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Senate Welfare Reform SAP Imcrf&m&ugm 4, 1995

[atid«»(ms 1o capstone surmary)

A, More families may have to meke do with léss food on the table, if States spend food stamp
block grant fands elsewhere. Finally, House and Senate Republican plans to date cut low-income:
programs too deeply, compromising their ability to serve the needy.

[paragraph on overall cuts being too high—Insert in section on Protecting the Vﬁincmbé:}

" B. Reduced spending for low income programs is possible while still protecting the most

vulnerable. The Administration proposed $38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare
programs. But the magnitude of the cuts being considered by the Congress~-between $100 billion
and $120 billion over seven years--compromises the ability of these programs to servevulrerzble-

Towsingame groups. This is exacerbated by the absence of maintenance of effort requirements on

States, It is not realistic to expect States, to make up for the m&m:eé Federul spending from their
own revenues. Many will uitiroately pass on the drastic cuts to and families, who will
endure further benefit cuts or sven losses in benefit ligibility, :
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DRAFT August 1, 1995
{Seaate)

Senate Welfare Reform Bill
{Dole (R) KS)

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that
promotes the basic values of work and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a
sweeping welfare refom gacicaz zisaz %zzizi sszabizsiz tough work requirements while providing
opportunities for sduentron nngeand are/te working people; impose tough child
~ support enforcement measures; reqwre wea m{}z&&rs to live al home, stay i school, and identify
their child's father; increase State flexibility and accoumability; and provide basic protections for
e children, '-Eémmmme President™sgonis. W Y piaglo, Beocosn)
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,ﬁw?f‘:‘ Based-on-Senais S5 praly ementss The Tevised BUl 15 an zm;}rovemenz over its House
aid counterpart)ji mamtams ﬁm{img fs:}r child prot&cuve services, and omits the restrictions on

f’ {féé" assistance for minor mothers, as long as they remain in supervised settings. By incorporating
"3 legislation on job training and child care, it atterpts to use two key elements of the President’s

#a 3«; goals, but in deeply flawed and, in the end, superficial ways:

Bk b comvak G b W AN L sbor o s codunl ok LR, ATl by oy o e W 4o e,
- The Dole plan s faulty because it does not provide the child care and training resources to move  C¢nre

people from welfare to work; the block grant structure cannot give the added assistance needed F'E b "'A“w
during economic downturns; States are not required to maintain current levels of effort and thus my o
may end up purging many families from the welfare rolls; there are no safeguards for children
when a family is cut off assistance; and States are given the option of a Food Stamps block grant.
House and Senate Republican plans to date cut between $100 billion and $120 billion over seven
years from low-income programs. The weifare system that would result from this approach does
not meet the President’s goals and does not satisfy the nation’s needs.

Some cuts in low-income programs are clearly necessary, the Administration proposed cutting
$38 billion over seven years. From the perspective of the nation’s needs, the Dole plan is
unacceptable and the Administration strongly opposes this legislation in its current form.

Maving Peoole from Wellare 1o Work

There is 2 bipartisan consensus that the central goal of welfare reform must be work., Work has
always been at the heart of the President’s approach 1o welfare reform over the last fifieen years,
and work was at the ¢ore of the Family Support Act. Work undergirds the welfare reform
waivers this Administration has granted, including innovative welfare-to-work programs in
Oregon, lowa and several dozen other States. But if the system is to provide work-based
incentives for States and welfare recipients, there must also be the rescurces for child care,
training and work.. State bureaucracies should be rewarded for getting peopie to work or
prepared for work--not for cutting people from the rolls. Unlike the legislation proposed by the
 Administration last vear, however, the current Senate bill would not end welfare as we know it by
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moving people from welfare to work. We understand Senator Dole's welfare reform bill is
combined with 8. 143, Senator Kassebaum’s bill to consolidate more than 90 vocational training
programs. While the Adminsstration supports the goals of S. 143, we have senous concerns
about a number of provisions in the bill, Of paramount concern is the bill’s failure to ensure
proper accountability for $9.1 billion in federal training and vocational education funds, If S, 143
were adopted, the federal government could not assure taxpayers that States spent federal funds
to achieve the national goals of improving skills of workers, facilitating the transition from school
to work, and helping severely disadvantaged people retum to the education and work mainstream.

S, 143 lacks sufficient authorization of appropriations for the consolidated programs. The
President’s FY 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for training by $1 billion over FY 1995;
S. 143 would cut funding by 15%. Not only is there insufficient funding for the nation’s
workforce needs in total, the result of this legislative merger means billions less for Jobs for people
on welfare and billions less to keep people off welfare and at work,

S. 143 authonizes, but does not require, the use of skill grants for adult training. In the
President’s proposed (.1 Bill for America’s Workers, skill grants would put trzining resources
directly in the hands of dislocated workers and low income adults so that they can make informed
trawing choices. Among the other concerns about 8. 143 are the bill's failure to target resources
on the most disadvantaged; devolving the successfisl Job Corps program 1o the States; the
ghimination of the Summer Jobs program; and the complex new bureaucracy created by the
unwieldy federal governance structure.

By including the Child Care and Deveiopment Block grant (CCDBG), the Dole proposal purports
to fill the critical role of child care in getting family heads back to work, It fails to do this. Child
care needs for welfare recipients are far in excess of CCDBG. Adding CCDBG 1o the legislation
has no practical benefit.

Welfare reform should provide incentives and resources that reward States for putting more
people to work, not for cuiting them off. People who.can work must go to work, and they must
have child care when they do. The Administration supports a welfare reform bill that provides
added resources so States can meet ambitious work participation requirements without throwing
people off the welfare rolls. The Senate proposal ensures more demand for welfare, less ability
1o work.

The Senate hill hurts children and Siates.

o Incontrast to the funding mechanisms now in place, funding for temporary assistance to
needy families under the Dole bill would not adjust adequately to cushion the impact of
unemployment and economic stagnation. States in recession will encounter reduced
revenues and increased caseloads. The Dole bill apparently has a "rainy day” loan fund
that allows States to borrow additional money during economic downturns, as well as
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extra funding for States projected to have high population growth. However, there is no
guarantee that the hinite amount that such States receive will be adequate. And if there is
population growth in a magority of States, each will get a diminished share of the fixed
dollars. This is completely inadequate.

o The Dole bill would neither require nor encourage States to contribute resources to
welfare reform. There is a danger that States would "race to the bottom” 10 save State
dollars or to deter migrants from other States. Many States could be expected to
withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large numbers of current recipients from the
rolls, and avoid the investments needed to help people become self-sufficient.

0 We are unaware of provisions in the Dole bill that affect S51. To the extent that the Dole
bill draws on the Senate Finance bill, however, the Administration i¢ concerned that the
latter would deny Supplemental Secunity Income {S81) benefits 1o more than 350,000
disabled children over the next five years. In addition, the bill includes a mandatory five-
year cut off of temporary assistance benefits for needy families without regard to thelr
circumstances, There i3 no protection for children when their parents are unable to work
due to illness, disability, the need 1o care for a disabled child, or ligh local unemployment.

Preserving the Health and Nutrition of Aduits and Children

The Administration understands that the Senate is likely to consider a3 an amendment, §, 904, the
Agriculture Committee's proposal to amend the Food Stamp and child nutrition programs.

The Administration strongly supports the Agriculture Committee's decision not to block grant
these critical federal programs which have produced significant and measurable improvements in
nutrition and health. However, the Administration is deeply concerned that the Senate will
consider an amendment which would give States the option of dismantling the federal Food
Stamp program. A Food Stamps block grant is harmful for the same reasons an AFDC block
grant is a poor idea; a bad economy increases low-income houssholds’ need for food assistance
while the Runding level remains frozen I, as reponied, the Dole bill allows States to shift 25% of
a food stamps block grant (o other programs, nutrition assistance for needy families could decline
even further, Senior adminisiration officials already have recommernded that the President veto a
bill which either block grants or provides an option to block grant the Food Stamp program.

In addition, the Administration is concerned about the severity of the cuts o the Food Stamp
program and eligibility restrictions in S, 904. Under the bill, a substantial number of low-income
Americans who are willing to work will lose their Food Stamp benefits because States are unable
or unwilling to provide sufficient work angd training opportunities, Rather.than promoting work,
thig approach simply opens a hole in the nutrition safety net.

Provisigns Affecting Non-Citizeny

While the Administration is not aware of the specific provisions affecting immgrants in the Dole
bill, we support fair treatment for legal immigrants. The Administration supports tghtening
spoasorship and eligibility rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legal immigrants to



bear greater responsibility for those whom they encourage to enter the United States. However,
the Administration strongly opposes the Senate Finance bill's unilateral application of new
eligibility and deeming provisions to current recipients, including the disabled who are exempied
under current law. The Adrmmstration also is deeply concerned about the bill's application of
deeming provisions to the Medicaid program.

Daschie-Breaux-Mikulski Reform Proposal--Real Welfare Reform

The Senate has the chance to enact real welfare reform. The Administration strongly supports the
welfare reform proposal offered by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski. Unlike Senator
Dole’s plan and the House-passed H.R. 4, this propesal provides resources and incentives to
move people to werk, protects children, requires States to maintain their stake in helping their
neediest citizens, and provides adequate adjustment mechanisms for economic downturns and
population growth. The Administration urges the Congress to agree upon a bipartisan bill that
addresses these critical elements of real welfare reform.

Pav-As-You-{0 Scoring

" Senator Dole’s proposal would reduce direct spending; therefore, it is subject to the pay-as-you-

go requirement of the Oninibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, OMBRB's scoring estimate for
this bill is under development. '
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Comments on 8/1 Welfare Reform Draft SAP

-

p. 1, 1st graph, 2nd sentence: “..providing child care to working people” {drop "opportunitics
“for education, job training”) : ’

p. 1, 1st graph, last sentence: Drop "These are still the President’s goals®

p. 1, 2nd graph: Imsert new graph on POTUS reeord: "Over the past two and a half years,
the President has been fighting for these basic principles. His economic plan expanded the
.carned income tax credit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes for 15 million
working familics. Last February, the President 1ssucd an Executive Order to ¢rack down on
federal employeces who owe child support. The Administration has already approved welfare
reform experiments in 32 states, and has pledged fast-track approval for similur
demonsirations in states that wanl o toughen work requirements backed up with ¢hild care,
time limit welfare and cut off poople who refuse o work, require fathers to pay child support
or go to work to pay off what they owe, require minor mothers to live at home and stay in
school, and use money now spend on welfare and food stamps to provide a subsidy for
employers who hire people 1o leave welfare and go to work. The President has also directed
the Office of Management and Budget to change federal regulations and impose tougher
sanctions, so that when a recipient’s welfare check goes down for refusing o work, the
recipient's food stamp payment no longer goes up.”

p. 1, 2nd graph: Replace the current 2nd graph with the following: "The welfare reform
debate has come a long way in some key arcas since this Congress first took up the issuc,
Not s0 long ago, some in Congress were promoting orphanages as the solution to illegitimacy.
~ Now the Senate leadership substitute includes provisions from the President's bill instead,
requining minor mothers to live at home and stay in school.  Earlier this year, some in
Congress wanted (0 leave child support enforcement out of the welfare reform dobate. Now
there is a bipartisan consensus for the toughest possible child support enforcement, and both
the welfare reform bill passcd by the House and the Senate icadorship substitute include cvery
major child support enforcement provision from the President’s bill"

p. 1, 3rd graph: Replace the current 3rd graph with the following: "But the Administration
opposes the Senate leadership substitute in its current form because it still falls short on the
central goal of real welfare reform, which is moeving people from welfare to work. It does
not provide the child carc which is cssential to imposing tough work requirements, it docs not
require states to uphold their responsibility to promete work by maintaining current levels of
effort, and it gives stales an incentive 1o cut people off, instead of rewarding siates for their
SuCCass in moving people into work. It will seriously undermine states’ ability to require
work because it shifts an enormous cost burden to state and local taxpayers, and it puts states
at risk in the event of copnomic downturn, with no safcguards for children. The
Administration supports real reform that saves the taxpayers by moving people off welfare
rolls and into work, not by simply sending the welfare problem to the states with more
mandates and less money.” [NOTE TO KEN: We need to talk about how best to say this
“last point. [ think it's awkward and imprecise to say we're for 38, they're for 100+; our real



point is these cuts are so deep theydl shift costs to states and hurt kids.]

p. 1, last graph, 1st scntence: Replace with the following: “Welfare reform will only succeed
if its contral goal 15 work.”

p. 1, last sentence: Replace "Unlike the !céisiaiiﬁﬁ proposcd by the Admin last year” with
“Unlike the Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski substitute which the Administeation strongly supports”

p. 2, 1t sentence: Insert a series of bullets on our key work-related concerns, concluding
with a long bullcet on trammg (although it mlght be less confusing if the training piece were a,
separate section):

"The bill in its current form will not succeed in moving people from welfare to work.
To promote work, the bill should be changed tor

Provide incentives for states to maintain their stake In moving people from
welfare o work. [Insert the st full graph from page 3.] ‘

Provide child care to move people from welfare to work and 10 kecp people
from going on wclfare in the first place. It makes no sense te deny child care
for people trying to lcave welfare and for working people who are trying to
stay off welfarc. Furthermore, by putting resources for cash benpefits, child
care, and employment assistance into one block grant, the current bill provides
no guarantee that States will put any money into work programs and’ child care
‘ that move people off welfare, The Administration recommends that

employment and child care be funded separately from cash benefits, and that
the bill be changed to ensure that people who can work go to work and have

child carc 'when they do.

Provide incentives that reward Staics for puiting morc people t¢ work, not for
cutting them off. The current bill gives States an incentive to save money by -
throwing people off the rolls. To change the culture of the welfare office, the
bill should be changed 0 rwward success instead of the status quo. The
Administration supports a performance bonus that would focus the welfare
burcaucracy and recipients on the central goal of moving from welfare to work,

Proteet States and families in the event of economic downturn, so that welfare
reform docsa't shift a huge burden onto state and local taxpayvers and States can
afford to put people to work instead of putling poor families at risk. [Insert the.
last full graph from page 2, followed by something like "The Administration
recommends that the bill be changed to adijust for increases in unemployment
and population.”] ’ ’

*,

p. 2, graphs 1, 2, and 3: Separate section on Training?

p. 2, remaining graphs: Delete,
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p. 3, SSI: We should update this when 'we get the bill text,

p. 3, Health and Nutrition, 1st graph: 18t two sentences OK. Change rest of graph to read:
"However, the Administration’is deeply concerned that the leadership substitute gives States
the option of a Food Stamp block grant, which would allow States to use for their own
purposes money that should go for nutrition assistance to make sure working families and
veedy children have enough to cat. In addition, any State that exercises such an option will
sec its food assistance decline dramatically in the event of recession or population growih.”
NOTE: We do not have a veto threat over a state option food stamp block grant.

p. 3, Health and Nutrition, 2nd graph: Delete "cligibility restrictions” in 18t sentence. Insert
new 2nd sentence: “The Administration supports requiring Food Stamp recipients without
children to go to work or train for work in retum for their assistance.  But the current bill
docs not provide States the resources to roquire work.” .

p. 3, Health and Nutrition, new graph: Insert a new graph on our food stamp fraud
provisions: "The Admimstration is decply troubled that the current bill dogs nothing to orack -
down on food stamp fravd. The Adminstration has offered a comprehensive anti-fraud
package that {explain what it does]. The current bill should be changed to include the
Administration's tough measures to fight fraud.”

p. 3-4, Immigrants: Looks good, but update when we see the bili

p. 4, Daschle bill: After the 2nd sentence, insert the following from the Presidest's statement
today: "Instead of maintaining the current welfare system —— which undermines our basic
values of work, responsibility, and family == this plan sends people to work $o they can eamn
a paycheck, not a welfare cheek. Unlike the Senate leadership substitute and the House—
passed H.R. 4, this proposal provides the child care people need to move from welfare t©
work, and to enable them to stay off welfare in the first place; holds state burcaucracics
accountable for real results, and rowards states for putting people to work, not just cutting
people off; and saves money by moving people to work, not by shipping the states more
problems and less money. The Administration urges the Congress 10 agree upon a bipantisan
bill that addresses these critical clements of real welfare reform.”

-

&
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TO: Ken Apfel
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Bruce Raed
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FROM: Chris Mustain BATE: Thu Jun 15, 1995 9:ddam
{202) 395-3923 fawx 335-6148

REMARKE

attached is the latest version of the Senate Welfare Reform
SAP, edited te reflect comments agreed to between BHS and
DPC. Pleasse review and provide any final comments by

2:30 pa today, June 15th., Thank you. ‘

e Jdim Murr
Janet Foersgren
Barry Whits
Keith Fontenot (7)
Douy Steiger
Wendy Taylor
Chuck Konigsberg
Lydia Muniz
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June 15, 1955
{Senata)

H.B, 4 ~ Famlly Belf-Bufficienoy act
{Packwood {R) OR}

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and
effective welfare reform that promotes the bacic values of work
and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a sweeping
welfare raform package that embodied these values. The
Fresident’s proposal would: establish tough work reguiremants
while providing cpportunlities for education, job training, and
child care to working people; impose tough ¢hild support
enforcement meagures; reguire tesn methers to live at home, stay
in school, and identify their child’s father; increase State
flexibility and accountability; and provide basic protections for
children,

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Administration has
emphasized the basglic values of work and responsibility. The
President’s ecoenomic plan expanded the earned income tax credit,
which cut taxes for 15 million working familles, to reward work
pover welfare. Last February, the President issued an Executive
Crder to crack down on Federal emplovees and military personnel
who owe delinguent child support. In the past two years, the
Adwinistration has granted waivers from Federal welfare rules Lo
2% States €O try innovative ways to promote work and
respongibllity, The Administration remaine committed to working
with the Congress in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform
legislation thisg year.

still falls far short of the bkasic goals and values that most
Arericans want welfare reform to promote. Tt fails to reform
welfare by smoving people from welfare to work, it puts States and

children at risk of serious hardship, and it could jmpair the
health and gafaty of familigs and children. &m@:wnrzmqwéaﬁf
¥ T e o ot

gt Fre y::zwf.{iw ad
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There is a bzwpartxsan cnnsansaa that the central goal Qf walfara

wOrk. The bill prov;des nezther tha resources nor the incentives
for States to move welfare reocipients into the woerkforce. The
Congraessional Budget Office (CBO} estimates that the work
raguirements in this bill would cost States roughly $10 billion
in the year 2000 alone. CBO has suggested that without
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‘additional resources for work and child care, only a handful of
States -— perhaps &ix -~ would be able to mest the kill‘s work
reguirementsg.

In fact, H.R. 4 would repeal thres child care programs that now
serve more than 640,000 children. It makes no gense %o cut child
care for people trying to leave welfare and for working peaple
who are trying teo stay off welfare in the first place.
Furthermorae, by putting resources for cash benefits, child care,
and employment asslistance into one block grant, the bill provides
ne guarantee that States will put any money into work programs
and ¢hild care that move people off welfare. The Administration
strongly recommends that employment and child care be funded
separately from cash benefits.

Paopla who can work must go to Hork, and thay muﬁt have child
care when they do. The current »ill gives States an incentive to
save money by throwing people ©ff the rolls. Te change the
culture of the welfare office, the bill must reward success
inatead of the status gquo. The Mdministration supports a
perfsrmance bonus that wouid focup the welfare bureaucracy and
recipients on moving from welfare to work.

The Administraetion is concerned that the Senate »ill may bhurt
koth children and States. To that end, the bill should be
changod to:

o

in contraat to the fanézng m&ahanzsms now in plaaa, fun&;nq
under H.R. 4 would not adjust adequately for such events.
For example, States in recession would encounter reduced
reavenues and increassd cassloads. The Senate bill includes
a vary modeat "rainy day" loan fund that allows States to
borrow additienal money but requires that loans be repaid
with interest. This is completely inadequate. H.R. &
should include adjustments to & State’s allocatiocn based on
an increase in the numbey of poor children or changes in
unemployment and population. In such times, it is the
working poor who would most likely need, but not receive,
tenparayy assistanca.

require nor anccutaqa 8tates to aantrzbutg rescurces to
welfare reform, There ls & danger that States would “race
te the bottom™ to save $tate dollars or to deter migrants
from other States., Many States could be expectod to
withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large numbers
of current recipients from the rells, and avold the
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investnments needed to help people become self-sufficient.
H-R. 4 should reguire Statas to provide matching funds or to
paintain their current level of {gnﬁ&ng.gg;%

a1 H.R. 4 would deny
Supplemental Security Income (ssx) benefits to more than
350,000 disabled children over the next five years. The
&&ministratian favors a more rgasonable set of reformg to
tighten SSI eligibility. In addition, the bill includes a
mandatory five-year cut off for families and children
without regard to their circumstanpces. Aany such provision
ghould protect children when thelyr parents are unable to
work due to illness, disability, the nead to care for a
digabled child, or high local unempleyment. Finally, while
the Senate bill wisely omits House provisions to base State
funding in part on an *illegitimacy ratio", the Senate bill
fails to include provisions to address tean pregnancy. The
Mministration supports a national campaign against teen
pregnancy, and bellieves that minor mothers should receive
benefits when thay make a sariocus effort to be responsible
and turn their lives arcund -~ by living at home, staying in
school, and ldentifying the child’s father.-

r Adults and children

The Admini&tration understands that the Senate is likely to
conslder &s ap amendment, S. 904, the Agriculture Committes’s
proposal jamend the Food Stamp and ¢hild nutrition programs. The
Administration strongly supports the Committee’s decision not to
block grant these critical programs. The Administration,
however, is concerned about the severity of the cuts to the Food
Stamp program and eligibility restrictions in 8. $04. The Food
Stamp and child nutrition programs have producaed significant and
maasurable ilmprovements in nutrition and health.

H.R. 4 also should provide fair treatment for legal immigrants,
The Administration supports tightening sponsorship znd
eligibility rules for non-citizens and requiring sponscrs of
legal immigrants to bear greater responsibility for those whom
they encourage to enter the United States. However, the
Administration oppoeses H.R. 4‘s unilateral application of new
eligibility and deeming provisions to current recipients,
including the disakled who ars exempted under current law. The
Administration alse is deeply concerned about ths bill’s
application of deanming provisions to the Medicald program.

The Administrationfgﬁgggrts the welfare refornm proposal offered
by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski. Unlike H.R. 4, the
proposal provides resources and incentives to move people to
work, protects children, reguires States o maintain their stake
in welfare reform, and provides adeguate adjustment mechanisms
for economic downturns and population growth. The Administration
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urges the Congress to agree upon a bipartisan bill that addressas
these critical elements of real welfare reform.

 Pay~As~-You~Gp Bcering

H.R. 4 would reduce direct spending; therefore, it is sublect to
the pay-as-you-go regquirement of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 138%0., OMB‘eg scoring estimate for this bill

iz under development.

* & & & & % &
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET LRM NO: 2251
ND
Washinglon, D.C, 20503-000¢ FiLE NO: 15
URGENT
LEGISLATIVE REPERRAL MEMORANDUM Yolal Pageisk 2

TO:  Legisistiva Llaison Officer - Sec Distrinution below:
FROM: Janet FORSGREN ton
Agsisiant Dlresior for Leglstativa Reference
OMB CONTACT: Melissa TOOK 395-2824 ,
. Legisiative Assistant’s line (for simpie responsesy.  385.7382

SURJECT:  Proposed Statement of Administration Policy RE: 81120,

REPUBLICAN WELFACE BerplM PLAL

DEADLINE: 4:00pm Friday, August 04,1885

i

In sccondance with OMB Clroular A-18, OMB raquests the views of your agency on the above subject before

_ &dvising on its relelionship to the program of the President.

Please advize us if this tem will affect direct spending or roceipts for purposes of the
"Pay.As-You-Go" nrovisions of Tltle Xil of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1950,

Wkt

143, Kassembaum's Workfoece Develepment Act)

COMMENTS: inrespondlng 1o this LRM, please provide ONLY SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES APPROVED BY
A POLICY OFFICIAL. We undersiand that the Senaie could begln daliate on the Republican
ieadorship Bl as eadier as TOMORROW, AUGUST 5TH, Therefore, 1he deadline is FIRM;
iI= WE DO NOT HEAR FROM YOU BY THE DEADLINE, WE WILL ASSUME THAT YOU
DO NOT HAVE ANY COMMENT ON THIS EAP, (Please nota that 8. 1120 ncorporstes &,
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LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM LRM NO: 2251
Distnbultlon List FILE NO: 15
AGENCIES: EOP:
230-AGRICULTURE, CONG AFFAIRS - Vince Ancel! (all teslimany) - (202) 720.7025 Ken Apfel/J. Himler
324-COMMERCE - Michael A, Levitt - (202) 482-3151 : Barry White

325-DEFENSE - Samuel T. Brick, Jr. - (703) 697-1305

207-EDUCATION - Jack Kristy - (202) 401-8313

328-HHS - Sondra S, Wallace - {202) 890-7780

215-HUD - Edward J. Murphy, Jr. - (202) 708-1793

320-INTERIOR - Jane Lydoer - (202) 208-6706

217-JUSTICE - Andrew Fois - (202) 514-2141

330-LABOCR - Roberl A, Shapiro - (202) 219-8201

279-National Council on Disahility - Speed Davis - (202) 272-2004
429-National Economic Council - Sonyia Matthews - (202) 456-2174
557-National Instilute for Literacy - Andrew Hartiman - (202) 632-1522
261-Offlce of Government Ethics - Jane Ley - (202) 523.5377

257-Offlce of Natlonal Drug Conlrol Policy - John Carnevale - (202) 393-6736
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RESBONSE TO LRM NO: 2261
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM *FILE NO: 15

if your responss 1o this requast for views is simple {e.g., concuring comment}, we prefer that you respond by e-mail or
by faxing us this response shaet,

If the response is stmpie and you prefer Lo call, ptease call the branch-wide line shown bolaow (NOT the analyst's line)
to leave o message with a legistative assistant,

You may aiso respond by

£1} caliing the analyatfatiorney's direct line fvou wil be connediad 1o volce maeil if the aaa&”’ét does gl sRswer); of
£2) sending us s meme o7 letler,

Pisase include the LRM mmb;zzf shown above, and the subiec! shown below,
TO. Melissa CODK 3853824
Qilice of Management and Budps

Fax Number: 3085-6148
Branch-Wide Uing (to rosch legigislive assistant); 395-7362

FROM. {Balg) .

{Nama)

{Agency)

{Telephone)

SUBJECT: Proposed Slalement of Administration Policy RE: S1120, Peraonal RespensiDiily Act of 1895

The fellowing is the response ©f Gur agenty 10 your request for views on the above-captioned subjecy
Congur A .
No Objection

No Sommernt

See proposed £dils on pages

Other:

EERRR

FaX RETURN of pages, allached 10 (his response sheot



: | - 1D:202-395-6143

4 : AUG D4'95  0:32 No.oo1 p oo
DRAFT Aupust 4, 1998
' {Senatc)

e

8, 1126 - Republican Leadership Welfnve Reform
(Dale (R) K$ and 31 ofhars)

The Administration strongly supporie enaciment of real and effective welfare reforim that
promotes the basic values ol work and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a -
sweeping welfare reform package that would: establish tough work requirements while providing
child care {or working people; impose tough child support enforcement measures, requirg (een
mothers 10 hve at home, stay in school, and identify their child’s father, inciease State flexability
and accountability, and provide basic protections for children.

Over the past two and 8 half yeurs, the President has been fighting for these basic prinaipies. His
economic plan expandad the earned income tax credit, which rewarded wark over welfare and cut
taxes for 15 million working familles. Lagt Febroary, the Pregident 1sued an Executive Order to
crack down on Federal enployecs who owe child suppornt. The Administration has already
approved welfare reform experiments in 32 States, and hus pledged fust-track approval {or other
State demonstiations that pursue specified veform strategies. Such strategies inciude: (1)
strengthoming work requircnionts backed with child care; (2) Tiniting the duration on welfare for
people who refuse to work; (33 making parents pay child suppori or go 1o work; (4) requiring
mothers who arc minors 16 Jive at hope and stay in schooh and (5] using welfare and food siamp
benefits as subsidics for employers who hire welfare recipients, Thic President has alzo directed
that Federnl regulations be changed to ensure welfare recipients who reflise (0 work do not enjoy .
increased Food Stamp benefits to ollser the decrenses made in their welfare checks,

l

The welfare refonn debate has come & long way.in certain key arcas since this Congress first took
up the issue. Not so long ago, some in Congress were promoting orphanages us the solution to
leygitimacy. Now, the Republican fesdership bill includes provisions from the President's
propasal requiring inothers whe are minors 10 live at home and stay in sehosl. Barier this year,
some in Congress wanted 10 exclude chifd suppont enforcement from tlie wellare refonm debate.
Now, there 15 bipitisan agreement on the toughest possible child support enforcement, and both
the House-passed JIR, 4 snd the Repueblican leadership bill include the Presidont’s major chifd
support enforcemont provisions. In addition, the Republican leadership bill adops the
Administration’s position thar child protection programs for abused children must be protected,
and inclodes un nportant provision from the President’s weifare reform plan thal welfuare
recipients musi sign porsonal responsibifity contracts as & condition of assistance.

The Administration, however, opposes the Republican leadership bill because it falls short of the
centrat goal of real welfare reform «- moving people from welfare 1o work. 1t docs not provide
the level of child care resources necessary 1o support the impasition of tough work requirements.
Similarly, it docs not provide incemives for States 10 promoze work. Instead, the bill ERCOUIages
States 1o remove people from the welfare rolls by wllowing Siales 1o reduce the Ievel of State
welfare funding, Tt further undermines the goal of transitioring people frons welfare 1o work by
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authorizing a block grant that would shift an gnormous cost burden to States and lovalities 3;}{5
plece these entities at visk during an econamic downturn. Marcover, no sgfeguards are provided
for children whose fuinilies lose assistance. More families may have to make do with less food on
the table, if States spend Food Stamp block grant funds elsewhere. Finaily, House and Senate
Republican plans 1o date cul low-income programs too deeply, compromising thetr ability (o serve
the needy. The Administration supports real reform that saves taxpuyer dollars by promoting
independence - moving people off welfare colls and into work - not by simply s&nding the
welfare problem to the States with more mundates and Jess moncey. R

The Administration’s most significant conserns nre discussed below. As the Administration
continues s review of the Republicun leadership bill, it may identify other troublesome issues and
will work with Congress to address those cuncerns as well,

Maoving People from Welfnre 1o Work

Welfare refonm will succeed only if its central gol is work. Work has always been at the heart of
the President’s approach to wellare reform. Waork bus provided the foundation for the wellase
reform waivers the Administration has granted, including innovative wellarc-1o-work programs in
Oregen, Tows, and dozens of other Stutes. 1 a welfare sysiém is to provide work-bused
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adequate resources for child care, training, and work
must be available. State buresucracios huve 1o be rowarded for getting people inta the workforce
or preparing tham to enter the workiuree -- not for cutting then from the rolls.

Unlike the Baschle-Breawe-Mikulski substiisie which the Administvation strengly supports, the
Republican Jeadarship bill would net god wellare as we know it by moving people from welfare 1o
work. The Repablican teadership bill will not suceetd in moving people from welfare to work.
To promote work, the bill should be changed 1o:

» Provide incentives Tor Sia1es 10 suaintmn thelr stake in noving peonle from welfare
1o work. The Republican leadership bill would neither require nor encourage
Stares to contribute resources w welfare reform. Many States could be expected
to withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large numbers of current
recipients from the rolls, and avoid the investimens needed 10 help people become
selif-sufficient. In sum, there 1k a real danger that States would “race to the boltom”
to save State dollars or 1o deter migranis from other Stefes,

» Provide child care to movg people from welfare to work and to keep people from
going on wellarg in the first place. 1t imakes no sense 10 deoy cohild care to people
trymng o leave welfare and to working people who ure wrying to siay off wellare,
By aggregating funding for cash benefits, child vare, and employment assistance
o one block grang, the Repubhican leadership bill provides no guarantee thas
States will put any money iate child care and work programs that move people off
wellare. The Admisistration recomimends that the bill be modified to: (1) fund
employment and child care separatcly From cash benellis; and (2) ensure that
peoplc who can work, du so. and have child care that they necd.
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| entives that reward States for putting more peaple 16 work, ot for
culling themn ofl: The Republhican teadership bill gives Stuies an incentive 1o save
meney by throwing people offthe rolls. To change the culture of welfare, the bill
should be modified to reward success instead of the status quo. The
Adwinistration supports # performunve bonus that would focus the welfare
bureaucracy and recipients an the central goal of moving from welfare 10 work.

-

» Prutect States and families 1 the event of economic downtarn, 5o 1hat welfare
. reform does not shift 2 huge burden pitp Siate arsl logal taxpayers, and States can

afford 10 put peosle 10 work jgsicad of puuing poor families at rigk. In contrast 1o
current funding mechanisms, funding for temporary assisugnes (o needy familics
under the Republican leadership bill would nol adjust adequately to cushion the
impact of unemployment and ¢conomic wagnation. States in recession would
ercoumer reduced revenues and mcreased caseloads. The Republican teadership
Wl would provide a "raiay duy" Joan fimd that would allow States 1o borrow
addivignal money during economic downturng. Tn addition, exirs funding would be
available to Stales projected 1o bave high poputation growth that ineet cenain
criterin. There is no guaramiee, however, that the finite amount that such States
veceive will be adequate. And if there is population growth in a majority of States,
cach will get a diminished sliare of the fixed dollars. Such an ouicome is
completely inadequate. The Adminisiration recommends that the bill be chinged
to adjust for increases in uncmployment and pupulation,

Teaining Peaple tor the Future

The training provistons i the Republican leadership bill, including 1the consolidation of over 90
vocational training programs, would not adequately address the needs of people trying to
transtiion {rom welfwre (o work, OF paramount concern is the Bilk's ingufficient funding for the
consolidated programs, While the President’s TY 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for
training by 81 bilhion over FY 993, the Republican leadership plan would eut funding by 15
percent. WNot only is the plan’s funding nsuflicient for the Nution™s warkforce needs as a whole,
the consolidation of these programs would mean billions of dollars less would be available o halp
people stay off welfare and 10 help others vansition from welfare to work.

In addition, the Republican leadership bill would not ensuie proper accountabifity for $9.1 bitlion
in Federal traiming and voeational cducation funds, T the Bill were adopied, the Federa
Government could not assure taxpayers that Stales were spending Yedersl funds 1o achieve tic
national goals of improving workers' skills, Fwtlitating individuals® transition from schoo! to
work, and helping severely disadvantaged people returs 10 the cducation wnd work mainstream.

Unlike the President’s jols training proposal, the Republivan feadership bill would not require the
use of skill grants for wdull tining, Thus, thare would be no goaranice that training resources
would be put directly inte the hands of dislucated workers and low-income adults, so that they

.06
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could make informed training choives. Other concerns about the Republican lendership bill
include its: (1) failure to target resources on the most disadvantaged; (2) devolution of the
suegessful Job Corps progriun to the States; (3) elimination of the Sunymer Jobs, Trade
Adiustment Assistance (TAA} training, and Senior Community Service Employment programs;
{(4) {ailure 10 provide « national reserve 1o aid victing of mass layolfs and national disasters snd
fur other purposes; and (5} creation of ¢ complex new bircaucracy siemming from an unwieldy
Federal governance structure,

L -

. e

Protectine the Vuloerabie

Reduced spending for low-income programs is possible while siill protecting the most vulnerable,
The Adwministration has proposed $38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare
progranis over seven years, however, the magaitude of the cuts being considered by Congress «-
between $100 bitlion and $120 billion over seven years -« compromises the ability of these
programs 10 serve vailnerable low-inceme groups. This is exacerbaied by the absence of
maintgnance-of-efTort requirements on the States. 1 is not realistic 1o expect the States to muke
up for the reduced Federal spending frons their own revenues, Many will ultimarely passon the
drastic cus to children and fanulies, who will endure foture cuts or even losses in banefu
gligibility.

[
The Administration supports the retention of SuppiemtznmlfSccm‘ily Income (SST) cush benefits
for eligible children provided in the Republican leadership plan. The plan, however, would deny
R81 benefits to more than 350,000 disabled children over the next five years, In addition, the bill
would establish a mandatory five-year cut off of Temporary’ Assistance Benefits for Neody
Families without regard to thehr clivumstances. The bill woutd not provide any protection for
children when thetr parents are unable 10 work due (o liness, disalulity, the need to carc for a
disabled child, or high local usemploymaent. These provisions are unduly harsh and should be
deleted from the bill.

Preserving the Health and Nuirition of Adulis and Childiren

The Administration opposes the Repablican leadership plan to include an optional Food Stamp
block grant, By exercising this option, States would be able to divert Food Stamp funds for other
puwrposes and could deny nutrition assistance to those mest innead. In addetion, any State thst
exercizes such an option will see its food assistance decling dramatically in the event of recassion
oy popudntiun growth. Q

In addition, the Administration s concerned about the severity of the cuts (o the Food Stamp
program in the Republican leadership bill. The Administration supports requiring Food Stamp
reciptents without children 1o go 1o work or train {or work in return for thetr wssistance, The
Republican leadership bill docs not provide Siates with the resources 10 accomplish this goal.
Rather than promaoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the nubrilion safety net.

F



1D:202-395-6148 aug 04'ss  0:3% Np.001 P.OS

Provisions Aflecting Non-Cilizens ;

The Republican leadership plan s?m’uid suppot foir treatiment for legal i mymigrants. ‘The
Administration supports tightening sponsorship and chgibility rules for non-ritizens and requiring
sponsors of legal innmigrans 10 bear greater responsibility for those whom they encourage to
enter the United States, The Adminisiration, however, strongly opposes the Republican
leadership bill's unifateral application of new cligibibty and deeming provisions to Surrent
recipients, including the disabled who are exempled under current lyw, The Adminisiration slso is
deeply concerned sbout the bill's application of deeming provisions to the Medicaid program.

Daschic-Breava-Mikaelski Refuras Prouosal--Real Weltare Reform

The Senate has the chance (o cnact real welfire reform. The Administration stirongly supports the.
welfare reform proposal oflered by Senatory Daschie, Breaux, and Mikulsks, Instead of
mainiaining the current welfare system -- which undermines our basic values of work,
responsibility, and family « this plan sends people 10 work so they cun enrn s paycheck, not a
wedfare check. Unlike the Republican [eadership bill and the Housc-passed H.R. 4, this proposal
pravides the child cave Jor those 1ransitioning from welfare 10 work and for those wying aveid
weilare in first place. It holds State bureaucracies accountable {or veal resulis, and rewards them
for putiing people Lo work, not just removing peaple from the welline rofls. Tt saves money by
moving people to work, nut by expecting the States 16 handle more probloms with less money,
The Administration urges the Congress 1o agree upon a bipartisan bill that addresses these critics]
clements of real welfare reform.

Yay-As-You-Gog Scoviug 3

Senator Dolc’s proposal would reduce dircct spending; therefore, it is subject Lo ihe pay-as-you-
go requirement of the Omanibus Budyel Recanciliation Act o{' 1900, OMB's scoring estimate is
under development,

E A Y
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EXECUTTIVE OFFICE QF THE PRESIDENT

04~Aug-1995 06:53pm

H Janet R. Forsgren

TG Kenneth 5. Apfel
TO: Melissa ¥. ook
FROM Bruce K. Heed

Domestic Polioy Council

1

SUBJECT: Comments on Welfare SAP

Good job on this deal -~ 1t looks great,
I have a few minor edits:

p. 1, 2nd graph, 4th sentence: In item (2}, change "limiting the
duration on welfare for peopie..."” to ”1imiting recipients’ .
duration on welfare and cutting off people...".

p.ll, 2nd graph, last sentence: Change "enjoy" to “recéive"

p. 1, 4th graph, ist sentence: Chénge to opposes the Repub
leadexrship bill "in its current form" because it falls short..

. 1, 4th graph, 4th sentence {"Ingtead, ..."}: Change o read
“Knstead by allowing States to no longer contribute any of their
own resources, the bill gives States an incentive to throw peoplie
off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work."

- p. 1, 4th graph, 5th sentence ("It further”) Change that sentence
“to read "It further undermines the goal of regquiring work by

shifting an enormous ¢ost burden to Stat& and local taxpayers, and
by putting them at even greater risk during an economic downturn,”

t+. 2, lst graph, sentence that begins ﬁ?inally, House and": Change
"t serve the needy” to "to protect children and promote work”

p. 2, 1lst bullet on MOE: In the first sentence, change “Provide
incentives for States to maintain...” to "Require States to
maintain...” In the 3rd sentence, change “avoid the investments
needed to help people,.."” to "avoid the. burden of helping
people..."

p. 2, 2nd bullet, last sentence: change "child care that they’
need” to "child care when they do™

4

. 3, 2nd bullst: The next to last s&n%anee, "Such an outcome is

#
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completely inadeguate”, strikes me as kind of wimpy and should be
dalatado ' ! )

p. 3, Training, 2nd graph: Ken, should we say one sentence on the
point that this bill will allow governors to divert money that
should go to train veteran workers into unproven and unrelated

~ programg for paople who don't work?

p. 4, "Protecting the Vulnerable”: Title should be “"Protecting
Children”. 2Znd sentence should say "to protect children and
promote work” instead of "to serve vulnerable low-income groups”

Add a sentence taking credit for food stamp fraud.

Great .job -- thanks for everything.

My fax pumber is 362-0493. Home phone is P6/(b)(6)

¥ ) +



August 7, 1998
{Senate)

| . ity Actof 1995
(I)oic {R) KS and 31 COSPORSOrs}

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that
promotes the basic values of work and responsibility. The Administeation, however, opposes
S. 1120 in 3 current form because it falls short of the central goal of real welfure reform -
moving people from welfare 1o work.

Over the past two and a half years, the President has been fighting for the basic principles of work
and responsibility, Last year, the President proposed 2 sweeping welfare reform package that
would: establish tough work requirements while providing child care for working people; impose
tough child support enforcement measures; require teen mothers to live at home, stay in school,
ang identify thoir child's father; increase State flexibility and accountability, and provide basic
protections for children. His economic plan expanded the earned ingome tax ¢redit, which
rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes for 15 millien working familics.

Last February, the President issued an Exscutive Order to erack down on Fedaral em pioyees who
owe child support. The Adminisiration also has approved we fam reform experiments in 32

States and has pledged Bast-irack approval for pther State demonstrations that pursue spegified
reform strategies. Soch strategics include: {1} strengthening work requirements backed with
child care; (2) limiting recipients” duration on welfare and culting off people who refuse to work;
(3) making parents pay child support or go to work; (4) requiring mothors who are minors to hve
at home and stay in school; and {5} using welfare and Food Stamp benefits as subsidies for
employers who hire welfare recipients. The President has also directed that Feders! regulations be
changed to ensure that welfare reciplents who refuse to work do not receive increased Food
Stamp benefits 1o offset the decreases made in their welfare checks.

The welfare reform debate has come 8 long way in certain key areas since this Cungress first took
up the issue. Not so long ago, some In Congress were promoting orphanages as the golution to
out-of-wedliock teen births. Now, B, 1120 includes provisions from the President's proposal
requining mothers who are minors 1o live at home and stay in school. Earlier this year, some in
Congress wanted to exclude child suppont enforcement from the welfare reform debate. Now,
there is bipartisan agrecment on the toughest child support enforcement proposal ever, and both
the House-passed H.R. 4 and 5. 1120 include the Prestdent’s major child support enforcement
provisions. 1o addition, §. 1120 adopts the Administration’s position that child protection
programs for abused children nust be pmtecieé and includes an upportant provision from the

" President’s welfare reform plan requiring welfare recipients to sign personal respunsabxixty
contracts as 4 condition of assisiance
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The key to successful welfare reform is moving people from welfare to work, § 1120, however,
does not put work first. It does not provide the level of child care resources necessary to support
the imposition of tough work requirements. Indeed, it repeals critical child care programs now
serving 640,000 children, 1t dozs not provide incentives for States to promote work. Instead, by
allowing States to no longer contribute any of their own resources, the bill gives States an
incentive 1o throw people off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. It further
undermines the goal of requiring work by shifting an enormous ¢ost burden to States and
localities and putting them at ¢ven greater risk during an economic downturn. No safeguards are
provided for children whose families lose assistance through no fault of their own., More families
may have to make do with less food on the table, if Siates opt for a Food Starap block grant and
then spend Food Stamp block grant funds on other programs. Finafly, House and Senate
Republican plans vut low-income programs 100 deeply, compromiging their ability to protect
children and promote work. The Administration supports real reform that saves taxpayer dollars
by promoting independonce .- moving people off welfare rolis and into work -- not by simply
sending the welfare problem to the States with more mandateés and less money,

The Administration’s most significant concerns are discussed below. As the Administration
continues its review of 8. 1120, ¢t may wentify other twu&i%s:}me issues and will work with
Congress to address those concerns as well,

Moving Peyple Grow Welfare to Waork

Welfare reform will succeed only if its central goal is work. Work has always been at the heart of
the President’s approach to welfure reform. Work has provided the foundation for the welfare
reform waivers the Administeation has granted, includiag innovative welfare-to-work programs in
Oregon, .owa, and dozens of other States. If a welfare system is to provide works-based
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adequate resources for child care, traitung, and work
* must be available. Stute burcanicracies have to be rewsrded for getting people into the workforce
or prepating them to enter the wurktzzgcc «» 110t for cutting thet from the rolls,
L
Unlike the Daschie-Breaux-Mikulsk _ i
WM@M&&E@MLMW QE&MQML—MM s we know it

from wg_f_grgw work To promote work, the bill should be changed to:

e Requite States 10 maintain thel

would neither require nor encouragc States to contribute resources w welfare reform,
Many States could be expected to withdraw their own funds, cut bensfits, purge large
numbers of current recipients from the rolls, and avoid the burden of helping people
become self-sufficient. In sum, there is a real danger that States would “race to the
boltom” to save State dollars or 1o deter migrants from other States.

®  Provide child care to move.people from welfare (0 work gnd 1o keep people from going

on welfare in the fiest place. £t makes no sense 10 deny child care to people trying to
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teave welfare and to working people who are trying to stay off welfare. By aggregating

funding for cash benefits, child care, and em, loyment assistance into one block grant and

cutting it across-the-board, S. 1120 provides no guarantee that States will put any money

into child care and work programs that move people off welfare. The Administration

recommends that the bill be modified to: (1) fund employment and child care for welfare

recipients separately from cash benefits; and (2) ensure that people who can work, do so,
f_O/— and have thejchild care when they do.

® ide incentives ti war [ putting more people to work, not for cutting
them off. S. 1120 gives States an incentive to save money by throwing people off the
rolls. To change the culture of welfare, the bill should bé modified to reward success
instead of the status quo. The Administration supports a performance bonus that would
focus the welfare bureaucracy and recipients on the central goal ol moving from welfare to

work.

e Protect States and families in the event of ec tc downt g that welfare reform
does not shifl a huge burden onto State and local taxpayers. and States can afford 10 put
people to work instead of putting poor families gt rigsk. in contrast to current funding
mechanisms, funding for temporary assistance to needy faniilies under S. 1120 would not
adjust adequately to cushion the impact of unemployment and economic stagnation.
States in recession would encounter reduced revenues and increased cascloads. S, 1120
would provide a "rainy day" loan fund that would allow States to borrow additional
money during econumic downturns. In addition, extra funding would be available to
States projected to have high population growth that meet certain criteria. There is no
guarantee, however, that the finite amount that such States receive will be adequate. And
if there is population growth in a majority of States, each will get a diminished share of the

.7 | fixed dollars. The Administration recommends that the bill be changed to adjust for
o [ increases in unempioyment and population.

raifiing People for the Future

The training provistons in S. 1120 include the consolidation of approximately 90 training
programs. Given the need to build a comprehensive workforce development system to serve all
Americans and the congerns expressed below, the Administration believes it is inappropriate to
consider these provisions in the context of welfare reform legislation. Of paramount concern is
the bill's insufficient funding for the consolidated programs. While the President’s FY 1996
budget proposes to increase funding for training by $1 billion over FY 1995, 8. 1120 would cut
funding by 15 percent. Not only is the plan’s funding insufficient for the Nation's workforce
needs as a whole, the consolidation of these programs means that billions of dollars less will be
available to help people stay oft welfare and to help others transition from welfare to work.

In addition, S. 1120 would not ensure proper accountability for $8.2 billion in Federal training and
vocational education funds. 1f the bill were adopted, the Federal Government could not assure
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taxpayers that States were spending Federal funds to aclieve the national goals of improving
workers’ skills, facilitating individuals™ transition from school to work, and helping severcly
disadvantaged people enter into the education and work mainstream,

Unlike the President’s job training propesal, S. 1120 would not require the use of skill grants for
adult training. Thus, there would be no guarantee that training resources would be put directly
into the hands of dislocated workers snd low-income adults, so that they could make informed
training choices. Other concerns about 8, 1120 include its: (1) failure to target resources on
those most in need; (2) devolution of the successful Job Corps program to the States;

{3) climination of the Summer Jobs, Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA and NAFTA.TAA)
training, Employment Service, and Senior Community Service Employment programs; (4) failure
1o assure permanent local workforce development boards with authority for local decision-
making; {5} failure to provide a national reserve to aid victiog of mass layofts and national
disasters and for other purposes; and (8) creation of 2 complex now burcaucracy under the
direction of a part-time board with uncertain accountability as xim Federal governance structure.

In addition, the Administration supports the deletion of the proizision in§. 1120 that mndiﬁas
Davis-Bacon iabor standards protections, Overall, Davis-Bacon reform is the appropriate svenue
for addressing what changes should be made to Davis-Bacon requirements.

Prolecting Children

Reduced spending for low-incame programs is possible while still protecting the most vulnerable,
The Adminisiration has proposed $38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare
programs over seven years, however, the magnitude of the cuts assumed in the congressional
budget resolution -~ approximately $1 10 billion over seven years - compromises the ability of
these programs to protect children and promote werk. This is exaverbated by the absence of
maintenance-of-cffort requirements on the States. Rt is not realistic to expect the States to
compensate for the reduced Federal spending from their owa revenues. Many will ultimately pags
on the drastic cuts to children and families, wha will endure future cuts or even losses in benefit
cligibility. The proposal also climinates benefits for approximately four million children even if
theit parents have done everything possibte to find work, '

The Administration supports the retantion czf Supplemental Security Income (881) cash benefits
for eligible children provided by S, 1120 The plan, however, would apparently deny SSI benefits
to more than 370,000 disabled children over the next five years, In sddition, the bill would
establish a2 mandatory five-year cut off of Temparary Assistance for Needy Families without
regard ta their circumsiances, The bill would not provide any protection for ¢hildren when their
parents are unable to work dae 10 illncss, disability, the need to care for a disabled child, or high
tocal unemployment. The Adminisiration believes that such provisions are unduly harsh,
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Preserving the Health and Nutrition of Adults and Childrey

The Administration is pleased that S, 1120 includes o number of provisions proposed by the
Depariment of Agricultute to combat Food Stamp fraud. The Administration, however, opposes
the Republican leadership plan to include an optional Food Stamp block grant, Providing the
option of 8 Food Stamp block grant in itg current form jeopardizes geotting food to people who
need it. It would sever the link between Food Stamps and nutrition; ¢liminate the program's .
goonomic responsiveness; end national eligibility and benefit standards; and ultimately divert
support away from food, The bill requires only 75 percent of the block grant Rinds to go to food
assistance, 2 provision that could divert $23 billion worth of food from children and familics over
the next five years, Furthermore, any State that exercises the block grant option will see its food
assistance decline dramatically in the event of recession or population growth. The block grant
option would threaten the national nutritional framewaork that has successfully narrowed the gap
between the diets of lowsincome and other families.

The Administration is concerned about the severity of the cuts to the Food Stamp program in

8, 1120, The Administration supports requiring Food Stamp recipients without children 10 go to
work or trrin for work in roturn for their assistance. 8. 1120 does not provide States with the
resources to aceomplish this gosl. Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the
nutrition safory net.

Pravisions Affecting Nou-Citizens

S. 1120 should support fair trestment for legal immigrants, The Administration supports
tightening sponsorship and eligibility rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of legat
imigrants to bear greater respounsibifity for those whom they encourage to enter the United
States.” The Adminisiration, however, strongly opposes the Republican leadership bill's unilateral
appheation of new efigibility and deeming provisiwis e current recipients, Eﬁciuéing the disabled
who are exempted under current law, [{ Deeming” is the requirement that sponsors” income be

7« counted when determinsng imnugrants’ eligibility for benehis. ﬂThc Administration also is deeply
soncemnaed about the bill's application of deeming provisions 1o Medicaid and other programs
where deeming would adversely affect public health and welfare.

Daschic-Bregux-Mikulski Reform Proposal -- Real i}{glf;;te Reform
EV - .

The Senate hag the chance to enact rez?ilweifarc reform, The Administration strengly suppors

S. 1117, the welfare reform proposal offered by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski. Instead
of maintaming the current welfare system -« which undermines our basic values of work,
responsibility, and family -- this plan sends people to wark so thcy can garn a paycheck, not a
welfare check. Unlike 8. 1120 and the House-passed H.R, 4, this proposal provides the child care
for those transitioning from welfare 1o work and for those trying to avoid welfare in the first
place. M holds State burenucracies accountable for real resulls, and rewards them for putting
people to work, not just renioving people from the welfare rolls. It saves money by moving
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people 10 work, not by expecting the States to handle more problems with less money. 11 allows
these programs 10 respond automatically to recessions, population growth, inflation, and other
demographic changes. The Administration urges Congress to agree on a bipaitisan bili that
addressey these oritical elements of real welfare reform.

P " Mool ec s :
t

8. 1120 would affect direct spending and receipts, therefore, it is subject to the pay-as-you-go
requirement of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990, The Qffice of Management and
Budget's scoring estimate 5 currently under developrient,

REANAR R
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04~Aug-1996 11:53pn

TO: {8ee Below)

FROM: Janet R. Forsgren ;
Office of Mymt and Budget, LRD

+

SURJECT:  Welfare Reform SAP

Because of the latenens of the hour, we have faxed the SAP both Lo
you and the Dipsctor. Please make sure that it has been brought
to her attention. The SAP (and this note) have already besn faxed
ta Bruce Reod. You may want to consider whether Lydia should show
the SAP to Harold Tokes, given the addition of the 2 Davis-Bacon
sentences, {(Jennifer O’Connoy on his starf received the same
version as the agencies for reviev., §he did not respond.)

For easy reference: Bruco Reed’s home fax is (202) 362-0493. HMis
phone nusber i8 {202} 362-9565,

LYDIA: Pleose he sure to romind everyoons -~ particularly Emanuel

Rahm -~ that "helow the stars? should not be distriputed outside
of EXOP,

- Ren: A couple of other points for you to foous on:

{1} Per Chuck Konigsberg’s suggestion, the "oppose S. 1120%
sentence has been moved to the first paragraph. To accomodate
this change, other santencoes have been moved around, per guidance
from Bruce Reed. 1 alse made the other chanyes that Chuck
suggested in his o-mail. ;
{2) In the first paragraph under "Training Pegple for the
Ffature?, it states that &, 1120 would cubt training funding by 15
percent. I don‘t know if that is correct given that we are now
saying that 8. 1120 provides $8.2, not $9.1, billion in tralning
funds, Should the percentage be recalculated to he higher? Larry
Matlack was gone by the time I focused on this. I don’t know if
he plans to be in the office on Saturday.

{3} Under "Moving People from Welfare to Wark®, Bruge suggested
¢changing the first bullet to read "Require States to maintain...®
rather than "Provide incentive for States to maintain...® I nade
the change, but you may want to change it bhack -~ as I recall,
vyou rejected the same chango when HHS suggestod Lt.
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{4} Under the "fraining People for the Future', Bruce posed the
question as to whether we should add a zontongce on the point that
the bill will allow govornores to divert money that should go to
train veteran workers into unproven and unrelated programs for
people whe don’t wark. [ did not know hov you fell aboul thisg, so
didn’t add anything.

{5} Larry Matlack and [ <¢alled DOL to run the two Davis~Bacon
sentencea by them. You will note that we have made 2 slight
change in the aacond sontence from: "Overall Davis-Bacon reform
ia the appropriate avenue to address this lssue® fto YOverall
Davis-Bacon rofsrm ia the appropriate avenue for addressing what
changes should be wmade to Davis-Bacon protections.®

(6} Under "Proteckting the Vulnerable” (Bruce changed it to
“Protecting Children'): per Chris Ellcortson and Lester Cash, tha
Ybetween $100 billion and $120 billlon" has bkeen changed to
Banproximotely $110 killion®,

{7} Givan the addition of tho Davis~Bacon lanaguage, you wmay want
to consider whother Lydia should run the SAP by Horold Iekes. The
version of the LAP that was sent o tho agsncies woas also sent to
Jennifer O*Connor on Ickes’ ataff. sShe did not respond.

Distribution:
TO: Kenneth §. Aptel

CC: Bruce M., Reed

CC: Charles §5. Konigsabery

CC:  Lydia Muniz

CC;  Barry White

CC:  Larry R. Matlack

CC: HKeith J., Pontenot .
CCy JJamgy Q. Muvry '
CO: Melissa ¥, Cook
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DRAFT ' | ' August 4, 1995
{Senate)

$. 1120 - Republican Leadership Wellare Reform,
{Dole (R) KS and 31 others)

The Administration strongly supportsenacumen of real and effective wellure reforn that
promotas the bagic values of work and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a
sweeping woifare veform package that would: estublish tough wark vequirements while providing
child care for working people, inpose tough child support enforcement measures; yequire foen
mothers to live at hame, stay in schaol, and tdentify theie child's father; ncreuse State flexibility
and accountubility; and provide basic protections for chaldren.

Over the past two and a half years, the President has been fighting for these basie principles. His
economic plan expanded the earmed income tax credit, which sewarded work over welfare and cul
tanes for 15 million working fundlies, Last February, the President issued an Gxecutive Qrder to
crack down on Pederal employees who owe child support. The Adininisivation has slready

approved welfare reform experiments in 32 $tates, and has pledged fast-track approval for other
State demonstrations that pursue spectfied reforon strategies. Suvh stritegies include: (1) M%} tﬁ_’;
strengthening work requiremens backed with child care: (2) lmiting B8O nion on welfare L'n‘?_‘j
people who refuse to work; (33 making parents pay child support or go to work; (4) requiring
mothers who arg nminors 1o live at home and stay i school; and {8} using welfare and food stamp
benchits as subsidies for employers whe hire walfare recipients. The Prosident has also dirested

that Federal regulations be changed to eosure welfire recipients who refuse 10 work do not gn;c”;
icreased Food Stamp benefits 10 offser the decreases made in their welliore checks, | Vet

The welfuare reforst debate hag come a long way in certain key areng since this Congress first took
up the issue, Not so long ago, some i Conpress were promoting orphanages as the solution (o
illogitimacy. Now, the Republican leadership bill includes provisions [yom the President's
proposal requiring mothers who are minors w five at home and stay in school. Earlier this year,
some in Congress wanted 1o extlude Ghild suppont enforcement (rom Lhe wellare reform debate.
Now, there is bipartisan agreement on the teughest possible chld support enforcement, and bath
the Mouse-passed 11,R, 4 and the Repuhlican teadership Bill include the Prestdent's major child
support enforcement provisions, In addition, the Republicus lesdership bill adopts the
Administration’s position that child protection programs for abused children must be protected,
and inclutdcs an important provision from the President’s wellure reform plan that welfure
recipients must sign personal responsibility contracis as a condition of assistance.
& 3 corvek form :
The Administration, howoever, opposes the Republican {eadership bill pecause it falls short of the "71?' i
central goal of real wellire refonn -« proving people from wellare 10 work It does not prmicle// Wj
the tevel of child care rescurces necessary (o support the inposition ol touph work nguirctﬁfmls. ﬂl{n
Similarly, it does not provideincentives for Stajes to promaote work. Jusiead, Hre il encoBIARC- ﬂw
State:?}’& e, caple i’;ﬁ%}? the welBire rollsdy ing-Statesdo Jhonotdheiovel-of Slate ol
welfare funding. Tt {rther undermings ihe go PG & work by “ﬁmm
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suthorrzing-a-tlock-gr (Lt shzﬁ?&a enorimous cost burden to Staterand-oeniities P‘g‘”
place igseientitien ALTISY during sn econonic downturn. Morcover, no sufeguards are provided
for children whose families lose assistance, More {amilics may have 1o mske do with less food on
the table, il States spend Food Stamp block grnt funds elsewhere. Finally, Housc and Senate , M,{(
Republican plans 1o date cul low-income programs too deeply, compromising their ability to serve - *
the nesdy. The Administrution supporis real reforin that saves taxpayer dollars by promoting “"”M‘“‘

independence - moving people off wellare rofls and into work -« not by simply sending the
welfare problem to the States with more mandales and less money.

The Administration’s most significant concerns gre discussed below, As the Administration
coptinues its review of the Republican leadership bill, it may identify other troublesome issues and

will work with Congress 10 address thase concerns as well,

Moving People {rons Wellare 1o Work

Welfare reform will succeed only if its central goal is work. Work has abways beon at the heart of
the President’s approach to welfare reform,. Work has provided the foundation for the welfare
refarm walvers the Administretion hags granted, including innovative welfarc-to~work programs in
Oregon, lowa, and docens of ather States, I s welfare system is to provide work-based
incentives for States and welfare recipients, adequaic resources for child care, troining, and work
must be available. State bureaugracies have 10 be sowarded for getting people hnto the workforee
ar preparing them 1o enter the workforce - not for cutting them from the rolls,

Unlike the Rasehle-Sreaux-Mikolski substiinte witich the Administration sirongly supports, the
Republican Jeadership, bill would nol end welfare as we know it by moving people from welfyre 1o
work. The Republican leadership bill will not succeed in moving people from welfare to work,
To promote work, the bill *;hould be changed !
t.#lr(,
. i’r«awé&meeaﬁmfw Staies 10 maintain el stake in moy mg people from welfare

1o work. The Republican leadership bill would neither require nor encourage
States to contribute resourees to welfare reform. Many Staies could be expeeted
to withdraw their gwn funds, cut beneli E‘; Eﬁgarga numbers of current
recipients from the rolls, and avold the hely, p’cup]c becoms
seti-gufficiont, In sum, thore is & real danger that Stutes would "race 1o the bottom®
to save Starc dollars or 1o deter migrants from other States,

. ovide child carg to move people from welfire o work snd 1o keep people from
guing on welfare in (e first place. 1t makes no sense to deny child care to people
wying to leave wellare and 1o working people who aro trying to stay off welfare.
By uguregating funding for cash benefits, child care, and emptoyment assistance
niio one block grang, the Republican leadership Lill provides no guarantee that
States will put #ny money o chilkd care and work progras thut nove people ofl
welfare. The Admisistration recommends that the bill be modified 1o (1) fund
employment and child care separntely from cash bencfite; and (23 ensure that

peopic who can work, do o, snd have child care
o st Ao
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G sehal Ay es for putling raore people Lo work, no {Qg
cutiing ghe,;) aﬁ‘ 'I‘";e Re;zu shcan londership bill gives States sy incentive 1o save
money by throwing people off the rolls. To change Uie culture of welfare, the bill
should be modified 1o reward success mstead of the status guo. The
Administration supports & performsnce banus that would focus the welfare
buresucracy and recipients on the central goal of moving from weifere to work.

. Proteot Stases and families gvont of coonomig, dowmum 5o that welfare
reform does 1ot ghlﬁ a huge yrden pute State angd Jogal taxpayers slgics can

afford 10 put peeple to work mstead of putting poor families atrisk. In contrast to

current funding mechanisms, funding for temporary assistance to needy families

© under the Republican leadership bill woukd nol adjust adequatcly 1o cushion the
impact of unemployment und econonue slagnaticn. States in recession would
encownter yeduced rwem:t:’s and increased caseleads. The Republican leadership’
bilt would provide a "rainy duy® loan fund that would aliow States to borrow
additional money during esonomic downtems. In addition, extra funding would be
available to States projecied 10 have high population growh that meet certain
criteria, There is no guaraniee, however, that the fnite amount that such States
receive will be adeguite. And if there is population growth in a majority of States,
cach will get & diminished share of the fixed do%?az*&.@wh an putcomme is _
completely inaded ml’] The Administration recornmends that the bill be changed
to adjust for increases in unerployment and population,

Training People for the Future

Tho training provisions in the Republican leadership bill, incloding the consolidation of over 90
vocational training programs, woukd nof adeguately sddress the needs of people rying 1o
transition from welfare 1o work, OF paramount concern is the bill's insuflicionl fisuding for the
consolidated programs. While the President’s FY 1998 budger proposes to increase funding for
training by $1 billion over FY 1998, the Repubhean leadership plan would vt fnding by 15
percent. Not only is (he plan’s funding insufficient for the Nation’s workdoroe needs as a whole,
the consolidation of these programs would mean billions of dullars less would be available 1o help
people stay off wellare and 1o help others vansition from welfire to work,

In addition, the Republican leadership bil! would not ensure proper accountability for $9,1 billion

in Federal training and vocational cducation funds. 1 the bill wre adopted, the Federal

Government could not ussure taxpayers that Siates were spending Federal fupds (o achieve the )
national goals of improving workers” skills, fucilitating Individuals” transition from school 1o -
work, and helping severely disudvantaged people retusn o the cducalion and work mainsygam. <

Unlike the President’s job training proposal, the Republican lesdership bill would not require the
use of skitl granss for adubt training. Thus, there would be no guerantee that training resources
would be put directly nto the hands of dislocated workers and low-income adults, so that they
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could make informed training choices  Other concerns abowt the Republican leadership bill
include its: (1) failure to turget resources on the moyl disadvantaged: (2) devolution of the
successiul Job Corps program to the Siates; {3} elimination of the Sunumer Jobs, Trade
Adjustment Assistance {TAA} trsining, and Senior Community Service Employment programs,
{4) failure to provide a national reserve ta aid victims of mess layofls and national disasters and
for other purposes; and {5} creation of # complex new bzu caucracy stemming from an unwieldy
Federal governance structure,

i
!

Reduced spending for low-incone programs is possible while still protecting the most vulnerable.
The Adminisiration has proposed $38 billion in carefully wailored cus for certoin welfare
programs over seven years, however, the magmiude of the cuts ﬁczzzg considered by Congress --
betweoen $100 billion and $120 billion over seven years < compromises the ability of these
programs 1o seevevilnerabledow-income gromps. This is exacerbatod by tse absence of
maintenance-of-effort reguirements on the States. Jiis not realistic 10 expect the States to muke
up for the reduced Federad spending from their own rcvé wes. My will aitimately pass on the
drastic cuts 1o children and families, whe will endure {z;mc culs or even losses in benefn
cligibility,

The Adiministration supporis the retention of Supplementel Security 1nconwe {SS81) cash benefits
for cligible children provided in the Repubbican leadership plan. The plan, however, would deny
S8 benefits to more than 350,000 disabled children over the next five years. In addition, the bill
would esiablish a mandatory five-yeur cut off of Temporary Assisiance Bonefits for Needy
Families without regard to their cireumstances. The bill would not provide any protection for
childron when their purenis sre unable 10 work due (0 illness, disability, the need to cure for g
disabled child, or high local unemployiient, These provisions are unduly harsh and should be
deleted from the bill,

Preserving (he Henlth and Nutrition of Adults and Children

The Administration opposes the Republican leadership plan to include an optional Food Stamyp
block grant. By excrcising this option, States wm:ld be able 1o divert Food Stamp funds for other
purposes and could deny nutrition assistance to those most in need. In addition, sy $tate that
excreises such an option will sce its food assistance degline drametically in the cvent of recession
or population growih, ;

In addition, the Administration ix concerned sbout the severity of 1he cuts to the Food Stamp
program in the Republican leaderslip bill. The Administration supports requising Food Stamp
recipients withour children to go to work or wuin for seork in retum for their assistange, The
Republican leadership bill does nol provide States with the resourees 1o accomplish this goul,
Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts & bele in the rutrition safely net,
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Provisions Affecting Non-CHtizens

The Republicun leadership plan should support {wir treatment for legal immigrants, The
Aduinistration supports Ughtening sponsorship and eligibility rules for non-citizens and requiring
sponsors of legal immigrans 1o bear greater responsibilivy for those whom they encourage 1o
enicr the United States. The Administration, however, strongly opposes the Republican
lezdership bill's unilateral application of new ¢ligibility and deeming provisions o current
recipients, including the disabled who wre exempted vnder carrent law, The Administration also is
deeply concernesd about the bill's application of deeniing provisions to the Medicaid program.

Daschle-Breaux-Mikalski Reform Proposal--Renl Wellre Relorm

The Scnare has the chunet 10 cnact real welfare reforn. The Administration strongly supponts the
welfare refurn proposal oflered by Senstors Daschie, Breaux, and Mikulski. ingtead of
mzzimairsing the qurrent welfare sysiem - which undermines our basic values of work,
responsibility, snd family -+ (his plan sends people to work so they can cam a paychegk, not a
welfare check. Unlike the Kepublican leadership bill and the House-passed H R, 4, this proposal
provides thie child care for those transitioning from welfare to work and for those trying avoid
welfare in {irgt place. It holds Suate hurcaucracies sccoumable for veal restits, and cewards them
for putting people 1o work, not just removing people from the weltfare rolls, It saves money by ’
moving people 1o work, not by cxpecting the Stites (o handle more problems with less money,
The Administrution urges the Congress 1o agree upon a bipartisan bill that addresses tiese critical
elements of real welfare reform.

Pay-As-You-Go Scorving

Senator Dole’s proposal would reduce direct speading; thaefure, it is subject to the pay-as-vou-
go requirgsnent of the Omaibus Budget Reconcitimtion Act of 1990, OMB's scoting estimate is
under development
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TALKING POINTS ON JUSTICE ISSUES . b;{(

DOY's concerns {it into three categories. Some are founded on constitutional clashes with
welfare reform provisions, padticularly in the House version of HLR. 4. Others are wechnical
drafting suggestions to make the legislation more logical. Still others have DOJT weighing in on’
policy 1ssues, a function better handled via a Statement of Administration Policy. Sending the
letter could be useful for the first two categories. Identifving unconstitutional provisions likely.
1o be overturned by the courts could prevent lawmakers from enacting them. Similarly,
suggesting technical drafting improvements couldn’t hurt {(although such suggestions may also
be made informally). The following focuses mainly on the major constitutional concerns,

. Benefit restrictions for minor moms--A Supreme Court case, New Jersey Welfare Rights
Org, v. Cahill, held that it was illegal to distinguish among children born in or out of

wedlock when paying welfare benefits. Other case law establishes that States should not
interfere with the constitutionally protected “freedom of personal choice in matters of
marriage.” H.R. 4's minor moms benefit restrictions (which, like Cahill, apply to children
born out of wedlock) may run afoul of the Constitution for similar reasons.

. Treatment of Interstate Immigrants Receiving Benefits--H.R. 4 (both House and Senate)
lets States pay lower benefils to familics who recently moved from a lower benefit State.
A quite similar law was overturned by the 1969 Shapiro v, Thompson decision, which )
had a one-year residency requirement for welfare benefits, because the law was held to
penalize interstate travel, A number of recent lower court cases have affirmed this
principie, and it is likely that H R, 4s provision would be sued instantly if States opted to
apply it -

. Benefit Restrictions for Children Lacking Paternity Establishment--H.R. 4 stipulates that
States must reduce benefits to families by $50 or 15% for children whose paternity has
not been established, Although States already may cut assistance for-families who don’t
cooperate in establishing paternity, LR, 4's provision goes a step further because it
requires sanctions even if the family has cooperated fully with the State. DOJ makesa
plausible case that the provision could be challenged as “irrational” since a family could
be penalized for circumstances beyond its cottrol.

. Funding for Lowered Hlegitimacy & Benefits for immigranis--1301 argues that HR. 4's
monetary rewards to States for drops in abortion is “tllogical” and may give States
incentives to restrict women’s constitutionally protected freedom of choice. These are
more opinions than constitutional concerns and are beiter addressed by another
Administeation mouthpiece. The same hotlds rue for DOJ’s opposition (o increased
restricitons on immigrants’ benefits, since there are currently many Federal benefit
restrictions on immigrants that long have gone unchallenged.
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The Department of Justice is pleased to offer the foZlowing}\
comments on H.R, 4, the Perscnal Raspongibility Act of 1995, as
passed by the House of Rspresentatives., As the tomments

indicate, the Departument has several conceérns regarding the
pravisions of H. R. 4.

1.  rNo Begistance for Out-of-Wedlock Birrhs Lo Minorsst

Saction 101 of the bill, amending section 4051(8) {4) of tha
Social Security act, would exclude from eligibility for. benefics
both mothere undey &ge 18 and children bhorn out-of-wedlock to
wothers undey age 18. No ¢ash benefits may be provided until the
mothers reach age 18.

We have geriocus conatitutionzl conserns regarding the
provisiont's dieorimination on the-pasis of illegitimscy. Qn its
face, the provigion discinguishes among equally neady children
based on the conduct of those children's parents, The Supreme
Courr hag beld already thar for purposes of distriburing wclfare
benefitsg, *as8 indispensable t¢o the health and well-being of
illegivimate childryen ag £o Lhose who are Jegivimace,' psuch
distinctions viclate the Egqual Protection Tlause. Hee New Jarsey
pa fare Rignte Ora, v. Sahill. 431 U.8. 81%, 821 {1873) (per
eurzam) . Specifically, the Court in Cahill reiscted the means
chegern by the gtate to advance its interest in “precerviing] and
strengthen{ing] family iife~”:.

[IImposing disabilities on the illegitimate c=hild is
contrary-to the hagic concept of our syetem that lagsl
purdens should bear some rolationship o individuasl
responsibilicy or wrony-dning. Obwviously. no child is
responeible for his birih and penalizing the
illegivimare child ia sn ineffantual--an well an au
unjust--way of deterring the parent,

' For ease of reference, we will rafer lese 1O che biij’'s

provisions by the tities used in the bill itsell,
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hild, 431 U.8, at £20 {quoting ﬁggar v. As ASURLLY & Surety
Sl 406 8. 164, 175 {1972} pee alsg ‘;;mgéd v. Sorgon, 430
G.5. 762. 763 (1577} (‘we have axpressly considered and retected
rhe aygument that o Gtace nay attempr ©o intlusnce the actions of
men and women by imposing sanctigns on the children born of their
illegitimate relationships®). We think that chis reasoning would
Tikely compel invalidation of the provision in guestion.

The provision also might be chullenged by affected monhers
on the grounds that it condilions theliy eligibiiity for benefits
on marital startus, and hence interferes with the congrituticnally
provtected "fresdom of pwrsonal choics in matters of marrzage and
family life." Clgveland 3d. of Pduc, v. Lafleug, 414 U.£. 6332,
639 (1974). The Supreme Court has recognized a fundam:nta’ right
o marry and otherwise to ovder family relaticnships, and
irvalidnted under slLrigt €erutiny regulations that interfers
"€irectly and substantially" with that right. gag Zablocki v.
Redhnil, 434 U, 8. 374, 385-¥7 (1878) ({grate may not reguire gourt
appreval for marviase by persson with support omligations}: gep
a0 Beddie v. Copnessicour, 401 Y. & 371 {1871 (state nay aot
ondition aclsss Lo court In Aivorce action on payment of Filing
fess;. AL the gamz time, the Jourt has held that benefils
clhggificarions ghat besar apxg indirectly on intimate
relativuships may be sustained so long as they are rational.

See, g.9., Califans v. Jobmy. 434 U.8. 47 {1877} fCGnQrNﬁq may’
tevwlaute bensfivs whan reclpient marries!: sse alpa Zablocki.
434 U.8. at 386-87 & n.12 {dimcussing distinction!,

Our concern ie Lhat whers, ag hero, a benefitg
claggiflcation appears aCCually to be intended ro influence z%e
decision whether to marry, & reviewing oours mighr tyeat it as an
impermissible *diprecr and substantial® interference with that
decigion, Cf. Jeobst, 434 UG.8. at 34 {upholding mazriage rule
hecayae it "eannot be criticized . . . as an avteanpt e interfere
with the individual's freedom o make @ demigion asg important as
marriAge™); Rowen v. Qilliimrd. 483 U.B. 587, 602 {(1987)
{uphelding AFDC family £iling unit requiremant because its
~design® is not to intrude on family living arrangements).
Alternafgvely. becsupe the condition of eligqibilivy &t igsue --
marvizge -- is not wholly within the power of the mother to
tulfill, che va*y rationality «f the provigion might bo open to
guegtion. -

3

2» *1 1 i i o 4 H

Secrisn 10) of the bill, amandimg Section 402 of the Social
&ecurlty Act, provides incennives hy inersacing grants payaple to
states ¥ the gtates achieve yeducrions in the *illegitaimacy
ratio.” The ratis would be maloulated by adding the toutal nunber
of suc-sf-wedlock births in the state to a figure vepragenting
e increase in the annual number of aborcienes, then dividing
that sum by the total number of birthg ir the stare, QOur
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concerns our twofeld. First, the equation proposed is illogical ?fﬁ)éﬁéﬁc
in rhat it tyies te link-sbosrlion-figures and grants -o stales;
Lhege two issues are~hor related. Second, it may serve az an

incantive cqﬁa&mtea to pestilct or nliow oshers to interfers wivh
a wamanfg,ebaatlfig;aﬁﬁily rrotegted frasdom of cholce.

" 3. IAugbexily to Treat Ipterstate Tmmiarants Under Rulgg
sf. . Boxmex Shtata _

Ssctien 101 of the LL11, amending section 403{(¢) (2} of the
Social Becurirty Act, would authorize rhe states to digcoriminate
among bencficiasries based on length ¢f in-state regidencse.
Specifically., the Act would allow mach state to provide familienw
that have lived iu Lhe sravce for less than one year with the
leveal ¢f bencfite, if any, the families would have received in
thoely prior stalus of residence.

The Buprems Court has heid that a state lmpermissibly

.panalizce the right to interstate travel when it deanles newromers
the "sams cight Co vital government benefits and privileges

as ares enjoyed by other residenis." Meporias Hosp., v. Maricona
Counky. 115 U.5, 25y, 281 (1374} {(one-year regidensy regquirément
for free nonemergency medical caye invalid as penalty on right %o
intessiate travel)l; ags alge Shapire v. Thomosoer, 394 U.8. 618
{13€8) {one-yeay residency reduirement for welfare henefiug; same
yesuls). This is8 so even if the gtate acts, as it would here, l i

purguant to congressional statuts. —SEE IIETIEE,THIUTE. at §41.
T reTELEY  1ine of casEE e Supreme lourt has used a
different yationale to come Lo the same condlusinn, halding thac
distirctions passd golely ¢n length of residence violare the

~ .. Bqual Protection Clause under rational basis review. Ses. gua.. v//’

MBS wgobel v, wWililamme, 457 U.8. 55 (1982} (mtate lacks rational and

el permisgible interest ir granting incrementmlly higher oil rovenue

ettt 21vidend payments to residents of longer duration).

Receny lowey ¢ourt cases have relied on both these thecriews
to invalidate iews that, like thoss conramplaved by the bill,
1imit new state residonts to the level of welfare bansfive they
received in thelr prior home gtatesn for a substantial peried of
time. Zae Micchell v. Sigffen. 502 N.RW.24 188 (Minn. 1983},
goart. depjed, 114 8. Ct. 302 {(1994) {six-wonth reoldency
raquirement}); Greepn v. Andexasocpn, 831 F. Supp. 316 {(E.U. Cal.
1833), aff'd, 28 F.34 5 {9th Oir. 19894) {(one~yscar residenuy
regquirement). The Suprome Court granced certiorari in Green, but
recently directed vacation of the prior Judgments in the casc on
procedural grounds withoul resching the merins., Angergon v.
Green. 63 U.8.L.¥W. 4182 (1.2, Peb. 22, 1933} (per curiam).

nlags and until the Supreme Coust revisits this issue, -
controlling cass law zendsrs siate lawe pooged pursuesnl to this
provigion of the bill uncongtitutional.
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Current law reguires that a mother applying for welfare
benefits cooperate in establliohing whe palernity of hex child.
Section 101 of the Bill, whiie maintaining the cooperation
recquirement, wiil also reguire states to impuse {inancial
penalties on fanilies receliving assistance if palernity has not
in fact been astablished.

oongress i frea, of courss, o inpose sonditions on receipt
of welfare benefits, so long as the classificacions cr«a:ed ara
rationally reinvad co legitimate gowe:rnuent ends. See |
v. Hilliamg, 397 U.8. 471 {(1970) {upholding upper limit cn wnc
benafits under rational bssis review). Presumalbly, the state
interest in imposing the new penalty contemplated by the bill ig
to provide an igcentive for fanilies to aid in establishing
paternity. The penalty will apply, however, even when a mother
nes done all within her contiul Lo &s:ablisn pateyrity, and -he
failure to make a firal determination is avtributable solely to
rhe motion (er nonaction) of the facher or Lhe gtate iuself.
While Congress nesed not classify in the welfarg conteéext with
"mathamasical niceby,” . @t &35 a penalty taar is Zikely %
gperare unfairly in many cases. and seems L0 be redurndant in
lizght of the preexistiug cooperation regquirenent, may be subiact
o challenge on she agrsunde that it iv irrational.

The bill would exclude legal as well as illegal a2lisns from
a Broad ranyge of fedeval benefits programs. Specifically,
gection 101 of rhe bill bars the uge of Family Asgistance Block
Orant funds to provide cash bensfits ve legal aliema, sxcepr a3
otherwise provided by the Qlll Baction 403 of the hill awcludes
nesxrly all lagal immigrants from aligibility under the Family
Agsistance Block Grant program and also upnder the, 881, Ticle
bloeck gialit, Ron-efergency Mad*caid, and Pood Stamps pxagr&ms.
Firally, gsection 402 denies all fedcral means-tasted public
benefiles to lawfully present nonimmigrants, with narrow
excaptiong.

?  pxcepted from che bar on assistance are refugess for the

first filve years after thelr arrival, eesrtein digabled and aged
ailieng, and venerans and current members of thﬁ Armed Foroes.

4
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Congress, of courss, enjoys substantial authorizy to v L
clagslfy on the hagis of a&icnagﬁ and, speciflcally, no limir tho
eligibilivy of sliens £0r benefits undey fadernl programs. %
Mathaws v. Rizz. 426 U. 5. €7 {1276} . Suth clagsiticaticns,
howsveyr, rémairn subject to vational basie review, 1d., and
congress shmuld be prepared te arliculate & rational bagis for
each of the alien exclusions contemplated by the bill., In ac
lgagt some c~asges, it mav prove diffiguls to justiry the hili‘s
broad-based sxclusionaryv policy as applied to legal irmmigrants,
Denving benefirs to naarly all leyul immlgrants, many of whom
have participated productively in the United Stares econcmy fox
years before ragquiring sssistanve, is8 not selr-evidently rational
and, in our view, would conzribute to the establishmenr ¢f an
ohischionable cagte gystem,

Tn addition, Teo the axteul that the aftected programs 7
srovide benegfits on 3 family-wide, rather than individual, basis, (
che alien exclusion nighl uperate ¢ disadvantage nited States
cirizens who are nuarried or born to allens. A citizen c¢hild., for —
instance, might effeqlively be dsnied benefics she would ’

otherwigse receive if an alien pavent or sibling was excluded {rom .
Ehe £amily unit in velculating reed. Because such cizizen 5
children, like children born out-cf-wedlock, are ncither ’f3*.
responcible for nor able (o control the alien status ¢f thelir Hw
parents, & reviewing courl could find that alien exclusions so vhools
applicd violate Lhe Egual rrotection Qlause. Cf, Dayges v. > 1el
Woods. 35 Cal.3d 871, 67% 2.2d 458 {1584) (en panc) (AFDC e
exglusion of alien children violates California egual protection, Jg e
clauge because it penalizes citizen giblings of such children). ‘”'“’”E
Rehar RS NI

Bliminating access of virtually all noncitizens should be oo J
reviewed in verms 5% the overall impact. While monetaryy savings =

¥
4
I

may appsar to be signilficant, other costs, including the social Ly
costs, i resiricting access Lo persong ws have invited to this ST LA,
country also should he considered. We bsiieve thar significsnt el
saviugs can be achieved by retaining eligibility for long-term ol
lawful alien residents of the United States, while tightening chveer
eligibility standards fcr the programs whare uge by aliens is A
significant and holding eponaors legalily lishle for supporting R S
Lamily membavrs they bring to the United States. Moreover, we T é%ﬂ{gui

believe that preventing illegal eniry at rhe Bordexr and stxongex
worksite entoreement, coupled with less restrictaed limired access
to benefits and services, wili provide » woordinated deotexrrencs
against illegal entry, stayv, and uee of public resources.

section 201 of the kill adding section 430 to che Boeial (
Security Act, would remove barriers ro ipterethnia adeption.
are concerned-that this section might be interpreved to repeal by‘H?

implicavion the Indian Child Melfars AQL (TCWA), 3% U.B.C. 1303~
L3u3d.

&
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The ICWA wag enacred in reeponee to ' (tlhe wholesale
geparatrion of Indian children Lrom yphely rfawmilies® through
tzymination of parental rights of American Tndians. H.R. Rep.

No. 13RA, 38ch Cong., 24 Sesw. B {1978), raprinted <o 1578
J.8.C.CLALN. TB30, 7531, Lo respoase to this concern, Congress
andnred the ICHA “to pronwle she security of Indian tribes and
famiilies.” 2% U.5.C. 1%02; ge alsg Mississipbl Bard of Chear
Indiane v, MHelwficld, %0 U.S, 30, 324, 36 {1989} (ICWA zought to
protect the rights of Indian communities and tribes). The
insvificavion for ICWA, Lherelore, rasts upon the unigque,
governwment-to-governmant relacionship betweaen the federal |
govarnmant and the federally-vecogniesd Indian txibes, Mortog v,
Mangayxl, 437 U_ €. 335 {19735) (Becasuse of the unioue Yelationship
betwean foderally-vevognized tyibes and the federa’ goveranment --
as reflected in the Indian Commexce Clause, U.8. Constisution,

art, I, § 8, ¢l. 3 ~- stapures giving preferences t¢ Indian

rribas are not constitutionaily suspect.) To avold what we think
i¢ an unintended consequenct ol the broad language in section =
430¢bl (1), we racommend that ITKR be excepted from secrinn 201 of -

H.R. 1214, . —
7. *Glearingnouss and Hotline on Missina angd Rupawsy QMQ“
‘ghildren” 4
Secrion 201 of the bill, smending section 426 of the Socrial R
Sezurity ACT to create, under the Attormey General, & b e
slzaringhouae and hotiine £or the collection and disgeminaticn of L weef
informalion on cnildren whe have run avay or are otharwise - \Lf>*
migsing. Seccion 201 however, must be read in eonjuncoion with s
E.R. 472 Secsion 371{¢} ¢f rthe bill which repecals the HMissing o 1Y
Children's Assistance Act of 1593 {42 V.3.C. %771.877%). The TR e
Department strongly opposes the repeal of the Ach. Srdlog 1$@M P
The hotline and clearinghcuse functions auvchorized under el sy
‘Section 201, are already werformed {among many other sctivizies)
by the National Center for Miseing and Exploiced Children g,
{NCMEC! . NOMEGD is cne of geveral compoments funded under the Wl E,

peparement ‘g Office of Juvanile Justice and Delinduenty
Preventions's (OJUDF) Miseing and Pyploitaed Childroan'e Prograw,
which is authorized under the Missing Children's Assistance Act.
The Section 201 hotline and clearinghouss authority is nol «
substitute for the programs and services (including those of

NCWELS) provided under the aubhorivies of tne Missing Chilldren's

Assistancs Act. As noted above, among NUMEC's sexvices ig the
prevision of a natignal toil-frae hocline and information network
tor the exchange of data on mizsing children.

Since the passage of the Misgirng Children's Assistancs Act,
the FBI's National Criminal Trnfermatcion Conter reporbs 4n
1ncrease of more than S0 percent ir the number of misgsing persons
reparts to law enforcement. This rapirting increase is due, 10t
large pare, to ths work of NOMEC and ONIDE.

]

- o e gr16. rIS 202@  CTIT 6070430
JIO Y10 rod


http:wAtior.al
http:infcl."u'\4L.:.on
http:S,oci.al

gection 202{g) of H.R, 4 would repeal Sublizle C of Titla
ATT of the violent Orime fountrol and Law Enforcement Act cf
1984. This repeal should be read in the context of the repeal né
the Migsing Shildren's Aswistance act., Subticlie C ereated the
“Morgan P, Hardiman Task Force on Missing and Exploited Chiidwen
Aen? . Thig provision iacreised state snd locsl coordination fop
programs undey the National Center for Wissing and Bxploiced
Children (RCMEC) ., The Depariment obiects IS 1CS repeal.

¥

& u ol 3 & rant Exogram® - 'Conforsming
’ Apandmentg”

The Department strongly obiects to Seavion 371{gl of the bill
which would repeal Subritle a or Title IT of thne Crime Control
Act of 1890, thg Viccims of Child Abuse Act of 1330. Thia
Subtitls authovizes support ror lpgal and regiongl ¢hild advocany
cencers, promoting the use of multidisciplinary teams ro addrecs
the identifical ion, support through judicial proveeding and
trestment Of children who have been subicst to physinal and
Jorual abuge, I0 4lgd rrovides support for the investigarisn and
progecution ¢f theiy cases.

rf

Similarly, Subtitle A of Title II authorizes suppor: £or che
Noriousl Center for vhe Prosscution ¢f Child Azuse., The
Department belisves that thg prescrvation of the Center ic
sxuclal and chat a substituce block grant program would neithey
provide nor facilitvate the training and techniral assistance
aesded by local proseQutors to ensure that ol{fanders are brought
b Justive. @iven the serliousness and prevelenca of chiid abuse.
vased, 1lu i8 eritical to waintain fedsral leaderskhip and
zsgistance o state and local proeecutors in this azrea.

9. lAmendmentg e Laws Relating tn £hild Broteosion Bloek
ﬁranﬁ i

gection 371(b) {Z) of the »ill makes several changes tc the
Victims of QOrims Act of 1384 (VOCA) {42 U.S.C. 10601 3% mey,).
The Department obiects to each of these changes,

Tre Department notes that the earlier version of the bill, as
considered by the House of Representacives, included in Lhis
secticn Lhe repeal of Section 1404{a) of Che VOCA. This
provision repsaled the antire Victinme Actiatance Progsem which 18
administered by the Deparcment's Office for Victime of Qrims
{OVC, . It wag subsefuent)y axplsined by the bill's drafoers than
rhe repeal of this gection was s draftiog error and that the
seghion repealed should have baen Section 1404 (A}, This
particular correction has besn mzde, although the Tepartment
obigats to the repeal of Sssticn 14141A) as well., Howeveyr, H.R.
4, as passed by the House, although rnot repesling VOCA Section
1404 {a) , nevoyrtheless wonld and the Vicvims Assislance progran

mecause it would repeal the funding for the Secrion 1204(m)
y:
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vigtim asgigtance proaram. Therefsre, the resuls would be che
aame .  Tha funding xepeal ls pes Z0rta in Section

371 (m) (2} {a) (i1 {8al of the bill., This Section would remove the
avatlacle of monies £row Lhe Crime Victins Fund to susport
Section 1404 (a), thereby crippling the program. The Dspartment
mertinues to obizet O Lhese actidns beoauss rhe Orima Victims
Aspistance Program, which is a block grant program adminigtersd
by the various states, is one of the few available sourdes of
funds to aearly 3,000 locally based viciim agsistance programs
zthroaghous the countiy.

Section 3?1k} (2} alsc would repsal both the funding (VCCA
Section 1402{dy {2}) and Lhe aurhorization {VOCA Section 1404{R))
for the Childy=i's Juatlice Acht Prograr for Native Americans,

This program ig the only scurce of Federal funding to improve tha
invontigarion and prosecution of child abuse caees in Indian
Councry. This particulay program has funded roxe than 38
diffarent cyibal programs Lo reduce traumid to ckild sexual abuse

. victimg and to improve and coordinate service delivery to child
sbuse viclims and thnelr familiss. '

16, rrigim YIT - il n

Ticle vii of H.R, 4 vontaing many provigions thay would
gimplify and gtyeamline the collection of child support. For
exa:mtple, the biii would require stsres to estadblish databases
that will compile information about each child support erder
wpencd fn chat stave. Sec. 711, Thig informmtion would be sent
Lo A national registry on a ragulsy basis, o aid in enforcemont
WL Interstate cases, In addition, to aimplify employer
procedures for withholding child supporr from income, the ball
would regquire that eacsh state establish a centralized state
collection and digbursement unit. to snsure affisient, timely
provegsing of ¢hild support ¢ollection and disbursement o
custedial parents. See. 71k,

The pill alzo would expand rbhe faderal paront loceatur syshemn
which would anable states to track quickly the location of debror
pRrents to anferce child support erdare. Tha cxpanded lucator
system wouid have three major components: & Databank of Child. ,
Suppoert Crders: o Birechtory of Naw Hires:; and an #xpssded locator
component that would allow states o ageess fedexal, state and
local information to enforre shild suppors oydexs. Sww. 716,
Information such as the chligor's location would be advantageopus,
but we question whether rhe carte blanche access pruvided hers is;j
appropriate. Sec. 725, ‘

We note that the bill has been strengthened by pequirirng
ptated +o dovelop procedurss for withhoelding, sucpending, 6
regrridting the use of d¥ivers ligonses. We hope thal the Senate
will sdoprt similar mesanrag and we look forward Lo working with
sralf Te discousg other options L0 gtrengthon the measures

8
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cortained in H.R. 4. *517; :
-y ’-#'J;
11, ECpdiming? Porfud n wmuw

Section 57¢ ¢of the bill would add a new sectionh 15(h} of the WV
Food Dtamz AL of 1977 (/ U.8.C. § 2024(h)) to expand the scupe
of criminal forfeiture ondey that act. Thig is acceptabie {we
note, however, Lhat the Bill does nobt include procedural
provisions necessary to goverr criminal- forfeitures. See. p.a..
2TUTSC.TE 853Y) T T rRe RILITFIESELEBMpLS S TEYAbLish a reviged
scheme fOr the diaposition and use of the propexty forfained
under this now ausherity. Sese proposed 7 U.S.0. 8§ 2024(h) {4).
Thiz provigion would ¢reate peversl problems, conflict wirh
existiuyg law, and should be deletsd,

Specifically, this provision would return the proceeds of
forfeiture cases te the agency that investigated the case. The
apparent theory is that the porentisl availabilicy of theus - "
monies would resulr in more inveatigatione being cenducred. Thic
M AR unrsalistic expectation. Resourves are acarce for general
investigative use., Moreover, the scheme epvisiorned by the bill
for reimpursement of investligatrive expenses is unwerkable,

Whether or not a forfeirure resulite will almost maver be known
antil A riscesl year folleowing the year in which the expenges ars
incurred. Thus, whether last year‘s investigation will ka
reimpursed will ganera 1y be unknown at the time budgst authority
for the upceming year ls being sought. On the ethar hand, if the
Congress relies on forfeitures as a source of monies for
investigative activity, it is unlikely scavce sppropriations will!
be commitied te this nead,

Furthey, the proposal does not replace, but modifies,
suthorized dispositions of amaers forfaiied in a npecial class of
cases. Twoe of the four propused dispositions {reimbursing State
law enforvement {or investigarive axpenses and permitting the
Secretary of Agriculture Lo fund approval, resuthorization, and
compliance acgtivities) ars inconsistent with the existing Aseuts
Forfeiture Fund statu-e. In addition to crearing additional
codte, Lhis propogsl wouid eveate conflicts over what funds ore
available. The proposal would create rew administrative burdens
for the Agpseis Forfeirnres Pund and has rhe potancial [ur the
creation ¢f a needless inter-department conflict. Propoged 7
U.5.0. § 202¢4'h) {§) should ba delated.

Finally, we nore that saction B76 does not pruvide for givil
forfeiturse. By so doing, bthe bill would require, nsedlessly in
ouy view, a criminal indiciment and conviction wheuever
forfeiture iz acught for a rood Stamp Act violation.

¥
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In cwo placeg, the bill would limic fedaral authority by
groviding that

The Secretsry may not vegulals the conduzL of States
under chis part or enforce any provision of this part,
except to the extent coxpressly provided in this part .’

The ramach of the¢e proviaions ls unclear. Ouy assamptian is
thar they axe intended to prevent the Secrasary from promulgating
sybstantive ragulatieong that govern the digpasition of the
particular block grant funde at igsgue in sach affected title,

Qur concern. howaver, io that Sthe provigions might ‘also be read Tk
to cxtend to the Secrazary's enforcement of other global stannresp
and regulatimneg applicable o all federa: funding programs. ;

For instance, the provisions could be ccnstrued Lo prohibat
the Secrevayy from applying to the states' management of Lheir
block grantg the provisicns of Tivlie VI of the Civii Righis Act
of 1964, as amended, 42 U.5.C. § 2000d g5 gag, . Title 1X of the
Educatinn Amandments Act wi 1974, a8 mumended, 20 U.8.0. § 163! en
Beg.: and section 304 of the Rehabilivation Act of 1373, as
amendes, 2§ U.S5.C. § 7%4. Breadly read, the provisions also
would prevent the Sccretary from institucing program frand ciwvil
remedisas actions againai staces under the Program Fraud Civil
Remedies Act, 31 U.8.¢. §§ 38021-3812, which provides
adminisirative remedies for false claims angd statements in
connecticn with the receipt of federal funds. Even the N
Secratary's referrel of a matter to the Depariment of Juseice for \?
prosecution or civil action wight be barred by the provisions,

To avoid what wa think is ar unintended conseguenca, the
provieions might bec drafted more naryowly to provide that "cthe A, o 4
i

Secretary iz not authorized by ihis Act to regulate . . . ¢ / T le——o
Such @ provisiun wWOUL& make clear that the Secrstary may not P
attach additional conditions to use of the blomk grante in N oen s
auestion, without inadvertea"ly stripping the Sgevetary of T e
authericy to enforce preexisting statutory mandatas. PN R T
»
Lo 115,
33, Igehnical Commenlg
Finally, we would like to offer a few tvechnical comments on
he bill as currently drafred.
¥ gection 181 {amending Social servriay Ak soction 403(£)}.
The langyuage of the pecond provieion, in sesctlon 20l {amcndin
Somial Sequrity Act eection &23(f)) ¢f the bill, i{e aubsianti aily
aixnilesy, :
it
" st1g tig oz@  oyizT  §8/70:R0
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Section 713 of rhe bill creates a new secrion 4534, which
rofers in paragrapbh {2} {1} to “infsamaliun suprlied in accordance

with subsection (ki by employers and lahgr oraangzations®
{emphasis added), and goeec on in paragiaph {3} (2) to define
®laboy vrgaa:zatian " Neither subsection (b} nor any cther pary

of sertion 713, howegver, makes ary provision for repovuing of
infermation by lsbor orgavizations, and there is no further
mention of any such reporting. Avcordingly, we reccmmend
deletion ¢f the references ts labor organizations in paragraphs
fa) (1) and (2).

fection 7231 of the bill reqguires each state to adept the
Uniform Interstate Family Support Act, whigh in turn astsblighes
a crrprebansive and somplex syslem governing interstate support
procesdings anid enfarcement. Secgtion 722 of the bill
avberantially zmends legislalion enacred last fall, zlse
governing interstate enforcement of support orders. Though we
have not exsmined thess Lwe provisiens in depih. we aAre concernad
that they may be duplicative or, at worst, incoensisrent,

Seccion 791l (o} establishes a "grace perind" for states
"unable ©o [)] comply® with Che reguiremenis of Title VII "without
amending -the State constitution.”® It is our view that state
constitucional prouvisiona generally cmald not prevent compliance
with Title VII, in that state provieiong incensistent with Title
U1 would be wold under che Suprermacy Clause in states receiving
tederal funds. Seg, e.4g,, ITownsend v. Swank, 404 U.8. 282 {197}
fatace law vivlatea Supremacy Clause by imposing AFDC
restricticong inconsistent with federal standards). Ve thermfors
recommend drafiing section 781 (¢} to achieve what appears to be
its puxpese without suggesting that state law can take prscedence
over fadural artandards:

Il a Stace constituzien is inconsistent with any

provision of this title, then the State shall net he

Lound cut of campzzance with any requirement enacted by
. this vitle unril the sariier of--

(1} 1 year after the effective date of a State
censtitutional amsndrent achieving consiatency with
thig title: or

{2) % years after the date 0f the mractmant «f this
ticle.

We hope that thage commente are helpful and we would be
pleased to respond to any guestions about tLhem, Thang you for
providing rhis opportunity to comment oo W.R. 4, as pacsed by the
Hougse., Tne 0ffice of Managemant and Budget has adviged that
there is oo abjs ion te this report from the atandpoint of the
Administration's progranm,

(S
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Sincerely.

Keng Markus .
A¢ling Asgistant Attornay General
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RESPONSE TO LRM NO: 1515
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! your respanze {o this request for views is simple (8.¢., contur/no comment, we prefer that you respond by e-mall or
by faxing us this rasponse ghest,

if the respongs 15 simple and you prefer b call, plaase cali the branch-wids line shown belfow (NOT the analyst's line),
to leavs 8 muassage with a jogisiative assistent.

You may aisc respond by,

{1} calling tha analysi/attomey’s direct Hae (you will be connectad 16 voica mali if the anelyst does not answer); or
' {2} sending us 8 memo of letter.

Pleass Include the LEM numbor shownt above, and the subjact shown below,

TO: Chris MUSTAIN 3053823
{ifica of Management snd Budget
Fax Number 385.8148
Branch-Wide Lins (to reach lagisiative assistant): 385.7382

EROM: {Date)
{Nams)
{Agency)
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SUBJECT: JUSTICE Proposed Repont RE: HR4, Parsonal Responsibliity Act of 1885

The following is the response of cur sgency 10 your reguest 107 views on (hs sbove-caplioned subject:

Conour
No Odjection

No Comment

See propased edils on pages

Other:
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U. 8. Deparmient of Justice

Office uf Legistative Affairs

B oF e RAZEIENY ATOREY Lapars] weskisgtan, 2.0 2330

WRAFT 4712755

Deay Mr.

The Deparvmert of Justice is pieased t¢ offer the following
comments on H.R. 4, the Personal Responsibility Act of 1993, ae
pageed by the House of Repressntatives. As the comments
indicate, the Departument has several concerns regarding the
provisiona of H.R, 4, ;

Section 101 of the bill, amending section 405(a) {4) of the
Bcuial Security act, weould exclude from eligibility for benefics
both mothers undey age 38 and children born out-of-wedlonk ro
mothess under age 18, No rash benelite may be provided until the
mothers reach age 1§,

He have serious constitutional concerns regarding the
provision's cigcoriminarion on the pasis of illzgitimacy. On its
face, the provigion disvinguishes among egquaily neady children
based on the conduct of rhoss children's parents. The Supreme
Court has held already that for purposes of figtviducing wclfare
benefits, "as indispeneabic to the health and wall-bsing of
illegitimate children 3o to thoee who are Tegitimste," puoh
distincrions vislate the Egqual Protection Jlause. See New Jarsey

ﬁglﬁg&gﬂﬁ@g&&gﬁ%xg* ¢, Sahill. 433 U.R. 818, 621 (2973} (per
curiam) . Speacifically, the Court in gahill rajested the wmeans

¢chcsen by the srabe to advandgs its interest in Mprocorviing] snd
streagrhenling] family life”:

{Ilmpesing disabilities on the i{llegitimate child ie
gontrary to the basic conaspt of cur ryetéem thar lcogal
burdens should beay some reiationship to individual
regpongibilicy or wrong-daing. Obwiouely. no child is
zegspongible for his birth and penalizing The
ilizgitimate ¢hild ie #n (neffaztual--as well as au
unjust--way of deverring the psarent.

! fFor esase of rnﬁnrancﬁﬂ we will refeyr lare to rhe hili‘s
provisiens by the titles used in the biil icsell.

e vIo £04 s¥18 315 2018 gPIgt  §8/10780
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S, 408 L.8, 164, 175 (1872); mye alap Lrimble v, Gordon, 430

ety

U.5. 782, 783 (1577} (Y"we have exprassly considered angd refected
Fhe axgument that o Stacs may attempc to intluence the actions of
men and woman by imposing sancticns on the children born of thair
iilenicimate velationohips"). We think that this reasoning would
tikely vompel invalidation ¢f the provision in guestion,

The provision also might be challenged by affected morhore
on the grounda that it coudilions thely eligibility for benefiis
on marital statue, and hente inteéerferss with the consticvtionally
protecred "freedowm of personal choice in matters of marciage and

family life." CQlevelgnd Rd. of Bduyc. v. LaFleuxr, «14 U.£. ©32,
£33 (1974). The Bupieme Coult has recognized a fundamental right

to maryy and othexwise to oxrder family relationships, and
invalidared under purict scrutiny regulations that interfere
H¢irectly and substantially” with that right. Sea Zablocki v.
Baghnil, 434 U.5. 374, 385-87 {1%78) (etale maY not require courl
approval for marriage by person with support oblimatione); gee
Bﬁgg Beddie v. Coumeacnicun, 401 U8, 371 (1871) (3Cate may oot
condition acecesg 1o court in divoree action ¢n payment of filing
feen). AL the same time, the Court has held that benefits
clasgifications that bear only indirectly on intimate
relativushipe may be sustained so long as they ?r§ raticenal.

, 2.9, . talifane v, Jobsb, 434 U8, 47 {1877 Congrans may
Eﬁ%minvnc benefits when reciplent marrviesl; gae alee 2aklocki.
434 U.8. at 386-87 & n.12 {diascussing distinctionl,

Our concern is that where, as hers, & benefite
classification appears actually to be intended voe influence the
derision whethear to marry, a reviewing court might treat it 4o an
impermisgible “diract and eubstantisl” intverference with that
decision. Cf, Jobsi, 434 U.S. at 5¢ {upholding marvisge rula
hacauge it "cannot be criticized . . . as an sitemprt to interfere
with the individuai‘g freedom Lo make a desision as important as
marvisge"): Rowen v. &dlliard. 483 U.8&. 887, £02 {1587
(upholding AFDC family £iling unlt requiremsnt becruse lta
"design® 15 not o intrude on family living arrangsments).
Alternatively, becaugse the condition of »lisibility &2 lasue ~-
marrisge +- is not wholly within the power of the mother to
ful€ill, the very rstionality of ths proviaion might be open to
quegtion. )

%

2 ¥ T iu

Saction 101 of the bill, amending Section 402 of the Social
Security Act, provides incanrivas by increacing grents payasble vo
gtates i the azrataes achieve reductions in the "illegitimacgy
ratio.® The ratic would be ceal-ulated by adding the wuLal number '
of out~-of-wedlock birehs in the state to a figure representing
nhe increase in the annual number of apsroions, whes dividing
rhat gul By the total nuwber of births ir che state. Qur

2
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concerns our twefold., Pirst, the eguation proposed is illogical
in that it tyles o link aborlion Clgures and grante Lo states;
Lhenae rwo issues are not related. Second, it may meyve ag an
ingentive £ ctates to yastzler or allow others o interfers with
a woman'e conatitutionalily protected frecdom of choice.

3. MAusherity to Treat Intersta

Under Rulep

A

Smction 101 of the Lill, amending section 403 (¢) {2) of the
Social Security Act, would authorize the states Lo discrimipate
amony bencficiavies Lmsed on length of in-state residones.
Specifically., the Act would allow esch state to provide families
that havo lived 4u Lhe grace £OoY iesg than on# year with the
lavel of benefite, if any, the familieg would have received i
their priexr atsaiws of remidence.

The Supreme Court nad heid that a state lmpermicsibly
penalizes the right to intsrsrcate travel when it dsnlice newesomers
the "some 3ight to vical government bensfits and privileges . .
as are enjoyed by other reaidente." Memprial Homsp. v. Mazisops
Coupty. 13§ V.6, 250, 261 {1574} lone-vear regidency reguirament
tor free nonemergency medical care invalid &s penalty mn xight teo
intezslare travel); se=e¢ 3150 iro v. Thegapsgon, 384 U.5. 818
{1968} {one-year residency reguirement for welfares henefive; 2ame
yvesultl. This is &0 even if the gtate acts, as it would here,
pursuant to congressional statuta. Sea Shanire, 304 .8, ar 641
In @ relavea ling of cases, the Supreme Lourt has used &
different rationale to come %o the same conclusimn, holding thor
Jlecinctions pased solely on length of regidenve violate the
Egqual Protecticn Clause uhder rational bapis review. Sav. g .o,
Zebel v, wildliams, 457 1.8, 55 {1982} (prate lacks rational and
permissible intersst in granting incrementslly higher 9i)l xovenue |
dividend payments to recidentes of longer duration).

pecent lowey court casss have rsiied on both these rheoxies
te invalidate lpws that, like those crntemplated by the bill,
1imit new ptate regidonts to the level of welfsre benefite they
rveceived in thelr prior home states for a substuniiol periocd of
time. §ge Mirg v, Staffen, 50¢ N.W.24 138 (Minn. 1883),
cerr.. gdenisd, 114 8. Ct. ¥02 {1994} {gixwmonth ranidency
vequirgment}; Gresny v. Andexrsopn. 811 F. Supp. 518 {(E.0. Cal.
19930, aff'd, 26 F.3d ¢5 (sth Mir. 1994) (one-yedr residency
requirement}. The Supronme fourt granted certiorari in Green, but
recently directed vacation of the prier Judgments in the Lasd OB
procedural grounds without reaching the merits, Andersgn v.
Green, 63 U.8,L. W, 4182 (V.8 Fab. 22, 1995} (per curiwum).
Unlmag and until the Supreme Court revigits this issaue,
eontrplling case law rendevs stabte lawe passed pursuasl te this

‘provigint of ths bill unconaritutional.

Vs o0 sY16 ¥ 20ZR 14 241 se/10/60
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4. Mirkkoléine of Lortion of Aseiotance for Familisg
ﬂhiaa~Xnzl&é*wi;£&bméhﬂhﬁ&$*§ahﬁ_uAhxpkﬁ.wﬁa
Bgrabliighed”

Cuyrent law regquires that a mother applying for welfare
benefits cooperate in establichirg the palernity of her cohilg.
Secrion 103 of the bill, while maintsining the coopexation
reguirement, will alsa reguire atates tyv Ampwse financial
penaities on families veceiving sssisvance if palernity has not
in fact been aerrablished.

Congress s frae, of course, to impure cONJiTiONs on rgceipt
of welfare benefits, go 1¢ng ar the ¢lasgifirations created are
rationally rmiactad vo legitimate geverunent ends. Bge Rangridgs
v, Billiang, 397 U.8, 471 (1970) {upholding ugper limit on AFDC
benefits undar raticonal basis review). Presurably. the state
interest in impoming the new penslty contemplated by the bill is
to provide an incentive for fasmilien to &ld in establishin
paternity. The panalty will apply, bowever, even when a mother
nax done z1l within her cont:ul 66 establish paternity, and the
failure 20 make a final detarmination is attributable solelv to
rhe action (or momactien) wl Lhe father or the BtLate itaelf.
While Qongress need not classléy in the welfare context wich
“mathemarical niesty, ¥ {4, 4t 485, @ penalty Lnst is likely T
operate unfairly in many casss, and seems £o be redundant in
iight of the presxistiusg cooperation reguirement, may be subdect
to challenge on the grounds that it je irrational.

The bill would exglude legal as well as illegal alieng from
a2 brosd rangu of fedevs) benefits programs. Specifically,
gection 101 of the pill bars the use of Family Agaolerance Bliock
Urant funds te provide caeh benefite o lsgal aliens., except as

therwige provided by the bill. Section 403 of the bill sxeludeo.
nesrly all logal immigranta from aligibility undey the Famiiy
Azpistance Block Grant program and sleo under the 881, Ticle X
block grant, non-emergency Medicaid, and Foed Stampe programs.
Finally, gection 402 denieg 3ll fedoral means-tesvred pubklic
bsnefils to lawfully present nonimmigrants, with narrow
excepbtions.

txcepred from the bar on assistance are refugags for the
firgr five years after their arrival, certain digablod and aged
«liens, und vaterans and cuxrent memdery o©f the Armed Forzes,

A

A
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Congress, ¢f course, enjoye substantial authoriny to
classify on the hasis of siicnage and, speciflcally, o limit ths
=ligibilivy of aliene £or benefits under federnl programs.
Mathews . LDigz. 426 U.S. €7 {1%$76). Such Clasgiricaticons,
howaver, remain subject to rational basis review, 1d.. and
Congress shouid be preparod to avliwulate a rational basis for
oach of the alien excliusions contemplaged by the bill. In at
least some rageas, it may prove difflicult to justity the 'bBill'e
broad-based exclusicnary policy as applied to legal immigrants.
Denying herefits &9 noarly sll leysl imuigrants, many of whom
havz parci¢ipated productively in the United States economy fox
vears bhefore regquiring ansistanve, 18 not seit-mvidently ractional
and, in our view, would contribute to Lhe establishmenr of an
shijecrionabla cagts system,

tn sddition. UO the exteut chat the sirmcted programs
provida benefits on a family-wide, rather Lhan individual, basis,
the alien exclusion mighl opsrate oo disagdvantage Inited States
citizens whe are married or born o aliens, A civizen child, for
inrtance, might effeclively be denled henefits she weuld
orherwipe reécaive Lf an alien perent or gibling was excliudsd {rom
thae family unie in velcoulatling nesd. Because such cifizen
children, like children born opur-of.wgdlock, Are ncither
responzible for noy akle to contrel the glien sratus of thelr
parents, & reviswing court oould find that alien exelusiong so
applied viclate Lhe Equal pyotection Clause. (£, Dagpges v.
Wooge., 3% Cal.3d 871, 678 B.2d 448 {1984} {mpn hanc) (AFDC
exglusion of alien children vislates Califorria equal protection
wlause because it penalizes citizen ziblinge of such children).

Eliminating accese of virtually all noacitizens should be
reviewad 15 terms of Lhe overall impact. While monetsyy savings
may appaay te be significant, other cngts, including the sorial
conts, wi resirigting actess to persons we have invited to this
country 2lec should be congidered. HWe bslieve thar significans
savicgs can be achleved by retaining eligibility for long-term
lawful alien residents of the United States, while tightening
eliglbility standards for the programs where use by asliens is
significant and helding sponsors lagally liahle for supporting
Lamlly members they bring to the Unizted Btates. Moreover, we
balieve that prevenbing illesal entyy ah rhe bordsr and atronger
workgize enforcement, ¢pupled with lesy restricted limited access
to benefirs and sarvices, will provide a coordinated dotarrvence
againzt illiegal entry, stay,-and use of public rvemgurces.

. Rempval of Barrierg to Interathnic Adopiionss

secnion 201 of the bill adding section 430 tg the Social
Becuyity Act, would remove barriers ro interethuice odoption. We
are concetned that this gection might be interpreced to ropeal by
implication tha Indian Child WKelfare Aecr {(ICWAY, 2R U.5.C. 15031~
ISTEN

[ P
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The ICWA was gnacted in rapponsve to "[tlhe wholesalas
peparation of Indian childvey [rom theiy ramilies" through
termination of parental vighte of American Tndians. H.R. Rep.
Wo. 13R&, 9%eh Ceng., 29 Sesw. 3 {1978}, zeprinted in 1978
UoE.C.CA N, 7830, 7531, In response tO thig congern, Congreas
gnacted ths ICWA fra prowels the security of Indian tribag &nd
families.” 25 U.5.C. 1502; geg alpo Migsiegippi .Bard of Chocraw
Indizne v. Melviicid. 430 U.S, 30, 44, 36 {1588} {(IUWA dought tg
protect the righte of Indian commnitiss and tribes). The
justificaticon for ICWA, Lburefore, rests upon the unique,
government - to-government relationship begwean the federal .
govecnnent and the federally-redognized Indisn txibes. HMorton v,

L, 4347 U.8. 835 {1974} (Becauvse of the unigque relationshrip
batween foderally-zevugnized tribes and the federal government -~
ar reflsectad ia the Indian Commerse Clause, 0.8, Constitution,
axt. I, § &, ¢l. 3 -- statutes giving preferences to Indian
triben are not censtiturionally wmuspect.) To avold wnat we think
is an unintended conseguence of thée broad languags in eection
4301b) {1}, we recommend that IIWA ba excepted {rom gecrion 201 of
H.R. 1214,

Seption 201 of the bill, amending section 43¢é of the Sorial
Jecurity Agt o creaace, undey the Atterney Gencxal, a
clearinghouse and hotline for the collection and disgeminavion of
infevmahion on children wno have run away or are obhsrwise
migsing. Section 201 however, miust be rszad in s~onduncition with
F.R. 4's section 37 (e} of the bill which repeals the Missing
Children's Assistance Aot of 1922 {42 U.8.0C. $771-8778). The
Department gorongly opposes the repeal of the Ach.

The hotiing and clesringhouse functions auvchorized under
Section 201, axe already performed (among many other activicies)
by the pational Center for Missing and Exploiced Children
{NCMEC!. NCMEC is one of several comporents funded under the
pepartment ‘s Office of Juvenile Justice and Delingquency
Ereventions's (GJIDP) Missing and Fxplotted Childrene Proglaw,
wnich is smuthorized under the Missing Chitdren’s Agsistance Act,
The Section 2401 hotline and clemrinahouss authority is nol <«
gubstitute for the programe a&nd services (including thoee of
NEWECY provided under the authaririaea of the Missiag Children's
Againtance Act. Ag noted above, amony NCMEC'R cervices is the
provision of o rotional toll-free hotline and informatios netiwerk
tor the sxchange of gata on miseing children.

Since the passage of the Migaing Children s Assistance Acr,
the FRI's National Criminal Information Conter regorts an
increase of more than 50 perzent in the number of miaping persons
reports to law enforcement. This reporcing incremse 1g Gue, in
iarge part, 16 the vork of NOMEC and CJJIDp.

£
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Section 2021g) of H.R. ¢ would repea) Subtitle ¢ of Title
XVIT of the Viclenr COraime Control and Law Enforcement ict of
18%4. This repeal should be read in the context of the repeal »f
the Hissing Children's Assistance act. Subtitle O created the
“Moyrgan P. Hardiman Task Force on Missing and Exploited Children
Aet¥ . Thig provision iuncreassd stats and local ceordivstion for
programs under the National Cenlter for Miseing and Exploited
Children {NOMEC). The Dupartment obijects ¢ ith repeal.

—dronfa I}}ézlg

The Department strongly objects to Section 371{g)} of the hill
whioh would repeal Subtitle A4 of Title 17T of the Crime Control
Act of 1930, the Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1985, Thisa
subtitle suthorives suppory ror local and regional child advocsacy
centers, promoting the use of multidisciplinary teams ro address
the identificeiion, suppore thyough dudicial proceeding and
creatment of children who have besn subicet Lo physical ang
pcxual abuse. IT alse provides suppert fox the investiganion and
prosecution of theiy ¢cases.

Similarly, Subtitle A of Titls ]I auvthorizesr suppor: £or the
Hetivsel Center for the Prosecution of Child Abuse. The
Department believes thal the prascrvatieon of tne Center ig
cyucisl and that a substinute block ¢rant program would naithey
provide nor facilitate the training and teohrninsl assistanocn
nesdud DY lugal proseculors to ensures thar cifendars are brought
to 3ustice. Given the serfousness and prevalanss of anild abuze
cazes, 1t i3 critical to maintain federal leadership angd
aggistance to state and local prosecutors in this zrea.

9. ‘Amendments. £o Laws Relating ro.Chiid Proteetien Blosk
grans.)

‘yaction 371(b) (2) of the bill makes several changes to the
victims of Crime act of 1984 {VOCA} {42 U.8.C. 10601 2t peg. ).
The Dapartiment opiects to saoh of thess chunges.

Toet Department noteg thxt the eaviier version of kthe kill, as
" considered by the Houss of Reprasantativee. included in ibie
ssction the repeal of Sazction 1404{s) of the VOCA. Thig
provigion repsaled the antire Victime Acsiavance Program which is
sdminigterad by the Depariment's Office for Vietims of Crime
{OVC: . It was subseguently axpleined by the bill's drifrers thar
the repedl of this section wae 2 drafting error and that the
se¢bion repealed should have baen festion 14041(A}. This
particular correction hus baan made. although the Depariment
objeets to the repeal of Sssnden 1434421 as wcll. However, H.R.
4, 42 pasped by the House, althpugh nor repealing VOUA Sestion
1404 i@}, nevertheless wonld and the Viecims Resistance Program

necause it would repesld the funding for the Secrion 1404 (a)
7
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ang; & _program. Thersfore, the rasult would be rhe
anme . The funding repeal ig per fortn in Section
371 (b3 {2) (A} (i) (23] of the rill. This Section would remgve the
avalliable of monies frowm Lhue Crime Vieting Fund to suppore:
Beetion 1404 (a), thereby ¢rippling the program. The Department
rentinuss to objest tu Lhess actions because the Orime Victims
Agpistance Program, which is a block grant program administersd
hy the various stcates, iy one of the few available sourdes of -
funds to nearly 2,000 locally hased victim assistance programg
througheoyus the sountiy, ,

section 371{k} (2} alsy woulid repeal both the funding (VOCA
Section 14021{d) {)) and the autborization (VOCA Ssction 1404 (A})
for the Chiidven's Justice Act Program for Native amaericans.
This program i the only source of Federal funding to improve the
invaotigation axd proseccution of ¢hild abuse casesn in Indian
Countyy. This particulay progzam has funded rmorg than 25
different tyibul programs Lo reduce trauma to cnild sexual abuse
victims and to improve and vcordinate pervice delivmery to child
abuse viclLins and their families.

10, 2xizde viy - Chj prit

Title vii of ¥.RX, 4 containg many provisionsg that would
simplify and stryeamline the collection of ¢hild support. For
exanpls, the bili would raguire stares to estakliazh datebages
that will compile informarvion about each child support order
ppeaed in chat statfe, $Sec., 711, This information would be sent
to 3 national registyy on a regular baeln, o aid in enforcement
wl {nversrate caseg. In addition, to simplify employer
procedurss for withholding ¢hild supporrt frem income, the bill
would require that eath state sctablish a centralizsd state
collection and disbursement unit. &o sngure afficient, timely
processing of child supporl cellestion and dighursement to
custodial parents. Sz, Yz, .

The bill aleo would expand the faderal parcnt locstwl sysiem
which would mnable states 2o track quickly the location of dabrer
payents t¢ enfoeree child suppore ordsrs. Tho oxpandad locator
syster would have three mdjor components: & Darabank of Child
Support Orders; n Directory of Hew Hires: and en expaicied 1oCHLOY
component that would allow states o access federal, state and ’
local informaticn to enforam ohild support ordevs. Jew, 714,
Information such ae the chbliger's location would be advantugeous,
but we guestion whether rhe carre blanche access pruvided here ix
appropriate. Sec. 728,

Wa nots that the bill has been stirengthened by reguiring
prtates to develop proaedurerx for withhalding, suependiug, ox
reacricting the use of drivers lizensss. We hope thau the Sanate
will adopt similar measnreg and wo lock forward Lo working with
sraff ve dipcuss othigr OpUAGHRE O BLUrengthon the measuves

8
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contained in H.R. 4.
11, ® ™ 1 iy "

Section 57¢ of the bill weuld add 8 new eection 1&(h) of rhe
Food Otamp Acl ol 1977 {7/ U.8.C. § 2024{h)) ¢ expand the scupe
of criminal foxfeliure undey thau ACt. Thie ig zoceprable. (We
nota, howewvey, Lh&L the DIil does not include procedural
pravisions necesssry Lo gdvern criming) forfeitures. $gs8, £.0..
21 U.B.C. § B53.) The bill alsy attempts te cstablish g revised
gcheme for the disposition and use of the property forfeired
under this now aushority. Seg proposed 7 U.S.C. B 2024 (k) {4},
This proviglon would creste several problemg, conflict wirh
existing law, snd should be deleted,

Specifically, tiim provision would return the proveeds of
forfeiture cases to the agency that investigated the casa. Tha
appurenc theory is chat the potential availability of thexe
meniza would vasulc in more invastigetione keing vnnducted. This
is an unrealistic expeciation. Resources are scarce for general
inveatigative use, HMoreover, the scheme eywvipioned by the hili
for reimdbursenent of investigative expenses is unworkable,
Whether &¢r not & forfeltvure results will almoer nevesr be known
until & tiscal year following the year in which the expenses ave
incurved, Thus, whether lasr year's investigatiaon will be
reimbursed will generally be unknown at the tims budget authority
for the upcoming year is being gought. On rhe sther hand, 1% the
congress relies on Zorfeitures as a source of menies for
investigative activity, it is unlike'ly searce appropriations will
be committed o this need.

Furthery, the proposal dogs not yeplace, but modifies,
suthorized dispositionsg of agsera ferfuited in a apeeial class ol
capes. Twn of the four proposed dlspositions (reimbureing State
law enforcement for lnvestigative expensep and pormitting the
fecretary of Agriculture Lo fund approval, reauthorization, and
compliance acrivities) are inconeistent with rhe existing Assuts
Forfeiture Fund statute. In addition to creating additional
caate, this propesal wonld eveate confliocts over what fuudy bre
availatle. The propusal would create new administyative burdens
for che Agsetes Forfeiture Fund and has the povencial [ur che
crearion of a needless inter-depariment conflict. Proposed 7
V8.0, B 20240 141 mhould be delatad.

Pinally, we nnre that section 576 doea not pruvide forx givil
foricitures. By 50 doing, the Rill would reguire, needlessly in
our view, a oriminal indioumeny and oonvigction whénewsy
farfeiture 16 scught for » rood $tamp Act violation.

30
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In two plates, the bill would limit federal authority by
providing rhat :

The Secretary may not regulsie the vonducl of $ctates
under this part or gnforce any provision of this parc,
excopt £oO the extent oxpressly provided in this parxt.”

The vreach of thase prQViu£ons Lo wnclear. Our agasusptlon is
that thoy ave intended to preveont the Secretary from promulgating
aubacantlve regulations that govesn the alsposition of vhe
particular block grant funde ot issue in each affected title.

Our concern., hnwever, is that the provigléons might also be resd
te oxtend o they Secrxetary's enforcemmnt of othey gicbal statutes
and regulations spplioable toe all federas funding programs.

For inmgtance, the provielons could he consrrued £o prohibit
the Secretary from applying to the atates’ management of rheiwx
block grants the provisions of Tivie VI of tha Civil Righies Act
of 1964, as smended, 42 U.S8.C. § 20000 gt g8, Tivle IX of tha
Education Amendmenta Act ol 1974, as amended, 20 U.8.C, § 168) gf
Beg.: and section 504 of the Rehabiiztatxon Act of 1373, as
amaendmd, 29 U.5.C. 5 784. Broafdly vsad. the provisicons also
would prevent the Scoretary from instituning program frand civil
Tenmdies netlond agains. staced undsy the Program Fraud Clvil
Remedias Act, 31 U.S.C. 5§ 38D21-3812, which provides
admxninnvazzvr remadion Zﬁr false «laima and statements in
connecticn with the roceipt of federal funds. Even rhe
Secyatary's veferval of 4 matter (O the Depariment of Juetice for
progaculion or civil action might be barred by the previgions.

To aveid whay we Lhink is an unintended consssguence, tha
provieions might be araz:ad mere narrowly to provide that *the
Secretary iz not authprized by this Aot to regiuiate . o0 o "
Such a provisiun woull make clear that the Secretary may net
attach adaitional conditions to uge of the bloet grants in
questisn, without inadvertently stripping the Sgereraxy of
auvthorivy to snforce preexisting statulorTy mandatss.

13. Zechalcal (ommanis

Finally, we would like to offer a few technical commen&s en
the BL13 as ourrently drafred.

$ section 101 {amending 5o0ia] Baruvity Aot poction 483(f)).
The language ©f the sesaond provigion, in section 201 (amending

social Security Act section 323{£)) of the bill, ila subsiantixlly
aimilay,

i0
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Seacrion 713 of the bill creates & new section 4534, which
refers in paragraph {a) (1) to "xnfsrmabigu supplied in accordance
with subsection (b] by employera and labor QXqenlzatjons®
{emphagis added), and goee on in perauzsph (a1 (27 T d2fine
"labor erganizacinn." Neither subsection {(b) nor any oltler part
of section 713, huwever., makes ary provieion for repovting of
information by lsber organizations, and there is no further
mention of any such repoycing. Aceerdingly. we rewcmmend
deletion of the relerances to labor organisations in paragraphs
fay {1) and (2.

Fezrtiorn 721 of the bill wquiras each gtate to adoept the
Unifore Interotate Family Support Act, which in turn estsblisghces
a comprshensive snd complex syslem governing interastabe support
procesdings and enforcement. Section 722 of the bill
substantially amende legislatlon enacred last £all, alse
governing intevstate enforcewent ol gupport orders. Though we
hava net examined these Lwg provisions in depth, we &re concerned
that they may be duplicative or, at worst, ingonsistent.

Seorion 7%1¢ct estsblishes a “grace period* for states
"unablo co [) conply” with Lhe regquirsmenis of Title VIT *without
amending the State constitution.® Tv is our view that sgtate
senstitusional provisions generally could not prevent complianue
with Ticle ¥II, in that state provisions inconsistent with Title
VIT would bo vuid under rhe Supremacy Clause in otates receiving
taderal funds. Seq, e.4,, Townssnd v. Syank., 404 U.3. 282 {1971
{azate lew viwlutes s gremacy Clause by imposing AFDC
restrictione inconsistent with federal srtandaxda}. We thermfore
recommend drafting section 781{g} vo achlieve what appears vo ba
ity purxpose without suggesting thai state law Can tixe presedencs
over fedezal srandards:

IL # Stace conefitution is inconsistent with any
provigsion of thig title, then the State ghall nnr e
fvungd out of compliance with any requiremant enacted hy
this title until the asrlier of--

{1) 1 yesar aiter the eftfectiva date of a State
censtitutional amendsent achieving consistency with
rhis witle: or

(2) S yeays after the date Of thea mnacetmant of thios
title.

We hope that these comrente are helpfoul and we would be
pieased o respond TO any guestions about them, Thank you for
providing this oppnartunity t¢ comment nn M.R. &, ac passed by the
house. The 0ffice of Management and Bu&get has adviged thse
there Is no obijecrion o this report from bhe srandpa;nz wf nhe
Edministrarion's nrogram,

i3
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MEMORANDUM

To: Chris Mustain
OMAR
Fronx: David T. Ellwood, ASPE Jp A‘ 895
. Rich Tarplin, ASL ;

Subiject;  HIIS/White House Comments on SAP o: HK. 4

" David and Bruce Reed have coordinated their comments. Bruce has signed off on all of these
proposed edits, and we have included ideas from Bruce.

Changes/Inserts: .
On page 1, para. 3, first sentence, change: The Senate version of HR 4 represents a
bt i ernent is somewhat improved over its House counterpart, :

Pags 1, poara 3, second sentence, change: omits some provisions.

Page 1, para 3, last sentence, change: The Administration, neverthsless, doos-noi-support
oppases the Senate hill in-Hs-surrentform becausc it falld far short of .to promote. It fails to
refarm welfare by moving people from welfare fo work, It puts stotes and children at risk of

. senious hardship, and it conld impair the health and safety of adults and children. (Moved
from end to clear up organization and message).

Change heading: Work Movi

Bottom of page 1. Replace last sentence with: Boih the Congressional Budget Office (CBO)
and the Adminisiration cstimate that the work requirements in this bitl would cost states
roughly $10 billion in the year 2000 slone. Indeed CBO has suggested that without
addifional resovrces for work and child care only a tiny handful of States--perhaps 6--would
be able t6 meet the hill's work requirements.

Top of page 2: move the entire first bullet up and make it into o third paragraph under the
work section. It makes far more sense vrganizalionally and substantively w include it there,

Change hending: Qther Concems |

lnsert. 1The Administration is concemed that the Senate bill may hure both children and stiges,

' Change: The Administration wili-eentinge-to-work-with-the-Se
believes the bill should be ¢changed in sevaral important ways.

As noted above, first bullet is moved up.
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Second bullet, after “increased caseloads”, add the semencs: The Senate bill includes & very
modest “yainy day" logn fund that allows states to banow additionat money but reqeires that
foans be repajd with interest. This is comple%i; insdequate, HR 4 should include
adjustiwents to 8 state’s allocation based on an increase in the number of poor children or
changes in unemployment and populaticn.

. Third builet: Omit sentence: Ia-additionmret-a-disadventage:

Change third page, [irst bullet: Protect,_snot ]
* istakes:

Third page, first bullet. In the Semmi sentence, chanpe: The Admmzstmnon favors—x more
ronsonable-sei-of reforms similar to those being put forward by the bipamissa-cormission-of
£8-disabiity-retorm Natonal Commission on Childhood Disahility. Add after the thmi
sentence ending “disability reform™: In addition, the Senate bill &lss inclodes » mandalory 8
year cut off for fumilics and children without regad to circumstance. 'We believe that
children should be explicidy protecied when their parenis are unable fo work due to parental
itlness or disability, responsibilities for caning for a disabled <hild, or dur to high loc
vaemployment

After the bullst on "Pmtecz Z*l’ct Pumishs Children" add the heading: Preserving the Health and

Convert immigrant bullet to a paragraph. place it after the following which beging The
Administisioin and ends with sutrition and health,

Third page, seeond to last paragrapiz after the wo:zis populanon growth", add “and saves
monsy.”

Last paragraph on page 3 oimuf--was moved abave. -
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MEMORANDUM

To: Bruce Reed
From: David T. Ellwood, Mary Jo Bune

Subject: The Usual

The urgency of the spasch and the weakness of the section on botmom lines led us to complete
the enclosed memo. Tt might come from us to POTUS, from Donna, or whatever. We frel
strongly as you know. I assume you don't want to sign ontd to this. We really think this is
the critical information for the President to understand. Tt also containg the bottom lines we
belive ought 1o ba in the critical paragraph i the speach. In particular in the paragraph about
what is necessaty we vote for, real workebased reform, basiz prowstions for children, and 2
genuine federal-state parmership, W may want to move this quickly. 1 would love your
thoughts, reactions, and advice. Tt is fish or cut bmt teme T fear,
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DRAFT

From the moment we began the offart to reform welfare, we have all bsen committed to &
basic common ideal: thet genuine welfare refonm was csseutial 10 improving the lives of
children and their parenis and 10 cresting a brighter future for the nation by muving people
woward work and independence. Bt that goal looks more and more elusive. Indeed the
legislation moving through Congress now poses the real danger of doing harm to children and
their famihies, while making work focussad reform less. rather than more, likely,

This Adminstration has much 1o be proud of. The cxpansion of the TITC, the child suppon
enforcement proposals developsd by this administration and included in all bills, and the state
welfare reform demonstranions geing forward under federal wa.vzzzs will do much to improve
the lives of children.

Bat il a bill like the one passed by the House or reported cut of the Senate Finance
comrmities were to become law, we believe that we would sce the most dramatic dismantling
of prowguens for children in our nation's history. Many of the proposed cuts are draconian
w and of themselves. Worse sull, we believe & systen of fixed block granss with no siate
match and fow adjusunents for economic and demographie change, coupled with a sef of
unworkatle work standards and much less mongy for training and child care, will sot off an
extremely damaging and almost wholly zzrevenibfc ‘racs 10 the boutem.”  Indsed, the race
has already begun. :

You fought 1o take the "us” versus “them” out of the debate and focussed on our children and
our future,  And last year, it appeared thar a lustoric consensus was possible. But now the
purpose of reform apparently has changed. It is a vehicle for budget cuting. And with ths
wirn, the divisive rhetoric has returned. The debara on the floor of the House with its 1alk of .
wolves and alligators and nazis will be repeared across the cowtry. We again hear the logic
that the only way 1¢ help "these people” is to simply cut "them” off.

We are not arguing for a blanket rejection of block grants or arguing against dramatically
mereased state Meability, We recognize the need to find savings in the budget and that low
mecome programs will have 1© contribute to those sevings. We sul] believe real reform ig
possible. But the bills emerging from both the Hounse and the Senate are desply flawed.
Without some critical changes these bills will almost certainly slow real wellare reflorm, harm
states, and serionsty hurt poor children and ther famihes.

An End to Reform as We Know It

Both the House and Senate hills are reform killers. With the resources and incentives in
current law, many states are already moving rapidly toward work focussed welfare reform.
We have already granted nesrly 30 waivers, Qur Work snd Responsibility Act swould have
accelerated and focussed those reform efforts sround work. Some arguc that block grants will
allow ¢ven greater flexibility and more opputiunity fur referm.  But both the House and
Senate hills include provisions that make real reform much morg difticult;

o lnwwkable Work Requirements--The work requirements in the House bill are
campletely unworkable, With no beaefit cuts, by the year 200x, over x million
persons would be required o work at least 35 hours per woek. No one believes these
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are remorely feasible, The Senate bill contains a more reasonable definition of work:
wammeg does count, only 20 hours is required, and various forms of community service
meet the standard.  Dut the states must sull serve nearly 2 million people within 3
years~-that compares to the x,000 they ars expected o serve this year, CBO estirnuies
the additional cost of mecting these rules would be close to $10 billion by the vear
2000, With the tomal block grant set at 20% below what would otherwise have been
spent in the the year 2000 under current law, meeting the standards is claacly
impossible,

& Less Resources for Work--Every major welfare refo:m proposal last year from both
Republicans and Democrals, including the original Contract with America proposal,
ingluded more resources for training, work, and child care. But both the House bill
ang the Senate Finance mark contain dramatically less money.

Se we have unworkable work requirements and dramatic cuts in resources. {inless they are
willing to spend vast new State resources, states will be faced with only three choices: {1}
They can cut people off’ and lowser benefits and use at least some of the savings for work
programs [0 those who are still en. The ouse bill even encourages cuts by counting any
saseload reductions as being equivalent o placing people in a jobl (2) They can try to game
the rules by finding wavs 10 count trivial activities as work. Or (3) they can ignore the
federal work rules and pet 93% of their block grant moncy anyway. None of these are real
reform. indead they move in precisely the wrong direction, Less not more people are-likely to
be placed in real work settings that help families achieve penuine independence.

States and Localides Will Be Hurs
States face real dangers from these proposals:

o Direct Spending Culs--Mast of the cuts will directly or indirectly affect siate and local
budgets. ‘Taking $12 billion out of spending for AFDC, child care, and work programs
rejativé 1o basslines will have n direct and immediate influence. So will the cuts in
child protective services and adoption that are found in the House bill. Cuts in
benefins for legal immigrants and disabled children will create less direcs, but equally
serious problems. Disabled children who no longer gualify for $51 will often qualify
for AFDC, and sach new dollar will come from the stare. Desttule legal unmigrants
who nesd medical care or other support will have to bs cared for somehow.

o No. Adjusters or Automatic Stabilizers--The lack of any adjustsrs for recessions,
inflation, population growth, dissster, or demographic changes mzan states will be [eft
o the merey of largely unconwollable forces. 1T this bill had been passed in 1988,
states would receive 33% federal 21d now on averaze. And some states, such as
Florida, would receive nearly 70% less feders! aid than they do now.

Most states are currently seeing snodest declines in their caseload. This is due 10 economic
recovery and some short term demographic trends, Thus for some the view is that freezing
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federal exponditures at the 1994 fevels seems bke good aews. But economies rise and fall in
the next year or two, the number of womer aged 18.24 (which has been falling} will stant
rising again. Ultimately states will suffer, and those states with the biggest problems wilf
have the most 1o lose,

Chifdren Will Be Much Worse Off

This bill will hurt children and increase child poverty. A very farge share of the people who
have been in this field their whole Iife helieve a bill like the Scnate or House bill will set up
a2 permanent "race to e bottorn”,  This race s likely to compound any fedornl cuts and lesd
to the large ceductions in support for fumilies, almost certainly the most dramatic culs since
the New Deal.

o Cuiting the Safery Nei--The House bill includes 15-20% cuts in AFDC and work,
chitd cure, child protective services inciuding adoption and foster care, and food
stamps by the year 2000, It includes a 11% cut in child nutrition and a 40% cut in
SSI for disabled children. The Senate bill does not include the cuts for child
protective services or child nutrition, and has smaller cuts for disabled children, bur the
botom lne is sulf dramatic reducrions in federal suppon for basic safety net for
chiidren,

¢ Nu Swute Match or Manienance of Fffor--Perhaps the biggest single problem ig the
#nding of any state match/muintenance of effort rules, Today if Mississippi or
Arkansas reduce spending by 51 they lfose another $4 in federal funds. Even the
wealthier gtates fose at Jeast §1 for every §1 they cur, With a'block grant if they ¢ut
spending, they will lose no lederal funds.

o Wikily Disparare Suppart Por Ponr Children--Several southern states including
Arkansas, Texas, Mississippi, and South Carolina will be getting roughly 5400 or less
per poor child in federal support annually to pay for income support, welfare 1o work
programs, and AFDC related child care. Califorma will get more than $1700 per poor
¢hild, and & number of wealthizr nartheastern states including New York and
Massachusans wili receive more than 52800 per poor child per vear. Thess
differences made some sense when they reflected choices about stae spending in the
South. {They chose to spead much legs, cven though they had higher roatch rates).
But if these are pure fadaral block grams for staws 0 spend in support of poor
¢hildren, it makes no sense wharsoever to give poorer states vastly 1e5¢ per poar child
than what wealthier stutes receive,

o Erosion Over Time--1t iz likely that block grant funds will bz cut further aver time,
As the impact ang rzality of sizable reductions in discrefionary gnd eatitlement
spending hits hame, few may want to stand up to defend the "welfare block gram®,
Alraady we segn & Wall Street Journal arucle saying House Republicans ara gyveing
them for further cuts. And ssveral peopls have reported that Bill Kristol and others
are saying ihat onee these are block granis they can be cut back quite easily--the

Lkt
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witimate goal is to get the federal government out of this business entirely,

o Beggor Thy Neighbur Policies—1t used to be that some iocales had a simple welfare
policy: 2 ons-way bus ticker. If one states siants imposing dramatic henefit cuts or
completely unreasonable tune limits, neighboring states will narurally fear welfars
migration, Already the Mayor Gulianmi of New Yerk City has said that lus policies

migy force poor people fo move to New Jersey and thet might be better for them.
With 2il the other pressures of the bill, many stats officials wail see cutting support
both for low income families as a necessary evil. It certainly makes a convenient
argument tor whose who wish to cut. '

Key Elements In Any Real Reform Plan

To avoid the dangers inherent m the bills passed by the House and the Scnate Finance
Committes, and 10 bring about genuine weifare reform focused on work, we believe thar for
any biil to be acceprable 1o the Administratton it must contain the following elements:

i, Basic proteciions for children, To protect children, the bill must not only avoid
conservative mandates like 2 mandatory cut-off of unmarried mothers under 18 and
their children and mandarory family caps, bur it must also include provisiony that will
rmitigate the race to the bottam, These include requirements that states serve all the
children thet they defline as peedy and eligible. aad that they provide some exemptions
from time limits for children whose parents zre unable to work or to lind wark.

- are rar A genuine federal swate narmcr;hzg combines state
ﬂexlbi z%y wzth natmnai accountabil ity and expectatons. [t comimits both parties to
provide resources necessary 1o protect children and ©o move recipients from welfare to
work. The two key components of this commitment are a requirement for a state
match or maintenance of cffort and a commitment by the federal government 1o
provide additianal necessary resources to raspond to economic downtums, population
growth, and other events beyond the state’s control. -

3 Genuing worke-based reform, ‘To bring about genuing reform, a bill must includs
serious and workable work participation requirements. [t must also include the
resources and incentives to make tie welfare 1o wotk program succeed. A ssparaic
pool of monsy should be set aside for wark and child care cosis. Money in the work
and child care blocks should grow over ume to mest increased needs,

Without highly visible leadership on your part, including g clear willingness to indicate what
elements are essennial before you will sign 2 bill, it will be 100 late 1o siop the momentum.
Then one of the enduring fegacies of these few years, may be the dismantling of support for
children which began with the New Deal. Before the bill reaches the Senate floor, we think it
tg ossennal that we have a careful articularion of the dangers of the current proposals and 3
¢lear sense of the key clements that must be included in 4 bill that vou could sign.
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In sccordanca with OMB Clrcular A48, OMB requests the visws of your sgency on the aﬁove sublect belfore
* advising on s relationship 10 the program of the Presigent.

Ploase advise us il this item wiil alfect direct spending or recoipts for purposes of the
"Pay-As-You-Go" provigions of Yitle X of the Omnibus Busdgel Reconciiiation Act of 1390,
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‘ RESFONSE TO LEM NO: 1687
LEGIBSLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM FRLENO: 18

I your rasponsa 1o this request for views s simple (e.g., concur/no commant), we prefer that you rasmnd by o-mal or
by faxing us this response sheet,

if ihe responsa is simple and you prefer 1o cofl, please ¢all the branch-wlde Hine shown below (NQT the analyst's line)
1o lsave o message with a legisistive essistent, ,

You mity g0 caspond by:

{1) calling the analyst/aliomey's direct line {you will be connected (o voice mail if the snalyst does not answer); or
(2) sending us a memo or tetfer,

Ploasa Include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown balow.

YO COhris MUSTAIN 2853623
Ofice of Management and Bodget
Fax Number; 395-8148
Branch-yWide Line (¢ reach logistative assisiant); 385-7362

*

FROM: (Date)

{Name}

{Agency)

{Talephone)

SUBJECT: “REVISED™ Proposed Sialement of Administration Policy oa HR &, Family Sell-Sufficlency Ad

The faiiawing is the response of our agency fo your request for views on the sbove-captionad subject:

Lonsur

Mo Objetiion
Mo Comment

See propused edits on pages
Other:

© FAX RETURN of pages, altached o this response shoeet
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The Administration strongly supperts enactment of real and
effective walfare reform that promotes tha basic values of work
and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed s sweeping
welfare reform package that embodiesd these values. The
President’s proposal would: establish tough work raqnxramants
while providing opportunities for education, job traiming, and
child care to working people; impose tough child support
enforcement measures; reguire teen motherg to live at home, stay
in school, and identify their child’s father; incraase State
flexibility and aaamuntability; and provide basic protections for
children,

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Adninistration has
emphasized the dasic values of work and rasponsibility., The
_President’s economic plan expanded the earned income tax credit,
which cut taxes for 135 nmillion working families, to reward work
over welfare. Last February, the President lssued an Executive.
order to ¢rack down on Federal employees and military personnel
vhe owe delinguent ¢hild support. 1In the past wo years, the
Adaninistration has granted waivers from Federal welfare rules to
29 States to try innovative ways to promote work and
responsibility., The Administration remains committed to working
with the Congress in a bipartisan wvay to pasa bold welfare refornm
1eqialaticn this _year. %w_

The Senate version of H.R. 4 reprasents a 8zgnifi@ant inprovement
over its Mouse counterpart. The Senate bill includes tough child
support enforcement provisions proposed by the President, o
maintaing funding for child protective services, and omits Sther
provisions from the House bill that would be very harnful te
children, 7The Adrinistration, nevertheless, does not gupport the’
senate bill in ite current form because it still falls“S8hort of
the basic goals and values that most Americans want w&lfare
rafarm o promote,

¥ork

There is a bi-partisan consensus that the c&ntral goal af welfare

workK. ?&e bz&i pravidas neither the res&nra&s nor the incentives
for States L0 move welfare recipients into the wvorkforce., The
Congressional Budget Office estimates thait without additional
resources for work and child care, only six States would be akle
to mesat the work regquiremants in the currsnt bilil,
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In fact, H.R. 4 would repeal three ¢hild care programs that now
serva more than 640,000 children. It makes no sense to cut ohild
care for people trying to leave wplfare and for working people
whe are tryving to stay off welfare in the first place.
Furthermore, by putting resources for cash benefits, child care,
and employment assistance into one block grant, the bill provides
ne guarantes that States will put any monay into work prograwms
and child care that move people off welfare. The Administration
strongly recommends that employment and child care ba funded
separately from cash benefits.

The Administration will continue to work with the Senate to
improve the current bill to:

must xaqulze people who can work to go to worx, and maka
sure that they have child care whan they do. The current
bill gives States an incentive to save money by throwing
paople off the rolls., If we‘re going to changa the culture
of the welfare office, we’ve got to reward Buccess instead
of the status quo. The Adnminigtration supports a ~
performance bonus that will force the welfare bureaucracy
and recipients to focus on moving from welfare to work,

aantraat to the funding mawhanisms now in place, funding

. under H.R. 4 would not adjust adeguately for such evants.
For example, States in recession would encounter reduced
revenues and increased cageloade. In such times, it ig the
working poor who would most likely need, but not receive,
temporary assistance.

ving peoule Irom welfa 3 WOYK H.R. 4 wauld neithar
raq&ire nor en:auraga st&tas ta contribute resources to
walfaxe reform. 7There is a danger that States would "race
to the bottom™ to save 5tate dellars or to deter migrants
from cother States. Many States could ba expected 20
withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large numbers
of current recipients from the rolls, and avoid the.
investments needed to help people become self-sufficient.
In addition, because the current allocation of fundg is
based largely on the amount States contribute, the bill
would leave poorer States and those experiencing population
shifts at a disadvantage. H.R. 4 should require States to
provide matching funds or to maintain their current lavel of
funding.
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359 YT dzaablad children over the next fiva yaars, The
Kdministration favors a more reasonable set of refornms
similar to those being put forward by the bipartisan
commigsion on $81 dimability reform. In addition, while the
Senate bill wisely omits House provisions to base State
funding in part on an "illegitimacy ratio”, the Senate bill
fails to include provisions to address teen pregnancy. The
Administration supports a national canmpaign against teen
pregnancy, and believes that minor mothars should receive
benafits whan they make a serious effort to be responsible
and turn their lives around -- by living at home, staying in
scheol, andtidentifying the child’s father.

Adminisﬁration auppnrts tlghtening sponsorship and
eligibility rules for non-gitizens and reguiring sponsors of
legal immigrants to bear greater responsibllity for those
whom they encourage to enter the United States. However, 17
the Administration opposes H.R. 4/a unilateral application
of new eligibility and deeming provigiong o current
recipients, including the disabled who are exempted under
current law. The Administration also is deeply concetrned
about the bill’s application of deeming provisions to the
Medicaid program. _

The Administration understands that the Senate is likely to
consider as an amendsent te H.R. 4 the Aqx;aalﬁuxa Committeo’s
language to amend the Feod Stamp and child nutrition progranms.
The Administration strongly supports the Committee’s dacisgion not
to block grant these critical programs. The Administration,
however, is concerned about the severity of the cuts to the Food
Stamp program and eligibility restrictions in-the Agriculture
Conmittee’s proposal. The Food Stamp and child nutrition
programe have produced significant and measurable improvements in
nutrition and health.

The Administration supports the welfare raform proposal offered
nators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski. Unliike H.R. 4, the
(,ﬂ*“gfgéggﬁkﬁpxaviée& resources and incentives to move people to
work, protects children, requires States to maintain their stake
- in welfare reform, and provides adeguate adjustment mechanisms
g:;wﬂ for economic downturns and population growth, The Administration

urges the Congress Lo agree upon a bipartisan bill that addresses
these critical elements of real welfare rafornm.

In summary, the Administration doss not support H.R. 4 In its
current form kecauss it: {1} would fall to relorm welfars by
neving people from welfare to work; (2} would. imposs new burdens
on States that place children and families at risk of sericus
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hardship; and (3) could impair the health and nutrition of
children and families.

H.R. 4 would reduce direct spending; therefore, it is subject to
the pay-as-you-go regquirement of the Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1990. OMB’s scoring estimate for this bill
is under development.
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This is a bold plan to end the aurrent welfare gystem and replace it
with a new, transitional program focused on work. As the President has
sald many times, the centerpiece of welfare reform should be helping
people earn a paycheck, not a welfare check. That means that states
nust have the necessary resources for child care, training, and work in
order to get the job done. State bursaucracies ghould be rewarded for
getting people to work or prepare for work -- not for cutting people
from the rolls. Racipients npust move toward work and self-sufficiency
from the very first day. And time limits must make clear to welfarse
recipients and caseworkRers that welfare is a bridge To independenca.

This welfare reform plan, unlike the legislation passed by the
Sesnate Findnce Committee, includes all of the elements That are
necessary to move young parents lnto the work force. It also promotes
parental responsibility, protects children, strengthens child suppore
enforcement, and gives states the flexibility and the tocls they need to
succeed. Senators Daschle, Breaux and Mikulski have worked hard on this
proposal, and I believe it can be the basis of a bipartisan agreement on
velfare raform.



June 13, 1995
i{Senate)

B.BR. 4 - Fanily Self-Sufficiency Act
(Packwood {R} OR and __ cosponsors)

The Administration strongly supports eénactment of real and
effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values ©of work
and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a sweeping
welfare reform package that Tm-a gled these.values. The
President’'s proposal wilita=ds 4 cobrERERet tough work
reguiremants while providing Qpportunities for education, job
training, and child care to working people; imposed tough child
support enforcement measures; reguired teen mothers to live at
home, stay in schoel, and identify their child's father;
inoreased State flexibility and accountability; and malntadrugid

eroeRtoryEey children. pevkecled

In all its welfare yeform efforts, the Adeinistration 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 February, the President issued an Executive
Grder to crack down on Federal employees and military personnel
who owe delinguent c¢hild support. In the past two years, the
Administration has granted walvers from Federal rules to 29
States to try innovative 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. The Senate version of H.R. 4 represents a significant
improvement over its House counterpart. The Senate bill includes
tough c¢hild support enforcement provisions proposed by the
Prasident and omits several provisions from the House bill that
would be very harmful to children. The Administration,
nevertheless, ;5Pposes the Sanate hizzxgecausa(iﬁ still falls

n

short of the hE¥IC\goals and values that most Americans want

welfare reform to omote. ;R;%;cmwwdrékwa
WORK Guss ik 5% Gwe¥

There is a biwpartlsan conzensus that t caentral goal of welfare
reform must be work. Unlike the legislation proposed by the

Administration last year, however, thejSenate bill would not end
welfare as we know it by moving paople from wﬁlf&ra to work. The
bill prov1da$4p&ither the respurces nNQr ; 2 PR Z

and child -care TS pemit only six States Wt&et the bidd-lg
work requiremaﬁtsgl voandd b ooty

i;dw_m-‘*{a?”‘
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In fact, H.R. 4 would repeal three/child care programs that now
gerve more than 640,000 children. A Gueting-child care for people
trying to leave welfare and for working people who are trying to
gtay off welfare. ig-Coivt

welfare. reform, Feflance, Yooy

Feed w-ban«tha.biluswinadequa‘te fording -
! & oy Lol e m By- putting resources for
aash banefits, child cara, &nd amglayment as&iatanaa into one

i’&w

uékfw
\’;&"

&,v&(@m

C

a&%&mens~ States shmuld b& rewardeﬂ for putting mara'paagle ta

work, not for cutting them off, The Administration strongly

raaommends that cash-benedito.be funded separataly il
Z?g and employment assistance. i

«,&sl‘zi""""‘ vvvv \G’M auL \ﬁdﬁ%
g&ggxs!nzzf“?

Walfare reform must send a strong message to young people that
they sheould not get pregnant or father a child until they are

. ready to take responsibility f£or that child's future, The
| President has called for & national campaign against teen
pregnancy that sends & clear message about abstinence angd
regponsible parenting, While the Senate bill wisely omits House .
provisions to base State funding on an “"illegitimacy ratio,” the
Senate bill fails to inciude provisicons to address teen

pregnancy.
ha-Adininistration believes that minor mothers should rec&ive

penefits when they make a serious effort to be responsible and
turn their lives saround ~- by living at home, staving in school

identifying the child.s_father. /In contrasty—thez
Suld allow States o auvsmatically punish innoce children by
denying benefits to-fthose born to unwed paren nder age 18.
This approach »Tld deny many minor mother e opportunity to

e

Sk

H.R. 4 would d&ny cash beneflts
di&abled chiidren. F ¢ W - _

_ _ at: G L r3-£a _ ' 'zt
is essential that children are protected in reforming the

welfare SW -t o Lo Pw.}'? M)&{»L’oé
' ‘B@a«{vwv-

NO
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&-5 fontrast to the funding mechanisms now in place, funding Phae, omred bl
ﬁatyupqw& gf/undar H.R. 4 would not adjust adequataly for an economic ﬂwjm.é
s Se = R downturn or for growth in a State's low-income population, ﬁ»m»gw
zﬁyhgamkw~ Without such adjustments, States in recesslion would
e, encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads. In suah ?¢§
times, it is the working poor who would most liREly_ffffm«/ péxwi
but not receive, temporary assistance.

mﬁki«plam
o ?raviée gsxg§§§e in&anﬁivas for States to reduoe their-JL- (zi» #
€ e 5 ro-ageistance.. H.R, 4 would neither nd et
r&quire nor encoaraga States to contribute resources to ’
welfare reform. There ils a danger that States would "race
to the bottom" to save State dollars or to deter migrants
from other States, Many States could be expected to
withdraw their own funds, cut benefitg, purge large numbers
of current recipients from the rolls, and avoid the
investments needed to help people become self-sufficlent.
H.R. 4 should require States to provide matching funds or to .
maintain their current level of funding.” We owe 1t to~ou: e do
children—tosensure—that welfare refatm provides ff//; hx%ﬁ/
<§§pcrtqni es and protects chi}dren in all thq,s ates. e fo

' Kﬁfwim«l

in addition,- the aAdministration understands that the Senate is

likely to adopt Agriculture Committee language t¢ amend the Food

Stamp and other nutrition programs. The Administration strongly

supports the committee's decision te not block grant these

critical programs. The Administration, however, 1s concerned

about the severity ©f the cuts to the Food Stamp program im::}hz.,atﬁ&x:iM{{yE 1
in the Agriculture Committee's proposal. These programs h %%ww
pra&um&d significant and mﬁasurable improvements in th ameng—

welfare reform proposal offered

by Senators Daschle, Bresux, A Unlike H.R. 4, the
prmpogal provides resources gor I oarasmnishondaidng to move
pacple € reqaire& Etates to maintain
their o <465, and provides adequate

adjustment mechanism& fmr &conomic downturns and population
L e TTTONENGER T These are oritical elements of real welfare reform that
W O should be addressed before a bill is presented to the President.

Xo aRr™ in summary, the Administration opposes H.R. 4 in its current form

- becsuse 1t: (1} would fail to reform welfare by moving people . sl
iat?f"’%“' from welfare work; (2} ‘mw
&Gguémé"‘xnmmayﬁ tha ace children and families at risk of seriocus $h4“

Lifuxf hardship; é (3} vould impair the hesalth and nutrition of
- - ghildran and families. . _

.
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Pay-As-¥ou-Go Scoring

H.R. 4 would reduce direct spending. However, the House and
Senate Budget resolutions specify that the budget savings from
H.R. 4 are to be included in a package of offsets designed to pay
for upconing tax legislation. Therefore, the budget savings in
H.R. 4 would go nelther toward real welfare reform nor toward
deficit reduction, but primarily to finance tax cuts f£or the

' wealilthy. ok rE



{Do Not Distribute Outside the Executive Office of the President)}

This position was developed by LRD {Mustain) in consultation with
HRD (), OIRA (), BASD (), GC (), HTF (), VAP (), and TCJ (}. The
Departments of Health and Human Services (), Agriculture (),
Justice {}, labor (), State (), Defense (), Transportation ()},
Housing and Urban Development ()}, the Treasury (), Veterans
Affairg (), and the Office of Personnel Management (), the Office
of National Drug Control Policy {1, the Interagency Council for
the Homeless (), the Federal EBT task foroe {), the Domestic
Policy Council (), and the Council of Economic Advisers () agree
with this position.

On June 21, 1994, the President transmitted to Congress the “Work
and Respongibility Act of 1994." Major elements of the draft
bill would: (1) strengthen paternity establishment; {(2) improve
callection of delinquent child support: (3) provide for family
planning: (4) require unwed tTeens with children to live with
their parents; (5) provide job sesyrch and training assistance;
{6} provide grester child care assistance to those in training:
{7) reguire AFDC recipients to work after two years in the
program; and (8} make the application process snd eligibility
standards of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs more consistent.

On March 24, 1995, the Hougse passed H.R. 4. Except for its child
support anforcement provisions, the House bill differs
significantly from the Adminigtration’s 1894 proposal. The bill
would end the entitlement status of many welfare assistance
programs (Food Stamps being the only major exception}) and instead
provide block grants to the States. The Administration opposed
the House bill in a Statement ¢of Administration Policy.

As ovdered reported by the Senate Flnance Committee, the Senate
version of H.R. 4 follows the House model of converting welfare
entitlement programs into a blook grant to the States. Unlike
its House counterpari, however, the Senate bill includes fewer
restrictions on States and does not block grant foster care and
adoption assistance programg. In addition, the Senate Finance
Committee did not include provigions affecting the Food Stamp
Prograw, nutrition progranms, and the Child Care and Development .
Block Grant program {CCDBG}., These programs fall under the
jurisdiction of other Committees. Proposals to reform the Food
Stamp Program, nutrition programs, and CCDBG are expected to be
adopted on the Senate floor.

Major Provisions of H.R. 4

In place of certain welfare programs, H.R. 4 would establish a
block grant to States -~ the Block Grant for Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families. H.R. 4 also would impose new work
requirements, tighten eligibility for 58I, establish new child

4

=



support enforcement mechanisms, and allow States to deny benefits
to aliens. The major elements of these proposals are discussed
below. .

The Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) would provide funds to States in place of the following
programs: (1) Ald to Families with Dependent Children; (2} Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills {JOBS): (3) Iv-A, Transitional,
and At-risk child care; and {4} Emergency Assistance. For these
grants, H.R. 4 would authoarisze appropriations of 816.8 billion in
each of F¥s 1936-2000. States would be prohibited from paying
cash benefits to a recipient for more than five years {(or sarlier
at State's option). States could continue to provide benefits
past the five vear limit for up to 10 percent of its caseload for
hardship cases. Individuals receiving Social Security henefits,
Supplemental Security Income benefits, or foster care payments
would not be eligible for TANF benefits.

To address smergency funding needs, H.R. 4 would authorize
appropriations of 81.7 billion in FY 1896 to setablish a
Supplemental Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund., HHS
would administer the fund to provide loans €0 States in time of
need. Loans could not exceed 10 percent ¢f the State's TANF
grant. :

To receive a TANF block grant, H.R. 4 would regquire a State to
certify that it operates a JOBS program, a child support
enforcement program, c¢hild welfare programs, and an income and
eligibility verification program. HHS would be-authorized to
¢ollect penalties from States for fallure to: spend funds in
accoord with program requirements: submit an annual report; meet
JOBS participation rates: administer in an income and eligibility
varification program;: qr repay amounts borrowed from the
Supplemental Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund, H.R. 4
would give States the option make all non-Gitizens ineligible fox
TANF benefits.

H.R. 4 would impose neéw work requirements., After two years
{whether consecutive or not), at least one parent in a reciplent
family would be requirved to engage in work activities. The bill
alse would require States to meet increased participation rates
under the JOBS program -- 25 percent of their caseload in FY 1995
and riging to 50 percent in FY 2001. Participation is defined as
at least 20 hours per week in JOBS activities {excliuding job
ssarch}, For two-parant TANF families, one parent would have to
participate in at least 30 hours &f work activities. In

. addition, States must meet a participetion rate of 90 paraent for
two-parent families by FY 1999, States would be requlred to
guarantee child care for recipients with children under age six
in order to participate in JOBS activities.




The bill would restrict eligibility for 881 benefits. Under the
bill, drug and alcohol addiction would no longer be a bagis for
eligibility for 881 benefits. Legal or illegal sliens would no
longer qualify for SSI benefits unless they have worked in the
United Svates long enough to guallfy for S5oeial Security
digability income or old age beneflits. Asylees and refugses
would be aligible for SSI for up to five years after moving to
the United States. Noncitizens who served in the armed forces
{and theilr spouses and children) would also be eligible.

H.R. 4 also would limit SSI payments to only the most severely
disabled c¢hildren by more narrowly defining what constitutes a
childhood disabllity. For gxample, the bill would {1) eliminate
a double count of maladaptive behavior under the current “Listing
of Impairments" (LOI) that determines eligibility for 881
benefits and (2} eliminate the “"individual functionasl assesasment”
process that provides an additional and often lower standard of
eligibility than the LQI. The bill also would establish a
National Commission on the Future of Disabllity Programs to make
recommandations to improve Federal disability programs.

i

H.R. 4 includes child support enforcement provisions similar to
those proposed by the Administration. As in the Adminigtration's
hill, H.R, 4 would: ({1} reguire States to guspend professional
and other licenses to parents that owe delinguent child support:;
{2) reguire States to create ¢entral case registries to track the
status of support corders:; (3} establish 8 Federal Directory of
New Hires to help track down parents delinguent in thelr support
payments; (4) improve paternity establishment, (§) expand
administrative enforcement of child support orders: (6} simplify
procedures to review and adjust orders; and (7] improve
enforcemant of orders by means such as the Federal income tax -
rafund offset.

Pay-As-You-~-Go Scoring

Per HRD () and BASD {1}, H.R. 4 is subject to the pay-as-you-go
regquirements of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990
because it would reducve direct spending. CBO . . .

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE DIVISION
June 13, 10485 - 10:30 a.m.



Pav~As~You-Ge Scoring

H.R. 4 would reduce direct spending. However, the House and
Senate Budget resclutlons speciiy that the budget savings from
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 g0 neither toward real welfare reform nor toward
deficit reduction, but primarily to finance tax cuts for the

wealthy. * % k Rk kN &



{Do Rot Digstribute Outside the Executive Offlice of the Presldent)

This position was developed by LRD {Mustain} in consultation with
HRD (), CIRA (), BASD (), GC (), HTF (), VAP (), and TCJ {}. The
Departments, of Health and Human Services {3, Agriculture ()},
Justice ()}, Labdér {}, State (}, Defense (), Transportation {),
Housing and Urban Development (), the Treasury (), Veterans
Affairs (), and the Office of Personnel Management (}, the Office
of National Pbruyg Control Policy (), the Interagency Council for
the Homeless (), the Federal EBT task force (), the Domestic
Policy Council (), and the Council of Economic Advisers () agree
with this position.

On June 21, 19494, the President trangmitted tc Congress the "Work
angd Responsibility Act of 1894." Major elements of the draft
bill would: (1) strengthen paternity establishment; (2} improve
collection of delinguent child support: {3) provide for family
planning: (4) require unwed teens .with children to live with
their parents: {5) provide job search and training assistance;
{6} provide greater child care agsigtance to those in training:
{7} requive AFDC recipients to work after two years in the
program; and (8) make the application process and eligibllity
standards of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs more congistent.

On March 24, 1995, the House passed H.R. 4. Except for its child
support enforcement provisions, the House bill differs
slgnificantly from the Adminigtration's 1994 proposal. The bill
would end the entitlement status of many welfare assistance
programs {(Food Stamps being the only major exception) and instead
provide block grants to the States. The Administration opposed
the House bill in a2 Statement of Administration Policy.

As ordered reported by the Senate Finance Committes, the Senate
version of H.R. 4 follows the Housge model of converting welfare
entitlement programs into & blook grant to the States., Unlike
its House counterpart, howsver, the Senate bBill includes fewer
restrictions on States and does not block grant foster care and
adoptlion assistance programs. In addition, the Senate Finance
Committee did not include provisions affecting the Food Stamp
Program, nutrition programs, and the Child Care and Development
Block Grant program (CCDBG). 'These programs fall undexr the
jurisdiction of other Committees. Proposals to reform theFood
Stamp Program, nutrition programsg, and CCDBG are expected to be
adopted on the Senate floor.

™

Ma‘or Provisions of H.R. 4 .

In plage of certain welfare programs, H.R. 4 would establish &
blogk grant to States ~- the BLock Grant for Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families., H.H. 4 also would impose new work
requirements, tighten eligibility for SS8I, establish new child

*



support enforcement mechanisms, and allow States to deny benefits
to aliens. The major elements of these proposals are discussed
Delow.

The Block Grant for Temporary Assistance for Needy Familieg
{TANF )} would provide funds to States in place of the following
programs: (1) Ald to Families with Dependent Children; (2} Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS): (3) IV~A, Transitional,
and At-risk child care; and (4) Emergency Assigtance, For these
grants, HK.R. 4 would authorize appropriations of $16,.8 billion in
each of F¥s 1996-2000. States would be prohibited from paving
cagh benefits to a reciplient for more than five years (or earlier
at State’s option}. States could continue to provide benefits
past the five vear limit for up to 10 percent of its caseload for
hardship cases. Individuals receiving Social Security benefitls,
Supplemental Security Incone benefits,  or foster care payments
would not be eligible for TANF benefits.

To address emergency funding needs, H.R, 4 would authorize
appropriations of 51.7 billion in FY 1996 to establish a -
Supplemental Asgistance for Needy Families Federal Fund. HHS
would administer the fund to provide loans to States In time of
need. Loans could not exceed 10 percent of the State's TANF
grant, :

To receive a TANF block grant, H.R. 4 would require a State to
certify that it operates & JOBS program, & ¢child support
enforcement program, child welfare programs, and an income and
eligibility verification program., HHSE would be authorized to
collect penalties from States for failure to: spend funds in
accoxrd with program requirements: gsubmit an annual report; meet
JOBS participation rates; administer in an income and eligibility
verification program; or repay amounts horrowed from the
Supplenental Assistance for Needy Families Federsal Fund. H.R. 4
would give States the option make all non-citizeng ineligible for
TTANF benefits.

H.R. 4 would impose new work regulrements. After two years
{whether consecutive or not), at least one parent in a re¢ipient
family would be required to engage in work activities. The bill
also would reguire States to meet increased participation rates
under the JOBE program -~ 25 percent of their caseload in FY 1996
and rising to 50 percent in FY 2001. Participation is defined as
at ieast 20 hours per week in JOBS .activities (excluding job
search}. For two-parent TANF families, one parent would have to
participate in at least 30 hours of work activities. In
addition, States must meet a participation rate of 90 percent for
two~parent families by FY 1999, States would be regquired to
guarantee child care for recipients with children under age six
in oxder to participate in JOBE activitles.




The bill would restrict eligibility for S8 benefits. Under the
b11l, drug and alcchol addiction would no ionger be a basis for
2ligibility for SSI benefits. Legal or illegal aliens would no
longer qualify for 85I benefits unless they have worked in the
United States long enough to qualify for Soclal Security
digability income or old age benefits. Asylees and refugees
would-be eligible for 881 for up to five years after moving to
the United States. Noncitizens who served in the armed foroes
{and their spouses and children) would alsgo be eligible.

H.R., 4 also would limit S81 payments to only the most seaverely
dizsabled children by more narrouwly defining what constitutes a
childhood disability, for example, the bill would (1) eliminate
a double count of maladaptive bshavior under the current “"Listing
of Impairments" {(LOI) that determines eligibility for S8I
kenefits and (2) eliminate the "individual functional assessment”
process that provides an additional and coften lower standard of
aligibility than the LOI, The kill also would establish a
National Commission on the Future of Disability Programs to make
racommendations to improve Federal disabillity programs,

H.E, 4 includes child support enforcement provisions similar to
those proposed by the Administration. As in the Administration's
bill, H.R. 4 would: (1) require States to suspend professional
and other licenses to parents that owe delinquent child support:
{2) reguire States to create central case vregistries to track the
status of support orders; {3) establish a Federal Directory of
New Hires to help trachk down parents delinquent in their support
paymenta; {4} improve paternity establishment, (3) expand
administrative enforcement of child support orders; (6) simplify
procedures to review and adjust orders: and (7] improve
enforcement of orders by means such as the Federal income tax
refungd offsex,

Pay-Aa-You-Go Scoring .

Per HRD () and BASD (), H.R. 4 is subject to the pay-as-you-go
reguirements of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990
bhecause it would reduce direct spending. CBO . . . .
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June 13, 1995
{Senate)

H.B, 4 - Family Self~Sufficiency Act
{Packwood (R} OR and __ cosponsors)

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and
effective welfare reform that promotes the basic values of work
and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed a sweeping
welfare reform package that embodied these values.’7 3 %]
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In alil its welfare reform efforts, the Administration has
emphagized the basic values of work and responsibility. The
President’s economic plan eéxpanded the earned income tax credit,
which cut taxes for 15 miliion working families to reward work
over welfare. Last February, the President issued an Executive
Order to ¢rack down on Federal emplovees and military personnel
who owe delinguent child support. In the past two years, the
Administration has granted walvers from Federal rules to 29
States to try innovative ways to prompte work and responsgibility.

The Administration remains committed to working with the Congress
in & bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this
year. The Senate version of H.R. 4 represents a significant
improvement over its House counterpart. The Senate bill Includes
tough child support enforcement provisions proposed by the
President and omits several provisions from the Housse bill that
would be very harmful to chxldran. The Admxnistratian
nevertheless, H0088780 ; 1

WORK

There is a bi-partisan consensus that the central goal of welifare
reform must be work., Unlike the legislation proposed by the
Adminigtration last year, however, ﬁthagcurr&nt%Sen&%e¢b£&wﬁwauld
nmt%enﬁ%walfara%as%wﬁ%knmw&it/by&moving%geapla%frew%walfara%ta
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resmematbie-paremd-tane In mantra&t to the funding mechanisms now
in place, funding under H.R. 4 would not adjust adeguately for an
eeencmic downturn or for growth in a State's low-income
population. Without such adjustments, States in recession would
encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads. In such
times, 1t is the working poor who would most likely need, but not
receive, temporary assistance.Z
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e, it -t : HYE H.R. 4 would naither
r&qvire nor e&caur&ge States to contribute resources te
walfare reform. There ig a danger that States would “race
to the bottom" %o save State dollars or to deter sigrants
from other States. Many States could be expected to
withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large numbers
of current recipients from the rolls, and avoilid the
luvestments needad to help people beconme gelf-suffivient.
H.R, 4 should require States to provide matching funds or to
malntain their current level of funding. %%
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wWhile the Senate bill wigely omits- House provisions to base
State funding on an "illegitimacy ratio," the Senate bill fails
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In addition, the Administration understands that the Senate is
likely to adopt Agriculture Committes language to smend the Food
Stamp and other nutrition programs. The Administration strongly
supports the committee's decision to not blogk grant these.
critical programs. The Adminigtration, however, is concerned
about the severlty of the aﬁts to the Food Stamp PIOgram 1ncluded

by Senators Daschle, Breaux, —and Mikulski. ke |
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Fdmimiatraetoropposes—H-R, 4 in its current form because it: (1)

would fail 1o reform welfare by moving pespile from welfare to
A exneg%purdengggﬁggtatas%@hatwmﬁ§%§§3ﬁ¥ﬁﬂr&n

k.o exious hardBhigdmf%+~wou&d—r¢éﬁac

; o e duiripr and (3} cauld imgair the
haaith and nutrztmon of ahildran and families.
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The Honorabie Bob Packwood
Chairman, Senate Fisance Commites
United States Senate

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter f:x;x‘esses the Administration’s views on the Chairman’s mark for welfare rcferm
legislation under consideration by the Senate Committee on Finance,

Wellare reform i3 a top priority for this Administration and for all Americans, without

regard 10 patty. In the last iwo years, this Administration has put the country on the road to

real welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental respons 1131%113* state ﬂexzhzl:{y and the
protection of childeen. In 1993, Congress passed the Administration’s economic plan,

cutting taxes for 15 million working Americans and rewarding work over welfare. In 1994

'we coliecied a record level of child support--$10 billion.  [n the past two years, the .
Administration has granted waivers to 29 states, so that over half the country is now carrying

out significans welfare reform demonstrations that promote work and responsibility. p—

Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform Lill, the Work and Responsibility
Actof 1994, ki included serious work requirements rnade real by opportunities for job
placement, education, training, child care and supports o working people. It inchuded a
stringent set of provisions w ensure parental responsibility and reduce teen pregnancy. [t
maintained a basic structure of protections for children. It increased state flexibility withowt
sacrificing either federal or state responsibility for perfarmance.

The Administration has sought to make welfare reform a bipartisan issue, We still believe
that it can and must be. The Chairman’s mark rightly includes important child support
enforcement measures the Administration fought for in the House, that would more than - #h LM-]
double child support collections over the next five years. [t wisely aban Ehe L’M
" spirited provisions the Administiration opposed in the House-passed bill, such as the denial of
. benefis to children of young unwed mothcrs.*ﬂﬁi moves in the right direction on
reform of the SSI program for children. The Senate bill also wisely omits harmful changes
in child protection programs from its welfare reform. 1t is wrong to punish children for
their parent’s mistakes, and the Serze should resist any effort w do s0.
Al © o soen = b Ao ke S B gunscn. shakes o s
But, the Cl zazrman s mark sail faily short of fhe kind of redl welfare reform that Americans
- in boiiz pariies expect. It does not providedhe resources flecessary to move recipignis from
welfare w0 work. 1t ts toughyon children. 1t shifts costs to the States and undermings our
obligation to hold Smt&ﬁur ugracies accountable for results.

il

Real Work Requirements
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The central goal of weifare reform must be moving people from weifare to work. Work has
always been at the heart of the President’s approach to welfare reform over the last fifteen
years. Work was at the core of the F&mily Support Act. Work has been at the core of the
welfare reform waivers this Administration has gramted, including innovative welfare-to-work
programs in Oregon, lowa, and more than two dozen other states. To be successful, welfare
reform must reward, demand, and entourage work.

The Administration believes that anyone who can work should go to work as quickly as
possible. We should build toward 2 systemn that requires people coming on o weflare from
the first day to participate in job search, job placement, education or training necded to move
off weliare and into a job quickly. The Administration aiso believes that those who are not
willing to work shouid be removed from the ralls. Those who are willing 1o work should
have the opportunities and the supports they need 10 work.

Real welfare reform is first and foremost about work -- and the system must provide work-

based incentives for states, caseworkers, and welfare recipienis themselves. States must have

the necessary resources for child care, waining, z0d work in order 1o get the job done. State
bureaucracies should be rewarded for getting people to work or prepar&ffoz work - not for fdi vt
cutting people from the rolls, Recipients must sign personal responsibility agreements, and

. move toward work and self-sufficiency from the very first day. Time limits must make clear

w welfare recipients and caseworkers that welfare is a trarsitional sysiemane® « wog 06’1%

The Chairman’s mark undercuts the ability of the states to move recipients from welfare ©
work by reducing the fuﬁ?ng available for work prograrm: and for child care. It provides
nothing to reward Stares for success in movement to work. Real welfare reform means
giving states the incentives and resources o move people from welfare 1o work.

Despite the critical link between child care and work, the Senate bill would repeal three
federal programs that provide direct child care asgistance jor more than 640,000 children. It
would not only eliminate the child care program for low iacome working families who,
without such assistance, risk falling onto welfare, byt also eliminates child care for families
making the transition from welfare o work. [t cuts the child care people on weifare need 10
go to work, and working people need to stay off welfare in the first place, It defies common
sense o take away child care and keep people from going 0 work.

Parental Responsibility
The Adminisiration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and

encourage the involvement of both parens in their children’s lives, The Administration
considers child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reform, particularly

~ because it sends & strong message (0 young people about he responsibility of both parents to

suypport their children.
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o P . - e onsibil
o If we are going 1o demand responsibility of mothers, we skould demand responsibility of
fathers t0o. That means welfare reform should include measures designed ta identify the
father and estabiish support orders in every case; find delinguent parents who move from job
1o job or siaie (o state 10 avoid paying child support; speed up payments; and invoke tough
penalties, Tike drivers license revocation, for nonpayment. We are pleased that the Senate
bill includes strong child support enforcement provisions. '

L

Pratection of Children

. True reform should make it easier for poor children 10 grow into productive adults - not
\  harder. Teenage parents shouid be eligible for cash assistance;chelp However, should be
T R . . . . A . s =
w% conditioned on their staying at school, living at home. and identifying their child’s father.
P¥NO  i¥eedy childrén should be assuted basic protecrions wherever ihey 1ive. School lunches,

Food Stamps. and assistance to abused, disabled and neglected children should not be slashed

WM under the guise of "welfare reform.” '

The Administration is concerned that the proposed legislaton puts many children at risk of
: serious hardship, through its deep funding reductions for programs assisting low-income
families. Cihe legistation includes 2 deeply troubling combination of cuts in cash benefits for
-Wffgw chiiérc?inciwéing an arbitrary benefit cutoff afier five years of welfare receipt, incentives
- for swmiés o cut benefits, deny eligibility and curtail services. and cuts in Supplemental
Security Income benefits for children.

True State Flexibility and Responsibility

The Administration applauds the creativity and responsiveness of states, and has encouraged
state welfare reforms tailored to unique circumstances and needs. National welfare reform
should expand opportunities for suate flexibility, True welfare raform requires establishing a
nationa! framework and providing resources and incentives to states to improve their
performance. We will not achieve real welfare reform or true state flexinility if Congress
simply gives the states more burdens and less money, and fails o make work and

- responsibility the law of the land.

p‘;}} ®4”" The Administration is concerned that the fixed block grant in the propesed legislation makes
VL_’L-;: inadequate atlowances for potential growth in the need for cash assisiance because of
sut w economic downturn, population growth or unpredictable emergencies. By failing to respond
10 the changing needs of swtes, it poses a danger thar many growing or economically
disrressed states will not be able (o meet the needs of their people, and will be unable to
provide the child care and other supports necessary 10 meve recipients inlo work, The
crivical role that the current structure plays in providing cconomic stability will be lost. |

The Administration is also very concerned that the proposed legislation containg no
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requirements or incentives for the states (o maintain their own funding for cash assistance,
child care and supports for work. There is a serious danger that states will "race (o the
bottom” in an attempt to save state doflars or to deter migrants from other states, by cutting
eligibility, benefits, and assistance to working families. Welfare reform is 2 joint
responsibility of the federal goveroment and the states. We owe it to our children 1o ensure
that welfare reform provides opportunities and protects children in all the states.

In short, while the Chairman’s mark espouses goals for the reformt of welfare--work, parental
responsibility, true siate -flexibility and the protection of children--that the Administration and
the American people share, the specific legislation still falis short in fundamental ways, Real
weifare reform whould inciude:
o
o incentivesfzc re%m states for moving people from welfare to work;

0 Work requirements for recipients and the child care people need to go to work
and stay off welfare;

o  Protections for states in the event of population growth, disaster, or economic
downuurn;

o Requirements and incentives for states to maintain their stake in welfare
reformy; and

o The toughest possible child support enforcement.
There are aliernative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in more
constructive and accountable ways. The Administration reiterates its commitment to serious

welfare reform and its desire 1o work cooperatively with Congress to achieve it

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection to transmittal of this
report to Congress, .

Sincerely,

Donna E. Shalglz
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May 22, 1885

o : David Bllwood/Wandell Primus
Mary Jo Bane/Ann Rosewater
Melisea Skofield
Michasl Wald
John Monahan
La Varne Burton
Claudia Cooley

PROM ¢+  Helen Mathis/ASL

braft Latter sStating Administration's Views '
on the proposed Senate Finance Committee Welfare
Raform proposal

FUBJECT

Attached for your review is a draft letter stating the
Administration's views on the Chalrrpan's welfart reform mark
undor congideration by tha Senate Finance Committee.

Time is of the essence. Please review the attachesd, and provide
no {€90~£311) with your comments snd suggastsd adits by 12 Noon
today, Monday, May 22.

Pleace be on the look out for another lettar being circulated
shortly to the Chalrman of the Senate Labor and Human Resources
Committoe on the Administration's views for the Child Care
Devolopment Blook Crant. .

-

Your cooperation in expediting a quick turn around .on these two
letters is very much appreciated.

ce:  Jerry Klepner
Riah Tarplin
Mary Bourdette
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The Honorable Bob Packwmd _
Chairman - :
Commnittee on Finance .

United States Seqale

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This letter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairman’s mark for welfare reform
Jegislation under congsideration by the Senate Comsnines on Finance. ,

Welfare reform is & top priority for this Administration and for Americans without regard to
party. In the last two years, this Administration has put the country on the road o real
welfare reform that emphasizes work. parental responsibility, state flexibility and the
protection of children. In 1993, when Congress passed the Administration’s economic plan,
‘we cut taxes for 15 million working Americans and rewarded work over welfare. In 1994
we collected @ recond level of child support-$1Q billion.  In the past two years, the
Administration has granted waivers to 29 states, s0 that over half the country is now camrying
out sigpificant welfare reform demonstrations that promote work and responsibility.

Last year, the President submitted a boid welfare reform bid, the Work and Responsibility
Act of 1994, It included scrious work requirements made real by opporunitiss for job
placement, education, training, child care and supports to workiog people. It included 2
stringent set of provisions to ensure paremtal responsibility and reduce teen pregonancy. It
increased state flexibility without sacrificing sither federal ¢r s responsibility for
pe:formm It maintained a2 basic struciure of protections for children.

The Admmjstmazczz bas sought to make welfare reform & bzpamsan issue, We still believe
that it can and must bc@Unfmzmately the Chairman’s mark i its current form does not
appeaxtaaﬁer:hekmdefmi welfare reform matmmnsmboﬂ;pmnpmu Itis
moying people from welfare to work< Tt misses opportuttities 0 efibAIRT
paténta > It poses serious dangers to children. It undermines the federal state
panmershipand Tails to meet the federal government’s Obiigﬁﬁan to ensure accountability aed-
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wcﬁ;: should have the opportunities and the supports they 1ked to work.,

The Aministration therefore has sericus cancerns about the Chairman‘s mark. { The proposed

legislation repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed hy President Ronald Reagan in

1998. It removes any real responsibility of stae welfare systems to provide job placements,

education, training, child care and other supports to move racipients from welfare to work.

And it undercuts the ability of the states to do 50 by reducing the funding avai;ahic for wark | ;f_;
W

programs and for child care.
me”ﬁw

The child care provisions are espcsxaiiy counterproductive. The bill v:des 1o assurance of | 1 p°™
¢hild care to recipients who work or are preparing to work--even if & state requires them to f,dan/kj/
participate--or have moved off welfare for work. It ropeals die d funding for child

care that was an important component of the Family Support Acy. It appears to cot $x

billien in child care fimding from the consolidated block grant. { These provisions seriously

~ undermine the ability of the bill to bring about weifare reform focused on work.

IF THE BILL INCLUDES TIIE HOUSE PROVISION ABOUT COUNTING PEOPLE AS .
WORKING WHO LEAVE THE ROLLS, WE'LL NEED 10 SAY SOMETHING ABO
THAT IN THIS SECTION. TRCENT(VES

Parental Responsibility
The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and

-encourage the involvement of both parents in their children’s lives. The Administration

considers child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reforth, particularly

because it sends a strong message 1o young penple ahout the responsibility ofmmts to
support their children.

3

AT THIS POINT WE EITHER COMPLIMENT THEM OR BEAT THEM UP, . oo
DEPENDING ON WHAT’S IN THE BILL. { )

?:Mon of Chiidren

True welfare reform should make it easier for poor children 10 grow wp to be healthy and
productive adults, not hardey, It should protect children from danger, and ensure that the
safefy pet for abused and neglecied children s firmly in place. . . ,

The Administration is concerned that the proposed legislation puts many children at risk of

serious hardship, through its dreconian cuts in the S8 program for children, its requirement
of an aribtrary bepefit cutoff after five years of welfare receipt, and its incemives for states
to cut benefits, deny eligibility and curtail services.
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‘Some of the children affected by welfare reform could well come into a system of child
protection services that is already seriously overburdeped ad that is failing to provide the
most essential services. The proposed legislation exacerbats the problems of an already
wroubled child welfare system by cutting the funding for child welfsre services by $x billion,
by limited the ability of the states to access funding for pre-placement services, prevention,

“case mansgement and staff training, and by essentially eliminating federal oversight of state
systerns that are already fuzx:zzonmg poorly.

|
DO WE WANT TO SAY SOMETHING ABOUT IMMIGRANTS HERE?

True State Flexibiliry

The Administration applauds the creativity and responsiveness of states, and has encouruged
state welfare reforms tailored to unique circumstances and needs, National welfare reform
should expand opportunities for state flexibility while ensuring that states geouinely transform

 their wellare systems, by establishing 2 national framework and by providing resourecs and
incentives to states to improve their performance. We will not achieve real welfare reform
or tme state flexibility if Congress simply gives the states raore burdens and les money, and
fails to make work and responsibility the law of the land.

The Administration iy concerped that the fixed block grant in the proposad legislation makes
inadequate allowagnces for patential growth in the need for cash assistance because of
economic downturn, population growth or unpredictable emergencies. By failing to respond
1o the changing needs of states, it poses a danger that many growing or ecopamically
distressed states will not be able to meet the needs of their people, and will be umable to
provide the child care and other supports necessary to move recipients into work. The
critical role that the current structure plays in providing economic stability will be lost.

dministration-4salso vﬂymmmmwpmpomtagﬁlauonmmm S
irements or even incentives for the states to maintain their own fuading for cash

assistance, child cammmxmsfa: work. There is a serious danger that states will "race

1o the bottom” mmmmmwwmdonmmwmrmmﬁmnﬂms&m by

_cutting eligibi = ANCE M&rﬁmﬂww@m mf‘i&“ﬁ’jW
esponsibiiiy efme kdctaigwmcmmui the slates. WeBwe It to our childfen to chsirc ;g: Uz
that welfare reform provides opportunities and protects children in all the states. Mﬁvg‘
. * r" h
"”‘m;»,m«

In short, while the Chairman’s mark espouses goals ‘for the m‘amufwelfam«a-work parental o1, |,
responsibility, true state flexibility and the protection of childrsn-that the Admiunistration and
the American people share, the specific legisiation misses the mark in fundaments! ways. It
* does not provide mchﬁéwcmgmmpomtkaz world make work expectations real.
It provides neither the cushions nor the expectations that states need o bnng about yeal
reform, It puts millions of children at risk of serious harm. -

3
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-

There are altemative apptoaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in far more
constructive and accountable ways. The Administration reiterates its commitment to serious
“welfare reform and its desire 1o work cooperatively with Congress 1o schieve it.

Sincerely,

Donna E. Shalads
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The Honorasble Bob Packwood
chairman, Senate Finance Committee
Onited States Senate

waghingten, D.C. 20818

Daar Wr, Chajrman:

This letter expresases the Adminietration's views on the
Chairman's park for welfare refora legislation under
eonaideration by the Senate Committee on Finance.

Welfare raoform is a top priority for this Administration and for
all Amaricans, without regard to party. In the last two years,
this Administration hag put the COUNtIy oa the road to roal
welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibilirvy,

. wtate flaxibility and the protection of chlldren. In 1993,
Congress passed the Administration's economic plan, outting tavaes
for 15 million working Armericans and rewarded work over welfare.
In 1994 we collectad a record level of child support-~$i0
billion. In the past two years, the Administration has granted
waivers to 29 statas, so that over half the country is now
earrying out significant welfare reform demonstrations that
promote work and responsibility.

Last year, the Praaident submitted a bold welfare reform bill,
the Work and Responsibility Act of 199%4¢. It Included merious
work reguirements made real by oppertunities for job placement,
education, training, child care and supports to working people.
It included a stringant sot of provislons to ensura parental
responsibility and reduce teen pregnancy. It increased state
flexikblility without sacrificing either fedarsl or state
responsiblility for perfourmance, It paintained a bagic structura
of protections for chlldren.

The Adminietration has sought to make welfare refora & bipartisan
isgue, ¥We atill believe that it can and must be. The Chairman's
mark is right to include important child suppert enforcement
maeasures the Administration fought Tor in the Houwse, which would
mare than double child support collections over the npext five
years., Moreover, it wisely abandone sompe mean-spirited provisions
the Administration oppesed in the House passed Bill, such ag the
donial of benefits to chlildren of young unwed mothers. It is
wrong to punish children for their parent's wmistakes, and the
Senate should resist any effort teo do so.

. . i%ﬂss&w**C
But, the Chairman's mark still doss-not-offer the kind of real 1K
welifare reform that Americans in both parties espect.. It o not o wihin
perious—about-moving le from welfare to work. (It poses) Yo A
npa the federal-state
1l government's obligation

s
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to ensure accountability and results.
) o ;{}&'aév‘

e
Real Work Requiraments

The central goal of walfare refora must be moving people from
welfare to work. T7The Adminigtration believes that anyone who can
work should go to work as quickly as possidle. From the firet day
somtone comes onto welfare, he or ghe should be required to
participate in job search, job placement, education or training
rasded to move off welfare and into a job quickiy. The
Aduinistration alsc believes that those wio are not willing %o
work should be removed from the rolls. Taose whe ars willing to
work should have the opportunities and ths supports thay need to
work.

Real vwelifare reforu is first and feremost about work -~ and the

systes must provide work-bas@iincentives for states, caseworkers,

and welfare recipients themsdlves. States must have the

necesgary resourcas for child care, training, and work in order

to gor the 4ob done. State bureaucrasies should be rewarded for

getting people to work or prepare for work =~ not for cutting

paople frop the rolls. Recipients must sign perscnal

responaibility agreoewents, and move toward work and salf-

sufficiency from the very first day. Tize limits must make slear s
&

to welfare recipients and cageworkerg that welfare is a L 90y,
transitionsl system. {gﬁwﬂwi
mni:fn o f&m’ éf(g/‘& / _,.Jf?"

The Chairpan's mark does-littie-or-nothing-to move pecpla from
walfare to work. The propesed legislation repeals the bipartisan
. Pamily Support Act sigmed by President Ronald Reagan in 1988. It
resoves any real responsikility of state welfare gystaems to
provide job placements, educatisn, training, <hild care and other
supports to move rocipients from welfars to work. .
undercuts the ability of the states to do 60 by reg
funding available for work programs and for child
welfare roform means giving states the incentived
te move people from welfarve to work.

Daspite the critical link between child oare and work, your bill Cfa,
would repeal three federal programs that provide direct child sbid
care assigtance for more than 640,000 children. It would not Aot
only eliminate the child cara program for low income working Yol
fapilies who, without such assistance, risk falling onte welfare, 1w
but also eliminates child care for familles making the transition &mf
from walfare to work. Moreover, it provides ne assurance of ’
child care for recipients participating in education or training
activities ~ even if a state requires them to participate in
order to roceive their grant., It cuts the child care people on
welfare need to go to work, ag? working people need to stay off
welfare in the first place.

/ § shops e

P 5 lay commem Bt
2
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IF THE BILL INCLUDES THE HOUSE PROVISION ABOUT COUNTING PEOPLE AS
WORKING WHO LEAVE THE ROLLS, WE'LL NEED TO SAY SOMETHING ABOUT
THAT IN THIS SEOTION.

Parsntal Responsidility

The Administration balieves that welfare reform should recognize
the responsibility and encourage the involvement of both parants
in their childrents lives. The Administration considexs child
pupport enforcement to be an integral pari of welfare reform,
particularly becauwge it sends a strong mensage to young peopls
about the responsibility of both parents <o support their
children. .

child support enforcewent is a crucial part of welfare reform,
because it sends a strong signal to youny people aboub the
responsibility of both parents to the children they bring into
the world. If we're going to demand responsiblility of mothars,
we should demand responsibility of fathers too. That means
welfare reforn should include measures designed to identify theyd
father in evoery case; find delinguent parents who move from job
.to job or stats to state %o avoid paying child support; speed up
payments; and invoke tough penaltles, like drivers license
revocation, for nonpayment. (

Wa are deeply concerned that recent Congressional budget zapertsww]
call for states to charge a 15% percentage fee against chlld / )
support collections for any money collected for parents not * ti’”
recaeliving AFDC in order to ceollect §1 billion per year in feos. -
This iz monsy collected from non-custodial parente and it rightly
. belongse to their children. Taking one billion dollars from
children with custodial parents who have succeeded in staying off
of welfare ig unfair and counterproductive. It is little move
than a tax on those custodial and non-custodial parents who are
playing by the rules and mseting thelr reapongibilities.

i

- Fxue roform should make it easier for poor childven. to grow into ..
productive adults - not harder. Teenage-parents.should_not bBars
denied cash assistance - instead, help should be conditioned on
their staying st school, living at home, and identifying their ANO
child's father. - Hesdy childrdn aliculd te assured basic - tvo ¢
Jprotections wherever they live. . Schéol lunches, Food Stamps, and %ﬁf
asplatance Yo abused, disgabled and neglected children should not why
be slashed under the guise of "welfare reform.” i

Protection of children

The Administration is concerned that the propesed legislation
puts many chlldren at risk of serious hardship, through its

3
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Gxaﬂéggg;wz;;;:ln tha $8I program for children, its requirasent
of an_arbitraty benefit cutoff after five years of welfare g

recelpt, and itoc incentives for states to cut benafits, deny
#ligibility and curtail services.

Scme of tho children affected by welfare reform could weil come
into a systenm of child protection gervices that ls already
seriously overburdened and that is falling to provide the most
essential services. Tha proposed legislation exacarbates the
problems of an already troubled child welfare system by cutting
the funding for child welfare services 5x billion, by limiting
the ability of the atatas to access funding for pre-placoment
services, prevention, case management, permanency planning and
staff training, and by essentially eliminating federal oversight
of state systems that are already functionimg poorly.

True Stats Fiexinility

The Administration applauds the creativity and responsiveness of
states, and has encouraged atate velfars reforag tallored to
wnigue circumstances and needs. Natlional walfare refoxrm should
expand opportunities for state flaxibility. True welfare reform
roquires establishing a national framework and providing
resources and incentives to states to improve thelr performance.
We will not achieve real welfare roeform ¢r true state flexibility
if Congreas sinply gives the states pore burdensg and lans Boney,
and fails to make work and ragponsibility the law- of the land.

The administration is concerned that the fixed block grant in the
proposed legislation makes i{nadequate allowances for potential
growth in the need for cash assistance becagse of econoric
downturn, population growth or unpredictable emergencies. By
failing to respond to the changing neads of states, it poses a
_danger that many growing or economically distressed states will
not be abla to mest the needs of thelr people, and vill be unable
to provide the child care and other supporte necessary to move
recipionts into work. The critical role that the current
structura plays in providing economic stability will de lost.

The Administration is alsc very concernel that the proposed
legislation contains no requirements or incentives for the gtates
to maintain their own funding for cash assistance, child care and
. supports for work. There is a seriocus danger that states will
"race to the botton" in an atteupt to save state dollaras or to
deter migrants from other states, by cutting eligibility,
benafits, and asgistance to working families. Walfare reform is
a joint responsibility of the federal governuent and the states.
Me owe it to our c¢hildren to ensure that welfare reform pravidoo
opportunities and protects children in all the atates.
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In short, while the Chairman's mark espouses goals for the reforn

of welfare--work, parental responsibllity, true state flexibility

and the protection of children--that the Administration and the d, M

Amarican people share, the specific legislation migses the m:urg‘:,i(r% A

in fundamental ways. /It dods not-provide-the child caie and LA

othér supports that would make work expectations reéal—.JIt_

provides neither the cuszhions nor the expectations that states

nead to bring about real refurm. It puts millions of ¢hildren at
\\w serious harm.

There are alternative approaches te reforza that achleve our
mutual goals in far more constructive andl accountable ways. The
Adninistration raiterates its commitment to sericus welfare
reforn and its desgire to work cooperatively with Congress to

achieve it.
\ | _ Sincerely,
‘\a f\?,aL u[C;_‘ ,«v@m A e Donna E. Shalala
| b
-~
>
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TO: Kenneth $. Apfel
TG: Christopher J. Mustain
FROM: Bruce K. Reed

Domestic Policy Council

SUBJECT: Comments on Waelfare Views letter

Here are my initial comments. I may have a few nore after we see
the actual mark. ’

p. 1, last graph, lst sentence: change "does not offer” to "falls
short of” :

p. 1, last graph, 2nd, 3rd and 4th sentences: Replace the rest of
the graph with the following: "It does little or nothing to move
people from welfaxe to work., It is tough on ¢hildren, It shifts
costs 1o the states, and undermines cur obligation to hold state
bureaucracies accountable for results.” .

p. 2, lst graph: After the first sentence {"The central goal

« s ) dnsert the following new sentences: "Work has always bheen
at the heart of the President's apprcach to welfare reform over
the last 15 years. Work was at the core of the Family Support
ACt. Work has been at the core of the welfare reform walvers this
Administration has granted, including innovative welfare-to~work
programsg in Oregon, lowa, and more than two dozen other states.

To be successful, welfare reform must reward, demand, and
encourage work.,” *Tﬁa rest of the graph can become a new graph.

p. 2, 3rd graph, lst sentence: Change "does little or nothing”" to
"makes no real affort”.

p. 2, 3rd graph, last sentence: Add a new gentence before "Real
walfare reform means..." that says "It expects nothing of
recipients for the first two years, and nothing to reward states

for success in moving them to work.” \
t

p. 2, last graph, last sentence: 2add a new final sentence that
says, "It defies common sense to take away child care and keep
pecple from going to work.®

P 3, 3rd graph ("We are deeply concerned..”}: THIS CGRAPH HAS RO
PLACE IN THE VIEWS LETTER -- IT'S NOT IN THE MARK. Delete it.



p. 3-4: Protection of Children Section: This whole section will
have €o be reviewed when we s¢e the mark. Righ?t now it makes
criticisms that may not be valid, such as on teenage parents
living at home and S8I cutg. In any casa, we need to make the
fallowing changes: )

-~ Delete the sentence "Needy children should be assured basic
protections wherever they live”. That’'s (oo subject o
misinterpretation, as Moynihan has shown us,

-« Put the teenage parents in the positive.

~=~ We can't use the word “draconian®™ for the 881 cuts 1f the bill
ig better than the House. Say "The cuts go further than
necessary’.

p. 5, 1lst graph, Ist sentence: Change "misses the mark™ to “still
falls short®.

p. 5, 1st graph: Delete the last 3 sentences -- we've already
made these points.

p. 5, 2nd graph {(or at the top of p. 2): Add a new graph that
says: "Real welfare reform ghould include:

* Incentives to reward states for moving pseople from
welfare to work, not cutting them off;

* Work requirements for recipients, and the child care
people need to go to work and stay off welfare;

* Protections for states in the event of population growth,
disaster, or economic downturn, and requirements and incentives to
maintain their stake in welfare reform; and

* The toughest possible child support enforcement.”

Thanks.
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The Malnistrsiion spplends tha eveasivity sand wespanpiveneus af
states, and Mas anoaxr state welfsrs reforas tailored to
gaigue clrewumtances nesds. FALisnanl walfars pateorm should
oxpand ities for state flmiiblility. Trus velfare sefors
Tequices Oltahlznhinl » nationsl fromewer g«uu?
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WA sernturn, popuiati qrwth or wipkedictabls searyenciss, LA
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r griving o soonumicslly $ v
Mh:vg'u&:ga&?mm“u 1e, and will be umble
regiviants into word. The aritical role thet m‘m "

strusture Flays in 3mugmm ‘%&%}{ wildl be dm%& "

Tha ma sazs
m:l.- T m nm or incantivas foy t.hn skates
w n theis a&t& for camh SILSLARON YORLLE

for v .3 srsous canges U i::'m i
rm tﬁ R P Eve WiLALTE TR
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s ﬁas.nt. responsibility of ths federul OVXTASAt aned tha WTRTAN.
ﬁ; e ow.' ohisildran to ensuxs $hat yelfare raterm provides
wpm;mz and protedta nhildrsn in all the wtales,
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and Ehl protection of a&immmmt the on ] s! 1Sl
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" ghare are siternative tpprm to refura that achivee our
sutual goals nore aonstructive and asesuntsble ways, The
mzmum reiteratas its ovmmitvent to sarious velrars

vefore and ite desire to work cuoperatively with Congress to
sthisve it.

ﬁiaml?,

Donna 3¢ &halals
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It doas fittiuv oy Rothing to move the Ecnyl from welfare to
work. (It ig tough on ehildren. It shifts costs to the States
and undormines our obligation to hold State bursaucracies
aopeuntable for rasults.

Insert § (stand-alone paragraph)

Tho gentral gonl of wealfare reforp must he moving people from
welfare to work. Work has Alw, besr, at the hoart of . the
Presidant’s approach to walfare raform over ths last 15 ysare.
Work was at the gore ¢f the Family Support Act. ¥Work has besn at
ths cora of the wolfars raforn waivers thias Aduinistration has
granted, inoluding innovative welfare-to-wark progranms in Orsyon, -
Iowa, and more than twe dogen othaxr States. To be succssaful,
walfnre rafoys nust ard,) danand, and snoourage awork.

Iaepxt &

Ws should uild toward s gysten that rsquirss pecple coming on to
walfare from the first day

Ansort D

It expsots nothing of vecipients for the first two years, and
pro;idms aothing to raward States for success in moving them to
wark.

AnARXE 2

We understand that the legislation imcludss a deeply troubling
vosbination of cuts in cxeh bansfita for aniloren, inoluding

Annsxt F

¥e understand that the chaijrman‘g park vigely continues adeguato
funding for fostasr cara and. adoption assistancs pensrits, due to
growing caseloads. Wa ajao undarstand that the mark recognixes
aatractl{ that Padaxsl ovarsight is important for snsuring that
bagle child proteotionst are provided, Howevar,

[N SRR 4: 14 FiTd - C HAEPIS ¢ G6~BZ~0 1 L20L JOTCUTEIEL X0d0X:AE [NZS



Inngzt 4 (stand-zlona paragraph)
Real wolfare raferz anpuld include:

o Incantives to rovard states for moving pecpla frox welfare
to work., not cutting thee off;

¢ Work requirements for rooipients and the child care pecple
need Lo go TO work and stay off welfare;

¢ Protections for States in the aveni of population growth,.
disaagtor, or esonountiy downturn, and requirements and
inzantives to maintain thelr stake in welfars reform; and

o Tha toughost posuible ohild euppert enforcament.

Katat Plesge add the OMB pollsrplate language ase the last or
geoond to lust paragraph: The Offica of Hanagemant and
Budget advides that thera is no objection to the
transmittal of this report td Comnyress.
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May 24, 1995
Bruce,

Melissa sent back a note from the Hill -- she asks that the views letter inclnde 2 sentences on
“incentives for states o cut people off —~ i.e,, if people hit a time limit, there’s no need for states
1o spend money on work and child care.” She [eels this is 8 better argument than incentives o
out beneﬁts, I’'ve relayed this to David, and he’s going to Iy to put it in.

 haven’t seen a final draft of the letter - 3o 've tried to write these on our themes as much as .
possible, Please let me know if anything has changed --

Thaoks,

Amy
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9e Bonorsdle Bob Faskwood
washington, b»_f:, 20515 .

Doar M. Chalyman:

Thio letter expresses the Msinistration’s views on LOm
choairman's wark for welfars rofors leglalation wnder
cvusnldsration by the Bunate Comnittes on Flasnoe.

walfare yrefors is & top priority for this Adsinistration and for
all Americamm, without regard to party. In tha last tvwo ysmw,
this Mainistrotion has put the coantry on €lw road to rmal
wa)fare xelfcrm that work, paraontal respensibllity,

, whate flexibility and protsotion of children. In 15%3,
Congrags passed Aoministration's economic plan, cubting taxes
for 13 milifon working Amerioans and rewardod vork over welfare,
In 19956 we collected a Yeoord lavel of child support—$ip
tillien. 1In the pest two ysars, the adninistration has grantad
walvers to 29 states, ao that over half the country is now
earzrying out signiricant welfare reforn dahonstratitss that

prouste work responmibiiity.

last yosr, the Fresident sulmitted a bold we)fare reform bill,
the work and Xeeponsibilicy Act of ze9¢. It included sacicus
work reguirapenty medo roal by opportunities for jod placsment,
oducatlon, training, ohild cars mid suppotts to working le.
it mimdammmotmmmmtommpc{

ibility and reducse toen g it increassd atate
£iaxibility without sacrifieing aim ederal or astate
rasponsibil ity for perrolipance. LT saintalned a basic struviwe
of protections for children,

The Muinlatration has to xakxe velfare vefora a bipartisan
isave. We atill bellave t it oan and BUSt be. The Cha 's
mark im x to inolude impartant child mforoement
PRAGUTED Muninistration rogght for In Bouse, ¥Vhich woula
porw than dcuble ohild support collegtions over the next five
ymars . Moroever, it wisely atmndons goawe ivited pruvisions
the administrestion vppossd in the Houwe passed bili, such as the
denial of benefits to children of yoww waed aothers. It is

wrong to punisk children for thelr rﬂt‘ﬁ alataxen, and the
fenate should rvasiszt suy effort %0 69,

But, the Chairsantsc marx still does not offer the kimd of real

velfaro reforn that Asericans in both parties expect. It fs not

sericus sbout moving e from walfare to work. It poses

weriouds dangorg Lo Ydrars. . It ontornines the foderal .

partnarahip and fails to meet the federal goverTment's cb&igatim
1 s

B
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to onsure IccoUNtAdility and rosults.

neal Work Reguirssents

mm }.Muxzmam@:mmwmwnm
w&tmwm The Aduinistration Lelieves thar anyone wne can
work should ¢go to work as gquickly as possible. ¥ros the firet day
SIONG somaw OBte welfare, hs of shae shouid Mo reguived to
paxtici ix fod wearch, jod ; maxesrion or training
nove off weifare and & Sob yuickly. The
Mxiniatxaticn alsce balievas that those whie are not will to
vork should be removed from the rolis, 7Those who sxe will to
work should beve the ospportunitics and the suppmts they peed to

meWMamLctirstmdfwwmmwmm
systen suwt provide work-base inoentives for statan, casewoeXers,
and welfors recipiants themselvesx. States wst havs the
necespary resources for child care, treining, and work in ordm:
to got the Job done. Stats hursancracies should be rewarded for
gatving $ Lo vork m- Zox wWork -~ o for cutting
people from the rolls. muest sign oml
yerpangibilicy W, mm toward Wk snd galte
sufficiency from the very f£irst day. Tims limite must zake closy
to welfare recipients and casevorkern that welfare is 2
transitional systen.

The Chairman’s sark does little or nothing to move people frop
waltare to work. mwx mmzmmambiyuﬁm
Family W Act signed t Ronald Reagan 10 1985,
repcves any real responsibil :.ty oY atats vellfore syatess o

providge job plwmnto mcatiun, training, ohild care and other
IPPorts o move recip from welfars t¢ work. ANG Iv
mmm&;&w&manmmﬁ» ﬁminqthb
funding available for work prograns and fox

ualfare vefors moans giving states the inventives and resources .
to pove peopie from welfare tv work, ,

mummimmmmmmmmx,mnm

1 threa federal prograus that provide direct child
mm mrwmm«e,mmm It would not

siininate the ohild care progran for w&mmwrx:ﬂr
2’&& 1iss who, without such mmm, tm falling onto Are,
kut aloo sifmipetes child cere for fmmi ¢ making the Sransition
Srom welfare 56 work. Moyeover, it provides nd sssurspce of
eniid oare for recipientz Mi&:iw&: ing in siucation & training
activities - aven if &« state thax to puate in
mmmiwmirgrmzmm oare pPEODIE On
welfara need $o go to work, and working people noed to stay off
walfove in the £ 2 pzm
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vmmmmmmmmmmm
mmm&mm WRFLY, NEED P0G SAY SCRETHING ABOUT
me&m .

Pareastel Besponeidiiity

Tho Temmoreibitity and ancomere the: rroIvEREt e D CoTnize
raspotsibll i ancourage ot

in thelx uhiwogu lives. Tho Maintatration considers chiila
Wmim&?%m a}.pnrtafmm:zﬂm,
Particulscly because ooy » WOBERGw p
mm the responaibility of both parents to to suppars chaie T 1®

mm sntorcessnt is 8 orucisl part of welfare rafors,
t wuneE a2 strong p‘r&mel Yog poople about the
mmmzityafm to the e they ring into
the world. If wetre going to denand responpibllicy of wothors,
we should desand rummutr of fathors t:w shans
welfare pefoxre shoild loclude mossures desiged to identify thoce
mmmmmy;fmmzmtmmmm:w
minbarm:anmmtcawuwmh‘ 13 support; spesd uy
paywents; and invoke tough penalties, 1 Grivers liicenrse
Wﬁm; Tor monpayment. _

¥R are deaply coorerned tat reounct Congreesicual buadget
mutws:.a tod‘uxg.umsml zgaagaimmiid
mmwlmim or 6Dy LONeY oo or

recaiving AFDC in order to collect $31 hiilton per yeur in Toes.
mio Is soney collocied froa nop-cuatodisd and It rightly
belongs to thelr childran. one billion doliars from
children with ousxtodial parents pave succesdsd in stayloy wil
of valfare is unfair and countsyproductive. It iu Little sore
than £ tax ob thoss castodial snd non-custodial Lt who are
playing by the rulss and xeeting their responsidiiities.

rrotaetion of Ohildrsn

mmmmmitmimtmmmmem
productive adults ~ oot hardar. Yeenags patoents should wt be
dunied caah assistenca -~ lnstesd, Belp zhould be conditionmd on

thair ataying at school, izvim at home, and m&:yw theix

shild's fathar, children should be assured basic
Frotections wheroweyr tiva. Gchouol lunches, vYood m s

asgistancs to abused, Jdisabled and neglected ohildren
be oclaghed under the gulse of “welifare regfarm.” :

The Mwinistretion is W that the isgislation
puts many ohildran at r of garicas » thxough ics

3

Q7
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draconian guts in the 5B ror ohildren, fts requireserm
of an arbitrary benafit aftax Live ysars of walfars
recaipt, and its iIncentives for states to out benefits, dany
aligibility and curtsil sarvices.

sowo of the sbhildeen affectod by walifara seforn wall cone
into & system of ohild protection services that 1s ajrendy
sariously overburdened and that is failing to provide the nost
essential servioss. The mmod legislation exacerbates the
problens of ap alroady troub ehi 18 welfaye By catting
the tor dhild welfare sarvioes $x Billion, by liaiting
the abllity «f the otatios to acuuss fund for pro-p

lacapant
seyvices, preventi 'MW'W' lamiog apd
staf? m&iim; arr by gomoctially el bt irvy !ﬁgtral onplyr s Sght,
of state systams thot are alresdy functioning poorly.

True State Plexidility

The Mdalnistration the srestivity aml responsivonass of
atates, and REs aped state welfare xoforas teilored to
unigue cirgupstances and nesds, BSationhal welfore refors ghould
axpand opportunities for state flexibility. True wlfare refors
agotablishing & ssticoal framework and providiag
vep o states to ixprove thelir pertormsancve.

Ak kR

L™

"y Pt

e

We will not achieve real welfaze reform or tige state flexibility

uwa 1y gives the states zore rurdens mnd leay woney
aryd falls %o ngmmmmmtymmumm.’

m wm% ”m Wﬁ%&&m p £ W?‘ lm
Ls ot 2 o &
MMWM:WM&MWWW#W
dovnturn, population growth or redictable eserganciss.
&rmmmm@‘gmum,n a
danpgur that pany geowing or econcsically distressed wiil
pot bs sble to weet the nesda of their pedple, and will be znadble
to provide the child care and othey neCRSBArY LD mOYR
recipients into work. %The criticsl role that the curvent
structure plays in providing econcsic stability will be Joet.

The Miministration le¢ also wery conoarned that tha gzw
legisiation containe no tmrm or incentives for the states
to ssintain thelr own for cauh assistance, onilo ¢Gre ang

for wak. Yhore is 2 sarious danger that stabes will
e e ey cthae staten by ceeting el tgintiiey, =

Eas ] ¥ ; ’

benelita, mod sssistance o working fanities., welfare reforx is
ajmmmnwm:mumtmmm.
%o pwe it to our chil to onaure that welrare rarore provides

tien and protocta ohildren in all the states.
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In shart, vhile the Chalroan's park mummmm

‘of weiféro--wvorX, parental Wihixgty, m state flexipilicy

and the mctm of children--that the Adainigtyation and the
Aworican pecpla share, tdwe spaaific 1 intion nigses the Bark
iammlm. It does not 'mchnamw

other supports thot would sake work expectations veal.
provides peither the cushiots nor the expectations that mm
Mmemimtm xtputl!iﬁimefmmm
risk of sariocus karws.

thnltnaniwmwmtnrﬁmtmmﬁmm
mtual goals in far nors coxnstructive and sccountable ways. Tha
Aainistration reiteratss its commitment to serictis welfare
valorn ;gg ivs doemire to woxk cooperatively with Congresc to
MU. : 3

gincarely,

Donis ¥ Shalala
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i o . Oftice of the Aswistant Secrmary
DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES tor Lagiststion
weanmingion, 0O, 20201
W o AW

TO: MARY IO BANE 4014678
DAVID ELLWOOD ’ 690-7383

. BRUCE REFD 456.5557

CARQOL RASCO 456-2878

EMILY BROMBERG 401-4678

ANN ROSEWATER - 4U1-4678

WENDELL PRIMUS 690-6562

SUSAN BROPHY 456-6220

PAUL CAREY 456-2604

JANET MURGUIA 456.6231

KEN APTEL : 395-5730

JEREMY BEN-AMI 456-7028

AVIS LAVELLE 690-5673

MELISSA SKOLFIELD 690-5673

JOHN MONAHAN ) 690-5672

FROM:  HHS/ASL STAFF (Jim Hickman 690-7627) .
DATE:  May 30, 1995
PAGES: 3 (inéluding cover)

SUBJECT:  Letter from Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-TX) and 29 Sunbelt Senmators
cciticizing the allocation formuls in the Yackwood mark.
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KAY BALEY MUTCHIBUN ) GOSN
TERAS ARALED SEPNCR
SMALL, ERISTNZES,
CXNMMERLE, SCENCE

PWnited Binces Domale T -

" WASHINGTEN, DE 205104504

M¥ay A3, 1955

The Homorable Robert Pascicowood

Chajixrman '

Senate Commnittee on Pinance ’

washington, D.C. 26510 ) ' '

The Hongrable Daniel fatrick Noynihean
Ranking Minority ¥ember

Senats Sommittes on Mnance
Washiagton, H.C. 20510

Dany Bob and Pat

hs The Pinance Committee begines mark-up of long overdue
wolfmre raforn legielation, we oall youy attentiss Ta a very
serious f£layw in the Hlock grant allocation sgaeme included in H.K.
4, the House of Representatives welfare reform logisiation.

We area conterned because the Houge allocarion formala
essoutially Zreezes funding for a five year period, snd makes only
token allowance for the substantial population groweh projected for
"our ptaves. If thisx gpproach were to be writien inta law, thers
would be gsevere bBudget and hurmar corsequences in our states,

™He encloped material from tho Sunbelt Institute depicts how
H.R. 4 would panalize high-growth etates. Bleck grent funding
would be locked in, in spite of rapidly changing patterms of need.
Thio digsonance bebtween nesd and funding would produce devastating
results over a £ive year pexiod.

We urnge you and youy Finance Committes onlisagues tn consider
gltearnative apportiondent approaches whick wonld assure fair
treaatmont Loxr highegrowth gtates. We  rocoewend adoption of a
funding formula that factors in population growth, =3 wall =s
creation of a reserye fund Lo be allocsted to high-growed states
during the initial five year bhlock grant pericd.

we Appreciate your attention o thisg important marear oF
gpilicy and feirness. . _

S

THL Srrim .

sinecraly,



http:P9J)ulatl.on
http:le.giCtlat:i.on

" MAY-30-1995 15748 FROM , 10 REED  P.g34R3

T Baos




1D:202~395-6148 MAY 22795

7:25 No.0l3 P.O!

EXECUTIVE OFFICE GF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
Washington, D.C, 206030001

§122/98
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM

LRM NO: 1412
FILE NO: 15

Total Page{s}): ‘7

0!
FROM:

OMB CONTACT:

SUBJECT:

DEADLINE:

Lagisiative Liaison Officer « Ses Distribution Halow:
Janet FORSGREN tfor) (1 Yiitoss )
Assistant Director for Legislative Reference

Chris MUSTAIN  395.3623
Legisiative Assistant's line (for sitnple responses);  388-7282

URGENT

HHE Proposed Report on Senate Finance Comimnittes's Proposed Walfare Reform Legisistion

11:00 am Tuesday, May 23,1985

n accordance wilh OMB Clroular A-13, OMB reguests the vioves oF your sgenty on the above subject before
advising on its relationship {o the program of the President,

Ploass advise us if this item will affect direct spending or recalpts tor purposas of the
“Pay-As-You-Go* provisions of Title Xl of the Omnibus Budget Reconclliation Act of 1890,

COMMENTS: The Senate Finance Commiites Is scheduled 1o mark up welfare reform Jegistation on

DISTRIBUTION LIST:

AGENCIES:

Wadnasday, May 24th. The Dl has not yet basn htroduced.

312-AGRICULTURE - Marvin Shapiro - (202) 720-1518
207-EQUCATION - John Kristy - (202} 401-8313

330.LABOR - Robert A. Shaplro - (202} 219-8203

420-Nationa! Econornig Souncll - Sonyia Matthows - (202) 458-2174
S$45.80cial Securlty Administration - Judy Chesser - {202) 482-7148
228-TREASURY « Richard 8. Carro - (202) 622-1148

URGENT

EOF;

Ken Apfel

{3oug Steiger
Barry While

Keith Fordenst ()
Carole Kiiy

Lisa Fairhall
Uhuck Konigsberrg
Bruce Reed
Disna Forluna
Jeremy Ben-Ami
Bavid Lovine

Pat Griffin

Jirm dhre

Janet Forsgran
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RESPONSE YO LRM NO: 1412
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM FILE NO: 15

it ymtx rasponss 1o this roquast for views is simple {e.q., conturino commaent), wa profor that you raspond by s-mall o¢
by faxing us this rasponse shael

i the response Is simple and vou prefer io osll, piaase call the branch-wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line}
to leave & messege with a legisiative assistant.

Youl may alss respond by

(1) ealting the snalystatiorney's dlroct line {you will be connected ta voice mail if the analyst does not answer); or
(2} sending us a mema or lattar,

Pleasa Includa the LRM number showit abova, and the subjact shown belgw,
TO: Chris MUSTAIN  3535-2823
Ltfice of Managemend and Budgst

Fax Number: 395-8148
Branch-Wide Une o reach legisiative assistanty 395-7362

FROM: {Dste)

{Name}

{Apency)

(Telephona)

SUBJECT: HHS Proposed Report on Sonala Finante Commiltee's Propasad Welfare Reform Legisiation

The foliowing i the responss of our agency {o your regquest for views on the above-captioned subjach:

Loncu

No Objection
No Comment

See proposed £difs on pages

Other:

EERR

FAX RETURN of pages, attached 1o this reésponse sheel
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tne Honorable Bob Packwood
thairman, Senate FPinance Committes
Unitod Statas Sanata ' DRA’FT
Washington, D.C, 20815

Doar Mr. Chairman:

This letter exprouwes the Administration’s vievs on the
Cheirnants mark for welfare refors legislation under
consideration by the tonate Conmlttes on Finance.

Welfare reforz is 3 tup priovity for thic Administration and for
all Amoricans, without regard to party. In the last two yeurs,
this Mainistration hins put the countyy on the road to real
walfare reform that syphasises work, parental responsibiliecy,

. state Zlexibility and tho protaction of children. In 13933,
Congress passed the Adminigtration’'s aconomic plan, cutting taxes
for 1% million working Amaricans and rewarded work over welfare.
In 1994 we colleated a record lsvel of child support--$i0
billlion. In the past two ysara, the adnministration has granted
wvaivers to 29 states, so that ovaer half the country is now
carrying out significant welfare reform demonstrations that
promote work and rasponaibility.

Last year, the President submitted a bold welfars raform bill,
the Work and nsnpcnsibilin{ ACt OF 1¥34. It inciludsd saricus
vork requirements wede real by opportunities for job placasent,
education, training, ohild care and supposrts to working peopie.
It included a stringent set of provisions to ensure parental
raspongibility and redude teen pregnancy. It increasesd atate
tlaxihilit¥ without sacrificing elthar foderal or state
roxponeibilivy Lor peritethance. it maintalned 8 paslc wlruvlue
of protsctions for children, :

The Administration has gought to maxe welfare refors a i isan
{sgue. We $till beliove that it can and must be., The Chairman's
gark is right 2¢ include important child s rt enforaanent
neasures Aduninietration fougnt for in the House, winich would
wmore than double child support collections over the naxt five
ysars. Morsover, it wisely sbandons some mean-spirited provisions
the A&miniﬁtt&tia& pppossd in the House pagsed bill, such as the
denial of benofits to children of young unved mothers. It is

wrong to punish ¢hildren for thair parent's aistakes, and the
Sunate showld resist any effort to do seo.

But, the Chailrman's mark still does not offar the kind of real
velfare reofors that Amaricans in both parties expedt. It is not
serious about moving ple from welfare to work. It poses
gerious dangers to children. It undermines the foderal-gtate
partnership and falls to maet the federal government's obligution

1
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to ensurs accountadility and results,

Eonl Work BRegquirements

The usntral goal of welfsroe reforn sudt be Boving paople from
walfare to work. The Adpinietration beliaves that anyona who can
work should go to vork an guickiy as possibla. Prow tha firwt day
sonGene Comes onte welfare, he or she should be reguired to
paxticipste in job search, jod gzncement, sducation or training
naodod to move off walfare and into a 3ob quickly. The
Administration alno believes that these who are not willimy ta
vork should be removed fxom the rolis, Those ¥ho are willing to
work should have the opportunitios and the supports they need to
work.

Real valfare reform io first and foremost about work ~~ and the
systes puest provide workebase incentives for statoes, ossewvorkers,
and walfeare recipients thessolves. SHtates muet have the
necessary rasvurces for child care, training, snd work in order
to get the 4ob done. State bureaucracies should be revarded for
gatting patple Lo work or propare for work —— not for cutting
people from the rolla. Recipients nust sign personal
rospongibilivy agresments, and move tovard work ard zelf-
sufficiency from the very first day. Tize limits must make clear
to weifare recipients and casavorkers that welfare is a
transitional system.

The Chalrsan's park dees little or nothing to meve people fronm
welfare to work. The proposed legisliation repsals the bipaxtisan
Fanlly Support Act signed by President Ronsld Reagan in 1988, It
rapoves any real rasporslbility of state welfare systeas to
provide job placexente, vducation, training, child cere and other
gupparta to move recipiﬁutz from welfars to wWork. And it
undarcuts the ability of the states to do g0 reducing the
funding available for work prograns and for child ¢ere. Real
welfare rafcre weangs giving states the incentives and resources .
o pove peopie from welfare to work. ’ :

Daspita the oritical link between ¢hild care and work, your kiil
would repeal threa faderal programs that provide direct chilg
care assistance for more than 640,000 ¢hildren. It would not
only eliminate the chilad cars zrnqran foxr low income worki
farilies who, without such assletance, risk faliing onte welfara,
but aloc aliminates child care for families making the transition
from welfare to work. MNoreovar, it provides no assurancs of
anila cars for recipionte participating {n education or training
activitiens ~ aven i u atate requires thea to jeipate in
opdar to raveive thelr grant. It cuts tha ohlld oare people on
veltare need to to work, and wvorking people neead to gtay off
walfare in the fliret place.
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IF THE BILL INCLUDES THE NOUSE PROVIEION ABOUT COUNTING FEOVLE AS
WOREING WHO LEAVE THRE ROLLS, WE'LL NRED TO SAY SOMETHYING ABOUT
THAT IN THRIS SECTION. :

Paxental Reasponsidility

The AMdministration believos that welfare roforr shouid recognize
the reaponsibility and sncourage the invelvement of doth parsihts
in thelr children’s lives. The Muainigtration considers snila
suppert enforcement to be an Iintegral part of welfars rsform,
varticularly becaeuas it sends & strong posesgs to young people
ahggt the rosponsibility of both parents to suppozrt their
ohildcen .

Child support enforcement is a ¢rucial part of welfare refors,
becaugs it sands a stronyg aignnl to youny people about the
.responalbility of both parents to the childran they bring into
the world, If we're going to danand responeibility of mothere,
we should demand responsibility of fathers too. 7That means
weitara reforpe should include massures designed to identiry there
father in every case; find delinquent parents whe move Irom fodb
to Job or stats to state to avoid paylng child supports apeed up
payments; and fnvoke tough penalties, like drivers licenge
vevosstion, for nonpayment, - ‘

¥o are deeply concorned that recent Congressionsl ludget reports
cail for states to charge a 158 percentage fase againet child
gupport collections for any money collected for parents not
recsiving APDC in order to collsct $1 billion per year in fees,
This iz mponey oollected from non-cuatodial pargnte and it rightly
pelongs to their children. Taking one billion dollars frox
children with custodial parents whe have ducceeded 1n stayliny vif
of walfare is unfalr and counterproductive. It iz little more
than a8 tax on those custodial and non-custodial parente who are
playing by the rules and meeting thelir responsibilities.

yrotection of ¢hiléram

Trus rafors should wake it eagier for poor children to grow inte
productive a2dults « mot harder. Teenage parents should not be
denied cash assistance - ingstead, help should be conditioned on
thair staying at school, living at home, and identitying their
ohild's father. Needy children should be assured basic
protectiona wheraver they live, Scho¢l lunches, Food B 8, and
susigrance to abused, dimabled and neglectod ohildren should not
be nlashed under tho guise of *welifara reform.”

The Administration {v concernsd that the propoped legislation
puts many children at risk of serious hardship, through ixs
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dragonian guts in the B81 program for childran, 1ts regquirement
of an arbitrary banafit cutoff after five years of walfare
receipt, and {ts incentives for states to out benefits, dany
oligibility and curtail sarvices,

Somo of the ghildren affectad by walfare raforr ¢ould well cone
into a syatew of child protection services that is already
saricusly overburdenad and that is falling to provida the most
sasential services. The propesed legislation exacerbates the
problems of an alrsady troubled child welfare syster by cuttling
the funding for ¢hild walfare services $x billion, by liaiting
the akility of the ctaten t¢ Access fund for pra-placapant
sorvices, prevention, case managemeny, fntaanenay planning ang
stafs training, and by ecoantially sliminsting fedaral overmight
of state systems that are alrsady functioning poorly.

Eruw dtate Flexibility

The Adzinlstretion applauds the orcativity and rasponsivensss of
states, and has sncouraged state welfarxe reforms taliored to
unigue cirouastances and needs. XNatlional welfare reform should
axpand opportunities for state flexibllity. True velfare reform
requiras estadlishing a« patlonal framework and providing
resources and incentives o states to improve thair performsnce.
®We will not achieve real welface reforw or true state flexibility
i¢ Corgress siuply gives tha states mors burdens and loce money,
and falils 20 nake work and reaponelbllity the law of the land.

The Adsinistration ig concernad that the {fixed blouk grant in tho
proposed legislation nakes inadeguats allowances for potential
growth in the need for cash assistance becauss of scenoxic
downturn, population growth or unpredictable esergencies. By
failing to rospond to the changing nesds or wtates, it poses =
danger that pany growing or economically distressed states will
not bs able t¢ mest the nesds of their psopla, amd will be unable
e groviﬁa the child care and cther supports necessary to move
recipieants into work., The critical role that the curxant
structure plays in providing economic stabllity will be lost.

The Administration is also very oconcarned that the proposed
legislation contains no reguirements or incentives for the states
to maintain their own funding for cash assistance, ohlld care ana
supports for work., There le a ssrious danger that states will
*race to the hotton® In an attaspt to save state dollars or to
doter migrants from other states, by cutting eligivility,
bonsfits, and assistance to working familieg, Welfare reform is
a joint responsibility of the federal governpent and the states.
We ows it to our childran to ansure that wsllare reform provides
opportunities and protects children in all the states.
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In short, while the Chalrman's mark sspouses goals £4r the reforn
‘of welfare~wwork, parental responsibility, true atate flexibility
and the protection of children--that the Adoinistration and the
Amorican people share, the specific legiglation nisses the marx
in fundamental ways. It doee not provids the child carc and
othar supports that would aske work expectations real. It
provides neither the cushions nor the expectations that states
need to bring about real roform. Xt pute milliens of shildren at
risk of serious harm.

There are alturnative approaches to rofora that achlieve our
matual goals in far more oonetructive and accountable ways. The
Aministration reiterates ite conmitment to serisus welrars
refors and its desiyre to work cooperatively with Congresss to
achieve it.

sincaralf,

Donna E, Shalals



