but cut off 

, 
, ,work I , , 

Strict measures like fingerprinting to make sure that 51 
people don't recdive benefits in more than one 

, locality , , 

National" campaib against teen pregnancy 48 

: Stop additional b~nefits to women who have new 48 
• children while on' welfare 

i Day care subsidi~ for low income working families 48 , 
,45 " Require teen-agel parents to finish school and live 
, 
" 

at home with par~nt or responsible adult 
, 

Child support enforcbment is universally popular, There is almost no gender or 
partisan variation, although independents (71 percent top few priorities) and Republicans 
(67 percent) are somewhat more supportive, The two years! job training initiative is also 
strong among almoSt every gToup, Interestingly, Perot voter.; place it much higher in their 
top priorities (75 percent) than either Bush (63 percent) or Clinton '/oter.; (59 percent), 

: I ~ 

. i 
Perot voters .in general a.re more supportive of every reform, looking like Clinton 

supporters on day care subsi~ies (53 percent each top few priorities, compared to 42 percent 
or Bush voters), but looking like Bush supporters on denying additional benefits to welfare 
mothers who have new childrbn (54 percent each~ compared to 41 perr.ent of CHnton voters.,
They are open to almost any r.fpe of reform that will change the system, including a program 
to stop teen pregnancy. 
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Welfare Reform 

Black and Hispanic vhters have different top priorities than whites. but their overall 
agendas are similar. BlackS place the single highest priority on a campaign to end teen 
pregnancy (21 percent singl~ highest priority) followed by child support enforcement (18 
percent). Hispanics split between two years! job training (22 percent). a teen pregnancy 
initiative (20 percent) and fihgerprinting (20 percent). Whites place tIleir top initiatives as 
two yearsl job training (20 Percent) and child support enforcement (17 percent). 

I 
Blacks vary somewhat in their overaU ranking.; of the "(v;'o years and work" initiative. 

Child support enforcement is by far ranked number one (67 percent single highest or top 
few priorities). with day care subsidies (54 percent), finger printing (52 percent), teen 
pregnancy (52 percent) and "two years" (51 percent) essentially tied for second. 

Fundin~ Alternatives 

There is strong support for all funding alternatives tested, including denying benefits 
to legaJ immigrants. Tested: individually, most of the Democrat alternatives run ahead of 
tile Republican plan - except the welfare for the wealthy provisions. But eliminating tIlese 
tax: breaks and subsidies is more popuJar with Democratic voters., and will help to 
consolidate support for the o~erall plan. Most of the other proposals are more popular with 
independent and RepubJicaf. voter.; than they are with Democrats, aJthough Democrats 
provide at least majority suPPort for each one. The proposals rank os follows: 

I 

PercentI
i Favor 

..•Require gamblers to :pay witllholding tax 83 

77 ·i Require immigrant s/>onoors to take responsibility for tIlose I, 
• immigrants for 5 ye"" · 

Deny benefits to n~ immigrants until they become citizens: i 73 I 
•· ·Limit benefits to drug and alcohol abusers 11 
·I Eliminate benefits tolleg.1 immigrams 64 I,· , . 

; Eliminate tax breaks ;for annuities 62 
•

II Cut farm subsidies f~r wealtlly farmers 61 · , 

.~"I 
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Welfare Refoan 

I 
Eliminating benefits for legal immigrants is an attractive alternative for many swing 

voters. Indeed, moce indePendents favor the proposal (71 pcreent) than Republicans (69 
percent). Even a majority Or Democrats support the idea (56 percent). 

I 
While voters find the GOP scheme attractive, they do not stay with it when 

contrasted with a Democrat!c alternative, When asked to choose between two approaches, 
the Democratic approach wips a majority each time. A Democratic alternative that includes 
aggressive child support enforcement runs far ahead of the Republican plan: 

I 
Fw~e~lf~a~re=fo~r~w=ea=lth=.;,;V/=W~O~~:=k~c=o~n=t~ra=s=t==+I=F=rn=U=d,f/=D=ea=d_b_e_a=t~D=a=d=c~o~n_tr=._st====~ 


The Democrats pay for their reforms by The Democrats pay for their reforms with 

cutting welfare for the wealihy in the fonn spending cuts in other programs, by 

of tax breaks and subsidies!, and reducing cracking down on welfare fraud and with 

the welfare rolls by making work pay with strict enforcement of child support 

l 
more tax breaks for the working poor. payments from deadbeat dads.I 5I peICent : 6I peICent 

The Republi,,!r!s pay for t~eir reforms by The RepuOliCl!ns pay for their reforms by 
baning funher welfare benlf,ts to legal baning further welfare benefits to legal 
immigrants who are not American citizel1S. immigrants who are not American citizens.. 

27 percentI 34 percent 

The first approach (~elf.re for wealthy) breaks.oU[ largely along partisan lines, 
although nearly one-third of Republicans back the Democratic alternative. A bare majority 
of Perot voters also sides with the Democrats. When the Democratic approach includes a 
crackdown on welfare fraud and deadbeat dads, a plurality of Republicans back the 
Democratic approach. Most :of this movement comes from Republican women - 53 percS:Dl 
back the Democratic plan (compared to just 27 percent on the first alternative). Perot 
voters back the deadbeat dad proposal by 62 to 24 percem. 

Voters are most concJrned about the effects of denying benefits to legal aliens. The 
strongest arguments against ~e funding proposal focus on the COSts of dealing with these 
people when they get sick (~2 percent serious doubts) and ,he possibility of more hungry 
and homeless people in their communities (60 percent). Arguments dealing with 
constitutionality and the legal status of immigrants are strong but less effecrive. Groups that 
are most responsive to the 'arguments again-sr denying benefits to legal immigrants are 
mostly ooo-<:ollego (74 perce~t, 46 percent high school or 1=) and disproportionately older 
(47 percent). A plurality (40 percent) are older non-<:ollege voters. 
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April 4, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRESIDENT 

i 
FROM: BRUCE REED ' 

I 
SUBJEcr: North Carolina Welfare Update 

The Southern Institute! on ChHdren and Families released a study in Charlotte last 
Monday on the relationship of health coverage 10 welfare dependency, The study was based 
on interviews with welfare reCipient.\), in Charloue and Nashville. 

I 
The study concluded that in North Carolina and Tennessee, health coverage is a major 

reason that people stay on wC)fare. 80% of the recipients interviewed said they would "not 
likely'" leave welfare for a minimum wage job if it did not provide health coverage for their 
family. But 83% said they -Jould be "likely" or "very likely" to take a minimum wage job if 
it did provide health coverage

l 
for their family. (Recipients also stressed the importancc of 

transitional child care,) 

The study also found *at welfare eligibility rules arc so complicated that many 
recipients do not understand them. For example, most welfare recipients interviewed did not 
realize that chBdren can still qualify for Medicaid even if the parent goes to work ful1-time 
or if the children's parents arelmarried and living together. 

Finally, the report found (hat stateS have been slow to implement the Family Snpport , 
Act. Arkansas and Maryland were the only two of the 17 southern states to draw down the 
full JOBS match, 



DRAFT 


I 
MEMORANDUM FOR TIlE PRFSIDENT 

I 
FROM: Secretary of Healt~ and Human Services 

SUBJECT: Moving Ahead ~,th Welfare Reform 

I 
L ArnON-FORCING EVENT 
There are active discussions :underway regarding whether to delay welfare reform until the .1:lext 
session of Congress. The issue needs quick resolution. The interagent}' team working on 
welfare reform is working t6wards a January completion date. They need to begin the , 
detailed and concrete discuss,ions with the Congress. Governors, and many others required to 
forge a final plan and provi~e you with the information you need. Once those discussl0ns 
begin in earnest, inevitable leaks and public attention will rr.ake it extremely difficult to puII 

I . 
back. : 

· 
IL ANALYSIS 
We believe It is important to proceed with welfare reform. though we recognize important 
arguments on the other side. : Those who argue for delay make several points; 

I 

· 


1. The agenda is already crowded. Health reform is likely to be the biggest domestic 
issue on our agenda n!ext year, Adding welfare reform may weaken OUf focus in the 
public eye. Moreovet, the same committees that win work on health reform are 
involved with welfare: In particular, the Senate Finance and House Ways and Means 
Committees \\111 have! a crowded agenda. Delaying action until the next Congress 
would provide a cleaner slate. Legislation could still 'be introduced In June or JuJy with 
action not expected uritil the next Congress. 

I 
2. The politics of health and welfare reform may become intertwined. Since botn, . 
reforms are major domestic Initiatives and Involve the same committees, the politics of 
the issues could beco~e mixed together. Welfare reform might get pushed right'or left 
as we seek to get merribers from one political faction or another to take a tough vote on 
health reform. If a k~y member or group is frustrated with the direction one reform is 

•going, he or she migbt fight by trying to hold the other reform hostage. 

I 
While we share the concern about a crowded agenda, we think there are even stronger 
arguments on the other side. I 

1. There is considerable momentum for refonn. Inspired in large pan by the emphasis 
you gave to welfare reform in the campaign and since, welfare reform is gaining real , 
momentum in tne Congress and the states Retently virtually aU House RepublIcans 
signed onto their version of reform which included key elements of your vision. The 
Mainstream Democrati~ Forum has urged strongly that we proceed. Senalor Moynihan 
has repea1edly chided the administration for abandonmg welfare reform. . : 
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If we decide to wait. we will at a minimum lose the initiative and momentum. More 
imponantiy we may h'ave to rive with welfare reforms that are not nearly as 
construc1ive as those {ve enVISIon, While we may be able to prevent passage of any 
reform plans, there will be considerable pressure to proceed, We may not be able to 
stop floor amendment~ that cripple future reform efforts by imposing strict cut-offs and 
taking money out of ~elfare benefits. The Republican plan includes several positive 
elements, but it includes some very troubling cuts as we11. Waivers also pose a 
problem. Heightened 'interest at the state level is generating a multitude of waiver .. 
requests. If we deJay :100 long we may get welfare reform by waiver. There is a risk 
that we will lose the chance to shape reform and set the credit we deserve, 

I 
2. \Velfare refonn will fulfill a higbly visible campaign promise. Your powerful 
message to end welfare lIS we know it has been wideJy heard, So 100 has your call for 
time limits, Getting vJelfare reform done right and get1ing it done now will indicate 
yo~ear tommitmentlto Ibat pledge. The momentum from welfare could help pass 
heath reform and prevent the perception that the only important initiative in domestic 
pollcy is heahh reform\ Some in Congress may be more inclined to support health 
reform jf they feel positively about welfare reform 

3. If we don't act soJ there rna)' be few offsets left to insure that welf~ reform is 
(:ost neutral. As youlwell know, money for welfare reform was cut from the last 
budget plan. This time lhe working group is seeking to find offsets in existing public 
aid programs and incre

1
ased money from child support enforcement to pay for welfare 

reform so that no new lmonies will be needed. They are convinced they can find the 
money. And jf it is phased in slowly, the early costs could be very modest indeed and 
relatively easily offset With other cuts. Still budget cutting pressure plus other priorities 
are rapidly ealing ever} possible source of budget offsets, After this year there may 
not be money left to find, 

We believe it would be very .lrd to lum back now. With lost momentum, a new Congress. 
a.'1d an ever tighter budget progressive welfare reform will harder and harder to achieve. Part 
of making the agenda appear less crowded could be to package several initiatives at once, 
Welfare reform could be paek~ged with programs proposed by education and labor to create a 
powerful message of an administration committed to opportunity and responsibility. 

1 
III. THE NEED FOR A QUICK DECISION 
In the next few days your senior advisors will meet to discuss how to pro-ceed. HHS believes 
we can and sbould proceed. Blut if you are likely to decide to delay. we need to know 
immediately so that we can w~rk to slow the current momentum and minimize the political 
faHout 

2 
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, . NOV 22 11m 

TO: 
 Walter Broadnax 
Cooley I 
Michael Wald , 
Melissa Scofield 
Mary Bourdette 
David Ellwood 

I
Mary Jo Bane 
Fernando Torres Gil , 

Kevin Thurm 
John Monahan 
Avis laVelle 
Jerry Klepner 
Ken Apfel 
Wendell Primus 
Ann Rosewater 

Attached Is the briefing material for today's meeting with the Secretary 
on Welfare Reform, 5:30 p.m., Secretary's Conference room. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR llIE PRESIIlI.'IT 

OKUM: 	 KnIt.. Kf.fld 

Mary .h SIDle 

David ElIWbOd 


:cst'€: , 
TRROUGH: Cam'Rasto ~ l. ~ 
SUBJEcr: it'~!:lt:£~..~, 

I\~ "'~\ ....-.T ..Al~J't. I"0..,.h I/..<IIl- R.~ 

h "I....d tt.. lu; 0 ....hIMd ,liC D,.. R......;,'" P.,... developed by th¢~otlcing Group. 
This drllft describes thQ bus!e dln;ction :and lays out by proposaJs, We believ!) it cnll.rtS a 
bold n~ vision foc,,""eO. on the values of work and fKpOniribiHty, 

""" \..........h 	 As we noted in.
QA~ titna that iii c:uv included ilwli iii" specifie budgetary costs and offsets:, 
our pr~lQU$ mt>.rno. we bebe:ve we can find SSVlllgs !l;n(j Offsets m entittetnMt proerams to 
fund the proposed changes:, COSts, especially over the first five years can be relatively easily 
adju..-ted hy varying the ~j')eed of j')ba.l;e-in, We aTe currently Wt)rlcing with OMB. Treamry, 
and HHS to lay our options for offsets and phase..in for your consideration over the next few 

'+ 
,.~ 	

'\ ' w;..k';......c\w. "'...."I1..J il~~.........l \., ~i.. .......
,.,; p..... ,1'0,_ l 

'to d.t\c.w'" ~ ~.~:::;";;~:::::2:::=:;::::::~=::;:::;~1t.e, memberscL,;)r..r\" .t of Congress and Covernofs. we 
had numerou~ eettnS "Mtft­~~M"..a =:;:.;: ~ut ; ~ ~~~[10..;0 discussed. With 11 select few, we 

...."o\.Ild like to a-ctually shuc nll Of puts of the draft discussion papCT. With most, we would 
like to begin or:tlly votting spemti-c idus and options. I:tfhlle .,jlll .; w, ttrins h' fa t.. 
pi".t Bad ..Main lellitO, IJOVIUvIl'lA OpM PfUIII, lliq aec ... if" ".h; ;hut! the mMt Outftbt 
... mitten wilb It ,...pili•••IM ii M!I5 iwk • f;: 

....J! Ii\<.. .. ",,\...\ f,-. '*'" .,""'.J....\\.....,,).. -t:.oo\J.l.. _ ......... ""I\.. I.... , 
We fhQ!!9h1 it 1ii:!;",,,1 kw ,et! te ftlw tQ ,,~ basic &:reetion befure wa bagiti the more ~ ;il~ 
d~aHed coosultatiun would be happy to ~ Wlo \i 

': L~~ ~ 

Iu th(; ~IIUH!) Y't(;rcAl'I', ....\: "".Ill illIJ¥.I~ IVU. 

with detttiled decillion memoS on the key unresolved issues Alluded to in this docwuent with a 
dotailod list ofpro:J and <;on:;, We will also providc .... dctailed memo on cosu. Uld phase-in 
optiOI'1f1. "'" 

_ tk cc::t;;..l., 
";'Icd • 


