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NOTE TO RAHM EMMANUEL --

Here is g draft set of talking points for Meturry €o use on the USCK
endorsenent at his briefing. After talking to Emily, we're recommending
the attached as handouts rather than the draft APWA/NGA/NCSL letter,
(Ir*s not addregsed to Packwood, and raises an igsue - transfarring
funds between accannts ~ that we might have to oppose.)

I'n sending these to Emily and Bruce for their approval, and they may
have edits - we‘ll let you know. :

#

Meliaga

¢c: EBruce Reed
Emily Bromberyg
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WELFARE REFO?}’E TALKING POINTS ~ MAYORS RESOLUTION
MONDAY /19795

DRAFT 1

Today the bipartisan U.5. Conferance of Mayors, meeting in Miami, passed
a resolution endorsing the "wWork Pirst" welfare reform pian drafted by
Senators Daschle, Breaux and Mikulski. They believe, as the President

does, that this proposal can lead to 2 stronyg, bipartisan welfare reform
bill in the Senats,

The Conference of Mayore now joing other associations representing local
officials who have expressed strong resarvations about the alternative
welfare reform bill drafted by the Senate Finance Committee. Groups
such a8 the Natlonal League of Cities, the MNational Govarnors
Agsociation, the XNational Association of Counties, and the National

- Conference of State leglialatures have now told Senator Packwood that his
plar falls short in crucisl areas.

The Preasident romains committed te warking with Congress in a bipartisan
way to pass real welfars reform this year - and to giving states the
flexibility they need to proceed on their own in the meantime. Today,
in fact, the Prasident has written Sovernor Carper 4o nots the anactment
of welfare reform legislation mada possible by a waiver of federal rulss
our Administration granted last month.

The Delavare plan nmirrors some of the same proposals in the "Work Pirst"
proposal the Precident endorsed last week - it supperts work; protects
children; inmproves ¢hild support enforcemant; and increaseg parental
responsibility. While the Republican leadership in the Senate seems to
pe having some Yrouble reaching a consengus on velfare reform, we hopo
that they will be willing to sit down with Senators of buath parties and
move forward socon.
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Mayor of Seattle
' The Senate Welfare Reform Bilf

1)  WHEREAS, the wellace reformn bill raported sut of the Sepate Fingnce Committes is
not copsisient with the exisring wetfare reform pelicy of The U.S. Confersnce of
Mayars beratise, among ather things, it eliminates the entitlement stanes of Ald 10
Families with Deperdent Childmn, it does not provide sufficiens jobs, child care or
heaith care peaded o asslst welfare reeiplents to transition o employment, and it has
the porential 1o shife significant costs to jocal governmens: and

2 WHEREAS, alternative legisiation, dw Work First Act, bss been proposed by
Sexcztors Daschie, Breaux and Mikulski and endorsed by the President which would
preserve the catitlement status of the program and provide significantly greater
asgistance which to facilitate the transition from welfare o wock: and

3)  WHEREAS, the Work First Act is essentially consistent with the existing welfare
reform policy of The ULS. Conferense of Msyors,

4)  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED whar The U.S. Conference of Mayors
endorses the Work Flrst Act and urges all Sepatons to suppert it as an aliemative ©
the Semae Finanes Committes bill,

mebﬁast: Unknswn

TOTAL. PR
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City Offictals Skeptical, Worried About Impects of Weifare Reform 1egislation;
Most Citics Feor Additionnl Local Burdons; Littte Constttation Found in NLC Survey

Four out of five city Jeaders (KU percanty fear that federal efforts w jedesign welfans
programs are likely o shitt more of the welfare burden vniw loval vonunupities, They ziaa ore
skeptical that many of the heralded shwomes uf welfure seform will oceur.

A survey conducted by the National Leaguc of Citles found thut whils 20 percent of the
cities suid they thoughn current welfare reform proposals would uchieve Jasting impravemania,
50 percent doubted that would bappen.  Nearly 26 percen felt the propasert changes would
encouregs and anable ingividuals ind famities 10 belter tope for Gemseives; 38 percens did not
think that would accur. Only 14 percent ynought the proposed welfare reforms would seduse
the number of peaple in poverty, wilie 62 percem Rl that wavld oot ieppea.

The NILT wrvey included 103 Cites, 48 witl pupolations above 100,000, The survey
was conducted Justaner the Houe of Represstatives completed action on welfare reform
tepislaton (M.R. 4) wni us the 1.5, Scnate was beginaing to draft a welfare reform bilk.

Although mast cifies are not iresily iavoived in administering welfare programs, more
than 80 percent of the cities responding Yo the survey sald individunts and famitics on welfare
plaw;.a mujor burden or some burden 00 local tesourcas for services wuch 38 &uvation,
smsrgoney acsisiance snd public safety. :

“Genuine welfare teform can provide real help 1 peopic who wally neod i1, and inany
of them live in our nation’s ¢IUes and wns™ suid NLC Presidont Carolyn Long Banks,
muni:i?mmaﬁ-»at»%argz of Allanta, “City ltaders throughout Americae want to help bring abouwt
reformas 10 end weilfare a5 we hnaw i, but that challenge will not be met if one lovel of
government shupiy wansfers responsibilitics, dut not res:mrécs, ter another level of govesament "

( more )

*
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More than hatf of the ciiies safd there would be unfavorubla impacts Tesuiting trom nine
¢changes :hiz sre major Issues Leing considered under eurrent weifare reform proposals:

w eliminating guaraniees of breakfust and lunches for needy chitdren (83 pereanty

® ehiminnting foster care enthiloments for childres (B2 percent)

¢ teducing Food Samp benefits (77 pereent)

& not requiring states (6 provide educative of walplng 1w those oa welfare (74 parcent)

® climinating catltdoment W AFDC {73 perceat) )

& nol guarantering Child care 107 parenty 1equired 1o work (73 porsent)

& prohibiting singic mothers under age 18 frem receiving cash beneflts (67 porcent)

& climinating of reducing Supplemenial Sezurity Incone beaefits (86 poroent)

» fcurmi}ing beacfiss 10 newborns if mothers siready receive child benefhts (52 purcenty

Fewer than ons in Tour cities (32 percant) sai@ 1hely congressional delegaliong or siaff has
consulied with them about the itkely effects of welfare reforne. Although swuate governments are
designuted to assme responsibitlty for wellnre pograms under ILR. 4, only 14 percent of the
citien said thelr ste povernment ax consulied with thom abowt walfare issues.

"We believe local governments must have sn opportunity to wark with Congress and the
siates {0 dusign and carry out programs that cun b8 taifored lo the needs of the tocai
comaiunlty,” said Danks. “We earnestly hope the Senate wiil include this roie for cides.”

When gities were acked to select three iteust of mast concen 1© them i Oy could
adviss Coa;ms on weltars temeny, the (op fasuss selevted fivu g list 3 major chanpges wera:

. eliminziing eatitiement to APDC (45 poroent)

® ot foquiring states 1o provide sducation or waining (o fanse on welfare 731 perent)

& not guarantexing child care for parents requined 0 work (30 pereent)

The next thres ivues, cach mentioned by 25 wicent of rspondents, were:
® seduging Food Stamp huselits

& eliminating guarantees of breakfast und lunches for neady children
. clniasting foster care cptitioments for children '

City leadors broadly supporied three goals of propose) welinee reforms, even though
many also expressed Joubts thal the objectives of wark Teyuiremiants would be reeliasd. They
paticipated favorable Impacts us a0 intendedt outcame of:

® impraving child support enforcement (82 percant )
® requiring 50 peecent of single parents on welfare 1o obiain Jabx by 2003 (64 percent
* requiring unmarried Wenage parents w Hve al bume anslt age 18 {43 porcent)

{ 1more )
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Comparing responses sbout work ingentives 1o (he owtlonk for avaiiable jobs Hiustrates
the misgivings of city leaders, Whils 37 percent agread that coreent welfure reform proposals
would pravide work incentives for weitare vecipients i thelr cities, 27 poroont disagread with
that assumption, and othare were unsure. When asked wheitior there would b suffisiont job
a?ponuﬁiiics in their communily © employ welfare seiplents required to find work, only 31
perzent fz}t the lobs were availabls, while 40 poreent did nos think sufficient job opporiupitiag
exisiag, anl 28 pervent wese unsurs,

"Achicving the transition from welfare o work involves education, training and supporl
servicey that will enable working patentt 10 koep a joh,” xaid Banks. “Solutions thut Jack «
realistic i;mpinymcm steategy and sssential supporl services ar¢ dead-end atrategies. They will
Iﬁvg families destinde, and they Will oreale crushing new souisl and coxt burdens on citips,

i work requircimems ar¢ written Into welfare reform, the Netional League of Cities
helicves that measures W provide alfordsbis ¢hild carc must 8150 be part of the program,”
Banks al,!dt:‘-d. “We would also like 10 500 Initiatives that encourage education and training, so
that individuals and parenis can aspire o employment opparlunities heyond minimum-wage
jobs. If our nation s serious about moving from Sependerce 1o real self-sufficiency, dmu'y the
only Quy o do it.”

More ity ofticiais were skeptical than optintisiic Jo iy cxpeclations for several
aspests of sate-adminisiescd weifare grograms. Twenty-six pervent falt their state would don
gocid job of designing wellme programs, )3 peroent disagressd, und 36 percant weren't suro.
Twenly-two percent Telt their state wonld do & good job of allocating welfare funding equitahly,
38 porvcas disagrend, and 37 percent waren't sure.  Sevenigen percem folt their siate would do
a good job of working with the zity In designing programs and allocating funds, 43 percent
disagrood, end 37 peroent weren't sure.

" When asked how cutrent wellaen reform proposals would most Itkely sffect s st of 15
community conditions, more than half of me cides andcipuisa that seven of those would
worseh: heatth status of ehildren (00 pereewn, homelcssnsss (58 porcesnt), poverty {36
percent}, child abuse (36 peroonl) care for special uceds children (55 persont), services w logal
immigrants (35 percein), 208 child gare for working mothers (52 percent).

‘ Fewcer than 30 poreont anticipated that any of the Jisud conditions would improve, and
enly in four innances did expectations for improvement sxcesd concerns of worsaalng
conditions: unemployment (29-vg.<21 pereent), eut-ofswagiock dirhs (27+vs.-9 percent), toen
pregaancy Q3w 10 pereent), and creating more Jobs (21-vs,-11 pereoy.
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| ' The Houarible Bob Packwood b
; " Russel] Office Building, Room 259 , ] o

! -* Washingtos, D.C. 20510 M"‘""%"‘.w -
g ¥ Dear Senator Packwood: Lﬂ%wﬁiﬁw

'We are writing 10 theak you for your public commitment 1o state flexibility as s poneiple inyowr |
i “weifare mfmg legisiation. The auag:ib Conference of State Legislatires (NCSE% especially .
! pleased by your recognition of the critical role of state legislators in welfare reform and ather
i programs that serve children and families. We sppreciate your confidence in our sbility to
rograms

dasign p thar best serve the needs in our states and urge You to consider our views as you
finalize your welfare reform lagisiation.

[ _ i
I . : o . o]
i We are encouraged by your endorsement of providing more discretion to state dedisionmakers ;

and rejecting provisions that raicromanage and limit siate authority to determine cligibility.
: However, state legislators are concernsd sbout several provisions under consideration that have
: the potential to limit statz autharity. shift major costs to the states and violatc NCSL's i:ﬁcy on-
: "block grants. The balance of this letter specifies our concemns in six major ereas. . _
‘summary, we utge you to reconsider the consolidation of epen-ended entitlements for child
protection services, work requirements in the cash assistancz block grant, deaial of bepei‘iﬁ
; 10 legal immigrants, the absence of real protection for states to respond to economic |

%
. ., change. the consolidation of child care funding. angd timing to snccessfully implement :
. rrevised programs.

tors belicve that foster care maintenance and adoption assistance payments and
administrative funding under Title TV.-E must be maintained as an'apen-ended entitlement.
Children in danger cannot be told that the government ran out of money o protect them. We
must respond 1o those who 1orn 10 US as ¥ [ast reson, The demand for these services has 8ot been
predicted well at the federsl level. No one predicied the da that HIV infection, crack
: cocaine and homelessness would do 10 ¢children’s secunty within their families. No one
2 anticipated the resuliing increase in state and federal costs. Courts will declde to remove

i
thildren from unsafe homes and staies must respond to these decisions. We urge you to reject
the child protection biock grant, ‘

. Lundesstand that you are still considering a biock grant for child protection funds. ‘State 1
S ;

We are Gisappointed with the prescriprive work and participation requiremnents in H:R. 4. State
iegisiators are interested in creating sur own programs, not running 3 uniform program
with federally-deiermined s details and fewer funds. We oppose federal
_rhcromanegement in the definiton of type or work, the role of training, minimum number of i
"hours a recipient must work, and panticipation rates. are preciscly the decisions each state |

should make based on Jocel needs. Wi do support measurement of outcomes and performance i
data to ensure that program goals are being met,

L eAba A s RRRLcTEm R T
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" 'NCSL strongly opposes the denial of benefits t0 legal immigrants. Tbe federsl government kas

_state budgets, Eliminating benefits 1o noncitizess or deeming for unreasonably long periods will

’ ?imuy, state legisiators will need adequate transition time to successfully implement :
. revised Income security and related programs. States will hive 1o modify their laws to

.8
L& ]

't
]

?Uﬁgfﬁiz
1 6985673 P.E3

¢ jurisdiction over immigration policy and must bear the thility to serve the
gmjignm it allows to mt?? Mup:né localitien. The denisl of will shift the coss to

not eliminate the need, and sate and local budgets and vavpayers will bear the n. Denial of |
,mmgax MWMWw violate bath state and federal constitutional
provisions, We to support making affidavits of support legally binding,

|
‘NCSL supports the development of a contingency fund to assist states to respond 1o E
changes in populstion and the economy rather than 4 loan fund. The absence of adequute !
protections 1or states with population growth, econaruic changos and disasters is & bariar (o sate|
support of x cash assistance block grant. We believe that & loan fund is not sufficient assurance of
federal assistance. The federal government must participate ax & partner in 'z fund tha has a .
mechanism for budget sdjusument 5o that states are not overly burdened by increased demand for
services.,

£
3

NCSL has been concered about the lack of coordination of existing child care funding streas
We are interested in working with you to consolidste these funds. - Child:care is an egsential
companent to mm welfare recipients moving from welfare o work and is critical for low-

income working es. Our ce suggests that 3 renewed commitment toworkdy ¢
" welfare mifpxms will require additional child care Runds above correns levels. A consolidated
¢hild cxre fund should stand alone. ;

camport with new federal legislation, rentructure their administrative buresucracies and revise
their FY96 and FY97 budgets thar have been enacted on the basis of current Iaw and federal
spending guarantees. We urge inclusion of s provision giving states no less than one year of

transition time and consideration for additional fime for states that meet biennially. S

" We look fewa.rd to werking with you throughout this ocess. Please contact Sheri Stai:al‘. af :

© Michael Bird in NCSL's Washington Office to further discuss our viaws, | [

© Sincerely, ‘ : | |
0 , | |
Jane L. Campbel! , James 1. Lack ; i
1President, NESL President-cloct. NC i
iAssinant House Minority Leader, Ohio ator. ot §

Senator, New York

. m [
b At R G
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Apd! 25, 1995

Cheyrman

1.8, MMM&
219 Senate Dirksen Office Bldg.
Wiaahlngtos, D.C. 20510

Dear Senamr Paskwood:

Couties are the front.fine dellverers of basls socisl eervices, (o many states,
countizy bave administrative and financial responxibilitics for federal and state soclal
services programs, Preliminary estimates framy Stats Agsoclations of Counties thet hava
respondad fo a recant National Associstian of Countles (INACo) survey show that
coustios contribule over §4 billion o the feders! welfare, <hild weifiure, and child support
prograny, aa well 63 nearly §2 billion fo state general assistance progreens.

It is with this experiencs that conpties approach ths debate over wolfare refosm
and soctel service programs. NACo has beca o Jong-thns supporter of @ comprehensive
approach that rewards wotk, strengthens femilles, ud is upported by sufficient federal
sesourcs and Joca) fledbllity to trwin peaple fhr jobs that promote long-term self-
waificlensy, NACo's Board of Directors sdopted an interim resolution and guidelines oo
weifare reform at our lagislative conferense in March which include the following
cancepts:

o Our overriding concern Is the protesiion of chiidres. The faderal government
must malotain its responsilsility to envure a level of assigtance and support services 0
childres and families, sad that progeans sre sdministered an sn equitable basis,
Programa nuch ax Aid to Faxailies with Depoadent Ciiidmn, Foster Care and Adoption
Assistarce, Medieald, and Food Stamps represent the bastc safety net for childmn
NACH tharefore muppons maintsining the federsl entitiemem for these programs.

o Beyond this level of protection the fedarat govenunent must provide the
flexibiiity to tilor programs o meet locel needs. Many of the restrictions m the
legislotion passed by tha Housa of Representtives go against the copespt of state and
Yocal flexibility, and have the sdded copsequencs of husting children, These include the
family caps, the eliminaton of sligibility for teenage parents and their children, and
vedusing beaefits to children who bave not had paternicy cstablished even in cases when
the parent is cooperating with the gurs, NACa supports s different appronch to thase

iasues, suoh a8 encouraging teanuge parents to Hive with & responsiblo ndult and providing
fonding for enhanced case manogement.

S40 Piese S, A
Wnsrigion, BL 2003

. —
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o Another maner of great consem to courtiss Iy the derdal of benefils to logal
bamigrants, We balicve that thds prohibition {o wnfiir to texpaying legal residents and
will result in comeiderabls cost ghifting & local and siste governrusnts. Los Aageles
scunty, which ha the bighest concetuntion of immiigrants in the country, has estimated
that the dordal of Ald to Familics with Dependent Children and Suppiensental Secusity
Income would repregent over $500 million # year in additidanl genera! assigtance coxts,
and this Sgure Joes not even include the sdded cast of denying Medicuid cligibility.

o 'While NACa genenmily supports the consept of ime-limltad assistanes we 8iso
flanly believe that in order for it to wark, there bave to be jobs, education and trainiog,
and support services svailable. One of (ho maost bazic noeds is affordable child care.
Nelther individualy nor counties and states shauld be penalized for their failure to move
people off the welfirs rolis when jobs and child cam are not available.

o Arbitrary participation requitements such a3 those included in the House bill are
exoessive and counterproductive, Instead, MACo supports mutually regotisted outcome
measures in which stutes are judged by thelr progress towand schieving thess goals. We
ase elso eoncemed about the bill's definition of required work activitics and believe that

thage should be determined st the stnic and Joss! love! based o the Individual's skilis and
tralning peeds.

o Poorly funded block graats and cuts in benefit oligibiily will force county snd
cily govemments to bear the unshared sost of caring for families aad deailng with the
unintended consequanses such a8 increased homelessmess, madical expenses, bunger, and
crime. If biack grants are established, it i imperative thet local governments be invoived
in placming the design and delivery of services that ereet the particular needs of local
communities. [, therefore, urgs you to inglude languege in vour bill that provides fora
loca] govemment role in this process. Block granty also must include adequate time for

implementation and some formula for increases, paniculady in cases of econamic
downturna,

o NACo believes that there sre 3 iumber of eategoriea programs thas could be
consoldated 1o sllow for a single funding sowrce, One such area could be a child

welfare services block grant that includes the Famlly Progervation and Support Program,
Child Abuss State Granus, and the Title TV.B Child Welfire Serviess.

o NACS opposes the cxp on Madicald a5 It wiil canse 3 cost shift 1o the private

sector and to local level gavernments, peticularly counties, aid also not-for-profit and
proflt hospitals. ‘
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o | cannot eqphasize easugh, howsver, the need to keep the IV-R Foster Core
and Adoption Asslstance, adminiatrtion and tralning a5 an individual extitiement
Theao progeass are dedlgned t4 protect sur most vulserabls shildren and provide them a
safe sn purtaing out-ofhome placement, Amdh%e&wwmm&kmhm
caseioady and could put these children In sven grester risk.

In ¢loging, ] urge you to consider e cumaiative effest of sl the changes included .
in the Houss bill and whether sounty and state govemuments can phsart all these changes
az once.. Ooc such example ietha chumge in the Sefinition of child disability in
Supplamental Soourity Inconw (S8I). Consider a child who Is on 881 b i in eut-of-
homo caze due to sbuse or nagleet, 1fthat child loses 881 oligibility, tie cost will bo
shified to the foster cure system. If foster caze is also put in & block grant, this will bo an
addidensl burden to countics and states.

. Tknow that you share tuany of the concerns thet | have mised in this lattor and
understand that the Seaals may removs wome of the mors onsrous restrictions from the
House bill. 1am available to discurs thege leaues with vou in greaser detnil




‘WELFARE REFORM

Q. Yesterday, the Conference of Mayors endorsed a resolution in support of your approach
to welfare reform and the Senate Democratic bill. How do we make sure that Congress
passcs real welfare reform, and doesn't just dump the problem in our cities' lap?

A, We ought 10 be able 1o pass real welfare reform, because there is an overwhelming,
bipartisan consensus in this counfry that we should put people to work, because welfare
should be a sccond chance, not a way of life. The key ko real welfare reform is moving
people to work, not just cutting them off. | have given 29 states the freedom to experiment
with their own approaches to welfarc reform, and the common thread in every onc of those
waivers is work. I we're going to reform welfare, work has to be our top priority.

We can reach a bipartisan agrecment on this, as you have done, if we put work at the center
of our efforts, and don't try to do welfare reform on the backs of the children. One of the
things that frustratcs me most about Washington that's different from the rest of the country is
that a few people on the fringe are willing to hold up big, important changes over narrow,
extreme differences. That's what's happening in the Scnate right now:  a handful of members
threatening to stop welfare reform uniess it places an outright ban on assistance to young
snmarricd mothers and their children —— even though the Catholic Charch, the National
Governors Association, and most Americans without regard to party strongly oppose that idea.
We can achicve real reform. But if we're going to got it, we need more bipartisan
eooperation and loss oxiremist threats,
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g WELFARE REFORM B

735 Q. What da you think of the Housc Republican welfare rcform bill? Would you sign i

.

A [ am commitied to working across party lines to cnact a bill this year that will end

L welfare as we know . But [ was disappainted that Republicans in the House were
R more intent on just cutting people off and punishing them for their mistakes than in

should be tough on work and touph on deadbeats, not tough on children.

Uy
BRI} Your adminisisation has not submitted its own welfare reform plan this vear. What
@, kind of plan do you suppon?

7 .

‘5 A, Pm proud of the bitl we put forward {ast year, It was the toughest, most

?‘ comprehensive welfare reform plan any administration has cver proposcd. When the

i dust setties; | believe a sumber of our provisions on child support enforcement, work,

and teen pregnancy wit! become law,

E

& We're working with members of Congress and governors in both partics to cnact a bill

that fulfills the fundamental principles at the core of my plan: Real welfare reform

& should be serious about moving people into work, and requiring anyone who can work

K3e to go to work. 1t should demand responsibility from both parents, with the toughest

s possible child support cnforcement. It should discourage tcen pregnancy and send a

s clear signat that it is wrong 0 have children outside marriage. And it shouldn't punish

i children for their parents’ mistakes.
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oA | believe in giving states a-lot more flexibility -~ Fye given waivers to 25 siates, more .
o than any other President.  But as a former governor, 1 also know that we wOon'l have

~g real welfare reform if all Congress does is shift cosis to the states or pass the buck

from onc burcaucracy to another without transfornmsing the welfare system. [ We have a

o national intcrest in work, responsibility, and the weil-being of our children, and we

,f'.,'=’.. onght to set clear national goals and give states the change to meet those goals without

}? top-down micromanagement frony Washington,
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You were the one to call for ending welfare as we know it == but hasn't this welfare
reform debate passed you by?

I look forward to working with Congress to pass a good bipartisan bill, As a
governor, | worked with a Democratic Congress and a Republican President to pass
the Family Support Act,

>

But {'m not waltmg for Congress. In the past two years, 1 have glvm@qtatcs -
half the country ~- the frecdom to cut through federal red tape and regulations and try
innovative new approaches to welfare reform,  That's mose waivers in two vears than
my twoe Republican predecessors did in 12 years.

My Administration has broken every record in collecting child support, which i the
essential 10 getting people off welfare and helping them stay off. A fow weeks ago, |
signed an executive order to make surc that federal employees who owe child support
have to pay it. And I am going fo kcep pressing Congress to send me a welfare
reform bill that is tough on work, tough on child support, and good for our children.

Do you support z?;\q Republicans” new plan 10 block grant food stamps for siates that
do clectronic benefis transfer?

1 am a strong supporter of clectronic benefifs transfer, and along with Vice President
Gore, 1 have been pushing more states to adgpt it as a way o empower pcopic, cut
burcaucracy, and reduce f‘z'a\zi{i But the Republicans scem less interested in reform
than in czzztmg the heart out nf our longstanding bipartisan commitment {0 make sure
children in America gel cnmsgh 1o gat. School §anc§1 and other nutrition programs
have done a great deal to chmmatc hunger in Amicrica, and Republicans are wrong 1
try to pay for their Contract by askmg, poor childrdn to eat less. :



#’f«"""}f
Q. What do you think of @ reports that Republican governors arc pushing a Senate bill
that would modify some of Thic tougher aspects of the House bill?

A. Any governor, Republican or Democrat, would be crazy to support the House bill. It's
weak on work, tough on kids, and would cost the states a fortune. I'm glad to see that even
the most conservative Republican governors are joining me and the Catholic Church in saying
that we shouldn't punish innocent children for their parents’ mistakes. This is a step in the
right dircction, but we've got a long way to go. I we're going to truly end welfare as we
know it, we've got to pass 3 bipartisan welfare reform bill that is tough on work and docs
right by children.
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Why did the President single out the Brown/Dole welfare reforn
bill last night? 1Is there something in particular that he
likes about it? ' '

The point the President is making is simple: the pessibility
of a bipartisan agreement on walfare reform is very real ~- if
Congresas is willing to put aside politics as usual. The bill
intrceduced by Senatoers Dole, Brown, Gramm and Packwood last
year -~ which attracted broad Republican support -~ included
time limits for welfare recipients, strict work regquirements,
additional resocurces for states to help move people fron
welfare to work, protections for states and children in times
of recession, and state flexibility rather than conservative
mandates on issues like benefits for teen mothers. Those
provisions are gimilar to those the President has cutlined in
his own proposal, and similar to legislation cosponsored last
year by 163 Republican members ef the House of
Representatives. : .

Is it realistic to challenge Congress to pass a bill by

July 4, and to kesp it out of the reconciliation legislation,
as many Republicans in Congress have already proposed? And
what will the President d¢ to force Congress to ast on welfare
reform separately?

We believe it is possible, as long as politics doesn't control
the debate - and in fact, Rep. Clay Shaw said last night that
July 4 is "a very realistic date." As the President said,
welfare reform is too Jlmportant for the typical kind of
Washington game where important issues like welfare reform are
buried in a larger budget bill. The debate on an issue this
important should be open, and should be bipartisan. After
all, in the Senate experts like Senater Moynihan should be

part of the process, and we think he will be.

On your second question, the President will continue to urge
members of both parties te work together on welfare reform in
the weeks ahead. He'll continue to highlight areas of
agreenent, like time limits, work requirements, and child
suppert enforcepent.. And he'll continue to "end welfare as wve
know 1t" for states, by granting waivers to governors of both
parties, as he did yesterday, Thig does not have to be a
partisan issue. : ’

@eos



WELFARE REFORM

What do you think of recent reports that Republican governors are pushing a Senate
bill that would modify some of the tougher aspects of the House bill?

Any governor, Republican or Democrat, would be crazy to support the House bill, It's
weak on work, tough on kids, and would cost the states a fortune, 1'm glad 1o sec that
even the most conservative Republican governors arc joining me and the Catholic
Church in saying that we shouldn't punish innocent children for their parents' mistakes.
This is a step in the right direction, but we've got a long way to go. We've got to
pass a bipartisan welfare reform bill that is tough on work and does right by children.

-

What do you think of the House Republican welfare reform bill? Would you sign it?

I am committed t0 working across party lines to enact a bill this year that will end
welfare as we know it. But I wag disappointed that Bepublicans in the House were
more intent on just cutting people off and punishing there for their mistakes than in
moving people from welfare to work, They cut school lunches —~ and they even go
after disabled children. I we're going to end welfare a8 we know i, we should be

ARARE ARRRARRRE AR e e

- tough on work and tough on deadbeats, not tough on children.

Can you sign a bill that does not comtain an individual entitlement?

[ believe in giving states much, much more flexibility - F've given walvers to 27
statcs, more than any other President. But as a former governor, [ also know that we
the buck from one burcaucracy to another without transforming the welfare gystem.
The House bill would be very tough on high-growth states, and any state would be
out of luck in a recession. We have a national interest in work, responsibility, and the
wetl-being of our children, and we ought to set clear national goals and give states the
chance @ meet those goals without top~down micromanagement frome Washington.

{IF PRESSED:] As I've said, we need to end weifare as a way of life. Nobody whe
can work is entitled to something for nothing. But we shouldn't just cut people off.
We should move them from welfare to work -~ and make sure states are in a position
to provide the child care and other help people need to make it in the workplace.




™

Your administration has not submitted its own welfare weform plan this vear. What
kind of plan do you suppont?

I'm proud of the bill we put forward last year. It was the toughest, most

comprehensive welfare reform plan any administration has ever proposed. When the
dust settles, 1 beliove a number of our provisions on child support enforcement, work,
and teen pregnancy will becﬁmc law.

Bl * " v
St o Y Pl fent

We're working with members of Congress and governors in both parties to enact a bill
that fulfills the fundamental principles at the core of my plan» Real welfare reform
should be serious about moving people info work, and requiring anyone who ¢an work
to go to work. It should demand responsibility from both.parents, with the toughest
possible child support enforcement. [t should discourage tcen pregnancy and send a
¢lear signal that it is wrong to have children outside mamaga Arzd zt sh{}uidnt punish
children for their parents’ mistakes. :

You were the one to call for czzémg wclfm‘c as we kmw it. What arc vou doing to
influcace ihls debae? A oew e e - ~

[ Inok forward to working with Congress to pass a good bipamnsan bill. As a
governor, 1 worked with a Dcmocranc C(mg,mss and a Rc;}ubiwan President to pass
the Family Support Act. °~ f

s ey

But I'm not waiting for Congress. In the past two years, | have given 25 states —~
half the country -~ the freedom to cut through federal red tape and rcgulatlons and try
innovative new approaches to welfare reform. That's mbre waivers in two years than
my two Repubizcan predcf:cssezs did in 12 years.

My Administration has broken every record in collecting child support, which is the
essential to geiting people off welfare and helping them stay off. A few weeks ago, |
signed an exceutive order to make sure that federal employees who owe ehild support
have to pay #t. And 1 am going to keep pressing Congress to send me a welfare
reform bill that is tough on work, tough on child support, and good for our children,
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 NOTE TO RAHM AND BRUCE ~-

Here's a first draft of the Q and A we discussed this morning. I'm now
being told that Packwood will net unveil his bkill on Monday, but will
just be talking about welfare reform in general terms -~ 80 this is
probably way too specific. But why donft you take a look at it, and we
can dlscuss Monday morning. '

Have a good weeXend -w-

Me;issa

Q: © What does the Administration think of the Senate Republicarﬁs’
welfare bill unveiled by Senator Packwood today?

A We have not yet reviewed the legislation, seo it remains to ‘bhe seen
whether or not it meets the President’s criteria for real welfare
reform. As the President has said, our reguirements are simple and
clear. We want a bill that inclundes real work reguirements; that
containsg the incentives and the resources for sgtates to get the job
done; and that requires personal responsibility of both parents.
That means welfare reform legislation must include personal
rasponsibility agreements 1o ba sure single mothers are moving
toward work from the very first day, and tough child support
snforcemant provisions to ensure that fathers arsn't allowed to
walk away from their obligations.

Measured against that yardstick, the Senate plan is a step forward.
For exampie, it deletes the House ban on assistance te teenage
mnothers. But on work, it still falls rfar short in terms of
providing real incentives for states Lo move people from welfare to
work. It's also important to -point out ¢hat Republicans in
Congress are still econfusing budget cutting with welfare reform.
The bill passed by the House of Representatives was both tough on

- children and phony about work. It slashed %68 billion from
programe that serve needy children in order to pay for a tax cut
for the rich. The Senate bill does seem to be an improvement, and
if members of the Senate want to work with us in a bipartisan way,
wolre certainly open to that.
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DRAFT Q AND 2
PACKWOOD WELFARE BILL

Qe What does the Adeinistration think of the Senate Republicans'

welfayre hill unveiled by Senator Pacxwaod:ﬁ?ﬁay?
eantirdons, 7

J'-& gm‘-(*xfaw.n. loff o vy -v"%i*ﬁﬁa.. t.af(?vd
Accardlng to today's press reports, .hewhagn*t—arafteéwieg;slatzon

b boms come f{. yet—or-shown—it-to-members-of-the-Binance-Committeersomuntil~we

Roor's s o . seg.a hill,..itis-dnposaible—to—-say-—-whether—or-not—it-masts.the
Swha»«,éﬁ« Prezidant Ty EFIETIE tor~welfare—rafarm. In particular, Senater
%j» Packwood has yet to put forward any details about what should be
£f the centerpiece of any welfare reform bill: moving people from

anything at all about. child support enforcement, which we consider

f¢763§3k welfare te work. Tt's also important to note that he has not said
ﬁwf?bjfwz' erucial Lo real welfare reform. 8¢ the jury's still out,
fg o

FOLIOW UR -~=

oF But isn't the bill an improvement over the House bill? {Or
vonversaly, wouldn't the President still veto this bill because it
doesn't retain the esntitliement to welfare benefits?)

Az As the President has said, our regquiraments for welfare reform are
simple and clear. We want a bill that inciudes real work
reguirements; that contains the incentives and the resources for
states to get the job done; that doesn’t punish children for their
parents' nistakes; and that requires psrsonal responsibility of
both mothers and fathers. That neans welfare reform legislation
mugt—ineludespersonal responsibility agreements to be sure people
are moving toward work from the very first day, and tough child
support enforcement provisions to ‘ensure that parente aren't
allowed to walk away from their obligatiens.

For
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FIRST DRAFT
WELFARE THEMES
5/18

REAL WORK REQUIREMENTS. Real welfare reform is first and foremost about
work ~- and the system must provide work-based incentives for states,
caseworkers, and welfare recipients themselves. States must have the
necessary vyesources for education, training, work and child care in
order to get the job done. State bureaucracies should be rewarded for
getting people to work or prepare for work —-- not for cutting peocple
from the rolls, Recipisnts must sign personal responsibility
agreements, and move toward work and self-sufficiency from the very
first day. Time limits must make clear 4o welfare recipients and
cageworkers that welfare is a transitional systen.

PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY. Child support enforcement is a crucial part of
wvelfare reform, because it sends a styong signal to younyg people about
the respongibility of both parents t¢ the children they bring inte the
world. If we're going to demand responsibility of mothers, we should
demand responsibility of fathers too. That means welfare reform should
include neasures designed to identify the father in every case; find
delinguent parents who move from job to job or state to state to avoid
paying child support; speed up payments; and invoke tough penalties,
like drivers license revocation, for nonpaynent.

KIDS NOT PUNISHED FOR THEIR PARENTS!'! MISTAKES. Truse reform should make
it easier for poor children to grow into productive adulis ~ not harder.
Tegnage parents should not be denied cash assistance ~ instead, help
gshould be conditioned on their staying at school, living at home, and
identifying their child's father. Needy c¢hildren should be assured
hasic protections wherever they live. School lunches, Food Stamps, and
assistance to abused, disabled and neglected children should not be
slashed under the guise of “welfare reform.”

ETATES AND INDIVIDUALS PROTECTED WHEN NEED INCREASES., Any legisliation
must enable states to succeed in moving pecple from welfare to work and
supporting working families and children who need temporary help. The
federali~state partnership should ke retained, hecause we won't have
welfare reform or state flexibility if Congress just gives states more
burdens and fewer resources. States should be rewarded for moving
people from welfare to work, and protected if population growth, an
economic downturn, a natural disaster, or another unpredictable
emergency causes an ilncrease in need and applications for aid.
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Woelfare Reform Talking Points: CHILD CARE
May 19856

*My top pricrity is to get paople off welfare and into jobs. | want to replace welfare with work,
so people sarn a paycheck, not a welfare check. To do that, we have to 1ake some of the
money we save and plow it into job training, education, and child care. | want tough weltare
reform, but we’'ve got to be practical. i we're going to make people on wslfare work, we have
to make it possible for them to work.” .-

President Clinton, Radio Address, 4/8/9%

President Clintan racagnizes that child care is necsssary to help move psople from woelfare 1o
work and te prevent welfare dependency in the first place. Single msthers cannot participate
in work and training activities unless their children are cared for. And working famiiies struggling
to stay off welfare often need child care assistance in order to make ends meot. If welfare
reform is to succeed in moving people into the workforee and keeping them there, adeguate child
care.is gssantial, .

The Hause-gassed weltars bill would reéaw federal funding for child care by $1.6 bzﬁwn, or 15
percent, over five years. In the year 2000, over 320,000 child care slots would be lost under
the bill -- even though real welfare reform will require more child care, not less, a8 single mothers
leava the rolls for work. This legislation would reduce already scarce child care siots and pit
working families against welfare recipients for child care assistance - making it harder, not
eagier, for single parents to move from welfare to work, .

The Houss bill eliminates existing faderal child care guarantees. The legisiation repeals the
AFDC/IOBS Child Care, Transitional Child Care, and At-Rigk Child Care entitlerments. requiring
child care 10 compete with other discretionary programs for funding, The bill would also
elimingte current requirements for states to match fedsral funds, maintain current child care
expenditures, and meet csrtain health and safety standands that protect children in care. We
balieve that children’s health and safety should not be jacpardized under weifare reform.

The link betwsen work and child care is widely reaagn;zad.. "Qur experience suggests that a
renewed commitment to work by welfare recipients will reauire additional child care funds sbove
. eurrent levels, " tha National Conference of State Legislatures emphasized in a recent letter to

. Senator Packwood. Senstor Packwood himself has ackrowledged that "single parents must
have day care in order to work., Day care costs money. A family is on walfare because it
doesn’t have money. It can be a vicious downward spiral,” And Reprasentative Goodiing has
said that “the only major area of cancern | have is in the area of day cars. f you're going (o
move [welfare recipients] into the job market ... that's going to be very difficult without heahth
care snd day care. I'm concerned because we level-funded it.”

The Clinton Administration has already made adequate funding for child care programs g
consistent priority in its efforts to support working families. The Administration recognizes that
parents cannot be required to participate in education or tralning activities or terminated from
assistance uniess child care is available and their children are safe. Praesident Clinton therefore®
supports additional funding for child care programs and Head Start and better cogrdination of
rules across all &hild care programs. . - -
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Waeltare Reform Talking Points: WORK

May 1885

"My top priority is to gat people off welfare and into jobs...To do that, we have 1o take some
of the money we save and plaw it into job training, education and child care ... If we're going
_to make people on welfare work, then we’ve got to make it possible for them to work. if we're
going to make people seif-reliant, we have to make it possible for them to support thamselves,
We can be tough, but we've got to be practical.”

President Clinton, radio address, 4/8/95

Real welfare reform is first and forermnost about work. Welfare reform must provide work-based
incentives for states, caseworkers, and welfare recipients themselves. The House bill isn’t about
moving women from welfare to work; it's about budgset cuts in foster care, adoption, end aid
to disabled children. The House bill repeals the Family Support Act, passed by a bipartisan
Congress, championed by zhenwgavemar Clinton, and sigaed by President Honald Reagan in
1988. States have been making progress in moving people from walfars 1o work under that
legisiation - but the House bill repealsit. In the end, it’s missing whar should be the centerpiece
of weifare reform: work,

To be credible, welfare reform legislation must have real work requirements. President Clinton's
approach is based on a simple egreement: welfare recipierits will be provided with services as
long as they agree to work. We would 'reguire recipients to develop personal responsibility
agreemants, ensuring that from the very first day, recipients will identify the education, training,
job placemant and child care services they’ll need to move into work, Time limits would make
clear 1o welfare reciplents and caseworkers that. welfare is a transitional system leading to self-
sufficiency. In contrast, the House bill repeals any requirements that states provide job-readiness
services -- or that welfare recipients use them.

Welfare reform must also have incentives and resources for states to get the job done, The
House bill doesn’t include funding for any of the supports - like job training, and child care -~
that single mothers nesd it they're really going to go to work. In fact, funds for child care —
particularly imporwant for single mothers - are.cut. Welfare reform that is really serious about
waork must include provisions to make surs welfare resipionrg finish high schaci gert job training,
- and get the child cars they need to finish school and work, ‘

State bureaucraciw should be rewarded for getting people 1o wark or prepare for work - not for
cutting paople from the rolla. The House bill contains a perverse incentive for states to cut
women and children from the rolls, since soms caseload reducticns count toward the
participation requirements. Cutting people off is not the sarne as "work,” and it's a sham to say
it is. In addition, work requirements without resources will only make it harder for states to
transform their welfare bureaucracies.

Welfars reform should be about moving people Into jobs - not budget cutting. An April
Washington Post poli showed thet 84 parcent of Americans believe that welfare recipients
should be reguired to work or train for work. On May 18, the Washington FPost reported that
B2 percent of Americans now oppose further cuts in welfare spending to reduce the deficit -
up from 34 percent In January.
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Waelfare Reform Talking Peoints: CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT
May 1885

"t we velue responsibility, we can’t ignore the $34 billion in child support absent parents sught
to bs paying to millions of parents who are taking care of their children...People who bring
children into this world cannot and must not walk away from them.”

President Clinton, State of the Union address 1/25/94

The Administration recognizes that both parents must support thelr chiidren, and is working to
enact the toughest child support enforcement program ever preposed. Child support
enforcement is a crucial part of welfare reform, because it sends a strong signal to young
people about the responsibility of both perents to the children thay bring into the world
Parenthood brings clesr obii gatmns antd those obligations must be enforced.

Since taking office, President Clinton has taken strong steps to Improve our nation’s child
support enforcemant system. In 1893, we coliected a racord $9 billion in child supponrt
payrnents from non-custodial parents, due 1o the increased resaurces we've devated to child
support enforcement and the IRS’ withholding of income tax refunds from parents. in addition,
our néw in-hospital paternity establishment provisions, the president’s exscutive order to
improve child support enfarcement among faderal employees, and the Justice Department’s
aggressive pursult of parents who ¢ross state lines without paying will' work together to further
improve the system.

Child support can help end the poverty and insecurity that victimize single-parent families. The
failure to collect child support has sevaral explanations. Paternity is not estabilished for most
children born out of wadlock: chlid support awards are usually low and rarely moedified; and
Ineftective collection allows many absent parents -- especially in interstate ceges -- to avoid
payment without penalty, If child support orders reflecting currant ability to pay were
gstablished and enforced, single mothers would have recelved $34 billion more than they now
receive, Closing that gap is a top priority for this Administration.’

The Clinton Administration has a comprehansive plan to Improve child support collection. As
thae President has said, governmaents don’t raise children -~ parants do. To send that message
laud and clear to men and 'women - those who already have children and those who don’t -
weitare reform must include tough child suppart enforcement measures like streamlined
paternity establishment, new hire reporting, uniform interstate child support laws, computerized
statewide celisctions, and license revocation. These five Administration-backed improvements
would ncrease child support collactions by 224 billion In tha noxt 10 years alone -- helping
miflions of children who deserve the support of both parents. And they'd reduce fedsral
welfare costs by $4 billion over the same period.

The “silver lining” in the House weltare bill waas its final inclusion of sll the tough child support

enfarcement measures we’'ve proposed. As President Clinton said. "The welfare reform plan |

sent to Congress last year included the toughest possible child support snforcement. And now

ths Spaaker and his colleagues in the Mouse have taken our child support measures and put

" them into their bill -- including our plan to ask states to deny drivers licenses and prefessional

licenses to deadbeat parents.” Wa're committed to sending the strongest possible message
that parents cannot walk away from the children they bring into this world.

'Etaine Sorensen, "Nongustodisl Fathers: Can They Affard fo Pay More Child Support?" The
Urban Institate {1994,
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Welfars Reform Talking Points: COST SHIFT TO STATES
May 1988

"We will not achieve real reform or state flexibility, if Congress just gives the states more
bhurdens and less flexibility, and fails to make work and responsibility the law of the land.”
Prasident Clinten, Letter to House Speaker Gingrich, 3/20/8%

President Clinton supports state options to reform the welfare system, recognizing that
states are the "laboratories of democracy™ and that certain problems demand local flexibility,
The number and diversity of existing state demonstrations reflect both state eagerness for
weifare reform and the Administration’s commitment to state flexibility. Since January
1843, we have aspproved innovative demonstration projects -- for more than half the states -
enabling them to experiment with new ways of promoting parental responsibility, making
work pay, and helping families become self-sutficient. .

Several key goals must guide our efforts to redesign the welfars system and ansure greater
state flexibility. We must achieve the national reform objectives of work, responsibility and
accountability; ensure funding stability over time; and preserve basic protections for needy
Americans and their children. States should also be rewarded for moving people from
walfare to work, and protected if population growth, an scanomic downturn, a naturel
disaster, or anothar unpredictable amergency causes an insraase in need and applications for
aid.

Tha Clinton Administration is committed to refocusing the welfare system on the natrional
objectives of work and responsibliity, whils maintaining our partnerships with the states. The
federal-state partnership should be retained, with both doing thelr share to make welfare
recipients seif-sufficient. But we won't have real welfare reform or state Hexibiity if
Congress just gives states moreg burdens and fower resources. The bill passed by the House
of Representatives would end this partnership and reduce federal supports for states by at
least $66 billion -- making it harder, not easier, for them to move people from welfare to
wark. -

Woelfare reform should not mean conservative mandates. States nesd more Hlexibility, not
less. And they don’t need conservative micromanagement - but that's exactly what the
House bill would impose. Governors and focaf officiafs of bhoth parties agree, and are now on
record against provisions in the Houge bill that would deny assistence to the children of
minor mothers, disabled children, and legal irmmigrants.

Welfare reform must ensure that states are able to help familiss who fall on hard times and
piay by the rules, Any legislation must engble states to succesd in moving people from
welifare to work and supporting working families and children who need temporary help, As
President Clinton has said, "If we’ra going 10 make people on welfare work, then we have to
make 11 possible for them to work, If we're going to make psople on welfare self-reliant, we
have to make it possible for them to support themselves. We can be tough, but we've got (o
practical.” ' ‘
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A Xes Block granting Foad Stamps would have substamial negative conssquences for the

- safery net of food assistance programs now In place; for the sutdition and health of low.
incoms Amesricans; for the food and agriculture econorny, and foxmekvcl and
distribution of federal support to States.

Undex az:y block grant proposal:

. Thc?aodSmpmgmwculdbe nable 1 4 i
gireumstancas, During economie downturns, s:ms wmﬁ& ha% 0 decidt:
whether to cut benefits, tighten eligibility, or dedicate their own revenues o the
Food Stamgp program.
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EXECUTIVE Q8 F I‘C E O F THE PRESIDENT
09~Jan~1995 11:0)lam

T David Leavy

FROM: Bruce N. Reed

Domestic Policy Council

SUBJECT : Welfare Update

1£ MeCurry 1s briefing today, he might get & few gquestions on
walfare reform, sugh ags

g. What Is the Admin's position on Friday's agreement b/w GOP
Congressional leaders and GOPF governorg to block grant several
welfare programs?

A. We have not seen a proposal, and we'll have to look at the
details if they can reach agreement on one. As a foxrmer governor,
the President ig a strong supporter of state flexibility. He has
signed more state walvers in hisg 2 years than Bush did in 4 or
Reagan did in 8, and his welfare reform plan would give the states
unprecedented flexibility to try new things without sven asking
for a waiver. But he alsoc wants to make sure that any welfare
reform plan doesn't simply shift new costs and new burdens to the
states,

L3

Q. When is the Administration going to hold its welfare summit?

A, [wWe hope to announce details later this .week.]

0. Will the Administration introduce the same bill as last year?

A. We introduced a strong, centrist plan last year, and we hope
that this Congress will pass a bill that follows the same basic
principles of work, responsibility, tough child support
enforcement, etc. As the President discussed with Congressional
leaders last waek, this is an issue where Americans from both
parties should be able to agree. Soon we will hold a bipartisan
working session to hear from governors, logal officials, and
members of Congress. We'll put our plan on the table after that.

Q. What is the Admin's reaction to Gov. Howard Dean's comments
this weekend that the GOP block grant proposal will starve the
poor and throw olid pecple on the street?



A. It is very important to listen to the governors -~ from both
parties -- on lssues like welfsare reform, because in the end
they're the ones who have to make it work. We hope that we can
agree on an approasch to welfare reform that is good for the
states, good for the taxpayers, and good for people on welfare who
desparately want to break free of it. We think that governors
from both parties can find common ground.

Call me if you have any questions., Thanks.



WELFARE REFORM

What do you think of the welfare reform agreement announced today between House
Republicans and Republican governors?

I haven't scen the details yet. T think we've made somce progress on inportant issues
like the nced for tough child support enforcement, and it's very imporiant to me and 1o
the Amcrican people that we put couniry before party and end welfare as we know it
But as Congress begins this historic debate, et me tell you what I have always
believed that welfare reform is about. 've been working on the welfare problem for
14 years now, and [ can tell yvon:  Real welfarg reform is about moving people from

shouldn®t be about punishing children because thcg’ happen to be poor.

Can you sign a bill that does not contain an individual entitiement?

We've got 1o keep an cye on that issuc. I'm all for giving states a lot more {lexibility
— I've given waivers t0 23 states, more than any other President.  But we won't have
real welfare reform if alb Congress does is shift costs to the states and put childron at
risk. The real test for any welfare reform bill is: Doeces it move people from welfare
to work? Docs it reduce oen pregnancy? Docs it hold parents responsible for
supporting their children? Doces it protect children, not punish them for their parenty’
mistakes? ' '
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Leon Panetta was gueted in the NYT as saying that President Clinten
wante to protect “the antitliement side” of welfare. The sane
article says Secretary Shalala made a similar argument in a
confldential memo to the President. I¢ this a “"line in the sapd"
for the Adminigtration? Must APDC, FPood Stamps and’ S31 be
entitlemonts instead of discretionary block grants as the
Republicans in Congress and the NGA have suggested?

ANSHRER:
Everyone agrees on both the need for state flexibility AND the need
for clear national guidelines, We'/ve ¢got to reguire work and

rasponsible behavier. We will continue to discuss these 1lssues
with the governors. We believe we have a common concern: we should
be very careful to make sure that we don’t put states at financial
risk. We won’t have flexibility or reform if we put ourselveas in
a position that when a recession comes along, the states go broke,
e need to maintain the federalw~state partnership, and it would bs
very difficult to design a pure discretionary block grant that
dsesn’t put states and individuals at risk.

Follow-ups

But are you ruling oul a move from entitlements to discretionary
spending altegether? Or would you accept it if the states accepted
it?

ANS H

What I’m saying is that it needs to be thought through carefully in
the months ahexd, as we ¢ontinue to talk with geverncers and mnembersg
of Congress. In addition to the sffect on states, which are very
important, we alse want toe c¢arefully consider its effect on
individuals who may hit a temporary “bump in the read® and will
need agsistance. In their recent meeting, the MHational Governors
Association, in fact, 4id not reach a censensus on this issue., So
our intention is to continue our discussions with them and with

Congress.
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Does the Administration suppert giving states contrel over the
welfare system through block grants?

ANRWER:
Welfare prograns have historically been funded and administered as
state/federal partnerships. States administer <the welfare

programs, set AFDC benefit levels, and tailor job training and work
progransg to -theiy different economic and social circumstances.
Through the two dozen waivers granted by this Administration,
states have been given even more flaxibility to design innovative
approaches to welfare raform. At¢ the Working Session on Welfare
Reform =at Blair House, we agreed, howsver, thatr the federal
government does have an important role in protecting children,
setting goals, and reguiring that benchmarks be met,

o one federal role is to snsure that state welfare programs
embody national values. The 2dminigtration’s goal is to move
toward a sgystem Iin which all states are reqguiring work,
ensuring parental regponsikility through vigorous c¢hild
support enforcenent, and discouraging young people from having
children too soon, wWhiles we are committad Lo gtiate
flexibility in welfare reform, geveral key goals wust guide
cur efforts: we must achieve the national reform objectives of
work, rvespensipility and accountabllity: ensure funding
stability over time and preotect states and individuals against
sconomic downturns; and preserve basic protections for needy
Americans and their children.

o Another federzl reole is to cushion states against ecopomic and
demographic fluctuations., Often, the times and places of
greatest need are those with the fewesnt resources. Federal
funding helps states serve their communities during times of
economic distress.

o A third federal role is to ensure a national safety net for
millions of poor families. 2s we reform walfare to focus on
work, responsibility, and reducing dependency, we must not
ferget that these programs provide a lifeline when a parent
has logt a job, a mother cares for a seriously disabled child,
an alderly person can’t make it on meager-pension benefits, an
abused partner finally takes her child and breaks away, or a
working family nseds.a small supplement. As$ a natiosn, we have
accepted respensibility for ensuring that cur needlest
families have soma help in meeting their basic needs.
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NOYTE TO RAHM AND BRUCE --

The Secretary haeg approved the Q and As, but would 1ike 10 add g santence or (wo
that the President said in the Oval Offics photo op on January 27:

"it's also impartant that we not forget that a lot of people who go on public
assistance will only do it once in their lives, because thay temporarily hit a2 bump in
the road. And we have to D8 Surae that we will be abie to provide assistance to
thess people when they only nead soma short-term haip "

Thariks - Maeiigsa
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‘Guidance on new Republican welfare reform bill
February 9, 1994

BACKGROUND:

Rep. Clay Shaw is scheduled o annocunce a new version of House Republicans®
welfayre reform legislation in a speech to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce this
morning. It is expected to replace the existing individual entitlement for
AFDC benefits with a capped entitlement to the states {essentially a block
grant}; maintain the ban on cash aid to teenage mothers in some form; and

retain most other features of the original Personal Responsibility Act. He
.is alsgo expected to say that he intends to work with Democrats in Congress
to include most of the child support. provisions in our welfare rveform bill,

KEY TALKING POINTS:

Walfare reform must be about a paycheek, not a welfare check. Welfare
reform should include reguirsments that everyone who can work doesg work.
We put forward a strong centrist proposal to do just that ~- with work
reqgquirements, time limits, and temporary supports like educatiosn, training,
and ¢hild care. We won't have ended welfare as we Xnow it until the

" gentral fococus of the program is to move people off welfare and inteo a2
private sector job so that they can support themselves and thelr families,

our goal must be tc 1ift people up from dependence Lo independence, not
Just to punish them bacause they happen to Ms posr, younyg, or uamarried.
We intend to work with Congress on a bipartisan basis, but we continue to
oppose any plan to deny assistance to young mothers, break up families,
punish children for thelr parents' past nistakes, or put children in
crphanages. Thaese extreme ideas are opposed by many Republicans as well,
and we hope they will be dropped. .

Tough child support enforcement must be a centerplece of welfare reform.
We're pleased that House Republicans intend to adopt our proposals for
child support enforcement, which was a Xey agresement reached at the Working
Session on Welfare Reform. ' If we're going t¢ end welfare as we know it, we
must make sure that all parents -~ fathers and mothers alike -- take
‘responsibility for the children they bring into this world.
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DRAFT Q AND A8
WELFARE REFORM AND ENTITLEMENTS

Q Is the President novw oppesing the House Republican plan to block-grant
AFDC and end the individual entitlement to welfare benefits? Isn't
this & new position?

A The President has simply repeated his previous concerns about block-
granting AFDC and shifting the program to the states with less money.
As we've sald before in numercus forums, we have serious concerns
akout this approach. First, it runs the risk of really hurting states -
in recessions -- when state revenuves drop even as welfare caseloads
rise. Second, it hurts the working poor - people who hit hard times
and need help for only a few months.

0 Would the President veto a kill that ended the entitlement status of
AFDC? '

The President is not issuing any veto threats,  We genuinely believe’
. that there is a good possibility of bipartisan agreement on welfare
reform. We have certainly laid out our principles, and areas in which
we disagree with the House Republican bill., And it is certainly
possible that Congress could pass bill that the President would oppose
~- if it were weak on work or punishes children, as the President said
yesterday, for example. But we don't think it will come to that.
Several moderate Republicans have already expressed concerns about the
more extreme provisions in the House of Representatives® bill. And
today, the Senate Finance Committee is heolding its very first hearing
on welfare reform. So there's a long way £0 go, and we will continue
to urge all parties to put *politics as usual" aside and pass a
strong, bipartisan bill.
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'I'Hii PROPOSALS §f€}USE REPUBLICANS M‘%’}Z‘Z PURSUEZ} ARE WEAK ON
WORK AND CRUEL TO KIDS

House Republicans have used welfare roform as @ cover for their m:zi prHOrity ==
finding ways to pay for tax breaks for the wealthy, -

These proposals include block grpntin-é gzzccessﬁll nutrition programs such as school
lunch and WIC and reducing food stamp benefits by $16 billion over five years!

The Republicans propose cutting off bencfits to mothers and their children until the
mothers are 18, We propose rcqmrmg these young mothers to lve at home, stay in

F——

. R——

o The administration is pushing for {1} Toughcr work requ:rcmt:zzts that give states the means to
move people from welfare to work; (2) The toughest possible child support enforccmcm- -
“including tough penalties that threatendelinquent pareats with losing drivers and pmfcsszonal - -
ticenses if-they refuse to pay their child support; (3) tougher, smarter ways to demand
responsible behavior amd reduce teen’ pregnaticy, not just punish people because they'se poor,
young and unmarricd; and (4) real f’icx;bll!ty f{}r the states, not new mandazi:s and fess money,

THE PRESIDENT HAS A LE?\(‘THY HIS I’(}RY OF COMMITMENT TO WELFARE
REFORM S |

As Chairman of the National Governors Association, the President helped guide the
1988 Family Support Act to passage, working with a Iﬁ)umeamt:c Congressanda — -
"Republican President.

As Governor of Arkansas, Clinton made the state a leader in both welfare reform and
child support enforcement.

The President has given 25 states the flexibility to reform welfare at the local level
and has signed an cxecutive order making it easier to foree federal employees to sign
the child support they owe,

"

UPDATE

The administration introdueed the Work and Responsibility Act last year — the most
cumprehensive welfare reform legisiation a President has ever proposed.  President Clinton
hosted a bipartisan working session at the White House in January with leaders from all
fevels of government, and the administration will continue to pursue a bipartisan approach. |

House Republicans are moving ahcad with their welfare reform bill. Ways and Mcans, EEO
and Agriculture have all marked up logislation (as of March 8). The Rule Committee will
consolidate the work af the various COZTIH]III(:LS, and floer action is expected the week of the
Hith, '

The Senate has just held its first hearing (March 10). No action on specific legislation is
expected untik April at the carliest.



THE PR(}?(}SALS H()I}SE RE?UBLICANS KAVE P{,?RS{JEI) ARE WEAK ON
WORK AND CRUEL TO KIDS

House Republicans have used welfare reform as a cover for their rcal priority -
finding ways to pay for tax breaks for thc wealthy, -

These proposals inciudf: block gr;nzing succf:ssf_ui nutrition programs such as school
lunch and WIC and reducing food stamp bencfits by $16 billion over five years,

The Republicans propose cufting off benefits to mothers and their childien untit the
mothers are 18, We propose | reqmrmg these young mothers to live at home, stay in~
school, and take zh:: steps noecessary w gt their hvcs on track.

Yoo g

w e -

. The administration i pushing for {1) Toag,hcr work reqnmmcms that gzm states the mc&xzs 0.
move people from welfare to work; (2) The Icmg,hcst possible ¢hild support cnf{)rCcmcnt- -
‘including tough penaltics that threatendelinquent parents with losing drivers and pr{}fessmnal e,
licenses if they refuse to pay their child support; (3) tougher, smarter ways to demandd -
‘responsible behavior and reduce teen: pregrancy, not just punish people because they're poor,
young and unmarricd; and {4) real f’iemblllty f{}r iize. qtatcs not new manda’zcs and less money.

THE PRESIDENT HAS A LE‘N’GTHY fiiS’?i)RY OF COMMITMEW TO WELFARE
REFORM ’

As Chairivan of the National Governors Association, the President helped guide the
1988 Family. Support Act to passage, working with a i}{:mocmuc Congress’'anda -~
"Republican President,
As Governor of Arkansas, Clinton made the state a leader in both welfare reform and
child support enforcement, |
The President has given 25 states the flexibility to rz:form welfare at the local level
and has signed an executive order makmg it vasier to force federal employees to sign
x zhc child support they owe. :

"

¥

UPDATE

.

The administration ntroduced the Work and Responsibility Act last year ~'the most
comprehensive welfare reform legislation a President has ever proposed. President Clinton
hosted a bipartisan working session at:the White House in January with leaders from all-
levels of government, and the administration will continue, to-pursue a bipartisan appmacia. .
House Republicans are moving ahead with their welfare reform bill, Ways and Means, EEQ
and Agriculture have all marked up legislation (as of March §). The Rule Committee will
consolidate the work of the various cnmma{tees and fi&(}r action is expected the week of the
20th.” _ .
The Senate has jusi held its flr’st hearing (March 10). No action on specific i{:gzsiatmn is
czpcctcd until Agmi at thc carlicst.



drafh Shalala statanent

I intend to review the lstest Republican welfare raform propogal garefully.

The Administration will continue to work on welfare reform in a bipartisan
nanner, and I look forward to continuing our discussione with members of
Congress and with governers. In particular, I want to congratulate g2 334 w'&w§;
Congressnan S$haw for agreeing to include tough child support enzarcawent; iﬁf*“
provisions in his welfare reform bill, which was a key agreement reached at’

the Working Session on Welfare Rnfozm. It ve're going to and welfare ag ve
know it, w2 nust make sure that a&ll parenta -~ fathers and mothers alike ~-
take responsiblilitcy for the children thay bring into this world.

But as we worX together to fix cur broken welfare systam, our goal must be
te move peopls from dapendance to independence, not just to punish them
bacause they happen to be poor, young, or unmarried. Real welfare reform
is about moving single parents into the work force, reducing teen
pregnancy, and holding parents responsible for supporting thelr children.
He remsin opposed to provisions which would deny assistance to young
nothars, punish children, or raplace families with orphanagas. Any
proposal must be measured by lite success in protecting children, regquiring
work, and rewarding responsibility.

Vi b i

wh
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Leon Paneftta was quoted in the NYT this morning saying that
the President wants to proftect "the entitlement side” of
welfare. The sgame article says Secretary Shalala made »
similar argument in a confidential memo to the President. Is
thiz a "line in the sand®” for the Administration? Hust AFDLC,
Food Stamps and 551 be entitlements instead of discretionary
block grants as the Republicans in Congress and the NGA have
suggested?

Everyone at today'’s meeting agreed on both the need for more
state responsgibility AND the need for clear national
standards. We've got to require work and reward respongible
behavior. We will continue the discussions we’ve had with
governors, ag well as members of Congress, on thagse issues.
We believe wa have a common congern: that we maintain what is
a very good partnership and to be sure that we don't put
states at financial risk. We won't have reazl flexibility or
reform if -we pub cursslves in a position that when the first
recession comes along, the states go bhroke. One of the
reasons for our concerns is that it will be very difficult teo
design a pure discretionary Bklock. grant that doesn't put
states and individuals at risk.

POLLOW UP ==

Q:

But are vyou ruling out a move from entitlements to
digcretionary spending altogether? Or would you accept it if
the states accepted 1t7?

What I'm saying is that it nseds t¢ be thought through
carefully in the months ahead, as we continue to talk with
governors and memberg of congress. In addition to the effect
on states, which are very important, we also want to carefully
congider its effect on individuals who may hit a temporary
"bump' in the road"” and will need agsistance.



Welfare Reform

Talking Points: WELFARE WORKING SESSION
January 25, 1295

This working session has been an important step in an honest bipartisan dialogue about
what we must do to fix this country’s broken welfare system. President Clinton has sought
to reform welfare for years, and welfare reform is a top priority for his Administration,
Congress, governors, local officials and the American psople. Today he brought leaders
together from around the country to look for common gwund on the pmbiems and solutions
to welfare reform.

The American people want their elected officials to put aside politics and work in new ways
to solva their problems. With this vision, President Clinton met today with Democratic and
Republican governors, local officials, state legislators and metmbers of Congress to discuss
a common goal: making welfare a transitional system leading to work.

Today’s session proved that when we put aside politics as usual, the distances batween our
goals for welfare reform is not very great. Although we did not anticipate reaching &
consensus at this session, we did learn that there are some fundamental provisions for
raform on which we can alt agree. Dermocrats and Republicans agree that anyone who can
work should do so, that welfare reform should include time limits, and that anyone who
brings a child into this world ought to be prepared to raise the child and take financial and
personal responsibility for that child’s future. And we agree that teen pregnancy and out-
of-wedlock childbearing are important problems that must be -addressed through
comprehensive welfare reform. We also agree that the federal government does not have
answers to every problem, and that states and localities should have the flexibility to design
walfare reform strategies that respond 1o local circumstances.

While therg are argas where we disagree, we will continua our efforts to find a bipartisan

‘consensus. We are committed to working together acyoss party lines to produce real,
tasting change. The American people deserve a government that honors their values and
spends their money wisely, and this common goal must guide our efforts to reform welfare
over the coming months. We don't want politics to get in the way of fixing a welfare
system that neads fundamental change,

Real measures to help welfare recipients move from welfare to work must be a central part
of any reform plan, The President put forward a strong centrist proposal last year with
work requirements, time imits, and temporary supports like educstion, training, and child
care. We won’t have ended weltare as we know it until the central focus of the program
is 10 move people off walfare and into a private sector job so that they can support -
themselves ang their families.

Woelfare reform is part of our larger effort to reward work and responsibility in every
government program. The Earned Income Tax Credit has aiready been signed into law,
cutting taxes for 15 million working Americans and creating an incentive to work and stay
off weifare. As a next step, the Middle Class Bill of Rights will reduce taxes for millions
mare Amaericans who work hard 1o save money, raise their children and train for 2 better
economic future. The welfare system, like the tax systern, must be changed to reward
work and responsibility.
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Bruce == Hare's a first shot at the Q and &, $Since we don't even knovw
what the likely "gQ" is, we may have to revisit this around noon — but
1'd appreciate your edite now, so we c¢an have something ready.

Thanks -~ Melissa

Qr What does the Administration think of the Senate Republicans’
velfare bill unveiled by Senator Packwood today? .

A Until we see the legislation, it's impossible to say whether or not
it meets the President’s criteria for welfare reform. Accerding to
prass reports, he hasz poved the Presidentts way on gome issues,
gush as aanylng halp te teenage nothers. But. the big test of
welfare reform is moving people from welfare to work, and it's not
yet clear whether the Sanate bill will contain the necessary

" incentives and resources for states to enforce real work
requirenments. 5o the jury's still ocut. i :

I want to note that today the President has granted permission to
Arigona to proceed with its own statewide welfare reform plan --
the 29th welfare demonstration we’ve approved. This plan has many
of the elements 1in the ¥President's proposal: real work
requirements; incentives for moving people from welfare to work;
investments in child care; time limits; requirenents for teenagers
to live at home and stay. in school; and measures to reguire
personal responsidbility of both mothers and fathers. In fact, the
Republican governcr of Arizena has joined other governors of both
parties is arguing that congressional klock grant preposals would
hurt the raform sffarts in many states. So we'll continue to
measure progrecs in Congress against one simple yardstick: whether
or net it will really move peapla off of welfare yollsz and onto
payrolls.

»
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Bruce -~

Thia is a litrle xough. but it uses the same language we've used
before to try to create some consigtency. Melissa

5/23/88

DREFT Q AND A
PACKWOCD WELFARE BILL

9

would the Preaident vete the Senate hill, as Senator Moynkhan
was apparently teold by Leon Panetta yesterday?

The chief of graff was reiterabing what the President has paid
many times: he would veto the leglislation passed by the House
of Representatives if it reacheéd his desk in its ¢urrent form.
Ouy reguirements for welfare reform sre simple and clemr., We
want a bill that includes real work regquirements; that rewards
states for moving people from welfare to work; that doesn’t
punish children for their parents’ mistakes; that regulres
pexsonal reasponsibility of both motheys and fathers; and that
containe tough child support enforcerent provisions to ensure
that paxents aren’'t allowed to walk awsy from their
ohligations. The House bill f£ails that test.

But would the President vete a bill that eliminates the
entitlement to welfare benefits, as Senator Moynihan said last
night on *“MacNeil/Lehrexr?"

The Presgident has always expressed concern about the idea of
block granting welfare programs -~ Food Stamps in particular -
« and giving them to the states with less money. Although he
wants to glves states a@ lot of flexibility, we won‘t really
have welfare reform or state flexibility if Congress just
gives sbaves 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 if population growth, an economic
downturn, & natural disaster, or another unpredictable
emeyYgency causes an increase in need and applications for aid.

fon2
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DRAFT O AND A
PACRWCGOD WELFARE BILL

Q: would the President veto the Senate bill, as Senator Moynihan was
apparently told by Leon Panetta yesterday?

A: The chief of staff was reiterating what the President has said many
tines: he would vato the legislation passed by the House aof
Reprasentatives if it reached his desk in its current form. Our
rveguirements for welfare reform are sinple and clear. We want a
Bill that includes real work requirement:s; that rewards statves for
moving pecple from welfare to work; that doesn't punish children
for thelir parents’ mistakes; that regquirves perscnal responsibility
of both mothere and fathers; and that contains tough child support
enforcement provisions to ensure that parents aren't allowed to
walk away from their obligations. The House bill fails that test,

0:  But would the President veto a bill that eliminates the entitlement
to welfare benefits, a¢ Senator Moynihan said last night on
"MacNell /Lehrer?®

As the President has said, he wasn'’t elected to pile up a stack of
vetoes. But he has always expressed real concern about the idea of
bloeck granting welfare programs —- Food Stamps in particular ~- and .
giving them to the states with less money. Although he wants to
givea states a lot of flexibility, we won't really have welfare
refore or state flexibility if Congress Jjust gives states nore
purdens and fewer resources., Again, ocur test of any hill will be
simple: it should be tough on work, not on innocent children. That
means, in part, that states should alsc he protected if population
groawth, an economic downturn, a natural disaster, or another
unpredictable emergency causes an increase in need and applications
for aid.



. What do you think of today’s reports that Repubtican governoss are pushing a Scnate biil
- that would modify some of the tougher aspects of the House bill?

A. Any governor, Republican or Democral, would be crazy to support the House bill. It's
weak on work, tough on kids, and would cost the states a fortune, 1I'm glad to sce that cven
the most conservative Republican governors are joining me and the Catholic Church in saying
that we shouldn't punish innocent children for their parents' mistakes. This is a step in the
right direction, but we've got a long way 1o go. If we're going to truly end welfare as we
know it, we've got to pass a bipartisan bill that is tough on work and doces right by children.
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Questions and Answers an Senate Welfare Proposal
April 13, 1994

But what sbout the block grant concept? If the Senate did pass a bill, as the

House already has, that ended the entitlement status of AFDC, would the

Prasidant object?

As | have said, the discussions reported on today are preliminary staff
canversations. No bill has bean introduced yet, and we’'l have 1o wait and see
how the Senate decides to proceed. The President has made clear has made
clear his ssrious objections to many provisions in the MHouse bill. He's not going
to sign a bill that is unfair to children, weak on work and responsibility, and
lacking in the resources that states need to move people from welfare to work.

'But we don’t think it will come to that. These discussions betwsen governors

and the Sanate do show that members of Doth parties are interestsd in
dropping the most punitive provisions in the House bill, and that's a good first
stop. But there's a lang way to go, and we will continue to urge a2l parties to
put "politics as usual" aside and pass a strong, bipartisan bill.

goos
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Quastions and Answers on Senate Welfare Proposal
April 13, 1884

Q:

Would the President veto a bill that looked like the proposat being discussed in
the Senate?

Asg | have said, the discussions reported on today are preliminary and involve
only a few Republican governors, No bill has bsen introduced yet in ths
Senate, and we'll have t¢ wait and see what comes out of these discussions.
The Prasident has said repeatediy that ha's interested in working in a bipartisan
mannsr with the states and the Congress, but thers has to be real incentives
1o move single mothers from welfare to work,

Woes
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Cusstions and Answers on Sanate Welfare Proposal
April 13, 1884

Is the proposal in the Senate moving in tha right direction?

Again, any propossi that continues the move away from orphanages is moving
in the right direction. And their move toward the center is not surprising given
the amount of criticism they've had from the Catholic Church and others for
being tough on children instead of tough on work. But that's not the only step
that needs 10 be taken for a proposal tv meat the test of real welfare reform.

Our fundamental requirements for real wslifare reform have not changed. Any
proposal must put work first and foremost. It must have real incentives io
movse people from welfare to work, and real resources and performance
measures {0 halp states get the job done. So while this nawest propesal has
dropped many of the provisions that were tough on children, it apparently
retaing the same unaccepiable work provisions in the House bill. Under the
touse hill, for example, states would be able to count people cut from the rolls
as participating in work -- whether or not they had actually found jobs. in my
vigw, that’s not a real welfare-to-work plan, Even the Hearitage Foundation and
the Republican head of the Congressionat Budget Office have criticized those
provisions ag weak and unenforceable,

2004
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Questions and Answers on Senate Welfare Proposal
Aprif 13, 1984

What do you think of the welfare proposal reported today in the New York
Times and Washinaton Post?

First of all, I'm not surprised that even the most conservative Republican
governors are advocating significart changes in the House bill.  After all, this
is a bill that originally suggested that poor children be placed in orphanages and
contained a lifetime ban on aid to children of teen mothers, i drew criticism
from the Catholic Church gven after it was amended. So they had nowhere 10
go but up.

However, in my view, the jury’s still out on whether these prefiminary staff
discussions will produce real welfars reform legisiation. My fundamsnial
requiraments for welfare reform have not changed, Any proposal must put
work first and forsmost. 1t must have real incantives to move paople from
weolfare to work, and real rasources and performancs measures 1o help states
get the job dons. 8o while 'm pisased that these discussions are apparently
moving away from the House bill’s more punitive provisions, especially those
that wered tough on innocent childran, there’s still a fong way to go.

if o3
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Talking Points :
Why the Republican plan ls weak on work \
3j23/8% .

Work requirements were added as an afterthought. This bill isn't about
paving wonen from welfare to work; it's about budget cuts in foster care,
adoption, and aid to disabled children. Originally, the werk participation
requirement in 1996 was 4 percent of the caseload. Then, after the
governore protestsd, it was just 2 percant -« -and gven resuma writing
gqualified as Y"work." Then it was 4 parcent again, and then yesterday, in
responge to Democratic criticism, it increased to 10 parcent. How CBO is
criticizing some of thelir hastlly written participation standards —— those
that apply to two-parent familles -~ as unworkable, It's clear that thay
haven't really given any thangh to what should be the centerpiece of
walfare reform: work. ‘

Casaload yeductions etill count ag "work." Ths hill containg a perverse
incentive for states t¢ cut women and children from the rolls, since any
reduction in their caseloads count toward the participation reguirements,
cutting -people 0ff is not the same as "work,™ and it's a sham to say it is,

It doesn*t include funding for any of the supports ~- like education,

training, and child care -- that single mothers need if they're really
going €0 go to work. In fact, child care funds are cut. If they were
really seriocus about work, they would include provigions te make sure

welfare recipients rznzshad high school, got Job training, and got the
child care they need to finlsh school and work, ’

It repeals the Family Support Act, passed by a bipartisan Congress and
signed by President Ronald Reagan in 1888. States have beaen making
progress in moving people from welfare to work under that legislation --
and the Rapublican bill repeals it.

It doesn't include provisiong to be sure women .are moving from welfare to
work in the firsgt two years. oOur propoaal Like the Deal kill, reguires .
that welfare recipients are preparing to work from the very first day.

Even after they were amended yesterday, the work participation reguirements
in 19496 are still weaker than current law. Under current law, 11.% percent
of the caseload would be working in 1596 « in either public or private
sector Jobs. Seo states can meet the initial work requirements by doing
absolutely nothing. The New Republic called that "workfake.™

Its toughegt work reguirements are more lllusory than real., Republicang
1ike to talk akout the work participation standards after the yeaxr 2000,
put the bill only authorizes actlions roy the next five years. Even the CBO
report acknowledged that this bill can only be taken s&rzausly through the
yoaar 2000.

It allows states to evade the work requirements -~ either by cutting people
off or by taking a modest penalty. Not mseting the work regquiremwents neans
only that states will take a modest penalty of cne-half percent to five
percent of their federal payment. Even Republicans have admitted that the
work standards ara “easy to cireumvent.v 3



WELFARE REFORM Q&A
Monday, March 20, 1998

Q. Do you share the Catholic bishops' concerns that the Rc;mbhczm welfare reform biil
would punish children and lead to more abortions?

A. Yes. We've said repeatedly that in its current form, the bill is not tough cnough on work
and on deadheat parents, and it's too tough on innocent children. The bishops' statement
could have a real impact, because the Catholic church has a great deal of experience in
looking out for children. Modcrate and pro-life Republicans are working hard 1o amend the
provision that would deny benefits to young unwed mothers, We believe the Congress will
come around to the position the President laid out in the State of the Union: We must end
welfare as we know it, but we shouldn't punish innocent children for their parents’ mistakes.

k.
Q. Docs the Administration believe that the Rc@ﬁ:ém bil] would lead to more abortions?
>
A. The leading advocate of the provision, Charles Murray, has said that it would lcad to an
increase in abortions, and some pro-life Republicans refused to sign the Contract with
America because they belicved it would increase abortions, Dur approach is better:  instead
of refusing to help teen mothers and their children, we should require them to live at home
with their parents, stay in school, identify the child's father, and tom their lives around.

0. Does the Administration support the Deal substitute?

A. Both Democratic substitutes are based on the President’s essential principles: moving
people from welfare to work, the toughest possible child support ¢nforcement, a national
campaign against teen pregnancy, and so on. We-support efforts by Democrats as well as by
Republicans to improve the current bill, which is not tough cnough on work and
responsibility and too tough on kids. [NOTE: Don't take positions on the two Democratic
substitutes. If you necd an excuse, the Rules Committee hasn't even decided which
amendments are in order.]

Q. Will the changes the Republicans arc rumored o be considering make the bill more like
something the President can suppont?

Ao We'll bave 1o wall and see what they actually do. We have expressed several concerns
about the bl in its current form, but the President has made clear that we want to work
together in a bipartisan way 1o pass real welfare reform this year,



Q. What will the President be doing this week to affect the outcome of the House debate?
Will he be lobbying individual members?

A. The President devoted his Saturday radin address to the issuc, and we released an HHS
report pointing out that our child support enforcement provisions would increase collections
by $24 billion over the next 10 years. We will send a letter expressing our views on the
House bill later this week, [NOTE: We're leaking it to Devroy today.] Administration
officials have been meeting with members of Congress in recent weeks to press for Changes,
such as our drivers license provision. (As CNN put it over the weekend in their story on the
President's radio address, we want to say to deadbeats, they can run, but they can't drive.)

The President has set the terms of this debate from the beginning, when he called for an end
t0 welfare as we know it He spoke out on it in the State of the Union Address and in his
speech 0 NACO. He has now given waivers 10 half the country. We believe that when the
dust settles, Congress will come around to the principles the President laid out in his plan.



03/18/95 13:12 202 690 5673 " HHS-PUBLIC AFPAl , ¢ 003
i & 4 M ) :

*

3716 '
Rules CDmmitta& actian on welfare reform
Draft © and As - x \

Q Is the Administration concerned that there is not yet a Democratic
alternative to the House Republican welfare reform bill? I understand
that ‘-because of disgension within the party, the Democratic leadership
is asking that two very different Democratic substitutes be voted on
next week. . -

A First, I understand that the Rules Committee has not yvet anncunced its

‘deciaion on the procedure for floor debate. But it's really not
important how many Democratic amendments are offered -- what's
important is that Democrats are in aqraement ‘on the basic principl&s
of welfare reform. Real welfare raform is about moving welfare’
recipients from welfare to .work, parental responsibility, taugh child
support enforcement, and measures o reduce-teen pregnancy. " Thatl!s
what the President is for, and that's what Democrats are for. what
the Republicans aye proposing is not real welfare reform.: :

Q Will the hdministratlonx&ndorse oné of these Democratic propasals? Do
you prefer Rep. Deal’s bill to Rep. Mink's bill?

As I've sald repeatedly, we're not going to issue specific
pronouncenents this early in the process. We've laid out what we're
for: moving welfare recipients from welfare to work, parental
responsibility, tough child support enforcement, and‘meaauras to
reduce teen pregnancy. .Those are our yardsticks as we move forward,

H



ENDING WELFARE AS WE KNOW 1T
March 7, 1995

In a speech today {o the National Association of Counties, President Clinton will
reiterate the values that must guide reform of the nation’s welfare system: work, family,
and personal responsibility. He will also take anether step to giving states the flexibility
they need to reform welfare, while Congress debates natinnal reform.

The Welfare System is Badly Broken. Nothing has done more (o undermine our sense of
responsibility than our failed welfare system. [t rewards welfare over work. It undermines
family values, [t lets millions of parents get away without paying ¢hild support. 'I“hat is
why Presidemt Clinton 1s working hardaq to reform the welfare systen.

We flave Made a Good Start Fixing the Welfare System. In the last two years, the |
Clinton administration has given more states the fiexibility they need to find their own ways

to reform welfare than the past two administrations combined.  As of today, 23 states -~ half e

the nution - have received welfare reform waivers from this Administration, more than
twice as many welfare waivers as the Bush Administration approved during four years,

Three Yalues Must Guide Welfare Reform: Work, Family, and Responsibility.

L Work: Wellare Must be Tough on Work., We have to make welfare what it was
meant to be: a second chance, not a way of life. We will help those on welfare move
to work as quickly as possible, provide child care and wach skills if they need them,
But after that, the rule will be simple: Anyone who can work must go to work.

. Family: We Must Make Parents Pay Child Support. I a parent isn’t paying child
support, we will make them pay; suspend thelr drivers’ licenses, track them across
state Hines and make them work off what they owe. We are collecting a record level
of child-support from delinguent parents -- §9 billion in 1993, a 12 percent increase
over the previous year. That's why the President signed an executive order to make
it easier to find federal employees who owe child support and make them pay.

. Personal Respounsibility: We Should Move People (o Independence, not Punish
them for Being Poor. Our goal in weliare reform most be 1o liberaie people and hift
them up ~ from welfare (o work, mere childbearmg to responsible parenting -- not
punish them because they are poor. We should promote responsibility by requiring
young mothers 10 hve with their parents and finish school, not by putting them and
their kids out on the street.  We should not punish children for their parents’
mistakes. o

Reform Must Not Be Cruel to Kids. The plans currently boing develuped by House Republicans
don’t amount to road wellare retorm. By cutting henelitg such ag schoul lunchus and food stamps and
cutting off yonng mothers, the Republicans may be saving money for & capital gains ax cut, but’
they re nut reforming welfare, Real welfare reform is about helping people move (0 wark, not
simply cutting them off’ ’ '

We Canmd Aliow This Issue to Divide Us, We must end welfare as we know i, hut we must also
stop using this issue fo divide America. Noy one is more eager to end weltare than the people that are
trapped on it We should promote work, responsibility and good pacenting. We shauld punish bad
behavior and the refusal to he a student, & worker. or a responsible parent. But we should not punish
poverty and pust mistakes.
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Draft Talking Points
Working Requirements

WORK "REQUIREMENTS" STILL PHONY

How can wa take thase sericusly when they’re the fourth set of work standards we’'ve
sesn? First thers were the work requirements in the "Contract with Americg” -~ 3
contract that was quickly broken. Next, there was a set of standards and
requirements in the Human Resources Subcommittee bill that weuld allow going te the
library to count as "work." Then, there was a third try included in the EEQ markup -
- gimost as an after thought., Now there’s a fourth version even as Hepublican
members continue to mest with governors, How do we know this isn’t just another

phony set of provisions designed to find political cover?

This bill contains new loopholes, but they'rs still loopholes, Caseload reductions

gan2

count ag " participation in work” -- cutting people off is not the same as getting people |

to work, and it's a shame 1¢ pratend it is.

The bill also containg an easy way for states 1o avoid the participation reqwrements:

altogether. For many states, taking a 5 percent raduction in their Federal grant will -

be choaper and easier than running on-the-job training and work programs.

And what happens after the year 20007 These work requirements are more illusory
than real - since the block grant is only authorized throughout the year 2000, That
means the highest real participation rate is 17 percent, not 50 percent.

And where are the resources to back up these nsw work requirements? Requiring
work is more expansive than just sending a check — as Republicans admitted in last
yoar's bill. At least then thay were honest about what real work requirements mean -
- now they're just passing the costs of their political cover on to the states.
Governors who are serious about work want resources for child care, training, and job
creation -- not new unfunded mandates.
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Draft Talking Points
Under 18 Cut-Off

STILL EXTREME -- AND STILL STUPID

The Republican views are still sxtrome and have been rejected by the American
people. Today's Maw York Times/CBS News poll shows that 87 percent of
Democrats, 63 percent of Indspendent voters, and 57 percent of Republicans are
opposed to cutting off weifare banefits to unmarried mothers under 18.

Yes, thass provisions have changed slightly, but 8o what? Teen mothers and their

. children are only temporarily thrown out on ths strest witheut cash assistance. And

there’s finally an exemption for rape and incest. We're glad you’ve taken a small step
toward the mainstream.

Those provisions are still stupid. Denying assistance {¢ a tsenags mother won’t do
anything to move her toward self-sufficiency. Our approach would -- it condr‘tmna aid
on staying in school, living at homs, and naming her child’s father.

. {ig63



Welfarg Reform
Talking Points: REPUBLICAN PLANS
January 25, 1995

"Waelfare retorm is a top priority for my Administration, for the governors, for the new
Congress, and above ali, for the American psople. Americans have askedtheir electsd
officials to put aside politics as usual and begin earnest work to solve our nation’s
problems - and welfare reform is at the very top of our agenda.”

President Clinton, 12/8/84

President Clinton has sought to reform welfare for yeare and we are pleased that
Rapublicans have developed legislative proposals that share many of his priorities.
President Clinton sponsored innovative programs as gavernor of Arkansas and was
insttumental in the passage of the Family Support Act of 1988, His campaign
focusad attention on welfare reform, and we're pleased that Republicans agree on the
need for change.

Republican plans offer pwof that the consensus on the need for reform reaches across

party lines., Everyone - Democrats and Republicans, administrators and recipients - |

agree that we mustreform.the wellare system. With this goal, President Clinton will
convensg a national bipartisan working session on weltare reform on January 2B. This
meeting will include Republican governors and members of Congress, marking the
beginning of change not just for the welfare system, but for how our government

works, : ) :

Republican legislative proposals share many of the central principles of President
Clinton’s vision for welfare refornm. Democrats and Republicans agree that anyone
who can work should do 30, that welfare reform should include time limits, and that
anyone who brings a child into this world ought to be prepared to raise the child and
take financial and personal responsibility for that child’s future. And we agree that
teen pregnancy and out-ol-wedlock childbearing ars important problems that must be
addressed through comprehensive welfare reform,

While we are committed to finding bipartisan agreement on welfare reform, we are
firmly opposed to some provisions of the House Republicans” Personal Responsibility
Act {PRA). The Administration’s approach supports protecting the children of minor
mothers who play by the rules, improving child support enforcement, and ingreasing
local Hexibility while maintaining a real partnership with the states.

o Our approach would take strong action to address the problem of teen
pregnancy, but would not give up on teenage parents and their children. We
should require work and mutual responsibility, but we shouldn’t cut people off
because they are poor, young, unmarried. We should promote responsibility by
requiring young mothers to live at home with thseir parents or in other
supervised settings and finish school, not by putting them and their chiidren out
on the street. We shouldn’t punish poor children for the mistakes of their
parents. We strongly oppose the Republicans’ orphanage proposal which could
cost billions of dollars, create a new government bureaucracy, and divide
families instead of strengthening them.



i

Welfare reform must also require responsibility from both parents, The Clinton
Administration has proposed a comprehensive plan to improve child support
enforcement and ensure that both parents contribute to their children’s well-
being. We would suspend drivers licenses, track parents across stats jines, and
make them waoark off what they owe. In contrast, the House Republican plan
contains few child support enforcement provisions and could actually reduce
rescurces for enforcement. We must do more, not less, to ensure that both
parents live up to their responsibilitias.

We must refocus the welfare system on the national ohjectives of work and
responsibility, while maintaining our partnerships with the states. Some
Republican plans would cut funding for vulnerable populations and leave
everything up to the states. Such proposals could create a massive cost-ghift
to the states and threaten the safety net for millions of poor children. While
the Administration is commitied to state flexibility, we must be honest about
the congequences of proposals such as the Personal Responsibility Act for state
taxpayers and individusls. We must craate real, lasting welfare reform that
focuses on the fundamental goals of work and responsibility.
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Weifare Reform

‘Talking Points: OVERALL ?i.ﬁ&

Jdanuary 28, 1985

"I helieve we must end walfare as we know it, because the current welfare system
is a bad deal for the taxpayers who pay the bills and for the familias wha are trapped
on it. The American people deserve a government that honors their values and
spends their morey judiciously, and a country that rewards people who work hard and
piay by the rules.”

President Clinton, 2228584

The Pmsi:ieznt 5 commitment to welfare reform is part of his longstanding commitment
to the middle class values of work, responsibility and family. Whilé governor of
Arkansas, Prasident Clinton worked closely with elected officials from both parties to
pass the Family Support Act. As President, he has given more than 20 states the
flexibility to reform welfare at the local level and introduced the most comprehensive
welfare reform legislation ever proposed.

Now he’s invited the country’s bipartisan leadership 10 come together to forge a
national consensus on welfare reform -- and restore American values to a badly broken
welfare system. Americans have asked their elected officials to put aside politics as
usual and begin earnest work to solve our nation’s problems -- and welfare reform is
at the top of our agenda. People want their leaders to stop the partisan bickering,
come together, and roll up their sleeves and get to work.

The President is fighting to reward work and responsibility in every government
program. The Earned Income Tax Credit has already been signed into law, cutting.
taxes for 15 million working Amaericans and creating an incentive to work and stay off
welfare. As a next step, the Middle Class Bill of Rights will reduce taxes for millions
more Americans who work hard {¢ save money, raiss their children and train for a
better economic future. The welfare system, like the tax system, must be changed
to reward work and responsibility.

Welfare reform must ensure that taxpayers’ monay is well spent. The federal
government should help young mothers and their children escape welfare, but it
shouldn’t suppert long-term dependency. That is why the President’s approach would
require work, not encourage orphanages; put a two-year time limit on welfare benefits
and then insist that recipients go to work; devote more resources to child support
enforcement, not less; and mount s new effort to fight welfare fraud. The American
neople deserve a governmeant that honors their values, spends their money wisely, and
rewards people who work hard and play by the rules.

Walfare reform should give single parents a chance at the middle class. Work is still
the best social program ever invented, and anyone who can work should do so. But
i you're going to require work, there has 1o be a job there, along with the requirement
that people on welfare will have to get off it and go to work after 8 specified period
ot time. Thare alse has 10 be support for people who are working and raising their
children - like education, training and child care.
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Welfare reform must strengthen families, because there is no substitute for caring
families when it comes to teaching children the value of work and responsibility. We
need to {aunch a national campaign against teen pregnancy, and make it clear that no-
one should get pregnant or father a child i they're not preparsd to 1ake responsibility
for that child’s future. Teenagers who do have a child must be required to live at
home with their parents, finish high school, work and pay child support, but they must
also get the help they nsed to become good role models for their children. Arbitrarnily
denying aid 1o young mathers and putting their children in wphanagas will weaken
families, not $trengthen them.
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NOTE TG RAHM AND BRUCE -

Here's a firet draft of the Q and A we discussed this morning. I'm now
being told that Packwood will not unveil his Bill on Monday, but will
just ke talking about welfare reform in general terms -~ s¢ this is
probably way too specific. But why don‘t you take a look at it, and we
can discuvgs Monday morning. -

Have a good weekend —-

Heligsa

What does tha Administration think of the Senate R&publlaans*
welfare bill unveiled by Senator Packwood today?

We have not yet reviewed the legislation, so it remains To be seen
whether or not it nmeets the President's criteria for real welfare
reform. As the President has gaid, cur requirements are simple and
¢lear. We want a bill that includes real work reguirewments; that
contains the incentives and the resources for states to get the job
done; and that reguires personal responsibility of bwoth parents.
That neans welfare reform legislation mnust include personal
responsibility agreements to be sure single mothers are moving
toward work from the very first day, and tough child support
enforcement provisiong to ensure that fathers aren't allowed to
walk away from their obligations.

HMoasured against that vardstick, the Benate plan is a step forward.
For example, it deletes the House ban on assistance to teenage
mothers. But on weork, it gtill £alls far short in terms of
providing real incentives for states to move people from welfare to
work. It‘s alsc important te point out that. Republicans in
Congress are still confusing budget cutting with welfare reform.
The bill passed by the House of Representatives was both tough on
children and phony about work, It slashed $68 billion from
programs that serve needy children in order, to pay for a tax cut
for the rich. The Senate bill does seem Lo be an improvement, and
if mambers of the Senate want to work with us in a bipartisan way,
we're certainly open to that.

1

¢



A
3 +3

EXECUTIVWVE ODFFICE O F THE . PRES

EXECUTIWVE QFF I CE oF T H E PRES
28~-Jun~1994 Q7:14pm

TC: Richard L. Siswert

FROM: Jaremy D, Benami

Domestic Policy Council

SUBJECT: Memo for Business VWeek interview

Jake --

The folliowing memo 1s for your use as briefing for the Business
Week interview. I didn't know what format 1¢ should be in, s0

you can do whatever you need to change it. Bruce has ssen and

approved.

I'm reachable on beeper tonight 1f you need anything, and in
tomorrow morning at x65584,

June 28, 1994

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

Subject: Background for Business Week Interview

In its June 13 issue, Business Week ran a lengthy pilece On
welfare reform. In addition to basic ¢overage of your plan and s
conparison with the Malnstream Forum and House Republican plans,
the magazine also provided its own proposal. This meno
summarizes thelr proposal and provides some prief guestions and
answers addressing concerns raised in that article.

Business Week proposal

Business Week proposes spending $4 billion a year to move 2.5
miliion adults on welfare (half the caseload) into jobs within

two years. They say!

« “The system must be retooled to focus on skill training, job
search help, and developing close ties to local businesses
that can provide the jobs.,"

-~ "Not everyona will find work right away, so new public
service jobs will be needed. . . Recent studies suggest that
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work 1ls out there - especially In an expanding economy
creating 250,000 positions a month.”

Inmprove training programs: tie them to real jobs in the
community, get rid of failed programs, eto. _
Provide health care and ¢hild care (few specifics provided)
Rebuild the family: establish paternities;: enforce chiid
support from fathers:; ¢arly family planning

More state sxperimgntation.

Ubhviously, these basic principles are at the oore of your Work
and Responsibility Act and provide the basis for potential
compromise with the Maingtyaasm Forum and the House Raepublicans,

Questiong and Answers

The following questions and answers tackle thres main griticisms
in the Business Week article:

3

: b

Your phase in is too slow
¥Your budget 1s too low
¥Your financing is unclears

18 34 Why do you propose to move so slowly in your bill, when
you made the "ambitiocus campaign promise,” to end the
current welfare system., [Note: Business Weelk calls for
moving 2 to 2.% million people from welfare to work in two
vears —-- your plan calls for 400,000 in the WORK program by
the year 2000]



A Our plan is ambitious. It calls for a complete change
in the philosophy and culture of a welfare system that’'s
been sround for 60 years. We are moving from a focus on
waelfare checks to paychecks, f£rom income maintenange to
gself-gufficiency. Within five years, half of all recipients
will be in our tinme-limited system, The message for the
nert generation will have been changed., A million people
will be either off welfare or working. - These are magsive
changes that do take time. There 1is near uvnanimous
agreement from the states and experts {(including Judy Gueron
from MDRC) that these changes cannot take place overnight if
wer want them to work.

{: How do you respond to widespread criticism that $8.8
biilion over five years is not enough to fund meaningful
welfare reform. [Note: Business Week calls for $4 biilion a
year, calls the level of funding in your bill “*a fatal
deficiency." Says administration backed down from §18
piilion plan originally proposed. ]

Az Thare has never heen any retreat from the oore elements
of my reform proposal. The phassge-in plan, the expansion of
training and jeb search programg, as well as the creation of
the program to provide work ¢pportunities remain unchanged
from the original proposal presented by the Working Group.
Our phase-in plan ig driven by & desire to make this a
workabhle programs for the states that have to run it. we
can discuss the level of funding for child care for the
working poor but that will not have an impact on our ability
to change the nature of the welfare systenm..

Q: - Have you really found an acceptable way to pay for thig
propesal? [Note: Business Week says Leon Panetta is stili
"gmpity~handed” in searching for funding.]

Az We have a balanced package of financing proposals that
provide & good starting point for discusgions with Congress.
It's a realistic proposal that does not make any one
particular group unfairly bear the burden of paying for this
reform, '
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WELFARE REFORM QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS G- k-

A Under the President’s plan, welfare will be about a paycheck, not 2 welfare
check. The plan completely corrects the disincentives in the current system (¢
make welfare consistent with the values of work and responsibility. Our
proposal changes basic assumptions about welfare, emphasizing self-sufficiency
and empowerment instead of cash support. New time limits will restrict most
AFDC recipients to 2 lifetime maximum of up to 24 months of cash assistance
and training, followed by work. And by focusing on young people, tday’s
teenagers will get a clear signal that welfare as we know it has ended.

Anyone who can work will have 1o go to work within two years, in the private
sector if possible, in a public service job if necessary. Anyone who turns down
a private sector job will be removed from the rolls, as will people who
repeatedly refuse 1o make good faith efforts to obuin availeble jobs, However,
the Administration is committed to providing an opportunity for those who

play by the rules to work to help support their families,

The WORK program will enable those without jobs after two years t© suppon
their families through subsidized employment. WORK assignments will last
up to 12 months, and WORK program participants will generally be required
to engage in job search at the conclusion of 2 WORK assignment., At the end
of two consecutive WORK assignments, participants who have not found
unsubsidized work would be assessed on an individual basis. Those
determined to be unable to find work in the private sector either because there
were 1o jobs available to match their skills or because they were incapable of
working outside a sheltered environment would be allowed to remain in the
WORK program for another assignment. Similar assessments would be
conducted following each subsequent assignment.

Al Some benefits will continue -~ even during sanctions — to protect children,
During JOBS sanctions, for example, children will still receive benefits and
families will keep Food Stamps, housing assistance, and medical insurance.
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The President has decided on a phase-in strategy that initially focuses on the
youngest thind of the caseload - young, single mothers under the age of 25:
those with the most to gain and most at tisk (bom afier 1971). This approach
sends 2 strong message to young women that the welfare system has
fundamentally changed. It changes the incentives of welfare to slow taenagc::s
that having children in an immense responsibility rather than an easy route to
independence. At the same time, we invest in young families who have the
most hope of being helped.

In 1999, the program will affect an estimated xxx familiss, xxx parents will
have left welfare, xoox will be working while on welfare, x¥x will have
reached the two-year time [imit and entered subsidized jobs, and xxx will bein
training and education activities. In the year xxx, xxx families will be affected
with xxx parents having left welfare. States, however, can choose to phase-in
more recipients more quickly - with federal mawhing funds.

Any workable plan is bound by the time needed to build state capacity. If the
reform program was implemented full-scale, in 1997 siates would have to
expand the number of panicipants in the JOBS program from 600,000 t0 2.7
million. It is very unlikely that states could successfully implement the new
program s0 broadly and quickly. Our phase-in strategy lets states start with &
manageable caseload, and go further with federal help if they wish to.

The Clinton Administration expects to invest $9.3 billion doflars over five
years in new funds for welfare reform. The Administration is committed to
providing money for support services and work and training programs for
welfare recipients who will be expecied t© work.

Current estimates show that in the year xxx, the program will affect an estimated xxx
families. Eighty thousand parents wiil have left welfare, xax will be working while
on welfare, and xsx will be in training and education actvities. In 2004, xxx families
will be affected, with xxx parents having left welfare.

Ultimately, welfare reform’s success must be measured not by the program’s
size but by itz ability to help people keep jobs once they leave welfare.
Already, 70 percent of welfurs recipients leave the rolls within two years. But
most (2/3} return within three vears. Qur reform plan provides supports that

will enable people W stay in jobs, remain self-sufficient, and leave the welfare
systemn forever.
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The plan also includes new provisions to prevent teen pregnancy and welfare
dependency. It sends a strong signal to teens that pregnancy and childbirth
should be delayed. ‘We also focus on teens who are already mothers - with
mentoring, child care, time-limited AFDC benefits, requirements to live with a
caring adult and identify their child’s father, incentives to stay in school, and
other services necessary to put them on the path to work and self-sufficiency.

Jobs for welfare recipients will be non-displacing. States will have the option
to place participants in private sector positions, depending an the needs of the
local lebor market, Essentially, states can place recipients in subsidized
private sector jobs, in public sector positions, or with community
organizations. In any case, we are committed to the belief that it is better o
provide jobs - for those who play by the nules - so that people can learn. job
skills and become oriented to the workplace instead of receiving endless cash
benefits.

supported jobs would people

States and local communities can design WORK programs appropriate %o the nearby
labor markst and local nesds and circumstances, They an place recipients in
subsidized private sector jobs, in public sector positions or with community
organizations. Most jobs would pay minimum wage and occupy between 15 and 35
hours per week. Thesa jobs cannot pay less than cash assistance. Public sector jobs
might include child care or home health workers. Many communities have real work
that needs 1o be done {0 improve their schools, neighborhoods, and patks.

Several studies show that federally-supported job-tmining programs have been
successful. A study of the Job Training and Partnership Act found that participants
had higher salaries and were more likely to obwin and keep jobs. Sixteen percent of
FEPA participants were above the poverty level in the first post-program year,

compared to only 2 percent of non-program participants, (Nationa!l Commission for
Employmeat Policy)

A study conducted in California by Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC) found that JOBS participants’ earnings increased an average of 24 percent
over the control group after the second year,

In MDRC’s recent review of the JOBS program in California, Riverside County’s
GAIN program had impressive results for single parents. In the second year, it raised
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the group’s eamings by 1,179, or 53 percent over the group average. Its total
improvement in eamings, over the first two years, reached $2,099 per person. The
County also saved $70] in welfare payments in the second year, a 17 percent
reduction compared 10 the amount of payments made o the MDRC control group.
Total welfare savings reached $1,397 per person after two years.

Other federally-supported job-training programs have also been successful, Training
Ing. has worked with some JOBS programs to place welfare recipients in private
sector jobs for close © 20 years.

An evaluation of the federal Teen Parent Demonstration program in IHinois
and New Jersey found that teenage mothers who received conditional benefits,
along with case management and support services, achieved significandy
higher rates of school attendance and employment, The 3,000 participants
who faced a $160 reduction in their monthly AFDC grants had success rates
nearly 20 percent higher than young mothers who did not face sanctions or
receive services.

Additionally, the New Hope Project is a model welfare-to-work program that
represents a unique partrership between private and public sectors. In a pre-pilot
program with 52 participants, 43 participants were working full-time primarily in
regular sector jobs. These encouraging results demonstrate the impact of subsidizing
work for individuals and families who are currently poor and making work pay.

The new program will expand the JOBS program and will build on successful state
and local models. It will provide additional federal funding and higher federal match
rates 10 ease state figcal constraints and make sure that JOBS, ¢hild support, and
prevention programs really work, Greater antomation, simplified program rules, and
streamlined administrative requirements will minimize resources spent on paperwork.

The President’s plan will transform the culture of the welfare bureaucracy from the
business of writing checks into the business of helping people find jobs and keep
them. Agencies will be forced to immediately move recipients into jobs and enforce--
rather than undermine—~{he values of work and responsibility.

A: The plan recognizes that child care is an egsential part of welfare reform. To further
encourage young mothers to work, our plan would guarantee child care during
education, training, and work programs, and for one year after participants leave
welfare for private sector employment. Increased funding for other federal child care
programs will bolster more working families just above the poverty line and help
them stay off welfare in the first place. Our plan also improves child care quality and
ensures parental choice.
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A Subsidized child care will be provided for all participants in education, training, and
in the WORK program. The plan will also continue to guarantee subsidized child care
for one year in order to ease the transition from welfare 1o employment.

Q: ith_the new disregard,
and still receive benefjis?

A:  The new disregard is not really determined since states will have the flexibility to
establish their own disregard policies. The plan will require states to distegard a
minimum of $120 in earnings, indexed for inflation. Indexing will ensure that
working recipients have an adequate earned disregard in the future,

The plan will also ensure that a WORK participant will recelve supplements s that
she will not be worse off than someons recelving cash assistance,

The proposal will eliminate the waste, fravd, and misuse in the welfare system. The
plan coordinates programs, automates files and monitors recipients. States will have
o verify the income, identity, alien statug and Social Security numbers of new
applicants and assign each recipient a national identification number. Anyone who
refuses to follow the rules will face tough new sanctions, and anyone who turmns down
a job offer will be dropped from the rolls. Cheating the system will be prompity
detected and swiftly punished,

A national public assistance clearinghouse will use identification numbers to track
peaple wherever and whenever they use welfare, and a "new hire” database will
monitor recipients’ earnings. This system is essential for a time-limited welfare
system. Jt will also prevent people from collecting benefits in two Jurisdictions
simultanecusly and escaping their responsibilities by moving.

ig the Hmit twa ve

A 1wo year limit balances the need to communicate to those entering the welfare
system that AFDC is 2 temporary support system by moving recipients quickly into
the labor market, while remaining sensitive to the fact that 2ll recipients are not
competitive in that market. We believe two years is enough time for most people 1o
pbrain the skills and training they need 1o find 2 job and become economically self
sufficient. In fact, 70 percent of welfare recipients already leave the rolls within two
years, and many applicants are job-ready. From the very first day, the new system
will focus on making young mothers self-sufficient. Working with a caseworker,
each woman will develop an employability plan identifying the education, training,
and job placement services needed to move into the workforce.
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Al Yes. However, there 1s a cushion for individuals who leave AFDC with less than six

months of eligibility remaining. Tn such cases a person could “earn-back” 1 month of
AFDC eligibility for each 4 months off AFDC/WORK.

A:  Some fathers are as poor as the mothers and children who are receiving AFDC.
These parents need to be provided with the opportunities to fulfill their role as
financial providers for their children. Therefore, states will be given the option of
developing JOBS and/or work programs for the noncustodial parents of childres who
are receiving AFDC. Stipends eamed through work programs will be garpished to
pay current support orders.

and out-of-wedlock pregnancy?

Today, minor parents receiving welfare can form independent houscholds; often drop
out of kigh school; and in many respects, are treated as if they were adults. Qur plan
changes the incentives of welfare to show teenagers that having children is an
immense responstbility rather than an easy roure o independence,

As part of our plan, roughly 1,000 middle and high schools in disadvantaged
areas will receive grants to develop innovative, ongoing teen pregnancy
prevention programs targeted to young men and women. Broader initiatives
will seek to change the circumstances in which young people live and the ways
they see themselves, addressing health, education, safety, and economic
opportunity. '

Phasing in the new system will direct limited resources o young, single
mothers with the most at nsk and send a strong message to teenagers that
welfare as we know it has ended. This phase-in approach, as well a5 a
mixture of supports and sanctions for teen parents, will send 2 strong message
10 the next generation. From the very first day, teen parents receiving benefits
will have to stay in school and move toward work. Unmarried minor mothers
will have to identify their child’s father and live at home or with 2 responsible
adult, while teen fathers will be held responsible for ¢hild support and may be
required to work off what they owe. Al the same time, caseworkers will offer
encouragement and support; selected older weifare mothers will serve as
mentors to at-risk schoel-age parents; and states will be allowed to use
mangtary incentives 1o keep teen parents in school.

Our plan will also include a national campaign against teen pregnancy.
Emphasizing the importance of delayed sexual activity and responsible
paremting, the campaign will bring together local schools, communitias,
families, and churches. A national clearinghouse will provide these groups
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with curricula, models, materials, training, and technical assistance relating to
teen pregnancy prevention programs.

A: Approximately 8 percent of the AFDC caseload would be able to move off welfare if
they received child support payments.! In addition, for a custodial parent in a low-
wage job, the receipt of child support could be the crucial factor which kesps her
from entering the welfare rolls,

AFDC costs could be reduced by over 28 percent if child support awards were in
place in all cases, and all non-custodial parents paid the support they are calculated to
be able to pay. This money would come from the 8 percent reduction in caseload and
from the reimbursement the govemment would get for AFDC benefits paid 1o
custodial parents on welfare.?

* From TRIM microsimulation analyais by e Lrban Instinga,

7 Carrent Popuiation Survey-Child Suppont Supploment and Survey of Income and Progrum Passizipation:

unpublished. ASPE whelations; Office of Child Support Enforcement and Office of Pamily Assistance publivied separts; Pn:mly
Disrption s Bsonowle Hardship: Serica P-70, No 23
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welfare reform.

Thank you for supplying us with suggestsd questions on

We are beginning to prepare briefing materizls

in anticipation of hearings that could kegin ag aarly as the week
of June 27,
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Thanks for you assistance, please contact us if you have any
othexr guestions.
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WELPARE REFORM QUESTIONS FOR ASPE

{1} Does anysne ever actually have their benefits terminated
under this plan? :

3) How many people will get off the welfare rolls as a resylt of
this propoesal znd when?

{4} Why did you chose 2 two-yegar limit? Won't this lead to a
peopls staying on AFDC for the full two-yesr periad rather than
getting off sooner than twe years (haven't you just created a two
year entitlement to AFDC)?

{8) Heow soon dees a person have to gtart looking for work?

{6} Given the diversity of the AFDC caseload, isn't & two~yoar
limit too rigid? Since AFDC reclpients vary tremendously in
terma of their job skills, shouldn't the limit be one year for
some and three years for others?

{7} Is the two~year limit a lifetime limit?

{8} What dees this proposal do about to reduce welfare
fravd/abuse/error/vaste?

{9) Why not simply fully fund the existing JOBS progran and give
it more time to work? Why not wait to learn more from walvers
and demes hefors making dramatlic changses in the system Lhat may
not work?

{10} To what extent are welfare reform eflforis cumplicate& by
larger issves such as labor market conditions/trends?

(11} What is the proper balance hatween work expectations and
parenting responsibilities?

{12} How will success pe defined in welfare reform?

(13) 1Isn‘t this welfare as usual for recipients over age 257
Deesn't that go against the President’s campaign promise to “end
welfare as we Know 1t?¢

{14) If a parent lsn‘t willing to or accept a job ¢ITer that the
recipient feels is beyond their capacity or has nc private health
insurance coverage, ls the entire family sanctioned? What
outcomes do you expect for children in this situation? Aren't
they being punished or neglected due to the actions of thelr
parents?

{15) People will begin with two years of JOBS, then have the
sptisn of two one-yaar WORK assgignments. If they can’t find a
job and still need public assistance they may move back intg JOBS
or even pre~JOBS. So are there really any time limits here?

@
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(1§} Why non pur older welfare rveciplents or reclpientg with
¢hildran in school or in Head Start to wvork immediately, since
they are less likely to have children in need of child care?

(17} You allow an extension of the time limit to individuals who
need 1Lt to complete an education or training program.  Surely two
yeara for such programs is enough. pHon't the extensions and
excaptions throughout this proposal distort this welfars effort
significantly, such that it bacomes indistinguishable from the
current systiea?

(18} How many people will be ¢xempt from participation?

{19} Will there be any expectation of people on waiting lists?
How long can & person wait on such a list before services and
expectations are in place for them? Has anything really changed
for these people?

(20} What happens to a recipient who goes on the rolls, agress

to an employahility plan and then is never provided the sexrvices
she heeds to get 2 job dus to State inertia. What recourss does
she have?

{21} How does this welfare refornm legislation fit into other
Administration initiatives (Re-employment act, Health care
Reform?) :

{22) How many AFDC recipients are arrected by the
Administration's proposal? How many ars not covered?

(23} How long will take to phase-in all AFDC reclplents?

{24) Why is the effect s¢ limited?

{25) Why did the Administration chose this phase-in mechanism?
{26) Did you consider focusing on other groups such asg those
with the clozsest connections to the work force who would be most
likely %o make the successful transition off of welfare, at lower
costs, and with fewer child gare needs?

{27} Will people whe are not in the phased-in group have no
expectations placed on them whatscever?

(28} Can states chose to cover people other than the phase-in
group?

(29) 1Is there a difference between rural poverty and urban
poverty and will welfare reform take those differsnces into
econsideration (for transportation, child care, etc.}?

(36} Are the states ready for welfare reform? Will they be ablse

to implement welfare raform, including changes in AFDC, JOBS, and
child support enforcement? Tf not immediately then when?
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{31} How will job training program under JOBS be coordinated
with existing job training programs in the Department of Labker?
How i# coordinated with the Administration‘'s Re-employment Act?

{32} .If the JOBS and Work programs are part of "One Stop
Shopping", what agency will administer the pregrams and pay for
the training?

{33} Could & persen bz provided with some cervices without boing
brought completely inta the pregran?

{34} Why should the gavernment provide jobs te people on
welfare? Won't this take jobs away from working peoplae?

{35) wWhat kinds of publicly-supported jobs would people gat
under this program? How much would they be paid? Will they be
jokbs that provided training to move into higher paying and/for
higher sKilled labor? Who pays for the superviaion of thees
workers? _

Will they be reguired to do anything besides show up for work
{continued job search In the private sector, additicnal
training)?

{3§) What happens to those in areas with high unemployment, such
ag reservations, wio cannct find Jjobs?

{37 Won't people stay in the WORK program {orever? How lonsg
will an individual pe allowed to stay in a publie =service or
subaidizad private sector job? Will families be penalized if no
WOrk 18 available?

{38) How will states be akle to generate the necessary WORK
slots, given the bleak history of subsidized jubw?

{39} Do you anticipate union objections te your public services
jobs? Will empleyers prefer clients subsidized through welfare
to paying “full price” to those who are not on the system? How
are you assuring that there will ke no displacement of private
seoher workers?

(40) Have you undermined the child care guarantee by cutting
back on the amount of child care originally contemplated?

{41) How are you proposing te strengthen the child support
system? Your savings seenm unreallistically high, can you support

them?

{42} How will Ffathers pay support if they don't have jobs? will
anything be required of fathers who cannot pay the child support
thay owe?

{43) Many parents pay child suppert regularly and fajrhfully.
TIe it necassary ta impose such a “"big brother” system on all non~

0
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custadial parants?

(44} How do you expect z non-custodial parent to work to meetc

‘ his/her support obllgation when sanctions include suspension of
drivers licenszes and professiconal licenses? Isn't this counter-

productive?

(45} Will you provide funding for job allotments for unemploved
nales who are noncustodial parents? .

(46} What are you doing in this proposal %o turn the tide on
tagn pragnaney and sut-of-wadlock births?

{47) What ils the evidence that imposing a “family cap" will
reduce births among AFDC recipients? Is there any evidsnce that
raducing or sliminating welfare increases would have any impact
on the birth rates of cur-of~wedlock children? WwWhy did the
Administration allow a State option to deny additional henefits
for children conceived on AFDC?

(48] What happens to the children born to women sSubject to the
family cap? How does your plan ensure that they are adegquately
carsd for?

(48} I understand teen mothers will be reguired to live at home

sy with a responsible adult, how will you handle situations where.

the minoy mother is threatened by the home envireonment?  Will
the minor be allewed te live with ancther responsible adult
without having teo prove that living with the parent could be
destructive? Who will determine whether the responsible adult is
appropriate? How easy will it be for a minor mother to get a
good cause exemption in order to continue living on her own? I8
this proposal likely te have any real impact, or is it mainly
synbholic?

{50) What kind of results can be realistically expected from &
"mational campaign®? How long would yoeu expect it to he berore
we see any results?

{81} If this administration is seriocus about reducing the number
of people on welfare, why has limiting welfare benefits for
additional children been left as & State optien?

{52) wWhat are you doing to address the issue of men who father
echildren out-of-wadlnak?

{53} The higher earnings disregard in the first four months of
AFDC raceipt is to encourage work., If the Administration intends
to encourage work, why does the propesal allow States the option
of changing the disregard so that disposable income for 2
rocipient could and up baing lawer in the first four months than

under current law?

(54) Dy allewing States the eption te provide benefits for a

(5
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iarger proportion of two parent ramilies, aren't we yoing to
increase welfare rolls?

(55) By alleowing States the option of treasbing single parent
families differently than duwal parent households, aren't we
discriminating against intact families?
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WELFARE REFORM QUESTIONS FOR ACF

{1} What happens to the children if somecne’s benefits and/or
public job are terminated?

{2} How will state agency staff be trained te assume their naw
roles as case managers and coordinators of a wide range of
services? How will this training be paid for?

{3} What happens to somecne whe takes 2 job but leaves it after
& wmonths, c<an they return to AFDC?

{4} What a&re the specific sanctions against peopie who “don't
play by the rules” or people who repeatedly refuse private sector
jobs?

{3} If the sanctions include a termination of all AFDRC benefits,
who will ensure that the children are not harmed by this?

{6} How much flexikility will states have in designing and
implementing their welfare programs under welfare reform? Can
states still subnit wailver applications?

{7} W¥hat will happen tc states that have waivers [n place,
particularly waivers that provide special services s AFDC
recipients other than those in thé phase-in group?

{8} With the new income disregards in AFDC, what will be the
highest actual inceme a person could earn and still receive
benefits? Will this be diffsrent across States? Will there be
encugh differances in $tate implementation that some States will
be substantially more attractive to recipients than others?

{8y Will states ke shle draw down the money made available for
JOBS/WORK, since seome have heen unable £o under the 1988 Family
Support Act?

{10} How will this plan affect people in the territories?

{11) What will be the incentives/matching rates for states?
{12) Won't many states alrasady have an "x years and out" pelicy
by the time this plan is implemented, and won’t this in turn lead
to a greater reguest for waivers?

{13} TFederally-supperted job training programs do not have a
successful track record, why will this program be more effective?

(14) Will tribes receive direct funding for JOBS?

(18] Wno will dctormine what kind of training is appropriaste for
the individual recipient?

()
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(16) What kinds of publiclywsupported joks would people get
under this program? How much would they be paid? Will they be
jobs that provided training to move inte higher paying and/er
higher skilled laber? Who pays for the supervision of thess
workers? Will they be required to do anything besides show up

for work (¢ontinued Jjob search in the private sector, additional

training)?

{17) What happens to those in areas with high unemployment, such

as ressrvations, who cannet €£ind jcbs?

(18) Won't people stayv in the WORX progranm forever? How laong
will an individual be zllowed to stay in a2 public service or

subsidized private sector jeb? Will families be penalized if no

work is availlable?

(18} How will states be able to generate the negessary WORK
glots, given The bleak history of subsidized jobs?

(20} Do you anticipate union ebjectisns to your public services

jobs? Will employers prefer clients subsidized through welfare
to paying “full price” tuv those who are not un the system? How
are you assuring that there will ke no displacement of private

SELTOr workers?

{21} How will these be bhetter than the CETA program, vhich is
generally viewed as unsuccessful? Is there any evidence that
these jobs are worth the addicionsl expenditure of public
dollars? :

{22} What ¢ontrels Wwill pe in plags 19 detaet fraud in Lhe WORK
program? Is it pessible that the program will become a gliveaway

to private sector employers?

{23} Who develops/controls the new WORK programs? What is the
Federal role, the State role, thas logal role?

{24) Will WORK participants, both in subsidized private sector
jobs and public sector jobs, receive the same benefits as other
amployess who do not hold their jobs through the WORK program?

{25) How will it be determined vhether WORK participants are
nired by the public or private sector?

(26} Will there be any time limit on participation in the Work
program?

{27) What incentives will there bhe for a private employer to
hire & person from the WORK program? What will motivate 2
private employer to shift a person from subsidized to non-
gubsidized enpleyment?

{28) How will the Work prcgram deal with part-time work? Will
thera be sllowancss for part~time work?
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{2%) Will thers k¢ any uney maved with the Jobs/Work prugram?

(3C) How will the plan deal with the elimination of the safety
naet of h?using assistance, food stanps, etc, Oncs a persen has
found private sector enplovmant? :

(31} What ch%l& care mervices are available for a welfare
recipient taking a private sector jcb?

(32) How much will this proposal expand federally-funded child
care programs? Who will have access to¢ this child care, just
AFDC recipients or the working poor as well?

(33) Why not consolidate all child care programs and make more
efficient use of limited dollars?

{34) Does your proposal give c¢hild care to all AFDC reciplents
in JOBS or WORK, as well as the working poor? If so, hovw do you
justify the cest to the government to provide a single woman,
working in a minimum wage job, child care assistance and the
EITC? Wouldn't it actually cost less for her to simply receive
AFDC? And wouldn’'( it méke nure sense, especially if she has
voung children, for her o recelve AFDC and be able to stay home
and raise her children?

{15} How much will subsidized child care cost? How leng will it
be providad for sach family? Are some families in the same
economic circumstances bBeilng left ocut? Isan't this inegultable?
Will people who are not in the phased-in group have access to
services such as ¢hild <are and JOBS? Will there be enough
resources for these indlvidualis? :

(36) How many people would get off welfare if all non~custodial
parents paid the support they ware suppose Lo pay?

{37} How will the adequate legal safegquards and protections
afforded through a judicial review and process possibly be
maintained if you move to an administrative process as proposed?

{38} Why ave all famillies included in State child support
registries to be reviewed automatically every three years? The
proposal calls for expensive upgrading of the systew; will the
savings really exceed the cost?

{38} 1Is three years the appropriate timeframe in which to review
all cases?

{40} Is it appropriate for cthis system to become iqvalva& in
non-AFDC cases? Will the cutcome warrant the spending necessary?

{41} How burdenscome will this system by on employers? Will the
additional paperwsrk reguired to report all new hires discourage
employers from participating, or from willingness to hire people
whe will reguire such paperwork?

)
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WELFARE REFORM QUESTIONS FOR AsSKB

{1} How nuch does this program cost? HWhy is it more expensive
te get people off welfare Lhan to Keep them On the existing AFDC

progranm?
(2) How will this refoerm proposal ke pald for?

{3} Why are you financing welfare reform on the backs of
immigrancts and the homeless?

{4) What are the provisions, if any, affecting indigent aliens?

{5} HKHow muth of the burden of financing this bill is going o
€all on legal immigrants?
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WELFARE REFORM QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

wfare E}ut doesa’t end it and in 38 way expan
T promises fo end welfare as we know it?

Qur proposal changes the basic assumptions of the welfare system, emphasizing work
and responsibility instead of ongoing cash support. Under the President’s plan,
welfare offices will focus on helping people 1o get paychecks, not welfare checks.
Support, job training, and child care will be provided to help people move from
dependence to independence. But time limits will ensure that anyone who can work,
must work--in the private sector if possible, in a temporary subsidized job if
necessary. At the same time, by focusing on young people, we send 2 clear signal to
today’s teenagers that welfare as we know it has ended.

Does anvone ever g "off the clif! yw

President Clinton’s welfare reform plan will demand responsibility by requiring
anyone who can work te work within two years, in the private sector if possible, in a
subsidized job if necessary. Anyone who turns down a private sector job will be -
removed from the rolls, as will people who repeatedly refuse o make good faith
efforts to obtain available jobs. However, participants who are willing 1o work and
play by the rules will not be left without a way to provide support for their families.

The President’s plan will move people into the workplace as quickly as possibic, by
making WORK assignments less attractive than unsubsidized alternatives. We limit
each WORK assignient to one year; require frequent job search; and withhold the
EITC from WORK participants in subsidized jobs. After two years, WORK
participants wha have not found unsubsidized work would be individually assessed.
Those who were found to have failed to apply for open unsubsidized jobs, who failed
1o cooperate with potential employers, or who had wrned down job offers would be
removed from the program and barred fwm applving for further subsidized work for
six months.

Some benefits will continue -- even during sanctions - to protect children. During
JOBS sanctions, for example, children will still receive benefits and families will keep
Food Stamps, housing assistance, and medical insurance. During WORK sanctions,
families will keep Food Stamps, housing assistance, and medical tnsurance,

How many are affected? How many aren’t? Why js the effect so limited?
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The President has decided on a phase-in strategy that initially focuses on the youngest
third of the caseload - young, single mothers born after 1971: those with the most to
gain and most at risk. This approach sends a strong message to young women that
the welfare system has fundamentally changed and alters the incentives of welfare o
show teenagers that having children is an immense responsibility rather than an easy
route 1o independence.

In the year 2000, 2.4 million adults -- about half of the caseload - will be subject to
the new niles, including time limits and work requirements. Almost one million
people will either be off welfare or working. 331,000 people whe would have been
on welfare will have lefi the welfare rolls. 222,000 parents will be working part-time
in unsubsidized jobs. 394,000 people will be in subsidized jobs in the WORK
program. That's up from 15,000 now. States can also ¢hoose to phase-in more
recipients more quickly - with federal matching funds.

Any workable plan is bound by the time needed 1o build state capacity. It would be
very difficult for states to successfully implement the new program more gquickly.
Our phase-in strategy lets states start with a manageable caseload -~ initially about
one-~third of all recipients - and go further with federal help if they wish, By the
year 2004, two-thirds of all welfare recipients . will be covered by the new mles.

What are the costs, federal and non-federal? How would they be financed?

The Clinton Administration expects to invest $9.3 billion dollars over five years in
new funds for welfare reform. Al of it will be fully paid for with program cuts and
Tevenue extensions ~- we will not raise taxes or increase the deficit.

In the year 2000, 2.4 million adults will be subject to the new rules, including time
limits and work requirernents, Almaost one million people will either be off welfare
or working. 331,000 people who would have been on welfare will have left the
weifare rolls. 222,000 parents will be working part-time in unsubsidized jobs.
394,000 people will be in subsidized jobs in the WORK program, That’s up from
15,000 now.

Utltimately, weifare reform’s success must be measured not by the program’s size but
by its ability to help people keep jobs once they leave welfare. Already, 70 percent
of welfare recipients leave the rolls within two years. But most (2/3) rerurn within
three years, The supporis in our reform plan will enable people to stay in jobs,
remain self-sufficient, and leave the welfare system forever,

The plan also includes new provisions to prevent teen pregnancy and welfare
dependency. By changing the incentives of welfare and launching a national
prevention campaign, it sends a strong signal to teens that pregnancy and childbirth
should be delayed. We also focus on teens who are already mothers - with
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mentoring, child care, time-limited AFDC benefits, requirements to live with a caring
adult and identify their child’s father, incentives to stay in school, and other services
necessary to put them on the path to work and self-sufficiency.

Why should the government provide jobs? Doesn’t this in effect take away jobs from
others? '

Jobs for welfare recipients will be non-displacing, and states will develop WORK
programs appropriate to the local labor market. States can place recipients in
subsidized private sector jobs, in public sector positions, or with community
organizations. We believe that providing jobs will allow people to gain job skills and
leave welfare instead of réceiving endless cash benefits.

What kind ublicly-supported iobs would people get? How much would they be
paid?

To make the WORK program appropriate to local labor markets, the President’s plan
encourages state flexibility and community-based initiatives. State governments can
design programs to fit local labor market needs: temporarily placing recipients in
subsidized jobs, in public sector positions, or with community organizations. Many
communities have real work that needs to be done to improve their schools,
neighborhoods, and parks. States may employ young mothers as child care or home
health providers, support self-employment and micro-enterprises, or hire private firms
to place participants. Most jobs would pay minimum wage and occupy between 15
and 35 hours per week. '

What is the record of federally-supported job training programs? Why will they do
t w?

Our plan will expand the JOBS program and will build on successful state and local
models. It will provide additional federal funding and higher federal match rates to
ease state fiscal constraints and make sure that JOBS, child support, and prevention
programs really work. Greater automation, simplified program rules, and streamlined
administrative requirements will minimize resources spent on paperwork.

The President’s plan will transform the culture of the welfare bureaucracy from the
business of writing checks into the business of helping people find jobs and kecp
them. Funding incentives will encourage agencies to move recipients into jobs
immediately and enforce--rather than undermine--the values of work and
responsibility.

Several studies show that federally-supported job-training programs have been
successful. A study of the Job Training and Partnership Act found that participants
had higher salaries and were more likely to obtain and keep jobs. Sixteen percent of
JTPA participants were above the poverty level in the {irst post-program year,
compared to only 2 percent of non-program participants. (National Commission for

i@oos
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Employment Policy)

An evaluation of the federal Teen Parent Demonstration program in Illincis and New
Jersey found that teenage mothers who received conditional bensfits, along with case
management and support services, achieved significantly higher rates of school
aitendance and employment. The 3,000 paaticipants who faced a $160 reduction in
their monthly AFDC grants had success rates nearly 20 percent higher than young
mothers who did not face sanchions or receive services,

A study conducted in California by Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
(MDRC) found that JOBS participants” earnings increased an average of 24 percent
aver the control group after the second year.

In MDRC's recent review of the JOBS program in California, Riverside County’s
GAIN program had impressive results for single parents. In the second year, it raised
the group’s earnings by $1,179, or 53 percent over the group average. Its total
improvement in carnings, over the first two years, reached $2,099 per person. The
county also saved $701 in welfare payments per person in the second year, a 17
percent reduction compared © payments made to the MDRC control group. Total
welfare savings reached $1,397 per person after two years.

Other job-training programs have also been successful,  America Works, based in

- New York, Connecticut, and Indiana, has placed 5000 welfare recipients in permanent
positions with private companies.” Adanta’s Marriott Marquis Hotel employs femate
welfare recipients through a federally-financed training program; after six months, 94
pereent of its hires are still employed.? And Training, Inc., buased at seven national
sites, has placed welfare recipients in jobs for almost 20 years. Working closely with
local businesses, the organizaton finds positions for 89% of its clients?

The New Hope Project is a model welfare-to-work partnership between private and
public sectors. A pre-pilot program with 52 participants moved 43 people into full-
time, primarily private sector jobs. Thess encouraging resulis demonstrate the impat
of making work pay through subsidized jobs for poor individuals and families.

President Clinton's proposal will expand and improve the child care system. In
contrast, neither the Senate nor the House Republican welfare reform bills include any

Working Group on Wellars Reform fact ghest 2/04.

Mgl Srreat Joyrnal 4/28/94, p. 1.

*Training, Ine., places B7% of itg graduates in unsabsidized parmanent or Iong-zemﬁ temporary
jobs; pne year later, over 84% are siili pmployed and $79% have resoived raises {Warking Group on
Waeifare Reform State Profiles 3/10/94 and Training, Ine., fact sheeti.
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new provisions for child care, We will make work a viable option for single mothers
by providing affordable, accessible child care for both families transitioning off
welfare and low-income working families. Qur plan wiil guaramee child care through
education, training, and work, and for one year after participants leave welfare for
ensubsidized employment. We increase availability through additional funding for
existing programs, coordinate niles across all child care programs, and encourage the
development of safe and nurturing care environments,

A Welfare recipients in work and traising, including the JOBS and WORK programs,
will be goaranteed child care, Those leaving welfare for unsubsidized jobs wil] also
receive a year of Transitional Child Care in order to ease the trangition from welfare
1o employment. We also substantially expand child care funds for low-income
working families.

Q: With the new disregard, what will be the hiphest actual income & person could earn
and still receive benefits?

A The new disregard is not really determined since states will have the flexibility to
establish their own disregard policies. The plan will require states to disregard a
minimum of $120 in sarnings, indexed for inflation. Indexing will ensure that
working recipients have an adequate earned disregard in the future.

The plan also ensures that WORK participants will receive supplements so that they
will not be worse off than those receiving cash assistance,

What does the proposal do about welfare fraud?

Qur proposal will eliminate the wasts, fraud, 2nd misuse in the welfare system. The
plan coordinates prograns, automates files and monitors recipients. States will have
to verify the income, identity, alien status and Social Security nurmnbers of new -
applicants and assign each recipient a national identification number. Anyone who
refuses to follow the rules will face tough new sanctions, and anyone who turns down
a job offer will be dropped from the rolls. Cheating the system will be promptly
detected and swiftly punished,

A national public assistance clearinghouse will use identification numbers to track
people wherever and whenever they use welfare, and a "new hire” database will
monitor recipients’ earnings. This system is essential for a time-limited welfare
system, It will also prevent people from collecting benefits in two jurisdictions
simultansousty and escaping their responsibilities by moving,

v Q: Why is the [imit two vears? How soon does a person have to start looking for work?

Al A two year Hmit tells those entering the welfare system that AFDC is 2 temporary
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support, yet remains sensitive (0 the fact that all recipients are not yet job ready. We
believe that two years is enough time for most people to obtain the skills and training

they peed to find a job and become economically self sufficient. In fact, 70 percent

of welfare recipients already leave ihe rolls within two years, and many applicants are  ~
Job-ready.

But from the very first day, the new system will focus on making young mothers self-
sufficient, and we expect many recipients to leave welfare for work well within two
years, Working with a caseworker, each woman will develop an employability plan
identifying the education, training, and job placement services needed to move into
the workforce. New rzeipients who are job-ready will also immediately be orientad
t the workplace through job search. Anyone offered a job will be required to take
it.

1s the two-vear period a life-time limit?

Yes. However, there is a cushion for individuals who leave AFDC with less than six
months of sligibility remaining. [n such cases a person could potentially “earn-back”
1 month of AFDC eligibility for each 4 months off AFDC/WORK.

w will fathers na gt if they don’t have jobs?

Some fathers are as poor as the mothers and children who are receiving AFDC,
These parents need to be provided with the opportunities 1o fulfill their role as
financial providers for their children. Therefore, states will have the option to develop

- JOBS and/or work programs for the noncustodial parents of children who are
receiving AFDC, Stipends earned through work programs will be garnished to pay
current support orders,

Q. How cap vou twrn the tide on teen prepnancy and put-of-wedlock pregnancy?

A To prevent welfare dependency in the first place, teenagers must get the message that
staying in school, postponing pregnancy, and preparing o work are the right things 1o
do. Our prevention approach includes:

® A national campaign against teen pregnancy. Bmphasizing the imporiance of
delayed sexual activity and responsible parenting, the campaign will bring together
local schools, communities, families, and churches.

® A national cleavinghouse on feen pregnancy prevention. The clearinghouse will
provide communities and schools with curricula, models, materials, training, and
technical sssistance refating to teen pregnancy prevention programns,

#Mobilization grants and comprehensive demonstrations. Roughly 100G middie
and high schools in disadvantaged areas will receive grants 10 develop innovative,
ongoing teen pregnancy prevention programs targeted to youang men and women,
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Broader initiatives will seek to change the circumstances in which young people five
and the ways that they see themselves, addressing health, education, safety, and
economic opportumnity.

Qur plan changes the incentives of welfare to show teenagers that having children is
an immense responsibility rather than an easy route to independence. Phasing in the
new systern will direct limited resources to young, single mothers with the most at
risk. From the very first day, teen parents receiving benefits will have to stay in
school and move toward work., Upmarried minor mothers will have to identify their
child’s father and live at home or with a responsible adult, while teen fathers will be
hetd responsible for child support and may be required to work off what they owe.
At the same time. caseworkers will offer encouragement and support; selected older
welfare mothers will serve as mentors to at-risk school-age parents; and states will be
atlowsd to use monetary incentives to keep teen parents in school,

How many peonle would exit welf

are calcvi z be aie 1o pay?

Approximately 8 percemt of the AFDC caseload would be able (o move off welfare if
they received child support payments.® In addition, for a custodial parent in a Jow-
wage job, the receipt of child support could be the crucial factor which keeps her
from entering the welfare rolls,

AFDC costs could be reduced by over 28 percent if child support awards were in
place in all cases, and all non-custodial parents paid the support they are calculated to
be able to pay. This money would come from the 8 percent reduction in caseload and
from the reimbursement the government would get for AFDC benefits paid to
custodial parents on welfare

* From TRIM microsimuiation ansivsis by the Urban Institute,

! Current Population Survey-Child Support Supplement snd Survey of Income and Prograzs Participation: unpublished
ASPE tsbuistons; Office of Chitd Support Enforcement and Office of Family Assistance published separts; Family Disooption
and Economic Hardship: Serdes P70, No 2l

Qa3
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More Welfare Reform Questions and Answers

Az President Clinton recognizes that the social and economic forces influencing the
poot run deeper than the welfare systern,  The Administration has undertaken many
closely linked initiatives designed to spur economic growth, improve education,
expand opporfunity, restore public safety, and rebuild a sense of comnmunity. These
inctude President Clinton’s crime bill, which aids youth in disadvantaged
neighborhoods and increases funding for community policing and viclence prevention.
His School-to-Work Initiative facilitates teenagers’ transition into the work force.
His Head Start expansion snd hnmunization program will help children while
creating additional jobs. And empowerment zones and enterprise communities will
aid regions by combining tax inceatives with relevant social services and economic
development programs. Welfare reform is an essential piece of a larger whole.

The President’s health reform plan is a critical ingredient of welfare reform. An
estimated 1 million people are on welfare chisfly to qualify for Medicaid, the
government's health care program for the poor. Universal health coverage would
allow those people to enter the workplace without worrying about coverage for their
families. Providing health security will reinforce work and help people move from
dependence to independence.

Q: &mm w down the money we mrake ayailable for JOBS/WORK, since they
were unable to last time { 988 Family Support Acty?

A Drafters of the Family Support Act did not anlicipate that state budgets would shrink--
or that caseloads would expand so dramatically, State budget shortfalls have meant
cuts in public 2id staff and reduced state funds available for drawing down JOBS and
other federal money. Tn 1992, states drew down only 89 percent of the $1 billion
available from the federal government, At the same time, both child support and
AFDC caseloads have grown rapidly. The number of AFDC recipients, for example,
increased 33 percent between July 1989 and July 1993.

Qur plan provides $2 billion of additional federal funding and raises federal match
rates 1o ease state figcal constraints and make sure that JOBS, WORK, child support,
and prevention programs really work, The federzl JOBS match will increase further
in states with high unemployment.
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e plan? Can states still subrmit waivers?

The Administration’s plan increases state options, recognizing that states are the
‘laboratorics of democracy” and that certain problems demand local flexibility.
Communities will be encouraged to tailor their WORK programs to local labor market
needs and circumstances.,

The plan will also provide state options to:

* Eliminate discrimination against poor two-parent familiss in the welfare
system;

* Lise monetary incentives as well as sanctions to keep teen parents in school or
GED classes;

* Deny increased benefits to women who have additional children while on
welfare;

* Develop mandatory work programs for noscustodial parents;

* Grant & limited number of extensions to women in work-study programs or
other activities necessary to prepare for work and;

* Set higher earnings disregards for recipients.

Demonstrations and pilot programs will allow states to fing-tune the reformed welfare
systemn. We provide demonstration grants for innovative patemity and parenting
initiatives, work for wage programs outside the AFDC system, different work support
strategies and Child Enforcemem and Assurance programs. Statcs may also continue
10 submit waivers.

role 1 ggai wic, _

The WORK program will be administered by a state agency, typically the [V-A
agency unless the Governor designates another entity,  The administering agency will
receive federal grants and be held responsible for submitting program and financial
reports and meeling appropriate performance standards.

States will have wide discretion in spending their WORK program funds and can
pursue a wide range of job creation strategies. State governments can design
programs to fit local Iabor market needs: temporarily placing recipients in subsidized
jobs, in public sector positions, or with community organizations. States may employ
young maothers as child care or home health providers, support self-employment and
micro-enterprises, ot hire private firms to place participants. We require states to
coordinate WORK services with local governments and community interests. Local
elected officials will help designate or ﬁﬁiabllsh WORK planning boards to aid
program operation in each area.


http:problems�dem.nd

