WELFARE REFORM Q&A
November 8, 1996

Q. What are your plans to "fix" the welfare reform bill?

A I signed the welfare reform bill because it offered us an historic chance to break the
cycle of welfare dependency and promote our values of work, responsibility, and
family. Now that the old, broken system is gone, we all have an obligation to help
move people from welfare to work, That is why I put forward a plan to help the
private sector create 1 million jobs, so we can send people to work to carn a
paycheck, not a welfare check, We have changed America's entire social policy to
reward work and help parents succeed at work and at home —- through the EITC, -
more child dare, and transitional health care. Now we nced to make sure the jobs are

there.

[If pressed on immigrants and food stamps:] 1 was disappointed that the Republican
leadership insisted on deep cuts that had nothing to welfare reform, such as cuts in
benefits for logal immigrants, cspecially children. Many Republicans around the
country, including Gov. Bush, Mayor Giuiliani, and Jack Kemp, share my view. Sol
hope that as we look for common ground in our cfforts to balance the budget, we can
find bipartisan consensus to soften some of these cuts that could never have passed on
their own,

[NOTE: We should avoid being too specific about which cuts 10 restore or soften ‘
unti] the budget review is completed.]



Q&A
Welfare Reform and the Budget

Q How nwuich moncy does the President's budget contain for welfare reform?

A There are two scis of numbers for welfare reform in the President’s budget: $3.4
billion for the President's Weifare to Work [nitiative and 316 billion to improve wreas of the
welfarc law the President indicated early on he would address.

Q What is the Wellare to Work Initiative?

A The President announced the welfare to work initiative last August during the
Democratic Convention. The Welfare to Work Initiative, still in the design stage, would help
move hard-to-place welfare recipients off of the welfare rolls and into work. The initiative
would likely be two-part; 1) a performance-based welfare to work jobs chalienge to help
states and cities create job opporfunitics for the hardest to cmploy recipients, and 2) an
erthunced and targeted Work Opportumity Tax Credit to provide the private scotor with
powertul and new financial incentives fo hire the hard to place wellire recipicnts.

Q I the President already passed his welfare bill, why does he need another new welfare
to work program? ~

A:  Passing the welfare law was an historic accomplishiment that represents a significant
step forward in social policy for this country.  Further, we are already sceing results. The
President recontly announced thal, since the beginning of his term, the welfire rdls have
fallen by an unprecedented 2.1 mullion people. Most of this is due to the President's
aggressive welfare waiver strategy and the new welfare law. However there is more work 1o
do. Now that the welfare law has passed, we have to work tirclessly to ensure #8 suceess.

To truly succed, states and localitics need additional finds targeted specifically woward
helping the hardest fo place welfare recipients find jobs, The Welfare fo Work initiative
would provide funds to states that they could then leverage with existing welfare to work
funds to move large numbers of hard to place recipients in the labor market,

G Which welfare law fixes will the President propose with the $10 billion dollars he s
sutting nto the budget?

A Beveral provisions in last year's Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunities Act
have nothing to do wath the goals of welfare reform —~ putting people to work.  Rather, there
were risguided cuts in foderal support to vulncruble populations, including the elderly and
people with disabihtics. To fix those problems, the President proposes changes 1o better
protect children, people with disabilitics, legal immigrants, and those who try to find work but
cannot,



Specifically, the Prosident proposes additional funds to improve the food stamp program, to
revise the law to ensure equity in benefits for legal immigrants, and o reform Supplemental
Sccurity ncome to belter serve disabled children.

Q: What docs the President propose to "Hix" the Food Stamp problens?

A: The welfare law Tirmted Food Stamps for able-bodied chldless adults to three months
of assistance m a 26-month period. This time bt does not reflect the reality that moest Food
Stamp recipients face -~ that it takes time to find work. The President proposes to Emit
Food Stamps to six months out of 12, thus giving those out of work time o get back on their
feet. He also proposes to restore Food Stamps to those whe actively seek work bt cannot
find it and for whom the state does not provide workfare or traiming.

Further, the President proposes to make Food Stanp work requirements real by giving States
new funding to support about 400,000 new work slots-from  1998-2002, and by adding tough
sanctions for those who are offered state jobs but refuse them.  Finally, the President proposes
to restore the lnk between benefits and nsing hiving costs for Food Stamp recipients with
espectally high housing costs and raise the vehicle asset limit for Food Stamp recipients.

93 How does the President plan to create equity in benefits for legal immigrants?

A The President proposes to change the welfare law so that legal immigrants who
beconme disabled after entening our country can receive the hasic assistanee offered by S8
and Medicaid, The President would also lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylecs
from five to seven years.

Q:  How does the President plan to reform the 551 program?

A The government will tighten SSI cligibility while allowing the most disabled children
to retain their benefits. (Carrent law is not precise and could therefore hurt those who really
need the benefits))  For children who lose their benefits under the new rules, the
Administration will propose legislation to ensurc that they still have access to Medicaid.
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NOTE TQ:  Rahm Emanuel {

Bruce Reed
Chris Jennings
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FROM: Melissa Skeiﬁcld:
!

Attached are the docurnents we gmusscd yesterday - an insert for the President’s remarks
at Tuesday’s press confcrcnce 2 Yact sheet, some tajking points, and seme (§ and As.

1 do think this anpouncement wmﬁd be a great way to cominue the drumbeat of the
President’s message on Medzcare and Medicaid - and it would draw bipartisan praise.

Let me know how you'd like zo; proceed,
!
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Mznaged Care and Ha&icareixeéicaid

Last week, I anncunced that we are mavgng halfway toward the
Republicans in Congress on the critical issue of Medicare. 1 am
deternined that we can work together on a package of Medicare
reforms that preserves the trust fund for ajdecade ~~ and we have
a letter from the Medicare Actuary that confirms that. At the same
time, we nmust modernize Medicare for the 218t century.

/ In the past four years, the number of Madzcare keneficiaries
wvhe have voluntarily chosen to enroll in a managed health care.pian
has increased by more than 100 percent and that total is growing at
a rate of 80,000 a monkh. At the same time! states have chosen to
enrcll many af their Medicaid benaficiarxeé in managed care plans
as vell. For most of these Americans, a move to managed care
results in ketter coordinated nedical car?, greater emphagis on

prevention, and better control over <osts,
it

[

But while we underge this change in h?alth care coverage,
is critical that we also protect the rights of consumers. last
ranth, the Health Care FPinancing hdmxnistratxon notified managed
care plans participating in Medicare that it is illegal to prohibit
from discussing all treatment options with their

phyeicians
These so~called gag rules are a violation of the doctor-

patients.
patient relationship and I have asked the Congress toe cutlaw them

for all health plans in this country. !

i
Until that legislation is enacted, 1 wlll use the authority of

the Federal government to protect as many Americans as possible.
That is why, today, we are sepding a letter to all 50 states
informing them that gag rules have nc/ place in the Medicaid
: program, which serves so many vulnerab%&, disabled and elderly

AMBYiCANE. ;

Taken together, our actions in Madicare and Medicaid offer
protection to more than 18 million Americans enrciled in managed

care. ,
|
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PRESIDENT CLINTON BANS MEDICAID MANAGED CARE ‘GAG RULES’
{f

The Medicaid and Medicare programs bave always worked to protect their beneficiaries
. and ensure access to high quality health care. As more and more/of these beneficiaries move into
managed health care plans, it is ciear that new sieps are ﬁe&ied o comtinue 1o meet the needs of
these programs’ beneficiaries. J
’ Presiden Clinton is today announcing another efiont to éssure quality and access to r:a,re
for Medicaid bepeficiaries in managed care pians. A letter is bemg sent 1o all state Medicaid
directors explaining that federal law prohibits managed care pians from hzmtmg what physicians
can say to Medicaid beneficiaries about medically necessary treatment options. A similar letrer
went to all managed care pians serving Medicare beneficiaries Egs: month.

/ ' : ~ BANNING 'GAG CLAI}“SE;IS’

These iebters are in response to concems following media reports of “gag clauses” in some °
managed care contracts, These clauses prohibit physicians from telling patients sbout treatment
options that are not covered by the plans, While there have best no reports of gag clauses of
related problems in Medicaid or Medicare managed care plans, it is ¢ssential 1o take precautions
to ensure that no such clauses ever exist because the potential negative ramifications are so great,
Patients and physicians must have 2 free exchange of information.

President Clinton is commutted 10 providing the same pmtcctzcms for Americans enrolied
in managed care plans through the private sector. Congress wﬁl hgve to pass legislation to do so.
A bill banning gag clauses was introduced in the last Cangrass but did not pass. It is expected that
similar legisiation wili be introduced in this Congress. Signing such lcglsiaﬁan mto iaw is a Clinton

Admwstraﬁon priority. _I

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS LEADING ?URCHASER OF MANAGED CARE

. Therg are now 13 million Medicaid beneficianies aad!aeariy 5 mallion Medicare
beneficiaries enrolled in managed care plans. These 18 million people account for 12 percent of
the approxirately 150 million Americans in managed care The Health Care Financing '

? Administration, which runs the Medicare and Medicaid program, is the largest purchaser of
manaped care in the country. Therefore Clinton Aﬁmmtstraflon policies in this arena ara Likely to
have a major impact on the entire managed care industry md have bcneﬁzs beyond the Medicars

and Medicaid programs. f
Several other Clinton Administration managed care inttiatives will also likely tmpaet the

entire managed care industry. These include rules that hmzz on financial incentives for physicians,
require faster decisions on appeals of denials of specific treazmems and mandste state-of-the-an
member satisfaction survcys and measurement of plan p:rfonnanm
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TALKING POINTS ON MEDICAID GAG LETTER

1}’ The Clinton Administration is protecting Medicaid arzd Medicare hmcﬁcwrm i
managed care. j
I

" A letter was sent to state Medicaid directors making clefm' that federal law prohibits any
managed care contract cleuses which limit what physicians can say to Medicaid beneficiarics
about medically necessary treatments. It urges states to review their Medicaid managed care plans

" to make sure that physicians’ advise and counsel regarding medically necessary treatments are

unrestricied, A sinalar lettar was sent last month to all mmgad care pians that enroll Medicare
beneficianies. b

o . .
2} Patients must have sccess to full advice and counse] from their physicisns.

The Clinton Administration is committed to ensuring xfm patients and their doctors have a
- free exchange of information. No patient should be denied the/information they need 1o make
sound, informed decisions about their irestment, /
j

3) President Clinton supperts legisigtion to ban all mimsgad tare “gag clauses.”

Current law allows the Administration t0 ban “gag clauses” only in the Medicarc and
Medicaid programs. Enacting federal legislation to provide such protection to all Americans
enrolled in managed care plans is an Administration pﬁority,_j

: |
4} This is only ene of several Clinton Administration managed care patient protection

initatives, ;

!

While the Medicare and Medicaid programs have aiwfvays worked to protect beneficiaries
in fee-for-servicecare, the massive shit toward managed care requires that several new
protections be put into place. Other efforts, besides bmné “gag clauses,” undertaken by the
Clinton Administration include:

* Halting “dnvc«through" deliveries in which now mcthers are covered for only 24 hours of
hospitalization after giving birth. President Clinton stgned legislation requiring that new
mothers be covered for af least 48 hours of hospital caverage after vaginal delivery, and -

© 96 hours after 3 Cesarean section delivery. f

* Lumzmg financial incentives that put physicians' mcc:m at “substannal risk” so thaz
ncentives te conteo! costs do not curtail needed c:are

» Helping beneficiaries make informed choices, Pians arg now required to follow strict
marketing guidelines, 10 report state-of-the-art maaswmem ‘of their performance, and to
conduct member satisfaction surveys. These efforts will help make sure beneficiaries get

© all the information they need to compare plans and understand their options.
. Strengthening rights of beneficiaries to appeal managed care glen decisions 1o deny
: : speciﬁc treatmments. Tough new rules will be prapi:sad in the coming weeks s0 that
* reviews of such denials are done quickly.
#h4
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MEDICAID GAG LETTER Qs & As

|

!

Why are you ;s.mb:g tiis lenter? |
There has been much concem fo!imng media reports that some managed care plans restrict
physicians from discussing treatment options that are not covered by the plan. Federal law -
requires that Medicaid beneficiaries in managed care plans have access to the same services
availabie to those in the traditional fee-far-semoe program, Fee-for-service physicians are not

* resticted in what they tell patients aqauz treximent options, Therefors managed care plans may
not resirict what physicians say to Mcd;caxd beneficiaries about treatment options. This lerer was
sent tor directors of state Medicaid pmgrams that contract with mansged care plans to urge them
10 review all managed care mzraas,, procedures and policies to make sure that they include no
restrictions on what physicians can say 1o Medicaid beneficiaries.

Have these "gag clauses"” caused p{obiems Jor beneficiaries?
We have no reports to date that any/Medicaid managed contracts have included illegal gag
clauses. This lerter was issued out of an sbundance of caution because the implications of such v

gug clauses are $o serious, -

When does the ban on gag clouses !:ake effect?
They have always been illegal for plms serving Medicaid populations, The letter was issued to

make unéquivocally clear that such'clauses ace illegal, and 1o urge state Medicaid directors to take
stzps to ensure that the !aw is bemg followed.

Does this fet physicians tell pazwrizs about financlal Incentives in their manuged care contracts?
No. This only involves discussion pf medical rreatment, However, new rules implemented by the
Clinton Admiristration this January require managed care plans to disclose information about
their physician incentives to Medidare and Medicaid beneficiaries upon request.

i

Why did you have 10 send a separate letter saying the same thing to Medicare plans?

Medicare managed care p%ami contract directly with the fedeval government. Ensuring that their
contracts do not violate law is a &dexai responsibility. Medicaid plans contract with state
governmments. State Medisaid d:rzctats are primasily responsibie for ensuring that their contracs,

policies and procedures comply vmh federal law.

Why aren’1 you banning gag ciéxses in the private secior?

Congress must pass federal ieg:simon to do so. Such Iegzslauan was introduced in the last
Congress but was not passed, Enactmg such legislation is a Clinton Adnumstranon priority. i
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NOTE TO BRUCE:

Here arc draft Q & As on the guidance. Pleasc call me or Toby with your comments as
soon as possible. I will need o use them for my call 1o Rober, between 2 and 3 p.m.

Thank you. .

Melissa
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QUESTIONS AND ANSNERS ON GUIDANCE

e ¥What messags ars you sending states?
A We sre giving states the flexibility and creativity they need to develop
programs, At the ﬁame Lime ws are telling states thab ve beper-arml ws ktL*n.%w

the central goal of welfare reform: wmoving paagze
from weifares Lo wark.

Q What is the legal basis for your telling che statas how bty apend their
dollars?
A Quar the past monthg, Federal and state agondies have baan sogaged in

tha maasive process of implementing the new welfare iaw, We have
resclved many issues and answered many questions that the states have
had, and mapy are still being resolved. The question heara is how to
impiement the lavw'g raguirement that states must continus tp spend pome
of their own dollars 4o halp families

Under the statule, states must mainbain eifhor 75Y ar 80% of theiry 1994
state spoending level undeyr the old AFDC and ralated programs. The
guidance clarifies for the states the legal interpretations as to whom
the stabes provide supporh or *eligible Families, " what types DI supporc
cthey provide or “"assistance' and what gtate deollarg count Lo meet the
statute’s regquirement for thay maintenance-of«affsre. The legal raading
infendg that states uge their dallary for nesdy familisa as they define
them and that asssistance whether in direct canh or oithsy non-cash

supports keep the statute's aim to move peopls from welfare to work.” b
within that genexal direstion, states have tha flexibility in the upe of P Tarar
thelr dollars which will gount toward theiy maintenance-of-affort yaﬂ*‘

reguiyenent. éfﬁwAf“

The guidance defines "ageiptance® wicth federal dollars mowre strichly.
The administration wants to insure that federal support is being used o
further more specific work snd work velated acnivitles.

I states exceed their federal block grant allocations, they can obtain
additional federsl funds from the contingsney fund in the gtatute
However, the administration rezds che CQngzassicnal intent for this
provision as for staies o draw those fundg, they will hiave to spend
100% of their 1994 spending level dollara on £a&iiiaa that mee{ the

. federal TANF vequirements.

Why aze you drawing the definition of assistance so tignt?

A Hg are wemmiibsd to the fundamental geal of this historic weifare reform
which is to reguire people to work, Asd, the stabute gives us the
authority o 4o so.

& Will stares be allowed to spend theiy funds fory serviess like
trangporiation subsidies, one<time grants to familieas to avoid receiving
wolfars, subsidizad child care or parenting classas Loward fulfillfng
their maintenance of effors requiremsnts?

b3 Yex, states may use their funds thoge and a varisty of sther servieaes,
ag long as the family hze a child and is needy accovding te the state
ingome standards in itz TANF program.  These funds will count toward the
75% or 80¥ maintenance-of-effort requirement, They will not be able to
. ugg state fumds for those purposes to meef the contingency fund
- maintenance-ol-effore requiremeant, -
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Undsgy your guidsncesm, will stetes have to forge grandmorhers te work in
order to regsive ausistance?

¥,  States will have the cption
pyegram and neid subject them

provided to them will coun
effort reguirement, bag

place grandpsrents in a stave-fundsd PQKJ
federal work reguiremanta. Assistance |
ward the stats's 75/80% maincsnance-of-

the 100%,

What about the time limit? Will states be able to provide assistance
with state dellars after five veara?

Yes. In the statuie, Congress prohiblited enly the expenditura of
tederal funda for families beyond the five veay limit., <Tha Clinton
administravion is alge gerious abour time limicing agpistance xo that
welfare truly becomss s trangitional program.

Will states be able to provide assistance to legal Emmigraata who #re in
the qountyy after August 22, 19567 :

Yes, States will ba sble to use state funds for legal immigrant
tamlilies who arzive in the couniyy after Augusy 22nd.  HES gubhitted a
vachnical ¢oryection to the atarute, based oun feongresgional intent, that
fives an srrory which goes along with the inverpretation in the guidance
of the use of grave dolliérs. The combination of these twe efforts will
snable grates to wss thair dellaxg for legal immigeants which will count
toward the 75/80% maintenance-of-affort reguiremsnt .

How will vou make sure Lhat states thal aszates aze upholding the central
goal of welfars reform: wmoving people from welfzre Lo work?

wWe sr¢e confident thabk the states will use the flexibility in this naw

lav and this guidance to atrengthan the fooux on work, not svade it, 55
However, we Will use all the means at cur dicposabls and new ones if we E&ﬂ"’

nead theom to insure that gZates make welliare reform real by reguiring

work and moving families to zslf.sufficiency. We will do this in €ﬁ1$§ .
geveral ways: by the stricter defimitions of federal sssistance and lﬂ%ki(lﬁ‘d
regquirements for states To access ths contingency fund; by impusing fair

put tough panalties by danylng good gause Lo States who Fail to require

work partisipscien rates: by thoroughly and carafuliy collecting data on

how states are using their dollars to insure that they dos't undexmine UM&A;
the mission of work and %o deny bonuses LOr Successes. &S we clossly YL A
monitor the state's implemantation. we will share the gecd and tho bad gﬁbﬁ~
with Congrese and the Ameyican pecplis ts judge how state's are

faithfully reforsing welfare.

How will you make sure states don’t retain what would be federal share
of child support collections?

wWe will closely monitor thé actions states take with regard to child

support collections through the data information we gather. If states

act irrszsponsibly, we will infoym the Congress and work o molve the

prebl e,

Ars you going beydnd your authority with this guldance?

Nar.

Ayven't you stifling state cveativity? -

Fo. ¥#e are ppguring the balance of state flexibility angd acoounzabiliey
to the fundamental obiection of welfave reform to move paople inte work.

Iz this the final word on this issued
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A Me.  The guidsnce boday provides an inirial thorough anslysis and
dirxection forx states on these key siements of the statute Lo give states
the halp they need for thelr immedisce devigion-making. However, statses
and others will have the opporTuaity Lo comment on these Lssums agsin
during nhe formal ruls-meking process.

3
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Welfare Reform Q&A
Tuesday, February 20, 1995

Hearings on the NGA welfare reform proposal begin today in the Human Resources
subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee.  Full committee hearings will take
" place in both the House and Scnate next week. Today's hearing will include testimony from
Govs. Johm Engler and Tom Carper as well as experts and advocates; the Administration is
not testifying. Secretary Shalala will testify on both welfare reform and Medicaid before the
Senate Finance Committee on February 28,

Q. Does the Administration support the governors' welfare reform proposal?

A. The NGA proposal was an important step toward real bipartisan reform, for two
reasons.  Fitst, the governors' resolution reinforces what the President has said all along —
that the conference report he vetoed fell short of real welfare reform, and must be improved.
Second, the NGA expressed bipartisan support for many of the same improvements the
Administration has long advocated to promote work and protect children ~- such as more
money for child care, a better confingency fund, a substantial performance bonus, and
reductions in budget cuts that have little conpection to seform.  The Administration continues
to have sericus concerns about other important issues —— especially maintenance—of-cffort,
Food Stamps, and benefits for logal immigrants,

- Q. Would the President sign the NGA proposal in its current form?

A We'll have to wait and see what Congress does in transiating the NGA resolution into
legistation. We're going to continue to work on a bipartisan basis to achieve the best possible
bill, and we're not going to close the door to further improvements by engaging in that kind
of speculation. But as the President said in his speech to the NGA, we applaud the governors
for the bipartisan spirit of their proposal. If Congress acts in that same bipartisan spirit, we
will sce real refornt. As the President challenged Congress in the State of the Union, "Send
me a bipartisan welfare reform bill that will really move people from welfare to work and do
the right thing by our children, 1 will sign it immediately.”

Q. The President supported the Senate bill, which block granted AFDC. With the right
improvements, he appears willing to support the NGA block grant proposal. But the
Administratien's FY97 budget maintains the individual entitlement.  Which is it?

A. The President’s main prioritics arc promoting work and protecting children. That
means imposing work requirements and time limits so that no one who is able to work can
stay on welfare forever, and providing the child care that is essential to enforce tough work
requirements. It means rewarding states for moving people from welfare to work and
requiring states t0 maintain their own financial stake In welfare reform. And it means
providing protections for states and children in the event of cconomic downturn, Those are
the key issues that must be addressed in reforming our broken welfare system.
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What do you think of Senator Moynihan's walfsre reform proposal?

There sre many things in Scnator Maynihan's bill that | fike, and | believe that
similarities within the Democratic proposals shaw how strong a consensus thers is on
what real welfgre reform is all about: requiring work, and giving states the resourcas
they need to move peopls from the welfare rolls onto private payrolls.  Sensator
Moynihan and | have worked on this issus together for years, and | hape that hisg
leadership will help us create 3 strong bipartisan welfgre reform plan in the coming

weeks.,

Does Senator Moynihan's atterdance today maan that he supports the Democratic
Leadership bill?

| hgpe that Senator Moyniban will support tha Cemocerstic Loadership bill. | know that
Senator Moynihan and Senator Daschle have had recent discussions on welfare
reform, and that they comtinue 1¢ work together on this issus. Both of the Democratic
alternative bills are vast improvements over the Senate Finance bill. They both focus
on work, and both they give statas the resources and the incentives they need to get
the job done.

‘Last night, you presented a balanced budget propesal that includes cuts in entitlernent

programs, But today. you'rs endorsing a welfare raform bill that increases funding for
child care and other types ot ass:stance for the poor. lsn’t there an inconsistency
here?

No, theraisn’t. The Daschie bill, like my balanced budget plan, cuts welfare spending
in some areas, and reipvests those savings in job training, child care, and work -
investments we need to move peaple off of walfare and into jobs.  The welfare cuts
in my proposal are less than half of those propased under the Republican plans. And
they're in line with those in Senater Daschie’s bill -- which invests in supports like
child care and stlll reduces the deficit. The American people deserve a government
that spends their money wisely, and that reflects the core American values of work
and responsibility -« and my approach to balancing the budget and creating real
weifare reform meet these fundamaental goals. We ¢an have welfare reform, we can
balance the budgel, we can shrink the government and still be faithful to ocur
fundamental responsibilities te our children and our future. We can do it all, do it
right, and take this country to the next century in good shape,
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NOTE TO BRUCE REED =~
Here's a first draft of the materials Kathy McKiernan regquested for

McCurry. ﬁoul& you please get any &uqqgestings to me or Amy? Thanks.

Melissa
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"Work First" Welfare Reform Plan

——

On Jupe 14, 1995, President Clinton meets with Sepators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski to endorse
"Wark First,” a Democratic alterpative to the Senate Finance weifare reform bill. “Work First" is
simifar in cvery respect to the President’s principles for welfare reform in that it includes all of e
glements that 4re necessary 1O move young parents into the work force. It also promotes parendzl
responsibility, protects children, strengthens child support enforcement and gives siates the fiexibility
and the tools they need  succeed. Senators Daschle, Breaux, Mikulski, and others have worked hard
on the "Weork Pirst” proposal, and the President hopes it will lead (0 a bipartisan agreement on real
welfare reform.-

The Democrartic leadership plan will dramatically change the current welfare system throngh:

E

- Temporary Employment Assistance: The Democratic plan replaces Aid to Familics
with Dependent Children (AFDC) with Temporary Employment Assistance (TEA), time-
Iimited conditional ussistance for pour families with chiidren.

~ Contract for Self-Sufficlency: In order to receive assistance, all recipients must sign
a Parent Empowerment Conptract -- similar to the personal empioyability plan included
in the President’s Work and Responsibility Act -~ spelling out an individualized plan to
move from welfare to work as quickly as possible. ‘

- Changing ihe Culture of the Welfare Otfice: Like the President’s plan, the
Democratic alternative seeks to change the culnure of the welfare office by wmrning
welfare offices into employment offices. From day one, all recipients will be required
to look for work and accept a job that's offered. Recipients who fail 1o live up to their
contract will see their benefits reduced or elininated,

hasi .W

The Democratic jeadership plan emphasizes work by providing states with the resourtes they need to
help rocipients mmove into the workfores - and stay thcre:  Anr-Sonmor-Branui-said

- Time Limiting Assistance: The new TEA program will be time-limited. Aflter two
years of receiving TEA, if an adult recipient is not working, states will be required
offer workfare or a comeunity service job, No family may receive assistance for more
than five years, except in Limited cocumsiances.

- Creating Employment Opportunities: "Work First® focuses on job creation and
smployment in {he private sector by allowing states 1o build on existing models and
provide various services such as wage subsidies, on-the-jeb training. and microenterprise
development.

welfarg 1o self-sufficiency, the "Work First” plan provides ¢hikl care and health care
assistance for welfare recipients moving o work snd working farailies struggling o stay
off the welfare rolls.

. - Providing Child Care and Health Care: To provide incentives for people to move fromw
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“Under the Work First plan, states would be given the resources to smphasize work, including:

- Flexibility: The “Work First® plan gwcs states an unprecedented amount of ﬂc:xibxl ity
to set thelr own rules and design their own programs.

- Resources: The “Wock First” block grant provides states with the funds they need w
move people from welfare to work. Federal funding and the Federal match rate would
ke increased.

- Performance Bonus: The Presiddent and the Democratic leadership agree that states
should be rewarded for putting people on private payrolls, not for simply cutting them
from the welfare rolls. The “Work First” program includes a performunce benus for
stares that excoed job-placemant fargets - and panalies for those who do not.

The Democratic alternative promotes parental responsibality by strengthening child support enforcement
and focusing on young peaple, through the following provisions:

- Child Support Enforcement: Recognizing that child suppori enforcement is an
‘integral part of welfare reform, the Democratic leadership plan contains tough child
support epfurcement measures to encourage both parents'to meet their respopsibilities.
Absem parents who owe child support mmay choose to enter into a repaymeni plan with
the state or, choose between a community service fob or jail. In addition, siates would
have the option 1o provide job placcment services 10 absent parenia who agree 10 meet
their child support obligation once they are employed,

- Teen parenis: Like President Clinton’s proposal, the Democratic plan sends a strong
messags to the next generation that having children is an immense responsibility, rather
than an wasy toute to indcpendence. Tesn parents would be required 1o stay in school,
live at home, and prepare far work in order to receive assistance.

~ Teen Pregnancy Prevention: The number of children bomm to unwed teenagers has
risen sharply in recent years. The Democratic plan addresses this problem by including -
grants to states for the design and implementation of reen pregmancy prevention
DIOIasns.
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WELFARE REFORM G AND A
June 12, 19958

G

Are you standing by your call to have welfare reform legislation on your desk
by July 4?7 le thiz stili a reslistic deadline?

Yes, | think that hoth parties in Congress can and should act together to create
real, bipartisan welfare reform legisiation by July & - Independence Day.
Senators Daschle, Breaux, Mikuiski, and others have put forward a welfare
raforrn proposal that requires work, encourages parental responsibility,
increases state flexibility, and sends g strong message to the next generation
that they should not have children until they are ready to care for them, This
is a bold welfare reform proposal that should lead to a strong bipartisan
compromise on weifere reform legislation In the coming weeks.

Are you sndorsing the Democratic Leadership %ill? 13 this now effectively the
Administration’s own welfere reform proposal?

The Democratic Leadership have put forward a bold plan to end the current
welfare system and replace it with 2 new, transitional program focused on
work. | am strongly supportive of this bill, which contsins many of the
provisions 1 ingiuded in my own wslfare reform proposal last ysar. The
Leadership bill contains real work reguirements to ensure that welfare recipients
are moving toward self-sufficiency from day one. And it provides the resources
for child eare, job training, and work that statas need 1o get the job done. in
addition, the Leadership bill contains all the tough child support enforcement
measures | propased, and it includes my hill’s requirement that teen parents
stay in school, live at home, and prepara for wark., Senators Daschle, Breaux,
Mikulski, and others have worked hard on this proposal, and | hope it will lead
to & bipartisan agreamant on real welfare reform.

With the Administration and the Senate Finance proposals still s¢ fer apart, do
you really think there’s hops for finding middis ground on welfare reform?

Absolntely. One example of how we've already found Important common
ground is on the issue of child support enforcement. The “silver lining” in the
Houss legisiation was its inclusion of all the taugh child support enforcement
measures we proposed in our own bill -- Damocrats and Republicans worked
together to make sure these provisions were In the final Housse bill. And |
beliove that Senator Dole and Senator Daschls could use that agreement to sit
down i the goming days and find resl common ground on the remaining
aspects of welfare reform. After all, last yesr Senators Dole, Gramm, Brown,
and Packwood sponsored s good bill that was very similar to my own proposal,
Both bills had the same fundamental goal: 1o move poople from welfare to
wark - and keep them there.

J1oes
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What about the Senate Finance bill? Would you veto it as it stands?

As I've sald all slong, | would veto the House-passed welfare reform legisiation,
tiecause it is weak on work and tough on kids. The Senate Finance bill took a
stap in the right direction by eliminating the more punitive provisions in the
House legislatian - such as the ban on aid to teen mathears and their chiidren -
- but it still has & fong way 10 go on what should bse the centerpiace of real
walfare reform: work. In order to end waifare as we know it, states must have
ths necessary resources for child care, job training, and work in grder to get the
job done. State hureaucracies shouid be rewarded for gerting people to wark -
- not for cutting people from the rolls, Walfare recipients must move toward
work from day ona. And time limits must make clear to welfare recipients and
cassworkers that walfare is a bridge to seif-sufficiency, not 2 way of life, | fgel
confident that the Demacratic Leadership bili, which meets thess fundamental
requiremeants, can lead 1o bipartisan legislation that is truly sbout anding
waelfare as wa know it.

Booe

The Democratic | eadership bill retains the AFDC entltiement, while the Senats Finance
bill does not »» where do you stand on the entitlement issua? Would you veto s bill

that ends the antitiament (o welfare benefite?

Ag V've said before, | wasn’t elected to pile up a stack of vetces. But I've
always expressed real concern ebout the ides of block granting welfare
programs - Food Stamps In particular -~ and giving them to the states with less
money. Although | want to give states 2 jot of flexibility, wa won't really have
welfare reform or state flexibility if Congreas just gives states more burdens

and fewer resources. Again, cur test of any bill will be simple: it should be

tough on work, not on Innocent children. That mesns, in part, that states
should glso be protecied in the ovent of population growth, an econamic
downturn, a natural digsaster, or another unpredictable emergancy.

Andnymous White House and Administration officials have racently hinted that
you would veto g bill that did not guarantee benefits for children., Where do
you stand right now on a welfare reform veto? '

These officials are just reiterating what |'ve said many times: | would veto the
legisiotion passed by the House of Representatives if it reached my desk in its
current form. My requirements for weifare reform are simple and clear. | want
a bill that includas real work requirements; that rewards states for moving
people from welfare to work; that doesn’™t punish children for their parents”
mistakes; that requires personal responsibility of both mothers and fathers: and
that contains tough child support enforecement provisions to ensure that parents
aren’t allowed to walk away from thelr obligations. The Heuse bill fails that
tast,
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What do you think of Senator Moynihan’s welfare reform proposal?

There are many things in Senator Moynihan's bill that 1 like, and | believe that
sirnilarities within the Democratic proposals show how strong a consensus there is on
what real welfare reform is al about: requiring work, and giving states the resources
they need to move people from the welfare rolls onto private payrolls,  Senator
Moynihan and | have worked on this issue together for years, and | hope that his
leadership will help us create a strong bipartisan wealfare reform plan in the coming
weeks. )

Why isn’t Senator Moynihan here today? Doss he support the Democratic Leadership
bifi? .

I understand that Senator Moynthan had a scheduling conflict today and was unable
to attend the meaeting. But ] know that Ssnator Moynihan and Senator Daschie have
had recent discussions on welfare reform, and that they continue to work together on
this issue. Both of the Democratic alternative bills are vast improvements over the
Senate Finance bill. They both focus on work, and both they give states the
respurces and the incentives they nead 10 gst the job dons,



Welfare Reform \}JQ/" G‘;{k

Q&A
5.21.96

Drug Testing

What Scnator Dole talked about today, the Clinton Administration is already doing.
The Clinton Administration has already given several states welfare reform waivers to test -
innovative ways to combat drug abuse —— including drug testing, substance abuse screening,
mandatory drug treatment, and tough sanctions. The President's welfare reform plan, the
Work First and Personal Responsibility Act of 1996, would give states the option to
implement drug testing for welfare recipients.

Statutory Rape

The Administration welcomes Senator Dole's support for a proposal put forward by
one of the President’s leading advisers on teen pregnancy issues, Kathleen Sylvester of the
Progressive Policy Institute. The Administration strongly supports Ms. Sylvester’s call for
states to crack down on enforcement of statutory rape laws. In the May~June 1996 issue of
The New Democrat, Ms. Sylvester points out that among mothers between the ages of 15 and
17, more than half had babics by men over 20.

A number of states are already taking steps to promote enforcement of laws on the
books or t0 increase penalties - including California, Diclaware, and Florida. Assemblyman
Louis Caldera, a DLC member in California, introduced the {irst legislation, which was later
taken up by Gov. Pete Wilson.

The President has also endorsed another PP proposal o create "second—chance
homes” where tcen mothers whe come from unstable or abusive houscholds can get the
support they need for their children. These measures ate an important component of a much
larger effort to demand responsibility from all fathers ~= including the Administration’s tough
child support enforcement proposals which Senator Dole and both houses of Congress have
supported.

Five~-Year Time Limit

The Administration strongly supports this provision, which is another arca of
bipartisan consensus. Every member of this Congress — Diemocrat and Republican, House
and Senatz —- has voted for five~year lifetime limit on welfare benefits.  All the major
weifare reform proposals have included this provision, including the House~ and Senate-
passed welfare reform bills; the House Democratic alternative; the Daschle~Breaux—Mikulski
Senate Democratic alternative; the Breaux~Chafee and Castle-Tanner welfare reform
proposals; and the Presudent's bill, the Work First and Personal Responsibility Act of 1996,
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Welfare Reform Questions and Answers
5/24/96

In Wisconsin this week, the ?zeszdeni -satd that he would sign the Dotc welfare reform
bill -~ was he serious?

As the President said this week, we've come a long way towards reaching corsensus on
welfare reform. This week, Senator Dole outlined a welfare reform proposal that reflects
the President’s own goals for welfare reform -~ time-limited assistance, tough child
support enforcement, more responsibility for teen mothers, no welfare benefits for illegal
uonmigrants, and more flexibality for states to reform welfare on their own. As the
President has said, it's time to get the job done.  If Congress passes a hill that requires
work, prometes responsibility, and protects children -- and is not polluted by any “poison
pills" -- the President will sign it in 2 minute,

How about the House Republican welfare reform bill -- would the President sign that?

The Administration is pleased that the House Republicans have made changes 1o the
flawed conference bill - their actions were further indication that the President was right
o veto that bill, which did litile to move people from welfare to work and made deep

cufs in programs for dissbled, hungry, and sbused children. While we're pleased that -

House Republicans have adopted several of the NGA’s recommendations on welfare
reform -- including additional child care resources -~ we still have some concerns. The
House bill still makes deep cuts in Food Stamps, eliminates child care health and safety
standards, and ends assistance for legal immigranis, And, most importantly, the House
welfare reform bill still contains the “poison pill" of ending guaranteed Medicaid
coverage for pregnant women, disabled children, and the elderly. As the President has
said, if Congress sends him a clean welfare reform bill that requires work, promotes
parertal responsibility, and protects children, he will sign & in a minute.

Massachusetts is resubmitting its original waiver for a two-year time limit on weifare

benefits, now that the President has indicated support of Wisconsin's time-limited welfare

xeform plan. Will the Administration approve the same request that it previously turned

down?

We have not yet recetved a waiver request from Massachusetts. However, if the state
sends us a waiver that's as good as Wisconsin's - one that provides work for welfare
recipients, guaramiees child care and health care, and prowcts children -- we’ll work
with the state to get it done. We've already given 27 states the green light to time-limit
assistance.

igooz



08/24/98
K1

12:38 D302 BB 5873 BHS-PUBLIC AFFAL

Governor Carleson of Minnesota is threatening to implement his welfare reform proposal
without the Administration’s permission, if HHS does not act guickly on the state’s
pending waiver request. The Governor says his requested time limit is nearly identical
to Wisconsin's. What's the Admuinistration’s response?

We're currently reviewing Minnesota’s waiver request and working with the state to iron
out the details. As vou know, the President committed to the nation’s governors that his
Administration would do everything in its power to approve their waiver requests within
120 days. Minnesota’s request has been before use for about 60 days, and we're
worKing with the state 10 get it done. .

If 2 state sends us 8 waiver that’s as good as Wisconsin’s -- one that provides work for
welfare recipients, guarantees child care and health care, and protects children — we'll
work with the state to get it done.

Senator Bond submitted a bill yesierday that woilld approve the Wisconsin welfare reform

waiver, in an effori to show that the President is all taik and no action. What's the

Administration’s response?

As the President has said, Wisconsin has proposed 2 bold plan to replace the welfare
system with one that is based on work., The Department is working with that state on
its proposal and will publish a summary of the request in the Federal Register, followed
by a 30-day comment period, as we always do. We've already granted three waivers to
the state. As the President has said, we're committed to helping Wisconsin create a new
vision of welfare that's based on work, that protects children, and that does right by
working people and their families.

Hoes
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Response to U.S. News and World Report, 6/3/96 Issue
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s

Claim

“Onty 13 percent of AFDC adults participated in any education, traizzing or work programs in a typleal
month, up 8 hair from 12 percent in 19937

Response

5] The number of total adult Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) participants increased 17
percent from 1992 to 1994, from about 510,000 to 600,000 in an average month. In 1995, the
average number of total adult JOBS participants wag about 650,000 -- an increase of more than 27
percent over 1992. (The number of total adult recipients participating in JOBS increased from 11.6
percent in 1992 to (2.9 percent in £994 and about 14 percent in 1995).

Claim

"At present, less than 1 in 100 AFDC parents toils each month in excézénge for a relief check, a number
that has remained constant singce Clinton came o office.”

Response

o Again, 650,000 adult AFDC recipients participated in education, training, or work programs
in an average month in 1995 - up from 316,000 in 1992. That means that abont 14 percent,
or about 1 in 7 adult AFDC recipients participated in education, training, or work programy
in an average month. (NOTE: The 1 in 100 sumber citcd seems to refer to CWEP, the workfare
component of jobs. Work is ong activity, zlong with education and on-the-job-training, that the
JOBS program requires to help welfare recipients move towards self-sufficiency),

O In addition, nearly one in ten AFDC adulis are reported fo be working in a regular job each month.

Claim

"Thanks largely to an improved economy, the mumber of Americans on AFDC - 12 8 million - was 9
percent lower in January than three years carlier.”

LD

o While the strong economy and policies such as the expansion of the EITC under President Clinton
are undoubtedly major factors in the welfare caseload redugtion, no previous economic-driven
decrease in AFDC approaches the sustained and significant size of the current decrease. The Clinton
Administration has approved an unprecedented number of welfare waivers -- more than the pravious

‘two administrations combined. These waivers are giving states the flexibility they need to reform
their own welfare systems and help move people from welfare to work.

0 Over the last 24 months, the A¥DC rolls have declined by almost 10 percent. The most recent
prior sustained decling was the 15-month period between April 1987 and July 1988, during which
the decline was just over 3 percent,
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“Many of the [61] waivers are for modest reforms, such as allowing recipients to keep more ¢arned income
before their weifare checks are reduced.”

Response

0 The Clinton Administration has approved 61 waivers for 38 states -~ these waivers include time-
limits, work requirements, incentives for M}rk mcrcascii parental responsibility, and stronger child
support enforcement provisions.

o The Clinton Administration has approved waivers for 31 states 1o expand earned income disregards
to encourage work anmd promote seif-sufficiency -- 29 of these states have combined them with
tougher work requirements, tougher sanctions and/or time limits in a comprehensive reform package.

Claim

*According (o & soon-to-be-released study by the Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP), HHS has
authorized 11 stetcs to run statewide programs with full-family cash-aid cutoffs and two more states' '
applications arc pending.” .

Response

0 Twenty-seven states have received waivers from the Clinton Administration to time-limit
assistance -- 20 of these are statewide. (All but four of the twenty could include 2 full-family
cutoff).

Claim

"With the exception of Chicago, none of the nation's 10 largest cities is in a2 full-family time-limit state -
and the sew CLASP report indicates that 91 percent of ARDC recipients in Illinois are exempt from the
time-limits because they apply there only to families whose youngest children is 13 or older.”

o 1liinois has the most narrowly targeted of any state time limit. States such as Ohio and Texas (with
two top ten urban areas) have received waivers to implement statewide, or near-statewide, time linits
combined with tougher work and parental respongibility requirements,

Claim

"Other states provide narrower exeniptions and extensions than IHinois, but still have protective
loopholes. One of the biggest: HHS has insisted that no state can remove a family from the AFDC
rolls if the mother has complied with program rules and failed 1o find a job despiic her best efforte, "

Response

0 Extensions are not loopholes, but are based on simple fairness -- people who play by the roles, and
are simply unable to find work, should pot be penalized. If individuals dor’t look for work, accept
job offers, refuse training or quit jobs, they will be sanctioned and ineligitsle for extensions.
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Additional Questions and Answers for DES testimony before the Senate Finance Commitice

Q:

The Clinton Administration has said that the NGA proposal is unacceptable in its current
form. Is the new Republican bill more acceptable?

We are pleased that the new Republican bill tncludes an additional $4 billion in foderal -
funds for child care, requires 100 percent state maintenance of effort in order o access
additional child care funds, and maintains current law child care health and safety
requirements. We are also pleased that the new Republican bill maintains the foster care
and zdoption entitlement, protects child nutridon programs, imcludes a $2 billion
contingency fund with 100 percent maintenance of effort requirement, and contains
strang child support provisions. All of these are important changes we have called for
frorn the start. :

However, the new Republican bill falls short in several areas. Under the new Republican
bill, Federal spending for poor families and children would be cut by $53 billion - $10
biflion more than in the NGA bill. The new Republican bill also cuts twice as much
from the social services block grant as the NGA plan did, and prohibits states from
providing vouchers and non-~cash assistance for children whose families have reached the
time lmit. The bill alse inchwies a family cap with 2 state opt-out provision, which is
opposed by the NGA. In addidon, the Administration has serious concerns about the
new Republican bill’s provisions on imumigrants, $81, and Feod Stamps.

We will continue to work with Congress and the Governors in a bipartsan Tashion to
achieve nation welfare reform that accomplishes our goals: requiring work, promoting
parental responsibility, and protecting children. We are encouraged by 2 number of
bipartisan welfare proposals, including the Breaux-Chafee and Castle-Tanner bills, We -
believe that these bipartisan proposals could form the basis of a national welfare reform
bill. :

If Congress sends the President a bill that links welfare and Medicaid, will he sign it?

As the President has said from the start, we must préserve the guarantee of quality health
care for poor children and families, Guaranteed medical coverage is cssential 10 moving
people from welfare to work, as some single mothers stay on the rolls because they will
Jose medical coverage for their children if they move into jobs without health benefits,

The President wants real welfare reform that’s tough on work, not tough on children,
The single greatest obstacle 10 achicving bipartisan welfare reform is the Republican’s
insistence on Hnking it to a Medicaid bill that would eliminate guaranteed health care
coverage for millions of women and children. As the President has repeatedly said, if
Congress seads him a clean welfare reform bill that requires work, promotes parental
responsibility, and protects children, he will sign I right away.

MO S HdBE: || %88 -E1-Y
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The Washington Post wrote on June 7, 1996 that the Clinton Administration would likely
veto an immigration bill if it would allow states W deny free public education w illegal
immigrant children. Does this mean that the Administration doesn’t really support
tightening immigrant eligibility for government funded programs?

The Administration opposes any brosd, ¢ategorical dendal of public benefits 1o /egal
immigrants, While we agree that immigration reform is necessary and that iliegal
immigrants should not receive welfare benefits, we do not support policies which would
remove illegal immigrants’ children from public schools, Even former President George
Buosh agress. “We have 10 control our borders,” Bush said in a speech on June 3 10 the
National Association of Mortgage Brokers. "We have to do a better job to ensure our
laws are heing followed, But you don’t have to do it with a bitterness that takes a litde
T-vear-okd kid out of school...and shoves him back across the bridge dividing our
couniry.”

At the same time, we believe sponsors should be held responsible and we strongly
endorse extending the deeming period for 381, AFDC, and Food Stamps, and making the
affidavit of support legally binding,

20 " BN 0% 1 R e O 4 R o S
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Child Support Executive Action
Additional Questions and Answers

Question:
Why haven't you already done this?
Answer:

We didn’t do this earhier because we wanted a bipartisan welfare reform bill that included the
President’s comprehensive child support enforcememt proposals: streamlined  paternity
establislument and stricter cooperation requirements; a national new hirz reporiing system;
aniform interstate child support laws; computerized state-wide collections 1o speed up payments;
and tough new penalties, such ay Jdrivers’ licepse revocation. We still want a bipartisan welfare
reform bill that containg these tough measures, which would inerease child support collections
by an additionst $24 billion and reduce federsl welfare costs by $4 billion over the next 10
years,

Qucstion:
If child suppart is 50 importnr, why don't you support passing a bill separately?
Answer:

We still want a national, bipartisan welfare reform bill with the tough child support enforcement
measures the President has called for from the start, and we hope Congress will get the job
done, However, as the President said last week, "if for some reason we ¢annot reach agreement
on welfere reform this year - and I still hope we ¢an -- 1 believe we ought 1o pass these
provisions ibat 100 percent of us agree on so that we ¢an do more to hold people accountable
for the ‘children, they bring in the world and help these kids get the money they need and help

* their parents get the money they need 1o do a good job in raising their children,”

Question:
How do you know that all 23 statcs will participate in the new hire program?
Alswer:

Already, we have confirmed that Washington and Florida will siga up, although the program
was just announced. This program has such obvious advantages to states that we believe all
states will want (o participate,

Zgsz
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Questions and Ansvers on Wellare Reform
Junc 26, 1996

CLASP has just releascd a stwdy on states thar have received waivers t¢ time-limit
assistance.  Are time limits esseatial to move people from welfare to work?

Time limits have always been a1 the heart of President Clinton’s welfare reform
proposals. We'se proud of our recosd. We've granted more than 60 waivers to 40
different states, and all of them are demonstrations aimed st rewsrding waork over
welfare. Time limig, work requirements, ¢lild ¢are, and financial incentives 1o reward
work, are all designed o make welfare a transitional sysrem.

The CLASP report says that, prior to the 1994 elections, states mainly requested time
limits that required work after a certain period, while reguests after the 1994 clections
have primarily sought 10 cul people oif. Is the Adminisiration irying (o prove through
these watvers that iU's rougher than the Republicans on welfare?

The Administration has abways supporied time Hmils as pair of welfare reform. We've
granted more than 60 waivers w 40 different states, and all of them are demonstrations
aimed at rewarding work over welfare. Time Hmiis, work reguirements, child care, and
financial incentives o roward work, are all designed 10 make welfare a trangitional
system leading to self-sulficiency.

Today, the Senate plans to follow the House's recent action and move to approve the
Wisconsin waiver, What's the Administration’s position on Congress approving the
Wisconsin waiver request?

As we've said before, thuie’s 1o need for Congress w take action on the Wisconsin
waiver. HHS is working with the siate on the waiver, and they ‘e going to get it done.
What's the hold-up?

This is the most complicated waiver request we've received 1o dale,  As with any waiver
request, we will be reviewing the comments we reecive during the 30-day comment
period, and working through a number of issues with state officials. We've approved
more than 60 welfare waivers now and we've always worked things out.

Does the Administradon plan o approve the walver or nnt?

As we’ve said all along, we hope to approve the waiver after HHS completes its normal
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review process, which includes a 30-day comment pertod.  As Leon Panetta said on
"Meet the Press.” the chances are very good that we can approve the waiver fairly
quickly.

The Wisconsin waiver roquest explicitly savs that there will be no entitlement to health
care. How can the Administration approve this, when you've consistently defended the
Medicaid entitlement?

There must be 3 guarames of Medicaid coverage, but based on Governor Thompson's
previous statements, we assume that he plans 10 provide Medicaid to all single women
who need it in order to get off weltare and go 10 work. He has said, and we agree, that
there are several things you have tc do get people oft welfare, and the first one is to
provide medical coverage for children and for the motbers.

Are you gaing to approve the Wisconsin walver #3 Il was submitted?

As with any waiver request, we will be reviewing the comments we receive during the
30-day commmment period, and working through a number of issues with state officials.
There is always a certain amowe of vive and ke in this process, but we've approved
more than 60 welfare waivers now and we've always worked things out.

What abouwt the worker displacement (child care co-puyment) issue? Aren't there legal
problems involved herg?

Unlike the Bush Adrmnisiration, we've never had an approved waiver thrown out by the
courts, and we work havd 1o aveid anv possible constitutional problems. Qur goalis to
reform welfare, not o il court doeckets. ’

g1 003
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Bruce and Rahm -

Here is a new set of Q and As, with a new section on the poverty analysis. [ need to send thig
to McCurry and Haas ASAP, so please let me know if you want any edits to the new section.

Fhanks.

Melissa
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Questions and Answers on Welfare Reform \)‘-)QM# @ ¥
June 26, 1996

CLASP 3TUDY ON TIME-LIMIT WAIVERS

Q:  CLASP has just released 2 study on states that have received waivers to time-limit
assistance.  Are time Hmits essential to moving people from welfare to work?

Al Time limits have always been at the heart of President Clinton’s welfare reform
proposals. We're proud of our record. We've granted more than 60 waivers to 40
different states, and all of them are demonsirations aimed at rewarding work over
welfare. Time limits, work requirements, child care, and financial incentives to reward
work, are all designed to make welfare a transitional system.

Q: The CLASP report says that, pnior to the 1994 elections, states mainly requested fime
1imits that reguired work after a certain period, while requests after the 1994 elections
have primarily sought to cut people off, Is the Administration trying to prove through
these waivers that it's tougher than the Republicans on welfare?

A: The Administration has always supporied time lmits as part of welfare reform,. We've
granted more than 60 waivers to 40 different states, and all of them are demonstrations
aimed at rewarding work over welfare. Time limits, work requirements, child care, and
financial incentives to reward work, are all designed to make welfare a transitional
system leading to self-sufficiency.

WISCONSIN WAIVER

O Todgy, the Senate Finance Committee plans to follow the House's recent action and
move 1o approve the Wisconsin waiver. What's the Administration’s position on
Congress approving the Wisconsin waiver request?

Al As we've said before, there's no need for Congress to take action on the Wisconsin
waiver. HHS is working with the state on the waiver, and they’re going to get it done.
O What's the hold-up?
This is the most complicated waiver request we've received to date.  As with any waiver
request, we will be reviewing the comments we receive during the 30-day comment

period, and working through a number of issues with state officials. We've approved
more than 60 welfare waivers now and we've always worked things out.
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Q:  Does the Administration plan to approve the waiver or not?

A As we’ve said all along, we hope 1o approve the waiver after HHE completes its normal
review process, which includes a 30-day comment period. As Leon Paneita said on
"Meet the Press,” the chances are very good that we can approve the waiver fairly

quickly,

Q: The Wisconsin waiver request explicitly says that there will be no entitlement to health
care. How can the Administzation approve this, when you've consistently defended the
Medicaid entitlement?

A: There must be a guarantee of Medicaid coverage, but based on Governor Thompson's
previous statements, we assume that he plans to provide Medicaid to gl single women
who negd it in order to get off welfare and go to work. He has said, and we agree, that
there are several things you have to do get people off welfare, and the first one is to
provide medical coverage for children and for the mothers.

Q Are you going to approve the Wisconsin waiver as it was submitted?

As with any waiver request, we will be reviewing the comments we receive during the
30-day comment period, and working through a number of issues with state officials,
There is always a certain amount of give and take in this process, but we've approved
more than 60 welfare waivers pow and we've always worked things out.

Q What about the worker displacement {child care co-payment) issue? Aren’t there legal
problems involved here?

Al Unlike the Bush Administration, we’ve never had an approved waiver thrown out by the
courts, and we work hard to avoid any possible constitutional problems. Our goal 15 to
reform welfare, not to fill court dockets. :

POVERTY STUDY

Q- The New York Times wrote that, although Scﬁz{or Moynihan has requested an analysis
from the White House on how many children would be throws into poverty under the
Republican welfare bill, the Administration has failed to respond. Is it true that OMB

hasn’t ¢ven been asked 1o prepare an answer?

Al No it 1s not, OMB has now completed its response 1o Senator Moynihan’s request, and
T understand that his office has already received it

TVJIY D004 51 L0 6859 rares LBl ke rre SRR A
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Q. Senator Moynihan has complained that the OMB letter he received today is unresponsive,
since it doesn 't recaloulate the effect on children of this year’s weifare reform bill, Why
didn’t OMB do the analysis he asked for?

Al As OMB’s letter to Senalor Moynihan giates, they believe another analysis of the welfare
bill introduced by Congressman Archer and Senator Roth is unnecessary, since it is ;tsaw
similar to the legislation the President vetoed last year. It’s also now somewhat of 2
moving target, since the legisiation the Senate Finance Commiltee is working on today
1 much improved from the bill that was passed by the House Ways and Means
Committee last week,

But the important point is that the Adminmistration strongly believes that the path off
welfare and out of poverty is through work and parental responsthility. We continue to
urge Congress 10 send us a welfare reform bill that includes work requirements, time
limits, and adcquate child care - without the "peison pill" of unacceptable Medicaid
changes. Work is the core of our approach, and no poverty analysis will ever be able
to fully reflect the value of work in ending the cycle of poverty.

Q But will vou eventually do 2 full-blown analysis for Senator Maynihan?

Again the bill is somewhat of a moving target, with further improvements still possible
in the Senate Finance Committee today, and again when the legislation reaches the full
House and Senate. So OMB has not decided if and when to do another full-blown
analysis. ‘ ‘

But let me stress again that the Administration strongly believes that the path off welfare
and out of poverty is through work and parental responsibility. That is the core of our
approach, and no poverty analysis will ever be able to fully reflect the value of work in

ending the cycle of poverty,

soo
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Welfare Q&A !
February 5, 1996

Q. The President says you are close to an agreement on weflare reform. Is this true?

A. He was briefed by the Governors this morning, but we are not there yet. There is a
broad bipartisan agr"eémlent among the Governors that the Conference Report the
President vetoed fel! short in moving people from welfare to work and protecting kids.

b
This is what the President has always said. His fundamental prninciples have always
been moving people to work, protecting kids and demanding responsiblity. We are not
there yet, but there is‘a bipartisan effort underway to really address these problems.

i
Although it remains to be seen in other issues, on Medicaid and Welfare the
President's vetoes have brought bipartisan common sense among Governors about how
to seriously address these issues. We may still have differences, but the Govemnors
and the President agree that what was sent here by the Congress did not meet the
standard for good welfare reform.

i
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QUESTIO&*
| 1 understand that HHS estimates that a five-year rime limit would deny assistance to 2.8
million children. Are yon aware of this estimare? And if yes, how can you possibly
 support a five-year tirue limit?

| ANSWER:

> First, let’s be clear about what that mumber is. My department was asked o
estimate the sumber of children who would eventualiy be affected by a five-year
timne Hmit, using current behavioral asswmptions about the current AFDC
caseload, That is a strictly rumerical exercise, and the answer is approximately |
2.8 million children, using the revised CBO baseline. (That is slightly less than |
our previously released estimate of 3.3 million.)

| »  However, that mumber prabably will not accurately reflect what would happen

when g five-year time limit i combined with other welfare reforms, such as

l ipcreased child care, a part-time work apms:z for young mothers, and 2

| performance bonus to reward states for moving welfare recipients into public
sector jobs.

> As you know, every major weifare reform bill now has a five.year time Limit -
~inchxding the Daschle bill, the Democratic aliernative in the House of
Representatives, the Administration’s bill, and the NGA proposal. Like 2 lot of
proposals, the devil’s in the detzils. We support combining o five-year time limit
| with other provisions designed to protect children, such as vouchers for children |
‘Whose parents reach the e limit, and an adequate hardship exemption policy. f

BACKGROUND
Al You may slso want 1o mention the bmportance of the EITC, as a way w keep the 70
| percent of welfare recipients who now leave the rolls in less than two years off welfare
| permanently. If pressed on protections for children, you may want 1o say more on the
importance of maintaining the child welfare system.
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| QUESTION:
“Would the President accept the Senate welfare bill if Congress sent it to him?

‘. As you know, Serator, the Senatc bill was certainly a strong improvement over

> But, the Administration wants {0 go forwards, not backwards on welfare refo
: that means crafting a truly bipartisan welfare-reform bill that will end welfare as
we know iI. The NGA resoludon bas made sume Luprovements over the Scnate
bill that we’re pleased with, particularly in the areas of child care funding, the
performance bonus, the contingency. fund, and provisions for fair and equitable
treatment of recipients. We're optmzsc that it can be done.

POTUS ACCEPTANCE OF SENATE WELFARE BILL

the flawed House bill. It included many provisions that the Administration catled
for from the start: personal responsibility contracts for recipients; requirements
that states continue to invest their own funds in 2 work-oriented welfare system;
and all of the tough child suppor enforcement provisions proposed by the
Administration last year. The Senate bill also eliminated the punitive provigions
in the House bill — such as the ban on aid to teen mothers and the mandatory
family cap. In addition, unlike the House bill, the Senate bill preserved the
national commimment to child welfare and child murition programs ~- ensuring that |
ciuiﬁm are protectéd no matter where they live,
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EXEMPTION FOR HARDSHIP CASES )

| QUESTION:

If even a 20 percent caseload exemption for hardship cases would cie;;ay asgistance 1o 2.8
~million children, how can you support sich a policy?

|-ANSWER: -

> First, let me note that we prefer an exemption policy based on certain hardship
‘ . categories, such as battered women, women with a disability, and women caring
for a disabled child. We believe this is 2 benter approach than exempting a set
- - percentage of the caseload. .

> However, we are willing to work with Congress on developing an alternative
- policy. We support the 20 percent éxemption passed by the Senate and supported
by the NGA as an alternative to the 15 percent exemption in the conterence bill.
 Thiz is also an area that coukd be amended by Congress in future years,

caved  OF



CHILD CARE - STATE MATCH AND MOE

QUESTI{}P!E* How doss the NGA pmposd address state mainteriance of effort and

I»mamhzng funds for child care? How will this impact the adequacy of child care services?

#

‘*ANSWE&.

| »‘» The governors clearly recognized the mpow of child care 10 the success of
| - welfare reform, and we applaud them for proposing to add § 4 billion t© the
conference agreement in this critical area. However, we understand that the NGA
does not intend to apply to these additfonal funds the Senate and conference bill
requirements that states maintain 100 percent of their 1994 child care funding and
match at FMAP if they are o receive new federal mandatory child care funds. As
a result, we are concerned that in the extreme instance a state may simply use
these additional federal funds 1o replace currem state spending for child care «
rather than using the funds for the sdditional child care services that will hci;z
f‘amt!zes move from welfare 10 work.

> While additional child care resources are extremely important, we believe that
final welfure reform legislation should incorporaie the child care maintonanee of
effort and marching provisions contained in the Senaw and conference bills.
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HOW DOES cmm PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT WORK?

| QUESTION~ How would the NGA’s propcmd child protection block grant acrually
work? :

S |"ANSWER:-

» As you kfow, the NGA weifare reform proposal is 3 general one, and we 100
have many questions about how its child protection provisions actually would
work. Would abused and negleciad children be fully protected? Would children
who have been abused, neglected orf abandoned remain fully entitled to foster
care or adoption assistance? Would states improve upon the less than satisfactory
manner ip which they have administered child protection programs to date?
Would promising new prevention efforts be continued or would ﬁmds be

- channeled to immediate crises?

» We gimply dn nnt helizva that we should take risks with the lives and well-being
‘ﬁfmmnansmcst%mkmﬁma:éwmm:ha?.wcarcmakmg
major changes in:the welfare syswm
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OPTIONAL FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT

» As you know, my depanment doesn’t run the Food Stamp program, and I would
defer 1o Secretary Glickman to answer this question in greater detail. However, 1
can staie that the Administration is opposed t0 an optiona! Food Stamp block grant
for several reasons. This program serves as e ultimate nutritional safety net for -
our poorest children, and hlswk-granting ¥ would eliminate the program’s ability

. - o respond o economic changes, end national eligibility and bensfit standards, and
- ultimately divert suppart away from food assistance.

» The Administration agrees that we can and should find savings under food
. stamps - and we have proposed $20.6 billion in savings under our seven-vear
budget proposal.  But we believe thar block-granting food stamps would do little
10 reward work, and would simply make many poor children hungry.
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CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES FOR NATIVE AMERICAN POPULATIONS

What :s the Office of Child Support Enforcement doing to target the special needs of the
| ‘Native Amcman populations needing child support services?

'M”
*

.

6880 " o

' The delivery of child support enfofcement services under title IV-D of the Social

Security Act lies with the states and their local political instrumentalities.
However, on most Indian reservations the jurisdiction of stawe law is limited,
constraining state atempts to provide child support sexrvices on Tribal lands.

In response, the Office of Child Support Enforcement {OCSE) actively encourages
states and Tribes o0 cooperaw in resclving jurisdictional barriers iu order o
address the Jong-standing problem of inadequate support enforcement services for
Native Americans. Our Regional Offices work with representatives of the states
and Tribes to design cooperative agreements aitned at providing support services

- on Tribal lands and some progress can be reported.

In 1994, the Navajo Nation and the State of New Mexico signed a cooperative
agresment for the opening of two child support offices on Tribal lands, and Tribal
members have been hired and trained to staff each office. The Navajo Nation
Couneil of the Navajo Nation shortly thereafter enacted a comprehensive child
sipport enforcement statte designed to conform w title IV-D requirements.

In addition, a swff position was been added w OCSE to function as a Haison
responsible for building relationships with the broader Native American
community and for strengthening the links between the child support community
and Native American populations needing program services. The specialist,
werkmg closely with our Regional Offices and State programs will be invaluable

in establishing systemic responses macal for a proactive approach o child support §
- enforcement.

k3

While we believe that current authority o for coaperative arrangements betwesn

states and federally-recognized Indian Tribes can work to ensure the support rights §

of Nanive American children-are p:rozected we would be happy 1o work with the
Cuug;m on s lssue, .

7
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| INDIAN SPECIAL GRANTS
| QUESTION: |

| The NGA proposal provides States with gpecial, 100 percent
i Pederal grant funds to pay for the Medicaid cost of American
i Indiana on the grounds that they are. Federal, rather than
.Stare responsibilities. What do you think of this approach?.

,23§§ésae.n

} s While I appreciate the efforts of the NGA to address this
important issue, I do have concerms about this proposal.

The NCGA Medicaid proposal could be read o limit funding
available to Indian health providers to a set amount.
When read conocurrently with x February NGA resolution on
IR, it appears that Indian health providers might no
longer be eligible for Medicaid reimbursement.

If chig is the approach of the NGA it fails to recognize
the dual rights of Indian citizense -- their right., under
truet responsibilitice to benefits promised under
treaties and their right, if eligible, to Medicaid
services. I hope this is not what NGA intended.

In comparison, the Adminiatration maintaing both rights
for Indians: the guarantee ¢ Medicald for eligible
Native Amevican individualc and the right of sligible
Indian health care providers to bill Medicaid.

| BACKGROUND 2

> The NGA Medicaid propomal creates a fedevally-financed
Zund to provide care to Native Anelicans wr Luad IHS
facilities. Presumably, the fund is capped.

before passing the NGA Medicaid proposal, the NGA passed
an 1H8 resolution. The resolution requires the fedexal
government to finance all THS and related care. The
proposal also suggests thal Indian healtlh providers would
not longer be eligible for Medicald reimbursements.

when combined, rhe NGA Megdicaid proposal and che IHS
resolution can be read to limit funding available to
Indian health providers and limit eligibilicy for Indian
health providers Medicaid reimbursement.

The administration proposal includes a special program
for Hative americans which lies cutside the per vapita
cap,  All IHS facilities, ag well a=z other tribally
xelaﬁaquaailinies will be guaranteed federal. funding.
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WELFARE AS AN ENTITLEMENT

QUESTION:
What is the Administration’s position on the welfare entitlernent?
ANSWER:

> This Administration supports reforming welfare the right way, through a reform plan that is
strong on work and family responsibifity, but does not punish children.

» Qur preference has always been a conditional entitiement - it is in our own legisiation, it was
in the Daschle bill which we endorsed, and it's still our preference.

» Wha: we have to have i© a basic safety not for children. That's why protecting foster care
and child welfare programs is very important, and why we want to maintain a basic
nutritional safety net through food stamps. We also need to have protections for sfates and
poor families in case of recession, and we're pleased that the NGA proposal includes a
contingency fund for states, which when combined with adequate maintenance of effor will
ensurc that states have the resources they need to require work and protect chifdren,

» In addition, we believe help should not be given out on g first-come, first-served basis; a
lottery; or, worse yet, based on some bureaucratic process which determines when money s
available and when it 15 not.

o
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fQUESTION:

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN HEALTH AND WELFARE ENTITLEMENT

Why does the Administration defend a guarantee of health benefits for the poor, but drop its
insistence that welfare also remain an entitlement? :

ANSWER:

i Our prefcrence has always been a conditional entitlement - it is in our own legislation, it was |

in the Daschle bill which we endorsed, and iUs still owr preference.

> What we have o have is basic safety net for children. That’s why protecting foster care and

child welfare programs is very unportant, and why we want to maintain a basic nutritional
safety net through food stamps, We also need to have protections for states and poot
families 1 case of recession, and we're pleased that the NGA proposal includes a
contingency fund for states, which when combined with adeguate mainienance of effort will
cnsure that states have the resources they need to require work and protect children.

> Having said that, welfare and Medicatd are fundamentally different programs, with vastly
different poals for reform.

. Nearly everyone agrees that our welfare system is broken and must be fixed. Under weliare
reform, our primary goals are to move people from welfare to work, promote parental
responsibility, and protect children. That’s why we've insisted #t @ minimum on a
contingency fund that will protect states and families in times of recession and a8 requirement
that states continug to invest in a work-orionted welfare system. Ensuring equitable
treatment, as in the NGA proposal, may be one way to ensure these fundamental protections.

» Medicaid, by contrast, 1s a program that already meets its primary goal: providing basic
heslth insurance (¢ the poor and disabled. Our main objective in Medicaid reform 18
containing costs and making sure states have flexibility in administration.  Qur proposals
must be designed to meet those goals, while still guaranieeing health care coverage o the
most vuinerable among us,




POVERTY IMPACT

QUESTION:

Your Department has produced estimates of the impact of House and Senate welfare bills on
poverty. An Administration study last November found that the Senate welfare bill would push 1.2
million children below the poverty line and the House welfare bill would push 2.1 million children
below the poverty line. How many children would the NGA Proposal push inte poverty? When
can the Administration provide such an answer?

ANSWER: |

> We will not be able to conduct this analysis unji ctails on the NGOA proposst »
particularly the legislative language — rovﬁ?‘i‘,ﬂmdaﬁ accurate analysis of the
effects of the proposal on the numbef of childredin poverty will-takeNime, but wi will

provide it 10 all intorested partiesfis soon as it is available.
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TQUESTION:

OBJECTIONS TO NGA PROPOSAL

What are your main objections to the NGA proposal and why?

ANSWER: .

> Qverall, the NGA proposal is a substantial improvement over the flawed Conference bill,
which the President veteed, The NGA preposal improves on the conference bill by
providing more child care funding, a better contingency fund, a substantial performance
bonus for states, an optional family cap for states, and protections for disabled children. In
addition, it takes the Administration’s approach of requiring unmarricd minor paremts to live
at home and stay in school in order 1o receive assistance, and it contzing all of the toug..
Administration-backed child support enforcement provisions.

» However, we are concerned about the effect of the NGA proposal on the federal-state
partnership tn this area. The Administration continues to have serious concerns about the
optional child welfare and food stamp block grants in the NGA proposal. In addition, the
praposal would alse block grant administrative costs for school tunches. As we've said from
the start, real welfare reform must promote work and protect children, not be used as a cover
for budget cuts at the expense of our poorest children. It must also require accountability of
statcs, so we prefer the Senate bill's approach on maintenance of effort. We'll continue to
wark with the governors and Congress to resolve these issues and enact real blparitsan
welfare reform that gets the job done.

BACKGROUND:

It is important that welfare reform maintain a federal-state parinership. This partnership is severely
weakened by the NGA proposal.

» Compared pclirrent [aw, the NGA proposal allows ftates to dramatically reduce -- by
approxithately 358 billion -~ the resources it commfits to poor families and children. It ends

federal-state matching structure af wctf =“programs, which is how this partnership is

aintained under current law
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OBJECTIONS TO NGA PROPOSAL, CONTINUED
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Unlike the Seaate bill, it allows states 1o transfer 30 pereent of the cash assistance block
grant for services other than assislance for needy families {e.g. the social services block
grant). The transferability provision might force poor families to compete with other, more
politically powerful constituencies for cash assistance block grant deliars,

Unlike the Senate bill, the NGA proposal does not require states to maintain iéﬁ'percem of
their FY 1994 spending to draw down contingency fund doilars.

{n the cvent of a national economic downturn, even a $2 billion contingency fund might be
exhansied guite rapidly. Duning the last recession, for example, AFDC benefit payments rose
from $17.2 billion in 1989 10 $21.9 hillion in 1992 - $4.7 billion over 3 years. A provision
shou!? be added to the Rill allowing States 10 draw down matching dollars during a national
recession ¢ven if the 32 billion in the contingency fund had been expended.

1t does not require 3 State match or even @ maintenance of the FY 1994 level of State
effort to draw down the new 34 hillion pool of federal funding for ¢hild care.

It allows states 1o establish a Food ﬁiémp block grant, effectively ending the federal-state
partnership for nuirition assistance. I many states ook advantage of this option, the nation’s
nutritional safety net could be seriously undermined.

The maintenance of effort standard is set at 75 percent, as opposed to 83 percent in the
Senate bill and 90 percent in the Breaux amendment supported by the Administration. In
addition, the definition of spending that counts toward the maintenance of effort standard is
too broad - states can count spending on child welfarg, juvenile justice, and othe. sources zf
they had previously drawn down Emergency Assistance funds for such purposes.

The proposal makes no provision for federal oversight of state plans or program andits
within foderal guidelines o ensure accountability for federal taxpayers.
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ORJECTIONS TO NGA PROPOSAL, CONTINUED

The NGA proposal does not provide adequate protections for children.

»

The NGA proposal does not provide adequate protections for children. The
proposal would give states the option o block grant foster care, adoption
assistance, and independent living assistance which could jeopardize the guarantee
of assistunce for abuscd and neglected children.

The proposal would not preserve medical assistanee coverage for those currently
eligible, especially mothers (non-pregnant) and teenage children,

1t does not include provisions protecting the health and safety of children in
child care.

The proposal provides no child care guarantecs (o individuals who are
participating in work or training programs or those who have left welfare for work.

The proposal does not goarantee individual protections. It explicitiy ends the
individual entitlement 1o assistance.

The proposal neither supports nor opposes the immigrant provision included in the f
underlying Conference bill,
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STRENGTHS OF NGA PROPOSAL

e

| QUESTION:

The unanimous support the NGA proposal received from governors indicates that it must have some
I positive value. What do you think are the principal strengths of the NGA proposal?

| ANSWER:

The primary strength of the NGA agzécmem is that is begins to address the resource needs of states
in implementing rigorous national reform. For example:

The proposal provides $4 billion in new federal money for child care.
The work requirements are more feasible and less cosily -- the munber of howrs required in
work aclivities 18 reduced from 33 o 28 (from the Senate hill) and job readiness and job

search are ncluded as work activities.

The performance bonus is a separate funding stream rather than a set-aside from the block
grant, as in the Senate biil.

The contingency fund is increased by $1 billion and includes a trigger based an.the number
of children receiving food stamps.

NGA recognized (o a Himited degree the notion that state eligibility criteria should be
equitable and objective,

The proposal allows mothers with pre-school age children to work part-time.

The family cap is truly optional for states.
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WORK PROGRAM

QUESTION:

Does the NGA proposal require recipients to go to work? Doces it provide states with the resources
needed 10 move recipients from welfare to work? =

ANSWER:

> The Governors suggested a number of modifications to the work requirements in the welfare
reform conference sgreement, including (1) counting those who have left welfare for
employment as participating for purposes of the work requirement; (2} reducing the required
hours of participation to 235 after 199%; {3} giving States the option of limiting the hours o
20 for parents of children under 6; and (4} allowing job search and job readiness to count as |
work activities for up to 12 weeks (up from 4 weeks in the conferenr bili).

> The Administration supports each of these recommendations:

» The effect, however, of counting those who have left welfare for work (while leaving the
participation rates unchanged from the conference report) is to reduce the number of
recipients enrolled in work activities, relative to both the conference report and the Senate
il

> This problem can be addressed by making relatively modest changes to the work
' requirements in the proposal; we look forward to bipartisan discussions on this issue.

BACKGROUND:

» We think publicly attacking the work program in the NGA proposal as “weak” will lead the
debate in the wrong dircction. Our concerns about the relatively small number of recipients
m work activities {workfare and subsidized employment) can be bctter addressed through
consultation with Republican staff.




CONTINGENCY FUND
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E,QUEST:()N:

The Governors™ proposal adds $1 billion 1o the contingency fund and makes it available to States
with rising food stamp caseloads, as well as those with high unemployment. Isn’t that enough? -
What more could be needed?

ANSWER:

> We are very pleased that the NGA proposal would add $1 billion to the contingency {und
and include a trigger based on food stamp receipt, which is preferable to the vnemploynient
rate as a measure of economic need among fow-income families, Both of these steps would
represent improvements to the contingency fund in the confurence agreement.

- The NGA propesal, unfortunately, would also eliminate the requirement that Siates meet
their full 1994 fevel of offort in order to he cligible for the contingency {und. This would
allow a State 1o draw down additional Federal dollars while actually reducing its own
contribution (o the family assistance program.

» We also have 1o consider whether the NGA agreement fully coables states to deal with a
sational economic downturn.  For example, during the last recession, benefit payments rose
from $17.2 billion in 1989 to $21.9 billion i 1992 -~ $4.7 billion over 3 vears,

> We need to have a full bipartisan discussion involving the Administration, the Congress, and |
the governors to assess the potential demands on a contingency fund in various i
circumstances. Nong of us want a scenario in which states are forced to drop families from
the rolis during recessions, when need would be the greatest.




BUDGETARY IMPACT
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QUESTION:

A preliminary gi}éﬁsstimate by CBO suggests that the NGA proposal would save about $40 billion
OVEr SEVEn years-—about the same as the Administration’s most recent plan. lean that, what is -~
standing in the way of agreement on a welfare bill?

ANS‘WER:

» Welfare reform is not, as you know, primarily a question of Federal budget savings. The
goai of a welfare reform hill must be to help families move from welfare to work while
maintaining the safety net for poor children. The Admimstration has a number of very
serious concerns about the NGA prcpesal that are scparate from the issue of the buég&tary
impact. ‘

> It is important that welfare reform maintain a federal-state partnership. This partnership is
severely weakened by the NGA proposal. .

» Compared to current law, the NGA proposal allows states to dramatically reduce the
resources it commits to poor familizs and children. It ends the federal-state matching
structure of welfare programs, which is how this partnership, is maintained wnder current law.

>  Unlike the Senate bill, it allows states to transfer 30 percent of the cash assistance hlock
' grant for services other than assistance for needy families {e.g. the social services block
grant). The transferability provision might force poor families to compete with other, more
politically powerful constituencies for casnu assistance block prant dollars

> Unlike the Senate bill, the NGA pr{zposél does not require states t¢ maintain 180 percent of
their FY 1994 spending to draw down contingency fund dollars,

» In the event of a national eécnmﬁic downturn, even @ 32 billion contingency fund might be
exhausted quite rapidly. During the Jast recession, for example, AFDC benefit payments rose
from $17.2 billion in 1989 to $21.9 billion in 1992 -- $4.7 billion over 3 yedrs. A provision
should be added to the bill allowing States to draw down matching dollars during a national
recession even if the $2 billion in the contingency fund had been expcnde{i

» It does not require a Stafe match or even 2 full maintenance of the FY 1994 level of

" State effort to draw down the new $4 i};lium ponl of federal fuazimg for child care.

»  We hope that these problems can be adéressed in Ccngress in th& same spmt of .

blpamszmslnp dwpiayed by the Governots.

i
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ADMINISTRATION SUPPORT

-

In his speech to the NGA, President Clinton seemed to imply that he would endorse this proposal”
now that additional child care resources have been put in. Would you recommend 0 the President
that he sign this if it were passed by Congress?

ANSWER:

President Clinton and T applaud the bipartisan work of the Governors in developing the NGA
proposal. However, it's premature 1o make any recommendations at this point on the NGA
proposal. We still neced to see the detatls of the proposal In order (o evaluate whether or not
the proposal meets the President’s requirements for real reform.

We are very pleased to see that the proposal calls for an additional $4 billion in new federal
funds for child care, that the contingency fund is increased by $1 billion and it includes a
food stamp trigger, and that there 15 recognition that state eligibility criteria have to be
equitable and objective. The proposal also makes the work requirements more feasible and
less costly for states, creates a separate funding stream for the performance bonus, permits
mothers with pre-school age children 1o work part-time, encourages parental responsibility
through teen parent pravisions and strong child support enforcement measures, and makes the
family cap a state option.

However, the NGA resolution still needs improvement in several important areas. The
Administration continucs to have serious concerns about NGA provisions for child welfare,
food stamps, schoeol lunch, and child care health and safety standards. We also have o
concern about the potential for slates 10 withdraw substantial sums from programs serving
low-income children and thetr familiecs and changing the basis of the federal/state partnership.
And we're concerned about protections for individual families from arbitrary bureaucratic
actions. We'll continue to work with the governors and Congress to resolve these issues and
create a real, bipartisan welfare reform bill ihat gets the job done.




- z CHILD WELFARE .

TQUESTION:

| Child welfare systems around the nation are a mess. The number of reports of abuse is rising. The
‘| number of children in foster care is rising.  The NGA proposal makes important changes by -
{reducing red tape and giving states the flexibility they need 1o improve their systems. Why does the
Administration continue 1o ipsist on maiptaining the status quo in this area?

ANSWER:

" The Admimstration strongly supports the Senate nil’s approach to maintain current services
in this area. It is true that child welfare systerns in the states are in trouble, but we are
concerned the governors’ proposal might aot improve the system. There are several reasong
for our concems.

v Abused and neglecied children in need of foster care and adoption are one of our most
vulnerable populations. In light of this, we are very concerned about substantial changes in
the child protection safety net at a time of dramatic change in the welfare and Medicaid
systems, Under the governors’ proposal, it is unclear how the individual guarantee to foster
care and adoption assistance bencfits would be maintained if states choose to convert funds
to a capped centitlement block grant. States might have difficulty serving their children when
caselonds grow unexpeciedly in o particular year but block grant levels remain fixed.

> Second, the governors’ proposal is silent concerning enforcement of national minimum
standards now in place to protect children in the child welfare system. Weakening these
protections will not help states solve the problems facing their child welfare systems.

» Third, the gevernors’ proposal may cost the federal government considerably more than
current law, Under the optional capped entitlement for adoption and foster care maintenance,
states may be expected 10 choose whichever option would maximize the Federal funds
flowing to them, CBO’s preliminary analysis indicated that this provision could cost up to
$2 billien. |

. e



CHILD WELFARE, CONTINUED

.

Fourth, prevention efforts arc likely 1o sudfer. 1n a system that includes no targeted
prevention or inkiependent living funding, crisis-driven decision-making often depletes these
efforts. States will have to respond 1o immediate protection needs, and longer term needs-of
children and families may be deferred.

Finally, this proposal wpuld ¢liminate the national leadership in child welfare research and
innovation. The child protection block gront proposal would completely eliminaie national
funding for research on child abuse and neglect and child welfare services, federal funds to
test innovative practices, and federal efforts to provide techaical assistance to states and -
communities regarding what works in this ficld.
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"ILLEGITIMACY AND TEEN PREGNANCY

[QUESTION:

| Some people claim that the NGA proposal would fail (0 reduce out-of-wedlock and teen births,
because it would continue to give assistance to teen mothers. How do you respond to that?

| ANSWER:

» We belicve that denying assistance to teen mothers just doesn’t make sense.  Our approach
to welfare reform, like the governors™ approach, would take strong action to address the
problem of teen pregnancy, but would not give up on teenage parents and their children. We
would require teen mothers to lve at home with their parents, identify their child's father,
finish high schonl, and work in order to become good role models and providers for their
children. ‘ :

» The governors' proposal also makes the family cap optional for stutes -- unlike the
Conference bill, which mandated a family cap unless the state legistatures voted to opt out of
it. We belicve that states should have morg flexibility, not kss under welfare reform, and
that they shouldn’t be constrained by conservative mandatcs,

» However, the governars’ proposal contains an "iHegitimacy rato,” which would give states a
financial incentive linked to abortion rates. While the Admimstration belioves that we must
reduce out-of-wedlock childbearing, we do not support the use of an "illegitimacy ratio.”
Welfare reform should not become entangled 1 the polities of abortion.
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IMMIGRANTS

QUESTION:

What does the Administration plan to do to cut back on the amount of welfare going to immigrants?

-

ANSWER:

»  We strongly believe that sponsors must be responsible for those immigrants they agree to
sponsor, and that the current definition of which immigrants are eligible for the major
wellare proprams needs 10 be tightened. We oppose arbitrary bans on eligibility.

e Therefore we have proposed to increase the sponsor deeming period under S81, AFDC, and
Food Stamps to until the sponsored immigrant hecomes a naturalized citizen, and (o make
the affidavit of support signed by sponsuors fegally binding.

> We also have proposed 1o limit immigrant eligibilisy for SS1, AFDC, Food Stamps and
Medicaid o specific immigration slatuses listed in statute, rather than base such sligibility on
the currently vague reference © immigrants “permanently residing in the U.S, under color of
law"--or PRUCOL.,

> These policies strike o reasonable balance ‘between ensuring that legal immigrants are sell-
sufficient, while maintaining family reunification as the foundation of our immigration policy
and making sure that fegal immigrants who are truly m need are not left without a federal
safety net,

BACKGROUND:

We oppose deeming under Medicaid bocause: (1) there weuld be adverse public health impacts; and
(2} there is no practical way for sponsors 1o meet this obligation, because individual health insurance
policies are often unavailable, and when available are usually unaffordable for all but the wealthiest
individuals.

Expanding deeming and eligibiiity rules beyond the maior welfare programs would require nurses,
teachers, and otheriservice providers to become immigration enforcement agents, which we oppose,
Tt would alse impose dispropertionately large administrative costs and burdens on discretionary-
funded programs (such as maternal and child health block geants, head start, public health clinics,
ete.) :




IMMIGRANT ELIGIBILITY

[QUESTION:

| The Administration’s recomniendations on tightening immigrant eligibility do not go far enough;
| how much further are you willing to go to prevent the abuse of our welfare system by immigrants?

| ANSWER:

> The Administration opposes any broad, categorical denial of public benefits to legal
immigrants, such as that proposed by the welfare bill vetoed by the President (H.R. 4}

» At the same time, we believe sponsors should be held responsible and sve strongly endorse
extending the deeming peried for 881, AFDC, and Food Stamps and making the affidavit of
support legally binding.

» The Mational Governers Association supporied our approach in their October 10, 1995 lettor
to welfae conforees, stating that “Although we can support deeming requirements for some
programs and changes to make the affidavit of support enforceable, we oppose federal
restrictions on akd that shifts costs to states” (sece attachment). The NGA's most recent
policy is ncutral on the immigeation provisions of H.R, 4.

> We are convinced that strengthening the deeming rules and making the affidavit of support
legally binding--as we have proposcd--is the right policy; it not only requires sponsors o
meet their responsibilities, but aiso ensures that lepal immigrants who are truly in need are
not left without a federal safety net.

> Our deeming proposal would alse allow state and local programs of cash assistance to follow
the same deeming rules as the federal programs. In the contest of seeking additional budget

savings, the Administration might be willing to consider other ways to realize this goal, such
as making the sew deeming rules apply to current recipients. The Administralion has never

supported such an approach because we do not think it is fair to ipply new deeming rules to
immigrants who have complied with all the current immigration and program eligibility rules
and are receiving assistance.

S s ——————————
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CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
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QUESTION:

There are studies that show that $48 billion in child support could be collected from parents whe do
not live with their children. Yet last year the child support enforcement pregram only collected $11
billion in child support. What should be done to ensure that all parents support theit children?

ANSWER:

» Since taking office, President Clinton has taken strong sieps to improve gur nation’s child
support eaforcement system.

» These efforts are working, The Clinton Administration has caollected unprecedented
amousds of child suppoi. From 1992 10 1995, collections grew by nearly 40 percent.
In 1995, the federal-state child support enforcement system collected a record $1
biflion from non-custodial parents, up from $8 billion in FY 1992, In addition,
paternity establishment rose by more than 40 percent from 1992 to 1995

> The NGA proposal containg all of the President’s proposals to further improve child
support collections: streamlined paternity establishment, employer reporting of new
hires, untform intersiate child support laws, computerized statewide collections, and
wough new penalties such as driver’s license revocation,

» The tough child support enforcement measures the President has proposed would send a
strong signal about the responsibility of both parents to the children they bring inio the
world.




BLOCK GRANTS AS POLICY

[QUESTION:

The Governors’ proposal would block grant AFDC, child care, and child protection funding, and
provide an optional food stamp block grant for states. Where does the Administration stand now on
the block grant issue?

ANSWER;

> As we've said from the start, our bottom line i to reward work and protect children. That
means we want to look at the totality of any welfare proposal o see if 1t changes the current
system, rcqulres work; demands responsibility; gives states more flextbility; and protects
children in the process.

e
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BLOCK GRANTS POLICY -- FOLLOW-UP
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QUESTION: 2 T

| But do you have to have an AFDC entitlement?

ANSWER:

» What we have to have is a basic safety net for children. That’s why protecting foster care
and child welfare programs is very impartant, and why we want to maintain a basic
nutritional safety net through food stamps. We also need to have protections for states and -

. poor families in case of recession, and we're pleased that the NGA proposal includes 2
contingency fund for states, which when combined with adequate maintenance of effort will
ensure that states have the resources they need to require work and protect children.

» Our preference has always been a conditional entitiement - if was in cur own legislation, it
was in the Daschie bill which we endorsed, and it's still our preference.

3 “Yn
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'BLOCK GRANTS AS A FUNDING MECHANISM

F

QUESTION: 4
As 2 funding mechanism, what are the disadvantages to block grants? Can they be fixed?

ANSWER.:

The Administration supports a funding mechanism that witl not put children and states at risk
dewn the road and that enables states to succeed in moving peeple from welfare © work. i
For example, one major concern about block grants is that during a recession states may run
out of money before the end of the year. This means states would be farced to turn people
away from their program or cut back on their work programs. While not as cffective as the
current siate match structure in responding to the needs of states, combimning block grants
with adequate contingency fund provisions ceuld somewhat atleviate Uls problem. Hos, over,
the Administration has found that the most of the welare proposals -~ including the NGA
propasal - do not have sufficient contingency fund provisions. As a rosult, we have made
several rccommendations in this area.

While the Adminsstration supports proposals that significantly increase state {lexibility, we
also want to ensure pocountability for achieving national gouls. One problem with the
current structure of the block grants is that they contain few provisions that allow the {ederal
government to uaderstand how the block grant dollars are spent and what is being achieved,
This makes it difficult to be accountable 1o federal and state tax payers. To ensure
accountahility for federal funds, the Adminisiration suppor(s a provision which would require
a program specific audit within federal guidelines.
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CHILD CARE FUNDING

*

QUESTION:

How much child care funding is enough?

ANSWER:

We are very pleased 1o see the NGA proposal build on the substantial progress made in the
Senate bill with respect to child care resources. The NGA proposal to provide an additionat
$4 billion for child care is essential if states are 1o meet their work parlicipation requircments
and -- equally important -- to maintain their ch:ld care commitments to low-income working

© familiss.

The Covernors would al50 improve the child care provisions in the conference agreement by
adopting the Senata’s state option to permit mothers with children under six to participate in’
work programs part-time (20 hours per. week} - gimilar o the work experience of most
mothers with preschcoi children,

While these additional resources are eritically tmportant, it must be kept in mind that long
waiting lists for child care exist in mosi states and communinies, and the lack of child care is
often cited as a major barricr to participation in work and training programs. It is therefore
also important that states maintain their own contribution to ¢hild care and match the
additional federal funds.
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QUALITY OF CHILD CARE

QUESTION:

Do you have concerns about the changes in quality funding and health and safety in this proposal,
given that so many more children (especially young children) will be entering child care due
welfare reform?

ANSWER:

» We were very pleased that the Senate bill passed last September retained cxisting quality
protections for children in child care. Unfortunately, the NGA proposal would eliminate
these hasic health and safety provisions and would reduce the targeted funds for quality.

> These vital protections were devetoped with the bipartisan support of the NGA in 1990, and
enjoyed overwhelming support in the Congress. They are not federal standards, but basic
protections sct by the states Lo provide for the prevention and control of infectious discases
{including immunizations), building and premises safety, and minimuum health and safety
training for child care providers.

» The NGA proposal also would reduce funds designated to improve the quality of carc,
States use these funds 1o conduct criminal background chegks, train providers, license
programs, and provide consumer education to parents. The proposal undermines current state
efforts to improve child care services by drastically reducing the funds available for this
© PUrpose.




SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME
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QUESTION:

What does the Administration think of NGA's approach to children with disabilities under the SSI
program? -

ANSWER:

> [ would defer to my colleague, Dr. Shirley Chater, in this area. However, 1 will say that we
were pleased o see that the NGA proposal follows the Senate-passed bill for making the
changes to 88T children, with one modification--an effective date of Januvary 1, 1998 mather
than 1997,

v As you know, the Administration, particularly the Social Securi; Adminisiration vwidich
administers this program, is suppormc of making changes it the 881 program to tighten
eligibility standards. .

> We belicve that we should retam full cash: benefits for all eligible children and we should
tighten eligibility for children now on the rolls. However, children found ineligible should
not lose benefits untl January 1998,

» Based on the information we have (o date about the NGA proposal, we believe that these
principles are retained. .

i
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MEDICAID LINK
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QUESTION:

What is the NGA proposals’ position in terms of Medicaid coverage for welfare recipients? thre
does the Administration stand on severing the link between Medicaid and AFDC?

ANSWER:

> The governors’ proposal would end the guaranteed Medicaid coverage for some poor women
and children now categorically eligible (1e. receiving assistance). 1t would also repeal the
phase-in of mandatory Medicaid coverage for poor children 13 and older. It would also
eliminate the guarantee of a transitional year of health coverage when parents are leaving
welfare for work, These provisions are fundamentally counterproductive, since many poor
women now choose welfare over work simply because they or their cuildren need healtn
carc. And they retreat on our commitment to health coverage for vuincrable Americans.

> The Administration belicves that providiag poor families and children access 10 the health
care they need is critical to successfully moving people from welfare (o work. We support
the Scnate bill's approach, which would maintain Medicaid coverage for poor families
making the transttion to selfvsufficiency,

BACKGROUND:
The NGA proposals could weaken the link between cash assistance and Medicaid.
States would have to "guarantee® Medicaid, cither by continuing the current AFDC rules for

Mcdicaid, or by providing Medicaid automatically to cash assistance recipients ¢ligible under
the new AFDC rules.

However, this "guarantee,” like all of the other eligibility "guarantees® in the NGA proposal
would be neither a legally enforceable entitlement nor a promise of a specific and
meaningful package of benefits. Cash assistance recipients could find themselves with
inadequate benefits and no alternatives.
-
The NGA proposals are gilent on Medicaid transitional benefits for people leaving cash assistance
for work, so presumably this would be a matter left totally to State discretion {except for people
covered by other "guarantees,” such as pregnant women, children up to age 12, disabled as defined
by the Staie).

Similarly, NGA is silent on Medicaid continuation for people who would lose cash assistance for
other reasons, such as expiration of the cash assistance time limit or birth of another child whilc the
family is receiving welfare. Those who do not it into one of the NGA's "guaranice” categories

could lose Medicaid benefits unless a State dcmdes zz} i‘:ovcr them
i -




[QUESTION:

NEED FOR FEDERAL PROTECTIONS

B

If most States azraady have the Model Administrative Procedure Act Qt?
other procedures in place, why is there a need to es tabl;sh by ;
federal statute further requirements?

ANSWER:

> It is true that most states accord basic procedural protection |
to their citizens through legislation like the Model ) f !
Administrative Procedure Act or similar nmeans. Tﬁug, the most 5
important safeguard the legislation can provide is to require
that state plans contain objective criteria that provide for
fair and eguitable treatment of all applicants and reciplents.

i
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%Aren't Due Process protections agsured by the Constitution? wWhy do
iwe need to put more procedural requirements intc the welfare statute?

g» Yes, to a certain extent the Constitution does provide
E safeguards. .
> Howaver, with new legislation totally restructuring the

statutory underpinnings of the welfare system, thers may be
years of litigation before the exaqt parameters of Due Process
protections under the Constitution are adequately redefined and
universally recognized.

» Obdective criteria providing for fair and eguitable treatment
will be the cornerstone of protection against arbitrariness and
discrimination in individual cases.

i
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MINIMUM REQUISITES OF A FAIR AND EQUITABLE PROGRAM

QUESTION:

-

What are the minimum requisites of a fair and eguitable program?

ANSWER:

»

L

Foremost is the reguirement for objective criteria, under which
families with similar needs are treated similarly, regardless of
where in the state they apply for assisgtance.

Families forced to resort to public assistance, as courts have
noted through the years, may face "brutal need.¥ Denial, or
even delay, in granting assistance may pose a r;$k of the most

dire consaguences. '

Eligibility decigions should be made fairly and promptly.
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WHY INCLUDE IN STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS?

QUESTION:

Why is it important that these criteria bhe included as stat&lpian
regquirements?

AN SWE;‘R:

» ‘It is the federal government's responsibility to assure some

uniformity, at least with regard to fundamental .protections,
throughout the country.

In addition, to assure a bstter understanding of the pelicies
and procedures states choose 1o lmplement, plans should be
submitted in a standardized format, prescribed by the federal
government..

The federal government, ultimately, is funding a substantial
nortion of these programs. .

It is reasonable and prudent to design a system where the
fedaral government maintains some oversight responsibility to
ensure that states' programs fulfill the purpose and goals
established by Congress.

[E— s
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WHY PROCEDURAL PROTECTIONS ARE ESSENTIAL

QUESTION:

What are the ultimats goals to be served by a public assistance
program, and why are procedural protections essential to fulfill suph
goals?

ANSWER:

» Families must be permitted to live in dignity while seeking to
achieve the goal of independence and self-sufficiency.

» Recipients of welfare are among our most disadvantaged and
defenseless c¢itizens., They should not be further deprived of
their own hunmanity by being subijectsd to arbitrary and
discriminatory treatment.

> it is fundamental to the overall achievement of the purpose and
objectives of these new welfare proposals that assistance be
made available in a fair and equitable manner.

» Ours is a socizty founded upen principles of Due Process and
Egual Protection. We espouse and should adhere to the highest
standards of equity and fair treatnment, regardless of an
individual's stature in society or economic circumstances.

» We can easily afford to build minimal protections into ocur
bureancratic systems; we can ill-afford to neglect our weakest
and most needy, and, especially, the very children who repressnt
our future.

g




RACE TO THE BOTTOM

st s

QUESTION:
Why don’t yaa trust the states to do the right thlng7 ﬁo you belisve
there will be a race te the bottom?

. a

ANSWER: . o )

» This is not a matter of trust. The Governors and State
Legislators are elected officials who all seek to best serve the
residents of thelr states. I am concerned because this
legislation would create a funding mechanism that would provide
greater. rewards for states who reduce welfare spending, and
penalize states who might otherwise increase benefits. Let me
explain by conmparing the incentive. structure that exists under
the current shared federal/state funding mechanism, with what
would happen under a block grant:

Under current law, the federal government pays the full cost of
food stamp henefits and over half the cost of state-set AFDC
benefits. Because of this fanﬁing arrangement, the average ,
state pays about 65 cents Lo increase the well-being of a family
i by one dollar--the rest of the tal is paid for by the federal
government. Under & block grant, the state would pay the full

gogt of an AFDRC benefit increase,

and the federal government

would realize savings in the Food Stamp Program.

increase the well-being of a family by a dollar.

block grant, the average state would have to pay $1.43 to

Thus, undsr a

Anyone who has

:" a family budget knows that if the “price” of a dollar of

~benefits increases from 65 cénts to $1.43, that states are going
‘to “buy” fewer benefits.

> At the same time that welfars legislation would encourage states
to reduce henefits by c¢hanging the funding mechanisms, states
will be under extraordinary budgetary pressure from all “
guarters. Public safety, education, medical assistance, and tax
reforms are high priorities in states around the country. The
block grant mechanism for AFDC benefits would make welfare
spending more vulnerable to reductions under current fiscal
.constraints in states and probably also at the Pederal level.

T -
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States may reduce benefitsz out of fear of becoming a welfare
magnet. Most research concludes that welfare magnet effects are
rinimal, if they exigt at all, Welfare recipients do not move
to another state for the purpose of receiving higher welfare
benefits. Rather, welfare reciplients nove for the same reasons
other people do: to find employment, and to be nesar family.
However, policy makers have been establishing policies as fThough
"the welfare magnet effect is real. For example, several states,
including California, Connecticut, Illinolis, and Wisconsin, have
proposed two-tier benefit structures to deter immigration into
thelr atatas. Policy makers in Connecticut were explicit in
saying that thelr reforms were deliberately harsh.

If state policy makers continue to bshave as though weglfare
magnets exist by reducing benefits and making thelir prograns
unattractive, the pull of welfare maghets colld gat strousjer.
Faced with the possibility of losing eligibility for any
benefits becauge of a short time limit, families may have
greater incentives to mpove across state linss.

In additicon to the impact on welfare spending that. could ocour
simply by shifting from the current federal/state partnership to
a block grant funding mechanism, the NCA plan would give states
substantial discretion ta shift even the federal portion of
agsistance out of cash assist nE Undeyr the NGA plan,
states could reduce thei Wi Spendiﬁg'cn'vﬁﬂw*-:e and welfargw~
to-work programs by up Lo 528 billion over seven'years. On top

federal funds intended \for use on these programs Ao spending on
. wther soclal servige pr r{ could be used
to supplant current state 2t Bervices, freeing
up state dellars for any othel purpése, such as educatzon,
prisens, roads, football stadiuns, cr tax cubs.

L A
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WHY ISN'T THE SENATE BILL GOOD ENOUGH?

QUESTION:

Why isn’'t the Senate bill good encugh for the President now when xt
was good enough last £all? .

ANSWER:

>

4

Last fall the President welcomed the BSenate welfare bill as a
promising starting point that, with additional work, could lead
to a true welfare reform bill. He noted that “despite the
progress we' ve made, our-work isn't done yet...We’ 1l be working
hard toc build on the bipartisan progress we’'ve made...”

Rather than building on the Senate effort, however, the welfare
reform conferesg toek a step backward, producing a bill that
made deep and unnecessary cuts in assistance for disabled
children, legal immigrants and children at risk of abuse or
neglect. The confersnce agreement also eliminated the guarantee
of medical coverage for families on welfare and falled to give

. States the respurces they will need to move recipients into the

warkforce while maintaining the safety net for poor children.

The President very much hopes that Congress takes this
opportunity to build on the Governors' proposal, in & bipartisan
manner, to craft a welfare reform bill we can all support.

T —
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WAIVERS

QUESTION:

Several Republican governors have complained that the Ciinton
administration is holding up reform by refuging to grant
states walvers., How do you respond?

ANSWER:

> The Clinton Administration has ¢granted an unpgrecedaented
number of state waivers, under both welfare and hasath
care reform. In the last three years, we'lve approved 65
haalth care and welfare reform walvers; in contrast, the
previcus AZdministration granted waivers to only 11 states
in four vears. Our record on state flexibility is

consistent and clear, and we're working hard with the
states to approve these pending waiver reguests,
BACKGROUND:

fur total of 65 waivers includes: 12 statewide Medicaid
waivers and 53 welfare reform demonstration projects in
37 states. In contrast, the previous Administration
granted 11 total waivers in four years: zero health care
waivers and only 11 welfare reform walvers.

s
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QUESTION:

+

The President has listed walfare reform as one of his main _
priorities over the past three years. If welfare reform is sc |
important to this president, why did he veto the bill Congress
sant hin?

ANSWER:

» The President is determined to enact national welfare
reform this vear, and he has consistently urged Congress
to send him a bipartisan bill that would get the job
done. Instead, Congress sent him extrems legislation
that would have done little to move people from welfare
to work and made unnecessary cuts o programs serving
disabled, abused, and hungry children. The -
Administration will continue to work with the governors
and Congress to craft a bill that is tough on work and
responsibility and protects children. Remember toe that
this President has already given 17 states the
flexibility to impose time limits, require work, and
strengthen child support enforcement ~- that's more than
any President in history.

win
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NATIONAL REFORM VS. WAIVERS

QUESTION:

The Clinton Administration has stressed its record on granting
states welfare reform waivers. Why can't we Jjust forget about

>

national reform and allow each state to design its own system?

| ANSWER: . '

There are several important reasons for a federal role in
veform. First, there has been widespread agreement that
abuzes in the S8I program need to be fixed. Likewise,

thers is a need for federal involvesent in strergthening

the c¢hild support enforcement system. There is a need ¢t
tighten the immigrant provisions across programg -- from
expanding deenming reguirements to holding sponsors more
accountable for those immigranits they sponsor. Within

the Social Security Act there is a need to legislate more

state flexibility. And finally, we nsed to authorize
more federal child care funding to move people from
welfare to work, _ ‘

+

‘e agree that the federal government does not have the
_answers to every problem, and that states and localities

should have the flexibility to design welfare reform
strategies that respond to local circumstances. But
while we are committed to state flexibilivty in welfare
reform, a federal/state partnership is important in the
following areas: achieving the national reform objsc~

" tives of work, responsibility and accountability;

ensuring funding stability over time and protecting
states and individuals against economic downturns; and
preserving basic protections for needy Americans and
their children.
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OVERALIL GOALS
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QUESTION:

What deoes the President want in a welfare reform bill?

ANSWER:

> As the President hasg clearly stated, he wants welfare
reform that regquires work, promotes parental
responsibility, and protects children.

FOLLOW.-UP QUESTION:

What exactly does that mean? Would the President veto a bill
that block-grants food stamps or doesn't have 80 percent
maintenance of effort for states?

ANSWER:
» Az the President has sald, welfare reform must be tough
o work -- not on kids. The NGA proposal has made

substantial progress towards real reform by including . i
provigions that the Administration has called for from
the start: a performance bonus. Lo reward states for
moving people from welfare to work; resources for child
care; conditional assistance for teenagers; a contingency
fund to help protect states agalinst an economic downturn;
and all of the tough child support enforcement provisions
proposed by the Administration last year. The HNGA
propeosal also eliminates the punitive provisions in the !
conference bill -- such as the mandatory family cap.
Building on the strengths of the NGA proposal, we'll
continue to work with the governors and Congress o get
real, bipartisan welfare reform enacted this year.

R
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l QUESTION: -

What are your main obiections to the NGA propesal and why?

|

OBJECTIONS TO NGA PROPOSAL

ANSWER:

Overall, the NGA proposal ls a strong improvement over
the flawed Conference hill, which ths President vetoed.
The NGA proposal improves on the conference hill by
providing more child care funding, a better contingency
fund, & substantial performance bonus for states,
stronger work reguirements, an optional family cap for
states, and protections for disabled children. In
addition, it takes the Administration's approach of
requiring unmarried minor parents to live at home and
stay in school in order to receive assistance, and 1t
contains all of the tough Administration-backed c¢hild
support enforcement provisions.

However, the NGA proposal still needs improvement in
several important areas. The Administration continues to
have serious concerns about the optional child welfare
and food stanmp block grants in the NGA proposal. In
addition, the proposal would also block grant .
administrative c¢osts for school lunches. Asg we'lve said
from the start, real welfare reform must promote work and
protect children, not be used as a cover for budget cuts ﬁ
at the expense of our poorest children. It nmust also
reguire accountability of states, s0 we prefer the Senate
bill*s approach on maintenance of effort. We'll continue
to work with the governors and Congress to resolve these
issues and enact real bkipartisan welfare reform that gets
the iob done.
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STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION
FLORIDA PROPOSAL

wnat is the status of pending waiver raqﬁest from Florida?

ANSWER:

- HHS received Florida's reguest for waivers to implement
the Family Responsibility Act demonstration on October 4,
19486,

» On January 22, 1996, we sent the 3tate a list of issues
and guestions resulting from a Federal review of the
propesal.

k4

We are waiting to hear back from the State.

hor
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STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION
ILLINOIS PROPOSAL

o

QUESTION:

What is the status of pending waiver reqhest from Illinois?

ANSWER:

> HHS received Illincis' request for waivers to implement
the Six~Month Paternity Establishment demonstration on
July 18, 189S, .

[ we have had numercus gonferenge calls with the State to
resolve issues.

> We sent the State draft terms and conditions of approval
on February 13, 1986.

» We are waiting to hear back from the State,




STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION
IOWA PROPOSAL . .

QUESTION: -

What ig the status of pending waiver reguest from Iowa?

ANSWER:

» HHE received Iowa's request for waivers to implement the
Family Investment Plan demonstration on Decenmber 14,
1995,

> HHS .18 preparing a list of issues and gquestions resulting |

from federal review of.the application to send to the
State.

i
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STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION
KANSAS PROPOSAL

What is the status of pending waiver rﬁqﬁest from Kansas?

ANSWER:

» HH8 received Kansas' request for waivers to implement the
Actively Creating Tonmorrow for Families Demonstration on
July 286, 1994.

» HHS sent the Kansas Department of Social and
Rehabllitation Services {SRS) a list of issuzs and
guestions September 19, 1994 which result from a federsl
review ¢f the application and inltial discussions with
"SRS.

I » We reached agreenent with Kangas on draft terms and
' conditions in April of 1984, but the State decided to
place thelr reguest on held at that time,

» We stand ready to issue a prompt decision on their
application upoen their request that we move forward.




STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION
OKLAHOMA PROPOSAL

s

QUESTION:

% ¥hat ié the status ¢of pending waiver reqﬁ&st from Oklahoma?

- HHS received Oklahoma's reguest for walvers to implement
; the Welfare Self-sSufficiency Initiative on October 27,
; 1995, '
> On January 26, 18986, we sent thae State a list of igsues
and guestions resulting from a Federal review of the
proposal.
» We are waiting to hear back from the State.
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STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION
TEXAS PROPOSAL

What is the status of pending waiver r&qﬁest from Texas?

ANSWER:

% » HHS received the Texas reguest for waivers to impiement
E Lhe Achieving Change for Texans demonstration on Octuober
| 6, 1998,

| .

> On January 16, 1996, HHS sent Texag an analysis paper

discussing issues of concern to us and clarifications we
needed to better understand the State's proposal.

> Texas responded to our issues paper with answers to our
guestions on February 1, 1996 and we conducted a
teleconference with State officials of ths State on
February 21, 19%& to discuss remaining issues.

- Our discussions with State staff suggest thatl we should
be able to mutually resclve these issues and soon begin
to develop draft teyms and conditions.

» State officials expressed a desire to receive a final
decision on their reguest by April 1s€., It is our
objective to work with the State to meet that deadline.

——— - o i
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o STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION

UTAH PROPOSAL
| QUESTION:
what is the status of pending waiver reguest from Utah?
ANSWER:
> Utah*s ¥Single Parent Employment Demonstration™ (SPED)

was approved on January 31, 1995,

» HHS reaceived Utah's request for walvers to amend the SPED
project on February 7, 15%6.

» The application is currently under review.




QUESTION:

¥What do you recommend doing about the eligibility of
Cuban/Haitlan entrants for federal benefits?

ANSWER:

[ 2

The Administration has consistently supported allowing
Cuban/Haitian entrants to remain eligible for federal
assistance, and we continue to take that position.

As you may know, H.R. 4 would have denied federal
assistance to Cuban/Haitian entrants.

We believe that H.R. 4 would merely result in shifting
the costs ¢of assistance for Cuban/Haitian entrants from
the federal government to local governmants and
communities.

Buch a policy would essentially have the federal
government walk away from it's immigration
responsibilities; and we cannet support that,

BACKGROUND:

»

Undsr current law {(Known as "Fascell/Stone," Section 501
of the Refugee Bducaticon Assistance Act of 1980}, Cuban
and Haitian entrants are eligible for pub}ic benefits on
the game bagis asn refugees.

o Lo e e



WELFARE REFORM Q&A
JANUARY 30, 1996

1
Q. Would you sign the:Senate bill?

A I said in September that T would sign it. T also said at the time that our work wasn?
done yet -- that the Senate bill could be improved in the arcas of child cure and protections
for states and children, [ still believe that, In the budget talks, both sides agreed that the
Senate bill should be the foundation for improvements.

We have come a long way in this debate — not 50 lIong ago, House Republicans were
talking about orphanages as the answer ~ and we can continue o make progress. As I said
in the State of the Union, if Congress sends me » bipartisan welfare reform bill that moves
people from welfare to work and does right by children, I-will sige it

Q. What improvements are you looking for?

A. My principles have been clear throughout the 15 vears | have worked on this issue.
Welfare reform has to promote work and responsibility and do right by children. That's why
i vetoed the conference report, that's why I opposed the House bill, and that's why 1 thought
the Senate bill was a solid §z?p in the right direction and a good foundation,

f
Let me tell you why I vetoed the conference report. It weakened the work provisions,
such g3 maintenance of effort and the performance bonus. 1t ook away the guarantee of
Medicaid, which 15 essential for mothers who want 1o leave welfare for work, And it
undermined programs like child welfare, which have nothing 1o do with welfare veform.

i

Q. Why have you fough{ so hard for the Medicaid entitlement but not the AFDC
entitlement?

A, I have always been in favor of giving governors maximum responsibility and ,
flexibility over AFDC, because the program needs s fundamental overbaul. It doesn’t promote
wark ar responsibility and it.doesn’t do enough 1o lift up children and families. Also, states

_are already free to set benefit levels wherever they choose.

i
Medicaid is anotheristory altogether. It's working, and it provides a real guarantee of
good health care to millions of poor children.

3
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Q. Your own &dminisi}a;zion now says the Senate welfare bill would put 1.2 milion
children in poverty. How ean you possibly sign such s bill?

A, My test has always been: does it promote work? doss it protect children? does it
pramote responsibility? The Senate bill is a good foundation for reforming the current gystem
in ways that meet those tests. If we can improve the Senate bill by doing more to promote
work and reducing the overall level of budget cuts, we can increase the chance that it will
move people from dependence to independence.

But let's not kid ourselves. Millions of chiidren are growing up in povernty right now,
trapped by a welfare system that gives them hittle hope of making something of their lives,
Those kids are growing up in farmilies where no one 15 working, in communities where there
is no work. Qur society pays dearly for that. Work is the link into the mainstream of
American life. Ty

No one should e%rjuiﬁéerestimate the impact that a parent working has on the values'a
child carries with them the rest of his or her life, It makes all the difference in the world, A
child growing up in 2 family, that is working its way out of poverty is infinitely better off than
a child growing up in a family with no work. That is why my fundamental criteria for signing
a bill is what does it do to promote work and protect children.

e
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FROM:

DATE:

Here are the revised statements for your review; they incorporate,
to the extent possible, the comments you gave me this week.
please give me or Amy a call.
Thanks.

see anything inaccurate,
certainly let you know before I use them.
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Draft Talking Points

GENERAL: Our welfare reform legisisztion has proposed unprecedented
changes in the welfare system, including & two-yvear bime limit on
cash benefits, and some dizagregment about cost estimates is to be
expected. CBO's numbers are greliminary, and subiect to changse.
Traditionally, CBO has been very conservative aboul predicting the
savings that will come f£rom changing behavior with new incentives
to reward work and responsibility. Before preparing osuy own
gstimates, we carefully examined a variety of state welfare reform
efforts that have been very successful. We look forward to working
with <50, and to fully analyzing thelr {findings. We remain
coemmitted Lo passing welfare reform legislation that is meaningful
bold and budget-neutyral.

IF ASKED/FIRANCING: The difference on the revenue sgide 1is
primarily due to one provision, which CBC could not score under its
budget rules because the final language was not in the welfare
reform legislation.’ [Ar the time the Work and Responsibility Act
was introduced, the language was part of ancother pill, which was in
confarence.} Othey diffesrences are due to technical disagreements,
such as using different baselines. We remain committed ¢o passing
welfare reform legislstion that is meaningful, bold and budgst-
neutral.

IF ASKED/CUTLAYS: Most «f the difference on the outlay side have
to do with child care. Some of this difference is attributable to
a difference of opinion about the cost of ¢child care, particularly
for school-age children. We made what we believe is a reasconable
assumnption; that states will try to arrange mothers’ training and
work schedulss around the typlcal school day whenever possible.
This would be in the best interests of states, mothers, and
children. A amaller part of the differential is due to varying
estimates of the expected demand for child care by single mothers
with young children. Our estimates were based on very carefully
evaluated studies and we belisve they are sclid.

There were other, smaller differences in ¢ur estimates, and we
look forward to working with CBO to understand the technical
disagresments that caused them. The Administration took what we
felt to be a realistic approach Lo cost estimates., In gengral, our
assumptlons were based on the actual experisnces of program
managers in the fleld who are implementing JOBS and walfare-to-work
prograns. We sarefully examined a varxiety ¢of state welfare reform
efforte that have been very successful, and we believe our
estimates arve aolid.

IF ASKRED/JOBS/WORK DIFPFERENCES: CBO has tradivionally been very
congervative about predicting the gavings that will come Iroxm
changing behavior with new incentives to yeward work and
responsibility. Before preparing our own estimates, we carefully
examined a varliety of state welfare reform efforts that have been
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very successful. We vrelied primarily on one very carefully
evaluated demonstraticn, the Saturation Werk Initiative Model
(8WIM) in San Diego.

Like our plan, SWIM emphasizes job search acrivities, work,
educarion and training, and sanctions for thoss who do not foilow
the xrules. Over a five-year period, the program Iincreased
participant earnings by an avexage of 8$2,076 per sgingle-parent
family. About 75 percent of Lhe single-parent participants were
amployed at some time during the evaluation period, and for welfare
recipients who would not have worked at all in absence of the
program, B8WIM led to a sgignificant 20 percent increase in
anpleoyment . For every dollar spent, SWIM returned mcore than $2.30
per participant in terms of reduced welfare costs. Reductlions in
AFDC payments totaled almost 32,000 over five vears for each famzly
-- gavings that were almost twice the program’s net costs.

1. This is the 881 DA&A provision, scered at 3800 million.
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CENERAL: Our welfare reform legislation has proposed unprecedented
changes in the welfare gsystem, including a two-year time limit, and
some disagreement about cost estimates is t0 be expected, CBO's
numbers are preliminary, and subiect to change, Traditionally, ¢Bo
has heen very conservative about predicting the gavings that will
coms from changing behavior with new incentives to reward work and
reopensibility. Before preparing our own estimates, we carefully
examined 5 variety of state welfare reform efforts that have been
very sucusssful, We look forvard Lo working with CBoO, and to fully
analyzing their findings. We remain committed to passing welfare
reform legislation that is meaningful, bold and budget-nsutral.

IP ABREL/PINANCIEG: The difference on the revenue gide ig
primarily due to one provision, which CBO could not score under its
budget ruleec bevasuge the final language was not in the welfare
reform legislation. {At the time the Work and Respeonsibility Act
was passed, the language was part ¢f another bill, which was in
conrerence,) Other differences are due to technical disagresments,
such as which baseline to use. We remaln committed to passing
welfar?‘raﬁorm legislation that is meaningful, bold and budgete
neutral.

IF ASXED/OUTLAYS: Most of the difference on the outlay side have
to do with child care. Some of this difference is attributable to
different estimates of the expected demand for center~based child
care by single mothers with young children. Cur sestimates were
based an a very carefully evaluated study and we believe they are
soclid. A smaller part of the differential is due ¢to & differance
of opinion about the cost of child care, particularly for school-
age children. We made what we believe i{s a reasonable assunption:
that states will try arrange mothers'! tralning and work achedules
around the typical school day whenever possible. This would be in
the best! interests of states, nmothers, and c¢hildren.

Other differences in our estimates were smaller, and we look
forward . to working with CBO to wunderstand the technical
disagreements that caussd them. In genaral, our assumptions werse
based on;the actual experiences of program managers and evaluators

Jin the fileld. We carefully examined a variety of state welfare

raform efforts that have beon very guccessful, and we believe our
estimates are eollid,

I¥ ABXRBD/JOBS/WORR DIFFERENCES: CBO has tradivionally peen very
conservative about predicting the savings that will come fron
changing. behavier with new Incentives to reward work and
ragponsibility. Before preparing our own estimates, we carefully
examined: a variety of state welfare reform efforts that have been
very successful. We relied primarily on one very carefully
evaluated demonstration called SWIM. (Need info. on success of
SWINM) ;



