YHE SECROTARY OF A T AND AN SERVICES
WA MG LN, O 4L 28300

, FEB 13 1095
The Honorable E. Clay Shaw
Chairman, Subcommitee on Human Resources -
Committee on Ways and Means.
U.S. House of Representatives
Washingtor D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This leuter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairman's mark for welfare reform
fegislation under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcomunitee on Human
Resources.

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people to real
welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental respoasibility, state flexibility, and the
protection of children. Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform bill, the
Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It imposed tough work
reguirements while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports (o
working people. It included 4 stringent set of child support enforcement provisions. It
reguired each teen mother to five at home, stay in schoo! and identify her baby's father. It
increased state flexibility without sacrificmg aemunmbzizty And it maintained a basic
structure of protections for children, .

The Administration looks forward t0 working cooperatively with the Congress 1a a bipartisan
way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. The Administration has, however,
serious concerns about a number of features of the Chairman’s mark that appear o

- undermine the values to which we are all committed. The Administration seeks o end

welfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poot
children for their parents’ mistakes. Welfare reform will succeed only if it successfully
moves people from welfare to work.

Work

p"

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the central poal of welfare |
reform must be work. That is still our goal: People who can work ought to go to work and
earn a paycheck not 2 welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult who is able
to work should receive welfare for an unfirnited time withowt working. The Administration
believes that from the {irst day someone comes oo walfare, he or she should be required 1o
participate in job search, job placemest, education, or training needed to move off welfare
and into a job quickly. [t is government's responsibility 1o help ensure that the critical iob
placement, teaining, and child care services are provided. Individuals who are willing to
work should have the opportunity to work and not be arbitrarily tut off assistance.
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The Administration therefore has serious concerns about the Chairman’s mark before you:

o 1t eliminates requiraments that recipients participate in job search, edugation,
work Or training a8 a conditon of receiving welfare, and ends any
responsibility of state welfare systems (o provide education, training and
placement services to move recipients from welfare to work. The proposed
legisiation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by
Prestdent Ronald Reagan in 1988,

o The proposed legislation includes only minimal and unenforceable
requirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons on the
rolls for more than 2 years engage in "worl activities” loosely defined by the
state welfare bureaucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed
participation standards are very low. In many ways, the work requirements
are even weaker than those in current law.

o The proposed legisiation provides no assurance of child care to recipients who
work or are preparing to work--even if a state requires them (o participate. It
offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for
those who could avoid falling onto welfare if they had some help with child
care. While it repeals provisions of existing law that provide funding for child

- care, this bill 15 silent on whether any additional funds will be available for
subsidized child care for low income working families,

o  The proposed legislation repeals the current rule that anyone who leaves
welfare for work can receive Medicaid for an additional year to ease the .
transition. This would further reduce health care coverage and make-it harder
for people to move from welfare to work, ‘

o  “The proposed legislation would deny all cash assistance 1o families that have
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family 15
unable to find a job or prevented from holding a job because of illness or the
need to care for a disabled family member. Chikiren would be seriously
jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transform the -
welfare system into a transitional system focused on-work. It would have strict requirements
for recipicats to paticipate in and clear responsibilities for states to provide education,

training and placement assistance; it would have serious time limits after which work would

be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when parents were working -
by providing assistance for child care; it would put parents to work, not just cut them off;

and it would ensure that children can expect support. from two parents.



Parental Respensibility

The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and
emgourage the involvement of both parents in their children’s lives. The Administration
considers child support enforcement to be an integral pant of welfare reform, particularly
because it sends a strong message t0 young people about the responsibility of both parents to
support their children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed to add child
support enforcement to your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals are aot yet
part of the bill now under consideration. The Administration looks forward 1o working
closely with you on this issue in the coming weeks.

o The only child support provision included in the Chairman’s mark is one that
allows states to reduce payments to children for the first 6 months if paternity
has not been legally established. This provision seems ineffectual and unfair.
Even if a mother fully cooperates by giving detailed information identifying
the father and his possible location, and even if the state is diligent in pursuing
the father, it can easily take § months to get paternity legally established.
There is ne reason why the child should be punished during this pericd.

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense to deny benefits entirely to any
parent who refuses 1o identify the father or to cooperate in locating him. However, once the
mother has done all she can, the family should quaixfy for aid, and zhan the state should
establish paternuty within one year.

The Administration believes that the weifare system should encourage the formation and
support of two-parent families. The Administration is therefore concerned about an
imporiant omission in the proposed legislation:

o The proposed legislation would encourage the break-up of families by |
repealing the requicement that states provide cash assistance to two-pacent
families in which a parent is unemployed or unable to work, - It allows states
to discriminate against snarried, two-parent families by treating single-parent
families better than two-parent families.

.. The Administration supports an api}waf:ﬁ‘tha,t both éﬁmurage:r; the formation of two-parent
. families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for-children in ail cases.

Teen Pregnancy

The Administration and the American people agree that the best-reform of welifare would be
to ensure that peopie do not need it in the first place. Welfare reform must send a very
strong message to young people that they should not get pregnant or father a child ungil they
are ready and able to care for that ¢hild, and that if they do have childeen, they will not be



able to escape the obligations and responsibilities of parenthood. We must be especially
concerned about the well-being of the chziémn who are born to young mothers, since they
are very likely t0 grow up poot. ‘

The Administration therefore has serious concerns about the bill defore you:

0  The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighteen
years 10 any child born 10 an unmarried mother under 18, as well as to the
parent. This provision appears o punish children for their entire childhood--
18 years--for the mistakes of their parents.

o The proposed legislation does not require that teen mothers live at home, stay
in school, and identify the child's father. It weakens requirements in current
law, and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse.,

¢ The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expectations for seates to
provide services (o unmarried parents, and provides no additional funds to
support them.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would require minor mothers to live

at home, stay in school, make progress toward seif-sufficiency, and identify the father of the

" -child. The Administration also supports a national campaign 1o prevent teen pregnancy. It is

- time to enlist parents and civie, religious, and business leaders in 2 &}munity based strategy
to send a clear message about abstinence and responsible paremting. ‘The Administration also
supports a state option not 1o increase benefits for children born to mothers on welfare. This
decision should be made by the state, not the federal government.

State Flexihility with Accountability

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states, and the

- opportunities for reai reform when states have the flexibility to design and administer welfare
.. programs tailored to their dmique circumstances and needs.  Adready this Administration has -

. granted waivers to nearly half the states for welfare reform demonstrations, National welfare
reform should embody the values of work and responsibility in a way that assures taxpayers
that federal money is being spent prudently and appropriately. For veform to succeed, the -
fzmdmg mechanisms for welfare should not put children or states at risK in times of
recession, population inceease or unpredictable growth in demand.

In this context, the Administration has serious concerns about the proposed legislation:
o  The spending cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potential

growth in the need for cash assistance because of economic downaturn,
population growth, or unpredictable émergencies. It could result in stawes

4



renning out of money before the end of the year, and thus having (o (N away
working families who hit 2 "bump in the road” and apply for short-term
assistance, it could preclude states from investing in job placement, in work
programs, m education and training, and in supports for working families.

©  The proposed legislation removes the requirement that states match federal
funds with their own state funds. With aone of their owa money at risk, siales
will have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and effectively
to improve performance and increase self-sufficiency.

o The proposed legislation provides virually no accountability, There are no
incentives for good performance and virtually no penalties for failure. There is
no provision for the recovery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error.
There are no mechanisms for ensuring that states are actually spending the
money on needy children rather than on state bureaucracics, or for monioring
whether federal money is being used 1o help parents gain self-sufficiency,
require work, and enforce parental responsibility. Indeed, the federal
government is forbidden from raking any meaningful steps 10 ensure program
performance and accountability.

The ﬁdmzmstmtmn supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility but also
ensure 3ccoumabziz£y for achieving national goals. The Administration supports a funding
mechanism that will not put ¢hildren and states at risk down the road, and that enables states
to succeed in moving people from welfare to work and in supporting working families. The
" Administration has sigaificant doubts about the abilit§ of a pure block grant funding
mechanism o adequately protect both children and states.

Protection of Children

The Administrdtion recognizes that the protection of children is the primary goal both of cash
assistance programs and of child welfare and child protective services, Cash assistange
programs assist families to care for ¢hildren in their own homes. Child protection services
help those children who are abused or neglected or at risk of abuse by their parents and who
need special in-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening
families, and where appropriate, preveating removal of children from their homes aiso are,
-key goals of child protection services. There are problems in a number-of areas.

Denial of Benefits to Children on
The legislative proposals that would mfonn cash assistance have a number of provisions, th.az
would put valnerable children at greater risk.



0 As noted above, the legislation would deny cash assistance to children of
unmarried minor mothers for their entire childhood, (o children born while the
parent was on welfare, and to children whose parent had received welfare for
more than five years, whether or not a job was available or the parent was
unable 0 work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash
assistance 10 children when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever
reasons.  Children in low income working families, who may be forced onto
cash assistance 1n times of econorhic downaturn, could be most affected.

Child Protection Services

Some of these children could well come into a system of child protection services that is
already seriously overburdened and that is failing to provide the most essential services,
Reported child maltreatment and out-of-home placements have both been increasing shacply.
Many state systems are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight.
The proposed legislation responds 10 these increasingly secious problems by consolidating
existing programs that protect children into a block grant with nominal federal oversight.
The Administration has serious concerns about this approach.

o The proposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs at a level
considerably lower than baseline projections. This could lead to uninvesiigated
maltreatment reports, and to children being left in unsafe homes with minimal
services. It could also seripusly hamper states’ efforts to improve their child
abuse prevention and child protection systems. ’

"o The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption assistance programs, and

' leaves it up to states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies that
enable many special needs ¢hildren to find permanent homes, and whether they
will honor commitments to those adoptive families that now receive subsidies,

o  The proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoning and
accountability mechanisms, [t makes it impossible for the federal government
to ensure the protection of children. .

o The proposed legislation is silent on the formula for allocating funds to the. -
states. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child -
protection, it is hard to imagine a formulz that would not disadvantage either . -
-states that have been-heavy spenders, or states that are only beginning o
improve their systems.

Substantial improvements need to be made in the child protection system and in the federal
role in overseeing that system. The Administration supports a careful and thoughtful review
_ of the programs before actions are taken that might seriousty harm mitlions of vulnerable
children. -



Denjal of Benefiis to Disabled Children o 8§81
The Administration is deeply troubled by the changes proposed in the program designed (o
help disabled children--581.

o The proposed legistation essentially ¢liminates SSI benefits for children, with
the exception of a small group of children currently receiving benefits. Within
6 months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibility
for 881 benefits--some would lose medical protection as well. And in the
future, ne child, no matter how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits
for SSI, except if cash benefits prevent them from having 1o be
institutionalized. These proposals appear to penalize parents who are
determined to ¢are for their child no matter what the economic consequences
for the famziy SSI recipients are among the peediest afxi most vulnerabic

- children, in the poorest familiss,

o Some of the money saved is put inte a new block grant for services to disabled
children, which would require the creation of a new state bureaucracy 1o
decide on appropriate services, This idea is untested, aad no one knows what
impact i will have on the most vulnerable of children and the parents who
care for them. The S-year cut off in AFDC for all persons along with the
elimination of SSI cash for disabled children may leave these children
extremely vulngrable.

The Administeation sees the need for careful reform in this area, with its potential for serious
harm to extremely vuinerable children. Last year the Congress established a Commission on
Childhood Disability to look into these issues in consuliation with experts from the National
Academy of Sciences. The Commission will provide its report to the Congress later this
year. The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this
bipartisan commission, following a thorough review of all aspects of this important program,
has an opportunity to make recommendations.

Benefits to Legal Immigranis

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens should not be ehigible for government
welfafe suppost. But the blanket prohibition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are not -
yet citizens is too broad, and would shift substantial burdens to state and local taxpayers.
These legal immigrants are required to pay taxes. Many serve in the armed forces, and
contribute to their communities. The Administration strongly favors a more focused

approach of holding sponsors accountable for those they bring into this country and making
the sponsors’ commitment of support a legally binding contract,



lo summary, the Chairman’s mark espouses goals for the reforny of welfare--work, parental
responsibility, prevention of leen pregnancy and state flexibility--that the Administration and
the American people share. But the translation of general goals into specific legislation
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legisiation does not represent serious
work-based reform. It does nothing to move people from welfare 10 work, and it does not
require cveryvone who can work go to work. It neither holds state bureaucracies accountable
not cushions state taxpayers against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious
harm. There are alternative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goals in far more
constructive and accountable ways,

The Administration reiterates iis commitment tc real wejfare reform and its desire 10 work
cooperatively with Congress o achieve it.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection 10 the ransmitial of
this report to Congress.

A similar letter was sent t¢ Representative Harold E. Ford,

Smcerely,

TE R

Donpa E. Shaiata

w
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ce: Members of the Subcommittee on Human Rcéo;zm



Summary of the Shaw Welfare Proposal (February 10) .

TITLE L BLOCK GRANT T RY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES

Block Granting of AFDC:” Eliminaies all existing statutory language on the purposes,
administration and requirements of the AFDC, JOBS and EA programs and replaces them
with 7 block grant 1o states.  Eliminated, for.example, are provisions on individual
entitiements, fatr hearings, state financial participation, congistent standards of need, who in
the family is eligible, and statewide program availability. Separately, states would be
required to operale, child support, child protection and foster care and adoption programs.

Funding: The block grant would be $15.355 biilion for each vear from 1996 through 2000.
Administration estimates show that this would save approximately $13 billion over 3 years.

State Allotment: The hlock grant money would be a capped entitlement to states. Each state
would be allonted an amount equal 1o their average propordon of AFDC spending for 1991
through 1593,

Rainy Day Funds: States may put unspest amounts of block gramt funds into g sainy day
account for years when more money is reeded. Amounss above 120% of their annual
allocation may be transferred into the state's general revenue fund. There would also be a
national rainy day account of $1 billion that states may borrow f‘ram and must pay back
within 3 years.

Work requirements: All recipients on the rolis for 24 months (including recipients currently
on AFDC} would be required 1o be in 3 work activity, unless under age 20 and enrolled in
school. For most states, this implies a participaidn rate of 40% or more. By statute a state’s
total work participation rate would be set 2t 2% in 1996 and would rise to 20% by 2003,
Educational and fraining services would be allowed but not required. No definitions for
standards for work activity are provided. Child care would not be guarantesd.

State Flexibility: States would determine all rules relating to benefit tevels and efigibility
criteria. States may pay benefits to interstale immigrants at the level of their original state {for
up to 12 months. States would be allowed to transfer up 16 20% - or 30% -~ of the funds to
¢ther block grants,

State Requirements: Bemefits must be used to serve families with 3 minor child, States are
required to subrmit anmual data on sgveral messures and must submit to 8 bi-annual audit,

Additionally, under provisions from title HI of this act, state social service agencies would be
‘required to provide the name and address of illegal aliens with childrén to the INS.

Prohibitions on States: States cannot use federal block grant funds to provide benefits to
{1) families who have been on the rolis for § cumulative years;

{2) Individuals that are receiving SS1 or DAA [ourrent law);

{3) non-citizens {except refugess and/or aged non-citizens who have resided in the U8, more
than 5 vears),

(4) minor mothers with children born out«af«wecficck
(5} children born while on AFDC {i.e., family cap); and
{6) families not cooperating with the state child enforcement agency or who have not assigned
1o the s1ate the child’s claim rights against non-custodial parents {current law).

(7} Additionally, beginning 1 year following the enactment of the bill, states must pay a
reduced benefit 1o children whose paternity is not established. The amount and duration (for
up to & months) would be determined by states.

+



Welfare Reform Mark-up Summzry — continued

o Penalties: !f an audit determines that funds were spent inappropriate 1o the legisiation, the
misspent amounts can be withheld from fuwsre payments to the state.  Failure 1o provide
required performance datz would be a 3% reduction state annual grant. Failure to participate
in Income Eligibility Verification System resuits in a penalty of 1% of state annual grant,

» Time Limits: AFDC would no fonger be an emtitlement to individuals. States would be
probibited from using federal block grant dollars to provide beneflits to 3 farmily that has been
orn the rokis 5 vears. Since states determine all rules relating to benefit levels and eligibility,
they could establish any time L.

. Medicaid: Transitional Medicaid for recipients who feave due to employment would be
eliminated, Recipients of assistance would be eligible for Medicaid. Current recipients that
become ingligible for aid would retain Medicaid eligibility.

TITLE L CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

. Block Grant for Child Protection Services: The current open-ended entitlement program
for IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance Program and the 1V-B Child Welfare Services
program and Family Preservation and Support program, along with a pumber of diseretionary

- programs related to child abuse and neglect, would be consolidated into a block grant to
states.

* Funding: The funding would be $4.145 billion in FY 1996, $4.308 billion in FY 1997,
34.471 billion in FY 1998, $4.631 billion in FY 1999, and $4.789 billion in FY 2000.
Admindstration estimates show that resuliing savings would be $5.7 billion over § years.

State Allotment: The biock gramt would be & five year capped entitiement 10 the states using
{not yet specified in bill}.

State Eligibility for Funds: States must provide HHS with information on how they intend
to use the funds and provide a series of certifications ensuring that procedures are in place on
reporting of abuse and neglect and acting on those reporis, removal of children and their

- placement in safe and nurturing settings, and for achieving permanent placement. A
declaration of a state’s quantifiable goals and their progress is also required.

L]

» Purpose and Use of Funds: States may use funds in any manner they 5o chooss to
accomplish the purposes specified in the faw, The purposes are identdfying and assisting
families at risk of abusing or neglecting their children; operating a system of receiving reports -

- on abuse or neglect; investigating families reported, assisting troubled families in providing
proper protection and nurturing their childven; providing foster care; making timely decisions
about permanent living arrangements; and continuing evaluation and improvement of chiid
protection laws, regulations and services. Twenty percent of the funds can be transferred to
the block grant under Title 1, the Social Services Block Grant, the food and nutrition block
grant, and the Child Care and Development Black Grant.

. Penalties: If 3 required audis finds that states have used funds not consigient with the law,
funds are to be withheld the following year. However, not more than 25 parcent of a
quarterly payment can be withheld. Also, the annual grant will be reduced by 3 percent if
states fail to submit within & months the required data report.



Weifare Reform Murk-up Sommary -~ consinied

. Child Protection Goals: States are required to protect children, investigare reports of abuse
and neglect promptly, have peamanency planning in place for children removed from their
homes and dispositional hearings within 3 months of a fact-finding hedring, and out-of-home
placements reviewed every 6 months unless the child is already in a long term placement.

. Citizen Review Papels: States are required o establish citizen review panels for each
metropolitan region that is broadly representative of the community and meets at least
quartetly. The panel is (0 review specific cases Lo determing state compliance and make a
report available to the public.

Data Collection and Reporting: Annual state data reports are required (o be submitted to
HHS that inchudes basic aggregate data on the numbers of children abused and neglected, in
foster care, that received seérvices, and other similar information.  States must also provide
daia measuring their progress towards the goals in the law amd a summary response to the
citizen review panels findings and recommendations. The Secre:tazy of HHS issues an annual
report of this data and provides it to the public.

L]

Limitation on Federal Authority: Other than what's specified in the law, the Secretary
cannot regulate the conduct of states or enforce any provision of the law.

TLE H1: RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS

. NonCitizens Inehigible for Assistance: Under these provisions, except for the exceptions
noted below, noncitizens would be ineligible for most federal assistance programs. However,
adults and children would remain eligible for emeygency medical services and immunizations,
and several educational and training programs. States would be allowed 10 use state resources
10 provide other benefits 1o noncitizens at state option.

LI

Exceptions: Noncitizens over 75 (who have resided in the U.8. at feast 5 years) are eligible
for benefits. Refugees are ¢ligible for benefits for up 10 five years after the date of their
arrival. Other noncitizens currently living in the U 8. would become ineligible | year after
the enactment of e provisions and would receive notification of theis ineligibility,

Sponsorship: Sponsorship documents would become legally binding until the noncitizen
attained citizenship.

. Dienisd of Benefits to Addicts: Individuals with a primary diagnosts of drug or aicohol
addiction would no longer be eligible for 851 or Medicaid, (Note that the "primary \
diagnosis” eriteria is different from the current "DA&A" definition that requires that the drug
or alcohol addiction be "material to the finding of disability.™ Only about a third of current
DA&A recipients bave a primary diagnosis of alcpholism or drug addiction.}

* S8E Restrictions to Disabled Children and Medical Services Block Grant: Cash benefits
would be restricted. Children wounld only receive cash benefits or new medical services based
only on the medical listing criteria, not the individual functional assessment. Current §51
children receiving cash benefits because of 2 disability under the medical listing would
continue to be eligible for cash, but children not already under 551 will only receive cash
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Welfare Reform Mark-up Summary - revainned

payments if they are institutionalized or would be in an institution if the cash paymemnt did not
exist, Children considered disabled but not eligibie for cash benefits will be eligible for
additional medical services under a block grant. This block grant would be an entitlement to
states for guthorized medicat and noa-medical services 1 those children whe gualify {those
children eligible for §51 cash benefit or who are not eligible for cash but arz disabled due tc a
condition in the medical listing). '

%
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS

Budgetary Impact of Shaw Welfare Proposal
Budige! Duilays

Federal Expenditures on Baseline Programs
President’s Budget Baseline Estimates: Budget Ouilays

FY1994 FY1995 FYI996 FY1997 FY1998 FYi99%% FYi000

AFDC Benefits . $312,390 $12423 $12.896 313,444  $13,991  $14532 $15,081
AFDC Administration $1,637 $1,694 $1,758 $1.818 $1,884 $1,948 $2.012
Emergency Assistance $506 $792 $922  $1.006 $885  $1,088  §i,10
JOBS $839 $837 $943 $o87 $952 80458 3367
Total Federal ) ' .

Outlays $15372  $15,846 316518 $17,226 317,822  $18476  $19.181
Block Grant \

Expenditures $14,355  $15,355 $15355 ; 815,355  §15,355
Yearly Savings ‘ $L16d $SLB7I 82467 $3,121 $3,806
Cumulative Savings “ : $12,429 E

Source: FY96 President’s Budget; ASMB FY56 Control Table

HHS/ASPE staff preliminary estimates based upon material provided by Chariman Shaw to House Ways and Means members.
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SUMMARY BUDGET TABLE FOR
SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

This table summarizes the likely budgetary impact of the Shaw
proposal to block grant child welfare programs. As reflected in
the table, between FY 1996 and FY 2000, states will lose almost
£€5.6 billion, or 20 percent of their funding.

Notes:

1. F¥ 19%4 levels are actual expenditures. Levels for FYs
1995-2000 reflect projected outlays based on the President’s
current services baseline.

2. CAPTA Community Based Family Resource Program {(CBFRP) was
first funded in FY 19%5 as. a consolidation ¢f three programs: the
Emergency Protection Grants Program; the CAPTA Community~Based
Prevention Program: and the Family Resource and Support {enter
Program., The FY 1394 level reflects the sum of the levels for
the three consclidated programs. -



BUDGETARY IMPACT OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT PROFPOSAL
Current law estimates 48 compared to proposed block grant: Outiays in $ miiions

13-Feb-85 FY 1894 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1897 FY 1988 FY 1989 FY 2000 ;5-year
Actual Estimate BDaseling Baseline Baseline Basefine  Haseling |[Toal
IW-E Foster Care £2,685 $3.118 ‘ $3,506 . $3.,740 $4.080 $4,47%¢ $4.884 | $20,881
IV-E Adoption Assigtance 314 407 478 519 562 608 658 $2.822
W-E Indapendent Living £1 71 70 70 70 70 70 $350
V-8 Child Wellare Services 287 304 301 308 318 328 338 $1,6892
V-8 Family Presorvation/Suppont 1 67 148 212 237 253 2831 $1.112
V-8 Research and Demonstration 5 & 8 6 7 7 ? $34
V-8B Training 4 - 4 4 5 5 & 5 £24
CAPTA Commun. Family Resource Program 7 10 29 31 3 34 35 $162
CAPTA Btata Grants 17 22 C 23 23 - 24 25 28 $120
CAPTA Discretionary 12 16 15 15 16 17 17 $81
Family Yiclance Prgvantion and Secvicas 24 28 32 34 35 38 37 $1r
Social Services Ressarch ’ 10 15 15 15 18 18 17 $7%
Ahandoned Infants 12 15 14 14 15 18 18 $76
Adoption Qpportunities 10 12 13 13 14 14 15 %69
Family Support Centars 3 9 - 7 8 9 9 g $43
Family Unification Program (HUD;} /e 7 16 78 81 83 86 88 £116
Missing and Exploited Childran (DoJ} /a 7 7 7 7 7 8 B 837
Childran’s Advocacy Centers (DoJ) /a 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 $18
Pr tan_of Child Ab /a : 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 £8
Total, Child Wellare programs $£3,488 $4.192 $4,749 §5107 $5,544 $6,006 §8,488 | $27.508
Shaw Block Grant Level /a $4,145  $4.,308 $4,471 $4.631 $4,789 | $22,344
Diffarence -$604  ~$799 ~$1,073  -$1,375 -$1,708 | -85.561
Peroent lost ~1.3%% -16% ~$9%6 -23% -269% -20%

FY 1984 figures are actusl outleys. Al other Figuros are based on Adgministration baseline projections.

{2 Assumes aft funds outlay in the yesr thay are appropriated.



Comparison of Alteraative AFDC Block Grant Distribution Formuias:

State Winners snd Losers Resulting from Allocatlng Block Grant Funds
Based on the Average Fedoral Pavinents to States FY 1991 0 FY 1993
VYerzus the FY 1994 Distribution of Payments

‘(ammoucts it miflions of dollarg)

FY96 AFDC State Block® | FY96 AFDC State Bl Gain Percentags
State Grant Allocation Grant Allocaiion Change
FY91.93 Average FY94 Distribution
WINNERS ’
Michigan 1842 $744 $98 13%
Pronsylvania 3543 $3591 $s2 %
California $3,557 53,507 $50 1%
Massachusetis $476 $439 $37 8%
New Jersey $398 £35% b 7.4 8%
Wisconsin 331 $304 527 9%
Oklahoma $167 $141 $7 19%
Tiinels $561 $533 $26 5%
Kentucky $191 $168 $23 14%
Loulsiana $169- $149 $20 13%
Minnesota $273 $255 $18 7%
Maine 387 $73 $14 19%
Misslsstppi Loy s $it 4%
South Caroling Y1551 $938 $:i0 W%
Georgin $324 $316 $8 2%
Teunesses ' $178 $in L3 5%
Onlo $712 $TO4 58 1%
Nebraska $53 $47 $6 12%
North Caroling . 3284 $279 35 2%
Towa ' 128 123 55 4%
Yermont $48 $44 54 9%
Connecticut $226 $223 $3 1%
Arkansas $s8 55 53 5%
Wyoming $23 30 $5= 14%
Vtah _ A7 849 $3 , 4%
West Virgiaia $109 $107 $2 T 2%
Marvisnd $218 $317 $2 1%
Novth Dakots 524 22 2 7%
South Dakots 522 .82 ' 5t 6%
Missonri o $206 $208 $1 8%

* Data on FY 1994 Bxpendinices provided by he Office of Financhi Mumgenent, Administratios for .

£

Children and Families. -Expenditures include AFOC benefits, administration, Emorgency Assistance, and JOBS,
¢ HHS/ASPE staff preliminary estimaies based upon material provided by Chalrman Shaw to House Ways &

Means rmembers.
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Comparisan of Alternative ATDC Block Grani Disteibution Formulas:
State Winners and Losers Resulting from Allocating Block Grant Funds
Daxed on the Average Federal Payments to States FY 1991 to FY 199)

Versus the FY 1994 Distribition of Payments

{amounts in millions of dollars)

te [ FY08 AFDC State Block (Lass) Yercentage
Grant Allocation Grant Allocation Change
State FY91-93 Average FY94 Distribution

LOSERS
New York $1.614 ’ $2,183 ($269) «12%
Florida $492 £532 (339 %
Texas $40% $442 {($33) 8%
Indiana $172 ‘ 3267 (530 “15%
New Mexico ) $95 $116 21 ~18%
Arizona $i92 5208 (516} 8%
Hawaii $80 b7 {$1%) ~13%

- Bistrict of Columbia . $80 ' $50 1) 2%
Kansas ’ $89 598 ($10} -10%
Alabama 580 389 (3% -10%
Puerio Rico $74 $82 - 45 0%
Virginia 347 2 $ik4 (88 %
Colorado 5112 $117 56) 4%
New Hampshire $33 718 85 4%
Nevada $28 $33 85 A5%
Rhode Island 551 388 5 &%
Idaho $25 $36 {35} ~16%
Guam . 38 s ¥5 «35%
Alaska A $59 _ 362 ($3) 5%
Oregon 3162 _ 164 %23 1%

"Washington $86 " $387 S 0%
Montana $40 a1 0 2%
Virgin Islands $3 $4 {30) 5%
Delaware 525 $28 {303 %

* Data on FY 1994 Expenditures provided by the Office of Financial Management, Adminiseration for.
Children and Families. Expenditurss include ARDC benefits, administeation, Emergency Assistanes, and JOBS.
** HHS/ASPE staff preliminary estirpates baged upOD mmerial provided by Chairman Shaw to stc Ways & -
Mﬁm members,

{coz;‘{iﬂued}
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Table Thres

Hypothetical Impazt ¥a FY 1954 if an AFDC Block Grant Provision Similay to the
Shaw Weifare Prosposal Had Been Enucted in FY 1960 Using Funding Levels Based po the
Disiribotios of Federsi AFDL Payments to States in FYS5-87

{Amounts ’“ﬂhm} I W
/ - Bl Pifference Percen
&'m-age d&tribum, Espenditures | Change
97.5% of FYS8 funding |
— 463 TR 19 23%
28 . 861 ($33) 54%
rizona $58 $304 . {$146) %
Arkenes $42 $51 % -1R%
Catifornia $2,106 §3.461 {$1,355) 8%
Colorsdo $68 $112 ($45) A0%
WConnecticut $131 5221 ($90) 1%
fDetaware 516 823 $7) - %
IDistrict of Columb $54 387 (33 9%
$196 s ($331) 3%
orgis ‘ $i81 $303 G120 40% J
FGuam $1 b 13 {310} %
Hawsii 543 $as {$48) $2%
Haaho $18 $28 ¢ 37%
T itinols $514 817 < 34) 1%
Nndiaoa $115 $196 @8 A1%
Howa $112 118 {36) 5%
K ansas 455 $94 £39) 41%
Kemtueky =~ $115 $156 ($41) 26%
Loulstans ‘ $129 $136 $8) 4%
Maine 355 $73 (38} 11%
faryland ‘ $127 206 o $79) 59%
Massachusetts $288 3428 ($142) 33%
ichigan $794 $704 $95 13%
b finnesota - 8199 $247 (349) 20%
IMississippi ] 368 367 8% -~ 3%
fissouri . $i49 ‘ $199 (450) 25%
Priontans _ 328 _ 340 ($i2 23%

Notes:

* The talile estimates the FY 1994 fiscal impacts of an AFDIC Block Grane, assuming implementation

of the grant in FY 1990, Total funding avsilabie to staies is frozen $10.036 billion- 97.5% of

Federsl AFDC payments to States in FY 1388, The Stete prasy equals the percentage of the sverage

State grant to il Federsl payments 0 states betwesr FYS5 and FYBT. This simuluies the provisions

inthe Shaw welfare propossl,

** To gvoid gverstating the effect of 2 block gram, the FY® Amount does not include JOBS expeadimres.

o2 FYG4 Expenditure data provided by Dffice of Financia) Management, Administration For Childres and Fami
se¥s THS/ASPE saff pretiminary estimates tmzd upos naaterial provided by Chairman Shaw o House Ways
Means members. -



Table Thiee {con'd}
Hypothetical Impact §a FY 1994 Ul an AFDC Block Graol Prosivisn Smdar to the
Shaw Welfure Prosposal Had Been Enucted in FV 199 Usicg Funding Lavels Busad on the
- Distribution of Federal AFDC Puyments to States i FY5-87

{Amounts i millions of dofiars)

te Block Grant: FYES-BY FYH Actunf Difference Pererns
Average disteibution, Expenditures Change
#7.5% of FY88 funding

pechraakn - 2 20 54} <i0%
fNevada $ia 333 {3 _ %
New Hampshire 354 $37 $233 £2%
gw Jersey 3262 $352 {§90) 2%
Pigw Meaxdeo 344 028 375 62%
Pirw Yark oo 5,138 £5839) -39%
ENorih Caroling $132 $i66 {$128) ABE
INorth Dakets $i4 522 ($8) A%
$s28 60 {5142 %
Woktahoma 380 $137 538 4%
Xvsgon $56  $T1 (366} A2%
Pennsylvasis o $447 3587 $118 21%
i Rico . 821 : $73 (S5 1%
hode Islund 51 . 383 3531 6%
wth Carollog 8% 393 &7 B 4
th Dekota 315 $20 ‘ {$6) 271%
[Tennesses $88 $160 ($813 A8 %

exas " 3188 8417 @228 5% -
$49 %6 {3183 7%
aroont 832 $42 $10) | %
[yicglo Intands 3 $3 (52 %
Virglale ’ %3135 $147 (8233 511 1
ashington < $22% 33 (i35 AG%
ext Virginia 553 $i08 - L 153 41%
nsin 134 $286 348 1%
voming 516 sy (59 AT%
‘otai $10,030 $14.870 (34.840) 33%

Hozs: .

4 ‘The abie sstimaes the FY 1994 Facrl opacts of sn AFDC Block Onne, ssseming implementarion

of the grant o FY (990, Towt funding svailable 2 saes it frozen $10.G30 billion 97.5% of

Federal APDC payments w Staies in FY 1988, The Siatr grant equals the porcentage of the sverage

Stare graot 10 kote! Feder? piyoents o mates betwern FYRS and FYS7, This simedetes the provirions

inthe Shaw weifse propossl, . ’

¥ To avoid oversaating the effect of & bluck grant, e FY$4 Amount doos met inchede JOBS expenditures.

so3 FYDE Expenditure date provided by Office of Finaneis! Masagement, Administation for Chlldren snd Frmiliss,
e SEASPE saff preliminazy estimates based upon materia) proviied by Chairman Shaw to House Ways &
Mexns members.



Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FYZ2000
Under Titles I & IT of the Shaw Welfare Proposal

State State Losses State Losses 5 Year
Under Title 1 Under Title I State Losses

= Lo, e ‘ f‘

Alabama ($108) ($26) ($134)
Alnska (3613 ($14) 575
Arizona ($262) ($53) ($316)
Arkansas ($28). ($32) {$60)
JCalifornia (2,241} ($923) ($3,163)
Colorads ($114) {846} {$161)

. Igz‘anecﬁmt ($144) ($62) (8207
aware ($24) -($5) ($29)
District of Coltmnbia ($154) ($26) ($180)
IFlorida ($585) ($129) ($714}
‘ . (3199) (351 (5250

($24) $0 $24)

$¢12n ($12) ($139)

{$44) 47 - (851)

($268) {8264) ($532)

$299) $117} ($417)

($73) ($3% ($105)

($119) 539 ($158)

$2 (366} ($64)

N &7 {$78)

$11 ($22) ($12)

($160) ($95) (5255)
($255) (51413 (sags)J

{595} {$218) 3313

$121) ($65) (3187

s $16) ($16)

($148) ($65) ($213)

($32) ($12) (343)




Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FY2000
Under Titles I & 1Y of the Shaw Welfare Proposal

(dotlars I millions)

Total 5 Year fotal § Year " Yotal
State State Losses State Losses 5 Yesr
Under Title I . Under Tl ) State Losgses
Nebrasks " ’ 1)) 322) ($28)
Nevada (852} . AT {359)
New Hampshire $51 {$15) (373)
Hew Jersey - {$267%) ($36) {$319)
New Mexicn {$200) 316} (s
" New York ' {33,650 ($887) (34,5711
North Carofina {$195)". 51 ($245)|
Worth Dakota: ) 58 ($11} 3891 I
Ohio : {3491) ($219) ($7103]
Oklahoma {$33) (3827 {5601
Oregon {3137 (344) (s181)|
Pennsylvania ($176y !, ($284) - (3460
. fPusrto Rico {$101) ‘ 30 E3dd] |
thode Island . o (584) : (319} {$103))
South Caroling - {$24) . {$26) (3509}
Tennessce ($86) 339 ($126)
frexas ($488) ($171) {8659)]
Litah : $42) 316 558
Vermont ($18) {515 531
[Virgin Istands . 8% $0
Virgitia : ($140) (338 ($176)]
'Washington {$291) (342) {3333}
West Virginia ($68) (314 et .
Wisconsin $83) - ($82) $166)f
yoming 1) ¢ .. (83}
rants not €o states ($843) T ($843)
atals ($12,426) - \ ($5.561) $17.987
Notes:

*¢ Block Gramt Aliocation for Title { {8 based on the pememagc d1stz*i%mnon to states as Hsted in the
Mark-up document of Feb. 13, 1995, 10:13 am.

** Savings from child care bieck granat are oot inchxied,

¥ Savings from Title I do not include savings from tertitories.

v# This table does not include impacts of any rsiny day funding.

& Hetimates based on nation) growth ratss assumc that state AFDC spending will increase at the same rate
as national AFDC spending.

s¥ Afl estimates of Ratdre growth based on A?Z)C Actual Expeaditures in FY92,”

#* Numbers in columns and rows may not add perfectly due to rounding,.



STATE IMPACTS OF SHAW BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL: TITLES | AND I

The attached tabls illustrates the five-year changes in funding to each state under Titles | and
Il of the House Republicans’ Block Grant proposal as passed by the House Subcompmittes on
Human Resources. The first column shows the five-year reduction of funds to the states
under Title |, Title | repeals AFDC and JOBS and replaces tham with a capped block grant to
the states, set at the 1994 lavel of federal outlays for AFDC benefits, JOBS, Emergency
Assistance and related administration. Over the five-year period, FY 1836 through FY 2000,
federal outlays to states under Title | will be $12.4 billion less than currant law projections as
estimated in the President’s budget proposal for FY 19986,

The second column shows tha five-year reduction of funds to states undar Title §l. Title U
repeals the current open-ended entittement for the IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance
program, the V-8B Child Welfare Services program, the Family Preservation and Support
program, and other discrationary programs related to child abuse and nsglect, and it replaces
them with a capped block grant to states. Over the five-yenr period, federal cutiays 10 states
would be reduced by $5.6 billion under this proposal.

The third column displays the combined impact of Titles | and N. The bigck grant approach,
as outlined in the markup materials supplied by the subcommittee, would reduce federal
funding to states by a total of $18 billion over five years.

' Methodology

Title I: The state share of the block grant was computed by multiplying each state’s \
percentage of the total block grant {(as stated in the February 13 Mark-up document] by the
amount of total funding available {$15.355 billion).

* To calculate the projected losses undsr Title | of the Republicans’ welfara proposal, the fiscal
yvear 1994 axpenditures for AFDC bensfits, administration, JOBS, and Emergency Asgsistance
-wore first trended to FY 2000. This was done by increasing each state’s expenditures for
these programs by the projected national growth rate in budgst outleys. Five-year costs
ware then computed by summing the total expenditures for each fiscal year from 1896 to
2000, Since expenditures are higher than budget outlays, the expenditure data were scaled
to refloct budget outlays. Five-year funding losses were determined by subtraciing each™.
state’s projected five-year expendituras under current law from what states would have
recsived under the block grant duting the same period,

Tide {I: The state share of the child welfare block grant was computed by multiplying the
total allocated for each fiscal year as specified in the markup documant by each state’s
parcentage of the national FY93 child welfare sxpenditures. The astimate of each state’s
five-year change in federal revenue under tha blogk grant proposal was calculated by
muiltiplying the national five-year total reduction in fundmg by the states ﬁmmmon of FY83
child weifare expenditures. .
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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTet AND HUMAR SERVICES
wWALre NG TN, B . P08

FEB |3 1965
The Honorable E. Clav Shaw

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Hurnan Resources
Committes on Ways and Means

U.S. House of Representatives

Washingion D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chatrman:

This letter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairman’s mark for welfare reform
legislation under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommitiee on Human
Resources.

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people to real
welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibility, state fexibility, and the
protection of children. Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform bill, the
Work and Responsibiiity Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It imposed tough work
requirerments while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports o
working people. It included a stringent set of child support enforcement provisions, It
required each teen mother 1o Live at horpe, siay in school and identify her baby's father. It
increased state flexibility without sacrificing accountability. And it maintained a basic
structure of protections for children.

The Administration jooks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress in a bipartisan
_way 10 pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. The Administration has, however.
serious concerns about a number of features of the Chairman's mark that appear (o
undermine the values (o which we are all commined. The Administration seeks (o end
welfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poor
children for their parents’ mistakes. Welfare reform will succeed only if it successfully
moves people from welfare to work.

Work

For years, Repubtlicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the central poal of welfare
reform must be work. That is still our goal: People who can work ought to go to work and
earn a paycheck not 2 welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult who is able
to work should receive welfare for an ualimited time without working. The Administration
believes that from the first day someone comes onto welfare, he or she should be required to
participate in job search, job placement, education, or training needed 10 move off welfare
and inlo a job quickly. It is government’s responsibility to help ensure that the critical job
placement, training, and child care services are provided. Individuals who are willing 10
work should have the opportunity 1o work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance.



The Administration therefore has sericus concerns about the Chairman's mark before you:

o It eliminates requirements that recipients panticipate in job search, education,
work or training as a condition of receiving welfare, and ends any
responsibility of state welfare systems to provide education, training and
placement services to move recipients from welfare to work. The proposed
legislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Suppnrt Act signed by
President Ronald Reagan in 1988,

¢ The proposed legislation includes only minimal and unenforceable
requirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons on the
rolis for more than 2 years engage in "work activities” loosely defined by the
state welfare bureaucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed
participation standards are very low. In many ways, the work requirements
are even weaker than those in current law,

o  The proposed legisiation provides no assurance of child care 1o recipients who
work or are preparing {o work-—-even if a state requires them o participate. i
offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for
those who could avoid falling onto welfare if they had some help with child
care. While 1t repeals provisions of existing law that provide funding for chiid
care, this bill is sifent on whether any additional funds will be available for
subsidized child care for low income working families.

o The proposed legislation repeals the current rule that anyone who leaves
welfare for work can receive Medicaid for an additional year to ease the
transition. This would further reduce health care coverage and make it harder
for people to move from welfare o work.,

o The proposed legislation would deny all cash assistance 1o families that have
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family is
unable to find 2 job or prevented from holding 2 job because of illness or the
need to care for & disabled family member. Children would be seriously
jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work,

The Administration supporis an alternative approach that would genuinely transform the
welfare systern into a transitional system focused on work. It would have strict requirements
for recipients.to participate in and clear responsibilities for states to provide education,
raining and placement assistance, it would have serious time limits afier which work would
be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when parents were working
by providing assistance for child care; it would pur parents to work, not just cut them off;
and it would ensure that children can expect support from two parents.



~

Parental Responsibiiity

The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and
encourage the involvement of both parents in their children’s lives. The Administration
considers child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reform, particularly
because it sends 2 strong message to young people shout the responsibility of both parents 10
support their children. The Adminisiration was pleased that you had agreed to add child
support enforcement 1o your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your propesals are not yet
part of the bill now under consideration. The Administration looks forward to working
closely with you on this issue in the coming weeks.

o The only child support provision included in the Chairman’s mark is ons that
allows states 10 reduce payments 1o children for the first § months if paternity
has not been legally established. This provision seems ineffecryal and unfair.
Even if 2 mother fully cooperates by giving detailed information identifying
the father and his possible location, and even if the state is diligent in pursuing
the father, it ¢an easily take 6 months 1o get paternity Jegally established.
There is no reason why the child should be punished during this pericd.

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense 10 deny benefits entirely 1o any
parent who refuses to identify the father or 10 cooperate in locating him. However, once the
mother has done all she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the state should
establish paternity within one year.

The Adminisiration believes that the welfare system should encourage the formation and
suppert of two-paremt families. The Administration is therefore concerned about an
important omission in the proposed legislation:

o The proposed legislation would encourage the break-up of families by
repealing the regquirement that states provide cash assistance to two-parent
families in which a parent is uncmployed or unable to work. It allows states
to discriminate against married, two-parent families by treating single-parent
families better than two-parent families.

The Administration supporis an approach that both encourages the formation of twa-parent
families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in all cases.

Teen Pregnancy

The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of welfare would be
10 ensure that people do not need it in the {irst place. Welfare reform must send a very
strong message 1o young people that they should not get pregnant or father a child untl they
are ready and able 10 care for that child, and that if they do have children, they will not be



able 10 escape the oblipations and responsibilities of parenthood. We must be especially
concerngd about the well-being of the children who are born to young mothers, since they .
are very likely 10 grow up poor. -

The Administration therefore has sericus concerns about the bill before you:

o The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighteen
years 10 any child bom to an unnarried mother under 18, as well as 1o the
parert. This provision appears 1o punish children for their entire childhood--
18 years—for the mistakes of their parents.

o The proposed legislation does not require that teen mothers live at home, stay
in school, and identify the child’s father. It weakens reguiremnemts in current
law, and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse.

o The proposed legisiation establishes only minmmal expectations for states o
provide services to unmarricd parents, and provides no additional funds ©
support thern, :

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would reguire minor mothers to live
at home, stay in school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the father of the
child. The Administration also supports a national campaign (o prevent teen pregnancy. It is
time to endist parents and civic, religious, and business Jeaders in a community based strategy
to send & clear message about abstinence and responsible parenting.  The Administration also
SUppOTts & state option not 1o increase benefits for children born to mothers on welfare. This
decision should be made by the state, not the federal government.

State Fiexibility with Accountability

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states. and the
opportunities for real reform when states have the flexibility to design and administer welfare
programs tailored 1o their unique circumstances and needs.  Already this Administration has
granted waivers to mearly half the states for welfare reform demonstrations.  National welfare
reform should embody the values of work and responsibility i a way that assures taxpayers
that federal money is being spent prudently and appropriately. For reform w succeed, the
funding mechanisms for welfare should not put children or states at risk in times of
recession, population increase or unpredictable growth in demand.

in this context, the Administration has serious concerns about the proposed legislatuon:
o The spending cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potential

growth in the need for cash assistance because of economic downwurn,
population growth, or unprediciable emergencies. It could result in states

4
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running out of money before the end of the year, and thus having [0 tum away
working families who hit 2 "bump in the road” and apply for shert-term
assistance. It could prechsde states from investing in job placement, in work
programs, in education and training, and in supports for working families.

¢ The proposed legislation removes the requirement that states match federal
funds with their own state fands, With none of their own money at risk, states
will have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and &ffecnvciy
10 improve performance and increase self-sufficiency.

0o The proposed legislation provides virally no accountability. There are no
meentives for good performance and virtually no penalties for fallure. There is
no provision for the recovery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error.
There are ne mechanisms for ensuring that states are actually spending the
money on needy children rather than on state bureaucracies, or for monitoring
whether federal money is being used to help parents gain self-sufficiency,
require work, and enforce parental responsibility. Indeed, the federal
government is forbidden from waking any meaningful steps to ensure program
performance and accountability.

The Administration supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility but also
ensure accountability for achieving nationat geals. The Administration supports a funding
mechanism that will not put children and states at risk down the road, and that enables states
to suCceed in moving people from welfare to work and in supporting working families. The
Administration has significant doubts about the ability of a pure block gramt funding
mechanism to adequately protect both children and siates,

Protection of Children

The Administration recognizes that the protection of children is the prumary goal both of ¢ash
assistance programs and of child welfare and child protective services. (Cash assistance
programs assist families to care for children in their own homes. Child protection services
help those children who are abused or neglecied or at risk of abuse by their parents and who
need special in-home services or out of home placements 1o assure their safety. Strengthening
families, and where appropriate, preventing removal of children from their homes also are,
key goals of child protection services. There are probiems in a number of areas.

Denial of Benefits 10 Children on AFDC

The legislative proposals that would reform cash assistance have a number of provisions that
would put vasinerable children at greater risk.



As noted above, the legisiation would deny cash assistance to children of
unmarried minor mothers for their entire childhood, 1o children borm while the
parent was on welfare, and to children whose parent had received welfare for
more than five years, whether or not 2 job was available or the parent was
unable t© work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash
assistance to children when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever
reascns. Children in low income warking families, who may be forced onto

_cash assistance in times of economic downturn, could be most affected.

Child Protection Services

Some of these childrer could well come into a system of child protection services that is |
already seriously overburdened and that is failing to provide the most essential services.
Reported child maltreatment and out-of-home placements have both been increasing sharply,
Many state systems are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight.
The proposed legislation responds 1o these increasingly serious problems by consolidating
existing programs that protect children intw 2 block grant with nominal federal oversight.
The Administration has serious concerns about this approach.

O

The proposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs at a level
considerably lower than baseline projections. This could lead to uninvestigaied
maltreatment reports. and 1o children being left in unsafe homes with minimal
services, It could also seriously hamper states’ efforts to improve their child
abuse prevention and child protection systems.
The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption assisuance programs, and
leaves # up to states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies that
enable many special needs children to find permanent homes, and whether they
will honor commitments to those adoptive families that now receive subsidies.

The proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and
accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal government
to ensure the projection of children.

The proposed legislation is silent on the formula for allocating funds to the
states. Because of sericus imbalances among the states in spending on child
protection, it is hard to imagine a formula that would not disadvantage either
states that have been heavy spenders, or-states that are only beginning ©
improve their systems.

Substantial improvements need to be made i the child prmccziczz: system and in the federal
role in overseeing that system. The Administration supports a careful and thoughtful review
of the programs before actions are taken that might seriously harm millions of vulnerable
children. '



cAdmzmszrmon lsdezp¥yzmublcd by zzze changes pm;x;sed in the program desigsred 10
help disabled children--S81.

0 The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SSI benefits for children, with
the exception of a small group of children currently receiving benefits, Within
6 months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibility
for SS1 benefits--some would lose medical protection as well. And in the
future, no child, no maner how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits
for $S1, except if cash benefits prevent them from having to be
mstitutionalized. These proposals appear (¢ penalize parents who are
determined 10 care for their child no manter what the economic consequences
for the family. SSI recipients are among the neediest and most vuinerable
children, in the poorest families.

o Some of the money saved is put into a new block grant for services to disabled
children, which would require the creation of a new state bureaucracy o
decide on appropriate services. This idea is untested, and no one knows what
tmpact it will have on the most vulnerablie of children and the parents who
care for them. The S-year cut off in AFDC for all persons along with the
elimination of SSI cash for disabled children may leave these children
extrenely vuinerable.

The Administration sees the peed for careful reform in this area, with its potential for serious
harm 1o extremely vulnerable children. Last year the Congress established a Commission on
Childhood Disability to look into these issues in consultation with experts from the National
Academy of Sciences. The Comumission will provide its report 1o the Congress later this
year. The Admimistration believes prudence diciates waiting for this short tirng until this
bipartisan commission, following 2 thorough review of all aspects of this imporant program.
has an oppormaity 10 make recommendations.

Benefits to Legal Immigrants

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government
welfzre support. But the blanket prohibition of ail benefits 1o legal immigrants who are not
yet citizens is foo broad, and wouid shift substantial burdens to state and local axpayers.
These legal immigrants are required 10 pay taxes. Many serve in the armed foroes, and
contribute to their communities. The Administration strongly favors a more focused
approach of holding sponsors accountable for those they bring into this country and makimng
the sponsors’ commitment of support a legally binding contract.



In summary, the Chairman’s mark espouses goals for the reform of welfare--work, parental
responsibility, prevention of ieen pregnancy and siate flexibility--that the Administraton and
the American people share. But the translation of general goals into specific legislation
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legislation does not represent serious
work-based reform. It does nothing to move people from welfare 10 work, and it does not
require everyone who can work go to work. It neither holds state bureaucracies accountable
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious
harm. There are alternative approaches 1o reform that achieve our mutual goals in far more
gonstructive and accountabie ways.

The Administration reiterates #s commitment fo real welfare reform and its desire (o work
cooperatively with Congress to achieve i1,

The Office of Management and Budget advises that there 15 no objection 1o the transmital of
this report to Congress.

A similar Jetter was sent 1o Representative Harold E. Ford.

Sincerely,

TR

Donna E. Shalala

ce: Members of the Subcomimitiee on Human Resources



Summary of the Current House Republican Welfare Proposal
(February 21)

Block Granting of AFDC: Eliminates all existing statutory language on the purposes,
administration and requirements of the AFDC, JOBS and EA programs and replaces them
with a block grant to states. Eliminated, for example, are provisions on individuat
entitlements, fair hearings, staie financial panticipation, consistent standards of need, who in
the family is eligible, and statewide program availability, Separately, states would be
required 1o operate child support, child protection,and foster care and adoption programs.

Fmémg The block grant would be $15.355 billion for ¢ach year from 1996 through 2000.
Administration estimates show that this would save approximately $12.5 billion over § years,
The block grant is not adjusted for inflation and no state match iy required.

State Allotment: The block grant money would be a capped entitlement 1o states.  Each state
would be aliotted a fixed amount equal 1o their average proportion of AFDC and EA benefits,
and adrmmstmzrvc spending (excluding JOBS) for 1991 m&ugb 1993,

Rainy Day Funde: States may put unspent amounts of block grant funds into 2 rainy day
account for years when more money is needed.  Amounts above 120% of their annual
aliocation may be transferred into the state’s general revenue fund. There would also be a
national rainy day account of $1 billion administered by the Secretary of HHS that certain
states may borrew from and, with interest, must pay back within 3 years. Eligible states are
those with 3-month average unemployment rates in exeess of 6.53% and at least 10% higher
than either of the previous 2 years. The maximum amount would be half the annual
allocation or $100 million, whichevat is less.

Work requirements: A state’s total work participation rate would be set at 2% in 1996 and
would rise 10 20% by 2003, The mandatory work population would consist of all recipients
on the rolls for 24 months {including recipients currently on AFDC) except those under age
20 and enrolled in school, Educational and training services would be allowed but not
required. No definitions for standards for work activity are provided, The Secretary can
reduce the block grant funding by up to 3% for failure to meet the annual participation
standard. Child care would not be guaranteed.

State Flexibility: States would determine all rules relating to benefit levels and eligibility
criteria. The proposal eliminates current requirements for statewide standards of need and
payment. States would be allowed to use the their block grant funds in any manner that is
reasonably calculated 10 accomplish the purpose of the bill. At the same time, the Secrteray
is prohibited from regulating the conduct of the states or enforcing any provision beyond what
is specifizd in the mark. States may pay benefits to interstate immigrants at the level of their
original state for up to 12 months. States would be allowed to transfer up to 30% of the
funds t© other block grams,

State Reguirements: Berefits must be used to serve families with a minor child. States are
requirexd 1o submit annual datz on several measures and must submit to a bi-annual audit,
Additionally, under provisions from tide U of this act, state social service agencies would be
required to provide the name and address of illegal aliens with children to the INS.



Weifare Reform Mark-up Summary — continued

Prohibitions on States: States cannot use faderal block grant funds to provide benefits to:

(1} families who have been on the rolls for 8§ cumulative years;

{2} Individuals recetving 851 or Old Age Assistance {current law)y;

{3} non<citizens {except centain refugees in the U5, less than § years and aped non-citizens
who have resided in the U.S. more thun § years);

{4) minor mothers with children bom out-of-wedlock;

{3} children bom while parent is on AFDC or 1o parenty who received welfare at any time
during the 10 oonth period ending with the birth of the child (i.e., family cap). However,
these families would be eligible for Medicaid; and

{6} families not cooperating with the state child enforcement agency or who have not assigned
to the state the child’s claim rights against non-custodial parents (current law).

Additionally, beginning 1 year following the enactinent of the bill, states must pay a reduced
benefit {a fine) to children whose paternity is not established. The amount of the reduction
{not to exceed the lesser of $50 or 15% of the monthly benefit) and duration (from at Ieast 3
months up to a2 maximum of 6 months) would be determined by states,

Penalties: If an audit determines that funds were spent inappropriately, the misspent amounts
can be withheld from future payinents to the state. No single quarterly payment could be
reduced by more than 25%. Failure to achieve the required work participation rate would
result in a 3% reduction of the state’s anrial grant, Failure to provide required performance
data would also result in a 3% reduction. Finally, failure to panticipate in Income Eligibility

© Verification Systemn would result in a penalty of 1% of the state’s anyual grant,

Time Limits: AFDC would no longer be an entitlement to individuals. States would be
prohibited from using federal block gramt dollars 10 provide benefits (o a family that has been
on the rolls § years. States could exempt up to 10% of the cassload from thiy requirement.
However, sincs states determine all rules relating 10 benefit levels and cligibility, they could
establish a time Hmit of less than 5 years for famnilies (0 be on assigtance.

Medicaid: Transitional Medicaid for recipienis who leave due 1o smployment would be
eliminared. Recipients of assistance woold be eligible for Medicaid. Current recxpacms that
tecome ineligible for aid would retain Medicaid eligibility,

Block Grant for Child Protection Services: The current open-ended entitlement program
for IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance Program, the capped state entitlement TV-B
Child Welfare Services program and Family Preservation and Support program, along with a
number of discretionary programs related to child abuse and neglect, would be. consolidated
into a block prant to siates,

Funding: The funding would be $4.145 billion in FY 1996, $4.308 billion in FY 1997,
$4.471 billion in FY 1998, $4.631 billion in FY 1999, and $4.789 billion in FY 2000.
Administration estimates show that resulting savings wau!‘ﬁi be $5.6 billion over 5 years.

State ABotment: The block grant would be a five year capped entitiement 1o the states based
on the amount spent by each states ir 1993,
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Welfare Reform Mark-up Sumimary ~— comilreed

*

State Eligibility for Funds: States must provide HHS with information on how they intend
to use the funds and provide a series of certifications ensuring that procedures are in place on
reporting of abuse and neglect and acting on those reports, for removal of children and
placeing them in safe and nurturing settings, and for achieving permanen: placement. Also, a
declaration of 2 state’s quantifiable poals and its progress in meeting these goals is required.

Purpose and Use of Funds: States may use funds in any manner they choose to accomplish
the purposes specified i the law. The purposes are identifying and assisting families at risk
of abusing or neglecting their children; operating 2 system of receiving reports on abuse or
neglect; investigating families reported; assisting troubled families in providing proper
protection and nurtuning their children; providing foster care; making timely decisions about
permanent living arrangements; and continuing evaluation and improvement of child
protection laws, regulations and services, Thirty percent of the funds can be transferred 1o
the block grant under Title 1, the Social Services Block Grant, the Food and Nutrition Block
Grant, and the Child Care and Development Block Grant.

Penalties: If a required audit finds that a state has used funds in 3 manner not authorized by
law, funds are to be withheld the following vear. However, not more than 23 percent of a
quarterly payment can be withheld. Also, the annual grant will be reduced by 3 pcmmt ifa
state falls 1o submit within 6 months the required data report.

Child Proieciicz: Goals: States are required 1o protect children, investigate reports of abuse
and neglect prompily, have permanency plans in place for children removed from their homes
and dispositional hearings within 3 months of a fase-finding hearing, and out-of-home
placements must be reviewed every 6 months unless the child is already in a long term
placement.

Citizen Review Panels: States are required to establish citizen review panels for each
metropolitan region that is broadly representative of the community and meets at least
quarterly. The panel is to review specific cases to determine state compliance and miake 3
report available to the public.

Data Collection and Reporting: Annua! state dats reports are required to be submitted to
HHS that includes basic aggregate data on the pumbers of children abused and negisctad, in
foster care, that received services, deaths that resulting from child abuse or neglect, and ather
similar information. States must also provide data measuring their progress in meeting the
goals in the law and a summary response to the citizen review panels findings and
recommendations. The Secretary of HHS would issue an annual report of the data and
provide i to the public.

Limitation on Federsl Authority: Other than what's specified in the law, the Secretary
cannot regulate the conduct of states or enforce any provision of the law.

NonCitizens Ineligible for Assistance; Under these provisions, except for the exceptions
noted below, noncitizens would be ineligible for most federal assistance programs, However,
adults and children would remain eligible for emergency medical services and inmunizations,
and several educational and training programs. States would be allowed m limit eligibility 1o
moncitizens in the same manner as under federal law,



. Wellare Reform Mark-up Surmvary - coutitued

Exceptions: Nongitizens over 75 (who have resided in the U.S. at Jeast 5 years) are eligible
for benefits. Refugees are eligible for benefits for up to five years after the date of their
arrival, Current noncitizen rocipients would become ineligible 1 year afier the enactment of
the provisions and would receive notification of their ineligibility.

Sponsorship: Sponsorship documents would become legally binding until the noncitizen
attained citizenship.

Denial of Benefits to Addicts: Individuals whe;e addiction to alcohol or drugs is materiai 1o
the finding of disability would be made ineligible for SSI and would also lose their Medicaid
eligibility. Existing law regarding representative payee requirements for addicts and
zleoholics, treatment requirsments, monitoring and tesnng are climinated for S51 (but remain
in effect ft}r DI recipients).

S51 Eligibility Restrictions For Children with Disabilities: The individual functional
assessment (IFA) process for determining eligibility would be eliminated end only children
who meet the listings of impairments would be eligible for the program. Children currently
receiving SSI by virtue of an 1FA determination would be drapped from the program 6
months after enactment, - Cash benefits would be available only for children who meet the
listings and are institutionalized or require the “full time attention™ of a parent or home health
provider: these children would also receive Medicaid benefits.  Cash benefits would slso
continue for current recipients who meet the medical listings but not the
institutionalized/otherwise institutionalized criteria.

New Block Grant for Children with Disabiliies: New applicants who meet the listings but
not the institutionalized/otherwise institutionalized criteria would not receive cash benefits, but

- would be eligible for services under a new block grart. The black grant would be an

entitlement o states for authorized medical and non-medical services. States would choose
which services to provide, based on a list developed by SSA. Staies would not be allowed to
offer cash. States would also decide which chiidren received services; there would be no
individual entitlement,



IMPACTS OF THE CURRENT HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL

BUDGETARY IMPACTS

» This proposal will vesuit in federal savings of over $35 billion as funding for many federal programs is capped. The
prelisinary estimaies of five year savings for ¢ach provision is shown below:

> Title I Cash Assistance Block Grant (Does not include child eare repenlers) . ... ... ... $12.5 biilion
» Title I Child Protection Block Grant .......... s e e aeaes Ceeratenreaun « - §$5.6 billion
> Title X Restricting Welfare For AHens . ... . iv i onvevsnerrasosresess 53301 billion
»

Title IV Supplemental Security Income Reform . ... ..o 0vennns e eetrreas sereex NA
CHILDREN AFFECTED |

. ﬁ five years of inplementation, siarss will not be able 10 use federal Runds 10 support 1.5 million children because
they were borg 1o 2 young mother, bera to current AFDC revipients, or were in a family that received AFDC for Jonger
than five years.

» When this proposal is fully implemented, sintes will pol be able 10 use federal funds to support 4.5 million 10 5 million
<hildren for the reasons stated above. The oumber of children denied eligibility due to the four primary provisions

denying eligitility are:

» Benefits denied ¢o children born to unmarried motbers poder 18 ... .. .. ... ... . 650,000 children
» Benelts denied to children born to current AFDC recipients ... o0 nnnes 2.2 million children
> Benefits denled to families who have received A¥DC for two yeurs or longer . .. .. 7.3 milliou children
> Beneflts denied to familles who have received AFDC for five years or fonger . .. .. 4.2 millios children

S51 Reforms

» Based oo an analysis of 812,411 children with disabilities who were determined efigible for 851 berweez February 1991
and December 1994, 231,108 (31 percent) would lose all 381 benefits. 1t is possible mat, if allowsed, approximately
103,000 of them might be able o requalify for 551 by meeting one of the listings.

> If the current House Republican proposa! had been in ¢ffect in 1991, 63 percent to 75 percent of curremt eligibies would
fose all cash bessfits; states would have the disgration to serve ther using block grant funds,

IMPACTS ON STATES

Qg}gh ésszsxance

» If the current House Republican cash assistance block graot bad been enscied in FY 1990 and distributed funds according
1o FY1987-1989 spending levels, states would have received 28 percent less funding (han tiey received under current
inw.

» In moving from a distribution formula based on FY84 spending to one based on ?YIQQI-FYIQ% spending, New York
loses $369 mitlion and Michigan gains $98 wiltion.

ifzhc current House Republican child welfare block geant had been enacted in FY 1988 using FY1987 levels of funding,
siares would have received 59 percent less funding than they would have received under current law ia FY 1953,

S5 Reforms :

» States would receive block grants comprised of 75 percent of the funds currently paid directly to families. States could
choose which servises to provide frorm & Hst issued by 85A. States would decide which children to serve.

DMPACTS ON IMMIGRANTS

> The current House Republicsn proposal will eliminate eligibility for approximately 2.3 milliou tega! immigrants.



AFDC Recipients in Work under
House Republican Proposal and Current Law

Average Monthly Caseload 1996 5,212,000
CURRENT LAW REQUIREMENTS
Number of Adults in Two Parent Families

required to work under Current Law 205,000 4%
Number of Current Recxplents working full

or part time 360,000 7%
Number of JOBS participants in OJT, Work

Supplementation or CWEP 30,000 5%
TOTAL WORKING UNDER LAW IN 1996 §95,000 11.5%

HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL
Reqzzired to garticipa{e in work activities” 105,000 2%

HﬁSiAS?‘E preliminary staff ana}ysis based on 1993 Quality Control Data and 1993 JOBS Form
108 Datz
13 Feb. 1995




PHELIMINARY ANALYSIS

Budgetary Impact of Shaw Welfare Proposal
Budget Outiays

Federal Expenditures o Baseline Programs
President’s Budget Baseline Estimates: Budget Outlays

- FY1994 FY1995 FY1996 FY1997 FYI998 FYI999 FY2000
AFDU Benelits $12,300  $12.423 $12.808 $13.442 $13,9M $14.532 $15,081¢
AFDC Administrution $:,637 $1,694 $1.758 188 $1.,8584 31,948 2,012
Emergency Assistance 5506 $702 $922  $1,006 $995  $1,038  $1,101
JORS 339 $937 $543 2957 5952 558 L4987
Total Federal : .

Ouﬂays $15372 $15.8468 $18.519  S$17226 417,822 $i18475  $19,181
Riock Grant _ ) |
Expenditures $15,355 $15355  $15,355 ; $15,355  $15,355
Yearly Savings : $1,164  SLETT  $2,467  $3,121  $3,806
[Cumulative Savings , - - - ; ; _ sz

Source: FY96 President’s Budget; ASMB FY96 Control Table

HHS/ASPE staff preliminary estirmates based upon material provided by Chariman Shaw to House Ways and Means members.

12.Fpb-B5



SUKMARY BUDGET TABLE POR
BEAR CEILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

Thie table spummarizes the likely budgetary impact of the Shaw -
proposal ta block grant child welfare programs, As reflected in
the table, between FY 1996 and FY 2000, states will lose almost
$5.6 billion, or 20 percent of their funding.

Rotes:

1. FY 1994 levels are actual expenditures. Levels for FY¥s
1935+2000 reflect projected outlays based on the President’s -
current services baseline,

2. CAPTA Community Based Fanily Resource Program (CBFRP} was
first funded in FY 1995 as a consolidation of three programs: the
Emergency Protection Grants Program; the CAPTA Community-Basad
Prevention Program; and the Family Resource and Support Center
Program. The FY 1954 level reflects the sum of the levels for
the three consolidated programs.



BUDGETARY IMPACT OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL
Lurrent law pstirmates as compared to proposed block grant: Outlays in $ miltions

13-Feb-95 FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1898 FY 1998 FY 2000 |S-yoar
Actual  Estimate Basoiinge  Baseline Basellme Baseline Baseling |Total
W-£ Foster Care ' $2,655 $3,118 $3506  $3,740  $4.080 $4.471 34,884 | $20.601
IV-E Adoption Assistance C o34 407 475 519 582 608 858 | s2,822
W~E Independent Living 6t [ 70 70 76 70 70 $350
VB Child Weltarn Services 267 304 am 308 918 328 338 |  $1.592
VB Family Preservation/Support 1 87 148 212 237 253 283, 81,112
iv-B Regsoarch ant Demonstration ‘ § 6 5 & 7 7 7 $34
V-8 Training 4 - 4 4 5 5 5 & $24
CAPTA Commun, Family Rasource Program 7 10 29 3 33 34 35| ~ 162
CAPTA Stats Grants 17 22 23 23 24 25 Vo $120
CAPTA Discretionary 12 16 15 15 18 17 17 $81
Family Violence Prevertion and Senvdces 24 28 32 34 35 38 37 $1723
Social Services Research 10 15 15 15 18 16 171 - s78
Abandoned infants , 12 15 14 14 15 % 16 $76
Adoption Opportunitios 16 12 13 - 13 14 14 15 $69
Family Suppoet Conters 3 10 - 7 8 9 8 9 $43
Family Unification Program (HUD} /a 77 76 78 81 B3 88 B8 $448
Missing and Exploited Children (DoJ) /a 7 7 7 7 7 B 9 $37
Children’s Advocacy Cantors (Dod} /a 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 $16
rrogecation of Ok Abuse (DO /8 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 . 38
Total, Child Wellara programs $3.489 $4.192 $4.748  $5,107  $5,544 $8,008  $6,498 | $27.405
Shaw Block Grant Lovel /o 54,445  $4308 84,471 $4.631  $4.789 | $22,344
jDitrarence -$604 -$799 31,073 -$1,375 51,709 | 85561
Percent lost -13% -16% ~§996  =23% ~2696 w209

FY 1994 tiguras are actus! cutlays. Al othar Figures are based on Administration hasaline grofections.

fa Assumes all tunds cutiny in the year thay are appeoprintod.



DRaHAN 10 INE aHaw LINA Protection DIOCK tsfant ndd Lol AGODISJ

in FY 1988, Using FY 1987 Levels

{Dollars in Millions)
Hypothstical FY 1983: Differenca |
Biock Grant Actual State ¢/

for FY 1993 af Claims b/ rE

Alabama $10 $13 -$3 ~25%
Alaska 1 8 ~8 .aom
Arizona 9 28 -7 ~88%
Arkansas 5 15 -9 =54 9y
California 234 §58 -324 -58%
Colorado 14 27 ~-13 .
Connecticut S 22 -13 ~ 5994
Deolaware 1 3 -y ~47%
Dist, of Col. 8 14 -8 - -43%
Florida - 22 €8 ~46
Georgia 21 87 -16
Hawait 1 4 ell - T8%
Idaho 2 5 -2 -54%
Iflinois 52 140 ~89 ~£3%
indiana 10 51 —42 -8§19%
lowa 9 21 -12 ~57%
Kansas 8 25 -16 ~86%;
Kentucky 15 43 w28 B5%,
Louisiana 25 44 -19 ~84%
Maineg 8 14 -8 - 5944
Maryland 24 52 -28 ~54%
Massachusetts 11 70 ~58 -84%
Michigan 94 140 w6
Minnesola 19 . 43 24
Mississippi 6 . 8 -3
. |Missouri 26 41 . -15 ~37%%
Montana 3 7 -3 ~51%
Nobraska 7 14 -7 -51%
Nevada 2 5 -3 ~E19
New Hampshire 3 ) -7 -T0%
New Jorsoy 3 38 -B -219%
New Maxico 7 10 -3 -32%
New York 293 864 ~871
“-INorth Carolina 12 29 ~16
North Dakota 3 7 .. .1 ~51%
Ohio 49 131 -82 ~B82%
Oklahoma 10 15 -6 ~37%




{Dollars in Milfions)

Hypothetical FY 1993:
Block Grant Actual State
for FY 1993 a/ Claims b/ S

Qregon 15 ' 21 7
Pennsylvania 70 205 -134 ~56%
Rhode Istand B 14 -8 ~55%
South Carolina 10 - 17 w7 ~39%
South Dakota 2 4 2 -51%
THNNasses 10 26 ~-17 -83%
Toxas 44 107 63 ~59%
Utah 5 10 - ~H54Y%)
Vermont 6 10 iy 4194

irginia 12 23 -10 ~465%

ashingion 12 28 -16 -58%

o8t Virginia 12 7 4 568%41
Wisconsin 2% - 66 -27 ~49%
Wyoming 0 2 -2 ~G2%
Terrifories 5 9 -3 ~368%
U.S. TOTAL $1,202 $3,162 -$1,860 ~59%)
NOTES:

Programs in the Hypothatical Block Grant Inciude Foster Care (Maintenence,
Administration, and Training). Adoption Assistance (Maintenence, Administration

and Training); indaependent Living; and Titie IV-B Child Weltare Services.

a/ Block grant favals computead by taking FY 1987 ltevels, and inflating them at the same rate
as the rate included in the Shaw Child Protection Block Grant.- -

b/ Dollar amounts rofiect state claims, adjusted for disallowancas.

¢/ May not edd due to rounding.
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Comparison of Alternative AFDL Block Grant Distribation Formuiis:
Stwtr Winners snd Losers Resulting from Allocsting Block Grant Funds
Baszd on the Average Faders] Payments tc Xiates FY 1931 to FY 1993
Vergug the FY 1994 Sistribution of Payments

“{amounts i mvillions of dollars)

FY9%6 AFDC Stats Block | FY96 AFDC Stz BI]  Gain Percentage
State Greant Allocstion Grant Allocation Changs
¥y91-53 &vmga FY¥M Distribution
WINNERS

Michigsn $842 $T44 $98 13%
Peansylvanls $643 $591 $52 9%
Californls $1.551 $3,507 $50 1%
Massachusetts $476 $439 $37 8%
New Jersey $398 $369 $29 8%
Wisconsin $334 $304 $11 %
Okiahoma $157 $i41 $27 9%
fiitnois $51 3838 5§26 5%
Kentucky s191 " 3188 23 %
Loulsians $159 $149 $20 3%
Minnesots 27 $25% $18 7%
Maine s $73 $14 19%
Mississippl $&¢ T $i 4%
South Carolina $108 $95 $10 0%
Georgia 324 $316 $8 2%
Tennessee $178 ' $171 58 5%
‘Ohlo $7i2 $704 58 1% '
Nebrask $53 $47 7 1%
Notth Carolins $284 $279 $5 2%
Tows : $128 $123 $s 4%
Verment , $48 $44 $4 9%
Conneeticut $236 oun 1 1%
Arksnsss §58 $ss o) 5%
Wyomning $23 £20 L 14%
Db $72 $59 £ , 4%
West Virginix 3108 iy L~ 1
Maryiand x $s . 217 $2 1%
North Dakote 4 22 2 7%
South Dakots b= : g 41 * $ &%
Missogr! — $206 5208 $1 0%

5 %
* Dt on FY 1994 Expenditures providod by the Office of Financhi Mamgemen:, Administeation for
Children and Pamilies, ‘Expeaditrres include AFDC benefits, administration, Bmergency Assistance, and JORS,
o¢ HHSIASPE saff preliminacy estimates basad upon material provided by Chalruas Shew o House Ways &
Means members,



Camparison of Alternative AFIXC Block Grant Distribution Formulas:
State Winners and Losers Resulting from Alocating Block Grant Funds
Based on the Averape Federal Payments to States FY 1991 to FY 1993

Versus the FY 1994 I)i.stﬁbuﬁon of Faymenis

(amoums in zmlhons of dollars
pod Wm& Block {Loss) tage
Qrant Allmﬁon Grant Allocstion Change
State FY91-93 Average FY94 Distribution :
LOSERS
New York $1,914 : $2.183 ($269) g2 |
Florida $492 $532 {339} 7%
Texas \ $409 $442 $33) 8%
Indiana ‘ 5172 $202 ($30) -15%
New Mexico _ $95 $i16 {821} -18%
Arizona $152 : $208 316 8%
Huwsii $50 $92 {$12) -13%
District of Columbia $30 ’ B 51 {$1D) -12%
Kansas s89 $98 (310} 10%
Alabama $80 189 ($53 -10%
Puerto Rico _ 574 382 . {38) 0%
Virginia £147 e 3154 ($6) 4%
Colorado . $i12 $117 56 5%
New Hampshire $33 » 538 {85) -14%
Nevadn 528 $33 (35) -15%
Rbode Island s $66 5 4%
Idaho $25 $30 {$5) -16%
Gusm . 58 $11 $3) 30%
Alsska £59 $62 ($3) 5%
Oregon $162 R <17 (52) 1%
Washington 5386 ' $387 A1) 0%
Montans ‘ $40 $41 Tl s 2%
Virgin lstands Y $4  (30) 4%
Delavsre $28 $25 (50) 1%

* Data on FY 1994 Expenditures provided by the Office of Financial Management, Administration for.
Children and FPamilies. Expenditures include AFDC benefits, wmmm.mgmymm deOBS
hdd ﬁﬁ&!&&?ﬁn&ﬁpaﬁwmﬁm&awugonmalpmvidedby(:&aimmmwmxmwm&
ﬁ&mmmbm
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A Table Three

Rypothetical Impact In FY 1954 (f an AFDC Block Grant Provision Simliar 1o the
Shaw Wellare Prosposal Had Been Enucted i FY 1990 Using Funding Levels Based on the
Distribution of Federsd AFDC Puyments (o States tn ¥Y85-87

e ounls o millions L —
T T e TV T TP e =—=s
Aversge distribution,
| - 97.8% of FY8S funding
abamg 363
nska 8
338
asue 342
Horoda $5,3106
Colorads 368
cennecticut §id
relaware b 313
District of Columb $54
Florida 3188
corgis $18¢
Guam L3
Huwaii 43 $39 (346) 51%
idahy 58 528 G 1%
ilinoks $514 3517 {$4 1%
indlang 318 3188 {381 4%
fows $113 $Hg {363 5%
(ETETE $55 i3 339) 41 %
Kentucky $1i5 - $1%% (8413 6%
i oulstans $129 3836 38) 5%
$063 $22 363 -3i%
aryland $iy $206 ($78; 9%
ssachaselts $288 3425 ($142) -33%
shigan 794 $104 90 123%
fintesots $199 247 (349) 0%
issippl $56 147 323 3%
PMlissour $14% 19 450) 253%
74 $40 $12) «29%"_'
Kuoes:

* Thi tabie estimates the FY 1994 fiscal impacts of sd AFDC Block Grant, assuming implementation

of the grant in FY 199C. Tow) fundiig avatiabic w suiss is frozes $10.030 diltion- 97 5% of

Federat AFDC payments b Siates in FY 1988, The Stte grant equals the percentage of the average

State grant to ol Federa! payments to states buiween FY83 and FYR7, This simulaiss B provisions

inthe Shaw welfare proposal,

** To gvoid pverstating the effect of » block geant, the FY94 Amount does zaot inclugs JOBS expenditures.

sse FY94 Exponditure data provided by Office of Financial Management, Admisisteation for Children and Fami
ek HEHS/ASPE suff preliminary ostimates mﬂ: upon msizrial provided by Chairmas Shaw 1 House Ways
Means members.
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Fade Theee (von'd:

Hypoidwetizal Knpact 1o FY 1964 5 an AP Bloek Grast Provisdos Shmdier o Lhe
Suaw Weifare Prosposal Hed Been Eoscted by Y 1990 Using Funding Levets Based oo the
Distribexion of Federa! AFOC Puyments 15 States in FYSS87

{Amounts is millions of doltars)
Block Grant: FYES-£7 FYes Actual Difference Peroens
Average distribation, Kipenditires Chacge
97.5% of ¥YS2 funding -
= 846 343 0%
$i0 17} )
$i¢ $7 (a3
862 252 {3903
S5 $118 373
$1,.29 £ 438 {35393
$138 $266 2128
$i¢ 52 38
$s28 670 3142
20 LIk {836}
0 $18 . (356}
$442 L5587 (8118
. 521 573 {8523
5§51 . - 1] @313
185 93 *h
s $20 ‘ {36)
342 L1T2 {581}
$18% 3417 {$229
M9 366 $18;
332 "z 410 -
Virgin Ilands 51 33 83}
28 $147 %3
rashlugton . 223 b 373 151
e5t Virginia $83 $to1 $in
isconsin 3354 $286 “e
yousing $10. $19 ($%)
$10,030 314,870 {34 340/

Noves: .

* Ttw eabic estimates the FY 199 fiaal fpacts of an AFDE Bioek Gk, ssraming Duplomeatation

of e g 5 FY 1990, Total fanding svadisble o sates i froren $10,030 bitlion- 97.3% of

Pedersd AFDC puyments 1o Smees in 7Y 1984, The Staix graens oquals the peoceistage of the sverage

Stte prant o tota} Foderal peymests @ siwies booweon PYRS and FYXY. ‘Ihis siondatss the peovisions

fodhe Staw veelfare proposel.

*# o avoid overstating S o¥ect of & block grag, e PYM Amokion does not inctinde JOBS sapendivires,

#¢ {Y04 Expendinire dan provided by Ofice of Fimancial Masagement, Administration for Childten and Pmities.
wwew HHS/ASPE staff prefiminary extitnates basod pon matsrial puseidod by Chisirman Stw o House Ways &
Meaans menbess.
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State

Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FY2000
Undgr Titles 1 & I of the Shaw Welfare Propeosal

State Losses

(393}

($121}
-3

($148) -

T—

26y

314)
(353)

($32y

($923)
346
{$62)
(85)
(§26)

($129)
{§51)

$0
512
&7

($264)

117
(832
$39)
(366)
$7)
(%22
($93)

(5141}

($218)
(365)
($16)
{865
(312)

($32)




~ Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FY2000
- Under Titles I & I of the Shaw Welfare Proposal

State State Logses State Losses 8 Year
Under Title I Under Title 11 State Losses
ebraska &7 822) {$28)
senda (352) 4 Y)) ($S9)J
ew Hampshire ($61) {§15) (¥715;
ew Jersey ($263) {$56} {3319)
ew Mexice ($200) ;316 . (8217}
ew York {53,690 (§887) ($4,577)
North Carolina {3195y ($51) (3245}
North Dakota ($8) (11} {Sisjr
Ohio (#4581 3219 {3710
Okiahoma {$33) 27 $60)
Oregon $137) ($44) (%1813
Pennsylvania $i16) !, {$284) ($460)
Puerte Rico s10n p $¢ {$101)
Hhode Island {484) {319) (3103
uth Carolina (§24) (526) (350)
South Dakaota 37 -($7) $1d)
Tennessee ($86) {$35) {$126)
'Texas {3488) 3171} (3659
YUtsh 342) ($16) {358
Vermont 316} {815 (331)
Virgin Islands $5) 0 (35}
Virginla {$140) {$36) ($176)
'Washington ($291) (342) ($333)
West Virginia (368) (314 (382)
'Wisconsin {$83} ($82) ($166)] ~
Wyoming $1) 1 X) BN {$3)
Grants not to states (3843) © ($843)
le ($12,426) - {$5,561) ($17.887)
Notes:
*+ Block Grant Atlocation for Titde | is based on the pm:age dtsz:ibut:ozz {0 states as fisted in the
Mark-up document of Feb, 13, 1995, 10:13 am,

** Savings from chiid care block grant are act included,
** Savings from Tide Il do not include savings from territories.

** This table does not include impacts of any rainy day funding

** Hstimares baged on national growth rafes assume that state AFDC spending will increase at the same rate
at national AFDC spending.

** All estimates of futute growth based on AFDC Actual Expeaditures in FYg4,

*+ Numbers in columns and rows may not add perfectly due (o rounding.



STATE IMPACTS OF SHAW BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL: TITLES | AND i

The attached table illustrates the five-year changes in funding to each state under Titles | and
It of the House Republicans’ Block Grant proposal as passed by the House Subcommittes on
Human Rasources. The first column shows the five-yasr reduction of funds to the states
under Title I. Title | rapeasis AFDC and JOBS and replaces them with 8 capped block grant to
the states, set at the 1984 leve! of federal cutiays for AFDC benefits, JOBS, Emergsncy
Assistance and related administration. Over the five-year perind, FY 1898 through FY 2000,
federal outlays o states undar Title { will be $12.4 billion less then current law projections as
estimated in the President’s budget proposal for FY 13386,

The second column shows the five-year reduction of funds to states under Title 1. Title Il
repeals the current open-ended antitlement for the IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance
program, the IV-B Child Welfare Services program, the Family Preservation and Support
program, and other discretionary programs related to child abuse and neglect, and it replaces
them with a capped block grant to states. Over the five-year period, fedaral cutiays to states
would be reduced by $5.6 billion under this proposal,

The third column displays the combined impact of Titles { and Il. The block grant approach,
as outlined in the markup materials supplisd by the subcommittee, would reduce federal
funding to statss by & total of $18 billion over five years.

Methodology

Title I: The state share of the block grant was computed by muit;;:!yizzg gach state’s :
percentage of the total block grant {as stated in the February 13 Mark-up document} by the
amount of total funding available {$15.35% billion).

To calculata the projected losses under Title | of the Republicans’ welfare proposal, ths fiscal
year 1994 expenditures for AFDC benefits, administration, JOBS, and Emergency Assistance
were first trendad to FY 2000. This was done by increasing each state’s expenditures for
thase programs by the projactad national growth rate in budget outlays, Five-year costs
were then computed by summing the total expenditures for aach fiscal year from 1996 to
2000. Since expenditures are higher than budget outlays, the expenditura data waere scaled
10 roflact budget outlays. Five-year funding losses were determined by subtracting sach’
state’s projected five-year expenditures under current law from what states would have
roceived under the block grant during the same parind.

Tide ll: The stats share of the child welfare block grant was computed by multiplying the
total allocatad for sach fiscal year as specified in the markup document by each state’s
percentege of the national FY83 child welfare expenditures. The sstimate of each state’s
five-year change in federal revenue under the block grant proposal was calculated by
multiplying the national five-year total reduction in fumimg by the states proportion of FY33
child welfare expenditures.



EFFECTS OF THE CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT IN THE YEAR 2000

| FY 2000 Current Law Estimate’: $6,498,000,000

FY 2000 Proposed Block Grant Level: -$4,789.000,00Q

Amount of funds that are cut: $1,709,000,000

Estimated Federal cost per : o
foster child in FY 2000% $15,282

Number of foster care slots lost®: | 111,831

'Based on Current Services estimates from the President’s FY 18986 Budget
’Projection based on Federal share of costs for Federally subsidized foster care,

JAssumes that States apply the $1.7 billion cut 1o foster care.



Aaska 951 166 765

Arizona 9,087 2,055 7,031
Arkansas 16,454 8,723 7.731
California 59,339 £.534 49,805
Coloredo 8,791 1997 7,554
Connacticut 4,344 1177 3167
Delaware 1,842 RE 1,516
Dastrict of Columbia 2,405 488 1,917
Florida 45107 8,827 37.200
Georgia 21,677 352 17,725
Hawaii 807 n TH

‘daho . 3,904 1,538 2,355
Minols 45,415 15,503 0,812
Indiana 17,362 6,013 11,349
lowa 7137 1,904 5233
Kangas 8,500 2,587 - 5513
Kantucky 18,356 B,254 10,102
Louisians 3Ir2 17,507 18,865
Maine 2087 <o 1817

Maryland 10,213 2,825 7.488

Massachusetts 14,321 3551 10,770
Michigan 35,361 13,074 23287
Minnasotla 9,951 2945 7.005




83% i"f{z’iﬁ’muz&é
Mitsouri 17,203 6,055 11,148
Montens 1,783 284 1309
Nabraska a3 504 2479
Hevedn 2423 &8 2125
How Maxpshire 1497 12 1,365
New Jersey 816 5,561 13,725 E
Bew Mexieo 5303 1345 a8
Nww York 70,118 26415 43,700
Boitgh Taoline 23,402 10425 12978
North Daksta 1018 . 173 043
| hin 45229 0,893 34,236
Olabomia $,192 1481 7,511
Cregon $,837 55 4,881
Pannzyvania + 36,387 2495 23,852
Bhoode telend U6 S8 1424
i#
Sauth Careling 14,145 2853 0452
Bouth Dakote 2,168 B3t 1,535
Tonrmeses 1r. 188 4,356 13,420
L Toxas ‘ £2.963 101 =63
!! utah . 4180 1,070 2,130
“ Vermani 1,269 ;18 1189
Virginia 18,551 56T 10,0684
Washiaginn 10,834 2,960 1874
gmwas! Virginis 7,068 2291 4577




812,411

sinziudes CAfice of kemations! Operations tases, Faderel DDS ceset, xad Northem
Kardings Mandy casas a3 wall 33 caser with invslig OIS podes.

HOW 1O FEAD: For Alabema, of 23,237 dsterminations of eligibillity from 991 theough
1064, 7831 gqualified by undergolng sn IFA; 15,506 mat & listing from the Listing of kmpalr.
thents,

WRE

The numbars In (s iadis eeflect Bl chifdrar who became sligibis for 85 from 1991-1954.

Thass nuenbers ive not besn adjusted 1o iiest Werninations from el dudng this pen-
o,

SOURCE: 551 Childhood Dissbility Deierminations (2/11/81-12/31/84), Otfice of Dieabili.

fy. Division of Dizability Programs end Studies/S5A,
bttt e

e i ————


http:fhl,.,.fi
http:rrtpe.lr

IMPACT OF SHAW PROPOSAL ON DISABLED

CHILDREN WHO WERE GRANTED SSI BENEFITS

IF PLAN HAD BEEN IN PLACE STARTING IN 1991
(Tota! Children Who Qualified Since 1991. 812,411)

Denied all

benefits**
e 19%
A \ Wouid still quality for
AT NN \ SSI payments®
Denied Ss! benefits and éézzzziii%zs%ziéz > gl 6%
sligible only for sevices at (111D
+ Y TR .Y WY ¥ ST T T Y WK M KN NN YN
. discretion of State thmugh ::;:;;;j:;:j:j;;:;;
..................... KRRRRAKS
Block Grant**+* CEIREEISERRERERRRRERE. 94 009, 0,0.0,
%020 %0%%
EREEEIEISE SRR E RN 9.0 0 0 ¢ O
CIlllITIIIIIIniiii i NSNS 12A . .
63% L CSEMPREPETINSPSSERIER 0, Denied 55! benefits and
N maybe eligible for
N services at discretion of
State through Block
Grant****

*ncludee inditutionalized chiidren and those who would be indilutionalized without SSI paymenie
*Childran currently qualified only under individual fundional aseasement {Zebiay)

w++Childran currenlly quaiilied under madical listings .

“+**Children who would have quslified under IFA, and may quallfy under medical listings



THE SECHETARY OF a1 Yis AND HUM AR SERVICES
WALHINGIRN, 3L 20046

FEB 22 B

The Honorable Wiiliam F, Goaodling
{Chatrman :

Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities
House of Representatives
Washington, D. €, 20515

ear M. Chairman:

This felter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairtnan’s mark for child care
consolidation and the repeal of several child welfare programs under consideration by the
Committee on Economic and £ducational Opportunities.

The Administration believes that both child care and child welfare are important issues for
Amesrican families, and both issues have a distinguished bipartisan history in the Congress
and in this Committee. CThild care is of significance o millions of working parents and their
children, as well as to those families who are trving to gain a foothold in the labor market.
Child welfare services assist millions of our most vulnerable children and familias in this
Nation each vear, often it times of crisis.

The Administration looks {orward 10 working cooperatively with the Congress 0 pass
bipanisan child care legislation and 1o reform and sirengthea the child welfars system, The
Admiitsstration has, however, serious concerns that a number of the features of the
Chairman’s mark would undermine the values of work and family to which we are all
committed, and might undermine the economic independence of families and the safety and
well-being of children.

Child Care

The Administration believes that guality child care is an important component of 2 welfare
reforn strategy that is truly about work, Successful ¢hild care policy promotes the economic
indapendence of families and children’s healthy development; provides parents with real
choices among quality alternatives {or children of all ages: and encourages continuity of care
for the child, regardless of changes in the parent’s employment.

Last year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform bill, the Work and Responsibility
Act of 1994, which embodied these values. It continued the assurance of ¢hild care as
families move toward self-sufficiency, and made important new investments in child cae
for working poor families. At the same time, i extended health, safety, and guality
provisions o all the major federal chidd care progranms, '

These important supports that enable parents (10 work and 10 ensure children’s safe and
healthy development appear (0 be missing feom the Chatrman’s mark before you. Therelore,



Page 2

the Administration has & number of concerny:

Q

The proposed legislation provides no assurance of child care to AFDC
recipients who work or are preparing 1 work — even if a stale requires them
o participate in work o fraining. We should and must require all parents 1o
become active and productive workers. And at the same time, we should
assist them in their efforts to care for their children so that thesr children are
not left home alone or in unsafe silsations.

The proposed legislation may require states 16 choose belween serving
farnilies making the ransition from welfare 1o wark and working families that
need child care assistance o keep them from falling onto welfare. With acap
on total funding for child care far below projected spending under current
law, and no separate guaranteed source of child care assistance for weifare
recipients, the legislation could conceivably reduce assistance by limiting
availability 1o anly approximately 200,000 of the million children of hard
working American families by FY 2000 currently receiving federal child care
support, The Administration believes that we should support working families
and that families should not have 1o go on welfare  receive child care

Cassistance. Moreover, as demonstrated by the waiver applications the

Depariment has received, states which are committed to making AFD(
recipients work view chitd care as an indispensable tool in their efforts,

The proposed legislation repeals provisions far children’s heaith ‘and safety
contamned in the Child Care and Development Block Grant. These provisions
were passed with bipartisan supporl in Congress and signed into law by

. President Bush afler an extensive national debate. They represent a carefully

crafied balance between state flexibility and the national interest in chitdren's
safety and healthy development. The provisions do not specify any standards
at the federal level but instead require that states have such standards in three
areas: control of infectious diseases, physical premises safety, and provider
raining. A study released in the last few weeks reported that most child care
is far from adequate and that 40 percent of infant-toddles centers provide poor
quahity care. We believe that the proposed legislation could ingrease risks o

children’s basic health and safety.

The proposed legislation also repeals the provision in the Child Care and
Development Block Grant that provides resources for quality care, as well as
early childhood, beforeschool and after-schoo! programs. This provision has
been instrumental in ensuring that parents have choices among quality
alternatives for their children. States have used these resgurces 1o build the
supply of quality care, provide critical consumer education 1o parents,
improve licensing and monitoring, and increase the training and supports (o
child care providers, The repeal of this provision raises concerns,
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The Administration supports an approach to child care that genuinely supports work for
parents, and safety and healthy development for children. Such an approach would assume
child care for families moving toward self-sufficiency and expand child care opportunities
for working families who want 1o avoid wellare dependency. We believe that ensuring
quality choices for parents, and providing for continuity of services for-children and families,
shauld be an element of such a proposal.

Child Weliare.

Chiidren become part of the child welfare sysiem because they have been abused or
neglected or are in danger of abuse or neglect, The Administration hag serious concerns,
expressed in the letter to Ways and Means Subcommittee Chairman Clay Shaw and Ranking
Merber Harold Ford last wesk, about the proposed block grant approach to child
protection. There is unanimous agreement that the system for serving abused and neglected
children and their families is seriously overburdened and unable o respond adequately o
the needs of children today, The block grant approach potentially endangers the safety of
these children by reducing funds for services and for foster and adoptive homes, eliminating
critical protections for their well-being, and potentially halting progress in states that are
moving forward on the reforms that are needed w this system,

The preposed legislation consolidates existing programs into a block grant with nominal
federal oversight and reduces resources significantly from the current services baseline. The
Administzation has serious concerns about these provisions, Firsi, the proposed legislation
caps spending for child protection at $5.6 bitlion less than projected baseline spending over
5 years, This ot could forge states to gamble with children’s well-being ~ choosing
whether 10: leave maltreatment reports uninvestigated, leave children in unsafe homes with
minimal services, cut payments to foster parents, or eliminate prevention. Second, the
proposed legislation virtually eliminates faderal monitoring and accountability mechanisms
and also eliminates federal support for research, training, technical assistance, and
demonstration projects. It would be virtually impossibide for the Federal Govermment 10
assure the safety of children or help states improve their systems.

The Chairman’s mark repeals the Abandoned Infants Assistance Aqt, the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act, the Adoption QOpportuaities Program, the Crisis Nurseries
Act, the Missing Children’s Assistance Act, and the Family Support Centers program under
the Stewart B. McKinnay Homeless Assistance Act. The activities authorized under these
programs would be permitted but not required under the Child Protection 8lock Grant
approved by the Ways and Means Subcommitiee on Human Resources.

In addition to general concerns about the block granting of ¢hild protection funds, the
Administration has several specific concerns about the proposed repeal of programs within
the jurisdiction of your Commiites,



el The proposed legislation repeals the Adaption Opportunities program and eliminates
the Adoption Assistance program, leaving it up 1o staies whether they can affard the
subsidies that enable many special needs children 1o find permanent homes. These
repeals could stow the progress that has been made on adoptions since 1988,

¢  The legislation repeals the Abandoned Infants program, which was established (o
respond o the continuing crises of AIDS and ¢rack cocaine. These crises have
disproportionate effects on families and child welfare systems in selected urban greas.

o The proposed legislation eliminates all direct federal suppori for non-profit agencies,
community-based organizations and public-private parinerships, such as Children’s
Trust Funds, as well as all earmarked support for prevention of child abuse and
negiect,

The Administeation is committed 1o improving the child welfare system. The system must
gnsure the safety of children and strengthen the capacity of parents to nurture bealthy
chitldren.  Given the critical aature of these services, the Administration supporns an
approach ta change that provides states and cormmunities with {lexibility to develop services
that are responsive 1o the needs of their citizens, but withun the context of a national
framework thal maintains 2 commitment o federal resources, and strong, effective
protections for chitdren and families.

in summary, the Administration looks forward to working with the Commitiee in a bipartisan
fashion to promote two key goals: work for families and safety and healthy development for
children. But we are concerngd that the proposed legislation does not move toward these
goals. it does nothing to provide child care that would move families from welfare (o work,
and it risks moving families who are now waorking back onto welfare as they lose ¢hild care
assistance. 1l weakens protections for children’s safety in child care, and gambles with their
well-being i they are abused or neglected. It neither holds state bursaucracies accountable
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession or growing family needs. We believe there
are alternative approaches o reform that achieve our mutuat goals in far more construclive
- and accountable ways.

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

A similar letter also was sent 1o Representative Wiiliam Clay and members of the Commitiee
an Economic and Educational Opporfunitias.

Sinceraly,

| Shr. § St

Donna £, Shalala



ESTIMATED RE!)UC’I‘IQN IN FEDERAL SPENDING FOR CHILD CARE FROM PROPOSED cmn CARE BLOCK GRANT

(Nuznbers in dtHong}

ESTIMATED REDUCTION IN FEDERAL SPENDING

UNDER CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT USING 5 Year
HYS BUDGET AUTHORITY BASELINE FIGURES 1996 1997 1998 199% 2600 Total
AFDCHIOBS - 734 184 29 865 811 4,127
TCC _ - 220, 234 248 286 272 1,234
At-Risk 4 300 300 300 300 300 1,500
CCOBG . 1,045 1,089 1.049 i.04% 1,049 5,245
Chiid Deement Associate Scholarships i 1 1 . 2 1
Dependent Care Planning snd l)emm Grants 13 14 14 4 i3 76
Native ﬁawaﬂm Fmﬂy Ceoters {CBO est.) 5 5 & 4 6 28
SUB'I‘{?I’&L HHS BASELINES 2,322 2,38‘;; 2,447 2,500 2,585 12,211
CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT 1,943 . 1,943 - 1,543 1,943 1,542 9,718
REDUCED SFENDING FOR CHILYD CARE 379 A o 857 512 2,496
FERCENT REDUCTION IN SPENDING -16% -19% 21% ~22% 24% -20,4%

Notes;

1. This Child Care Block Grant freezes fun 8t the FY1994 levels estimated in CBO’s baseline,

2. The pumbers above are HES estimares ou baseline

of $1.7b or a 15 percent reduction fn

from the President's FY1996 budget except for
the Native Haveatian Family Centers estimate which s from the CBO baseline.
3. CBO estimates were bused ob Jannary 1995 CBO Baseline fligures, They estimate five year savings

a&wpmjmwmmmwwmm@cm biaseline flgures,

 These differ from HHS estimates dueto basdizzedaﬁmces
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REDUCED FEDERAL CHILD CARY. ASSISTANCE POR STATES AND CHILDREN IN ¥Y2000
TLOSK IV FEDERAL “REDUCTION IN CHILDREN
CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE RECEIVING FEDERAL
FROM BLOCK GRANT CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE

ALABAMA 3113 6,574
ALASKA $1.8 %30
ARIZONA, : $10.3 §,350
ARKANSAS ] $4.6 ' 1,840
CALIFORNIA : . $583.7 35,130
COLODRADO . ’ $53 3090
LHNNECTICUT $7.0 . #5200
BELAWARE . - 519 1,170
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA $1.% 1,110
FLORIGA 3257 15450
GREORGIA JS12 15,888
HAWALL - \ : .gg ina
¥DAHD ; A 1486
BIINOIS b v X ] 13,630
INDIANA 123 7,590
IOWA, $48 1,580
KANSAS ) He 3556
HEENTUCEY $10.8 6,540
LOVISTARA, ‘$11.3 6,970
MAINE .- $L0 1,330
MARYLAND $11.% &850
MASSACHUSHETS 3163 . 10,066
MICBIGAN $153 - 9,380
MESNESOTA ‘3111 . 6RS0
MISSISUMYT ' $8.% 4T
ROESOURY < suo T4
MONTANA 313 11
NEBRASEA ' ( . 336 . 3,080
- NEVADA s$i5 : i170

N GAMPSHING , %21 1,300
NEW JEREEY A+ 1 X § 430
NEW MEXICO ) 5.3 3270
NEW YORK 310 2,830
NORTH CAROLINA v 11000
NORTH DAKOTA $1s 95
oo $18.9 178%
OELAEOMA . $113 591
GREGOR 83 5,430
PENNSYLVANIA . 242 14932
PUERTO RICG L1 £150
REODE ISIAND . . ) 8y ) 3870
SOUTH CARILINA _ ) 3y 4,870

. SOUTH DAROTA §15 46
THXNESSER $16.8 18,568
TEXAS - N 446 27,390
UTAR ) 5538 4,19¢
VERMONT . $1.4 - 90
YIRGINIA . $11.3 %970
WASHINGTON ; $is.4 10,340
WEST VIRGINIA $HE e
WISCONSIN ' $i8.1 ) 6210 |
WYOMING : 314 BED
FRIRES $ig4 11,358
TERRITORIES $LE 1.950
ALL STATES . - §810.3 377,680
Pergest Reduciion 24 0% .
3&3”.

i. ’fhch!ockmmamktﬂatﬂzmmomimk
1. Punds sre aliscated according to HHS fgures on PV erpenditures $nd allocationg,
3. FY2000 fgures are FYI994 nﬁomﬂmmmndjmbgmmmm growth rate ﬁgmrs
£, Chlldren served wag determsined by dividing toted federul allocaticns stsd expendiiures
by an averspe federsd axpmdumﬂmef $1628; ‘Ih!sksm-t:fzﬁl—thnc sgdratent,
%, Numbers may oot sxactly equal aetions! fgures dov te roundiog.

[
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REDUCEI) FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE FOR STATES
AND CHILDREN IN FY 2000

This table shows FY 2000 losses in funding md mmbm; of children mivmg federnl assistance
under the new child care &Iacxm

FUNDING LOSS

' The funding loss is the difference between the FY 2000 bldok grant distribution and the expected FY
2000 funding level under current law, F’x’zoﬂﬂﬁmdsmdismbuwdmrdmgthepmwmonof
f&e@cﬁﬁémmmﬁeﬂmmim asxsproposedmthzdmﬁﬁﬁ()bﬂl .

REDUCTION IN CHILDREN RECEIVING FEDERAL CHILD c:m ASSISTANCE

The reduction in children is derived from the State's funding loss and the national average child care
- funding per child, Average funding per child was calculated by dividing the total federal child care
- funding in FY 1993 by.the total number of children served through federa! child care programs in

that year. This number is not & full-time equivalent cost. It doss not contain state or parent .
contributions to'the cost of care, mWIQBMp&&ﬁéwmﬁm&Wﬂ)&mm&
totheHHShaseline '



Tabls 3 -~ Effact of the Personal Responsibiity At
on USDA Food Assistance Programs by Stats ks Fiscal Year 1956
i {Dcliars in milions) '

Lave! of Food Ditterence
Assiytancs
Seate

Currsmt Propossd Totsl  Parcemt
Alahama 8518 $713 - $105 -13
Alaska a7 B3 -13 O K
Artrons . 863 554 « 109 «18
Arkancas 422 403 -~ 18 -4
Lafiformis 4,170 4,820 850 18
Colorado 412 417 8 i
Lannactipys ) 297 248 « 49 « 17
Dalawsre © 82 81 34 - 37
Digtrict of Columbia 137 as - b2 - 38
Florida _ 2,184 1,804 - 388 - 18
Georgin 1,208 834 =275 - 23
Hawaii 21% 198 - 17 S -
Idaho 127 78 . 49 *38
Hinols 3,741 1,483 - 258 - 15
indiana 113 891 - 22 -3
fowa 287 - 286 « 31 -~ 19
Kansas 307 226 - 37 ~-12
Kentucky _ 740 6582 « 1587 =21
Lovistans . 1,441 766 - 375 - 33
Maine \ 188 167 - 21 -1t
Maryland : K78 404 « 172 + 30
Magsachugents . 808 577 -32 -8
Michigan 1,380 1,108 - 28 <20
Minnaesota 508 430 - 18 - &
Mississippi 730 803 -« 127 -~ 17
Migsourn 8o 754 « 56 -7
Mantana 111 140 28 6
Nebrasks 187 176 « 12 -85
New Marmpshirs - 83 84 5 5
New Jarsey 836 704 - 132 + 16
Now Maxico 381 3zt ~ 40 » 11
Nevada 14% 150 | & 3
Naw York 3,101 2,861 « 441 -14
North Caroling , §30 848 -~ 81 , -8
North Dakota : 88 78 ~8 - 11

vi



e e s e T e
Lavel of Food Difarence
Asstitance
Stats

Current Praposed Total Parcent
Ohio 1.788 1,287 - 481 - 27
Qklahoma 528 475 - B3 ~10
‘Oragon 410 346 - 64 - 18
Pannsylvania 1617 1,465 « 182 -8
Rhode istang 128 Rit] -22 -1
South Carofing 602 546 - 58 -8
South Dakots 88 25 « 4 -4
Tennesses 983 743 - 241 -~ 24
Texas 3,819 2,685 | -1,184 « 30
thah ‘ 234 277 43 18
Vsrmont 76 g6 -« 10 - -13
Virginia 783 897 - 18% - 24
Washington 660 444 - 216 - 33
Wast Virginia 4058 08 - 96 - 24
Wisconsin 467 442 ~ 28 -~ B
Wyoming 57 57 . 1

Total

Notes: Individua! colis may not sum o totals because of rounding.

Total Includes the Commonwaalth of Puarto Rico, othar territories
and outlying aress, and Indian Trbal Organizations.

This tabls assumes that Congress appropriates the full amount
authorized for fiscal year 1996,

* equals less than 51 million.

vii
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Wellare Reform Daily Talking Points
Monday, February 13, 1995

WELFARE REFORM MUST BE STRONG ON WORK,
NOT CRUEL TO CHILDREN

Today, Clay Shaw's House Subcommittee on Human Resources begins marking up the
Personal Responsibility Act, the welfare reform plan contained in the Centract with
America. Over the past week, Democrats have united against the Republican
proposal, which is tough on children and low-income families, but weak on requiring

wiork.

As House Democratic Leader Richard Gephardt said on Friday, “for the

Republicans, welfare reform is just a way of passing the buck, kicking people off the
wellare rolls, and leaving innocent children out in the street.”

G

In fact, the work requirements in the Personal Responsibility Act would be
weaker than those under currentlaw. In 13896, under current law, 11.5 percent
of welfare recipients {595,000 peoplel would be working -- gither in part-time
private sector jobs or in moandatory work programs. In contrast, under the
Republican plan, only two percent of welfare recipients {108,000 people} would
be required to participate i "work activities” in 1996,

President Clinton’s pringiples for welfare reform will not change. As he said in
his State of the Union address: "We have o heilp those on welfare move to
work as quickly as possible, to provide child care and teach tham skills if that's
what they need for up to two years. And after that, there cught to be a simple

hard risfe: anyone who can work must go to work.” '

This Administration helieves that:

o

Welfare reform must be about a paycheck, not a walfare check, We won't
have ended welfare as we know it until the central focus of the program is 1o
move people off welfare and into a private sector iob so that they can support
themselves and their families.

Our goal must be to lift people up from dependance to independence, not to
punish them because they happen to be poor, youny, or unmarried. We intend
to work with Congress on a bipartisan basis, but we continue to oppose any
plan 10 deny assistance v young mothers, break up families, punish ehildren
for their parents’ past mistakes, or put children in orphanages.

Tough child support snforcement must be a centerpiece of welfare reform.

We're pleased that House Republicans intend to adopt our proposals for child
support enforcement, which was a key agreement reached at the Working
Bession on Welfare Reform. I we're going to end welfare as we know it, we
must make surs that all parents -- fathers and maothers alike -~ take
responsibiiity for the children they bring into this world. i
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Welfare Reform Daily Talking Points
Tuesday, February 14, 1995

REPUBLICAN ASSAULT ON CHILDREN CONTINUES

Toaday, the Subcommitiee on Hurman Resources will continue to mark up the House
Republicans™ welfare reform™plan, focusing on provisicns to etiminate or reduce federal
assistance to abused, neglected and disabled children. The Republican assault on chiddren
began late last night, as the subcommittee majority continued to insist that unwed teenage
mothers and their children be ineligible for assistance. The Republican proposal would
simply &nd benelits to these young mothers, while doing nathing to address the critical
problems of teen pregnancy and welfare dependency.

(> Short on work, tong on punishing kids. Yesterday, Secretary Shatala sent a lstter o
subcommittee members restating the Administration’s position that the Republican
hill punishes innocent children, while doing nothing to require serious work-based
reform. "It dogs nothing to move pecple from welfare to work, and it does not
require everyone who can work to go to work,” she wrote. "It puts millions of
children at risk of serious harm, There are aiternative approaches 1o reform that
achieve our mutual goals in far morg constructive and accountable ways.”

0 Their solution: orphanages. Last night, House Republicans stuck with their position
on orphanages, defeating a Democratic amendment that would assure that children
would not be taken from their homes simply because of the economic
circumstances, age, or marital status of their parents. Republicans aiso defeated a
Democratic amendment that - instead of cutting off aid 16 teen mothers entirely -+
would condition benefils on a minor mother agresing to live at home, stay in school,
and identity her child’s father. )

o More crueity to kids. Today, Republicans are expected to insist on chiid welfare
provisions that would reduce federal assistance 10 abused, neglected and abandoned
children by $5.8 billion. Along with the provisions cutting off assistance 10 disabled
children, and to children born to unmarried mothers under 18, this portion of the
Republican plan represents a new level of cruelty o children,

o Bepublicans say it best. In today’s Wa# Street Jowrnal, Senator Olympia Snowe
specifically ¢riticized the requirement that states eliminate federal assistance for all
unmarried parents under age 18, "Denying them paymaenis isn’t going to rectify a
bad situation,” she ssid. "it's going to make it worse for the child and the teenager
who i having the baby.” Representative Menry Hyde made a similar point last week
in a New York Times interview. “The children need clothing, shehter, and nurture,”
he said, "You don't want to reward promiscuous preghancy, but on the other hand,
you don’'t want to make the children suffer for the transgressions of their parents.”
And the Heritage Foundation’s Robert Rector told Knight Ridder that "This is major
embarrassmaent 1o many Republicans, They have whittled down the work
requirement o nothing.”



Woelfare Reform Baily Talking Points
Wednesday, February 15, 1985

THIS IS WELFARE REFORM?

Today, the Subcommittee on Human Resources is expected to finish action on the House
Republicans’ welfare reform plan, marching inylockstep to pass the wrong-headed proposals
in the Contract with America. On Meonday, Republicans refused to accept Democratic
amendments to strengthen their weak work requirements. Yesterday, they insisted on
reducing federal assistance to abused, neglected and abandoned children by billions of
dollars. Today, they're expected to turn their attacks against disabled children, postpone
action on child support enforcement, and pass a bill that gets the problem right - but the
suiution fundamentaily wrong.

o Still weak on work. On Monday, Republicans voted against requiring tesn mothers to
stay in school ang participate in education and training as a condition of recetving
benefits. They stuck with meaningless work requirements that would have even fewer
welfare recipients working than under current law. And Democrats had to force the
subcommittee majority 10 add even a modest penalty for states that don’t meet the
hill’s minimal work standards.

0 Still eruel to kids. The Republican approach is clesr: punish children for their parents’
mistakes, and abandon the federal role for protecting abused and neglected children.
Today, they will go even further -- and Democrats will offer amendments to protect
disabled children from arbitrary benefit cuts. Republican plans 1o cut back on SSI
come at @ time when a blue-ribbon commission is already studying more thoughtful
reforms -- and offer more proof that cruelty, not caring, is the Republican approach to
change.

0 Al punishment and no parental responsibility. After promising to add child support
gnforcement provisions to their bill, Republicans now plan to postpone action on child
support for weeks -- until the kill reaches the full committee. Just last week, President
Clinton urged Republicans to support strong child support enforcement. “if we're
going to end welfare as we knaw it," he wrote Chairman Shaw, "we must make sure
that all parents -- fathers and mothers alike -- take responsibility for the children they
bring into this world.”  This rermains the Administration’s position -- and Democrats
will take the battle to the full committee,

0 Right problem, wrong solution. Democrats believe that the welfare system must be
fundamentaily reformed -« but in 8 way that rewards work, requires parental
responsibility, and prevents teen pregnancy and welfare dependency. Weak on work
and crue! to kids, the Republican legisiation does nothing to truly reform the welfare
system. We won't have ended welfare as we know it until its central focus is to move
single parents off welfare and into a private sectlor job so they can support themseives
and their tamities.



Welfare Reform Daily Talking Points
Thursday, February 16, 1995

REPUBLICAN PLAN WOULD CUT FUNDS TO STATES

Yesterday, House Republicans passed a bill out of subcommittee that gets welfare
reform backwards. Weak on work and tough on kids, the Republican legislation does
nothing to truly reform the welfare system. Today, Democratic members of Congress
and governors will join together to point out another fundamental flaw in the current
bill: it would create a massive cost shift to states.

o

Passing the buck to the states. While certain states would fare worse than
others under the current Republican funding proposal, all states would suffer
in the end. States would lose almost $18 billion in federal funding over five
years under the Republicans’ plan to block grant AFDC cash assistance and
child welfare funding. This capped block grant would not adjust for recessions,
population growth, or other events that could increase the need for services --
even though the National Governors Association recently adopted a bipartisan
policy statement insisting that any welfare reform proposal must address these
factors.

Governors speak out. In order to create real, lasting welfare reform that
rewards work, requires parental responsibility, prevents teen pregnancy, and
reduces welfare dependency, states must have adequate resources to get the
job done. As Governor Carper said in a letter to the other governors this
morning, "l understand that this block grant proposal does not include
adjustments for recessions, population growth, disasters, and other events that
could result in an increased need for services.” Governor Carnahan also said
today that "Democratic Governors want real welfare reform that moves people
from dependency to self-sufficiency, from the welfare rolis to private payroils.
The Republican plan doesn’t help us achieve that goal."”

Children would lose. Governor Carper also noted the risk to children in today’s
letter to governors. "l believe that this proposal’s reduction in funding and lack
of a safety net threatens to limit the very flexibility we seek to make work pay
more than welfare. In particular, | have deep concerns about this proposal’s
impact on children.”

Reform must be real. The Administration remains committed to working with
Congress and the nation’s governors to craft bipartisan welfare reform
legislation that is tough and fair. The American people want to see the welfare
system changed from one that is about a paycheck, not a welfare check. That
means that its central focus must be to move single parents off welfare and into
a private sector job so they can support themselves and their families.



Waltare Reform Daily Talking Points
Friday, February 17, 1898%

THE WEEK THAT WAS

L]

This week, House Republicans passed a bill out of subcommittee that is weak on work
and tough on children. The Clinton Administration, membaers of Congress, governars,
and former welfare recipients spoke out against the shortsighted and punitive
provisions in the current Republican proposal.

O

Secretary Shalala: "The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively
with the Congress in a bipartisan way 1o pass bold welfare reform fegislation
this year. The Administration has, however, serious concerns about a number
of features of the {Republican proposal] that appear to ungermine the values 1o
which we are all committed. The Administration seeks to end welfare as we
know it by promoting work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poor
children for their parents’ mistakes. Weifare reform will succeed mnly if it

- successfully moves people from welfare to work.”

Representative Steny Moyer of Maryland: "Welfare must become a step-up, not .
a step-down. Welfare reform must reconnect recipients to the world of work
and reestablish the traditional American values of family, work, and ndividual
responsibility.” :

Representative Harold Ford of Tennessee: “The bill we are about 10 approve is
mgan-spirited and shortsighted. it punishes children for the misiakes of their
parents, and it asks us 10 embark on a great experiment, But that experiment
i$ using our most important - and vulnerable -- resources as guinea pigs. |
worn't be part of an experiment that uses America’s children as crash test
dummies.” '

Governor Tom Carper of Delaware: “The Republican ADFC proposal is the first
of several that, when taken together, would deny welfare recipients who go to
work in low-wage jobs the child care, health care and nutrition assistance they
need to keep their children heaithy and safe. That is simply impractical and
wrong.”

Representative Sander Levin of Michigen: The Republican plan would "send the
bucks and get out of the way, no matter who the kids are, the level of abuse,
or the failure of the state to do 2 good jobl”

Ellen T. Harold, former weifare recipient, quoted in U.5.. News and World
Report: "1 have vet to see any mention of the accountability and responsibility
of the father ... This should be a major focus of any welfare reform as most of
the women receiving Aid to Famzhes with Oependent Children do so because
of lack of child support.”



Welfare Reform Daily Talking Points
Tuesday, February 21, 1995

THE TOUGHEST POSSIBLE CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

All parents -- fathers and mothers alike -- must take responsibility for the children they bring inte
this world. That's why the Clinton Administration has proposed new measures 10 Create g
tougher, more aggressive child support enforcement system. And that's also why the President
insists that tough child support enforcement must be a centerpiace of real welfare reform.

Last week, after promising to include child support provisions in their legislation, the Human
Resources Subcommitiee postponad action, But, the Administration will continue 1o press for
measures to coliect child support from tha shocking two-thirds of sbsent parents who now don’t
pay a dime. For millions of mothers and children, child support payments can mean me
difference between self-gutficiency and dependence on weifare.

The Administration’s strategy inciudes:

o Seizing tax refunds., Today, HHS announced the collection of a record $703 million in
delinquent child support for 1993 by garnishing income tax refunds of non-paying parents.
Benefiting nearly one miliion tamilies, the amount was 13 percent more than collections
for 1992. As Secretary Shalala said today, "We want there to be no escape for those
parents who seek to avoid responsibility for their children.”

0 The Clinton commitment. Already, the Clinton Administration has proposed, and Congress
has adopted, a requirement for states to establish hospital-based paternity programs - a
proactive way 1o esiablish 8 tather's responsibility early in a child’s life. In addition,
President Clinton has proposed annual expansions in child support enforcement, increasing
resources by mare than 25 percent since taking office. In 1833, the federal-state ¢hild
support enfarcement system collected a record $9 billion from non-custodial parents,

o Prosecuting non-payers. Bilions of dollars more in support is owed to nine million children
whose parenis have crossed state hines and failed to pay. The Justice Department is
aggressively investigating and prosecuting these cases under the Child Support-Recovery
Act. As Attorney Qeneral Janet Reno said, "Wae intend 1o make sure that children are not
the victims of parents who don'y care.”

o Improvemenis through welfare reform, Building on the best state and federal initiatives,
President Clinton's child support plan would help boost child support collections to §20
biflion in the year 2000, As President Clinton said in his State of the Union Address, ™if
a parent isn't paying child support, they should be forced to pay. We should suspend
drivers’ licenses, track them across state lings, make them work off what they owe. That
i5 what we should do. Governments do not raise children, people do.”



Welfare Retorm Daily Talking Points
Waednesday, February 22, 1985

TAKING FOOD FROM CHILDREN

Teday, the Committes on Economic and Educational Opportunities begins marking up the
child care and child nutrition provisions in the House Republicans’ welfare reform praposal.
The Repubiican plan would block-grant and reduce funding for federal child nutzition programs
and the Special Supplementat Nutrition programs for Women, Infants and Children {WIC}.

0 The Clinton commitment to childhood nutrition. The Clinton Administration is opposed
to block-granting nutdtion programs, We agree that these programs must be more
flexible and easier for states 1o administer. But we won't support changes that
jeopardize children’s health., Only a national system of nutrition programs can establish
and meet nutrition standards that respond to economic changes and ensure that
childien’s health will be protected.

o Stamming school children. The block grant proposal would cut federal funding for the
school-based programs by $2 billion over five vears, and it would reduce WIC funding
by $5.3 billion over the same period. Under the block grant proposai, 400,000 fewer
woamen, infants and children would be provided for than under the President’s 1996
Budget proposal. Federal programs now expand to meet nutrition needs during
recessions and increasss in child poverty. But block grants waon't protect children
gduring economic downturns, Nutrition assistance would be reduced or unavaldable
when children need it most.

o Children must be fed. As 1oday’s Washington Post editorial says, "The WIC program
represents precisely the sort of thing the government should be doing, whinh is
focusing an realistic eftorts to heip kids ... WIC works; there’s no reason to turn it into
a block grant. Similarly, the lunch program gives food directly 1o kids through the
schools, with an accent an halping the poorest children.” Federal nutrition programs
provide a foundation for children 1o grow on -- childhood nutrition must be protected
under welfare reform,

o Slashing standards. National standards for nutrition protect children regardiess of
wherg they live. For the past fifty years, federal nutrition standards have helped
children lead healthy lives, The Republican plan could create wide variations in
nutrition standards across states, without any accountability mechanisms 1o ensure
that those standards would be met. Children’s health would suffer if states shifted
resources away from nutrition programs to meet budget shortfalls,

0 States and students would suffer. Under the Republican plany's allocation formula,
statgs that serve more total meals waould fare better. Since it Costs more 10 serve free
meals to poor children, states would have an incentive to serve morg affluant students.
And without nationa! standards, states might also be inclined to cut the quality or
amaount of food they provide in order (0 serve more meals overall,



- ’ Welfare Reform Daily Talking Points
Thursday, February 23, 1995

FIRST "BOYS TOWN," NOW "HOME ALONE"

Today, the Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities will finish marking up the
child care, child welfare, and child nutrition provisions in the House Republicans’ welfare
reform proposal. The Republicans continue to be tough on children and weak on work,
focusing their most recent assault on child care. While claiming to move people into work,
the Republican plan actually limits work opportunities by cutting the lifeline that child care
provides. The committee bill reduces already scarce child care slots, pits working families
against welfare recipients for child care assistance, and would make it harder, not easier, for
single parents to leave welfare for work.

o Home alone. For Republicans, choice in child care means staying on welfare or
leaving children home alone. The Republican plan reduces federal funding for
child care by $2.5 billion, or 20 percent, over five years. In the year 2000, over
377,000 child care slots would be lost under the bill -- even though real welfare
reform will require more child care, not léss, as singie mothers leave the rolls for
work. Nevertheless, the committee majority defeated an amendment last night
that would have states provide child care for parents who they require to
participate in work or training. This is no movie: the real world is far too
dangerous for children to be left unsupervised and unprotected.

o To work or not to work, that is the question. Families should not have to
choose welfare over work in order to care for their children. Already, many
states report long waiting lists for working-poor child care. Under the
Republican plan, states could be forced to make further cuts in assistance for
these families if forced to divert funds to families on welfare. For example, '
California would lose slots for 33,130 children; New York for 22,830 children;
and Pennsylvania for 14,930 children.,

0 Working families protest. Today, Senator Dodd and Representative Pelosi will join the
National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies to speak out against
the proposed child care cuts. Hundreds of working families from across America will
visit members of Congress with personal stories about the importance of safe,
affordable, and accessible child care.

o The Clinton child care commitment. The Clinton Administration believes that
quality child care is essential to real welfare reform that moves people into work.
As Secretary Shalala wrote to House committee members yesterday, "The
Administration supports an approach to child care that genuinely supports work
for parents, and safety and healthy development for children. Such an approach
must guarantee child care for families moving towards self-sufficiency, and must
expand child care opportunities for working families who want to avoid welfare
dependency. We believe that any serious proposal must ensure quality choices
for parents, and provide for continuity of services for children and families.”



Woelfare Reform Daily Talking Points
Friday, February 24, 19856

"WORKFAKE™

Yesterday, Republicans in Congress offered mare proof that thay're weak on work and cruel to
kids, by passing a bill to end the school lunch program -- and refusing to assure children safe
child care while their mothers attend school and job training. Today’s question: will they have
figured out by Tuesday, when the Ways and Means Committee is scheduled to start action on
their version of "welfare reform," that the real issue is work?

Our prediction: after reading today's issue of the New Republic, look for the committes 1o
strengthen their work requirements and add tough new ¢child support enforcement provisions to
their bill -- actions the Adminisiration has been urging for weeks.

Highlights from today’s piece, aptly titled "Workfare Wimp-Out,” include:

g

Workfake., “The House Republicans say they will put “at least 1 mijlion cash wellarg
recipients in work programs by 2003, but the ‘work” gould be completely phony.
Worktake, you might call it ... It's all the more fake because the Shaw bill provides no
monay 1o make it raal.”

What is “work?" “Under the bill, a governor could declare ... that checking a book out
of a library counts as a ‘'work activity.” Leafing through the want ads might also qualify,
or circulating a resume or attending a ‘self esteem’ class.”

Preserving the status quo. “The bill unveiled by Shaw requires that, in 1996, states place
2 percent of the welfare caseload in "work activities.” The requirement rises to 20 percent
- not the contract’s 80 percent -- by 2003 ... With a little creative bookkeeping -- say,
by counting alf those who work, even for a few days, over the course of g year -- most
governors could meet the 20 percent "work activity” standard without doing anything
thay're not alteady doing.”

Criticigm from within, "Robert Rector, the Heritage Foundations’s welfare expert, called
the Shaw work provisions a ‘major embarrassment.” Jack Kemp issued a staterment
warning that Republicans were squandering welfare reform in the pursuit of a
decentralized "funding mechanism.””

The bottom line. "The Republicans’ weltare reformis looking less like a menace and more
like a fraud.”

Even the Washington Times? Last week, in a Washington Times editornial, Stephen
Chapman sounded a similar theme, stating that Republicans "have made a wrong turn on
the road to welfare reform. The issue is forcing recipients 1o accept work, or a1 igast
pursue i, as a condition of receiving beneafits. President Clinton’s plan to 'end welltare as
we know it would impose such a requirement after two years on the rolls, cutting oft
payments 1o anyone who refuses.”
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The Honorable £, Clay Shaw
Chairman

Subcommitice on Human Resources
Committee on Ways and Means
1.8, House of Represematives
Washington D.C. 20513

Diear Mr. Chairmoan:

This lerter expresses the Administration’s views on the Chairman's mark on welfare reform
legislation under ccasxaicrazm by the House Ways and Means Subcommittze on Human
Rescurces.

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American people to real
welfare reform that emphasizes work, parental responsibility, state flexibility, and the
protection of children. Last year the President submitted a bold weifare retform bill which
embodied these valves, The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, It imposed tough work
requirements while providing opportunities for education, training, child care and supports w©
working people. It included a stringent set of child support enforcement provisions. It said
to teen mothers that they would have to live at home, stay in school and identify the baby's
father. It increased state fexibility without sacrificing accourtability. And it mmintained a
basic structure of proteciions for children.

The Administration looks forward 1o working cooperatively with Congress i a bipartisan
way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this yeer. The Administration has, however,
serious concerns about a number of feawrey of g Chizirman's mark which appear o
umdermine the values o which we are all committed. The Administration seeks to end
welfary as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poor
children for their parents’ mistakes. Welfare reform will only succead if it successfully
moves people from welfare to work.

Work

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the central goal of weltare
reform must be work. That is still our goal: People who can work ought 10 go to work and
earn a paycheck not a welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult who is abie
to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time without working. The Administration
believes that from the figst day someong comes onto welfare, he or she should be required to
participate in job search, job placement, education. or training needed to move off welfurc
arsd into a job quickly. It is government's responsibility w help ensure that the critical job
placement. training. and child cace services are provided. Individuals who are willing to
work should have the opportunity ©© work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance.,
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The Administration therefors has sericus concerns about the Chairman's mark beéfore you:

o

SSETH260

Tt eliminates requirements that recipients participate in job search, education,
work or taining &s a condition of receiving wellare, amd omxls auy
responsibility of stute welfare systems to provide education, traimng and
placement services 10 move recipients from welfare t0 work. The proposed

 legislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by

President Ronald Reagan in-1988.

The proposed legislation includes only minimal and unenforceable
requirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons on the
rolls for more than 2 years engage in "work activities" loosely defimed by the
state welfare buresucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed
participaiivn staudards are very low. In many ways, the work r&;mremems
are even weaker than those in current {aw.

The proposed legislation provides no assurance of child care to recipienis who
work or are preparing 1o workw.even if a state requires them to participate. It
offers o promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work or for
those who could avoid falling onte welfare if they had some help with child
care. While it repeals provisions of existing law that provide funding for child
care, this bill is silent on whether any additional funds will be available for
subsidized child care for low income working families.

The preposed legislation repeals the curtent rule that anyone who jeaves
welfare for work can receive Medicaid for an additional year to case the

_transition.  This would further reduve hicalth coverage and moke it harder for

peopie to move from welfare to work.

The proposed legislation would deny all cash assistance to families which have
received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family is
vaable 1o find a job or prevented from holding 2 job becanse of itiness or the
need 1o care for a disabled family member. Children would be seriously
jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transform the
wclfars system inte 3 transitional systemn focused on work. It would have strict requirements
for recipients to participate in, and clear responsibilities for states to provide, education,
training and placement assistance; it would have serious time limits after which work would

be required; it would ensure that chiidren would not be left gionc when parcats were working

by providing assistance for child care; and it would put parents 1o work, not just cut them
Off,

P.a3
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Parental Respousibility

The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility, and
encourage the involvement, of both parents in their children’s lives, The Administration
considers child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reform, particularly
because it sends a strong message to young prople about the responsibility nf hoth parents 1o
support their children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed 1o 2dd child
support enforcement to your welfare reform bill, and sorry that your proposals are mot yet
part of the bill now under consideration. The Administration looks forward w wurkiug
<losely with you on this issue in the coming weeks.

o  The only child support provision included in the Chairman’s mark is one

which allows states 10 reduce payments to children for the first 6 months if

’ paternity has not been legally established, This provision seems incffectual
and unfair. Even if a mother fully cooperates by giving detailed information
identifying (he father and his possible location, and even if the state is diligent
in pursuing the father, it can easily take 6 months to get paternity legally
established. There is no resson why the c¢hild should be punished during this
period. -

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense 1o deny benefits entirely 10 any
parent who refuses to identify the father or to cooperate in locating him. However, once the
mother has done all she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the state ought to be
axpected (0 establish paternity within one year.

The Administration believes that the welfare system should encourage the formation and
support of two-parent famifies, The Administrarion is therefore concemed about an
important omission in the proposed legislation '

o  The proposed legisladon repeals the requirement that states provide cash
assistance 10 two-parent families where a parent is unemployed or unable w
work, Tuallows states w discrimuinate against married, two-parent familics by -
treating single-parent families benter than two-parent families.

The Administration supports an approach that both encourages the formation of 1wo-parent
families and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for children in all cases.

Teen Pregnancy

The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of welfare would be
1 keep people from needing it in the first place.  Welfare reform rmst send a very strong

message ¢ young people that they should not ges pregoant or father a child untif they are
ready and able to care for that child, and that if they do have children, they will not be able

3
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to escape the obligations and responsibdilities of parenthood. We must he especially
concerned about the well-being of the children who are bom 10 young mothers, since they
are very likely to grow up poor.

The Administration therefore has serious concerns abour the bill before you:

o  The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighicen
years to any child born (0 an unmarried mother under 18, as well as to the
parent. This provision gppears 1o punish chikiren for their entire ehldhood:
18 ysars—for the mistakes of their parents.

o The proposed legislation does not require that teen mothers live at home, stay
in school, and identify the child's father, It weakéns requirements in current
law, and may make e prospects for mother and child even woree,

o  The proposed legisiation establishes only minimal expectations for states to
~ provide services to unmarried parents, and provides no additional funds to
. support them.

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would require miner mothers tolive
at home, stay in school, make progress toward seif-sufficiency and identify the father of the
child. The Administration also supports 2 national campalgn 1o prevens reen preguancy. It is
time to enlist parents and civic, religious, and business leaders in a2 comumunity based strategy
to serd 2 clear message about abstinence and responsidle parenting.  The Administeation ziso
suppotts & state option to a0t increase berefits for childeen bom to mothers on welfare,

State Flexibility with Accountability

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states, and the _
opportunities for real reform when states have the flexibility to design and administer welfare
prograins st are wilored t© their unique circumstances and needs.  Already thig
Administeation has granted waivers to nearly haif the states for welfare reform
demonstrations. National weifare reform should embody the values of work and
responsibility in a way that assures taxpayers that federal money is being spent pridently aad
appropriately. For reform 1o succeed, the funding mechanisms for welfare should not pwt
children or statcy at risk in times of recession, population increase or unpredictable growth in
demand.

In this context, the Administration has serjous concerns abotn the proposed legistation:
o The spending cap in the proposed legisiation makes no allowances for potential

growth in the need for cash sssistance because of economic downturn,
population growth, or unpredictable emergencies.. It could result in states

4
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wianing out of moncy before the end of the year, and thug having fo turn away
working families who hit a "bump in the road” and apply for short-term
assistance. It could preciude states from investing in job placement, in work
programs, in education and training, and in supports for working familles.

¢  The proposed legislation remaves the requircment that states match federal
funds with their own state funds. With none of their own money at risk, siates
will have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and effectively
to improve performance and increase sell-sulliciency.

0. The proposed legisiation provides virtually no.zceountability. There ase no
incentives for good performance and virally no penalties for failure. There is
10 provision for the recovery of monies paid out frauduiently or in error.
There are no echanisiws for cnsuring that sties are actually spending the
money on needy children rather than on state burcaucracies, or for monitoring
whether federal money is being used 1o help parents gain self-sufficiency,
require work, and enforce parenial responsibility, Indeed the federzi
government is forbidden from taking any meaningful steps to ensure program
porformance and accountability,

The Administration supports proposals which significantly increase state flexibility but also
ensure accountability for achieving pationai goals. The Administration supports a fumling
mechanism that will not put children and states at risk down the road, and that epables states
us succeed in moving people from welfare to work and in supporting working families. The
Administration has significant doubis about the ability of 2 pure block grant funding
mechanism to adequately protect both children and states,

Protection of Children

The Administzation recognizes that the protection of children is the primary goal both of cash
assistance programs and of child welfarc and child protective services. Cash assistance
programs assist {amilies to care for children o their own homes, Child protection services
help those children who are abused or neglected or at risk of abuse by their parents and who
need special m-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening
families, and where appropriate, preventing removal of children from their homes are also
key goals of child protection services. There are problems in a number nf areas.

‘ Tiwicgzsiatwe pmposais thatmu}d reform cash assistance have a number of provisions that
would put vuinerable children at greater risk.

¢ As noted above, the legislation would deny cash assistance 1o children of
unmarried minar mothers for their entire childhood, 1o children born while the
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parent was on welfare, aml (o children whose parent had received welfare for
more than five years, whether or oot a job was available or the paremt was
unable to work. The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash
assistance to children when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever
reasons. Chikdren in low income working families, who may be forced onto
cash assistance in rimes of economic downturn, could be most affected

: Some of zhesc cfnicircn could sveil come into a system of child protection services that is
already seriously overburdensd and that is failing to provide the most essential services.
Reported child maltreatment and out-of-home placements have both been increasing sharply.
Many state systems are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight.
The proposed legislation responds 1o these increasingly serious problems by consolidating
existing programs that provect children into z bluek gram with nominal fedcza} oversight,
The Administration has seripus concerns about this approach.

0 The proposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs af a level
considerably lower than baseline projections. This could lead to uninvestigated
malucarment reports, and 1o children being loft in unsafe homes with minimal
services. It could also seriously hamper state efforts w improve their child
abuse prevention and child protection systems.

o The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption assistance programs, and
leaves it up to states whether they will significantly sustain the subsidies that
enable many special needs children to find permanent homes and whether they
will honor ¢ommitments to those adoptive families that now ceceive subsidies.

o  The proposed legislation virtually eliminates feders! monitoring and
sccountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal government
to ensure the protection of children.

¢ Thae proposed legislation is silerd un Gie focawla for allocating funds to the
states. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child
protection, it is hard o imagine a formuia that would not disadvantage cither
states that have been heavy spenders, or states that are only begmmng o
improve their systems.

Substantial improvements need to be made in the child protection system and in the federal
role in overseeing that system. The Administration supports a careful and thoughtful review
of the programs before actions are taken that zmght seriously harm millions of vulnerabie
children.

The &dmzmstratmn is deepzytwubicﬁ zxy the changes proposed in the program designed to

&
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help disabled children--S81.

o The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SS1 bevefits for children, with
the exception of a small group of children currently receiving benefits. ‘Within
6 months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibility
for SSI benefits--some woild Inse medical proection as well. Aad in the
fumire no child, no matter how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits
for S5I, except if cash benefits prevent them from having to be ]
instiwtionalized. These proposals appear to penalize paseaus who age
determined to care for their child no matter what the economic consequences
for the family. SSI recipients are among the neediest and most vulnersble
children, in the poorest families.

o Suure of the money saved is put into a new block grant for services 10 disabled
children, which would require the creation of 2 new state bureaucracy o
decide on appropriate services. This idea is untested, and no one knows what
impact it will have on the most vuinzrable of children and the parents who
care for them. The S year cut off in AFDC for all persons along with the
slimination of S§1 cash for disabled children may leave thege childran
extremely vulnerable.

The Administration sees the need for caretul reform in this area, with its potential for sertous
harm to extremely vulnerable children. Last year the Congress established a Copynission on
Childhood Disability 10 Inok ino these issues in consultation with experts from the National
Academy of Sciences. The Commission will provide its report to the Congress later this
year. The Administration beligves prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this
bipartissn commission, {ollowing a thorough review of all aspects of this important program,
has an opportunity to make recommendations.

Beneflts to Legal Immigrants

The Adminisustion strongly belicves that illegal aliens should mot be eligible for government
welfare support. But the blanket prohibition of all benefits to fegal immigrants who are not
yet citizens is 100 broad. These legal immigrants are required to pay 1axes; many serve in the
armed forees, and contribute to their communities. The Administration strongly favors 2
more foxused approach of hokling sponsors accourtable for those they bring into this country
and making the sponsors” commitment of support a legally bieding contract.

In summary, the Chalrman’s mark espouses goals for the reform of weifare--work, parental
responsitality, prevention of teen pregnancy and state flexibility--that the Administration and
the American people share. But the translation of general geals into specific legisiation
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed legislation fails to enact serious work-
based reform. It neither holds state bureaucracies accountable nor cushions state taxpayers
against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious harm. There are altemative

7


http:reform.in
http:pau::u.ts

FEB-13-1985 11:24 FRIM ™ S45E70AE P9

L1

%*‘

approaches to reform that achicve our mutual goals in far more constructive ard accountatile
WRYS.

The Administration reiterates its commitment 1© real welfare refom: and ks desire to work
cooperatively with Congress to achigve it

3
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R IR B T SRS ST _
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET LRM No: 326
- Washington, D.C. 20503.0001 FILENO: 18
21098
' , LEGISLAYIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM Total Pageis): 10
TC:  Legisiaiive Lialson Officer - 8e¢ Distribation balgw:
* FROM: Janet FORSGREN {fon) (? o
Assistard Director for Lagislative Reference § o)

OMB CONTACT: COhds MUSTAIN  M5-3028 . U R G E N T

Logicialvs Assisiant's line {fur simple responses).  ING-7362

SUBJECT: %z.m AND HUMAN §ERVICES Propossd Report RE: KR4, Personal Rasponsibility Act of

DEADLINE: TODAY 3:30 PM Monday, February 13,1995

o accordancs with OMB Clreular A-19, OMB requests the views of your agency on the above subject before
edvising on #ts miationship to the program of the Prasident,

Ploose advise us H this item will sffect direct spanding or mcelpts for purposes of the
“Pay-As-You-(0™ provisions of Thia Xl of the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1880,

COMMENTSE: :

AGENCIES:

21TJUBTICE « Shells F, Anthony - 5942141
330-LABOR - Robert A, Shapif:? g%?% $-85201

429-Natlonal Economic Council - Sonyla Matthows - {202) 456-2174

EOP: .
Ken Apfol.
Doug Btelger
Bary White
Keith Fontenot
Stacy Dean
Mike Rultner
Chrts Ellantson
foohand Bavier
Larry Matleck
Shanngh Koss
Wendy Taylor
An Stighe

© Mark Miller
Ancly Alflson
Cin Lie .
Bob Damus
Chuck Konigsbelp
Brace Rood
Joramy Ban-Ami
Pavid Leving
Clastsss Corda
Pat Griffin

=% URGENT


http:1.fIQw.uv

1Di202-395-6148 FEB 13785 0:32 No.00% P.O2

RESPONSE TO LRM NO: 326
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL MEMORANDUM . FILE NO:18

i your response 1o this request for views Is simple (2.9, concuring commant), we prefer that you respond by o-mail or
by faxing us this responsa shest. .

if the response bs simpls and you prefer 1o call, wzamﬁﬁwmwamm{xc»?mmmﬁ%ﬁaz}
fo leave ¢ message with & jogisiative assistant,

You may aiso mspont by:

{1) calitng the amiymfanmm direct nm (you Wikt be connected 1o w!m mall trthn analysi does not answer), or
(2) sanding us a memo of johter.

Please include the LRM number gshown above, and the subject shown below.

TO: Chris MUSTAIN 3953823
Offico of Managemaont and Budget
Fax Number: 305-8148
mm;«mm Ling {to reach legisiative mmt} 395«?362
EROM: = Date)
{(Namas}
{Agency)

{Telophone)

SUBJECT: HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES Proposed Report RE: HR4, Personal Responsibiity Aci of 1895

The faliowdng is tho response of our agency 16 your requist for views on the abova-captioned aa:ﬁatz:‘
— Concur . -
— 140 GiRjestion
— Ne Coammaont
———— 8&3 proposed edils on mcs

Other:

FAX RETURN of pages, sttached to this response cheet
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The Honorabie E. Clay Shaw
Chairman

Sutcommines on Humen Regources
" Committee on Ways and Means
1.8, House of Reprosentatives
Washingion D.C, 20815 ’

Dear Mr, Chairman:

This letter axprossoes the Adrministration's views on the ‘Chmm s roark oo welfare reforn
legislarion under consderation by the House Ways and Means Subcammee on Human
Resources,

The Administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the American peopie to real -
welfare teform that cmphasizes work, parcntal responsibility, state flexibility, sod the
protection of children. Last year the President submined 2 bold welfare reform bill which
cmpodied these valuss, The Work o0 Responsibility Act of 1994, It imposad 1ough work
quireme st while providing opportunities for sducation. training. child care and supports
working people. It included a stringent set of child suppart enforceraent provisions. It said
to teen mothers that they would have @ live ot home, stay in school and identify the baby's
father. It increased sate flexibility without sacniticiag accountability. And it maintained 2
bisic struchure of ptowcnozzs for children.

The Administention Jooks forward o working cooperatively with Congress in e bipartisan

way to pass bold walfare reform legislation this ysar. The Administration has. however,

serious concerns about 2 number of features of the Chalrman's mark which appesr to

undermine the values 10 which we are all comminted, ‘e Administration seeks 1o end

" welfare 83 we know it by promuting work, family and responsibility, not by punishing poor
children for their parents” mistekes. Welfare reform will only succeed if It successtully

“moves peopls from wolfare to work.

Work

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the ceutral gosl of welfare
roformn must be work. That is still our goal: People who can work cught o go to werk ond
eamn b paycheck not o welfore check. The Administrution belioves that oo adult who is sble
10 wozk should receive welfare foc an unfimited tme without working. The Adminisgrauion
belicvey that from the first day someone comes onto welfare, he or she should be required t©
pam:xpm in job search, job plecement, education, or training needed to move off welfare
and invo 2 job quickly. Itis gowmmmt’: responsibility to hslp ensure that the critical job
placement, texining, and child care sarvices are provided. Individusls who ave willing 10
work should have the opporunity o work and not de arbimarily cur off asiswnce.
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The Admlnistration therofore has serious concerns sbout the Chalrman's mark before j-ou:

o It eliminates requirements that recipients participats in job search, educstion,
work or training 85 o condition of receiving welfare, and ends any
responsibility of state wejfare sysistns to provide sducation, training and
placerornl servies o meve ecipients from walfare 1o work. The proposed
legislation effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by
President Ronald Reagan in 1984,

o The pzowwd fegislarion includes only minimal and usenforceable
reguirgments than reelptens work. The bill requires only that perrens on the
rolls for more than 2 years engage in “work astivities” logsely defined by the

. state welfare bureaucracy, rather than a real work requirement. The proposed
participations siundemls wne very luw  Io many ways, ¢ work mqukemmm
mzmmmmmmmwmw

o The proposed leg{slatwn provides no assurance of child care to fecipients who
work Of are preparing to work--even if & state requires them to participate. ht
. offers na promise of child carc for thase whn ltave welfare for work or for
those who could avoid faihng onio welfare if they hiad some help with child
ware. While i iepeals provisious of eaisidug law tat provide fusding for child
care, this bill is silent on whether any additional funds will be availsble for
subsidized child care fot low incoroe working families.

¢ The proposed legislation mpea}s the current rule that anyope who leaves
wellae fur woik caa iawive Medicsid Jor au aduisiviad year W s e
transition. This would further reduce health coverage and make it harder for
people to move from welfare 0 work.

o The proposed legisi;zicn would deny all cash assistance o furnilies which have
" rooeived assistance for mere tai five yeacs, oven if the adult o the family
unshie to find a Job or prevented from bolding a job because of {lness of the
reed 1 care for a dissbled family member. Children would be seriously
jeopardizad aven if their parents connot find sny work.

The Adiinisication supports an alternative approach that woukd gemtinely transform the
wellere systeoim i » wansitvual sysien focused on work. It would have strict requirements
for recipients 1 panicipate in. and ciear :espembﬂmu for states to provide, education,
training and placement sssistance: it would have serious tims Himits afer which work would
be required; it would ensure that children would not be left alone when parents were working
" Yy providing ssxisance for child care; and & would put parents to work, oot jost cut them
off,
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Pucestul Rexponsibllity

The Aﬁmimmﬁon believes that welfare reform nhoulﬁ recognize the mpons;‘bimy and
encautage the invalvemen?, of both parents in their children’s lives. The Administrution
considers child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reform, particulary -
because it seids 3 <t Tssage (v young people sbous the resporuibility of both parents to
support their children, The Administration was plessed that you had agreed 10 add child
suppon enforcement to your weifare rmformn bill, and sorry that your proposals are not yet
part of the bill now under consideratinn  The Administration looks Yorward to working
closely with you on this isyue in the coming weeks.

. ¢ The only child support provision included in the Chairman's mark is one
which allows states to reduce payments to children for the first 6 months if
patcrnity bas not beeo legally extabivtied, . This provision seemss taetfocmal
and unfair. Even if & mother fully cooperstes dy giving detalled information
identifylng G fadir and iy povsible locatlon, and even if the e s ailigem
in pursuing the father, i can casily take & montha o get paternity legally
cxtablished. There is no reason why the child should be punished during this
period.

The Administration believes (hat it miakes far wure seuse (© deny berefhis cudrely 10 any

parent who refuses {0 identify the father o w cooperate in locating him. However, once the

mother has done all she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the state ought o be
eapecied to esmblish paternity withis ane year.

The Administration belicves that the welfate systew should cosourage (he Tormation and
support of two-parent families. The Administeation is therefore concerned aboat an
impertans omission iit tbe proposed lcgisiation:

¢ The proposed legislation repeals the roquirement that states provide cash
assistanss to two-parent families where & parent is uvemployed or unsble 1o
work. It aliows swaes 1o discrimingts against married, two-parent families by
treating single-parent families better than two-parear families.

The Administration supports a8 spproach that both encoursges the formation of two-parent
familics and mskes sure thet both parents take responsilility for childien i a1l vasey,

Teen Pregusncy

Thc Admimistration and the American peoploc agree that the bost seform of welfsee would b
10 keap people from peeding it in the first place. Welfare roform must sond & very strong -
message 1o young peopie that they should not get prognact or tather a ¢hild until they sre

reedy and able fo care for that child. and that if they do have children, they will pot be sble

3
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i eaape e cbhgaaom arud rogponsibilites of patenthood. We must be &pcclal!y .
comcersed abous the well-being of the children who are born o young mothers, since they
are very likely to grow up poor.

The Administration therefore has serious concems about the bill before you:

¢ The proposer! legisiation would deny al} federal cash benefiu for zighteen
years 1o any child born t© an unmarried mother under 18, a5 well as o the
parent. This provision appears 1o punish childsen tor their entire childhood..
18 ycars--fat the mistakes of theit pamtts

) 'l‘ku: pmposed legisiation does not require that wen mothers live at howme, stay
in school, and identify the child’s father. It weakens requirements in currein
low, and may make the prospecte for mother and child even wone,

o - ‘The proposed legisiation establishes only minimal expeciations for siaws o
provide services to unmarried parents, and provides no additional funds o
suppont therm.

Ths Adrministration supports an alernative approach that would require minor maothers to Hve
at home, stay 1 school, make progress toward self-sufMiclency amd identily tic father of the
chifld. The Administration also supports & natioml campaign to prevent teen pregrnancy. Itis
time 1o enlist parenss and civic, religious, and business leaders in & conumunity based strategy
w s § clear messags about abstinesce and responeible paremting.  The Adwvinistrition alen
SUpPOIs & Kate opiton to ot increase benefits for children bom to mothers on weifare,

State Flexibitity with Accountability

The Administration embraces the crestivity and responsivensss of sutes, and the ,
oppornities for real reform when states have the fexibility w desigo and administer welinre
pmgm@mwﬁamwmumqmcmmmmmmm Already this
Administration has granted waivers to nzarly half the stetes for welfare reform
domongteotions. Neational walfare refarm should embody tha values of work and
responsidility in 3 way that assuzes taxpsyers that federal money is belng spemt prudeatly and
eppropristely, ot reform to succeed. the funding mechunisms fur welfare should not put

children or siates at risk in times of recassion, opulax!em Increase or nzqswd;z::abia growth in
© demand.

In this context, the Admi:zistraiion has serious concenis about the pwpawd legislation:
o The spending cap in Wi poposed legislution makes no ellowanges for potential

growd: in the need for cash assistance becavse of economic downturn,
population growth, or unpredictable emergencies. It could result in states

4
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ruauing out of money before the eud of the year, and thus having 10 turn away
working familizs who hit 3 "bump in the rosd” and apply for short-term
assistance. It could preciude staes from mws:lng in job plecemnent, in work
programs, in sducation and waining, and in mppom for wo:kmg

o im prepmd lagisiation cemoves the wquzmm that states motch tedersl
" funds with their own state funds.  With none of their own money st risk, states
will hawe many fewer incentives to sperd the funds efficiently and effectively
& Inprove performunce and increse self-sufficiency.

o ‘The propased legislation provides virtaally no sccountabitity. There are ne
incentives for gobd performance and virtually o penalties for failure. There s
no provision for the recovery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error.
‘Fhere are no roechanisms for ensuring thint states are actuslly spending the
money on needy children rather then o state bureaucracies, or for monitoring
whether tederal money 1 bemg used (0 help parents gain seif-sufficiancy,
require work, and enforce parental responsibility. Indeed the federal
government is forbidden from taking any meaningful sieps to ensure program

© porformance and accounmbilty,

‘The Admitistrstion supports proposals which significantly increase state fexidblity but aiso

ensure accountability for schieving natiorm) goals. The Administration sepports & funding

mechaniun that wili pot put children and states ot risk down the rosd, and that ensbles states

W suscend in moeving poople from welfare to work and in suppenting working families, The

Administration has significant doubts abowr tve ability of a pure dlock grant fanding
mechansm to mqumly prozect m children and states.

Protoction of Thildren

The Administration recognizes that the proteciion of children Is the primary goal both of cash
‘gssistance programs and of child welfare and child protective services. Cash sssistance
programs assist femilies to care for children in their own homes. Child protection services
help tweo ohildren who are abused or neglettad or at ek of abuce by their parerty and whe
peed gpecial in-home services or out of home placements to assure their safety. Strengthening
families, amt where appropriale, preventing removal of children from thelr homes gre also
key goals of chuld protzction services. There are problesss in a number of sreas,

’I’be Ieswlatwe pmpomls that m& refcrm cssh assistance have a pumber of provisions that
would put vulnerable children at groaier risk.

o  As nowd above, the legislation would deny cash sssistance to children of
: unraarvied minor mothers for their entire childhood, o childrea dom while the


http:USill/lncc.1D
http:tcI.'-.lU

1D:202-395-6148 FEB 13'95 0:36 No . 003 P08

parent was on welfare, and © chikitren whose parent had recelved welfare for
snore than five years, whether or ot A joh was available or the parem was
unable to work. The funding caps sould have tha effect of denying cagh
wsisiaiws W shildion wlhien siales used up teir allocated Funds, for whatsver
reasons, Uhilgren in Jow income working families, who may be foroed onto
sl wsaistmpe @ thnes of economic downturn, covld be most sffected.

&xmc cai’ thcsc Chliiirc{% :cmld well come into a systers of child pmtccnm srvices (har is
siready setipusiy overburdened snd that is falilng 10 provide the most essemlal services.
Reporied child maitrcatracat and out-of-home placements have both been ineressing sharply.
Many siate systems are in xuch distrexs that they have been placed under judicial oversight,
The proposed lsgiclation responds to these inereasingly serious problems by consolidating
exisung programs that protect children into » block grant with pominal feders! aversight.
‘the Agministration has serfous concers about this approach.

o The praposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs &t a Ievel
considerably lower than buseline projections. This could lesd to uninvestigated
malieatnenr reports, and to children being Joft in unaafe bomes with miaimal
services, It couid 2180 seriously hamper atate efforts o improve tsir child
abuse preveption snd child predection systems.

o The proposed legisiation eliminates the adoption assistance programs, snd
leaves It up to watcd whether ey wiil significantly sustain the subsidies thu
enatie many special nzeds chilkdven w find permancnt twines atxd whethwr they
wiil henor commitments to those adoptive families that pow receive subsidies.

o The proposed legislation virmslly eliminacss fedesn] monitoring and ,
sceountability mechanisms, It makes it impossible for the foderul governmant
1o ensure the protection of chlidren.

o The proposed legislation is silent on the formula for sliacating funds 1o the
sates. Bociuse of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child
prutsction, it is hand to imagine o formula that would pot dissdvaniage oider
scates Dt have beex beavy gpenders, o soates thet ame vnly beglondug w
improve their systems,

Substantial improvements need to be made in the child protection system and in the faderal
rolc in ursimoing that syseern, The Adminisuation suppoers & careful and thoughtfu! review

of the programs before actions are jaken thet miyld serivinly Jiaiu miltions of vulncrable
children.

Mmammﬁm io dncp!yttwblcd by the c!zaagea propowé in the program detigned 1o

§
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help disabled children--SSL

o The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SSI benefits for children, with
: the exception of » small group of children cwrrontly receiving bemefits. Within
$ months, over one hundred thousand disabled childeen would lose eligibility
for 881 benefis—-some would lose medical proction a8 well. Apd in ths
funire no child, no matier how disabled, will be eligible for any cath bcmﬁzs
for SSI, except if cash benefils prevent them from having to be

institutionalized. These proposals appear w pecalize parents who wre

determined fo care for their child no matter what the economic consequences
for the family. SSI recipients are among the neediest amd most vilnerable
children, in the poorest families.

o  Some of the monay saved (¢ put into & new block grant for services 10 disabled
children, which would reguire the creation of & new state bureaucracy w
decide on sppropriuiz services. This ides is untested, and no on¢ knows what
tmpact it will have on the most vulnerable of children and the parents who
care for them. The § year cut off in AFDC for all persons along with the
slinainuiivn of S8 vl &n dwmblsd childies may Izave these chilidoon
sxtremely valnerable,

The Adminisiration sees the peed for curefl reform in this area, with i potential for serious
“harm o extuemely vulnerable children. Last year the Congress established a Commission on
Childhood Disability to look inte these issqes in consultation with experts foom the National

Acaderny of Sciences. The Commission will provide its report to the Congress later this
year. The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time undl this
bipartisan commission, following & thorough review of all aspects of this m’ipazwn program,
has un opportunity to make mmen&a&om

Benefits to Legal Immigrants

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens shoula oot be eligidle for government
welfare support,  But the blanket prohibition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are oot
yoi citizsng ie too broad. These legsf immigruntz are required th pay taxes: many sarve in the'
armed forces, apd contribute to their communities. The Administration strongly favors &
more focused approach of holding spansors aczountable for those they bring ino this Couutry
and makinig the sponsors’ commitment of support a legally bimding contract.

in summary, the Chairman’s mark espouses goale for the reform of welfare-work, parents!
responsibility, prevention of teen pregnancy and state flexibility—-that the Administration and
(e Aragrican people share. Bui the tundution of geamtal guals inte specific legisiation
thissos e ok in fundarasmal ways. The proposcd Iogisistion falls 1o crnct serious work-
tased reform. It aeither holds state bureaucracies accountebie por cushions state wxpayers
‘against recession. It puts caillions of children a1 visk of <erious harm. Thete are altemative

7
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approxches to reform that echieve our mutual goals in far more wmuunwe and accouniadle
WAYS. :

The Administration reiferaics ity committent 1o real va:}fam reform angd ::s ﬁwrc 1o wark
cooperatively with Congrest to achieve it.
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VIEWS LETTER: DRAFT

(ﬂtm WTIting (o express the adudnistoation's views an the Chairman's mark on wetfine reform
legistation under consideration of the House Wuys apd Means Subsommitige un Humian
Resowces,

The administration shares the commitment of the Congress and the Amencau people tu real
‘ welfare refarm that emphasizes work, parestal responsibihity, state Hexibility with accountability,
and the pratection of children  Last year we submitted s bald welfore refrm bill which empbodied
these values, The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, It imposed tough work requirements
while providing epportumities fov education, training, child care and suppons 10 working people
Ttincluded a stringent set of child suppon euforcement provisions. 1t $aid 1o wep wothers that
they would have to Ive at howe, stay i school and ideatify the baby's father. It incresseq state
Hexdbifiry without sucrificing accousiability  And i maintained a basic strecture af protections fn
children,
@’ look forward to working cooperatrvely with Congress is a bipanisan way to pass bold welfine
reform legislation thiy year (Wohave, however, serivus conccins about a sumber of features of
the Chariman's merk which appear to undermine the values to which we are all conunitted. Tl
whninistvtion Sealis 4o cnd wtfo, ay 1t b M warke, Guiby
Work “nih mum;‘-;‘u N wot 'bj Pwi-vja.‘wu; pooe children “|’Lc.{i- R’ Miskml ) d
Wil redorm wEL only Foccreh 16 AT maves proghe Frowa wilfor. Yo wovl.
Vor vears, Republicaus and Democrats alike have agreed that the contsal goal of welfare reform
must be work., That is still our geal: People who can work ought 1o go (o work and eam a
paychech not a weifare check. beleve tist o adult who is sble to work should recetve
welfure for an uolimited time without :orking. Peleve that feom the Srst day someoue Cotes
. s . . ok Pt ey L g,
onte welling, they should be required to participate in job seu:ch:_@&zeaiwn, or lraining @“J‘-ﬂ
nesded to move them off welfaire und 010 a job quickly. It is goveramcut's respoasibility to help
easwe that the critical job placement, truining, and child care services are provided. Andepa-

paady-itmnivd ] e sy g diE e G Seer RO G- R NG r.“ﬁwg 15 Work,and.ne

“'Udi _'E E"ik;ﬂi;a Tméfm&mdwam 2; iimfﬁ:_
- pportindy to

t}ac:efore huve serious concerns sboul the chairman's mark befure you, paorK.e

o Hgliminates requirements that recipients mnmcdiately participate i work or
training as u voudition of receiving welare, and eods any responsibility of state
walfare systems 1o provide education, traiming and placement services 10 move
recipients from welfare to work, The propased legislation effectively repeals the

bipanisan Family Suppon Act sqgscd-brkem*d-&ﬁg&n—g 148N,

o 'the proposed legistation meludes only mipiud sod tomhiess requirments that
recipicnts work. FhoughThe bill requircg tifat persons on suoré than 2 years

-
e
&
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@ The proposcd legislation provides no assurance of child care 0 recipisrts whe
work or are srepartag (0 work--gven if » state roequires tiem to panticipate.
offers no promise of child care for those who leave wellise {or work nor 1o those
wha esuld avord falling onto welfare if they had some help with child enre. While
% repesls provisions of existing law that provide finding for child carc, this bill i3
silent on whether any additions! funds will be available for subsiligd child care (o

Tow income working families /Ofher proposals tmder considerality by
fznngrcss appear to cut child care funding even from its current madeguate level.
haJﬁﬂ«
o The proposed legislation repeals the current rule that auyone who leaves wellare
for wonk can recesve Modicaid for an additional year to ease the transition. This woild fdlar
-appereats raduce bealth soverage and make it erorerather-tharrdess fkedythor
somespe-ars mMove from welare 1o work. Wnarder fov Drapla ko

o T‘hc proposed legislation would deny all cash zs_lszazzw o fanilies which have
ecelved assistance for more than tive vears, even W the adull ip the family is wmable
to find » job or prevented from holdiny « job because of dllness or the need to care
for ¢ disabled family member. Childres swould be serionsly jeopardized cven if
thelr parems cannot fnd any work. '

We Support an alternative spproach that would genuinely traustorn the welfire system into a
tFinsitional system focused on werk, Towould bave stiict requirements for recipients to
pariiipaie i and ¢lear responsibities for states to prawvide education, tralnmg amd placement
sszistance; i woull have sertous time honts after which work would be required; & would eosure
that children would not be le# alone when parenty wers workmg by subsidiziog child care; and it »
woudd put pare wurk, not just eatthe-door:, -

puld put parents to 'umﬁ@.&w#@-

Parental Respousibility

The adninistration believes that swelfare reform should rggngnize the responsibility and cacowage
tite mvolvement of both pa.r;m.{s i thetr children's tves, sonsider child support enforcement
to be an tegral part of welfare reflorm, particularly becguse it sends a Stropg message 10 voung
people sbout the responsibility of both parcuts to support thexr chifilrea. @ vure pleasad that
you have agreed 1o add child support en(brooment o your wcsf‘omz bill, and sorry {hat your

pioposals are not ¥t part of the bill now under Sonsiderstion, ook forward to working
closelv with you on s iIssue w the coming weeks, .

The enly child support provision included thug far is one whuch allows stites 1o reduce payments
10 children for the fust ¢ months i paternity bas not beep legally established. This provision

~
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seems nefloctual and wnfair. Even i mother fully cooperates by giving detsllad wformation
identifving the father and his possible location, and even if the state s dillizent v pursuing the
father, 3t can casiy take § months to get pateruity legalty cs{abﬁshcd‘@:see po reason why
shonld the child be puntshed during this period.

@c)beiisvc it vishes far more sensc to deny beuefits entirely to ay purent who refuses to Wepnfy
¢ father or to cooporate li locating hine. Onoc the mother has done all she can, the family
shwuld qualify for aid, and then the state ought to be expected 1o establish patcruity within onc
yedr.

coptinuation of two parent famibies { Weare therelore concerned ahout an imporiant owission m
the propfrosed legislation

2

The administration belioves that the v é re systews shewd encourage the formation and

o The proposcd legslation repesis the reguireanent that states provide cash
assistance o two patent fumilies where 8 parent is unemploved or unuble 1o 'wortk.
Tt allows states 1o discriminaiv againgt married, two-parent Furdlics by treating
sugle parent familics bereer than two parent familics,

o/ support an approsch that both encourages the furmation of two-parant fareilies and makes
sure that hoth parents tuke respopstbility for childeen w all cases.

"f"‘ o~ ?‘{bé‘n‘{“ﬁ {M&

hud the &mamaﬁ peopm agrcc a%zaf lhe ivest r&fvrm nf‘ waﬁare

.”::-:'.".". iy ’ i
- _‘ %f&r&lﬁam sem‘i 4 \fery sirong me Q*‘- ‘f“.f vouug people

that they shoutd ot S5L4750% ey ue ready and able to care for d that if they

TV W E T 3. R

do have cluldren, they will pot be b e 10 escape the obligations and responsibilities of parenthood.

Adshe-seme-time, W ius bc&&zwu}"&d about the well-being of the children wiho are bova 1o
YOung z:zethcr‘ B uatt “-u\ Gk, -n.&f P ist‘c\q i awwuf; ?:ara

5&23; etore bave serous converus abput the bill Defore you

o The proposed logislation would deny oll federal cash benefits for cighteen yeurs
any ¢hild bomn to an wniparied mother usder 18, as well gs (o the parent. This
Provigion appears o puush e ch il(ﬁf?r their entire childhood-- 13 years--for the
mistakes of e-arder paranls.

> (RO

o The proposed legslanon does ot requirs that teen mothers live 4t hoine, stiuyinge
in school, aud ideatify the father. Ad-web-i muy make the prospects for mother
and child even worse, T wedaans reguiveimadte tn ot o and

3 *
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© The pmposed legislation estublishes only minupal expestativns for states ty
provide services to unmamied pateats, and provides no additional funds to suppon

them,
’ lI)P(?ﬂ au altenative approach that would reqnire mingy wodiers o live at Eii} Stay Iy
hoo!l maks progicss wward ssitsuthiciency and deatity the father of the ‘*h*;‘i sU »
; e £5:5 5 it 1% %‘&M..

mp;zon 3 proanties nationsl camy mgu 10 I}?ﬁf\'tn fpen pwg:zazmy :
ko NN GielS) Cpur g commuuity based siateiy -

cr:zk}j 4 send aclear message ahout abstmﬁm,e aud :espcmgzbie parcnting.
[
&Em; N

! g i

stute Flexibility with Accountability

The Administration enihraces the cresbivily aud rosponsivencss of states, and the oppertunites fur
real reform when states have the Hexibility o design and administer wellire programs that are
tallored (o thelr unigue coamustances and needs, %Zrcadv@&aw granted. w:m'cxz to neafig zalf
the states for weltare reform d%ﬁtmtwﬁi h - - bt :
wants Rational welfare reflorm Crnbodibs the w.laes ot weri aud wspan Q:bzhzy‘,smw i~ & way

-ﬂu?r ABSerees asauaw sderal money 15 banig spent prud z%y and appru;;mtely Wﬂ‘ﬂ%&%

: Gehdeeshorthe Rimding mechanisms for welfare should 2 : chldicn ue‘é-szmc%n

times of recession, populution s HISLCRSY OF uzzpredu,ta%}k graseth 1o détand,

ftlisromextfvghave serious concemns about the ynoposed legislation:
¢ The spending cap in the proposed iegéiazimn makes no allowances for potential
growth in the nped for Cash ﬁm»aﬂuw because of ceonomae downturm, popualation
growth, or unpredicptap! emergencies. Tt could reswt in stales numing out of
money belure the end of the year, and being forced 1o dg}{r}: t %}ww bt {ef‘ 18 19
naedy famibes, It could preclude states froms wvesting n‘a-a&%&ﬁmy B wark
prograsus, i sducation and Lr;zinj.ug,[%é in supponts for working famihes.

o The proposed iegishation removes the requirement that states watcl federal funds
with thelr own slaic funds  With nonc of ther own mioney at #isk, states will have
many tewer incentives to spendd the funds efliviently and effectively to lnprove
verlosunace increass sclf-sufficiency. '{Lz;, st e oGl

‘f’&"iw&w Ax«{é-{i'a.:m-gl!ouﬁ 1 Wﬁ“"m\f’&a

the revovery ef NS palfi out ﬁ“auélﬁ’ltuﬂ} or in arror, T}wre are no
mechanismes [ ensaring thai staies ae mma:b s;zcﬁdmg tize TUGREY On mted} . M"'g’
cluldren rather than state bursaucracies, Wes - R s S Y

o b M‘ meaey 1s beiug used to help parents gaiu :,fz§§~5uﬂ:1<:2w-.,\r rcqzme wmk azzd
MML[%L-J'LU- .
fedornd
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entorce parental responsibibry. Indeed the foderal government is forbidden from
taking any meanmgful steps 1o ensure program performance aud sccountabibity,

will vt g bl Um ok e

! e % Fs
(;,41; wn&
$llppori propasals which &n’weasz, state flexabtliny byl also cneure .}ccommhmt‘y for achzcvmg
sations! goals. tppert atzzzzfimg zz:zcahamss:aihat : da-ferth-nsyitp-needs
:}M R Arirrimg ?Q?L‘ pr-. lul.‘.&wt‘ko

Md{-" ‘-P \)“)&thﬂi

Protection of Children

The Adnunistrapon recoguizes that the provection of children s the pripary goal both of cash
assislapey prograwms apd of child welfare and child protective scrvices, Cash assistance programs
assist familics to ¢wre firr children in thetr owe bomes. Child protoction services belp those
children who are sbused or neglected or st-risk of abuse by their parents and who need special in
howe seevices o1 out of home plscewmats to assure their safety. Strenpthening families, and where
appropriate, preveatmg removal of children from their buies are also key goals of child
protecrion services, There are probicms in o mumber of areas:

cnid of Benefits to Children og AFDE
The legislative proposals that would reform cash asiszancc have a gumber of provisions that
would put volooeable chddren at greater osh.

o Aswoted above, the legislation would deny cash assistance to children of

unmarsied wusor mothers for their entire childhood, to chuldien bora wiile the

parenl was an welfare, and to children swhose parent bad received «elfare for more

than five yeas s, whether or not 2 job was available or the pareut was unable to

work. The hunding caps could have the elfest of deayiug cash assistance o

children when states used vy their allocated funds, for whatever reasous. Children

in tow ncome working fumifies, who may be forced onto cash assistance i times
/ of econemie devwnturn, could be most affected.
Clold Protective Services
Some of thess children could well come inta a systens of child protection services that is already
seriousdy overburdened and thet is failing to provide the rost essential s4ervices. Repurted child
maktreatment and cutenf-home placements have both heen increasing sharply. Many state systems
are in such distress that they have been placed waider judicial oversight. The proposed legislation
responds to these increusicgly senous probicms by ceasolidating existing programs Hhat project
children to a hlock grant with neminal federal oversight. The administration bas serious
converns about this approach,

CLINTON L 1BRARY DMOTOGODY
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The proposed legislation caps spending for child protection programs at x level
congiderably fower than bascline projections. This could lead to uninvestigated
malirestmment reports, and to children beiny left in unsaft homes with micimal
services. It could also seviously hamper stute efforts to improve their child abuse
prevention and child prolection systems.

The prapased legislation climinates the sdoption assistance programs, and leaves it
1p 1o states whether or oot they will significantly sastain the subsidiey that cnable
wany special needs childres to fud pernancat bovaes and whether they will hoaor
commitments to those adoptive fumilies that now reveive subsidies,

The proposed legistarion vivrually eliminates federal mowitoring and accountability
mechanisms. It aakes it mpossible for the federal guvernment 1o ensure the
protection of children.

The proposed iegaslation is stiont on the fonmula for allocating funds to the Mates.
Hecause of serigus imbalances among the states in spendiug on child protection, it
is hard to imagine a formula that did not disadvantage either states who bave beon
heavy spenders, or states which are only beginning to mprove their systems,

@Ig’mﬁmﬂgxi;szaﬂtial pmprovementsnced to be made in the child protection systew and in the

federsl role i oversecing thet system. We suppurt » carcll aud thoughtful review ufthe
pogiams before actions arc taken that iFight serfousty harm millions of yninerable childien.

Denial of Benefits to Disabled Children on 8§81

re deeply troubibed by the changes propascd  the program desigied to help disabled

thiddrom.-SSL

u

The groposed legiclation essemtially climinates 881 bencfits for childrep, with the
exception of 8 small group of children cwrrently recetving benefits, Withia 6
months 125,000 1 175,000 disabled children would lose al} $8] benefits--some
would Jose Medical pretection a3 well--without sny methed of appeal or
reconsideration. And in the fulure uo child, se matter how disabied will be cligible
for any cash benGis for 881 except i cash benefits prevent them fom baving ro be
mstitutionahized. These appe;‘zrg’ to penshize parents whae are determmsed to care for
thetr <hild no matter what the economic consequences foy the thnnly. 8381
reciplemts are among the neediest and most vainerably of ow citizens, o the
pooicst farakies

Some of the money saved is put 010 a new block grant for services to disabled
chitdren, which would require the creation of 2 new state bursaneracy 10 decide on
appropriate services, This idea ixuntested, apd no oue kpows what impact it will
have on the these the most vainerable of children and the parents whe care (v

G
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thew. w?rh‘:nflgie & year cut off m AFDC for all persons along with the
climinstion of 87 cash for disabled childien way leave these children extrersely

valucgable.

The Adminstration sees 1 in this area, with i15 potenuial {01 serivus hago to
- sxtremely vulnciablz children. Last year the Congress established 3 Unmesssion op Childbogl

Disatnliry to look juto these Bsues, The Commdssiog is seheduled 1o report later this yoar. (We

beliove prudence suggiests that we should wawt until ths bipﬁs:m conunission ha: % oppornmity

10 miake recommandations, i
~ o Yok gL

Beuelits vo Legal Immigraats . “‘"*‘.,, Laagally
$§J’ong1§* believe that illegal alielis should not be aligible fof yoverament welfare suppont.

s-atodsoubled by-the-moglros-simed-atJeesH i xgtf{}zgly favur holding

sponsors accountsble fur drrde they bring it thas coultry, (But the blanker prombition of ol

benefits to legal burmgrants who are 10t yer citizens seoiss tou broad. These legal inmigiants are
required to pay taxes, to serve n he ammed forces, and contribute to thelr comuninities. {Jnder
ths bill a veteran who works and pays taxes for miany vears and beoames disabled would be
wmable 10 qualify for SSIor Medicaid. This seoms exticme and z_m.fhir) W fsvor i o Timired

approach facussed on spousor responsibility,

o S L bl
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