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[add-ons to capstone SUlIl.TIU!IY] 

A. More families may have ta make do with less food on the table, ifStates spend food stamp 
block grant funds elsewhere. Ymally, House and Senate Republican plans to date CUt low-income 
programs too deeply, compromising their ability to serve the needy. 

[pan1!l!1IPb on overall cutS being too high-Insert in section on Proteering the Vulnerable1 

. B. RJoduced spending for low income programs is pOSSIble while still protecting the most 
vulnerable. The Administration proposed $38 billion in carefully tailored cutS for certain we1ll!re 
programs. But the magnitude of the cuts being considered by the Congress-between $100 billion i.1.­
and $120 billion over seven years-compromises the ability ofthese programs to serve vulnerable>-~~ 
'low>in"-"lIle:gWips. This is exacerbated by the absence ofmaintenance of effort requirements on ' 
States. It'iSnot realistic to ""peGt Stales, to make up for the reduced Federal spending from their M1> 
own revenues. Many will ultimately pass on the drastic cuts to~ and funilles, who will ~ 
endure liuther benefit cutS or even losses in benefit eligibility. lA J 
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DRAFT 	 August I. 1995 
(Senate) 

Senate Welfare Reform Bill 
(Dol. (R) KS) 

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and effective welfare refonn that 
promotes the basic values ofwork and responsibility, Last year, the President proposed a 
sweeping welfare refoon packa e that would: establish tough work requirements while providing 
opportunities for .. trat . 0 working people; impose tough child 
support enforcement measures; require teen mothers to live at home. stay in school. and identify 
their child's father; increase State flexibility and accountability; and provide basic protections for 

Se.. children. "l'lIesc me stilfi!ie President" 8oM,.• ~, _. ".1 \0 "-- r-'.t.... ~""",,] 
".h eM ••" ';JI. (,It- ...-( ....~~~O ~~-~~i.~~~....~"'~_~II~'n~.~~~.~h:""'~'i:E~~:.~~·!~~~L;; lW.­
~ .. '-"if over its House 
O<',~~ ~ for child protective services, and omits the restrictions on 
~\..C$€ assistance mothers, as as they remain in supervised settings. l:1y incorporating
&P!"'" legislation on job training and child care, it attempts to use two key elements of the President's 
ik "". goals, but in deeply flawed and, in the end. superficial ways;:J 

~ t.-~~ ....,)..1.'" ",~~.(J.\,.~.~ \I-~",-\ oC-wQ., "\,..:.\.,,, ..."." i"'<l (...... W,......k. 

The Dole plan IS faulty because it does not provide the child care and training resources to move c· h.' ... 


people from welfare to work; the block grant structure cannot give the added assistance needed Pz.:.~~ 

during economic downturns; States are not required to maintain current levels ofeffort and thus ~""' .g:.' 

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 ofa Food Stamps block grant. 

House and Senate Republican plans to date cut between 5100 billion and $120 billion over seven 

years from low~income programs. The welfare 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 fOffil. 


Movine People from Welfare to Work 

There is a bipartisan consensus that the central goal ofwelfure refonn must be work. Work has 
always been at the heart of the President's approach to welfare reform over tbe last fifteen years, 
and work was at the core ofme Family Support Act. Work undergirds the welfure reform 
waivers this Administration has granted. including innovative welfare-to-work programs in 
Oregon, Iowa 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 reSOurces for chiJd care, 
training and work, State bureaucracies should be rewarded for getting peopie to work or 
prepared ror work--no! for cutting people from the rolls. Unlike the legislation pr9J)osed by the 
Administration last year. howey.er..J.b.e.-..kYrrent Senate bill would not end welfare as we know it by 
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moving people from welfare 10 work. We understand Senator Dole's welfare refoon bill is 
combined with S. 143, Senator Kassebaum's bilt to consolidate more than 90 vocational trruning 
programs. White the Administration supports the goals of S. 143, we have serious concems . 
about a number ofprovisions tn 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, IfS. 143 
were adopted, the federal government could not assure taxpayers that States spent federal funds 
to achieve the national goals ofimproving skills ofworkers" facilitating the transition from school 
to work, and helping severely disadvantaged people return to the education and work mainstream, 

S. 143 lacks sufficient authorization of appropriations for the consolidated programs. The 
President's FY 19% budget proposes to increase funding fortraining 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 oftrus legislative merger means billions less for jobs for people 
on welfare and billions less to keep people otfwelfare and at work. 

S. 143 authorizes, but does not require, the use ofskill granls for adult training. In the 
President's proposed 0.1. Bill for America's Workers, skill grants would put training resources 
directly in the hands ofdislocated workers and Jow income adults so that they can. make informed 
training choices. Among the other concerns about S. 143 are the biU's failure to target resources 
on the most disadvantaged; devolving the successful Job Corps program to the States; the 
elimination of the Summer Jobs program: and the complex new bureaucracy created by the 
unwieldy federal governance structure. 

By including the Child Care and Development Block grant (CCDBG). the Dole proposal purpons 
to fill the critical role ofchild care in getting family heads hack to work, It fails to do this. Child 
care needs for welfare recipients are far in excess ofCCDBG, Adding CCDBG to the legislation 
bas no practical benefit. 

Welfare refonn should provide incentives and resources ·that reward States for putting more 
people to work. not for cutting 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 
to work. 

ProtccHng Children and States 

The Senate bill huns children and States. 

o 	 In contrast to the funding mechanisms now in place, funding for temp~rary assistance to 
needy families under the Dole bill would not adjust adequately to cushion the impact of 
unemployment and economic stagnation. States in recession win 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 grov.'th, However. there is no 
guarantee that the finite amount that such States receive will be adequate. And if there is 
population growth in a majority ofStates, each wilJ get a diminished share of the fixed 
dollars. This is completely inadequale. 

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" to save State 
dollars or to deter migrants from other States. Many States could be expected to 
withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large nu-mbers of current recipients from the 
rolls, and avoid the invest~ents needed to help people become self~sufficient" 

o 	 We are unaware of provisions in the Dole bill that affect SSI. To the extent that the Dole 
bill draws on the Senate Finance bill, however, the Administration is concerned that the 
laller would deny Supplemenlal Security Income (SSI) benefits to mar. Ihan 350.000 
disabled children over Ibe next five years. In addition. the bill includes a mandalory five­
year cut off of temporary assistance benefits for needy families without regard to their 
circumstances, There is no protection for children when their parents are unabJe to work 
due to illness, disabilily, Ibe need to care for a disabled child, or high local unemployment. 

Presen'ing the He~)th and Nutrition ofAduits and Children 

The Administration understands that the Senate is likely to consider as an amendment, S. 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 signJficant and measurable improvements in 
nutrition and health. However, the Administr.ation is deeply concerned that the Senate will 
consider an amendment which would give States the option ofdismantling the federa1 Food 
Stamp program. A Food Stamps block grant is harmful for the same reasons an AFDC block 
gtant is a poor idea; a bad economy increases low~income households' need for food assistance 
while the funding level remains frozen If. as reported, the Dole bill sIIows States to shift: 25% of 
a food stamps block grant to other programs. nutrition assistance for needy families could decline 
even further. Senior administration offidals already have recommended 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 to the Food Stamp 
program and eligibility restrictions in S, 904. Under the bill, a substantial number of low·income 
Americans who are willing 10 work will lose their Food Siamp benefils because States are unable 
or unwilling to provide sufficient work and training opportunities. Rathcr,than promoting work, 
this approach simply opens a hole in the nutrition safety net. 

Provillirns Affeding Non~Citizens: 

Whjle the Administration 1s not aware of the specific provisions affecting immigrants in the Dole 
bill, we support fair treatment for legal immigranls. The Administration supports tightening 
sponsorship and eligibility rules for non--citizens and requiring sponsors of l,?gal 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 ofnew 
eligibility and deeming pro'\.'isions to current recipients, including the disabled who are exempted 
under current law. The Administration also is deeply concerned about the bill's application of 
deeming provisions to the Medicaid program. 

Daschle-Breaux~Miklllski Reform Proposal--ReaJ Welrare Reform 

The Senate has the chance to enact real welfare refonn. The Administration strongly supports the 
welfare refonn proposal offered by Senators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski. Unlike Senator 
Dole's plan and the House·passed H.K 4, this propos~ provides resources and incentives to 
move people to work. protects children, requires States to maintain their stake in helping their 
neediest citizens, and provides adequate adjustment me<:hanisms for economic downturns and 
population growth. The Administration urges the Congress to agree upon a bipartisan bill that 
addresses these critical elements ofreal welfare refoon. 

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring 

Senator Dole's proposal would reduce direct spending; therefore, it is subject to the pay-as:you­
go requirement of the Omnibus Budget Reronciliation Act of 1990. OMB's scoring estimate for 
this bill is under development. .. ... ­_ 



Comments on 8/1 Welfare Reform Draft SAP 

p, I, 1st graph, 2nd sentence: ""providing chlld carc tn working people" (drop "opportunities 
. for education. job training") 

p, I, 1st grapb, last sentence: Drop "These arc still the President's goals" 

p. 1~ 2nd graph: Insert new graph on porus record: "Over the past two and a half ycars~ 
the President has been fighting for these basic principles. His economic plan expanded the 

. earned income tax credit, which rewarded work over welfare and cut taxes for 15 rniHion 
working families. Last February, the President issued an Executive Order to crack down on 
federal employees who owe child support. The Administldtion has already approved welfare 
reform experiments in 32 states, and has pledged fast-track approval for similar 
demonstrations in states that want to toughen work requirements backed up with child care) 
time limit welfare and Cut off people who rcruse to work, require fathers to pay child support 
or go to work (0 payoff 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 peo.plc ·to 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 l so that when a recipient's welfare check goes down for refusing to work, the 
recipient's food stamp payment no longer goes up." 

p. C 2nd graph: Replace the current 2nd graph with the following: "The welfare refonn 
debate has come a long way in some key areas since Ihis Congress first took up the issue. 
Not so 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, 
requiring minor mothers to Hve at home and stay in schooL Earlier this year, some in 
Congress wanted to leave diild support enforcement out of the wcJfarc reform debate. Now 
there is a bipartisan consensus for the toughest possible child support enforcement, and both 
the welfare reform bill passed by the House and the Senate leadership suhstitute include every 
major child support enforcement provision from the President's bitL" 

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 rcal welfare reform, which is moving people from welfare to work. It docs 
not provide the child care which is essential to imposing,tough work requirements, it does not 
require states to uphold their responsibility to promote work by maintaining CUrrent levels of 
effort. and it gives states an incentive to cut people off, instead of rewarding states for their 
success 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 economic downturn. with no safeguards for children. The 
Administration supports real reform that saveS the laxpaycrs by moving people off welfare 
rolls and into work, not by simply sending Ihe welfare problem to the slates wilh more 
mandates and less money." [NOTE TO KEN: We need to talk about how best to say this 

. last point. 1 think it's awkward and imprecise 10 say we're for 38, thcy!rc for 100+; our real 



pojnt is these cuts are so deep they'll shift costs to states and hurt kids.] 

p. 1, last graph, lSI sentence: Replace with the following: "Welfare rofonn will only succeed 
if its central goal is work." 

p, I, last sentence: Replace "Unlike the Icglslalion proposed by the Admin last year" with 
"Unlike the Dascblc-Breaux-Mikulski substitute which Ihe Administration strongly supports" 

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

"The bHl in its curren! form will not succeed in moving people from welfare to work. 
To promnte work, the bill should be changed to: 

Provide incentives for states to maintain their stake in moving people from 
welfare to work. Ilnsert the 1st full graph from page 3.J 

Provide child care 10 move: PfYOp1S from welfare to work and 10 keep people 
from gOing On welfare in the first place, it makes nO sense to deny child care 
for people trying to leave welfare and for working people who are trying to 
stay off wctfare. Furthermore, by putting resourCeS for cash benefits, 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, Tne Administration recommends that 
employment and child care be funded separately from cash benefits, and that 
the bill be changed to ens'ure that people who can work go to work and have 
child Care ~w~en they do. 

Provide incentives th.it reward'Stales for putting ~ people to work. not for 
cutting (hem off. The current bm gives States an incentive to save money by 
throwing people off the rolls. To chllnge the culture of the welfare office, the 
bill should be changed to reward succc:ss instead of the stalus quo. The 
Administration supporlS a performance bonus that would focus the welfare 
bureaucracy and recipients on the ccntr'd,l goal of moving from welfare to work. 

Protect States and families in the event of economic downturn, §.Q that welfare 
reform doesn't shift ~ huge burden Q.!!!Q state and local taxpayers and States can 
afford 10 PJ:!! people to work instead of putting 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 adjust for increases in unemployment 
and popUlation,U] , 

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

p. 2, remaining graphS: Delete, 



p. 3, SSI: We should update this whetl"wc get the bill texL 

p. 3, Health and Nutrition. 1st 'grdph: 1st two sentenCCS OK. Change r~~t of graph to read: 
"However, the Administratiofl'is ~eeply concerned that the leadership substitute gives States 
the option of a Food "Stamp block grant, which would allow Sta.tcs to USc for their OWIl 

purposes money that should go for nutrition assistance to make sure working families and 
needy children have enough to cat. In addition, any State Ihal exercises such an option will 
sec its foOd assistance decline dramatically in Ihe cven.t of recession or population growl h." 
NOTE: We do not have a veto threat over a slate option food stamp block grant. 

p. 3, Health and Nutrition, 2nd g'raph: Delete "eligibility restrictions" in 1st sentence, Insert 
new 2nd sentence: "The Administration supports requiring Food Stamp recipients without 
cbildren to go to work or train for work in return for their assistance, But the currcnt bill 
does not provide Stares the resources to require work." 

p. 3. Health and Nutrition, new graph: Insert a new graph on our food stamp fraud 
provisions: "The Administration is decply troubled that the currcnl bin docs nothing to crack 
down on food stamp fraud. The Admimarntion has offered a comprehensive anti-fraud 
package that [expl.in what it does]. The current bill should by changed to include the 
Administration's tough measures to fight fraud." 

p, 3-4, Immigrants: Looks good, but update when we see thc bill 

p. 4, Daschlc bill: After the 2nd sentence, insert thc following from the President's statement 
today: "Instead of maintaining the current welfare systcm -- which underminc's our basic 
values of work, responsibility, and family -- this plan sends people to work so they can carn 
a paycheck, not a welfare check. Cnlike the Senate leadership substitute and tbe Housc- . 
pas..<;cd H.R. 4, this proposal 'provides the child care people need to move from welfare to 
work. and to enable them to stay off welfare in the first place; holds state bureaucracies 
accountable for real results, and rewards states for putting,pcopte to work. not just cutting 
people off; and saves money by moving people to work. not by shipping· the states morc 
problems and Jess money, The Administration urges the Congress 10 agree upon a bipartisan 
bUl that addresses these crilica1 clements of real welfare reform." 

• 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICB OF THE PRESIDENT 


OFFICB OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 
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aoa remarks below ~ 
YaOK: Chris Mustain DATE' Thu Jun 15, 1995 9:34am 
(202) 395-3923 fax 395-6148 

REIIlIRKS 

Attaohed is the latest version of the Senate Welfare Reform 
SAP, edited to reflect commants aqreed to between HHS and 
OPC. Pleasa review and provide any tinal oomments by 
2,)0 pm today. June 15th. Thank you. 

co: Jim Murr 
.lanGt Forsgre.n
Barry White 
Keith Fontenot 
Douq staig8r 

(7) 

Wendy Taylor 
Chuck Konigsberg
Lydia Muni. 
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DRAFT 
JUne 15,. 1.995 
(s..nate) 

B,I, 4 - r~m1ly pelf-suffi~19noy Aot 
(P~ckvoo4 (I) OR) 

Tha 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 Gweepinq 
welfare reform package that embodiea these values. The 
President's proposal would: e$tablisb tou9h ~ork requirements
while providing opportunities for education, job training, and 
child oare to working people; impose tough child support
enforcement measures; require teen mothers to live at home, stay 
in school, and identify their child's father; increase State 
flaxibi11ty and aocountability; and provida basic protections for 
children. 

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Administration has 
emphasized the basic values or work and responsibility. The 
Presidontts economic plan expanded the earned income tax credit, 
which out taxes for 15 million workinq families, to reward work 
over wQlfarQ~ Last February, the President issued an Executive 
Order to crack down on Federal employees and military personnel 
who owe delinquent child support. In the past two years, the 
Administration has granted waivers trom Federal welfare r~les to 
29 States to try innovative ways to promote work and 
respon$ibility. The Adm1ni$tration remains committed to workin9 
with the Congress in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform 
lGlllislation this year. J.n ~.f

$.fr 
The Senate version of H.R. 4 1s somewhat improved over it ouse 
counterpart. The Senate bill includes tough child sort 
enforcement provisions proposed by the Presiden aintains I~~
funding tor child protective services, and 0 ' s some prov
from the House bill that would be very h ful to child 
Administration, nevertheless, QPP&&eG e Senate bill ecause 
still falls far short of the basic goals and values that most 
Americans want welfare reform to promote. !t fails to reform 
welfare by moving people from welfare to work, it puts states and 
children at risk of serious hardship, and it could ~mpair the 
health and "abtl' of familie" amI children . ....If;. .. " ..," j-/;/r I' .1 L

11..< Ac,£,.,,;. ~ .;d,,,,, HIP"" .......T 

Moving i9091e from Welfare to worl; :;;:;::,:p:;J~~il~..) 
There is a hi-partisan consensus that the central goal of welfare 
reform must be work. Unlike the Itgislation proposed by the 
Administration last year, however, the current Senate bill would 
02t end welfare as we know it by moving people from welfare to 
~. The bill provides neither the resources nor the incentivQs 
for states to move welfare reoipients into the workforceM The 
congressional Budget Office (CaO) ostimates that the work 
requirements in this bill would cost states roughly $10 billion 
in the year 2000 alone. CBO has suggosted that without 
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additional resources for work and child oare, only a handful of 
states -- perhaps six would be able to mAst the bill's ....ork 
requirements. 

In faet, H~R. 4 would rapeal three child care programs that now 
serve mora than 640,000 ohildren~ It makes no S9nse to cut child 
care tor people tryln9 to leave welfare and for workinq people
who are tryinq to stay oft welfare in the first place. 
Furthermore, 'by puttin9 resources for cash benefits, child care, 
an~ employment assistance into one block grant, the bill provides 
no quarantee that States will put any money into work programs 
and child care that move people oft welfare. The Administration 
strongly recommends that employment and child care be funded 
separately from cash benefits. 

lL.R~ 4 should provide inceJltives ~n.d resources tltat reward States 
for putting mora people tg work, Dot tor cutting them off. 
People who can work must 90 to work, and they must have child 
care when they do. The current bill gives states an incentiv$ to 
save money by throwing people off the rolls. To change the 
culture of the welfare office, the bill must reward success 
instead ot the status quo. Tho Administration supports a 
performance bonus that would foc~s tho welfare bureaucracy and 
recipients on moving from welfare to work~ 

Protecting ehil~ren and statts 

Tbe Administration is concerned that the senate bill may hurt 
both children and states. To that end, the bill should be 
changed to: 

o 	 Protect States and families, in the event of eqonomic 
dowptyrn. population growth. or uopred1ctable emergencies~ 
In contrast to the funding mechanisms no~ in place; funding 
under M.R. 4 would not adjust adequately tor such events. 
For examplo, StateS in recession would encounter reduced 
revenues and increasad casa1oads. The Senate bill includes 
a very modest IIrainy day" loan fund that allows States to 
borrow additional money but requires that loans be repaid 
with interest. This is completely inadequate. H.R. 4 
should include adjustments to a State's allocation based on 
an increase in the numhar of poor children or changes in 
unemployment and population~ In such times, it is the 
working poor who Would most 1ikely need, but not receive, 
temporary assistance. 

o 	 Provide incentives for Statesm.to mQintain their stake in 
mOving people from welfare to work. H.R. 4 would neither 
require nor encourage States to contribute resources to 
welfare reform. There is a danger thot St.tes would "raoe 
to the bottom" to save state dollars or to deter migrants 
from other States. Many St~tea could be expoctQd to 
withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large numbers 
Qf current reCipients trom the rolls, and avoid the 
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investments needed to help people become self-sutticient~ 
H.R. 4 should require states to provide matchinq fund8 or to 
maintain their current level of f~.~a:+ 

o 	 Protect chilgran. not punish them. H.R. 4 would dony 

supplemental Security Income (SSI) benefits to more than 

350,000 disabled children over the next tive years. The 

Administration favors a more reasonable sat of reforms to 

tighten 551 eli~ibillty. In addition, the bill inoludes a 

mandatory rive-year cut off for families and children 

without regard to their circumstances. Any 9uch provision

should protect children when their parents ~re unable to 

work due to illness, disability, the need to care for a 

disabled child, or high local unemployment. Finally, While 

the Senate bill wisely omits House provisions to base State 

funding in pa.rt on an 'Iilleqitimacy ratio". the Senate bill 

fails to include provisions to address teen pregnancy. The 

Administration supports a national campaign against teen 

pregnancy, and believes that minor mothers should receive 

benefits ~hen they make a serious effort to be responsible 

and turn their lives around -- by living at home, staying in 

5chool, and identifyinq the child's father.' 


/1rllll8n111q til!! Bultl! amI I!lltdli1QD Qf M,l11 h "n4 Obil!!A:.D 

The 'Adrni~tration understands that the Senate is likely to 
consider s an amendment, S. 904, the Agriculture committee'S 
proposal amend the Food stamp and child. nutrition programs, The 
Administration strongly supports the Committee's docision not to 
block grant these critical programs. The Administration, 
however t is concerned "about the severity of the cuts to the Food 
Stamp pr~ram and eligibility restrictions in S. 904. The Food 
stamp and child nutrition pr~rams have produced siqnificant and 
measurable improvements in nutrition and health. 

H.R. 4 also should provide fair treatment for legal immigrants. 
The Administration supports tightening sponsorship and 
eligibility ~uleG for non-citizens and rQquiring sponsors or 
legal immigrants to bear greater responsibility for those whom 
they encourage to ~nter the United States. However_ the 
Administration opposes H~R. 4's unilateral application of new 
eligibility and deeming provisions to current recipients J 

including the disabled who are exeIDpted under current law. The 
Administration also is deeply concerned about the bill's 
application of deaminq provisions to the Medicaid program. 

DIIgble-BreAYX-Mikulski Reform proposal 
$~c,

The Admlnistration~supports the welfare reform proposal offered 
by senators Daschle, Breaux, and Mikulski. Unlike H.R. 4_ the 
propo$al provides resources and incentives to move poople to 
work, protecta children, requires States to maintain their stake 
in welfare reform, and provides adequate adjustment mechanisms 
for economic downturns and population 9rowth. The Administration 
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urgQS the Congress to Aqrea upon a bipartisan bill that addresses 
these critical elements of real welfare reform . 

. Pcty-A,-You-GO sooring 

H.R~ 4 would reduce direct spending; therefore, it is sUbject to 
the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1990. OMB's scorin9 estimate for this bill 
is under dovelopment. 

• ........ II. 
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EXgCUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT LRM NO: ~~61 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


FILE NO:1SWashingtDIl. D.C, 2Q503·0001 

214196URGENT 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM Toiol PagoC": L 

TO: Legislative LIaison Officer. Sec Oistritu,J1ion below; 

FROM: Janel FORSGREN (for) 

Assistant Director fOf LeglsltHlv9 Reference 

OMII CONTACT: Melissa COOK 3-95·3924 , 

l6gislative Assistant's line (for S!rllpie responses}: 395·7362 

SUBJECT: Pmposed Statement of Administratiofl p.:mcy RE: 81120. 

'/?CPtJ&.)CAIJ 	 We't.FAt.e" 'fEFi,ef..1 i'LAu 

DEADLINE: 4:00pm Friday, August 04,1995 
In accordance with OMB Circular A·la, OMS requests thc views of your aguncy on the abOve subject before 
edvisfng Of) its relationship to 1he prOgram of the President 

Pleue advise us if this iteO! wlll aHeet dlre<;t spending Of receipts for purposes of the 
"Pay~As«You-Go" provisions of Title XU! of the Omnibus Budget ReconciliatIon Atr of 1990.-	 .--.-~--..------------~- ....~-.----.,-
COMMENTS: 	 In respondIng ~o this LRM, please provide ONLY SUBSTANTIVE CHANGES APPROVED BY 

A POLICY OFFICIAL. We understand that the Senate could begIn debate on the Republican 
leadQrship bill as earlier as TOMORROW, AUGUST 5TH, Ttlereforc:, the deadllne is FIRM; 
IF WE DO NOT HEAR FROM YOU BY THE DEADLINE, WE WILL ASSUME THAT YOU .~
DO NOT HAVE ANY COMMENT ON THIS SAP, (Please nolO tlial S. 1120 incorporales S. 
14l. KAssembaum's Workforce Development Act) i , 
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LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM LRM NO: 2251 
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FILE NO: 15 
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230-AGRICULTURE, CONG AFFAIRS - Vince Ancel! (alilestimony) • (202) 720- 7095 
324-COMMERCE - Michael A, LevlH - (202) 482·3151 
325·DEFENSE - Samuel T. Brick, Jr. - (703) 697-1305 
207·EDUCATION· Jack KriSly· (202) 401·8313 
328-HHS - Sondra $, W3\1Ace· (202) 690·7760 
21S-HUO - Edward J. Murphy, Jr. - (202) 706·17'C13 
329·INTERIOR . Jane Lydur . (202) 208·6706 
217·JUSTICE· Andrew Fois· (202) 514·2141 
330·LABOR - Robert A. Shapiro - (202) 219-8201 
279-National Council on Disability - Speed Davis - (202) 272-2004 
429·National Economic Council - Sonyia Matthews - (202l 456-2174 
557·Nalional Institute for LlIeracy· Andrew Hartman· (202) 632·1522 
261·0rnce of Government Ethics· Jane Ley - (202) 523·5377 
257-0rflce of National Drug Control Policy - John Carnev:'Ile - (202) 395·6736 
331·0ffice of Personnel Management - James N. Woodruff - (202) 606·1424 
54S-Social Security Administration - Judy Chesser - (202) 482· 7148 
225-STATE - Julia C. Nor1on - (202) 647·4463 
226·TRANSPORTATION· Tom Herl;hy' (202) 366·'687 
228·TREASURY· Ricloanj S. Carro· (202) 622·1146 
229·VETERANS AFFAIRS· Robe'; Coy· (202) 273·8888 

EOP: 
Ken Apfcl/J. Himlar 
Barry Whlto 
Keith Fontenot (7) 
Lany Matlack. 
Maureen Walsh 
Wendy leylor 
Laura Oliven 
Tirn Fain 
Barry Anderson' 
Art Stigile 
Alicia Kolaian 
Richard Bavier 
Neni Colorelli 
Bonnie WaShington 
Greg White 
Tom Stack 
Bob Demus 
C, Konigsberg/L. Muniz 
Bruce Reed 
Jeremy Ben·Aml 

. Jack Radzikowsky 
Mary Federman 
Michael Ash 
Paul Dimond 
Jeff Connaughton 
Pal Griffin 
Jennifer O'Connor 
Laura Tyson 
Tom O'Donnell 
Jim Murf 
Janel Forsgren 
Connie Bowors 
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RESPONSE TO LRM NO: 2261 
LEGISLATIVE REfERRAL MEMORANDUM 'FILE NO: 15 

If your rcspoftSC to tills requost for viows is slmple {c.g., concur/liO comment}. we prefer thai you respond bye-mail or 
by faxing us this response sheet. 

If the response Is simple and you prefel' to cal!. please cal! the tJranch-wkh: line shown below (NOT the analyst's line) 
to leave & message with a legIslative asslslnnt 

You may also respond by: 

(1) camng the analysveHorney's direet line (you will be connecled 10 voiCe meil if thO" anef;;~t does n:ol answer); Of 

(2) sendino us a merno Of !eUer. 

Please inctude the LRM l1um~er Sho,wn above, and the subject shown below. 

TO: 	 Melissa COOK 395,3924 

OWce of Management and Budget 

Fax Numher: 395·6148 

ar~nch-Wido linG (to roach ;eg!s!aiive 8ss:stanf); 395·7362 


FROM: _________,__________ (Dale) 

(NAlne) 


________________ (Agency) 


_________________ (Telepllone) 

SUBJECT: Proposed Statement of Admln!stration Policy RE: S1120, Personal Respor.sib:lily Act of 1995 

The following is tM response of our 8gency 10 your request for views on the above-caplloned subject; 
, 	 , 

___ Concur 


___ No Objedion 


___ No Commar:t 

See propOSed edits on pages ____ 

___ OUler: 

FAX RETURN of _ pagas, allached 10 (his ['eSr(ms~ sheet 
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.\ugust 4, 1995 DRAFT 
(Senntc) 

S. 1120 ~ Repyb&icilu JA~lIdcl'ship We'fnt'e Reform 
(Dole (1<) KS .lId 31 othel'S) 

The Administration strongly suppOrtS cliltCtl1'!Cl1t ofrenl and effective welfare rcroiin 1hat 
promotes the basic vnlues ofwork and resp(>!lsibility_ Last yeur, the Prcsidcm p(oposcd a 
sweeping welfare refix») Pt'li.:kl\gc thaI would: c\>tablish tough WtJrk requirements while providing 
child care for working pC<lple; impose tuugh child llU)'poft cnfl.ln:crncnt ll\eilsures~ require teen 
mothers 10 live at home, slny in school, and identifY their chilo's fmhcr; incn:as~ State flexibility 
and accountability; and provide basic protection~ for childrcTt 

Over the past two M9' a halfycl'trs, the President hal' b~cn fighting for these basic principles. His 
ec;onomic plan expambl the C:ifllcd income taX credit, which I'eward;:u work over welfare and cut 
taxes for} 5 million working fami1lc~. Last February, the J'rcsidcltt is;sued nn Executive Order 10 
crack down on Federal employee::; who o ..... e child support. The Administration has alrendy 
approved wclHlre reform experiment:> in 32 SIMes, and litis pledged f.tSHruc;k approval for other 
State demon!Mntions that PU1l>tIC spec;fJed l'cform strategics. Such strategies include: (1) 
strengthening work requircniCnls ba(;kcu with child care, (2) li!ni~ing the dunltion 0/) welfare for 
pcuph:: who refuse to work; (3) making parents ptt>' child :mppofi m go to work; (4) requiring 
mothers whQ afC minors to live <tt home Rnd stllY in SclIOO!; and (:)) u:;ing welfi:lre <tnd food SUHllp 

benefits as subsidies for employers who hire \vclfarc re,cipicnts, The President ha~ al;;o dlrecled 
(hm Fcdentl regulations be changed 10 ell:.tlre welfare redpieO!s who refllse to work do not enjoy" 
increased Food Stamp benefits to (Inset the decrcascs mtlde in their welfare chech, 

The welfare reform debate 11m; come a long way. in certain j(cy MOilS since lhis Congress first took 
up the issue. NDt 50 long t\);}O, s.ome il1 CO!1grcss were promoting orphanages as the solution to 
iIIcgitimai.,;Y· Now, the Republican lefltlcr~hip bi!! inrludts provisions fh.H1l1h(' President's 
proposal requiring !he-thers who urc !Tlin{)fS 10 live at homc .1Ild 5tH)' in school. Earlier thi:; year, 
some in Congress wanted {(J ex-elude: child !iUpport enlon.:cmell! lj'om tI:c welfare f'Cf01Il'1 debate. 
Now, then: is bipl\ni~M agreemeni on In;; wl.,ghc:-t IJossiblc child support enforcement, llnd both 
the Housc~pt.sscd H.R 4 and {he Rcpl:blicltnlendership hill include Ihl! President's major child 
support cnlbrccmcm provisk11l5~ In <1dditiOli. the Rep~lbliclm Il:ndershil' bill adoj.llS the 
Admir'!irilrBtion's position lhA:1 child P!'OIC-clioll progm1t)5 for abused children mml be protected, 
nod includes ,m important pfo'vision fl'ol1l the Prc;;idrnt's welfare n:form plM {hol welfare 
r~cipicn!s must sign pcr50nal rcspol)t:-ibilily con! (acts. liS II condit ion of(iSSistmlce. 

The: Administration, howcvt~r. opposcs the Rcpuhijt:an !clldcrship bill becau!'c il falls shori of the , 
centrAl goal of real \VclfaH: rcform -. mp,'iillg~QJ~I£."n"Q!!)..!:!:~lfarS-.!.9..jyQ.!j,. It docs not provide 
the Jevel of child care resoutcc:- necessary to sl.lppon the imposition of tough work f{:quircl1lcnl.s, 
Similarly, it dues not provide inCChlivts for States to promo:e H'Qrk. In!'-t'cnd, the bill encourages 
States to removc people from Ihe welfare rolls by i.ltlowing SHIIC;; 10 reduce the level of State 
welfare funding, ]r flll1hc.'r undcrmincs the gonl oi'tran;;ilio!'ling people from wclf;.\fc to WOI).:; by 
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authorizing 1\ block grant that would shift an tTJ(Jrmous cosl burden to Stllle;z and localities and 
phlce these entities all'isk dllring, un t'!conomic downturn. Moreover, no safeguards itfe provided 
for children whose fittnilics lose assistance. More famill~s may have 10 make do with less food on 
the tabJe. if States spend Fond SHUn}) block grant funds elst:whcrc, Finally. !iO\ISe and Senate 
Republican plans to date cut !ow*income programs too dt:eply, compromising their ability to serve 
the needy, The Administration supporlS rCRI reform that $itvCS tflxpnyer clollnrs by promotil,g 
independence -- moving peopie off welfnre rolls and intu work·· not by simply sending the 
welfare problem to the States with more: mandates and less money, .•~. 

The Ad1)linistration's most significant concerns Hrl! discussed below. A'$ the Administralion 
continue~ ils revit:w oflhe Rep\lbllctln leadership bill, it may identify other troublesome issues and 
will work with Congre-ss to addr~ss those cOlicems as weR 

Moving, P('onlc frolll Welfare (0 WQrk 

\Ve-Ifare relbrm will !iucct;:cd pnly if its ccntrul goal is ~yprk. Work has. nlways been at the heart of 
the President's approach to w~lrare reform. Work hu~ provi,dco the foundation for the welfare 
reform waivers the Admini:-1.ration has grnnled. im:lm.ling innovRtlvc wel!a.l'cwl0~W(lrk progrnms in 
Oregon, Jowu, and do~en:-. ofother Stutes. If a welf<ire system is tu provide workMbas~d 
incentives for States and welfare recipient!>, adequate resources for child care, training, and work 
must be available. SI~lC uun:aucradC'$ hHve to be rewarded -fnr getting I)t:(}ple it110 the workforce 
or prepnril'lg thelll to enter the worHtJrce ~~ tiOl for i.:uuing them from the roils, 

Unlike the J)j\Sch[e-Brce.u:~~Mjkulski s®.st!tlJte whjch tl).~ .Administratjon "$tnmgly sypports,J~e 
RcpublismnJendership bill ~:QlIJd not !(n~L':Y.~lfarc I1S we kJ!~.'tI it by moyjng.Rl.!(.mie; from welfare tQ 
work. 	 'J'Iu: Republican le<ldership bill wHl not Sl1ccc~d i:l moving people n'om wdfare to work. 
To promote work, the bill !illould be chnngc:d 10: 

• 	 })t:t;!\(!qe incentives fw Slates to llH!.ill.tfl,in \lw..i.r stake in mQ.~:i.tlg. nCO_Rle from wclfftfc 
\0 woes.;., The Rcpublk;nH leiioership bi!1 wOJ.lld H(;ilher require )l(wencourage 
Slares to t:ontributc reSOUfces w wt:lfluc. reform. Mimy SUites could be expected 
to withdraw their own funds. cut benelits. purge IUrg,t;"I1\lInbers or current 
recipients from the roll:>, and avoid the inve:sltllt:ntl> Ilc-cded to help people become 

Kself-sufficient In sum, there is a real danger that States would "mee ttl the bOHom 
to save StlLte ooUars Of 10 deter migrants from other SWtt:s. 

• 	 :EWy.i.llit£bJ.!d eflrUQ}llQ.Y..Ucoplc ffo;)lJ.~'e.lfl\r~ to wO(k.mu1J9_~_~~P- people from 
gpj!)g.Qn welfare in thtLflr.$t p.I.~~. It makes no senSd- to dcoy child care to people 
trying to leflvc welfare Md to working people wbo ,He trYfng to siny otrwdfare. 
By aggregating fw\-ding for cflsh benefits, child t:.m." and employmcnt assisiance 
imo one block grant, \he R~p\!bHcnn leadership bill provides no guarantee lhfl~ 
Stales will put uny money imo child curt: ond work progrnms th<it n10ve people off 
welfare. The Adminis:trntion rccollllller.ds that Ih~ bill be modified to: (1) fund 
employment nnd eh~!d tMe Septll'l1tcly from c;:rsh bel'lella; and (2) ensure th<lt 
people whQ CHfl wvrk, du so. and have child can; that they need. 

http:rccollllller.ds
http:gpj!)g.Qn
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• 	 Provide inceOlives Ihat reward Slates for !}lIHinl£,...lllQllLR.tQpl~.tQ ~~9~k•.QQ.t f9f 
cylling, 'hem ill!: The Repub!ical\ lead(:(ilhip bill gi\'!'!~ StilltS an incemive 10 save 
money by th,rowing people off the rolls, To chtHl,!;C the cuhure of welfare, the bill 
should he modiflr;d to rewa:-d success insleao of the SlatUS q\!o. The 
Aum~llislJ'i.'tion support:. a pt:rfi..)fml.tl)I.~e bvnu~ that would fecus the welfare 
bureat1cracy and recipient~ on the central g\l~1 of moving from wc.!fare to work. 

• 	 frOJe~l States and families !.!l.1h.~.~)!tJ>fJ!(;qnomit;_ dvw.l)Wrn. so -t!lftt welfare 
refQrm does not shin a huge burden oulP SmJ~.ltt!)U\J~(tLta~p~lye~•.,{lDcl States can 
afford to (;,!ut f}C9ple 10 work iOSIcad Ofp..ill.uns.J&9Li~1llUies at f.i~_k.. In conlrast to 
current fimding mechanisms, funding ror tempol'!lry ~SSiSltlfli,:.C to needy families 
under the Republican leadership bill would nOI (iuju:-t il.{,it:qulltely to cushion the 
impact of unemployment and economic !'tllgnatioll, Stntcs tn recession would 
CnC(HlnlCr redllced rc::venu~s <llid incrl:a'led cl1~elollds, The Republican leaders-hip 
IJm would fJluvide" "rainy J!1yi< IOllll H1110 tbat would allow States 10 borrow 
additional money during CCOIlOlllic downlul'Ii~, III !1dditit))l, t!xtm funding would be 
flv/lilnule to StfllCS projected to have high pOpLI\ulion growth that meet ccnain 
criterill_ There is flO gllHramc~, however, that the finite Amount that such States 
receive will b~ a~leqUltle. And iilhert: is j)oplliniiol) gl'owth in a majority of States, 
ci'lch will £(:1 a diminishl!u shan! of tht fixtd dollnrs. Such an outcome is 
c01llpletely inl'dcQuatc. Thl.: Admtnis.lnuiun n:~(lInmcnds 1hll.1 the bm be ch.mged 
to ltdjust for Increnscs in unemploYlllent a:!t\ pOj1tllatiOlt 

Training People for the FutuJ'e 

The training prt.lVit'iol1s i1'l the Republican lcad~fship bill, irldudlng Ihe consolidlttion of over 90 
vocational traIning programs. would not adequately ttrlrlrcss the !lceds of people trying to 
trenSiltOn from welfare to work. Ofparnmoum {;OnCCfti:5 till! hlll'~ in$utlic:lent funding for the 
consofidah:d progr!1l11S, While the President's FY 1996 budget proposes to increase funding for 
training by SJ bi!!iHn over FY 19Q5. the Republican Il:?ldt!r!)hip phm would cut funding by 15 
pCrCCliL Not only is the plan's fimuing. inllullicicnt fur Ih(,. Nation':; \v(lrkforcc needs as a whole, 
the consolidation of these progr.,m~ would melln billions or dollars I(:'ss would be nvaital>lc 10 help 
people stl1Y Qfrwolfatc and to hdp vthers transition frolll wo~J'<1re, to work 

In addition, the RcpulJ!ic<ttll~ad\!r~hip bUl wo~dd nOI cnsUie proj)l::r lIccotmtnbilJ1Y for $9J biUion 
in Federnl training and vQcnliollnJ cducation I't,mds, If the bill ,-vcrc l\dOpled, the Feden,j 
Government could not as!iure tuxpllYl'rs lhn! ::itRlcS were spending Fedcrtlt funds to achieve Hie 
national goals (lfimprovil1g workcrs' skills, l';tt:iliti.1ling individuals' inUlsili(JH from schoul to 
work, arid helping sl!vcn.:ly disadvam<igcd po;oopte relUrn to lhc cdut.:ation and work mainstream. 

Unlike the President's job trl1ining proposal, the ;Zep\lblican icadcrship bill would not require the 
lIse of sJdll grants for <.Hhllt training, Thus, th(~f(; wuuld be no gtltlflin'tcc that training resources 
would be put directly into the hr11lds ofdblo;;<ltcd workers and low-income adults, so thut they 
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could make informed training choices. Other (:onccms about the Rcpubli-t;<111 lendershiJ) bill, 
indudc its: (1) failure to tArget rcsotlfccs on the most disadv3mugtcd; (2) uc::voltulon of the 
successful Job Curps prognuo to the States; (3) climinl'l:lioll oi'tlm Sunllm:r Jobs, Trade 
Adjustmem Assistance (TAA) training. tllld Senior CommunilY Service Elilploymt!ot programs; 
(4) failure 10 provide a n3timuil reserve t() aid vit:tims ofl1li\sS layoffs 7,:id llationut dhHlsters and 
for other purposes; anu (5) creation of u complex new burcaucf'flcy stemming from an unwieldy 
Federal govermmc.e slWClUre, ,~:; 

Protecting the VulutNlbJe 

Rcducc<i spending rur low-im;ome linlgrum:> i::; possible while $l.iII pn)lI.';cliug tht mos:t vulnerable. 
The Admini8lralion has.pf(lpus~d $38 billion in cl\renllly toilored culS for cerlain welfure 
prosram~ over .!If.!vell years; huwever, the Illflgnilude of lhe cut!. bC-illg t,;onsidered by Congress ~­
between $100 billion !tnd 5; 120 bHliC'!1l over seven years ~~ comprolnist:s thtt ilbility of these 
progrAms 10 serve vutnenlbte low-income group;:;. This is c~llccrbEllc(\ by the absence of 
fll!1;tHCnftncc~of~drol't rcquireHumts on the StarCK !t is: I'lm I:calis.tlc to expec1 the State!' w make 
up for the reduced Federal spending JI'OOI thdr own revenueS, Mflny will ultimatCly pass: on the 
drastic curs to children and families, who will endure future ctlts: or even losses in benefit 
eligibility. ' 

. I . 

The Admlllistration supports the retention of SupplemC'ntfll;ScC'llfiLY Income (SST) cash benefits 
for eligible children pI'ovidcd in th~ ll~p~lblican Icndcfship plnn. Tilt.! phHl, however, would deny 
SSl beneOts to more Ihall 350,000 di~(Ibled children oyer lhe llcxliivc )'t'-<l1'S. In addition, the bl!l 
would establish ~ mandatory nve~ye,'\r Cllt off ofTempOfElI)" Assi!aance Bent::fits fOt' Needy 
Fmnilies without rcgllfd to Iheir dll;ttlnst;m\.~t'$. 'fhe bill WOil!d not provide a,ny protection for 
children when their parents arc unable to work due to 1lIIlCSs.. disability. the need to cafe (01' a 
disabled t:hlld. (1r high locnl ullcmploYlllcnl These provisiuns nrc: unduly harsh and $hould be 
deleted irof!) the bill. 

Ptsscl'Villg the lIefllth find NutritiQIl (If Adulls ::Iud Chitdl't'll 

The Adm.inistrtltion opposes the Rcp~lu!ic<1n le;.~Jt!r.ship plan to include ali optional Food Stamp 
block granL By exercising this option, Stntcs wOllld be ubh:· to divert Food Stamp funds for other 
purposes ~nd could dc-llY llutrition asSiSlfmC(; ~o those most itt nee(i In additiull. ally State that 
exercises such an option will sec its food u;.;;;il>tunce decline dramatically in the event of recession 
or popullltiun growth. ' 

hl additlo1'l. the Ado!inistrntioll is concerned auuut the seve!":ty of the euts \0 the rood Stamp 
program in the Republic.m Jeadershij) bill. The: Admini:;tr,ltion SUPI}OnS ft>quiring food Stamp 
rccipitmts without children 10 go [0 work or (rain for wNk in return for tbdr assistance. The 
Republican \eader!ihip bill docs not pl'ovide SHlles wilh the rcsotll'CCS 10 (lCC(lmplish this goal. 
Rnthef than promoting work, tht:: plaJJ SI!1lply ,uts a hole in lhe, 11lIL)'ilion !:HIfety net. 
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The Republican leadership plan ;;hould SUf!!)(ill foir trcstmcllt lor legal immigrant!'. 'rile 
Administration supports tigbtcI1ing sp::msofship .Rnd eligibility Illlc!:; f{lr non-citizens and requiring 
sponsors ofh:g.iI immignHlls to beRr greater responsibility for th~)se whom Ihey cllcourage to 
enter the t:nhcd States, The Admlnislr~tio{l, hOWt\Vtf. ~trongly opposes the Rc.pu~lican 
leadership bill's utlilnterni.flpplicl'llion Dfncw cligibllilY ,\I1d deeming provisions to ·cuH'cnt 
recipients, including the disabled who arc cxempLed llnder current luw, The Administration also is 
deeply concerned i.lbt)~1t the bill's application or deeming pmYi!;;ivns 10 the Medicaid program 

The Senate hns the chnnrc 10 enacl real wdlim! reform, ·fhc Adminislf<Hion '!;1ml~gly sUpP0l1S the, 
welfare reform proposal n!H.:red by Sel1ator~ Dm;chlc, Brcaux, and Mikulski. Illstcnd of 
maintaining the I,;urrcnt welfare system •• \'¥'hicillmdcrmtm!!i OL1r b<lSlc vnlucs of wOfk, 
responsibility, and fafllity ~~ this l)lao sends people to work so they \:,111 tarn <.1 pilycht::ck, not n 
welfare check Unlike the RCp\lblican leader.ship bill nud the l1ollsc·pas~ed H.K 4, this proposaJ 
provides the child CMC fOf those \(fHlsitioning fi·om wclfHr~ 10 work 3ntl for Ihosc Hying avoid 
welfare in first plnce. It holds SIIHC bmCaUi.:rlic1r:s .ICCOOIHllblc lor rca! re:.uh:-., ,uld rewl'lrds them 
for puuing pl10ple h) w{nk, !lot JUSl !cmov~:lg pcople fro:n lhe w\.'ifHfe rolls. it $~\'e$ money by 
moving people to work, mll hy expecting the Stiltes w handle more problems with less n1()ney. 
The Adminislra:ion urges the: Congrcs~ 10 agn:c upun a bipartisan bill thai Rddresses tbese critical 
dcmems of real welr..,re reform. 

Senator Dole's proposal woold reduce direct $pcndillg; therefore, il is subject to ihe pay~as*you~ 
go requirement ofth~. Omnib~!:.: B\.ldgl;:l Reconciliation Act or 1990. OMB's scoring eSlilHiltc is 
under dcv~lopIllCfH. 

http:ofh:g.iI
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F TilE PRE S rOE N T 

04-Aug-1995 06:53pm 

TO: Janet R. Forsgren 

TO: Kenneth S. Apfel 

TO: Melissa Y. Cook 


FROM: 	 Bruce N. Reed 

Domestic Policy Council 


SUBJECT: 	 Comments on Welfare SAP 

Good job On this deal -- it looks great. 

1 have a few minor edits: 

p. 1, 2nd graph, 4th sentence: In item (2), change "l:imitlng the 

duration on welfare for people .. ~" to "limiting recipients' 

duration on welfare and cutting off people •.. ~. 


. 	 , 
p. I, 2nd graph, last sentence: Change "enjoy" to "receive lf 

p. 1, 4th graph, 1st sentence: Change to oppos~s the Repub 

leadership bill "in its current form" because'it falls st:ort.,. 


p. l~ 4th graph,· 4th sentence ("Instead•.•. "): Change to read 
"Instead, by allowing States to no longer contri.bute any of their 
own" resources, the bill gives States an incentive to throw people 
off the welfare rolls rather than put them to work. ,. 

p. 1, 4th graph,' 5th sentence (nIt further") Change that sentence 
-to 	read "It further undermines the goal of·requiring work by 
shifting an enormous cost burden to State and local taxpayers, and 
by putting-them at even greater risk during an economic downturn." 

p. 2, 1st graph, sentence that begins "Finally, House andu~ Change 
"to serve the needy" to "to protect children and promote Vlork" 

p. 2, 1st 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 ~avo1d the.burden of helping
• 	 . peop1~ ••• 

p. 2, 2nd bullet. last sentence: change "child care that they· 

need" to "child care when they do'! 


, 
p. 3, 2nd bullet: The next to last sentence~ "Such an outCOme is 

,. 



• • 

completely inadequate", strikes me as kind of wimpy and should be 
deleted. 

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 
programs for people who don't work? 

p. 41 "~rotecting the Vulnerable": Title should be "Protecting 
Children". 2nd sentenoe 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 number is 362-0493. Home phone is    

. 1 
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DRAFT .. NOT FOil RELEASE . 

Augusl 7. 1995 
(Senale) 

S, 1120 - Work Qru>Qr:1WliJu.&1 Qf 192~ 
(Dole (R) KS and .11 co.ponsors) 

The Administration strongly supports enactment of real and effective welfare reform that 
promotes the basic values ofwork and res.ponsibility. The Administration. however. opposes 
S, )120 in its current form because it falls short of the central goal oheal welfare reform~ .. 
moving people from we!rflr~ to work. 

Over the put two and a baltyears l the Presidt:nt has been fighling for the basic principles of work 
and responsibility. Last year, tift) President proposed a sweeping welfare reform package that 
would: establish tougb work rcquiremenl$ while providing ¢hild CMe for working people; impose 
tough child suppon enforcement measures; require teen mothers to live at home. stay in school t 

and identifY their child's fatht>r; ine!ea$e Slate flexibility and accoul1lability; and provide basic 
protections for children. His economic plan expanded the earned iMome tax credit, which 
rewarded work over welfi\re and cut ta){es for 15 million wQrkjng families. 

Last February, the President issued an Executive Order to crack down on Federal employees who 
owe child support. The Administration also has approved we!fart reform expertOlentsln:32 
States and has pledged fast-track approval for other State demonstrations thatpursyo speclfietJ 
reform strategies Such strategies include: (I) strengthening work requirements backed with 
child care; (2) limitjn~ recjpi~nts' duration all welfare and culting off people who refuse to work; 
(3) making parents pay child support or go to work; (4) requiring mothers who are minors to live 
at home and stay in schoo!; and (5) us~ns welfare and Food Sl<lmp benafils as subsidies for 
employers who hire welfare recipients. The President hai also directed thM federal regulations be 
changed to enSure that welfare recipients who refuie to work uo not receive increased Food 
Stamp benefits to otl~ct the decreases made in their welfare checks. 

The welfare reform debate h., com•• long way in certain key are•• since Ihis Ctmsress first look 
up the issue. Not 80 long ago, some il) COJlgress were promoting orphanages M the 801ulio'1 to 
()ut~of~wedlock teen births. Now, S. 1120 includes provisiolls1from the President!s proposal 
requiring mothers who are minors to live at home and stay in schooL Earlier this year, some in 
Congress w:anted to exciude child support enf.ortement from the welfare reform debate. Now, 
(here is bipartisan agre~mcnt on the toughest child support 'Cnforcement proposal ever. and both 
the Hou,e-p.ssed HR. 4 and S. ! 120 include the President', m'ior child support enforcement 
provisions. 1n addition. S. J (20 adopts the Administration's posilion .HUH child proh;ction 
programs for abused children must be protected and includes an llJiportant provision from the 
President's welfat~ retbrm plan requiring welfare recipients to sign personal responsibility 
contracts as a condi1icm of ,Issislance 

:OJ 
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The: key to successful welf.1re reform is moving people from welfare to work, S, 1120, however, 
does not put work first. It does not provide the level of child care resources. necess.ary to support 
the imposition of tough work rCtluirements. Indeed, it repeals critical chad care programs now 
sernng 640,000 children, It doe, not provide in.entives for Slate, to promote work. Instead, by 
aUowing States to flO longer contribute any of their own resources, the bill gives States an 
incentive- to throw people off the welf.,re rolls rather than put thorn to work It further 
IJndermines the goal of reqtliring work by shifting an enormous cost burden to State! and 
localities and putting them at t;ven,greater risk during an economic downturn, No safeguards are 
provide~ for children 'Whose fllnlilies lose ass!sl1\nce through no fault of their own. More families 
mlty have to make do with less f{lod on the lable, If States opt for a Food Stamp block grant and 
then spend Food Stamp block grant funds on other pl'ograms, Finally, House and Senate 
Republican plans cut low-income programs \00 deeply, compromising their ability to protect 
chi!dren and promote work. The Administration suppm" felt! reform th.1 .ave, I.xpayer dollars 
by promoting independence •• moving people otrw.lfar. roll. and into work·· not by ,imply 
sending the welfar. problem to the States wilh mOre mandnte, .and I." money, 

The Administration'8 most signifi(lant concerns are disevssed below. As the Administration 

continues ilS review of S. )120, it may identify other troublesome issues and will work with 

Congress to address those ¢oncern& as welt : 


Moving Peunlt. Crum Wt"!fnrt' to 'Vo,'k 

Welfare refurm will ,ucceed only ifil' central goal Is l'<ll1i;. Work has alway. been at the heart of 
the President's ~pproach to welfare reform. Work has provided th~ foundation fOT the welfare 
reronn waivers th~ Administration has granted. including innovative wclfare~to~work programs in 
Oregon, .. OWlj and dozens of other States. If i\ welfare system is to provide work·based 
incentiveli for States and welfnre recipients, adequate resources for child care, training, and work 

~ 	 must be aVililabte, Stair: butt:il;~t,.;racies have to he rewardl!d for getting people into the workforce 
or preparing them to enter the workforco •• not for cutting thein from Ihc rolls, 

/~,lrl"t:) 

LLnlike the Qa"I1i.~.!lre"\lJ!·Mikul'ki SIlbstjMr.(S. 1117). which the Adminjslrnti2Q SltQngly 
IlIJ,1R2t:\~, th.fi~ublj,gn Iwj~[$p.}!jJLwollitlii21.~nd welfare'., we know it OY,moving people 
from welfirQ to work-:-"To promOt."work, the bill should be ch.nged to: 

• 	 (l.eqllirc St.t~s t.lLlllllinl,io !hQiLlt.~~.iv nlQvillg people from welfare to work S, 1120 
would neither require nor encouruge States to contribute resources to 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 burden or helping people 
become sclf~sufficient. In sum) theft~ is a real dall8cr (hilt States would !lmce. to the 
bottom" to suve State dollars or to deter migrants from other States, 

• 	 provide chilg ~.m!'Q..mov~~le from wlr,rQ ~k~.p p<:9ple ffom golUB 
on welfare ill the firs! pl~, It make! no sense to deny child care to people trying to 

SO'd 'OO'ON sr:~J S6,VO 9n~ 	 :GI 

http:hQiLlt.~~.iv


3 

.. 


leave welfare and to working people who nre trying to slay off welfare. By aggregating 
funding for cash benefits, child care, and ern, layment assist!mce 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 oft-welfare. The Administration 
recommends that the bill be modified to: (l) fund employment and child care for welfare 

~~et;j2ients separately from cash benefits; and (2) ensure t!lat people who can work, do so, 
'U ,nd ~Child care when they do. 

• 	Proyjde incentives that reward States for pytting mort; Reople to work. not for cutting 
them off. S. 1120 gives States an incentive to save money by throwing people olTthe 
rolls. To change the culture: of welfare, the bill should be modified to re~ard success 
in,tead of the status quo. The Administration supports aperform'nee bonu, that would 
focus the welfare bureaucracy .md recipients on the central goal of moving from welfare to 
work. 

• 	Protect Strttes and families in the event of economic downtyro .. .sQ that welfare reform 
does not shin a huge burden onto State and local taxp.fl,~I:!1...1HUlS.tal~£ >SIl afford 10 put 
people to work instot'ld of putt inn. poor families qUills.. In contrast to current funding 
mechanisms, funding for temporaty assistance to needy f<lmilies under S. 1120 would not 
adjust adequately to cllshion the impact of unemployment and economic stagnation. 
Statcs in recession would encounter reduced revenues and increased cascloads. S. 1120 
would provide a "rainy day" loan fltnd that would allow States to borrow additional 
money durin~ econumic downturns. In addition, extra funding would be available to 
States projected to have high population growth that meet certain criteria. There is no 
gunrnntee, 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 J diminished share of the 

r fixed dollars. The Administration recommends that tho bill be changed to adjust for .'f..y.. 1 Lincreascs in unemployment and population. 

Trnillina Peonle r()r the Future 

The training provi.sions 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 concerns expressed below, the Administration believes it is inappropriate to 
considcr thcsc provisions in the contcxt of welfare reform legislation, Of paramount concern is 
the bill's insufficient fundins for the consolidated programs. While the President's FY 1996 
budget proposes to increase funding for training by $1 billion over FY 1995, S. 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 thai billions of dol1ars less will be 
availAble to help people stay oll'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 educlItion funds. If the bill were adopted, the Federal Government could not assure 

90'd ,OO'oN 9':ol S6"O 9n~ 	 :01 
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taxpayers that SlateS were spending Federal funds to nchieve the national goals ofimproving 
worker$' skills, fadUtflting individuals' tnm;ition from schoo! to work. and helping severely 
disadvantaged people enter into the education and work mainstream, 

Unlike the President's job training proposal, S, 1120 would flot rr:quire the use ofskillgra.n.ts for 
adult training. Thui, there would be no guarant•• that training resources would be put directly 
into the hands of dislocated workers and low-income adults, so_that they could make informed 
training choices. Other concernS about S, 1120 include its: (1 ),failure to target resources on 
thos<> most in need; (2) devolutionofthe ,ucces,t\J\ Job Corps ~ro8r.m to the Sta..s; 
(3) elimination of the Summer Jobs. Trade Adju$lment Assi,tance ('I'AA and NAF1'A·TAA) 
training, Employment Service, and Senior Community Service Employment program,; (4) failure 
to assure permanent toc~il workforce development boards with authority for local decjsion~ 
making; (5) failure to provide a nati-onal reserve to aid victinl$ of mass layons af1d n!ltional 
disasters and for other purposes; and (6) rJ'eation or a complex :ncw bureaucrMY under the 
direction of 11 p{\rt~time board with uncertain accoulU"bility as the Federal governance structure,., . 

In addition, the Administration supports the deletion of the pl'o~ision in S. 1J20 that modifies 
Davis..Baoon lAbor standards protections. Overall, D-avis~lJacon reform is the,appropriate avenue· 
for addressing what changes ,hould be made to navis"Bacon requirements. 

Reduced spending for IQw~income programs is possiblo while stilt protecting the most vulnemble. 
The Adminislration Ims proposed $38 billion in carefully tailored cuts for certain welfare 
programs over seven years~ howtver. the magnitude Of the cuts assumed in the congressional 
budget resolution ..~ llpproximately SilO billion over seven years ~~ compromises the abUit'l of 
these programs to protect children nnd promote work. This is exacerbated by the absence of 
maintenam;e·of..efFort requirements on the States.. It is not realistic to expect the States to 
compensate tor the reuuced Federul spending from their own revenues. Many will ultimately pass 
on the drastic cuts to children and families, who will endure future cuts or even los~es in benefit 
eligibility. The proposal also eliminates benefits for approximately four million children eVen if 
their parents have done everything possibte to find work, . 

The Admini,tration supports the retention of Supplemental Security Income (S61) cash benefits 
for eligible children provided by S. 1120. The pl.n, however. would apparently deny SSI benefits 
to more IhM 310.000 disabled childr<:11 over the next five yl!ars. In addition; 1he bill would 
establish a mandatory five-year -cut off ofTempotary Assistance for Needy Families without 
regard to their circl,Imstances, 1'he bin would not provide any protection ror children when their 
parents arc unable to work due '0 illness, disability, ,he need 10 care for • disabled child, or high 
toeal unemj)!oyment. The Adminis1rntion believes that such pf~visions are unduly harsh, 

: a I. 
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Pn'Jltl"Vlng the llealth Rnd Nut.rition of Adults And ChlldrNl 

The AdrninistfMioll is pleased Ibat S, 1120 includes ~ number of provisions proposed by the 
Department of Agdculture to combat Food S1lnlp fraud. The Administration, however, opposes 
th. Republican leade"hip plan to include an optional Food Stamp block grant. Providing the 
option ofa Food Stamp block grnnt in its current tbrrn jeopardizes getting food to people who 
need it. It would sever the link between Food Stamps and mnrition; eliminate the program's, 
ceonomic responsiveness; end nati.onal eligibility and benefit standards~ and ulHmatety divert 
support away frOnl food. The bill requires only 75 percent of the block grant fund. to go to food 
assistance. a provision that could divert $23 billion worth offood from children and families over 
the next five years. Furthcrmort!, any State that exercises the block grant option will see its food 
assistance decline "dramatically in the event of recession or population grOwth. The block grant 
option would threaten the notioJlai nutritional framework that has successfully narrowed the gap 
between the diets of low. income and other famiiie$, 

The Administration is concerned aboul the severity ofthe cuts to the Foot! Stamp prosram in 
S. 1120. The Admim;tration supports requiring Food Stamp recipienlSwirilout children 10 go 10 

work or train ror work in rc.turn for their assistance, S. 112Q does not provide States with the 
resources to accomplish this gon!. Rather than promoting work, the plan simply cuts a hole in the 
nutrition safety net 

'i!r!tvj!iqos Affecting NQu-Citittns 

S. J120 should support fair treatment for leg.1 immigraOlS. The Administration supports 
tightening sponsorship and eligibilily rules for non-citi"n. nod requiring 'pon,ors of/ega! 
im.m.ignmts to bear greater responsibility for those whom they encourAge to enter the United 
States." The Administration, hQwever t strongly opposes. the Republican leadership bill's unilateral 
application of new eligibility and deeming provi$icns: to current ~cipientsj including the disabled 
who are t'!x:emptcd under current law, «~'Deemin8" is the requirement thal sponsers' income be 

'7"" COunted when dett:rmining imrnigrants' eligibililY for ben~fll;tDT.llC Administration also is deeply 
concemed about the bitl's applrcatiorl. of deeming proviSions to Medicaid and other programs 
where deeming would adversely tlffeCI public health and welfare. 

Da"bls-BI'~lly.-Mik"lskl nerorm Prop.s.I-- Brill 'telf>!r. Rerorm 
l..-..A,:,- . 

The Senate has the chanee to enact real~elfare reform, The Adfninistration strongly supports 
S. 1111. the welfare reform proposal offered by Senators Dascble, Br••ux. and Mikulski. Instead 
of maintilInins the current welfare system _. which undermines Olir basic valoes ofwork. 
responlibHitYI and family _. [his plan sends people to work so they can earn a paycheck, not a 
welfare check. Unlike S. 112Q and the House-passed RR. 4, this proposal provides the child ",r.· 
for those rrsn,itioning from welfare Ie work and for those trying to avoid welfare in the first 
place. It holds Stale bureaucracies accountable for real results, ;lnu rewards them for putting 
people to work, nut just removing people frl}!ll the wclfare rolls. It s:wcs nioney by moving 
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people to work, not by expeclilii the Stlttos to handle more problems with leu money. It aHows 
these programs to respond automatic,llIy to recel)sions, population growth, inflation, and other 
demographic changes. The Administmtion urges Congress: to agree on a bipa11lsan bill that 
addresses these critic,,! elements of real welfare reform. 

S. 1]20 would .lTect direct spending and receipt.; therefore, it is subject to the pay-.s-you-go 
requirement ofthc Omnibus Budgot Reconciliation Act of 19<)0. The Office or Management And 
Budget'~ scoring estimate is currently undo!' development. 



E X E CUT I V E 	 o F .1" H E PRE SID E N T 

04-Auq-1995 11:51pm 

TO: 	 (S0" SOlOW) 

FROM: 	 Janet R. Forsgren 

Office of t1gmt ;)nd,Budget, LRO 


SUBJECT:' WO] (aro Reform s~p 

Because of the lateness of the hour, wo 'have faxed the SAP both to 
you and th~ Dir~etot·, PleJl~e make sure that it has been brought 
to her attantion.. The SAP (anct this note) have already beet'! faxed 
to Bruce Raod. X'ou may .."ant to consider whether t.yd ia should show 
the SAP to H.:trold '.cokes, given the addition of the 2 Davis-Bacon 
sentences. (Jennifer O'Connor on his stntt: t:eceived the sarna 
version as the agencies for review. She oid not respond~) 

For easy refet'EH'Ical Sruco Reed'e home fax is (202) 3:62-0493. His 
phone number is (202) 362-9595, 


, 

LYDIA: Pl!~~!.! be sure to rom.tn9 ~.y~;:yo(;e pa):"ticularlx: £)n<:lnuel 
Rahm -- that Hbelow the still'sll should not be dict£~puted outslde­
of EXOP,-	 ---- , 

'Ken! A 90uple of other points for you to focus on: 

(1) Per Chuck Konig~berg/s suggestion, tho "oppose s. 1120" 
sentonce has been r-iovod to the first paragraph. To accomodate 
this ohange, other 8antQnCQ~ have been moved around, per guidance 
from Bruce Reed. 1 also mado the other ;chl.H1t.Jo~ that Chuck 
suqg~$ted in his e-mail. ' 

(2) In the 1'i1:!it. paragraph under wrraining Pe<;Jple for the 
Fut,ure1'r it !states that S. 1120 would cut training fundinq by 15 
percent. r don't know if that is correct given that we" are now 
saying that g, 11~O provides $6.2/ not $9.1~ billion in tralninq 
funds. Should tile percentage be recalculilted to be higher? {,arry 
Matlack was gone by tho. t.ime I focused o'n this. I donlt know if 
he plans to be in tl1e offica on saturday', 

(:)) Undel:' "Moving Peopls ft'om 't~elfi\ro to ~\'orkl!, BrucC' suggested 
changing the first bullet to rend "Require. States to maintain ... " 
rather than "Provide incentive for States to maintain ... !! I made 
the chanqe l but you may want to change it back -- as I recall, 
you rejected the SUme chango when HilS suggested it. 

S6,~O 9niJ 
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{4} Under the IIrrraining People for the :Future",: Bruce posed the 
question as to whother we should add a !Jontcnce on the point that 
the bill will allow govornors to divert money that should go to 
train veteran workers into unproven and 'unrelated programs for 
people who don't tJm:k. 1: did not know hm,; you felt about this, so 
didn't add anything. 

(5) t...:\rry Matlack and I called DOL to ['un the two Davis-Baco:: 
sentoences by them. 'iou will note that w,e have mado a slight 
chnnge in the sGcond e:cntenca tram: "Overall DaVl.s-6ucon reform 
is the <lppropriate c\vcnuc to address this lss:uQ1! to "Overall 
Oavis-Dacon rofoLm i~ the Dppropriata ~vcnuo for addressin9 what 
chang<:m should be made to Davis-B300n protections. 01 

(6) Undor "Prote,cting the vulnerable" (BI.-uce chi.mged it to 
"Protecting Children U ): per chris Ellertson and Lestor Cash; the. 
"between $100 billion and $120 billion" has boen changed to 
lIapproxinwtely $110 bllliQn ll 

, 

(7} Given the uddition of tho 
•

Davis-Bacon lanaCJLlage~ you may wnnt 
to consider whother (.ydia should run thQ SAP by Harold Ickes. The 
version of tho ~AP that was sent to tho agencies was also sent to 
Jenni fer OICoonol': on Ickes' staff. She did not respond. 

Distribution: 

TO: Kenneth S. Aptel 

cc: an.,," N < Reed 
cc: Chorles S. Ko~igeberg 
cc: Lydia Muniz 
cc: 8a:r;r-y ~~hit() 
cc: Lnn'y R. MatlacK 
cc: Reith J < Fontenot 
cc: James C. Murr 
cc: V.ell::HJC\ 't. coo~: 

So.VQ 9n!:l : Jl 
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DRAfT August 4,1995 
(S."'IO) 

S. 	H20 - Uepyb!i(,AU Leadr-rshin \Vclfnl'C: Refol'm 
(Dole (R) KS nnd 31 uthers) 

The Adniinislr&!ion strong:), $upports enaCllncnt ofren1 and effective wdf1tn:l reform thaI 
promotes the basic values of work and responsibility" Ln!'t ),c<lr, tbe President proposed a 
sweeping welfare refurm package thaI would: cstllblil'h tough w(Jrk fe<]lliJ'cn!cnts while providing 
child care Cor working people; impose tough child support enfllfccmcnl mcasu(c:s; require Iccn 
mother!! to lh'e at home, stilY in school. and Identify their child's futher; incn:ase State nexibility 
and nccountllbility; and provide basic protections for children. 

Over the past two flnd t1 hillf years, tht: Pre~itlem has bC<'n fighling for these bRsic principles. ! lis 
economic plan expanded the turned in('otnc tux credit, wbich j I,:Wi:lrJ(:(j work oyer welfare and cut 
ta~es for 15 million working fl.imilic~, Libt F(,~brLlary, the Pfcsidcnl issued 1m Executive Order to 
crack down on F~defal emp]oyet:lO who owe child !>llpport. The Adln(1)tS1rfllion lws already 
approved welfare reform ~xptCrin:ents iii 32 SI!HCS. (Inn 1111$ pledged fil~Hrt\ck approvlli for other 
StDte demoo).mnions that pursllC', specified reform sm)tcgi~;;;. S~!;;b ~trmegi~s indudt:: (1) J <.J'k... Jr; 
strengthening w()rk n:qulrcmcms backed \.Viih t:hiJd \.:ilfe: (2) limiting ~~I~atl{lfl (HI welfare ~ ,. J 
people who rerus.e to work: (3) making pRlents pny child S~JPport \l;' go to wvrk; (4) requiring 
ll1:others wh() an; minor:; to live.: at home and siay in school, lind (5) using welfare and food stamp 
benofits AS subsidies for t"mpk}yers who hire welfare recipients. The Prcsidclli has also directed 
lhnt Federal regulations be changed to ensure wdfure n::dpienls who refust: 10 work do flot ~; 
increased Food S\alllp bCllefits to offset the decn:<t5~s macl~ in their \\.'clfitrc cht::cks. . Y"t.C(4'..Jt,.­

The welfare reform deb&!!; ha~ come fl [(Jllg. WAy in ccnain key flfCns s~nce ihi~ Congress first look 
up the issue. Not so long ("go, some in Congmss werc promoting orphanages as the soll1tion to 
illegitimacy. Now, the n.epubliCitn lCi'.dt"r:.;:hip bill im,:!uucs Vruvi~j0m. JhHll the Prt:sidcnl's 
proposal requiring mothers who nn~ mlnor~ ll.llive at hOUle (Uld stay ill school. Earlier this year, 
some In: Congress wanted 10 exclm!e (,;hill1 support t'llfOlCCnlt[ll from the wt!llhre lefoI'm debate. 
Now. there is bipartisan ngn:t:n1t:nt un tlll: !vugbt:>l' possibll: chi'ld i'uppon elll'IJrCement. and both 
the ] Jousc~pnsscd J I,R, tJ and ~he Rttpuhlkan teadt:r~bip bill iHdudt tlie Vre~iJtnt ';> major child 
support enforccment provisioll;), In Ilddilion, rhe Hepuhlici\li lelHh;rship bill ol(lol't$ tlie 
Adn,iniSln'ltiOn's position lhfn child protcction programs for r.bu$(',d dlildrcn must be protected. 
and includes fl.n important provision frum tht: Pn.','iitknt's wclfltr .... reibrm I)hm thilt welfare 
recipients: 1I1U.!>t sign p(:1'50nl1l fcspomibility COJHfflC1S as a condition of assisJance. 

.. 	 "~~"'~..;I, 
The Administration, however, opposes. the Republic<lll kiIC!crship billbcCi'lUSC it falls short oflhc .b.t~.' 
centre) goal ofrea1 wdrrm:: reform u tljq.rinKP~91~JtQ!ll..!tL~\rar~J.kLl.~:k- It docs not provi(LV~ 
the level oJ'child care reSOUIC0S necessary to supporllhe iml,)(')s;,k'f\ ortouglJ work !.$9llirelflCnt~ ~~ 
Similarly, it does nol prov~'d·1.'lcentivcs for Sta~ to promote work, J(j end, oJ1I ~~es~ ......~ 

- ,-~,.1!v-I 1 C • 1- f:!ft....'--" .St"h!:S~O T"t!l~ peop e tf tne we rare ro h.' n,!';"int~o . Slate c.. 
welfare IUndt[lg. It further undermines the go ftfllJlsili40.111ns t'etlt ' work by ~~~ 

((I..::lr'~'"'J >t.f Nf2if<J.;, , N. 

~t-....AL 


http:Y"t.C(4'..Jt


ID:202-395-61£8 AUG 04'95 0:52 No.004 P.05 

. L'~ 
~ r- <' , • j\>_ tlw-.' 

/ . ; . S\-J.< -~ l"~\ -hoM-' I-'~:r-, f 
EMharlzin~ . . n shif\.OCn eno~momi cost burden toS~ftnd locftlities ~nd ~.()/i 
i'lftc(rtW"~ltitte!t HI unng un economic downturn. Morcowr, no ;mfegunrds nre provided ~ 
COl' children whose r(tfllilies lose assjs~nnce. M{)re families may have to make do with less food on 
the table, if Stfltes spend Food Stamp block grunt fund!> elsewhere. Finally, House and ScnutC:~t ~ 
Republican pJans to date t.:lIt low-incoUle progrAms too dt'tply, compromising their abitity to #rie ~ " 
~ The AdrninistTiitilm :;upporls fcal reform th!:!t s"ve~ taxpnye:r dollars by promoting ,::¥ '!, 

independence *~ moving people olTwetrl'lrc lolls flnd imo work·- Iwt by simply sending lhe: 
welfare problem to the 'States with mure mandates ancllcss money, 

The Admjni)<ir~ltion's most gigtlificnnt c(,)I)cefll~ are disfllSscd below, As the Arlministnltion 
continue:; hi: review of the Republican le~ujen;hip bill. it mity Jd{~ntir)' oTher troubleitomc l"~tles and 
will work with Cougless 10 address those (,;oucern:; <i!> wldL 

Moving )·conlc from Welrnre to Work 

Welfare reform will succeed only if it!> cenual gual I:; work. Wl"lrk hns nlwnys been at the heart of 
the Preside-n!'s appronch to wclfllre reform. Work has provid('d the fountifitinH for the welfare 
reform waivers Ihc AdministrRtillO hilS gmnted, including innovative welfare-to-work prograll1S in 
Oregon. Iowa, i.loU dozens or other Stales. If tI welf.nre syst~m i~ 1\.J provide work~bnscd 
incentives for Stutes find wt::lf«r~ recipients, adeqmllc rcsourcc~ for {;hild cure, trtlining, and work 
must be i\vailnblc. St~te bu~e;.\ucrad~s: have I(} be lcwardecl for getting people into the workforce 
or preparing Ihem 10 Cf\tcr the workforce -- nol. for cuHil1g them from the rolls. 

Unliks Ih~ Qrs;hle.::I}r.~iI_\Lx.:Mikut>ki ulUslilut£ which the t\dn!1!!i.~tfftl.i.9.~1.Stro!1g1y ,sl,ppol1:;,.th.~ 
Rcuublicll)1 J~p,(,l~rsflip .. bl!LwQl!h.l nol end \>,'c1Carc as we know it\:Y_m.m'j~)ltp'e<.mI~,fr(ip~,~;,:elfl!::'uQ 
lY.Q£k. The Republican I~"dl;:rsltip bill will nut .;.uccl.":{"d in moving pc-ople from welfare to work, 
To promote work. the bill ~I\ould be changed 10: 

" ..•. 11~'b";;:" S '. d" k' , J fi ['• 	 'do','lcC meen!:tXt:t:ttt!:. IJltltS .\(~)lHlI1l1,l\J.J.Lu!.eILHl1 c m mQ\'Itl~ PCQP c rom we 111rC' 
!9,)\'.Ql'k. The RepublicAn lefl~crship bill woulclllclthcr require nor ell(;:ourag~ 
SHHCS to contribute resources to welf<lre reihrm. M,lny Sll:lt\:lS (;ould be expected 
to withdraw their own funds. cuI benefi ~, ~~ar~e-nutnbers of current 
recipients fi'om lila rolls, and avoid the _ hdliJkuple become 
se~f:"sufficjcnr, In stiln. there is a reul danger that St.ut':!> wl)uld "nv.;e tu the bottom" 
to save StRfC dollars or fi,; dercr migrnnts frVIn olher ~tate!>., 

• 	 Provide ~hi!d "r.IQ Inm.nCQp.[<;JL~DU,!,r,l.fr\I.•tv,w,,,r% "rd.lp_ke.~Il-.poopk..!.l:iLJll 
g\:!.!ng~clrare ill lhe f!Iru~.£. 11 makes no .sense to deny child care to people 
tryin~to It:i\Ve welfare and to wo!:kir.g pe-opJe who l'1,i'O tlying to stllY offwclfarc. 
By uggr'eg(~ling fUfldillg lut ':<1~h benefits, child C<1I'U, find employment assislance 
into one block grant, the Repl!blican leadership bill provides no guarantee that 
States will put tiny mOl1l..'Y inw child t.:llre iHld work pr(lgnmls that move people pll' 
welfare. The Admlllistration rccol:llHcnds thftt the lli!l t.>c modincd to; (1) fund 
employment and child cafe scp:mucly fi'om c.'l:-;h lJCJ)CflfS; and (2) enSure thRt 
people who eRIi wQ(k. do $0, alld have C',hild '~flr\; j~~. 
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• 	 ~Jn.1:~ft~tward StatC$JVI p~lti)1g .ft.lQ[e..p.sQple to work, Ilot for 
cullilJ!~JJl~ntQff. The Republlclln Icadcrshill bill gtves Stlltes an inCe!11ive to save 
monl!y by throwing people ()lftnt': rolls. To change the culture of welfare, the·bill 
iOhould be modit1ed to TC"Nurd ::>u(.;ce~s instead orth(l,s:aius quo. The 
Admini:;lnttion 'suPPO!1S r. perfornmnt:e bomls thai would 1aws the welfare 
bure~ucl'acy and rcclplel1ts. on th~ central goal or Ii~oving from welfare to work. 

• 	 ProtCfl.S,ti\tci£ and families in the CY'c;lLQ[ ~t:on{)jHk. qQwnhlTn so lbat welfare 
r~:fof.m..q()e~.I10l shift a buge tmnjl.:!lJ2nt~t~tt\t~ llJld ,l\tcallaxpayCl's. and St8tcS can 
!lifQ!:sLt~]!Jt p.~9,pJe to WOlk instead of !)Utlj~lg poor fllmUic>,.~i._dsk In contr~st to 
current funding lIu:chanisms, funding for tcmponu), Jissl:;tam;t: to n~edy familie~ 
under the Rcpubllcan leadership bill wuuld HoL ,u.lju$.[ ~dCql:fllQly to cushion the 
impact ofuncfnployn:~n1 und t:J.:ullomi~: slagnation. States in rcccssklll would 
cncou:ttcr reduced n,;:veltut::lo and irh.:[t".:tsed C<'Ilic{(luchi. The H.cpublican leadership' 
bill would pro',lj(je " ttr<liny drty" l:.>~n fi.JJld Ihat w(J\lld ~1I0w States to borrow 
additional Hwney during t.:ouomlc downturns.. Jn fldditi(m, extra funding woUld be 
Rvailable to Slates projected 10 have high pOptlll'ltion growth that !'neet certain 
criteria. TOi::re is no gl.l<1nmtcc, however. that the finite e.mount that !oIuch SHtt(~!l 
rccci.ve will hI:" iujeqll:tle. And ifthcrc is pOjJ\.Ilmkm hoVo.1h in a rn4jurity llf St.ates, 
cnch will gt:t " diminished share of tIle :fixed doUnrs. \!¥ch all outcome is 
completely inautquttL"D The AdminisJrf!l101l recommends tlint the bill b~ clumgeu . 
to !ldju~t for im..:rtl1ses in ~mempJ0yn.J(:n! rmd pOj)ul<1lion. 

Trllining People for 1he Futun: 

The training provi::;itlilS in the Rt::p:llblicnu leadership bHl, including the consolidmion of over 90 
vocational training programs, would nqt f!dequHH.·ly <:Jdre~~ Iht IlccJs of peop!e trying 10 
transhion from wdff\fC to work. Of panmwllnt cum:crn ii>: !l~c bill's lllimflkicnL funding for the 
t:onsolidatt'd programs_ WltiJe. Ihe President's VY 1996 budget jJn,lposc:; to increal'e funuing for 
training by $1 billion over FY 1995, the Rep'.Jt:hcan It;<lcler:;hip plan W01..dd (:lIt funding by 15 
percent XOi only is the plan's nmdll1g insl:flkicnt fi)r Iht." -Nttti(jr.'~ W()rkfnH:c needs as" wh~!e, 
th€:'o consolidation of these prog;ums would mean billions of do;hH~ It'.''~ \,,.'ould br; available to help 
people S!tlY (\11' weltare !tnd !O help olhers transition from wc1ffl!'C: to work 

~-\l}<-( In addition, the RepubJicr.;n lCfldership bit! would not I:"IUi.lre propt"1" <!<.'cmmtilbility fur $9.1 billion 
\)1, in Federal tni.ining ar.d vocational cducFltion funds, If the bll1,w~rc l!(!optl:d, the fetier!!! 

\ Governml.!nt could not assure tHxp.ayel"s lha! Sla!es. v,,'ere spelH1ing fedefal fonds 10 achieve the 
.'\ nationul goals ofimpr\lVlng wmker~' ski!b, litd!i18ling llidividlHlls' tnUlsilion from school to -

work, and helping severely di:sadv!u:laget! jJC'opJe reLurn \0 the tduCf1lion and work [l:ainslfearll. ,.. ' ­ . 
. Unlike the President's job training prol)Osal, the RtpubUcal1 ICHd;;:rship bill would not require th: 
~jSC of skill grallU: f{tr nduh training Tbm;, there wuuld b~ no glliir<lnlte that training resources 
W01.lld be P\!t directly into the hands of \,lis!-ocaled wurkers um! low-income ildults, so that lbey 

, ' 
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could nuikc inforn,ed tmif'.ing ciloicC's Olher com;e:rns about the Rcpublicfll1lcacicrship bill 
include hs: (1) failure:- to turgt:1 resources on the mosl dis'advant<l1tcd: (2) devoluiion of the 
succes$Cul'ob Corps program to the States; (3) climintltion nfthe Stllllllier Jobs, Trade 
Adjusul1tnt Assistl'lncc (TAA) trHining. and Senior Community S~rvit:e Elnplo)'1l1cn! programs; 
(4) failure: to provide I'l Ilationni reservt;: hlliirl victims ofmnss Inyoff5 and J)fttional disasters And 
for other purposes; and (5) creation of a complex m~w uureaucracy stemming from an unwieldy 
Federal governance structltr~, ' 

cL:\k 
, fI"91S'cting,~uhlN'~ 


I 

. ! 

Reduced spending for low~iliconle programs is l)(lSsiblt! whilt: stlll pJ'olccl,ing the 1110$t vulnerable. 
The AdministrJjtioll has proposed $38 billion in can:Jully: lt1ilofl.,d culS for ccrtuin welfare 
progrllillS ovt:r sevell yeal's; however, the rl1ilgnitud~ of the cuts being considered by Congress -­
uClwecn $100 bilHOI) iltid Si20 billio:! over seven yeam; ..• compromises the ~bility of these 

~~~\lln~rablt;-ktw-lneClmc-grnu[l$, Thh> is CXl{Ct'rUhl(1(1 by the absence of
rr-?f.["r mninlcnancc-of-effon requirements Dn Ihe States, It is nm realistic. 10 expect the States to m~tke 
vek.1 t.- up fonhc reduced Ft'dend ~penJing ff0lt11hcir own f(!Ve;'Ut;s. Mrmy wili ultimately pass on the 

;- h dmMic cuts-to cbildren and Hl1uiHe,". ",";'hu wil1 (:OdUfC rUl~JrC cuts or even lo~se!i in benefno eligibility. 

The AdmiaistrMion supports the TelCtllion of Supplcmer:t(ll Security income (5S1) t.:<tsh benefits 
for eligible children prnvid~J in the: Republican lcadcl ship plun Th~ plan, however, would deny 
SSJ benefits ttl IllQH:: than 350,000 dlsnblcd children o\'~r the l'll.:xt uw year::;, III addition, the bill 
would establish 8 nmndatol)' fiw-yt:ur t:ut oITor'fellllJora:y AsslW'tJicC l3cncflts for Needy 
Families without regard to tht:ir circumSlllnCts. The bill would (lot provide a.llY protection for 
children when their j:mrcnui all: unahle l() work due to illness, disability, the need to curt: fur u 
disabled child, or high [oc<11 uncmploYllIt::I!L Thc'sc provisiollS ale unduly hursh and should be 
deleted froll) the. bill, 

Preii1uving (he IJt'nl1h find N,lfritism pf Adults and Childrt'H 

The Adminis!ratioll OPP()~t:,... tht Republican leadership plan to il:eJoJde nn optiomtl food Stamp 
btock gr(!'I1L By exercising this 0pti()Il, Sti;ttl:~ would be' flb!c to cliver! F'ood Stamp funds for other 
purposes and could deny nutri:ion assistance :,) tbose most in need. In addition, Ilily State that 
exercises such flU option will $CC its food a:iSISli!l1tc di:dbl; 1.Inll!lr.;ically in the evenl of recession 
or poplllSitlon growth. 

In addition, the Adminit<iH.tth:m is com:erm:d abo,li I)K', severtt)' oflhc elliS!O the Food Stamp 
program in the Republican Itadership bill. Th(,~ Aclmiuistralion supports rcqu:ring food Stamp 
recipients withour children to go to work ur truin fm wurk in return fbr Ihtir assistance. The 
Republican leadershil} bill doe~ nOI provide Stares with lhe rC$OUH;CS to nccomplish this goul. 
Rather thAn I'roll;otillg work, the plan ~iTl1ply cuts a hule in lht~ IIutrition ~(frcly nCt. 

~V) . . 
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Pnwisiol1S Affecting N9U-Citi:teus 

The! Rcp'.lblicul'l leadership p!fln should support H\ir In~:tlmctH tor legAl immigruntil. The 
Admioistffltion supports tightening spQnsorship llnd eligibility rules for non·dtizens 1utd requiring 
sponsors of legal .rnmigrams to befir grelHcr r~sponsihlli\y lor those whom they enc'lufage to 
enlcr the Unjt~d Stales. The Adminisrrr.tion, huw~Y~r, strongly opposes the Republic,," 
lcadcrsl,ip bill's unil;ucral appiictltioll uf new digibilily and deeming provisions t(l current 
redpienTs, Including the disabled who ure exempted undt'.r current taw, The Administration also is 
deeply concerned "bout the bill's applice:ion of ceeming pl ovi!>:ons to th" Medicaid program" 

Tho Scnnte: hm; th~ L:hiinC~ to CIlf'.ct fenl welfnre reform" Tht.: Admil1is1f<ltioo $twngly suppOrtS the 
welfare reform proposal oflcrcd by SCUlllvrs Uil~chlt!> Bre;I\.I~, and !\tikulski. ll1stead of 
mnlntnining tile cuffcnt welfare systC'm ~~ '\.vhk'h UlH.lcn:lilll.'s UlH ba~ic vnlues of work. 
responsibility. ulltl family ~~ ~hls plan !<ends people 10 work so they un cam a paycheck, n01 a 
~elfare check. Unlike the RCf~tJbJicim leaucr:ship bill !1Jld lhe JJousc~PfJssed H.R. 4. this proposal 
provides the child care for those tmm:ilioning ii'om wdffilC to work and for those tfying <ivoid 
welfare in first place" It holds: SUIte hurcaul:rm:it"s (l('coullutblc fol' n:aJ ~cstlhs, find rewards them 
for putting people 10 work. not jU$t renHlviny pi:opl<: Ii'om the wc!ffll'c rolls. It savell mcmey hy , 
movl!l& people to work, ntH by expecting tbe StNes to handle morC'. probl~ms with less money. 
The Adminbtrutiun urges the Congress to agree upon a bjparti~l\ll blll that addresses these critical 
elements Df feal wclfi\n:! reform. 

Senator Dole's proposol would reduce dirt"t:.:l :-pcnding; IlieJ ;;fore, it is subject to the l)ay~as-yQU­
go requirement of the Omnibus Budget RCi;ondE,ni(}[I At:t of 1990, OMB's scoring eSlimaw is 
under developmellL 
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TALKING POINTS'ON JUSTICE ISSUES 


DOl's concerns fit into three categories. Some arc founded on constitutional clashes with 
welfare refonn provisions. particularly in the House version ofH.R 4. Others are technical 
drafting suggestions to make the legislation more logical. Still others have DOJ weighing in On' 

policy iss,nes, a function better handled via a Statement of Administration Policy, Sending the 
letter could be useful for the first two categories. Identifying unconstitutional provisions likely. 
to 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 foHowing focuses mainly on the major constitutional concerns, 

• Benefit restrictions/or minor moms-A Supreme Court case, New Jersey Welfare Rh;~hts 
Qm, y, Cabill. 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.Qillill, apply to children 
born out of wedlock) may run afoul of the Constitution for similar reasons, 

• Tremment a/Infers/ate Immigrants Receiving Benefits--H,R, 4 (both 1·louse and Senate) 
lets States pay lower benefits to families who recently moved from a lower benefit State, 
A quite similar law was overturned by the 1969 ShapirQ Y .. ThornpsQn 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 affinned this 
principle, and it is likely that H,R, 4'5 provision WQuld be sued instantly if States opted to 
apply it. 

• . Beni!;{it Restric/ions/or Children Lacking Paternity Establishn.rent--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 as:sistance for .families who don't 
cooperate in establishing paternity, H,R, 4's provision goes a step further because it 
requires sanctions even if the family has cooperated funy with the State. DO) makes a 
plausible case that the provision could be challenged as "irrational" since a family could 
be penalized for circumstances beyond its controL 

• Fundingfor Lowered Illegitimacy & Benefits for Jmmigrants--DOJ argues that H.R. 4', 
monetary rewards to States for drops in abortion is "illogical" and may give States 
incentives to restrict women's constitutionaHy protected freedom ofchoice. These arc 
more oplnionl'! than constitutional concerns and are bener addressed by another 
Administration mouthpiece. The same holds true for DOJ's opposition to increased 
re:ttriclions on immigrants' ix.-'flefits, since there nre currently many federal benefit 
restrictions on immigrants that loog have gone unchaUenged. , 

, 
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The Departmer.t of Justice 1s pleased to ofte~ the following/\ 


¢ommc~te on H.n. 4, the Personal RP-sponsibilicy Act of 1995, as 

passed by t.he HO'Jse of Representatives, As tl:i! comments 
in::Hcate, th~ oepart.!I'\enc has several concerns regarding the 

pr~visions of H,R_ 4. 


.. . "No Assistaneo for Oyt-ot .. wedlock Births to M1QQTS.:1 

Sectior~ 101 of the bil:.> arnendin.g section 405 (al (.1) nf th. 

90c1.::' $~curir:y ACt, ","-ould exclude from eligibility fo!> benefi:.s 

both mothers under age, lB ana children born out .. of-wedlor:k to 

tr,otllb.t'ti under age 16, No cash benefitG may be provided '..lntil the 

mothera reach age 18, 


We have serious const1tu~ional concerns regHrding the 

provi~ion's Cltecriminat10n on the~basis of ill~it11MCY. On its 

face. the provis1o~ distin~ishe8 among equ~l'y n~6dy children 

based on the conduct ot thOSQ childrenls parents. The Supreoe 

Court has held. already tha':. for purposes or ni.9tribueing wclfl1:re 

benefits. ~aB indiapensablc to the r.ealeh and well-being of 

illegitimate children a.s: 1:0 chose who ar"~ 1eoiti.mat•• \1 ouch 

d19~inction~ violate the Equal Protection Clause, ~ NflW Jersey


[ ije.:'farp;; Rights Qrs. v. ~hill. 4l~ u.s. 619. ':2:1. (l.973) (pl!!r 

C'J.rl.am). Speci tically. the Court ill Qihill r.,jected :;he means 

chosen by the state to advance its ;nter~Gt in ~precerv(ing] and 

s:;TAngthen{i~g] family life~:. 


[llmposing disabilities on the illegitimate child is 
contratY'to the basic con~!".rt of 0,,1,;- wY8te:m that lega.l
burdens should bear some relations~ip to individual 
responsibility or wrong-dn;'I"llj. Dbviov.cly. r.o child j,!:;; 
responsible: for his birLh and penaliiing the 
illegi.t:imate child. is An i.nef£At';t1).~lw .. ~t) well (itt 1m 
uajuBc--way of det~rrins the parent. 

For ease of :r:·f'\f'~renc~. we wi.ll re£¢l..~ 1.1;).t'f$ to the .tall '$ 

provisions bjt tr,e t.itles '..1sed in ::r.e bil":;' :.tsel:, 

,.- - - - - ­ no roa 
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cahill, 411 U.B. at 620 (q~ot~ng ~cber v. Aetna C6sualty & Suret~ 
~, 406 u.S. l'i. 175 (1912); ~~ ',l;r1lt\bl.e v. yordor 430H 

U.S. 762. 763 i1977} ("we have exprestSly considered. and re1ccted 
f.h"l' argument th,:lt; u Dtaee r.\Ay .;t':;tempc to int.!..uence the actions o~ 
men and women by imposi:ng sar:.ctiCins on tte chHd:re:1 born of t~eir 
i11~O'it.im.tliil relo.tio:'t!lhip.U). We :hink that this reasoning' would 
likely compel invalidation of the provision in q:uestion., 

Th~ provision aloo might be cbdllenged by affected rno:r.crs 
on t.he groundo that it comLi.LionB their el::.gi..bility for benefits 
on marital status, ~nd hence interferes with the constitcticnally 
protect.d "freedom of e'd,,::sonal chOiCe In matters of marriage and 
family life," ,CleveliIld ad. of EdJ.:.c'.~ v. Laf1.eu., 41-i u.s, 632. 
639 {1974l. The SUfHt::Ir:le Ceu""t hal recognized a f.undamental right 
to marry and othe!'wise to order farr.i1y relationships I "no 
irNalidc.ted l.:nder ;:;L.L-ict. ecrutiny regulations t:.hat interfere 
Ifci=ectly a.nd substantially" with that rigr.t. m ~ocki '\t. 
RedhQil , 434- U.S. 37.;' 38S-lirl (197R) ($ta~~ may net re:quire COUt:L 
a~prcval for marriage by person with support Obliqations}; ~ 
~ Boddie \I. ~nect.icut, 4Q1 U,S. 371 fl971) (51tat:e may not 
condition acces~ to court ir divorce actio~ on payment of Fi1i~O 
fees). AI.. t.he" samtt; t1tne$ t..he COurt has held tha~ benG:fil.:s 
clas;ifications that bear only indirectly on intimate 
rel.,t,;luIUihipa may be sustained 50 long as they are rational. 
~, IWL" Cal~gat\l v . .;rob&. 434 U.S. 47 (1977) (eongr""" may' 
tel.·ml.;u1te bene!i"ta when reCipient marrie3~ I AU ~ Z,blocki. 
434 U.S. at 3a6~e7 & n.l2 (discussing diatinctionl. 

Our concern is ~hat whera, as here, a benefita 
cld.tie;:ific.:atlon appears actually to be l.ntended to influence the 
decision whethe~ to marry, a reviewing cour~ migh~ t~eA~ it ~£ ~n 
impermisSible l<direct. and substa:ltial" interfeTence wit.h that 
decis~on, ee, ~9bst, 431 U.S. ac S4 (uphold1~g marriago ~ulc 
because it "cannot be criticized . , . a.a an atte~pr. to interfere 
with the itH:li.,idual's freedom to make oil (1f'1r.ision as: important at!' 
ma=ruge"); v. li,illiam. U3 U.S. 597, 602 119871 
(uphold1~g filing ~nit requirpm.nt bACaUCQ it3 
"design" is not to . on fam.ily living arra:1gementsi , 
Alt'ernatively. beca~se the condition Ot p.liIJibi1ity .t i3sue 
marriage -- is not wholly within the power of the mother to 
fulfill. ~he very rationality of thA p~ovi.ion "might he ope~ co 
quest.io:J.. ' 

2. "Illegitimacy Ra;!Qu 

Secc10n 101 of the bil". amending Section 403 of the Social 
Security Act. provides inC:~fl1".iv~1I; by inQreac.ing grant!!! pClyai;lle to 
states i.f the: s':.ates aohieve reduc:t..ions in the "illegitirr.acy 
ratio. ,. The ratio would h~ (,"al:ul.at.arl by ,'lriding t.he l..uLal nu:nber 
of out-of-wedlock births in the state to a figure representiny 
I:.he increase in the annual f'1T.unbal" of abortion", th/l!ir. uiv:'di.ng 
that Sum by :he total number of hirths ir. the: state. Our 
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concerr.s our twofold. F'ir$t. the" e9.lJ.Kion proposed is illogical f-,.1il.lrrr)i"(c 
)~I th.at: :l.l;. t1:'J.eo t,¢ li!'..k-abo,cLiorr...rlgures and grants ':0 st;al.;.es; , 
~hese two issues ...are""no: rel-aUd. Second. '\ t may ser-...e as an 
"!1r.entive to .cto.:~= .. ~~.t:J.Ct or a:.low o~her.!iil to 'interfere Arith 
a WOrr.an' ~cOtisti7...,.1,1Y prote~ted freedom of choice. 

3. 	 "Auchority to Tttac Interstate Immigrants Unger Rcl~ 
of Fomu State" 

S~ct.t.on 101 c£ the l;J.l1; alt'.end1ns section 403 (c) {2} of the 
Sod a1 Security Act. would a.uthorize the states to discriminate 
amOng bencficis);'ics hll(::u::d on length 01: in~state residence. 
Spe~lfically, the Act would allow ~ach state to provide famili~~ 
tha.;, h:J.vG lived iu I,.hc etaL:.e tor less: than o~e year with the 
lev@ll of benefits/ if any. the families would have received in 
thoJr prio:, 3t~1.t:H; ot resld.ence~ 

The: Supl:emt) COllt'!'; haS held that a State impermissibly
,penalizes the ri9ht to interscate travel when it denies nPwr.om~~~ 

-:.he "oame: .t.i.~ht co vital govl!!:nrr,enl:::. ben@£itQ and. privileges . , . 
as are e:ljoyed by ol:::.her rf~sident;;s.1I Memo:::~a: Ho~ v. Mnrit;'Qra 
CoynS!y. 11$ U:S, 2!;1U. 26 1. (~974) (Ol'Hl! ~yea!' residency requirement 
tor free nonemergency medical care invAlid as pena~ty on right to 
inte,t6L4:\te t.ra'''ell .. M!1 ~ Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 O.S. 616 
(1969) (one-year residency requiremer~t for welfare h"'n~fit.t;l1 liFiU'IU!1 
l;.,huld. This is so even if the state acts, as it wOl.:ld here, 
pursuant 1.:0 c:>ngressfOnal-s-t-':tt"~tE-et.Ss~,,!ers!r:~;a~:I~1~t~b:,~.!"'''~4~tr.,:, s. 4lt .1.1. I ( 
-nru-!'efn:1;e(1'~line of-c;asEls. the $l,lpreme Court: has used Ii 
different rationale to corte to the same conclusinn, holding th;:;.t; 
~!stinction5 based solely On length ¢£ residence violate the 

.'" Equal Protection Clause under rational basis l"'"v1~w. i.!itJl.~,
t-t~$k'2-.g;Qbe; v. !jifll,arns, 457 U.S. 55 (1992) letate lacks rational and /
C(.i-'-.1 permissible interest' in grantir.g increroe:1t. ... l1.y higher oil revenue 

...-,tci d + divid.end payments to residents of longer duration}. 

Rec:en!; lower court cases have l'elied on both tMl:se theories 
to invalidate laws that, like those r.nr.r:etT':plat:ttd :by the bill, 
11mlt new state reaidcntl to the level of we1tare banefite they
received in their prior home stat~~ for a cub$t.nti~l p~=i¢d of 
oim~. ~ M~tch.ll v. Stoffen, 504 N.W.2d 19B (Minn. 1993), 
c:trL den11d. ~~4 S. Ct. 902 {It)CJ4) (six .. (nonth rtlc:l.dency 
raquiretr,ent) i Green v. Am1e:raon. all F. Supp, 516 CE.O. Cal. 
151931, ",f'd, 26 F.3d 95 19th r;'r. 19~4) (one-yoar r~.ide:n~y 
requirement)" The SUpreme Court granted certiQrari i~ G.ees t bu~ 
recent.ly directed vacation of t:'h. prior :u.d.gmC!1t.e: in th. \,;.-ec; on 
procedural grounds without reaching the merj tS, Aru;lersQQ v" 
Green. 63 U.S.L,W. 4162 (iT.!;, r.b. 22.• 199.;} (per ~\'U.·i4JtJ) . 

U~lass and until the Supre~e COUrt revisits this issue. 
control.ling ca.se law rend~"'1i\ st.'U:f;'j ~_wc ft<loeed ~\lr5U41uL to this 
p:ovisl.on of the bill unconstitut.ional. 
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Current law requires that a ,mother applying for welfare 
benefits COQperRt",/!l it'. ect ..blichir.g the' l=o'.sL-=:rn:.cy of her child. 
Section lOl of the Dill, while maint~inin9 the cooperation 
requireme::.t, wi:' alg;o rsquirc etate~ to .impose (i!1.anCiAl 
penalties on fanili~s ~eceivir.g aasi$~ance if palernity has not 
in fact been e~t~bli"hed, 

.. Cor.areas i R fralt. of eouree. 1;0 i'\\j)ut:>e conditiOns or: receipt 
of welfare benefi~s; so long as the classifica~ions created are 
rationally :r'~1 at.ed to leg'itimate 90ve.t.HiHtmt ends. ~ ~i]ndrid.ga 
v. Wil1ia~ll 397 U.S. 4'1 (1970) {upholding upper limit en AFDC' 
benefits under ratiQn::ll bat!:lin l."evicwi. pref1urr.ably. the state 
interest in imposing the n~w penalty contemplated by the bill is 
to providJ! an incentive for fa:nill.ee 'to aid. in establishing 
paternity. The penalty will apply, however, ev~n when a mother 
haR none ..11 within her cont.Lul to escabllsh paterr.ity, and ::r.e 
fai:~re tn make a fi~al determination is attributable Sol~ly to 
r.h,., ~t;'tiot'\ (Qr ncne.ctionJ ,,! 1.;he facher 0= r.h1l!: state itself. 
While Congress need not cla6si~y :on the welfare conteXt with 
"m,ath.m,j.l,: ic.l niee:ty," .i£J... .;it 'iSS, a pens J, ty that is likely to 
opera::-.e unfairly in many cases, and: sltem$ ':.0 be redur.dant in 
light. of the preexisti.H::l cooperation requirement, ~u~!,ubiect 
to challenge or. ~he grounds chat it js irrati?nal. 

S. 	 «No Aa.l*tan£s tQr C~r;miD Al~f,r.sf ~ ftlneliaibil:C¥ of ~ 
Nrtniffim~grjUlte .cOl;' CertJ'in Publ i,e ienef~ts PrQgUfIl9. It 
grad "L':'tnited EllS:.biJ it,y at:. Immiqral".ts fgr 5 Spes;ified 
Fed1U;,,1 Pu.bl~, Bcnefits programs" 

The bill would exclude legal as 'Aell as illes:lal a 1 i '?ns: fr('lm 
n broad. l:dnld~ of tederal b-enef1ts programs. SpeC:i:ically, 
section 10l of the bill bars the use of Fa.rnily Aseistl'ln(.',e l310ck 
Oreme. fU.l"lQi> co prov1d.e cash benefj,ts to J.egal aliene, excepr. as 
otherwise provided by the ~ill. Section 403 of the hill G~eludQo 
nearly All lagal immigrA~te from ~ligibility under the Famt:y 
Assistance Block G~ant program and also under the,~Rt, Titlo X; 
blocic ~.Ld.Htt non ..emergency Medicaid, a..'1d Food Stamps prograns. 
Finally, section 402 den1es all federal means~tp.~t~d public 
ber.eilL~ to lawrullY present nonimmigrants, with narrow 
exceptions. 

1 Excepted from the bar on assiet~nce are refusees ;or the 
first £.:.,ve years aft.e~ their arrival. "~Tt:'to,in diSlab.Lc::d and aged 
.l~~~s. an~ vet.era~r.s and current members of th~ Armed F?rces. 
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Congress, of course. enjoys e:ubacant:ial _uthorit.y to 
classify on tl-:... ol\$i& of alienage al'" , l;I.pec1t'lcally, to limit 
eligibility of aliens for benefits under'fede;;i:ll programs.
M,i.th$"'ia v. lJiaz, 4L6 U,S, ~7 11976J, Su-ch claas:.tl::::a::iC!15, 
however, remain sUhject to ratio:qal basis ['eview, 19..:.. and 
Congress Rhnuld be prep::a:od te ft:l:Li-;.;ulate a ral!iona) ba$is for 
each of the alien e;(clusions contemplatzci by the hi) 1, :n at. 
least some t"::A.!31!'.Q:, it may prove d.:..f!lt,.;ul~ t.o jU5'City the ',b1.11's 
broad-based eXcll}sionary policy as applied to legal irnrnigrAt;ts, 
Denving h~n~f:lt$ to nea.rly all 1"Yd1 .1m:n..J.grant:e, many of W::'om 
have: part.icipated productively in the G'nit.ed St.ates economy for 
years hf"_for6 r1ltqu.i.ring a=!i.i~t-aUl,;t!, is (lot. selr~evide:\tly rational 
and, in our vi,w, would contribute to the establishmen~ cf An 
objec\-. i cnablA C'.u~tc Qyee~m. 

Tn addition, 'Co the ext'l!lH\,.. that' the attected prcgrarns --, 
?cov1de benefit:3 on a family"wide. rather tha.n individual, basis. ( 
::he alien iucclueion mighL uperace to aisadvantage united States 
citizens who are m.ar:::ied or born to aliens. A citizen chi!d, for -­
inRt~nce. might eff~~Lively be ~en~ed benefits she would 
otherwise re~eive if an alien par\!mt or si!::lltng was excluded 
th.. family uni":. ilt ....:dlculatir.g neeCi. Because st:.ch citize!l 
children. like children boc~ o~t4of.-weQlock, 6re neither 
rc;uilponoib-le tQ1" ~'l.OL' l:1ble to control the alien status of their 
paren':.lS, a reviewing court could find that alien exclusions Ro 
~ppliQ.d violate 1.1a:!: Equal .l.-'t'Otect5.0:l Clause, ~ pa;ce!1 v. 
!1QQd~. 35 Cal.3d an. 67; ?2d 4,8 {19S41 (en ll;lnc) (AFDC 
exclueion of .lien children violates California equal prot.ection /.A ~ ".,J" 
clause because it penalizes citizen siblinqs of such ch ildran) . lw ~·t~' :-~ 

,>t;."t.c .:....,,, ...Lt r(" 

E:limina';ing access of virtually all noncitizen9 ,qhould b~ 
reviewed l~ cerma of the overall impaot. While monetary' ~avings 
may app&ar ~o be signif.icant, other costa. including th. $oci.l 
CQet:_/ v! restricting access to part")ons we have invited \:.0 this 
country also should be considered. We believe thAt .9iSnifi¢ant 
I!II!lVl.!19"Q ca.n be: achieved by re-:3ini::.s eligibility for long-tern
lawful alien residents of the United States, whilff; e:ight.ming
ellylbility Standards for e~e p~ograms where ~se by aliens is 
significant and holding sponsors legally liRhl~ for .upporting 
!~mily m~mbers they bring co the U~iced States. Moreover, we 
believe that prevent.ing illeqal en':ry at. t'n~ border .nd. stronger 
WOl::Kaice e.nto;ccement, coupled with less ~e!if:trict:.ed limit.ed aCe(;:S8 
to benefits ~nd services, w~ll provide ~ c~ord1n.ted d~cerrence 
aga1nsc illp-gal entry, stay. and use or public resources. 

O. nRemQyal of Barriers ';0 rnterethnic AdQQt,iQn~" 

se:ctl.on 20l of t:l:".c bill adding seco:ic:m 430 to r..ht Social 
Secu~ity Act, would remove ba4rier~ to intar..thnic Ddoptio~, w~ , 
are conct!rnea. ·that t;-~i3 section might be interprGl:ted to repeal by f 
implic8.r:ion the L"'ldian_ChUd ij;,.J fare '\I;t (1:(,"W/,.). ;;'15 U,S,C, !-901" -.l 
~9b~. . 
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The ,+CWA was enaCted i:l rest>on&e 1:0 It [t] he who:;.esale 
aeparar. ~ on of IAciian chi Id1.'e::.t !:rom c.heir ramilies'l through 
::'ol'mination of pareno:al rights of American Tndians. fLR, Rep. 
No, 1:;,q flO, 95th Ceng,,. ~d Se6b, !J {l $inn, £El!prig,eg lD 197e 
U.S.C.C,A.N. 7530, i5~1, In resp,onse to this concern, CongraSB 
e!'lo'tr.t~d th,. rCW'A "to Fl."on\Q\..t! che decuritl' of IndiAn tribfls and. 
families," 25 U.S,C. 1902,- iee e}.sQ Misshjsippi Bacci of Choc~ijW 
.Ind,.,.,.:t v, HS;;lyHclQ. 4$0 'J.S. JO, J4, 36 (1989) (!CWA sought tc 
protect the =ightS ot Indian communitieA and tribes). The 
jn<5t"i£icat:ion for ICWA. I..hl:::re!ore, rest.s upon ~~e unique, 
government-to-government rela~ionship between t~e fader~l . 
~ove~nmQn~ ~nd the f~udrally-recogni~ed Indiar. cribe$, MQrton v, 
Man:;ar~. 41.7 U.S. 535 (974) lBe:cau$e of t.he unique ~1I1atiow..htp 
bliill:-'NeQn fcdGrally-x~\,;vgn.ized t:r1.be.!\ and the federill government M_ 

aR reflected in the :ndian Commerce Clause, U.S. Consti:ution, 
~rt, I, S a, el. 3 -- 9ta~u~es giving preferences to Indian 
tribes are not constitutionally suspect.) To ~void wr.at WP thin~ 
i~ ~n unineendcu consequence at the broad language i~ section -- ./ 
430{bl {ll, we recommend that I~A be ex.cepted from secr.~nn 201 of ( .,.,­
H.R. 1214, 	 - ­

7. 	 "Cls:a.rillghcuse Jlnd HQtl:ne 0:1 Misaing ZlnQ RunaWf!?t' 
, Cbildreu n ~.<'u" 

Section 20l of the bill, amendinq section 426 of thQ S,oci.al \t_~ 
oe=~rit} Act to create. un~er the Attorney General, a , ,~ 
clearinghQuse and hotline for the collection ~nd d'I~$o!minati~n of ;';:;1.:''I' 

infcl."u'\4L.:.on on children who have :run aWay or are othel'wise ' V 
n;issi:lg. sec:.ion 201 however, m".1st be rez.d in r,f)njt::r.ct:.ion with ,(1 

F.. R. 4' 8 Sec;1cn 371 (el of the bill which repeals the Missing c tv . 
Children's Assistance Act of 199, (4~ ~.S.r.. S7'1~S779J, The ...-;,. i"! 
O~partment: !t't'ongly opposes the =epe.ll o[ the Act - .:~.,;;...~. 'lj.,,?t,,,;, 

The hotl lne and clearinghcuse f'..lnctions allthori.zed under 
Section 2.01, are alr.eady t>erforme:d {among many o,:;her .:lctivi':.ies; 
by t~e ,wAtior.al Center for Missin~ and Exploi,~.~d Chl.ldren 
(NCMEC:. NCMEC is one of several compnn~n~s funded under the 
oepartmen='s Office of Juvenile Justice and De:i~quency . 
Prevention.s·1i !OJJDP) Missing ami R')("ploitQd Children' e Prcg.:&tH. 
which is authori2:ed under :he: Mis::Jin~ Chi ldren I s Assistance Act" 
The Section 201 hot line and clRaT"n~hou"'Q aut.horlty i.5 nQL ~ 
S~bstit~te for ~he programs and services (ir.clud~n; t~o$e of 
NCMEC) provided under t.he aul'.hrn,:,ieicHI of t!'lC Mie15in.g children' fI 
Assistance Act. As noted above, amo~g NQM!C's services lS the 
prcv:'sion of a niltional to';'l·f""'ee hQtline And informatlun networ:k 
tor the exchAnge of da.ta on missing chi:c.ren, 

Since the passage of the: Missln;: Childr,en'9 ASSistance A.ct, 

the FBI'S National Criminal T~t¢~~ion Canter repo~tb Gn 

~ncrease of more than 50 perc~nt i~ tte nu~b@r of missing persons 

rep:=-rts to law enforcement, This· riilp;rting in;:L~e.&e is d>.te, In 

lArge par.t. to the work of NCMEr. ~nd OJ\TOP. 
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Se~tion 202 \9') of H.R. -4 would reeeaJ Subt·i:;.l~ C of Title 
XVTT of the Violcn'C Crl.r.\l!: Cutlcrol ar.d. Law' Enforcement Ace c: 
1994. Thi$ repeal should be read in thA context of the repea] nf 
till"" Mis.ing Children'1!I 1t.b.i:>istar.ce ACt, Subti:le C creat.gd the 
"t-lorgan ? Ha~d'lman Task Force or; l<:iss::"'ng and Exploited Chi~d",pn 
AI'"'J:''' . Thi-'! proviei9l"l i..H":L'ellsed et.ate t:lnd local coordin.t iCtn [or 
programs under the N~tional Cencer for Misain9 and Exploited 
f:hi,ldrel"l (NCW:;:C). The DeiJ~rt:rnent: Objects ~c .lts repeal. 

8. 	 'l~1l,.d Prote:\.:Lion Block Gr-ant rrowam" - "Confor:uius 
A.mtna.rn~nt , 'I 

The Department strongly o.bjec!;.ll'I to·Sec-:::ion 3?1{gi of th,. bill 
.....hiC'f;. .would repeAl Subtitll!: A ot Title It of the C.ime Cotl':ro1. 
Act of 1:990, the Victims of Child Abu.se Act of 15)90. Th·',:a: 
swt:.itlo aut.hol: l:t;O;;:'s support rOT local and regional child advocr.:y 
cencers l promoting the use of mult.idisciplinary teams ~..... f\l;1dr.,"lil 
ehn identifi(..sL.i..on, support through j'..1dicial procee.di.ng a..1"'J.a 
treatme.nt of children who have been suo~cct t.o physi ;:::al ..... d 
3c){ual ab~6d, It alsO t:rovides support for -;he inves~iga.r.ion and 
prosecution e£ their cases, 

similarly. Subtitle A of Title II authorize!; ~upport. fo;!;' t::h~ 
Notj,O:·J,al Cem.er tor the Prosecution of Child Abuse. Tht" 
Depart.ment believes that the preservation of tr\t", Ce-tltAr' iil 
cr~~ldl and that a substitute block grant program wouJd neither 
pr:Jvide nol.' facil it.ate the training anc. t~chn i r.,:;l as;~1..t ..ncc 
n¢$Ut:!t.l by local p:rosecut.ors to ensure thnt oCfenders are brought 
to justice, Given the ser~OUSnegi and prevMi~ne4' of child obu~e. 
l,,;oIll:;a:s, 11.. 1s c:ri.tical to !I'aintain federal leadershiD and 
assistance' to' staee and local proeee':.1tors, in thili/: _r93.. 

9. 	 "AmendIDj!nt.~ t~Laws Relating to ctild prOteQn too :Block 
Grant'l 

~ectjon 371(b) (2) of the bill makes several changes to the 
Victims of Crime Act of :1984 {VOCAl (42 1:.8.<:'. 10~O: ~ ~). 
The Depa~tment objacts to each of these changes. 

Tr.~ Departmect notes that the earli~r. version of che bill, aa 
conSidered by the House of ~epr4?sent ... tiv.Q., included in Lhia 
section the repeal of Section 1404 (a) of the 'lOCI!., T.lis 
proviSion repealed the ar.t i '1"11> ViatilT,__ 1\.COi3"t:Ance £.>ro~ ..t:($m whicn is 
administered by the Department's Offi~e for VictimB of Crime 
(ove:. It was subseque!.1t.1y explatineci by che. bill '1/ o;l::ii:tt:~r!j that"". 
the repeal of this section was a drafting error and that the 
sect:on repealed. should hi'lve hf'U!'tn S90tion 1'0"" {A,i. This 
particular correction has been mad.e. aJ::ho-..xgh the. ::;epartment 
objects to the "repe.ti.l o·t Sect.ion 11111]1,) &0 well. Howe:ver, H.R. 
4, as passe:ci by the Heuse, althougb no~ repealing VOCA Section 
1404 iaJ I nevertheless wn111d .nd the V~,ct.im!l A!l4itiL.:I.nCe f:'rogran; 
hecause it would r~peal the funding for the Section 1,Qi;~ 
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v~)jll:irn assiitanCe' program. Theref::)re, che res~l': would be i.hp 

~~~p.. The tunding ~epedl is set tort~ in Section 
371 (:,) (2) (AI (il (aa) of the bill. This S.ctio~ would remove rh. 
awd.labltt. of moniee fro.H :"he Crime VictirlS F'..:nd to su?port 
Section 1404 tal, thereby cripplitlg the program, The Oe~a!"tl'll".r'it 
r.(')~tinu'f'Q to object. to :..Lt:!$e actions b~caus~ the Critr,e Victims 
Aseistance Program, which is a block grant program administf':r~ci 
hy th.a v:a..ious ;,tt'l\;e$. ,i.~ one of the few a'lailable sQurCG19 of 
funds to ~early lfOO~ locally based victim assi9t~nce pro~r~m$
throughou,,: the countLY. 

SQction J711b) {21 also would repeal both the funding (VeCA
Section 1402idl (,II and the authorization (VOCA Section 1404(AII 
£or the Childl.-er;,· s Just.ice Act 1?rograrr. t.or N~tive Americans. 
This program i9 the only source of Federal funding to improvA ~hG 
invo::::cigat:.ion .ml prosecu::.ion of child abuse cases in India.n 
Coun~ry _ This par:;icular program r.aa funded. iT,Ora th",,, '35 
d.if~er~l"lt tl.'il.n:ll programs to reduce trauma to child sexual. ab'J.s..e 
victim$ and to improve and coordtnate service deliv.-,ry to child 
abuse vic\.lms and ':heir tami.lies. 

Title vi! ot H.R. 4 co~tain$ many provialo~s that would 
simplify and streamline the collGction of ch i 1 d support;. For 
example::, che blll would req-olire stat:eG to establish databases 
';hillt. wi:l compile inforrr,stion about eaoh child Qupt'0rt or'der 
Q}lt::ucd in that state. Sec, ;1.:.. This information would be !ll!::t 
to a national r~.gi$try o!t a raqul;.r baeiM. t'c .id in 6n'EorCeltiont 
UL ir.t~rscate cases. In additio~, to almplify employer 
procedures far withholdin~ d:11d GUPPor't'. from ~ neoma, the bill 
would require that e~:r. $tat6 es:abliah a centra11zed $tata 
collection and disbursement unit. to 1"';1""l$'.lre I!!ffi;ientl timely 
processing of chil~.support c~llectlo~ and diBbursem~n~ to 
custodial parents. Sec, 712. 

The bill also would expand rhe foderal parent lQCatvL syet.e:ll. 
Which would. enable stat&f3 eo tnu:'k quick.ly the location of debtor 
parents to enforce child support". crdQ;t" II; , Tho CJCpa.nded lur,,;nt.or 
systerr: wO''Il.i.d have three rMljcr components: a Databank of Ch:..ld. 
Support Orders: 0: Directory (If N"~w fli.rQQ: ~nd an .xpe.r.lut:d lOCator 
component that .ould allow states ~Q access tedernl. state and 
local information to enforc~ r.hilo Qupporc ord=r~. S~C. 7l6. 
I~formation such as the cbligor!$ location would be advantageous. 
bilt we question whet.her t,h", earte blanche ,,"CI;C:SS pLuvided here iRJ 
appropr.iate. Sec. 725. . 

We notG that the bill h~6 been str~ngthened al ~q4~rirS 
etatp.s to davelop pro(:,-rll.l!.'eQ fo::'" wit.hholding/ *ut;;pendlug, or 
reStricting the use o[ drivers 11cena~s. We hope that.. :he Senate 
will a.dopt. similar men":Ulre$l ~>"")d we In¢k forwl!u,:u LO worK1t.g ....'Hi-) 
Btatf :0 disc~6S other optio!1$ to strengthen the measures 

-­ - ~.~-
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cor.tajned in H.R. 4. 

11. I!<;r::imina~ !Qr(titure". 
Section 576 of the bill wcr,Jld add a. new sectior. lS (hl nf thlii V 

Fon!'i btAm~ 11...:.:1... of 1,77 ('/ U.S.C. § 2024(h)) to expahc;i the sc;upe 
o~ crirr,inal forfeiture, under that Act. This is acoeptable. (We 
note, howeve::.'. Lh&t :'he bill CCltts not includa procedural 
proviai9ns necessa.ry to ~ver~ criminal' forfeit'.lres. ,S;ae,.e...a..,., 
2111-:5.C-:"-g 8S3u :)--Tne-tJ11J. ~'i1~soat:t:e",pts·-r6· eSe'lblish is revised 
scheme fo: the disposit:'on tlnd use of the pr;:lpe:r:ty forfe.it\p,r; 
und.er <;.blb naw au:t:or1ty. See propo$ed 7 U.S.C. § 2024 (hi (4). 
Tbis provision would er~8te several problems I conf~ict wir~ 
exist.iay law, anCl should be d.eletee. 

Specifically, thls-pr~/iBiQn wpuld return the p:r:oceeds of 
forfeiture cases to th~ agency that inves~1gated the r.~se. ThQ 
AWVat;ent theory is that the potem:i~l availabilit.y of these' "" 
monies would r~sult in more investiqat10ns being ~~(';~c1.\H:tQd. Thic 
.\.~ an unreal1stlc expectation. Resources are scarce for general 
invee-tigative tlSI!!!. Moreover, the $cheme envie:i onl'lc. by l.boQ bil·1 
tor rei~~rse~ent of investig~~ive expenses is unworkable. 
Whether or not a forfeit:ure -results will almo~t' '!'level.' b. ~no,,", 
until a risesl year following the year iIi. which the expenses at''' 
incurred. Thus, whether last year'$: inveet.;g~tion w;11 1;.;. 
reimbursed will generally be unkno~~ at the time budget authority
for the upcQiUing ye!.r is being 50l,lqht. On the et.hH'I:' ha.nd, j,t the 
t;onq:re:s~ relies on :orfeitures as a aouz'ce of men t,es for I' 

inveB~igative ac:ivitv, it is unlikRly $Carc& a~propri~ti~ne willi! 
be committed to this need. 

Further I the proposal does not replace, but Mod1ties. 
au:horized disposition5 of asa~r~ f~rf~l~ed in a opccial cla.6 uf 
cases. Two of the four proposed dispositions {reimbur~in9 St~~e 
law enfo:rcemen~ for inv8at.igJ!I"i'fol!!o axp$ngQIiii .nd permitting th" 
Secretary of Agriculture to ff,,\f.d Approval, ream;.horization. and 
compliance activities) ar~· in~onci~~ent with the exiGt~ns Ati~~te 
Forfeiture Fund statu~e. In addition to cre~cing additional 
coStS I this proposal w{}\!! d e'!:' • .ate oonflict!'); over whc.t fuuut,; .tOre 
Rvailable. The proposal would create new administrat.iv8 burdens 
ror the A_sets Forfp.i t'lre If\;nd .and halo t".he potentia! 'cur the 
creation of a needless inter-department con!11ct. Proposed 7 
U,S_C. i 2024(hl (4) s;;hould bf.l dGllated. 

Finally, we t'Hlt:P.' that section S76 does not p:t'ovl:le t!Ct: ci...il 
forfeitures. By $0 doing. the bill would require. needlessly in 
our view. a crim,i rlOl'll, in.dictmQnt and conviction whl!:ltlt!vcr 
f01:feiture is aought for " t·ood Scarr.p Act. violation. 
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12. ,"Limitation on E'egeral AUj:h9..~t:i! 

In t.wo places, the bill would limit federAl authority by
providing thllt 

The secretary may noe ~egulo~d ~he ccndUCL of States 
under this part or enforce any provision of this part. 
ftxccpt to th~ extent c~r~~$ly 9rovlde~ In this pait. j 

Th~ 'reach of" t:ha"" proviaion& ls unclear. Our assumption is 
thr'u: thoy arc intende.d to prevent the Secreo:ary from prornu12ating 
subst.antive regl:1Atlon&. thnt gOVftL'H t.he CUsp()sit1on of ':he 
par:icular block grant funds at issue in each affected titl.e. 
O\;.r concern. ~ow!rver. l.Q that e.ll", provislor..S might 'also be read II' 
to extend to the Sacre~ary's enforcement of. other. global stAr-.11I"I:l!S!, 
and regulati~nQ 8ppliauble t~ .11 federAl funding programs. i 

For ~ngtane~, ~h~ F~ov~h~on8 COUld be CQns~rued to prohibit 
the secretary from applying to the stl1t.es' management of ~.hF>ir 
block ,QJ"Mntt>. thq pr.ovi!liout> of Tit.le VI of the Civil Rights Act 

Iji 

of 1964, as n~ended, ('- U.S.C, § 2000d ~ ~, Title IX n F tha 
Ed'Jcatinn A.mendmcnt:ts Act wi: 1974, as amended f 20 (J,S.C. S 168J ~ 
~; ana, ~ec~ion 504 of"the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. AS 
amenn~d. 29 U.S.C, S 794. Broa~ly read, the provisions'also 
\\'ould prever~t the Secretary frOM institu:i.ng program fr,llllld civil 
reu'll":nie:a "otione agninbl.. et:aces under the Program Fraud Civl1 
Remedie. Act, 31 U,S.C. §S 3901-3812, which provides 
ad~'ni~~T,_t1vc re~eciieti for !alse claires and statements i~ 
CQt4"'!~t. i.en w),th t.he receipt,:. of ft!':deral funds. Even r,h~ 1\ 
r.:;:l?'crQt~ry I lJ re.ferl.·.. l of a TI'atte't' to the IJepar::.rr,ent of J'uf'ttice for \t 
prosecution or civil action m:'.ght he barred 'b-"I thf!: flrovtGiono, 

To avoid what we think is an unintended conR~qu.nCQ, th~ 
prcvi£1ion~ mignt. be' c:!rat;ted more na.rrowly 1:0 provide that "t.he 
secretary a ~ I1lltbcrized ttl .wa ~ to reg\l1::tt:•.. , .' ~ 
Such C1 provisivu woul.d mak.~ clear that !;he Secretary rr,ay not -, ~, 

~ttach additional conditions to use of the blor.~ ~rantQ in ;..:.• 1,: ;.r. , 
",' '.";"q't.1Q.£tior., witJ1UUt J.nad:vf1:::t:ten::ly stripping the Secret.ary of 

a\.~thor.ity to enforce preexisting statutory mtu·,natfts:. , ,~I,.,";>~ :0 
~ 

t.J [ -l<, , 

FinallYI we would like to offer a few technioal comments O~ 
the bill as currently drafted. 

-
3 Section 101 {amending Social Sf:!ri~t'ity 11.01; Dcction 403 (tl i". 

";:he lanyua.ge 9f the second provision, in l:'Iect::'on 201 (arr.endir'1:l 
Social Security Act secr-ion 423 {fl 1 cf th. bill, :'.e ftu.b*L.otm:ially 
ei':nila~. 

10 
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Section 713 o~ the bill creates a new section 453k. which 
refers in· parllg-caph {a) Ii} to "info:,;me.;',iuu supt;::lied in accordance 
with subsection .(bl by employ~r5 MQ. labor o.r.aan~katiQ!'1§'· 
(emphasis adrlpd'i, .and goec on in pal:lI.';dLdf)h (a) (2) to define 
ttlabor organization." Neither $I.;bsection (b) nor any ether part 
of Ge~tion 713. howqver, makf!s ar.y !Jt"ovision tor repo':':t:ing of 
infortnaciQr. !::>y labor organization!ij and there is no- further 
mention of any ~uch r~portin9. Avcw~dingly. we reccmmend 
deletion of the re.terences t::: labor organi zations :i r. p'aragraph..:;; 
(,,)(11 o"d (1). 

t::;1!!'r.:'!ion 721 of thl! hill l;tI'qu.t.rtals each state to adopt. ~he 
Uniform Interstate Family Suppcrt Ac~, which in turn establishes 
a ~nmpr.hanGive ~nd complex $t~lem gove!ning interstate support 
proceedings an~ en~orcemGnt, Section 722 of the b~ll 
~11b.t:antial.ly !111lcnde leSi51eLL.i,on enac,;et'l. last:. fall, also 
governing 1nterstate enforcement of support orders. Thou~h we 
have r:.ot. (tx:nni:1e:d these ... wt; provisicns in depth, we are concerned 
that they may be duplicative Oi", at \fIorst, inconstsrent, 

Section 791 (0) eEi':ablieh~s a "grace period II for -otates 
"unablo co !l '(;ont)tly" with t;he requiremen:s of Title VlI. ~witho\.lt 
amending-the State ::ons'Citution, " rt is our view that i1tdtte 
conctitu.:ionCLl p\:vvl~iona genera.lly cO'J.ld r.ot prevent complitince 
with Title VI!, in that state provieionQ inconsistent with Titlp.
V!I wot!ld be vQlll under ct'..e :suprp.l71il\cy Clause i:l otates receiving 
federal fund•. :!ll.t,!LS... IQ)!1M",ru:\ v. ~.nk. 404 U.S. 282 (191') 
\3tate law viul~tes Supremacy Clause by i~posi~9 AFDC 
restrictions inconsistent with federal standardsl. We thp-r~fore 
recotmneno;l u;:i::tfr..ing aectiot"'. 791 [c) t.o achieve what appears to be 
its purpose without suggesting that state law can take rrpced.nce 
over fallt;L'al BLandards: 

Ie a Stace constjtu~ion is inconsistent with a~y 
provision of th:i s title, then the State shall :H":t bof: 
Lc:.>und Out ot compliance with B,ny requi:ement enacted hy 
this title until the earlier of··­

(1) 1 year after the e:f~ctive date of ~ St~tQ 
constitut.ional amend1!.ent achieving consistency wi-:h 
this title; or 

(2) S years atter the date of the t"."'1l;tctmGint of thio­
title. 

We hope that these comrr.ents al:e helpfl,l'l. and .we would be 
pleased t.o respond to a.ny questions about t.hem. 'T'han:< you for 
providing this opportunity to comment nn ~.R. 4, au pa~ocd by the 
House. 'Tn" Officp. of Ma.nagement and Dud-ge: has advfsed tr...at 
th~re is no object:::'on to thi.8 re'Port. fr;"rn ~M At.andpoint of the 
Admin1Strstion!s p~ogram. 

11 

http:witho\.lt
http:11b.t:antial.ly


. . 


Sincerely, 

Kent. ~a::;kus 
ACL~ng Assls~ant ~ttOt~~y Ceneral 
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". U. S. Deparmletlt of Justice 

Office uf Lf:gi~l:8tjvc Aff:tirs 

,,;l<1\FT 4/11/95 

Oea:t.,' Mr, 

The Oeparttl',er.t of .!ustice 18 ple~8ed to offer the following 
c¢mmcnte on H.R.. 4, t.he l'ersonl11 R~t;ponsibilit~' Act of 1995, as 
paf.ee.d by the RO'.Jlfe of Repxoeaentat'ives. AS the comment.s 
ind.icate, the Department- has sevl!ral concerns regarding the 
provisions of H,R. 4. ­

1, ":,iO ~§~i§tQncc fn: Qllt-QI~~e:dlock Sixths lio ~jncra.:? 

S.c~10r. 101 of the bill, amending .ection 4051a) i4l nf tho 
$01.':,"1.1 Sucur1t:y ACt. would exclude froll". eligibility fol' benefits 
both mothers under &ge ),8 and children born o\lt-of-wadlnr:k to 
motlut:.·~ un~er age 1&, No cash ber.efitG may be provided until the 
motnera ruch age 1~, 

We have I':Hl!r,tOU6 constitutional concern:; regfirdin., ~h. 
p:roYi!:t1on's C1i.e.crirninar.ion on the basis of illegitimacy. On its 
face, the provision distinguishe; among equ~ljy n~&dy children 
baGe~ on the conduct of thos~ children's parents. The Supreme 
,Court has held already that for purl'osea (,I" rH!lJt2:il:>Uting welfare 
benefits. ~aa indispensable to the r.ealth ano well-b~in9 of 
illegitimate children $0 to tb.o&e 'Jiho At·~ 1~o1ti.lnl\)t4il, 11 ouch 
distinctions violate the Equal Protection Ciause. ~~ New Jcrpe~ 
j:!.lfare Rigbts ~rg. ,,", c..hill. 4~l U.~, <19, 62'. (1973) (per 
curl-am). Speci ically, tho CQurt in ):,ahill rft.j~oted the means 
chosen by the state to advance itR '"tttre~t in "pracorv[:i.ngl and 
strp-ngthenling] family life~! 

(!)mposing disabilities on the illegitimate child is 
contrary to cha basic con~~rt of CU~ ~yGtem ~hat legal 
burdens should bear borne relation9hip to individual 
responsibility or wrong-~ni~cr, Obvioucly, no child l~ 
reEponsible for h1B bir~h and p~naliZin9 the 
111agj.timete child is lilt'! \neff",::~u..l~ -,"J,G well us tlil 

unjust-away of deterring the parent. 

-_._----­
1 For ease of I·PI.f.renc~, we wtll re!;el.· Ij~.n: to the bi.J..l '$ 

provisions by the t.itles used in the bU.l itself. 

-. - ,--- V10 roa 
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Ci.h~U.. 411 U.S. at 620 (quot:'ng l:Wlu v. l\&1:,Il! (:aElyalty 10 Su~ety
t:J:4. 406 u.s. ~G1, 17S (l9n); l!l<.e ~ ;rr1m:p.!l v. GoraQn, 430 
O.S. 762, 769 (1977) (Uwo have eXpreslIly eon9idt:red and rejected 
r,h'l> argu:munt tho.!; D. .otaee 11'••), attempc to 1ntJ.uence the act:ions of 
men and wome~ by imposing aanetiqns on the childre~ born of t~eir 
l11f!olJit.imAtQ r.l:;,-cionahilf/_"). We think 'that this ree}f;nning woulcl 
likely t;;ur.'lpel 1nvalidation of the provision in ~1.jestion .. 

The pl:ovision aloo migh: be challenged by iIIffected mo:hcr$ 
on the grQ'\,1ndo that $.t eow.l.l.1...ions their e:agibility for benef;ta 
on marital statue. and hence interferes with the eonstit~tionally 
prot.ectad t!freedo1!\ of !JItt.t"tlional choice in matters of marriage and 
!;amUy life," \:levell\llll ad, ..of Educ~ v. UFleut, U~ U,S, 02, 
'39 (1~'41. 'the !:h"~"";s!;'Ie COUl;C. has recognized a fundafr,ental right 
to marry and othe~ise to order family relationships, and 
ir~"'$lidcu:e.d und:er &:lLJ.'lct ecrut.1ny regulations that inte:rfere 
IIc1=eetly and substantially" wi.th that rigr.t. m ZAblocki v, 
BA4hn11, 434 u.S. 3"'14, 3a5~tn ng7R) (eta:'r3 may not require co\.u'r... 
:~~~oval for ma.rriage by person with support obH,qationc:); ~ 

aoddi~ Y. ~n:c.:t.icut, 401 U.S. j71 (l97l) {state may not 
condition aCc.eB~ to court In divorcl!) actio::1 on payment of r, U.:ni) 
feee;. ~L the' 6:amc tim.e, I.:.he Court has held that benefits 
classifications chat bea~ only indirectly on intiMate 
rel~Civutih1pe mllY be su&t,nr.ed 80 long as they are rational. 
~, lLlL-, Calihno v. ~Qb~L 434 U.S. 47 (U77) (Congo.... may 
te.'m.J.lutte belle!i':6 wh~n reciFlent marries) i ~ AUt2 ZljR1Q:Wf 
~34 U.S. at 3e6~ei Mn,l2 (discussing distinction;. 

Our concern is that wher~1 ae h~re. a benefits 
t,;;lcuslii:fic&.t ion appears a:::tually to be inten<ied to 1nfl\lence the 
deeision whethe-r to marry, a reviewing cour:: might' tre<1.r. it i.&l :.n 
impeX'ml.ss1ble hdir~ct and £ubstantial" interference wir.h that 
decision. cr, >lebst. 431 U.S. at. S4 h.:.pholrli1'1a mA::'l:"~,.9'. rulo 
because it "cannot be crit~.cized . . . as an attempt to ,interfere 
with th~ individual's freedom to make a (i~r,; ,ion .UI import;tnt. a.fl 
marx-uge"), v. GUliam. 483 U,S. 597, 602 ()'S87) 
(upholding ,filing \,;.nit requ'; rptrlll!'nt bacltU!i'Q ito 
"design" is not to ' on family living a.rrangements} . 
Alternatively. because th@ co~ci1tion of ~li~ipility .t 13~ue 
marriage .- 1; not wholly wich1n the power of the mother to 
fulfi 11. the very rationalit.y of tr-k p-roviaior\ might br.; ope" t.o 
queSt ion. . 

2. It ll1egi'tj,mas:y Rat1&.: 
, 

Se~tion 101 of the bill. amending Section 403 Qf the Social 
Security Act:.. provides incp.nt'.\v~fiI by increacing 1%"tlJ"it,:, tJ-4)'i:1ble co 
fIltates j,f the- states achieve re:5uc;;ions in the "~11egitif!\acy 
ratio.;1 the: ratio would hfll: r."f.l:::ulll:tQQ. by ."I.6ding the I..(,.;L~l nUl1\ue:z;' 
of out .. o.~"wedlock birth," in the ar...,te to i1 figure repreoontiny 
r:he increase in the annual rrI,lrrJ;:.IU· of .l)::>rtion"'. ~hcli 1l1vidlng 
t,hQt SUn". by tho total nUlltber of births ir. ~he Gtat&. Our 
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. , . . 
concerns our twofold. Fir~t, the equation pr.oposed is illogical 
j n th~t :tt trloo to link. abVL"L1on C!gures and grants to ~ta\:.es 1 
these tWO issues Are not. related. Second, i.t may ~et've as a:'l; 
,,,cent:1ve t-Q ct,')CelS ~o re6LL'!ct 01" allow octters to interfere with 
a woman's constitutionally prote~ted freedom of choice. 

3. !tAu~bQrity to TrAit InterstfAt¢, Immigtlnts rJng~r R",l.eu;.Q' rg~mer StA~~ 
S.e~1on 101 ot: the lJ.ill t amenc1:.ng section 403 (CI {2} of the 

SOcl,al securi.ty Act, would authorize the states 1':.0 discriminate­
a~Qn9 bGncfieia~ies bd~ed on length ot inwstQte res1d~nce. 
Spe~ifical1y, the Act would allow e~ch state ~o provide fa~11i~A 
thil:; h:lvQ lived. 1,. Lbc sea..:;e tor lelSlil than one year with the 
level of henefits, if antI the families would have received ,in 
theU:' prior 8\:..l.-t:lij of resldenCll. 

The !h.1J?l:'~!lt1tt COUl'l.:. haS he It.:1 that a Reate imparrnitsihly
pena11;os tne ;right to inter!st.ate travel when it denies n~""r:l')me:::-g 
the IIru:un~ :tllJht to vical governrr,ent benefito and privileges .. , 
as are enjoyed by other re$idente. II tlem2::ia1 HoQIL.. v. M~l"'·"t:',,~a 
cgunty. 115 U:S. ~~!). 261. {lS74} lO!'l.t!!-yenr residency t'equiram~nt 
for tree r'loneruergency medical cart!! invalid &6 penalty on right to 
111t1Uttl,;-.ce tc~vei); rua. ~ ShAOiro v. ThgmoSQD, ;)94 O.S. 618 
(3.9'9) (one~year re£iidency requiremer:.t for welfan~ hpn.fit~o, a.me 
~' ••;Jle). This: is f4Q even if the state acts, as it wo\!ld here, 
pursuant to congressional statuea. See Sha=itR, ~~4 U,S. ~t 'il. 
Iu u rQlal,;.ea 11ne of eases, the £1.lprem. Court has used a 
different rationa1e to corr.e to the Sar.'l6 conc:lugjnJ"i, holding t.h::n: 
l.J!ut.inc\:.!ons oilJ5;ed solely on length of reGidence violate the 
Equal Protect-inn Clause under rQ.::ional basis '1"'.....'1.""'. iu.. ~, 
zabjtl v. will j.lHllli" 451 U,S, 55 U.9SZl {etate lacks rational and 
pe:rrniBs-ible int.erest ir. grlllnting increme:;"lI'.... l1.y his-hen; oil revenue 
d1v1Cend payments to r&OidentB of long~r duration}, 

Recent lower Court cases he.v~ l'elied on both these thee-rics 
to invalidate 18WS that, like ehO!;.'le C:f'>Tltempla('.ed oy th¢ bill, 
I1tnit llew state reS1Qonti to the level of we1 fare benefits they 
t"ecei\led in their prior heme 9ta.t~H for .tl JrubI;:tanti;)l period of 
time. ~ Mitchell v. se,:Sen. S04 N.W.2d \98 (Minn. 1993). 
):Irr.. s.l~, 114 S. Ct, .902 (HH.:!."l (&ix~fIlonth re.ni,dency 
requirement.l;,Grecn v. Ander§QQ, all F. Supp. 516 (E,D. Cal, 
1993), aff'd, '26 P,3d 9S (9th (':ir, 19U,) ior:.e-yen:t:" re.iden~'y 
requirement}. The Supreme Court granted certiorari in Groen, hut 
rec:ent-ly directed vacation of th. p:r-ior ju.d.gm:e-nt.e in the .,,;.80 on 
proeedurl!:l grounds without reaching the med t.s. Ande-r8i2n v. 
Green! 63 U.S.L.W. 41g2 (11,$. F.b. 'J:J. 1993) {per curiamj. 
Unlmas and until the Suprem~ Court revisit~ thiD iaBue, 
controllin~ cCllie law rend..,,... lJt:at'.u lawc p;l.Ol!JetS purSUAnL to t.hl!:l 

'provis'ton of tha bill unconstitutional. 
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4_ 	 ~ithhQl¢iQS Q' Port,on nf ~s§~stince for £imi1jes 
WhiCh .lnc.l.nOol! it- £hi,lcl Wb[!l)e P!a1lV:O~i..X IE~ 
lW&J:1.l i ~heel" 

Current law requires that _.moth$r applying for welf~~e 
benef its cooper;, !",,'p in evt iabliohir.g 'eh¢ ~. t..tlrni t.y Of het: child. 
See~ion 101 of th~ bill, ~h1le maintsin1n9 the coo?~rati~n 
requireme:1t, wi11 810;0 r.q\l.tre. state;, to .i.lllpose f.inancial 
pen~lties en fanilies ~.ceiv1ng assistance if pa~ernity has not 
itt fact been fH<:"'.nbli£hed. . 

Congo,rese ; q £:r&9. of couree, to in~""'~:H~ eomlitions on x-ecelpt 
of ~elfare benefits. ~ long a6 thG classificaCions created are 
rationally l"f'\1 "tad to' legi timat.& 9QVeLwaent: ends. ~ nan)iridge. 
v. ~lUi!!B!!, 397 U.S. 47]. (1970) (uphol.di"9 "l'per li",it: on AFllC 
benefits u1'\d~r rational baei. l.~.eview). p.re~urrably. the state 
interest in imposing the new penalty contemplated by the bill is 
to provid~ aY'l incentive for fAtllllles t.c a:!..O in establisni:.g 
pstern:'ty. ·The panalty 'Will apply 1 how2Ver, pven when a mother 
haFt none .o) 1 within her cOl"l-t,ul to f:~tilblish paternity, and the 
failure to make a final determination is attributable solelY to 
f'.h ..., l!\o:'ti.Ol:'\ {or no:n&otion} I;,l! ~he rather or the et;at.e itself. 
While Congress need not cl&6si!y hI the we) (llre context wi ';h 
"mt\th6rnllt;it:ill nieety." i.Q... tAt 41'35, a penaJ.ty that is likely to 
opora.!".e unfairly in m~ny CaSI9B, anQ ect!el'l'.$ to be red.undant., in 
~i't.lht of the pre~Xi51;.;i.H!=! cooperatlvn requirement, may be subject 
to challenge on the grounds that it is i{rational. 

5. 	 "No A.@,i."t4r;,Ce tor CerC,in Al iens." "I~J.~gibil.iLy of 
tvQniIt.m~grQ.n~f! fpr Certain Pub] ic Beneflts iroqrama, " 
ang "Llrnit.Egl ~ll(;nQiJ 1 t)! 0::: Immigr.ntf! for 5 Speci~iec! 
Fedaral Public Ben~f.its iro.rams-

The bill would eXQludft legal as w&11 as illegal al;~n. from 
.-, broad: 1:6.11.9\;1 of t'eder&l benef1ts programs. Specifically, 
sect~on,lOl of the bill bel'S the usa of Family AsaistA~~~ Block 
Orane fUlldti to pt'ovi6e c&e:n bensfj,ts t.o legal aliena. except as 
ot.herwise proyided by t:he 1::ill. Section 403 of the 'h,11 Q:!(elud.eo. 
ne:at:ly _11 lag_1 immigrants 'from eligibility under the Fa:rJ.,iy 
ABDist.ancQ :Slock G:-ant program 8.nd aleo \,lnder the R~tl Title y~ 
block 9"l.'olIIut, nOn "emargency· Medicaid, and :Food Stamps programs. 
Finally. lih'iiction 402 denies all federa.l meanswtP'f;t"""d p\,lblio 
bam~.'ll. .. t.o lawt'ully present non1mmigr!1nts l with narrow 
exceptions. 

l Excepted fro!!", t.he bar On aGeisttmee are refugees for t.he 
first five yeaZ:--13 aftet" their arrivaL <:~1"'t!!lir. ~i"a.bl.cd and !l9o!;d 
.:lens, tlnd. vet'.erans and current mer:l::'el'1J of the Armed ~orces. 
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Congress, of course. enjoys $\lhsotantial au,=hority to 
classify on t;hro; b~ai!i,; of aHcna.ge lu..d. :;,pcc1tlcally. to limit th:: 
eli9~bility of aliens'for benefits under'feaerol programs. 
MJth6~.V. ~. 42' u.~. ~, {19?6). sueh cla6s!t~catioAs, 
however, rimain subject to ratio~al bASis r.eview, 10,. and 
Congress Rhnuld bl) prep:n:c-d to a:c:l.l..,al'la.t.e a rational basis lOl' 
each of thlt alien e)(clusirma eontt:mplated by the bil.l. In at 
least some r.~s~~. it may prov~ d~fr~~ulc to justity the'pill'e 
broad~ba6ed exclusionary policy as applied to legAl immigrants. 
Denying ht'.'I"I..ftiit$ tc nQQr:"y all 1""';:1.1 immigrantS, IT,any of whom 
have: piI.t,ticipated p:roduc:tively in the United. St/jtes economy fer 
years h,..f.¢N ~6qy1xlng ••• i~tClnI",CI~ i& nQt Si!':u·r.:videntJ,y ratiotull 
and, in our view, would cont=.1bute to t,he establ ishmenr. of an 
obj eel", i f.'In ..bl~ C)_at!) 3y&tefl'l, 

Tn addition. co the exteul.. chat 1:;1'\$ at:~eted programs 
,?Eovlda henefitR r.m a family·W'ide, rather l:han individt:al. basis, 
tne .lien Clxc:l.usion mi9"hl. (,)p6rate co C1is«dvantage United Stato.e 
citi~ens who are I'Ih1.rl'1ed or born to alie;:li, A citizen child. frn" 
in"t.anC:li. might eff4..::Llvely be ~enierJ benefits she would 
o~herw1ee r&ceiva if an alien parent or sioling wa~ excludGd frnm 
t.h. family unit .in I.tallculat:ing need. Because st.:ch citi%e::1 
chilaren, like ch11dren bOCj out-of-wedlock, are neither 
rQCJpcncible fQr no.' able to controJ. the &1 ien status of theil' 
parents, a reviewing court could find tha.t alien exclusions An 
applic:1d violal:.4: Un: Equ~l t't'otectiO;1 ClalHie. ~ DatC!9. v. 
lSoQll.!!, 35 Cal.)d 671, 6?S P.2d 408 (1984) (J!.!1llilnci (AFDe 
exclueion of 'I1.1.ien ol)lldl..-en vtolates California aqual p::::otection 
cla.u£Q baeause. it pe:nalitl!8 ci~lzen s1bliru:1!3 of such chi',dren). 

Elj"minstiug acces£ of v1.rtually all noncitizens: Rhoulcl be 
rc.v-iewod 1., ce:;m& O~ ~hft overa)), impact. While monetary'savings 
may appear to be significant, other costs, includJng th. ~~~ial 
COl!lt•• u! restricting access to pe.rcons we have invited to :his 
country also Ghould be coneldered. We believe thlitt" .9i':Jnif,ieartt 
e"v1ftfj_ ean be achieved by recaining eligibility for long·tetm
lawful alien residents of the Uni.ted States, whi1P.' tightQ':ning 
el19l.b111.t.y !J:tanderde fer the progl"AmS \tit-ere use by aliens ls 
8ignlfieant and holding sponsors legally li.hl. for supporting
Comily members they bring to the v~it.d States. Moreover, we 
believe ~hat preventing il1,ectal tln::ry ar. I-he hord.r ;and stronger 
works!:;e entorcement_. couplsd with lestll restricted 11mit.ed aC'CGst 
to benefits and services, will provide: 1'1 f,"r:-.o:rdi".t~Q On't'.erronc", 
against illegal en~Ty. se~Y"and use of puDlic reaource~. 

0, "Rett,Q,Yal of EarrlS:}"i t y Interethnic Adoptiqp!$" 

$ecr.ton 2:0;' of the bill adding section 43Q to r,he social 
Sec'>lrit::.y ).c;t J would remove barrier-rl l" c. intar..<;hr..ie vdopt.ion. Wet 
are eonct'l.l"ned that this 1.'C~ion mIght be :&.Tlterptcst_ed to repeal by 
imp11e.t:l.on the Indi3n Child KellArII!' At::'t (ICWA} , ~S U.S.C. lSoCl'" 
J,~b~. 
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The rCWA was enacted in recpcnt)e to n It] he wholesale 
eeparal'"'on of Indi>ln child\.'e:a (.c;,-om chei:"- tamilie&" through 
tormination of parental t"ights of Amer1can Tndians. H.R. Ret;. 
No. '.1R6, 95th Cent .• 2d S••a . .9 {19'/l::I}/ .eprintea in lSI7S 
U,S.C.C.A.N. 7$30, 7531, In resp,onse to this concern, Congrea~ 
QTlNlntltd th" rC'WA lito pl.~o·mv\"ts the ~ecurity of Indittn tribes and: 
families." 25 U.S,C. 1~02; pee ,alHo Mitu;j§aippl, i£u:d of c:boCtb 
lndl?lnl~v. Holyf:1clg. 4"0 u.s. !O, .>4. 36 tlSl89l UC'WA. sought to 
prot.ct the rightS of India!". cOlnlQunitisllt and triMs:). The 
jmatificAticn for rCWA. L.hl:!retore l rests upon the 'Unique/ 
government-tn-government re:lal:.ionsh1p bl?twe&n the federal . 
~ovQ~nm.nt "nd thE feu_cAlly-recognized Indian tribe5. Morton v. 
Mapcar.1. ·4j,7 U.S. SJS {1974) (SeC:Il\Jge of t.he unique r.latiom:fl''';.1;> 
bQt~.gn foderally-~~~vgnizo~ ~ribaA and the r.daral government -~ 
&~ ~eflected in the :ndian Commere~ Clause, U,S, Const1tutinn. 
,II:t"t. I. S B, el. 3 -- statutes ~iving preferences to Indian 
tribes are not constit">.ltional1y suspect.) To avoid wh.at w~ think 
is; .:lO unint.encl.cU: conse.quence ot the broad langua.se in section. 
430(b) ill, we recommend thAt lC~'A .be excepted from seer.'on '0) of 
H.~. 1214, . 

Section 201 of the bill, amendin~ section 4db of thQ Social 
Oe:c\!).-it)' lu.;;t to creat.e. under the At:.torney GeneraL a 
clearinghovle and hotl tne for the collection llod di QfU!tnlnation of 
tl'\fc~tn41L..i.on Ott children '",ho have run away or are otherw:t..e 
rni9sing. Secr.ion 201 ho-,;eve!'. m'.1.st. be relld in ron;unction with 
}LR, 4 '8 Sectl0n 3"1 (e) of the bill which rel'cals the (1iGs1ng 
Children's A$Gistance Act of 19512 {4.2 U.S.t. S1"1 .. 5i'}9). 1he 
Ot;tpartment !tt'ongly otlPosea: the. repeal or t.he Act.. 

The hotline and cle8ri~9hcuse functions iirlltherized under 
Section ;tOl, cll:e alr.eady performed (Ell1'lona ma.ny ot.her l'H::tivi:;:ie.)
by the ~ational Center for Mis&1ng and Exploi~ed Children 
{NeMEC). NeMEC is or.e of leveral COfnfl(')f'\Ifr.t.SI t:1,;.Tu1ed under the 
Department's office of Juvenile JustIce and Oelinquancy 
Prevent iema '. (DJ,jDP) Mi&lsing .)nd r,x!"lo1.tctd Children' e Preg1'''u1j 
wtl1eh 10 lluthorized under the Misl3incr Chi ldren I 8 Assistance Act. 
The Section 201 hotlin& and clfHtri,nl)holJue il.uthority i.:s llvl,. 4 
SUb&t.it"Ute for 'the program.s a.nd services {1ncluding t.hose of 
NQ(EC} p,rovi.ded under tht" aut~M""~itiQ,", of _the M1tU!lin.g chIldren'S 
Assistance ~ct. As noted above# among NCMSC's services is the 
prOvision ot a t'liltional tCill-f ....ee bQtl.ine ~nd infol.-matlon network 
tor the exch&nge of data. 011 misei::; children. 

Since 't.he pi.ulI;age of the MiSSing Children'!l A3Si&tance Act f 
the FBI '8 Natio1')al Criminal 'tont'",rm,at:.ion Ccn1;cr repOl.'to dn 
incr&i\ie of more than SO pe::cent if) t~e number of missing persons 
reports to law enfon:;ernent, Thi»: x"Q"PQrcj"ng incr~a~tt .1.6 diJ.~. in 
.t~r·ge part. to the. work of t<!CMEC, and C:rJDP. 
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Section .0219; of H.ll.. 4 would repeal Subtitle C of Title 
XVJT (\f the Violent. Ct'itn¢: C'Uncrol anO La..... Enforcement ~ct. o! 
1994. Th1G repeal should he rQad in the context of the repeal of 
th~. "11"»1n9' Children' is lutl~.l.St ..nce Act. Subtit.le C created the 
"Morgan P. Hardtman TasJ.; Force Or) Missing anC1 Expl~ited ChildTPT1 
Al"':t". 'l'hio pJ'C'I\I"it!\.ion lw..:reilse<l state I<Jnd locoi-l co::.rdin.tion for 
program" und.er the NZl.tional CenL;er for ~iee:ing and Ihcploitced 
~hi,ldr.n [NCMEC). 'I'h. thllptirtfllent: objects to ltS repeal: 

•• 	 "Child Pr~.wbion, Blpck Grant Pro;ramb 

llmengmen;i :' 


'The Department strongJ.y objoct.• to Section 311 (g) of "h•. ):,ill
which would rep<!'!Al SI.tbt1tlll: It.. ot Title It of thu Crime Contro2 
~et of 1990, the Victim& of eM ~d ;w.use Act of 1990, Th;", 
Subtitld 6ut.hol;,b:~~s support tor local anc1 re.gional child advocA::Y 
centers, promoting the use of rm:ltid1seipllnary tetlma l",~ I\Qd:C~t;~ 
ehn 1dentifi~«IIL.ionJ support through judiciill proceeding tmd 
t:t'ea~meT\t of children who have been sub-jcct to 'Phyai (:~1 and 
I:tcx",:.l al:i~6"". It tllao ~rovides 9upport to~ the in\l~sti9'~u.:ion and 
prosecution ef their ea;;e6. 

Similarly, Subtitle 1\ of Title II authorizflf< Rl1~port. f.or t:h~ 
NQtio;),Cf.l Cent;.er tor the Prosecution of Child Abuse, t'h~ 
Depar!:.rnent br::liev&B that the. pre.!)crvation of ttH~ CentAr iii 
.:;~'u..;.:.i.dl and that a substi tute block grant program ~ouj d neither 
provide no)" faeilh.ate the trainin-:r and t~chr..ir:r:Jl it.S;Ri/;ti\OOo. 

neoutsu by J.,tJcal p:n~Gecutors to ensure tMt o!fenaera ar. brought 
to jUGtice. Giv~n the seriousness and prevM1Ane. ~f. child Qbu~e 
"::fllc:tt:e, it.:. is crl,tical to rr:air~tal.n federa:' leade:n:,hip and 
aG!i1iat~ne8 to state and local prOBecuto:r~ in thifol ar.u.. 

9. 	 ':Amendmfin~Q to_14w9 nolatiw to G'hUd Prottct1oD Blog!; 
GrAnt 'I 

!:)ectjQn 3'711bl (2) of the bill make:! several changes t.o the 
Vict~m8 of crime Act of 1984 (VOCAl (U l'-S.C. ~060' ll~;. 
Th~ Ocpar.tment objects to eaoh Df these ch~nges. 

'I'ntlt .Depert.",~r.t notes th~t the ee.rli~.f'- version of the bilL .as 
constdered by the }louse of Rep,..#!'s~nt: .. tiv.l. included in Lhie 
section the repeal of Section 1404(0) of the VDCA. 1'!lil> 
pt'oV'ision repealed the. ant.; '1'". Viet.ima: 1\.coiat:ance t>l:O:!:i.t:~m wh:.en. is 
hdministered by the Department's Office fot' ViCtims of Crime 
(OVe;. It was .ubseq\,h?~)t.1y ~xpllt'in$c1 Qy eho bill' I!I ura!te):s char: 
the repeal of this sectiQn was ~ drafting error and that the 
section repealed should ~"nfe bA~m $QQci,on 140~ {Ai. This 
particular cQrrection hHS l;eem rn~r.\e. al t.hough tht; Pepart.ment 
object.R to ~he repeal at. $-.etirm 1,"'..11 t-.j at" well, KoWe\/el·/ H.R. 
01\, an passed by the HC'-Ide, altho\\gh not: repe~ling VOCA Se:tioll 
14.04 (il). n.e.vertheless \<mn:'d Qrld the v',Otitnb A.e6i.bL""nce ?rogram 
b.cauRe it WQuld rcpul the fynding fa.: the S",,,iQll l,iQ41a.l 
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yis;:tJ.m 4s&tstaDtl! program. Thert.tfore, the: result. would be r.hp 
ft~rn~. T~e {~ndin9 repeGl 15 set tortn in Section 
)71 (0) (2) (A) (i) (aa) of the loill. 'rioi. Seotion would remove '.he 
av~i.1Abl~ of rnoniua frOi\\ L.he Crime V1<':tiT:IG fund to support 
Sect10n 1404(a), thereby crippling the program, The Oepartm~~t 
~nor:t:il'h.U!,!G to ob~eet to I..-ht:lie aet1onl!f r:Htea\4cse the Cri'ne Vict.tm~ 
ASBiltance Program, which is a bloek grant program adminiet~rp.d 
by tho var.1ouG a'tAteS, lot: one at tne: few a";ail-.ble so\.treO's of . 
funds to nearly 3.000 locally based vif:tim assistance J;>ro(;r"''''tJ. 
throughout, the eOu.l\tl.Y. 

. 
Seot5.on J7~{.bl (21 alsO would repeal both the funding (VOCA 

Se"~ion 1402Id) (2» o.nd the .utbod.ation IVOCA SI>ct'ion 14~4 (M) 
for the Childrer.' ~ Justice ACt Program for N&'tl.ve AmGricana. 
Thie program iii the only sourc:~ of Federal funding to improvA th. 
invcotlgat.ion cwd pl-oaccution of c.t:.ild abuse cases in Indian 
country. This p~rticulat' pro~a\'l\ hap: fundec! rnor~ thnf1 J,S 
different tt:i:Lntl prog-rams to reduce trauma. to child sexual abuse 
victims and to improve ilIt'ld coord:inate .G:ex-vice da::'iv,..,ry C'hild1;0 

f.ll:"..oc v.ic:LllllJi and theil" tamilies. 

10. lI:;:;t: V,.tX - Cha.ld ,c;l\a,gaort!\ 

Title VIJ. 01. iL/t. 4 co~tAino Tnan}, pl.-oviaior.s that \oI'oOlld 
simplify and streamline the collection of chi1d QU~)Qrt. Por 
.x4111plG/ t.hm tali would require st&teG to el:!ltQbliifh dat.&baaes 
that will compile information about each l~hi1d £:upport order 
CliJttc;cd 1u chat st_te. Sec. 11l. This h'ltormbtion would be sent 
to a national registry O!'J a reqUl&'l~ baeiM, t'¢ .id in fl;nt'Qn:::e!'l1t:lmt 
vt in'te!'BtP-tt cases. In adeition, to simplify employer 
prot:Etdures for W'1thholding child DUPPOP"t'. ~rom :lncQrne. the bill 
.....ould require that ea::h state ectablish a een\.:r;alized st.ata 
coll=otion lind diaburseme;:nt unit. to ,.,"~'Jr. ~ffi::iE::nt.1 tl.mely 
proces31ng of chi14 support collectlo~ and disbursement to 
custodial parentIS. Sec ..' 12, 

The bill aleo ",'ould expand t~e fQd~r;r.l parent lace.tv.' syst.em 
wh.1eh would enable sta.t.es to U'tlcok quickly the location of dGbtor 
parents to enforce child S'J.pport'. t:'Irdlu'., l'ho expande.d lucator 
systerr: wO\lJ.4 have- three: mo.jor t;omponent6~ a Databank of Child 
SupPDrt: Orders: D. Directory of Nt-w ;;,,:::-0"1 '-TId. an c.,;p"mlt:!d locator 
component that would allow $tates ~o access federal. 8tate and 
local inforl'na'tion to enforr:p. chil(l & ..pport ordel."!L S~c. 716, 
It'lfo'l'mat.ion su:::h as the cbligor':i lo-.:ation . would be advantdgeous. 
but we <JUestion whethC!r thp earr.e blanche aeee,,!1 p.t.uvided het'e iR 
appropriate. Sec. 725. 

We not4 that the hill ha~ been strengthened by XjSMiring 
etatP.l:1 to dG:velop pro(,:f".rinrellt €Q:t wi t.hhold1n9. r.:u'I£pencU,l1g t Or 
:retltrieting the use or drivers li·::ensee. We hope thal. the Sf!tlate 
wll.l adopt similar filfHtPlllX'&••f'ui Wo, look forwil.l;u 1..0 wcf......1drlg with 
etat! to disc\UiS othet' cpticms to :atrengthcn the measut:es 
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contained in H.R. 4. 

11. !'Cr1mina~ forfeiture" 

Section SIb of t.he bill wC:Jld aad a new eec~ior, lS (h} of th.. 
Foon Oto.m.? Acl, uf l!H? U U.S.C. § 2024{h)) to, expand the BC:OpE­
of criminal forfe1t.ut:e under thill:. Act. "l'hi£ll is ~ccepr.~le. (We 
noto, howevc~, LhRt :~e b1l1 does not include procedural 
provisions necessary t;.o govern criminal forfeitures. .au,~. 
'J:::" U,S,C, 9 8S),) The bill a1$0 atte~pts to establish Ii l't!tvised 
schemo for the disposition and use of the prooert.y forfei r,p.rl 
under t:hlli nQW !l\.4:hor1ty. See pro'po6~d 7 U, S . C. , 2024 0: J (4! , 
This p:roV'ision would ertt&t.e severa) problemB, ,:(mfliCt wir-h 
exilltiH},l l&w. and should be delet.ec. 

SpecificallYI tbls prov1&ion would tet~rn the proc~ed8 of 
forfeiture caseS to the agency that investigated th~ ~~se. The 
aJ4hL1:'c::nc. tl!t~tory is t.hat the potent.i&l availability of these 
moniee would resu'J.t in more irwest;iqation£ being" t!n"duC'tQd. Thio 
'!'o. a.n unreal.ie.tj"c expectation. R.esources are Bc~rce fot'" general
investigative \lSf:]. Moreover, the scheme e:nvif3:i ont=>o by I:hlirl bill 
to:c' r"eimo\.!;r;SRrhtmt ot 1nv.$ti9~ti\re expensea ':'a unworkable. 
Whether or not a forfeiture results wil~ alll1()f;lt" l'I"vel' bo k.no"lT! 
uncil a tiscal year following the year in whiCh the expenSies a-r6 
incurred. 1'hus. whet.her last: year's invest.iglliti/!ln wD.l be 
r-eitliD'J.'raed .....ill generally b~ unknown at the time budget. authority 
tor the \lJ;:ccming ),p',at" is being e:ought. On t.'h~ ¢tht'\'t' h.md., ~.f the 
c.;ongrfllss relies on ~orteitur8G a.r:; a S01J.lCe of mcnies for 
1nveatliative ae:ivitv, :it is: unlikfl.~Y Rl~l\rCQ appropri.:lt::i,.,na will 
be comm.tted CO :his ne.d . 

.P'urthar I the proposal does not. replar.e, but mod~, fill's, 
Authorized dispos~tlons of aS~~~Q forf~l~ed in 3 opeeial ela•• u; 
cases. Tw!) of the four propr)Bed <i1spo$!:itions (re;Jtmurt:in9 Sto';e 
law enforcement fOr invcotigi'lHve ax:pengQS and pcrmit~in9 the 
Secretary of A9l.'"iculture to fund approval. reauthorization l and 
cow.p1. iance {.Ict i v=. ties i ar~ i nr.:on&liG>l:.ent with t:he exiot ins; Aa-:t>trts 
!orfei1:ure Fund statute. In addition to creiicing addit.ional 
costs, this proposal wCl1!lr; t:'~.ate confl;i.ota over whc.t flo,w.uo tlre 
available. The proposal would create new adminictrative burdens 
for the Alilsets Forfp.;t'nre- J;'u.nd _nO. h&o t:~e pot:e.ntlol Cur the 
cre&t..ion of a ne:~dlesB inta::.'~department conflict. Proposed "7 
u.s.c~ 5 2024 th) ttl I'Ithould b", dolet:..d., 

Pinally, we' nnt;". tha.t ste:ctj.on S?6 doea. not pl'od.<.ie rOt' ,1yU 
forfcituree. 13y so d.o1ng. !~he bill. ,,",ould require. needles~ly in 
oU.r vi-aw. a. orimj m,l, lndicl!;.IT,ent and oC)rlvictiQn whcm:vC;l' 
f:;lrfeiture is sought for ~ ,:'ood Stiimp Act violation. 
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12. hItj,mitAtiuo on "e.detC1 AutllPlity! 

In two plllcelS, the bil.l 'Would limit federal authority by
providing tha.t 

The Secretary may not re9u!6~. che condUCL of S~acee 
under ehiG vart or enfr.;.rce any provision of this part, 
except to thr.- d~tent o)(,!:>relu'-!y 'p%'OVid~d 11'\ this pa.rt. J 

The reaoh of th_•• p~ovi~ion. !G unclear. our 8a~umpcion is 
that t.hey "'1:0 intended to prevent the Secret.ary from prott\\41qllting 
substantivE: re.glllat::t,one thct govoJ:"n t.he disposition of <:::he 
particular block grant funds at i&Gue. in e4(';h affected t~tle. 
OUr concern, nI;tW.Vf:.'!r. io that t.1t"" Pl",:w'181on$ might aloo be re£ld 
to a:xtend to the Secreo;:ary's enfo=-cetnent of. other. global stat.iJt"'UI 
and regulatlona applionblo t~ .11 federa~ funding programs. 

For ~"!Jtane., the p\.~ovi • .i.ons t:;oi,;,ld be conl3t:rued to pt'ohibit 
the: Secretary from applying to the statel$' management of trH'''i-r 
block gr<'t1'1tG I:ho pr.o'Vi0 iCol'UlI' of Titlec VI of the Civil f<.ighl:.s Act 
of 1964. as 8me~ded. 4~ U,S.C. 5 2000d ~~. Ti~16 IX o~ thA 
Education Antent!mcn~a Act uL 1~:4. ap .mended. 20 U.S.C, 5 166J a.t. 
~.:.; and section 504 of thQ Re.habilitation Act of lSi73. AS 

amenrl""d, 29 U.S.C. S 7~". aroad.ly '('ead. t',he provisionG als:;, 
't.'ould prever.t the Sec:("etary from imilt.itur:i.ng program frl'md c;lvil 
rG:LI'I~titetil ~Qt1oT.ie ago.il"U''- etace! under the Prog!"am Fraud Civ~,l 
Rerne-dies Act. 31 tL S. C. §§: 3BOl-3812, which provides 
adm'niGt..'t"at.ivn remeci~Clt' t.or ta.16e claims and statement;.s ir. 
C;onneet, ten with the receipt of b:de:I'al funds, Even t."9 
~>9'r.'.r.t ..ry! (:I refe:l.·l."f\l of d matte'!:" to the Oepa't":'ment of Jufttice tOt"" 
prosecution or civil action fiLi.ght· be barred by t.~\f',! preov).Gl.ono. 

To avoid what we think is an unintenaed con~~qu~nce. tho 
provi£;ione l'II.i.ght. be Clratt6d more nlrrowly to pl.'ovid-e that "the: 
Secret.a.ry .ii. 1.lQl. ~tl~riz.ed l'.ri. .t.hli ~ to .regu' "I:_ , '. , ,."
Suoh ~ pro....i.~uu wO'..110 make- clen:r th:Lt the Secreta::y I':\a}' not 
~'.:tach ad~htienal conditions to l.1e;.e of the blor.\t .,;r"l1tSO' in 
~\fiiQt1?n. ""ithuut 1niidve:'t.ently stripping the Seeret:.a.ry of 
a\,ithor.i ty to e,nfol'ce ~reexis.t:in9 statutory mbnNAt40r;. 

13, Te.OOiCll Comments 

Fin~llYI we would like to offer a few teChnical comments e~ 
the bill as currently drafted. 

s Section 101 {4\me:nding Social Sti:l'~1it"it:y At;lt occti¢n -4 ~3 (fj ) • 
'l'be lan';:3u,ags of thIJ secQnd provision. in section 201 (arr.endil1.!:j 
Soc:ial Security Act: section 423 (t)) of the bill. te tl\,l!).I..CIlnt-ia,11y 
ei:nilol.· • 
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Section 11) of t~e bill ereates a new section 4S3~1 ~h1eh 
refers in'parl!9''taph. {~; (1) \:(') "inEe.r1\\Al..l ....u supplied in Accordance 
with subsection Cbl by employer. ~ labor orgsnizatio!1§" 
{emphaoJ.s adr'J_di, ~nd 90&0 on in Ptu:o.l,:;.L.~h (at C2J to def1na 
tflaher organization." Neither subsection {b) nor any other part 
of section "713. ht,.'l""Qver. makeo any YJ.:ovisiQn tor repD'l';ting of. 
infomat.i,or.. by IBbcr organiz.ations, and theTe is no further 
mention of e..ny $uch reporting. A':':l,;vrdingly. lJe recommend 
cielation of the r6~fe.cenCfls to' labor organizDtions ir. paragraphs
fa) (1) .nr.t ('). 

~.e~ion 721 of the bill ~~~u~cQa each state to adopt the 
~nifom Int.erstate Family Support Act. ~hich in turn est.llblichcs 
a r.n~~r.h.nGiva ~nd comFlex .y~~~m govern1ng interstate support
proceedings an~ enforcement. Section 722 of the bill 
~ub.t.nt.ially omcnde legi.losLl.on ttr.&eted la.st fall, aJ.so 
governing intereta~e enfo~cement or support orders, Thou~h we 
hAVJ!II not e.X:lm1:'ted these: Lwr,; pro\! isions il~ depth, we are C'oncerneo. 
tl:lJt they may be duplicative cn:. at w-orst, inconststent. 

Section 791 (c) establihhes a "grAce period" for otates 
"lJfu,blo co tJ 'conlply" with t:.he Iequ,.l.l'emen:& of Title VIr Il without 
amending the State constitution," Ie is our view that .tate 
O'onDtitutiono.l f.':~:uv.i.~ionB ge:ner~u!.y could not prevent compliance 
with Title VII, in that state provill3io:lG inconsistent with Titlt>:. 
v:n would be vvl.tl under the ::iuprftmacy C:Lause in otate8 receiv:ing 
~'eder.l funds. ~'~f Towns"..nd v, S)Ulnk. 404 U.S . .282 {l9'?1: 
{Il:ete lew vivlates S\J.premac:y Clause hy ir.'lp:lsil"lg AFDe 
restrictions ineonsistent with federal seandarda}. We ther~fore 
recommena tl.t'af-.::iug section ?91 {:) to achieve what appears to be 
its purpose withou~ sU9gesting that state la.... can t.~ka '~T'.r.".d.nt;~ 
QVIU' foul::u:,'al standards: 

IE a Stace conet;tu~ion is inconsistent with any 
provision of thi.s title, then tho Selte shall :lr.ct M 
!uund. OUt or. cornpliancG wit.h s.ny requirement ena.cted hy
this title unt~l the earlier Qf~-

{1} 1 year after the effective date of ~ St~tQ 
cenetttutional am6ndtr.ent achieving conaiutency wi:h 
this 1:. itle: or 

(2) 5 years after the date of thft ~nftc~mQnt of ~hto 
'title. 

We hope that t.hese comments are hfClp-fnl. And we wO\1J.d be 
plea,e~ to re.pond Co any question. about them. Than~ you for 
providing this opp~rtunity to Comment O~ W,R. 4, a~ paeocd by the 
House. Thf; Offica of Managem.nt and nudgEtt ha., advised that 
tht:re is nQ o:bje.cr..ion to this report frnm th~ J;t.andpoim;: of t.ne 
Adm1n1Strlllt-ion'. program. . 
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Sincerely I 

Kent. Markus 
1....:::..:1'09 Assistant'. p.ttornay General 
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MltMORANDUM 

. 
T.: Chris Mustain 

OMR 

From: David T, Ellwood. ASPE 
Rioh Tarplin. ASL 

Subject HlISlWhite House Comment< on SAP "to HJt 4 

David and Bruc¢ Reed have coordinalt!d their comments, Bruce has signed off on all of these 
proposed edits, and we have included ideas from Hruce, 

Changesliasens, 

On pas;e 1. para . .3, fj~t sentence, change: The Senate version ofHR -1 Fep-fesents a 

sfgt'ifiea:At imf'I'O"Iement is somewhat impntvcd over its House Cowlterpart. 


Page t, para 3. second sentence, change: omits some provisions" 

Page I, para 3. Jast sentence, change: The Administration, nevertheless. de,s AM SliPpon 
oppose, the Senate bill;"';" ................ because it fall. far short of",(o promote. Itfails to 
reronn welfare by moving people from ",elf"", to ",alii. It pm. stole. ond cWldren at .i,k of 
••rlou, hardsbip, ond it could impair the health ond •.rety of adul.. ond child.u. (Moved 
from end to clear up otganiution and me~ge)" 

Change he.ding: Work Mo.ine reople From W£lfm !i! W.rk 
. . 

Bottom of page I, Keplace I ••t ,entence with: PolII the '.ongtes.ionoJ Pudget Olli•• (010) 
and the Administration estimate dtat tile work requirements in this bill would c.ost state! 
",u~b1y 510 billion In !he year :1000 alone. In.....d CBO has suggested _ without 
additinnal resources for work and child care only a tiny luwdful of States••pemaps- 6~-would 

be able to .....t the hill~ work requiremenl5. 

Top of page 2: move the entire first bullet up and make it into a third paragraph under the 
work suction. It makes far mOle sense ufiiLl.£.ationaJ.ly alld suhstfUllively to include it thero. 

Change heoding: Qlher Conwn. Prnlo<P!Jl! S!IIfI:' I!!!d Childrm 

Insert: The Admlnistntio. i. concerned ilia! !he Senate bill trulY hurt both cbildcen and states. 

Change: The Administration will eOllli."" Ie we,. willi tb. Smilie \" iffl~'""••1." ".H"'" "'II 
b~lieves the bill should be changed in several important ways: . 

AS noted above, first bullet is moved up, 

http:ufiiLl.�.ationaJ.ly
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Change second bul1et: Protect St!ltes apd families W tMv ian ,aMBU@ to ms¥e Oet!!!! fmm 
we1fart.N v.lArk evmt=in the event of"cmergenci~. 

$ccond bullet, after "increased caseloads". add the'senlence: The SCnaJe bill indudcs a vel~ 
mode$t "millY day"loan fund that aDom states to bon'Ow additional mOHY but require. that 
lomts be repaid with interest. 1b.is is complete)," inadeqvatc. fIR 4 should include 
adjusUnt:nts to a sta:te'.!I .allocittion based on an int:iease in 1hc: number of poQI" children ur 
chang.. In ""employment ""d population. 

, Third bullet Omit sentence: lA addi~OB. '" &t a-disa~ 

Change third palle. fi ..t bullet: protect. !I0' pUlti.b, .hild~n. eel pu!jish !hem f<>. 1M•• P"§D)' 
, ~:tk;M; 

Third pagt:, first bullet In the second sentence, r;hange: The AdminIstration favors-a,tnEJH 
ftaseRahle set of reforms similar to those being put torwatd by the bipaRisan ooR'lmissie:e eR 
SS! !Ii....il~· ",f_ Natiolllll COmml' ....... Otildh••d Disability. Add after the third 
sentence ending "disability reform": In addino ... Ibf SeI1I11e bill als. Inclodos "mandatory S 
year cut off for flUllilies and children without recant tu drtumstante. We believe, 1bat 
cbildreu should be explicitly prot..ted .,ben Ibfir pa •• nts "'" unable to won. due to "",...,ta1 
itltte$$ or di,ability. f1!:sponsibiJint!s for c;t,ri,q fOI' a disabled child. or due m high local 
_mployment 

After the bullet on UProtect Not Punish Children" add the hcadin~: PreseDing the Hea1di .and 
Nultitiqn Qf Aduill! .nd ruhleon 

Convert immlgra.ot bullet to • paragraph, place it after the following which begin< The 
Administl'fl.lOin and ends with nutrition and health, 

Third page, second to last paragraph. after the wonls' "population growth". add "and saves 
money." ,.. .' 

Last paragraph on page 3: omit....was moved above, 

http:immlgra.ot
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MEMORANOUM 

To: Bruce Reed 
. 

From: . David T. Ellwood, MIllY Jo Bane 


Subject: The Usual 


The urgency of the spoech and "the weakness of the :section on bottom lines led us to complete 
the enclosed memo. it might come from us to POTUS, from DOMa, ar whateY~r. We fccl 
strongly as you know. I assume you don't want to sign ont) to this. We really think this is 
the critical information fOf the President to understand. It also contains the bottom lines we 
beJive ought to be in the critical paragraph In the speech, In particular in the paragraph about 
what is n'ecessary we vote for: real work~based refonn. basi·: prutettions for children, and a 
genuine fe!.leral~state partnership, We may want to move this quiekly. I would love ),our 
thoughts, reactions, Bfld advice. It is fish or cut bait time I fear. 
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From the moment we began the effort to reform welfare, we have al! been committed to a 
basic common ideal: thet genuine welfllre reform was essential to improvmg the lives of 
childr~n ,md their parenlS and 10 erutlng a brighter future for the nntion by muving people 
toward work and independence. But lhat goal1ooh mOfe and more elusive. Indeed the 
le~iiilatiQn moving through Congress now poses the real danger of doing hahn to children and 
their families, whIle making v..'Ork focusslld reform less. ratllt:r than more, likely, 

Tlli~ AdlT.inistration has much to be proud of. The eXp'an~lon of the DITe. the child suppun 
enforcement proposals developed by this administration and included in all bills. and the state 
welfare: n:form demonstrations going fOrward noder federal walvers 'Will do much to improYI!! 
the livtls of children, • 

Rill if a bill like the one passed by the House or re:porttd cut of the Senate Finance 
committee were to become- law. we bdieve. that we wou[d >~c..:!: the most dramatic dismantling 
of pwtt!C:tlons for children in our nation's history. Many of the proposed cuts are draeonian 
!l1 and of themselves. Worse StH!, WI!! believe a syshmt uf fixt:d block grants with no state 
match ;md few adjustments for economh: l'lIld demographic change, coupled with a set of 
tmworkable work standard~ and much less money tor training and child care, will set off WI 

extremely damaging and almost wholly irreveryiblc "race to the hO:lom." Indeed, the race 
has already begun. 

You fO\J~lH ta lake the "us" versus "them" out of the debate and focussed on ou, children and 
(l/(Y future, And lasT year. rt appeared thnr a hIstoric consen$l,l$ was possible. But uow Ih,= 
pllrpose of reform apparently has changed. It is a vehicle for budge.t cutting, And v"ith the 
lum, the di vL<:lve rhetoric has returned The debare 011 the floor of the House wit.i. its talk of 
wolves and alligators and nazis will be repeated across the cowury. We again hear me logic 
that the ooly way to help "these people" is to simply cut "them" off. 

We arc r,ot· arguing for a bJankct reje\.'tion of block gra.rm: (It arguing against dramatically 
mcreased stale nt'xloiHty, We recognj7,e the need to find savings: In the budget and tbat low 
mcome programs will have to contribute to those saviogs, We l)till believe: real refonn is 
pO!isib!e, Dut the bills emerging from both the House ar.d rile Senate are deeply flawed. 
WlthQut some critical. changes these bills will almost certainty slow real welrar~ n:form. harm 
stal!'!S, ami seriou.sly hurt poor children and their fa.milies. 

An End to RtflH't11 as We Know It 
Both lhe House and Senate hills are reform killers. With the resources and incentives in 
current law, many states are already movlnS rapidly toward work focussed v."Clfare reform. 
We hnve already gf!U'ued n~arly 30 waivers. OUf Work Ill)!! R.::spomribility Act would have 
aC'C'e[erat:d and focussed those reform efforts around work Some argue that block granu will 
allow <Jvo:n greater flexibility and n:on: opputlunity fur reform, But both me House and 
Senate bdls include pnwisil,lOS that make- rea] reform much more dtflicult: 

0- lIml'orkahlc Wo,k Requin:oH!m$--The ,work requirement!> in the Hous:~ bill are 
t.:omp!~tdy unworkable, With no Dt'!t\eflt cuts. by the year 100>:. over x million 
persons would be required to work at I~ast 3S hours per week. Xo oue believes these 
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are remote!y feasiblt!. Th>.: Senate bill contains a 1l1(1f(: reasonable definition of 'NOrk: 
uaH'lns does count. only 20 hours is required, and various forms of community service 
meet the standard. Dut the states must stlH serve nearly :2 mjUion people within 3 
years....that compares to the x,OOO they are expected to ~erve this year, CEO estlmatc:s 
the additional cost of meeting these rules would be close to S10 billion by tbe year 
2000, With the ioral block grant set at 20% below what wol,dd otherwise have been 
spen~ in the tbe year 2000 under current law, meeting the standards is clearly 
impossible. 

o 	 Less Resources for Work--Every major welfare refo:m proposal last year from both 
Republicans a.,d Dt:mUl,;rals. im.:luding we: otiginal Contract with America proposnl. 
induded more resources for training, ~~o-rk, and child care. But both the Hou!;e hill 
and the Senate Finance mark contain dramatically le:s! money. 

So we have unworkable work requiremenrs and dnunaoo cuts. in resources. Unless they are 

willing to spend Vrllit new state resources, states will be faced with only three choices: (l) 

They car. cUt people otf and lower b~efit,!; and usc at least some of the savings for work 

programs f9( lhosc who are still on. The House btl! even encourages cuts by counting any 

caseload reductions as being eql1ivitlent to placing ptX;ple in a job! (2) They can try to game 

the rules by finding ways to count trivial <lctivities as work. Or (3) they can ignore the 

federal work rules a.'1d get 95% of th~if blod grant money anyway. Non~ of these are real 

reform. mdced'lhey mOl'6 in ph!ciseJy lhe wrong direction. Less not more people are-Ukely to 

be pla~t:u in real work settings that heJp families achieve genuine independence. 


States and .Lo(;aiities. Will Be Hurt 

States face feRl dangers from these proposals: 


o 	 Dil'(u:l Spt:ndin~ CUJS~~Most of the cuts will directly or indirectly nffect state and local 
budgets. Taking $12 billion out of spending fOf AFDe, child care, and work proarn.m.s 
reiative to baselines will have 11 direct and immediate influence. So will the cuts in 
child prote{tive services and adoption that are found in the House hill. Cuts in 
benefits tor legal immigrants and disabled children will create less direct, but equal1y 
serious probl,ms. Di••bled children who no longer qualify for SSI will often qualify 
for AFDC, and tach new dollar "",n come from tht ,;tare. Destitute l~ga1 immigrants 
who need medical care or other support win have to be cared for somehow. 

o 	 No.AJjrmcrs or AWommic StabWrers--The lack of any adjusters lor rece5si~ns, 
inflation. popuiation grow~h. disaster. or demographic changes mean states "hill he left 
to the men:.:y of largely uneontrolJab!~ forces If this bill had btlfl:tl passed in 1988. 
states 'would receive 33% federal aid now on average. And some states, such as 
Florida. would receive nearly 70% less federal aid than they do now. 

Most states are currently seeing modest dedines in their caselo&!. This is due to economic 
recovery and some short term demographic trends. Thus for some the ....iew is thnt freezing 

2 
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federal expenditures at the 1994 levels seems like goud ne\\'S. But economies rise and fall in 
the next year or tWO, the number of women aged 18~24 (which has been falling) will start 
Ihing again. Ultimately s.tates will suffer. and those states v.ith the biggest prohlems wiU 
have the most to losi;, 

Children 'Wm Bft Much WOI'Se Off 
This bill will hurt c:hHdren and ~ncrease child poverty. A very tal'ge share of the people who 
have been in this field theIr whole life heUevc it bill like the Senate or House bi11 will StH up 
a permalH~nt. "race to lhe bottom", This race 1$ likely to c('Jmpound any fedcrnl cutS and lead 
to ~hc large reductions. in suPPOrt for families. almost certainly the most dramatic cuts since 
Ihe New Deal. 

¢ 	 Ctllting rhe Sa/elY Ne,--The HOlJs~ bill ind1.ldes 15·:W% cufS in AFDC and work. 
child care, child protective service.>; including adoption and foster care, and food 
stamps by the year 2000: It Includes a 11% cut In child nuuition and a 40% cut in 
SSl fOl disabled children. The St:nate bHl Ui,les nOl include the CUTS for child 
protectivl! se.rvices vr child nutrition. and has smaller cutS for disabled children. but the 
bottom line is stIli dramatic reductions in federai suppa" fOT basic safety net for 
children. 

o 	 Na Slatl! Match or 11i/ainMf1anCf: oj Flfon· ..Pel!lapS the biggest single problem is the 
ending or My stat~ matdi/maintenance of effort rules, Today if Mississippi or 
Arkansas reduce llpendin,e by Sl they lo~ another $4 in federal funds. Even ·the 
wealthier States lose at JellSt $1 for every $1 tht]' cut. With a.-block grant if they Cut 
spending, they will lose no ft!dcral funds. 

o 	 Wildly Di$j)QJ'Qre Support For Poor Children~·Scvmal southern staleS including 
I\rl):tnsas, 1"exas, MiS:!liissippi. and South Carolina will be getting roughly 5400 or less 
per poor child io federal support annyaHy to pay for income support. welfare to work 
programs. and AFDC related child care. CalifornIa will get more than $1700 pcr poor 
child. and a number of wealthier 'northeastern stat~$ including New York and 
Ma,~saeh\,ls:ett$ will receive more than $2000 per poor chHd per year. These 
differences made some senSe When they reflected choices about state spenuIug in the 
Soulh. (They chose to spend much !ess. even though they had higher match rateS). 
But if rhese are purl'! federal block grants fot StaUJS to spend in support of poor 
childn::l\, it makes no senSe whatsoever to give poorer states vastly Ius per pOl}r child 
[han what wealthier states rec~ive. 

o 	 Erosion O .... er Timc--It is likely that block granr funds will b~ cut funher over time, 
As the impact and reality of slzable reductions in di~cretionary and entitlement 
g.pending hits home. feM.. r.lay want to stand up to defend the "'welfare block grant .... 
Already Wt!: seen a WaU S!ret:l 10urnal t\l'1.1cle saying House Republicans are eyeing 
them for further cuts. And several peopl$ have reported that Bill Kristol and others 
ar~ saying that once thc5e arc block grant::. they !.!an be cut back quite easHy ....the 
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uitim:lte goal is to get the federal goycmmc[lt out of this business entirely. 

o 	 Bt:ggar Thy Neighbor Pa/icics-rlt used to be that some iocales had a simple weIfare 
policy: a one~way bus: ticket. If one st:ltes starts imposine dramatic benefit cut,.;; or 
complerely unreasonable time limits. neighboring stltes will na.rurally fear welfare 
mi1;ration. Already the Mayor Gulianlli of New York City has said that his policies 
may forct.'! poor people to move to New Jersey and that might be better for them. 
With ail the other pressures of the bill, many state officials will see cuning support 
both for Jow income families as a nece!':~ary evil. It certainly makes a convenient 
argument tor whose who wish to cut 

Key D.menu In Any Relll Refonn PIIUI 
To 	avoid thc dangers inherent In the bills passcd by the House and the Senate finll.T1c:e 
Committee, and to bring aboUt genuine welfare reform fOC'Jsed on work. we believe that for 
any biU to be ;'lcceptable fO the' Admif\istr:ttton it must contain the following- element..: 

I. 	 Basic protectigns for children. To protect children, the bill must not only avoid 
consl!rvarive mandates like a mnndatory tut..off of unmarried mothers under 18 and 
'heir children and mandatory family cap., bUt i, muor also include provisions lbal will 
mitigate the race to the bottom, These include requirements that states serve aJl the 
children that they define as needy and eligible. and that they provide some exemptions 
from time limits for children whose parects &e tmable to work or to f'ind work. 

2. 	 .& .genuine federal-stare partnership A genuine federal state parmership combines state 
fle>s:ibihty with national accountability and e'Kpectatlons. It commits both parties to 
provide resources necessary to protect children and to move recipients from welfare to 
work, The two key components of this commitment are a. requltem~nt for a state 
match or maintenance of effort and a commitment by the federal government to 
provide additi<"lnaJ necessary resources. to respond to economic downtum~. population 
growth. a.nd other events beyond the state's CQnrroL 

J, 	 Genuins work ..base:d reform, 'To bring about genuine reform, ... b.iil must inc!ude 
serious and workable work participation requirements, 11 must also include the 
reS(WfCeS and incentives to make the welfare 10 work program succt:ed. A separate 
pool of money should be set aside for work and child care cOSts, Money in the work 
and child (,;ar~ blocks should ~(OW over time to meet increased needs. 

Without highly visible leadetship on your pan, including u clear willingness to indicate what 
e!ements are essen:ial before you will ~ign a hill, it will be toO late to SlOP the momentum. 
Then one of the enduring legacies of' these few yea:$., may be the d1smantling of support for 
children which began with the N~w, Deal. Bt!'foJ'1Z dlC bill rea~he:s the Senate floor, we, think it 
is essennal that we have: a careful articularion of the dl'lne:t~rs nf the current proposals and '1 

clUE sense of the key elements that must b: included in u bill that you could sign. 

4 
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LRM NO: 1SS7 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMOFIANDUM FILENO: 15 

RESPON$ETO 

If your f$sponse to this request for vIew, Is simple (e.g., concur/n¢> comment). we prerer that ~ou reSpOnd' by e-mail or 
by faxing us this f6sponse sheet. 

If the response is slmple and you prefer tQ call, please «allihe branCh-wlde line shown below (NOT the analyst's 1I0e) 
to t08ve 8 message with a legislative Uilstanl. 

You may also respond by: 

(1) calling the analystiattorneYs cUred IIno- (you wlll be connected to volee mail If the analyst does not answerj; or 
(2) sending us 8 memo or leUer. 

Ploasa Include the LRM number shown above. and the subject shown below. 

TO: 	 eM. MUSTAIN 391>-3923 

Office 01 Menagement and Budget 

Fax Number. 39s.S14S 

Branch-WIde line (10 reaCh legislative ass1stant): 395-1362 


FROM: (Date) 


______________________________ (Name) 


____-,-__________ (Agencr) 

__________________ (Telephone) 

SUBJECT: -REVISEO-:- Pl\lposed Siatement of Administration POlicy on HR 4, Family Self·SufRcleney Act 

The following is the response or our agency to )'OUf request for views (·n the 8bovlN~aptionod subject: 

_____ C.ncur 

___ No ObjectIon 

___ No Comment 

____ see proposed .alls on page. ____ 

__ Other. __________ 

~_,.. FAX RETURN of __ pages. attached to this resl)Onse sheet 
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DRAFT 
JUlIe n, lUS 
(Senate' 

H,a. i-FamilY self-suffici.nq% Act 
(Packwood (a) oa) 

The Administration stronqly supports enactment of real and 

effactiva welfare reform that promotes the basic values of work 

and responsibility. Last year, the President proposed 8 sweeping 

welfare reform package that embodied these values. The 

President's proposal would: estab~ish tough work requirements

while providin9 opportunities tor education, job training, and 

child care to working people; impose touqh child support

enforcement measures; require teen motheru to live at home I stay

in school, and identify their child's.fathe.ri increas.e State 

tlexibi:lity and accountability; and provide ba"ic protections tor 

children. 


In all its welfare re!ocm efforts; the Adllinistral::ion has 

emphasized the basic values ot work and rosponsibility. The. 


, President's economic plan expa.nded the ea17ned income tax oredit, 
which cut taxes tor 15 million working families, to reward work 
over welfare. Last February, the President issued an Executive. 
Order to crack down on Federal employees and military personnel
who owe delinquent child support. In the past two years l the 
Administration has granted waivers trom Federal welfare rules to 
29 States to try innovative ways to promote work and 
responsibility. The Administration remains committed to ~orkinq 
with the Congresa in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform 
leqislation this year. . 

. ~r 
The Senate version ot H.R. 4 represents a significant improvement 

over its House counterpart. The Senate bill includes tou9h child 

support enforcement provisions proposed by the President, >~ 

maintains tundinq tor child protective services, and omits other 

provisions trom the House bill that would be very harmful to 

children. The Administration, neverthelens, does not support the· 

Senate hill in its current form because i1; still falls~hort of 

the basic qoals and values that most Amer:Lcans want welfare 

reform to promote. 


There b a bi-partisan consens"" that the ce,ntral goal of welfare 
reform must be work. UnliKe th9 l!qiil~~ion proposeg bY the . 
Adminiltrat10n last year. hQwQver, the CU1~rent Senate bill would 
Dot end welfare as ve know it by moving pftople from welfare to 
~. The bill provides neithe.r the resources nor the incentives 
tor States to move welfare recipients into the workforcQ~ The 
Congressional Budget Office estimates that without additional 
resouroes for ~ork and child care, only six statQS ~oUld be able 
to meet the work requirements in the currant bill~ 

http:child's.fathe.ri
http:self-suffici.nq
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In fact, H.R. 4 would repeal three chlld care programs that now 
serve more than 640,000 children. It makes no sense to cut child 
ca:-e tor people trying to leave welfare arid for working people 
who are trying to stay off welfare 1n the first place. 
Furthermore, by puttin9 resourcos for easta benetits, child care, 
ana employment assistance into one block grant; the bill provides 
no guarantee that states will put any money into work pro9rams 
and child care that move people ott welfare. The Administration 
strongly recommends that employment ana child care be funded 
separately from cash benefits. 

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

o 	 Proyid.e incentives pnd resources tha1; rewar~ Stl;)tf}fa fOt: 
putting ~Qre people to work, not for cutting them off. We 
must require people who oan work to go to work, and maka 
sure that they h~ve child oare when they do. The current 
bill qiveG States an incentive to save money by throwing
paople off the rolls. It wQ'ro 90in9 to change the culture 
of tho welfare office, we've qot to r.eward succesa instead 
ot the status quo. The Administration supports a 
performance bonus that will force the welfare bureaucracy 
and recipients to focus on movin9 from welfare to work. 

o 	 Protect states so they can contlmU~ 1:0 move people. trom 
welfare to work eyen in the ayent o~econgmic dqwntukn~ 
population growth. or unpredictable mneraenc.iefi. In 
oontrast to the fundinq mechanisms n(~ in plaoe, funding
under K.k. 4 would not adjust adequately for such events~ 
For example$ states in recession would encounter reduced 
revenues and increased oaselQads. In such times, it is the 
xorking poor who would most likely noed, but not receive, 
te~porary' assistance. 

a 	 fDlYi4c incentives for States to maintain th9ir stake in 
movina people from welfare tg work~ H~R~ 4 would neither 
require nor encouraqe States to oontl~ibute X'esouroes to 
welfare reform~ There is a danger that states would "race 
to the bottom" to save State dollars or to deter mi9rants 
from other states. Many Staten oould be expected to 
withdraw their own funds 1 cut benefits, purge large nu~bers 
ot current recipients from the rolls, and avoid the. 
investments needed to help people become salt-sufticient~ 
In addition, because the current allocation of funds is 
based largely on the amount States. cuntribute, the bill 
would leave poorer states and those nxperioncing population
shifts at a d.isadvantage. H.R~ 4 should require states to 
provide matching funds or to maintain their current level of 
funding. 
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,{!!! ~ H.R" 4 would deny cash benefits ethano~~~~~~~' 
350 disabled children over the next five years. The 

ministration favors a more reasonable set of reforms 
similar to those bein9 put forward by the bipartisan
commission on S5! disability reform. In addition, whils ths 
senate bill wisely omits House provisions to baas state 
fundin9 in part on an h illegitimacy ,·atio·, the senate bill 
fails to inclu~. provisions to address teen pregnanoy. The 
Administration supports a national campai9n aqainst teen 
pregnancy, and believe. that minor mothers should receive 
benefits when they make a sorious effort to be responsible 
and b,rn their lives around -- by 11\'in9 at home, stayin9 in 
school, and,identifyinq tho ch1ld's father. 

o 	 ProviCl& %Alr treatment tor legal immJ.qrants. The 
Administration supports tightening sponsorship and 
eliqihility rules for non-citizens and requiring sponsors of 
legal immiqrants to bear 9reater responsibility for those 
whom they encourage to enter the United states~ HowevQr, 
the Administration opposes M.R. 4'0 unilateral application
of new ellqibility and deeminq provisions to current 
J'ecipients, including the disabled who are examptea under 
current law~ The Administration also is deeply ooncerned 
about the bill's application of de&l!lin9 provisions to the 
Medicaid program. . 

The Administration understands that the Sonate is likely to 
consider as an amendment to N.R. 4 the Aqriculture Committee's 
langUAge to arnand the FOod stamp and child nutrition proqratt\s~
The Administration stronqly supports the (!ommittee's decision not 
to block grant these critical proqrams. 1~h" Administration, 
however, is concerned about the severity or the cuts to the Food 
Stamp pr09ram and eliqibility restl'ictio"" in·the Agriculture
committee's proposal. ~he Food stamp and child nutrition 
programs have produced significant and mensurable improvements in 
nutrition and health. 

DAachle-BreaUX-Mikullki 'eform ProPosAl 

The Administration supports the wel:fare rnform proposal ,offered. 
__--~~~n~a~tors Daschle~ Breaux, and Mikulski. Unlike H~R. 4, the 

proPQsa provides resources and incentiven to move people to ' 
work, protects children l rQqUires States to maintain their stake 
in welfar£ roform, and provides adequate adjustment mechanisms 
for economic dovnturne and population 9rowth. The Administration 
urqes the Congress to agree upon a bipartisan bill that addresses 
these critical elements of real welfare reform. 

In su:nunary, the Administration does not support H.R~ 4 in its 
current form because it: (1) woul~ tail tu retorm weltare by
moving pGople from welfare to work; (2) wuuld,imposa now burdens 
on States that place children and families at risk of serious 

1 
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.. ­
hardship; and (3) could impair thQ health and nutrition of 
children and familles~ 

pay-AS-You-go scoring 

H.R. 4 would reduce direct· spending; therEttore, it 1s subject to 
the pay-as-you-go requirement of the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act ot 1990. OMB's scoring estimate for this bill 
is under aevelopment. 

******* 
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DRAFT SHALALA STlITEMENT 

This is' a bold. plan to end the ourrent welfltre system and replaoe it· 
with a new, transitionel prog1':am foeus~ on wc'rk~ As the P:r-esident has 
said many times, the centerpiece of welfare retorm'shQuld be helpinq 
people earn a paycheck, not a welfare check~ That means that states 
must have the necessary reSQurces for child care, training. and work in 
order to get the job done. State bureaucracies Should be ~ewarded for 
getting people to work or prepare for work -- not tor cutting people 
trom the rolls~ ~Qcipiant5 must move toward work and self-sufticie~cy 
from the very first day. And time limits must make clear to welfare 
recipients and caseworkers that welfare is a bridge to independence. 

This welfare reform plan, unlike the legislation passed by the 
Senate Finance committee, includes all of the elements that are 
noeassary to move young·par~ntg into the work force. It also promotes
parental responsibility, 'protects Children, strengthens child support 
enforcement, and gives states the flexibility and the tools they need to 
succeed. Senators Oaschle, Braaux and Mikulski have worked hard on this 
proposal, and I believe it can be the basis of a bipartisan agreement on 
welfare reform. 



JUne 13, 1995 
(Senate) 

H.R. 	 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 responsibl11ty~ Last year t the President proposed a sweeping 

welfare reform package th~oilfed . The 

President's proposal ~J3h&v~. tough work 

requirements while providing opportunities for education, job 

training, and child care to working people: Impose~ tough child 

support enforcement measures; require¥ teen mothers to live at 

home. stay in school, and identify their child's father; 

increa6e~ State flexibility and accountability: and maic~~ 


-pJiOtGUt~OI19:W~ children. 	 prrftd-J 

In all its welfare reform efforts, the Administration 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 

Order to crack down on Federal employees and military personnel 

who owe delinquent child support. In the past two years, the 

Administration has granted waivers from Federal rules to 29 

States to try innovative ways to promote work and responsibili'ty. 


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 child support enforcement provisions proposed by the 

President and omits several provisions from the House bill that 

would be very harmf 1 to children. The Administration r 


nevertheless r ppose the Senate ~ill~c~use'it still falls 

short of the 0 C goals and values th,t most Americans want 

welfare reform to ~mote. \.,~ ,:\< ~~ 


WORK 	 d..,_" ~ ~ 

There is a bi-partisan consensus that t central goal of welfare 
reform must be work. Unl_~ke the Ie is ~J~n proposed by the 
Administration last year~ h~wever the Senate bill would not end 
welfare as we know J..:~___!JY moving people from welfare to work~ The_ I__ 
bill provides neither the resources n;'~h~::q:~:;;-Eor-l""""'"
States to ~pa;r:& welfare recipients~ ~: ortir-zg. 
H.R. 4 wou~ not Qnsur& tnQt aQQq~ate chi.d Ga~9, edueation~ and 

'tI?aining are prEV;ided 'to'molfe ',m;r:k pay and gj.ve welfare . , 


, T n ressional Budget ")'" 
Office estimate th ~for job tr~±ning~ 
and child :care, only six States ~meet the ~~ 
work reqUirements", ""/)1<-&..(.. 

. ,;. n... ~H.'II, 
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In fact, H~R. 4 would repeal three~hild care programs that now 
serve more than 640~OOO children. :i!.~lIt:ting child care for people 
trying to leave welfare and for working people who are trying to 
stay off welfare# k con.1rr;:ary to the goal o£ eehievill9 188;1: 
welfare reform. ~" 'I..-; 

.J.s tbe st1i\1ct\1re of the block grant. .ay.. putting resources for 

ts~ child care, and employment assistance into one 


r=!:2!~sta~.... ""dd be £.....,../1 ;'0 shoGs" betw","" (1)- . 
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~, ~elfare reform must send a strong message to young people that 
. \ ;hey should not get pregnant or father a child until they are 

, ready to take responsibility for that child's future. The 
, Pres~dent has called for a national campaign against teen 

pregnancy that sends a clear message about abstinence and 
responsible parenting~ While the Senate bill wisely omits House· 
prov~Sions to base State funding on an billegitimacy ratio. n the 
Senate bill fails to include provisions to address teen 

(
~reg~__~__~~------~--~----~----~__~___ 
~mirilStrati~::m believes that minor mothers should rece'lve~ 

benefits when they make a serious effort to be responsible an~,~ 
turn their lives around -- by living at home, stayin in so oo~ 

_dentifying the~d!s-fath~ lfl-Contfas~he- nate bil 
ould allow tates matical y punish innooe children by 

denying benefits ase born to unwed paren ndar age 18. tJO 
This approach deny many minor mother e opportunity to 
turn thei around and provide 1e environment for 
their Id. . 

The Administration will continue to work with the 

• 


H.R. 	 4 would deny cash benefits 
The bill oleo would cut off 

,five year.s, waQthar the parent is able to work or not. It 
is' essential that chi1dren are protected,in reforming the 
welfare s~ ....J-,...1-.f! r;... r....J., ......,(..It«, 

;,.~-...? 
2 
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to the mechanisms now in place. funding "11..t. ~~ 
under H.R. 4 would not adjust adequately for an economic t~ ~ 
downt.urn or for: growth 1n a State's low-income ~~L. 
Without such adjugtments~ States in recession ~, 
encounter reduced revenues and increased caseloads. In f~~ 
times. it is the working poor who would most likely need, I~~~! 

o 
,

J,..l... ,:-. -::J .jb~u~t~ln~o~t~r~e~c~e~i~v~e~.~t;e~m~p~o~r~a~r~Y~~~~~;!!;~tj~~!:~!i~;(~rlr-"-,(J~ 
contribute resources to 

welfare reform. There is 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 benefits, purge large numbers 
of current recipients from the rolls, and avoid the 
investments needed to help people become self-sufficient. 
H.R. 4 should require States to provide matc~g funds or to '. I 

maintain their current level of fund!Qg./We owe21:'-;I;)~U flt.~~ I 
children -~ensure that weTfiire :9Jom provides ~ 
<Qi2P.2~ty.n:i1:ies andm.prote~M.ch ·dren in all the ates. , ~: 

In addition,. the Administration understands that the Senate is 
likely to adopt Agriculture Committee language to amend the Food 
Stamp and other nutrition programs. The Administration strongly 
supports the committee's deCision to not block grant these 
critical programs. The Administration, however~ is concerned 
about the severity of the cuts to the Food Stamp program included I t ~- I 
in the Agriculture Committee's proposal. These prog:~~~~-~+ 
produced significant and measurable improvements ln~ith among-
the maAy-wOO partioipate .in tbew. ~f~Vt,{, . 

The Administration supports th welfare reform proposal offered 
by Senators Oaschle, Breaux, nd Mikulski. Unlike H.R. 4, the 
proposal provides resources to move 
people ~~k~~rotects children, requires States to maintain 
their o~iiileRt to low... :.I.ncome fam.ili.os, and provides adequate 
adjustment mechanisms for economic downturns and population 

~oh~ These are critical elements of real welfare reform that 
\.Vt- ~"Y- Should be addressed before a bill is presented to the President. 
'\\...~ .. 
~~ In summary. the Administration opposes H.R. 4 in its current form 
'-'f'--- because it: (l) would fail to reform welfare by moving people I~~ 
bfp~~kL from welfare._YQ work; (2) WOQla reStlce Peds~al aha state tuna1ng ·~v-, 
\,.t\ ~ .10 ,.,.ays tha~face children and families at risk of serious 5j.-,..f,\ 
l~~~ hardship; and (3) could ~mpair the health and nutrition of 
~ children and families. 
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Pay-As-YOu-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 1n a package of'offssts designed to pay 
for upcoming tax legislation. Therefore T the budget savings in 
H.R. 4 would go neither toward real welfare reform' nor toward 
deficit reduction i but primarily to finance tax cuts for the 
wealthy. 

• • * • * • • 
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(DO Not Distribute Outside the Executive Office of the President) 

This position was developed by LRD (Mustain) in consultation with 
HRD (), OIRA (), SASD (), GC (), HTf' (), YAP (), and TCJ (). The 
Departments of Health and Human Services (), Agriculture (), 
Justice C), Labor (L State (). Defense (L Transportation (), 
Housing and Urban Development (), t~e Treasury (), Veterans 
Affaire (), and the Office of Personnel Management (), the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy (), the Interagency Council for 
the Homaless (),' the Federal EST task force (), 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 Responsibility Act of 1994." Major elements of the draft 
bill would: (1) strengthen paternity establishment; (2) improve 
collection of delinquent child support; (3) provide for family 
planning; (4) require unwed teens with children to live with 
their parentst (5) provide job search and training assistance; 
(6) provide greater child care assistance to those in training; 
(1) require AFDC recipients to work after two 'years in the 
program; and (8) make the application process and eligibility 
standards of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs more consistent. 

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

As ordered reported by the Senate Finance Committee, tha Senate 
version of H.R. 4 follows the House model of converting welfare 
entitlement programs into a block grant to the States. unlike 
its House counterpart, however, the Senate bill includes fewer 
restrict~ons·on States and does not block grant foster care and 
adoption 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 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 progr~ms, H.R. 4 would establish a 
block grant to States -~ the alack Grant for Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families. H.R. 4 also would impose new work 
requirements, tighten eligibility forSSI, establish new child 
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support enforcement mechanisms~ and allow States to deny benefits 
to aliens~ The major elements of these proposals are discussed 
below. 

The Block Grant for _T~porary Assistance f9r Needy Families 
(TANF) would provide funds to States in place of the following 
programs: (1) Aid 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 authorize appropriations of $16.8 billion in 
each of FYs 1996-2000. States would be prohibited from paying 
cash benefits to a recipient for more than five years (or earlier 
at State's option). States could continue to provide benefits 
past the five year limit for up to 10 percent of its caseload for 
hardship cases. Individuals receiving Social Security benefits, 
Supplemental Security Income benefits, or foster care payments 
would not be eligible for TANF benefits. 

To address emergency funding needs, H.R. 4 would authorize 
appropriations of $1.7 billion in FY 1996 to establish a 
Supplemental Assistance for Neeqy Families F~deral 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 a JOSS program, a child support 
enforcement program, child welfare programs, and an income and 
eligibility verification program. HHS would beT authorized to 
collect penalties from States for failure to: spend funds in 
accord with program requirements; submit an annual report; meet 
JOBS participation rates; administer 1n an income and eligibility 
verification program;. or repay amounts borrowed from the 
Supplemental Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund. H.R. 4 
would give States the option make all non-citizens ineligible for 
TANF benefits. 

H.R. 4_ would impose new work requirements. After two years 
(whether consecutive or not), at least one parent in a recipient 
family would be required to engage in work activities. The bill 
also would require States to meet increased participation rates 
under the JOBS program -- 25 percent 0,£ their caseload in IT 1996 
and rising to 50 percent in FY 2001. Participation is defined as 
at least 20 hours per week in JOBS activities (exclud~ng job 
search) . For two-parent TANF fami lies,. 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 required to 
guarantee child care for recipients with children' under age six 
in order to partioipate in JOBS activities. 

6 



The bill would restrict el.;Lgibility for 581 benefJ. ts. Under the 
bill, drug and alcohol addiction would no longer be a basis for 
eligibility for SST benefits~ Legal or 111egal aliens would no 
longer qualify for 55! benefits unless they have worked in the 
United States long enough to qualify for Social Security 
disability income or old age benefits. Asylees and refugees 
would be eligible for SST for up to five years after moving to 
the United States. Noncitizens who served in the armed forces 
(and their spouses and children) would also be eligible. 

H.R. 4 also would lim'it'SS! payments to only the most severely 
disabled children by more narrowly defining what constitutes a 
Childhood disability. For example. the bill would (1) eliminate 
a double count of maladaptive "behavior under the current "Listing 
of Impairments" (LOI) that determines eligibility for 55I 
benefits and (2) eliminate the "individual functional assessment" 
process that provides an additional and often lower standard of 
elig,bility than the LOI. The bill also would establish a 
National Commission on the Future of Disability Programs to make 
recommendations to improve Federal disability programs. ~ 

H. R. 4 include~M. ~~ld SUEPort enforcement provisions -similar to 
those pr~P.Qsed 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) require States to create central case registries to track the 
status of support orders; (3) establish a Federal Directory of 
New Hires to help track down parents delinquent in their support 
payments; (4) improve paternity establishment, (5) 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 
refund offset. 

Pay-As-You-Go Scoring 

Per HRD () and BASD (), H.ft. 4 is subject to the pay-as-you-go 
requirements of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1990 
because it would reduce d~rect spending. CBO. • . 

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE DIVISION 
June 13, 1995 - 10:30 a.m. 
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Pay-As-YQu-Go Scoring 

H.R. 4 would reduca direct spending. However, the House and 
Senate Budget resolutions specify that the budget savings from 
H.R~ 4 ara to be included in a package of offsets designed t~ pay 
for upcoming tax legislation. Therefore, the budget savings in 
H.R. 4 would go neither toward real welfare reform nor toward 
deficit reduction~ but primari~y to finance tax cuts for the 
wealthy. 

• * * • • • * 

, 



(Do Not Distribute Outside the Executive office of the President) 

This position was developed by LRD (Mustain) in consultation with 
RRD (), OIRA (), SASD (), GC (), HTF (), 'VAP (), and TCJ (). The 
Departments,of Health and Human Services ()# Agriculture ()¥ 
JustLoe (), Labor (), State (), Defense (), Transportation (), 
Housing ano Urban Development (), the Treasury ()y Veterans 
Affairs (), ,and the Office of Personnel Management {}, the Office 
of National Drug Control Policy (),' the Interagency Council for 
the Homeless (), the Federal EaT task force (), 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 Responsibility Act of 1994." Major elements of the draft 
bill would: (1) strengthen paternity establishment; (21 improve 
collection of delinquent child support; (3) provide for family 
planning; (4) require unwed teens "with children to 1ive with 
their parents; (5) provide job search and training assistance: 
(6) provide greater child care assistance to those in training; 
(7) require AFDC recipients to work after two years in the 
program; and (8) make the application process and eligibility 
standards of the AFDC and Food Stamp programs more consistent. 

On March 24, 1995, the "House passed H.R. 4. Except for its child 
support enforce~ent,provision$, the House bill differs 
significantly from the Administration'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 a Statement of Administration Policy* 

As ordered reported by the Senate Finance Committee~ "the Senate 
version of H~R. 4 follows the House model of.converting welfare 
entitlement programs into a block grant to the States. Unlike 
its House counterpart. however. the Senate bill includes fewer 
restrictions on States and does not block grant foster'care and 
adoption assistance programs. In additLon# 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 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 ~loor. 

• 
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 SSI~ establish new child 



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

The Block Grant ~or Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) would provide funds to States in place of the following 
programs: (1) Aid 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 authorize appropriations of $16.8 billion in 
each of FYs 1996-2000. States would be prohibited from paying 
cash benefits to a recipient for more than five years (or earlier 
at State's option). States could continue to provide benefits 
past the five year limit for up to 10 percent of its caseload for 
hardship cases. Individuals receiving SOCial Security benefits, 
Supplemental Security Income benef1ts#,or foster care payments 
wo~ld not.be eligible for TANF benefits. 

To address emergency funding needs, H.R. 4 would authorize 
appropriations of $1.7 billion in FY 1996 to establish a 
Supplemental Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund. HHS 
would administer the fund to provide loans to States in time of 
need. Loans could not exceed 1Q 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 a JOBS program~ a child support 
enforcement program. child welfare programs, and an income and 
eligibility verification program. HHS would be authorized to 
collect penalties from States for failure to! spend funds in 
accord w~th program requirements: submit an annual report; meet 
JOBS participation rates; administer in an income and eligibility 
verification program; or repay amounts borrowed from the 
Supplemental Assistance for Needy Families Federal Fund. H.R. 4 
would give States the option make all non-citizens ineligible for 
TANF bene£its. 

H.R. 4 would irnl~_Q.~.~ new M~Q!:k reqUirements. After two years 
(whether consecutive or not), at least one parent in a recipient 
family would be required to engage in work activities. The bill 
also would require States to meet inc"reased participation rates 
under the JOBS program -- 25 percent of their caseload in FY 1996 
and.rising to 50 percent in FY 2001. Participation is defined as 
at least 20 hours per week in JOBS .activities (excluding job 
search). For two-parent TAMF 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 required to 
guarantee child care for recipients with children under age six 
in order to participate in JOBS activities. 



, ..• 

The bill would restrict eligibility for 55I benefits. Under the 
bill, drug and alcohol addiction would no longer be a basis for 
eligibility for 55I benefits. Legal or illegal aliens would no 
longer qualify for SSI benefits unless they have worked in the 
United States long enough to qualify for Social S~curity 
disab11~ty income or old age benefits. Asylees and refugees 
would· be eligible for 55! for up to five years after moving to 
the United States. Noncitizens who served in the armed forces 
(and their spouses and children) would also be eligible. 

H.R. 4 also would limit SSl payments to only the most severely 
disabled children by more narrowly defining what constitutes a 
childhood disability. For example, the bill would (1) eliminate 
a double count of maladaptive behavior under the current uL1sting 
of Impairments" (LOI) that determines eligibility for SSI 
benefits and (2) eliminate the "individual functional assessment" 
process that provides an additional and often lower standard of 
eligibility than the LOI. The bill also would establish a 
National Comn'iission on the Future of Disab1lity Programs to make 
recommendations to improve Federal disability programs. 

H.R. 4 includes child support en£orce_~_~~:!: provisions similar to 
thos~.... praposed by the Administration. As in the Administration's 
bill, H.R. 4 would: (l) require States to suspend professional 
and other licenses to parents that owe delinquent child support; 
(2) require States to create central case registries to track the 
status of support orders; (3) establish a Federal Directory of 
New Hires to help track down parents delinquent in their support 
payments; (4) improve paternity establishment I (5} expand 
administrative enforcement of child support orders; (6) simplify 
procedures to review and adjust orders; and (7) improve 
enforc~ent of orders by means such as the Federal income tax 
refund offset. 

pay-As-You-Go Scoring 

Per HRD () and BASD (), H.R. 4 is subject to the pay-as-you-go 
requirements of the Omnibus Budget Reconci-liation Act of 1990· 
because it would reduce direct spending. CB~ ... 
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be very harmful to children. 

June 13, 1995 
(Senate) 

R.R. 4 - Family Self~Suffi9iency 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 sweeping 
welfare reform that these 

In all its welfare reform efforts~ the Administration 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 
Order to crack down on Federal employees and military personnel 
who owe delinquent child support. In the past two years, the 
Administration has granted waivers from Federal rules to 29 
States to try innovative ways· to promote work and responsibility. 

The Adrninis~ration remains committed to working with the COngress 
in a bipartisan ~ay 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 House bill that 
would 

V6~uee tnat moe~ AMeriee~~ ~ent wel£6re reform ~o promote. 

WORK 

There is a bi-partisan consensus that the central goal of welfare 
reform must be work. 



welfore to work~ ~ne bill ~ro¢idee neither the resources nor the 
reql::lireft'ler.t~ for Stetes to prepe:re wel£ore recipients te become 
self aupporting. II.H. 4 would no;: ensure that edequfltc er-.ild 
care, eoueetion, end treining ere p~ovided to meke work ~ay end 
give wel:£6:re recipients the ~ldll~ to hold 6: job. 1'ne 
Congreeeionol Budget Offiee eetimetes that the billIe leek of 
funding for job treinin§ end child cere would permit only aix 
Stet:ea to Meet the bill! e worlt requirement!'!. 

of echieving reel -,..elEere reform. 

Compounding t:l"tc problema ereated by the eill'B ioedeqt:let:e funding 
is the atructure of the block grent. By putting reeotlreee for 

and assistance 

• 



Mminiatre"tien stl'!'()ngly recommends "that cash benefits be 
£1jnded separately from child core find eml"loyment: aS8i~tonce. 

RBSPOHSIBiLi'i1¥ 

.Welfare f'eforn; mtl6t: send 6: strong message to young people that 
~ney should net ~et pregnant or fa~her e child ufttil they ere 
reed} "to t:6:ice reaponsicility for tnat child I;'! £uttlre. q:'he 
President nes celled for 6: not:ienai ceml"eign against: teen 
pregnaney th6~ sends 6: clear meSE!oge about! abstinence aOO 
~ea~eneible perenting. In contrast to the funding mechanisms now 
in place. funding under H.R. 4 would not adjust adequately for an 
economiC 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~ it is the working poor who would most likely need, but not 
receive, temporary assistance.~• 
'''Ercw(aamceneivea~1:~S~tatefsitOfma1rnta$inithe£rlsifamrn 

fuov¥h'g~~P:!O~J2.Ie:*frbmMwellfare'£ttfAwotk~ 

o 	 Prev:i:~e'~l'e"erffe ;tneentiwee £Of' Ste'tee to re<!~ee '!;neir 
eommi+!mel"lt ~o welfore essis'tenee. H.R. 4 would neither 
require nor encourage States to contribute resources to 
welfare reform. There is a danger that States would "race 
to the bottom" to save State dollars or to deter mi.grants 
from other States. Many States CQuld be expected to 
withdraw their own funds, cut benefits, purge large numbers 
of current reCipients from the rolls F and avoid the ' 
investments needed to help people become self-sufficient. 
H~R. 4 should require States to provide matching funds or to 
maIntain their'current level of funding .• 

oppor't:un:it:ie~ o:nd protect!! children :in 011 the State:!". 
'I'IIE FObbOWHIO ~EK~ WAS MOl/EO 

H.R. 4 would deny cash benefits to over ? disabled children.­
The bill eleo would cut off ehildren who!lepe:ren:te hOlfe received 
welfare for more then f:i"e years, whether the parent i~ e:ble to 
worlc or nOlt:. It" 1:$ eeeentiel that children ere protected in 
reforming the welfare sls~em. 



o Leave StoteB with ina~eqtlet:e resotJrees. JI • fL 4 'Would 
replace eXit'Jtir'l:9 progr61t1oS with copped gronts to Sto:tes. 

'PilE PREOE9I1IG 'l'EK~ WAS !lOVES 

'l'HS FObbOWIN6 'PEK'I' 
While the Senate bill wisely omits-House provisions to base 

State funding "illegitimacy ratio," the fails 

~he Administration belie~e5 that miner mothers should reee1~ 
ber'le£::!::ts wl<l:en they rnoke e serioue effort +:0 be respon9±ble eM 
turn their livee oround by livit'l9 at home.. staying in school, 
and identifying the child's father. In centrest, the Sel'\ete hill 
",01;11d 611:0'" Ot6tee to 6:t:ltomot:ieal::1y punieh innocent: children by 
denying hene£±t~ to those born to tU"lWed perente under o~e 184 
'i'h:i:s approaCH eotild deny many minor mothers the opportunity to 
turn their 1:i~~e arotlnd end prowide 6 s~6ble environment for 
their cnild. . 

The A:dml.nist;rotioJ'li will eentinue to \forI! with ~fte COl"lgrel!f! 
eddreee eerioue eonoern~ about previSion" of H.R. 4 t!het would~ 

In addition. the Administration understands that the Senate" is 
likely to adopt Agriculture Committee language to amend the Food 
Stamp and other nutrition programs. The Administration strongly 
supports the committee's decision to not block grant these. 
ori tical programs. The' however, is concerned 
about the severity of the cuts to ;!;Uded 

Committee ! s 



.. . 


eommit;tment to lew income £em:il::te:'!', end pro\,f:aes 6de~u6te 
edjuet:ment: meehenisma for economic dow~turne end populntioft 
enengc3. '{'hese ore er:iticol elemente of real we:i:£ere l"eform the-t: 
should be addressed before a bill is pre8ented to the President. 

In 
( 1 ) 

and (3) could impair the 
health and nutrition of children families. 
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The Honorable Bob Packwood 

Chairman. Senate Finance Committee 

United States Senate 

Washingto". D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter expresses the Administration's views on the Chairman's mark for welfare reform 

legislation under consideration by the Senate Committee Oft Finance, 


Welfare reform is a top priority for this Administratio~ and for all Americans. without 

regard to party. In the last twO years. this Administration has put the country on the road to 

real welfare reform that emphasizes work. parental respon"ibility. state flexibility and the 

protection of children. In 1993. Congress passed the Adrdnistration's economic plan, 

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

we collected a record level of child suPPOrt··$tO billion. In the past two years, the , 

Administration has granted waivers to 29 states. so that over half the country is now carrying 

OUl signifkam welfare reform demonstrations (hat promote work and responsibility. { ­

Last year. the President submitted a bold welfare reform till. the Work and Responsibility 

Act of 1994. It included serious work requirements made real by opportunities for job 

placement, education. training, child care and supports to working people, It included a 

stringent set of proviSions to enSUre parental responsibility and reduce teen pregnancy, It 

maintair.ed a basic structure of protections for children, b: increased slate flexibility without 

sacritlcing either federal or state responsibility for performance. 


The AdminIstration has sought to make welfare reform a hipartisan issue, We stilI believe 

that it can and must be. The Chairman's mark rightly includes important child suppor! 

enforcement measures the Administration fought for in th(; House, that would more than . •1ft' ~ 

double child suppon collections over the next five years. it wiseJy a~an.:-· J:;: 


. spirited provisions the Administration opposed in th~~assealiTil, such as the denial of 
benefits to children of young unwed mo[hers,,~enate bill moves in the right direction on 
reform of the SSt program for children. The Senate bill also wisely omits harmful changes 
in child protection programs from its welfare reform. It is wrong to punish children for 
their parem's mistakes, and the 8EItm:: should resist any effort to do so. 

i\...... <:. ~ ._" ,~ -' .,h"l.,...,.1.J<; ~:;.,..", ~~' .".. ,~~"',,'" 
BUI. the Chairman'S mark stili falls short of e kind of r' welfare reform that Americans 

. in bOlh panies expect. It does not provide he resources,tessary to move recipients from 
welfare to work. It is [Qughs!on chadren. It shifts costs to the States and. undermines our 
obligation to hold State~ure(lUcraCies accountable for results. 

c..<1"~ 

Real Work Requirements 

http:maintair.ed
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The central goal of welfare reform must be moving people from welfare 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 cor. of the Ff"mily Support Act. Work has been at the core of the 
welfare reform waivers this Administration has granted, in(;luding innovative welfare·to-work 
programs in Oregon, Iowa, and more than two dozen other states. To be successful. welfare 
reform must reward. demand, and encourage work. 

The Administration believes that anyone who can work shc·uld go to work as quickly as 
possible. We should build toward a system that requires p,eople coming on to weflare from 
(he tirsl day to participate in job search. job placement, education or training needed to move 
off welfare and into a job quickly. The Administration also believes that those who are not 
willing to work should be removed from the rolls, Those who are willing to work should 
have the opportunities and the supports they need to work, 

Real welfare reform is first and foremost about work .- and the system must provide work­
based incentives for states. caseworkers, and welfare recipients themselves. States must have 
the necessary resources for child care, training. and work in order to get the job done. Stne ~ 
bureaucracie, ,hould be rewarded for getting people to work or prepar.,(for work -- not for kC.~ 
cutting people from (he rolls. Recipients must sign personal responsibility agreements, and 
move toward work and self-sufficiency from the very first day. Time limits must make clear 
to welfare recipients and caseworkers that welfare is a transitional system~ .... ~ "d ¥ ­
The Chairman's mark undercuts the ability of the States to move recipients from welfare to 
work by reduc:ng the fun\ling available for work program, and for child care, It provides 
nothing to reward States'TOr success in movement to work. Real welfare reform means 
giving states the incentives and resources to move people from welfare to work. 

Despite the critical link between child care and work, the Senate bill would repeal three 

federal programs that provide direct child care assistance lor more than 640,000 children. It 

would nor only elimInate the child care program for low bcome working families who, 

without such assistance. risk falling onto welfare. but also eliminates child care for families 

making me transition from welfare to work, It cuts the child care people on welfare need to 

go to work, and working people need to stay off welfare in the first place, It defies common 

xnse [0 take away child care and keep people from going to work. 


Parental Responsibility 

TIle 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 pan of welfare reform, particularly 

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

support their children, 


2 
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. ~. 	 . 
'fl.''"'" 	 If we are going (Q demand responsibility of mothers, we should demand responsibility of 

fathers too. That means welfare reform should include me"ure, designed to identify the 
father and establish support orders in. every case; find delirlquent parents who move from job 
[0 jab or state to state to avoid paying child support; speed up payments~ and invoke tough 
penalties. like drivers license revocation, for nonpayment. We are pleased that the Senate 
bill includes stror.g child support enforcement provisions. 

Protectitm of Children 

, True reform should make it easier for poor children to grow into Il.~ adult•• not 
\ harder. Teenage parents ,hould be eligible for cash assisttmce;diiiJP)liowever, should be

V ~ conditioned 0:1 their staying at school. living at home, and identifying their child's father. 
V'~tNo >C!.~ChTRIrensnoul.d be assured basic protections wherever t~. School lunches, 

Food Stamps, and assistance to abused, disabled and neglezted children should not be slashed 
~ under the guise of Mwetfare reform. ~ 

The Administration is concerned that the proposed legislat.on puts many children at risk of 
. serious hardship. through its deep funding reductions for programs assisting low·income 

___ ~ families. \Ihe legislation includes a deeply troubilng combination of cuts in cash benefits for 
"'\1'V' . - children./inc1uding an arbitrary benefit cutoff after five years of welfare receipt, incentives 

for states'to cut benefits, deny eligibility and curtail services, and culS in Supplemenial 
Security Income benefits for chHdren. 

True State Flexibility and Responsibility 

The Administration applauds the creatiVIty and responsiveness of states. and has encouraged 
State welfare reforms tailored [0 unique circumstances and needs, National welfare reform 
shoulde'pand opportunities for state flexibility. True well'are reform requires eslablishing a 
national framework and providing resources and incentive; to states to improve their 
performance. We win not achieve real welfare reform or true state flexiblilty if Congress 
simply gives the states more burdens and less money, and fails to make work and 

~ responsibility the law of the land. 

l,1~ .. ".;."'1 ..... ed h fi d k . h d I . I' ak&-;.1(\ II""" The Admlnlstration IS concern t at the Ixe bloc grant In t e propose egIs atlon m es 
-;)r;"\....,..-(. inadequate allowances for potential groWth. in the need for cash assistance because of 
",~/""~ economic downturn. population growth or unpredictable emergencies. By failing to respond

\?" 	 10 Ihe changing needs of states. it poses a danger that mallY growing or economically 
distressed stateS will not be able 10 meet the needs of their people, and will be unable to 
provide the child care and other supports necessary to mcve recipients into work. The 
critical role that the current structure plays in providing economic stability will be lost. 

The Administration is also very concerned that the proposed legislation contains. no 
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requirements or incentives for the states to maintain their own funding for cash assistance, 
child care and supports for work. There is a serious dangl~r that states wiJI "race to the 
bottom" in an attempt [0 save state dollars or to deter migrants from other states, by cuning 
eligibility. benefits. and assistance to working families. 'Welfare reform is a joint 
responsibility of the federal government and the ,rates, We owe it to our children to ensure 
that welfare reform provides oppormnities and proteCts children in all the states. 

1n short. while the Chairman's mark espouses goals for thj~ reform" of welfare~~work; parental 
responsibility. true state 'flexibility and the protection of cr.ildren--that the Administration and 
the American people share, the specific legislation still falls short in fundamental ways, Real 
welfare reform whould include: 

P"~< 
o 	 Incentive5tto refrd states for movi!lg people from welfare to work; 

o 	 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 

downturn; 


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

reform; and 


o 	 The toughest possible child suppon enforcement. 

There are alternative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goaJs in more 
constructive and accountable ways. The Administration rc~iterates Us commitment to serious 
welfare reform and its desire to work cooperatively with Congress to achieve it. 

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

Sincerely, 

Donna E, Shalal. 

4 
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DE'4RTJIIENT Of HEALTH A HU/ilAN SERVICES 

'l(ay 22, 1995 

: ·David Ellwood/Wandell Pri~,s 
MAry Jo Bane/Ann Rosewater 
Kaliaaa Skofield 
Kichaflll Wald 
John Monahan 
La Varna Burton 
C~audi& Cooley 

: 


.. Draft Lotter st.ating AdJftlnistra.tion'g Views· 
on the proposed senate Finllnce COlIUnittee Welfare 
Reform proposal 

Attacl'led 'for your revi"" is a draft lette:, stating the 
Administration's views on the Chairman's ~elfare reform mark 
under consideration by the senate Finance Committee. 

Time is of the essence. Please review the attaChed, and provide 
aD ,"0-'3111 with your oommeatD and .U~q.Dta4 .aita b7 12 BooD _y, JIOad&y, Kay 22. 

Plocdc be on ~G look out tor another lettar being oirculated 
ahortly to the Chairman of tha Senate Labor and IIUlDan Resour<:le.. 
CCIImittee on the Administration' s views f·or the Child care 
Devolopment B10<:::k Crant.. 

Your oooperation in expediting- " quick turn around. on theee two 
letters is very mucll appreciated. . 

ee: 	 Jerry !Clapner
Rich '1'arpUn
Mary Bourdette 

, 


: .. 
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. 
The Honorable Bob Packwood 
Chairmai1 
Comm.ittce OD. Finance 
United States Senate 

Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

Thi& 1_~ tile Adminimation'$ view< nn the Cbai.nmm's mark for weffiue reform 
legislation undet consideralioll by the Senate Ccmminee 011 Finance. 

Welfare reform is a top priority tor Ibis AcI!!llIlJstmdon and for Amc:ri<:aus wilhoul Rjjard to 
party. In the last two years, Ibis Administration has put the, country on the road 10 real 
welfare reform !hat emphasizes work. parental responsibility, Slate flexibility and the 
protection of children. In 1993, wben Congress passed the Administration's economle plan, 
'we CUI taxes fur 15 million wotking AmeriCllllS and rewarded work over welfare. In 1994 
we collected. n:cunI 1•••1of child support-$lO billion. III the past two yeors, the 
Administration has granttd waivers to 29 SlateS. $0 that over balf the country is now' carrying 
out sig;nificanl welfare reform demonstrations that promote work and responsibility. 

Last year. the President submi!lcd a OOl<lwellll.re reform 1><1, the Work and BesponsibililJ 
Act of 1994. It iru;lu<led scri"", work requimneilfs made real by opponmiti.. for jOb 
placement, education. training. cbild care and supports to ,,'otking people. II included • 
stringem set of provisions to ensure parental reaponsibility nn<I reduce teen pregnancy. II 
increased stale f1exibi1ilJ wilhoul sacrificing either federal (.r state responsibility fur 
perio""",""". It maintairu;<l • basic structure of prorections for cbildren. 

The Administration has ~ to make welfare reform a bipartisan issue. We Still believe 
that it can and must be®:JntortuDately the Chairman's mad" in its cIurent fOIll1 eWes not . 
appear to ol'fer !he kind of real well1re reform that Amerk:ans \II OOm partlcs expocL It is ;::::Jl 

~Ii(' DOl serious u ving people from welfare ,to worEQ misses ~i:s to '@l3~ 
~N\'~ 1"''l''',,-,,'bi It poses serious danie~ to children. It un<Iermines !he fecleral stale 

5 s to meet !he federal govemment'$ obl~.uion to ensure =untability...r 
~ C! _ • ',. "'-<l ~,...I+s . 

tV-... 
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work should have ,the opporl1m:ilies and the supports they need to work. / 

The Aministration the;refore has serious concerns .bout the Cl!ainnan's markiThe proposed 

legislation repeals the bipmi<an Family Support Act signed by Pm.ident Ronald Reagan in 

1998. It removes any real ~nsibility of state welfare systems CO provi4e job placements, 

education, trainiDg, child care awl other supports to ~e "",ipients from welfare to Vim. 

And it undercuts the ability of the statcs to <10 so by reducing the lImdlng aVllllable for WIlII<,Jlh ~ L< 

programs and for child care. ~ <.""" f"&~oM< /"l..; 


, ~ ;u~ Mt.~J 0;:.1.....~ 
The child care provisions are especially OO\lIltl!rproduc!ive. The bill vides no assurance of I"pi'~ 
child care to recipients who worIc or are preparing to worIc--e\'ell if state reqUites them to w...;ki 
participafl>-{)r have moved olT welfare tor worl<.. II ll:;tJCOI$ the d ftullllng for child 
care that was an important component of the FamUy SUPPOI~ A . It appe:m to cut $x 
billion in child care funding from the consolidated bleek gr.Jllt. These pl'O\'isions seriously 
undermine the ability of the bill to briog about welfare reform focused on wm.. 

IF THE BILL INCLUDES TIm nOUSE PROVISION ABOUT COUNTING PEOPLB AS 

WORKING WHO LEAVE THE ROllS. WE'LL NEED 1'0 SAY SOMETHlN~G.;.AB~O.Y.L~""", 

mAT IN THIS SECTION. ;).':NcerJ'i'1 v1:3S 


l'arcatal ResponslbWty 

The Administration believes that wolf"", refollD should reQ)gnize the re5pOllSibility and 
,enoouragc the involvemcm of both parents in tllC:ir clliJQ.ren'. lives. Tbe AdmlDisttation 
considers child support eoforcemem to be an integral pan: of welfare reform. particularly 
becJmse it SO'Ildi • strong message 10 youne people about Ib, responsibilitY of hath panmts to 
support their children. . 

AT THIS POINT WE EITHER. COMPUMl!NT THEM OR BEAT THEM UP, /'Z?
DEPENDING ON WHAT'S IN THE BILL. ~~~ 

Protectlou of CbildreD 

True welfare refonn Should make it easier for poor children to grow lip to be healthy and 
productive adults. not harder. It should proteCt children from danger, and ensure that the 
safety Det for abused and neglecll:d childrenis fumly in plltce. , 

, The Administration is _ lhM the ~ legis1ation pIlU many children at risk of 
serious hardship. through its draI:onlan cuts in the SSI program fOr childm!. its requirement 
of an ariblrmy benefit cutoff after five years of weIr"", reCeipt. and its inccIJtivcs for states 
to cut benefits, dCll)' eligibility and curtJLil services. ' 

2 
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·	Some of the cbildren affected by welfare relOOn could weIJ come into a system of cbild 
proteCtion services that is already seriously overbUIdened and that is failing to provide the 
most essential servkes. The proposed legislation exacerbat:s the problems of an already 
troubled child wclfilte system by C\IIIlng the I\mdinj! for child weIbre services by $x billion, 
by limited the ability of the StaleS to access funding for pte·phl<:emenl services, prevention, 
case management and staff ttlIining, and by essentially eliminating fecleml ovetlright of state 
systems that an: already functioning poorly. . 

DO WE WANT TO SAY SOMETIm!G ABOUT IMMTGltANTS HERE? 

The Administration applauds the creativity and responsiVeDlSS of states, and has CIlC(lnraged 
state welfm ",funns tailored to unique circllIIlStal!CeS and IlOCds. National' WeII1ire "'fonn 
should expand opponunitics for state flexibility while ellSUling that states genuinely traIISlOOn 

· their welr_ 'y,lelnS, by establishing a national framewori< and by providiDg rcoou=s and 
incentives to states 10 improve their performance. We win not achieve real welfare reform 
or tn>e state flexibility.if Congress .imply gives the states roore burdens and les money, and 

, fails to make work and responsibility the law of the land. 	 . 

Th. Administntioll is wnccmed tllln the fixed block grant in the prop<><Od legislation makes 
inadequate allowances for potenlial growth in the need for cash assistance because of 
ecoDOmic doWIlll1l'Il. population growth or unpredictable enlel'gellCies. By flIiIlng to respond 
10 the cbangiDg needs of states, it pc$O$ a danger thaI many growing or economically 
distressed states will IlOl be able to meet the oeeds of their people. and will be uuabJe to 
provide the child care and other supports """,,".ry to mow rociplems into work. The 
critical role that the <:UI'tent SOUCl:UIe plays in providing ecollOlllic stpbility will be lost. 

The very concerned tlJar the proposed leglsladon conralns no ./ 
requirements or ve 'ves for the states to maintain dleir own funding for· cash 
a..i".""". child care and supports for work. There is a serious d:u!ier that staleS will "race 
II) the bottom" in an attempt 10 save SIale dollars or 10 cIcler mi~ fMm other staleS, by 

· cutting eligibility. benefits. and aMi.mnceJ!1'!lli1rlci!)gJamil~OIfare refomt· is al . 
~nslbU!IYJll' the te4ctal governm.D1l1lul "'" ,IIMs. W!,~ It 10 oar - to cn.w:re ~f' ,iJ" 
tbar welfare reform proVidiiii oppoffiiriitics ana prolc<:ts children in all the stales. ;:t:Yi...'iL. 

. ..' .r,¥,~.w 
In ,hort, while the Chairman's mark espouses goals'for the re!onn of welfare-Work, parental <4.> ,k.., 
n;opollSibility, true stAte Il""ibilit)' and Ihc prolcclion of cbildren-th>t the lulministraliOll and 
the American people shaI;e. the specific legislation misses tbe mark in!ilndameDla! ways. (t 

· does not provide the chiId c:are and other supports that wotdd make work expec;tatlons real. 
II provides neither the cushions nor the e.pectations that Slales need 10 bring about real 
reform. It puts millions of cbildren at risk of serious harlJl.· . 
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'llIere are alternative approaches to reform that achieve our m1llWll goais in far more 
constructive and accountable ways. The Administration reuoratell its .::ommittnent to serious 

.welfare refOml and its 4esUe to work cooperatively willi Cc-og:ress to achieve it. 

Sincerely, 

. 


, 
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TO 


The Honorable Sob Packwood 
Chairman. ~nate Finance committee 
United Statea Senate 
Washinqton,O.C. ~0515 

Dear Kr. Chairman, 

This letter .."P....s- the Administration' .. vie..... on the 
Chairman's mark tor welfare reform levielation under 
oo_la_aUon by thI\ senate COI1IIIIitt.... on l1inan"e. 

Welfare reform is a top priority for thie l14ainistrlltion and for 

all _ricans, without regard to party. In the last two years.

this l14ainistration bas put the cowntry ~. the road to roal 

welfare reform that emphasizes work. parental responsibility, 


. Dbt.. flexibility and the protection of c.1lildren. In 1993, 

congress p~ssed the Administration's econ~ic plan, ~ttinq ta~Qa 

for 15 million workinq Americans and revaraad work over welfare. 

In 1994 ve collected a record level of cbild eupport--$10

billion. ~n tbe paat two years, the Administration has grantea 

waivers to 29 states, so that over halt the country is nov 

earrying o~t significant.weltare reform demonstrations that 

promote work and responsibility. 


Last year. the President submitted a ~ld. ~lfare reform.bi11. 

the work and Responsibility Act of 1994. It includaa serious 

work requirements lIIIlde real by opportUnities for job place_nt, 

education. training. child care and suppc'rta to wcrkinq people.

It incl~ a stringent se~ of provislon!' to anauro parental 
responsibility and reduce teen pregnancy. It increased state 

flexibility without sacrificinq either f.~eral or state 

responsibility for pert'ormance. It ....inl;ained a hasi" structure 

of protections for children. 


The Administration bas eouqht to make welfare reform a bipartisan 

i"sue. We still I>8lieve that it can and 1II1:I8t 1>8. The Chairman's 

mark is riqht to include iDportant child support enforcement 

....asures the Administration fouqbt ror in the HOl.l.... , which would 

more than double cbild support collectio"" over the nert five 

years. Moreover. it wisely abandons 50l11S mean-spirited provisions

the Administration opposed in the Noyae :?assed bil~, BUCh a8 the 
denial of l>enefits to children of young 1I%Iwed mothers. It is 
wrong to punish children for their parent's lIIistakes, and the 
Senate should resist any effort to do _. 

. ,l;J1. ,.." .f
Sut. the Chai ...... n·s .... rlt stU1 doe.. _ 0Ue:r:- the kind ot real ..... 1.At. 
welfare r"form that Americans in both partie.. exp&ot._J:t is ""t .,...ok,
eeR:!!!!s ..bout: 110,,1119 _people from welfare to work. ~") to ....~~ 

":iOUS .~ang...rs_to..cI!!~n?) It )lnd"rm;~ the federa-X-state 
partnersliip ~J.~I.ti,~:~~~:.If:.!~j,. government'" obliqationr;::

it. d;lL... .1 I 1 l..\,Cc 
)1c J.."" ~i" l,. 'R. .,,~" ....1 _ /Ir"-. ~ . 

I Moo~'''-tr 
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to ensure ~eountability and results• 

....1 110"11, ~ir"'lIlIt. 

The " .. n1:>:..1 9 ....1 of vClUare refClrlll llUst bn...",in'1 paople fi"0III 

welfare to yorl<. Th<l Aalainistration beU"V<lS that ""yone ,"",0 can 

vorl< should 'I" to worl< as quieltly "" pesdbl... FrOlll the firet cSay 

eoaeone Ooae8 onto welfare, be "r ebe sh~11d be required to 

paZ'tlcipate in job 1IGarCh. jOb placement, education or t ..... ininq 

needed to 1IOOV8 oft welfare an4 into a job quieltly, The 

A4ainiotration alao believes that thOse w~o are not w1111nq to 

WOl"k should be r ...... ve4 trOll> the rolls. Those Go a"e wUl1nq to 

vorl< shoule! have the opportunities and th·, supports they need to 

vorl<. 


Relsl welfar.. refo", is fira~,d' foremost about WOl"I< -- and the 
aya.tea lIlust: provide vcrk-ba .. ncent1vea tor states, caseworkers". 
aneS weltare recipients th ""'e. States must have tho 
necessary r""ouree" tor child care, tral"inq. anc\ ""rle: in order 
to 9"t: t:bo job done. state bureaucracies sl>.ould be "ewardec:l for 
gettinq paople to vorl< or prepare for worX -- not tar ~tinq 
P<IOple from the rolls, Recipients IllUSt sign personal 
....aponsibility aqr........nts, and move tovsz'd worle: anc\ ....If-
sufficiency from the very first day. Tille 11mits IllU8t> malt.. 01...... , \., 
to welfare recipients and case'ilOrkera that welfare is a l~ 
transitional system. '"I' L {~ ~ 

. -~-~~ /~~
The Cbairm!ln' & mark dQe" Httie-ol'-noth",19' to move people trOll 
walfar.. to werle:, TIle proposec:l legislation repaale tha bipartisan 

. l"8IDily support Aet signed by President Rcmalcl R .... 9"" in 1988. It 
removes any real responsibility of atste welfare systems to 
provida job placements, education, train:l119, child cars an4 other " 
supports to move recipients from welfare to work. And ~it>~r~' .;..n 
unc\ercute the ability Of the states to do) 80 by r UCil19 -/Io.rl: .,1';::'
:func\inq available for worle: prcqramB and :eor chl1 care, eal j;. y~ /I.•• 
welfare re,form means 1Jivi"9 sta~es the 1llCent1v and resources "j~:tt 
to move pepple froa welfare to worle:. . 

DeSpite truI critical linlc: between chIllS ·;:are aneS work, yo"" bill :;.::J ;t. 
would rep~al three fedual programs that provide cSireet child ...b;.\",, ­
care ass1atance for 1IO%'e than 640,000 children. It would net P~'1' 
only slimi""te the chUd care proqram tOl:' 10" inc...... vo..kinq 'XwZ:. 
families who, without: such assietanee, risl< faUinq onto .....lfar., /'k. 
but alae eliminates child ears for families makinq the transition ~ 
from wBlt~a to work~ Moreover, 1~ prov1des no aaau.ance of ~. 
child.Care for recipiente participating in education or trainill9 

aetiv1tiea - even if a state requiros thea to participate in 

order to receive their qrant. It cuts tn. ",bild car. people on 

velfare need to 90 to worl<, an vorkinq people need to stay off 

welfare in the first place, 1 A~


IVI' .\. WI 0-- ~,.j ,l-.e' v-"' ­
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IF '1'11:& BILL IlICI.WES TIlE HOOSE PROVISION A801l'l' C(MITII'IG PltoPLII AS 
WOBnNG MHO LEAVE TIlE li/.OLLS, Wi:'LL NEED TO SAY SOIlE'I'llIlfG A801l'l' 
'l'IIAT XN THrS S~IOH. 

:rarIlJlUl a __a,u,UUl" 

TIle A<lainistration beli_ that welfare zcetora should ree09l1i~e 
tile responsibility _e! .ncouraqe tile invol.vement of both parents 
in their chilclren's lives. The AdlIIinistrllUon consider" chUe! 
support entorcemlOJlt to be an inte<jJrll.l paii' of welfara reform" 
partlcul.arly _...... it: _ II. atronq ....lIsaqe to yoU1'l9 peopls 
alIout the responsibility of both parentlil ':0 support their 
chilclren. 

Child 8Up~t sntorcement is a crucisl pa~ of welfare reform, 
because it .."na" a ..t:ronq siqnal to YOIln; poople abOUt tha 
relilponsibility of both parents to the children they 1>,,1119 into 
the vorld. If we're "oinq to d_ responsibility of IIOther.. , 
W8 &boule! _ncI ...spondbi1.1ty of father" too. Tl>at_ns 
welfare reform ahou14 inelUcle ...asur.... des11lnecl 'eo iclentifl' theiQ 
father in every case; tind delinquent parents Who lIIOve from job 
to job or stat.. t:o state to avoid payin" child support; speed Ill' 
payments; ana invoke toullh penalties, like drivers Ucens.. 
ravocat10n, for nonpayment. , 

We are deeply concerned that recent Congz,essionill bUdqet reper;;;:' 
call for states to chazve II 15' percentslle fse "'lain.t child 
support: ool.lactiona for any money collected for parents not < 
rec:eivin; A1'DC in order to collect U 1>inion per year in feo". 
This is money colleated froJll non-eustodial parente snd it rightly 
0..10"'1" to their cltilclren. TakitllJ one billion dollars frOll 
chllclren vith custodial parents who have succeeded 1n "tayinq off 
of welfare is unfair and cOWlt~ll:,producti·~e. It is little more 
than a tax on thOSe custodial and non-cu9todial parents wbo are 
playing- by the rules and meetitllJ their responsibilities. 

l'rOhotiOIl of Cbi14:ru 

True ....f""'" eould make it easier for_,pcor_chllciren=to_91"Oli into 
productive adults - not harder. 'I'ilena<Je-parenta &bou14_n"t_~ 
denied caah a""btanos - instead, help should be conditioned on 
their atayinq at school, Hv~nq~~bo]!%e, an(tJ.den~~fyitllJ their 

I N'O 

~ 

;..-­

NO 

ND 
child's f<'J~eedy-ch11.dfen Mould 1.. aBslgiid Iii,,!=--- -~ 

,prc>tections _reve_r~live.---sefiool lunches, Food Stamps, and j.,\'L'<~
aaGIatan".. 1:0 ali-Wiiii,- disabled and n-lflcted children should not <L • 
!:Ie alashe<! under the quiae of ·waltare z,efol'lll.· "" ...-,< 

The Admlnietration is concerned that tho proposed legislation 

puts many children at risk of seriolls lll1rdShip, throu<;h it.. 
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cSrac~n tha SSI pr<l9t'B11 for chlldren, 1t" ,requ1".....nt (

of ~itrUy benefit cutoff after five years of weltare 

r_alpt-., and. ito incentives for states to cut benefits. deny . 

eligibility ana curtail services. 

s..- of the ohildren affected by w..lfare '''lfon could well CC]Be 


into a 81'..t.... of child protection service.. tha't. 1s ..l....ady 

seriously overburdened ana that is failing to provide the most 

.........t1..l. ....""icos. 'l!he proposed leqialeUon exacarbstes the 

problems of an already trcubled child val!..re system by cuttinq 

tha funding for child welfare servicea by $x billion, by limiting 

the ability of th.. stat.... to access fundl.Yl for pre-pla....."nt 

....rvices. prevention, caae _gllll1ent, perlllanBlIC)' pl<mninq and 

staff train,ing. and by esBentially el1llinoting f_ral oversight 

of state =yst.~ that are already function1ng poorly. 


~~ state Yl~ibilit' 

Tha Administration applauds the creativity and responsiveness of 

au",", and ha.. encouraged etate welfano reforu tailo..ed to 

Wlique circWllStances and nasdS. Kationa! wal.tars reCora should 

expand opportunities for state flexibility. true QUare refora 

X'OqIair....stahlishinq a national framewot'li: and providing 

reao~c.s and incentives to states to 1ml«oVO tbei~ perfo~nco. 

we will not achieve real welfare reform Qr true state flexi~ility 

if C"""",.."" simply gives the stat..s mora burd...... and l .... e IIOney,

and falls to make work and reepon..ibll1t)' tne law,ot the land. 


Tho Administration is concerned that the fixed lIlock grant in the 

proposed legislation maltes inadequa't.e all.cnnmc.... for potential 

growth in the need for cash ....sistance 11",::._ of econOllic 

downturn, population growth or unpredictn1l1e ......rg..ncies. By 

failing to' r ..spond to the Changing needs ot states, it peaes a 


, danger that many growing or sconOlllically distressed ..tates will 
not 1>0 "bl.. to lIIeet ths needs of their p<lople, and will 1>0 ImlIble 
to provide the child car.. and other eupp..::u nsceusary to move 
recipi..nt. into work. TIl.. critical role that the = ..nt 
..t .... etur.. plays in providing ""onomic lIt;ihil1t1' will be 10llt. 

TIle AdIIl1ni.stration ill alllo very concern..! that the prcpcsed 

leqisl.ation contains no requirements or incentivea for the states 

to lII4intai.n their own funding for cash assiet"""... chileS c...... and 

supports for work. There is a seri.oWl danger that stat.... will 

"race to the bottOll" 1n an atte=pt to save .tate dollar.. or to 

deter migrants frOll other states. bY cuttinq ellqibility. 

benefitB, and assistance to working fa:JIIUies. Welfere reform Is 

a joint responsibility of the federal government and the stat..... 

Wa owe it to our children to ensure tJ\at weltare .t:etorm provides 
opportunities and pratectechildren in all the ata~••• 

http:fundl.Yl
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In sIlort, wile the Chairman I" url< espouses 'loals £0" the reform
of "elfar..':-work. parental responsibilit~'. true stat.. flex1bility 
anci the protection of chilclren--that the Aclministretion anci the >1\1'( U 
American people sIlere, the apec1!1c legblation "~se8the ,.~ f>1 , > ' 
in funclameliltal weYII~It:-doea not-provid,,_thILchlld care i.Jid ",
other auPP<l'rtsthat wov.ld !laIce work expGCltat!ona%'eal-.-..lt__ 
provid.... neither the cushions nor the expectations that ..ta9.... 

\ need t.o brinq about real reform. It put., .illions af Chil<lren at 
'~~iaue bara,,_______________ 

'!'hera are alternative approach..a ta ref02:l1l that achieve our 
mut~l qoals in far more constructive arKl accountable wlllYs, '!'he 
_inist.ration reiterate.. its commitment to serious .alfare 
rafora an<1 itll desire to work cooperativ"ly with Congress to 
achieve it. 

lancerely, 

llanna E. Sbalala 
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Off\w of tlw ..aal.tant.Saer-'-n< 
DEPAIITMlNTOF HEALTH .. HIIMAN SERVICES fOl' L.egl.lltion 

MARl/" JO BANE 
DAVID ELLWOOD 
H~U<':1l REED 
E!'IILY BROMBERG 
MELISSA SKOLFIELD 
JQ.H,t.I MONAHAN 
UN APFEL 

401-46'18 
690-nil3 
4S6 5$!;7 
401-4"'8 
590-56'73 
G90~SG72 

395-57>0 

FROM: HHS/ASL STAFF (Jim Hickman 690-7627) 

DATE: May 22, 19'5 

PAGES: 6 (including cover} 

SUBJECT: Administration Views Letter 
Welfare Reform Mark 

on senate Finance Committee 

NOTE: This draft was forwarded to OMB at 
anticipation of OM! clearance by Noon 

6: 00 pm today 
tomorrow. 

in 
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E X E CUT I V E OFFICE o F THE PRE SID E N T 

23-May-1995 l2:51pm 

TO: Kenneth S. Apfel 
TO: Christopher J. Mustain 

FROM: Bruce N. Reed 
Domestic Policy Council 

SUBJECT: Comments on Welfare Views letter 

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

p. 1; last graph, 1st sentence: change "does not offer" to "£alls 
short ofll 

p. 1. last graph, 2nd, 3rd and 4th sentences: Replace the rest of 
the graph with the-following: lilt does little or nothing to move 
people from welfare to work. It is tough on childr"en. It shifts 
costs to the states, and undermines our-obligation to hold state 
bureaucracies accountable for results." 

p. 2, 1st graph: After the first sentence ("The central goal 
.~.") insert the following new sentences: "Work has always been 
at the heart of the President·s approach 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 waivers this 
Administration has granted, inclu.ding innovative welfare~to-work 
programs in Oregon, Iowa, and more than two dozen other states. 
To be successful, welfare reform must reward, demand, and 
encourage work." The rest of the graph can become a new graph. 

p. 2, 3rd graph, 1st sentence: Change "does little or nothing" to 
"makes no real" effort", 

p. 2, 3rd graph, last sentence: Add a new sentence before "Real 
welfare reform means ..... that says nIt expects nothing of 
recipients for the first two years, and nothing to reward states 
for success in moving them to work." , 
p. 2, last graph~ last sentence: Add a new final sentence that 
says, "It defies common sense ,to take away child care and keep 
people from going to work." 

p. 3, 3rd graph ("We are deeply concerned .• "): THIS GRAPH HAS NO 
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 to be reviewed when we see the mark. Right now it makes 
criticisms that may not be val1d f such as on teenage parents 
living at home and SSI cutS+ In any case, w~ need to make the 
following changes: 

-- Delete the sentence "Needy children should be assured basic 
protections wherever they live". That's too subject to 
misinterpretation, as Moynihan has shown us. 

Put the teenage parents in the positive. 
-- We can't use the word "draconian" for the 55! cuts if the bill 
is better than the House~ Say "The cuts go" further than 
necessary" .. 

P+ 5. 1st graph, 1st sentence: Change "misses the mark" to "still 
falls ahort" ~ 

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 should include: 

* Incentives to reward states for moving people 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,U 

Thanks. 
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'B.er!; B (.tand-alo.... pa.....,...ph) 

ThB oent..al ,oal of ...,lfaro H[I/j ..".t M "",vi", people ft'Olll 
v.lfare to work. wo..~: has It "'en at the bJaart lOt· the 
P .. eo:Lc!eat· B .pp.....oll to vtlUua refont over til. l ..~ 15 year8. 
W..rk Wile at. t.he 001.'8 c.t the ' .... ur Slll'port. ACt. IIorlt ba.....n at 
tho oore of tile " .. u ...·• "eform. va Yeli'a WI Ad.talnletntion hal 
,ranted, inaludin, inr..vativ....It.re-to-work ~roqr.B' 1n Or.,on.
Iowa, aru:l mora than two «ol.n othar St.at•• ~ To be euccalatul,
welfar. retor. auet lita, demand, and anoourag. ork. 

J!!nrt c 

We ab .. ul~ bUild tow.~ a 8y,ton ~hlt "lq,,1r.. pegI'll cOBin, on to 
....lten t .."", the first 4 .. y 

111·..n Q 

It o«~ot. nothin, lOt "oipient. tor the tl.ot two year.. ..nd 
provides nothi", to r ....r4 State. Cor 8UCC'•• in aovin9 thBm to 
vo:r)c. 

• 
ml.ES I 

We .nde~atanc! that the let1s1at10n inalu4.. a deeply troublln,
combination or outs in oash knetita ror ~11drQn. InolUd1n" 

:tnl.;t , 

W. Un48rat&n4 thlt the Chairman'. mark viselr cont1nQ•• ade;uato 
fIln41n, tor foater cara an4.a4option .Be1It.nee b1n.rita, 4ua to 
trov1", 0 ...1004&._ 110 a180 undar.tan4 that tile lA"k ....c"""""•• 
oorrectlY thlt Fe40ral ovoreight 1. important 'or enauring that 
teslc child prOUotiOlllI an prov1~e4. Hov.v.." . 

#, 




~. I, 

Ip.llt g (stand-alono par&~.ph) 

hal vOUare ..dorm .~.oul'" 1nolud81 

o xncant1ve. to r.~ard st.te. tor sevinl ~opla tro. ~.lt.r6 
to 	vork, not ""tUnq tbem oft:1 

o Work ~aq\lirement~ for ~ooipl.nte an4 tho child oare peepl' 
n_ct U 90 t'.C WOl')t 41'14 stay otf welfare; 

" 	 Pt'ote.ct1one tor states in the .vent of population grovth •. 
U ...tar. Of ."onOlll0 dOlllltllr1l. .nd nIl\l1r...ent. and. 
lno .. "t1vaa to ....l.nUln tIIe!r atalle in waIf..... refo"., and 

" 	 '1'1\. toughen pOlllil>l. child 8"pport ."torO.lnt. 

Note, Plea.. a4d the OKS hal1.rplat. lanquA90 as tIIo la.t or 
.eoon4 to lalt paragraph: The Ortlce of Kana,...nt and 
lIu/!,et Idvl".. that tIIera 1, no ol>,eotlon to til. 
trane.ittal of thi. report to oong...... 

http:par&~.ph
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May 24, 1995 

Bruce, 

Melissa sent baCK a note from the Hill -- she asks that the views letter intlud.e 2 sentonccs on 
"incentives for s"!les to CUI people off- i.e., ifpeople hit • time limit, there', no need for states 
to spend money on work and cIlild care." She reel, this is • better argument than intenDvos to 

cut benefits. I've relayed this to David, and he', going to try 10 put it in. 

I haven't seen a r"",1 draft of the letter _. so I've tried 10 write these on our themes as IllUth .s . 
possible. Pie... let me know if anything has changed ­

Thanks, 

Amy 
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a.a.1rlIaR'. _It for welf&l:<o hfora l~Oft -.." 

.......~~ the _ COD!_ On n.o.-. 

Weu__...,. 1... top pr~tr to.. uw. lIAIoj"Utntlon '"'" :for 
all AIIIIr!.,.., wl_ ft9U'l to »artY. ill tile laR. bID y.B'"
ttr..t.. .......$_"""'" __ 1:loe cooaatt1 on _ """" to> __1 

_U~"" _ora tbet ~1a.. work, ~~1l11:f•. 
__ t:lul.hHiCy .... pr~.... ~ _old.1_. %11 1911', 

COt.\gJ!'<IaIl ~ tIuI 1Id111DiStntion·" ecoD<lIIic plU, ",,1;Uag _ 
1:0,1; n td1iJ.on _bog IIlled_ 4114 lOftv<locS _k 0 __l.f""",. 
ill 1"4 we ClQ11eote4 a r_ laval of ddW ~-'10 
blUhm, In tile -" .,.,.. 7""<"', ...........D'~___

waiver.. to 29 _ IIalt the coll4tty 18 _..ta_. so _10
ourr1D9 ••", s1gn.l.r1oant ...U...,. refOJ:1ll ~u__ 

pr:GIIIObo ..me ana rer;poDIIUlUi.t¥. 


t.Ioft -r-. _ ~t. _itt.G " 1:1014 nltlire ""tOR. Jdll,
ttl" w....-x an« ~1I>!11..:r ACt Of; ....,.... xt tDa1_ ....1_ 
_ req,u~ _ 1I'9I>l. I>,y _tQIIitlea tor job pl__• 
_1::1.l1\li, Q:a:!A1lI:g", ""1101 """" _ ...~ too _~ _I.e, 
It 1DcludA4 .. ot:.r~ get. of pz-oV1s1oQ8 to eMur. ~1 
rospmII:Ul1l:Lt:r _ re4'llcl$ "- pnqnuncr. 11: ~ at,at.e 
ftllld.ldlity vlthollt ........Uiel*.l either f_.1 or &tate 

"*puau1b111tr ror ~on:M!UlOe. I.e _1.n1z.1..mMI • ....1~ _"V\;,""""-,, 
of :proteQt!_ for ddl4reD. 

T.Ioe MlainUtrat1cm _ acugbt: to _ welt"" :retora a _ b:l.pu:t1san
1M... we atill be11_ .t 1t 0IIII _ ~ bar 'llIe ClJab:1oan'lI 
marl!: .ia ..ilIbt: to 1.nolu4e bIpol:te.ftt ddltl .uppoLl __ 
__ tilt> ~au.... rou,pt I'm: 1n tM _. VMc:I1 VOU14 
__ 1:haJI doW>.l.....114 ~t cou..ot.iono ......, tile ~ rive 
"....,.......-, it ri8017 am__ ~Sdt:e<l PJ:<1Y1a1O»D 
_ .IIdlaiJU.IJt::at1oD _ed lJ> I;liIIl _ ......_ wu, &\1IIb II. tI$ 
deIIal of ~ita t.o cJ>1l4reD of __ lIO!::Ilers. xe :ill 
...-- t.o punish cJ>11<ken tOIl: tMoir _t'. aiata_. -...... tile 
___ nsu1< u:r .1'fon to 40 .... 

1IIlt, _ Clllttnu'. lIHII: stiu ........t on:. tile 'IWIII Of real 
nlfaN ret_ tluot Allllric:ana in I:lottI pan.l.4lll expect. 1t 1a DI>t: 
seriaa Ucnat _iag l*JPle ~QII welf_ to .....k. D pa.... 
.....tou "._ to cJ>11<ken,· It. -.s- _ :r.....l-steto . 
~1J> M<I tailS to _t _ %allara1 90'0...-'. oI>l19'lt.1­

1 ' 
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~ly~ 1~ DeDC!IIf ~_ ~ .I.•V- W :f"'Ra4 pwaple
alM>Ilt: tlle ~Wllty 04: both ....- to IRijipiUit t:IIall: 
<II1l11oftD. 

;vnt...u .. Of OId.una 
.,...... ...t:...". .....w_ 1t _1.., r"", ,.,.,.r c:!Il1l4raD to 'F'* 1IItO 
~__lb - _ 1:IaNv. ~___ not be 

Ooniad OUI> _ut«ncn - .l.llatea4. help sbolal4 lie _t~ an _s.r -1/1Jo!J at _1. u~ at bIIIoto. UId ~~ t:M1r
<lb114'.. fatlloor. ....., dI.1J.4reli ahoIal.4 lie ____ 
pI:_tt- ..- tbey U,,*. ScI&cIol lomeII... VC04 ~, _ 
...1.ta1\04l to "114. diaal>led """ ""'llecte:l chil<lHb Ao1>1d: not 
I:oe ..laIthe4 """" t:M 9'11.. ot _tfaro r_.· . 
- _.l.niftnti.... ito :::-_ that; - P"<'I>4'III114 l ....i ..lat::lcft
JIll" """'f dlll<b:en at r of .-1oom _lp. ~ :ltJo. 
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~~t1.. for IRate tt-ib111ty. _ ....u.... not""" 
~ _ ....~ .. _tl_1 fr_oB -_.wiIIo
_ """ _ W __ 'to ilapco•• tll*1r pert~. 
wa will not. 1IGIIi..... J:eal all""" ",.tonI at ~ _ tl.u.U.l~ 
if ~ .ba>ly 91- tile !JUtes __ ~ ... 1_ 1lICmCIy, 
_ rail.. to We won: _ ~1.ttUJ."r .... 1a1f os: __• 

_-'m..u.u_u __ .... r~_~ .... _ 
14_- loAIgia1H:loo _10M ~""1~ rar ~..1 
IP'owtI> .I.D tile JIOtI/I '''"'' _ iUI~ _ r4 .....-S.. 
__ poplIlati.... <p:<wtI> or "",,1*11_1. -...,..aM. Ill' 
fa1U"" to "apcllllf tb _ ~ .,.U ~ _,~ .. 
~ tllat IINUIr ~.I.DCJ or 1!lCOII<IIId""Ur ·dUtr._ w1U 
not: l1li Ul.e to ..,.t; tIIa ....... or tIIo1r peopa, IIrld will _ liliiii>1& 

to peoyUe _ chi14 0IIl':e ... other ..._ta ""CIII"IIZ)' to_
ndp.l.ents 1Rto~. ~ c:1t1\04l. role tht tilt> __ 
B~" II"" 111 po:ovld.1.Dq ......~" IJtaIIUU:y wiU _ 111ft. 

__~.tnt101D .......1110 'IIWY ""...........of tllat __opal" 
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TO: MAKY)O SANE 
DAVID ELLWOOD 
BRUCERRRn 
CAROL RASCO 
EMILY BROMBERG 
ANN ROSEWATER 
WENDEll PRJMUS 
SUSAN BROPHY 
PAUL CAREY 
JANET MURGUIA 
KEN APl'llL 
.JEREMY BEN-AMI 
AVIS LAVELLE 
MELISSA SKOLFlELD 
JOHN MONAHAN 
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690-5013 
690-5672 

FROM: HHSIASL STAFF (Jim Hickman 690-7621) 

DATE: May -30, 19~5 

PAGES: 3 (i.nt:luding cover) 

SUBJECT: Letter from Senator Kay Bailey Hutthinson (R-TIC) and 29 sunbelt Senators 
",itidtUI¥ the allocatIOn fonnula in the 1'0c_ mark. 
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May U. 1995 

T'ha M<morabloo RobAYf'. he'kwood 

ChaiDllan 

Senate C~tt~ O~ Finance 
Washington, D.C. 20Sl0_ 

'l'be Konorabla D<miel ""eriel< )(oyn.i.1um 
Ranking ld.nority 'fIfembu 
Senate. commi ttQiiJ on P'i:narn:::.:e 
~ashinaton,' D.C. 205~O 

Dear Bob cwd Pat; 

As J:;hE1 Fi~ce Committee begin. mark-up of long overdue 
wel far. rClfo:na le.giCtlat:i.on. we 0 ..11 yo\:-l: attcmtd..oo co a VQry 
serious £lay in the l:>lQc): gro.nt alloca.tion sc.."1.eme included in fLR. 
4. the HOu.~e of Represe.I1t.tive.!t welfare ru!o-na logj,j;la.:;ion. 

;"e are cO!Scernad bcCllu&e ebe HOU9e: allocation torrrrula 
essentially :freezes funding for a five year period, and. makes only 
'CQken a.llowance for the aubstantia.l population growth projected. for 

'our state$. It,tbi. approach w~e to be written inco law, there 
would be severe: budQ'et: and. hwnan cor.s.equencu in our statac. 

nil;! encloaea f:t'l8cuial. t::r;= the ~l.t ::tnst.1.t.ut:.e 4epi.c:ts how 
II. R. 4 would PQnalb" hig"-groweh .tates. lll,,"k gnIllt fundicg 
would be lock..., in, 121. spite of rapidly chnnllinll po.ttert:18 of nceQ. 
T'hi. d,14.0r\.O.:Dce bee...e«n NtR and .funding would prodvicc dcval!Jtftt:ing 
resulte over A five year p~~od. 

w~ Uk!J"" you and you Fir..a.neQ Commiet.q. cn' l'MQ\l~R 1:0 con:tide:r 
alternative appQrti~t approach&. whieh WQuld &6s~e fair 
er....tIJ>e!1t fo~ hig'b.-grovtb .t..t..... We" re<::""""""" adoption of a 
funding' fODDl.1la tbat f ...t .... s in P9J)ulatl.on gl:'OlOl1;"lI, .... ....11 as 
creation of • reserve fund to be .11ccated to h~gh-g.r~h scates 
ouring the initial fivtJ: year block grant. pa:lod. 

We e:pprecia'C.e your attan.;;ion to this 1:nPQrtant. tnat:car or 
qqui~y and f.irne$G. 

http:P9J)ulatl.on
http:le.giCtlat:i.on
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EXECUTIVe OFFiCe of! THE PRESIDENT LRM NO: 141: 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

W••hlngt<>n, D.C. 20603-4001 FILE NO: 15 

6122196 
LEGISLATlIIEREFERRAL MEMORANDUM Total pagels): l 

TO: LegIslative Liaison O(fioer. See Olstrlbutlon 


FROM: Janet FORSGREN (fo~ C. 

AssiStant Dlreetor fot legislative Reference 
 URGENTOMS CONTACT: Chris MUSTAIN 395·3923 
Leglslallve Assistant's line (for sU'nple responses): 395-7362 

SUBJECT: HHS Proposed Report 01'1 Senate Finance Commltf~uts ProPOSed Welfare Reform Legis!ailon 

DEADLINE: 11:00 am Tuesday, May 23,1995 
In accordance with OMS CIrcular A~19. OMS requests the vIews of your agency on the above subject before 
advish,o on Its relationship to the program of the President 

Please advise us lfthEs item will affect dlmct spending or Ncatpta tor purposes of tile 
"PaV~A8..you..Go" pf't)vlslon. of Title XIIl Of the Ofnnlbul Budget ReconcltiaUon Act of 1890. 

COMMENTS: 	 The Senate FinehCe Commlttee Is scheduled to mark up welfaro reform legislation on 
WednosdBY. May 24th. Tile Dill has nol yel been Inlrod""ed. 

DISTRIBUTION LIST: 

AGENCIES: eop; 
312·AGRICUI.TURE· Marvin Shapiro. (202) 720·1516 Ken Apfel 
207·EDUCATION • John Krlsty. (202) 401·6313 Doug Steiger 
330·LABOR • Robert A. Shapiro· (202) 219-8201 Berry WI';t. 
429·Natlonal Economic: Council- Sooyia Matthews· (202) 45&-21 14 Keith Fontenot (J) 
5 .. 5·$00181 Security Administration - Judy Chesser- {202} 482-7148 Carole Klltl 
22B·TREASURY. Richard S. C."o· (202) 622·"46 Lisa Falmalt 

Chuck Konigsberg 
Bruce Reed 
Diana Fortuna 
Jeremy Ben-Ami 
David Levine 
Pat Griffin 
Jim Murr 
Janet Forsgren 

URGENT 
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LRM NO: 1412 
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM FILE 00:15 

RESPONSE TO 

It your response to this request for views Is slmple (e.g,. concur/no cornman!). we preferlhat you respond by a-mall ()( 
by faxIng us tnls response sheeL 

If the response Is sImple and you prefer to call, please call the braneh-wlde line shown below (NOT the InalySl'$line) 
to leave 6 message with a leolsltltive assistant 

You may olso respond by: 

(1) calling the 6nalysVaUorney's dJr6ct line (Vou will be connected to voice mail If the analyst does not answer); or 
(2) sending U$ a memo or leUe(. 

Please Include the lRM number shown above, and the subject shown below. 

TO: 	 Chris MUSTAIN 395-3923 

Office of Management and BlJdgat 

Fax Number: 395-8148 

Branch·Wide Una (10 reath legislative assistant): 395-7362 


FROM: (Oat.) 


_______________ (Name) 


______-'-_________ (Agency) 

_________________ (Telephone) 

SUBJECT; HHS Proposed Report on Senate FInance Commruee's Proposed Welfare Reform L~J$lat!on 

The following l$ the response of our agency to your reqtJest for viftWS on the above-eapllonDd subject 


___ Ceneur 


__ No Objection 

___ No Comment 

__ Se. proposed edits on pages ____ 

__ Olh8r: __________ 

___ FAX RETURN of _ pages, attached to this response sheet 

) 
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Tl>a Honorable fIob paCll<"""'" 
C!lIalr:man. Senate Finance (:ollDllittH DRAFTUnitod state. senate . 
wa.hington, D.C. 20515 

This l.t\.~ expr.gaee the A4mlniatrat1Dft'. vi.va on the 

Cbairaan'. mark for v.lfare refors 18\Jialation under 

conaleiarati"" l¥f ~. IkIruIte Couittea Oft Finance. 


Walfare refora t ... top prLorlty for ~lo A4mlni.tr.~ion and for 
all Amari,,-. without l:8\Jar:d to part.y. Xn~.. last two y........ 
tbl. Adain1.~ro~ton haa pQ~ ~ oountrr on ~ road ~~ ~.al 
welfare .. efcrJII ~at upbaai... WQrk. parental responsibility• 

. atat.. U_ibil1ty .."ei the prot..oticn <>, .ohil<!ran. Xn UU. 
Congress passacl tn. Admlnls\rat1on's &~onomic plan, ~~tting taxes 
for l' mlllion vo~kint Aa~1o&nG and revar4ed work over w.lfaro. 
In 1994 we colleoted a rsoord level of child support--$~O
billion. In the paet two years, tho Admln1a~ratlon hea vran~4, 
waivers to 29 state., so that over balf tn. country i. nQY 
carryil'l9 ou~ signif10ant welfare reforo d~ons~rat1on. tbat 
promota work and rosponalbility. 

Last year, tbe President auimlitttod a bald w.Uan r.to.... bill,

the worK and ".pon5!b111~r Act ot lV~4. Xt lnQluded ••rlou. 

work requ1reeenta .-d$ real by opportunities tor job pl.oesent,

education, training, Qhl1d care and BUpports to working people.
It included a Gtril'l9ant aGt of provisions to ensure parental
r$sponsibll1tI and redUoe teen pre9nancl' It 1ncr.a.~ state 
tlaxibl1ity w ~out aacrlt1cing either foderal or Gtata 
re.pon..ibility tor parra_e. .t JlainUlnoQ e ~..1" "\..r:w"'~w'" 
of protsotiCM for childnn. 

The Adminiotration bas aougbt to make welfare r.fo.... a bipartisan 
l ..sue. Ve ..tUI beli.va tliat 1t can and !mot be. The CllIIlraan's 
lIIIlrk i. right to include impOrtant child .upport ant.,.,_nt 
_ ........ the Ad:minilltration fOUght for 1n the 8011".. YiUcn voul<l 
~rw than double child 8Upport cOlleotiona over the next tive 
years. Moreover! it wiselY abendons aoaa mean-spirited provi8Ions
the Adm1niatratlon oppo••a 1n the Hous& pasaeo 0111. aucn as the 
denial ot l>enetit. to cb11dr8l'l of young unwed lIOtbara. It 1 • 
....ong to puniab c:h.l.1dren for thetr parent 'a 8istak.a, and ~. 
senate sb~ld re.l.t any etfort to do &0. 

But, the Chairman's mark still 408S not offer the kind Of real 
velfar....efon that AIiIerican. 11\ botll part1118 eXPBot. It 1. IlOt 
serious about moving poople froa welfare to work. It poa.s
seriOIlS pnq..rs to childr"". It undermin•• the fedel:'al-ate1:e . 
partnership end tails to meet the fa<:l"ral II0VGrllllent·'. ob119"U",n 

1 
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The ue.ntral 9001 of nlf~o r.foX'1ll: JAUat be 1ICW1l'\9 paopla fro. 
_Un.. to work, The ADlnisuaU.... beli...... tnat anyone WIlO can 
wo~k .boul4 90 ~o work as ~iOkly aa po••ible. PYa. tne tiret day
00lIl80... _Ill onto welfare, lie or lIIIe .lIould be requ,lred to 
puUoipat. 1n jol> ......01>. '011 pla_nt. lIduenton or 'tratn!"", 
needed to __ off " .. lfar.. and !.lito • '0)) ~lCl(ly. '1'Ila 
Adainiatratlgn 0100 believas tnat those who are not willl~ to 
worlt abould be rallOved trOll the roll.. TbCH WIlo are w111 lnq to 
von aboutll bave til_ opporla",H1oo and tha ....ppcrh they ""Old to 
vork. 

Real "elfar. r.~ol:1ll is tiret and foreao.t aboUt VOl'k -- and tit.. 
System .u.t provid. work-baae inoontivea fo~ .tataa, a••.workoro t 
and. ,,.It...... reoiplonh th........ 1 ve.. Stat.s lIUat IWlve tn.. 
neceasary resources foc Cb114 ~ar., tt:e1ninq, A~ work in o".r 
to II..t the :lOb done. state bllreaucracie. should be rewarded for 
gettlng peo,l. to york or ~er.r. ror vo~~ -- not .~ ~t~1ft9 
people frOll th.. rolla. lIeolp omta Ill..\: s19n personlll 
r~.pon.ibillty .vreamen~8, and mOve tow4rd work and 8.1£­
.uttloiency trom tIM> vary first day, TiM 11a1t.....st l!IIIIco "loear 
to v.lfare recipient. and caseworkers that weltar. I. a 
transitional a),(9tea. 

Th. Chairman'" mark does little or nothinq to _e people trOll 
...Usr. to vork. Th" propos..CS Jegi.alaUon repeal" tlI" blpu·U.... n 
Fa~ily Support Act 5111n.1I by Presid..nt Ronald Raaqan in 1988, It 
r8lllOv". any r"al r .... poll.lbHity ot atat" wauar...pt... to 
orovill. job plaoem.ntll, education, trainln;. obild cara and other 
support" to move reolplentto from velfare to vorlt. AlIi! 1~ 
undercuts tbe ahility of the atat.. to do 80 ~ reduoinq tbG 
tun4ln~ availahle tor vork proqrama and tor chllll oar8. Real 
waltar. refora ...n. qlvln; stata. the incentIves Gn4 reaources 
to »lOVe paopl.. frOll welfare to worlt, . 

Despit" the critical 11nk between chili!. care and york, your b1U 
would rope.l _ tederal proqz'aJIIII that provide IIb·act chilli 
care a...1sl:...06 tor more than 640,000 children. It v""ld not 
only eliminate tbe chIld care proqram tor low Inco.. working
famili•• Who, w1tho~t such asaistance, riSk fallin9 onto walfare, 
hut also .l~mlnatea child care tor tamilies .akin; th" ua~ltlon 
from welfare to vork. KOr60Var. it provides no aasuzanc8 or 
Child care for recipionts partioipatinq in e4uoot1on or training
activit!.. - Dven it a .tate re~1rD. thea to ~lcipat6 1n 
or4er to roa.lve thoir ~.nt, It cut. tho ahila oar. peopl~ on 
waUaA need to 90 to work, IlIICI vorkll19 people need to stay oft 
wel£are Lft the fi¥at pl&e.~ 

http:5111n.1I
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Ii' '1'IIZ 1I1!.L IIICWllU '1'IIZ !lOUSE PROVIIIIOK AIIOtI'1' COI:lIITDlIoI PIIIOPW: AS 
WO:lQl;IIIO WHO LEAVE TIIa RoLt.S, WI!:' LL liD!) TO SAY so_nro ABOU'l' 
TIIA'1' III TIllS SEC'l'IOK. 

1>u:.....1 ...po....IltU1tJ 

'X'he .I\IIIIo1niatrati .. " INoli...,,,e Uul.t ••It,,,,,, ....fo.... .hou1/1 ......,OQ'nize . 
the reapon.1bility and eneouraqe the involv.aent of both parents
in their ohildrom'.. 11"".. Tho MbiinLab:atlon ""...1<109 ehi111 
."l'POrt ....forcement to be an intetra1 part of welfare nfcrII, 
p&rtlQvl~ly ~.~ae i_ .ends .. stront .....0. to younq people 
abou~ til" Z'eepcnall.llitr of both perenta to support tbelr 
ohl1o.:on. 

Ch11/l eUppOrt enferc...nt is a orucial part of veltare r.fO.... , 

becaU'e 1t &and. .. stront 819»01 to yount people a~t the 


o reaponaibility of both parent" to the Children they 1>1'1119 into 
the world. If ....... 90J.1I9 to _an4 r .... pcnaibility of lIII>thara, 
we sbeNld .....114 r."pcnaibility ot fathe1:8 teo, Tbat __ 
wirare ..efora .nO\&14 i .... l~4.. _"".... d...l~ to 1.....1:1l:y tiler" 
fo\ber in evary Ca••1 find ~linquent parents who cove tram job 
to :job or stat. 'to stue 'to ..voleS payl", <>1>.11.. "UPP<>rtf speed."P 
payments, ancS Lnvolte tOll9n penalt1..a, 11lee drivers lie""•• 
"evocat.ion, for nonpayment.. ' . 

we are 4eeply ODDCOrne4 that r.c.n~ eon,resal<>nol ~o'o~ re~. 
call fer stat•• to cba~. .. 15' percenta9. fa. a9&lnlt ehild 
support eollections tor any aon«y col.ected ror parents not 
reoaivinq AlOe in ord.~ to coll.ct '1 biLlion per year in fee». 
Thl. 18 aon.y collected from non-cIO"'tCG1al parente and it rightly
belonoe to their children. T.klnq one billion 4cllars t ..... 
children with ouetodial parents Wbo nave aucee.a&4 1n .t.l1n~ vtt 
af valtare i. unfair IIlId counteX'PZ'ocIt.lCtivo. It 111 little more 
than a tax on those CWltocl1a1 and non-cUlltocllal parents Yho are 
playtftg by the ~lee and =08t1nq their r.spons1bilities . 

• rot4loU_ of OIri.l<lrea 

True rafen IIlIOUld ..:r.ke it MIIier for poor oh1I.dr... to 9%''''' 1nto 
precluoU.....<sua .. - net harier. '1'_«. par"n~e ancul11 not be 
<tenied caah assistance - 1n.t8ad, help should be ecn41ticneQ en 
t~ir staylnq at schaol, 1ivin9 at home, and identltyinq the1r 
ch114's fa~r. Needy childran Should be assured 1>8.10 
,rotaotlona vh«rover thoy liv.. SchDol lunch,a, Food Stamps, and 
•••iatanca to abliee<l, disabled and ne,locted clIlldr.'11 should not 
be "laen"" \1114" tho gui"" of " .... Uare rafon!.· 

-rb<t Ad..i.ni. .. tro"lon 1. _""...... " that ~ohe propoaa4 le;1.1aticn 

P"-"" "''111 ohUdre.. at risl< of aeriw& har48ll1p, throug!:I It. 


3 
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draoonian outs in tha sst prograa for cn~l4ran, 1~ requlraavnt
of aft arbitrary benefit cutoff aft.. flya years of valfar. 
race1pt, and its incentiv•• for .tat.. to out benefits, dan1 
oll,ibl1ity and curtail aarvieea. 

8aao of the Qhildraa .ffectad ~ v.l~ar. raror. oou14 voll como 
into .. .yilt.. of ohlld. protection serYt...... tIIat: 18 already
eedoullly OVlIl.'burdtt_ an« that 18 fa !lin; to provide tha lIOat 
....ential .arvloes. The proposed 1.;ls1atlon exac8I.'bet•• the 
prob~ ot an all.'o.dy ~bled child waltara ay.tam ~ cuttLnq 
tha funding fol.' ohild weltar. I&rVlosa by $x billion, by li81t1ng
th. ~ility of tha state. to .~••• rundtftl fer pr_-placa.aftt 
services, prevention, 0". UlI&9-IlI:, pCll:lISnenoy pllllQlll19 and 
.~ff trainin,. and by ••Banti.lly aliainating tOdsral ovar.i~t 
of .tate .yatams that, ..r. already fUllctionin9 poorly. 

~ at.t. rl~'lit7 

The Malnl&tration eppl",v.da t.he ........tL"L~~ and .....po_!v........ of 
at..te., and II.. eneouraga4 state "ltue "fOras tallora4 to 
unique ciro\Ul8tanoes 4.nO ne6Cie. :Ko.tional. wel.eare r.rora ehoul.d 
expand opportuniti•• for .tate fl.xibilit~. True welfare reform 
requir•• es~llubl"9 ~ national framework and providift9 
:raaource. and 1110&n"1vu to atatea 1:0 1ll1PI'OVB tbIl11' pel'fox-nce.
WO will not aGbleve r8al welfare r8tora or tru8 state flexib111t~ 
if COngr.8••imply 9ives tn. states mere burdene and lass money,
and ralla to maka work and reapon.lblllt~ tb. law or ~ land. 

Ths Ad.alnLstrat1on 18 concerned tbIlt the fIxed bl~ grent in the 
proposed leg1s1at10n makes inadequate allow.nc.. tor pOtential 
9I:0VtzI 1n tha 1101414 tor _ asalatanca """"''II'' ur 4100110.10 
downturn I population growth Or unpr.di~bl. em&rq8llci.a. By
failing 1:0 re.,P01Id te tAe CII4"91ng: __ or .""tes, It PO_OJ .. 
danqar that many qrowing or econca1eally dlstr.aaed .tat.a viII 
not be ~le to ....t the MR. ot their peopU, _ will be WNlbla 
te proYid.a the chi14 oare anlS other supporta necee.a1'Y "0 80'" 
recipients into worlt. The critical rele that tile Clurran~ 
struoture plays in provid1l19 economic atability will be loat. 

The Mainlltration is ...10 very COllClC'llelS tIIat the propo"ed.
leqielatlon conta1na no requir...nta er incantlves fer the 8tate. 
to _illt-41n thair own tund1nq for casll asaistance, 0i'I11d oare aIId 
IJUpporte for .... rlc. Thera ia a aerious clanger that atat... Will 
"raoo to tha betto.· in an attempt te ..... atat. dollare or to 
<SetSI!' lIiqranta trca etber atat"s. by outt11\i 81191,1:>111ty,
bonefl.ts. and a.sl.tanee to warltinq taaill".. Weltare reterm i. 
a joint responsibility ot the tellerel q0V8rnDent and. the states. 
Wo ow. it to our chil~••n to anaura that walfare reform provioes
oppori:\IIll.tl•• and. protect. children in .u til. ata~ • 

• 


http:oppori:\IIll.tl
http:bonefl.ts
http:4100110.10
http:allow.nc
http:eppl",v.da
http:all.'o.dy
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In lIltort. whUe the Chai"",,,',, mark ........"".. 9'0&18 cor Ue re,om 

'of _1,.....-_....3<. p.o.....nt:al r."ponsibiUt;y. true aUt. tl.Kibil1t;y 
and the protect.ion ot chllcSr....--that the Adaini.traU.... al1ll 1:btI 
ABarioa.. ~l••h"~.' the spaalfic lQ91alation .1.... the ~lt 
in fund_tal wey.. 1t dce. Mt provid" the child aar<l al1II 
oth......wort.!> tllat. ......u. ...3<. ""I'll: ""P""tationa .._1. It. 
provides neitbal: tile 1N.lI1on. nor the expectations tllet "tato 
n."" to »ril'l., .bout ....1 ...fora. tt puts millions of ,,"11<1r,,1'1 at 
r18k of ""ri"... harm. 

Tbor. are alternative .pproach•• to rofora tllat achisve our 
.vt.ul QO&l. in tar MJ:'. oon.trucrt!ve and accoun~.bl.O Yar.~ ThQ
Adainl.tretion ~.1tel:atea ita oommitment to .8r10"8 weltare 
rB~orm and it. 40.i~. ~o work oooporatively with con;r••• to 
achieve it. 

Sincerely, 

Donna r. Sllalala 


