May 28, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce i}ecd

SURIECT: I}cmocrl*atic Governors and Wellare Reform

You should urge Democratic governors to help us pressure the Republican
Congressienal leadership 1o drop the Medicaid poison pill and stop holding welfare reform
hostage. Our message should be simply, "The Medicaid poison pill is the single greatest
ohstacle to welfare reform zins year. If Republicans will émp ihat pian, the other details
will take care of {hemseives

Democratic governors|should be sympathetic (o this message. In contrast to
Medicaid, the welfarc reform|provisions of the new House Republican bill are fairly similar
to the bipartisan NGA agreement that Gov, Carper negotiaied 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, aijperformance bonus, 2 $2 billion contingency fund, eic. The
Pemocraiic governors’ main CONKerns are over refatively obscure issues where the House
cut deeper in order (o 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 Democratlc govemors to cry foul on Medicaid and sagg&sz that we're
within striking distance of b:paﬂzsat& agreement. on wellare reform. There arg a number of
congressional Republicans w?;o want the Medicaid poriion of the bill to fall apart, so that
they can actually get welfare z‘efaz‘m done instead of handing you another veto. We can
win this baitle if we make ezz{ng,,h noise — and if we don’t get logt in the details of which
additional improvements will E}e necessary once the Medicaid poison pill is gone. Once we
get inte a debate on a stand- alme welfare reform bill where the underlying objective is to
pass a bill into law instead of sunply forcing a veto, we'll have a chance to sort gut those
details. But we have to get rid of the big potson pill firgt,
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WHEBMINGTONMN

May 22, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBIECT: Welfare Reform Update

Here is a brief summary of the latest welfare reform proposals (House Republican bill,
Dole speech, Wisconsin plan) and the major issucs they raisc.

I. House Repabiita;i bill

House Republicans announced a new Medicaid/welfare reform packagc today, We're
siill waiting to see the details ()n Meodicaid, which presumably will be unacceptable. The -
welfare reform provisions arc basesé largely on the bipartisan NGA proposal, which you
praised in February, except tha‘t in order to reach their savings target of 353 billien,
Republicans tackcd on the dmp immigrant cuts from the welfare bill you vetoed.

i

The new Houm Bill moves in our direction on most of the issues you spelled out in
your veto message. It mc%udcs the NGA request for $4 billion in additional child care, which
the states must match. It daub_ics the contingency fund to $2 billion. It includes a $1 billion
work performance bonus, It raises the hardship exception for those who reach the S-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 entitlements for child welfare programs. It adopts the NGA
recommendation that states ham to provide health coverage for welfare recipients, although it
docs not guarantee health coverage beyond the 5-year limit.

The major arcas where Et}wy did not move in our direction are immigrant benefits and
Food Stamps. The new Housc bill still bans SSI and Food Stamps for non-citizens; in the
past, we have never gone be)fmd deeming. (Breaux—Chafee and Castle~Tanner include these
bans as well, with some cxcc;}tsons for the disabled.) It appears to retain the optional Food
Stamp block grant, the Food Stamp cap, and the work requirements for men 18-50. Other
areas that aren't what they could be include maintenance-of-effort (ke NGA, they're still at
75%; we wanted 80%); vouchcrs for children who hit the time Hmit {allowed but not
required; Breaux—Chafee and Ca%tlw’]‘anncr don't guarantee these either); Medicaid coverage
beyond the time limit; and a fz:w arcane issucs like transferability of funds from the block '
grant to other welfare pwgrams and broader provisions on cqual protcctmn for recipients..



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

"I Dole Speeéix

There was virtually a{}éhing new inn Dole's speech. We could Hve with everything he
proposed on welfare reform. Most of his proposals {work requirements,” S—year limit, state
flexibility on family cap and drug testing, child support enforcement) are in all the bills we've
suppeorted in this Congress. H}ss call to ban all but emergency medical benefits for itlegal
immigrants is already law ~— alﬁwegh his speech could be interpreted to mean benefits
bcyond welfare, such as pubfxc education. A state option to cut off unwed teen mothers is
not in our bill, but it's in Chafec—Breaux, Castle-Tanner, and the Senate-passed bill, and we
could live with it (since no sta;ts: in its right mind would ever do it}.

|

In his speech, Dole dldnt talk about any of the real differences you cited in vetoing
the conference report: child carc and health care so prople could feave weifare for work, and
deep cuts in help for disabled ciuidrcn, school funch, and child welfare. Those are all areas
where the Senate bill was 3cce;>tablc but the Dole~Gingrich conference report was not.

1. Wisconsin Works

In many respects, the Wisconsin plan is closer to your approach than to the vetoed
bitl, It rcqzzir::s health carg, c?nfd care, and a community scrvice 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 every bill, it includes a S—year lifctime limit, and like the
Breaux~Chafee and Castle-Tanner bills, it provides a 20% hardship exception for pcoplc who

can't find work. The plan aisc includes other key principles of yours, such as requiring minor
mothers o live at home and sia}’ in school, and strengthening the requirements to cooperate
with paternity establishment. ;e

Three aspects of the W;sc.orzsm plan have raised concern among, advocates and labot.
First, some fear the iegzs!atmn would require some recipients fo work off their welfare at
below the minimum wage —- izzzz the initial waiver request appears 1o be based on the
mrinimum wage. - Sceond, as with many waiver requests, the public omployee unions want
greater protection against dzspiaecmmﬁ Third, there are potential legal and policy issucs
related o the required cawpaymcnts for child care. Mayor Norguist may raisc other issucs
with you, He wants morg con&cnanve provisions on work~for-wages and reducing the
welfare burcaucracy. You sht}uidnt make any promises; 1t is not clear whether the state will
go along.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
. WASHINGTON

February 2, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THEIPRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Read

< SUBJECT: NGA and Welfare Reform

« By Monday, the governars may have reached a hipartisan agreement on welfare reform
_ . 1 iy ‘
that would call for improving the Senate bill in key areas - more money for child care, a
better contingency fund, and fewer cuts in benefits for legal immigrants. This agreement
would make it easier for mg&erat& Republicans and Democrats in Congress to pass thoss
changes if the Republican Congressmna% leadership pives ug another shot at 3 welfare hill

1. Update

Congressional Republicans remain divided over whether 1o pass another welfare bill or
take the issue to the election. For now, they are leaning toward sending you the Senate bill
with no changes. Sesate mederazes would like to amend the Senate bill along the fines of
what was discussed in the budget 1alks, but they will do whatever Dole tells them. Blue
Dogs and the Chafee-Breaux fcaaitzzoﬁ are pushing for similar changes in any budget deal.
But unless there is a budget deal we're likely to see ¢ither the Senate bill or no bill at all

An NGA agreement Wlth the backing of Thompson and Engler might give Dole an
excuse to allow a few changes i our direction, Engler (the lead Republican for the NGA on
welfare} has been zzncharaczeifist:caiiy eager to reach an agreement, He and Carper (the lead
Democrat) have reached zemative agreement on an improved block grant that we could
generally support. more chzié gare money than the Senate bill; & $2 billion contingency fund
{double the Senate’s) with a mcw flexible trigger; exempting the eiderly and the disabled from
the SS1 ban for legal 1mm1g¥zms {a substantial movement in our direction}; a $1-2 billion
performance bonus to rewarci states for job placement; guaranteed health coverage for
recipients; and a mamtenance of effort requirement of 75.80% {a first for NGA). They wiil
also oppaose the cap on food stamp growth, and limit the food stamp block grant state option
to the conference approach, which is better than the Senate version.




W

The agreement could still fall apart if Dole raises strong objections, although Engler
and Thompson probably would not have gone this far without Dole's permission. It might
also become part of the more(significant negotiations’ over Medicaid, with Democrats agreeing
o an AFDC block grant in return for Republican acquiescence in a Medicaid per capita cap.

1. Monday's Discussion

Engler and Carper {and others) are likely to bring up welfare reform in Monday's
roundtable. You may not want 1o exphicitly endorse the details of their agreement, if only
because too much enthusiasm from us might scare the Republicans away from it. But you
can certanly indicate that 3t rs in keeping with the kinds of improvements you and the
Republican leadership discussed in the budget talks.

if you get asked again \whether vou would sign the Senate bill, you should repeat that
you dor't answer hypotheticals -« vou're not drawing lines in the sand, you just want the best
possibie bill

HHS wil announce zwz.} watvers Monday afternoon -- North Carolina and Mississippi.
Two others could be ready t?zc following day -~ THinois and Louisiana. If those last two take
place, our total would be 34 Wazvers to 37 states. The most significant ouistanding waivers
are New Hampshire {where HKS and Merrill are at odds over the need for a control group)
and California (where HHS and Wilson are at odds over how far he can go in cutting
henefits). Cov, Whitman annéunceé a sweeping plan last week that 18 consistent with our
overall approach (five-year lifetime limit, child care, family cap), but she has not yet
submitted a waiver request,




March 2, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Bruce chd

|
SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Update —— House Ways & Means Markup

On Friday, the Housc Ways & Mcans Commitiee will finish work on the Republican
welfare reform bill, and send ¥t to the floor for consideration in late March or carly April.
{The Scnate begins committcel?zcaﬁngs next week, but has no plans to get serious until May
or Junc.) House Republicans have made several changes in response to Democratic pressurc,
but they remain vulnerable to pur criticisms that ;t is weak on work and tough on children:

L. Weak on work: After Democrats vidiculed the work requirements in the
subconmnittce bill as weaker than current law, Republicans increased their nominal work.
participation rates to S0% by t the year 2003 {up from 20%) -~ whilc continuing to cut moncy
by $13 billion over S years. m the same time, they added a new joophole that lets states
count cascload reduction as “;m“i{ participation. States could fulfill their entire work
participation standard just by cumng people off —— without moving anybody into work.
Republicans rejected a I}emocraﬁc amendment that would have imposed tougher work
requirements and given the %;Zat(:s money for work programs at the level Republicans
pranised i the Contract with America.

2. Tough on children: The Contract called for a lifetime welfare ban for unwed teen
mothers and their children, House Republicans have softened that significantiy to let states
restore aid when the mother turns 18, The original version would have affecied miltions of
¢hildren; the pew version ap;ziacs te a much smaller fraction of the casclead. Butwsstuil a
bad idea to cut people off rather than making them siay in school and turn their lives around.
The cutoff is opposed by lbeINGA {Dcan, Thompson, and athers wrote House Republicans
last week to complain about conservative micromanagement in the bil}), right~to-lifers, amd
Amgericans gencrally {m{:ludmg 37% of Republicans, according to the New York Tinies poll).

|

The new Republican plan also includes a bonus for states that reduce thcar

“sHegitimacy ratia” ~- the num%xtr of out-of~wedlock births and abortions divided by total
births. Democrats pointed it that this would give states a financial incentive to limit the
right to choose, :mé that weifare reform should be debate about work, not abortion.

3. Not tough enough on deadbeats: The final committee bill s likely to include
#0~90% of our child szzppm& provisions, but some Republicans have been dragging their fect
on a fow elements, including threatening to suspend drivers and professional licenses for
- parents who refuse 10 pay -+ a tool that has proved enormously successful in Maine and
other states that have tried it. We rushed a letier from you up to Archer late wday insisting
on the toughest possibie ¢hild support measures, The committee will not make up #ts niind
untit someiime Friday, You should criticize them sharply 1f they wimp oul.

H



WELFARE REFORM

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

I am commitied o working across party lines $o enact a bill this year that will end
welfare as we know iz.f So far, some Repubiicans in the House scem more intent on
just cutting people off and punishing them for their mistakes than in moving people
from welfare to work, | If we'te going to end welfare as we know it, we should be
tough on work and tough on deadbeats, not tough on children:

Your administration has not submitted its own wcifam reform plan this year. What
kind of plan do you sappon"

'm proud of the bill we put forward last year. It was the toughest, most
comprehensive wz;lfarz:E reform plan any administration has ever proposed. When the
dust settles, T belicve a nvmber of our provisions on child support enforcement, work,
and teen pregnancy will become law.

Now we're working with members of Congress am:! governors in both partics o cnact
a Wil that fulfills the furzéamcatai principles at the core of my plan: Real welfarc
reform should be %e:z‘zaus about moving people imto work, and requiring anyone who
can work 10 go 10 wc}r}i It should demand responsibility from both parents, with the
toughest possible child support enforcement. Tt should discourage teen pregnancy and
send a clear signal thai it is wrong to have children ouiside marriage. And it shouldn’
punish children for zh(;.;r parcnts’ mistakes.

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

[ believe in giving siatcs a lot more flexibility -~ I've given waivers to 24 states, more
than any other Prwdcrzf But as a former governor, [ also know that we won't have
real welfare reforns if ‘all Congress docs is shift cosis to the states or pass the buck
from onc hurcaucracyzzo another without transforming the welfarc system. We have a
national interest in work rccpﬂm;bﬁny and the well-being of our children, and we
ought to set clear mzzzfmal goals and give siates the chance 1o meet those goals without
top-down micromanagement {ropr Washinglon,




You wcere the one to {:a;l! for ending welfare as we know #f —— but hasn't this welfare
reform debate passed you by?

] look forward w working with Congress to pass a good bipartisan bill. As a
governor, 1 worked with a Democratic Congress and a Rc;:mbilczm President (o pass

the Family Support A{;z

But 'm not waiting f{sr Congress. In the past two years, | have given 24 states ~—
half the country ~- the' freedom to cut through federal red tape and regulations and try
mpovative new appioaches to weifare reform. That's more waivers in two years than
my two Republican prcidccs:ssors did in 12 years,

My Administration Ems broken gvery record in ¢ollecting child suppon, ‘which is the
cssential to getting pcr}pic off weifare and helping them stay off.  Easlier this week, |
signed an executive order to make sure that federal ‘employees wha owe child support
have to pay it. And | am going o keep pressing Congress to send me a welfare
seform bill that 18 tngh on work, tough on child support, and good for our children.

Do you support the Republicans’ new plan to block grant {ood stamps for states that
do elecironic henefits transfer?

Iam astrong supporter of clectronic benefits transfer, and along with Vice Presidont
Gore, 1 have been ;}mhmg more states to adopt # as a way (o empower pcopic, cut
burcaucracy, and mdzzc:c fraud. But the Republicans secm Jess interested in reform
than in mﬂtmg the hcart out of aur longstanding bipartisan commitment (0 make Sure
children in Amcerica gci enough to cat. School lunkh and other nutrition programs
have done a great dealto climinate hunger in America, and Republicans are wrong to
try to pay for their Contract by asking poor children (o cat lcss.




THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 2, 1995

igay Mr. Chalrman,

1 am writing to rezteraze my firm belief that
Congress must pas& tough ¢hild support enforcement
measures as parﬁ of welfare reform. When absent
parents don't provide support, the inevitable
result is more y&lfara, wore poverty, and more
2ifficult times for our children. It is essential
that all Americans understamnd that if they parent a
child, they willl be held responsible for nurturing
and providing for that ¢child.

I-.am doing everything in my power €o c¢rack
down on ohild suppart enforcement. In 1983, we
collected a reccrd $9 billion in child support -
12 percent inareaae over the previous vear. Last
week, I signed an Executive Order to ensure that
federal employaes who owe child support live up to
their raapeﬁszbllztles as parents, and that the
federal gnvernment will do its utmost to help find
parents with delinquent child suppert claims. Oury
welfare refarm]plan included the toughest child
support measures ever proposed., If abpent parents
aren't paying c¢hild support, we will garnish their
wages, susp&nd]their licenses, track therm across
state lines, and if necessary, make them work off
what they owe. |

Parental éeggansibility should not become a
partisan issue! At the bipartisan national Working
Session on Welfare Reform that I hosted at Blair
House, Rapubllcan and Democratic leaders from
around the couﬁtry and every level of government
agreed that we should enact the toughest child
support enfaraem&nt measures possible.

H

I hope the committee will not shy away from

its responsibilities on this issue. A nunmber of




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

support -« lnciudmnq the one coffered by
‘Raprasentetzves Barbara Kennelly, Nancy Jchnson,
and others. Crxtz&al elements include dsnying
welfare b&ﬁefit& to any unwed mother who does not
cooperate fully in identifying the father, powerful
measures for tracklng interstate cases, and serious
penalties ~- zncluding license suspensgion, and if
necessary, requxrlng work «- for parents who refuse
to pay what they owe. We must algo include both
the performance incentives and resources states
need to do thal}wh right.

It is tzme te get serious about c¢hild suppcrt
in this countzy I look forward to working with
CQngrass to get it done.

With best lwishes,

Sincerely, Ferpmte

The Honorahle Bill Archer
Chalrman
Committees on ways and Maana

House of Rapresentatzves
Washington, D.C., 2051%
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THE.-WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON |

April 4, 1995

4

MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS ON WELFARE REFORM

¢

DATE: - Wed,, April 3, 1995
LOCATION: Cabinet Room
TIME: :6:30-7:15 p.m.
From: Bruce Reed

L. PURPOSE

At Moyniban's request, Daschle asked for a mecting with members of his welfare
reform task force to discuss Scnafc strategy. . o

1, BACKG ROLENI}

Last weck, Packwond reiterated his suppont for block granm and Chafee told reporters
that he opposed block g,ranimg Medicaid and child welfare but would not stand in the way of
a block grant for AFDC. Dole and Packwood suggested that welfare reform might be’
included in reconciliation, which would enable them to pass it with only 51 votes,

Senate Demograts arc nervous that they wi I be shut out of the debate and unable 10

" influence the outcome, - Thc} will be fooking to you to signal a willingness to vocally oppose

and possibly veto a welfare feform proposal aleng the lines of the Housc—passed bill.

Your goals for thzs mccimg should be ta: 1) Let them know you care about real
reform, and you won't just szgn any bill; 2) Spell out your problems with the House bill; 3)
Stay away from legisiative [lactics, but talk about the clements you believe are essential for
real welfare reform; and 4) Ask them to join us in taking the high road in calling for
bipartisanship.

&

They may press you on whether you would veto a bill that docs not maintain the
individual entitlement.  You can respond by reiterating that you support the entitlement, but
that the moment you give jany hint of what you would or wouldn't veto, #t would further
polarize the debate and give the Republicans an excuse to head for reconciliation ~~ where
the Republicans would be sure to give you 3 bill you said you coukin’t sign.

H
1

LAl fitincs frnss



Hi‘i PARTICIPANTS o . ;
See attachexd
IV. PRESS PLAN
There will be no presy availability before or aftz:;' the mecting.
V. SEQUENCE OF EVENTS |
As usual.
VI. REMARKS ° . ‘ *

Suggested talking points arc attached.




PARTICIPANTS

PARTICIPANTS:
POTUS

YPOTUS

Secy, Shalala
MEMBERS:

Sen. Tom Daschle

Sen. Daniel Patrick Moynihan

Sen. John Breaux

Sen, Chris Dodd

Sen. Ted Kennedy

Sen. Patrick Leahy v
Sen. Barbara Mikulski

Sen. Carol Moscley~Braun |

Sen. Jay Rockefeiler

STAFF:

fcon Panctta

Pat Griffin

Carol Rasco

Harold Ickes

Frskine Bowles
George Stephanopoulos
Rahm Emanuel

Bruce Reed -

Paul Carcy

Susan Brophy

FOR MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC SENATORS



SUGGESTED TALKING POINTS

' i

1. This is a monumentally important debate about eur greatest social problem.

* The welfare reform {icbate £ocs to zhc core of how we're gomng to deal with our
most pressing pf{:b!cms - recizzcmg teen pregnancy and illegitimacy, rebuilding the family,
reinventing government to reflect our basic values. We can't allow this to become just
apother political debate abmz: just another political Issuc. It's 100 impontant ~~ what we do
this ycur ¢an have vast cmse:qucnccs that will outlive any of us here.

* This is hard, I'veiworked on this for 15 years. Pat has been working on it for 30.
Humiility is in order — history is littered with reforms in this area that failed or fell shornt.

]

2. I am troubled by the course the debate has taken 5o far.

* I don't like ihc b1!i the House passed because it's not real reform:
-~ ft won't movc people from welfare to work. In fact, it cuts child care that
people need to get and stay aff welfare,
- ;&ccordmg to TBO, its work requirements are unworkable.
-t cffactwc!y repeals the Family Support Act, and removes any real
responsibility for states to }zclp peaple move from welfare to work.
~-= 1t pumshcs small children for theic parents’ mistakes,

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

3.} want to see real weifare reform that is tough on work and responsibility, but good
to kids —- and that gives states real flexibility, not just more problems and !ess money.

* The test of real rcfmm is whether it moves people from welfare to work. We need
time Himits and tough work thum:mcms that make sure people who can work must go to
work. But if people need chz Id care or job skills in order to g0 to work, they should get it

f
* We shz}nld give s:tams a iot more ﬂcxrbﬂzzy to achieve theso goals, I've given 25
~waivers, 1 think we should go further, and give states the option to start doing what now
requires a waiver on their own, without having 10 ask our permission.

* But we won't g}:{ flexibility or real reform zf ali Congress does is ship everything
off 10 the states and expect i?zcm to solve more problems with less money. Last wecek, |
spoke 1o the Florida state Ecglsiaﬁm about what would happen to a high—growth state like
Fiorida under these block gmﬁts Republicans and Demeocrats alike were nodding their heads
and applauding, 1f we waﬁz real reform, we can't solve alf our budget preblems here in
Washington az the states’ cxpensc We ehouiént put states and children at nisk.



4. We must do ei’eryihing we can to make this a bipartisan issue,

. " * Most Americans without regard to party agree on what must be done to reform
welfare. If we can't put politics aside and agree on this issuc, we never will. 1n the House,
the Republicans went their own way —— and the bill they passed suffered for . We cannot

- 1ot that happen in the Scmm?: ‘

I 1?;::)* 5y to jam thss through the Scnatc as part of reconcilation, without real
cooperation and debate, they, will destroy a bipartisan national consensus that goes back to
Ronald Resgan. If we work|together, we can pass a %wccp;ug, tandmark bill that 90% of the
people in America will support, If they decide to go it along, this issue will divide the
country, hoth parties will suffer, and millions of children will pay the price.

*

£

* 1 beliéve it would be an enormous polmc,al mistake for them t0 go that route, As
we found out, there's no E}cttcr way ta hide vour light under a bushel than through
reconciliation w- }nst try to fizzzi a voter who has ever heard of the EITC.  But more
important, this issue is too mportanz to most Americans. They don't want to see another
bitter, partisan debate. Thcv don't trust cither party enough right now for that, As Pat
Moynihan has said many times, nothing this important sheuld be done without support from
both parties.
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THE WHITE HOU$€

WASHINGTON

: : February 9, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THEIPRESIDENT
FROM: Bruce Reed

SUBIECT: Welfare Refurm Update

House Republ ic:;n Bil}

+

Today, Clay Shaw amounced details of the welfare reform bill be will nrark op in
subcommitice next week, H{‘EL has agreed to include most of our child support provisions, bt
his bill is xall heavy on conservative micromanagement and puts states at financial risk,

An outlinc of the Shaw bill is attached. [t convents nearly 50 means-lcsicd programs
into three capped catitlement|block grants, Funding levels are frozen for five years at 1994
tevels, for a fedesal savings of 314 billion (87.6 billien from capping AF 13y Immigrant and
other SSI provigions save am;)t fier $”5 billion.

Although Englcr and ‘I‘h{}mpﬁon helped negotiate the bill, the governoss ended up with
more strings and 15% lcss money. The bill mandates several provisions the NGA resolution
specifically rejected, rcqumz;g all states to'deny aid 10 young unwed mothers and legal
zmmlgrarzis) and imposing zhc family cap nationwide. - Work 15 malatory for evervone after
2 years, and states” are rcqulrcd to cut off familics after 5 years on weifarc.

Qur stratcgy as this bill moves through the House will be to: 13 highlight arcas where
- . 1. . . . N
the Republican plan s prescriptive and mean; and 2 call attention to the potential cost shift
in key states and districts with moderate Republican Congressnien, Scanatars, and governors.,

iI. Democratic Alternatives

The Mainstream Forum, fed by Nathan Deal and Charlie Stenhobm, reintroduced their
welfare reform bill today. Their bill i a souped-up version of verss move poople 10 work as
quickly as possible, family tf::zp state option, minor mothers live at bome, astional campaigs
on teen pregnancy, all our child suppert provisions, but a faster phase-in.



The Mainstream i“é:}rum bill gives the states a great deal of flexibility, but maintains
the individual entitiement. 1t balls for a four-year fifetimye limit, but lets stades keep people
on longer if they wish, T hczz?bzli would cast $17 billion, but they propose a host of offsets:
cutting off legal immigranis {but this time they plow $6 billion back to the states $o it's not
an unfunded mandate], the EITC fraud provisions from our FY96 budget, and counting
welfare benefits as taxable income.

House Democrats are galvanizing arousd the theme that welfare reform should be
about work, nat just puni%hinfg the poor. On Friday, Gephardt will hold a press conference
with House Democrats from across the spectrum {from Eleanor Holmes Norton to Nathan
Meal) to announce a united front. They will propose that as of Ociober 1, 1996, all new
applicants who can work mus}t be working or moving toward work. For now, they see this
more as 3 unifying theme than a concrots policy proposal.

On Friday, we alse expect Gov, Carper to send a lotter to governors warming them that
the current version of the Republican bill puts their states at {inancial risk and imposes
numerous strings the NGA specifically rejected.
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Ovmzm of Ways and Means and Opportunities
Committees Portions of the House Republican Welfare Reform Bill
February 1995

Tite {: Bilock Gram fm’ Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
Title Il;  Child Care Block Grant
Title {li:  Child Protection Block Grant
Tile [V.  Restricung ‘%’é!farr: for Aliens
 Tile v Supplemental Securiry Incame Reforms
- Tule VI Child Support Enforcement Reforms

Tiye - Black Grant for Temparary Assistance for Needy Families

I

Inb

. Grams 1o states:

Purposes
a. Provide assistance to needy families with children

A

- | . .
b. End the dependénce of needy parents on govermment benefits by promoting
work and marnage
<. Disgourage illegitimate births

Eligible states: State plan. States must submit the following 1o the Department of
Health and Himan Scrvices on an annual bagiz:
a. A plan that wmams an explanation of
--their program of cas}‘ benefits to needy families
.-their welfare- o-wtjrk program, including support services
~how they are maﬁtmg {he reqummenz of mandatory work after the family
has been on wclfarc for 2 years (or less at state option)
—-how and whether Lhey are meeting the requirement (o place 2% of their
caseload in work pmgmms in 1996, rising to 20% by 2003 and thereafier
~their program to mim:c the incidence of illegitimate births
b. A cerufication that th:: state will aperate  child suppon enforcement program
¢. A cerufication that }he state will operaw a child protection program
d. A centification that the state will operate a foster care and adoption program

a. The block grant maney ts an eaz;zlcmmt i states

b. The amount of money in the block gram is $15.268 cach year between
1996 angd 2000 '

¢. Each state receives Lhes- same proportion of tie block grant cach year as it
received of AFDC ﬁptzndmg in 1994

d. Use of Funds:

-l any rmanner reasonably ¢alculated 1o accomplish the purposes {see ahove)

—-in the case of {Rﬂiililes that have |jved in ¢ state for less than 12 months, states
may provide theoy with the benefit level of the stawe from which the:;f moved
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--states may gansfer up 10 20% of the funds in any yiven Block grant to other
block grams |

-~5Lales may, for up o 6 months, puy B reduced benefit 1o 3 needy family with
3 child whose patemity has not been established

¢. Penalties. Stucs are subject 10 three penalties:

--if an audit d:zmmcs that staics have spant money on activilies not consistent
with the purpose of this legisiation, the amount of misspent funds will be
withheld from the staie’s payments diiring the following year {with the
reswriction that not|more than 25 percent of a guarterly payment can
be withheld)

--the aprual grant isireduted by 3 percent if states f5il to submit the
peeformance data required so that Congress can provide oversight on State
accomplishmenss

--states are fined | percent of therr annual grant if they fail o participate in the
tncame and Eligibility Verification Sysiem designed 1o reduce weifare froud

4. Prohibiticns. Block grant funds cannst be used to provide:
4. Berefis o 4 funily ithat does not include a minor ¢child
b. Beneflis o an individual receiving beaefits from old-age assistance,
foster case, or Supplemental Sceurity Income
¢. Benefits to noncitizens unless the individual is an alien who has
resided in the U.S. for over 6 years or 2 iegal resident over age 75 who has
lived in the U.S. for/more than § years
d. Cash benefits 1o a minar child bom aw of wedlock to a mother under
~ age 18 orzothe methe:
c. Cash benefits for adduwnai children bom to fumilies alrcady on welfasé
f. Cash benefits for families that have recoivad block grant funds for 5 years
g Benelits (0 4 family lwith adults not cooperating with the state child support
¢nforcement ggency
h. Benefits 1o a family |with an aduit who has not assigned (o the suate the ¢hild's
claim rights against the noncustodisl parent

§. Dauw collecnor, aad reporting.  States are requirad to submit annual data on several
importan: measwres of their Temporary Assistance Block grant; e.g., the number of
families receiving benefits, the earning of families, other welfare benefits receivad
by families, and the aumber of months on welfare

& Audis, Each state must Shbml! 10 an audit every sec(}nd year under terms of the
Sinule Audit Act
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MEMCRANDIDY
TS: Menmbera. Committee on Waye and Means

FR: E. Clay Shaw, "Jr., Chairman Subcommitteés on Human Re=ources

In & spgech at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce later this ‘
morning, I will présent an outline of the dire¢ticon my Chairman’s
mavk wiil cake ag ya begir conaideration of welfare reform in
sukbcommitied next week. Laver tﬁday, we will deliver $c all
Members of the Commiztee a complere ewplanation of all of th
provisicons, with ;ha ay¢Eptzan wf <hild support &nfo“aem&n»
provisions which are in vne final design stages. We are
expecting zeme changes between now and Mcenday’'s markup.

Here 1s am outline ¢f the plan we have daveloped:

ah Welfars 3 Gra
» 5 current Ald te Families with Dependent Childrsn programs
will de replaced with a sirgic black grant to States. .
. 3? ending on cagh wellare will be capped for $ years, saving

" qaaue& Wil ba probibicsd from using federal tax doliars to:
(1) pay ca&h welfare to monhers under 18 who' have children
gut-of -wedlock) \2) give extra payments to families ‘that have -
more Children uh le on welfare;: and (3} pay cash walfare To
aingis family for more Lhanh 5 years.
u deifare yect ?1&5&5 must work te continue getting cash

gRrymenss afrer two yaars .

Ghild Care Blogk Grant

® Around ten currzent faderal child caxc progvams will be merged
inze andther Block g¢rant, achieving $3.6 billion in savings.

¥ ac with other [block grants, States will be given enorwous
Fiexibilivy o butter gerve thelr residencs, simplify
programs, sad (pave LBXDAEYEeTSs money.

ghild Welfzre Block Grant
& Mcre chan {4 current progvams will pe camb_“ad into ancther
b’ka grant to help sraces pra“emc negi=scted and abused
ildren. sawving T aar?v 54 bil l*sn aver f£ive years.
- Negiec &d and{abusem children wiil be freed from federal
regulationg to realize qu;cker adoprions, more

aremunt 3ot el and Lewer arhabeswy wize feam Waghington.
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As with other klock grants, States will be reguired to pend
information aboutlnbe‘r programs to the federal government,
o we can figure out what works.
dugs Welfare ?,
Drug addicts and alcchaln:g will az longer he considered

disasled and therzfcre ai;gAblc for cash payments from 55I.
Aa in the Ccnt*at: non-¢ivizens would no longer ba

ig:l

inle for wQBC*we;f&rc programs. Excepoiong will rvemain

fcr refugees ard legal, long-ferm residentis over ?%: nen-

L iR S

zeng will srill qualify for educalisn and traiping
programa 8¢ they can improve their job preparatlon tO became

mere produccive Tuture citizens
qp& HOYSOLP provi sions will bhe stvaraz%exaé

(B0 esyimates Lbesu crovisions will reduce welfare spendin

g

by ahout 523 bzll;on over I veara {altrhough much ¢f this
savings will accrus cte Stares because ¢f the block grancs

descr

ibed snovel .

&
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individual Responsibility Act of 1985 - Summary

Title (: Time-Limited Transitional Assistance

Title II: . Make Work ?ay

Title 11: The Work ?'-'lrst Program

Title 1y Family Respons:bd ty and improved Child Suppon Enforcement
Title V¢ Tesn ?’regnancy and Family Stability

Title Vit Commurnity Servtce

Tide Vi Program $i mpltflcamn

Title VIl Financing !

i Time-Limited Ttanénmnai Assistance: Imposing a time limit on welfare

eligibility is the only way{ to fundamentally change the system from one that writes
checks 10 one that puts people w work., The two-year lifetime, Work First time-
hmited assistancs progra;m will transform a system based on the right w0 income -
‘maintenance into a sysiem based on tha obligation 10 work., This time-limited
assistance would be phased»m beginning in FY 1897, when 16% of a state's AFDC
families must participatelin the program. This percentage increases to 20% in FY
1998, 24% in FY 1999,128% in FY 2000, 32% in FY 2001, 40% in FY 2002, until
reaching 52% in FY 2003 and each succeeding fiscal yaar.

H Making Waork Pay:f The bill would ensure that a welfare recipiont will be better
off economicsally by Iakirig a job than by remaining on welfare. To do this, the
current disincentives wzzhm the system that make welfare more attractive than work
must be eliminated. There are five vital components in this regard:

*Mealth Care - Extended Transitional Medical assistancs [TAM) from one 1o
WO years. )

* EITC - The bill \Qmmd improve outreach efforts two both recipients and
employers o ensure that they make use of EITC,

*Child Care - éiadieral funding for child care assistancg would be consolidated
inte 2 single program under the Title XX social services block grant. States would be
reguired 1o submit one ;iiaﬁ for all assistance under this program instead of he
required 1o comply with four different sets of federal regulations for different fedaral
child care programs. Title XX is a capped entitiement program without specific
authorization. A conschdatad block grant of $1,2 billion 2 year would repdace the Al
Rigk Child Care ;m::u;;;rzarr‘ai and the 75% of the Child Care Development Block Grant
used for direct child carn assistance. There would be an individual entitlernent for
child care assisthance for individual participating in the Work First program or who
are leaving welfarg. The Faderal governmant would reimbusse states for the cost of
the individual entitiements at 70% of the Medicaid matching rate plus ten percent,
whtichever is higher,
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*AFDC Work Disregards - The AFDC benefit structure provides little financial
incentive 10 work harder Fam:i earn more. In general, a fise in earnings is largely
offset by a corresponding drop in AFDC benefits. As a rasult, welfare recipisnts who
wy to work are only marginally better off than by remaining on welfare. The proposal
would allow states to libéralize the earned-income disregards within an established
federal guideline, '

*Agset Limsitation - While wark is a first step out of poverty, asset
aecumuiation 18 necessary to keep a person out of poverty, The proposal would -
mcrease the vehicle assat thrashold to $5,000; increase the non.vehicle asset
thrashold for either AFDC or food stamps, capped at a level of 32,000 orup to
$8,000 for specific use in seting up a microenterprise, purchase of a first home, of
for higher educsation.

i Work First Progran:  The bill would establish a WF program to move welfare
recipients off of welfare inw jobs. The WF program would be administered at the
state level, The bill enmurages the states 10 1aior programs which meet their
individual needs, H{}W&VFL the bill also recognizes that states may not be able o
develop a WF program :r?medfazeiy. Thus, the bl sstablishes a Federal Model which
gach State would Use until it develops its own program.

. The Federal modallis expecred only 10 be a transitional program untl states
davalop their own programs.

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

+ ' States could choose to adopt the Federal Model o adopt their own program
within the broad federa! guidelines set in this bill that require states W place an
emphasis on giac:ng individuals in private sector employment,

Community Service - At the and of two years, if a welfare recipient has not found
full-time employment, heiar she will no longer be eligible 1o receive AFDC, but the
state will have the ﬁptwr} 10 provide a welfare recipient with & full-time (30 hours or
mors} comwnunily senvice job and/or have access 1o placement and support agencies
and/or subsidized jobs as deseribed in the "Work First” section.  States may readmit
up 10 10% of thew caseiéad who have not found employment after two years of the
Waork Firgt program angd zwc year community service, gr thogse who left welfare after
finding employment and iwem forced to return but have no timea loft on the clock. In
addition, states may pezztzcn the Secretary of HHS 1o ingrease this pereentage up w0
165% if they meeat the econam;c hardship conditions set forth by the Secretary. Al
recycte:ﬁ racipients will be reevaluated by a caseworker or cass management team
and a new empioyability contract will be established.
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V. Family Responsibility and improved Child Support Enforcement: The goal of
the propasal is 1o mammm and improve the child support program by promoting the
benefits of two supportwe and rasponsible parents.

. Establish in each state a central registry to streamiine the current collection

and distribution ofl child support by keeping track of all support orders
registerad in the state.

. Improves interstate enforcement through the adaption of UIFSA and other
measures to make interstate enforcement more uniform.

. Establish hmgimi«}aassé paternity by: requiring states 1o offer
pazemizyipareminfg social services for new fathers; making benefits contingent
upon patsrnity estaiﬁzs&menz {recipients provide full cooperation in fastabhshmg
paternity © wc{&i&ié benefits); require hospital based paternity establishment
for all single mothers.

. Enforee child support through demanding and uncompromising punitive
measures for d&a{iiwat patents including: strongly reinforcing dirgct incomg
withhoiding: reqmr ng states 10 establish procedures under which liens can be
imposed against ia‘{tery winnings, gambler’s winnings, insurance settlements
ang payouts, and other awards; and require non-compliant noncustedial
parents dalmquent in their child SURPOTT paymMents 10 enler & work program in
which they work to pay off benefits going 1¢ support their child,

V. Teen Pregnancy and Family Stability: The bill promotes individual reproducuve
responsibitity by gwmg states the option to impiement the family cap;
requiring minor mpthem 1o live with a responsible adull, preferably a parent;
supporting a nat:onai education campaign to teach ow children that chitdren
who have t:?zzidmn are at high-risk 1o endure long-term welfare depandency:
providing incentives for teen parents to stay in schoo!; providing funds for
states 1o creste of expand programs for mingr noncustodial parents 1o promorte
responsibility and} work; and giving states tha oplion of eliminating curremt
disincentives 1 martiags. C

vi Program simgizﬁmmn* Stvreamiine the waiver process which s bureaucratic
and gives 100 much dzscrezzm to the Secretary of HHS 1o deny state waivers simply
Because they do not ik? their program. in its place, the bill sets forth guidelings that
if the state plans mest, then it will be approved by the Secoratary. of HMS,

States bear a heavy administeative burden in implementing the AFDC and Food
Stamps programs, mainily because of complicated, inconsistent and rigid policios.
The operation of these brogfams should be simpiified by unifying the policies that
determing eligibility for :these pragrams. The bilt would simplify the application and
eligibility process for AFDC and Food Stamps. Some of the muost time-consuming
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and difficult tasks in administering these programs are the initial procedure now
required to take and pwéess applications. Twenty specific provisions are included in
this bill that will szgmﬁcanz%y improve this process. These include provisions to unify
the spplicaton, deduezzor}s, eligibility, income, rescurcas, cartification and
recertification rules for AFDC and Food Stamps.

VIl 8Si Reform: If Congress fails 1o act within 90 days after the submission of
thg Slantery Commission Report, then funding for the children portion of $S! will be
frozen at the FY 94 level

4
Vil Financing: The pian would save $20.3 billion over five years by ending welfare
for most noncitizens except for emergency madical services. Exemptions will be
made for refugees and asfyiees for six years after they arrive and nongitizens over
age 75 who have been Ie'gal residents for at least five years, it dogs not abandan
new immigrants. Rather,|it merely transfers responsibility for their welfare feom the
government 1o where it truly belongs--their iegal sponsors, the American citizens who
by law must endorse most immigrants’ applications for ¢itizenship bagsd on‘the
promise that immigrants w:ll not become public charges. We propose six billion
doilars of monetary assrstance to states 10 be used under state discretion to aid their
irmmigrant popuiations who will be detrimentally affected by this cut. in addition, we
propose to give states thé authority 10 su¢ a sponsor if an immigrant applies for siate
or local assistance and toimimic the federal government in denying siate benefits o
aoncitizens.

The bill would raise §9 billion over five yvears by adding income from AFDC, Food
Stamps and housing assistance 10 taxable income so that a doliar from welfare isn't
worth more than a doilar from work. The bill would increase EITC enforcement 10
teduce fraugd in the gmgrém to save at least $3.5 billion over five years, X would
make several other smaiéer changes within the welfare system 10 save approximately
$2.5 billion over five yeazs

Funding: The bill pwvides more funding for states 1o help meet the cosis of the WF
program as well as the mcreased caseload for child care costs. For the WF program,
our bill would have a sevemy percent matching rate or the Medicaid matehing rate +
ten poreent, whichever is Zh;gher for the states. For Community Service, our
rmatching rate would be seventy percent maiching rate or Medicaid matchmg rate -+
ten porcent for the Admimszratwe costs, whichever is higher for stam For wages, it
would be the Medicgid matchmg rate.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WAL HINGTON

December 12, 1964

- MEMORANDUM TOC THE FRESIﬁﬁﬁT )

FROM: CAROL :«1. mxsccﬂ] giL ‘

THROUGH : LEON PﬁNETTA

SUBJECT: . WORKING MEETING ON WELFARE REFORM

Following up your announcement of a working session on welfare
‘reforms with a bip&rti&an group of slected officials, we need to
make a series of deci&imns about the meeting's structure and
format. The plan sketched cut below envisions a true working

'session, held at Camp [David, with minimal press coverage other

than statements by perticipants at the close of the meeting.
Decisions
1. Where ‘ “ foL. :

We recommend hoiding the summit at Camp David rather than the
_White House. ' Th&aatmmaphere iz more relaxed, access to the press
"is more controllad and the setting is more Praaiﬁ&nti&l

et Jrr—

Approve ‘ Disapprove Discusse

If you do not wish to luge Camp David, we recommend using White -
House facilities, either-around the House ftself {(although that

.may be impossible due to renovations) or at the Jackson Place

Conference Lanter.

2. When

Our first choice ﬁar a date would be Friéay anﬁ Saturday, January
13-14, which would giv& us a way to get into the middle of the
palitical debate b&fore the State of the.Union., We are working -
with NGA to finalize the data teday or tomorrow. .
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In keeping with the-goal of having & working session, we will

- keep the number of invitations small. * In discusgions with Pat

Griffin and Marcia H&lé we have tentatively agreed to the
following invitation liat.

6 Governors - NGA Chair and Viaﬁ Chair
NG& welfare leads (D and R}
NGA Human Resources Chair and Vice Chair

‘& Sanatara and 6 mambﬁra of thﬁ Hﬁuse

-— Pat will work with the majority and minority
1ead&xﬁhips to &&t&rmina xepxesentatian

4 local elected officisls

- We will invite 2-3 Mayors and 1-2 county or
other local officials., Marcia will
coardinata thesge invitati&na.

4 representatives of tha Administration ’

- Yﬁurself the Vice ?rasident Secreatary
Shﬁlala and Alice Riviin

A minimal number of other staff including, Laon Panetta, myself,
Bruce Reed and other staff ag appropriate. | ‘ . i

Approve ' Disapprove Discuss

4. Format/Schedule

We envision the following schedule:

Friday evening 6:00 ©° Arrival
6:30 Dinner
. B:30 Introducteory Discussion
9:30 : Movie/Cther entertainment
Saturday a:00 Breakfast
) 8:30 Working Sessions

_ ‘ ¥Working Lunoh
2§00 Conclusion/Press statamant




The discussion sessions on Friday and Satux&ay would he
structured thematic canvgraaticnﬁ perhaps based on materials
-circulated in advance.| We do not envision in-depth
presentations, rather free~flowing dialogue and dlscussion
structured around gur key themes. , .

»

Approve - Disapprove Discuss

5. Goals .

We should be realistic| about what we can accomplish at a summit
with such a broad range of leaders. This is5 not the place to
agree on financing or draft legisliation.’' Our objectives should
be more like the . Educatien Summit. .=~ to reach agreement on broad
goals and principles. zThQ summit could be organized around a few
themes -~ work, raspansibility, famlly -~ that would lead the
discussion taward agresment on our key prinaipies‘

Approve ] Disappruvé o L Discuss

Y

&, Next 8teps

P

To put this plan in motion, we would like to announce on
Wednesday the date and|place for the working session, in
conjunction with granting .the Indiana welfare reform waiver,

%

Approve Disapprove Discuss

Based on your approval)of the general framework outlined above, I
will work with Pat and|{Marcia to begin outreach to NGA and
congressional staff ¢o] put the planning into motion. We plan to
conduct extensive staif work between now and the meeting and need
to get started as soon| e gassibia‘

We have a meeting scheduled with you for Friday, at which time we
Can disauss the session with yau in more detail.

¥

el George Stephanopclaus ‘ .
v, Pat Griffin ‘
Marcia Hale '

gruce Reed
- Rahm Emanuel
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

Junc 24, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: BILL!GALSTON
. BRUCE REED
- GENE SPERLING

; " T %
PAUL DIMOND % q%
SUBJECT: TEEN PREGNANCY PREVENTION CAMPAIGN-- 2 %\‘:‘;% %

A Private, Non~Profit Entity to Assist in Mobilizing l’rivatc%

CC: ALEXIS HERMAN
CARQOL RASCO
Bﬁﬁli{i}ﬁﬁﬁ

Backpground. As a major component of the Welfare Reform proposal, you announced

the nced for a national campaige o prevent teen pregnancy. You noted that this is an

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

groups and civic f;rganiz,a,tiorxs,E and peers join together in a parallel effort with your

legislative. proposals and Presidential leadership to provide a guiding band to youth in

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

leaders of business, churches, ﬂrouth and civic groups, foundations, entertainment, $ports and

the media have expressed a willingness to support a privately funded, non-profit organization

("private entity”) to assist in mobilizing such a concerted national campaign.

Recommendation. With the full support of the Welfare Reform Working Group,
including the National Scwi{:clﬁmparation, we recommend that you bless such a welcome
response to your call once such a private cntity is properly formed as set forth below,

Form of Private Entity. Pursuant {0 our consultation with the White House Counsel's
office (memorandum attached), we strongly suppont the recommendation of the Working
Group that this cntity take the if&m of a privately funded, non—profit corporation with an
independent board of dircctors modelied after the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil Rights under
Law or the Parinership for a Drug-Free America, rather than a federal advisory commission
modelled after the President’s Council on Physical Fitness with a board appointed by the
President and funding from ap%mpn‘atimzs. The greater flexibility, independence and proven
effectivencss of the independent private entity model better mects the need for mobilizing the
media and all parts of the privfztte sector in communities all across the country than the more
cumbersome and restrictive federal advisory commitiee model.




_entity within 45 days.

Misslon of Private Baizty. Such a private entity cap assist in leading a teen
pregnancy prevention campazgn, focussed on youth ages 10-18, by: (1) proposing national
youth gaoals to complement thc;Natwnai Education Goals, starting with teen pregnancy
prevention; {2) leading an onwgoing campaign in the media, schools, churches, and youth
centers to inform youth of the rcal risks and severe damage to lifc chances of teen pregnancy,
violence, and dropping out of schmi and the real opportunities and rewards for learning,
advancing from school to wark and college, and supporting your own family; and (3}
engaging all segments of the ;mvatc sector in sustained, local efforts to establish on—going
partnerships with youth by pwvidmg continuing coaching, mentoring, parent~youth and peer—
group participation in community service, learning, recreation, apprenticeship, internship, and
work opportunitics.

Next Steps. To avoid inadvertently subjecting such a private entity 10 the restrictions
of the Federal Advisory Camm;tzee Act, we must proceed with care to contact persons who
have expressed an interest in ass&stmg in leading a national campaign against teen pregnancy.

The first step is to explore wheihcr there should be honorary chairs: for example, can onc or
more former First Families se:rvc in such a capacity? The next step is to cxplore how a
small group of independent volumm ~- a stecring committee if you will - wishes to
form, define, and govern such a private entity. Finally, assuming the private entity ferms in a
manner and pursuant to a mzsswn that will belp to answer your call on the private sector, you
may convene the directors of ti’;e newly formed entity at an appmpnaw ceremony in the
White House, much as President Kennedy did in 1963 in recognizing the formation of the
Lawyers' Committee,

We recommend that Alexis Herman lead these exploratory discussions, assisted by DPC and
NEC staff, with the advice of the White House Counscl. We believe that the necessary
preparatory work can be completed so that you can recognize such a newly formed private

APPROVE

DISAPFROVE

DISCUSS FURTHER
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| TO: Bruce Reed

T S A
Kathi Way .
Jeremy Ben-Ami ﬁﬂﬂ“’ﬁ/ﬁ//é/}

FROM: Mary Jo Bane
David Eliwood
Wendell Primus

SUBIECT: White House Comments on Memo for the President

In the following memo, we will address the concerns you raise in your April 20 memo about
the presidential memo of April 12,

We have constructed 2 core &;}ﬁms for welfare reform, one which corresponds to a $9.5
billion financing option, and ofze which corresponds to a $12.6 billion option. The summary
table shows federal cost fi gures in FY 1999 and five year totals for each option. The
detailed tables for Packages | ami 2 provide further information on each option inciuding
federal and state total costs, and 10 year costs.

Cost Sharing:
The 80/20 federal match only applies to services, like JOBS, WORK, and Child Care.
BEverything is matched at 80/20 except for the following:

® benefits are matched at the current match rate (35% for AFDC and 100% for Food

Stamps);
. ¢hild support is matchsd at the rates specified in the hypotbetical plan;
. comprehensive grants are matched at 100%.

Extending to working poor famﬂles 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 ennﬂcmcnt sufficient to meet estimated needs. Package 1 proposes
very modest additional spendmg 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 cummt expenditures of approximately $1.0 billion, but it would
still meet only gbout 35% of the estimated need. Package 2 includes additional spending of
approximately $1.9 billion perfy&ar federal share of $1.5 billion. This would be sufficient
to meet aboul three-quarters of the estimated child care needs of families with incomes below
130 percent of the poverty line,




The deferral group is 29 percent of the entire phased-in population, including the 11 percent
who are off of welfare as a result of the reforms. The group starts out as 23 percent of the

population but increases o 29
WORK program,

percent as a result of the assessment after two years in the

If States wanted to do seif«re;;cmng for their deferred group, there wazzizi be nothing in the
legislation to prohibit them from doing s0.

See above for explanation of cost sharing and working poor child care. For both packages 1

and 2, the federal state sphit in

five and ten year costs is 8§0-20.




AL DRAFT April 12, 1994 12:35 pm

MEMO TO THE PRESIDENT

RE: WELFARE REFORM COST PAFKAGES

We have construsted Z cote options ft;r welfare reform, one which corresponds to a $9 5
billion financing aption, and one which’ _corresponds to a $12.6 billion option. Table 1 shows
federal cost figures in FY 99 and five yeaz totals for each option. Tables 2 and 3 provide
further information on each option, mcilurimg federal amd state totaf costs, and 10 year costs.
Each table shows costs for six camponéms:
¢ Parental responsibility
¢  Transitional assistance foliowed by work

o Working poor child care

¢ Removal of restrictions on benefits to two-parent families
| :
i
o Special initiatives and demonstrations of prevention, child sepport, and asset
development initiatives

o  Measures to simplify, coordinaie and improve the delivery of governmant

Both packages inciude the costs of the care initiatives in parcnial responsibility, transitionat
assistance followed by work, and z state opntm for removal of the restrictions on benefits to
two-parent families. Both packages assmna federal-state cost sharing of 80 percent/20
percent. The packages differ primarily m the amounts they invest in chiid care for the
working poor, but there are also differences in demonstrations and in improvements of
government assistance. The nrimary dﬁcma to made in assessing the two pazkxges s how
much to invest in child care {or the waz:inng poor.

Ensuring that both parents take msponszblizzy far the support of their children is a maior goal
of welfare reform. Both packages reﬁtx:t net savings from child sapport enforcement, which
result from investments in systems and stTff that generate substantial savings.

*
' TS } +

Parental Responsibility

Both packages aiso reflect estimated savings from a requirement that minor parents live at
1ome, and from a state option: 10 deny benefit increases when additional children are
sonceived by parents on welfare. Both these proposals, especisily the family cap, are quite



|

" controversial. A decision © remave %bmh of these provisions from the plan would increase
thie cost of both packages by $230 million in five year cost,

Transitional Assistance Fallowed by Work.

The core of our weifare reform plan is the transformation of the welfare system into &
system of transitional assistance foiiewed by work. Both cost packages reflect the plan’s
proposals for dramatically increased pamczgaum 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 fimit. Both packages reflect the tight deferrat and extension proposuls in the pian.

Both packages assumne state implemcntgtien in 1996, and both assume that the caselozd will
be phased in by enrolling into the new [regime all applicants and recipients born after 1971,
'I'hzsschu&ﬂeimphemﬁatby the year 2000, 46 percent of projected welfare recipisnts absent
reform will be phased in. OF the ghasad in group, 11 percent would be off welfare, 25
percent would be working with some fﬁ}rm of subsidy, and 33 percent would be ina
mandatory edneation or training pmgmm The final 29 percent would be in a deferred status
due to a disability or because they are caring for a severely disabled child or a child under 1.

The only difference in this elemenm between the two packages concerns the deferred group,
Qur goal is to send the signal that c'a::yom has something to contribute, and that something
can be expected even of those ia the defermi status. Starting with similar objectives,
APWA'’s bipartisan task force called for|creating a special "JOBS- prep” category for those
whbo are antnnmndmmiymb;mwﬁmmimzz whereby deferred persons would still be
expectsd to do some things 0 heip zhemscives or their children, We adopted this idea in
Package 2 and inciuded $390 miilion to provide some services to and monitor participation
from those recipients who are not :zzzmadxate!y subject 1o the time-limit, Package 1 eliminates
the JOBS-prep program, and assumes that persons who are deferred incur no additional costs
relative to the current system. %‘

Child Care for the Working Poor 1

The promise t0 "rrake work pay” is a major underlying premise of this a.kainistration's
approach o welfaiz reform. With the expansion of the earned income tax credit for working
families and the commitment to guaranteed health insurance, the major mirsing piece of the
make work pay agenda is subsidized child care for low income families.

Most members of the working group and the Cabinet believed that child care for the working
poor was critical to the success of the program. In focus groups, recipients indicated that
congerns with child care mnkedmndorﬁwaaars about losing health insurance in
deterring them from leaving welfare for work. Moteover, there are critical equity problems.
Under any scenario, our propoesal would pmv;de chitd care for those in the JOBS and WORK
programs, and for ons year after people iczﬁwc welfare for work. Unless we significamly

|

l
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"expand child care to the working poor, 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 chiid care subsidies that 2re equivalent to those available
to welfare recipients would cost an estimated $3.8 billion more per vear above current
spending. Neuher plan proposes an uncaizped entitiement to child care for the working poor,
nor does either propose a capped matiemem sufficient to meet estimated needs. Package 1
proposes very modest additional spending for child care for the working poor of $750 million
per year when fully phased in, with a federal share of $600 million. This would represent an
important expansion from curment e:xpendmm of approximately $1.0 billion, but #t would
still meet only about 20% of the ::stmt::d need. Package 2 inchudes additional spending of
approximately $1.75 billion per year, ftdara share $1.4 billion. This would be sufficient to

meet about half the estimated child care needs of families with incomes below 130 percent of
the poverty line,

Removing Restrictions on Benefits for-{l‘wo»?areut Families

Supporting two-parent families by pcumttmg them to receive benefits under the same mies as
singie parent families is an imporant szgna! about the importance of both parents in our
spproach o welfare reform. Ideally we wwld like to legislaie an end to ail provisions which
treat (wo-parent families ina dnscnmmmry fashion nationwide. Requumg all states to adopt
such provisions would cost the federal government at least $830 million over 5 vears and
states would be required to pay an additional $675 million.

Bmmaf&emszmdtokmpunﬁmdedsmmmdamwam,mmmmdm
g:vcszatcsmcepnonwmvcmmapmcfmwmmommmmmm
requiring them to do so. Bascdeneuraxpmmmmwwm we estimate that
states serving roughly haif of the caseload would take this option. The federal cost would
be roughly $495 million. The packages d[a not differ in this clemenm,

Specia! Initiatives

One of the most important lessons of the past decade is that welfare réform rovst be an on-
roing learning process. Many of the e!cmcms we propose for onr current plan were tried on
1 smaller scale initially, 1n five critcal amas we propose money for special initiatives and

lemonstrations which seem likely to point the way for future reforms snd innovations.
“hese include; 1

een Prognanicy and Prevention Gm:xrsw*l‘izcsc monies would go 10 fund a series of eiforts in
1 schools to reduce teen preguancy, mciudmg mentoring programs, private partnerships,
smprehensive commupity support pragrams and other demonstrations designed to reduce
er prcgnaxzcy and reverse the alarming increase in out-of-wediock childbearing.



\

. Pmpomnts note that if we cannot fi nsi strategies which help prevent children from having
children, we will never really solve the welfare problem. Skeprics point out that we don’t
have many proven solutions. Hence, ;tm focus on special initiatives and demonstrations.
(Package 1: $200 miilion; Package 2: $200 million)

Non-Custodial Paremt JOBS/WORK Programs—Logically whatever we expect of mothers, we
ought also to expect of fathers. Snma\very small scale programs are npw bewg tried
whereby men who are unsble or unwilling to pay child support are placed i training or work
pwgrams These programs seem to bath "smoke-out” soraee men who reaily can pay as well
as give an opportinity (6 young men w take some responsibility. Unforbanately these
programs have not been ied at any rcal scale to date. And our experience with existing
work and tratning programs for young mm generally (versus fathers specifically) has shown
very few payoffs. But there is reason tc believe programs for young fathers, with the
carrots and sticks that child suppont can offer, could be much more successful,

{Package 1: 3130 million; Package 2. 511'590 million)

Access Grants and Parenting Dcmanszm:zwzsw!‘oa often the role of non-custodial pamms is
negligible both in murturing and pwv;ﬁang for their children. Our policies will sipnificanily
increase the responsibilitics of absent pafz:ms o provide financial support for their children,
But too little has been done to cmragc non-custodial parerss to play a more positive role in
raising and murturing their children. ‘I‘hesc monies would be designed to explore a series of

sirategies (0 enbance positive access and \parenting skills in parents living apart from their
children. (Package I: $30 million; Package 2: $70 million)

Child Support Enforcement and Assurance (CSEA}—-Sapport from two parents is needed to
adequately provide for a child. But often the state fails to collect money that is owed, or the
Mpmismmpmyedmuadmpiayedmmapmrpasmenwpmidemppaﬁ
CSEA would guaraptee some minigmum iavel of child support to children for whom awnards
are in place. CSEA payments weuldbededm doilar for dollar against welfare payments,
buzwnuidbcmmmdwﬁensommwmxmwork serving as @ work incentive. Proponents
argm:h:swalmscchﬁdwppmawams increase wotk, reduce welfare use, and raduce
cﬁddpwerty Critics worry that it will be seen as welfare by another name, and conld lead
to less pressure o collect child support. (Package 1@ $120 million; ?aclmgez. &99 million}

Individua! Development Accounts (IA) and Microenterprise Projects—in the long run,
famitlies which build assets and equuy amma far better position to achisve eal -
independence.. Both IDAs and rma:aent&:pme programs are seen 85 powerful tools for
stipaulating savings and job creation amang the poor. IDAs encourage savings by providing
t aich for every doliar saved. Mmmmtm;ansc programs help welfare recipients and others
o start their own businesses, Suppamswmmas sending 2 clear rewards for everyons ¢
coumulale and join the mainstream: Cnttcs wonder about the cost of subsidizing TDAs and
bout the purober of welfare recipients w!m really could succeed as entreprenoeurs,

Package 1: 360 million; Package 2: 5145 'miltion}

ach initiative bas strong support among some.members of the working group., The two
ackages differ in their level of support for ‘each of these initistives. Package 1 allocates



* $540 million over § years, while Package 2 allocates $1.1 billion. Note that even at $1.1
billion, the proposals are still much mam maodest than most proponents would ke,

Improving Government Assistance

The plan envisions a variety of i mzzmzvr:s 1o coordinate and simplify the system thmugh
which government assistance is dci:vemci to improve the incentives for work and savings, to
Mmanage du: sysiem through perfcmm measures, and to mpmve accmmmhmty and
either cost nothing or generate savmgsi Because it is difficult to quantify and get CBO to
score savings from these measures, we have not included administrative savings in our cost
estimazes.

We have, however, included several initianves that incur & modest cost.  Package | includes
the costs of a state option to varyzhed.tsmgaxﬂs for work and child support in order to
provide better incentives to families. Ciut experience with state waiver requests suggests that
many states may take advantage of this aptzon through Dicentive schemes of relatively modest
costs. Package 2 includes this option, and also inciudes an increase of 50 percent in the
funds available to Puerto Rico awdthmemmms The benefit cap for Puerto Rico and the
territories lmsbeenumsedon!yamm 15 years. In addition, package 2 includes the
costs associated with conforming the AF‘DC and Food Stamps asset rules, which would
provide a modest incentives for savings by AFDC recipients.

Discussion

These two packages reflect our best assessments of how to allocate limited resources at two
different levels. Other packages clearly could be devised. Ogne couid do more in child cate
and less in special initiatives in either package. An intermediate alternative could also be
chosen. Still in the end, the major cost/financing decisions revolve around child care for the
working poor. Wedomzbeﬁwemmmmmw&mmmmm
p:ommmmmmmmemmmmmmm "welfire as
we know &t." The limited benefit axpansmns for two-parcols and. work incentives, which are
znbathpackagesasmcpuon&mdmmomamlaabmtwmkandfmﬁy The
demansm;ngsmciudcdmhothpmgmmmmmiym Thus the most critical
question involves how much of 2 mmmxzmcm we shouid make 10 working poor-child care at
this time, There are both policy and palmmi tmplications of this decision, which masty
participants in the deba.zc. have strong feelmigs about. Wc look forward to discussing it with
YOu.

1
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TABLE 1 - PRELIMINARY SUMMARY COST ESTI
FOR ELEMENTS OF A

VLT
MATES (FEDERAL AND §TA'
RMPROPOSAL - 'I‘B}

WELFARE REF(

{8y fiseal yenr, (o ciiflons of dotlers}

5 Yenr 5 Year
FM Fedeag
M‘,Ee W
TARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
Minor Motheos £30) {30}
No Additional Benofits for Additions$ Children {2263 20
-mim’ ' Eatsblishmens (Net) {90} 50)
Eaforoemens (Fet) {160y {164}
o &
AL, PARENTAL amuszmlgzw (136 130)
TRANSTTTONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED 8Y WORK
): ¢ oG
m:oas ﬁdﬁ; 2,195 10
Addzionel Child for IOBS 1610 1,610
WORK Pro 1330 1,330
Additional Care for WORK 410 510
Savings fiows Child Cave sad Gther Expansion {100} {10
ADP Bokora? and Stats Adumia Efficioncy &3 &
‘Alue ] RK 6,698 £,95¢
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL. RESP 6,560 $,860
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,500 3,500
REMOYE TWO FARENT (UP) RESTRICTIONS 498 495
Comprchmmsive Gmnts 200 200
Non-Custodiai Parest JORS/AVORK Prograns 130 G
Avoess Grants xod Pereating Demonatrations » 70
Thild Support Assurancs Projocts ¥l i
IDA snd Microsaterpeise Projocts 60 145
STUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITTATIVES 540 1,09%
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE {!G-?} y
Seaze Flexibility on Hamd fnoooe '
and Child oo Discegarda 388 2R%
Graemdly Axzets t0 Food Stamps 4 100
;nam Territoris' Caps 0 © 185
SUBTOTAL 1GA 3@ Gg
GRAND TOTAL ! 9478 12,615

President’s Table with Full Phusedn in FY 1996 with Further Adjustiments

m:mmm@wmmm&é&;ww
Provision ax State Option. Comparisoas between Package 1 and Package 2

Note }: Parentheses denote sivi

Avings, !
Mots 2: Pive Yosr anit Ten Year Podoenl cntimaieg ropregent

80% of all cxponditures exooot for

thuy fotlowing: bumcfits xre At cusrvet match paes; ohild x matohos st rates
wing: | Inmn X

specilied In the and somprehonsive
Souree: HHS/ASPH MMWMMM

Jmmma:m
ith etaff withln HHS aod OMB un
recontneniation

hava tiot beey officially reviowed by OMB. The policiet do not represen & oousinnls

6f the Workiog Uooup
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SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR WELYARE RRFORM PACKAGES

0412094

(Dollars in Milllons)
FY 1999 5 Year . 10Yeer
PACKAGE ] COSTS Yotal Totsl  Federal State | “Total Federal Stats
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 828 (L2200 {130 (LOSDY (B0SS) (198D}  (5,075)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,30% 5,170 6,690 1,480 25,185 22,030 3,159
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 200 1,878 1,500 375 8,530 5,545 1,385
TWO PARENT (UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 2,875 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL INITIATIVES 225 625 340 85 {,830 1,530 300
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 263 538 380 2558 4 060 44 1,215
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 1 4,451 10,980 9,478 1,508 39,&5 25,550 1,278
FY 1999 X Year " 10 Year
PACKAGE 2 COSTS Totul Total Federa! State Total Federal = State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY {—— (628 —(1,220) 7 77€130)  {1,0S0Y  (B.05%) (19805 (6,079
~TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 4,418 8,54% $,950 1,555 26,555 23,128 3,430
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,875 4,315 3,500 8751 14945 11,955 2,990
TWO PARENT {UP} PROVISIONS 375 895 495 460 2,878 1,560 1,295
SPECIAL INTTIATIVES 508 1,315 1,008 220 3,94% 3,228 70
PMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 400 1,088 45 430 3,250 1,520 1,630
TOTAL COSTS 3945] 14,995 L1815 2,380 43,518 35,528 3,590

Note 1) Parenthesas danote savings.

Neote 2: Five Year and Ten Yesor Federal astimates represent 80% of alf axpandihires excapt lor
tha following: beneliis are at current match rates; child support ie matched at retes

specified in the hypothelical plan; and comprohensive damonstration grants arg matched st 100%,

Source: HHS/ASPE sialf estimates. These gstimates have boen shared with staff within HMS and OMB bt

hiva not been offictally roviewed by OMB. The policles do not reprasent a consansua recormmandation

~ of the Waorking Groupn Co-Chalrs.



TABLE P

—~ DETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATES (FEDERAL AND STATE)
R ELEMENTS OF A WELPARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By liseai year, in miffions of dollars)

S Year SYexr 10V¥esr 16 Year
Totsi Federnl Totni  Federsl
“PREENTAL BESPUNSIRICITY
Minor Mothers (85} {30 Q10) (85)
Nu Addigans] Benefits for Additional Childeen {6600 (220) 2,150} #10)
% B@fb‘;i:hma {Net) {335) o0 ' ¢
Enforcemen (Net) : {2? (éggl %ﬁ (l%g
i
o’mmu., PARENTAL RESPONSIPILITY {1,238) . A @088 (0980
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED BY WORK
A
FORS. 4 ’ 0 ] &
Add::;::l’ JOBS Speading 2576 2 7a10] 5690
Additionsl Thild Cere for JOBS 2010 1,610 4918 10
WORK Program 1,660 1330 1,40! 9,190
Addittooni Child Care for WORE . Tou &10 5240 4,190
Savings from Child Care xnd Other Expansion (13%) (lm’.ill (l.‘_“j) 2815
Tyansitivaal Child Caro 585 5| 2sS| 200
Enhanood Tocn Caxe: Mrnagomerst | 210 im ns 475
Savings - Casedoat Reduetion i 90) 2153 G0 A
AP Poderst end Sads Admin E‘,{ﬁcmcy 680 548 - 828 660
SUBTOTAL, J ORK 8,170 4,690 25,188 22,030
SUBTOTAL, JOBSIWORK AND Pmmim. RESP 6958 6360 | 17,30] 20,0850
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE (Capped at $906 millicn -
in ned 1,878 1,508 6930 5548
REMOVE TWO PARENT (1P RESTRICTIONS 895 495 2875 1580
Comprebeorive Ciranty 200 pi ) 10 350
Nou-Custodisl Paroat JOBSAWORK Prograns 165 30 1% o5
Avoess Grants apd Parenting Demonrtrstions 38 wn % 86
Child Suppart Axsvanncs Projoots 150 iz 415 30
YA and Microentorpriss Projects 7% & 175 140
SUBRTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 418 540 1,558 1,530
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE {1GA) N4
Stata Flexibility o Earned lncome '
apd Child ut Disropnrds 10 -+ 1 Ay a5
Gonerslly r.4 hit not Inorrasc) .
Axsets U Food Stamps 0 Yog o 0
Al Others gg& (5} (165} 5
SUBTOTAL IGA Je0 2,050 845
GRAND TOTAL 16,980 s ATS 30,825 28,550

President’s Tabic with Full Phase-in in Fy tmmmmwk 1GA, Working Poar
mmwmwmmwmnommm

krm’&ﬁmmxnmm Foﬁ&umﬁb%mlmlam.

Note 1: Parenthoess denots savings. |

Noto 2: Five Year and Ton Yesr Fodersi estioics represcat 80% of all sxpenditures excepe for

ﬁwfowmuuuwm&m.m

specifiod in ihe sad comprehonsive
Sourcs: HHSIASPH

of the Working Group Co-Chsirs.

demonsirstion
cstimales, mmmmm

iz msicherd at ratos

xrn matobed at 100%.
safl withls HHE 20d OMH bw
have not been offically roviewod by OME. mmmmm»ﬁammm
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TABLE Package 2 = DETAILED SUMMARY COST ESTIMATRS (FEDERAL AND STATE)

FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fizeal yeur, in milllons of doliars)

5 Yesr- SYewr 18Yemr [BYewy
Total Federal Totsi  Federsi
|
amm«: {85) (30) (210 (ﬁo’)
Additionsl Benefits for Additlonal Children (660) Q@215 (81
Cautd Support Eafpracrment
Pasernity Exablishment (Net) {535} 0]  2,080) %
Enfarcement {Net) (405} {leny (470 (1
Gomw fxesty 453 3n 1.085 870
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBULITY azzml . @0l esnl  ose
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOLLOWED :’lw WORK
10BS-Prep | s 3| 13l 08
Additionat JOHS 1570 2285 2330 3,690
Addiional Child Care for JQSS 2014 1,618 4910 3930
WORK Program 1,660 1230 11490 9190
Additionad Child Cre for WORK TG 610 5,340 4,100
Savings froos Chikd Care snd Other Bxprasion {188} (100 {1480 @15}
Tansuioasl Child Care 555 4435 2585 050
Enhanced Toen Cesn Munsgrment 210 ] 5381 418
Savings - Casclond Reduction ) {399) 18 {8.470) (3.340)
ADP Foderal and Staig smmm Bfficiency 680 548 85 560
SUBTOTAL, JO RE 8,548 6,990 16558 23128
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 1328 685 | 18500 | 21,148
%Rmmmmmmwumﬁmu 1,500 : 11,955
in net sgmdin;) 4,378 4,943
RKM(} TWO PARENT (U™ RESTRICTIONS 895 495 2878 1,589
Comprohensive Gmnts 260 200 350 ase
NonCustadial Purent JORS/WORK Programs 490 a0 2,000 1,600
Agcsas Grants and Parceting Domonstrations 88 70 180 45
Child Suppors Assranor Projoots 50 220 995 95
DA xxd Microentorprise Projocts ig8 143 420 ns
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES : 1,318 1,094 3o ko s
[MPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE {IGA)
b= 173 on ﬁuw& ineomc .
wn) Child Sml no 385 2225 &30
Gene taify Ca Axarts o Bomi Stamps 6K - 106 65% 240
tocreane Terrones” Caps iss 185 515 L &1
Al} Cithers {75} sg)i {165) {9
SUBTOTAL IGA 1,185 32501 1,60
GRAND TOTAL E 14,995 2.615] SIS 3955

President’s Table with Full Phete-ln in FY 1996 with 'Adjustments s 1GA, Working Poor Child Care,

Desseastrations: UP Parent Provicion as &a&e(}mnﬁs

Note 1 Prrentheses denote ssvings, f

Noia 2: Five Yearsad Ten Year Fodors! eftimaces mwﬁo{wm@m\umfm

mfo{sawhg:mmnmmmwchﬁémh

spesificd in the plans and

have not beens oflicially rovicwod by GMB. The policies do oot reproseat & oonscases

of the Working Group Co-Chairs,

at yatex

compreheasive demoastration grasie sre mudohed ot 100%.
Source: HHSIASPE sl catimaics. nmcmmmmmmwmmmwmm
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MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIGENT

FROM: Mary Jo Bane
David T. Ellwood
Bruce Reed

SUBJECT: Welfare Rcfmim Packages
DAYE: April 26, 1994

We have constructed 2 corg options for welfare reform, one which corresponds 10 a $9.5
billion financing option, arzzi one which corresponds to u $12.2 billion option. The packages
differ primarily in the amomts they invest in child care for the working poot, but there are
also differences in demonstrations and in improvements of govemment assistance,

The accompanying meme from OMB indicates revenue sources for financing the $9.5 billien
package. The gambling tax would have allowed funding the $12.2 billion package. Unless
some new financing sourcefls found, we cannot pay for the larger package. Thus the decision
on 3 gambling tax was :mphc;ﬁy a decision to do less child care Yor the working poor. We
melude the $12.2 billion e;;mors o indicare what could he achieved if more financing were
availabie.

In our visw, there is rcianvsiy little remaining flexibilny within the core $9.5 billion opion.
The only major decision 15 'whether or not to include a state oprion for famaly caps. If a gtate
option 15 included, benefit savmgs would fund slightly more child care for the working poor,
We iilustrate the tradeoffs ‘with two versions {1A and I1B) of the $9.5 hillion option,

Table 1 shows federal cost figures in Y 99 and five vear totsls for each option, Tables 2
provides further mfmmam}n on sach ophign, including federal and state wial costs, and 10
year costs. {Note: These esttmatzs have been closely shared within HHS and OMB, but
minor changes are likely 10 be made, and they have nct been officially cleared by OMB.)

Each tabie shows costs for SiX components’

Parental raspcnszbsiﬂy

Transitional asswtance followed by work

Working poor ch:id care

Removal of restrictions on benefits 0 two-parent families

Special initiatives land demonstrations of preventien, child suppory, and asset
development iniiiatives

Measures 1o snmphfy, coordinate and improve the delivery of government
assigtance,

(e N« B« I

o

All packages assume the following federal-state cost sharing:
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- All mew JOBS, WORK Child Ca.zc, special initiatives {except teen pregnancy
prévention grants) , ax}xd systems development money is matched at 8020

.- Benefit expansions fmd savings are shared according to current federal/state matching
rates {§5% for AI*‘!.‘){: and 100% for Food Stemps)

- Teen pregnancy prevention granis are given without state match,

Parental Responsibility

Ensuring that both parents taka responsibility for the support of their children is a mgor goal
of welfare reform, Al tnme par:kages reflect net savings from child support enforcement,
which result from mvestmez}zs in systems andf stafl that generate substantial savings. All
packages also reflect est:m&:cd savings from a requurement that mmor parents live a1 home, a
proposs! which is troubling to some advocates, but strongly supported by the Working Group.

The most controversial element of the parent responsibility package is 2 possible state option
to deny benefit increases whca additional children are conceived by parents on welfare. The
family cap is opposed on scvezai grounds. It is seen by some as penalizing children for the
ransgrassions of the parenﬁ Thers is little evidence that failing to provide a $60 ingrease in
benafits will influence behavxot And 3 number of statys are already cxpenmemmg with the
idea. Those who support tlize idea note that workers don't get 2 pay raise when they have
additional children. They argue the signal is important about responsible childbearing. Such
a provision saves $220 million over § years, money which ¢an be spent on child care. The
idea 15 popular with the public, strongly supported by the right and vehemently opposed by
the left.

An zglternative 16 including the family cap would be to announce at the tme of announcing
welfare reform that the administration would accept 2 certain number of additional waiver
requests. It would not be included in welfare reform on the basis that we intend 10 swait the
results of these demonstranons to see whether the plans were effsctive in reducing fernlity
before deciding whether m make it a state option or mandate a family cap nationwide,
Altematively one could alse make family caps an explicit demonstranon under the welfare
reform proposal and limitithe number of siates allowed 1o do it

Transitional Assistance Ftiz!{uwed by Work.

The core of our welfare reform plan is the transformanon of the welfare system into a system
of transittonsl assistange fni%owed by work, All three cost packages reflect the plan's
proposals for ﬁr&ma‘ncaﬁy increased participation in education, training and job ;}iacemcnt
activities during the first two years of any recipient's stay on welfare, and for the provision of
work slots for those whoiare unable 10 obtain unsubsidized jobs before hitting the two year
time limit. All options reflect the tight deferral and extension proposals in the plan.
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These packeges assume stamfimplcmcmatiﬁn in 1996 and assume that the caseload will be
phased in by entolling into the new regime all ap‘phtﬁm' and recipients born after 1971, This
schedula ymplies that by the yeaz 2000, 46 percent of projected welfare recipients absent
refarm will be phased in. C*f the phased in group, 11 percent would be off welfare, 25
percent would be working mth seme form of subsidy, atd 35 percent would be in a
marndatory education or traiging program. The final 29 percent would be in g defarred status
due w0 2 disability or because they are caring for a severely disabled child or a child under |,

Child Care {or the Working|Poor

The promise 10 "make work pay” is & major underlying premisa of this administration's
approach 1o welfare chorm With the expansion of the eamed income 1ax credit for working
families and the commitment to guaranteed health insurance, the major missing piece of the
make work pay agenda is subsidized chifd cere for low income families.

Most members of the W&rﬁmg Group and the Cabinet belisved that child care for the working
poor was critical to the s&cccss of the program. In focus groups, rscipients indicated that
concerns with ¢hild care zankeé second only 1o fears about losing health insurance in
daterring them from %eavmg welfare for work. Moreover, there are critical equity problems.
Under any scenario, our ;xapasai would provide child care for those in the JOBS and WORK
programs, and for one year{ after people lexve welfare for work. Unless we significantly
expand child care to the w?ricmg poor, we will be left with a situation whereby those getting
welfare or subsidized wurk would qualzfy for child cara, while those who have not been on
welfare recently are chgzhlc for lass certain support,

Prowviding working families below 130% of poverty (sliding scale fes) child care subsidies tha
are gquivalent to those available to welfars recipients would cost an estimated $4.0 billion per
year. We gurrenty spend 25& ¥ billion (in the Child Care Development Block Grant and IV-A
At-Risk child care cambmcd) Thus we gre currently meeting roughly 38% of the estimated
nsed. Neither plan proposss an uncapped entittement to child care for the working poor, nor
doeg cither propose a :@pcd entitiemant sufficient to ‘neet sstimated needs.  Packags 1A
proposss additional state md federal spending of roughly $.9 billion {5.72 billion federal)
which would allow meeting roughly 60% of the estimsted need. Package 1B to $1 billion
and meels 63% of need. Package 2 ups child care to S1.9 billion and meets roughly 85% of
need. It should be noted that estimates of the potential need are extremely uncertain, and
some estimates of the projected need are considerably higher, whils others are lower.

Removing Restictions on Benefits for Two-Parent Families

Supporung two-parér famz?:es by permitting them 1o receive bepefits under the same rules as
single parent families is an umportant signal about the importance of beth parents jn our
approach to welfare refeml Ideally we wauld like o lagislate an end 1o all provisions which
treat two-parent families in 8 discriminatory fashion natonwide, Requiring al states to adopt
such provigions weuld cost the federal government at least S830 million over § vears and
states would be reqmred to pay an additional $§73 million,

|

|
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Beczuse of the cost and 1o kiep unfundad stats mandates t© 2 minimum, we chose instead @©
give states the option to remove all or a part of the current two-parent restrictions rather than
requiring thern to do sa. Based om sur expenience with waiver requests, we estimate that
states serving roughly half ef the caseload would take this option.  The federal cost would be
roughly $495 million. The paskages do not differ in this element,
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Special Initiatives

One of the most important Iessons of the past decade is that welfare reform must be an on-
going leaming process. Mmy of the elements we propuse for sur current plan were tried on
a smaller scale initially. Inlfive critical aress, we propose money for special initiatives and
demonstrations which seemilikely to point the way for future reforms and innovations. These
include; ,
Teen Pregnancy and vaezzzéan {rrants--These meonies would go w fund a series of efforts in
the schools ta reducs teen prcgnamy, including mentoring programs, private partnerships,
comprehensive community support programs, and other demonstrations designed to reduce
teen pregnancy and reverse the alarming increase in owof-wedlock childbsanng, Froponents
note that if we cannot find E‘szrazcgies which help prevent children from having children, we
will never really solve the welfars problem. Skeptics point cut that we don't have many
proven solutions, Hence, the focus on special initiatives and demonstrations, Those who
argue for a larger amount rfmtc that only wath 2 serions commitment of resources can we
pmduce a genuine naz;onwzée mobilization, For the larger figure, one might create a national
Initiaitaive aimed at 500 to 1,000 of the nanon's highest risk schools,

(Package 1A and 1B: $200 million; Package 2: 53400 million).

Non-Custodial Parent JOBS/W QRK Programs--Logically whatever we expect of mothers, we
ought also 10 expect of fathefs Some very small scale programs are now being tnied whereby
mery who are unable or waw;!img 1o pay child support are placed in training or work
programs. These pzcgr&ms seem to both “smoke-out” some men who really can pay as well
as give an opportunity 1o ymmg men to jake some responsibility, Unfortunately these
programs have not beea ma:ﬁ at any real scale 1o date.  And our expenence with existing
work and training pmgmms for young men generally {versus fathers specifically) has shown
very faw payoffs. But z!-zlere i3 reason to believe programs for young fathers, with the carrots
and sticks that child support can offer, could ba much more successtul.

(Package 1A and 1B: $130 million; Package 2: $390 :million).

A ceess Gramts and ?arentzng Demenstrations—-Too often the role of non-custodial parents is
negligible bath in nuﬁurlng and providing for their children, Our policies will significantly
increase the responslbzixtres of absent parents to provide financial support for their children,
But too hittle has been daue to encourage non-custodial parents to play a more positive role in
raising and nurturing thczr children. Thess monies would be designed 1o explore & series of
strategies to enhance positive access and parenting skilis in parents living apart from their
children, (Package 1A &nd 1B: $30 million; Package 2: $70 million).
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Child Support Enforcement and A ssurarce (CSEAJ--Support from two parents 15 needed to
adequately provide for a chlld But often the state fails 1o collect money that is owed, or the
sbsent parent is uncmpEoya:i or tmdemmpiaycd and in a poor positian to provide support.
CSEA would guarantes some minimum level of child support 1o children for whom awards
are in place. CSEA payments would be deducted dollar for dollar agamst welfars payments,
but would be retained wizanf SOmMecns want 10 work, ser/dng as 3 work incentive. Proponents
argue this wall increase chzid support awards, increase work, reduce welfsre use, and reduce
child poverty, Critics worry that it will be seen as welfare by another name, and could lead
to lass pressure to rollect chiid support. {Package 1A and 1B: §120 million; Package 2: 8290
million). '

Individual Development Accounts (IDA) st Microenterprise Projects--In the long rua,
families which build assets lmd equity are in a far betier position to achieve real
independence. Both IDAs and MICTOENIErprise Programs are Seen as pawerfxz% tools for
stmulating savings and jebl creation among the poor. TDAs encoursge savings by providing a
match for every dollar saved. Microenterprise programs help welfare recipients and others to
start their own businesses, Suppof?s sens these as sending a clear rewards for everyone to
aceumulate and join the mmnstwam Critics wonder sliout the cost of subsidizing IDAs and
about the number of welfare recipients who resily could succesd as entreprensurs,

{Package LA and 1B: $60 million; Package 2: $145 million).

Each initiative has strong support among some members of the working group. The two
packages differ in their level of support for each of these initistives. Package 1 allocates
$540 million over § yearslwhxl& Package 2 allocates 51.1 billion. Note that even at §1.1
billion, the praposals are still much more modest than most proponents would ke

Improving Govemnment Assistance

The plan envisions a variety of initiatives to coordinatz and simplify the system through
which govemment assistance is delivered, to improve the incentives for work and savings, to
mmanage the system rhrough performance measures, anl to improve accouatability and program
integrity. Most of these mmatwes can be done withont legisiation, and most of either cost
nothing or generate sawngs Because it is difficult to quantify and get CBO to scors savings
from these measures, we i:lave not included admimsirative savings m our ¢ost estimatas,

We have, however, included several initiatives that insur 3 modest cast. Packages 1A and 1B
inciude the costs of a sme option 10 vary the disregards for work and ¢hild support in order
10 provide better m::cn::vcs 1o families. Our expsrience with sta5e waiver requests suggests
that many states may take advantage of this option through incentive schemes of relatively
modest costs, Package 2iincludes this option, and also includes an increase of 30 percent in
the funds available to Puerto Rico and the territories. The benefit cap for Puerto Rico and the
territories has been znczaaseﬁ only once in 15 years, In addition, package 2 includes the costs
associated with confcrmmg the AFDC and Food Starps asset rules, which would provide a
modest incentives for savings by AFDC recipients.

Discugsion
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These packages reflect our best assessments of how w allocats limited resources at different
levels. Other packages clearly could be devised. Qne could do more in child care and less in
special initiatives in any package. An intermediate alterzative could also be chosen. Still in
the end, the major cost/financing decisions revolve around child care for the working poor.
We do not beligve that the ;:z[aremaz responsibility or the transitional assistance programs ¢an
be reduced much further wiuie stll meeting the commitinent to end “welfare as we know it.”
The Lmited benefit manswns for two-parents and worl: incentives, which are in both
packages as state options, smd very important signals about work and family, The
demonstrations included in both packages are relatively modest.

Assuming the budget is set at $9.5 billion, the major question is whether t0 allow states the
sption of 2 family cap or not.
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TABLE 1 = FPRELIMINARY SUMMARY FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES
FOR ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL

(By fiscal year, in millons of dotlars)

S Your £ Year ZYeaur
Fode-si Poderal Fedest

Puckage TA  Packoge 1B Packsre 2

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY
Minor Mathers 303 30) 00
Ne Additional Benefitx for Addizional Thildren g {228} 226)
€hild Support Enforcemen?
Establishent (Net} 963 (gg; @0;
anammt m g;gg; (gg
sﬁ‘iwm, PARENTAL xzsmxs]zmuw "20 a0
TRANMNSETIONAL ASSISTANCE POLLOWED BY WGRK
Additonal JHBS 2,158 2,188 2,195
Addional Child Care fer }f}BS 1,10 181G 1,610
WORK ARG 1,55 1 t
Additionsi Child Care for WORK $10 4 et
Savings feom Child Care and Diter Expangion {106) (1003 (169}
Transitional Chitd Care 125 rriy 225
Eabaneed Teen Case Management ¥ 170 176
Savings - Caseload Redoction {215) Qs 215
ADP Federal end State 5 Admin Efficlency S4% 345 545
SURTQTAL, JORS/WORK 6,376 370 $,378
SUBTOTAL, JOBS/WORK AND PARENTAL RESP 6,460 6240 §,249
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,500 1,728 ), 500
REMOVE TWO PARENT (U RESTRICTIONS 95 o5 495
Tewenzge Pregnancy Preveation Grasts 200 260 409
Noa-Custadial Parent JORS/WORK Pmeums 1% 13g i
Acoess Giranty sod Pareating Desugstrations ] b} 0
Child Suppert Asruranoe Projects 120 120 295G
JDA gnd Microenterprive Frojects 60 40 145
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INUTIATIVES 40 45 1285
IMPROYING GOVERNMENY AESISTANCE GA)
State Flexibility on Earond lmm
and Child Su‘ppart Disreps Ass 3gx 8BS
Generally Confors Aum %0 Fwd Stamps 00 160 160
%e Teesitorie’ {aps é) {g} 182}
) ?ﬁam& 1GA 450 440 Sés
GEAND T0TAL L4851 8,475 12,188

Prasident’s Tuble with Full Phse-In in FY1996 with Further Adjustoents
in IGA, Woreking Poor Child Care, and Bmaastulhm UP Two-Zurent
Provision x5 Stae Option, Camparisons betwees Puckages 1A xod 1B and Packape 2.

Nowe 1: Prrembhoscs denots savings.

!
Nota 2t Fivs Year Fectoosd aztimsss repmonny $0% of wil sxpeoditane ascept for s following;
benafint ar: &kt sorrend match enlaw; ¢333d euppon is tatched 22 cawcs ggeeeifid in iy
mew%wwwywmmmmmu HOR.
Soxres: HHS/ASPE asff salimates. These saticnaion havs been shared with sl within HHE and OME bt
have pal boen officially roviewsd by OME. The palicics do 0ot mpracot & compeans mec

of the Wepxing Greup CoLhrin.
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& TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES
{Dolars in Millions)
- FY 139 S Year 10 Year
= PACKAGE 1A COSTS Total | Total Federal State |  Total Federy) State
]
E PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (360) (560 90 (6505 (5.905) (L1710 (4,739
1 TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 32251 1,716 6370 1400 1 23,465 20,655 2,810
; WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 900 1,875 1,500 315 6,930 5,545 1,385
) TWO PARENT {UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 20! 2,878 15850 1,295
- SPECIAL INITIATIVES 128 625 540 gs 1,830 1,530 300
53 MEROVING COVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 335 200 450 420 ,N5 1,085 £,630
o
> TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 1A 4700 | w1ses 9478 2030| 3,910 19218 €8s
& FY 1593 § Year . 10 Year
PACKAGE 1B COSTS Total Total  Fedural State |  Total _ Federal State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (6253 {1220 (13) (090} (8,055 (1,980 (8,079
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,225 7,770 5,370 1,400 23,465 10,685 2,810
= WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 1,000 ] L1500 1,720 430 1,780 6.5 1,555
- TWO PARENT {UP) PROVISIONS 175 895§ 495 w0o) 2,875 1,580 1,205
& SPECIAL INITIATIVES 238 625 54D 85 1,830 18307 00—
o3 IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 335 0 480 4201 178 1,085 1,630
|
© TOTAL COSTS 4,55 | 11,620 9,475 L64S | 30,610 20,095 1,818
- Nots 1: Parentese) Senots savings.
Ei: Note 2: Fioe Yeur and Taes Year Fodarst asimates mpressnt S0% of oll expanclits s excopt foe
- e fotiowing. DerwiRE st a ctavent malel rates; child suppost s snaiched ad retey

» B4726794

wpacifisd iy the rybolbwiical piacy wnd tsensge preg aancy pravarssion grards ace miatched &l 100%.
Sourcw: HMOJASPE sist! eathraies. Thase satimates have Deen stesed with o0 within 3 S and OME but
fave 100 bean ofticiaily rediewed by QM. The poficms do not repissent £ tonmsemis recomim andaticn

of the Working Srous Co-Ghwairy,
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§ TABLE 1 . SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES 04726454
§ (Dattars in Milllons)

FY 1599 £ Yeur 10 Year

e PACKAGE 2 COSTS Totad Totsl  Federal Stigte Total  ¥edersl Siale
-

i

E FPARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 625 (1,200} (30 ,0e0 8,055 {1.%8n  {6,07%)
| TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,028 F0 8,310 1,400 23,465 20,6355 2.810

1 WORKING POOR CHILD CARE $,875 4375 3,500 87 14,945 11,955 2,990
; TWO PARENT {UP PROYISIONS b o 805 435 400 2,875 1,580 1295
v SPECIAL INITIATIVES 553 E,515 1,295 % 4,005 3,375 120
é IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 00| 1,088 665 420F 1250 1,620 1,630
as .

-t

Q TOTAL COSTS FOR PAUKAGE 2 5,888 14,420 12,195 2,218 1 4bAT> 37,005 eyt
@ Hots 12 Parscffmssy desole seddnge.

. Nots 2: Five Yokr and Ten Year Fadern! selnton rapresert $0% of 5§ axpanditures sacept fof

the foflowing: benedits are ni current maleh rabes; child Suppod is walciied &f raley
spaiifind 1 the hypothetiol pinn; snd thnage Pregaancy pievention grants ae statched &t 100%,
Senitca: FMBASPE statf satimaian. Theus selinstes nave basn shured with sl wite HHS and OMES il
heve ot baeso o2 inlly teviewsd by OS5, The policies da el rspresent 3 conseensy tecommarsiniion
§ o the Working Geoup Go-Chire,
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MEMORANDUM TQ THY. PRESIDENT

FROM . Mary Jo Bang »
David T, Ellwood
Bruce Reed DR A F F

SUBIECT:  Wielfare Reform Packages

DATE: April 26, 1954

We have constructed 2 core options for welfare reform, one which corresponds 10 a 595
billien fmmcmg option, and one which wrresponﬁs 10 2 $12.2 billion option.  The packages
differ primarily tn the amaunzs they invest in child care for the working poor, but thare are
also differences in ziemezsstmtzons and in improvements of government assistance.

The accompanying memo ii;“am OMB indicates revenue sources for financing the $9.5 billion
package, The gambling tax would have allowed funding the 312.2 hiltion package. Unless
some naw financing sourmlis found, we cannot pay for the larger package. Thus the decision
on 4 gambling tax was imphicitly 2 decision 10 do less shild care for the working poor. We
include the $12.2 billion option to indicate what could be achieved if more financing were
avalable, <;

In our view, there is relmzvalv littie renaining fAexibility within the core §9.5 billion opticn.
The only major decision is whether or pot 1 inclode 4 state option for family caps and 1o use
the savings generated by i1mzzmg benefit increases to fund slightly more child care for the
working poor. We 1Iiustrazc the wradeoffs with two versions (1A and 1B} of the $%.5 billion
option, =

Table | shows federal cost figures in FY 99 and five yzar totals for each option. Tables 2
provides further inferrn&zionimz each option, including faderal and state 10tal costs, and 1Q

year costs. {Note: These eszimatcs have been clogely shared within HHS and OMB, but
minor changes are likely 10 Be made, 1nd they have not been officially cleared by OMB))

Each table shows costs for six components:

Parenial respensibiiit}j

D

o Transitional assz&tmae follawed by work

o Working poor child cai.re

¢ Removal of rastriciions on benefits to two-parent families

o Special initiatves and demonsirations of prevention, child support, and asset
development mmatwe:s

o Measures 1o simplify, coordinate and i improve the delivery of government

3sSIStanGe.
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All packages assume the foliiawing federal-state cost sharing:

i
« All new IOBS, WORK, Child Care, special iniriatives {except teen pregnancy
prevention grants)  land systems development money is matched at §0/20,

-- Benefit expansions and savings are shared according to current federal/siate matching
rates {35% for AFDC, and 100% for Food Stanips)

-- Teen pregnancy prevention grants are given without state match,

Parental Responsibility

Ensaring that both parents take responsibility for the support of their children is a major goal
of weifzre reform. All zhre{e packages reflect net savings from child support enforcement,
which resuit from izzvestmex;ts In systems and staff that gencrate substantia) savings, All
packages zlso reflect as‘fsmatezi savings from z requiterent that minor parents lve at home, 2
propesal which is zmahhng to some advoeates, but strongly supported by the Working Group,

The most controversial element of the parent responsibility package is a possible state option
w deny benefit mereases whan additional children are concaived by parents on welfare. The
family czp is opposed on se;v:ml grounds. It i$ scen by some ac penalizing children for the
transgressiens of the parents. There 15 ittie evidence that fathing 10 provide a $60 increase in
benefits will influense behavior. And a number of states are already z:x;;anmazmng with the
idea. Those who support '&{e wea note that warkers dor't get a pay raise when they have
additional children. They argue the signal is impontans 3bout responsible childbearing, Such
a provision saves $220 mullion over 5 years, money which can be spent on child care. The
idea 1§ popular with the public, strongly supported by the night and vehemantly opposed by
the left,

An alternative 1o including thc family cap would be to armounce at the time of announcing
welfare reforin that the admmzstraﬁcn would accept a certain number of addinonal waiver
requests. It would not be i inciuded in welfare reform on the basis that we intend to await the
resuity of these &emnnszmnons to see whether the plans were effective in reducing fertlity
before deciding whether to make jt 2 stats option or mardate a farmil ly cap nationwide,
Alternatively one could alsomake farnily caps an explizit demonsiration under the welfare
reform proposal and limit the number of states allowed 1 do it

Transitional Assistance Fellowed by Wark,

The core of our welfare tct'orm plan is the transformation of the welfare system into a system
of transitional assistance followed by wark., All three cost packages reflect the plan's
proposals for dramaticatly zz‘zi;c.reaScc% participation in educution, training and job placament
activities during the first two years of any recipient's stay on welfare, and for the provision of
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work slots for those who are unable to obtain unsubsidized jobs before hiting the two year
tme limit.  All opuans zejfle:f the tight deferral and extension proposals in the plan.

These packagcs assume szme implemeniatton in 1996 and assume that the caseload will be
phaszd i by enrolling zn&o the new regime all applicaats and recipients bom after 1971 This
schedule inplies that by the year 2000, 46 percent of projected welfare recipients absent
reform will be phased m, [Of the phased in group, 11 perceny would be off welfare, 25
percent would be working!with some form of subsidy, and 35 percent would be in a
mandatory education or 1razrung program, The final 19 percent would be in a deferred gtatus
due to a disability or because they are caring for a severely disabled child or a child undes 1,

Child Care for the Working Poer

The promisc to "make war}( pay” is a major underiying premise of this administration's
approach o welfare aefmmz With the expansion of the earned Income tax credit for working
famities and the cemm;tmem 1o guaranieed heahh insurance, the major missing piece of the
make work pay agenda is subsidized child care for low income famifies.

Most members of the Workmg Group and the Cabinet believed that child care for the working
poor waes critical 1o the guc?ess of the program. In focus groups, mczp;ents indicated thai
eoneerns with child care rankcd second only to fears about losing health insurance in

deterring them from 2eavmg welfare for work, Moreover, there are critical equity problems.
Under any seenario, our proposal would provide child eare for those in the JOBS and WORK
programs, and for one year after peopls leave welfure for work, Unless we significantly
#xspand child care 10 the worklﬁ peor, we wall be left with a situation whereby those getting
welfare or subsidized work wouid qualify for child care, while those who have not been on
welfare recently are eizgxt;%c: for less certain suppori,

Providing working families ba aw 130% of poverty {sliding scale fae) child care subsidies that
are equivalent to those ava;!a{?ie to weifare recipients would cost an estimated $4.0 billion per
year, We currently spend S; 5 biltion {in the Child Car2 Development Block Grant and IV-A
At-Rigk child care combined) Thus we are currently mueting roughly 38% of the estimared

need. Neithee plan proposes an uncapped entitlement fo child cars for the working poor, nor
does either propose a capped entittement sufficient to moeet estimated needs.  Package 1A
proposes additional state z.md feders! spending of roughly 3.9 billion (£.72 billion federal}
which would allow meeting mughlv 60% of the ¢stimated need, Package 1B 1o $) billion
and meets 63% of need, Package 2 ups child care to $1.9 mllion and meets roughly 85% of
need. It should be noted ihaz estimates of the potential naed are exmemely uncertain, and
some estimains of the progezteci need are considerabiy higher, while others are lower,

Removing Restrictions on Bencfits for Two-Pasent Famiiies
Supporting two-parent families by permitiing thern to recsive benefits under the same rules as

single parent families 1s an léxportmz signal about the imporiance of both parents in our
approach to welfare reform. Tdeally we would like to {egislawe an end to all provisions which



04728783 i5: 98 /202 830 7383

b

HHS 0§ ASPE 415F s+« BRUCE REED Eaolasell

————

freat two-parent families t ina discriminatary Fashion natonwide. Reguiring all states to adopt
such provisions would costl the federal government at Jeast $830 mithion aver § years and
states would be required to pay an additonal $873 mitlion,

Because of the cost and to ‘keep unfunded gtate mandates 1 a minimum, we chose instead to
give states the option to teénovz ail or a pant of the current two-parent restrictions rather than
requiring them to do so. Based on gur gxperience with waiver requests, we estimats that
states serving roughty haif of the caseload would take this option. The federal cost would be
roughly 495 million, The packages do not differ in tius element,

Special Initiatives

One of the most important {essons of the past decade is that welfare reform must be an on-
going learning process, Ma]ny of the elem=nts we propase for pur current plan were tried on
a3 smaller scale initially. Inlfive critical areas, we propose money for special initiatves and
demonswations which seem|iikely 10 poim the way for future reforms and innovanons. These
inctude:

Teen Pregnancy and Preve»r:m (rranis--These monies would go to fund a series of efforts i
the schools to reduce teen prcgnancy, meluding mentoring programs, private partnerships,
comprehensive community sza;:pcsrz programs, and other demonstrations designed o reduce
teen pregnancy aad reverse zhr: alanming ingrease in out-of~wedlock childbearing.  Proponents
note thar if we cannot find srraxeg,ncs which help prevent children from having chiidren, we
will never reaily soive the welfare problem. Skepiuics paint out that we don’s have many
proven solutions, Hence, zhe focus on special initiatves. and demanstrations. Those wha,)
argue for a lerger amount ncl that only with 2 serious commitment of resources can we
predum a penuine nazzonwxde maohifization. For the larger figure, one might create a national
initiaitaive aimed at 500 © l 509 of the nation's highest risk schools,
{Packare 1A and 1B: 3200 mz[hom Package 2: 3400 miilion}.

Non-Custodiad Parent .!E)BS{WC)RK Programs--Logically whatever we expect of mothers, we
ought also 10 expect of fathers. Some very small scals prograras are now being tried whereby
men who are unable or unwilling 1o pay child support are placed in training or work
programs, lhese programs s;acm to both "smoke-out” some men who really can pay as well
as give an opportunity to young men to take some responsibility. Unfortunately these
programs have not been tied ar any real scale 10 date. And our experience with existing
work and training programs for young men generally (versus fathers specifically) has shown
very few payoffs, But zher,f is resson 1o believe programs for young fathers, wath the carrors
and sticks that child support can offer, could be much mure successful,

(Package 1A and 1B: $130 million; Package 2: $390 million).

Aceess Grants and i’a!e?zzmg Demonstrations--Too often the role of non.custodial parents is
negligible both in nurunng and providing {or their childinn., Qur policies will sipmficantly
1ncrease the regponsibilities qf absent parents to pravide financial support for their children,
But too little has been done to encourage nounscustodial parents to play & more positive role in
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raising and nurturing theis chifdren, These monies would be designed to explore a series of
strategies 1© enhance positive access and parenting skills in parents living apart from their
chnldren. {Package 1A and 1B: $30 million; Package 2: $70 million).

Chitd Support Enforcement md A ssurance [CSEA j--Suppont from two parents is needed to
adequately prm:de for chlid But often the state fails to collect money that is owed, or the
abgsent parent ig u‘%ﬁmp%t}}’?ﬁ or underemployed and in 3 poor position 1o provide support.
CSEA would puarantes some minirnurs level of child suppart 1 children for whom awards
are in place. CSEA paymem& would be deducted doliar for dollar against welfare payments,
but would be retsined uhm someone went 1o work, serving as & work inceative.  Proponents
argue this will increase chz?d support awards, increass work, reduce welfare use, and reduce
child poverty.  Critics wtm'y that it will be seen as welfare by another name, and could Jzad
to Jess pressure 1o collect child support. (Package 1A snd 1B: $120 million; Package 2: $290
million),

Individual Development Accounts (IDA) and Micraenterprise Projecis--in the Jong run,
families which build assstsiand equity arz in a far better posiiion o schieve real
independence., Both IDAs and microentarprise programs pre seen as powerful tools for
stimulating savings and job creation among the poor. TDASs encourage savings by providing 2
maich for every dollar saved. Microenterprise programs help weifare recipients and others w0
start their own buginesses. 1Suppor‘ts see these as sending a clear rewards for averyons 1o
accumulate and join the mainstream. Critics wonder sbout the cost of subsidizing IDAs and
about the number of welfare recipients who really could succeed as entrepreneurs.

{Package TA and 1B: %60 million; Package 2: $145 million).

Each inttiative has strang support among same members of the working group. The two
packages differ in their Ic:v«s! of support for sach of thess inihatuves. Package | allocates
$540 mullion over § years, whzie Package 2 allocates S1.1 bilhon. Note that even at 311
billion, the proposals are sn}i much more modsest than most proponents would bike.

Improving Government Assistance

The plan envisions a varety, of initiatives to coordinate ind simplify the system through
which government asszsmnec is delivered, to improve the tncentives for work and savings, o
manage the system through ;:cti‘ormame measures, and to improve accountability and program
integrity. Most of these initiatives gan be done without legislaton, and most of either cost
nothing or generate savings ; Because 1t 1s difficult w0 quantfy and get CBO to score savings
from these measures, we have not included administrative savings in our cost estimates.

We have, however, included|several initiatives that incur 3 modest cost, Packages 1A and 1B
in¢lude the costs of a state optian 16 vary the dis;rcgar:is for work and child support in order
to provide better incentives to families. Our experience with state waiver requests suggests
that many states may take advamage of this option through mcentive schemes of relalively
modest wosts. Package 2 includes thas option, and also includes an increase of 50 percent in
the funds available to Puerto] Rico and the tertitories. The benefit cap for Puerio Rico and the
territories has been increascd only once g {5 years. In addition, package 2 incindes the costs
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associated with conforming the AFDC and Foed Stamps asset rules, which would provide a
modest incentives for savings by AFDC recipiens.

Biscussion 1
These packages reflect our best assessmenis of how o allocate hymited resources at different
levels. QOther packages ziear%y could be devised. One vould do mors in child care and less in
spegial inigatives in any pac:kagc An intermediate aliernative could also be chosen. Siill in
the end, the major cost/financing decisions revolve arnund child care for the working poor,
We do not belicve that thé parental responsibility or the transitional assistance programs can
be reduced much further whz!c still meeting the commitment 10 end "welfare as we know it”
The limited benefit expansions for twosparenis and work incentives, which are in both
packapes as state options, send very important signals abeur work and family. The
demonstrations inciuded En! both packages are refativelr modest.

Agsuming the bodget is 561’1 at $9 8 billion, the major budget question is whether to aliow
states the option of 2 family c2p 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 imporiant moral/values and political
implications.
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TA&LE l ~ PRELIMINARY SUMMARY FEDERAL COST ESTIMATES
R ELEMENTS OF A WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL
{By fisead year, ke millions of dollare)
5 Yeue 5 Year 5 Ym
Federal Ferderal
Packrge {A  Patkage 18 i’:%
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 1
Misor Mothers |
gg é‘;dggmmi Benelits for Adéineal Chﬁdrcsiz ﬁg} Gg; &i
v
oatee e Eutblhaeat (Net) 1. on o o0
Enfammt Netj ! {18 (00 {160}
%%M Conts i | 370 370
SUBTOTAL, PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY a3 1363 {am
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE FOMW%I; RY WORK
Additenat JOBS Spending L4 21,198 5:11
Additiens! Child Care for FOBS 1,816 1,518 %:61&
WORK 1,3R 1 H
Additicaal Child Care for WORK 610 520 Ho
Savings from Child Care and Other Expassion {180 (o0 X80}
Transitienal Child Care 228 228 255
Enhanced Teets Case Management 173 176 170
Savings - Caseiond Reducton Qi85 arm a9
ADP ¥edersl snd State mmm Efhciency £45 345 845
SUBTOTAL, JO R¥ i 6,374 8,37 $,370
SUBTOYAL, JOUSAVORK AND P'ﬁkENZT& RESKF 6,450 8,240 6,246
WORKING PODR CHILD CARE 1 1,500 el ss00
REMOVE TWO PARENT U mmmnuf 485 493 495
Teenage Pregnsncy Prevestios Graute '1 260 00 408
MNan-Custodial Parent JORS/WORK Programg ! | R 138 98
Acxwss Girants snd Pgrentizg Demogstrations n K] T
Child Support Assurance Projects 120 120 90
IDA and Microcoterprive Projocts 8 1] 145
SUBTOTAL SPECIAL INITIATIVES 548 S43 1235
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTARCE (GA)
State Flexibility oo Bavnod htmmf
and Chitd Support Divrega 385 385 3as
Generaliy Con&m éssm o Fmd Sanps F{1 ] W 100
Igerease Territoria® Cams 0 ] 2.4
Al Cihery {5} {5 s
SUBTOTAL IGA 450 4o 665
1
GRAND TOTAL i 9478 Y.475 12,198

Preident’s Tabts with Full Phasovin in FY 1996 w:zh Frurther Adjustments
in (GA, Working Poor Child Care, #ad mm, P Two-Parent

Provision ax Stste Ootion. Compirisons bYetwees muia 1A and 18 and Package 2,

Nos |1 Paccohraes doacks svings, i
Horo 3 Five Yiar Folotat el ceprorsit 0% of ulf expenduans sxcept for the following:
Beocfits s0¢ of turmmt nual ok child Rippont i enstchied U e spocitiod in G
hypothaiical plany tivd orape pregoancy proverios granss sie matched 31 100%,
Sonree! HHS/ASPE eaff aogiunates, MMM%M&MM&NW%S;&%IBM
ngvo ok baes oiGsially revistad by OME, The polisios do nos mpresent & conmennas reosmanendetion
of the Warking Group Co-Ohain,
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(Dallars in Miilions)
FY 19%9 5 Year 10 Yeur
PACKAGE 1A COSTS Total Tota! Fedenl State Total  Federa! State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (360) {560 80 (650}, (5.905y (L1700 (4,735}
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,228 1,70 6,370 1400 22,335 20,4655 2810
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE 900 1,878 1,590 175 6,930 §.545 1,385
TWO PARENT {UP) PROVISIONS 375 895 495 400 2,878 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL INTFIATIVES 225 £3% S4n 55 i 839 1,510 200
PMPROVING SOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 3358 500 480 420 2,718 1,088 1,630
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 1A 4,700 1 11,508 9,475 2,030) 31,910 25,225 2,685
FY 1999 § Year 10 Year
PACKAGE iB COSTS Total Total  Federsi State Tolai  Federet State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY (6250 {1,220 (30 (190 (8,055  (1,980) {5,079
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE 3,228 1,70 6,370 14001 23,465 20655 .- -2,810—
WORKING POOR CHILD CAKRE e OO ISGTTTTUINGT 430 1,760 £,225 1,555
TWO PARENT (UF) PROVISIONS 175 85 495 400 7,875 1,580 1,295
SPECIAL INFVIATIVES 228 §25 540 85 1,830 1,530 300
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 333 S0 489 420 2,715 1,085 1,530
TOTAL COSTS ] 4,835 | 11,120 9,478 1.6451 30610 29,095 1515
hisie 1 Parerdheses dencle ssvinge.

Pote 20 Five Yaee and Ten Year Facevsat sslimates tapmsant S0% of af axpasdiiwes sxospt for
W following: hanelits até &) curter? metoh rates; elild support is matchad i rtes

sopwcified s the bypothelical phan; and leenngs pragnancy prevention grands are matched at $00%,
Sourew: HHEASPE vislf satimales. Thsxe stimates bave Geen ahmisd wih staff whhin HHS and OMB bt
have not heen offlelaly revieasd by OMB, Tis poticien do not raprasant & consesnais moommendation

ot the Working Sroup Co-Chals,
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TABLE 2 - SUMMARY OF COSTS FOR PRELIMINARY WELFARE REFORM PACKAGES
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04/26/94
{Dollars in Miltions)
, FY 1999 5 Year 14 Year
PACKAGE 2 COSTS Total Total  Federa! State Total  Federnl State
PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY 23] (1L.220) (a3 (e (8055 (LSED)  (6,075)
TRANSITIONAL ASSISTANCE . 3028 2,770 6,370 1400 23,465 20885 2,810
WORKING POOR CHILD CARE G875 14375 3,500-——8751 714,945 11,958 2,990
TWO PARENT {UP}. PROVISION: P“"'-'“""'““”“""”“‘""””r 375 825 495 400 2,875 5,580 1195
e T ha !
SPECIAL INFTIATIVES 355 1,518 1,28% 220 4,095 1,375 710
IMPROVING GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 400 1,085 665 420 3,250 1,620 1,630
TOTAL COSTS FOR PACKAGE 2 5,808 14,420 12,188 2,225§ 40,575 37,205 3,370
Nots 1 Pacanthawms denoie savings,

Fote 2. Fius Yeat and Tan Yezz Fegsral welinunise rapresant 30% of all expagditucoss excop! for
thae felfowing: Densiils sre ad current maloh iates; ohifd suppont is matched af rates

spacilisd In the iypothetical plan; and lesnsge Btegnancy pravenifon grante ss massied st 2aoel
Lomeeaw: MMLILZRE

otrff auitmiainn. Tome estimaten Rava baer aharad with elad within HMB end GLEUS bt

hiaye not baean oiticially reviewed by ONMDB. The paticles o not rapresant a conssnsus recstrzmnsdalisn
of thie Worklng Sroup To-Chaire,
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October 18, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR "I'iii“l PRESIDENT

FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBJECT: - New York Welfare Reform Waiver

A ;I’be Clinton Record ca’WeIfare Reform Waivers

1. 19th State: New York is the 19th state to receive a welfare reform waiver since
vou took office. In 20 monihs you have awarded welfare reform waivers to more than twice
a5 many states as Bush did 22‘2 four years (he gave waivers to 9 states) and more even than
Reagan did in 8 years (his total was 16 states).

2. Bipartisan Approach: You have awarded lhcs:: waivers without regard to panty.
In 8 of the 19 states, the g{zx emor who requested the waiver was not a Democrat (7 GOP, 1
Independent ~— Weicker). In other words, you have already given out nearly as many
svawcrs o govemnors 0ulsndc your party (8) as Bush did in his ‘entire term (9)

B. The New York Waive‘r

This waiver will aik}»;v New York to conduct a four~county demonstration of its “Jobs
First Strategy,” which will test new ways to steer new applicants toward work instead of
welfare. This’ program will offer applicants the choice of chifd care in licu of welfare, so
they ¢an go 16 work instead {of going on welfare. Like our welfare seform plan, it will
increase asset lmits for pe;ogzic who work or start a small business. It encourages people to
coopesate with child support by providing a year of transitional child care for recipients who
leave the welfare rolls because of child support payments. It encourages marriage and family
by expanding eligibility for naexiy two~parent famities, and by exz'endmg two years of
Mcdlcald coverage for chziércn whosc parent marries but remains below 150% of poverty.

Like our plan, the Ncw York dcmcnstrathz is designed to change the culture of the

. welfare office by steering peﬁpie immediately toward work, and bx helping them make it i
the workplace —— where they can eamn a paycheck, not a welfare check. Although their plan
-does not include a time E;mxt or work fequirement ~- you may recall some cxchanges on that
. issue during the campaign «w- it promotes the same basic themes as ours: work,
-responsibility, and famtl} Wbcn we introduced the Work and Responsibility Act, Cuomo
sent you a letter pra;smg itas "a’ laudabie proposal for achieving our sharcd gaais

IR
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: In New York City, Giuliani has just ansounced a major workfare pf{}gfam for Home
" Relief recipients. It would {ictraci from Cueomo's event to mention Giuliani's somewhat
controversial proposal, b{ii }ou should ;}zmsc him for his i:npamsaa imterest in welfare reform.

Onc othet New York| note: Moynihan has called on two separate occasions to stress
that the out-of—wedlock bméz rate is cxpected to grow from 30% to 40% over the next
decade -~ not 50%, as you havc sometimes said. If the rate continucs to grow
cxponentzaiiy, it may well go that hzg,h gver the next decade, but since no expent in the fzcid
. Is cutrently projecting that to happen, Moynihan would prefer you to stick to the defensible

40% tather than the theoretical 50% figure.

i
; B . : .
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. Miinistrstion's vop priorities and for tackl this cuomplax and . S
wtiaalimua. ¥ary of the themes snd princip anbedind in
g cpocal are consistant with New Yoﬁ:*a m valfare reforn
miatim, ahd I support your afforts to promote the valus of -
wo 'k, res ibilicy and self-sufficlency. I shave your air to

maie public :asi.utanm transitional, w&th its prinarg fosue on
je s, ‘ .

Ths progras mt you tave outlined ie min}.y 8 laudable -
px;rpml for achieving our shared gonls. Although thers ave
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£ work with Wm your m&stxatim and ths Congress to
resulve thon.

1 lock tnmﬁ to wzkiuq with you to M&t@é these m?.mu
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% » President
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May 30, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PR ENT
FROM: BRUCI;EZ REED

SUBJECT: The Politics of Welfare Reform

This memo includes an upklate on the political and legislative landscape for welfare
reform, and some thoughts on how to talk about our plan, as you requested. We are also
warking with Rahm and czhérs on a rcslizmt schedule, and have attached a separate briefing
from Stan on his most recent findings.

. Political snd Legi&iativef Update

As we have discussed before, there is a broad and powerful consensus (with
exceptions on the extreme right and left) for the basie clements of our welfare reform plan.
Support for time limits, work programs, and tougher child support enforcement exceeds 80~
90%, with little variation across race, class, or party. Even on the issues that the Republicans
think work for them ~w z:uzung off benefits for legal mmlgranzs and unwed mothers ~-
people prefer our alternatives by two— and three~to-one margins.

The current lull in the heaith ¢are debate gw:;s you an opportunity to speak out on
these issues, at a time whcrz Americans are united in belicving the country has a welfare crisis
and Republicans (for a r:hangc) are the ones divided over what to do about it. Recent
developments in both pame§ have left you a gond opening to dominate the debate.

A. The Republicans

Republicans arc now' at war with one another over whether o back the original House
Republican welfare reform ‘mti or go further, and seck to cut off unwed mothers under 21
a%i{}g,ctlx:r Gingrich and many other Republicans in the House want to stick with their
original bill, which has 162 of 175 House Republicans as co~sponsoss and would enable them




to share credit for whatever passes, since the biggest differences between our plan and theirs
are over how quickly to phasc in and how much to cut benefits for immigrants. Bennett and
Kemp sent out another Wziham Kristol memo last month arguing the eriginal House biil plays
mto your hands, and that ch{ubhcans shouid insist instead on a purist, Charles Murray
approach that enables them to hang onto the welfare issuc. According to Fred Bames, Kemp
thought the now proposal was a bad idea, and only signed on after they promised to include
$73 billien in unpaid-for tax cuts,

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 for, and
risk losing a favorite wedge issue, or they change their tune, move to the right, and run the
risk that they'll look like (}bsiructlamﬁs and box themselves into a position with little popular
support. The szp—ﬁe:ﬁmttwlizzszol 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 over Murray's: 70% favored requiring people on welfare to work,
versus 25% who favored cutting off benefits for young mothers.

The Republican infighting should help us in several ways. First, it marginalizes
conservatives like Bennctt and Kemp (who have their own aspirations), and makes them look
blatantly political. The samz: thing happened to Ro;mbhc:ans on crime: you said “three
strikes,” th{:y said *two sinkc&» you said "boot camps,” they said "stockades" ~- and they
looked silly in the process. {}fi this issue, they would rathcr play pohitics than fix what
everyone agrees is a welfare| System m Crisis.

Second, it takes atzz:nénezz away from the divisions within our own party and pushes
moderate Republicans aioscr ta us, Rick Santorum, the lead House sponsor, now spends as
much time attacking Op{}(}nepts on the right as he used to spend attacking us, When the
House heid an Oxford-style debate on welfare reform last month, all the Republicans who
spoke distanced themselves from the Charles Murray approach.

Fipaily, the chubizfmn schism is yet another reason for Republican governors to
prefer our plan. Most governors view the Murray approach as a direct cost shift to states and
communities, who will sull haw to provide for young mothers in some way.’ In addition,

. they are worried that the Hcase Republican phase~in would impose massive new costs on the
states, and do nothing to swcctm their JOBS matching rate. Our plan phases in sensibly and
enables states 1o recoup mosz or all of their new costs through tougher child support
enforcement, caseload savings, and an increased federal match. The Honse Republican
financing scheme also would shift the cost of providing immigrants with heaith care and other
services almost entirely to the states. Pete Wilson has already complained that such
provisions would leave {Iahfemla with 40% of the immigrant population, paying 40% of the
tab for welfare reform, cvcn though the state has only 20% of the welfare cascload. Our
deeming provision shifts thc costs of supporting immigrants to¢ the familick who sponsor them
to come into this country; it may acinally save siates a little money in AFDC and food
stamps.

18]




None of this means that it will be easy to get Republican votes in the House. In the
end, they will have to confront the same choice they have faced on ¢rime and NAFTA. We
ought to be able 1o pick up 60-100 Republican votes for weifare reform, but we will anly do
so if Mack, David Gergen, Pat Griffin, and others reach out to Gingrich and company fo let
them know we're geauinely mtcrcswé in a bipartisan bill. That will become even more
impontant if Congress doesn’t finish welfare reform this year.

B. The Democrats

Several Democrats have put forward their own welfare reform bills, some consistent
with our approach and others 'not. The Matustream Forum introduced legislation that borrows
heavily from our plan. Their bill adopts the same phase~in (starting with those born after
1971} and similar provisions on time Himits, work requirements, child support, etc. The most
significant differcnce berwccn our bill and theirs is that they propose the same immigrant
financing scheme as the Repa ficans {although McCurdy has said he might be flexible on the
Medicaid part of ).

Liberal Democrats I‘zavc been relatively guiet. Tom Harkin introduced 2 bill with
ficxible time limits (6 months for some people; longer than 2 years for others). Eleanor
Holmes Norton wrole an Outstanémg Washington Post op-ed last month on the importance of
work as the unifying prmcz;;ie for welfare reform. Bob Matsui and Patsy Mink have cach
introduced bills which e:a;panci the JOBS program bul do not include time limits or serious
work requirsmonts.

We have met several timcb with Moynihan, who secms happy with our general
direction but has not tipped hzs hand on many specific details. In the House, Harold Ford is
eager to make his mark wz:?z!thts issue, although from time {0 line he suggests giving
everyone on welfare jobs that pay 39 an hour. If Ways and Means is slow 10 take up welfare
reform, moderate Dem()crats[could join Republicans in a discharge petition, but so far we've
persuaded them to keep their p{}wdcr dry.

There is a chancs Wavs and Means could take up welfare reform sooncer than they
might like because R{sstcnkowskl promised them a vole on cutting immigrant benefits.
Eariter this month, Saniomm tricd to attach an amendment o the Social Security bill that
would have climinated all bencﬁts for all nop~citizens. [t was narrowly defeated by a vote of
20-16, with Harold Ford voting present. 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 {:ouk:% usc whatever money they squeeze out of immigrants to pay for
welfare reform rather than (ii:flﬁ:li reduction,

We have been wi)rkmg hard to line up support from outside groups. We hope 1o gel &
DGA endorsement, and a slr{mg statement from the NGA is not out of the question. The
DLC will say nice things about our bill and the Mainstream Forum's bill; they agree with us




that welfare reform should befpaid for through budget cuts, not just cuts in immigrant
benefits. We have probably met enough of AFSCME's concerns about displacement (o keep
them from opposing cur plan, but like the advocacy groups, they still wish the issue would
just go away.

II. Highlights of Our Welfare Reform Plan

As you well know, the welfare debate is less about policy and politics than it is about
vatues, The trouble with the current welfarc system is that it undermines the values that
matter most —- work, zcs;:sonsztnhtx family. The current system makes welfare more
attractive than work, and lets t0o many parents avoid responsibility for supporting their
childres,

Qur welfare reform plan is based on the basic values and principles you outlined in
the campaign: No one who Jforics fuli-time with a child at home should be poor, but no one
who ¢an work should stay 011 welfare forever, We need to make welfare what it used to be -
- & stcond chance, not 3 way of life. The ones who hate the welfare system most are the
people who are trapped by it Governments don't raise childeen; people do. People who
bring children into this worid should take responsibility for them. Government has to do ail
it can to expand Gppnmmty, but people have a r65p0¥231b11113: to make the most of 1. We
could have all the programs and spend all the money in the world and it won't do a bit of
good if people don't do rzghtg And so on.

The attached talking ;ﬁoinzs outlinc the highlights of our plan. (We will give you
complete information on mszs and financing when you return from Europe. ) There is plenty
to talk about in an initiative th&t oosts $10 billion over 5§ years and $36 billien over 10, But
it is casy to get lost in the {i&al[s The two values most on people's minds are work and
responsibility, As you said tﬁ the DLC in Cleveland in 1991, work is the best social program
this ¢country has cver devised.




HIGHLIGHTS OF OUR WELFARE REFORM PLAN

1. THE ADMINISTRATION'S RECORD ON WELFARE REFORM

1. EITC: Last yeas cconemic package went a long way toward snding welfare by
giving 15 million working familics a tax cut through the EITC. The EITC turns a minimum
wage, $4.25 an hour job into a $6 an hour job. W;ii‘z the EITC and health reform, any job is
a good 1ob.

2. Health Reform: Health reform will move an estimated one million womesn and
children off welfare. A rccezfii survey of weifare recipients in Charleston and Nashville found
that 83% would take a minimum 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 inszzrancc.f

3. Waivers: Since January 1993, the Administration has granted waivers 1o 14 states
to try new initiatives on time; limits, assistance for two-parent families, limiting additional
benefits for additional chiidrg:rz, and so on.

H

il. TIME-LIMITING WELFARE AND REQUIRING WORK

{. Two~Year Time Limit: Everyonc who can work will be'expected to go to work
within two years. To the poor and those outside the cconomic mainsiream, we say two
things: No one who works full-time with a child at home should be poor, and no onc who
can work should stay on wclgfare forever,

* A new samal comtract: Everyone will be requized to sign a Personal
Responsibility Agreement that spells out what they can cxpect and what is expected of
them in return. This|agreement will include the two-year time limit as well as other
state measures to encourage responsible behavior, such as requiring immunizations,
demying benefits for additional children born on welfare, requiring mothers to pame
and help find the father as 3 condition of eligibility, cic.

* Fower exemptions: Our plan cuts the number of exemptions in current law
by half. Current law, exeropts mothers with children under 3; our plan Hmits tha
exemption to mothers with children under 1. The exemption for teen mothers and

. F - 4 ’ b
mothers who conceive additional children while on welfare will last only 3 months.

* No more Sc}mcz%}ing for nothing: From day one, everyone will be required o
do something in return for recciving assistance. Even those who are exempied from
JOBS participation will be expected o take part in parenting, community scrvice, of
nther activitics.




© This is not an entitlement to two years of training: Most people will be
expected to enter employmczaz well before the two years are up. States can also

design shorter time limits for people who are job-ready, and require them to work
sooner.

* A lifetime limit: People should have an incentive to feave welfare guickly
and not use up their prfcs:i{ms months of welfare cligibility. Recipients who usc up
their 24 months will no longer be cligible unless they enter the work program. The
time Hmit is a lifctime/limit: people who have been off welfare for long periods of
time will be able to get a fow months of assistance to tide them over in emergencies,
but they will not be able to start over with a new Z-year clock. This will make
weifare what it was meant 10 be ~~ a second chance, not a way of life,

2. Werk, Not Wcifare: We nced to change the culture of the welfare office to focus
on helping people find and kczc;} jobs, not just writing them checks for life,

* Joby search fi rst: Job scarch will be required Immediately of anyone whe can
work. Anyone offercd a przvazc sector job will be required to take 1t or get thrown off
the roils.

* A clear focus on employment: 'We will push states to shift-their JOBS
programs away from cizsswom training and toward job placement and on-the—job
training. Many peopd c on welfare are there because they failed in the classroom; ot
makes no sense (0 scnd them to another classroom when what they really need is help
in getting and holding 'dorwen a job, The best job training program is a job.

3. Requiring and Providing Work: Anyone who can work will have to go to work
within 2 years, in the private sector if possible, in community service i necessary.

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

* Seate and %{}4:?1 flexibility, with an emphasis on the private sector; States will
be able to usce the morney they would otherwise spend on welfare to create subsidized,
non~displacing jobs ‘“4 the private sector, with non-profits, or in public service
employment, Communzizcs will be encouraged to build strong links to the private
sector, and can hire piacemcnt firms like America Works to help people find and keep
jobs. We've worked closely with the business community to desigo a flexible program
without red tape.
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* This is a transitional program, designed 1o constantly push people toward
unsubsidized work in thc private scotor: People will be required to go through
extensive job scarch before entering the work program, and after cach work
assignment. No work %sszgnmca{ will jast more than 12 months.  No one will receive
the BITC unless ihey leave the program and take an unsubsulized job. Anyone who
tumns down a private sector job will be kicked off the program. So will people who
refuse to make a good faith effort o find a job when jobs they could get are available.

* No onc who can work should stay on welfare forever: This is not a
guarantced~jobs~for—tife program. At the end of two years in the WORK program,
everyone will go through an intensive assessment. If they're playing by the rules, able
to work, and no ;:a“zvazc jobs are available, theyll get another WORK assignment, I
they're unable to work, they can be exempted or reassigned to get more training. If
they're niot playlng by the rules, and if a state determines that they have not made a
good faith effort to find available work, the state can opt to remove them from the
rolls.

* Real, meaningfel work: Communities will have broad flexibility in deciding
what kinds of jobs to subsidizé or create. We cxpect these to be non-displacing
minimum-wage jobs that represent meaningful work, Business, union, and
community icaders wzli have a say in the process. Many of the most promising entry-
level jobs are in g,mwth arcas related to welfare referm and other Clinton initiatives.
For example, our plan will increase the demand for child care workers in many
communitics. We ex;sccz 10% of the WORK slots to be in child care. Other
promising {ickds include home health aides, teachers aides, child support caseworkers,
public housing rchabilitation, and public safety.

* Where the Job& are: You may be asked how we expect to find jobs for
people on welfare whczz miltions of Americans are alrecady out of work, First of ali,
our plan is primarily abouz iob creation —— most of the money goes to create and
subsidize jobs, and te 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 normal
tumover than will hiz!z_bc two-year time limit anvtime in the next 10 years, Morcover,
the Clinton ecosomy 'i‘s generating 2 million sew jobs a yeur. Third, even under the
current system, most ’wai{am recipients are able 1o find iobs; they have trouble keeping
thems. 70% of rcr:z;x&:nts fcave welfare within two years, but most of them ¢ome back.
That's why it's so zmporzam 1o make work pay better than welfare (EITC, healih care,
child care, child szzppi}ﬁ enforcement}, and to focus the welfare systen on helping
geoplc make if in the workforce {on~the~job training, job scarch assistance}.




{11, PREVENTING TEEN PREGNANCY AND PROMOTING PARENTAL
RESPONSIBILITY

1. National Campaagn Against Teen Pregnancy: The number of births to unwed
mothers has quadrupled in :hc last 30 years from 92,000 in 1960 10 368,000 in 199]. Unwed
mothers {tcen and older) accopnted for 80% of the growth in the welfare caseload over the
last decade, when the number|of familics on welfate rose from 2.9 million in 1983 10 3§

million families last year.

* A national cff{m in 1,500 schools: We will faunch school-based prevention
programs in 1,000 scheols across the country with the worst teen pregnancy problems.
In £ach of these scfzoqis National Scrvice volunteers will work with community
groups, churches, and business leaders to mentor young people on the importance of
delaying scxual activity and parenthood.

* A strong message from the Bully Pulpit that it is wrong io have children
outside marriage: Unwcd teen mothers who drop out of school are 10 times more
likely to raise a child in poverty than young people who finish school, get married,
and wait until their twcni;cs to have children. We are planning a broad-based
campaign that involves the media, the private sector, churches, schools, and other

Lroups,

* Every state will set clear goals for reducing unwed teen births: We will set
4p a national clcanng,housc on teen pregnancy to identify successful programs and
help replicate them tiscwhem We will also target a handful of at-risk neighborhoods
for intensive pr{:vemlo:z cfforts.

* Children who have children should live at home and finish school as a
condition for henefits! Our plan will require minor mothers under 18 1o live with their
PArenis Of & rcspﬁnstble adult and fipish high school. They will no longer be able to
set up a separate houschold and recejve a separate check.

2. The Toughest Ch:id Support Laws Ever Proposed: Our plan includes the
toughest, most mmprchcnsm child support enforcement provisions ever proposed. We can
move and keep thousands of familics off welfare by closing the $34 billion c¢hild support gap
between what absent parents should owe and what is actually collected. If you're not paying
your child suppon, we'll gdrms%z your wages, suspend vour license, rack you across State
lines, and even make you work off what you owe.

* Establish paternity for all out—of-wedlock births: Last year's economic plan
included measures tolexpand voluntary paternity establishment in hospitals, when
fathers are most likely to be present.  Our welfare reform plan will sequire mothers to



http:responsib.le

name the father a5 a c?z;ditiou of receiving welfare, and push states to establish
paternity more quickly. We want 1o make fathers pant of the safety net again.

* Tracking d{%{*n deadbeats:  Every state will establish a central state registry
te track payments and pake prompt action when money isn't paid. A pational registry
of now hires will use W-4 reporting fo track delinquent parents whe have switched
jobs er crossed state lines.

* License saspénsiom States will be able to use the threat of revoking driver's,
professional, and co:‘nmemal licenses 10 make definguents pay. This threat has been
extraordinandy successful in Maine, California, and other states.

* Work pmgxams States will be able to run programs that require men (o do
community service to work off the child suppart they owe. We will also run
demonstration programs that require delinquent parents with no skills to get iraining,
These programs shouiifi pay for themselves. Wisconsin's work program for fathers has
produced a phm{tmcnai smokeout effect: 75% pay their support rather than do court
ordered community scm:m

* Limited demtonszrazz{m of child support assurance: The plan allows for 3
states to tun damenstrazzéns in providing guaranteed ¢hild support to familics where
the absent parent doesn't pay.

3. State Option to Limit Additional Benefits for Additional Children Conceived
on Welfare: States that want to impose family caps will have the option to do so. Some
stotes seo this a5 a way to deter additional pregnancies; others belicve the welfare system
needs 10 do evervthing it caz}Eto instill responsibility in parents who already have children
they cannot support, Early resulis from New Jersey show a 9% reduction in additional births
to women on welfare, but it 38 too carly to draw many conclusions, We also need to make
sure that famuly planning 1s available to adults on weifare. Welfare mmpmms den't have
more children on average thzm other women, but many of those who do consign themselves
and their families to lives of povcfty and dependency.

4. Keeping People from Going on Welfare in the First Place by Providing Child
Care for the Working Poor: In addition 1o providing ¢hild care for people on welfare and
in the work program, our plan calls for a substantial increase in child core for the working
poor. The Administratior’s FY93 budget also sceks hefty increases in Head Stant (21%) and
the Child Care Development [Block Grant (22%).

* Our plan will nearly double the amount of available ¢hild care for the
working poor: The plau includes $1.7 billion over 3 years and 36 billion gver 10 10
expand the At-Risk pz‘egmm from 3300 million annually (o acarly $1 hillion.




* This program prescrves flexibility and choice: States can use the money a8
they choose to pravide child care vouchers or pay providers direetly.

IV. GIVING STATES FLEXIBILITY TO INNOVATE

1. A Plan That Works for States: To give states a chance (o do this right, our plan
is phased in beginning with those borm after 1971 -~ anyone 25 and under by late 1996,
when states begin to implement the program. That represents a third of the adult caseload
initially, and will grow steadily to include nearly two-thirds by 2004.

* Young people will think twice before coming on welfare: We're ending
welfare for the next gléncratitm, One problem with the Family Support Act has been
that few recipients know whether they will be subject to its requirements or not.
Under sur plan, anyf;}z}c bomn after 1971 will know that the world has changed, and
that welfare can no Zanger be & way of life.  Almost any other phase~in would be
subject t¢ gaming, buti it is hard to change to change your date of birth.

* i we p%zasz:d in everyone at once, the program would fail: Even if we had
the mcmcy for it (whlch we don't, and neither do the states), a rapid phase~in would
overwhelm state capaczty and force them to create massive public jobs programs.
instead of reaching {xut to the private scctor. The best example is CETA, which grew
to 750,008 jobs ovcmlghz and was dismantled nearly as quickly as a result.

* This is stzl? a very ambitious phase~in:  Under our plan, more than 400,000
people will have hit {%zc time limit and be working in the WORK program by the year
2000, Today, fewer than 15,000 welfare recipients are required to work,

* States can phase in faster if they want: States will have the option of
phasing in other z;{;izorzs in addition to those born after 1971 {2.g., all new applicants,
all our-of-wedlock b;rths, cte.), 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 prefer our phase~in: The House Republican bill phases in more
quickly, starting with, all new applicants and reaching 90% of the non-excmpt
caseload 2062, This W{wid impose billions in new costs on the states. According to a
recent NGA survey, mcsz states ltke our phase~in. This phasc~in was first proposed
i 2 New Republic article by Moynihan's chicf welfare aide, Paut Offner.

2. States Will Have Unprecedented Flexibility to Design Their Own Approach to
Ending Welfare: Our plan gives states broad flexibility to try new things, because one thing
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we've fearncd in the last 30 years is that Washington docsn't have all the answers. Much of
what once required waivers will bocome available to states as siate options:

* Extending assistance o two-parent familics: States will be able to waive the
100-hour rule and let zwo-—pamut familics stay together.

* Rewards and/sanctions (o keep teen parents in school: States will be able to
design their own monetary incentive programs like the LEAP program in Ohio.

* No additionag bencfits for additional children bom on welfare: The
Administration has already 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
carnings disregards and saving through Individual Development Accounts.

* Advance payment of the EITC: States will be able to work with the
Trcasury Department to develop plans to get the EITC out on a monthly basis.

* Faster phase-in: States that want to do more will be free to phase in other
cohorts in addition to recipients Born after 1971,

¢ Setting: shori;:z' time limits, and requiring people to work sconer:  States that
want 10 move recipients into work more quickly can do so. The JOBS program
allows states 16 rcqwm CWEP or subsidized private sector work at any time.

* Experiment :wE!h a host of demonstration programs: Our plan includes funds
for demonstrations of) Individual Development Accounts, child support assurance, teen
pregnancy prevention, work and training programs for non-custodial parents, and
many ofher ideas worth testing.

* Continued v«;aiver authority: We will help states with existing waivers to
adapt them once the new law passes. The broad waiver authority in current law will
continue.

3. No Unfunded Mamiates Our plan will not impose major new cests upon the
states. Over time, in fagt, thcy should save money from increased child support colicctions
and reduced welfare cascloads.

* Enhanced federal match: States have had trouble implementing the Family
Supperz Act becauseiof its relatively low federal mateh (in gcncra! 6040 federal).
Qur plan increases the federal share to around 67% (higher in somc states), which
means that the federal government 18 actuaily picking up 80% of the new spending.
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* States can spend at their own pace:  instead of imposing costly now
mandates, we give states considerable flexibility in how much to spead beyond the
hagic plan, States wziimg 10 spend more can choose to cxpand cligibility for two-
parent families, offer hlghcr carnings disregards, or phase in more of their cascload.

* Savings z}zmz:gh cascload reduction, child support enforcement, and fraud
detection: These programs will pay off in considerable savings from increased child
support collection, rcduced weifare cascloads, and improved detection of welfare fraud,
The computer systems needed to keep track of time limits and track deadbeat parents,

ierzg with other measures such as Electronic Bencfits Transfer and improved
monitaring of the EITC, will cnable us 1o wage o national assault on weifare fraud.

4, Demonstrations to|See What Works: Many of the reforms in our plan are based
on successful experiments pioncered by the states. We want this inpovation to ¢ontinue. In
addition to continued broad wazver authority for state demonstrations, out plan authorizes a
number of specific demonstrations for states that are zager to try new things:

* Building ;&SScts As you promised in the campaign, we have taken a number
of steps to help pe:aplc to build asscts as one way out of poverty: allowing people to
save some money for fa home, business or education without losing their chigibility for
help; allowing pmp¥c to own 2 car of reasonable value so they can find a job and get
to work; and giviag thcm the epportunity to become self-eraployed or start a
microentesprise.

* Znézv;duai Development Accounts: Current welfare rules foree
recipients o spcﬁd their welfare check, and penalize them for savings. Our
plan will wazve those rules to allow people to set money aside in Individual
Development Accounss 1r buy a home, start a business, or provide for <ollege.
States will alsg be able to run demonstrations in which the government matches
those savings.

* Microesterprise:  [n some communities, the absence of economic
activity makes' it difficult to leave welfare. We want to make it easier for
people fo start small businesses that enable them to become seif~sufficient.
Chir plan provides for a nationwide demonstration of microloans, which will
provide small iamozmts of moncy for welfare clients to launch small businesses.

* Mandatory Work Programs for Deadbeat Parents: States will be able 10 use
up 10 10% of their EOBS and WORK money 1o run work and training programs for
non-custodial pamnts We estimate that these programs will recoup 80% of their
costs through increased chikd support coliections.




* lob Piaccmz:m Bonuscs: We will encourage stales 1o run demonstrations that
offer job placcment bonuscs as an incentive to caseworkess and welfare offices for
helping recipients get and keep jobs.

* Chanter Wcifarc Offices: States will also be able to encourage competition
and accountability by cx;x:nmcmmg with chartering job placement firms, such as
America Works, to mn their JOBS program. {The Reeraployment Act has similar
provisions for job traznmg)

Y. HOW THIS PLAN "ENDS WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT”

Our plan spends 310 t;i!iierz over 5§ years and $30 billion over 10 years, and maps owt
a rapid revolution in cxpccsatzims for people on welfare. But becoause we can't afford and the
states couldn’t manage mdmg welfare for everyone st once, Republicans and some m the
press will inevitably charge i?zai we have "scaled back” our plan and fallen shont of the
campaign pledge to end welfare. We need 1o refute these skeplics by repeatedly stressing
how bold our plan really is.

1. The Most Swecping Work Requirements in the History of Welfare: Our plan
witl turn a system based on weifarc into a system based on work ~ because work 15 the best
social program this country %zas cver devised. Today, fewer than 13,080 welfare r::s:zg};cnts in
America are required to work Under our plan, an estimated 400,000 people will be in
mandatory work programs by the year 2000, We require people who come on welfare to
start looking for work from day onc. Everyone who can work will have to do 50 within two
years, or sooner if their state, says s0. We cat the number of exemptions in half, so that no
one who is able to work canfavoid . And we'll move families off welfare by making fathers
who are behind in their child support work off what they owe.

2. The Toughest Child Support Crackdown Ever Proposed: The child support
enforcement measures in nur welfare reform plan are by far the toughest any Administration
has cver pul forward. For zhc first time, government will hold both parents responsible for
raising their children, "v{uthcrs waon't be able to get welfare if they refuse to name the fathes,
Abscnt parents who owe chzid support will face the most serious penalties over: wage
withholding, credit ze;xmmg, the threat of license revocation, a national registry of new hires
to frack them wherever they go, and mandatory work programs 1 make them work off what
they owe. If this country ézs:i a better job of enforcing child suppornt, we wouldn't need a
welfare system. Every five deadbeats we catch will mean one fewer family on welfare.

3. A New Social Contraci ~= Ng More Somcthing for ?éeihmg After decades of
unchecked growth in g,ovcmmcm soctal programs, this is the first Administration in cither
party te ask something in :c;um In the campaign, you promised a new social contract of
more opportunity in return for more responsibiiity.  As you said at Georgetown, "We must go
beyond the competing ideas!of the old palitical establishment -~ beyond every man for
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himself on the one hand, and|the right to something for nothing en the other.“ National
service, the EITC, health rcf{xrm and welfarc reform are il based on this same princigle
Under our welfare reform plan there will be no more something for nothing.  Everyonc w1!i
be required to work, get training, or finish school ~- and even those who are unable to work
will be expected to attend parenting classes or give something back through some form of
voluntary service,

:

4. Ending Welfare als a Way of Life: The combined impact of welfare reform,
health reform, and the cxpaz‘zsmn of the EITC wili be dramatic and immediate. About half
the caseload will be phased m by the year 2000. Reform means that by the year 2000, three
quarters of the projected wcifam caseload aged 30 or under will cither be off welfare,
working, of in a program Icadmg to work., Without reform, only a small fraction would be
working, and 20% would be in education ¢r training.

8. This Is Every(hing You Promised in the Campaign ~- and Then Some:
Nothing about this plan is sca%c:i back from vour campaign promises. You've already made
good on the EITC pledge that no one who woiks full-time with a child at home should be
poor. This plan includes the | two-year ime limit as promised, with education, training, and
child care =~ and no !(}092301{:3 a work program that stresses the private sector first and
commugpity service as a last fesort; dramatically tougher child support enforcement; state
flexibility to experiment; etc. ! {The work-for-wages policy, which says that f you don'
show up for work you don't get paid, actually goes 4 little further than what we discussed in
the campaign about gancuomng the adult share of the grant} It costs around $4 biltion a year
when phased in, which is cxac:ly what we said it would ¢ost in the campaign. The plan
includes many clements we didn't get into during i the campaign, such as a national
campaign against fcen prcgnaiacy and a substantial increase in working poor child care (which
was aof a campaign promise).

6. The First Admizzisiiration te Try to Keep People from Going on Welfare in the
First Place: In addition to your many initiatives designed to empower people to lift
theruselves out of poverty — . Empowerment Zoncs, community development banks,
enforcement of the C{}mmumty Reinvestment Act, the EITC, health reform, sweeps 1n pubiic
housing, community mlmmg., et ~— yours 18 the first Administration to confront one of the
leading causes of poverty, 2?1:: breakdown of the family. The welfare reform plan includes
several tough, smart measurc;s to discourage people from having children outside marriage:
the first time lmits cver imposed on welfare, coupled with the broadest and most scrious
work requirements; 2 nationwide crackdown on child support enforcement, which will give
states an arscnal of ways to keep absent parents from getting off the hook; a national
campaign against teen pregnancy, targeted 1o the most roubled schools; and 2 broad array of
incentives the states can use to encourage responsible bebavior, from limiting, additional
benefits for additional Chl!dri:z‘z to rewarding teenagers for staying in school, In the long run,
the only way to end welfare is to redoce the number of people coming on it,
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RE: Welfare Reform ~ Priorities and Funding
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The public is nearly unanimous in their support for a welfare reform program that
provides job training and chﬂd care, but then requires an mdividual to go to wark after two
years. Voters are equally supportive of a variety of ways to pay for these changes, although
the most popular funding proposals represent reform themselves, such as enforcement of
child support payments and immigrant sponsors taking responsibility for new arrivals, The
system is clearly broken and voters are willing 1o tey a variety of measures, both as part of
reform and paying for reform, to fix i,

Funding weifare mf’orm by denying benelits to legal immigrants (s a popalar, but not
overpowering, proposal. Almfss{ two-thirds (64 percent) favor this Republican approach.
However, when contrasted agamst Democratic alternatives including cuts in welfare for the
wealthy, cuts 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 definire attraction to the Republican proposal, but mest voters are looking
for reforms that will reduce the welfare caseload without creating new hungry, homeless and
sick people on the streets. Vamrs are not necessarily sympatfie{zc towards imm 1gr:mt aliens,
but they recognize that cut{zag them off entirely will just create more problems in the long
run. Clear common sense refonns ~ cracking down on deadbeat dads, identifying welfare
cheats, making sponsors takc responsibility for new immigrants ~ all attack the groblem
without creating additional burdens.

Still, voters are fed up with the current system and are willing to embrace some harsh
alternatives. While the ":wo years and work” proposal is clearly the top priority, near
majorities are wzihng o ssw;} additional benefits to women who have new children while on
welfare and to require strict measures like fi ingerprinting to ensure that people do not get
benefits in more than one locality.  Almost threequarters (71 percent) favor limiting
benefits to individuals who abuse alcohol or drugs. Voters want policies that focus on the
individual and require them to take responsibility for their actions.
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Welfare Reform

African-American and Hispanic voters are no less supporuvz: of welfare reform than
white voters. Indeed, Hlspamizs are nearly wentical to whites in their priorities for change.
Black voters focus more on! poiicies that would help keep people off welfare in the first
place — a campaign against fteen pregnancy or day care subsidies for low income working
families - but they are also strongly supportive of aggressive child support enforcement and

“two years and work.”

The major findings are set out below:

*

Unanimous support for two years program. There is virtually no opposition
to a welfare reform program that expands job training and day care, but then
cuts off welf’am benefits after two years and requires people to work.
Regardless of; whether the plan is introduced as Congress’ or President
Clinton’s, it ga:mcrs aimost unanimous support — 88 pergent in favor. There
is lile difference between races: blacks (82 percent favor), whites (88
percent), and Hispanics (90 percent) overwhelmingly favor the plan.

Democratic fugudiz;g approach runs ahead of Republican alternative. Voters
are more supportive of Democratic plans to cover reform costs with a
combination of reduction in welfare rolls by making work pay more, cuts in
welfare for ::he wealthy, and a crackdown on welfare fraud. When compared
o the Democrats the Republican approach of barring benefits to legal
immigranis maintains support only among core Republican constituencies.

Child support payments key to reform and financing. The public’s top
priority in weifarc reform is a program of aggressive child support
enforcement (éﬁ percent single highest or top few priorities). They are much
more likely m hack a Democratic funding proposal that includes “strict
enforcement of child support payments” {61 percent) than an alternative
without such a program (51 percent). Republican women abanden the
Republican financmg proposal when the Democratic alternative includes a
child support prwzszan :

Respoasibzh:y; individual accountability bmportant te reform. There is little
about the currmat system that voters want (o maintain, and they are
particularly snpp@ftwe of reforms and funding proposals that promote
responsibility and accountability — such as sponsors taking responsibility for
new mngrmm or limiting benefis to drug and alcohol abusers. Minorities
are strongly suppz;rtwe of a national campaign against teen pregnancy.
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Welfare Reform

Perot voters elager for reforms. Welfare reform Iz popular with most voters,
but Perot suppor{ers arg especially enthusiastic. ‘Three quarters place "two
years and waz‘k" in their top few priorities, compared to 63 percent of Bush
voters and 59 percent of Clinton voters. Perot voters are supportive of almost
every type of reform, resembling Democrats on day care subsidies but ooking
fike Rﬁpﬁi:}lzc:ans on denying additional benefits to women who have children
while on welfare.

iy




Welfare Reform

o

Prigrities for Wellare ngggl m

Voters are clear in their top prioritics for welfare reform — they want fathers to take
responsibility for their child}mn and they want people off the welfare rolls and into work,
Other components of rc:fcrm are grouped together, but there is a clear desire to eliminate
the fraud voters associate with welfare and a call for individuals to take responsibility for
their own lives:

Percent
Top Few
Aggressive ¢hild Esuppv{:.rt enforcement 65
Expand job zmznlng and day care but cut off 63
benefits after 2 years and require people to go to
work
Strict measures iiike fi ngcrprimiﬁg to make sure that 51
people don't receive benefits in more than one
locality - |
Natienai‘campaig’n against teen pregnancy 48
Stop additional benef’zs to women who have new 45
children while on' welfare
Day care subszdu:fs for low income working families 48
Require tmn—agc‘pamﬁzs to finish school and live 45
at home with parent or responsible adult

Child support enfcmé:mf:nt is universally popular. There is almost no gender or
partisan variation, although independents {71 percent top few prioritics) and Rz:pzzbiicans
(67 percent) are somewhat more supportive. The two years/ job imzmng initiative is also
SIFong among almost every gmup Interestingly, Perot voters place it much higher in their
top priorities (7§ ;x:rcent) than either Bush (&3 percent) or Clinton votess {59 perccnt}

Perot voters in g:m:raf are more supportive of every reform, looking like Clinton
supporters on day care subsidies (53 percent each top few priorities, compared to 42 percent
ol Bush voters), but locking lskc Bush supporters on denving additional benefits to welfare
mothers who have new chzldren {54 percent each, corapared to 41 percent of Clinton voters,
They are open to almost any E}fpz?: of reform that will change the system, including a program
1o stop teen pregnancy.
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Welfare Reform

Black and Hispanic voters have different top priorities than whites, but their overal
agendas are similar. Blacks place the single highest priority on 4 campaign © end teen
pregnancy {21 percent smgie highest priority) followed by child support enforcement (18
. percent). Hispanics split between twa years/ job traiming (22 percent), 2 teen pregnancy
initiative (20 percent) and fiﬁgerprzmmg (20 percent). Whites place their top initiatives as
twe years/ job training (20 pcmezzz) and child support enforcement (17 percent).

Blacks vary somf:what in their overall rankings of the "two 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.

There is strong support for all funding alternatives tested, including denying benefits
to legal zmmrgrants Tested individuaily, most of the Democrat alternatives run ahead of
the Republican plan ~ except the welfare for the wealthy provisions. But eliminating these
tax breaks and subsidies zs more popular with Democratic voters, and wilt help o
consolidate support for the eve,raii plan. Most of the other proposals are more popular with
independent and Repabizz::aﬁ voters than they are with Democrats, although Democrats
provide at least majority sapport for each one. The proposals rank as follows

Percent

| Favor
Require gamblers 1o ipay withholding tax 83
Requﬂirc immigrant s]]mm;t}fs to take responsibility for those 77
immigrants for § years
Deny benefits to m%% immigrants until they become citizens 73
Limit benefits to dmg and aleohol abusers ‘ 7
Eliminate benefits tof legal immigrants 64
Eliminate tax brcaksffor annuities 62
Cut farm suwtgsidics fb?r wealthy farmers _ - 61
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Eliminating benefits far egal immigrants is an attractive alternative for many swing
voters. Indeed, more mdepenaiems favor the proposal (71 percent) than Republicans (68
percent), Even a majority of Democrats support the idea (56 percent).

Welfare Reform

While voters find the GOP scheme attractive, they do not stay with it when
contrasted with a Democratic alternative. When asked to choose berween two approaches,
the Democratic approach wins a majority cach time. A Democratic alternative that includes
aggressive child support enforeament runs far ahead of the Republican plan:

Welfare for Wealthy/ Work Contrast Fraud/ Deadbeat Dad Contrast

The Democrals pay for their reforms by | The Democrals pay for their reforms with
cutting welfare for the weairfry in the form | spending cuts in other programs, hy |
of tax breaks and subsidies, and reducing | cracking down on welfare fraud and with
the welfare rolls by makmg work pay with | strict enforcement of child support

more tax breaks for the wrkmg poor. payments from deadbeat dads.
i 51 percent 61 percent
The Republicans pay for tizezr reforms by The Republicans pay for their reforms by
barring further welfare benef 510 lega! barring further welfare benefits 10 legal
immigrants who dre not American citizens. | immigrants who are not American citizens. .
34 percent 27 percent

The first approach (jgeﬁzifare for wealthy) breaks out 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 wormen ~ 33 percent
back the Democratic plan (gumpared 10 just 27 percent on the first allernative). Perot
voters back the deadbeat dad proposal by 62 to 24 perczf:rzz,

Voters are most concerned about the effects of denying benefits 1o legal aliens. The
strongest arguments against thr: funding propesal focus on the costs of dealing with these
people when they get sick (62 percent serious doubts) and the pessibility of more bungry
and homeless people in tf}ﬁ!i!" communities {60 percent).  Arguments dealing with
constitutionality and the legal status of irmnigrants are strong but less effective. Groups that
are most responsive to the arguments against denying benefits to legal immigrants are
mostly non-coliege {74 peem&rzi 46 percent high schoo! or less) and disproportionately cider
{47 percent). A plurality {40 percent) are older non-college voters.



http:breaks.oU

Wi - [l s L BC

April 4, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
|
FROM: BRUCE REED

SUBIECT North Caroling Welfare Update

The Southern Institute on Children and Familics released a study in Charlotic last
Monday on the relationship of health coverage to welfare dependency. The study was based
on inferviews with welfare recipients in Charlotic and Nashville,

The study concluded that in North Caroling and Tennessee, health coverage is @ major
reason that people stay on welfare 80% of the recipicats interviewed said they would “not
likely™ leave welfare for @ mm:mum wage job if it did not provide health coverage for their
farmly But 83% said they would be “likely” or "very likely” to iake a minimum wage job if
it did provide health covcrage for their family. (Recipients also stressed the importance of
transitional child care.)

The study also found that welfare cligibility rules arc so complicated that many
recipients do not understand khcrn For example, most welfare recipients interviewed did not
realize that children can stifl qual:f} for Medicaid even if the parent goes 1o work {ull-time
or if the children's parents are|marnied and living together.

Finally, the report found that states have been slow to implement the Family Support
Act. Arkansas and Maryiand were the only two of the 17 southern states to draw down the
full JOBS match,
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Secretary of Health and Human Services

SUBJECT. Moving Ahead with Welfare Reform

L ACTION-FORCING EVENT

There are active discussions underway regarding whether to delay welfare reform until the pext
session of Congress. The issue needs quick resolution. The interagency team working on
welfare reform is working t{:iwatds a January completion date.  They need o begin the
detailed and concrete discussions with the Congress, Governors, and many others required to
forge a final plan and provide you with the information you need.  Once those discussions
begin in earnest, ingvitable leaks and public attention will make it extremely difficult to pull
back.

IL ANALYSIS
We believe 1t is importan? to proceed with welfare reform, though we recognize important
arguments on the other side. | Those who argue for delay make several points;

1. The agenda is aimady crowded.  Health reform is likely to be the biggest domestic
issue on our agenda next year. Adding welfare reform may weaken our focus 1n the
public eye. Moreover, the same committees that will work on health reform are
involved with weifare, In particular, the Senate Finance and House Ways and Means
Committees will havela crowded agenda. Delaying action until the next Congress
would provide a ciaaner state. Legisiation could still be mtroduced in June or July with
action not expected until the next Congress.

2. The politics of health and welfare reform may become intertwined. Since both
reforms are major damesz;c initiatives and involve the same committees, the politics of
the issues ¢ould become mixed {ogether. Welfare reform might get pushed right or left
as we seck to geot members from one political faction of another to take a tough vole on
health reform. If a key member or group is frustrated with the direction one reform is
going, he or she mxghi fight by trying to hold the other reform hostage.

While we share the concemn about a crowded agenda, we think there are even stronger

arpuments on the other side.

1. There is considerable momentum for reform,  Inspired in large part by the emphasis
you gave io welfare ref{}rm in the campaign and since, welfare reform is gaining real
momentum in the {Zezzgmss and the states Recently virtually 2ll House Repub%zcans
signed onto their vemoz& of reform which included key elements of vour vision. The
Mainstream Damocranc Forum has urged strongly that we proceed. Senator Moynihan
has repeatedly chided the administration for abandoning welfare reform.
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If we decide to wait, we will at a minimum lose the initiative and momentum. More
importantly we may have to live with welfare reforms that are not nearly as
constructive as those ive envision. While we may be able to prevent passape of any
reform plans, thers wzii be considerable pressure (o proceed, We may not be able to
stop floor amendmems that cripple future reform efforts by imposing strict cut-offs and
taking money osut of weif’are benefits. The Republican plan includes several positive
glements, but it zﬁciudcs some very troubling cuts as well.  Waivers also pose a
probiem. Heightened mterest at the state level is generating 8 multitude of waiver
requests. If we delay | 100 fong we may get welfare reform by waiver. There is a risk
that we will Jose the chanice to shape reform and get the credit we deserve.

2, Welfare seform will fulfill a highly visible campaign premise, Your powerful
message (o end v.alfare as we know it has been widely heard, So too has your call for
time Limits, Getting welfare reform done night and getting it done now will indicate
ymf,;éijear wmmnmemlm that pledge. The momentum from welfare could help pass
heath reform and prevent the perception that the only important initiative in domestic
policy is health reform, Some in Congress may be more inclined 1o support health
reform if they feel pesztwe!y about welfare reform.

3. U we don't act soon there may be few offsety lelt to ingure that welfare reform is
cost neutral.  As vou|well know, money for welfare reform was cut from ths last
budget plan. This zimz:. the working group is seeking to find offsets in existing public
aid programs and mcreaseé money from child support enforcement to pay for welfare
reform so that no new momes will be necded. They are convinced they can find the
money. And if it is ;Jhased in slowly, the early costs could be very modest indeed and
relatively easily offset wntz other cuts. Still budget cutting pressure plus other priorities
are rapidly eating every pussible source of budget offsets.  After this vear there may
not be money left to find,

We believe it would be very hard to tum back now. With lost mementum, 2 new Congress,

and an

ever tighter budget, prdgmssw& welfare reform will harder and harder o achieve. Pan

of making the agenda appear less crowded could be to package several initiatives at once.
Welfare reform could be pac&agezi with programs proposed by education and labor to create a
powerful message of an admm;gnamn commitied 10 opportunity and responsibility,

|

II. THE NEED FOR A QUICK DECISION

In the next few days your scmm advisars wall maet to discuss how 1o procesd. HHS behieves
we can and should proceed. But if you are hikely to decide o delay, we need to know
immediately so that we can work to slow the current momentum and mimmize the political

faifout,
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TO: Walter Broadnax
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Mary Bourdette
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Kevin Thurm
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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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