
WELFARE REFORM Q&A 
"Kovcmbcr 8~ 1996 

Q. 	 What arc 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 'Yclfarc 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 fOPh'ard a plan to help the 
private sector create 1 million jobs, so we can send people to work to earn 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 Care, and tran.l{itional health care. Now we need to make sure the jobs are 
there. 

[If pressed on immigrants and food stamps:] ! was disappointed that the Republican 
leadership insisted on deep cuts that had nothing to welfare reform, such as cuts in 
benefits for legal immigrants, especially children. Many Republicans around the 
country, including Gov. Bush; Mayor Giuman!, and Jack Kemp, share my view. So I 
hope that as we look for common ground in our efforts 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 spedfic about which cuts to restore or soften 
until the budget review is completed.] 



Q&A 

Wellltre Reform and the Iludget 


Q: How much mOnl.,'Y does the President;s budget contain for vvclfurc rcComl'! 

A: 1here are two sets of numbers for welfare refom, in the President's budget: $3.4 
billion for the President's Welfare to Work Initiative and $16 billion to improve areas of the 
welfare law the President indicated early on he would address. 

Q: What is the Wclfllre to Work lniliative? 

A: 1110 President announced the wclf:lrc to work initiative last August during the 
Democratic Convention, '111C Welfare to Work Initiative, still in the design stagel would help 
move hartl-to-pl.C<! woW"" recipients ofT of the welfare rolls and into work. The initiative 
would likely be two-part: I) a pcrfoTI11llncc-based welfarc to work jobs challenge to help 
states and cities create job opportunities for the hardest to employ recipients, and 2) an 
enhanced and targ<.1ed Work Opporttmity Tax Credit to prO\ode the private sector with 
powcrluJ and new financial incentives to hire the hard to place wclfhrc recipients. 

Q: If the President already passed his welfare bill, why does he need another new welfilre 
to work program? 

A: Passing the Y.'clfirre law ..vas an histonc accompJjsh~t that represents a significant 
step fOlWard in social policy for this countty. Further, we are already seeing results. llle 
President recently announced that, since thc beginning of his tern'i, the wdtltrc rolls hilVC 

fallen by an unprecedented 2.1 million people. Most of this is due to the President's 
aggressive wclfitfe waiver strategy and the new welfare bw. However thcro"is more work to 
do. Now that the welful'c law has passed, we have to work tirdcs...ly to eTl"!Uf'C its success. 

To truly succeed, states and localities need additional funds targctc'<.i specifically toward 
helping the hardest 10 place welfare recipients find jobs. ne Welh'l"C to Work initiative 
would provide flUIds to states that they could then Icvcmge with existing welfare to work 
funds to move large numtx."'fS of hard to place recipients in the labor market. 

Q: Which welfare law fixes will the President propose with the $16 billion dollars he is 
putting inl0 the budge!'! 

A: Several provisions in last year's PcrsoruJl Responsibility and Work Opportunities Act 
have nothing to do ",th the goals of welfare reform - putting people to wnrk. Rather, there 
were misguided cuts in federal support to vulncmblc popUlations, including the elderly and 
people "oth disl.lbilities. To fix those problems, the President proposes changes to better 
protect children, people \\oth disabilities, legal immigrants, and those who tty to find work but 
cannot. 
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Specifically, the Presidenl proposes additional funds to improve the food SIamI' progrmn, to 
revise the law 10 ensure equity in benefits for legal immigrants, and 10 refoml Supplemental 
Security Income to better serve disabled children. 

Q: What docs the President propose 10 "fix" the Food Stamp problems'! 

A: 'l1lC welfare law limited Food SutmpS for able-bodied childless adults to thrcc months 
of assistance in a 36-month period, '111is time limit docs not reflect the reality that lnos! Food 
Stamp recipients face -- that it takes time to find work. The President proposes to limit 
Food Stamps to six months out of 12, thlL'; giving those out of\\'Ork time to get back on their 
fccl. He also proposes to restore Food Stamps to those who actively seck work but cannot 
find it and for whom the state docs not provide WOrkfdrc or tmining. 

Furthc'f, the Prciident proposes to make Food Stamp work requirements re.1 by giving States 
ncw fllllding to support about 400,000 new work slots .from 1998-2002, and by adding tough 
sanctions for those who are offered st"te jobs but refuse them. Finally. the President proposes 
to restore the link between bonefits and rising li\'og costs for Food Stamp recipients \\1tl1 
especially high housing costs and mise the vehicle 'ISSe! limit for Food Stamp recipients. 

Q: How docs the Presiclcnt plan to create equity in benefits for leg-dl immigrants'! 

A: The Prt-"Sident proposes to change the welfare law so that legal immignmts who 
become disabled after eotCling our country aU) receive the basic assis~U)cc oflCt'ed by S51 
and Medicaid. '111C President would also 1Cl1b'1hcn the exemption for refugees and asylccs 
Hum five to seven years. 

Q: How docs the President plan to reform the SSI program? 

A: 1110 gove1l1mcnt "ill tighten SSI eligibility while allowing tile most disabled children 
to retain their bonc!its, (Current law is not precise and could therefore hurt those who "",ily 
need the benefits.) For children who lose their benefits under the new mles, the 
Administmtioll will propose legislation to ensure that they still have access to Medicaid. 
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INOTE TO, 	 Rahm Emanuel 
Bruce Reed 
Chris Jennings 

FROM: 	 Melissa SkOlfi~S::.-­

I 
Attached are the documents we piscussed yesterday ~ an insert for the President's remarks 
at Tuesday's press conference. a fact sheet, seme talking points, and some Qand As.' 

I 

I 

1do think this announcement wbuld be a great way to continue the drumbeat of the 
President's message on Medi(;~e and Medicaid -. and it would draw bipartisan praise. 
Let me know how you' d like tel proceed,
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- IManaged Care and Medicare/Medicaid 

I 

Last wee~, I announced that we arf! mov~n9' halfway toward the 
Republicans in Congress on the critical issue of Medicare. I am 
determined that ve can work toqsther on a packaqe of Medicare 
reforms that preserves the trust fund for a/decade -- and we.have 
a letter from the Medicare Actuary that confirItls that. At the same 
time, we must modernize Medicare for the 21st century.

I 
In the past four years, the number of Medicare beneficiaries 

who have voluntarily chosen to enroll in a ~naged health care plan
has increased by more than 100 percent and that total is growing at 
a rate of 80,000 a tQonth. At the soe time; state$ have. chosen to 
enroll many of their Medicaid beneficiaries in manaqed care. plans 
as well. For most of these AInericans, a' move to managed care 
results in better coordinated medical care, greater emphasis on 
prevention, and better control over costs.) 

i 
But while we undergo this chan96 in health care coverage I it 

is critical that we also protect the rights of consumers. Last 
~onth, the Health Care Financing Administration notified managed 
care plans partlcipatinq in Medicare that i~ is illegal to prohibit 
physicians from discussing all treatme~t options with their 
patients. These so-called gaq rules are a violation of the doctor­
patient relationship and I have asked theiconqress to outlaw them 
for all health pla.ns in this count.ry. I 

I ' 
Until that legislation is enacted, I will use ths authority of 

the Federal government to protect as many Americans as possible. 
That is why, today, we are sending a letter to all 50 states 
informing them. that g8g rules have no i place in the Medicaid 
prograll1, Which serve-s so many vulnerable, disabled and elderly 
Americans.' ! 

taken together, our actions in Medicare and Medicaid offer 
protection to more than 18 million Amerftcans enrolled in :managed 
care. i 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
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PRESmENT CLINTON BANS MEDICAm MANAGfD CARE 'GAG RULES' 

! 
, 

The Medicaid and Medieare prosrams have alway> work~ to protect their beneficiaries 
and ensure"access to high quality health we, .As more and morelofth~e beneficiaries move into 
managed health <are plans. it is clear that nCW ileps are needed 10 continue to meet the needs of 
these program,' beneficiaries. I 

President Clinton is: today announcing another etTort to is;sure quality and acccss to care 
for Medicaid beneficiaries in managed care plan•. A letter is being .ent to all state Medicaid 
directors ,",plaining that fedcrallaw prohibit. managed ..... plans from limiting what physicians, 
can say to Medicaid beneficiaries aboul medically necessary treatment options. A similar lcner 
went to all managed care plans serving Medicare beneficiaries ljost month. 

BAl~NING 'GAG CLAUSJS' 
I 

> , 

These Jetters are in response: to concerns following media repons of "gag claoses"in some j< 

managed care contract•. These clauses probibit physicians froq, telling patients aboul treatment 
oprion. that are ~ot covered hy the plans, While there have been no rcports ofgag clauses or 
related problems in Medicaid or Medicare tnanA8cd care plattS, it is essential to take precautions 
to ensure that no such clauses ever exist because tbe potential! neptive ramifications are so great. 
Patients and physicians must have a free exchange ofiDfurma'ion.. . 

President Clinton i$ committed to pro"i.ding the same protections {or Americans emol1ed 
in managed care plans through the private ,ector. Congress Will have to pas. legislation to do so. 
A bill banning gag olau,.s was introduced in the last Consre¥ but did nO! p.... It is expected that 
similar legislation wiD be introduced in this Congress. Signin~ such legislation into taw is a Clinton 
Administration priority. !,, 

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT is LEADING PURCHASER OF MANAGED CARE 
! 

. I 
. . There are now 13 million Medicaid beneficiaries andinear\y 5 ntiliio. Medicare 

beneficiaries enrolled in mansged care plan•. These 18 millirio people a"coun' for 12 pe",ent of 
the approximately 150 million Americans in managed eare. The Health Care Financing 
Administration, which runs the Medicare and Medicaid program, is tbe largest purchaser of 
managed care in the country. Therefore Clinton Administration policies in this arena are likely to 
have a major impact 00 the entire managed eare industry and have benefits beyond the Medicare 
and Medicaid programs. I . 
. Several otber Clinton Adminiilratioo managed care initiatives will also likely impact tbe 

entire managed care industry. These include rules that limit! on financial incentives for physicians, 
require faster decisions on appeals of denials ofspecific trb.tments. and mandate nate--of..the-art 
member satisfaction surveys and measurement ofplan performance,, 
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"DRAFT 

TALKING POINTS ON MEDICAID GAG LEITER 

J) Tbe Clinton Administration is protecting Medicaid Jnd Mediare benefidaries in 
I. 

managed care. 	 1 

! 


A letter was sent to stat. Medicaid dire..ors making ,I.... that fed<tallaw prohibits any 
managed care contract clouse, whicb limit what physician. can lOY to Medicaid beneficiaries 
aboul medieally noce.sary treotmenu. It urg.. states to review /heir Medicaid manoged care plans 

, to make .ure that pbysicians' advise oed counselregardinj; m«¥eal!y ._ary tr<01menu are 
unrestricted. A similar letter was sent last montb to all managed care plans that enroD Medicare 
beneficiaries, I' 

i , 
2) Patients mu.t have access to ruD advice and COUDS" from their physician,. 

Th. Clinton Administration is committed to ensuring ~at patients oed their doctors have • 
free exchange ofioformatioll No patient s.bould b. denied thO!ioformation they need to make 
sound. informed decisions about their treatment. I ,.' 

i 
3) 	 President Clinton UlpportslegiJlation to ban all nianaged tate '~gag clauses." 

I
Current law allows the Administration to ban "gag claus.... only in the Medicare oed 

Medicaid programs. EnaetinS federallegis!ation to provide sUch protection to all Americans 
enrolled in mao'l!ed care plans is an Administration priority.; 

I 
4) This i. only one or _<raJ Clinton Admirtl.tratio" ",anaged ..... patient protection 
initiatives. 

I 
While the Medicar. and Medicaid programs have altay, worked to protect beneficiaries 

in fee-for-service.care. the massive shift toward managed care requires that $e'Veral new 
protection. b. put into place. Other efforts. beSide. banni"1I "gag clauses," undertaken by the 
Clinton Admini""tion include: i 

• 	 Halting "drive-through" deliveri... in which new meithe" are covered fur only 24 hour. of 
hospitalization after giving birth, President Clinton iigned legisl.,;on requiring that new 
mothers be covered for all_ 48 hours ofhospital covorage after vagina! delivery, and, 
96 hours after a Cesarean section delivery. I . 

• 	 Limiting financial incentives that put physicians' income at "substantial risk" so that 
incentives to control costs do not curtail needed d.re. ' . 

• 	 Helping beneficiaries make informed choioes, Plani. arc now required to follow SlriCt . 
marketing guidelines. to report $tate-of~tbe.art mJasurement'oftheir perfonnance. and to 
conduct member satisfaction surveys, These effo~s will help tnake sure beneficiaries get 
all the information they need to compare plans an~ understand their options: 

• 	 Strengthening rights ofbeneficiarie. to appeal managed eare pion decision. to deny 
specific treatments, Tough new rules will be pro""sed in the coming weeks so tbat 

: reviews of such denials are done quickly, I 
• 	 II#/; I 
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MEDIclm GAG LETTER Q. & As 

i 

I 


W1tv an you issuing ,his lener? i 

There has been much eoncern foll~media rep!>tts that some managed CM. plan, restriot 

physicians from discussing treatment options that ar. not covered by the plan. Federal law 

requires that Medicaid bendiciaries mmanaged care plans have acew to the same services 

avai;abie to those in the traditional eee~for-$ervice: program. Fe»for-service physicians arc not 


, reStricted in what they tell patients a~t treaunent options. Therefore managed care plans may 
not restrict what physicians say to Medicaid beneficiaries about treatment options. This lener was 
sent to directors ofstate Medioaid p",grams that contract with managed care plans to urge them 
to review ail managed care contractS; procedures and policies to make lUre that they include no 
restrictions on what physicians can sily to Medicaid beneficiaries, . 

, . I 

HIZW! thest "gag clauses" causedpfoblelnSfar bmeficiaries? 
We have no reportS to date that anylMedicaid managed co.tracts have included illegal sag 

ciauses. This letter was issued Out ofan abundance ofcaution because the implications ofsuch 

gag clauses are so serious, . ; 
. I 
When liDos lhe ban on gag clauses lake elfeel? 

They have alway. been megal for plans seMng Medicaid populations, Theletrer was j,sued to 

make unequivocalfy cl.... that su<h'elau... are illegal, and to urge stat. Medicaid directors to take 

steps to ensure that the law i. being followed. 
, 

, 
Does this let physicians tell patieHlS abotdfinancial incenliwts in tMir managed care contracts? 
No, This only involves discussion pimedical treatment, However••ew rules implemented by the 
Clinton Administration this Jarn.tarY require manageci we plans to disclose information, about 
their physician incentives to Meditate and Medicaid beneficiaries upon request.,. , 

W1tv did)lO" /Jaw! la send a sepai;ate tette, SOfing Ih. same lhing 10 Medicare plans? 

Medicare managed car. plans c0'!lract directly with the federal government Ensuriog that their 
contracts do not ';olate law is • flodera/ responsibility. Medicaid plao. contract with state 
governments, Stat. MediCaid djr~ors are primarily responsible for ensuring that their contracts, 
polici•• and procedures comply!"th federa/law. 

Why oren" you banning gag c/d,a .. in the privoIe RClor? 
Congress must pass federal legislation to do so. Such legislation w.. introduced in .the last 

Congress but was not passed, Ebacting sUch legislation is a Clinton Administration'priority. 
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NOTE TO BRUCE, 


Here are draft Q & As on the guidance. Please call me or Toby with your comments as 
soon as possible, I will need to use them for my call to Robert, between 2 an<! 3 p.m. 


Thank you. 


Melissa 
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QUESTIONS Al'o"D ANSWERS ON GUIDANCE 

o 	 What message .re you sending utates? 

A 	 We are giving state. the fl$xibility and creativity they need to devQlep I.J \ 
programs, At t-he Game tim$ we are t::ellins: $i:.ates that '\.te :Repe amr \oA,\I;...\~~~ 
81f~IU.t eheAl "'0 ~\)o~,4. the central goal ot welfare reform: moving people ' 
trom welfare to work. 

Q 	 What is the legal basis for your t~lling the .tates how to spend their 
dollars? 	 ' , 

A 	 Over the paat montha, Federal and State agen~ies have been engaged in 
the ~a5sive proceeu of implementing the new w~l£are law. ~e have 
resolved many issues and answered many quest-ions that ehe #eataa have 
had, and many Are still being resolved. The queecion h~r. 1a how to 
implement the law'S requirement that stat.~ must continu~ to sp@nd some 
ot their own dollars to help familie~ 

Un~er 	the statu~e, states mu$t maintain either 7S~ or eo% of their l~34 
$t~te 	spending level under the old AFOC and ralated programs. The 
guidance clarities for the staeea the legal interpretations as to whom 
the states provide support or ~eligibl@ f.milies.~ wha~ eypeB at suppore 
they provide or "assistance" and what state dollars count to meet tha 
etatute's requirement tor that maint~nance~of~e£fort. The legal reading 
int.n~q chat states u~e their dnllar$ for needy f~mi11ee as they define 
them and that assistance whether in direct cash or other non-ca&h 
support$ keep the statute's aim to move people from welfare to work_' 
Wi~hin that general direction. statea have the flexibility in the use of 
their dollars which will count toward their maintcnance-of-effort 

requirement. 


The guidance define~ ~a$9iBtanceN with r~deral dollars more strictly.
The administration want~ to insure ~~t federal support is being used ~o 
further more specific work and work relate~ activities, 

If states exceed their federal block grant allocations, they can ob~aln 
additional federal funds (rom the contingency fund in the statute. 
However, the ~~inistration reada ehe Con9re58ional intent for this 
provision as for states eo 4raw those funds, ehey will have eo spend 
lOOt of th.ir 1994 spending 1.vel dollars on tamilies that ~et the 
fod.ral TANF requir.m.n~B .. 

Q 	 Why axe you drawing ehe definitioh of 4esiatance sO tight? 

A 	 We Qre committed to the fun~amental saal ot tbiB historic welfare reform 
which is to require people to work. And, the statute gives us the 
authority to do so. 

Will states he allowed to spend thQir funds lor services like 
transportaeion subsidies, on.~time grants to ~Qmiliee to avoid receiving
velfare, subsidized child caro or parenting classes toward ~ulfil1in9 
their maintenance of effort requirements? 

A 	 Ye~, states may use their funds ~hoQ~ and A variety of oeher services, 
as long as the family haG a child and is needy according to the ~tat~ 
inoome standards in its TANF program. The~e funds will count towa~d the 
7St or aot main~enance~a£-e£forc requirement. They will noe he able to 
u~e state £unds for thOSQ purposes to meet the ~ontingency fund 
maintenance-of-effore requirement, 
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o 	 under your guidance, will states have to force grandmoth~rs to work in 
order to receive as~ioeance? 

A 	 No. States will have the option place grandporen~a in a s~atc~fund&d 
program and not $ubj~ct them federal wQrk requirement9. A6~i$tance 
~rovidQd to them will coun oward the state's 75/80' maintcnanc.~of-
effort requirement, bu~ the 100%. 

Q 	 What about the time li~t? Will states be able" to provide assiseanee 
with stat' dollars at~er five years? 

A 	 Yes. In ehe statute, Congress prohibited only the eXpenditure of 
federal funds for familiae beyond th~< £iv~ rear limit. Tho clinton 
administration is alSQ 8crious .~ut time 1 miting a~QiGtance GQ that 
wel~are truly becomes a tr.nQ1~tonal program. 

o 	 will states be able to provide ae~istAnce to legal immigrants who are in 
the country after August 22, 19961 

A 	 yes. States will be able to uee state funds for legal immigr~t 
families who arrive in the co~try after August 22nd. HRS submitted a 
technical correction to the statute, based on Congressional intent. that 
fixea an error which goee along with the in~erpretation in the guidance
of the us~ of seato dollar$. The combinaeion of thc$~ two effort. will 
en~ble states to ua. th~ir dollars for l~al imm~g~ants which will count 
toward thQ 75/80\ ~intenance-Qf-effort requirement. 

Q 	 How will you make sure tha~ states that a~aee~ are upholding the central 
goal of welfare reform. moving people from w.l~are to work? 

A 	 W* .r~ confident that the utates will use the flexibili~y in thi5 new 
lav and this guidane~ to strengthen the focus on work. not evade ~t. 11 
However, we ~ill use all the me~8 at cur diupoaahle and now ones if we ~ 
nead ~~em to insure that states make welfare reform real cy requiring ; {; 
work and moving fam11~e6 to self~4uff.eiency. We will do thi. in ~ r~_ 
Bever...l ways l by t:he stricter definition., of federal assistance and I '"l~~ vJ 
requirement~ for states to access the concingency tund: by imposing fair ~ 
hue tough penalciee by denying good eau~e to states who fail to require / ,A~ 
\.torR parcicipaeicm. rates: by thoroughly and ca;r;efully collecting data on (...Q"~ 
how ~tate$ are ueing their dollar& to insure that they don't undermlne ~ 
tho miaai¢n of work and to deny bonuses for auccesse*. AA we clo$ely ~~ ~ 
monitor the .tato'8 implementation, we will sha~o the good and tho cad t~~ 
with congrese and the ~rican people to judge how statel~ are V 
faithfully reforming welfare. 

o 	 How will you make sure Gtacoa don't retain what would be rede~al ehare 
of child support collections? 

A 	 w~ will closely monitor the action~ ~tatee cake with regard eo child 
support CQllec~ions through the ~ata information we ga~her. If states 
act irresponsibly, we will inform the Congress and work to solve the 
problem. 

o 	 Are you going beyond your authority with thia guidance? 

A 	 No. 

Q 	 Aren't you stifling state creativity? 

A 	 No, We are nQa~ring the balance ot state flexibility and accountab1li~y 
to the fundamental objection Qf welfa~e reform to move people into work. 

Q 	 ls t.his the final word on thiB. issue? \ 
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A 	 No, The guidance today p~ovidea an initial tho~ough analysis and 
direction for ~tateG on these key element$ of the staeute to give seateD 
the help they need tor ehetr irr~Qdiate deciaion-rnaking. However, ~tate8 
and otherQ will have the opPQr~unity to ~omment on these iecucs again
during the formal rule-making prOCe$D . 

• 



Welfare Reform Q&A 

Tuesday, February 20, 1996 


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 Senate next week. Today's hearing will include testimony from 
Govs. lohn Engler and Tom Carper as well as experts and advocates~ the Administration is 
not testifying, Secretary Shalala will testify on both welfare refonn and Medicaid before the 
Senate Finance Committee on February 28. 

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

A. The NGA proposal was an important step toward real bipartisan reform, for two 
reasons. First, the governors' resolution reinforces what the President has said aU along - ­
that the conference report he vetoed feU short of real welfare reform, and must be improved. 
Second, the NGA expressed bipartisan support for many of the same improvements the 
Administratjon has long advocated to promote work and protect childrcn -- such as morc 
money for child care) a better contingency fund, a substantial performance bonus, and 
reductions in budget cuts that have little connection to reform, The Administration continuc:s 
to have serious concerns about other important issues -- especially maintenancc-of-effort, 
Food Stamps. and benefits for legal immjgrants . 

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

A. We'll have to wait and see what Congress does in translating the NGA resolution into 
legislation. 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 spcculation, 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 see real reform, As the President challenged Congress in the State of the Union. "Send 
me a bipartisan welfare reform bill that witt really move people from welfare to work and do 
the right thing by our children, I 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 

Administration's FY97 budget maintains the individual entitlement Which is it? 


A. l'be President's main prioritjes 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 th~ child care: that is essential to enforce tough work 
requirements. It means rewarding states for moving people from welfare to work and 
requiring states to maintain their own financial stake in welfare reform. And it means 
providing protections for states and children in the event of economic downturn. Those are 
the key issues that must be addressed in reforming our broken welfare system, 
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Q: 	 What do you think of Senator Moynihan's welf.re r.form proposal? 

A; 	 There sre many thing. in Sonato, Moynihan'. bill that I like. and I believe that 
similarities within the Democratic proposals show how strong a consensus there is on 
what resl welfare reform is aU about: requiring work. and giving states the resources 
they need to move people f'om the welfar. rolls onto private payroll.. Senator 
Moynihan and I have worked on this issue together for years. and I hope that his 
leadership will help us ereate a strong bipartisan welfare reform plan in the coming 
weeks, 

Q: 	 Does Senator Moynihan's attendance today mean that he supports the Democratic 
!.eadership bjll? 

A: 	 I hope that Senator Moynihan will support the Democratic Leadership bill. I know that 
Senator Moynihan and Senator Oaschle havo had recent diSCUSSions on welfare 
reform, and that they conlinue to work together on this issue. 60th of the Democratic 
alternative bills are vast Improvements over the Senate Finance bill. They both focus 
on work, and both they give states the reSources and the incentives they need to get 
the job done, 

Q: .Last night, you presented. balancad budget proposal ,hat includ•• cuts in entitlement 
programs. But today. YOU'Te: endorsing a welfare reform bill that increases funding for 
child care and other types of assistance for the poor. Isnlt there an inconsistency 
here? 

A: 	 No, there Isn't. The Daschle bill. Ilk. my balanced budget plan, cuts Welfare spending 
in some areas, and reinvests those savings in job training. child care, and work ~~ 
investments we need to move people off of wl!lfare and into jobs.. The welfare cuts 
in my proposal are less than half of those proP'Jsed under th~ Republican plans, And 
they're in line with those in Senator Daschle', bill •• which invests In supports lik. 
child care and stili reduces the deficit. The American people deserve a government 
that spends their money wisely, and that reft,.cts tha core American values of work 
and responsibility •• and my approach to balancing the budget and creating real 
welfare reform meet these fundamental goals ..We can have welfare reform. we can 
balance the budget, we can shrink the government and still be faithful to our 
fundamental responsibilities to our children and our future. We can do it all, do It 
right. and take this country to the next century in good shape. 

v---' 
I 
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NOTE TO BRUCE REED 

Here's a first dratt of the materials Kathy McKiernan requested for 
MCcurry. Could you please get any sug9gestions to me or Amy? Thanks. 

Melissa 

,. 
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"Work First" Welfare Reform Plan 


On rUDe 14, 1995, President Clinton meets wilb S"""tor' Das<:h1e, Breaux, and Mikulski to endorse 
"Work Pirst, - a Democratic alternative to !be Senate Finance welfare reform bill. "Work Firsr" is 
similar in every resptCI to the President's principles for welfare reform in thaI it in<:ludes all of Ihe 
elem<:DIS that are necessary 10 move young parents into the ,,'Orl< force. II also promotes parenta1 
responsibility, protect.; children, SlIlmgtl\c:1lS child support enfoc-cemenr and give. slal., !he flexibility 
and Ibe tool. they need 10 succeed. Senator. V,soble, Breaux, Mikulski, and others have worked hard 
on the "Work First' proposal, 8!ld !be President hopes it will lead 10 • bipartisan agreement Oil real 
welfare reform.' . 

"Elldlnl Welfm As We KnOll: lI" 

The Democratic leadership plan will dramatically cb.ange Ibe current welfare system !brough: 

- Temporary Employment Assistant.e: The DemOCtlltic plan replaces Aid to Families 
with Depend.1ll Children (AFDC) wilb Temporary EmploymelllAssistmce (TEA), tim.. 
limited conditional w;sistllnce fot poor families wilb chrldren. 

- Contract for Self-5uff1deDey: In order to receive asttist:ance, all recipients must sign 
a Parent Elllpowerment Colltt1iCt .- similll:r to !he personal employability plan included 
in the President', Work 8!ld Respon.ibillry Act .- spelliog out an individualized.l'lan to 
move from weltltte to work as quickly as possible, 

• Changing Ihe Culture of the Welfare Otllce: Like !be President'. plan, the 
Democratic alternative seeks to change the cul= of the welfare office by l!lrlIinj; 
welfare offices into employment offices, From day one, all recipients will be required 
ro look for work a:rn1accep' a Job !ba,', offered. Recipients who fall 10 live up to their 
contract will see their benefits reduced or elilninared. 

The Democl1\tic leadership plan emphasize, w",k by provi<lin$ stateS with the resources !bey need to 
help rccipieoLs move into !be workforce - and say there: "" ...., B",Q••aW 

- Time Limitlne Assistance: The new TEA program will be time-limited. After ,wo 
ye.", of receiviog TEA, if an adult recipient is DOl wcdcing. stares will be required to 
offer workfare or a community service Job. No family may receive assistance fot Il10re 

than five yem, except in limited circumstance$:. 

- enatlng Employment Opporttmitles: "Work First" focuses on job creation and 
employment in !be pdv.", sector by allowing states 1.0 bulla on existing model. and 
provide various services sueh ali: wage subsidies, on-me-job trainini. and microen.terprise 
development . 

. - Proridiag Child Care and Health Caee: To provide incentives for people to move from 
welfar'l to self-sufiiciency. !be 'Work First" pl.n provid.s child care and heallb care 
assistance for welfare recipients moving (0 work and wolking families stlUggliog to stay 
off the welfare rolls. 
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Under the Work First plan, mt.s wouId be given the resources to emphasize work. including: 

- Flexibility' The 'Work First' plan gives state., lIll unpreceden!ed amount of flexibility 
10 set their own rules and lieslgn !heir own programs. ' . 

- Resources: rru, 'WOlle First' block gram provides st."", with the funds thoy need to 
move people from welfare to work. Federal funding and the Federal match rate would 
be increased. 

. 
- Performance Bonus: The Pre'Wen! and the Dcmocrau<: leadership agree that states 
should be rewarded for putting people on private payrolls: not for simply cutting them 
from the welfare roU.. rru, 'Work First' program includes a perfonruwce bonus for 
states that exceed job-plaoement targets .- and penaldes for those who do not. 

rru, Democratic alternative promote. parental responsibility by ,trenglhening child support enforcement 
and focusing on young people, through the following provisions: 

· Child SUPPOlt EIlforcement: Recognizing that child ... ppon enforcement is an 
. integral part of welfare reform, the Democt'dtic leadership plllll contains tougb child 
support enforcement measures to encoUIllge both parents'to meet their responsibilities. 
Absem parent' who owe child support may cboose to enter into • repayment plan with 
the sWe or. <boose between a crunmllllily ,ervice job or jail. In addition, States would 
have Iht: option to provide job placement service. to absent paren'" wbo agree to meet 
their child support obligation once they an: employed.. , 

· Teen paronlS: Uk. Presideru Clinton's propo,.l, the Democratic plan send.< a strong 
me,sage to the next generation that having children is an immense respoll91bility, rather 
than an easy rOUte to indepeedence. Teen parents would be ""Iuired to stay in scbool, 
live at home. and prepare for work in order to receive assistance, 

• Te~ Pregnancy Prevention: The number 01' children bum lD.llnwed teenagers has 
risen sharply in recent years. rru, Democratic plan addres,"s this probltm by including' 
grants to states lor the design and irnplemen!atlon of teen pregnancy prevention 
prognum. 

• 
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WELFARE REFORM a AND A 

June 13, 1995 


Q, Are yOIl standing by your can to have welfare reform legislation on your desk 
by July 47 1$ this still a realistic deadline? 

A: Yes, I think that both parti •• ln Congress can and should act together to create 
r.al, biparti••n welfare reform legislation by July 4 -- Independonca Day, 
Senators Oaschle, Breaux, Mikulski, and other. have put forward a welfare 
reform proposal that requires work, encourages parental responsibilfty. 
increas•• state flexibility, and sends a strong me.sage 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 shou!d lead to a strong bipartisan 
compromls" on welfare reform legislation In the coming weeks. 

Q: Are you endorsing the Democratic leadership ~iII? I. this now effectively the 
Administration's own welfere reform proposal? 

A: The Democratio leadership have put forward a bold plan to end the current 
welfare system and replace it with a new, transitional program focused on 
work. I am strongly supportive of this bill, which contains many of the 
provisions I included in my own welfare reform proposal last year, The 
leadership bill contains real work requirements 10 ensure that welfare recipients 
are moving toward self-sufficiency from day one. And it provides the res.ources 
for child care, job training, and work that states need to get the job done. In 
addition, the Leadership bill contains all the tough child support enforcement 
measures I proposed, and it includes my bill'" requirement that teen parents 
stay in school, live at home, .nd prepare for work. Senators Deschla, Breaux, 
Mikulski, and other. have worked hard on thl. proposal, end I hope it will lead 
to a bipartisan agreement on real welfare reform. 

Q: With the Administration and the Senate Finance proposals still so fer apart, do 
vou really think there's hope tor finding middle ground on walfare reform? 

. 
A: Absolutely. One example of how we've already found Important common 

ground Is on the issue of child support enforcement, Th. "silver lining" in the 
Hou•• legislation was its inclusion of all the l)ugh child support enforcement 
measures we proposed in our own bill •• Demoorats and Republicans worked 
together to make sure these provisions wet" In the finel House bill. And I 
believe that Senator Dole and Senator Daschlv could us. that agreement to sit 
down in the coming days and find real common ground on the remaining 
aspects of welfare reform. After all, last vear Senator. Dole, Gramm, Brown, 
and Packwood sponsored a good bill that was very similar to my own proposal; 
Both bills had the s.me fundamental goal: 10 move people from welfare to 
work ~~ and keep them there. 
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Q: 	 What about the Senale Finance bill? Would you veto it as it stands? 

A: 	 A. I'va said all.long, I would voto the House·passed weitare reform legislation, 
because it is weak on work and tough on kids. The Senate Finance bill took a 
step in the right direction by eliminating the more punitive provisions In the 
House legislation .... J~uch as the ban on aid to teen mothers and their children ­
- but it still has a long way to go on what sh(luld be the centerpiece of raal 
welfare reform: work. In order to end walfare as we know it, states must have 
the necessary r ••ourc•• for child care, job training, and work in order to gatt!'. 
job done. State bureaucracies should be rewarded for getting people to work­
- not for cutting people from the rolls. Welfar. recipients must move toward 
work from day one. And time limits must make clear to welfar. recipients and 
caseworkers that walfar. i. a bridge to self-sufficiency, not a way of lif•. I feel 
confident that tho Democratic Leadership bill, which meets these fundamental 
requirements, can lead to bipartisan legislati"n that is truly about ending 
welfare as we know it. 

Q: 	 The Democratic Leadership bill retains the AFDC entItlement, while the Sena,s Finanee 
bill does not •• where do you stand on the entitlement issue? Would you veto a bill 
that ends the entitlement to welfare benefits? 

A: 	 As I've said before, I wa.n't elected to pile up a stack of vetoes. But I've 
always expressed real concern sbout the IeI.a of block granting welfare 
programs·· Food Stamps In particular·- and giving them to the states with less 
money. Although I want to give states. lot of flexibility, we won't really have 
welfare reform or state flexibility if Congress Just gives states more burdens 
and fewer resources, Again. our test of any bill will be simple: it should be . 
tough on work, not on Innocent children. That means, in part, that states 
should also be protected in the event of population growth, an economic 
downturn, a natural disaster. or another unpredictable emergency. 

Q: 	 Anonymous White House and Administration o/fleials have reeently "intod that 

you would veto. bill that did not guarantee benefits for children. Where do 

you stand right now on a walfare reform veto? 

A: 	 These officials are just reiterating what I've said many times: I would veto the 

legislation passed by the House of Representativ •• II it reached my desk In its 

current form. My requirements for welfare reform are simpl~ and clear. ~ want 
• bill that includes r ••1 work requirements; thet rewards states for moving 
peopl~ from welfare 10 work; that doesnrt punish children fer their parents' 
mistakes; that requires personal responsibility Qf both mother. and f.thers; and 
that contains tough child support enforcement provisIons 10 ensure that parents 
aren't allowed to walk away from their obligations. The House bill fails that 
t.st. 



06/13/95 14:03 	 HHS-PUBLIC },FFAI !ill 001 

... < >. • 	 <""" 

Q: 	 What do you think of Senator Moynihan's welfare reform proposal? 
. 

A; 	 There are many things in Senator Moynihan's bill that I like. and I believe that 
similarities within the Democratic proposals show how strong a consensus there is on 
what real welfare reform is ell .bout: requiring work. and giving atat •• the resourees 
they need to move people from the welfare rolls onto private payrolls. Senator 
Moynihan and I have worked on this issue together for years. and I hope that hi. 
leadership will help us create a strong bipartisan welfare reform plan in the coming 
weeks. 	 . 

Q; 	 Why len', Senator Moynihan here!oday? Does he supportt"e Democratic Leadership 
bill? 

A: 	 I understand that Senator Moynihan had a scheduling conflict today and we. unable 
to attend the meeting. But I know that Senator Moynihan and Senator Daschle 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 Qver the 
Senete Finance bill. They both focus on work, and both they give states the 
resources and the Incentives they need to get ':he job done. 



Welfare Refonn 

Q&A 


5.21.% 


Drug Testing 

What Senator Dole talked about today, the Clinton Administratiori is already dOing. 
The Clinton Administration has already given several states welfare refonn waivers (0 test 
innovative ways to combat drug abuse -- including drug testing. substance abuse screening, 
mandatory drug treatment, and tough sanctions. The President1s welfare refonn 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 Dole1s support for a proposal put forward by 
one of the President's 1t~ading adviserS on tecn 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, tn the May-June 1996 issue of 
The New Democrat. Ms. Sylvester points OUl that among mothers between the ages of J5 and 
17, more than half had babies by men over 20. 

A number of states are already taking steps to promote enforcement of laws On the 
books or to increase penalties -- including California, De1aware, and Florida, Assemblyman 
Louis Caldera, a OLC member in Califomia~ introduced the first legislation, which was later 
taken up by Gov. Pete Wilson. 

The President has also endorsed another PPI proposal to create "second-chance 
homes" where tccn mothers who come from unstable or abusive households can get the 
support they need for their children. These measures are an important component of a much 
larger effort to demand responsibility from all fathers -- including the Administration's tough 
chUd support enforcement proposals which Senator Dole and both houses of Congress have 
supported. 

Five-Year Time Urnlt 

The Administration strongly supports this provision. which is- another area of 
bipartisan consensus. Every member of this O>ngress -- Democrat and Republican, House 
and Senate -- has voted for five-year lifetime limit on welfare benefits. All the major 
welfare reform proposals have included Ihis provision, including the House- and Senate­
pa~'Sed welfare reform hilts; the House Democratic alternative; the Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski 
Senate Democratic alternative; t~ Breaux-Chafec and CastIe-Tanner welfare reform 
proposals; and the President's bill, the Work First and Personal Responsibility Act of 1996. 
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Welfare Reform Questions and Answers 
5/24/96 

Tn 'Wisconsin this week, the President ,said that he would sign the Dote welfare reform 

bill ~- was he serious? 


As the President said this week. we've come a long way towards reaching consensus 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 

immigrants, and more flexibility for states to reform welfare on their own. As the 

President has said t it's time to get the job done" If Congress passes a hill that requires 

work, promotes responsibility. and protects children -- and is not polluted by any "poison 

pills" -- the President will sign it in a minute. 


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

The Administration is ple..ed that the House Republicans have made changes to the 
nawed conference blH -- their actions were further indication that the President was right 
to veto that bill, which did little to move people from welfare to work and made deep 
cuts in programs for disabled, hungry, and abused children, While we're pleased th.t 
House Republicans have adopted several of tbe NGA's reco!IlI1'lendadons 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 inunigrants, And, most imponantly, the House 
welfare reform hHl still -contains the llpoison 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 
parental responsibility. and protects children. he will sign it in a minute. 

Massachusetts is resubmitting its original waiver for a two-year time limit on welfare 
benefits, now that the President has indicated support ofVv~isconsjn's time-limited welfare 
.reform plan. Will the Administration approve the same request that it previously turned 
down? 

\Ve have' not yet received a waiver request from Massachusetts. However. if the state 
sends- us- a waiver lhal'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, We've- already given 27 states the green light to time~limit 
assistance. 
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Q: Governor Carleson of Minnesota is threatening to Implement his welfare reform proposal 
without the Administration's permission. if HHS does not act quickly on the state's 
pending waiver request, The GovernQr says his requested time limit is nearly identical 
to V':isconsin's. What's the Administration's response? 

A: We're currently reviewing Minnesota's waiver request and working with the state to iron 
out the details. As you know, the President committed to the nation's governors that his 
Administration would dQ 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 to get it done. 

If a state sends us a 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. 

Q: Senator Bond submitted a bill yesterday t1lat would approve the Wisconsin welfare rcfonn 
wa.iver, in an effort to show that the President is all talk and no action. \\'hat's the 
Administration's response? 

A: As the President has said, Wisconsin has proposed a bold plan to replace the welfare 
system with one that IS based on work. The Department is working ",rith that state on 
its proposal and will publish. summary of the request in the Pederal Register. followed 
by a 30-day conunent 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. 
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Response to U.S. News and World Report, 613196 Issue 

MOnly 13 percent of AFDC adults participated in any education, training or work programs in a typical 
month. up a hair from 12 percent in 1993." 

RelPoose 

o 	 The number of to.al 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, tile 
average numher of total adult JOBS participants was about 650,000 -- .n 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 12.9 percent in 1994 and about 14 percent in 1995). 

II At present, tess than 1 iIi 100 AFDC parents toils each month in exchange for a relief check, a number 
that has remained constant since Clinton carne to office, " 

ReSJ)llDSe 

o 	 Again f 650,000 adult AFDC recipients participated in education, training, or work programs 
In an "'erage month in 1995 •• up from 510,000 In 1992. That means that about 14 percent, 
or about 1 in 7 adult AFDe recipients participated in education, training,. or work programs 
in an average month. (NOTE: The 1 in tOO number cited seems to refer to CWEP, the workfare 
component of jobs. Work is one activity. along with education and on-the-job-trRining. that the 
JOBS program requires to help welfare recipieuts move towards self-sufficiency), 

o In addition. nearly one in ten AFDC adults are reported to be working in a regular job each month, 

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

ResPQn~~ 

o 	 While the strong economy and policies such as the expansion of the ElTC tinder President Clinton 
are undoubtediy major factors in the welfare caseload reduction, no previous eoonomic-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 previous 

'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. 

o 	 Over the last 24 months, the AFDC rolls have declined by almost 10 percent. The most recent 
prior sustained decline was the IS-month period between Apri11987 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 earned income 
before their welfare check. are reduced." 

o 	 The Clinton Administration has approved 61 waivers for 38 states -- these waivers include time­
limits, work requirements. incentives for work, increased parental responsibility. and stronger child 
support enforcement provisions. ' 

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

"According to a soon-to-be·released study by the Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP), HHS ha, 
authorized 11 states to run statewide programs with full-family cash-aid cutoffs and two more states' 
applications arc pending, " 

Q 	 Twenty-seven states have received waiver. from the Clinton Administration to time-limit 
assistance - 20 of these ore ,!atewide. (All but four of the twenty could include a full-family 
cutoff). 

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

a 	 Illinois has the most narrowly targeted of any state time limit. States ,uch as Ohio and Texas (with 
two top ten urban areas) have received waivers to implement statewide, or near-statewide, time limits 
combined with tougher work and parental responsibility requirements, 

"Other states provide narrower exemptions and extensions than Illinois. but still have protective 
loopholes. One of the biggest: HHS has insisted that no state can remove a family from the AFDC 
rolIs if the mother bas complied with program rules and failed to find a job despite her best efforts," 

ReSll2nSe 

o 	 Extensions are not loopholes, but are based on simple fairness ~- people who play by the rules, and 
are simply unable to find work, should not be penalized. If individuals don't look for work. accept 
job offers, refuse training or quit jobs, they will be sanctioned and ineligible for extensions. 
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Additional Questions and Answers for DES restimony before the Senate Flnance Conunittee 

Q: 	 The Clinton Administration ha, said that !he NGA proposal is unacceptable in its current 
form. Is !he new Republican bill more acceptable? 

A: 	 We are pleased that !he new Republican bill includes an additional $4 billion in fed....l 
funds for child care, requires 1100 percent state maintenance of effo" in order to access 
additional child care funds, and maintains current law child care health and safety 
requirements. We are also pl~w::d that the new Republican bill maintains the foster care 
and adoption entitlement, protects child nutrition programs. includes a $2 billion 
contingency fund with 100 percent maintenance of effort requirement. and contains 
strong: child support provisions, All of these are important changes we have called for 
from the start. 

However, !he new Republican bill falls short in several are ... Under !he new Republican 
bill, Federal spending for poor familie; and children would be cut by $53 billion -- $10 
billion more than in the NGA bill. Tbe new Republican bill al,o cuts twice as mucn 
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 limit. The bill also inc!ndes a family cap with a state opt-OUl provision, which is 
opposed by the NGA. In addition, the Administration has serious concerns about the 
new Republican bill's provisions on immigrants, SS!. and Food Stamps. 

We will continue [0 work with Congress and tbe Governors in a biparusan fashion to 
achieve nation welfare refonn that accomplishes our goals: requiring work, promoting 
parental responsibility, and protecting children. We are encouraged by a number of 
bipartisan welfare proposals, including the Breaux-Chafee and Castle-Tanner bills. We' 
believe [hat these bipartisan proposals could fonn the basis: of a nalional welfare reform 
bill. 

Q: 	 If Comu..s, sends rhe President a bill !hat links welfare and Medicaid, will he sign it? -	 .. 
A: 	 As !he President has said from the start, we must preserve the guarantee of quality bealth 

care for poor children and families. Guaranteed medical coverage is essential to moving 
people from welfare 10 work. as some single mothers stay on the rolls because they will 
lose 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 grealest obsta~le to achieving bipartisan welfare reform is the Republican's 
insistence on linking it to a Medicaid bill that would eliminate guaranteed health care 
coverage for milltons of women and children. As the President has repeatedly said, if 
Congress sends him a clean welfare reform bHl mat requires work. promotes parental 
responsibility. and protects children. he will sign it right away, 
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Q: The Washingtgn Po,t wrote on June 7, 1996 that the Clinton Administration would likely 
veto an immigration blIl if it would allow StateS to deny free public education to iHegal 
immigrant children. Does this mean that !he Administration doesn't really support 
tightening immigrant eligibility tor government funded programs? 

A: The Administration opposes any broad, categorical denial of public benefits to legal 
immigrants, While we agree thaI: immigration refonn is necessary and that megal 
immigrantS should not receive welfare benefits, we do not support policies which would 
remove illegal immigrants' children from publi<; schools. Even fOlmer President George 
Bush agrees. "We have to control our borders. " Bush said in a speecb on lune 3 to the 
National Association of Mortgage BrokerS. "We have to do a better job to ensure our 
laws are being followed, But you don't have to do it with a bitterness that takes a little 
7-year-old kid out of schooL .and shoves him back across the bridge dividing OUr 
country," 

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

• 
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Child Support Executiv. Action 

Additional Questions and Answers 


Question: 

Why haven't you already done this? 

Answer: 

We dido', do this earlier becluse we wanted. bipartism welfare reform bill th,t included the 
President's comprehensive chi1d .~uppOrt enforcement propOsals: streamlined paternity 
establishment and stricter cooper,ition requirements: a national new hire reporting systc:m~ 
uniform interstate child supportl.w,: computerized ,tate-wide collections to speed up payments; 
and tough new penalties. such as driv~rs' license (evocation. We still want a bipartisan welfare 
reform bill that contains these tough measures, which would increase child support collections 
by an additioMI $24 billion and rOOuc. federal welfare costs by $4 billion over the neX! 10 
years, 

Question: 

If child support is so impurtant, why don't you suppon passing. bill separately'/ 

Answel'! 

We still want a n<ltional, bipanisan welfare reform bill with the tough child suppon enforcement 
measures rhe PI'e~ldent has caned fur from the start, and we hope Congress will get the job 
done. However. as me President said 1a..::t week. ~if for svme reason we cannot reach agreement 
on welfare refonn this year -- and I still hope we C~in -- I believe we ought 10 pass these 
provisions iliat 100 percent of us agree on so that we can do more to hold people accountable 
for the 'children.they being in the world and help these kid, get the money they need and help 
their parents get the money they need to do • good job in raising their children, " 

Question; 


How do you know thaI all 2S states wlll participate in the new hire program? 


Answer: 


Already. we have confumed {hat Wa!\hington and Florida will :,ign up, although the program 

was just announ~d. This program has such obvious advantages to States that: we believe all 
states will want to p.nicipate. 
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Questions and AnS\H:rs on \Velfare Reform 
June 26, 1996 

Q: CLASP has jl:St relcased J study on sta[es thaI have received waivers to time-limit 
assistance. Arc time iirrliTS csscotlaJ to movt people from welfare to work? 

A: Time limits have always been a: t:1C hean of President CHnton's welfare reform 
proposals. We're proud of our rccOJd. We've granted more than 60 waivers to 40 
different sta[es~ and all of thdn are demonstrations aimed at rewarding work over 
welfare. Time limits, work requirements. child care, and fmaocial incentives to reward 
work, are all designed to make welfare a transitional sysrem. 

Q: The CLASP report says that, prior to the 1994 elections, states mainly requested time 
limits that required work after i:\ certain peri0d, while requests after the 1994 elections 
have primarily sought to C~!r peopk off. Is :he Administration trying to prove through 
these waivers (hat it'.5 rougher [han [:11: Republicans on welfare? 

A: The Administration has always supponed lime limits liS part of welfare reform. We've 
granted more than 60 waivers to 40 different sta:es. and all of them are demonstrations 
aimed at rewarding work over welfare. Time limits, work requirements, child care, and 
financial incentives to reword work, are all designed to m.ake welfare a transitional 
system teading to self-sufficiency. 

Q: Today. the Senale plans to follow [h~ Houst:'$ recent aetion and move to approve the 
Wisconsin waiver, What';; the 4\dmi;)islrdHOl)'S position on Congress approving the 
Wisconsin waiver request'! 

A: As we've said before, ihl:l{;'S no ::e.;d for Congress :0 take action on the Wisconsin 
waiver. HHS is working with the mn.:: on thr:: waiver. and they're going to get it done. 

Q: \\~\at's the hold'up'i 

A: This is the most complicaled wah'c'r rt:qu~st we've received to date. As with any waiver 
request, we will be reviewing th\.! comments We receive during the 30-day comment 
period, and working lhwugh a nurnb~r of issues with state officials. \\'e've approved 
more than 60 welfare waivers now and we've always worked things out. 

Q: Does the AdministnnlOI1 plan to appnn'e the waiver or not? 

A: As we~ve said aU along. \\'1.: hope lO approvt:. ihe waiver after HHS completes its normal 
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review process, which includes a 3-0-day comment period. As Leon Panetta said on 
hMeet 	the Press. ~ the ch;;nces are \'~r)' good that we can approve the waiver fairly 
quickly. 

Q: 	 The Wisconsin \vaiver request cxl)1idrly says that (here will be no entitlement to health 
care, How can the Admillistra.::on approve this, when you've consistently defended the 
Medicaid entitlement? 

A: 	 There must be a guarantee- of :v1cdicaid coverage, but based on Governor Thompson's 
previous statements, \Vt; assume th:n he plans to provide Medicaid to aU single women 
who need it in order to get off welfare and go to work. He has said. and we agree) that 
there are several fhings yvu ll::Jve to do get p~ople orf welfa.re, and the first one is to 
provide medical coverage ror children and for the mOLhers. 

Q; 	 Are you going to approve !h~ Wiscollsin '.valver (IS it was submitted'? 

A: 	 As with any waiver rcquc:;t, we will be reviewing the comments we receive during the 
30-day conunent period. and worki:1g through a number of issues with State officIals. 
There is always a certain ~Hnoum of give: and take in this process, but we've approved 
more than 60 welfare waivers. no\\' and we've alw:\)'s worked things out. 

Q: 	 What about the worker disphn:cl:lc;Jt (·:::hild care co-payment) issue? Aren't there legal 
problems involved here? 

A: 	 Uilljke the Bush Admmistralion, we've nevtr had an approved waiver thrown out by the 
courts, and we work hard 10 avoid any pos5ibk !,;ous~itutjonal problems. Our goal is to 
reform welfare, not to fill eoan dccl:ets, 
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Bruce and Rahm -­

Here.iS a new set of Q and As, with a new seclion on the poverty analysis. I need to send this 

to McCurry and Haas ASAP, so please let me know if you want any edits to the new section, 


Thanks. 


Melissa 
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Qucstions and Answers on Welfare Refonn 

June 26, 1996 


! . CLASP STUDY ON TIME-LIMIT WAIVERS 

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

A: 	 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 ali of them are demonstrations aimed at rewarding work ove'r 
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 say. tilat, prior to the 1994 elections, state' mainly requested time 
limits that required 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 supported time limits as part of welfare reform. We've 
granted more than 60 waivers to 40 different states, and aU 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 

Q; 	 Today, the Senate Finance Committee plans to follow the House's rec~t action and 
move to approve the Wisconsin waiver. What's the Administration's pOSition on 
Congress approving the Wisconsin waiver request? 

A: 	 As we've said before1 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. 

Q: 	 What's the hold-up? 

A: 	 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 3O-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 to approve the waiver after HHS completes its normal 
review process. which includes a 30-day comment period, As Leon Panetta 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 Administration 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 all single women 
who need 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: 	 A~e you going to approve tne Wjsconsin waiver as it was subrrutted? 

A: 	 As with any waiver requestJ 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 now and we've always worked things out. 

Q; 	 What about the worker displacement (child care co-payment) issue? Aren't Ihere legal 
problems involved here? 

A: 	 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. OUf goal is to 
reform welfare, not to flU court dockets. 

POVBRTY STUDY 

Q; 	 The New York Dmes wrote that, although Senator Moynihan has requested an analysis 
from the White House on how many children would be thrown into poverty under the 
Republican welfare bill, Ihe Administration has failed to respond. Is it true that OMB 
hasn't even been asked to prepare an answer? 

A: 	 No it is not. OMS has now completed Its response to Senator Moynihan's request, and 
I understand that his office has already received it. 
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Q: 	 Senator Moynihan has complained that the OMB letter he received today is unresponsive, 
sInce it doesn't recalculate the effect on children of this year's welfare reform bUL Why 
didn't OMB do the analysis he asked for? 

A: 	 As OMB's letter to Senator Moynihan states. they believe another analysis of the welfare 
bin introduced by Congressman Archer and Senator Roth is unnecessary, since it is ;;sa~ 
similar to the legislation the President vetoed last year. It's also now somewhat of a 
moving target, since the legislation the Senate Finance Committee is. working 01} today 
is much improved from the bill that was passed by the House Ways and Means 
Committee last week, 

But the important point is that the Administration strongly believes that the path off 
welfare and out of poverty is through work and parental responsibility. We continue to 
urge Congress to send us a welfare reform bill that includes work requirements, time 
limits, and adequate child care -- without the "poison pm" 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 you eventually do a full-blown analysis for Senator Moyoihan? 

A: 	 Again the bill is somewhat of a moving target, with further imp,,",vements 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 ahle to fully reflect the value of work in 
ending the cycle of poverty, 
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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 agreement among the Governors that the Conference Report the 
President vetoed fell short in moving people from welfare to work and protecting kids. ,, , 
This is what the President has always said. His fundamental principles have always 
been moving people to work, protecting kids and demanding responsiblity. We are nol 
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 Governors 
and the President agree that what was sent here by the Congress did not meet the 
standard for good welfare reform. 
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FIVE-YEAR TIME LIMIT 


QUESTION: 
11.111dersUmd that HHS estimates that a five-year time limit would deny assistance to 2.8 
million children. /IJ;e you aware of !bis et1imate? And if yes, how can you possibly 

.. support a five-year time limit'! 

ANSWER: 

• 	 Fitst, Ie!' s be clear about what that number is. My department was asked 10 
esCimate the II1mlber of children who wOuld eventually be atfe<:ted by a flve-year 
time limit, using current behavioral asswnptioDs about the current AIDe 
caseIoad. That is • strictly numerical exercise, and the answer is approximately 
2.8 million children, using the revised COO baseline. (That Is slightly less than 
out previously released estil!!ate of 3.3 million;) 

• 	 However, that number probably wiD not accurately rellecl what would happen 

when a five-year time limit is combined wjth other welfare monns, such as 

increased child care, • pan-time work option for young mothers, aed a 

p<;rformance bonus to reward states for moving welfare recipients imo public 

,sector jobs. 

.. AJJ you knOw, every major welfare rdonn bill now has a five-year time limit ­
. including the Da,chI. bill, the DemocraIk alternative in the House of 

Rllpresentatives, the Administration's hill, and the NGA proposal. Like a lot of 
proposals, the devi1's in the details. We support combining a five-:-year time limit 
with other provisions desl&ned to protect children, IlUCh as vouchers for children 
whose pateros reach the time limit, and an adequate hardsbip exemption pOlicy. 

BACKGROUND: 
You _y Ill,<> wont to mention w importance of the me, as. way to keep the 70 

perce!l1 of welfare recipients who now leave !be roll, in less than two years off welfare 

permanently. Ifpre,sed on protections fur children, you may want to say more on the 

ilnpOrtance of maintaining the .child welfare system. 
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poms ACCEPI'ANCE OF SE.~ATE WELFARE BILL 

, , 

, , QUli:STION: 
,Would the Presklelll accept thc Senate welflll'c,bill if Congress sent it to him? 

" . 

As you know. Sena;ot\ the Senate bill WAS ectUlinly a strOng improvement over'. 
the flawed Hcruse bill. It incl~ many provisions that the Administration called 
for from, thc stan: personal responsibility COIlttllCtS for recipiems; requiremellls 
that states colllinue to invest thcir own funds in a work-oriented welfare system; 
and aU of the tough child suppon enfoli:emeDl provisions proposed by the 
Ad_strlllion last year. The senate bill a.\so eliminated the punitive pTlwiskm< 
in the House bill .. such as thc ban on aid to I/:tll mothers and the mandarory 
tilmily cap. In addition. wilike thc Houscbill, the Senate bill preserved thc 
natioIiaJ, commitment to child welfare and child IIIlttition prngrams .. ensuring !hat 
c~ are' prot.:.:nid no _ where thcy .live. . ' 

• 	 But, thc Administrlltion wants to go forwards, not backwards on welflll'e reform .. 
that means crafting a truly bipartisan welfare-reform bill !hat win end welfare as 
we know It. The NGA resolurlon bas made '"""" Uupwveu\e1ltS oycr the Senate 
bill thet we're pleased with, pIIl'ticularly in the areas of child care funding. the 
performance bonus, the contiogency~, and provisions for fair and equitable 
l!eatmelll of recipients, We're optimistic that it can be done. 
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EXEMPTION FOR HARDSHIP CASES 


QUESTioN: 
If even a 20 percent caseload exemption for bardship cases would deny usistanoe to 2.8 
million children, how can you support SllCh a policy? 

• 	 First, let me note tbat we prefer an exemption policy based on certain hardship 
carcgoric>, such as battered women, women with a disability, and women caring 
for a disabled child. We believe Ibis is abetter approach !ban exempting a set 

. pexcelllage of the caseload. 
. 

• 	 However, we are willing to work witl> Congress on developing an alremative 
policy. We suppon the 20 percent exemplioo passed by the Sena", and supponi:d 
by !he NGA as an alternative to the 15 percent exemplion in the conterenee hill. 
This is also an area tbat could be amended by Congress in future yearS. 
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cHn.D CARE - STAn; MATCH AND MOE 


QUESTION: How does tho NGA proposal address ._ maintenance of effort and 
. IIIlItcbing funds for child care? How will dris iIllp.1ct til< adequacy of child care seMoeS? 

ANSWER: 

", 	 The govemors clearly recognized til< Unpoltall<:e of child care to til< success of 
welfare m'onn. am we applaud tlIcm for proposing to add $ 4 billion to the 
conference agreement in dris critil:al atea, However, we understand that the NGA 
does IlDI intend to apply to these additional funds the Senate and conf.n:ru:c bill 
requirements that ._s maimain 100 petUnt of their 1994 child care fundini am 
match at FMAP if they are to ~ive licw federal mandatory child care fonds, As 
• result. we are concerned that in til< eltt~ inst:anoe a state may simply use 
these additional federal fonds 10 replace currem state spending tor child""", .. 
f3\her than using the funds for the additional cbild care services that will help 
·more f~mjlie< move from Wdfare to worll:, 

Wlrile additional child care resources are extrernely important, we believe that 
t1nal wel1lue reform legbl.'iun lIbwld ~ the child can: tnlIintc= of 
effort and ma",hing provisions COIlIlIinad in the Senate and conference bills, 
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HOW DOES CIDLD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT WORK? 


.. :, 

, '. 


. " , 

QUESTION: How would the NGN. proposed child protection block grant actually 
'work? ' 

• As you Jalow. the NGA welfare reform proposal is a general 0"", and we 100 
have maily questions about how its child pro~ provisions actually would 
wol:l;: Would abused and 'neglec:ted dilldren be fully prorected? Would children 
",hobave been abused, neglec:ted or ,abandoned remain fully entitled 10 foster 
~e or adoption alsU:WlCe? Would sta.tec improve upon t.h.e lns; than $Ilfufactory 
manner in which they bave adminis!m:d dilld pro1eCtion programs to date? 
Would promising, new prevention efforts'be continued or would funds be 

. channeled to immedia~ crises'! 

w. s;ml'ly do Mt believe tha, we .""uld talce risks with the lives and wen.beIng 
, of our nation's most vulnerable children at the same time that we are making 
major cbliDges in the welfare ,system:, 

, , 

.: .-: 
, , 

, " '.. . 

'", .\ , " 
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OPTIONAL FOOD STAMP BLOCK GRANT 

-' 	 " 

,QQESTION: 
'TIle NGA proposal has an optional Food Stamp blocl: gr:ant for states .- How do you fed 

• about that? 	 ' 
I ~, •, 

'ANSWER: ' . - .. 

• 	 As you'know, my department doesn't run the Food Stamp program, and I would 
defer to Secretalj' Glickman to answer this questiml in greater detail. However, I , 
can ,tate that the Administration is opposed to an npnonal rood StlImp blOCK grant 
,for several reasons, This program serves .. the ultimate nutritional safety net for ' 
Ottr poore., childrer, .00 hinck-granting it W<lIIld eliminate the pro2ram', ability 
,to respond to economic changes. end national eligibility and benetIt standards, and 
ultimatelydiven support away from food assistance, 

• 	 TIle Administration agrees that we can and should find savings under food 
stamps-- and we have proposed $20.6 billion in savings under our seven-year 
budget proposal. But we believe that block-granting food ,Illmp' would do little 
to reward w<)rk, and would simp1)t ~ IlU!DY poor children hungry_ 

;,' ' 

': ' 
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7 

. ':" 

'" t. 

CIIILD S(.)'I'PORT SERVICES FOR NATIVE AMERICAN POPULATIONS 


, , 

QUESllQIS': 

what iHhe Office of Child SUpport Enforcement doing to target the special needs of the 
'Native American populations needing chlld support services? 

, :ANSWER: 
, , , 

'. The delively of child support enfori:ernent servi= under title IV-D of the Social 
s-nty ACt lies with the states aru! their local politiCal inStrumentalilics. 
However. 011 most Indian reservations 'tile jurisifu:tion of state law is limited. 
cnnlltl'aining .tateaetempts to provide clrild support services on Tnoallands.'.. . 

• In response. the Office of Child Support Enf=n=t (OCSE) actively encourages 
SlaW aru! Tribe, w """peralA: In """lying Juri5dictional barrit:r. iu unkr .0 
address the long-standing problem of inadequate support enfOreetnenl services for 
Native Americans. Our RelIional Offices work with representatives of the sta!es 
and Tribes,to design coopcllltive agreerru:nts aned 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 
agt'C<illlent 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 
Council of the Navajo Nation shortly thereafter enacted a comprehensive child 
slipport,mfop;ement stalUte dc.ijjncd to confarm to title IV -D requiremems. 

• In addition. a staff position was been added to OCSE to l'onetion as a liaison 
responsible for building relationships with the broader Native American 
community and for strengthening the links berween the child suppon community 
and N,At,ive American' populAtions nt".ed;ng pTOgntm .~rvice.~_ The ~peciali~t. 
working closely with our Regional Offices and State programs will be invaluable 
in establishing systemic responses criticai for a proactive approach '0 child support 

• 

.. enl'orcemem. . 

While we believe !bar eunent authorily to for cooperative arraIIJlements between 
StaleS and federally-rec.ognlznd Indian Tribes can work to ensure the support rights 
of !'Ianve American children·are protected, we would be happy to work with the 
CO:l"icss Oll Lh..is l5suc. . 

. " 

, ; " 

, , 

.! .~ 
. '. ' 
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INDIAN Sl?!CIAL GRANTS 

QOBSTION;' 

The NGA propnAAl provides States with special. 100 perc~nt
Federal grant funds to pay for the Medicaid cost of American 
Indiana on the grounds that they are.Federal, rather than 
,Sta~e responsibilities. What do you think of this ,approach?
· 	 " 

• 	 While I appreoiate the efforts of the NGA to address this 
important issue, I do have concerns about this proposal. 

~ 	 The NGA Medicaid proposal could be read to limit funding 
available to Indian health providers to a set amount. 
When rend ooncu.rrently with a P'ebruary NGA r&.ilclution on 
IHS 1 it appears that Indian health providers might no 
longer be eligible for Medicaid reimbursement. 

If this is the approach of tr~ NGA it fails to recognize 
the dual rights of Indian citizens -- their right, under 
trust ~~5ponsibilitica to b$n4£ite promised under 
treaties aDd their right, if eligible, to Medicaid 
services. I hope this is not what NGA intended. 

• 	 In comparison, the Administration maintains both rights

for Indians: the guarantee to Medicaid for eligible 

N~tive Aroerienn inQividu~lo and the right of ~li9ibl~ 


Indian health care providers to bill Medicaid . 


. BACRGROtIND; 

• 	 The NGA Medicaid proposal creates a federally-financed

!und eo provide care t.o Native Am~l:ici;:l.m::j: u.t- !lolUd Ias 

facilities. Presumably, the fund is capped . 


., 	 be,fore passing the !lOA Medicaid propo~(tl, Lh~ NGA vc::u:lacl 
an IES resolution. The resolution requires the federal 
government to finance all IRS and related Care. The 
proposal alsO suggests t.hat Indian he.(:l.lth pr:ovid~.c~ would 
not longer be eligible for Medicaid reimbursements_ 

• 	 , when eomblned~ t.he NGA Med.icaid proposal and the IHS 
resolution can be read to limit funding available to 
Indian health providers and limit eligibilit.y for Indian 
heal th providers Med1cald relmburgem~nL. 

• 	 The Administration proposal includes a special program

for Na~ive Americans which lies outside the per c~plta 


cap .. All IHS facilities, as well as other tribally 

related facilities will be guaranteed federal, funding, . 


01 




I 

. , , ~ 

\)PM.. tJ.j- s~ ~t-..i-.. t........c~. i!J.:>-~ /d..,/I.-:, h j, M< M 4 

5", - 2.y .. ---, t./-r.. 

1f'\., ...~&-- '1'1 (...,,,) 


•. 



-, TABLE OF CONTENTS, 

" 
WELFARE QUESTIONS 

... 
~FARE AS AN' ENTITLEl\f'EN'f .. ........................ ., .......... " 

DIFFERENCE BETWEEN HEALTH AND WELFARE 
EN'fITLEl\mNT ...... ~ .. .. .. ~ .. .. .. ..'.. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

POVERTY Il\{pACT .... '. a ..................... ~ .. ~ ............ " .. . 


PRIMARY PROBLEMS WITH NGA PROPOSAL •..••••••••. . . 
STRENGTHS OF NGA PROPOSAL •••...........••••.. 


WORK PROGRAM ................... .. .. .. • .. .. .. .. • ..
W .. .. .. • .. .. .. .. • .. 

.CONTINGENCY FUND .. .. .. .. .. .. • .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. a .. • .. .. .. .. • .. • • • .. 

BUDGETARY IMPACT .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. " .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. ..~ 

ADMINISTRATION SUPPORT •••...••••.•••.•....•.• 
. 

CHll..tD WELFARE ................ ~ .. .. .. .. . " .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . .. , 

ILLEGITIMACY AND TEEN PREGNANCY ••......•••••• 

f' 

Thfl\.HGRAN'T ELIGffiILITY .. .......................... " " ................ .. 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT ••••• •••.....••.... 

BLOCK GRAN'TS AS POLICY ...... .•••.•.•...••.••• 

BLOCK GRAN'TS POLICY - FOLLOW-UP .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. 

" .,' 



BLOCK GRANTS AS A FUNDING MECHANISM 

CHII.;D CARE FUNDING .............. " ............ ,...... . ~ ........... .. 

QUALITY OF ClllLD CARE •...•••.••. •••••.•••.•.• 

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME • • . . . . • . ..•••..•• 

MEDICAID LINK .... ......... ,,' " .... " ........ " ...... " ................... .. 
. 

NEED.FOR FEDERAL PROTECTIONS ..•••••.......... 

CONSTITUTIONAL DUE PROCESS PROTECTIONS •....... 

MINIMUM REQUISITES OF A FAIR AND EQUITABLE 
PROGRAM ........................... " .. " ... _ ............... " ........ . 


WHY INCLUDE IN STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS •....... 

WHY PROCEDURAL PROTECTIONS ARE ESSENTIAL ....• 

RACE TO THE BOTTOM ......................................... .... .. 

WHY ISN'T THE SENATE BILL GOOD ENOUGH? .....•••. 

WAIVERS ........... " ...................... ~ ......................... ~ .... .. 

VETO OF WELFARE CONFERENCE BILL ........•..••. 

NATIONAL R;EFORM VS. WAIVERS .. .....•...•.....• 

OVERALL GOALS ..... .... .. ... .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. . . .. .. ..... <0 .. 

OBJECTIONS TO NGA PROPOSAL .••••••....•..•...• 

STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM 
DEMONSTRATIONS - FLORIDA PROPOSAL .•••..••....• 



STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM • 
DEMONSTRATIONS - ILLINOIS PRQPOSAL ••••••••••••. 

STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM , 
DEMONSTRATIONS - IOWA PROPOSAL ••••••.•••••••• 

STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM 
DEMONSTRATIONS - KANSAS PROPOSAL •• ; ••••.•••... 

STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM 
DEMONSTRATIONS- OKLAHOMA PROPOSAL •••••••••• 

STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM' 
DEMONSTRATIONS - TEXAS PROPOSAL ...•.........•• 


STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM 

DEMONSTRATIONS - UTAH PROPOSAL ........•••••... 


CUBAN/HAITIAN ENTRANTS .. ..". . . . . . . . . . .. .. . .. . 
~ 

. , 

. , 



WELFARE AS AN ENTITLEMENT 


rQUESTION: 

!What is the Administration't position on the welfare entitlement? 

ANSWER: 

: .. 	 This Administration supports reforming welfare the right way, through a reCom plan that is 
strong 00 work and family responsibility. but does not punish children. 

.. 	 OUf preference has always been a conditional entitlement ~ it is in our own legislation. it was 
in the Daschle biB which we endorsed, and it's still our preference, 

" 	 Whil~ ',ve have to have ;.: a basic safety nct for children, That's why protecting foster care 
and child welfare programs is very important, and why we want to maintain a bask 
nutritional safety net through food stamps. We also need to have protections for states and 
poor families in case of recession j and we're pleased that the NGA proposal includes a 
contingency fund for states, which when combined with adequate maintenance of effor~ will 
ensure that states have the resources they need to require work and protect children. 

"" 	 (n addition. we believe help shou~d not bc given out on a tirst-come l first-served baSIS; a 
lottery; or, worsc yet, based on some bureaucratic process which determines when money is 
available and when it is not 



DIFFERENCE BETWEEN HEALTH AND WELFARE ENTITLEMENT 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

.. 	 OUf preference has always been a conditionaLentitlcmcnt • it is in our own legislation, it was 
in the Daschle bill which we endorsed, and it's still our preference. 

.. 	 What we have to have is basic safety net for children. That's why protecting foster care and 
child welfare programs is very important, and why we want to maintain a basic nutritiorud 
safety net through food ::.1amps, We also need to huvc protections for states and poor 
famllics in case of recession, and we:rc pleased that the l\OA proposal includes a 
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. 

.. 	 I'laving: said that, welfare and Medicaid are fundamentally diffcrClll programs, with vastly 
different goals for refoml, 

'" 	 Nearly everyone agrees thal our welfare system is broken and must be fixed. Under welfare 
rdonn, our primary goals are to move people from welfare to work, promote parental 
responsibility, and protect children. That's why we've insisted at a minimum on a 
contingency fund that will protect states and famtlies in times of recession and a requirement 
that states continue to invest in a work-or~..;nt~ welfare system" Ensuring equitable 
treatment, as: in the NGA proposal, may be one way to ensure these fundamental protections. 

• 	 Medicaid, by contrast, is a program that already meets its primary goal: providing basic 
health insurance to the poor and disabled. OUf main objective in Medicaid reform is 
containing costs and making sure states have flexibility in administration. OUf proposals 
must be designed to meet those goals, while stLH guaranteeing henlth care coverage to the 
most vulnerable 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 Hne, How many children would the NGA Proposal push into poverty? When 
can the Administration provide such an answer? 

ANSWER: 
Ii 
" :: .. 	 We will not be able to cOf!duct this analysts un " etails on the NGA proposal ~~ 

particularly the legislative language -- rovided.........nroduci 'ccuratc analysis of the 
effects of the proposal on the num 0; childrcrt"1"n poverty w:~!<ake ime. but w:. ',viii 
provide it to all interested parties s soon as it is available. 

7 
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OBJECTIONS TO NGA PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

II" 	 Overall, the NGA proposal is a substantial improvement .over the flawed Conference bill, 
which the President vetoed. The NGA proposal improves on the conference bill by 
providing more child care funding, a better contingency fund, a substantial performance 
bonus for stutes, 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 it cont::::::s all of the toug:. 
Administration-backed child support enforcement provisions. 

II' 	 However, we arc concerned about the effect of the NGA proposal on the federal-state 
partnership tn this area. TIle Administration continues to have serious concerns about the 
optional child welfare and food stamp block grants in the NGA proposal. In addition, the 
proposal would also block grant administrative costs for school funches. As we've said from 
the start, real welfare rcfonn 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 
states, so 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 bipartisan 
welfare refonn that gets the job done. 

BACKGROUND: 

It is importllnt that welfare reform maintain a federal-state partnership. This partnership is severely 

: wca.~encd by theN":G:A~p;ro~p~o~sa:I~';:-;J~~::::::: 
... Cornparcdj en! law, the NGA proposat allows tes to draf'laticaHy reduce -- by 

appro· ately $58 billion .~ the resources it co Its to poor families and children, It ends 
edcral-state matching structure of weir: programs; which is how this partnership is , 

aintained under current law. J' 
L-::::...~~=~=== 

~, 



OBJECTiONS TO NGA PROPOSAL, CONTINUED 
../ 
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• 
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• 
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i. 

Unlike the Senate bill, it allows states to-transfer 30 percent of the cash assistance block' 
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 
poHtkalJy powerful constituencies for cash assistanCe block grant dollars, 

Unlike the Senate bill, the NGA proposal docs not require states to maintain l00'percent of 
their FY 1994 spending to draw down contingency fund donars. 

In the event ~f a national economic dO\\'nturn, even a $2 billion contingency fund might be 
exhausted quite rapidly. During the last recession. for example, AFDC benefit payments rose 
from $17.2 billion in J989 to S2L9 biUion in 1992 -­ S4.7 billion over 3 ycars~ A provision 
shou!~ be added to the '::ill ttllowing States 10 draw down malching dollars during a national 
recession even if the $2 billion in the contingcncy fund had been expended, 

It does not require aState match or even a maintenance of the FY 1994 level of State 
effort to draw down the new $4 hillion pool of federal funding for child care, 

It allows slates to establish a Food Stamp block grant, effectively ending the fcderal~state 
partnership for nutrition a.<;sistancc, 'f many states took advantage of this option, the nation's 
nutritional safety nct could be seriously undermined. 

The maintenance of effort standar~ is set at 75 percent, as opposed to 80 percent in the 
Senate bil; 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 ean count spending on child welfare, juvenile justice, and oruel sources if 
they had previously drawn down Emergency Assistance funds for such purposes, 

The proposal makes no provision for federal oversight of state plans or program audits: 
within federal guidelines to ensure accountability for federal taxpayers. 



" 

OBJECTIONS 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 to block grant foster care, adoption 
assistance, and independent Hving assistance which CQuld jeopardize the guarantee 
of assistance for abused and neglected children. 

.. 	 The proposal would not preserve medical assistance coverage for those currently 
c1igiblc, especially mothers (non~prcgnant) and teenage children. 

.. 	 It does not indude provisions protecting the health and safety of children in 
child care. 

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

: .. The proposal does not guarantee individual protections. It explicitly ends the 
individual entitlement to assistance. 

, " 

i • The proposal neither supports nor opposes the immigrant provision included in the , , underlying Conference bilL 



STRENGTHS OF NGA PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

The primary ~trcngth of the NGA agreement 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 costly -- the number of hours required in 

work activities is reduced from 35 to 25 (from the Senate bill) and job readiness and job 
search arc included as work activities. 

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

The contingency fund is increased by $1 billion and includes a trigger based on .lhe number • 
of children recciving food stamps. 

... NGA recognized to a Jirniled degree the notion that state eligibility criteria should be 
equitable and objective. 

'" The proposal allows mothers \ ....ith pre-school age children to work prut·time. 

• The family cap is truly optional for states . 

.~ 



WORK PROGRAM 


QUESTION: 

Does the NGA proposal require recipients to go to work? Docs it provide states with the resources 
ncede? to move recipients from welfare to work? 

ANSWER: 

... 	 The Governors suggested a number of modifications to the work requirements in the welfare 
reform conference agreemen1, including (I) counting those who have left welfare for 
employment as participating for purposes of the work requirement; (2) reducing the required 
hours of participation to 25 after 1999; (3) giving States the option of limiting the hours to 
20 for parents of children under 6; and (4) aUowing job search and job readiness to count as 
work activities for up to 12 weeks (up from 4 weeks in the confercr:::: bill). 

.. 	 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 
bilL 

• 	 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 direction.' Our concerns about the relatively small munber of recipients 
in work activities (workfare and subsidized employment) can be better addressed through 
consultation with Republican staff. 

-. 




CONTlNGE~CY FUND 


QUESTION: 

The Governors' proposal adds 51 bil1ion to the contingency fund and makes it available to States 

with rising food stamp ca<reloads, as well as those with high unemployment. Isn't that enough? ;. 

\\-'hat more could be needed? . 


ANSWER: 

• 	 We arc vcry pleased that the NGA proposal would add $1 billion to the contingency fund 
and include a trigger based on food stamp receipt. \vhich is preferable to the unempl6ymcn! 
rate as a measure of economic need among low~income families, Both of these steps would 
represent improvements to the contingency fund in the conference agreement 

• 	 The NGA proposal, unfortunately, would ,11:;0 eliminate the requirement that Stutes meet 

their fun 1994 level of effort in order to he eligible for the contingency fund. This would 

allow a State to draw dO\'til additional Federal dollars while actually reducing its own 

contribution to the family assistance program . 


• 	 .We also have to consider whether the NGA agreement fully enables states to deal with a 

nntional economic downturn. For example, during the last recession. benefit payments rose 

from $17,2 billion in 1989 to $2L9 billion 111 1992 -- $4,7 billion over 3 years. 


;' We need to have a fuji bipartisan discussion involving the Administration, the Congress, and " , 
the governors to asse&<; the potential demands on a contingency fund in various ii 
circumstances. None of us want a scenario in which states are forced to drop families from 
the rolls during recessions, when need would be the greatest 

i' 



BUDGETARY IMPACT . 
.....1 

QUESTION: 

A preliminary guesstimate by CBO suggests that the NGA proposal would save ahout $40 billion 
over seven years--about the same as the Administration's most reCent plan. Given that, what is ;. 
standing in the way of agreement on a welfare bill? . ' 

ANSWER: 
.. 

.. 	 Welfare reform is not, as you know, primarily a question of Federal budget savings. The 
goat of a welfare reform bill must be to help families move from welfare to work while 
maintaining the safety net for poor children. The Administration has a nwnber of vcry 
serious concerns about the NO1\. proposal that are separate from the issue of the budgetary 
impact' 

.. 	 )t is impOrtant that wclfarc'refonn 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 families and children. It ends the federal~state matching 
structure or'welfare programs: which is how this partnership" kmaintained under current law . 

. " 	 Unlike the Senate biil,'it aHows states to transfer 30 percent of the cash as..<;.istance bl9Ck 
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 casu aS3istance block grant dollars 

.. Unlike the Senate bill. the NGA proposal does not require states to maintain 100 percent of 
their FY 1994 spending to draw down contingency fund dollars, 

• 
.. 	 In the event of a nationa1 economic downturn, even a $2 billion contingency fund might be 

exhausted quite rapidly. During the-last recession, for example, AFDC benefit payments ~osc 
from $17.2 billion in 1989 to $21,9 billion in 1992 -- $4,7 billion over 3 years. A provision 
should be added to the bill allowing States to draw down matching dollars durjng a national 
recession eVfm if the $2 billion in the contingency fund had been expended. . 

.. It docs not require a State match Qr' even a full maintenance of the FY 1994 level of 
, State effort to draw down the new 54 billion pool of federal funding for child care. 

We hope 'that these problems can be address~d in Congress in the same spirit of ..• 
bipartisanship displayed by the Governors. 

II 



ADMINISTRA TION SUPPORT 


QUESTION: 

In his speech to the NGA. President Clinton seemed to imply that he would endorse this proposal:'. 	 . 
now that additional child C,ilfe resources have been put In. Would you reconunend to the President 
that he sign this if it were passed by Congress? 

ANSWER: 

to 	 President Clinton and I applaud the bipartisan work of the Governors in developing the NGI\ 
proposa1. However. it's: premature to make any recommendations at this point on the NGI\ 
proposa1. We still need to see the details of the proposal in order to evaluate whether or not 
the proposal meets the President's requirements for real reform. 

to 	 We arc 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 is recognition that state eligibility criteria have to be 
equitable and objective. The proposal also makes the work requirements more feasible and 
less costly for Slates, creates a separate funding stream for the perfonnance bonus, permits 
mothers with pre-school age children to work part-time, encourages parental responsibility 
through teen parent provisions and streng child support enforcement measures, and makc:s the 
family cap a state option. 

However, the NGA resolution still needs improvement in several important areas. The• 
Administration continues to have serious concerns about NGA provisions for child welfare, 
food stamps, scllool lunch, and child care healtl, and safety standards. We also have a 
concern about the potential for states to withdraw substantial swus from programs serving 
fow-income children and their families 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 that gets the job done, 

:1.. 



CHILD WELFARE 


QUESTION: 

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 to improve their systems, Why does the 
Administration continue to insist on maintaining the status quo in this area? 

ANSWER: 

... 	 The Administration strongly supports the Senate bill's approach to maintain current services 
in this area. It is true thal child welfare systems in the states are in trouble, but we arc 
concerned the governors' proposal might not improve the system, There are several reasons 
for our concerns. 

... 	 Abused and neglected children in need of foster care and adoption arc one of our most 
vulncrabl..: populations, In light of this, we arc 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 bcndits would be mainwined if states choose to convert funds 
to a caj}pcd entitlement block grant. States might have difficulty serving their children when 
caseloads grow unexpectedly in a particular year but block grant levels remain lixed" 

... 	 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 hetp states solve the problems facing their child welfare systems. 


, • 	 Third. the governors' proposal may cost the federal government considerably mQre than 
current law, Under the optional capped entitlement for adoption and foster care maintenance, 
states may be expected to choose whichever option would maximize the Federal fllilds 
flowing to them. CBO's preliminary analysis indicated that this provision could cost up to 
$2 billion. 



CHILD WELFARE, CONTINUED 


• 	 Fourth, prevention efforts arc likely to suffer. ,In a system that includes no targeted 
prevention or independent Iiying funding. crisis-driven dccisionMmaking often depletes these 
efforts. States will have to respond to immediate protection needs, and longer term necds·'Of 
children and families may be deferred. 

II> 	 FinaHy, this proposal would eliminate the nationa1 leadership in child welfare research and 
innovation. The child protection block grant proposal would completely elimiruHe natlannl 
funding for research on child abuse and negk-cl and child welfare services, federal funds to 
test innovative practices. and federal efforts to provide technical assistance to states and ­
communities regarding what works in this field. 

, 
I' 



"ILLEGITIMACY AND TEEN PREGNANCY '. 

QUESTION: 

Some people claim that the NGA proposal would fail to reduce out~ofwwedlock and tecn births. 
because it would continue to give assistance to tccn mothers. How do you respond to that? 

ANSWER: 

.. We believe that denying assistnnce 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 tecn pregnancy, but would not give up on teenage parents and their children. We 
would require teen mothers to live at home with their parents. identify their child's father, 
finish bigh school. and work in order to become good role models and providers for their 
children. • 

• The govcmurs' proposal also makes the family cap optional for states ~- unlike the 
Conference bill, which mandated a family cap unless the state legislatures voted to opt out of 
it. We believe thal states should have morc i1exibility, not less tinder welfare reform, and 
that they shouldn't be constrained by conservative mandates, 

.. However, the governors' proposal contains an "illegitimacy ratio," which would give states a 
financial incentive linked to abortion rates, While the Administration believes that v.'C must 
reduce out~of-wedlock childbearing, we do not support the usc of an "illegitimacy ratio." 
Welfare reform should not become entangled in the politics of abortion . 

.­



IMMIGRANTS , 
"../ 

QUESTION: 

What does the Adm!nistration plan to do t.o cut back on the amount of welfare going to immjgr~ts? 

ANSWER: 

to 	 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 

welfare programs needs to 'be lightened. We oppose arbitrary bans On eligibility. 


.. 	 Therefore we have proposed to increase the sponsor deeming period under SSI, AFDC, and 
Food Stamps to until the sponsored immigrant becomes a naturalized citizen, and to make 
the affidavit of support signed by sponsors legally binding. 

... 	 We also have proposed to limit immigrant eligibility for SSt, AFDC) Food Stamps and 
Medicaid to specific immigration statuses listed in statute. rather than base such eligibility on 
the currently vague reference to immigrants "permanently residing in the U.S, under color or 
law"--or PRUCOL. 

.. 	 These policies strike a reasonable: balance 'between ensuring that legal immigrants are self­
sufDcicnt. while maintaining family reunification as the foundation of our immigration policy 
and making sure that legal immigrants who are truly in nced are not left without a federal 
safety net. 

BACKGROUND: 

We oppose deeming under'Medicaid because: (1) there w('uld be adverse public health impacts: and 
(2) there is no practical way for sponsors to meet this obligation, because individual health insurance 
policies arc often unavailable, and when available arc usually unaffordable for aU but the wealthiest 
individuals. 

. 	 ' 
Expanding deeming and eligibility rules beyond the major welfare programs would require nurses, 
teachers, and othenservice providers to become immigration enforcement agents, which we oppose. 

, It would also impose disproportionately large administr{ttive costs and burdens on discretionary· 
funded programs (such as maiernal and ehild health block grants. head start, public health clinics, 
etc.) 

.' 



IMMIGRANT ELIGIBILITY 


QUESTION: 

The Administration's recommendations on tightening immigrant eligibility do not go far enough; 
how much furtlter 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 lime, we believe sponsors should be held responsible and we strongly endorse 
extending the deeming period for SSJ, AFDC. and Food Stamps and making the affidavit of 
support legally binding. 

~ 	 The National Governors Association supported our approach in their October 10, 1995 letter 
to welfa.c conferees, slaling that "Although we can support deeming requirements for some 
programs and changes to make the affidavit of support enforceable. we oppose federal 
restrictions on aid that shifts costs to states" (sec attachment). The NGA's most recent 
policy is neutral on thc immigration provisions of I-tR. 4. 

~ 	 We are convinced that strengthening the deeming rules and IT!aking the affidavit of support 

legally binding~~as we have proposcd--is the right policy;- it not only requires sponsors to 

meet their responsibilities, but also ensures that legal immigrants who are truly in need arc 

not left without a federal safety net. 


BACKGROUND: 

• 	 Our deeming proposal would also allow state and local programs of cash assistance to follow 
the same deeming: rulcs as the federal programs, In the contest of seeking additional budget 
savings, the Administration might be willing to consider other ways to reali?.€: this goal, such 
as making the new deeming rules apply to current recipients. The Administration has never 
supported such an approach because we do not think it is fair to tpply new deeming rules to I 

immigrants ,who have complied with all the current immigration and program eligibility rules :' 

and .,"receiving llSSis:~ce. . II 

il==== 
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CHILD SUPPORT E:"IFORCEMENT 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

> 	 Since taking office, President Clinton has taken strong steps to improve our nation's child 

support enforcement system., 


,,> These efforts are working, The Clinton Administration has collected unprecedented 
, 

amOUh~S of child SUPP()J,. From J992 to 1995, collections grew by nearly 40 percent. 
In 1995, the federal-state child support enforcement system coHected (l record $11 
billion from non-custodial parents, up from $& billion in FY 1992. In addition. 
paternity establishment rose by more than 40 percent from 1992 to 1995, 

> 	 The NGA proposal conwins all of the President's proposals to further improve child 

support coll(.'Ctions: streamlined paternity establishment, employer reporting of new 

hires, uniform interstate cbild support laws, computerized statewide collections, and 

tough new penalties such as driver's license revocation. 


• 	 The tough child support enforcement mell.>iures the President has proposed would scnd a 

strong signal about the responsibility of both parents to the children they bring into the 

world. 




BLOCK GRANTS AS POLICY 


I QUESTION: 

The Governors' proposal would block grant AFDe, child care, and child protection fWlding, and 
provide an, optional, food stamp block grant for states, Wh7re does the Administration stand now 'on 
the block grant issue? 

.·ANSWER: 

AS we've said from the start, our bottom line is to reward work and protect children. That 'I• 
means we want to look at the totality of any welfare proposal to sec if it changes the current ,i 

system; requires work~ demands responsibility; gives states mOre flexibility; and protects :: 
children in the process. 



BLOCK GRANTS POLICY -- FOLLOW-UP 
,

'..:.,E 

• QUESTION: 

But do you have to have an AFDe 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 importarit, and why we want to maintain a basic 
nutritional safety net through food stamps. We also need to have protections for ,;tates 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 effort will 
ensure that states have the resources they need to require work and protect children. 

, 
! 
, . 

.. OUf preference has always been a conditional entitlement - it was in our own legislation, II 
was in the Daschle bill which we endorsed, and it's still ~ur preference. 



BLOCK GRA!'iTS AS A FUNDING MECHANISM 


QUESTION: 

As a funding mechanism, what arc the disadvantages to block grants? Can they be fixed? 

ANSWER: 

" 	 The Administration supports a funding mechanism that will not put children and states at risk 
down the rond and that enables states to succeed in moving people from welfare to work. 
For example, one major concern about block grants is that during a recession Slates may run 
out of money before the end of the ),caL This means states would be forct.'d to turn people 
away from their program or cut back on their work programs. While not as effective as the 
current state match structure in responding to the needs of states. combining block grants 
with adequate contingency fund provisiolls could somewhat alleviate ::.;s problem. HO\,,,,,ver, 
the Administration has found- thut the mo:>t of the welfare proposals M_ including the NGA 
proposal ~~ do not have sufficient contingency fund provisions. As a result, we have made 
several recommendations in tbis area. 

, ~ 	 While the Administration supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility, we 
also want to ensure .accountability for achieving national goals. One problem with the 
current Structure of the block grants is that they contain few provisions that allow the federal 
government to .understand how the block grant dollars aic spent and what is being achieved, 
This makes it difficult to be accountable 10 federal and state ta.x payers. To ensure 
accountability for federal funds, the Administration supports a provision which would require 
a program specific audit within federal guiddincs. 



CHILD CARE FUNDING 


QUESTION: 

How much child care flUlding is enough? , 

ANSWER: 

... 	 We are very pleased to 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 additional 
$4 billion for child care is essential' if states arc to meet their work participation requirements 
and -~ equally important -- to maintain their child care commitments to low~income working 
families. 

II- The C,)vcrnors would a:~;) improve the child care provisions in the conference agreement by 
adopting the Senate's state option to permit mothers with children under six to participate in' 
work programs part-lime (20 hours per.v..-eek) ~~ similar to the work experience of most 
mothers with preschool children. 

• 	 While these additional resources are critic-ally imr.ortant, it must he kept in mind that long 
waiting lists for chitd care exist in most states and communities; and the lack of child care is 

, often cited as a major barrier to participation in work and training programs, It is therefore 
i, also important that states maintain their own contribution to child care and match the 
, 

additional federal funds, 



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 to 
: welfare reform? . 	 . 

ANSWER: 

.. 	 We were very pleased that the Senate bill passed last September retained existing quality 

protections for children in child care, Unfortunately, the NGA proposal would eliminate 

these basic hcnlth and safety provisions and would reduce the targeted funds for quality, 


.. 	 These vital protections were developed with the bipartisan support of the NGA in 1990. and 

enjoyed overwhelming support in the Congress. They are not federal standards, but basic 

rrotcctio'ns set by the states to provide for the prevention and control of infectious diseases 

(including immunizations), buildirtg and premises safety, and minimum health and safety 

tnl,ining for child care providers, 


" 	 The NGA proposal also would reduce funds designated to improve the quality of care, 
Stutes usc these funds to conduct criminal background checks. 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 fm this " 
purpose. 

,. 




SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME 


QUESTION: 

\Vhat 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, I will say that we 
were pleased to see tlmt the NGA proposal follows the Senate-passed bill for making the 
changes to SSI children, with one modification·~an effective date of January !, 1998 mther 
than 1997, 

Ito 	 As you know. the Administration, particularly die Social Secur;,,) AJministmtion v.;licn 
administers [his program. is supportive of making changes in the SSt program to tighten 
eligibility slandards. 

.. 	 We believe that we should retain fuH cash benefits for all eligible children and we ;:;hould 
tighten eligibility for chHdrcn now on the rolls, However, children found ineligible should 
not lose benefits until January 1998. 

• 	 Based on the information we have to date about the NGA proposal. we believe that these 
principles are retained . 

.­, 


. 
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MEDICAID LINK 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

.. 	 The governors' proposal would cnd the guaranteed Medicaid coverage for some poor Women 

and children now categorically eligible (i.e, receiving assistance), It would also repeal the 
phase~in of mandatory Medicaid coverage for poor chlldren 13 and older. It would also 
eliminate the guarantee of a transitional year of health coverage when parents arc leaving 
welfare for work. These provisions are fundamentally counterproductive. since many poor 
women now choose welfare over work simply because they or their clIlldren need heahJ] 
carc. And they retreat on our commitme:1t to health coverage for vulnerable Americans. 

The Administration believes that providing poor families and children access to the health 
care they need is critical to successfully moving peoplc from welfare to work. We support 
the Senate bill's approach, which would maintain Medicaid coverage for poor famities 
making the transition to self.s:ufficiency. 

BACKGROUND: 

The NGA proposals could weaken the link between cash assistance and Medicaid. 

States would have to "guarantee" Medicaid, either by continuing the current AFDe rules for 
Medicaid, or by providing Medicaid automatically to cash assistance recipients eligible under 
the new AfDC rules. 

However, this "guarantee," like aU ofllie other eligibility "guarantees>! in the NGA proposal 
wouid 	be neither a legally enforceable entitlement nor a promise of a specific and 
meaningful package of benefits. Cash assistance recipients could find thcmselves with 
inad.equate benefits and no alternatives. 

The NGA proposals are silent on Medicaid transitional benefits for people leaving cash assistance 
for work, so presumably this wouid 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 S,.,e). 

· 
Similarly, NGA is silent on Medicaid continuation for people who would lose ca.<:;h assistance for 
other reasons, such as expiration of the cash assistance time limit or birth of another child while the 

" family is receiving welfare, Those who do not fit into one of the NGA's "guarantee" categories 
:: could lose Medicaid benefits unless a State decides to cover them. 
:' 



NEED FOR FEDERAL PROTECTIONS 


IQUESTIO!'i: 
,, 
; If most States already have the Model Administrative Procedure Act or 
i other procedures in place, why is there a need to establish by 
: federal statute further requirements? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 It 'is true that most states accord basic procedural protection 

to their citizens through legislation like the Model 

Administrative Procedure Act or similar means. Thus, the most 

important safeguard the legislation can provide is to require 

that state plans contain objective criteria that provide for 

fait and equitab~~ treatment of all applicants and reCipients . 


,• , 



CONSTmmONAL DUE PROCESS PROTECTIONS 


QUESTION: 


Arentt Due Process protections assured by the Constitution? Why do 
we need to put more procedural requirements into the welfare statut~? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 Yes, to a certain extent the constitution does provide 
safeguards~ 

However, with new legislation totally restructuring the• statutory underpinnings of the welfare system, there may be 
years of litigation before the exact parameters of Due Process 
protections under the constitution are adequately redefined and 
universally recognized. 

Object'ive criteria providing for fair and equitable treatment 
will be the cornerstone of protection against arbitrariness and 
discrimination in individual cases. 



-- MINIMUM REQUlSrrES OF A FAIR AND EQUITABLE PROGRAM 


QUESTION: 


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


ANSWER: 

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

Families forced to resort to public assistance, as courts have 
noted through the years, may face "brutal need. tI Denial r or 
even delay, in granting assistance may pose a risk of the most 
dire consequences. 

, . 
II ..,, Eligibility decisions should be made fairly and promptly. 
, 

'" 

. 



WHY INCLUDE IN STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS? 


QUESTION: 

Why is it important that these criteria be included as state plan 
requirements? 

•ANSWER: 

, . ·It is the federal qovernmentts responsibility to assure some 
I uniformity. at least with regard to fundamantal,protections, 
,, throughout the country. 
,,. 	 In addition, to assure a better understanding of the policies 

and procedures states choose to implement, plans should be 
submitted in a standardized format, prescribed by the federal 
government. 

The federal government I ultimately, is funding a substantial 
portion of these pr.ograms. 

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

il 
, 



WHY PROCEDm~ PROTECTIONS ARE ESSENTIAL 


QUESTION: 

What are the ultimate goals to be served by a public assistance 
program, and why are procedural protections essentfal to fulfill such 
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 citizens. They should not be further deprived of 
their own humanity by being subjected to arbitrary and 
discriminatory treatment. 

It is fUndamental to the overall achievenent of the purpose and 
objectives of these new welfare proposals that assistance be 
made available in a fair and equitable manner. 

Ours is a society founded upon principles of Due Process and 
Equal Protection. We espouse and should adhere to the highest 
standards of equity and fair treatment t regardless of an 
individual's stature in society or economic circumstances. 

We can easily afford to build minimal protections into our 
bureaucratic systems; we can ill-afford to neglect our weakest' 
and most needy, and, especiallYf the very children who represent 
our future. 



RACE TO THE BOTTOM 


QUESTION: 

Why don't you trust the states to do the right thing? Po you believe 
there will be a race to"the bottom? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 This is not a matter of trust. The Governors and state 
Legislators are elected officials who all seek -to best serve the 
residents of their _states._ r 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 comparing the incentive. structure that e"xists 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 benefits and over half the cost of state-set AFDC 
benefits. Because of this funding arrangemen,t, the average 
state pays' about 65 cents to increase the well-being of a family 
by one dollar--the rest of the tab is paid for by the federal 
government. Under a block grant, the state would pay the full 
cost 	of an AFDC benefit increase, and the federal government " 
would realize savings in the food stamp Program. Thus, under a 
block grant t the average state would have to pay $1.43 to 
increase the well-being of a family by a dollar. Anyone who has 
a family budget knows that if the uprice fl of a dollar of 
benefits increases from 65 cents to $1.43, that states are going 
to ,"buy" fewer benefits. 	 ' 

• 	 At the same time that welfare legisiation woul~ encourage states 
to reduce benefits by changing the funding mechanisms~ states 
will be under extraordinary budgetary pressure from all 
quarters. Public safe.ty, education, medical assistance, and tax: 
reforms are high priorities in states around the country. The 
block grant mechanism for AFDC benefits' would make welfare 
~pending.,more vulnerable to reductions under current fiscal 

,constraints in states and probably also at the Federal level.. , 



...... 


~ 	 states may reduce benefits out of fear of beconing a welfare 
magnet. Most research concludes that welfare magnet effects are 
minimalt if they exist at all. Welfare recipients do not move 
to another state for the purpose of receiving higher welfare 
benefits. Rather, welfare recipients nove tor the same reasons 
other people do: to find employment~ and to be near family. 
However/ policy makers have been establishing policies as though 

"the welfare magnet effect is real. For example, several states, 
including California, Connecticut, Illinois, and Wisconsin, have 
pr:-oposed two-tier benefit structur:-cs to deter immigration into 
their states. Policy makers in Connecticut were explicit in 
saying that their reforms were deliberately harsh. 

If state policy makers continue to behave as though welfare 
magnets exist by reducing benefits and making their programs 
unattractive; the pull of welfare magnets Cvuld gat stron':Jer. 
Faced with the possibility of losing. eligibility for any 
benefits because of a short time limit, families may have 
greater incentives to move across state lines. 

In addition to the impact on welfare spending that.cQuld occur• 
SiMply by shifting from the current federal/state partnership to 
a block grant funding nechanism, the NGA plan would give states 
substantial discretion to shift even the federal portion of 
assistance out of cash assist r Under the NGA plan, 
states could reduce thei wn spending on w e'and welfare­
to-work programs by up 0 $28 billion over se n ears. On top 
of that, they give sta es the option to shift $30 billion of the 
federal funds intended or use on these programs 0 spending on 
other social service pr rams. This $30 billi could be used 
to supplant current state ending on so' services, freeing 
up state dollars for any other pose, such as education, 
prisons, roads, football stadiuns, cr tax cuts. 

Nv 

. ,. 
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WHY ISN'T THE SENATE BILL GOOD ENOUGH? 


i QUE!:>lION: 
, , 
:Why isn't the Senate bill good enough for the President now when it 
iwas good enough last fall? , 

ANSWER: 

~ Last fall the President welcomed the Senate 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'11 be working. 
hard to built;l on the bipartisan progress we've made.',." 

• Rather than building on the Senate effort, however I the welfare 
reform conferees took a step backward, producitl';l a bill that 
made deep and unnecessary cuts in assistance for disabled 
children, legal immigrants and children at risk of abuse or 
neglect. The conference agreement also eliminated the guarantee 
of medical coverage for families on welfare and failed to give 
states the ~esources they will need to move recipients into the 
workforce 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 a' bipartisan :1 

manner f to craft a welfare reform bill we can all support. '! , , 



WAIVERS 


• 


QUESTION: 

Several Republican governors have coruplained that the Clinton 
Administration is holding up reform by refusing to grant 
states waivers. How do you respond? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 The Clinton Administration has granted an unprecedented 
number of state waivers, under both welfare and heath 
care reform. In the last three years, we've approved 65 
health care and welfare reform waivers; in contrast, the 
previous Administration granted waivers to only 11 states 
in four years. Our record on state flexibility is 
consistent and clear. and welre working hard with the 
states to approve these pending waiver requests. 

BACKGROUND: 

Our 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 waivers. 

-. 




VEfO OF WELFARE CONFERENCE BILL 

"--" QUESTION: 

The President has listed welfare reform as one of his main 
priorities over the past three years. If welfare reform is so 
important to- this president, why did he veto the bill Congress 
sent him? 

ANS'YER: 

The president is determined to enact national welfare 
reform this year, and he has consistently urged congress 
to send him a bipartisan bill that would get the job 
done. Instead, congress sent him extreme legislation· 
that would have done little to move people from welfare 
to work and made unnecessary cuts to 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 too that 
this President has already given 37 states the 
flexibility to impose time limits, require work, and 
strengthen child support enforcement that' s more than 
any President in history. "" 

~~=~=======~===""="~II 



NATIONAL REFORM VS. WAIVERS 
• .-/ 

QUESTION: 

The Clinton Administration has stressed its record on-granting" 
states welfare reform waivers. Why can't we just forget about 
national reform-and allow each state to design its own system? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 There are several important reasons for a federal -role in 
reform. First, there has been widespread agreement that 
abuses in the SSI program need to be fixed. Likewise, 
.there· is a need for federal involvement in strengthening 
the child support enforcement system. Therp. is a need 1""" 
tighten the irr,rnigrant provisions across programs -- from 
expanding deeming requirements to holding sponsors more 
accountable for those immigrants they sponsor. within 
the Social Security Act there is a need to legislate more 
state flexibility. And finally, we need to authorize 
more federal child ~are funding to move people from 
welfare to work. 

We 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 flexibility in welfare

•.. reform, a federal/state partnership is important in the 
following areas: achieving the national reform objec­
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. 

'-'­



OVERALL GOALS 


QUESTION: 

What 	does the President want in a welfare reform bill? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 As the President has clearly stated I he wants welfare 
reform that requires work, promotes parental 
responsibility, and protects children. 

FOLLOW·UP QUESTION: 

What exactly docs 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: 

~ 	 As the President has said, welfare reform must be tough 
on work -- not on kids. The NGA proposal has made 
substantial progress towards real reform by including . 
provisions that the Administration has called for from 
the start: a performance bonus, to reward states for 
moving people from welfare to work; resources for child 
care; conditional assistance for teenagersi a contingency 
fund to help protect states against an economic downturni 
and all of the tough child support enforcement provisions
proposed by the Administration last year. The NGA 
proposal also eliminates the punitive provisions in the 
Conference bill -- such as the mandatory family oap.
Building on the strengths of the NGA proposal t wetll 
continue to work with the governors and Congress to qet 
real, bipartisan welfare reform enacted this year. 

-. 




OBJECTIONS TO NGA PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 

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

ANSWER: 

~ Overall, the NGA proposal is a strong improvement over 
the flawed Conference bill, which the President vetoed. 
The NGA proposal improves on the conference bill by 
providing more child care funding, a better contingency 
fund, a sUbstantial performance bonus for states, 
stronger work requirements l an optional family cap for 
stnt:es, and prot,ections for disabled children. In 
addition, it takes the Administration's approach of 
requiring unmarried ninor parents to live at home and 
stay in school in order to ~eceive assistance, and it 
contains all of the tough Administration-backed child 
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 stamp block grants in the NGA proposal. In 
addition, the proposal would also block grant . 
administrative costs for school lunches. As we've said 
from the ·start f 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 states, so we prefer the Senate 
bill's approach on maintenance of effort. Weill continue 
to work with the governors and Congress to resolve these 
issues and enact real bipartisan welfare reform that gets 
the job done. 

• 




STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION 


FLORIDA PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 


What is the status of pending waiver request from Florida? 


ANSWER: 


HHS received Floridats request for waivers to implement 
the Family Responsibility Act demonstration on October 4, 
1996. 

, . On January 22~ 1996, we sent the state a list of issues 
I , 	 and questions resulting from a Federal review of the 

proposal. 

We are waiting to hear back from the State. 

" 




STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION 


ILLINOIS PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 


What is the status of pending waiver request from Illinois? 


ANSWER: 

• 	 HHS received Illinois l request for waivers to implement 
the Six-Month Paternity Establishment demonstration on 
July 18, 1995. 

• 	 We have had numerous conference calls with the state to 
resolve issues. 

• 	 We sent the State draft terms and conditions of approval 
on February 13, 1996. 

• 	 We are waiting to hear back from the state. 
, " 

, , . 



STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION. 


lOWA PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 


What is the status of pending waiver request from Iowa? 


i ANSWER: 

i ~ HHS received Iowa's request fOr waivers to implement the 
Family Investment Plan demonstration on December 14, 
1995. 

~ HHoS';'6 preparing d list of issues and questions resulting
from federal review of,the application to send to the 
State. 

:l 



-- STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMO!'.'STRATION 


KANSAS PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 

What is the status of pending waiver request from Kansas? 

ANSWER: 

• HHS received Kansas' request for waivers to implement the 
Actively Creatinq Tomorrow for Families Demonstration on 
July 26, 1994. 

~ HHS sent the Kansas Department of Social and 
Rehabilitation S~rvices (SRS) a list of iss~~s and 
questions september 19, 1994 which result from a federal 
review of the application and initial discussions with 
SRS. 

~ We reached agreement with Kansas on draft terms and 
conditions in April of 1994 1 but the State decided to 
place their request on hold at that time. 

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

" 




SfATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION 


OKLAHOMA PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 

What is the status of pending waiver request from Oklahoma? 

ANSWER: ,. MUS received Oklahoma's request for waivers to implement, 
the Welfare Self-Sufficiency Initiative on october 27, 
1995. 

,: ~ On January 26, 1996/ we sent the state a list of issues 
'l' and questions resulting from a Federal review of the 

proposal. 
il 

.., :e are waiting to hear back from the state. I: 



STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION 


TEXAS PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 

What 	 is the status of pending waiver request from Texas? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 HHS received the Texas request for waivers to implement 
the Achieving Change for Texans demonstration on October 
6 1 1995. 

On January 16 1 1996, HHS sent Texas 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 
questions on February 1, 1996 and we conducted a 
teleconference with state Officials of the State on 
February 21, 1996 to discuss remaining issues. 

~ 	 Our discussions with state staff suggest that we should 
be able to mutually resolve these issues and soon begin 
to develop draft terms and conditions. 

~ 	 State officials expressed a desire to receive a final 
decision on their request by April 1st. It is our 
objective to work with the State to meet that deadline. 

," 



STATUS OF PENDING WELFARE REFORM DEMONSTRATION 


UTAH PROPOSAL 


QUESTION: 

What is the status of pending waiver request from Utah? 

ANSWER: 

.. utah's tlSingle Parent Employment Demonstration" (SPED) 
was approved on January 31 1 1995~ 

HHS received Utah's request for waivers to amend the S~EO 
project on February 7, 1996. 

~ The application is currently under review . 

. f 



-, 	
CUBANlHAITlAN ENTRANTS 

QUESTION: 

What do you recommend dOing about the eligibility of 
CUban/Haitian entrants for federal benefits? 

ANSWER: 

~ 	 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 governments and 
conununities. 

• 	 Such a policy would essentially have the federal 
government walk away from it's immigration 
responsibilitiesj and we cannot support that. 

BACKGROUND: 

• 	 Under current law (known as "Fascell/stone,tI Section 501 
of the Refugee Education Assistance Act of 1980), cuban 
and Haitian entrants are eligible for public benefits on 
the same basis as refugees. 



WELFARE REFORM Q&A 

JANUARY 30, 1996 


I 
Q. Would you sign the,Senate bill? 

· .· 
A. I said in September1that I would sign it. I also said at the time that our work wasn't 
done yet -- that the Senate bill could be improved in the areas of child care and protections 
for states and children. I still believe that. In the budget talks. both ,ide, agreed that the 
Senate bill should be t~e foundation fot improvements. 

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

Q, What improvements are you looking for? 

A. My principles have been clear throughout the J5 years I have worked on this issue, 
Welfare reform has to promote work and responsibility and do rlght by children. That's why 
I vetoed the conference report. that's why I opposed the House bin, and that's wby I thought 
the Senate bin was a solid step in the right direction and a good foundation,

• 
I 

Let me teU you why I vetoed the conference report. It weakened lhe work provisions, 
such as maintenance'of effort and the performance bonus, It tooK away the guarantee of 
Medicaid, which is essential_ for mothers who want to leave welfare for work, And it 
undermined programs like child welfare. which have nothing to do with welfare reform, 

· .: 
Q. Why have you fought 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 a fundamental overhaul. It doesn't promote 
work or responsibility and it ,doesn't do enough to lift up children and families, Also, stales 
are already free to set benefit levels wherever they choose. 

I I 

Medicaid is anotherJstory altogether. It's working, and it provides a renl guarantee of 
good health cate to mi1lions , of poor children. 

i 
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Q. Your own Administr~tion now says the Senate welfare bill would put 1.2 million 
children in poverty. How cah, you possibly sign such a bill? 

A. My test has always been: does it promote work? does it protect children? does it 
promote responsibility? The Senate bitt is a good foundation for reforming the current system 
in ways that meet those tests:. If we CWl improve the Senate bill by doing more to promote 
work and reducing the overall leve1 of budget cuts, we can increase the chance that it will 
move peopJe from dependence to independence. 

But let's not kid ourselves. Millions of children are growing up in poverty right now. 
trapped by a welfare system that-gives Ihem littte hope of making something of theIr Jives. 
Those kids are growing up in families where no one is working. in communities where there 
is no work. Out society pays dearly for that. Work is the link into the mainstream of 
American life. . . 

, 
No one should evet.ulnderestimate the impact that a parent working has on the values'a 

child c~rries with them the 'rest of his or her life. It makes all the difference in the world. A 
child growing up in a family·: that is working its way out of poverty is infinitely better off tban 
a child growing up in a family with no work. That is why my fundamental criteria for signing 
a ~i11 is what does it do to :promote work and protect children. 

" : 
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Kathi Way 
Wendell Primus 

Rich Tarplin 
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Emily Bromberg ~ __ 


FROM: 	 Melissa Skol·field rrr:>­
DATE: 	 9/30/94 

Here are the revised statements for your review; they incorporate, 
to the extent possible, the comments you gave me this week. If you 
see anything inaccurate, please give me or Amy a call. I'll 
certainly let you know before I use them. Thanks. 
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Draft Talking Points 

GENERAL: Our we::'fare reform legislation has proposed unprecede:H.:ed 
changes in the welfare 'system, including a ~wo-year time limit en 
cash benefits l and some disagreement abo~t cost estimates is to be 
expected. CSOls numbers are preliminary, and subject to change. 
Traditionally, eBO has been very conservative about predicting the 
savings that will come fro~ changing behavior with new incentives 
to reward work and responsibility. Before prepari::.g our own 
estimates, we carefully ~xamined a variety of s'::ate welfare reform 
e~fo~ts that have been very successful. We look forward to wo~kin9 
with CBO, and to fully analyzing their findings. We remain 
committed to passi:;.g we:fare reform legislation that is mea!":ingf-..:.l,' 
bold and budget-neutral. 

IF ASKED/FINANCING: The difference on the revenue side is 
primarily due to one provision, which CEO could not score under its 
budget r'>Jles because the final language was not in the welfare 
reform legislation. t (At the time the Work and Responsibility Act 
was ir:troduced, the language was part of another bill, which was in 
conference.) Other differences are due to technical d:'sagreerr,ents, 
such as using different baselines. We remain committod to passing 
welfa~e reform legislation that is meaningful, bold a::.d budget~ 
neutral. 

IF ASKED/OUTLAYS: Most of the difference on the outlay side have 
to do with child care. Some of this difference is attributable to 
a differe~ce of opinion about the cost of child care, particularly 
for sc;:ool-age children. We made what we believe is a reasonable 
ass~mp~ion; that states will try to arrange mothers' training and 
work schedules around the t:ypical school day wheneve:!" possible. 
This would be in the best interests of states I :nothers , and 
children. A smaller part of the differential is due to varying 
estimates of the expecced demand for child care by single mothers 
with young children. Our estimates were based on very carefully 
evaluated studies and we believe they are solid. 

There were other. smaller differences in our estimates and wet 

look forward to working with eso to understand the technical 
disagreements that caused them. The Admi~ist~ation took what we 
felt to be a realistic approach to cost estimates. In general, our 
assumptions were based on the actual experie~ces 8f p~ogra~ 
managers in the !ield who are implementing ~OBS and welfare-to-work 
programs. We carefully examined a variety of st:ate welfare reform 
efforts that have been very successful, and we believe our 
estimates are solid. 

IF ASKED/JOBS/WORK DIPFERENCES: CBO has traditionally been ve~ 
conservative about predicting the savings that will corr;e fro!:: 
changing behavior with new i~centives to reward work ana 
responsibility. Before preparing our own estimates/ we carefully 
exa~ined a variety of state welfare reform efforts that have been 
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very successful. We relied primarily on one very carefully 
evalua~ed demonstration, the Saturation Work Initiative Model 
(SWIM) in San Diego. 

Like our plan, SWIM emphasizes job search activities, work~ 
education and training, anc sanctions for those who do not follow 
the rules. Over a five-year period, the program increased 
participant earnings by an average of $2,076 per single-parent 
family. About 75 percent of the single-parent participar.ts were 
employed at some time during the evaluation period l and for welfare 
recipients 'who would not have worked at all in absence of the 
program I StHM led to a significant 20 percent increase in 
emplcyment. For every dollar spent, SWIM returned ~cre thar. $2.30 
per participant in ter~s of reduced welfare costs. Reductions in 
AFDC payw.ents tota::'ed almost $2.000 over five years for each family 

savir.gs that were almost twice the program's net costs. 

1. This is the S5I DA&A provision, scored at $80.0 million. 

http:savir.gs
http:participar.ts
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Draft Talking Point.., 

aBNBDAL:, Our welf~re reform legislation has proposed unprecedented 
ch~nqes in the welfare system, including a two-year time limit, and 
some di~agreement about cost estimates is to be expected. CEO's 
numbers are preliminary, and subject to change. Traditionally. CBO 
has been very conservative about predicting the savings that will 
coms from chan9inq behavior with new ineontives to ~award work and 
responsibility. Before preparing our own estimates, we carefully 
examine~ a variety of state welfare reform efforts that have been 
very eucces&ful. We look forward to workin9 with CDO , and to tUlly 
analyzing their findings. W. remain committed to passing welfare 
reform legislation that is meaningful, bold and budget-neutral. 

iF ASJ{I!D/lI'IlIA!lCIIIIH The difference on the revenue side is 
primarily due to one provision, which eso could not score under it. 
budgQt :a:;"u,lcc be-oause t.he fin<)l language W~5 not in the welfare 
reform legislation. (At the time the Work and Responsibility Act 
was passed, the languaqe was part of another bill, which was in 
conference.) Other differences are due to technical disagreeme.nts I 
such as which baseline to use. We remain conuni tted to passing 
welfare 'reform leqislation that is meaninqful, bold anN budqQt­
neutral. 

II" ASXltDlOUTLAY8: Moet. of the difference. on the outlay aide; have 
to do with child care. Some of this difference is attributable to 
different estimates of the expected demand for center-based child 
c~re by single mothers with young children. Our estimates were 
based on a very carefully evaluated study and we believe they are 
solid. A smaller part of the differential is due to a difference 
of opini~n about the cost of child care, particularly for sohool­
age children. We made what we believe is a reasonable assumption: 
that sta~eg will try arrange motherc' trainin9 and work schedules 
around the typical school day whenever possible. This would be in 
the bestj interests of states 1 mothers, and children. 

other differences in our estimates were smaller, and we look 
forward to ",orkin,} with ceo to understand the technical 
disaqreements that caused them. In qeneral~ our assu~ption5 were 
based on; the actual experiences of proqram managers and evaluators 
in the field. We carefully examined a variety of state welfare 
reform efforts that have boon vary Guceeseful, and we h~lieve our 
estimates are SOlid. 

II' ASK!lD/.:ronS/WORK DIFFDSNCr:s: ceo has 1:ra<1it.ionallY been very 
conservative about predicting the savings that will come fron 
chanqing: behavior with new incentives to reward work and 
~asponsib1li~y. Before preparing our own estimates, we carefully.
examinedia variety of state welfare reform efforts that have been 
very successful. We relied primarily on one very carofully 
evaluated demonstration called SWIM. (Need info. on success of 
SWIM) 


