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Position Paper on
Welfare Reform Conference Report

The Administration is commiited to working with the Congress to enact comprehenaive,
bipartisan welfare reform. Americans have waited & long time for this historic moment. The
current welfare system is broken and fails 10 serve the taxpayers who pay for it or the people who
e tmpped in it, and must be replaced, We owe it to the people who sent us here not 10 let thss
opportunity slip away by doing the wrong thing or failing to act at all.

While we bave sot yet seen s final version of the welfare reform conference report, HRR. 4,
we voderstand that yome improvements have been made to bring it closer to the Senate-
passed version of welfare reform. Unfortunately, these recent changes are not adequate.,
The conference report continues to fall far short of a true overhaul of our welfare system. |
Although an effort has been made to address several important priorities of the Administration --
time limits, work requirements, child support enforcement, and teen pregnancy -- it was designed
1o incorporate such deep budget cuts that States will be unable to move people from welfare to
work, protect children, or carry out real reform. The Administration opposes provisions which
would simply treat welfare reform as a budget cutting exercise rather than as genuine structurat
reform, particularly when these cuts e combined with block granting the food stamp, child -
nutrition, and child protection programs. Welfare reform will only succeed if it moves people
from welfare to work, not if it 19 overwhelimed with budget cuts that are tough on children,

ct-estabhished nfoundat eforre: A bill emerging from a Conlition ofHuzxse
membta, wl’m hawz t:amultcd mii: ethm in bath the House and Senate, would be vastly
preferable to the Administration than the confereace yeport, The structural changes in the
Conlition bill are better and the budget cuts are not as severe, The Admzm;zmuon urges
the Congress to build on thiy bipartsan common ground. :

For nearly three years, this Administration has worked aggressively on all fronts to make welfare
a second chance, not & way of life. In 1993, the President's economic plan gave a tex cut to 15
million working families through the Eamed Income Tax Credit, which rewards work over
welfare. Last year, the President semt Congress the most sweeping welfare reform plen any
Administration has ever presented, which would have time.Jindied welfare benefits; established |
rough work requirements and provided child care for welfare recipients; imposed tough child
support enforcement measures on non-custodial parents; increased State flexibility in nzmmg
public assistence programs, snd ;;wze:zzé children. :

Waelfare caseloads have decreased by 1.2 million, or 8.3 percent, since peak participation in March
1994, The number of single never-married women In the labor force has increased. Child suppont
collcctions have increased 10 a record of $10 billion in 1954, Child poverty has been reduced by
over 600,000 from 1993 10 1994, Earlier this vear, the President signed an Executive Order 1o
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.2
place the Federal Government as a mode] employer for collesting child support. The :
Administration has gramed some thres dozen States the freedom to experiment with welfare
initintives to move people from wellare to work, promote responsibility, and protect children. In
addition, in July, the President directed that Federal regulations be strengthened to prevent

welfare recipients who refuse to work from getting higher Food Stamp beneﬁts when their
welfare checks are reduced.

These measures have gone a long way to reforming welfare sround the country. Through welfare
reform expesiments, 9.9 million recipients around the country are in households in which adults

“are being required to work, take increased responsibility for thewr children, sign a personal
responsibility contract, or earn a paycheck from a business that uses money that was spent on
food stamps and welfare benefits to subsidize private secior jobs. These States arc doing their
part to promote real reform that reflects the basic values all Amencans share, work,
responsibility, and family.

Now Congress needs to do its part with a welfare reform bill that honors those same values by
requiring work, demanding responsibility, protecting children, and providing adequate resources
to get the job done right, “

Done right, welfare reform heas the power to help dependent adubts find jobs and leave the welfare
rolls for good. Done wrong, it could lead 10 less opportunity and more hardship, squandering an
historic chance to repair 8 system that has failed miserably.

The welfare reform conference report, however, provides too few resources 1o move people from
welfare 10 work and 1o protect children, and puts budget politics shead of reat reform. The ¢
Administration does not believe the cause of welfare reform is Rurthered by unnecessarily (iesp
budget cuts or block grants for food stamps, child nutrition, and ¢hild protection. The
Administration remains firmly committed to working with Congress 1o crafl an acceptable welfare
reform plan that is motivaied by the urgency of reform rather than by an arbitrary budget target.

The welfare reform conference report was designed to meet an arbitrary deficit reduction target,
not to achieve real reform. Cuts in low-income programs in HR. 4, while Iower than those in the
original House bill, are significantly deeper than the level proposed in the Administration's
Balanced Budget Plan and those in the Scnate passed welfare bill. Insiead of helping States teckle
the mammoth task of moving people from welfare to work over seven years, the bill undercuts
Siates by reducing funding for low-income progrems far too deeply. 'While finsl CBO
estimates have not yet beea released, the bill is flkely to cot $65 to $70 billion under CBD’s
new baseline assumptions (including Medicaid). These cuts are gspecially troubling in ¢
combination with proposed cuts in the Earned Income Tex Credit, a powerful work incentive that
is critical 10 welfire reform and making work pay for many lowsincome American familics. The
Administration is willing to make well-targeted reductions in selected low-income programs in an
effort to balance the budget, but the cuts included in the welfare reform conference report exceed

Iml
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an acceptable threshold and would thwart States’ ability 10 succeed at real reform. For weEfaf}e
reform to succesd, it should ultimately result in savings by moving people from welfare to work -
not by simply cutting people off assistance, which will cost taxpayers much more down the road,
or by merely shifting costs to the States.

Welfare reform is first and foremost about work. The Senate-passed welfare bill included some
constructive steps toward replacing the current fatled systerm with one that is based on work. The
Administration and an overwhelming bipartisan majority of Senstors supported these measures as
vital to welfare reform’s success: providing more resources for child care; requiring States to
maintain their stake in moving people from welfare 1o work; providing additional funds so that
States can continue 10 require work in economic downtumns, and rewarding States witha
performance bonus for placing people in jubs. The conference report weakens all these work
provisions. Congress should expand on the bipartisgan work-based reforms that are the heart nad
soul of real welfare reform:

The bapamsan Sanatc bi!! rccagmcd that chzld cure is cssemml m movmg people off
welfare and helping them stay off. Although we have not seen gpecific language, we
applaud the Conference’s decision to provide an additiongl 51 billien for ¢hild care.
This amount, however, is still insufficient. CBO estimates that the work requirements
in the Senate bill, which are Jess stringent than the conference bill, would increase child
care costs by 58.3 billion above the FY 94 level. The conference bill, even with the add
back, does much too little to cover these expenses. This will mean thousands of mothers
will nced to stay at home and on welfare rather then going 1o work. The bill also
sbandons important quality, health, and safety protections in current law that were put in
place with overwhelming bipartisan support just five years sgo, Without sufficient child
care and work funding, welfure reform will be an enormous unfunded mandate on the:
States, and will not succeed. Congress should restore the ¢hild care protections of the
bipartisan Senate bill, and provide considerably. more child care and work resources, not
less. In addition, to minimize the need for child care and increase State flexibility in
meeting work requirements, {h¢ Congress should sdopt the Senste provisions
sliowing States to count those whe leave welfare for work in their participation
ratez, as well as recipients with young children wha work part-time.

§§gm fmm px.mzng geogig ggwgrk | Z{a azz economic fiawnmm, $zatewwemcsgc dcwn
at the same time caseloads go up, a3 unemployed families are forced 1o seek public

assistance. We understand the hill contains & modest $1 billion contingency fund for
States in economic trouble, Current law sutomatically adjusts funding for changing
State economic situations. The conference bill does not put into place adequate
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counter cyclical funding mechanisms, as proposed by the Administration; instead it
leaves in place a flawed eligibility trigger that would not respond efficiently to increases in
child poverty. Ina recession, many Staies will not be able to sustain cash benefits and
meet the work requirements. The contingency fund can be strengthened by enlarging it
and adding a State eligibility “trigger” that is more sensitive to changes in the number of
families in poverty (such as an estimate of the number of children on Food Stamps). The
expanded fund can be designed so as not to increase Federal costs under current economic
projections.

° ire States to maintain their stake in moving people from wel work. The
conference bill reduces the Senate's requirement that States continue their financial
commitment to low-income programs -- from 80 percent of their FY 1994 contributions
toward temporary assistance, child care and work activitics to 75 percent. However, !
provisions allowing States to transfer 30 percent of Federal funds to other State activities
could effectively eliminate this requirement for some States, and reduce it to 45 percent or
less for all States, While some States will maintain their current low-income programs,
many can be expected to withdraw their money from such programs, and avoid the burden
of moving people from welfare to work. The conference report also gives States a
perverse incentive to simply cut recipients off without moving them into work, by
lowering the required State funding commitment for States that reduce their rolls.
Congress should restore and strengthen the maintenance of effort provisions of the
bipartisan Senate bill. If Congress wants to hnk State funding commitments with work
requirements, it should increase the maintenance of ¢ffort requirement on States that fail
to meet their work requirements, rather than simply lowering it for a handful of States that
succecd. Welfare reform should not be a race to the bottom; it should be a race to
independence.

. Reward States for putting more people 10 work. The Senate bill inciuded a revolutionary
work performance bonus that rewarded States for actually placing people in jobs. While
w¢ have not seen language, we appreciate that the Conference may provide an
additional $500 million for performance bonuses rather than take funds out of the
block grant. We are concerned, however, that this amount is not sufficient, though
this approach is vastly preferable to the provision that would silow States to reduce
their role in the Federal/State partnership to promote work and protect children. To l|
change the culture of welfare, reform should reward success instead of failure or the status
quo. Congress should strengthen a real work performance bonus that gives State welfare
bureaucracies a positive incentive to focus on the central goal of moving people fromI
welfare to work. i

'

The Administration is concemned that the conference rcport weakens the bill's emphasis on wi)rk

by eliminating the requirement for recipients to sign personal responsibility contracts and the

provision that recipients who are not working or in training must cnter community service !
employment. It also enables States to count toward the work requirement families they cut off
the rolis so long as the Federal Government cannot prove they left because of eligibility changes.
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The Administration also is troubled that the conference report forces States to affirmatively opt
out of the family cap, rather than letting them decide for themselves, The conference report
further reduces State flexibility in moving people from welfare 10 work by eliminating State
oplions 16 require part-time work and reducing the hardship exemption from 20 percent 10 15
percent. The Senate provisions should be restored. Finally, the Administration supports the
Senste approach to porformance sccountability with State-defined program goals, outcomes, and
performance indicators. These essential accountability measures should be reinstated,

M

The Senate bill reflected the overwhelming bipartissn consensus in this country that welfare |
reform should not punish children. Across the country, Republicans and Democrats st the State
and loca) level agree that we must demand responsibility from young mothers and young fathers,
not penalize children for thew parents’ mistakes. The Administration supports retaining the $50

pass-through as a child support incentive,

f

The conference report abandons that consensus with a number of structural changes in programs
and deep cuts that would fall hardest on children. In particular, the Administration wants 1o make
sure that welfsre reform will:

‘}‘hc canfer«mce bttt cuts chx}zi pwwczwn pzograms a:xi eizmmms both me Inﬁepcnz‘icm
Living program for {oster teenagers and the Family Presesvation and Support program.
Cuts increase under CBO's current estimates to exceed ten percent of CBO s revised
baseline for the affected programs by 2002. Cuts are close to $4 billion under
Administration estimates (excecding 20 percent over seven years), While preserving cash
payments, the conference compromise bill tums four child protection entitlements for
foster care and adoption assistance services and administration intoe ¢apped block granis.
These programs fund basic services like investigations of child sbuse and neglect, Heensing
to meke sure foster homes are safe, and efforts to find adoptive parents for children. The
cuts could lead to more uninvestigated maltreatment reports, more children Ief in unsafe
homes, and more children languishing in the system while they wait for adoption and
permanent homes. Congress should reverse these proposals. Reported child malireatment
and the need for out-of-home placements have bath increased sharply, and nearly 2,000
children die each year due to child abuse and neglect. A time of dramatic change in the
welfare system is not the time for radical and untested experiments with some of our most
vulnerable children.

» n iona itional Sulety Net. The conference sgreement dramatically.
rcstmctures and cuts nutr:twn pwgrams by 336 billion - glmost & third more than the
Administration Balanced Budget Plan and far beyond the Senate wellare bill, Prefiminary
CBO estimates indicate that by the seventh year, food stamp benefits spending would be
cut by nearly 20 percent. Each of the 14 million children now receiving Food Stamps

i
i

i
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would recewve considerably Jess as a result -- according to USDA by the year 2002, the
average family with children would Jose about 350 each month. We understand that the
coafercnce has reduced the Child Nutrition savings and we applaud this change.
However, the bill would findamentally alter the structure of the Child Nutrition Programs
by creating maltiple block grant demonstrations, relaxing nationsal nutrition and
eligibility standards and increasing administrative complexity. Congress should preserve
the nutritional safety net and soften these cuts, and make the following changes o tho

conference report; ’
7

- - 1 ¥ £ : Grantl. A Food Stamp block grant would wc:akcn )
the rzammai mtmm safcty ne{, ématc the program’s ability to respond to”
changing economic conditions, eliminate nationsl eligibility and benefit stendards,
and sever the link bétween Food Stamps end nutnition, The House bill 11mited the
option to block grant Food Stamps to States that have an Electronic Benefits”
Transfer system in place. The conference report broadens the option considerably
by allowing any State to simply buy its way into the block grant, even if that State
does not have a strong anti-fraud program in place. The Administration opposes a
food stamp block grant option, particularly if AFDC is 1o be block grasted.
However, if steps are taken to permit options! State block grants, States should be
required to have an Rlectronic Benefit Transfer system and low error rates. States
should not be allowed to buy into a block grant, nor should they be able to profit
by taking the block grant.

. The conference report inclhudes a Food Stamp

spenzimg z;a;z, whmh could trigger deep across-the-board food starap cuts if cash
asgistance declines more substantially than current forecasts. The Administration
strongly opposes a food stamp spending cap since it lacks flexibility and could
punish low-income families and individuals across the country for estimating errors
made here in Washington,

ccnﬁ:remc: repxm rzpa&}s & pwvzszon pz‘ep{}seé by the A:imimstmtm and enacted
in 1993 under which families with children that pay over half their income for }
housing will receive more Food Stamps in order 1o keep these families from havmg
to choose between paying the rent and feeding their children adequately. The-
conference agreement would freeze a limit on the maximum sheher deduction
allowed theses households. If this provision is repealed, nearly two million
households with children, more than one.fifth of all fanslies with children, would
receive fewer Food Stamps, The Admimstration opposes this provision. f-

cenfcrencerepm wutd firoit Tood Sam ze 4m;mths out of 12 for unempioycd
people between the ages of 18 and 30 even if they are willing to work but unable



:37 100244 - B REED FROM;HASKINS, M P.8/11

to find jobs or & work program slot, unless they were dissbled or taking care of 2
child. But the legislation provides work siots for only a very small fraction of this
population. As & result, the bill could take all nutrition benefits away from nearly
700,000 participants. By requiring States 10 deny benefits to these participantg -
without requiring that States provide jobs or training slots - this bill makes
nutrition benefits contingent on finding jobs that may not exist. The
Administration opposes this provision.

We understand that the conference report includes a Child Notrition Bi&&
Grant Demonstrstion project that would allow bluck grants te be established
in each of the seven USDA regions. We oppose any proposal that would
undermine feders] nutrition standsrds and the federal guarantee that low-
income children receive free or reduced-price meals in schools, We believe .

. that there is nothing to be gsined from a Child Nutrition Block Grant |

Demonstration project snd are opposed 1o this provision. 3

Mﬁ.;‘.h“f'm@ Residence Test for School Lunch

The conference agreement would reguire that all children attending public school
prss a “citizen/legal residont” test in order to participate in the school lunch
program. This requirement would impose a substantial new paperwork burden on
the families of vens of millions of school children, including U.S, citizens, wha are
currently participating in the school lunch program. Even those families who pay
Tult price for school meals would be required to complete elaborate paperwork.
Forcing schools to act a5 an extension of our immigration authorities would be
likely to intimidate and estrange students and families of a variety of ethnicities and
backgrounds, including thoss not subject $o benefit restriciions, who are uncentain
a8 to their rights or reasonably fear stigmatization, We need 10 do all we canto
increase family involvement in education and reduce the drop-out rate, not
undercut those efforts, ‘i
These onerous and costly requirements on families, schools, and States run counter
1o notions of strplicity and flexibitity that underlic welfare reform and could have
far reaching negative impacts. The Administration strongly opposes these
provisions and urges the conferees to exempt Child Nutrition programs from thcse
requirements.

The conference bill goes too far in the changes it would make to the SSI childhood
disability program, cutting $8 billion more than the Administration has proposed. The
Administration supports the cazzfemncc decision to maintain SSI as a cash benefit
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program, and favors tightening the definition of disability for new applicants for SSI.
However, the Administration opposcs applying this definition to children currently
receiving benefits. To do 3o would mean that about 160,000 children currently in the
program would lose eligibility within one year after enactment. The Administration
strongly urges the Congress to reduce hardship to disabled children currently on the rolls
by exempting them from the new, stricter eligibility rules.

The conference report also substantially reduces benefit levels for a large percentage of the
children coming on the rolls by creating two categories of disability. Under the conference
bill, by the year 2002, as many as 750,000 children would be receiving reduced benefits.
Creating two categories of disability among children who are all severely disabled makes
no sense. The low income parents of all these children experience special costs and
reduced employment opportunities because of their responsibility for their children, and
this reality needs to be reflected by legislation that does not create tiered benefit levels,
|
We understand that the Conference bill includes $1 billion for block grants to States
for children with disabilities. Eligibility for these funds would not be means tested
and would be available for the provision of goods and services to children with -
disabilities, While providing such block grants for services may seem attractive, we
believe this proposal is inappropriate when Included at the expense of major
reductions in cash benefits to low-income children with severe disabilities coming
onto the rolls and the ¢limination of cash benefits for some children currently on the
rolls. o
. |
®  Make Changes in Benefits for Legal Immigrants Equitably: | !

The Administration supports holding sponsors who bring immigrants into this countr;f
legally responsible for the immigrants’ financial well-being. Eligibility changes, however,
should be made equitably. The conference bill goes too far, cutting benefits 10 immigrants
by $20 billion. The conference wisely rejected the Senate provision to deny benefits to
immigrants even after they become citizens. But in other respects, the conference report
would reduce benetits for legal immigrants more severely than either the House or the
Senate biils. For example, the House bill exempted the severely disabled and those over
age 75. The conference bill would not exempt either group from an SSI and Food Stamps
ban or severe benefit restrictions for any Federal or State program based on income,
including Medicaid, AFDC, student financial assistance, or prenatal care. These
exemptions are particularly important if there is 10 be & ban since non-sponsored
immigrants who are disabled or elderly may have no other means of support.

The bill also requires local governments and private/non-profit service providers to obtain
and verify the citizenship and immigrant status of all individuals and families before they
could participate in federally funded programs -- including school lunch and prenatal care.
This unprecedented administrative burden is discussed further in the context of child


http:propo.al

nutrition. It could result in cases of discriminstion toward citizens, and in some ms:anccs
undermine the effectiveness of existing pmgrams

The Administration objects to restricting Medicaid 1o docomented immigrants.
Access to health care should not be subject 10 a citizenship test, :
The cuts in immigrants’ bencfits are the deepest in the entire welfare bill. If these
proposals become law, billions of dollars in costs may be shifted to States and localitios
with high immigrant populations unless the States and localities also choose 1o restrict
benefits, These cuts will place added szmms on State and local welfare programs and, ti}e
welfare population.

mmmﬁm

H

The conference agreement would incregse the minimum age requirensent for Snpplemen tal
Security Income (SSI) benefits for the aged (currently 65 years) 10 correspond with thc
Social Security program’s “retivement age.” Beginning in 2003, the Social Security
retirement age will increase two months per year to age 66 in 2008, A similar increase to
age 67 will take place between 2021 and 2026, The Administration eppaser the conference
bill’s S81 provision because it could put at risk poor, elderly individuals who lack the skills
or expericnce to be self-supporting at an advanced age, The 851 program and the Social
Security program are not automatically comparable. Social Secarity provides for optwnal
“early retirement” at age 62 years angd the majority of Social Security recipients take
advantage of this option, The Socisl Security early reticement age is not scheduled to '
change, SSI, however, has no provision for an early retirement age. l

. Both the House and Scnate bills required States to continue to provide Medicaid benefits
to all individusls who meet current AFDC eligibility critenia, In doing so, both bills .
protecied a categorical Jink berween welfare and Medicaid eligibility. The conference
agreement, however, would remove a Federal commitment to providing health care |
coverage to our most vulnerable citizens by eliminating the requirement that States
provide Medicaid benelits 1o individuals recerving cash assistance. As a2 result, mil Ezons of
women and children could 1ose their access to health care coverage.

* The Administration supports retuining the Federal cntitlement to Medicaid for Federal
cazh assistance recipionts and would strongly opposc the conference agreement that gives
States the option not to provide hexlth coverage to these individuals.

CONCLUSION A ‘ : :
) ’ ¥
In its present form, the Adminisiration . The Administration

remains determined 10 keep working with Congress to reach a bipartisan agreement to end the
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current welfare system and replace it with one that is tough on work, tough on responsibility, and
fair 1o children. We should work together to enact sound balanced budpet and welfare reform
plans. We should not squander this historic moment by putting arbitrary budget targets ahesd of
real and lasting reform. The Administestion calls on the Congress o put budget politics aside and
help give the Amernican peopls a government that honors their values, by making welfare a second
chance and responsibility & way of life,

i W M Te oo g
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
. OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND 8UDGET
VASHING TON, 3.5, 2050

March 21, 14%5
{Housa) :

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION PoLICY

{T10S STATEMERT HAS BEEN COORBINATED 3Y OMB WirH TH CONCERNED AQENCIRS.}

(Shaw (R} FL and 122 caspansa:s)

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and
effective welfare reform that promotes the basic wvalues of work
and responsibility. Lagt year, the President proposed a sweeping
walfare reform package that embodied these values. It would have:
established tough work reguirements while providing opportunities
for education, job training, and ¢hild care €0 working peopler
inposed tough child support enforcement measures; reguired teen
mothers to live at home, stay in schoel, and identify their
child’s father; increased State flexibility and accountability;
and maintained protections for chlldran.

In all its welfare reform efforts, the kdministratlon has
emphasized the basic values of work and responsibility. The
President’s economic plan expanded the earned income tax credit,
which cut taxes for 15 million working families to reward work
over welfare. Last month, the President issued an Exgcutive
Order to crack down on Federal employeeg and military personnel
who owe delinguent child support. In the past two years, the
Administyratien has granted waivers from Federal rules to 25
States to try innovative new ways to promote work and
responsibility.

The Administration remains committed to working with the Congress
in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reforr legislation this
year. In its current form, however, the Administration opposes
H.R. 4 because it falls short of the basic goals and values that
most Americans want welfare reform to promote.

WORE

Republicans and Democrats alike agree that the central goal of
welfare reform must ba work. §3;§ge the leg; 1ation propg&gd by

i1l provides neither the r&seﬁrces nor th& requiramants for
States to prepare welfare recipients to become self-supporting.
H.R. 4 would not ensure that adequate child care, education, and
training are providad to make work pay and give welfare
‘recipients the skills to hold a job.



In fact, .H.R. 4 would give States a perverse incentive to cut
pecple off welfare. It would allow States to count people as .
"working" if they were simply cut off the welfare rolls, whether
or not they had moved into a job. It also would cut back on
child care both for people trying to leave welfare and for
working people who are trying.to stay off welfare.. Finally, it
would repeal the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills program,
removing any real responsibility for States to provide job search
assistance, education, training, and job placement to move people
off welfare and into work. -

In addition, H.R. 4 would eliminate the child care guarantee for
families moving from welfare to work and would cap overall
funding for child care at a level that could force large numbers
of working families to lose child care assistance. The bill also
would eliminate child care quality, health, and safety
protections that are critical to children’s well-being.

RESPONSIBILITY

The Administration believes that welfare reform must promote
individual responsibility and responsible parenting. The
toughest possible child support enforcement is central to getting
people off. welfare-and helping them stay off. Although the
Administration appreciates that ma of its proposals to increase
child support collection have been included in H.R. 4, the bill
must be strengthened to ensure that non-custodial parents uphold
their regponsibility to he support their children. The
Administration supports requiring States to deny drivers’ and
other professional licenses to parents who refuse to pay child
support. This approach has proven very successful in States that
have already implemented such requirements.

Welfare reform must also send a strong message to young people
that they should not get pregnant or father a child until they
are ready to take responsibility for that child’s future. The
President has called for a national campaign against teen
pregnancy that sends a clear message about abstinence and
responsible parenting. -

The Administration believes that minor mothers should receive
‘benefits when they make. a serious effort to be responsible and
turn their lives around -- by living at home, staying in school,
and identifying the child’s father. 1In contrast, H.R. 4 would
automatically punish innocent children by denying benefits to
those born to unwed parents under age 18 -- regardless of whether
"the mother has made an effort to turn her life around and provide
a stable environment for her child.


http:trying.to

The Administration has serious concderns about other aspects of

H.R.

s

4 that would:

Jeegardize the health and nutrition of children, families,
0 4 H.R. 4 would c¢ut the Food Stamp program
aramatieally and cap spending levels. The bill would
further erode the nutritional safety net by cutting funding
and creating block grants to replace existing child
nutrition programs and the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program for Women, Infants, and Children. These programs -
have produced slgnificant and measurable 1mprovements in
health outcomes among the many who participate in them.
H.R. 4 would eliminate national nutrition standards and the
funding mechanisms that permit these programs to expand to
meat the increased needs that occur in times of econonic
downturn., These &hangaﬁ would leave working Americans
vulnerable to shifts in the economy and to changes in ‘
nutrition standards that could be driven more by budgets
than the health of c¢hildren and mothers.

Punish innocent ¢hildren. H.R. 4 would deny cash benefits
to over 150,060 &i%&bl&d children. The bill also would cut
off ahildr&n whose parents have received welfare for more
than five vears, whether the parent is able to work or not.
Rather than l&tting States decide whether to deny benefits
for additional c¢hildren born to a mother on welfare, H.R. 4
would impose a one~size~fits-all Federal mandate. Benefits
also would be reduced for 3.3 million children whosse
paternity is not established, even if the mother is
cooperating fully and the State bureaucracy is at fault.

Many of these children could well be pushed into the child
protection system. Rather than protecting these children,
H.R., 4 would cut funding for foster care, adoption
asgistance, and child abuse prevention activities. It also
would virtually eliminate Federal oversight of State child.
protective systems, many of which are acknowledged to bhe
Functioning very poorly. As a result, thousands of children
will be at increased risk of harm. The Administration is
strongly committed to providing protection te the millions
of children whoe are abused or neglected each year and to
promoting programs that prevent abuse or neglect,

2 2 ates with adecuate resources. H.R. 4 would :
rapla&a axi%timq @rngama with capped grants to States. In
contrast to the funding mechanisms now in place, funding
under H.R. 4 would not adjust for a recession. Withoubt such
an adiustment, States in recession would encounter reduced
revenues and incrsased caseloads. In such times, it is the
working poor who would most likely need, but not receive,
temporary assistance. Thus, individuals needing a temporary
1ift could be left without cash assistance, food stamps,

3



child care, or even school lunches for their children. In
addition, H.R. 4 would deny public asszistance to legal
immigrants -- who pay taxes and contribute to their
communities -~ thersby shifting substantial burdensz to State
and local taxpayers.

The Administration, therefore, opposes H.R. 4 in its current form
hecause: it would fail to reform welfare by moving pecple from
welfare to work; it would reduce Federal funding in ways that
would impair the health and nutrition of children and families;.
and it is not tough encugh on parents who owe c¢hild support, and
is too tough on innocent children.

H.R. 4 spacifies that none of the changes in direct spending
resulting from the bjill shall be reflected in estimates under the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1898S.
However, Members of Congress have publicly stated that the budget
savings in H.R. 4 are to be included in a package of offsets
designed to pay for upcoming tax legislation. Therefore, the
budget savings in H.R. 4 would go neither toward real welfare
reform nor toward deficit rad&atien, but primarily to finance tax
cuts for the wealthy. )

¥ Rk % x k % &
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WABHINOTON

March 20, 1995

. Leager:

L@ waak, the historic national debate we have begun on
reform will move to the floor of the House of

Representatives. Wwellfare reform is a top priority for my
adninistration and for Americans without regard to party. I look
forward to working with Republicans and Democrats in both houses

of Congrass to anact real reform that promotas work and
responsibility and makes welfare what it wvasg &aant to ba: a -
sacond ¢hancea, not & way of life. .

In

to ending welfare as we know it.

the laat two years, we have put tha aauntxy on the reoad
"In 1991, vhen Congress passed

our ecohomic plan, ve cutb taxes for 15 millien working Americans

and rawyr&ed work cver welfare.

We collacted & record lavel of:

child support in 1983 -~ $5 billion ~~ and last month I signed an
executive order to crack down on federal employees who owe child

support

In two years, we have granted waivers from fedsral

rules &5 25 states, &0 that hal? the country is noew carrying out
-glgnificant welfare reform experimente that promote work and
responajbility instead of undermining it.

I
issue. -

avae always sought to make welfara reform a bipartisan.
I still believe it can and must bé. Unfortunately, the

House Republican bill in its current form doee not appear to
offer the kind of real welfare reform that Americans in both -

parties expect,

It i too weak on moving peopla from welfare to

work, n¢t as tough as 1t should »e on daadheat parants, and too
touqh an innocent children. _

Laqt year,
plan any ndminiatratian nas evay prasented.

of what

I sant Congress tha most sweeping valtare refornm
It aid not pasa, but

I believe the principlea and valuaa at ites core will he thz busin

8 welf
punish
skills i
wichin ¢

peapleagrcm welfare to work, vhere they will earn a paycheck, not

Thi
Republic

ultinately daaa pass: ‘
irst, ths central goal of walfars raﬁazm must ba noving

chack.,
hose who go to work.
n order to go to work, wa should halp them get it.
WO yaars, anyone who ¢ah werk nust go to work.

I believe wa should demand and reward work, not
It people need child care or jah T
Bus

s is not 3 partisan issue: Las®t vear, 1632 of 175 Housa
ans co-spongored a2 bill, H.R. 3508, that promoted work in

R




‘Bill you will consider this week f2ils to promote work, and would
actually meke it harder for many recipiants to make it in the
-workplace. It cuta child care for pecple trying to leave welfare
and fchwnxking people trying to stay off welfare, removes any
real responsibility for states to provide dob placement and
skilla, and gives states a perverse incentive to cut paopls off
whether or not they have nmoved into a jok. When psople just get
cut off without goinyg to work, that's not welfare reform. I urgae
you to pass a welfare reform bill that ends welfare as we kncw it
by moving peopls froa walfare to work.

much thg same way as our plan,‘“ﬁut the current House Republican

. * Second, welfara reform must make responsibility a way of
.1lifa. . ﬂe should demand reaponsibility from parents who bring
children into the world, not let them off the hook and expact
taxpayers to plck up the tab for thair neglect. Laat year, my
Administiration proposad the toughest chlld support enforcement
megaure= asver put forward. I¢ we collected all the money that |

deadbeat, parsnts should pay, wve could mava 800,000 women and .
children off welfare imwa&iataly, .
( I am qrataful to members in both parties for alraady
“agresing to include most of the tough child support measures from
pur welflare reform plan. 7This week, I haya you will go ¢urther,
and require states to deny drivers and professional licenses to

Mo refuse Lo pay child support. We have to send a claar
No parent in America has a2 right to walk away from the
ility to railse their children. :

~ parents
signal:
" responsii

* Third, welfars raform should discourage teen pregnancy and
promote responsible parenting. We nmust discourage lrresponsible
behavior that:lands people on welfars in the first place, with a
national campaign against ¢een pragnancy that lets young pacple
know it [is wrong to have a child outside marviage. Hobody should
get pragnant or father a c¢hild vho isn't prepared to raisa the
child, love the child, and take responsibility for the . child's
“future. ‘

. . I know nmembers of Congress in both parties care about this
issue. But many aspects of the current House plan would do more
harm than good. Instead of refusing to halp teen mothers and
their children, we should reguire them to turn their lives arocund
== te live at home with thely parents, -stay in aschool, and
ldentify the child's father. We should demand responsible -
behavior from pecple on welfare, but it is wrong to make amall
children psy the prics for thair paraents’ mistakea.

flexibiliity in return for more accountabllity. I belleve we must
give states far more flexibility so thay can do the things they
want to [today without seeking waivers. 2ut in its current- form,

* 72&&12y, welfare reform should give atataa mara : ’
hL

t




. the ﬂnuse Re ubliean bill may impede zrather than promote raform
and :1exibil ty. The proposal leaves gtates vulnerabla to -
aaanamxp racession and demographic change, putting working ‘
familiem at risk. States will have lese money for child care, -
traininh, and other efforts to move pacple from welfare to work.
and thera will not be any accountability at the fedaral level for
reducing fraud or protecting children.  We will not achieve raal
reform pr state flexibility if Congress just gives the states
nore deng and less money, and fails to make work and
xaapoxs bility the law ef ths land.

ls the current K&ase plan is waak on work, it i= vary
. tough ¢hildren, CQutting school lunches and getiing tough on
disabled ehildren and children in fostor care is not my ldaa of
wolfare raoform. We a1l have a national interest in promoting the
well-being of our children and in puthing govarnuent back in line
with ouy nazzanaz values,

AR ypr&ciaze all the work that you have done on this issus,
and I aﬁ pleased that the country is finally engaging in this
important debate. In the end, I balieve we can work it out
togethey, as 1¢n? A8 wWe xameaber the values this debate is really
about. | The dignity of work, the bond of family, and the virtus
of resppnsibllity are net Republican valuas or Democratic valuas.
They arp Amaerican values -—- and no child in America should gv&r
have to| grow up without then.

Sincarely,

The Honbrable Richard A.. Gephardt
Damoorabic Loadoer

Rouge of Repressntatives
Washingbton, D.C. 20818
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINOTON

e as s - L it . .o o, R T

March 20, 1885

Dear Mr; Speakar: - )

: This week, the historic natianal debate we have begun on
walfare reform will mova to the floor of tha Houss of ’
Rapresantatives. Walfare reform is a top prieority for nmy
Administration and for Americans without regard to party. ‘I look
forvward €0 working with Republicans and bDamoorats in both houses
of Congress to enact real reform that promotes work and
responsibility and makes welfare what it was meant to ba: a
second ¢hance, not a way of lifs.

In the last two years, we have put the country on the road
to ending welfare as we Xxnow it. In 1693, when Congress pasged
our economic plan, wa cut taxes for 1% million working Americans
and rewsrded work over welifare. We collected a record lavel of
child support in 1993 -~ §3 billion -~ and last month I migned an
axacutive order to crack down on federal amployees who owe child
support! In two years, we have granted walvers from federal
rules to 2% etates, so that half the country is now carrying out
gigniticant welfara raform axperiments that promote work and
raapana bility instead of undernining it.

I hava alwuys sought to make welfare reform a bip&xtiaaa
issue. |l stlll kalieve it can and must ba. Unfortunately, the
House Republican bill in its current form doss not appsar to .
offer thes kind of real welfare reform that Americans in bhoth
parties expect. It is too weak on moving peopla from welfare to
 work, not as tough as it should ba on deadbeat parents, and tua
tough Q§ innccant children.

zazt yaax, I sent Congress the most sweeping welfare raﬁorm
plan any administration has sver presented. It did not pasa, but
I balieye the principles and values at ita cora will ba tha hauin
of what ultimately dces pasa: ° _
: * First, the central goal of welfere reform must b&_a&vi&q
people from Wwelfare to work, whera they will earn a paycheck, not
& welfare check. I belleve we should-demand and reward work, netg
punish thosa who go to work. 'If peopls need child care or 3ob
skills in order to go to work, we should help them get it. Butb
within wo Years, anyone who ¢an work muat go to work. ;

whis is not a partisan issue: Last year, 162 of 175 Houss
Republicans co-sponssred a bill, H.R. 3500, that promoted work in

H
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same way as our plan., But the current House Republican
will esnsddar this week falls to promote work, and would’

astually
workpiac
and for
yeal res
axille,

whather or .not thay have moved Into a job.
cut off without going to work, that's net welfare reform.

make it harder for many recipients to make it in the

. It cute child cara for people trying to leave waelfara
orking people trying to stay off welfare, removes any
onaibilicy for states:to provide job placemsnt and

nd gives states a parverse incentive to cut paople off
When pecple just get
T urge

you to pass a welfare reform bill that ends ﬂaltara as wa know it .
by moviﬁg people from welfare to work.

» Sbcond, welfare reform must make.responsibility a way of

life. W
children

taxpaysrk o pick up the tab for their negleact.

Adninisy;
maaAnUTeS
depdbest
children

should demand responsibility from parents who bring
inte the world, not let them off the hook and expect
Last year, ny
ration proposed the toughsst child support enforcement
gver put forward, If we collacted all the money that
parents should pay, we could move 800,000 wemen and
off welfars immadiately. .

1 am grateful to members in both parties for already
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to include most of the tough child support measures from
re reform plan. This weeX, I hope you will go further,
ro statas to deny drivers and profasaional licenszes to
ho refuse to pay child support, We have to send a clear -
No parent in America has a right to walk away fxron the
ility te reise their children.

ird, welfars reform should discouragé teen pragnancy and .
esponaible parenting. We must discourage irresponsible
that lands poople on welfare in the first place, with a
campaign against taan pregnancy that lets young peopls

8 wrong to have a child outside marriage, Nobedy should
ant or father a child who ian‘t prepared to raise the
va the child, and take raapanaibility for the childt's

ow members of Congrasse in both paxties cars ahout thia
ut many agpscts of the current Housa plan would do more
h good,  Instesad of refusing to help teen mothers and
j1dran, we should require them t& turn their lives around
ye at home with their parents, stay in scheol, and
the child*e Tather. We should desand reaponsible
from people on welfare, but it is wrong to maxe aaaiz
pay the price for their parents' mistakes.

inally, wvelfare reform should give states mors .
ity in return for more accountability. T believe we must:
Fes far move flawxibility sc thay ocan do the things they
today without seeking waivers. But in its current  form,




the Houge Republicsn bill may impeds rather than promote reform
and flexibility. The -propopili-ealesmekstee valneradble to
eaanmmi§ receaslon and demographic change, putting working
familieg at risk., States will have lass monsy for child cars,
training, and other efforis to move peopla from welfare %o work.
And thers will not be any sccountability at the federal level for
reducing fraud or protecting children. We will not achieve real
raform atate flexibility if Congress just 'gives ths states
neLre bu%dens and less money, and Zails to make work and .
ragponsibility the law of the land.

whils thae currant Houge plan is weak on work, it is vary
tough on ¢childrasn. cCutting school lunchea and getting tough on
disablad children end children in foster care is not my idea of
walfsraoirefors. We all have a national interest in promoting ths
wall-baing of our children and in putting government back in line
with o:; national valuas. 5 ‘

ppreciate all the work that you have done on this lesus,
and I pleaged that the country ls Zinally sngaging in this
important debate. In the end, I belisve we cun work it out
,taqatbax, ag long as we remembar the values this debate ig really
about. The dignity of work, the bond of family, and the virtue
of responsibility are not Republican values or Demccratic values.
Thay are Azerican values -~ and no child in America should ever
hava to grow up without them. \

Sincerely,

The Hondrable Newt Gingrich -
Speakeriof the
House [of Represantativas

washington, D.C. 205185
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THE WHITE HOUSE

. %MWOTQN

Karch 20, .1989%
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: - 7= -  Dear Mr, Speakxer: : T et S

Thig week, the historic nztianal &&bate we hava begun on )
: welfare reforn will move tn the Cloor of the House of .

SN R&g@vsentatives. Welfare reform is a Cop prisority ror my :
Adwinistration and for Americans without regard to party. I loeok
forward to working with Republicans and Democrats in both nouses
OF COngress To gnact redl reform -that promoles work and .
~responeibility and makes welfare what it was meant to be: 3

. gecond chance, net a vay of 11(&w -

In the last two years, we have put the country on the road

to aaﬁiﬁg welfare ap we know lt., In 3983, when Congrese passed
sur esonomiec plan, we rut taxes for 15 million working Americans
and rewarded work over welfare. ¥ collected a record level of
child support in 1893 ~- §9 billion - and lust wonth I signed an
execuktive order o crack down on federal amployees who owe childa ”
gupport. In two years, we have granted wvaivers from federsl
rales to 2% states, so that half the counmtyy iz now carrying oukt

- significant welfare reform exporiments that promote work and -
raspunsibility instead of undermining it. ’

T have alwzys sought to zake welfave reforn a bipartisan
issue, I still believe it can and must ke, uUngortunately, the
House Republican »ill in dts current fornm douss not Appear o
offer the kind of real welfare refurm that Americans in both

oparties expect. It is tot wesk on moving peocpls from welfsavy to
wor¥, not as tough as it should he on deadbeat parents, and too
tough on innocent children..

Last year, I sent Congress the nmost sweeping welfare refornm
~plan Any administration 13s aver prasented. It 4id net pass, but
I-belinve the princiniac and valusﬁ at 1tc aarn w111 ba the hasia
of what ultimately doag pass:

# Firvet, ths aentral goal of welfare refuxn must be moving

- ~ pecple from velfare to work, where they wlll eayn a pavcheck, not:

: a welfare check. I keliove we should demand and yraward work, not
pPunish those whe go to woerk. If pecople need child care or jpb
gkills in ordor to o to wurk, we shoid help thenm get it.. But
9ithin two YORYS, ADYons who can Work mmst e Lo uark‘
- Ticie 15 nOt @ paxtisan issue: “Last yesr, 162 of 175 Huumw:
Repullicans co-sponsored a bidl, H.R. 3508, that Qrcmat@d work in

o w.‘ﬁ
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nueh the game way as our plan. But the current House Republican
~b13l yeu will. conskder this weex fails to promote work, and would
actually make it herder for many recipients to pake it in the
workplace. Tt cutg child care for pecple trying to leave veltare
" and for-working people trying to.stay off welfara, removas any
“yeal responsibility ftor states %o provide job placement and -
. gkills, and glves staras.a perverse incentive to cut paople ofr «
" whether or not they have noved into 8 jeb.  Wien pecple just gat -
cut off without going to work, that’s not welfare reform. I urge
you to pass a welfare reform Pill that ends welfare as we Xnow it
by waoving paople Lrom wellage Lo work,

* Sacend, welfare reform must make responsibility a way of
dite. ¥We should demend respongibility from parents who bring
childran into the 'world, not let tham «ff£ .the hook and expect
taxpayers to pick up the tab for their neglect. Last year, my
Adzinistration propoted the toughest onlld support enforcement
‘measures ever put Forward., If we sollected all the woney that
daadbent parenis should pay, wms cowld move B0D, 050 women and
shildren wff welfarc Immediabely. :

I am grateful %o membersz in both parties for already
agrasing to includa most oF the tough ¢hild support measures fronm
aur welfare reform plan, This week, I bope you wiii go further,
and reguire states to deny drivers and professional liceasss to
parents vhe refuse to pay child support. We have bto send a c¢lear
signal: NO parent in America has & right S walk away from the
razponsibllity to raise their children.

& third, welfare reforo should discourage teen pregnancy and
prorots responsidle parenting. wWe must discourage irrespongidle
benavior that lands people on welfare inm the tirst placa, with a
national aampaign agalnet teen pregnancy that lets younyg people
know it iy wrong to have a child cuteide marriage. Nobody should
get pregnant or father a ¢hild who ign‘'t prepared o ralsa the

ohild, lowe tthe child, and take rasponsibility for the chilid's
future. . '

. I know wenkers of Congress in both parties care about this

iesue. But many asspects of the current House plan would do nore

" harw than good, Instead of refusing to help tean mathers and
thely ¢hildren, we sbould regquire them to turn thejir lives around
-~ %8 live at home with their porents, stay in schsol, and
fdentify the c¢hild's father. We ghould demand responsible =
behavier from people on velfare, but it is wrong to make small
chlilaren pay the price for thelr parents*® mistakes.

* Finzlly, welfare reform should give states more _
. £lexibilivy in return for more sescuntability. T baliovs. wa rust
- give states far more flexibility so they ¢an do the things thoy
want to today without geeking waivers. But in {tc current form,
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the House Republican pil) may izpede rather than promote reform
and’ flexibility. The prepasal ~Lives utatgs Vulnerable. Lo
sannomic yvecesmion ang dewographic change, putting working
tamllies at risk. States will bave less money for child care,
Ctraining, and other efforts to move pooplie from welfare to work.
And there will not be any accountability at the federal level for
- reducing fraud or protecting children. We vwill not achieve real
el reform oY state tlevibility if-Congress jusl gives the ectates
: vore burdens and less money, and fails to make work and

responsibility the law of the land.

While the current Rouse plan is weak eon work, it is very
“tough on children. Cutting schavl lunches and getting tnggh on
disabled children and children in fester care is not my idea of
‘welfare reforp. We all have a national interest in gromatzﬁg the
wellebeing of our ¢hildren snd in putting government back in line
with our natioral} values.

I appreciate all the work that you have done on this dssue,
and T am pleased that the country ls £inally engaging in this
importent debate. In the end, I believe we can work it out .
together, as long as we remember the values this debate is really

- abeout. The d4i x:y af work, the hond of family, and the vigtue,
of responsibiliry are not napuhliaan vajues or Democratic values.
They are American vaives -- and ne ¢hild in Anerica should ever
kave to growv up without thenm,

Bincerely,
- 7—<IV\A {:(;mu.....

The Honorable Newt Gingrich

Speaker of the -
T House of Reprasentatives ’ .
Washington, D.C. 20816 T -
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SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE HEARING ON TEEN PREGNANCY'
Murch 14, 1998

Senators: Packwood, Chafee, [’ Amato, Murkowski, Moynihan, Bradley, Cmiraé,
Graham, Moseley-Braun, Rockefeller

Panelists:  Douglas Besharov, American Enterprise Institute
Dr. Robert Granger, Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation
Dr. Rebecea Maynard, University of Pennsylvania
Dr, Kristin Moore, Child Trends, Inc.

Besharov: Between 1989 and 1992, number of AFDC f’tmllles increased by one-third.
Causes: 1/4 due 1o economy, 1 /4 due 1o other (primarily immigration}, and 1/2 due to -
family breakdown, rise in out of wedlock births. Out of wedlock births are now mosily
“never marrieds” which are harder to get into the workforce. Never marrieds are 3 times
more likely 10 be on welfare for 10 years than divorced women. 1/2 of these never marrieds
bore first child as tecnagers. Must establish value of responsibility, that welfare is not an
alternative lifestyle.

Granger: Demaos show thut small and large scale programs can be implemented. Programs
can raise the high school graduation rate. Programs work better with the least

. disadvantaged. But see no effects on teen pregnancy. What can we do? Keep kids in
school. Encourage participation in JOBS to get them intci the workforce, . Protect children
(remembar that reducing mancy for Mom means less money for k:ds) Test new ideas.

gmg;g Causes of increases in the teenage birth rate: increasing sex rates, low

contraception use rate, high contraception failure rate, See no correlation between welfare
benefits and teen births (teen birth rate has increased while real welfare benefits declined).
Effective programs emphasize work -- for men oo, to improve their marriageability. I we
cut off benefits (o teen moms, we'll see abortion and illegal activities increase.
Mogre: Need to improve information (encouraging both abstinence and contraception
works best), access to comiraceptive services, and motivation. Motivation key because
economic opportunity strongly linked with putting off pregnancy, while poverty, school
failure, risk taking behavior, and family problems strongly linked to teen pregnancy,
Solution includes enforcing child support and preventing repeat child bearing.

Packwoad: , Teen birth rate declined through 1986, then increased. Why? The mumber of
marital births declined while the number of nonmarital births increased, so that now 72% of
all teen births are out of wedlock, What has gone wrong? '

Granger: Men i different situation, not marringeable, can’t supporz a family. So
now test of manhood has changed.
Besharov: And decline in shotgun weddings -- good, women have greater freedom.
Maynard: In inner cities, wellare bas become the norm, acceptable
- ;
Mosgley-Braun: Teen pregnancy has always been a problem. Now the consequences of
short-circuiting education az;e}greater, What's causing the marriage rate to dechine and what

-



can we do to incent marriage?

Moore: People have great distrust of marriage as divoree rate has climbed.

Maynard: Many of these women don’t aspire to marriage — men <heat, leave them,
have no money, treat them better before marriage. Men have replaced getting a job
witht "control” as their new way 10 demonsirate manhood.

Cranger: Declining opportunitics for young males. Wage disparity for men wilh high
school diploma and college degree at highest point in 40 years,

Besharov: But the marriage rute for black men with college education hag declined

mare than those without. Can't forget the ézamcentwes to marry in the welifare
. system,

Movnihan: Caution is key. We don’t know enough to make changes as drastic as
eliminating AFDC. Too many consequences. n

Besharoy: No - we're only talking ubout denying cash benefits until 18 -
foodstamps, WIC, Medicaid all still avadable. This will keep teen in her home, where
she should be. We cur off Ul benefits. Need a cliff so that self-sorting can occur,

Grabam: Most pregnatzcies are unintended, Why are r%{ey happening?

Moorg: Motivation is key because the.only ones who don’t get pregnant are the ones
"who really really dot’t want 1. Process of providing motivation starts young,
Granger: Personal relationships are key to ;}r&vcntmg pregnancy.

Besharov: School to work {tech prep, voc ed) is key for giving kids (;pporlumz

Murkowski: We have a drug pm—biem. and an edvcation problem {dropouts)..

Bradley: 1.3'million kids born to unmarried moms. 500,000 to unmarried teenagers. What
is the most radical thing vou would dov to change this? :
M&_@ Be tough on dads.

Bradiey: E.g. requiring 15% of their wages for 18 years to go 1o each ¢hild.
Maynard: Change accountahility system ~- no cash support for moms who won't help
identify father (but be aware that rape and incest are real problems). Require
participation in school or work for cash benefits.

Granger: Enbance EITC so someone working full time will make 180% of poventy.
Besharoy: Set up a system that encourages self-sorting {e.g., a oliff after 5 years that
- forees people to look ahead and plan).

Bradley: Can you imagine how to encourage work, marriage without spending more money?

D'Amato: Study showed that 37% of mothers on welfare ages 18-24 have serious drug
problem. Child support enforcement not practical in many cases.

Rockefeller: "Time deficit prablem.” Kids dow’t have any parents/adulss 1o talk to. How
do we encourage responsibility among adult men? What are other countries doing about
time deficiency problem and to encourage adult men o take responsibility?
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Maynard: Mentoring is difficult and expensive to set up. No research results,

hafee: Study "Sex and America’s Teenagers” showed teens use contraceptives as frequently
and well as adults. {ffmld Tit}e X be.used 1o Improve contraceptive use?

Besharov: Not maiiy sinee people tend to come mt{) clinics for pregnancy or $TD:s,
Moore: Yes, clinics need more funding.

- Maynard: No, access and availability of contraceptives not the pm%;iem Need
mativation to use contraception correctly and consistently, :

-

Conrad: Please identify one thing we should do and one thing we shaiild not do.

Beghiarov: Don't legislate simplistic answers to a cumpiax child support problem. Do
gncourage expenmenta{zea
 Granger: Do need to learn from experimentation. I){znt cut off ¢hildren born to
teen mothers forever, Don’t require mothers to work 35 hrs/wk - kcep moms in
school and give them time with ¢hild, -
Maypard: Do establish high expectations early. If vou wait until ¢hild older, you may
have 2 kids to deal with. Don’t assume these kids can’t muke it -~ they can with help
and support.
-Moore: Bo demos with 5¥Zﬂ}ﬂg evaluazms Don’t cut teens off,

Moynihan: Wc have to respect how little we kmw and how we've fa%ieé. We have to resist
urge to be tough, to expect to transform this complex system with one bill'in 3 years.

Cirapham: Would you rﬁcgmmend an eﬁzizipmcnt or block grant approach?
Besharov: If we give states flexibility, must be capped so states don’t ai}nse open
ended entitlement as they do with Medicaid.
Bradley: Few things becoming obvious, Thisis a pmbl&m. We have to be modest in our
proposal, unorthedox in our experiments, and restrained in our political discourse. If we're
not, we can't have the modest reform we shonld since we would need to be able to say,
"we've reformed welfare” New Jersey experiment includes incentives wy work and mdrr’y
and penalty for more kids. Do any of you want to predict {}ﬁicc}me‘?

Maypard and Granser: Famz v cap will have fittle impact on birth rate.
Rockefeller: Issue is cam;iie:& -- we have responsibility to be responsible with our actions,

Chafee: Once mother has 2nd child, are the chances of getting her off welfare are greatly
reduced? (Al agreed.) What would you think af a program that puts maximum emphaxzs g
on mothers with 1 child?
Besharov, Granper and Maynard: Mothers with 1'child are generally younger :
mothers. Younger mothers are z{mghesz but heiging them will have biggest impact
on long term welfare costs.
Moore: Target prevention of 1st ch1 Id - motivation is the %ey
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“reform experiments that promote work and responsibility instead of undermining it.

—————F
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‘Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich © 7 PECRE .

U.S. House of Representatives

- Washingten, DC 20515 o L.

Dear Mr, Speakern:

This week, the historic national debate we have begun on welfare reform will move to
the floor of the House of Representatives. Welfare reform is a top priority for my
Administration and for Americans without regard 1o party. I look forward to working with
Republicans.and Demodrats in both houses of Congress to enact real reform that promotes
work amd responsibility and makes welfare what it was meant to %x: a second chance, not a

-way of life.

In the fast two years, we have put the country on the road to ending welfare as we
know it. In 1993, when Congress passed our cconomic plan, we cut taxes for 15 million .
working Americans and rewarded work over welfare, We collected a record fevel of child
support in 1993 —— $9 hijlion ~~ and last month I signed an cxecutive order o crack down
on federal cmployees who owe child support. In two years, we have granted waivers from
federal miles to 28 states, so that half the counlry I8 now carrying out significant welfarc

-

-

I have always sought to make welfare reform a bipartisan issue. T still believe it can
and must be. Unfortunately, the House Republican bill in its current form docs not appear ©
offer the kind of real welfare reform that Americans in both parties expect. it is 100 weak on
moving people from welfare to work, not as tough as it should be on deadbeat parents, and
too tough on nnocent children,

Last year, I sent Congress the most sweeping welfare reform plan any administration
has ever presented. It did not pass, bat [ believe the principles and values at its core w:ll be

- the basis of what uizzmatciv docs pass:

- N -

“* First, the ccni’z‘ai goal of welfare seform must be moving pé(}pic from welfare 1 .

work, where they'll eam a paycheck, not a welfare check. 1 helieve 'we should demand and
reward.work, not punish those who go 1o work. }f people need child case or job skills in
order to go to work, we should help,them-get it.  But within two years, anyone whe can work
must g0 to work. . w o -

- . .
ow . ® PR
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This is not a partisan issuc: Last year, 162 of 173 House Republicans co-sponsored a
bill, H.R. 3500, that promoted work in much the same way as our plan.  But the current
Housce Republican bill you wiil consider this week fails to promote work, and would sctually
make it harder for many recipients to make it in the workplace. 1t cuts child care for people
trying 1o leave welfare and for working people trying 10 stay off welfare, removes any real
responsibility for siates 1o provide job placement and sKills, and gives states a porverse
incentive to cut people off whether or oy they hédVe moved. into.a-job.. When people just get
cut off without going to work, that's not welfare reform. T urge you 1o pass a welfare «eform
bill that cnds welfare as we know'it by moving people from welfare o work, -

* Second, welfare reform must make responsibility a way of Life. We should demand
responsibility from parents who bring children into the world, not fet them off the hook and
expect taxpayers ta pick up the iab for their neglect. Last year, my Administration proposed
the toughest child support enforcoment measures ever put forward. If we collected all the

. money that deadbeat parents should pay, we could move 8,000 women and chil dren off

welfare immediately.

I am grateful to members in both parties {or already agreeing to include most of the
tough child support measures from our welfare reform plan. This weck, I hope you will go
further, and require states 1o dony drivers and professional licenses W parents who refuse to
pay child support. We have to send a clear signal: No parept in America has a right to walk
away from the responsibility to raise their children. . -

* Third, welfare reform should discourage teen pregnancy and promote responsible
parcnting.  We must discourage frresponsible behavior that lands people on welfare in the
first place, with a natipnal campaign against tcen pregnancy that lets young people know it i
wraong to have a child outside marriage. Nobody should get pregnant or father 4 child who
isp't prepared 1o ralse the child, love the ¢hild, and take responsibility for the child's futurc.

I know members of Congress in both parties carc about this issuc. Buf many aspects
of the current House plan would de more harm than good, Instead of refusing to helpiteen
mothers and their children, we should require them to tum their tives around -~ to live at |
home with their parents, stay in school, and identify the child's father. We should demand
rcqp(mslb%e behavior frompeople on welfare, but it is wrong to make small children pay the
price for their parcnts’ mzszakcs

wma .

* Finally, welfare reform should give states more flexibility in return for more
aceountability. 1 believe we must give state far more flexibility so they can do the things
they want 1o today without seeking waivers. But in its current form, the House Republican
bill may impede rather than promote reform and flexibility. The propnsal leaves states
vulnerable 1o cconomic recession and demographic change, putting working familics at risk,
States will have less money for child care, training~and other efforts to move people from
walfare to work, And there will not be any accountability at the federal level for.reducing
fraug or protecting children, We won't achicve real reform or state flexibility if all Congress

does 15 give the states more burdens and less money, and fail to.make work and respongibility

the law of the land,

wlabn
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Whilc the current House plan is weak on work, it is very tough on childeen. Cutting
school lunches and geiting tough on disabled children and children in foster carc is not my
idea of welfase reform. We all have a national interest in prometing the well-being of our
children and in puiting government back in fine with our national valucs,

Welfare reform should not be a cloak for some other purpose. The budget cuts in the

cursent House plan would go neither toward moving peopie from welfare 10 work*nor toward

reducing the deficit, but would apparcnily be vsed 1o pay for tax cuts for the very wealthy.

That's not welfare reform. [The welfare problent in America is too important for more politics

as usual. - . — o
1 appreciate all the work that you have done on this issue, and 1 am pleased that the

country is fmali} engaging In this important debate. In the end, | believe we can work it out

togethicr, as long as we remember the valucs this debate is really about. The dignity of work,

the bond of family, and the virtue of responsibility are not Republican values or Democnstic

values. They're American values ~— and no child in America should ever have to grow up

“without them.

Sincerely,

Bill Clinton
President

- Bos £



PRELIMINARY DRAFT -~ NOT FOR RELEASE

- March __ 1985
- . {House)

H.E, 4 ~ Personal Responsibilid : f
{Shaw {R) FL and 122raa$§aﬁsorsj

The Administration strangly supports the need to enact real and--

.>effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values .of work
and responsibility. Last vear, the President proposed a sweeping
welfare reform proposal that embodied these values. It imposed
tough work reguirements while providing opportunities for
education, job training, child care, and support toc working

- people. - It included tough child support enforcement measures.
It regquired teen mothers to live at heome, stay in school, and -
identify their childfs father. It increased State flexibility
and accountakility. It maintained protections for children,

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Administration has
emphasized the bagic values of work and responsibility. The
President’s economic plan expanded the earned income tax credit,
which cut taxes for 15 million working families to reward work
over welfare., Iast month, the President issued an Executive
Order to crack-down on Fedsral employees and military personnel
wvhe owe delinguent child support. 1In the past two years, the
Administration has granted waivers from Federal rules to 25
States to try -innovative new wayvs to promote work and -
responsibkility. ’

The Administration remaing committed to working with the Congress
in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this
year. In its current form, however, the Administraticon opposes
H.R. 4 because it falls short of the basic goals and values that
most Americans want welfare reform to promote.

!

HORK

Repubiiaané and Democrats alike agree that the central goal of
welfare reform must be work. Unlike the legisliation nrmnasad by
the Adminigtyration last year, howeyveyr, H.R. 4 waald not aend

The

Bill provides neither the resources nox the requlramanta for
States to prepare welfare recipients to become self~supporting.

. H:R. 4 would not ensure that adeguate child care, education, and
training are provided to make work pay and give welfare
rec;pz&nts the skills te hold a job. | i
In-~ fact H.R. 4 would give States a perverse incentive to cut..
peaple pff welfare. - It would allow States to count people as .

working if they were simply cut off the welfare rolls, whether oy .«

not they have moved into a Job., It also would cut back on child
. ~care both for people trying to leave welfare and.for working



_ people who are trying to stay off welfare, Finally, it would

repeal the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills program, removing
any real vesponsibility for States to provide job search
agsigtance, education, training, and job placement to-move people
off welfare and into work.

In addition, H.R. 4 would eliminate the ¢hild cavre guarantee for
families maving from welfare to work and would cap overall

funding for child care at a level that could force large numbers
of working families to lose child-care assistance. The bill also

‘would eliminate chilld care quality, health, and safety o

protections that are critical to children’s well-being., -7

' BILITY D et et

The -Administration believes that welfare reform must promote
individual responsibility and respoensible paventing. The -
toughest possible child support enforcement is central to getting
paople off welfare and helping them stay off. aAlthough the

ggm;nistratzan agggeciates that many of ils Qrogosals to increase
2E: i ded in B.R. 4, the bill

‘mast ' an thened £o_ensure t© tm an;mugggﬁial parents uphold
their ra&gan&ibilizy to help support their children. The.

administration supperts reguiring States to deny drivers and
other professional licenses to parents who refuse to pay ¢hild
support. This approach has proven very sucgessful in States that
have already implemented such reguirements,

Welfare reform must also send a strong message to young people
that they should not get pregnant or fatheyr a child until they
are ready to take responsibility for that child’s future. The
President has called for a national campaign against teen
pragnancy that sends a clear message about abstinence and

. respongible parenting.

The Administration believes that minox mothers should receive
benefits only when they make a seriocus effort to be responsible
and turn their lives around -~ by livimg at home, staying in
school, and ;ﬁentzfyinq the child’s father. In contrast, H.R, 4
would pnnzsh innocent children by ﬁanyinq benefits to thcsa born
6 unwed parents unéer age 18, - ‘

The Administration has serious concerns about other aspecta of
H.R., 4 that weould:

0 Jeopardlze ‘the health and nutrition of children, families,
riy. H.R. 4 would cut the Food Stamp progran
dramatlcally and cap spending levels. The bill would

further erode the nutritional safety net -hy cutting~funding..

and creating block grants.to replace existing child
-  nutrition programs and the Special Supplemental .Nutrition
~ Program for Women, Infants, and Childxen. These ‘programs

2



have produced significant and measurable improvenents in
health cutcomes .among the many who participate in them.
H.R. 4 would eliminate national nutrition standards and the

~funding mechanisms that permit these programs te expand to

meet the increased needs that occur in times of economic
dewnturn. These changes would leave working Anericans
vulnerable to shifts in the economy and to changes in \
nutrition standards that could be driven more by badgets .
than the health of ahzlﬁren and mothHers. - - T

i B

_ggg§§amingacegt cggfﬁgag.» H.R. 4 would deny cash benefits .
“to over 150,000 disabled children., The bill also would cut

off children whose parents have received welfare mere than
five- years, whether the parent is able to work or not. -..-
Rather than letting States decide whether to deny benefits
for additional children born to a mother on welfare, H.R. 4

.would impose a one~size~fits-all Federal mandate. Benefits.

also would be reduced for 3.3 million c¢hildren whose
paternity is not established, even if the wother is
cooperating fully and the State bureaucracy is at fault.

Many of these children could well be pushad into a child
protection system. Rather than protecting these children,
H.R. 4 would cut funding for foster care, adoption
asgistance, and c¢child abuse prevention activities. It also

- would virtually eliminate Federal oversight of State chilg

protective systems, many of which ar acknowledged to be
functioning very poorly. As a result, thousands of children
will be at increased risgk of harm. .The Administration is
strongly committed to providing protection to the millions
of children who are abused or neglected each year and to
grcwotinq prograns that prevent abuse or neglect. ’

L h.ahnadeguate resourges. H.R. 4 would
repiaee ex;stzng programns with capped grants to States, In
gontrast to the funding wechanisms now in place, funding
under H.R. 4 would not adjust for a recession. Without such
an adiustment, States in recession would encounter reduced
revenues and increased caseloads. In such times, it is the
working poor who would most likely need, but not receive,
temporary assistance., Thus, individuals needing a temporary

" 1ift could be left without cash assistance, food stamps,

child care, or even school lunches for their enildren. In -
addition, H.R. 4 would deny public assistance to legal

immigrants -~ who pay taxes and contribute to their
communities -~ thereby shlftzng substantial burdens to state
and local taxpayers. o

The Administration, therefore, opposss«-H.R., 4 in its current

form, becaunse it would fail to reform welfare by moving people. .
from welfare to work.. The bill would reduce Federal funding in
ways that would impair the health and nutrition of children and

3



families and undercut attempts to move welfare recipients from
welfare to work. The bill is not tough enough on parents who owe
child support, and too tough on innocent children. In addition,
it would be particularly unwise to make such reductions to
finance a tax cut for higher-income taxpayers.

Pay-Ag~ -G BSeorin

e

~H, R4 specifies that nohé of the changes in direct spending' = st =
resulting from the bill shall be reflected in estimates under the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1685. =
However, it has been publie}y stated that the budget S&Viﬁ%& in
H.R. 4"dre to be included in a package of spending dffgets™ —Ff
designed ‘to. pay for upconing tax.legislation. Therefoeore, .the . ...
budget savings in H.R. 4 would go neithar toward real and
effective welfare reform, nor toward deficit reduction, but
purportedly to finance tax-cuts for higher~income taxpayers.

e ok
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DRAFT

March 20, 1993
fDcar Representative] ’

. This week, the historic national debate we have begun on welfare reform will move to
_the floor of the House of Representatives. Welfare reform is a top priority for my
Administration and for Americans without regard to panty. 1 look forward to working with
Republicans and Democrats in both houses of Congress to ¢nact resl reform that promotes
work and responsibility and makes welfare what it was meant to be: a sccond chance, nof a
way of life.

In the last two years, we have put the country on the road to ending welfare as we
know it. In 1993, when Congress passed our economic plan, we cut taxes for 15 million
working Americans and rewarded work over welfare, We collected a record level of child
suppart in 1993 ~~ $9 billion — and last month | signed an executive order to crack down
on federal employees who owe child support. In two years, we have granted waivers from
federal rules to 28 states, so that half the country is now carrving out significant welfare
reform experiments that promote work and responsibility instead of undermining it

I have always sought to make welfare reform a bipartisan issue. I still belicve it Can
and must be, Unfortunately, HR. 4 in it cumrent form does not appear 10 offer the kind of
real welfare reform that Americans in both partics expect. It is too weak on moving people
from welfare to work, not as tough as it should be on deadbeat parents, and too tough on
innocent children,

Last year, 1 sent Congress the most sweeping welfare reform plan any administration
has cver presented. It did not pass, but 1 believe the principles and values at its core will be
the basis of what ultimately does pass: ‘

* First, the central goal of welfare reform must be moving people from welfare te
work, where they'll carn a paycheck, not a welfare check. I believe we should desand and
reward work, not punish those who go fo work. If people need child care or job skills in
order to go (o work, we should help them get it But within two years, anyone who can work
must go 10 work.

This is not a partisan-issue: . Last year, 162 of 175 Housc Republicans co—-sponsored a
bill, H.R. 3500, that promoted work in much the same way as our plan. But HR. 4, the hill
the House will consider this week, {ails to promote work, and would actually make it harder
for many recipients to make it in the workplace. It cuts child care for people trying to leave
welfare and for working people trying to stay off welfare, removes any real responsibility for
states to provide job placement and skills, and gives states a perverse incentive to cut people
off whether or not they have moved inte a job. When people just get cut off without going



to work, that's not welfare reform. 1 urge you to pass a welfarc reform bill that ends welfare
as we know it by moving people from welfare to work.

* Second, welfare reform must make responsibility a way of life. ' We should demand
responsibility from parents who bring children into the world, not Iet them off the hook and
expect taxpayers to pick up the tab for their neglect. Last year, my Administration proposed
- the toughest child support enforeement measures ever put forward. If we collected all the
money that deadbeat parents should pay, we could move 800,060 women and children off
welfare immediately.

I am grateful to members in both partics for already agreeing 1o include most of the
tough child support measures from our welfare reform plan. This weck, 1 hope you will go
further, and require states to deny drivers and profcssional licenses to parents who refuse to
pay child support. We have to send a clear signal: No parent in America has a right to walk
away from the responsibility to raise their children.

* Third, welfare reform should discourage teen pregnancy and promote responsibie
parenting. We must discourage irresponsible behavior that lands people on welfare in the
first place, with a national campaign against teen pregnancy that lets young people know it is
wrong to have a child outside marriage. Nobody should get pregnant or father a child who
isn't prepared to raise the child, love the child, and take respoasibility for the child's future,

I know members of Congress in both partics carc about this issue.  But many aspects
of the current House plan would do more harm than good. Instead of refusing o help teen
mothers and their children, we should require them to turn their lives around -~ to live at
home with their parents, stay in school, and identify the child's father. We should demand
responsible behavior from people on welfare, but it is wrong (o make small childeen pay the
price for their parents’ mistakes,

* Finally, welfare reform should give states more flexibility in return for more
accountability. [ belicve we must give state far more flexibility so they ¢an do the things
they want to today without secking walvers, But in its current form, H.R. 4 may impede .
rather than promote refonm and flexibility. The block grants leave states vulnerable to
seonomic recession and demographic change, putting working familics at risk. States will
have less money for child care, training, and other cfforts to move people from welfare to
wark. And there will not be any accountability at the federal level for reducing fravd or
protecting children.  We won't achieve real reform or state flexibility if all Congress does is
give the states more burdens and less money, and fail 10 make work and responsibility the
law of the land.

While the current House plan is weak on work, it is very tough on children. Cutting
school lunches and getting tough on disabled children and children in foster care is not my
idea of welfare reform. We all have a national interest in promoting the well-being of our
children and in putting government back in line with our national values.



Welfarc reform should not be a cloak for some other purpose. The budget cuts in the
current House plan would go neither toward moving people from welfare 1o work por toward
reducing the deficit, but would apparently be used to pay for tax cuts for the very wealthy,
That's not welfare reform. The welfare problem in America is too imporntant for more politics
as usual.

I appreciate all the work that you have done on this issue, and 1 am pleased that the
country 18 finally engaging in this important debate, In the end, | believe we can work it out
together, as long as we remember the values this debate is really about. The dignity of work,
the bond of family, and the virtue of responsibility are not Republican values or Democratic
values. They're Amorican values - and no child in America should ever have to grow up
without them.

Sincerely,
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MEMORANDUM

To: Bruce Reed

%‘ﬁ/ d T. Ellwood

Subject: Prcsidemial Letter

Tor

The letter you have drafted is solid, but I thirk it can and should be stronger in several ways.

" First it seems too conciliatory for this stage in the debate. This bill Is so far from the
mainstrearn that it wall pass only by forcing reluctant Republicans 1o sign on. I think the
President should sxpress hiy oppesition 1o the bill as written, because it fails 1o cmbudy the
critical principles of welfare reform that he has srticulated. .

In addition, while you emphasize the weak on work theme well, the rough on kids message is
lost. I am surprised that you did not mention school lunch, under 18 cut offs, reduced child
welfare etc. Now I know much of that is in the SAP and we want the President'to be
Presidential, but he needs to express more concern and greatsr opposition.  Finally 1t sure
would be nice if the President could be more definitive on entitlements,

I also think the dangers for states need 10 be benter articulated. Here are some proposed edits
to solve these problems. )

After the second paragraph I'd add another: ,

"I have zlways sought to make welfare reform 2 bipartisan issue, I still believe it can and
must be. Unfortunately, HR 1214 in 115 current form does not appear to offer the kind of real
welfare reform that the public expects. It has far too lintle emphasis on getting people
working and it is far oo tough on children. I am deeply committed to state flexibility, My
administration has granted more welfare reform waivers than 2ll others put together, But the
block grant approach in HR 1214 may harm states and mterfere with their ability to generats
real reforms.”

Qrnit the line: without further improvement in the third paragraph of the sccond page.
Replace the paragraph that says finally wath:

“Welfare reform should give states more flgxibility in return for more accountability. I
believe we must gzve states far more fexibility so they can do the things they want 1o today
without seeking waivers, But the proposals in HR 1214 may impede rather than promote
reform and flexbility. The block grants leave states vulnerable to economic recession and
demographic change. Working poor families may have to be denied temporary aid if the state
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falls into recession, since the block grant will not adjust.  States will have less federal money
for'child care, training, and other programs that one-Wwould use 1o move people to work, And
we will not have any accountiblitiv at the federal level for reducing fraud or protecting
children. Wz won't achieve real reform . (from last sentence.)

Unfortunately, while the current House plan does little to really reform welfars with work, it
15 very tough on children, I continue to have sericus concerns about cuts in school lunch
programs, cuts in chld care, cuts in ¢child protective services, and { continue 1o oppose idza of
punishing children bom to unmarried mothers under 18 I worry about the changes
contemplated in the program to protect disabled children. We all have 2 national interest in
promoting the well-being of children and in putting government back in line with our national
values." '

r



EXECUTIVE CF¥FI1CE OF T H E PRESIDENT

20-Mar-199% 10:37am

TO: Christopher J. Mustain
FROM: Bruce N, Raed

Domastic Policy Council
CCt Charles S. Konigsberg
e Kenneth 8, Apfel

SUBJECT: Comments on 3717 7pm Welfare SAP

I think you've done & iterrific job of blending all this together
into a clear, concise statement. Here are a few last thoughts
that I talked to Ken aboutl: :

1. I would leave out both of DOJ's additions., The under~18
provision is much easier o attack on practical grounds, and the
residency igsue is an relatively minor point that the ¢ourts have
not fully resolved,

2. We don't need a separate bullet on legal ilmmigrants. If we
must address the lssue at all, we should do s¢ in the state
resources paragraph: "The broad denial of public assistance to
Jegal immigrants would shift substantial burdens to state and
local taxpayers. The Administration supports helding sponsors
accountable for those they bring into this country and making a
sponsor's commitment of support a legally binding contract.

The Administration strongly believes that illegal immigrants
should not be eligible for welfare."”

3. In the state resourcges hullet, shouldn’'t we add "or population
growth” after "funding would not adjust for recession"?

4. Instead of "Confuse the need for budget cuts with real welfare
reform®, it would be much c¢learer to call that bullet "Fail to use
budget savings for real welfare reform or deficit reduction.”
{Sorry, that's my fault again.) I would alse change the 3rd
gentence to read “"make short-term federal budget cuts” instead of
Yachieve short-term federal budget savings”. .

5. A very small point: is it possible to say "upper-income”
instead of "higher~income”?

6. On HHS's Child Welfare point, Ken and I talked about using
their paragraph, but not making it a separate bullet. It would
work fine as the second paragraph under "Punish innocent
children”.



Thanks!
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EXECUTIVE OFFI1ICE o F THE - PRESIDENTY

17-Mar-1995 01:14pm

H

TO: Christopher J. Mustain
FROM: Bruce N. Reed

Domestic Policy Council
CC: Charles S. Konigsberg
e Kenneth 8. Apfel

SUBJECT: Edity to Welfare SAP

Creat iob in tuzéiﬁg this arvund so qQuickly. I have only a few
changes. : ’

p. 1, 3rd graph, lsst line: replace “"embody” with "promote”

p. 1, 4th graph, 2nd sentence: Change to read "... HR4 would not
end welfare as we know it by moving pecople from welfare to work.”
I also think this important sentence should be underlined, . so that
people who read the SAP don't skip ahead and only focus on the
underlined “other concerns”.

p- 1, 5th graph, lagt sentence: . Change "a resourge” t¢ “any real
respongibility”. Add the clause "to move people off welfare and
into work” at the end of the sentence, after "job placement”,

p. 2, lst graph, 3rd sentence: Change "further changes should be
made to ensure etce” to "the bill must be strengthened to ensure
that non~custodial parents uphold their responsibility to help
support their children”. This sentence is also very important,

cand should ke underlined.

p. 2, 3rd graph, lst sentence: Delete "In cases where teen
pregnancy does ococur”., Change rest of sentence to read "The
Adminigtration believes minor mothers should receive benefits only
when they make a8 seyrious effort to be responsible ete”. Change
“other parent®™ to "the ¢hild's father”. {There is.no such thing
as identifying the mother.)

p. 2, 3rd graph, last sentence: change "born out-of-wedlock to
parents” to "horn o unwed parents” .

p. 2, lst indentad bullet, last sentence: change ”waﬁy Americans®
to “"working Americans®.

p. 2, 2nd indented bullet: Change "punish children for thelr
parents’' mistakes” to "Punish innocent children®. That was my



fault -- 1t implies that children are disabled because of their
parents’ mistakes.

P. 2, 2nd indented bullet: Fact check with HHS the 150,000
disabled children number. I put that in my version, but I gan't .
vouch For its acCuracy. ’

p. 2, Znd indented bullet, last sentence: Change "is not
established” Yo "is not established, even if the mother is
cooperating fully and the state bureaucracy is at fault."

p. 3, lst full bullet, 2nd sentence: Change “adjust for a
receasion” to "adjust feor a recession or population growth®.

p. 3, 2nd full bullet, last sentence: Replace the sentence
"However, real and effective et with a new sentence: “Howaver,
the short-term budget savings in HR4 would go neither toward real
welfare reform nor toward deficit reduction, but primarily to
finance tax cuts for higher-income taxpayers.”

. 3, last paragraph, 1st sentence: Change second half of
sentence to read *...in its current form, because it fails to
reform welfare by moving people from welfasre to work.” Add a
santence, “"The bill is not tough enough on parents who owe child
support, and too tough on innocent children.,”

Thanks for spending so much time on this! I'm working on a
Presidential cover letter to accompany this SAP, which I'1l get to
you later this afternoon.



EXECUTIVE QFFI1CE O'F THE PRESIDENT

15-Mar-1995 04:52pm

TO: Christopher J. Mustain
FROM: Bruce N, Reed

Domestic Policy Council
e Kenneth 8. Apfel
CCs Jeremy D, Benami

SUBJECT: Comments on wWel fare Reform SAP

I still strongly believe that we should save the SAP for Monday,
when we oan use it to get some good press attention, instead of
throwing it into the mix a8t Rules. We.nay be abls to olaim some

victarias out of Rules -~ 1if we get an amdt on licensing, for
example -~ and a SAP about why we oppose the bill will step on
that story.

I would also recommend the following edits to the letter to
emphasize more about what we're for., The President has worked
very hard to strike a consistent, non-politieal, '
let's-get-something~done~here tone on this issue. The current
draft dpes a8 good job of spelling out our problems with the
Republican -bill, but it doesn’'t say enough about what we're for
instead.

Opening: "The Administration strongly supports the urgent need to
enacts real, effective welfare reform that promotes the basic
values of work and responsibility. Last year, the President
proposed & sweepling welfare reform proposal to the Congress, the
Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, which embodied those values.
It imposed tough work reguirements while providing copportunities
for education, job training, child care and supports to working
people. It inclwied the toughest child support enforcement
measures ever put forward. 1t required teen mothers to live at
home, stay in schoel, and identify theiyr ¢hild’s father. It
dramatically increased state flexibility and scoountability. And
‘it maintained basic protections for children,

In all ite welfare reform efforts, the Administration has
emphasized the basic values of work, responsibility, and family.
The President's economic plan cut taxes for 15 million working
familles as a way to reward work over welfare. Lagt month, the
President issued an executive order to crack down on federal
employees who owe delinguent child support. In the past two
years, the Administration has granted waivers from federal rules
to 25 states to try innovative new ways to promote work and



responsibility.

"The Administration remaing committed to working with the Congress
in a bipartisan way to pass bold wvelfare reform legislation this

. year. In its current form, however, H.R. 1214 falls short of the
basic goals and values that most Americans without regard to party
want welfare reform to schigeve. The Administration seeks to end
welfare as we Know 1t by promoting work and responsibility, not by
punishing children for their parents’ mistakes, Welfare reform
will succeed only 1if it successfully moves people from welfare to
work,

WORK

For years, Republicang anl Democrats alike have agreed that the
central goal of welfare refoym must be work. Work is st the core
of the Pregident’s approach. Under the administration’s plan, if
people needed help with education, training or child care in order
to go to work, they could get it. But within two years, people
who can work have to go to work, and get a paycheck, not a welfare
check. ‘

Unlike the legislation proposed by the Administration last year,
HR 1214 would fail to move people from welfare to work, and would
actually make it harder for many welfare recipients to enter the’
workforce... (rest of graph stays same)

In fact, HR 1214 gives the states a perverse incentive Lo cut
people off welfare. It lets them count people as working if they
were simply cut off the welfare rolls for any ragason, whether or
not they have moved into a job. It would also cut back on child
care both for people Trying to leave welfare and for working
pecople who are trying to stay off welfare. The bill sls¢ repeals
the JOBS etc. {(rest of graph)

RESPONSIRILITY

The Administration believes that welfare reform sust promots
individual responsibility and responsible parenting. We ghould
demand responsibility from parents who bring children into the .
world, not let them off the hook and expect taxpayers to pick up
the tab for their neglect. And we must discoursge irvesponsible
behavior that lands people on welfare in the first place.

The toughest possible child support enforcement is central to
getting people off welfare and helping them stay off. Although
the Adwministration appreciates that HR 1214 was amended... (rest
of graph on child support)

Welfare reform must send a very strong message to young people

that they should not get pregnant or father a child until they are
ready to ralse that ¢hlld, love that child, and take responsiblity
for that child's future. The Administration's plan sends a clear



%

message to young men angd women that mistakes have consequences and
that they have & responsibility to turn thelr lives arvund, Minor
mothers must live at home with their parents, stay in school, and
identify the fatheyr of their children. ¥We need a national
campaign agalnst teen pregnancy that sengds a clear message about
abstinence and responsible parenting.

Although differences between the House and the Adminisiration have
been narrowed conslderably on the issue of assistance to teen
mothers, the denigl of benefits to children born t¢ parents under
18 in HR 1214 still sends the wrong message to young pecple. It
says: 1if vou made a mistake, yvou're on your own, even if it means
vyou're more likely to end up on welfare for life and cost the
taxpayers more money down the road. The Adminigtretion believes
that welfare raform should demand responsibility, not simply cut
people off becsuse they're young, unmarried, and made a mistake.

OTHER CONCERNS

The Administration has sevicus concernsg about othey &spacts of the
bill that would:

* Punish children for their parents mistakes. HR 1214 would deny
benrefits to hundreds of thousands of disabled children, and cutg
off all children whose parents have recelived weifare more than
five years, whether they're able to work or not. Rather than
letting states decide for themselves whether to deny additional
benefits for additional children born to a8 mother on welfare, HR
1214 mandates a one-size-fits-all federal approach. Many children
could waell be pushed into a (Rest of graph on punisgh children
unfairly...)

* Jeopardize the health of children and families (no changes)

¥ Leave states with inadequate resources... Add the following
sentences at the end of that graph: "The Administration strongly
supports incressed state flexiblity, and has already granted
walvers to half the states for innovative welfare raform
demonstrations. National welfare raform should promote the
national valuaes of work and responsibility in a way that assures
tagpayers that federal money is being spent wisely.

* Confuse the need for budget cuts with the need for real welfare
reform. Many aspects of HR 1214 are designed to achieve
short~term federal budget savings ~~ rather than real welfare
reform -~ at the expense of states and communities in the short
run and all taxpayers in the long run, The Administration
strongly supports walfare reform, and cutting the deficit. But |
Congress should not mix up the two or pretend that one is the
othear,

S8ORRY FOR ALL THE ADDITIONS -~ I FEEL STRONGLY THAT WE MUST GET



OUR POSITIVE MESSAGE QUT. THANKS,
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EXELCUTIVE OFFICE o F THE PRESIDE
EXECUT I VE CFF ICE O F T HE PRES IDE
17-Mar~135495 47:15pm

70 {See Below)
FROM: Christopher J. Mustain

Office of Mgmt and Budget, LRD

SUBJECT: lLatest draft of welfare SAP

T NOTE;  THIS DRAFT INCLUDES PROPOSED INSERTS FROM HHS AND JUSTICE (I ma

stylisgtic edits). PLEASE PROVIDE A COORDINATED RESPOUNSE ON MONDAY AS

WHAT PIECES SHOULD BE INCLUDED. THANKS.

PRELIMINARY DRAFT

March 17, 1995
{ Houze }

H.R. 4 - Personal Responsibility Act of 1995
{Shaw (R) FL angd 122 cosponsors)

The Administration strongly supports the need to enact real and

effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values of work and

reasponasibility. Last year, the Prasident proposed a sweeping welfare

raform proposal that embodied these values. It imposed tough work

reguirenents while providing opportunities for education, job training
¥

child care, and support to working people. It included tough child
suppert enforcement measures. It reguired teen mothers to live at hom

stay in school, and identify their child's father. It increased State
flexibllity and accountability. It maintained protections for childre
In all lts welfare reform efforts, the Administration has emphasized v
bagsic values of work and responsibility. The President's economie pla

expanded the earned income tax credit, which cut taxes for 15 miliion
wiorking families to reward work over welfare. Last month, the Presids

issued an Executive Order to crack down on Federal employees and

P



military personnel who owe delinquent child support. In the past two
years, the Administration has granted waivers from Federal rules to 25
States to try innovative new ways to promote work and responsibility.

The Administration remains committed to working with the Congress in a
bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation, this year. In
its current form, however, H.R. 4 falls short of the basic goals and
values that most Americans want welfare reform to promote.
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WORK éw& Anovi

Republicags and Denmocrats alike agres that the central goal of welfare
reform myst be work. Unlike the legislation proposed by the
Administration last year, however, H.R, 4 would not end welfare ag we
Know 1t [ywweredmg people from weifasre to work, The bill provides
nelither the resources nor the reguirements for States to prepare welfa

reciplients to hecome self-supporting. H.R. 4 would not ensure that
adeguate child care, education, and training are provided to make work
pay and give welfare recipients the skills to hold a job.

In fact, H.R. 4 would give States a perverse incentive to cut people ©
welfare. It would allow States to count people as working if they wer

simply Cul off the welfare rolls, whether or not they have moved into

job. It also would cut back on child c¢are both for people trying to
leave welfare and for working people who are trylng to stay off welfar

Finally, it would repeal the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills progra
removing any real responsibility for States to provide job search

assistance, education, training, and job placement to move pecople off
welfare and into work.
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{NOTE: HHB SUGGESTS ADDING THE FOLLOWING PARAGRAPH]

In adgition, H.R, 4 would eliminate the child care guarantee for

‘families moving from welfare to work and would cap overall funding for

child care at a8 level that could force large numbers of working famili
to lose child care assistance. The bill also would eliminate child ¢a
quality, health, and safety pretaagion& that are critical to children!
well-being.

RESPONSIBILITY

The Administration believes that welfare reform must promote indlvidus

responsibility and responsible parenting. The tnughest'possibla child
support enforcement is central to getting people off welfare and helpl

them stay off. Although the Adminigtration appreciates fhat many of i

proposals to increase child support collection have been included in
H.R, 4, the bill must be strengthened to ensure that non-custodial
parents uphold their responsibility o help support thedir children. T

Administration supports requiring States to éeny drivers and other
profesaional licenses to parents who refuse to pay child support. Thi

approach has proven very successful in States that have already
implemented such requirements.

Welfare reform nust also send a strong message to young people that th

should not get pregnant or father a child until they are ready to take
responsibllity for that child's future. The President has called for

national campaign against teen pregnancy that sends a clear message
sbout abstinence and responsible parenting.

The Adminlstration helieves that ainory mothers should recelve benafits
only whan they make a serious effort to'be responsible and turn their
Hives arcund -- by living at home, staying in school, and ldentifying
the child's father. In contrast, H.R, 4 would punish innocent c¢childre

by denying benefits to those born to unwed parents under age 18, This

rovigion not only would send the wrong message about responsibility,
but {NOTE: JUSTICE SUGGESTS ADDING THE FOLLOWING CLAUSE TO THE END OF
THIS PARAGRAPH] would raise congtitutional concerns regarding
digorimination on the basis of illegitimacy.

The Administration has serious concerns about other aspects of H.R. 4
that would:

o Jeopardize the health and nutrition of children, families, and th
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aldafly.f H.R. 4 would cut tha Food Stamp program dramatically an
cap spending levels. The bill would further erode the nutritiona
safety net by cutting funding and creating block grants to replac

existing child nutrition programs and the Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infantg, and Children. These progra

have produced significant and measurable improvements In health
cutcomes among the many who participate in them. H.R. 4 would
eliminate national nutrition standards and the funding nmechanisms
that permi{ these programs to expand to meet the increased needs
that occur in times of economic downturn, These changes would
leave working Americang vulnerable to shifts in the

i
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economy and to changes in nutrition standards that could be driven mor

by budgets than the health of children and mothers.

Punish innocent children. H.R. 4 would deny cash benefits to ove

150,000 disabled children. The bhill also would cut off ¢hildren
whose pavents have recelved welfare more than five years, whether
the parent is able to work or not. Rather than letting States

declide whether to deny benefits for additional children born to a
mother on welfare, B.K. 4 would impose a one-size~-fits-all Federa

mandate. Benefits also would ke reduced for 3.3 million children
whose paternity is not established, even if the mother is
cooperating fully and the State bureaucracy is at fault.

Many of these children could well be pushed into a child protecti

gsystem that is already overburdened and often falls to provide
esgential services. Moreover, rather than increasing funds to
protect children, H.R. 4 would cut funding for foster care and
adoption assistance and almost eliminate Federal oversight of Sta

child protection systems -~ many of which are acknowledged to be
functioning very poorly.

[NOTE: HHS SUGGESTS REPLACING THE PRECEDING PARAGRAPH WITH THE
FOLLOWING NEW BULLET]

e
T
1
O
te
i3
~cxv
o¥i
ds qﬁfﬁr

o Reduce Protections for Abused and Neglected Children., H.R. 4 wou

cut funding for foster care, adoption assistanGe, and child abuse
prevention activities., It also would virtually eliminate Federal
aversight of State child protective systems, many of which ar

acknowledged to be fungtioning very poorly. As a result, thousan

of children will be at increased risk of harm. The &dministratio
is strongly committ§d to providing protection to the millions of

children who are abused or neglected each year and £¢ promoting
programs that prevent abusa or neglect.

[NOTE: . HHS SUGGESTS INSERTING THE FOLLOWING NEW BULLET]
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o Cut off benefits to legal immigrants. The Administration strongl

believes that illegal immigrants should not be eligible for
govarnmant welfars support. However, the broad denial of major
public assistance programs, including Medicald to most legal
immigrants, is top broad and would shift substantial burdens to
State and local taxpsyers. | Legal immigrapts are required to pay
taxes and contribute to thelr communities.l The Administration
supports holding sponsors accountable for those they bring into
this country angd making a sponsor's commltment of support a legsl

ly
‘ binding contract.
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Leave States with inadequate resources and limited flexibility.,
H.R. 4 would replace the Ald to Famllies with Dependent Children
program with block grants to States. In contrast to the funding
mechanisms now in place, block grant funding would not adjust for

“?ﬁﬁgﬁh‘ﬁf”k“
reaaasianﬁ ilthout such an adjustment, States in recession would
encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads. In such time

it is the working poor who would most likely need, but not
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receive, temporary welfare assistance. Thus, individuals needing a
temporary 1ift c¢ould be left without cash assistance, c¢hild care,
or svan school lunches for their children. They alsco could face
reduced Food Stamp benefits. X

5 ‘;ﬁ‘ -Qs TR R %u&ﬁ&‘ Saanings, & u&a— ?‘u»!- M{Gﬂ- T((ﬁm or L.Fm'\ NL-&{'”\

pornfovewihswneedwfor-budgat.outswwith o real. welfare~raform, Nation

waelfare reform should promote work and responsibility in a way th

assures taxpayers that Federal snoney {8 being spent wisely. H.R.
4, however, would aqpéézﬁ short-term Federal budget ggyfggs at th
(aatet ol

expense of States and communities and the long-term national
interest. The Administration strongly supports welfare reform an

s

reducing the deficit. However, the short-term budget savings in
H.R. 4 would go neither toward real welfare reform nor toward
deficit reduction, but purportedly to finance tax cuts for
higher-income taxpayers.

[HOTE: JUSTICE SUGGESTS ADDING THE FOLLOWING BULLET]

o Authorize States te discriminate on the basis of length of
residency. H.R. 4 would allow States to base a new resident’s
benefits on their previous State of residence. Such State laws
would likely violate the Egual Protection Clause and penalize
impermissibly the censtitutionsl right to travel,

The adminiatration, therefore, opposes H.R, 4-in its curyvent form,
bacauge it would fail to reform welfare by moving pecple from welfare

[
work. The bill would reduce Federal funding in ways that would impair
the health and nutrition of children and families and underout attempt

to move welfare recipilents from welfare to work. The bili 18 not toug
enocugh on parents who owe child support, and too tough on innocent
children., In addition, it would he larly unwise to make such
reductions to finance a tax gut £o¥ highersincome taxpayers.

(NOTE: ONLY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING TWC PARAGRAPHS IS TO BE INCLUDEDR IN
THE SAP)

Pay-Ag~You-Go Scoring

H.R. 4 specifies that nmnebof the changes in direct spending rvresulting
from the bill shall be reflected in estimates under the Balanced Budge

and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

Estimated Programmatic Impact

Pralisminary estimates indicate that H.R. 4 would reduce low income
programs by approximately $6%9 billion below the OMB baseline in FyYs
19%96~2000.
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Legisfa:i;'e Reference Divis:‘;:m
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FAUES BENT (including transmittal shest)s 4‘
COXMENTS:
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Attachad sre the HEES odits to the BAP o8 HR ¢, as diacussed
in ny e-mail te you. .

PLEASE CALL THE PERSON(S) HANED ABOVE FOR IMMEDIATE PICK-UP.
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DRAFT

Hogoh 17, 1009
{Houas}
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and ¥ GOOPONSOrs)

The Adninistration strongly suppnrts the nood to enapt roal and
affective welraye roforp that promnwtes the basic values of work end
responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a swasping wolfaye
rafors proposal. that anbodied thewe valuew. It imposed tough wark
requiraements while providing aygartuninie& for sduention, Job training,
€hild carg, and support TO wWorking psople. It included vough whilad
support snforosnment measures. It regquired teen mothers te live et
home, atay in sohool, and identity thair childrs Zather, It inaroasad
#§?§grtlcuibi&ity and acoountabllity. It maintsined protections for

a on.

In all its welfare reform effoxts, the Muainistration has eamphasizad
the Dasic values of work and ragponsibility. The Prosident’s scononic
plan expardad tha sarnad income tax cradit, which cut tAXes for AS
wiilion working familics €o reward work ovoy welfare. lLast month, the
Pregident issued an Exsoutlive Order to crack down oht Fadaral euploysen
ard pilitary personnel who owe delinguent child suppert. In the past
twe yoars, tha Administration han granted vaivers frox Pedersl rulsg to
25 states to try ilmnovative new ways to proacte work and
racponsibility. : :

The Adminjstration remains committed Lu working with the Congress in a
pigartivsn vAy vo pssr bold walfare reform legislation this vear. In
its current formp, howaver, K.R. 1314 fells short of the basic goals and
valuag ¢hat mock Americans want walfare reform to smbody.

WORK

Ropublicanz and Damocrats allke agrea that the wentral goal of welfare
raform wust ba work. Unlike the leglelation proposed the
Adninjestxation last vear, howaver, H.B. 1214 would not facilitate
moving wolfare rooiplonts Inté the workforea. The blll provides
neithor tha »acouross nor the reguiraments for Btates to prepare
welfaxre reciplents to beccne self-supporting. H.R. 1214 would not
ansure that sdegpinte ohild saro, sducatien, and trainliyy ave provided
to make vork pay and give welfare rogiplisnts the oklillis to hold a 4ob.

In fact, E.R. 1214 would glve Staten & porverse incentivae t¢ out poople
off welfare., IE would sllow tates To counb people mo wveorking if thay
woera simply cub off the wolfere rolls, vhether or not they have moved
Inko a Job. Tt also would cut back on child cars both far pooplo
trying to leave wvelfare sand for working pecplie who are zrfinq o atay
OfL walfare. Finally, it would poependl the Job Opportunities and Bagioe
5kills program, resoving a&-rescourve for States to provide job search
asoslstance, eduoation, treining, snd job plavement.

- 0naind # ((}{/f?«::ﬁmf’)
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,g:ny of thase children could well be pushed jnto a chila
pIwteutlon uyssgm-thinl. by aslroudy n’vurhurdun id oflan Yallo to
pravide asa.a'xa-_aﬁ'vian Morsover I incrcasing
funda T Arutaol JWiAdren, R, 121440 . g I wdloy
stance | i, most eilminafe Poders:
evgxlilght o8 stn'..a RN praefadtion systame any obewTuloh \aro
rknoviedged o be fimcidensing verw poorly. -

keave. Slataa with ipadetuat ces and limited flexibility.
H R 12312 would also xapzana tha &za to ramiliss with Depondent

thildran program with block grante to States. In contrast o the
tunding wechaniszs now in place, block grant funding would not
adjuast for a reocssion. Without such an adjustgment, States in
rucession would encounter redursd vevanuss snd incraased
casaloads. In such times, 1% 1s the working poor who would ucat
1ikely mwad, but not rocsive, tasporary wazfata assintancg,.  Ihus,
individusls nseding a temporary iift could be left without cash
asaistance, onila cave, or even school lunches for thalv cnhtldren.
They also gould face reduced Food Stamp benefite,

genfuse the nasd for budgeb cuts with raal welfars zelorm.

Nationa)l weifare raforn should propote WOrs and reaponsibilivy i’
8 way that assuras taxpsyers thet Faderal mcncy is being spent
viaealy. H.R. 1234, however, would achisva short-tarn Poderal
budget savings at the axpense of Stotes and communiticn and the
long-term national interest. The Adminiastration strengly supports
valfare raform apd ceducing the deflcit.  MHowever, real and
effoctiva velfare roform should not ke confused with ahnrt~torm
hudget savings.

The AMininistration thexefore oppomes H.R. 1214, in its currant rorm,
because it would fall to implement real and effaectiva welfare veform,
The bill would reducs ¥ederal funding in ways that would impalr the
heslth and mutrition of childrer and familios &nd . undeycut attespts to
nove valfare reciplents from welfaro to vork. 1In addition, {t would be
particularly unwise Lo maks such zcﬁuctions to finance a tax cut tox-
higher-income taxpsvers.

Bax-As~You-Go Eeoring
(te bo added)

a8 & 8 4
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K{W“ fleasse add the following as a separate pat&gz‘i?ﬁ afver :;zm iaazg .
éfx paragraph on page oae (1} p

H.R. 1214 would have & serlous effect on c¢hild care support for
both welfare families moving towards seiff-gufficlency and low
income ‘working families. It would eliminate the c¢hild care
guarantee Lor families moving from welfare to work and would cap
overall funding for child care at a level that could force large .
numbers of working families to lose child care asslstance.
Furthermore, it would elindnate quality provisions and health and
patoty protections that a critically important to c¢hild well-
bainq . - ‘

'
. . %
+ . . W
" .
L3

Plooso roplace thoe firsy poragraph on page throe {3} with thn
following twe Lol 4 R A% .

Q Etcsdu(.:ef Proteciious for Abused amd Neylweubed Cliildewa

The Administration alse is’ very concerned with the proposed
changes that effect the child protecticn system. The
adrinigtracion is strongly commitred e providing protecrion ro
the millions of children who are abused or neglected each year
and to promoting programg that prevent abuse or neglect. IR,
+ 1214 would cut funding for foeter cere and adoption agsisbance,
and for c¢hild abusc prevention activities. Tt would virtually
eliminate Federal oversight of State child protective systema,
many of which are acknowledged to be functioning very poorly. As
gareaaitf thousands of children will ba at zﬁar&agad rigk of

re +

Y

cutg§ngga£$ benefits to legal jmmigranta

The Aduindstration strongly believes that illegyal inmigrants
should not be ellgible for governnent wslfare support.
Howavay, the browd dunial of majur public asslstence proygsuans
inciuvding Madicaid to most leqal immigrants is too broad, and
would shift substantial burdens Lo state and local taxpayers.,
Theae legal immigrants are required to pay taxas and
contribute ne their vommunitias. Thoe Aaninlatratien favors a
mora focused approach of holding sponsors accountable for
those they bring into this country and making , eponsor's . -
cammitment of auppart a legally binding contract. f

‘\' i- :“-x a“,_...
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March , 1%8S%
{House}

PRELIMINARY DRAFT~~NOT FOR CIRCULATION

H.R. 1214 ~ Personal Responsibility Act of 15495
{Archer {(R) TX and 2 cosponsors)

The Administration strongly supports the need to enact real and
effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values of work and
responsibility. Last yesy, the President proposed a sweeping welfare
reform prepesal that esmbodied these values, It imposed tough work
regquirements while providing opportunities for education, job training,
child care,  and support o working people. It included tough child
support enforcesent measures. It required teen mothers to live at
home, stay in school, and identify thelr child's father. It inoreased
State flexibility and accountability. It maintained protections for
children.

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Administration has emphasized
the basic values of work and responsibility. The President’'s economic
plan expanded the earngd income tax credit, which cut taxesg for 15
miilion working families to reward work over welfare. Last month, the
President issued an Executive Crder to crack down on Federal emplioyees
and military personnel whoe owe delinguent child support. In the past
two vears, the Adminigtration has granted waivers from Federal rules to
25 States to try innovative new ways to promote work and
respongibility.

The Adminiatration remaing committed to working with the Congress in a
bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. In
its current form, however, H.R. 1214 falls short of the basic gmalg and
values that most Americens want welfare reform to

WORK ' o e

Republicans and Demogcrats alike agree that the central goal of welfare
reform must be work. Unlike the legislation prgpose bf hga .
Administratd ast, year, however, H.R., 1214 na# 5 ”“‘Ldm";t
movﬁgé““ AT Y ESI RiRE R i nbombhowworkionce . The bill provides
neither the resources nor tha requirements for States to prepare
welfare recipients to become self-supporting. H.R. 1214 would not
gnsure that adegusate child care, education, and training are provided
to make work pay ang give welfare recipients the skills to hold a job.

In fact, H.R. 1214 would give States a perverse incaentive t0 cutl people
off welfare. It would allow States to count people as working if they
waere simply cut off the welfare rollg, whether or not they have moved
into a job. It also would cut back on child care both for peopls
trying to leave welfare and for working pecople who arg trying to stay
of f welfare. Finally, it would repeal the . Job Opportunities and Basic
5Kills program, removing.s-resouwres for States to provide job search
asaistance, aducation, t%ining, and job g}_acemeﬁt&&#w; F( “f(’w»

Gy rest TELpOns . y iy . 3
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RESPONSIBILITY

The Administration believes that welfare reform must promote individual
respongibility and responsible parenting, The toughest possible child

support enforcement is ceéntral to getting people off welfare and

helping them stay off, klthaugh the Administratien appreciates that

many of its proposals to hild :t collection have been
¥J$’~,,_129;gda JR. 1214, £ gﬁaﬁg Gudd-bownade to ensure that t%“&&“
\ n

on-custodlial pare help support their childrgn The Administraticn

supports requiring States to deny drivers and other professional

licenses to parents who refuse to pay child support, Thig approach has

proven very successful in States that have already implemented such
regulrements. N

Welfare reform must alse send a strong message to young people that

they should not get pregnant or father a chlild until they are ready to
take responsibllity for that child's future. The President has called

for a national campaign against teen pregnancy that sends a clear
message aboul absgtinence and responsible parenting.

Jﬁu&ﬁwbaneﬁ&x&.shauiﬁ.bewava*%abie only whaen yaun Y ‘parents make a
serious effort to be responsible and turn their lives around -- by

living at home, staying in school, and identifying the etherepasand-

By contrast, H.R. 1214 would simply punish innocent ¢hildren ~~ by
denving benefits to children born subesbeupddeoeit to pargnts under

age 18. g ¢

The Administration has serigus concsrns about other aspects of
H.R. 1214 that would:

o Jeopardize the health and nutrition of ghildren, families, and the

6 --,A--wtge &ﬁm&a& tration believes

eiderly. H.R. 1214 would cut the Food Stamp program dramatically

and cap spending levels. The bill would further erode the

nutritional safety net by cutting funding and creating block
grantsg to replace existing child nutrition programg and the
Speclial Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and

Children. These programs have produced significant and measurable

improvements in health outcomes among the many who participate in
them. H.R. 1214 would eliminate national nutrition standards and
the funding mechanisms that permit these programs to expand teo
meet the increased needs thag occur in times of economic downturn.
These changes would leave Amgricang vulinerable to shifts in
the economy and ¢ changes in nutrition standerds that could be
driven more by budgets than the health of ¢hilidren and mothers.

Punish &hildran(;cr tﬁgfz:?ffﬁnts’ &i&ﬁak&%& H.R. 1214 would deny

cash bensfits to over 450,000 )disabled chilfren. The bill also
woulid cut 0ff children WEGSSe parents have recelived welfare more
than five years, whather the parent is able to work or not.
Rather than letting States decide whether to deny benefits for
additional children born tec a mother on welfare, MH.R., 1214 would
impose a one~gize~fits-all Federal mandate. Benefits also would
be reduced for children whose paternity is not established, ewvss

apdr‘-t/f}“""l !)wu... V)?r m’éwh‘.
g&ﬂwkx%g£%7y“vfﬁ 6_1 B
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Many of these children could well be pushed into. a child
protection system that is already overburdened and often fails to
provide essential services. Moreover, rather than increasing
funds to protect children, H.R. 1214 would cut funding for foster
cave and adoption assistance and almost eliminate Federal
cversight ©f State c¢hild protection systems ~- many of which are
acknowledged to be functioning very poorly.

¢ Leave States with inadequate resources argd limited flexibility,
H.R. 1214 would also replace the Aid to Families with Dependent
Children program with block grants to Statves. In contrast to the
funding mechanisms, now in place, block grant funding would not
adjust for a recession Without such an adjustment, States in

fxr&c$$$ion would encounter reduced revenuss and increased

4“_ caseloads, In such times, it is the working poor who would most

likely need, but not receive, temporary welfarée assistance. In
addition, individuals needlng a temporary lift could be left
without aash asgistance, child care, or even school lunches for
their children., They also could face reduced Food Stamp benefits.

o Confuse the need for budget cuts with real welfare reform.
National welfare reform should promote work and responsibility in
& way that assures taxpayers that Federal money is being spent
wisely, However, many aspects of H.R, 1214 would achieve
short-term Federal budget savings at the expense of States and
communities and the long-term national interest. The
Administration strongly supports welfsre reform and reducing the
deficit. However, real and effective welfare reform sheuld not be
confused with short -tern budget ﬁ&#&&g& - :
wudnecns. AR i il VA 4 ~
__The adminigtration therefore opposes ﬁ,% 2id, in its current farm For
becauaawitkwauld fafi é%ﬁigégﬁt real fand effective welfare reform. ’131?
The bill would reduce\Federal funding in ways that would impalr the W T
hazlth and nutrition of children and familie& and undercul attempts to
move welfare recipients\from welfare tQ work. In addition, it would be
particularly unwise to ke such reductions to finance a tax cut for

higher-income taxpayers. (
Ak wodd vot

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring | MMJW\%E WR-4 u.wu o HJXL.'\("D 4

(to be filled in) ra«\\},&, P ’\'9..,._}, LGoh el

{

p ‘ * ok & % ® % % -{?_?Vh‘é_»kfi_wm

Ft‘;m

rzﬁﬂﬂuc

wndd Mo Y a)hfa;undg +



pr, |
]
Lo §

MAR 14°95 1131 No,063 P.OJ

I ———
OFFICE OF m&mz—:&t mb BUDGET
, Washington, 0.C. 205030001 FILE NO: 18
1408 _
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM Total Page(s): L

TO:  Legisiative Lislsan Ofticer - See Distrd

buticn balow:
FROM; - -Janet FORGGREN m%ﬂ«& )Q A ,
| : Assistant Olvoctor for Logisiative Refe
OMB CONTACT: Chifs MUSTAIN 2953023 -
Legislative Ansistent's ling (for simple responsas)y: 3857362 U R G E N T

BUBJECT:  Proposad Statamaent of Adminisiretion Policy RE: HR1214, Parsonal Rasponsiblilty Act of 1895

QMLINE‘“"‘ TODAY 4:30 pm Yuasciay;‘“ March 14,1895

in amordnnao with OMB Clasular A-19, OMB requesis the viwzs of your agm pn the above subject befnra
advising on Ks relationship 10 the program of the Frasident,

Planse advige us If thia item will affect direct spending or racoipta for purposes of tha
"PayAnYou-Go™ provisions of Titie Xlli of the Omnibus Budget Reconcifistion Act of 1530,

COMMENTS: We oxpect MR 1214 to be considered by the House Rules Committes on Thursday, March
18th. HR 1214 Inciudes Jegisietive language from HR 1157, MR 1435, and HR 899 — the
welfare raform biils from the Ways and Moans, Agzimﬁuw, ami ﬁmnom&c and Eduzations)
Oppotiunities commilises, raspactively.

URGENT
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LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM
‘ Distribution List

LRM NG: 6683
FILE NO: 15

AGENCIES:
312-AGRICULTURE » Marvin Shapiro ~ (202 7201518 .

AZ24-COMMERDE » Michael A, Lavilt - (207 482-315¢

502-Comporation for Nai! and Communily Service - Gens 8ofer » 202} 808.5000
325-DEFENSE - Samuet T, Brick, Jr. - (703} 8871308

207-EDUCATION - John Kristy - (202) 4018313

328-HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES - Frances Whils - (202) 6807760
215-HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT - Edweard J. Murphy, Jr, « (202) 708-1783
IngInteragency Councli on the Homelass « George Ferguson - {202) 7081430 '
I2D-INTERIOR « Jane Lyder - (202) 2088708 .

217-JUBYICE « Kent Markus - {202) 5142141

33G-LABOR - Hobert A, Shapim - (202 2188201

428-National Economic Councll - Sonyia Matthows - (202) 4562174

© 257.Ciflce of National Drug Contro! Policy « Johin Camevale - {202) 3858734
331-Office of Fersonnel Managemend - James N. Woodrff - (202) 6081424
225-8TAYE « Julia C. Norton - {202) 847-4483

Z226-TRANSPORTATION - Tom Moty - {(202) 3684887

228-TREASURY - Richard S, Canre - Q02 822-1148

229-VETERANS AFFAIRS - Robert Cay - (202) 2736686
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‘ : RESPONSE TO - LRM NO: 883
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM FILE NO: 18

f your raspanse 10 this request for views Is simpls (8.g., concut/no comment), we prefor thal you respond by &-mail or
by faxing us this response sheet,

If the response Is simpls and you prefor to call, pieass call the bmnchawide lins shown below (NOT the analyst’s line)
10 eave & MOssugo with # legikiative assistant,

You may aiso respond by . :

{1} calling tho analysi/stiormay'a diract Hne {you will be connecied & volce malt it the analyst does not answar): of
. {2) sonding us & memao ot lotter,

Plensa Include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below,

TO: Chris MUSTAIN 3052023
Offics of Management and Budget
Fax Number; 395-8148 - '
Branch-Wida Line (o' reach legisiative agsistant), 308.7362

FROM: : _ . {Date)
(Name}
{pgency)
{Telephong)

SUBJECT: Proposed Ststement of Administration Policy RE: MR 1214, Personal Responsibility Act of 1885

s

The foliowing Iy the response of ur agency to your request for views on the above-captioned subject:
Contur '
Ko Objsclion
r— 8 Comment
8a£ propasad sdils on pages \
Lihar

FAX RETURN of pages, sitschad jo this responss shael
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Tho k&miﬁiﬁtx&tian ia committed to reforming the welfare system.
Last ysar, the Fresident propoped a sweeping welfare reform plan
to the Congress. In the past two yveare, the Administration hae
slso granted walvers fromw Pederal welfare rules to 25 States ~-
giving States the flexibility to try nev ideas. Earlier this
nonth, the President issued an executive order to crack down on
federal employees who owe delinguent child support. In all its
welfare reform efforts, the Administration huas emphasized the
basic values of work, aeducation, pargntal responslbility, 'State
tlexibility, and the protection of c¢hildren. The Adminietration
Wwill continue to work with the Congress to enact welfare reforn
1&gis§at£nn that protects these values and ends welfare as we
xnow it.

H.R, 1234, however, f£xils in many respects to support thass basic
values. The Administration opposes the bill bscause it weould:

1 from _ . Unlike the
lagialaﬁian prapaaa& by tha 3&&iniatr&tinn last ysar,
H.R, -1314 would make it harder for many welfars reciplents 5“Jiab*“
to enter tha workforce. The bill providee neither the
regsources nor the regquirements for States to prepare welfare
reciplients to bacome salf-supporting. H.R. 1214 would not f
ensure that adeguate child care, healih care, education, and fghz
training are provided to make work pay and give individuals }u#
the skills to leave welfare and hold a job. J?

In fact, H.R. 1214 would elinminate the child care guarantee
for welfare recipienta entering the workforce and allow
itates to count people as working by simply cutting them off
the welfare rolls. The bill also repeals the Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills progranm, removing any raal
reaponsibility for States to provide job search assistance,
aducation, truininq, and job placement,

; Ax il - H.R. 1214 would deny banefits:

to ehildrmn barn to parenta under age 18; to additional
children born to a mother on welfare; to children of parents
who have received welfars wore than five years; and to many
disabad children. Soma of these children could well be
pushed into a child protection system that is alrsady
pvorburdenad and that often fails to provide essantial
gervices. But rather than increasing funds to protect
¢hildren, H.R. 1214 would cut funding for foster care and
adaption assistance and eliminate Fedaral oversight of State
child protection eystems -- many of which are acknowledged
te be functioning very badly. ﬁ&«& pﬁkfw
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sopardize of children and familjes. H.R, 1214
would aut fundinq and oreate block grante in place of child
nutrition programs -and the Special Supplemental Nutrition
Program foxr Women, Infants, and Children {(WIC). These
programe have produced aiqnitiaant and measurable nutrition
outcones among those whoe participate in them. H.R. 1214
would eliminate national nutrition standards. It would also
~eliminate the funding mechanizma that permit thess programs
to expand to meat the increased needs that cccur in times of
recesaion or aconomic downturn. Thess changes wouid leave
many Americans vulnerable to shifts in the economy and to
changes in nutrition standards that could be driven more by
-State budgsts than the health of children and mothers.

downturn. H.R. 121# vouzd azso xagla¢a tha Aid zo ?amiliaﬁ
with Dependent Children program with bleock grants to States.
In contrast to the Federal shared system now in place, the
block grants do not make adjustments for racession or
population growth., Without such adjustments, States could
face serious problems, particularly during a recession.
Puring a recession, States could encounter reduced revenues
and increased caseloads. In such times, it is the working
poor who would moat likely need temporary welfare
asgistance., Under H.R. 1214, Federal funds would not rise
to meat this denand ««~ individuals neaeding a temporary lift
could be left without cash assistancs, child care, or even
school lunches for thelr children.

support. Although the Administration appraciates that

H.R. 1214 waa amended to include many provisicons proposed by
the Administration to increase child support collections,
further changes should ba made o engure that non~custodial
parents help raise their children. The Adminigtration
supports requiring States to deny drivers and otherxr
profassional licenses to parents who refuse to pay child
support. This approach has proven very successful in States
that have already implemented such requirements.

L —— -
£

H.R. 1214 would decrease direct gpending; therefore, it is
subiect to the pay~as-you-go requirements of the Omnibus Budget
Raconciliation Act of 1850, OMBYs preliminary ascorving estimate
for this bill is presented .in the table below. Final gcoring of
this legislation may deviate from these estimatasn.

.{{5 in'xillians}”"

A393 ‘1396 1997 ~ 1238 A353~1B38

LR IR
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. HHS Commonts on the SAP

sPag: one, the second paragraph, move the second sgntence to the
end »f the paragraph. Aadd “The Clinton Administration collected
a reord 9 billion dollars in child support 1n 1983 and expects
“to c¢sllect 10 billion in 1994.%

sPleage add the follo&ing as a third paragraph in the first
bullat on page ona:

PHR 1214 would have a sericus effect on child care support for
both welfare families moving towards self-sufficiency and low
incene working families. It would eliminate the child care
guarantee for families mwoving frowm welfare to work and would cap
overall funding for child zare at a level that could force large
numt ers of working families to loose thild care assistance.

Furt sermore, it would eliminate guality provision and heaith and
safe bty protections that are critically important to child well-
bairg."

*On page 2, the second pavagraph should read,In addition, the
provision to deny benefits to children barn te ummarried parents
undoy age 18.

sPace 2, firvst bullet, add a gsentence on food stamps

eSeond bullet on page 2, second sentence should read,¥In
conrast to the funding mechanisms new in place, block grant
fun ing would not adjust for recession or demographic changes.®

*Pave 2, last bullet sheuld be deleted. The Archer Bill actually
doe s guite a bit to engourage ERT~-including exempting EBT from
Reg E. .
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H.R.

(ArcheiJ{R}m?X an&ﬁzwéogponsars}

The Administration supports real and effective welfare reform. = Real
welfare reform should: (1) create incentives to move people from
welfare to work: (2) . provide adequate education, training, and child
care to enable welfare recipients to become self-supporting:

(3) encourage and enforce parental responsibility; (4) protect the
health and nutrition of children, and (5} protect States from new
unfunded burdens and enhance State flaxibility to develop thelr own
welfare~to-work programs.

In order to mect these five essential goals, the Administration has
propesed sweeping 1egislative reforns and taken several- adminiatratlve
actions.

Last year, the President proposed a sweeping welfare reform plan to the
Congress which would {£il1l in two oy three sentences summarizing how
last vear’s »ill meets the 5 goals].

In addition, concrete steps have already been taken administratively to
implement the Administration welfare reform program. In orxder o
encourage parental responsibllity, last month, the President issued an
executive order to crack down on Federal employees and members of the
nilitary who owe delingquent child support. In order to promote State
flexibilty, the Administration has granted waivers from Federal welfare
rules to 25 States -- giving States the flexibility to try new ideas.

Altrhough H.R. 1214 reflects the general goal of reforming the welfare
system, the bill would fail to meet the five essential goals of real

and effective weifare reform in several resse»ts:
8 ot Yo frecems
o H.R. 1234 s $o provide dwoaom: Lneentives to nove people from
welfare ta work angd would ;a:w oo av de essential education,

w£§ininq and child care to wmeke welfare recipientsiselfe

SUL 1. H.R. 1214 provides neither the resources nor the
r&qulrements for States ¢o prepare welfare recipients to bacome
self-gupporting. The bill would not ensure that adeguate chilg
care, health care, education, and training are provided to nake
work pay and give individuyals the skills to leave welfare and hold
a job. In fact, H.R. 1214 would eliminate the child care
guarantee for welfara recipients entering the workforce and allow
States to count people as working by simply cutting them off the
welfare rolls. The bill also would repeal the Job Opportunities
and Basic Skills program, removing any real responsibility feor
Btatas to provide job search assistance, education, training, and
job placement,




WElfare raf&rm& ahaald be adopted tc ézscaurage ta&naqa greqnanay
and illegitimacy ~~ but without punishing children born inte
difficult circumstances through no fault of their own. The
Administration ig seeking to address these very real problenms by
[£ill inY. .

Unfortunately, H.R. 1214 would address teenage pragnancy and
illegitimacy by reducing funds needed to protect the health and
nutrition of children. Benefits would ke denied £o: (1) children
born to parents under age 18; (2) additional children born to a
mother on welfare; (3) children of parents who have received
welfare for more than five years; and (4) many disabled children,

Some of these children could well ke pushed into a ¢hild
protection system that is already overburdened and often fails to
provide essential services, HMoreover, H.R. 1214 would cut funding
for foster care and adoption assistance and eliminate Federal
oversight of State child protection systems ~~ many of which are
acknowledged to be functioning very badly.

ITnn addition, the bill would cut funding and create block grants to
replace existing ¢hild nutrition programs and the Special
Supplenental Nutrition Program for Wopen, Infants, and Children
(WIC). These programs have produced significant and sessurable
improvements in nutrition outcomes among those who participate in.
them. H.R., 1214 would elinminate national nutrition standards., It
would also elininate the funding mechanisms that permit these
programs to expand to meet the increased needs that ocour in times
of recession or economic downturn. These changes would leave many
Americans vulnerable to shifts in the economy and to changes in
nutrition standavds that could be driven more by State budgets
than the health of children and motherxs.

[DOJ language: Moreover, the provision to deny cash benefits to
children born to parents under age 18 raises constitutional
concerns regarding discrimination on the basis of illegitinacy.}

raplaaa tha &id ta Famzlzes with Dapan&ent Chilﬁran programn with
block grants to States. 1In contrast to the funding mechanisms now
in place, block grant funding would not adiust for recession.
wWithout such an adjustment, States in recession would encounter
reduced revenues and increased caseloads. In such times, it is
the working poor who would most likely need temporary welfare
assistance., Under H.R. 1214, Federal funds would not increase to
meet this demand -- individuals needing a temporary 1ift could be
left without cash assistance, c¢hild care, or even school lunches
for their children.
S5 . .
Doesn’t qo far enouq n collecting delinmuent child supnort.
f‘although the Administration appreciates that H.R. 1214 was amended




to include many of its proposals to increase child support
cellection, further changes should be made to ensure that non-
cugtodial parents help raise theilr children. The Administration
supports requiring States to deny drivers and other professional
licenses to parents who refuse to pay child support. This
approach has proven very successful in States that have already
implemented such requirements.

In summayy ~- the Administration opposes H.R. 1214 -~ in its current
Fform -~ because it would fail to implement real and effective welfars
reform; and would reduce Federal funding in ways which would impair
the health and nutrition of c¢hildren and undercut attempts €6 move
welfare recipients from welfere to work. In addition, it would be
particularly unwise to make such cutg to finance a tax out for higher~
income taxpayers.

H.R. 1214 would decrease direct spending; therefore, it is subject to
the pay-as-you-go regquirements ¢f the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act
of 1480. OMB’g preliminary scoring estimate for this bill is presented
in the table below. Final scoring of this legislation may deviate from
these estinates. : o '

maven af £
($ in milli@ns)
1895 1388 4837 . 18938

Qutlays
Recelpts

Net peficit
Effect

® % ® Kk ® % %



EXEQCUTIVE OQOFFICE OF THE PRESIDEXRT
15~Mar-1995 02:11pm

TO: Christopher J. Mustain
FROM: Bruce N. Reed

bomestic Policy Council
CCs Renneth S. Apfel

cC: Jeremy D. Benami N

SUBJIECT: Comments on Welfare Reform SAP

I still strongly believe that we should save the SBAP for Monday,
when we can use it to get some good press attention, instead of
throwing it into the mix at Rules. We way be able to claim some
victories out of Rules -~ if we get an amdt on licensing, for
example =-- and a SAP about why we oppose the bill will step on
that story. : ’

I would also recommend the following edits to the letter to
emphasize more about what wefre for. The President has worked
very hard to strike a consistent, non~political,
Jet’s~-get-something~done~here tone on this issue., fThe current
draft does a-good. job of spelling out our problems with the
Republican bill, but it doesn’t say enough about what we’re for
instead. ..

opening: "The Administration strongly supports the urgent need to
enacts real, effective welfare reform that promotes the basic
values of work and responsibility., ILast year, the President
proposed a sweeping welfare reform proposal to the Congress, the
Work and Responsibklility Act of 1994, which embodied those values.
It imposed tough work reguirements while providing opportunities
for sducation, job training, chilild care and supports to working
pecple, It included the toughest child support enforcement
neasures ever put forward. It reguired teen mothers to live at
home, stay in school, and identify their child’s father., It
dranmatically increased state flexibility and accountability. And
it maintained basic protections for children.

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Adwministratrion has
enmphasized the basic values of work, responsibility, and family.
The President’s economic plan cut taxes for 15 million working
families as a way to reward work over welfare. Last month, the
President issued an executive order to ¢rack down on federal
employees who owe delinguent c¢hild support., In the past two
yvears, the Administration has granted waivers from federal rules



to 28 states to tyy innovative new ways to promote work and
responsibility.

he Administration remains committed to working with the Congress
in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this
year. In its current form, however, H.R. 1214 falls short of the’
basic goals and values that most Americans without regard to party
want welfare reform to-achieve. The Administration seeks to end
welfare asg we know it by promoting work and respensibility, not by
punishing children for their parents’ mistakes. welfare reform
will succeed only if it successfully moves pecple from welfare to
work.

WORK

For years, Republicans and Demeocrats alike have agreed that the
central goal of welfare reform must be work. Work is at the core
of the President’s approach, Under the Administration’s plan, if
people needed help with education, training or child care in order
to go to work, they could get it., But within two years, people
who can work have to go to work, and get a paycheck, not a welfare
chack.

Unlike the legislation proposed by the Adwministration last year, .
HR 1214 would falkl to pove peopls from welfare to work, and would
actually make it harder for many welfare vecipients to enter. the
workforce... {(rest of graph stays same}

In fact, HR 1214 gives the states a perverse incentive to cut
people off welfare. It lets them count people as working if they
were simply cut off the welfare rolls for any reason, whether or
not they have noved into a job, It would also cut back on child
care both for people trying to leave welfare and for working
pecple who are trying to stay off welfare. The bill also repeals
the JOBS etc. {rest of graph)

RESPONSIBILITY

The Adninistration believes that welfare reform must promcote
individual responsibility and responsible parenting. We ghould
demand responsibility from parents who bring children inte the
world, not let them off the hook and expect taxpayers to pick up
the tabk for their neglect. And we must discourage irresponsible
behavior that lands people on welfare in the first place.

The toughest possible child support enforcement is central to
gatting people off welfare and helping them stay off. Although
the Administration apprecliates that HR 1214 was amended... (rest
of graph on child support)

Welfare reform must send a very strong message to young people
that they should not get pregnant or father a child until they are
ready to raise that child, love that child, and . take responsiblity



for that child’s future. The Administration’s plan sends a clear
nessage to young men and women that mistakes have conseguences and
that they have a responsibllity to turn their lives around. Miner
mothers must live at home with thelir parents, stay in school, and
identify the father of their children. We need a national
campalgn against teen pregnancy that sends a clear nessage abmat

_ abstinence and r&aponSLble parenting. :

although differences between the House and the Administration have
been narrowed congsiderably on the issue of assistance to teen
mothers, the denial of benefits to children born to parents under
18 in HR 1214 still sends the wrong message to young pecople. It
gsays: if vou made a mistake, you’re on your own, even if it means
youn’re more likely te end up on welfare for 1ife and c¢ost the
taxpayers more noney down the road., The Aduministration believes
that welfares reform should demand responsibility, not simply cut
people off because they’re young, unmarried, and wmade a mistake.

{OTHER CONCERNS

The Administration’ has ‘serious concerns about other aspects of tha
bill that would:

* Punish childr@n for their parents mistakes. HR 1214 would deny
benafits to hundreds of thousands of disabled c¢hildren, and cut
off all children whose parents have received welfare more than
five years, whether they’re able to work or not., Rather than
‘letting states decide for themselves whether to deny additional
benefits for additional children born to a mether on welfare, HR
1214 mandates a one-size-fits-sll federal approach. Many children
could well be pushed into a {Rest of graph on punish children
unfairly...}

#

* Jeopardize the health of children and families (no changes)

* lLeave states with inadequate resources.,. Add the following
sentences at the end of that graph: "The Administration strongly
supports increased state flexiblity, and hag already granted
waivers to half the states for innovative welfare reform
demonstrations. National welfars reform should promote the
naticnal values of work and responsibility in a way that assures
taxpayers that federal money is being spent wisely.

* Confuse the need for budget cuts with the need for real welfare
reform.. Many aspacts of HR 1214 are designed to achieve

short-term federal budget savings -~ rather than real welfare
reform -~ at the expense of states and communities in the short
run and all taxpayers in the long run. The Administration

strongly supports velfare reform, and cutting the def1c1t. But
Congress should not mix up the two or pretend that one is the
other.



BORRY FOR ALL .-THE ADDITIONS =- I FEEL STRONGLY THAT WE MUST GET
CUR POSITIVE MESSAGE QUT. THANKS,



EXECUTTIVE OFFI1ICE O F T HE PRESIDE
NT EXECUTTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDE
NT /
14-Mar-1995 09:20pm
i
TO: {See Below)
FROM: Christopher J. Mustain

Office of Mgmt and Budget, LRD

SUBJECT: Attached is the revised welfare SAP, per Chuck's co
mments SUBJECT:

NOTE: please see new language: (1) regarding EBT from Jack
Radzikowsky and Tom Stack [last bullet] and (2) regarding a
constitutional concern from Justice at the end of the "Punish
Children"” bullet.

Please advise if the new language should remain, be amended, or
deleted. Thanks. .

March 15, 1995
{ House Rules)

H.R. 1214 - Personal Responsibility Act of 1995
(Archer (R) TX and 2 cosponsors)

The Administration supports real and effective welfare reform.
Real welfare reform should: (1) move people from welfare to
work; (2) provide adequate education, training, and child care to
enable welfare recipients to become self-supporting; (3)
encourage parental responsibillity:; (4) protect the health and
nutrition of children, and {(5) enhance State flexibility.

Last year, the President propocsed a sweeping welfare reform plan
to the Congress. Last month, the President issued an executive
order to crack down on Federal employees and members of the
military who owe delinguent child support. In the past two
years, the Administration has granted waivers from Federal
welfare rules to 25 States -~ giving States the flexibility to
try new ideas. In all its welfare reform efforts, the
Administration has emphasized the basic values of work,
education, parental responsibility, the protection of children,
and State flexibility.

Although the House shares the general goal of reforming the



welfare system, H.R. 1214 falls short in sany respects to support
these basic values, The bill would:



Fail to move people from welfare to work., Unlike the
legislation proposed by the Administration last year,

H.R. 1214 would make 1t harder for many welfare reciplents
to enter the workforce. The bill provides neither the
rescurces nor the requirements for Htates to prepare welfare
recipients to become self-supporting. H.R. 1214 would not
ensure that adequate child care, health care, education, and
training are provided to make work pay and.give individuals
the skills to leave welfare and hold a job.

In fact, H.R., 12i4 would eliminate the child care guarantee
for welfare recipients entering the workforce and allow
States to count people as working by simply cutting them off
the welfare rolls. The bill aiso would repeal the Job
Oppertunities and Basic Bkills program, removing any real
responsibility for States to provide job search assistance,
education, training, and job placement.

Punish children. H.R., 1214 would deny cash benefits teo: (1)
children born to parents under asge 18: (2) additional
children born to a mother on welfare: (3) children of
parents who have received welfare more than five years; and
{4) many disabled children. Some ©f these children could
well be pushed into & ¢hild protection system that is
already overburdened and often falls to provide esgential
services. Moreover, rather than increasing funds to protect
children, H,R, 1214 would cut funding for foster care and
adoption assistance and eliminate Federal oversight of State
child protection systemsg -~ many of which are acknowliedged
to be functioning very badly.

In additiony the provision to deny cash benefits to chiidren
born to parents under age 18 raiges constitutional concerns
regarding discrimination on the bagsis of illegitimacy.

Jeppardize the health of children and families. . H.R. 1214
would cut funding and create block grants to replace
existing child nutrition programs and the Special
Bupplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children. These programg have produced significant and
measurable improvenents in nutrition outcomes among those
who participate In them, H.R. 1214 would eliminate national
nutrition standards. It would also eliminate the funding
mechanisms that permit these programg to expand to meet the |
increased needs that oocur in times of recession or economic
downturn. These changes would leave many Americans
vulnerable to ghifts in the economy and to changes in
nutrition standards that could be driven more by State
budgets than the health of children and mothers. ‘

Leave States with inadeguate resources in times of economic
downturn., H.R. 1214 would also replace the Aid to Families
with Dependent Chiidren program with block grants to States,




In contrast t¢o the funding mechanisms now in place, block
grant funding would not adjust for recession. Without such
an adjustment, States In recession could encounter reduced
revenues and increased caseloads. In such times, it is the
working poor who would most likely need temporary welfare
assistance. Under H.R. 1214, Federal funds would not
increase to meget this demand -- individuals needing a
temporary lift could be left without cash assistance, child
care, or even schoul lunches for thely children. .

Fail to utilize proven strategies to collect delinguent
child support. Although the Adminigstration appreciates that
H.R., 1214 was amended to include many of its proposals to
increase child support colliection, furthsr changes should bhe
made to .ensure that non-custodial parents help raise their
¢children. The Administration supports reguiring States 1o
deny drivers and other professipnal licenses €o parents who
refuse to pay child support. This approach has proven very
successful in States that have already implemented such
regulrements.

Fail to engourage States to deploy cogst-effective electronic
benefif transfer svstems through regicnal alliances and a
uniform financial operating environment., H.R. 1214 aliso
would-eliminate consumer protections that are assoclated
with commercial debit services.




Therefore, the Administration copposes H.R., 1214 iIn its Ccurrent
form, because it would fail to implement real and effective
welfare reform.

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring

H.R., 1214 would decrease direct spending; therefore, it is
subject to the pay-~ag-you-ge requirements of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990. OMB's preliminary scoring estimats
for this bill is presented in the table below. Final scoring of
- this legiglation may deviate from these estimates.

Egtimates for Pay-As-You-Go
{8 in millions)

1995 1996 1997 1998 19951998

Outlays
Receipts

Net Deficit

Effect _
 k K k Kk K *

Distribution:

TO: Charles 5. Konigsberg
TO: Kenneth §. Apfel
TO: Bruce N. Reed

cCr James C. Murrx

LC: Janet R. Forsgren
CC:  Barry White

CC:  Keith J. Fontenot
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RESPONSE TO LRM NO: 7o0
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM FILE NO: 18

If your response 1o this request for views is simple (e.g., concur/ae comment), we prefad that you respomt by e-mail or
by foxing us this rezponse sheel.

if the response Is simple snd ym; prafer to call, please call the branch-wide ine shown below (NOT the ansiyst's line)
to laava g message with a fegislative assistant,

You may aiso respond by:

{1} calling the analyst/attomey's direct line (you will be connsacied to voice mail if e analyst does nat answer); or
{2} sending ug a memo or leiter,

Plsase includa the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown balow.

TCn Chirls MUSTAIN  385.3823
Otfice of Management and Budget!
Fax Number: 395-8148
Sranch-Widae Line (lo reach Iagislalive gssistant); 385-7362
FROM: ' . {Date}
{Nama)

- (Agency}
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BUBJECT: “REVISED™ Proposed Slatement of Administration Poltsy RE: HR1214, Parsonal Responalbility Act
of 1985

The foilowing is the response of sur sgency 1o yout-requast for views oa the abovs-captioned subjech:

concur
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No Camment

See propossd odits on pages
Cther:

——————

FAXRETURN of ___ pages, attached to this response shost
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DRAFY

March 17, 19485
{Houne}

_ {xxzzzwr (R) TX and 2 cospansom) o

The Administratioen gtrongly supports tho nsed to enact real and
effectivae walfars reform that promeoctes the basic values of work and
responsibility, Last year, the President proposed a aweeping welfara
reform proposal that ambodied these values. It imposad tough work
requirements while providing opportunities for education, job training,
¢hild care, and support to working people. It included tough child
support enforcement measurags., It required teen mothers to live &L
home, stay in school, and identify their childss father. It increased
3t§te flaxibility and accountabllity. It maintalned protesotrions for
childron.

In all itz welfare reform efforts, the Administration has emphasized
the basic values of work and responsibility. The President’s oc¢onenic
plan expanded the earned income tax credit, which cut taxas for 15
million working families to reward work over welfare. Last month, the
President issued an Executive Order to crack down on Faderal employees
and military personnel who owe delinquent child suppoert,- In the past
two years, the Adninistration has granted waivers from Federal rules to
25 States te try innovative new ways to promote work and
regponsibilicy.

The Adninigtration remains committed to working with the Congress in a
bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. 1In
ite current form, however, H.R, 1214 falls short of the basic goals and
valuns that mast Americans want wolfare reform o embody.

HORK

Republicans and Democrats alike agres that the central goal of welfare
reform must be work. Unlike the legislation proposed by the
Administration last year, however, H.R. 1214 would not facilitate
roving welfare recipients into the workforce. The bill pravides
neither the resources nor the requirements for States to prepars
welfare recipients: to becoma self-supporting. H.R. 1214 would not
snsure that adequate child care, education, and training ars provided
to make work pay and give welfara raciplients the skills tc hold a job.

In fact, H.R, 1214 would give states a perverss incentive to out people
off welfare. It would allow States to count pecple as working if thaey
woere simply cut off the welfare rolls, whether or not they havs moved
into a job. It also would cut back on child care both for peopls
trying to leave welfare and for working people who are trying Lo atay
¢ff walfare. Finally, it would repeal the Job Qpportunities and Basic
Skills program, ramoving a. rescurce for States to provide job saarch
agsistance, education, training, and job placement.

$0"d Q0 ON G120  GB,97 &HM 8p19-56¢~20L: (X



BESPONSIBILITY

The Administration dslieves that wselfars roform must promote individual
respensibility and responsible parenting. The toughest posmsible cohild
support anforcement is central to getting people off welfara and
helping them stay off. Although the Adminigtration appreciates that
many of its preoposals to increase ¢hild support collection have besn
included in H.R. 1214, further changes should bs made to ensure that
non-custodial parents help support their children. The Administration
supports requiring States to deny drivers and other professicnal
licenses to parents who rafuse to pay child support. This approach has
proven very successful in States that have already lmplamentad such
requirements,

Welfars roforms rnust alsc send a strong message to younyg pacple that
they should not g&t gregnant or father a child until they are resady to
take rasponsibility for that child’s future. Tha President has called
for a national canmpaign against teen pregnancy that sends a clear
message about abstinence and responsible parsnting.

In cases where teen pregnancy does occur, the Administration believes
that benelfits should be available only when young parents make a
gsericus effort to be rasponsikle and turn their lives around - hy
living mt home, staying in scheol, and {dentifying the other parent,
In contrast, H.R. 1214 would simply punish innocent children -- by
denying benefite to childran born cut-of~wedlock to parents under

age 18. ‘ L

The Administration has seriousz concerns about other aspects of
H.R. 1214 that would:

ERAE, AR b A5 A beay SR, Resd A4
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elderly. H.R. 1214 weuld cut the Food Stamp program dramatically
and ¢ap spending levels. The bkill would further arode the
nutritional safety net by cutting funding and creating block
grants to replace existing child nutrition programs and the
Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children. These programs have produced gignificant and measurable
improvements in health ocutcomes among the many who particlpate in
them. H.R. 1214 would eliminate national nutrition standards. and
the funding mechanisma that permil these programs to expand to
meget the increasgsed needg that coouy in times of economic downturn.
These changes would leave many Amaricane vulnerakle to shlifts in
the economy and to changes in nutriticn standards that could be
driven, more by budgets than ths haalth of children and motharsa,

Punish children for their pare istakes. H.R. 1214 would deny
cash benefits to over 180,000 disabled children. The bill also
would cut off children whosg parents have recelived welfare more
than five years, whether the paréent is pble to work or not.

Rather than letting States declide whether to deny benefite for
additional children born to & mother on waelfare, H.R. 12314 would
impose a one-size-flts-all FPederal mandate.- Benefits alsc would
‘be raduced for children whose paternity ls not éstablished,

00" d 0207 ON 9$:22 66,91 SHM 87 19-56$-207: 01



Many of thesa children could well be pushed into a child
protection systom that is alroady overburdened and often falls ¢o
provide esgential services. Moreover, rather than increasing
funds to protect children, H.R. 1214 would cut funding for foster
care and adeption asalstance and almest eliminate Federal
ovexrsight of State child protection systems ~~ many of which are
aaknowledgad to be functioning very poorly.

X.R. 1214 w&ald alsa xaglaca the &i to Fam:lxas with Dapenden%
Children program with block grants to States.. In contrast to the
funding mechanisms now in place, bhlock grant funding would not

- addust for & recession. Without such an adjustment, States in
racession would encounter reduced revenuaes and increased
caseloads. In such times, it is the working poor who would nost
likely need, but not receive, tamparary welfare assistance. Thus,
Individuals needing a temporary lift could be left without cash
asslstance, child care, or even schoel lunches for their children.
They alsec could face raduced Food Stamp benefits.

Hatianal waltare raform shauld pram@ﬁﬁ wark and rasponaibility in
a way that assures taxpayers that Federal money is heing spent
wisely., H.R. 1214, however, would achisve ghort-~term Federal
budget savings at tha expense of States and communitiea and the
long-term national interest. The Administration strongly supports
welfare raform apgd reducing the daficit. However, real and
affective welfare refar& should not be confused with short-ternm
budget savings.

The Adnministration therefore oppoges H.R, 1214, in {ts current form,
becauga it would fail to implament real and affective welfare raform.
The bill would reduce Federal funding in ways that would impair the
health and nutxition of children and familles and undercut attempts o
move welfare reciplents from welfare 2o work. In addition, it would be
particularly unwise to make such reductions to finance a tax cut for
higher-incone taxpayers.

{t¢ ba added}
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRES

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRES
16-Mar-1995 04:58pm

TO: {See Balow)

FROM: Chvigtopher J. Mustain

Office of Mgmt and Budget, LRD

BUBJECT: Revised Welfare Reform SAP

Chuck: We assume that vou will coordinate with Ken and Bruce.
We will not circulate the SAP to the agencies until you
give the word, Thanks,

March 16, 1495
{House )

H.BR. 1214 - Personal Responsibility Act of 1995
(&g¢har.(ﬂ) T and 2 CoSponsors;)

The Administration gtrongly supports the need to snagt real,
effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values of work
and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a sweeping
welfare reform proposal that embodied these values. It imposed
tough work requirements while providing opportunities for
education, job training, ¢hild care, and support to working
pecple. It included tough child support enforcement measures. It
reguired teen mothers to live at home, stay in school, and
identify thelr child’s father. It increased State flexibility
and ascoountability. It maintained protections foxr children.

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Administration has
emphasized the basic values of work and responsibility. The
President's soonomic plan expanded the earned income tax oredit,
which cut tazes for 15 million working families to reward work
over walfare. Last month, the President lssued an Executive
OCrder to ¢rack down on Federal employees and militayry personnel
who owe delinguent ¢hild support. In the past twd vears, the
Administration has granted waivers from Federsl rules to 25
States to try innovative new ways to promote work and
responsibility.

The Administration remains committed to working with the Congress
in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this
vear., In its current form, however, H.R. 1214 falls short of the
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[ believe we should demand and reward work, not punish those who go to work. We
should demand responsibility from parents who bring children into the world, not let them off
the hook and expect taxpayers to pick up the tab for their neglect, We must discourage
irresponsible behavior that tands people on welfare in the first place, and tell our children not
to have children until they are married and ready to be good parents. We should abolish the
waiver system altogether, and give states the flexibility to do all the things that our waivers
atlow 23 siates to do today, so govemors don't have 16 come to Washington to ask,

¥

When [ called a meeting at the White House with leaders from both parties and all levels of
government in January, we reached 3 bipartisan consensus that those basic prnciples -- work,
responsibility, family - belong at the center of any welfare reform legislation.



fault ~~ it implies that children are disabled because of their
parents’ mistakes.

. 2, 2nd indented bullet: Fact check with HHS the 150,000
disabled children number. I put that in my version, but I can’'t
vouch for its accurscy. )

p.- 2, 2nd indented bullet, last sentence: Change "is not
established” o "is not establizhed, even 1if the mother is
copperating fully and the state hureaucracy is at fault.,”

p. 3, 1st full bullet, 2nd sentence: Change "adjust for a
recession™ to "adiust for a recession or population growth”.

p. 3, 2nd full bullet, last sentence: Replace the sentence
"Howaver, real and effective etc” with a new sentence: “However,
the short-term budget savings in HR4 would go neither toward real
welfare reform nor toward deficit reduction, but primarily to
finance tax cuts for highsr~income taxpayers.”

p. 3, last paragraph, lst gentence: Change second half of
sentence to read Y...in its current form, hecause 1t fails o
reform welfare by moving people from welfare to work." Add a
gsentence, "The bill is not tough encugh on parents who owe child
support, and too tough on innocent ghildren.”

Thanks for spending s0 much time on this! I'm working on a
Presidential cover letter to accompany this SAP, which 1’1l get to
you later this afterncon.


http:fault.1t

If we collected all the money that deadbeat parents should pay, we could move 800,000
women and children off welfare immediately. I am grateful to members in both parties for
working to include most of the tough child support measures fromy our welfare reform plan.
This week, T hope you will go further, and require states to deny dnivers and professional
licenses to parents wha refuse to pay child suppori. We have 1o send a clear signal. No
parent in America has a nght to walk away from the responsibility to raige theiv children.

Third, welfare reform should discourage teen pregnancy and promote responsible
parenting. We need a national campaign against teen pregnancy that lets young people know
it is wrong to have a child outside marriage, Nobody should get pregnant or father a child
who 10t prepared to raise the child, love the child, and take respongibility for the child's
future.

I know members of Congress in both parties care about this issue. But without further
nnprovement, some aspects of this current plan in Congress could do more harm than good.
Instead of denying any assistance to 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 turm their
lives around. It s wrong to make small children pay the price for their parerts' mistakes --
and 1t will cost us alt dearly over the long run,

Fmally, welfars reform must not be just a ruse to finance tax breaks for upper-income
taxpayers. The budget cuts in the current House plan would go neither toward moving people
from welfare to work nor toward reducing the deficit, but apparently to pay for tax cuts for
the very wezalthy. That's not welfare reform. The welfare problem iIn America is too
important for that kind of politics [and short-ferm thinking].

I appreciate all the work that you have donie on this issue, and [ am pleased that the
country is finally engaging in this important debate. In the end, [ believe we can work it out
together, as long as we remermber the values this debate 15 really about. The dignity of work,
the bond of family, the virtue of responsibility - these are not Republican values or
Demeocratic values. They're American values -« and o child in America should ever have to
grow up without them.

g we do our job nght ..
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EXEBELCUTIVE FFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

17-Mar-1985 D1:l4pnm

TO: Christopher J. Mustaln
FROM: Bruge N. Reed
Domestic Policy Council
ce: Charles §. Kanig&berg .
cC: Kenneth §. Apiel

SUBJECT: Edits to Welfare SAP

Great job in turning this around so guickly. I have only a few
changes.

p. 1, 3xd graph, last line: replace "embody” with "promote”

p. 1, 4th graph, 2nd sentence: Change to read V... HR4 would not
end welfare as we know it by moving people from welfare to work.”
I also think this important sentencse should be underiined, s0 that
people who read the SAP don't skip ahead and only focus on the
underlined "other concerns”.

p. 1, 5th graph, last sentence: Change “a vesource” to "any real
responsibility®. Add the clause "to move people off welfare and
into work" at the end of the sentence, after "job placement®™.

p. 2, 1lst graph, 3rd sentence: Change "further changes should be
made to ensure etc" to “the bill must be strengthened to ensure
that non-custodial parents uphold their responsibility to help
support their children". This sentence is also very important,
and should be underlined. . . H

p.- 2, 3rd graph, lst sentence: Delete "In cases where teen
pregnancy does occur". Change rest of sentence to read “"The
Administration belisves minor mothers should receive benefits only
when they make a serious effort to be responsible etce". Change
"othey parent” to "the child's fathex”. (There is no such thing
as identifying the mother.)

p. 2, 3rd graph, last sentence: change "born out-of-wedlock to
parents” to "born to unwed parents”.

p. 2, 1st indented bullet, last sentence: change "many Americans”
to "working Americans”. '

p. 2, 2nd indented bullet: Change "punish children for their
parents’ mistakes™ to "Punish innocent children™. That was my



March 20, 1695
[Dear Representative]

This week, the historic nattonal debate we have begun on welfare reform will move o
the floor of the House of Representatives, Welfare reform is an important priority for my
Admmstration and for Americang without regard to party. | look forward to working with
Republicans and Pemocrats n both houses of Congress to enact real veform that promotes
work and responsibility and makes welfare what it was meant to be: a second chance, not a
way of hife.

n the last two years, we've put the country on the road to ending welfare as we know
it, In 1993, when Congress passed our economic plan, we cuf taxes for 15 million working
Americans and rewarded work over welfare. We collected a record level of child support in
1993 -~ 89 billion -~ and last month I signed an executive order to crack down on federal
employees who owe ¢hild support

And in two vears, we have granted welfare reform waivers to 25 siates - more than
the last two admimstrations granted in 12 years - giving states flexibility to try out their
ideas withowt being stifled by one-size-fits-ali Washington rules, Half the country s now
carrymng out significant welfare reform experiments that promote work and responsibility
mstead of undermining it

Last year, | sent Congress the most sweeping welfare reform plan any admnistration
has ever presented. It did not pass, but | stll hope that the principles and values at s core
will be the basis of what wltimately does pass.

First, the central goal of welfare reform must be moving people from welfare to work,
where they'll get a paycheck, not a welfare check. If people need child care or job skills
order to go to work, we should help them get it. But within twe years, anyone who ean work
must go 1o work, This is not a partisan issue: Last year, 162 of 175 House Republicans co-
sponsored a bill that promoted work in much the same way as our plan.

But in iis current form, the bill that the House will consider this week doesn't do much
to promate work, and would actually make it harder for many recipients to miake it in the
workplace. It cuts child care for people trying to leave welfare and for working people trymg
to stay off welfare. it removes any real responsibility for states to provide skills and job
placement, and i gives siates a perverse incentive to cut people off whether or not they have
moved into a job. When people just get cut off without going to work, that's not welfare
reform. 1 urge vou to pass a welfare reform bill that ends welfare as we know it by moving
people from welfare to work,

Second, welfare reform must make responsibility 3 way of ife. Last vear, my
Admmistration proposed the toughest child support enforcement measures ever put forward.



