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FEB I 3 1995 

The Honorable E. Clay Shaw 

Chairman, Subcommittee on HUman Resources 

Committee on Ways and Means. 

u.s. House of Representatives 

Washington D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

This leuer expresses the Administration's views on the Chainnan's mark for welfare refonn 
legislation under co~ideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human 
Resources, 

Tlte Administration shares the commiunent of the Congress and the American people to real 
welfare refonn that emphasizes work. parental responsibility, state fiexibility, and the 
protection of children. Last year. the President submitted a bold welfare refonn bill, the 
Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, which embndied these values. It imposed tough work 
requirements while providing opportunities for education. training. child care and supports (0 

working people. It included a stringent set of child support enforcement ·provisions. It 
required each teen mother to live at home, stay 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 looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congre~s in 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 dJ.at appear to 

. undermine the values to which we are all committed. The Administration seeks to end 
welfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibilil.y, 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, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that tha central goal'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 a welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult who is able 
to work: should receive welfare for an unlimited time without working. The Admini.stra.tion 
believes that from tha frrs! day someone cOmes onto. welfare, be or she should be required to 
participate' in job search. job placement. education, or training needed to move off welfare 
and into a job quickly, It is government's responsibility to help ensure that the critical job 
placement. training, and child care services are provided, J~ividua's who are wining to 
work should have the opportunity to work and nor be arbitrarily Cut off assistance. 
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The Administration therefore has serious concerns about the Cbaimlan's mark before you: 

o 	 It eliminates requirements that recipients participate 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 frtl"l!l welfare to work:. The proposed 

legislation eff""tively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Aet signed by 

President 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 tban 2 years engage in "work aclivities" loosely defined by the 

state welfare bureaucracy. rather than a real work requirement. The proposed 

participation standards are very low. [0 many ways. the work requirements 

are even weaker than those in current Jaw. 


The proposed legislation provides no assurance of child care to reCipients who 
work or are preparing to work---even if a state requires them to participate, It 
offers no promise of child care for those w~o 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 is silent on whether any additional funds will he available for 
subsidized chIld care for low income working families. 

o 	 The pr~pOSed'leglslat1on repeals the current ruie ·that anyone who leaves 

we~fare for work.can receive Medicaid for an additional year to ease the 

transition. This would further reduce health care coverage and make'it hard,er 

for people to move from welfare to work. . 


o 	 ·The proposed legislation would deny aU cash assistanee to Wnilies that bave 

received assistance for more !ban five years, even if the adult in the family is 

unable to fmd a job or prevented from belding a job because of illness or the 

need to care for a disabled family memher. Children would he seriously 

jeopardized even if their parenlS cannot find any work. 


The Administration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transform the . 
welfare system into a transitional. system fneused on·work. It would bave striet requirements 
for recipients to patticlpate in and clear responsibilities for states to provide CducatiOD, 
training and placement assistance; it would bave 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, nOl just cut them off; 
and it would ensure thet children can expect support from two parents .. . . 
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Parental Responsibility 

The Administration believes that welfare reform should recognize the responsibility and 
encourage the involvement of both parents in their children's lives, The Administration 
considers child support enforcement to be an integral part of welfare reform, particularly 
because it sends a strong message to young people about the respooslhilhy of both parents to 
support their children, The Administration was pleased that you had agreed to add child 
support enforcement to your welfare refonn bill, and sorry that your proposals 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 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 6 months to get paternity legally established, 

There is no reason why the child should he punished during this perind, 


The Administra~ion believes that it makes far more sense (0 deny benefits entirely to any 
parent who refuses to identify the father or to cooperate in locating him. However, once the 
mother has' done aU she can, the family should qualify for aid, and then the State should 
establish paternity within one year. 

The Administrat:on believes that the welfare system should encourage the formation and 
suppon of two~parent 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 requirement that states provide cash assistance to two-parent 

families in which a parent is unemployed or unable to wod<. It allows states 

to discrimin.ate against married, two-parent families by treating single-parent 

families better than two-parent families, 


, . 
The Administration supports an approach, that both encourages the fonnation of two-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 lVould be 
10 ensure that people 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 until they 
are ready and able to care for that child, and that if they do have ctUldren, they will not be 
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able w escape the Obligations and responsibilities of parenthood. We must be especially 

concerned about the well-being of the children who are born to young mothers. since they 

are very likely to grow up poor. 


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

o 	 The proposed legislation would deny aU federal cash benefits for eighreen 

years to any child born 10 an unmarried mother under 18. as weU as to the 

parent. This provision appears to punish children for their entire chHdhood~~ 


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, 


o 	 The proposed legislation establisnes only minimal expectations for states to 

provide services to unmarried parents. and provides no additional funds to 

support them. 


The Administra~on supports an alternative approach that would require minor mothers to live 
at hOIl!e. stay in school. make progress toward self-sufficiency, and identify the father of.the 
'child, The AdministraUon also supportS a r)ationaJ campaign to prevent teen pregnancy,' It is 

, time to enlist parents and civic, reHgtous, and business leaders in a oommunity based strategy· 
to send a clear message about abstinence and responsible parenting. the Administration also 
supports a state option not to increase benefits for children born to mothers on welfare. This 
decision should be made by the state, not the federal government, 

State Flexibility wltb Accountability 

The Administ.rntion embraces tlte creativity and responsiveness of states. and the 
opportunities for teal reform when states bave the flexibility to design and administer welfare 

..progiams tailored in their unique circumstances and needs. AJready this Administration has . 
granted waivers to nearly half the states for welfare reform demonstrations. National welfare 
reform snould embody tlte values of work and reSponsibility in a way that assures taxpayers 
that federal money is being spent prudently and appropriately. For reform to succeed•. tlt. 
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 tlt. proposed legislation: 

o 	 The spending cap in the proposed legislation' makes no allowances for potential 

growth in the need for easb assistance because of economic downturn. 

population growth. or unpredictable emergencies. It could result in stateS 
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rurming out of money before the end of the year. and thus having to (urn away 
working families who hit a- "bump in the road" and apply for shorHerrn 
assistance, It could preclude states from investing in job placement. in work 
programs. in education and training, and in supports for working families. 

o 	 The proposed legislation removes the requirement that states match federal 

funds with their own state funds. With none of their own money at risk, Slates 

will have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and effectively 

to improve perfonnance and increase self~sufficjency. 


o 	 The proposed legislation provides virtually no accountability, There are no 

incentives for good performance and vinually no penaities for failure. Tbere is 

00 provision for the recovery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error. 

There are no mechanism.s: 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 p ....ntal responsibility, Indeed, the federal 

government is forbidden from taking any meaningful steps to ensure program 

performance and accountability, 


The Administration supports proposals !hat significantly increase state flexibility but also 
ensure accountability for achieving national' goals. The Administration supports a funding 
mechanism lhat wilt not put chiidren and States at risk down the road, and that enables states 
(0 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 gram funding 
mechanism to adequately protect both children and states, 

Protection of Children 

The Adminlstnltion recognizes !hat the prorection of children is !he primaJ:y goal both of cash 
assistance programs and of child welfllre and child protective services, Casb a.ssistan<:e 
programs assist families to care for children in their own homes, Child prorection services 
help those childmn who are abused or neglected or at risk of abuse by !heir parents and who 
need special in-home services or out of home placements to 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 problems in a number~of areas, ' 

Denial o(.BenefilS to Qlildren on AFDC 
The legislative proposals !hat would cefonn casb assistance have a number of provisions !hat 
would put vulnerable children at greater risk, 
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o 	 As nmed above, the legislation would deny cash assistance to children of 

unmarried minor mothers for their entire childhood. to children born while the 

parent was on welfare. and to children whose parent had received welfare for 

more than five years, whether Of not a job was available Of the parent was 

unable '0 work. The funding caps could have .he effect of denying cash 

assistance to children when states used up' '~eir allocated funds, for whatever 

reasons, Children in low income 'r'0rking families, who may be forced onto 

cas~ assistance in times of econol11ic downturn, couid be most affected. 


Child Protection Services 
Some of these children could weU come into a sy'stem of child protection services thal is 
already seriously overburdened and that is falling 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 to these increasingly serious 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 uninvesLigated 

maltreatment reports. and to children being left in unsafe homes with minimal 

services. It cOuld also seriously hamper states' efforts to imp'rove 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 fmd pew.nent homes, and whether they 

will honor commitments to those adoptive families that now receive subsidies. 


o 	 The proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and 

accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal government 

to ensure the protection of children. 


o 	 The proposed legislation is silent on the fonnula for allocating funds to. the 

states. Because of serious imbalances among the states in spending on child ' 

protection, i. is hard to imagine a formula that would not disadVlllllage either. 

states lliat have boon·heavy spenders, or states that are only beginning·to 

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 • careful and though.ful review 
of the programs before actions are taken that might seriously harm millions of vulnerable 
children. ~ . 
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Denial of Benefits to Disabled Children on SSI 
The Administration is deeply troubled by the changes proposed in the program designed to 
help disabled children--SSl. 

o 	 The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SSl benefits for children, with 

(he 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 WQuid lose medical protection as well. And in the 

future, no child, no matter how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits 

fOf SSI. except if cash benefits prevent them from having to be 

instirutionalized. These proposals appear to penalize parents who are 

determined to care for their child no matter what the economic consequences 

for the family, SSI recipients are among the neediest and most vulnerabJe 

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 to 

decide on appropriate services. This idea is untested. and no one knows what 

impact it will have on the most vulnerable pf children and the parents who 

care for them. The 5-year cut off in AFDC for all persons along witil the 

elimination of SSI cash for disabled children may 'eave these children 

extremely vulnerable. 


The Admi.nistratlon sees the need for careful refonn .in this area, with' its potential for serious 
hann to 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 Commission will provide its report to the Congress later this 
year. The Administration believes prudence dictates waiting for this short time until this 
bipanisan commission. following ~ thorough review of aU aspects of this important program, 
~as an opportunity to make recorrunendations. 

Benefits to Legallmmigrnnts 

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government . 
welfare support. But the blanket prohibition of all benefits 10 legal immigrants who are not 
yet citizens is roo broad, and would shift substantial burdens to state and local taxpayers. 
These legal immigrants are required 10 pay laXes. Many serve in the armed forces, and 
contribute 10 their communities. 'The Administr.ltion strongly favors a more focused 
approach of holding sponsors accountable for those !hey bring irito this country and mal<:ing 
the sponsors' commilmem of support. legally binding contract. 
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In summary, tile Chainnan's mark espouses goals for the reform of welfare--work, parental 
responsibility. prevention of teen pregnancy and stale tlexibililY~~lhallhe Administration and 
the American people share. But the translation of general goals into specific legislation 
misses the mark in fundamentaJ ways. The proposed legislation does not represent serious 
work:~based refoml. It does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it does not 
require everyone who can work go to work. It neither holds stale bureaucracies accountable 
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious 
harm. There are alternative approaches to refonn that achieve our mutua) goals in far more 
constructive and accountable ways. 

The Administration reiterates its commitment to real welfare reform and its desire to work 
cooperatively with Congress to achieve it. 

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

A similar letter was sent to Representative Harold E. Ford, 

~7 

Donna E. ,Shalala 

cc: Members of the Subcommittee on Human Resources 
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Summary of the Shaw Welfare Proposal (February 10) " 

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANT TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES 

• 	 Block Granting of AFDC:- Eliminates all existing statutory language on the purposes, 
administration and requirements of the AFDC. JOBS and EA programs and replaces (hem 
witn a block grant to states. Eliminated. for,example. are provisions on individual 
entitlements, fair hearings. state financial participation. consistent standards of need, who in 
rhe family is eligible, and statewide program availability, Separately. states would be 
required to operate. chUd suppan, child protection,and foster care and adoption programs. 

• 	 Funding: The block grant would be $15.355 bililon for each year from 1996 through 2000. 
Administration estimates show that this would save approximately $13 billion over 5 years. 

• 	 State Allotment: The block grant money would be a capped entitlement to states. Each state 
would be allotted an amount equal 10 their average 'proportion of AFDe spending for 1991 
through 1993" 

• 	. Rainy Day Fwlds: States may pur unspent amall'nes of block grant funds into a rainy day 
account for years when more money is needed, AmouniS above !20% 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 horrow from and must pay back 
within 3 years. 

• 	 Work requirements: AU recipients on the roUs for 24 months (including recipients currently 
on AFDC) would be required to be in a work activity, unless under' age 20 and enrolled in 
school. For'most states, this implies a participation rate of 40% or more. By statute a state's 
total work participation rate would be set at 2% in 19% and would rise to 20% by 2003. 
Educational and training services would be allowed but not required. No definitions for 
standards for work activity are provided. Child care would nO( be guaranteed. 

• 	 State Flexibility: States would determine all rules relating to benefit levels and eligibility 
criteria. States may pay benefits to interstate immigrants at the level of their original state for 
up to 12 months. States WQuld be allowed to transfer' up to 20% ~- or :30% -~ of the funds to 
other block grants. 

• 	 State Requirements: Benefits must be used to serve families with a minor chHd, States are 
required to submit annual data on several measures and must submit to a bi~annual audit. 
Additionally. under provisions from title IlJ of [his act. state sodal service agencies would be 
'required to provide the name and address of illegal aliens with children '? the INS. 

• 	 Prohibitions on States: States cannot use federal bJock grant funds to provide benefits to: 
(1) famities who have been on the rotls for 5 cumulative years; 
(2) Individuals that are receiving 551 or OAA (current law); 
(3) non·citizens (except refugees and/or aged non-citizens who have resided in the U.S, more 
than 5 years); 
(4) minor mothers with children born ol.lt~of~wedlock; 
(5) children born while On AFDC (i.e .. family cap); and 
(6) families not cooperating with the slate child enforcement agency or who have not assigned 
to the state the thUd's claim rights against non<ustodial parents (current law), 
(7) Additionally. beginning 1 year following the enactment of the bill, states must pay a 
reduced benefit to children whos~ paternity is not established. The amount and duration (for 
up to 6 months) would be determined by sHite's. 



Welfare Rerorm Mark-up Summllry - ('(;n{illut'd 

• 	 Penalties: If an audit determines that funds were Spelll inappropriate to the legislation. the 
misspent amounts (;an be withheld from future- payments 10 the state. Failure to provide 
required performance rnna would be a 3% reduction state annual grant. Failure to participate 
in Income Eligibility Verification System results in a penalty of 1 % of state annual grant. 

• 	 nme Limits: AFDC would no longer be an entitlement to individuals, States would be 
prohibited from using federal block grant doJlars to provide benefits to a family that has been 
on the roUs 5 years. Since states determine all rules relating to benefit levels and eligibility, 
they could establish any time limit. 

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

TITLE lI: CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 

• 	 Block Grant for Child Protection Servil.~es! The ~urrent open~ended entitlement program 
for IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance Program and the lV-B Child Welfare Services 
program and Family Preservation and Support program, along with a number of discretionary 
program~ 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, 
$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 would be $5.7 billion over 5 years. 

• 	 State Allotment: The block gram would be a five year capped emitlemenf to the states using 
(not yet specified in biU), 

• 	 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 011 

reporting of abuse and neglect and acting on those reports, 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. 

.. 	 Purpose and Use of Funds: States may use funds in any manner they so choose to 
accomplish the purposes specified in the law, . The purposes are identifying 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 famllies in providing 
proper protection and nurturing their children; providing foster care; makinJipimely decisions 
about permanent living arrangements; and ~ntinuing evaluation and improvemenl of child 
protection laws. regulation.. and services, Twenty percent of the funds can be transferred to 
the block grant under Title 1. the Social Services Block Grant. [he food and nutrition block 
grant, and the Child Care and Development Blod< Grant. 

.. 	 Penalties: If a required audit finds that states have tlsed funds not consistent with the law, 
funds are to be withheld the following year. However, not more than 25 percent of a 
quarterly payment can be withheld. Also, the annual grant will be reduced by 3 percent jf 
states fail to submit within 6 mOnths the required data report. 
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Welfare Reform Mark-up Summary - um,irl/,l/tl 

• 	 Child Protection Goals: States are required to protect children, investigate repOrts of abuse 
and negtec! promptly> have permanency planning in plJ:ce for children removed from their 
homes and dispositional hearings wilhin 3 months of a fact-finding hearing. and oUI-of-home 
placements reviewed every 6 months unless the child is already in a long term placement. 

• 	 Citi:zen Review Pnnets: States are required to establish ciliz.en review panels for each 
metropolitan region thal is broadly representative of {he community and meets at least 
quarterly. The panel is 10 review specific cases to determine state compliance and make a 
report available to the public. 

• 	 Data CoUection and Reporting; Annual Siafe dala repons are required (0 be submitted to 
HHS that includes basic aggregate data on the numbers of children abused and neglected. in 
foster care, that received $t!'Viees, and otber similar iufonnatioD. States must also provide 
data measurtng their progress towards the goals 1n Ihe law and a summary response to the 
citizen review panels findings and recommendations. The Secretary of HHS issues an annual 
report of this data and provides it to the public, 

• 	 Limitation an Federal Authority: Other than what's specified in the law, the Secretary 
cannot regulate the c<;*nduct of states or enforce any provision of the law, 

TITLE III: RESTRlCfING WELFARE FOR ALIENS 

• 	 NonCitizens ]neligible 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 immunizations. 
and several educational and training programs, States would be allowed (0 use state resources 
to provide other benefits to noncitizens at stale option. 

• 	 Exceptions: Noncitizens over 75 (who have resided 1n the U,S. at least 5 years) are eligible 
for benefits. Refugees are eligible for benefits for up to five yeats after the date of their 
arrival. Other noncjriuIlS currently living in the U.S. would become ineligible I year after 
the enactment of the provisions and wouJd receive notification of their ineligibility. 

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

TITLE IV: SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME REFORMS 

• 	 Denbo of Benefits to Addicts: Individuals with a primary diagoosis of drug' or alcohol 
addiction would no longer be eligihle for SSI or Medicaid. (Note that the "primary 
diagnosis" criteria is different from the current "DA&A" definition (hat requires that the drug 
or alcohol addiction be "material to the finding of disability." Only about a third of current 
DA&A recipients have a primary diagnosis of alc~holism or drug addiction.) 

• 	 SS[ Restrictions to Disabled Children and Medical ScM'ietS BJoek Grant: Cash benefits 
would be restricted. Children wou1d amy re;:eive cash benefits or new medical services based 
only on the medical listing criteria, not the individual functional assessment. Currenl SSJ 
children recejving cash benefits because of a disability under the medical listing would 
continue to be eUgible for cash, but children not already under SSI will only re;:eive cash 
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Welfare Reform Mark-up Summary -- coroinued 

payments if they are institutionalized or would be in an institution if the cash paymeru did not 
exist. Children considered disabled but neit eligible for cash benefits will be eligible for 
additional medical services under a block granL This block grant would be an entitlement (0 
states for authorized medicai and non-medical services to those children who qualify (those 
children eligible for SSJ cash benefit or who are not eligible for cash but are disabled due to a 
condition in the medical listing). ' 

~1, 
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PRELIMINARY ANALYSIS 

Budgetary Impact of Sbaw Welfare Proposal 
8udge1 Outlays 

FedenII Expenditure! on Baseline Programs 
l'r<sident's Budget Baseline EstImates: Budget Outlays 

FYI994 FYl995 FYI996 FYl997 FYl998 FY1999 FY2000 

AFDC Benefits $12,390 $12,423 $12,896 $13,444 $13,991 $14,532 $15,081 
AIDC Administration $1,637 $1,694 $1,758 $1,819 $1,884 $1,948 $2,012 
~.mergeney Assistance $S06 $792 $922 $1,006 $995 $1,038 $1,101 

ODS $839 $937 $943 $957 $952 $958 $9S7 

ToUIl Federal 
Outlays $15,372 $15,846 $16,519 $17,226 $17,822 $18,476 $19,161 

, },
!B1ock Grant 

Expendit...... $15,355 $15,355 $15,355 i $15,355 $15,355 

'yearly Savings $1,164 $1,871 $2,467 $3,121 $3,806 

'Cumulative Savings $12,429 

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

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

12·Feb-9S 



SUMM)nY BUDGET TABLE POR 

SIIAW CIIILD PlIOTECTION BLOCIC GRANT 


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

Notes: 

1~ FY 1994 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 1995 as, a consolidation of three programs: the 
Emergency Protection Grants Program; the CAPTA Community-Based 
Prevention Program; and the Family Resource and Support Center 
Program. The FY 1994 level reflects the sum of the levels for 
the three consolidated programs.. 



BUDGETARY IMPACT OF StfAW CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL 
ClJflsnt law estimates as compared to proposed block grant: Outlays In $ ml1Qons 

13-Feb-95 FY 1994 FY1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 199B FY 1999 FY i!OIlO >-yur 
Actual estimate Baseline Baseline Baseline BaseH.e Baseline TOIlIl 

lV-E Fo~er Care 
IV-E Adoption A"'lstance 
IV-E lrulopen_t UYing 
IV-B Chlld Wellar. Services 
IV-B Family PreservallonlSuppot'I 
IV-B R.......ch am! Demonstral!<>n 
IV-B Training 
CAPTA Commun. Family Resource Program 
CAPT A S11It. Grants 
CAPTA Dlscrt1llonary 
Family Violence Prevention and ~ce$ 
Social ServiceS Research 
iAbandoned Infants 
AdopUon Opportunities 
Family Support Cents ... 
Family UnlflC8t1on Program (HUD) la 
Missing and exploited Children (DoJ) fa 
Chlldran'. ·Advocacy Centor. (DoJ) I. 
Pr0$8£!!l1on gt Child Aby .. IDoJ}la 
Totel, Child Wallare programs 

Shaw BIod< Grall! Level Ie 

iDiU8f8l1CS 

Percent lost-_.. 

$2,655 $3,118 
314 407 

61 71 
287 304 

I 67 
5 6 
4 . 4 
7 10 

17 22 
12 16 
24 28 
10 15 
12 15 
10 12 
3 10 

77 76 
7 7 
2 3 
1 ~ 

53,489 $4,192 

$3,506 
475 

70 
301 
148 

6 
4 

29 
·23 

15 
32 
15 
14 

13 
7 

78 
7 
3 
~ 

$4,749 

$4,145 

-$604 

-13% 

$3,740 
519 

70 
30B 
212 

6 
5 

31 
23· 
15 
34 
15 
14 
13 
8 

81 
7 
3 

~ 
$5,107 

$4,308 

-$799 

-16% 

$4,090 
562 

70 
318 
237 

7 
5 

33 
24 
16 
35 
16 
15 
14 

9 
83 

7 
3 
g 

$5,544 

$4,471 

-$1,073 

-19% 

$4,411 
80B 

70 
328 
253 

7 
5 

34 
25 
17 
36 
16 
16 
14 
9 

86 
8 
3 
g 

$6,006 

$4,631 

-$1,375 

-23% 

$4,884 
658 

70 
338 
263 

7 
5 

35 
26 
17 
37 
17 

$20,891 
$2.822 

$350 
$1,592 
$1,112 

$34 
$24 ' 

$1$2 
$120 

$81 
$173 

$79 
16 
15 
9 

56 
8 
3 
g 

$76 
$69 
$43 

$418 
$37 
$16 

a 
$6,498 $27,905 

$4,7891 $22,344 

-$1,709 -$5,561 

FY 1994 figures are actual outlays. All other Fjgures are based on Administration baseline projections. 

la Assumes an funds outlay In the year they afe appropriated. 



Comparbon of Alternative Arne Block Grant DistrJbution F<>nnul.a$: 

State Winners and Losen Ruultm, (rom AUocatlnt Block Grant Funds 

Based on the Avuqc F~I Payments to States FY 1"1 to FV 1"3 
VtrtUS the FY 1m Distribution or Paymtnts 

Granl AJJocatiOIlState Grant Allocation "'-, 
FY94 Distribution 

WINNERS 

Micl>1,pn $842 $744 $98 13% 

P<nn&y-" $64, $591 $S2 .% 

CalIf...... $:I,m $:I,SO? $" 1% 

Mamcbu.se'" $476 $439 $37 S% 

New lersey $3.8 $369 $29 8% 

WlscolUln $»1 S3{)< $27 9% 

Okblboma S167 S141 $27 19% 

Illinois S561 $S3S $26 S% 

K<n1U<k, SI91 SI68 $23 14% 

Loub.... $169 $149 $20 13% 

MInn,,'" $273 $255 $18 7% 

MaIn. $87 $73 $14 19% 

Mlulufppi $87 117 Sll 14% 

Sou1h Carolina $I0l $93 $10 10% 

Georgia S324 $316 $8 2% 

T......... S178 SI7l S8 5% 

Ob" $712 $7(l4 $8 1% 
Ne_ SS3 $47 $6 12% 

NonhCarollna $l84 $279 $S 2% 

,- St28 SI13 $S 4% 

Vermont $48 $44 $4 9% 

c.an«!lcut $22t\ S223 $3 1% 

$S8 $SS $3 5%"'....... 

Wyoro.ll:lg $23 $20 $3' 14% 

Utoh m $69 $3 <% 

W"'V!rpda $109 $101 $2 1% 

$218 $217 $2 1%1Ifar1Imd 
$24 S21 $2-- '"
-- S21 $21 31 6% 

.,;. " 

' .• ~tl on Py 1994 Sxpenditures provide4 by (be Office of P'mancial Mlnq:ement. Administntion fur 

Cblldrtn aNI Familics. -Expenditures Include APDC benefits. administration. E.mcTgMC)' Assistance. and JOBS• 

•• NBS/ASPS llitaft' preliminary estimaW based upon material provided by Chaimwl Shaw to House Way. &. 


Muns members. 
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Comparison of Alternative AFDC Block Grant Distribution Fonnulas: 

State Winners and Losers Resulting from Allocating Block Grant Funds 


Based on the Average Federal Payments to States FY 1991 to FY 1993 

Versus the FY 1994 Distribution of Paym~nts 

Grant Allocation 

LOSERS 

New York 

Florida 

T.... 

India.. 

New Mexico 

Arizona 

Hawaii 

District of Columbia 

Kansas 

Alabama 

Puerto Rico 

Virginia 

Colorado 

New Hampshire 

Nevada 

Rhode Island 

Idaho 


Guam 


Alaska 


Oregon 


Washington 


Mootana 


Virgin IsIaads 

$1,914 

$492 

S409 

$172 

$95 

$192 

$80 

580 

589 

$80 

$74 

51~7 

5H2 

$33 

$28 

$81 

$25 

$8 

$59 

$162 

5386 

S40 
$3 

Grant AUQClItion 

$2,183 

$532 

$442 

$202 

$ll6 

5208 

$92 

$90 

$98 

589 

$82 

5154 

5117 

$38 

533 

586 

530 

511 

$62 

$164 

5387 , 
$41 

$4 

($269) 

(m) 

(m) 

(530) 

($21) 

(SI6) 

(512) 

(510) 

(510) 

($9) 

(SS) 

($6) 

($6) 

(55) 

(55) 

($5) 

($5) 

(53) 

(53) 

($2) 

(51) 

(51) 

':($0) 

Change 

-12% 

-7% 

'-8% 

-15% 

-18% 

-8% 

-13% 

-12% 

-10% 

-10% 

-10% 

-'1% 

-5% 

-14% 

-15% 

·6% 

-16% 

-30" 

-5% 

-1% 

.()% 

-2'" ..,,, 

-1'1;, ' 

• Data on FY 1994 Expenditures provided by the Office of Financial Manageme:ot. Ad.ministmion for . 
Children and Families. Expenditures include AFDC benefits, administnltion,"Binergency Assistance. and JOBS. 
*.. HHSlASPE stmf preliminary estimates bMOd upon nu.t.e9a1 provided by Cllairrnan SbawJO House Ways &. 

.... '~.Means members. 

(continued) 
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TabJeThree 

Hypotbdic:allmpact In FY 1994 if.an AFDC Bloclt Grant ProvWon SimUar to the 

Shaw Welfare Prosposat Had Bun Enacted In IT 1990 Using Funding Levels Bastd OQ the 
Dtstribution of Federal Arne Payments to Stales In F\"85-87 

$6, 

$28 

$58 

$4l 

$2.106 

$68 

1131 

S!6 

$54 

$196 

$HU 

$1 

$43 

S18 

$514 

$115 

$Il2 

$55 

SUS 

$129 

$6S 

$127 

$288 

$794 

$199 

S66 

$149 

$61 

$204 

551 

$3.461 

SIll 

$221 

$2l 

$87 

$527 

S303 

$11 

189 

$28 

S511 < 

SI% 

$118 

$94 

SlS6 

$136 

$72 

$206 

.$42' 

$704 

$247 

$67 


$199 


c ...... 

($19) ·23$ 

($,,, -54% 

(5146) ·12$ 

(19) ·18% 

($l.35S) w)9" 

($45) -40$ 

($90) -41% 

($3) ·31$ 

(5l'1) ·39% 

($331) ..,,' 
(5122) -40% 

($10) ·90% 

($46) ·52$ 

(SIl) ·3711 

($4) ·1 " 
(S81) -41% 

(S6) ·S% 

($39) -41" 
($41) ·26% 

(18) -6% 

($8) -11 " 
($79) ·39% 

(SI42) ·33~ 

$90 13% 

($49) ·20% 

($2) ·3% 

($$0) ·2S% 

NoteS: 
.. The uble estimates the FY 1994 r.w:.ai impacts of an AFDC Block Grant. assuming implementation 
of the gran! in FY 1m, Total fimc1ins avail&ble to states is frozel\ $10.030 billion- 97,$$ of 
FtdenJ AFDC payments to State$: in FY 1988. The StAte Irani equals 1be peroenttge or1be l'lerage 
Swe gralllto una' Federal payments to sta!e$ between FY85 and FY87, This. $imutates the provisions 
inthe Shaw wtlfare proposal. 

U To avoid ~rstlulng the effect of a biock it.nt, the fY94 Amount does not include JOBS cApenditures, 

••• FY94 Expenditure data provided by OffICe of Financial Managemmt Admini.str1tion for Chitdrtn and Fami 
•••• HHS/ASPE $litff preliminary estimates based IlpOrt mattrial Pl'O'Iided by Chlirtnan Shaw to House Ways. 

\ 
Means memberS. 
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Tabl(! n\r~e (con'd) 

Hypothttitalllnt*f In IT 1""11 aD Aft)(; Bl«k GAllt PrcIt'l$ion SirtlJJar to the 

Sha_ Wdlarlt Prcspo;W Ha4 Been EnleUd In fY 1990 Unn, Fumtinc Ltvtb Butd OIl tbt 

DlstrtlruUon of '~~FUC 'Paymt:D1.s tq Stu.'et In FY8U7 

(Amount! in millions of dollars) 

"'"" 
Block Gram: FV&S.8'1A__ 

17.5*., FV8S fUDClfDa 

FY94 ActUII.I"'-- DIll"''''' a....,: 

""...... 
Ntvllda 

Ntw HamJllbire 
NltwJemr 

""w Me.dco 

Nil. York 

Nonb Cuolma 

ortb Dakota: 

OhIo 

0 ......... 

Onlqn 

mmylvlCill 

.......,ro.. ....."""" 
_ean.u.. 
_""'It 
"'""'" .... ..... 

v ....... 

"...........w_ 
w... _ 
~.... w,._ 
.... 

- $42 

$10 

,J< 
SU2

,,'
$1,299-
$138 

.>< 
$:52' 

"0,., ..., 
, '" 

'" .M 
SIS 

'" -
$188 

'" 
'" $I 

, $125 

"" $&, .,,. 
-

$10 

$10,030 

:146 ($4) 

." (521) 

$37 (m) 

$352 ($90) 

SHa ($12) 

12,1311 ($839) 

$266 ($128) 

521 ($&) 

1610 ($14l) 

Si27 ($$6) 

$U6 (166) 

$551 (SU6; 

$7J ($5l) 

'" ($11) 

m ($7) 

"" 
, 

,S6) 

"69 ($81) 

"" (Sl29j 

166 ($'8) 

'" {$IO) 

$2 (53) 

$141 1$22) ,,,. ($1'1) 

SlOt {$t7} 

$28 • ...,l9 ($9) 

UU70 ($4."" 

-

" 

·t05 

~705 ..,. 
-26'..,. 
-"'. 
....%' 

·315 

<lit. 

"'.. 
...,. 
.:Z1 ,; 

-"0 
.",,, 
-a 
.2-7~ ..... 
·55'; 

-210 

·24'5 

-77. 
·155 

"". 
.!7~ ,,. ..,. 
·TI" 

, , 

No,": 

• 'l1H: Iabk ~ !be FY 1994 fiIcaJ impIctI of -In AFDC Block Omit. W!W.I:I.i:r!I lmpkrtlClll.ltioe 


of Ihe ,/'Ut ia FY 1990, ToW funding t'Vt.lllble It) Alti is fto:rcll. $JOi.l30 billioo- 97,'" of 

Fedm.I APDC PlYIDCDb It) Staia ill FY 19R&. The SI* Inn! eqt.Iab tbic ~e of Cite.~ 


SWe ,rut to lotd Fcc1ew paymtn(J 10 s:tlftl bctweett FY85 &lid FYI1. Thb dmuJu::s !he provmom 

i.Iube Shaw welflR proposal. . 


•• To .II'«Iid onrmq me cffec:l of l hloclt.gnnt. tbic FY94 Amoulll dOO$ ftOIl.nclude JOBS c~. 


.... FY94 ~irun: d:ltt provided by Office of F~MlDlgclnml. Mml.nistmitm ror ClWdml ano:l Familic$, 


...... HHSIASPS lWf prtl!m1twy C5tlmltes bued upon ndtcrill pmvJoed by Chaimwt Shaw (0 House WIYS &; 


MclJlS: mtruben. 
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Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FY2000 
Under Titles I & n of the Shaw Welfare Proposal . . 

Total 5 Y .... Total 5 Year Total 

Slate State Losses Slate Losses 5X~ 
Under Title I Uoder Title n State Losses 

(SI08) ($26) 

($61) ($14) 

($262) (553) 

($28). ($32) 

($2,241) ($923) 

($114) ($46) 

(SI44) ($62) 

($24) (S5) 


oCColumhi. . 
 (5154) , ($26)•
($585) (5129) 

(SI99) (S51)• 
($24) $0 

($127) ($12) 

($44) ($7) 

($268) ($264) 

{$299) ($117) 

($73) ($32) 

($119) ($39) 

$2 ($66) 

($7) ($71) 

$11 ($22) 

($160) ($95) 

($255) (S141) 

(S95) ($218) 

(SI21) ($65) 

$1 (SI6) 
(SI48) (S65) 



Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FY2000 

Under Titles I & II of the Shaw Welfare Proposal 


Slate 	 State Losses Slate Loss<s 5 Year 

Under Title I Under TItlell Slat. Loss.. 

($7) ($22) 


($52) ($7J 

Hampsbire 
 ($61) (SI5) 

Jers.y , 
 ($263) ($56) 


Mexico 
 ($200) 	 ($16) 
York ($3,690) ($887) 


Carolina 
 ($195):, ($51) 
($8) (Sl1) 

($491) ($219) 
(S33) ($27) 

($!37) 	 ($44) ($181 
,($176) 	 ($284)
" ($101) 	 $0Rico 

($84) ($19) 
($24) ($26) 

($7) ($7) 
($86) ($39) 

($4$8) (S171) 
($42) ($16) 
($16) (SIS) 

Islands 

Island 

($5) $0 
($140) ($36) 
($291) ($42) 

($68) (S!4) 
(S83) ($82) 
(SI) ($3) .. 

~ 

($843) 

Notes: ' 

•• Block Grant A1location for Title f is based on the percentq:e distribution to states as: listed in the 

Mark-up document of Feb, IJ, 1995, 10:13 am. • . 

•• Savings: from <:bild care block grant are DOt included.
*. Savings from Title n do nor include savings. from territories . 

.. This table does not include lmpa~~ of any rainy day funding, , 

... Estimates based on national growth rate$ azsume that state AFDC spending will. increase at the same rate 

as naiional AFDC spending, ' 

.. AU estimates of furore growlh based on AFDC Aewal Expenditures in FY94. ' 

•• Numbers in columns and rows may not add perfectly due to rounding. 
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STATE IMPACTS OF SHAW BLOCK GRANT PROPOSAL: TITLES I AND II 

The attached table illustrates the five-year changes in funding to each state under Titles I and 
II of the House Republicans' Block Grant proposal as passed by the House Subcommittee on 
Human Resources. The first column shows the' five-yeer reduction of funds to the states 
under Title I. Title I repeals AFDC and JOBS and replaces them with a capped block grant to 
the states, set at the 1994 level of federal'outlays for AFDC benefits, JOBS, Emergency 
Assistance and related administration. Over the five-year period, FY 1996 through FY 2000, 
federal outleys to states under Title I will be $12.4 billion less than current law projections as 
estimated In the President's budget proposal for FY 1996. 

The second column shows the five-year reduction of funds to states under Title II. Title II 
repeals the current open-ended entitiement for the IV-E Foster Care and Adoption Assistance 
program, the IV-S Child Welfere Services program, the Family Presarvation 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, faderal outlays to stetes 
would be reduced by $5.6 billion under this proposal. 

. 
The third column displays the combined impact of Titles I and .11. The block grant approach, 
as outlined in the markup materials supplied by the subcommittee, would reduce federal 
funding to statas by e total of $1 a billion over five years. 

Methodology 

TItle I: The state share of the block grant was computed by multiplying each stete's 
percentage of the total block grant (as stated in the February 13 Mark-Up document) by the 
amount oOotal funding available ($15.355 billion). 

, To calculate the projected losses undar Title I of the Republicans' welfare proposal, the fiscal 
year 1994 expendituras for AFDC benefits, administration, JOBS, and Emergency Assistance 
'were first trended to FY 2000. This was done by increasing each state's expenditures for 
these programs by the projected national growth rate in budget outlays_ Five-year costs 
were then computed by summing the total expenditures for each fiscal year from 1996 to 
2000. Since expenditures are higher than budget outlays, the expenditure data were scaled 
to reflect budget outlays. Five-year funding losses were determined.by subtracting each', 
state's projected five-year expenditures under current law from what stat~s would ,have 
received under the block grant during the same period. 

TItle II: The state share of the child welfare block grant wes computed by multiplying the 
total allocated for each fiscal year as specified in the markup documant by each state's 
percentage of the national FY93 child welfare expenditures. The estimate of each state', 
five-year change In federal revenUe under the block grant proposal was calculated by 
m,ultlplying the national filla-year total reduction In funding by the states proportion of FY93 
child welfare expenditures. 

http:determined.by
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t~E S£CJ'{£TARv OF Hf"LTH AND HUMAN SERVIcES 

"'A~"".Gl~. 0 t. 7(\111) 

FEB I 3 1995 
The Honorable E. Clay Shaw 
Chairman, SubcOIIUTlinee on HUIlWl Resources 
Committee on Ways and Means 
U.S. House of Representatives 

Washington D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: . 

This letter expresses the Administrafion's views on the Cbainnan's mark for welfare reform 
legisl.tion under consideration by the House Ways and Means Subcommillee on Human 
Resources. 

The Administration shares the commiunent of the Congress and the American people to real 
welfare reform that emphasizes work. parental responsiblUty, state flexiblHty. and the 
protecljon 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 
requirements while prOViding opporrunities for education, training, child care and suppons to 

working people. It included a stringent sct of child support enforcement provisions. It 
required each teen mother to live at home, Stay in school and identify her baby's father. It 
increased state flexibility without sacrificing accountabUity. And it maintained a basic 
strucrure of protections for children, 

The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress in a bipartisan 
,way to pass bold v,:elfare reform legislation this year, The Administration has. however. 
serious concerns about a number of features of the Chairman's mark that appear to 
undennine the values to which we are an committed. The Administration seeks (0 end 
welfare as we know it by promoting work, family and responsibility. not by puniShing poor 
children for their parents' mistakes, Welfare refonn will succeed only if it successfully 
moves people from welfare to work, 

Work 

For years, Republicans and Democrats alike have agreed that the central gQa! of welfare 
refonn must be work. That is still our goal: People who can work ought to go to work and 
earn a paycheck not a welfare check. The Administration believes that no adult wlto is able 
to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time without working. The Administration 
believes that from the flrst day someone comes onto welfare, he Or she should be required to 
participate in job search, job placement, education, or training needed to move off welfare 
and into 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 (0 

work should have the opportunity to work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance. 



The Administration therefore has serious concerns about the Chairman's mark bef~re you: 

o 	 11 eliminates requirementS that recipients participate 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 bipanisan Family Suppon Act signed by 

President 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 "work activities" loosely defined by me 

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 ilian those in current law. 


o 	 The proposed legislation provides no assurance of child care w recipients who 

work or are preparing to work~..even if a state requires them to participate, h 

offers no promise of child care for those who leave welfare for work Or for 

those who could avoid falling onto welfare if mey had some help with child 

care. WhHe 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. 


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 aU cash assistance to families that have 

received assistance for more than five years, even if the adult in the family is 

unable to find a job or prevente<t from holding a job because of iHness or the 

need to care for a disabled famity member, Children would be seriously 

jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work, 


The Administration suppons an alternative approach mat would genuinely transfonn the 
welfare system into a transitional system focused on work. 11 would have strict requirements 
for recipients, to panicipale in and clear responsibilities for states to provide education. 
training and placement assistance; it would have serious time limits after which work would 
he required; it would ensure mat children would not he left alone when parents were working 
by providing assistance for child care; it would pot parents to work. not juS! cut them off; 
and it would ensure that children can expect suppon from two parents. 
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Parental Responsibility 

The Administration believes that welfare refonn 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 people .bout 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 refonn biH. and sorry that your proposals 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 one that 

allows states to reduce payments to children for the first 6 months jf paternity 

has no. been legally established. This provision seems ineffectual and unfair. 

Even if a mother fully cooperates by giving detailad information identifying 

the father and his possible location, and even if the state is diligent in pursuing 
ilie father. it can easily take 6 months to get paternity legally established. 
There is no reason why ilie child should be punished during iliis period. 

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

The Administration believes that the welfare system should encourage the formation and 
suppon of (wo~parent famifies, The Administration is therefore concerned about an 
important omission in the proposed legislation: 

o 	 The proposed legislation would encourage the break·up of famBies by 

repealing the requirement that states provide cash assistance to two-parent 

families in which a parent is unemployed or unable to work. It allows states 

to discriminate against married. two-parent families by treating sing)e~parent 


families bener than two-parent families. 


The Administration supportS an approach that both encourages the formation of two-parent 
famiJies and makes sure that both parents take responsibility for chlldren in all cases, 

Teen Preflll'!'!CY 

The Administration'and the American people agree that the best refonn of welfare would be 
to ensure that people do not need it in ilie first place. Welfare reform must send a very 
strong message to young people that iliey should not get pregnant or father a child until they 
are ready and able to care for that child. and iliat if they do have children, they will not be 
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able to escape the obligations and responsibilities of parenmood. We muSt be especially 
concerned about the wen-being of the children who are born to young mothers. since they 
are very likely to grow up poor. 

The Administration merefor. has serious concerns about me bill before you: 

o 	 The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eight.en 

)lears to any child born to an unmarried mother under lB. as well as to the 

parent. This provision appears to punish children for their entire childhood-­
18 years-for the mistakes of tbeir 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 cu~nt 


law, and may make the prospects for mother and child even worse. 


o 	 The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expectations for states to 

provide services to urunsiTlcd parents, and provides no additional funds to 

suppOrt them. 


The Administration supports an alternative approach that would require minor mothers to live 
at horne. stay in school, make progress toward self-sufficiency, aod identify Ille falller of lhe 
child. The Administration also supports a national campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. It is 
rime to enHsi parents and civic. religious, and business leaders in a community based strategy 
to send a dear message about abstinence and responsible parenting. The Administration also 
supports a state option not to increase benefits for children bom to mothers on welfare" This 
decision should be made by the Stale, not the federaJ government 

State Flexibility with Accountability 

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of states. and the 
opponunities for real reform when stateS have lhe flexibility to design and administer welfare 
programs tailored to their unique circumstances and needs, Already 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 spen' prudently and appropriately. For reform to 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 legislation: 

o 	 The spending cap in the proposed legislation makes no allowances for potenlial 

growth in the need for cash assistance because of economic downturn. 

population growth, or unprediclable emergencies. It could result in states 
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",nning out of money before tl!e end of the year, and thus having 10 tum away 
worl<ing families who hit • "bump in the road" and apply for shon-term 
assistance. It could preclude states from investing in job placement. in work 
programs. in education and training. and in suppons for working families. 

o 	 The proposed legislation removes the requirement that states malch federal 

funds with their own state funds. With none of lheir own money a1 risk. states 

will have many fewer incentives to spend tl!e funds efficiently and effectively 

to improve performance and increase self-suffICiency. 


o 	 The proposed legislation provides vinually 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 tl!e 

money on needy children rather than on stale 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 frorn taking any meaningful steps to ensure program 

performance and accountability. 


The Administration supports proposals that significantly increase state flexibility but also 
ensure accountability for achieving national goals. The Administration suppons a funding 
mecharusm that wilJ 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 grant funding 
mechanism to adequately protect both children and stales. 

Protection of Children 

The Administration recognizes that the protection of children is the primary goa) both of cash 

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 neglected or at risk of abuse by their parems and who 

need special in--nome services or out of home placements lO assure their safety. Strengthening 

families. ind where appropriate, preventing removaJ of children from their homes also are. 

key goals of child protection services. There are problems in a number of areas. 


Denial of Benefits to l:hildren on AFDl: 

The legislative proposals that would reform cash assistance have a number of provisions that 

would put vulnerable children at greater risk. 
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o 	 As noted above, the legislation would deny cash assistance to children of 
unmarried minor mothers for their entire childhood, to 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 10 work, The funding caps could have the effect of denying cash 
assistance to chiJdren when states used up their allocated funds, for whatever 
reasons, Children in low income working families, who may be forced OntO 

,cash assistance in limes of economic downturn, could be most affected. 

Child f(Qlection 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 heen increasing sharply, 
Many 	state sy,stems are in such distress thal they bave been placed under judicial oversight. 
The proposed legislation responds (0 these increasingly serious problems by consolidating 
existing programs that protect children into a block grant with nominal federal oversighL 
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 uninvestigated 
maltreatment rcpons. and to children being left in unsafe homes with minimal 
services, It CQuid aJso seflously h.amper states' efforts to improve their child 
abuse prevention and child protection systems. 

o 	 The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption assjstance programs. and 
leaves it up to states whether they wiH significantly sustain the subsidies that 
enable many special needs children to find permanent homes. and whether they 
will hOf!or commitments to those adoptive families that now receive subsidies. 

o 	 The proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and 
accountability mechanisms. It 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 fonnula that would not disadvantage either 

states that have been heavy spenders, or'states that are only.beginning to 

improve their systems. 


Substantial improvemems need to be made in the C;hild protection system and in the federal 
role in overseeing thaI system, The Administration supportS. careful and thoughtful review 
of the programs hefore actions are taken thaI might seriously hann millions of vulnerable 
children. 
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Denial of Benefits to Disable<! Children on S5l 
The Administration is deeply troubled by the changes proposed in the program designed to 
help disabled children··SSJ. 

o 	 The proposed legislation essentially eliminates SSl 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 SSI benefits··some would Io;<e medical protection as well, And in the 

future, no child, no maner how disabled, will be eligible for any cash benefits 

for 5SI, except if cash benefits prevent tllem from having to be 

institutionalized. These proposals appear to penalize parents who are 

detennined to care for their cbild no matter what the economic consequences 

for the family. S'SI reCipients are among the neediest and mOSl vulnerable 

children. in the poorest families. 


o 	 Some of the money saved is PUt inw a new block grant for services (0 disabled 

chHdren. which would require the creation of a new state bureaucracy to 

decide on appropriate services. This idea is untested, and no one knows willu 

impact it will have on the most vulnerable of children and the parents who 

care for them. The S-year Cut off in AFDC for .11 persons along with the 

elimination of 5S1 cash for disabled chHdren may leave these children 

extremely vulnerable. 


The Administration sees the need for careful reform 1n this area, with its potential for serious 
harm to 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 Commission will provide its repon 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 imponam program. 
has an opponunity to make recommendations, 

Benefits to Legal Immigrants 

The Administration strongly believes that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government 
weJfare support. But -the blanket prohibition of an benefits to legal immigrants who are nOl 
yet citizens is too broad, and would shift substantial burdens to state and local tax.payers. 
These legal immigrants are required 10 pay taxes. Many serve in the anned 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 suppon a legally binding contrac\' 
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In summary, the Chairman's mark espouses goals for tho reform of wolfaco--work, parental 
responsibiHty. pre\'ention of teen pregnancy and state tlexibihty--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 legislation does not represent serious 
work·based reform. It does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it does not 
require everyone who can work go to work. It neither holds state bureaucracies accountable 
nor cushions Stale taxpayers against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious 
hann. There are alternative approaches to refonn that achieve our mutual goals in far more 
constructive and accountable ways. 

The Administration reiterates its commitment to real welfare refonn and its desire to work 
cooperatively with Congress to achieve it. 

The Office of Management and Budgel advises that there is no objection to the rransmitlai of 
this repon to Congress. 

A similar letter was sent to Representative Harold E. Ford. 

~1S~7 

Donna E. Shalaia 

cc: Members of the Subcommittee on Human Resources 
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Summary of the Current House Republican Welfare Proposal 
(February 11) 

TITLE I: BLOCK GRANT TEMPQRARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES 

• 	 Block Granting of ArnC: Eliminates all existing statutory language on the purposes, 
administl1llion and requirements of the AFDC, JOBS and EA programs and replaces them 
with a block grant to states. Bliminated. for example, are provisions on individual 
entitlements. fair hearings. state financial participation, consistent standards of need. who in 
the family is eligible, and stllleWid< prngl1llO availability. Separately, states would be 
required to operate child support. child protection,and foster cart and adoption programs. 

• 	 Funding: The block gI1IlO would be $15.355 billion for each year from 1996 through 2000. 
Administration estimates show that this would save approximately $t2.5 billion over 5 years~ 
The bJock grant is not adjusted for inflation and no state match is required. 

• 	 State Allotment: The block grant money would be a capped entitlement to states. Each state 
would be allotted a fIXed amount equal to their average proportion of AFDC and EA benefits. 
and administrative sPemting (..tleding JOBS) for 1991 through 1993. 

• 	 RaIny Day Funds: States may put unspent amounts of block gr.", funds into a rainy day 
account for years when more money is needed, Amounts 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 administered by the Secretaty of HHS that certain 
states may borrow from and, with interest. must pay back within 3 years, Eligible states are 
those with 3-month average unemployment rates in ex-cess of 6.5% and at least 10% higher 
than either of the previous 2 yeats. The maximum amount would be balf the annnaI 
allocation or $100 million. whichever is I.... 

• 	 Work requirements: A state's total work tJardcipation rate would be set at 2% in 1996 and 
would rise to 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 defmltions for standards for work activity au: provided. The Secretary c.an 
:reduce the block: grant funding by up to 3% for failure to: meet the annual participation 
standard. Child ..... would not be guaranteed. 

• 	 State FlexlbWty: States would determine aU rules retaring 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 calculate<110 _Iish the purpose of the bill. At the sam. time, the Secrteray 
is prohibited from regulating the conduct of the states or enforcing any provision beyond what 
is specified in the mark. States may pay benefits to interstate immigrants at the level of their 
original state for up to 11 months. States would be allowed to .ransfer up to 30% of the 
funds to other bloek grants. 

• 	 State Requirements: Benefits must be used to serve families with a minor child. States are 
required to submit annual data on several measures and must submit to a bi-annual aud:t, 
AdditionaUy. under provisions from title In of this act, state social servi<:e agencies would be 
required to provide the name and address of illega) aliens with children to the INS. 



• ProhIbitiom on _ ..: Slit.. cannot OR federal block grant funds to provide benefits to; 
(I) families who have been OIl !he roll. for 5 cumulative yem; 
(l) Individuals re<:o:iving 55! or Old Age Auistance (current taw): 
(3) llOn·<:itizens (except CA:rtain ",fugees in !he U.S. I .... than 5 y..,. and aged non..:iti.... 

who have resided in !he U.S. more than 5 years); 
(4) minor mothers with ehJldron born oul-m-wedlock; 
(5) children born while patenI is on AFDC or 10 parents who received welfare at any time 

during !he to month period eoding with the birth of !he child (i.e .. family cap). However, 
these families would be eligible for Medicaid: and 

(6) families not cooperating with !he _e child enforcement agency or who have nol assigned 
10 !he stat. the child', claim rights against non-custodial parenlS (current law). 

Additionally, beginoing I year following the enactment of the bill, awes must pay a reduced 
benefit (a fine) to children wbose paternity is not established. 'The amount of !he reduction 
(no, to exceed !he lesser of $50 or IS% of the monthly benefit) and duration (from at least 3 
months up to a maximunt of 6 months) would be determined by .tates. 

• Penalties: If ao audit determines that funds were spent m.pproprlately, !he misspent amounts 
can be withheld from future payments ta !he Slate. No single quarterly payment could be 
reduced by more than 2S %. Failure to achieve the required work participation rate would 
result in a 3% reduction of the state's annual grant. Failure to provide required performance 
dala wauld also result in a 3 % reduction. Finally. fallure to participate in Income Eligibility 
Verification System would result in a penalty of 1% or the state's annual grant. 

• Time LimIts: AFDC would no longer be ao entitlement ta individuals. Swes would be 
prohibited from using federal block grant dollars to provide benefits to • family that has been 
on the rolls 5 years. States could exempt up to 10% of the "",eload frotu this requirement 
However. sinee slltes determine all rules relating to benefit levels and eligibility, they could 
establish a time limit of less than 5 years for families to be on assistance. 

• Med!eald: Traositional Medicaid fur recipients who leave due 10 employment would be 
eliminated. Recipients of assistance would be eligible for Medicaid. Current recipients that 
beenme ineligible for aid would retain Medicaid eligibility. 

TITLE .11; ~HILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT . 

• 	 Block Grant for CbIld Proteclioo Seniees: The current open-<oded entitlement program 
ror W-E Poster care and Adoption Auistaoet: Progrant, the capped 'Iale entitiement.W·B 
Child Welfare Services program and family Preservalion and Support program, along willi a 
IIIII!Iber of discretiolW)l programs related to ehJld abuse and neglect, wouId.be consolidated 
inta a block grant to .lItes. 

• 	 FIIDdIng: The funding would be $4.145 billion in l'Y 1996, $4.308 billion in l'Y 1997, 
$4.471 billion in l'Y 1998, $4.631 billion in l'Y 1999, and $4.789 billion in l'Y 2000. 
Administration estimates .how that ",,"Iring ..vings would be SS.6 billion over 5 years. 

•. 	 State ADotmeul: The block grant would be • five year capped entitlement to the states based 
on !he amount spent by esch states in 1993. 
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'Welfare Rcr'lnn MIilk.-up SuIlll'lW)' -~ 

• 	 State Eligibility ror Funds: Slates musl provide HHS with information On how they intend 
to use the funds and provide a series of unifications ensuring that procedures are in place on 
reporting of abuse and neglect and' acting on those repons, for removal of children and 
plauing "'.... in safe and nutturing settings, and (or achieving pem1lUlent placement. Also, a 
declaration of a state's quantifiable goals 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 specjfi¢d in the law, The purposes arc identifying and assisting famj1ics at risk 
of abusing or neglecting their children; operating a system of receiving reportS on abuse or 
neglect; investigating families repnrted; assisting troubled families in providing proper 
protection and nunuring their children; providing foster care; making timely decisions .about 
permanent living arrangements; and continuing evaluation and improvoment of child 
protection laws, regulations and services. Thirty percent of die funds can he """,fmod to 
Ibe block grant under Title I, Ibe Social Services Illock Grant, die Food and N_ Block 
Grant, and Ibe Child eare and Development Illock Grant. 

• 	 Penalties: If a required audit frnds that a state has used funds in a manner not authorized by 
law, funds are 10 be withheld the following year. HQwever, not more than 2S percent of a 
quarterly payment can he wilhbeld. Also. Ibe annual grant will he reduced by 3 percent if a 
state fails to submit within 6 months the required data report. 

• 	 Child Protection Goals: States are required to protect children. investigate reports Qf abuse 
and neglect promptly. have permanency plans in place for ,children removed from their homes 
and dispositional hearings within 3 monlhs of. facI-finding hearing, and ou(-of-home 
placements mus, be reviewed every 6 mo~ unless the child is already in a long tenn 
placemcnt. 

• 	 Citizen Review Pands: States are required to establish citizen review panels for each 
metropolitan region !hal is broadly representative of die community and meets at least 
quarterly. The panel is to review specific cases to determine stale compliance and make a 
report available to the public. 

• 	 nata CoUdon and Reporting: Annual Stale data repnrts at. required to be submitted to 
nns !hal includes basic aggregate data on die rnunbe", of children abused and neglected, in 
fostet' care. that received services, deaths that resulting from child abuse or neglect, and other 
similar infofl'lUtion. Statts must also provide data measuring their progress in meeting the 
goals in the law and a summary response to the citizen review panels fmdings and 
r«Ot11Illet>dations. The Secretary of HHS wOuld issue an annual rcpo" Qf Ibe data and 
provide it to the public. 

• 	 IJmftati... on Fedend Authority: Other !han wbat's specified in lbel,w,dIe Secretary 
......1 n:guIate die conduct of states or enforec any provision of die law. 

1'JTLE In, RESTRICTING WELFARE FOR ALIENS 

• 	 NonCitizens Ineligible Cor Assistance; Under these provisions, except for the exceptiOns 
noted below, noncitiZens would be ineligible for most federal assistance prognlm$, However. 
adults and children would remain eligible for emergency medical services and immunizations, 
and several educational and training programs, States would be allowed to limit eligibllity to 
noncitizens in the same manner as under f¢deral law. 
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, Welfare Refonn Mark-up Summary _ CMtiIIutd 

• Excepti....: Norn;itiuns over 7S (who have ,..ided in the U.S. at least 5 years) are eligible 
for benefitS, Refugees are eligible fur benefits for up to five years after the date of their 
arrival, Current noncitizen rccipients would become ineligible 1 year after the enactment of 
the provisions and would receive notiflCatjon of their ineligibility. 

• Sponsorship: Spons<mhlp dOCUlllCnts would become legally binding until the noncitizen 
attained citizenship. 

IITLE 	IV: SUPPLEMENTAL SEC!JlUTY INCOME REFORMS 

• 	 DenIal or BeneDts to Addicts: Individuals whc;e addiction to aloohcl or drugs is m",.rio/ to 
the finding ofdisability would be made ineligible for SS[ and would also lose lheir Medicaid 
eligibility. Existing law regarding representative payee requirements for addicts and 
alcoholics, treatment requirements, monitoring and testing are eliminated for 5S) (but remain 
in effect for DI recipients). 

• 	 SSI Eligibility Restrictions Fer CblIdron with Disabilities: The individual fUoctioual 
as'es,menl (IFA) proees, for detenniniog eligibility would be eliminated and only children 
who meet the listings of impainnents would be eligible for the program.. Children currently 
receiving SSI by vi""e of an IFA detennination would be dropped from the program 6 
monlbs after enactmeIll, ,Cash benefits would be available only for children who meet the 
lisfings and are institutionalized or require the "full time attention" of a parent or home health 
provider: these children would also rec<:ive Medicaid benonts, Cash benefits would also 
continue for current recipients who meet the medical listings but not the 
institutionalized/otherwise institutionalized criteria. 

• 	 New Block Grant ror CblIdn:n with Disabilities: 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 grant. 'The block grant would be an 
entitlement to stales for authorized medical and non-medical services. S..... would choose 
which .ervices to provide, based on a list developed by SSA, States would not be allowed to 
offer cash, Stales would also decide which children received services; then: would be no 
individual entitlement. 
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IMPACTS OF TIll> CURRENT HOUSE REPUBUC.<N PROPOSAL 

BUllGIITARY IMPACTS 

.. 	 This proposal win result in federal savings of over $35 billion as funding for many fedc:ra1 progn.m.s is capped. 1'be 

pn:liminary estimates of five year savings for each provision is shown below: 


.. Tille [ Cash Assistance Bloci; Grant (Docs not include chUd eart repealers) •••••••••• $Il.S billion 

.. ntle 0 Chnd Protectioa Bioclt Grant ••• , .....• ~ ••.•......•.•••••..•..••• $5.6 billloG 

.. Title m RestrfdJng Wdfart' For Aliens ••••••••••••• ',' ••.•••••••••.•••••• $17.1 bWlon 
,. TItle IV Supplemental SecurIty moome Reform ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• NA, 	 . 

CllILDREN AFFECTED 

Cub Aui!tMW 
• 	 After five years of implementatlQll, states will DOt be able: to use federal fundi to support t.5 million childrm because 

they were hom 10 a young mOther, bom to current AFDC recipients, or were in a family that received AFDC for longer 
than five yean. 

.. 	 When t:his proposal is fuUy implemenred. swes. will nol be able to usc: federal funds to support 4.'s million to 5 mimeD 
cltUdren for the reasons stated above. The number of childrtn denied eligibility due to the four primary provisions 
denying eligibUiI)' are; 

.. Benefits demed to dtildrtn bom to umnarrltd motbers under 18 •• • • • • • • • • • • • •• 650.000 children 
,. Benefits denied to drlldrtn hom to etIt1"mt AFDC reclpitllts • ~ • • • • • • • • • • • • •• 2.2 mlUlon chlldru 
,. Stnel1ts de:rrled to families who hun m;elved AFDC tor two years or longer 7,3 mllliou dilldren 
.. Benefiu denied to famlUrs wOO han l"tlCeived AFDC tor five ymn or lODger ••••• 4.1 million dilldrm 

SSl Reforms 
... Sued on an analysis of 812,411 childml with disabilities wbo were determined eligible for SSI between February 1991 

and December 1994, 251,108 {31 percent) would lose all SSl benefits. It is po$$ibJe mat. if allowed, approxima.te:ly 
J03.ooo of them might be able to requa1iCy fot 55I by meeting <me of the listings. 

.. 	 If the current House Republican proposal had been in effect in 1991, 63 perceot (0 75 pen:ent of current eUgible$ would 
lose aU cash benefits; stales would have the discrettoD to serve them using blo<:k grant funds, 

IMI'ACTS ON S1'ATES 

Casb Assistance 
• 	 If the cumnt H .... Republican c.sh assimltce block _ bad been enacted in FYI990 and distributed fUnds """,nling 

10: FY1987-1989 spending levels, mtes would have received 28 pen:::ent ius funding Ibm W¢y received under current 
law. 

.. 	 rn moving from a distribUtion formula based on FY94 spending to one based on FYl991-FYl993 spending. New York 
I""" S269 million and Mielllgtn 8ains $98 _. 

awss Ptw:ction 
• 	 It the cumnt HOUle Republican cblld welrare block _, had been _ in FY1988111ing FY1981 kvel$ or funding, 

$WC$ would have received S9 pe:roenIlcu funding than they would have received under currmt law in FYl993. 

$51 Reforms 
• 	 State$ would receive block grutS c:omprised of 75 percent of the funds currmt1y paid directly to frunilies. States could 

choose which services to provide from a list issued by SSA. States would decide whicli chilthm to serve, . 

IMI'ACTS ON IMMlGRANTS 
. 

.. 	 The eurtent House Republican proposal wUl eliminate eligibility for approximately ~.S million tqat 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 Recipients 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 595,000 11.5% 

HOUSE REPUBLICAN PROPOSAL 

Required to participate in "work activities" 105,000 2% 
me: UJT IS on the JOb trammg~ 15 comrnuruty work expenence program 

HHSIASPE preliminary staff analysis based on 1993 Quality Control Data and 1993 JOBS Ponn 
108 Data 
13 Feb. 1995 



PREUMINARY ANALYSIS 

Budgetary Impact "r Shaw Welfare Proposal 
Budget Outlays 

Fed_ bpoodltuns on IIasoIIDe Programs
--'.lIudcet Baseline EstImates, IIudcet OutlaY" 

AFDC_ 

FYtm 

$12,390 

FYI995 

$12,423 

FYI996 

$12,_ 

FYlm 

$13,_ 

FYI9!18 FYlm 

513,991 $14,532 

FYlOOO 

$15,081 
AFDC Admlnlstrallon 
IEmergoncy ~ 
ODS 

SI,631 
5506 
S839 

$1,694 
$792 
5937 

$1,758 
$922 
$943 

$1,819 
$1,006 

$951 

$1,884 $1,948 
$995 $1,038 
$952 $958 

$2,012 
$1,101 

$967 

~_FedernI • 
OuIJaY" $15,372 $15,846 $16,519 $17,226 $17,822 $18,476 $19,161 

!BIock Grant 
~ 515,355 $15,355 SI5,3SS i SI5,m SlS,35S 

Yearly s.mn". $1,164 $1,871 $2,467 $3,111 $3,806 

CUmnlattro s..tna 512,429 

Sou",,: FY96 PrtsidOlll', Budget; ASMB FY96 Conlrol Table 


HHSfASPE staff preliminary estimates based upon male,ial provided by Cbariman Shaw 10 House Ways and M...,. membeI>. 
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81l101JUtY BIJI)GI!'1' TABLB 1'OR 

811A" CHILD 'RO'l'IIC'l'IOIi BLOClt GlIlAII'I' 


This table summarizes the likely budgetary impact of the Shaw 
proposal to block grant c)lild welfare programs. As reflected in 
the table, between FY 1996 and FY 2000, states will 10S8 almost 
$5.6 billion, or 20 percent of their funding. 

Notes: 

1. FY 1994 levels are actual expenditures. Levels for FYs 
1995-2000 reflect projected outlays based on the President's 
current services baseline. 

2. CAPrA community Based Family Resource Program (CBFRP) was 
first funded in F¥ 1995 as a consolidation of three programs: the 
Emerqency protection Grants Program; the CAPTA Community-Based
Prevention Program; and the Family Resource and support Center 
Program. The FY 1994 level reflects the sum Of the levels for 
the three consolidated proqrams. 



-- - -

--

BUDGETARY IMPACT OF SHAW CHILD PROTECTION BlOC!( GRANT PI'I01'OSAI. 
Currant law estimates as compared to proposed bloC!< grant 0UtIay$1rl $ _ 

13-Feb-9S FY 1994 FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1991 FY 1998 FY 1988 FYIIOOO s-,.,.., 
T_Actual Estimate Baseline Baseline Ba....1ne 

IV-E Fo_ C"", 12.655 $3.118 $3,506 33.740 $4,090 $4,471 $4,8114 $20,691 
IV-E Adoptton AuI_ 31. 407 475 519 5fl2 608 tI58 $2,822 
IV-E Independent living 61 71 70 70 70 70 70 $350 
IV-B Child Welfare S"...Ica. 267 304 301 308 318 328 338 $1,582 
IV-BFamIIy~ I 67 148 212 237 253 283 $1.lt2 
IV-B _arch andO_ S 6 6 6 7 7 7 $34 
1V-6 Trainln1l 4' 4 4 5 5 5 5 $24 
CAPT A Commun. Family Re........ "'ogram 7 to 29 31 33 34 35 - $182 
CAPTA __ 17 22 23 23 24 25 28 $120 
CAPTA IlIact8tIonary 12 16 15 15 18 17 17 $81 
Family VIolence "'.....nllon and_. 24 28 32 34 35 38 37 $173 
Sodal Se1vJees ReseBrdl 10 15 15. 15 16 16 17 $79 
Abandonecllnlantl 12 15 14 t' 15 16 16 $76 
Adoptton 0pp0f1unIIIas 10 12 13 13 14 1. 15 $89 .Family Support ConIenI 3 10 7 8 9 II 9 $43 
Fomlly UnifIcation "'_ (llUO) Ia n 76 78 81 93 88 88 $418 
MIssIng and ElqlIofted Clll\(tan (00.1) la 7 7 7 7 7 8 8 $37 
Children'.-Ad¥oc:8Cy C_(00.1) la 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 $18 

lAbulatoo.nla 1 ~ J i i H~ • $27,905T_, ChAd Welfare programs $3,489 $4,192 $4,749 $5,107 SS,544 $8,008 $8,498 

$22,344Shaw Block Grant lIMIIla $4,145 $4,308 $4,471 $4,631 $4,789 

-. 
..- -$799 -$1,071 -$1,315 -$1,709 -$5,561 

. 
-16% -1996 -23%t::!!!£BnIlO# -13% 

FY 1994figur•• are actual outlaY"- All othor Flguras are based on Admfnlstrallon baseline projections. 

fa Anumes an funds outlay In the year they are appropriated, 

-.21791 



.-,,,onar to me ilm:lW \.onnQ tJrotedion Block Grant Ha<l Been Adopted 

" In FY 1988, Using FY 1987l.eve1s 

Actual State 

-5 

01 Col. 

Hampshire 
J8IlI8y 

York 
Carolina 
Dakota 

1 ' 
~, 


9 

5 


234 

14 

9 

1 . 

8 


22 

21 

1 

2 


52 

10 

9 

8 


15 

25 


8 

24 

11 

94 

19 

6. 

26 

3 

7 

2' 

3 


31 

7 


293 

12 


3 

.49 

10 


c/ 

-17 
-9 

-324 
-13, 
-13 
.-1 
-6 

-46 
-16 
-4 
-2 

-89 
-42 
-12 
-16 
-28 
-19 
-6 

-28 
-59 
-46 
-24 
-3 

-15 
-3 
-7 
-3 
-7 
-8 
-3 

-571 
-16 
-4-- .., 

-82 
-6 

.". . .. 

6 

26 

15 


558 

27 

22 


3 

14 

68 

37 

4 

5 


140 

51 

21 

25 

43 

44 

14 

52 

70 


140 

43 


9 

41 

7 


14 

5 

9 


39 

10 


884 

29 

7 


131 

15 




, , 

Block Grant 
for FY 1993 aJ 

15 
70 

Island 6 
carolina 10 -,

• 
Dakota 2 

10 
44 

5 
6 

12 
12 

Virginia 12 
29 
0 
5 

205 -134 
14 -8 
17 ' -7 
4 -2 

l!6 -17 
107 -63 

10 -6 
10 -4 
23 -10 
28 -16 
7 4 

56 -27 
2 -2 
9 -3 

NOTES: 

Programs In the Hypothetical Block Grant Include Foster Care (Maintenance, 
Administration, and Training), Adoption Assistance (Malntenence, Administration 
and Training); Independant LMng; and TItle IV-B Child Welfare Services, 

aJ Siock grant levels computed by taking FY 1987 levels. and inflating them at the same rate 
as the rata Included In the Shaw Child Protection Block Grant.-, .­

bI Dollar amounts relkict state claims, adjusted for disailOWllllCGS. 

cI May not add due to rounding. 

. ­

-
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Compu"on or Altm:\JtiY~ AF'f.)C lIJodL Gtut.l>i$trlbution FonnulaS: 
Sbte Witw:rI ud lMen R~ fn:lm ~B~ Grant FUnds 

&Rei CIa Ute A"trqe FtdenJ Paymeats to Swes FY 1991 to JoY 1"3 
VU1U$ (be fY I".. t»stributfon of Pf:~ 

State 

Mlchlpn.......,­
CaI1fom1a 

NewJ.....-Okbhoma-Keatu<ky 

Louisiana _.. 
Malll. 

Mlssisdppl 

Soutb Carolina 

Georp 

T........ 

Ohio 

Nebraska 

NorIh eoroUuo 
Iowo 

v ....... 

Coaaectknt-w,-. 
UIab 

W... ~ 

Ma$m4 

$342 

$643 

$3.m 
$476 
$398 

$331 

SI61 
5561 
$191 

$169" 
5273 

SS7 


SS7 


SIOS 
$324 

SI78 
S112 
$$3 

$2S4 

$128 

$48 

$226 

Sli 
$23 

m 
SlOP 
$218 

$24 
$22 

., 


"44 

$591 

$3.507 

$439 

$36' 
S304 
$141 

sm 
SI63 

$'49 

Wl 

$13 

1m 
59S 
$316 

$171 

S704 

$47 

$279 

SI23 
$44 

$223 

55! 

$20 

$69 

$107 

$211 

$22 

""$21 

S9B 
552 

$SO 

$37 
$29 
$27 

$27 
$26 

S23 

$20 

SIS 

"4 

51! 

510 

$3 

SII 
$3 

56 

55 
$3 

54 

$3 
$3 

$): 
$3 

$2 

$2 

$2 

$1 

13" 
n, 

."
I" 

8"

." 

I,,, 

'" 
14" 
13" 
7" 

1'" 
14" 

10" 
2" 

'" 
I" 
12" 

2"

."
.,. 

1" 

'"
14!1i 

4!1i 

211 

III 

'" 
'" 

-II' Data on FY 1994 ~ provided by me 0ft1ct ofPica:raclal Mt"lJ"'N""f. """",,I·uidou for 

CIIIWnon ODd _. 'Blqlead__Al'DC _._.- ___• ODd lOllS. 


•• HHSfASPS IQtr pRllmlIwy .!'NtH bued UPOD tMterial ptO"kk:d by Q&irman ..to Hoclse W.,. It 

Means memben. 
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Comparison of AltematJn: AF1)(; Block Grant Distribution Formuras: 
State WJpners and Loscn Re:soldng rro.n Allocating Block Grant Funds 

Baud on the "'veraee F~eraI Paymeats to Stairs FY 199110 IT 1993 
Versus the FY 1994 Distrlbutwn or Payments 

Grant Allocation 

LOSERS 

New York 

Florida 


T.... 


Indiana 


New Mexico 


Arizona 

Hawaii 

District or Columbia 

Kansas 

Alabama 

PuertoRiw 

Virginia 

Colorado 

New Hampshire 

Nevada 

lUtode Island 

ldah. 

G....-Ongon 

Wubln&ton 

,Virgin_ 

$1.914 

$49:1 

$409 

SI7l 
$95 

$192 

580 

$80 

$89 

$80 

$74 

$147 

$112 

$33 

528 

$81 

$2S 

$8 

$.59 

SI62 

$386 

$40 

$:) 

Grant Allocation 

52,IID 

$$32 

$442 

S202 

5116 

$208 

$9:1 

' $90 

$98 

$89 

$82 

$15' 

$117 

$38 

$33 

$86 

$30 

$I! 

$62 

$164 

$387 

$41 

$4 

Chang. 

($269) ·12% 

($39) ·7,. 

($33) '.sf, 

($30) ·IS% 

($21) ·1811 

(516) ·8% 

(S12) ·13% 

($10) ·1211 

($!O) ·1010 

($9) ·10% 

($8) -10% 

($6) -4,. 
(56) -Sill 

(55) -14\\; 

(55) -IS% 

($5) -6% 

($5) ·16\\; 

($3) -30% 

($3) -5% 

($2) -I \\; 

• • 
(SI) 

($1) 

-O\\; 

-2\\; 

~($O) -6% 

• Data on F'Y 1994 Expeodi...... provided by the 0IIIce of F'1IWItie1 M........... Admlnhtnlio. for . 
0!!Id.... U1ll'amllies_ a_dilUtes Indud< APDC _IS. ~... ~ AuI.<1ana:. IDd JOBS, 
•• HHSlASPE mff pldimillaly _ .. base<! upon ~ provided by CbaItman Shaw 'n Home Wayt" 

{continued l 



HypotbetbJ Impart III YY 1". It an AFDC Blodc. Graa.t Pnn'itkm SimUa.r to the 
Shaw Wdlare PrOlpo$l.l Had 8m! ~mFY 1990 UdDa Fu.a4m&l..eYds IWed on the 

DittrlbutioD of Federal AFDC PaymtlltJ. to Sbte:s mF'fIS.I1 

ChaD,• 

Celumb 

SOl $81 ($19) .23-" 
$18 161 CUl) ·54" 
m $204 ($,46) ·71" 
$<2 $$1 ($9) -IS. 

$1,106 Sl.461 ($USS) ·39" 
168 SII2 ($4,) ..0" 

$1)1 $l11 ($90) ..," 
$1. $2l ($7) ·3:l~ 

$S< $87 ($3') -39~ 

SI96 $S27 ($3)') ..,3% 

SI81 $303 (S122) ..0" 
$1 SIt (I'I» ·90" 

$<l $89 ($46) ·32" 
$18 Sl8 (S1l) ·31~ 

$SI' $517 • ($<l .," 
$llS S!96 ($8,) .. ,% 

sm $118 {$6) 

$S5 ,.- CU9) .... 
.,,,
" 

SU5 $156 ($<1) ·26" ..,,,$129 $136 ($8) 

16' $72 ($8) .Jl " 
$121 S206 ($79) ·39" 

$288 $<29 ($142) ·ll~ 

S7?4 $704 $90 IlS 
$199 32<7 ($49) ·20" .,,,S66 $61 ($2) 

$1>4'1 $199 ($90) -2S" 

HolCS: 
• The t&bie ~ Ibe Py 19'4 fiscal impads of aD AFOC: Biock Gruu. aaumin&1mplttMolltk)n 

otthe ,rant mFY 19SJ(), T.,w fUD4ina .mable to sates is trow!. $10.030 billion- 91..510 of 

Pedet1l AFDC payments to SWn in FY 1988. The $We Irani equablbe pcrcenttae of J:bt affi1ie 

State Inftt CO lOtai Fedcfll ~ to ltues between ms and Fn7. ThiJ *i.rnulat= lbc provilloos 

Uuhc $haw welfare propoql, 

•• T4} avoid Ovetllll.Una J:bt effect of. block il'alit, dt¢ FY94 Amount does not mu4c 10BS expenditum,. 

••• FY94 ElpCndinft dita provided by Office of rlll1l1Cial Ml.nqemem, Administmioll fur Cbildrtn and Fam,! 

...... HHS/ASPE suff prcliminlt}' C$timaiCS baRd upon material provided by Chairman Shaw 10 Hotl$C Way$ 

MearL$~. 

\ 
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TtWt 'J'1uu (con'd) 

H~ Im,.a: I» FY ItN if aD APDC Iaotk GlUt ProYb:Wa SI:I:Wlat t~ Iht 

Shaw Welt."" Plcspoal Ha4 Beta Facttd • FV 1".\.1" hDdiac leftb 8ued 110 tbt 

~a lit F~ I'Il;rmaa sa SWu to F'\'I5.a1 

$4l 

S"-.. 
SI. 

, 
$1.299 

'HII 

$1< 

S". ... 

$90 ..., 

Sll 

"1 ... 

'" 
... 


$188 ... 

." 

Sl 

"15 

sm .., 
.,,. 

$10· 

... 
$3, 

$]7 

$301 

$HS 

IUD-." 

14'" 
1137 
$IS6 .,,, 
$'I' 

$I' .., 
<.,. 

$169 

$m 

SO< 

$<, ., 
$147 

$]7' 

SIOI 

Sl86 

$1' 

($<) 

($21) 

($23) 

CS'O) 
(S121-(SUS) 

($I) 

(S142) 

($.$6) 

(SO<) 

($116; 

($3" 
($31) 

(1;71 

($61 

($II) 

(Si229} 

(ttB) 

($lO) 

($3) 

($21) 

($151) 

($11) 

$<I 

($9) 

....... 

·10$ 

·10' ..... 
.,.. 
..... 
.... 
...~ 
.",. 
·21" 
..II 

-<Il. 
w21" 

·n. 
.",. .,. 

*275 .... 

*5$" 

.". 


.:u. 
·77. 
·15" ..... 

·I1S 

..".,. 


....." 
- Tbt Ia!JIc ~!!It Py 11194 b::a1 iaIiI*G 01 aa AFDC Blc¢l Otut. WWDiDI ~ a.!o'""" 
of cllC tftOl in 'F't 1990. TOCIl fIitIdIq ~ 10 saas is fmzezI $10.030 biII.if:I&.. 91.5S of 
Pcdt1\I APDC JI&YDICZIlI til S:Iafa mPy 19&8, 'fbc: SWt JfUIt cqaaIIlbt pcmap or die: ....... 
!1m put tDlDtII FodtNl (IIY1taI:f II) _ beawoG PY8j m:I PYI1. TIUJ ~ _ ~ 
f:ti:be Slaw ~ Pf'09IIIII1. 

.. To &VOid o¥crrtI:Iiot tbt clhd 011 Noel,f!Ull. !be P"(9oI AIMWIldoa DOt itlCluck JOBS upcudiwru. 

- FY94 Eqlcnd.i:!ure dall ptOYidCld by Office 01 Fimnci&l ~ AdmiDimtcioa fox Cb..iI6.rea IDi1 ~.
_ft. HHSIASPE mtf pnIlmhw)' ~ lII$od I;tpOD _Itrial provided by CIWnIIan Sblw 10 Hov.tc W.yt ... 

MAIU~n. 
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Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FY2000 

Under Titles I & D of the Sbaw Welfare Proposal 
. . 

Total 5 Year 
Slate Losses 

Under TIll. n 
Slate 

(SlOB) ($26) 
($61) ($14) 

($262) ($53) 
($28). ($32) 

($2.241) (S9l3) 
($114) (546) 
(SI44) ($62) 

($24) ($5) 

of Columbia ($154) '. ($26) 

($585) ($129) 
, (SI99) ($51) 

($24) $0 
(SI27) (SI2) 

($44) ($7) 

(5268) ($2~) 

{$299) (SI17) 
($73) ($32) 

(S1I9) ($39) 

$2 ($66) 
($7) ($71) 

SII ($22) 
(S16O) ($95) 
(S2SS) (S141) 

($95) (S218) 
($121) ($6S) 

SI ($16) 
(SI48) . ($6S) 



• • 

Total State Losses Between FY 1996 and FY2000 
UnderTiUes I & n of the Shaw Welfare Proposal 

. . 

Stat. 

Ihmpshlre 
1<rs<y 
Mexl,. 
Votit 

Carolina 
Dakota 

Tolal 5 V .... 

SIato~ 
UndtrnUel 

(m 
($52) 
($61) 

($263) 
($200) 

($),690) 

(SI95)" 
(S8) 

($491) 
(S33) 

($137) 

($22) 

($1) 
(SIS) 
($S6) 

($16) 
($887) 

(SSI) 
($11) 

($119) 
($27) 

($44) 

. Total 

SV..r 
Stale Loos<s 

(S18) 

Island 
Carollna 
Dakota 

, 
DOt to slates 

,(SI76) 
" (SI01) , 

($84) 
($24) 


($7) 

($86) 


($488) 
($42) 
($16) 

(SS) 

($140) 
($191) 
($68) 
($83) 

(S1) 

($284) 
$0 

($19) 
(S26) 

($1) 
($39) 

($171) 
($16) 
(SIS) 

$0 
($36) 
($42) 
($)4) 
($82) 

($3) 

($843) 

-


Not..: . 

... Block Grant Allocation for TItle I is hued on the percentage dl$tribution to states. as lisfed in the 

Mark-up document of Feb. 13. 1995. 1O:l3 am. - . 

•• Saving.s from dlild care block grant are not included • 

•• Savings from Title II do not include savings wm territories, • .

•• nu. lable d ... nol include jmp~ of any rainy d2y funding. . 

•• Estimates based on national growth flies assume that $tate AFDC spendtng will increase at the same rate 

as natiODal AFDC spending . 

.. AU estimates of future growth based 011 AFDC Actual Expendimres in FY94, 

no Numbers in columns and rows may not add perfectly due to rounding. 
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STATE IMPACTS OF SHAW BlOCK GRANT PROPOSAL: TITLES I AND II 

The attached table illustrates the five-year changes in funding to each stata under Titles I and 
II of the House Republicans' Block Grant proposal as passed by the House Subcommittee on 
Human Resourcas. The first column shows the' flVe·yeer reduction of funds to the states 
under Title I. Title I repeals AFOC and JOBS and repleces them with a capped block grant to 
the states, sat at the 1994 level of federal outlays for AFDC benefita, JOIIS, Emergency 
Assistence and related administration. Over tha fiva-year period, FY 1996 through FY 2000, 
federal outlays to states unda, Title I will be $12.4 billion less than current lew projections as 
estimated In the President's budget proposel for FY 1996. 

The second column shows tha five-yaar reduction of funds to states under Title II. Title II 
repeals tha current opan·ended entitlement for the IV-E Foster Care and Adoption AssiSlence 
progrem, the IV-S Child Welfare Servicas program, tha Family Preservation and Support 
program, and other discretionary programs related to cnlld abuse end neglect, end it replece. 
them with e capped block grant to states. Over the five-year period, federal outlavs to states 
would be reduced by $5.6 billion under this proposal. 

The tnird column displays the combined impact of Titles I and II. The block grant approach, 
as outlined in the markup meterials supplied by tne subcommittee, would reduce federal 
funding to states by e totel of $18 billion over five years. 

Methodology 

Title I: The stete share of the block grant was computed by multiplying each state's 
percentage of the total block grant (e, stated in the Februery 13 Mark-up document) by the 
amount of total funding available (e1 5.355 billion). 

To calculate the projected losse, under Title I of tha Republicans' welfare proposel, the fiscal 
yee, 1994 expenditures for AFDC benefits, administration, JOIIS, and Emergency Assistance 
were first trended to FY 2000. This WeS done by increasing eech state's expenditures for 
these programs by tne projected national growth rate in budget outlays. Fille-year costs 
were then computed by summing tne total expenditures for each fiscal yeer from 1996 to 
2000. Since expenditures are higher than budget outleys, the expenditure date were ,celed 
to reflect budget outlays. Filla-year funding losses were determined by subtracting each· 
stete's projected five-year expenditures under current law from whet atat~s would have 
recaived under the block grent during the Bame period. 

TltIe II: The state share of tha child welfare block grant was computed by multiplying the 
totel allocated for each fiscal yeer es specified in the markup document by each state', 
percentege 01 the national FY93 child welfare expanditures. The estimate of each state's 
fille-yeer change in federal revenue under the block grent proposel was calculated by 
multiplying the nationel flVe-yeer total reduction in funding by the states proportion of FY93 
,Child wellare expenditures. . 

.
• 
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EFFECTS OF THE CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT IN THE YEAR 2000 


FY 2000 Current Law Estimate': 

FY 2.000 Proposed Block Grant Level: 

Amount of funds that are cut: 


• Estimated Federal cost per 
foster child in FY 2000': 

• Number of foster care slots lost': 

$6,498,000,000 
-$4.789,000.000 
$1.709.000.000 

$15,282 

111,831 

'Based on Current Services estimates from the President's FY 1996 Budget 

2Projection based on Federal share of costs for Federally subsidized foster care, 

'Assumes that States apply the $1.7 billion cut to foster care. 



AI...... 

AI..", 

""','" 
Manias 

Colorado 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 

Florida 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

IUnols 

Indiana 

low, 

loYlsiana 

Maine 

Massachusetts 

Minnesota 

86' '86 

".339 
7,731 

..... 

2.405 ... 

807 

3,952 

73 

17,125 

734 

e,013 11.349 

18,356 

2.587 5,513 

2,087 

14,321 

9,951 

270 

13,07<1 

1,817 

7.... 

23,287 

7.005 



.,.... 
11.148 

....111\. 

...-. ... I.'" .... 
Now 18.175 

Ntw Mexico 

North C&to1ina 

173 

0Irtah0m. ,192 ,...' 

... 
" 

2,166 

T,xu 42,969 

,ISO 3.1\0 

18,$51 to,09ot 
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-w:Iudn Offiot O1lnlt~ Opt~iOrit Cit.... ~ DOS caMS. and Nofthtm 
MatIan&t IiW)d, ce»$ u _tI U caM. wlth mv.Iid ODS cod••. 

H:)W 'to fI:.tJ). For Alabama, of 23,231 dtit,rmlnatlont Of tllglblilty from 1991 bough 
1Q94, ",$31 quallfll'd by untttrgOloO tll\ !FA: 15,600 mfi. listing from 1M Ultinv of rrtpe.lr. 
ment$. 

Th. numbert In thIt ~ ...nlH:t a11 chlldf.n who ~.ItlIg" Jot SSI from 1991·1gg.c. 
ThHt numbt,.. hIM not been Ildjultad 10 ,.u.ct \ffm!natlona from roIIJ dldlng fhl,.,.fi. 
""'" 
ad. 

SOLR::e: SSI Childhood OiW:Iilhy o.lormlMIionf (2/11/91.12/31/i4), Offw:. Of Diublti. 
III ~ 

http:fhl,.,.fi
http:rrtpe.lr
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IMPACT OF SHAW PROPOSAL ON DISABLED .' 

. CHILDREN WHO WERE GRANTED SSI BENEFITS 
11 

IF PLAN HAD BEEN IN PLACE STARTING IN 1991 
(Total Children 'liho Qualified Since 1991: 812,411) 

Denied all 
benefits·· " 

Denied 551 benefits and 
eligible only for services at 
discretion of State through 
Block Grant*** 

63% 

19% 

... , ... ., . . . . . . . . . . . 
.. 

, .. . . . . . ... .. . . . . .. . . . . ., , .......... . 

12% 

WQl,lld still qualify for 
SSfpaymenls* 

6% 

Denied SSI benefits and 
maybe eligible for 
services at discretion of 
State through Block 
Grant***· 

, ._._.. 
"Includes inelitulionalized chlidra> .,d thOflQ who would be inelitutionalized without SSI payrrMlnle 

"Children currently. qualified only und ... Individual functional a_..-nenl (Zootay) 

-Childra> currentlY qU!!I.!!!ed u'!der_f!l"dicaltielinge _. 

--ehlldren Who _Id have qualUIed under IFA, and may quality under medlcalilltlnga 
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The Honorable William F. Goodling 

Chdlrrnan 

Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities 

House of Representatives 

W,\Shington, O. C. 205 t 5 

Dear MI. Chairman: 

This leiter expresses the Administration's views on the Chairman's mark fO! child care 
consolidation and the repeal of several chIld welfare programs under cons.ideration by ihe 
Committee on Econo~ic and Educational Opportunities. 

The Administration believes that both child c.:Ire and child welfare are important issues for 
American families, and both issues have a diSTinguished bipartisan history in the Congress 
and in this Committee. Child care is of sigrHficance to millions of working parents and their 
children, as weI! as to those families who are trying to gain a foothold in the labor market. 
Child welfare services assist millions of our most vulnerable children and families in Ihis 
Nation each year, often in times of crisis. 

The Administration looks forward to working cooperatively with the Congress 10 pass 
bipartisan child care legislation and to reform .and strengthen the chtld welfare system. The 
Administration has, however, serious concerns that a number of the realures of the 
!=hairman's mark would undermine the values of work and family to which we are ail 
committed, and might undermine the economic independence of families and the safety and 
well-being of children. 

Child Care 

The Adminislration believes thai quality child care is an import.ant component o( a welfare 
reform strategy that is truly about work, SlJccessful child care policy promotes the economic 
independence of rami lies and children's healthy development; provides parents with real 
choices among quality alternatives for children of all ages; and encourages continuity of care 
fOf the child, regardless of changes in the parent'S employment. 

Las! year, the President submitted a bold welfare reform bill, the Work and Responsibility 
Act 01 1994, which embodied these values. It continued the assurance of child care as 
families mOve toward self~suffidency. and made impoftant new investments in child care 
fOf working poor families. At the same lime. it eXlcnded health, safety, .and quality 
provisions to all the major federal child cafe programs. ' 

These important supports that enable parents to work and 10 ensure children's sale: and 
heallhy development appear [0 be missing from the Chairman's mark before you. Therefore, 
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the Administration h,)s .1 number of concerns: 

o 	 The proposed legIslation provides no assurance of child care to AfDC 
recipients who work or are preparing 10 work·~ even if a slate requires them 
to parlicipale in work £!J:Jraining. We should and mus! require all parents to 
become active and protluctive workers. And at the 5i3me time, we should 
asslsi lhem in their efforts 10 care lor their children so thal Iheir children .Ire 
not left home afone or in unsafe !',ituations. 

o 	 The proposed legislation may require states to choose between serving 
families making the Iransition from welfare to work and wotking families thai 
need child care assistance to keep them (rom faUing onto welfare. With a cap 
on total funding for child care far below projected spending under current 
law, and no separate guaranteed source of child care assistance- for welfare 
reCipients. the legislation could conceivably reduce assistance by limiting 
availability to only approximately 200.000 of the million children of hard 
working American families by FY 2000 cuuently receiving federal child care 
support The Administration believes that we should support working families 
and thaI families should flot have to go on welfare to receive child care 
aSSIstance. Moreover, as demonstrated by the waiver applications the 
Department has received, states which ~re commilled to making AFDC 
recipients work view child care as an indispensable tool in Ineir efforts, 

o 	 The pror?oscd legislation repeals provisions for children'S health and safety 
contained In Ihe ChHd Care and Development Block Grant. These provisions 
were passed with bipartisan support in Congress and signed into law by 
President Bush after an extensive national debate. They represent a carefully 
crafted balance between slate fle:xibility and the national interest in children's 
safety and healthy development. The provisions do no! specify any slandards 
at the federal level but inslead require that states have such standards in three 
areas: control of infectious diseases, physical premises safety, and provider 
Iraining. A study released in the last few weeks reponed Ihat most child care 
is far from adequate and that 40 percent of infant-toddler centers provide poor 
quality'care. We believe that Ihe proposed legislation could increase risks to 

children's basic health and safety. 

o 	 The proposed legislation also repeals the provision in fhe Child Care and 
Development Block Grant Ihal provides resources for quality cne, a$ well as 
early Childhood, before~school and after-school programs. This provision has 
been instrumental in ensuring that parents have choices among quality 
alternatives for Iheir children. States have used these resources to build the 
supply o( quality care, provide critical consumer education to parents, 
improve licensing and monitoring, and increase the training and supports to 
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 (Of 

parents, dnd safety and healthy development for children. Such an appro.lch would assume 
child (are for families moving toward self-sufficiency and expand child care opportunities 
for working families who want to avoid weHare dependency. We believe that ensuring 
Quality choices for parents, and providing (or continuity of services for;children and families, 
should be an elemenl of such a propos..)!. 

Child Welfare 
, 

Chlld~en become part of the child welfare S~tSlem because they have been abused or 
neglected or are in danger of abuse Of neglect The Administration has serious concerns, 
expressed in the letter to Ways and Means Subcommittee Chairman Clay Shaw and Ranking 
Member Harold ford last week, aboul Ihe proposed block granl approach 10 child 
protection. There is unanimous agreement that tne system for selving abused and neglected 
children and theil families is seriously ovelburdened and unable to respond adequately !O 

{he needs of children today. The block granl approach po!entially endangers the safety of 
these children by reducing (unds for services and (or foster and adoptive homes, eliminating 
crilical protections for their well-being, and potentially halting progress in states that are 
movmg forward on the reforms that dre needed tn this system, 

The proposed legislation consolidates exiSling programs into a block grant with nominal 
federal oversight and reduces resources significanlly from the current services baseline. The 
Administration has serious CO'1cerns about~ these provisions, First the proposed legislat;on 
caps spending (or chHd protectior. at $5,6 billion less than projected baseline spending over 
5 years, This cut could force states to gamble With children's well-being ~. choosing 
whether 10: leave maltreatment reports uninvesligaled, leave children in unsafe homes with 
minimal services, cut payments to foster parents, or eliminate prevention. Second, the 
proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and accountability mechanisms 
and also eliminates federal support for research, training, technical assistance, and 
demonstration projects. It would be virtually impossible for the Federal Government 10 
assure the safety o( children or help slates improve' their systems. 

The Chalrman's mark repeals the Abandoned Infants Assistance Act, the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act, the Adoption Opportunities Program, the Crisis Nurseries " 

Act, the Miss.ing Childfen's ASSistance: Act and the family Support Centers program under 
the Stewart,B, McKinney Homeless ASSistance Acl. The activities authorized under theFf! 
programs would be permitted but not required under the Child Protection Block ,Gran! 
approved by the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human Resources. 

, 

In addition to genera! concerns about the block granting of child protection funds, the 
Administration has several specific concerns aboul the proposed repeal of programs within 
Ihe jurisdiction 01 your CommIttee. 
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o 	 The proposed legislation repeals the Adoption Opportunities program and eliminates 
Ihe Adop1ion Assistance program, leaving il up 10 stales whether they can afford the 
subsidies Ihal enable many special needs children to find permanent homes. rhe~e 
repeals could slow Ihe progress thaI has been made on ddoptions since 1988. 

o 	 The legislation repeals the Abandoned Infants program, whi(£'h was established to 
respond to the continuing crises of AIDS and crack cocaine. These crises have 
disproportionate effects on families and child welfare s'I'Sle'1lS in selected urban areas. 

o 	 The proposed legislation eliminates all direci federal suppor! lor non~profi! agencies, 
community-based organizations and public-private partnerships, such as Children's 
Trust Funds. as well as ail earmarked support {or prevention 01 child .;lbuse and 
neglect. 

The Adminis!(ation is commiued to improving the child welfare system. The sys!em must 
ensure the safely of children and strengthen the capacity of parents to nurture healthy 
children. Given the critkal nature of these services, Ihe Administra!ion supports an 
approach to change that provides stales and communities with flexibility 10 develop services 
that are responsive to Ihe needs of their citizens, but within {he context of a national 
framework that maintains a commitment to federal resources, and strong, effective 
prolections (or children and families, 

in summary, the Administration looks forward to working with the Committee in a biparlisan 
fashion to promote two key goals: work (or famillcs and safety and healthy development for 
children. But live are concerned thallhe proposed legislation does not move toward these 
goals. !l does nothing to provide child care that would move fiHnilies from welfare to work, 
and it risks moving families who are now working back onto welfare as they lose child care 
dssistance. It weakens protections iorchildren's safety in child care, dnd gambles with their 
wel!~bejng I( they are abused or neglected. It neither holds stale bure,)Ucracies accountable 
nor cushions state taxpayers against recession or growing famil,I" needs. We be{ieve there 
are al1ernative approaches to reform that achieve our mutual goal~ in iar more constructive 
and accountable ways, 

The OUice of Management and Budget advises that there is no objection to the trans-miltal 
of this report to Congress, 

A similar lener also was sent to Representative William Clay and members oi the Committee 
on Economic and Educational Opportunities. 

Sincere!), , 

Donna E, Shalala 
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REDUCED FEDERAL CHILD CARE ASSISTANCE FOR STATES 

AND CHILDREN IN FY 2000 


This l1!ble shows FY 2000 losses in funding and in'numbets of cbildren m:eiving federnI assistance 

under the new child care block grant. 


FUNDING LOSS 

• 


, The funding loss is the ~ between the FY 2000 bl~k grant distribution and the expected FY 
2000 funding level under c:wrent law. FY 2000 funds Ire distributed according tIie proportion of 
feder>il child care funds m:eive4in FY 1994, as is proposed in the dnIft BOO bill. 

REDUcnON IN CHlLDREN RECEIVING FEDERAL CH1LD CARE ASSISTANCE 
, 

The reduction in children isderive4 from the Sl1!te'. funding loss and the naIionaI average child care 
filDding per chlId. Aversge funding per chlId was calculsted by dividing the to1lII fednnd child care 
funding in FY 1993 by the to1lII number~f'ebildren serve4 through fednnd ebiId care programs in 
thst year. This number is not.a fu1I..time equivalent cost. It does not eonl1!in state Or parent 
contributions to'the cost of care. The FY 1993 funding per child was infIsted to' Fy 2000 according , 
to the HIlS baselIne. 
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Notes: _Individuat CGUI may not sum to totals becau.e of rounding. 

"Total Includes the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico; other territories 
and outlying .",. and Indian Tribal OrganiUtions. 
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aU1hon.ed for II$caI v••r 1996 • 

• eQuats leu than $1 million. 
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Welfare Relorm 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 b,egins marking up the 
Personal Responsibility Act, the welfare reform plan contained in the Contract with 
Amedca. Over the past week, Democrats have united against the Republican 
proposal, which is tough on children and lowwincome families, but weak on requiring 
work. 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 
welfare rolls. and leaving innocent children out in the streeL" 

o 	 In fact, the work requirements in the Personal Responsi,bility Act would be 
weaker than those under current law. In 1996, under current law, 11,5 percent 
of welfare recipients 1595,000 peoplel would be working -- either in part-time 
private sector jobs or in mandatory work programs. In contrast, under the 
Republican plan, onlv two percent of welfare recipients 1105,000 peoplel would 
be required to participate in "work activities" in 1996. 

o 	 President Cli,nton's principles for welfare reform will not change. As he said in 
his State of the Union address: "We have to help those on welfare move to 
work as quickly as possible, to provide child care and teach them skills if that's 
what they need for up to two years. And after that, there ought to be a simple 
hard wle: anyone who can work must go to work." 

This Admlnistration believes that: 

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

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

o 	 Tough child support enforcement 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 
Session on Welfare Reform. If we're going to end welfare as we know it, we 
must make sure that all parents -- fathers and mothers alike .~ take 
responsibility for the children they bring into this world. 

http:mistak.es


Welfare Reform Daify Talking Points 
Tuesday, February 14, 1995 

REPUBLICAN ASSAULT ON CHILDREN CONTINUES 

Today, the Subcommittee on Human Resources will continue to mark up the House 
Republicans' welfare reform' plan, focusing on provisions to eliminate or reduce federal 
assistance to abused, neglected and disabled children. The Republican assault on chifdren 
began tate last night, as the subcommittee majority continued to insist that unwed teenage 
mothers and their children be ineligible for assistance. The Republican proposar would 
simply end benefits to these young mothers, while doing nothing to address the critical 
problems of teen pregnancy and welfare dependency. 

o 	 Short on work, long on punishing kids, Yesterday, Secretary Sha-Iala sent a letter to 
subcommittee members restating the Administration's position that the Republican 
b!H punishes innocent children, while doing nothing to require serious work-based 
reform. "It does nothing to move people from welfare to work, and it does not 
require everyone who can work to go to work," she wrote. "'t 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." 

o 	 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 also defeated a­
Democratic amendment that -- instead of cutting off aid to teen mothers entirely ~. 
would condition benefits on a minor mother agreeing to live at home, stay in school, 
and identify her child's father. . 

o 	 More cruelty to kids. Today, Republicans are expected to insist on child welfare 
provisions that would reduce federal assistance to abused. neglected and abandoned 
children by $5.6 billion. Along with the provisions cutting off assistance to disabled 
children, and to children born to unmarried mothers under 18. this portion of the 
Republican plan represents a new level of cruelty to children, 

o 	 Republican. say it best. In today'. Wall Street Journal, Senator Olympia Snow. 
specifically criticized the requirement that states eliminate federal assistance for all 
unmarried parents under age 18. "Denying them payments isn't going to rectify a 
bad situation," she said. "It's going to make it worse for the child and the teenager 
who is having the baby." Representative Henry Hyde made a simijar point last week 
in a New York Times interview, "The children need clothing, shelter, and nurture," 
he said. "You don't want to reward promiscuous pregnancy, 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 
embarrassment 'to many Republicans. They have whittled down the work 
(equi(ement to nothing." 



Welfare Reform Oaify Talking Points 

Wednesday. February 15. 1995 


THIS IS WELFARE REFORM? 

Today, the Subcommittee on Human Resources is expected to finish action on the House 
Republicans' welfare reform plan, marching in lockstep to pass the wrong-headed proposals 
in the Contract with America. On Monday, Republicans refused to accept Democratic . 
amendments to strangthen 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 
solution fundamentally wrong. 

o 	 Still weak on work. On Monday, Republicans voted against requiring teen mothers to 
stay in school and participate in education and training as a condition of receiving 
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 to add even a modest penalty for states that don't meet the 
bill's minimal work standards. 

o 	 Still cruel to kids. The Republican approach is clear: punish children for their parents' 
mistakes, and abandon the federal role for protecting abused and neglected children. 
Today, they will go even further ~~ !lnd Democrats will offer amendments to protect 
disabled children from arbitrary benefit cuts. Republican plans to cut back on SSI 
come at a 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. 

o 	 All punishment and no parental responsibility. After promising to add child support 
enforcement provisions to their bill, Republicans now plan to postpone action on child 
support for weeks -- until the bill 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 know 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 remains the Administration's position •• and Democrats 
will take the battle to the full committee, 

o 	 Right problem. wrong solution. Democrats believe that the welfare system must be 
fundamentally reformed ~. but in a way that rewards work, requires parental 
responsibility, and prevents teen pregnancy and welfare dependency. Weak on work 
and cruel to kids, the Republican legislation does nothing to truly reform the welfare 
system. We won't have ended welfare as we know it untit its central focus is to move 
single parents off welfare and into a private sector job so they can support themselves 
and their families. 



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 AFOC 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. 

o 	 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, "I 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 rolls to private payrolls. 
The Republican plan doesn't help us achieve that goal." 

o 	 Children would lose. Governor Carper also noted the risk to children in today's 
letter to governors. "I 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, I have deep concerns about this proposal's 
impact on children." 

o 	 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. 



Welfare Reform Daily Talking Points 

Friday, February 17. 1995 


THE WEEK THAT WAS 

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

o 	 Secretary Shalala: "The Administration looks f()rward to working cooperatively 
with the Congtess in a bipartisan way to pass bold welfare reform legislation 
this year. The Administration has, however, serious concerns about a number 
of features of the [Republican proposal] that appear to undermine the values to 
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. Welfare reform will succeed only if it 

. successfully moves people from welfare to work." 

o 	 Representative Steny Hoyer of Maryland: "Welfare must become a step-up, not 
a step~down. Welfare reform must reconnect recipients to the world of work 
and reesta'blish the traditional American varues of family, work, and individual 
responsibility. " 

o 	 Representative Harold Ford of Tennessee: "The bill we are about to approve is 
mean-spirited and shortsighted. It punishes children for the mistakes of their 
parents, and it asks' us to embark on a great experiment, But that experiment 
is using our most important -~ and vl:Jlnerable -- resources as guinea pigs. I 
won't be part of an experiment that use$ America's children as crash test 
dummies." . 

o 	 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 healthy and safe. That is simply impractical and 
wrong." 

o 	 Representative Sander Levin of Michigan: The Republican plan would "send the 
bucks and get out of the waYI no matter who the kids are, the level of abuse, 
or the failure of the state to do • good job." 

o 	 Ellen T. Harold. former welfare recipient, quoted in U.S .. News and World 
Report: "I have yet to see any mention of the accountability an'd responsibility 
of the father _., This should be a major focus of any welfare reform as most of 
the women receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children do so because 
of lack of child support." 
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THE TOUGHEST POSSIBLE CHILO SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

All parents -- fathers and mothers alike -- must take responsibility for the children they bring into 
this world. That's why the Clinton Administration has proposed new measures to create a 
tougher. mOfS aggressive child support enforcement system. And that's also why the President 
insists that tough child support enforcement must be a centerpiece of real welfare reform. 

Last week. after promising to include ~hild support provisions in their legislation, the Human 
Resources Subcommittee postponed action, But. the Administration will continue to press for 
measures to coUect child support from the shocking two-thirds of absent parents who now don't 
pay a dime. For millions of mothers and children, child support payments can mean the 
difference between self-sufficiency and dependence on welfare. 

The Administration's strategy includes: 

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 million families, 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." 

o 	 The Clinton commitment. Already I the Clinton Administration has proposed, and Congress 
has adopted, a requirement for states to establish hospital~based paternity programs .~ a 
proactive way to establish a father's responsibility earlV in a child's life. In addition, 
President Clinton has proposed annual expansions in child support enforcement, increasing 
resources by more than 25 percent since tak.ing office. In 1993, the federal~state child 
support enforcement system collected a record $9 billion from non-custodial parents. 

o 	 Prosecuting non-payers. Sillions of dollars mOre in support is owed to nine million children 
whose parents have crossed state lines and failed to pay. The Justice Department is 
aggressively investigating and prosecuting these cases under the Child Support·Recovery 
Act. As Attorney General Janet Reno said, "We intend to make sure that children are not 
the victims of parents who don't care," 

o 	 Improvements through welfare reform, Building on the best state and federal initiatives, 
President Clinton's child support plan would help boost child support collections '0 $20 
billion in the year 2000. As PreSIdent Clinton said in his State of the Union Address, "If 
a parent isn't paying chitd support/ they should be forced to pay, We should suspend 
drivers' licenses, track them aCross state tines. make them work off what they owe. That 
is what we should do. Governments do not raise children, people do." 
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TAKING FOOD FROM CHILDREN 

Today, the Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities begins marking up the 
child care and child nutrition provisions in the House Republican,s' welfare reform proposal. 
The Republican plan would btock~grant and reduce funding for feder~1 child nutrition programs 
and the Special Supplemental Nutrition programs for Women, Infants and Children (WIC). 

o 	 The Clinton commitment to childhood nutrition. The Clinton Administration is opposed 
to block·granting nutrition programs. We agree that these programs must be more 
flexible and ,easier for state's to 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 
children's health will be protected. 

o 	 Slamming school children. The block grant proposal would cut federal funding for the 
school-based programs by $2 bUlion over five years, and it would reduce WIC funding 
by $5.3 billion over the same period. Under the block grant proposal, 400,000 fewer 
women, 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 increases in child poverty. But block grants won't protect children 
during economic downturns, Nutrition assistance would be reduced or unavai!able 
when children need it most, 

o 	 Children must be fed. As today's Washington Post editorial says, "The WIC program 
represents precisely the sort of thing the government should be doing. which is 
focusing 011 realistic efforts to help kids ... WIC works; there's no reason to turn it into 
a block grant. Similarly, the lunch program gives food directly to kids through the 
schools, with an accent on helping the poorest children." Federal nutrition programs 
provide a foundation for children to grow on -~ childhood nutrition must be protected 
under welfare reform, 

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

o 	 States and students would suffer. Under the Republican plan's allocation formula, 
states that serve more total meals would tare better. Since it costs more to serve free 
meals to poor children, states would have an incentive to serve more affluent students. 
And without national standards, states might also be inclined to cut the quality Dr 
amount of food they provide in order to serve more meals overalL 
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FIRST "BOYS TOWN," NOW "HOME ALONE" 

Today, the Committee on Economic and Educational Opportunities will finish marking up the 
child qare, 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 less, as single 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, st~tes 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. 

o 	 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." 
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"WORK FAKE" 

Yesterday, Repubtfcans in Congress offered more proof that they're weak on work and cruel to 
kids, by passing a bBl to end the school lunch program ~~ and refusing to assure chirdren safe 
child care while their mothers attend school and job training. Teday'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 committee to 
strengthen their work reqvirements and add tough new child support enforcement proviSions to 
their bill -- actions the Administration has been urging for weeks. 

Highlights from today's pIece. aptly titled "Workfare Wimp*Out." Include: 

o 	 Workfake. "The House Republicans say they wi!! put 'at least 1 million cash welfare 
recipients in work programs by 2003,' but the 'work' CQuid be completely phony. 
Work fake, you might call it ... Jt's all the more fake because the Shaw bill provides no 
money to make it real," 

o 	 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." 

o 	 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 50 percent .. by 2003 ... With a little creative bookkeeping .. say, 
by counting aU those who work, even for a few days, over the coutse of a year ~~ most 
governors could meet the 20 percent "work activity" standard without doing anything 
they're not already doing." 

o 	 Criticism from within. "Robert Rector, the Heritage Foundations's welfare expert, called 
the Shaw work provisions a 'major embarrassment: Jack Kemp issued a statement 
warning that Republicans were squandering welfare reform in the pursuit of a 
decentralized 'funding mechanism.· .. 

o 	 The bottom line. "The Republicans' welfare reform is looking less like a menace and more 
like a fraud." 

o 	 Even the Washington Times? Last week, in a Washing ron Times editorial, 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 to accept work, or at least 
pursue it. as a condition of receiving benefits, P~esident Clinton's plan to 'end welfare as 
we know It' would impose such a requirement after two years on the rolls, cutting off 
payments to anyone who refuses." 
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The Honol'l!ble E. Clay Shaw 
Chairman 
SUbcommittee on Human Resources 
Committee on Ways and Means 
U.S:. House of Representatives 
Washington D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. ChaIrman: 

Thi~ letter expresses the Administration's views on the Chairman's mark on welfare refonn 
legislation under consideration by the House W.ys and Means Subcontmitlee on Human 
Resources. 

The Adminimation share, the commitment of the Congress and tfle American people to real 
welfare reform tflat emphasizes work. parental responsibility. state lIexibiii1;y, and the 
protection of children. Last year the President submitted. bold welfare reform bill wblch 
embodied these values, The Work and Responsibility ACI of 1994. II impcsed tough work 
r~uiremc:nts while providina: opportunities: for education. training, child t':3.re and supports to 
worlting paopl •. It included a stringent set of child suppon enforcement provisions. It saW 
to teen mothers that they would haVe to live at flome, stay in school and identify the baby's 
father. It increased state flexibility without sacrifICing accounta\)!lity, And it uJ«lutained a 
hasic structure of prote<:tions for children. 

The Administration lool<s forward to working cooperativeiy with Congress in a bipartisan 
way to pass bold welfare reform legislation this year. The Administration has. however, 
seriOUs concerns about anumber of feamm of I.lJc Chairman's mark whil:h app<:;ar to 
undermine the values to which we arc 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. Welfare refonn will only succeed if it sucussfully 
moves people from welfare to work. 

Work 

For years, Republicans and OemOC!1llS alike bave agreed that the central goal of welfare 
reform must be work. That is still our goal; People who CiJlI work ought to go to work and 
urn 3. paycheck not a welfare check. "I'M Administrntion believe. ... that no adult who is able 
to work should receive welfare for an unlimited time withoul working. The Administration 
balioves that from the fiClt day someone comes onto welfare, he Of she should be required to 
participate in job search, job placement, education. or training needed w move uff wcW.uc 
and into a job quickly. It is government's responsibility to help ensure that the critical job 
pJacement. training. and child care services are provided. lndividuaJs who are willing to 
work ,hould have the opportunity to work and not be arbitrarily cut off assistance. 

I 
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the Administrl1liol1 therefore has serious concern. about the r:hainnan's mark before you: 

o 	 It eliminates requireme!llS that recipients panicipate in job sean:h. edm;ation. 
work or training as a condition of receivlng welfare. and end:> au)' 
responsibility of state we!fare systems to provide education •. training and 
plocement serviceli to move rectpienUl from welfare to work. The proposed 

. legis!ation· effectively repeals the bipartisan Family Support Act signed by 

President Ronald Reagan ud988. 


o 	 The proposed legislation includes only minima! and unenforceable 
reqUirements that recipients work. The bill requires only that persons on the 
rolls 	for more than 2 years engaga in "work activities" loosely defined by the 
state welfare bureaucracy. rather than a real work n:quirement. The proposed 
participation staudards 1J.fe very low_In many way'. the work reqUirements 
are even weaker than those in current law. 

. 0 The proposed legislation provides no assurance of child care to reCipients who 
work or are preparing to work·"even if a state requires them to participate. It 
offers no promiac of child care for those who le1l.ve we~fare (or work or for 
those Who could avoid falling onto welfare if they had some help with cbild 
care. While it repea!s provisions of existing law that provide funding for child 
care. this bill is silent on whether any addltlonal funds will be available fur 
subsidized child care for low income working families. 

o 	 The proposed legislation repeals the current rule that anyone who !.''''OS 

welfare for work can receive Medicaid for .n eddilionai year 10 ease the 

transition, This wOUld funher ROUt,;(:;: l1ealth coverage and make it harder for 
people to move from welfare to work. 

o 	 The proposed legislation would deny aU cash assistance to families which have 
received assistance for more than five years. even if the adult in the family is 
UllabJe to fInd a job or prevented from holding a job because'. of illne.,s or the 
need 	10 care for a disabled family member. Children would he seriously 
jeopardized even if their parents cannot find any work. 

The Administration supports an alternative approach that would genuinely transfonn the 
welfare'system into :1 txandtional sysrem focused on work. It would have strict requirements 
for recipient' to participate in••nd clear responsibilities for states (0 provide. education. 
training and I'IaJ:etnent assistance; it would have ·serious time limitS after which work would 
be required; it would ensure thar chHd.ren WOUld not be left alone: wilen paccnt.$ were working 
by providing assistance for child care; and it would pm parents to work. not just cut them 
off. 

2 
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Parental R..puosllJilil] 

The Administration tJelieves that welfare reform sbould 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 n strong messago to young peoplt about thr responsibilifY of hoth parents to 
support their children. The Administration was pleased that you had agreed to add child 
support enforcement to your welfa... reform bill. and sorry that your proposals are not yet 
part of the bill now under consideration. The Administration lOOKS forward w wurl:.iug 
.closely with you on this issue in the camilli weeks. 

o 	 The only child suppOrt provision included in the Chairmlln' s mark i. gilt 

which allows stall:S to reduoe payments to children for the firs! 6 months if 

paternity has not been legally establishcU. TItis ploYi5ion lSCCltl3 incff~twd 
and unfair. Even if a mother fully cooperates by giving detailed information 
identifying the father and his possible Icc.tion. 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 reason why the ~hild should be punished <hiring tllis 
period. 

The Administration believes that it makes far more sense to deny benefllS entirely to any 
parent who refuses to identify the father or to coope"'''' in locMing him. However, once the 
mother has done aU she can. the family sbouJd qualify for aid. and then the slate ought to be 
e;<.pected. to establish pa.ternity within one year. 

The AdrninisU'arion believes thaI the welfare system sbould encourage the formation and 

support ot two-parent families. Tbe Adntinistration is therefor. concerned about an 

important omission in the proposed legislation: 


I) 	 The proposed legislation tepanl' the requirement that states provide cash 

assistance to two-parent families wbere a parent is unemployed or unable to 

work.. IL allow$ states to discriminate against marrit:d. two·pare:nt families by' 
treatilli single-parent families bener than two-parent families. 

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

Teen Pregnancy 

Tbe Administration and the American people agree that the best refonn of welfare would be 
fO k~ep fW".op:lr: from needing it in rh~ fim pl<lce. Welfare refonn must send a very srrong 
message to youlli people that they should not get pregnant or father a child until they are 
ready and able to care for that child. and that if they do have children. they will not be able 
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to escape the obligation! and respomibilities of parentbood. We. must he especially 
concerned about !he well-heing of the children who are horn to young mothers. since !hey 
are very likely to grow up poor, 

The Administration thetefore has serious concerns about !he bill before you: 

° 	 The proposed legislation would deny all federal cash benefits for eighteen 

years to any child born to an unmarried mother under 18. as well as to the 

parent. This provlslon appears to punish chiklren for their entire childhood· 

18 years-for the mistakes of !heir parerus. 


o 	 The proposed legislation does not require that teen mothers live at home. stay 

in school. and identify the child's father. II weaki:ns requiremems in current 

law, 	and may maki! lite plVspect5 for mother aJ3d child even worse, 

o 	 The proposed legislation establishes only minimal expectations for states to 

provide services to unmarried parents. and provides no additional tUnas to 

support them. 


The Administration supportS an alternative approach that would require: minor mothers to"Uve 
at home, SlaY in school. make progress toward self-sufficiency and ideruify·the father of the 
child. The Administration also supports. national campaign to prevent teen p •• gll.ncr. It is 
time to enlist parents and civic, religious, and business leader. in a community based straregy 
to send a clear message about abstin~nce and responsible parenting. The Administration also 
supports. stare option to not increase benefits for children born to mothers on welfare. 

State Flexlbitity with Accountability 

The Administration embraces the creativity and responsiveness of Slates, and the 
opportunities for real reform when ,lates have the flexibility to design and administer welfare 
prognuns ilIa' are tailored to their unique circumstances and needs. Already this 
Administration has granted waiver. to nearly half !he Slales for welfare reform 
demonstrations, National welfare reform should embody the values of work and 
responsibility in a way that assures laXpaYers that federal money is being'speru prudently and 
appropriately. For refonn io succeed. the funding mechanism. for welfare should not put 
I;hUdren Qr sta~ a.t risk in times of recession. population i~se or unpredictable arowtb in 
demand. 

In this context I the Administration has serious concerns about l'.he proposed l!;!gJslatiuu; 

o 	 The spe,ndins cop in rhe proposed legislation make. no allowances for potential 

growth in the need for cash assi.<anC< because of economic downturn, 

population growth. or unpredictable emergencies.. It ~ould result in Slates 
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lU1l1Ung Qut of money before. the end of the year, and thus: bavine to tum away 
working families who hit • "bump in the road" and apply for short-term 
assistance. It could preclude states from investing in job placement, in work 
programs, in education and training. and in supports for working fammel;, 

o 	 The proposed legislation rem('lV~ the requirement that states match federal 
funds with their own state funds. With none of their own money at risk. state. 
will have many fewer incentives to spend the funds efficiently and effectively 
to improve performance and inc:rcase self-su.ffi..:iC'lb:Y· 

o. 	 The proposed legislation provides virtually no. accountability. There are no 

incentives for good performance and virtually no penalties for failure. There is 

no provision fOT,the reGOvery of monies paid out fraudulently or in error. 
There an:: uu JUt;I;UauisiuS for eD$Uring that 3U1.tC3 are ~y spending the 
money on needy children rather (han on state bureaucracies, or for monitoring 
whelher federal money is being used to help parents gain self-sufficiency_ 
require work. and enforce parental responsibility. Indeed the federal 
government is forbidden from taking any meaningful Sleps to ensure program 
p¢tformnnce ;md OlCcQuntability. 

The Administration supports proposals wbich significantly inere... state flexibility hul also 
ensure accountability for achieving national goals. The Adlninistrlltion supportS a fuml;llll 
methanism thaI will not put children and states at risk down the road, and that enables states 
to succeed in moving peopl~ from welfAre to work and in supporting working families, The 
Administration has significant doubts about the ability of a pure block grant funding 
mecbanism 10 adequatelY prote<:t both children and states .. 

Protection of Children 

The Administration recognizes that Ibe proteCtion of children is the· primary goal both of cash 
aSSi$WlCC programs and of child wetfal'C and child protective services. Cash assistance 
programs assist families to eare for children in their own homes. Child protection services 
help those children who are abused or neglected or at risk of abuse by their parents and whe . 
need special in-home services or OUt of heme placements to assure their safety. Srrengtllerung 
families. and where appropriate. preventing removal of children from their homes are also 
key goals of child protection service •. TlN:fe are problems in a number nf areal". 

Denial llf Benefits (Q Children on AFOC 
The legislative proposals that would retonn cash assistance bave a number of provisions thal 
would put vulnerahle children at greater risk. 

o 	 As noted abuv•• the legislation would deny cash assistance to Children of 

UI1l'nal'ried minor moth.,.. for their entire childhood. to children born while the 
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parent was on welfan:, antI lQ children whose parent had received welfare for 
more than five years, whether or not a job was available or the parent was 
unable to work. Tn. funding caps could have !he effect of denying cash 
assistance to children wn.n states used up their allocate<l funds. for whatever 
reasons. Children in low income working families, who may be forced 01llO 

(.:uh 8SSfStanc:. in times of economic downNrn. .;outd be mQItt affec:red 

Cbild Prmecliim Service! 

Some of !hese children could well come into • system of child proteetion services that is 

already seriously overburdened and that is failing to provide the most essential services. 

Repotted child maltreatment aM onf..oT..hnme placements have both been increasini sharply. 
Many state system, are in such distress that they have been placed under judicial oversight. 
The proposed legislation responds to these increasingly serious problems by consolidating 
existing programs that protect chHdrcn imo a block gnmt with nominal federal oversight, 
Tn. Administration has serious concerns about this approach. . 

o 	 The proposed legisl.tio·, caps spending for child protection programs at a lev.l 

considerably lower than baseline projections.' This could lead to uninvestigaled 

maltlearment n:.:port$. and to childf(:n being 'eft in unsofe homes with minimal 
services. II could also seriously hamper state effortS to improve their child 
abuse prevention and child protection syStems, 

o 	 The proposed legislation eliminates the adoption assistllnCe programs. and 
leaves it up to states whether dtey will $:ignificandy sustain the subsirli,.~( that 
enable many special needs children tQ find permanent homes and whether !hey 
will honor commitments to those adoptive families chat now receive subsidies. 

o 	 Tbe proposed legislation virtually eliminates federal monitoring and 

accountability mechanisms. It makes it impossible for the federal government 

to ensure the protection of children. 


o 	 TIle proposed leghila.livll i::i :iilCHl Ull Ilw fOHllula for allocating fund.s to the 

states. Because of serious imbalanees among the Slales in spending on child 

protection. it is hard to imagine a formula that would not disadvantage either 

states that have been heavy spenders, or SIlItes that are only beginning to 

improve their systems. 


Substantial improvements need to be runde in the child proteetion system and in the federal 
role in overseeing that system. The Administration supports a careful and thoughtful review 
of the programs n.fore actions are ..ken that might seriously harm millions of vulnerable 
children. 

Denial of Benefits tQ Disabled CQildllm on 5Sl 
The Administration is deeply Iroubled by the changes proposed in !he program designed to 
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help di$1bled c.hBdT'Cn~-SSL 

o 	 The proposed legisl.tion essentially eliminates ,SSI benefits for children. with 

the ex_tion of • small group of children currently receiving benefits. Within 

(; months, over one hundred thousand disabled children would lose eligibility 

for SSI benefits··some wonld I"", meliic.l proreetion as well. And in the 

future no child, no maner how disabled. will be eligible for 'Il'l' cash benefits 

for 55!. ex_t if cash benefits prevent tbem from having to be 

institutIQnallZed, These proposals appear to penaliLc pau::u.ts who an:: 
determined to care for their child no matter what the economic consequences 
for the family. 55! recipients are among the neediest and most vulnerable 
children. in the poorest families. 

O' 	 SUlli;: Qf Ule money Mved i.5 put intO' a new block grant for services 1.0 disabled 

children, whlch would require the creation of a new state bureaucracy to 

decide on appropriate services. This idea is untested, and no one knows what 

impact it will have on the most vulnerable of children and the parents who 
care'for them. The 5 year cut off in AFDC for all per'3ons along with the 
elimination of SSI cash f.or disabled children may leave, th~ children 

extremely vulnerable. 


The Administration sees the need tor careml reform.in this area, with Its potential tor serious 
harm to extremely vulnerable childnm. Last year the Congress os",blished a Commission on 
ChLJd.IIDod Dj~bilify ro l('Iok inlo f~e i~~ues in consultation with expertS from the National 
Academy of Sciences. The Commission will provide it' report to the Congress later this 
year. The Administration believes pruderu:e dictates waiting for this short time until this 
biparrlsan commission. following a thorough rt.::vicw uf an asV'Xts of this important program, 
has an opportunity to make reconuneodations. 

Benefit, to Legal Immigrants 

The Administration strongly bcljev<;3 that illegal aliens should not be eligible for government 
welfat<: support. But the blanket prohibition of all benefits to legal immigrants who are not 
yet citizens is too broad. These legal immigrants are requited to pay taxes; many serve in the 
anned forces, and contribute to their CllIIlmUIlitie.. The Administration strongly favors a 
more focused approach of holding sponsors accountable for those they bring in10 this country 
and making the sponsors' commitment of tupport a lcgaUy binding: (',ontract, 

In summary, the Chairman', mark espouses goals for the reform of welfare--work, parental 
responsibility, preven"o, of teen pregnancy and state nex!billty··thal me Aolministl.Uon and 
the American people share. But Ibe translation of general goals into specifIc legislat;on 
misses the mark in fundamental ways. The proposed 102islot;on fails to enact serious work­
bilsed ,eform. II neither holds state bureaucracies accountable nor eushions state taxpayers 
against recession. It puts millions of children at risk of serious harm. Thot<: are alternative 
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approaches to reform rhat achieve our mutual goals in fur more constructive and accountable 

way,. 


The Administration reiterates its commitment (0 real welfare reform and its desire to work 

cooperatlvely wirh Congress to achieve it. 


8 
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meUM&IiIIC! OF filE PRESIDENT LRMNo:ue 
OFFICE OF MANAQEMENT AHD BUDQET 


, _111",,11, D.C. 2OI01_t fiLE NO: 11 


1113/H. 
LEOISLATIVE REFERRAL Ml!MORANDUM 

TO: I flQ1sloIhla liaison OfIIcer· So. DlslrIbuUo. bel., 


FROM: oIIIIe\ FORSGREN (f<>t) C, ,~~ ti :-,
_ant D_or for LogIs1atMl Ref._ /1 \'" ) URGENT,ot.IB CONTACT: 	 Clitia MUSTAIN H5--3JIU ' 
1.fIQw.uv. " ...SlMI's II.. (for lItnpIo ............): SVS-7382 

SUBJECT: 	 HEAl.'TH AND HUMAN SI!RlllCES Pn>pOOOd Report RE: HM. P.....,naJ R""""nslbllny Act of 
1895 

DI!ADUNI!: TODAY 3:30 PM Monday. Febnlary 13.1995 

In ....n:ta...with OMS Circular A·l,. OMS ~1IIs Ih.._ of your ".nc)' on \lie ._SUllject bolor. 

"".101.. on 110 _tiollShlp 10 lhe _ram of Ih. Prtsldent, 


P"'_ IdYl" •• Ittill. ""m will &!Jed dlrtct .....dlng or .....Ipta for purpo... of til. 

'Pay..AI.You.oo' provtllonl of TItIo K1II of the Omnibus Budglt Reconcliletion Act of "'0. 


COMMENTS: 

AGENCII!S: 

211..JUSTlCE· Sholla F. AnIIIony· (202) 514-21.1 

33()'1.A80R • RObert A. $hop!.... (2Ol) 2111-82Ot 

4211-NII1Jonai eConomic CoUlldl • Sonyl. __• (2Ol) 45&-2174 


EOP: 
1(.. ApI.I, 

Doug Stol\lel 

B.rryWlln. 

Kohh FCI\tenot 
etecyDeon 

MII<e Rllffne' 

ChIlI E1lertoon 
Rlcha"" Bovle, 

J.arry M.tlacI< 

Shannah Ke.. 

Wondy Taylor 

MStlgll. 


, lola'" Millar 
I\ndy AIII..n 
UnUu ' 
SobO.m,," 

Chuck Konillarg 

S..... R..a 

Jeremy Bon-Ami 

Dovld J.avInO 


, ' CllIfIsa Con:ta 

Pal GIfffln 

JIm MUIT 

Janetf'oragrtn URGENT 


http:1.fIQw.uv
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REBPONSETO LRM NO: 326 
LEGI8LAllVE REFERRAl. MEMORANDUM FILE NO: 11 

• 
If your respanseto 1111$ requesllor",- Is simple (e.g., _ comment), _ profertllal you rt$IIOI\d by ......11 or 
by faxlng .. 1111$ _-. 

It the _ 10 """",. and you preIor to call, pie... 	 _beloW (NOT the ....Iy$I'. Uno)toll the _lin.
to I••ve e m...age wItIIeleglstallVe _ 

You may also mpond ~: 

(1) ....lIng tho ...lyIItIattomey'a direct One (Jou will be ..nlUlded Ie voIi:a mall It tho analyst d .... nol .n....I); or 
(2) sending: us a memo or fetter. . 

Pl.... Includ. tho lRM numbor shown obov8, and th. IUbled shown below. 

TO: 	 CIufl; MUSTAIN 38$.3923 

0IIk:8 CIt Managemonlonll Budget 

Fax Number. 395-111" 

Branc!rWld. Uno (to ....cIlleglslallv. assIsIanI): 395-7382 


FROM: _.___________-'-_ (Date) 

______'--_____ {Nomo) 

______________ (AQancyj 


_______________ (Telephone) 


SUBJECT: HEALTH ANO HUMAN SERViCeS Propooad Report RE: HR4, Porsonal R.sponslbility Ad of 1995 

Th. following .. tho reoponso of our ag••C)' 10 your request for.- on the .bov.....p1lonod subject: 


__ COncur. 


__ No Objedl.n 


__ No cammon! 

__ Sea proposed edlla on pag.s ____ 


__ other. ~,________ 


__ FAX RETURN .f_ pag.', attaOlled to thl8 re8pOlll8 sh••t 
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The Honorable E. Clay Sbaw 

Chaiman 

S'Jbcommlaec on HWIWI lIuourus 


. Committee on WaY' all<! MeaDs' 
·U.S. Hou.. of R.eprcaoIlWl_ 
Wuhingtoo D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. ChalmIan: 

This leUw oxproPiOS the Adn1ini5ttation', VH;.Wt on the: ClWnnan'3 tI1Irli: on wclfut ref"nll 

legislation under consideration by Ihc House Ways andMoaos Subcommittee on Human 

~., 

1'1:Ie MmiDlSlllllion .bares the oommitmenf of the Congrw and the American people 10 real . 

.....If.,. tefozm IlIA! cmpha.iJ:<:a wori<, pu<:nt4l ""P"IIIiW!ity, 1111110 f1exiWUt:y, all<! the . 

prot«:tiOl1 of cbildteu. LaS! year the PmidellllUbmlei a bold "",fare rc:fQl1ll bill whitb 

embOdied ltIese values, l'b! Work III1Il Ke8pODJiblllty Ac! of 1994. It imposed tough wott. 

I1lquimnoOIl while provk\ina opponwdti.. for odw:atio.:~. ehikI QOl'lI and IOppOtU to 

workillg poople. It iIlcluded a $trinpm set of tblld support MIteIllellI provlslolU. 11 said 

to .... mothor.llllAt llIAy w...lo ,",,... 10 live •• home, lilly ill scbool """ identifY the baby'. 

fatbor. It inl:rc:uc<111ta1C flexibility wit/loot sacnIlclll8 ~Mllllabllity. ADd it m.alDtailled a 

baste $1nII:1\lI: of ptOlCtlionS for chUdren. 


. . 

The Admlnisttollon 1001<1 forward 10 working cooporati"l'ly with C<mgress in • blpanisan 

wny to pI19' boll! wolfa....rorm legl.I••i•• this yur. Tho Admini_lio. bu. ~....r • 

..rlow co...".,.". about a lIlImber of roal\ll:l or the Clmlrman·. marII: whlch appear to 

_no lIlA vllllltllO wlllen we arc: au oommincQ, 'l'1lC Administration seekS II> end 

welfare a.! we IaIow It by ~romotirul work, family and """",oslbillty. IKlt bv ol!l1i!llllril! poor 

cbildrcn !'or their parc:nu' miitak<$. Welfare ref01111 will only $U<X:CCd If 11 ...ccei$l\!lIy 


.__ peoplo from _If_ 10 work. 


Work 

Pot yws. RepublJeam and Domocrau alike have agreed IbalIIIe cetlIItll "",1 of welfare 

rofOtlll""'" be ""'ri<. Tho. is atill our Bcol: Peopl. who ..... work ""JIlt Ie go to work end 

o.o.m • poy,book not 0 ...Ifore .bock. Tho AdminietnlliOD bell..... !hat 110 adult wll. ia 0.1, 

10 WOIt IhOUI4 mx:loe welfare roc lit UIllImIIC<I Ume Without wolting. lbe Admlnismllon 

believes tbal from the first day sotmOlI< comes onto wellimo. be or &he lbould be required 10 

parti<:ipate in job ....mt. job placemelll. edutatiOll. or U1i1lhlJ: needed 10 _ off weif"" 

IUId 'NO • jab quiokly, I. is s""""""",·.....pon'lbility to 1Iolp ollNra Ihat tho ~ritl"ol job 

pIIoement. tniJIlD!l. And ohUd <.•r. ",rViCeJ .,. p1Qvided. Intll.id".l, who.", willil\lllo 

WOIt IhOUI4 have !Ita opporrunJty to wol1c and I1Ql be. arbltwily CUI of( wlsw!cc. 


I 
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o 	 It ellmina.lu RqviIeml:ru. lha, n:cipient. pat1i<:ipalc in job _1Cb. odu""tion, 

work Of trainins 1:1 • condition of receiving welfare, mel ends any 

RSpousibility of._ welfare '.r-IO provide education, rniIllllg aDd 

£IJaceml'lOJ llltt"",k:fo", to rDI)'Vf\ #dp1enu: from walrm 10 work. The proposed. 

legi'latioa clfcotlvcly repeals !he bipaniJall Family SUpport Act Signed by 

i>Midellt Ronald a..n in 1988. 


o 	 The ptOpOlod legislation inciudo. only minimal and unemoreeanl. 

,,",vimntD'" \hal ~"work. The bhl requlm only ma, per""" nn !lie 

rolls fi>r more than 2 year; engage in 'work acti-JtiI:s" looscIydefined by !he 

SUIte welfare bureaumcy. ta!het than • real wotk rcqjlinlment. The ptopooed 

ll.ll!1k:qUfCi'nl ",liUKJwnh,.Tl'! Vf:t)' It)W to many, ways~ tbt. wmk: ~qutrememt 

Ole even weaIccr !han tho.. in _ law. 


o 	 The pn:>potod I.,illation provides no WU!Ilnoe of cbild catC '" n:cip!cnll who 

wotk or an: preparing to work·..,,,,,n if I swe reQuim diem to participate. It 

nffC11l nn )ll"Ol"l\be (I' child elm: fnr thnM:. whn 1t"Ave lIullr:lfAtt: 1'n .. 'Won: Qr for 

those who Could avoid hlling OlUO welfare if they !Iad·fOIDe help willI cblld 

~11!. W'b.ilc: i.t tcpc:4l1i Vl'vvh.iOlbt uf "Ai¥~ 1.w tlutI. prv"iI:lc luuJW¥i Cor child 

care, lhis bill Ii silent 011 wbellles any additional fIInds will be available for . 

fUbJidlzed child care for low iI>:ome watkins families. 


I) 	 The ptopo>ed le,islation repeals the ellrl'm rule thalll1)'Olle wIIo leaves 

wclfile fu! WCJ'lf.; cau t(:\.'(:'lv~ McViC4il4 fut' au cuJ.\fuiuua1,CIU: iu ~ \be 

1mISilion. TIIli would turtlu:r reduce btalth covenge and ma.i:e iliwder for 

people 10 move from welfare 10 work. 


o 	 The proposed legislation woUld deny all cub wtsfallOe 10 farniliu wIIi.~ have 
. cceeived AI$bta.acc fot' UWFe ,thin five )'Q.{S. C'VC'.Il 1f lbe adult ia the family ia 

\IIll!blc 10 tlM a Job or p,,"CfllQl from Milling. JOb bccauac or tUlleS, or me 
noe4 10 ..... for. di..bled family membet. Cbiltlm> would be seriously 
jenl'lrdb.ed even if their {lareflt';. c:.nnnt find any work. 

The AdmlnisllOtiOU Nj!PO"" an .("'Iudve 'pp",,,,,h !hat WOIIIcl gCDlIinc!y tIlInSform !he 
wdc.rc- .If:r*W. Wl\1 1& {nu.~itiVoal 'yste1ll fucl.l.SCd on WOlt. It "WVUld. have. stri~t rcquircUlC:uu 
fi>r lCtipienlS to panicipate in; and olAt responsibilities for _to provide. cdul:ation, 
tniniwl and pl1oet!m.en! mi""",,,,: it would hI.e ..,.l0lL< tim! lImitlO aller which wor1c w.uId 
be ~; il would CllSIIrc that ehildren would DO! he left alODe wbtn parents were ",.,kina 
\1y providing UI~ for ,ldld. care; and: It would put pa!'C1lt6 \0 WOtk, DIX jU&t ~ theM 
oft'. 

http:pl1oet!m.en
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The Admiaisttallon believe, that welr... ~onn .houlcl r«:Ognlu the n:spoIlJl'bUity. lIId ' 
encauf'IIe the invnlveMent. (If both paawt' in their cbHdml'. livc•. · 11» Administrlltion 
coDSideI'l! child suppon cl!fortemc:nl to 1i an imegral part of welf.... n:form, paniculady , 
beclutc. it ,cc,Ml. it W:"n~ m~e tl1 young people about ~ recponrJbility, of bOth paronts to 
support tlltir cbildren, The Administration wu p1cucd that you ba4 agreed to add child ' 
support enforcement to your welf.", ..ronn biD, and lOrry lila! your proposab are not yet 
Pitt or die bnl oow UllCIer """,ld.raIlM l'bt! Adminis""tioll looJ<:i Ii>tWU<I to ...rldl\ll 
cl;)$ely wllb you 011 tbh is.... in tilt eomiDg weeb, 

,.. The only cbild support pfIlvision incl\lde(\ in lhe Cbaitman', mark is _ 
wblch aUow. ata!U IX> '!<due<: paYlMAlS to child.n:n for me I'im 6 months if 
pak:mit)' bu not bee" lCIAn, estlIhti,,;ln:'il., Tbil: J)fQvb1cm. Sl't':Iftt ~~w.al 

IIIld unfair, E""D if .: roodler fully <:OOpct'tlloS by glvlDa detailed ltIf..rmatioc 
IdcnlllYllli Ibe 1011#:1' oDIIl>;, PI"'ibk: locatIon, an4 ..... If !be ,\lit IS <!llIgCllt 
In l'l''''''iDg lhe father, II Cin euily lab: 6 months to pl paUlnlit)' legally 
Cltablia/Jad, TbcIe is no reasoD wby lb. child ,houle be ptmisbed durlIts this 
period, 	 ' 

The A4miaiotr6lloo believe. lbo, ~ IIlOlte> fa. lUU,. "'.... "' Ucny hm:1Il$ e1llln:ly 10 any 
parmt wilt> IdllIeI: 10 identify tho falh:r or lD c:oopera1e in locadng him, However, onc. !be 
mother has dono all sbe can. !be family ihl>Ulll quality for aid, and tben tbc $!IIe ought !Q be 
.~ to cm.abliah paternity within ~ yea.,., 

n" Adm.iDi5tnlbon belicvcs that the welfiuc. $)'ilc.w ,hv\lW CIa;ounasc: W, I't>rmatlon and 
suppon of lwo-parent tlmilic$, '!'he A4miaiMtion is tbereI'ote conccmad about an 
ImpoRam oml..ion in tho proposaIlcgislauoo: 

o 	 The propolad legislation repeal, \he ~nt that _ pmvldc cash

."it_ to ~1lI fimili.. wbo!:o • paICnt ;. wx:mplo)'od or UIIlIbI• ., 

work, 'XI allow....... lD dlscrlmlnaU= lIPIDS! owrte<!, nvo-pan:n! fltmm., by 

Imtlng siDgIe.p,uent familiel bet1er than two-pan:n! flllllUIes. 


The Admilllilratioll supporu III approach lbat'bolb =q" dttformatiOlI of two-parent 
iiunUi•• and ""'"'" sun: tN.. both I"I~\U t.W: mipowiil>l1iry rOt d!il<hon in all """", 

TIle AclmiDistrat.lo. and !be America.. people "".. tN.! "'" bc>1 ..Conn of ~lw., wwld b< 
10 koep people from IIOadil>g it In tN. fir" plaoe, W.lf.", ",form .mm ""'" • YOI)' IItrol\ll ' 
message 00 young people that tIaly siIouId no! get p"'goant or ather a dlil4 untU tI\ey .ce 
ready and able to care for !hat chRd, and ilia, if tbey do have ch~drca. they willl10t be .ble 
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It.! ......1'" u.. oblllaoolll> and rcfPO..iblli.... 01 p""'nthood. W. "'1111 be ......,1.lIy . . 
concemed about W well·bell12 of tho thild.... who lilt bam to YOlI", mothm, 8m they 
are vel)' llkly to I!fOW up poor. ' 

The Adminlsfl1ltioll therefore has ..,Ioos conce.". aboui tile blll before,ou: 

o 	 The propoood I'.illation would deny all I'cdenll Cish beneII!I for "ish*" 

y.an to any chlId born 10 an \IIIIII1l!ricd mother under 18• ., ....tl AI 10 the 

portIIl. 'I'hio provision .ppean to pWlidi _en for their omtite clIiId_.. 

18 yWS..fOl' the milIUIkes of their pamlU. 

o 	 The prOp0se4 legislation does not reqillre that teen inothen liviat hOlDe. stay 

in school, and identify the child', falber. It weaklms ""IUitemeM in CI.l.....in 

IDw. 	tUld may .mao the PTOipogt; tor mother 1nd ehtld I'vtn wone.' 

o 	 ' 'llle prow,"" IOJislaUon establishes only mlntmal cxpc:eta!lons fw slAICS to 


provide ~ to unm0rrie4 p'ltnt4, and provides DO additiollal' funds lO 

SlIppOt't lbem. 


The AIIministraliolllUpports an alternative approacb fhat would require minor mothen to live 
at home. stay III 1CIIOo1. make progrtSS loward selr4UmclGllCJ and kllmtir, tl'" eathel' or tht 
dlild. The Admlni.uation also S\IJlPOit. a nalional campaign to p"'velll teen PfCIIWICy. It is 
time 10 eDllllt p&rC!IIS and clv;'. religioU$. and bu.incSlleadcrs in a commlllllty bued sttategy 
w ~utJ , ~IBal' fllC6"*80 about ..1ntinc~e and tctpoNlble P"-Mn.ti:ns, 'nte AdminiclrttUm also 
supports altaI. option to not increa$O benefits for chikllen bom 10 motbm on welfare. 

The Admilliltration embr."", the creativity and respollliVII_ of SUit!. 8IId the 
oppol1Ullities tor real relbrlD wben ,taW bave tht n •• lbU", Iv desian and ad.mlnl..., .... Ifro:<: 
PfOJl1I!IIS drat are tal10mI til Wir wuque <trClIlI1SUIIICC 1UlI11lC«1.. Already this ' 
Admlniltnltlon bas JnIlf"d waivers 10 Marly half the III... for .....lfare refOlDl 
__ItIWo... N....1IlI ...uf .... ",fomI .hould embody tbe ...1110$ nf work 8IId 
respt)llSlbiJIl)I in I way that _ ta.pl)'CfS lbar fedttal money is belDg &peIIl prudently IUlI1 
approprial¢ly. I'O! ",tonn 10 succeed. !be lImding ma,lumi_ ell. welfare .houLl 1101 pili 
ch!ldml or SIiIei at riSk In times 01 tce:eSllon, popu1atloo lnI:_ Qf "''I'nodletablo growth in 
demand. . 

In this COIIIelI, the AdminiatrAtion bas !l:riOWl coru:ern. about the propoood legl!lation: 

o 	 . n.. spendlng ClIp ill ,bo; l"<>i>olOd tOglJlltion _ no ollow-.. for WlIHlIial 

gro,""" III the need for casb ...iltallCe bec.~$e of eo:onomic dowlllUtll. 

populAtion J",I>I1h, or unproclictabl. rme'Z,ncie.. II could mull in IUlres 
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uuwiu,g out .0,C lllO.fltY brn">rc 'be eud of tbc. yeu, and thua hayinc to IlU'n "Wi,

ll'Oftine fllDiliH who hit a "blimp in the road" and apply for sborl-rmn ' 

1$,11_, II eoul6 preclude stale! from ;n_1ns in job pli<emem. ill wor'lt 

pros' ...... in ""uoation .no! trainin&. and in "'ppaN for wotlW:lc 1imIIleo. 


a 	 'Ibo pr~ ~.8l.l4tton ...,.ovo. lilt tequ;"""'nt lItlII __ m.teII_1 

!\lode with their own illite funds, With none of their own DIODCY II rllk. 'IlleS 

wiIlllave many fewer incentive. to spend the l\lnds .mciently and eft'edively 

~ improvo porf'omuu::II:;;c and ineteatc tcI.'-.lU~)'. 

0: 	 'I'he prop<>Ie4ltsi,lai.t•• pmY,4....""ally DO ",,<aW\lIbility. 'l'here ... "" 

incentives for ,000 perfonnanee an:! virtually no penailla for failure, '!'here I. 

no proviaion for the '-"""""''Y of mOllie. pai4 out tiaudlllenUy or in error. 

'1'b.e", "'" no mec\1a""'" for " ••",", 1b!I' ....toII .... actually 'pen4I", !be 

money on needy thil4ren ,alh<:r Ibm on ""Ie bllMllUl:tltcies. or for monitoring 

whethe, tillltnll mnney .. 11'''111 _ to help p&mIIS ,ain JClf·mmeim::)'. 

require work. an:! enforce parental "'lJIOlISlbitlty. Indeed !he federal 

government i. forbiddcn !rom taking any ....... insflllllCp; 10 c= program 

pel1'o......- and ......nablll!)" 


'lhe A<lministnllon SIIppOlIS \>IopOsall wbiCb slanlticanlly _$0 state !lexlbUiIy but also 
elUlU'C attOUntabHlty for aehiovll1£ naliolllll goals, Tho AdmIni8tration I\Ippor!$l funding 
mochlwilln !hat ,.W DOt pOl chil<lten and Utes It risk down the roa6. and !hat euablc$ .tale, 
\4) .~ in luoviUS pooplo from wolfaro to WOfk _ in lupponiCS w~ familio., The 
Adminiltration h...i&uific:.ant doubl$ .bow the abilitY of • puR blQOk lnutt funding: 
meellarusm 10 adeqUIICIY proted both children alld 1!A1e1, 

, , 

'!be Adcninillll'ttlOn ~ Ibill the proteetlon of cblI<!m, I. tile prlmaly goa1 both or casb 
assistance pro,uams and of dlUd weii'm and cblI<! prollic:tive lC1Vices. Cash asslslance 
prosmm will fatllUits to ""'" for thildn:n in tlJ:ir own 1Iomes. Child plOll::Cdon SCl'\lices 
help ttwlO oftildNn wbo .. ,. "tNNd or USIMW4 or At rltk of aw. by tMir ~ .n4 who· 
aeecllJ)OCiaJ in-home servleeo or out of bome' placemtnts to USIUC their .afety, StmIgthcning 
tlml1iCl. a.ncI Whc", appropriarc, preventing removal of cIIll4reo from lIlclr bomes art al.o 
key aooit of ClUld 'Pl'OI<Otion ..rvi""" There lItO probl..... In. lIumber of ....... , 

Demint of Benefisa SA Cbi'drsp An AFDC 
Tbe legill'ti'. plPposai. that would ...fonn >ash willaDCe lIal'll a ownbet of plPv;,ioD5 !hat 
would put vulnerable cl1lldm1 at gt'C8ICr rbk. 

o 	 As noted above. !he legislation woukl doIlY caib USill/lncc.1D chil6r:en of 

\IllroiI!tied minor m~t.bcn for !hoif ..run chilclbocM!. 110 .hlld~n bon> whll~ 1M 


s 
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parent "'II on welflR. and to chllclrcn whosc plrelll bad teeelved welfm for 
."""" lhon fi.. Y..... """'tlw or ..... joh w.....ilobl. ar the j'IlIletIl Wal 
UMble to work. TIlt l\uIdioi c",", oouId 1\&... tho .!'foot of denyina _ 
."Wf.a~ w ...lLibln:u w1l;:11 ,~\.Cti u.acd up tMu a1~ ~. for wlwcy~ 
reasons. unlQ"", in low i_ working fa1llllles. WhO may be fOlQed onro 
·!.;Ub ~ill1J),,':C i.n times of u.onoruk downmn. could. be most effected. 

Child PNlEtiDD Soryioes 

Svwc< or lb.,," chilclrcn could ,"Ii <:OIIl¢ wo. m- of dlild p-.rion krVi••, thot is 

aJreIdy seriOUSly o..rllun1ene~ aoo thai Is ratllna .0 provide \lie IIlOSI e$5CIIII8l servltes. 

!I<pon.ed child mol"elllmCm and "",-of-homo plooo_ have both boon iIIotouina chIItply. 

MOD)' $lilt 'Y"""" 'M in ",.h di"...~< !hat ihay ha.. bttn plaoed under judielal oversiahl. 

TIlt propo>ed 1••idouOll mpo...0 _ ino.....ingly ..ri.... problem. by cOOIO!ldaIi1lll 

c:tistillll program. WI 1'- child",. into • block ,ion! wid! nomiNII r_ ""..oip>t. 

'Ibe A<lmini$l1atioll iIIt serioul conr.tttlS about !his approaCh. 


o 	 "." JIMIIO""" IIlII/Alatinn CIIJ1S JI'ClIIilnI for child proteclion pro,rruna at • IewI 

-.>idombly low.. Ilwt b...1ioe proj..ti.... nu. 001114 Iud to .Dlnvestlg&ted 

malu'CIUlltW n:parlll. ami to ChildlcD bcinJ loft i111IIIllk _ WiIl1 miDi_I 

services. It could allO seriOally lIampar IlIA" .1Ibn. I<) Improve tllelr ollIkI 

abuM' 'Prevt-ndoft and cblld ~nn ';YAtem.t:. 


o 	 Tho p~ lqltlltioo. elimi.ootoo tho odoptlon ........,. proS"" .... &ad 

leaves it up to st&u.t whether cbc:y 'NUl -l&ntt&::am1y suMlD. lh: .ub»iWo. dwi 

enable many .petla! nee4S children 10 riM permanent _ lII'II whcllwr lbcy 

will hOllOr commi_ to ihC5C adol>tlve fomllie. that DOW receive subsidies. 


o 	 The propooo<llogt.1atlou vinu.Uy flimilla, .. ft<lmll mmOlorlDg &lid 

4CCOUnttlbllit)'~, 1t l'nAlu:o. it impo:NIlblQ' for the fodOftillov.tmDAnt 

to etI.I\Ite lIle ~tJo. or ollIldrtn. 


" 	 The Pf<JIlosed tcglslaUon is 'U!lI1! Oil !ho fonnul. for .Uoealiaa f'uIIds to !ho 

_... Baoau.. of IlII'iQl!l Imbal_ "!I01lII <be 11110< i.1J"l!'IIir'II on child 

~,o...lIo", It lJ lund to ~"'" • fOllDWo Ill.. would _ diAd• ...,.,. ollhor 

_ IIlat have bee!! ileaV)' spende... or ...tICS that .... lIllIy \lqj1mlilJj IV 


improve !beir sys_. 
SUb,wllia! imp",,,.,,,,,,, _ to be ni&do In tbc child p",1<I:!loo or""'" .nd in tho met"",l 
Me' In VVG'lllfDOl.Qa Iba.t f)'ct¢Uii, The Awtniatn.doo .tuppon. _ CAn:t.rulllnd thtmghtful t'8view 
of lb. programs !>cCo•• &<110'" an: 1akon tho! mlHtll ...io",l) h ..... mlUiolll of vulr!crabl. 
children. 

Ilmjal of !iwfjli to Dinbled Childnm M s,(! 

n.. Atlmini.!tatlM ia clceply lI'ooblcd by !he thIIn&es propo<ed ill !he prOgram clnlS..d to 
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help diooblcll ehiklrul--SSI_ 

o 	 The: proposed legislation ~j.lly eliminate. SS( benef'm for thil4ml. with 

"'" ••etpuoa of • """II group .r dUliInm currOlllly recoiviDg benoIi.u. Wi1ll.in 

6 1Il0llfht. over one _ !bousand dlMbled clilldrcn would lose ell&lbUI~ 


'for SSI boIlofita-somo would Ioelmlllieal pml1>Ction as well. Aad in "'" 

I\ilU~ IlOthild. no mailer how disabled, win be ellaible for any cab beriefits 

Cor SSI. except if wh benofifS preVIW. them from baving In be 

....ltutlorWi ... d. ~ propOlaLt appoar Ie porWU:t pmetltO wbo .... 

OelU1lline<i 10 co", for dlcir child IJ) IIlIItU what !he etOIIOIlIte "'!1Ie<Ium:,n 

for"'" family, Sst recipionU 'f<' amc~ the _lest and most V\.lnenIble 

c:hI1d"'D, In the __ f&\llllie•. 


o 	 Some of Ibt money pWid It put into a new block Stant for torvioe, to dIsabled 

cb.lhhen. which wauld fCIIjuile \be cn:aUaA of • IICW .we bureaucracy to 

deCldt 011 approprlau. ,",viceS, Tills Ides Is IIIllCitC!l. 8IId no one I:now. _t 

impact it will bave on !he moll \'UInerable of ehildnm and 1he parents who 

care for them, The S year <III off in AFDC for all persons along wilh !he 

mirullUdivlI ut SSt \,;jD:li {VI 4iM1AW "lw.ueD may lea"'~ "SC' cblldtfU 

••lIlmldy vulnenble, 


The Admlnlstratlon see,lhe nee4 for caretlll reform in this area, witllllll potential for serious 
, harm to extremely vulDerable children, WI year \be Congres:l O$!I!blished a Cpmmis5ion o. 
Childhood DiI"bUlly to lQOk into the" lal'lJel in cousu.ttation wi~ Q:KpOJU from dle Na\ioNl 
AcaQcmy of Sciences, The Comml.l$lon wi11 pro.ide its repon to the Congl'CSS later this 
ye.... The Admlnls!nllotl belleVel prudCllI:C dlotlteS watting fOr lilts sllOn time uruil this 
biputisan commission, followm, I tbolOlI8b review of all aspect> of this important program. 
bill 111 oppol1W1ity to mw. nwmmeodlllloN. 

The Adminlsmticn sl!Ollgly belleVC! lila! al.gal alteDS ShoUill DOt be eligible I'or gommnent 
welfare .upport: But the blanke! prohibition of all benefits 11> leBal immigrants wbo an: not 
yel (',iti:u!ltu il too bmad. Theu 14s*1 Imm;~ntI a.re required tn pay toeA: man)' lMVe in tb!o 
armed forcea. and contribute 10 tbtir 1\OmIII1IIlIdOIO, The AdminlllratiOll strongly favon; a 
more tOQlIOlld approacll or IlOI<lIna .ponsor> 1Ct000000bie for lhooc lhIoy brlni Ii1ID this C\IIWtr1 
and InIII<i1Ii !lie 'pO~rs' tollUllltmelll or support • lesally bl:ndlng COIlll'aCt. 

In """"""Y. "'" Cllairmaa'. IIWk ._. ,001, r.. w monn of welfare-work. _I 
responsibility. prevention of teen pregnancy and _ fmibUity-that the AdminlittBtlon and 
"'" AmenelA people ./lace. Bw the tnwsl.tiUD uf 11,,,.,,.1 ~wl> i'''',apctifi< I.,illation 
Ill..... IIle marl< in ~ way•. Th. plllJ>O""ll"li.lation f.U. 10 ....<1 ..rio... ,work. 
baiOd noform. It neither holda _ burenucracies _hi. IIOr ClUbIons state Wpa)'m 
·",.inst rec:.e"ion. It putS millions of t"Jtitdten: at fist of .er;nUIl harm. Thtre ~ alternative 

1 
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II'l'roaebel to reform that IIl:lIieve our mutual goan in far more <:Ofl5tnlCti•• a.n4 IIICOlIIlllble 
waYO, 

TIle Mministration rtiletata i1J oommilmenl to real welfare reform and ill desire to work 
cooperatively with Congress to arD"f! it, 

8 
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VIEWS LETTER: DRAFT 

QJID writing to !:"l"PtC'»S !b.;; admi.uislratiQu'5 \~ew$ on the Chairman's mark Ott wdfw¢ reform 

legislation under con~lderaftOn of the House WilY:) <1tl(l Me;ln:; SuhMmrn.mce un Hlt:n"n 


R';SQlUc:e~ 

T'le administration shnrcs tht: lloi1llll.itlllem Qfthe Congress aud the Am-:ricau peop1et to )'~aJ 
\\-el1hre reform that emphasizes wurk. var~l!tal t ¢s~ollsibility; s.11lte lle)'11lillty"vith Accountability, 
und the prot0ctioll of r,bildren LilSf year W'i! ::.ubmittcd a bold wclf'lfe ufoml hill which embodit.;d 
tbe~ vuluC's, The Work and Responsihility Act of 1994, 1t impI):;ed tlJugh work reqtlirer.nent~ 
v/hlle providing 0PPQmmitit:-t:' fl.lf ed\i\:;;atioll: training, child r.:lIfC and :;:uppons to working people 
It included J stringent s..."'t ofchild suppon enforcement provisions. It said to teen m01h!;.'x:.;. that 
they w\,;luld h:wc w Hve at home.. stay in schuol and id..;utifY the baby's father. It incl'enseu state 
flexibility ...vithout !:acri1iciug ac,coUluability And it Iflamtaiucd a basiG MHlctnre: ofpr01cctions [Ul 
ej,ildren, 

~. 
<f\..v @IQ~k fonmrd to \Vflrkin~ cooperatively }\~th Cungt'~S$ in a bipartisan way to pass bold W<:J.{;lI~ 

reC(lt'm legislation tbi.oi year @lHlve. however. seriuus wnCCJllS about a ulJmber offeaturcs of 
the Chariman's mark which appel!f to ulldel'w.iDe tbe yal1u:... to '\'llkh we tift! nil committee!. "Tt-.. 
~l...;~(>~ ,..J.. +-~ ....{;....., """I<.....- ;~ "'1 ""'C!!' ~ ...oM (i...,t.y
Worl' ..,J. !""to"'\\.~\~' "'.-\' b:; p.....,~~ ?"'" J..U ..... .;';.. t(,;.,;-~..... M,:\"1.,s I 

wdG.-. rt....... .;l\\ -":I ...... d. i~ ""' ......., ?~l.. "'-' ~r......... ""0""'.' • 
VN year~, Republicans and Dem(l~jms Alike have agreed timl lIli; ,':l1ultl ionl ofw~If,'tre reform 
must 't1e '\","ork. That is still our go;)i: People woo can work ('IU@llt 10 go to work and elHl1 a 
pH),chc-.:" !Jot a welfare check. @)bdll:w that uo ad~;,It who is ilhle to work should receive 
wdJilr~ for an uulimited time \v,thout 'orking. @ t'enevc .hllt ~rntl1 the first day :;om~UllC CvUies 
onto \\t:lfU1C, lht:y should be n:qllued to participate injob seurch~'.~duC1ltion~ or training ~.-R.-. 
needed to move th¢m off welfare and lato :l joh quickly, it is go\,eruwcut s resPQnsibmty to hclp 
euSiUC that the critical job pillccment, (ruining, and child care services arc: prQvided. And M-A­

~ljtte~ *11rt:ttlj ,d" I'Itll'l ".'hrn,tH'Hy 16~ ~ II'!tlcfil.'! ~(,d fWi 6dt~ is ~1Iy.illely1-\\-'i!1ing to \"ork'J~"4 Q9 
II'.,k i"...I!.~l. , r~•.~U .... """ IsWJ l....lk 
tJ\ 	 ~"'i ;-<>
~theretor(> h.we Senoul'i concerns abo-ut tllc chaim13n's mark b::fl.ln; yua: MYk.. 

o 	 ttCllminatt'.s rl;:qtdlel~)ent::. that recipient~ ll!lllll::diately participate in \vork Qr 
traming U$ u coudition of receiving welfare) and ends allY resl'l)n~lhmty of :;t(tl~ 
welfare syste~ W pt'ov",le .:Ju('<1.tion. tra;n-nlA and placement ser.~ees to move 
recipients frOID welfare to work. !hI;': I'rorfl~ed legislation tfTt:clivciy repeals the 
bivanisan F~mily S,tppot't Act sj~ed by ROHlild Reeg<'m$ t\HHt 

o 	 ·fhe proposed lcgishuion includes ouly lIlW,:;1Hl Hod tOMhless requirnlCllls that 
recipicJJb wOlk "Fbotigb'1he bill re:quirc\ilint P€lSOUS 01'1 iUore"lh<ln 2 years / __-, 

~\..- &;(/'
I \I,t"~ ~ 

1 	 ,~ 
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"'8'g- ill "wor ".tivittc ". ~::ii;;:,J:~~~~!:;t=;~,~:~:::;,,=.~~~ 
" ~ • partirin;1110n ~andar£~l';=;etH"Mli ,"I., iGQ!H-.: ""-:I w"'1' 	 . T ~ ,

~..k. t"l. ",>/,~ ""'"even weaker tlurn those ;n current Jaw_ ~,~,,~ oooMfIIL __ dzl dzf 
b .",u "ft'l1l",,,.f 

\) 	 Thlt proposed iegllilalion pro'v'ides: no as:t;urance of ~;hild cafe to n::cipil;':HiS wbo /L.t c...fb.r-. 
work (H' :'1r.e tueparing (u \\'OJk~·l;wen ifn statG requires thew to panidpate, It r-v.l ~crk. 
offers no Vloutise of child care for those who I~\'e weillm! fin work oor to those 
who could avuid falling onto welfare if they bud some help with child eflt\:. Wltile 
it repeals provi$ions of existing lavv that provide fiUldiug for child care, this hill is 
silent Oil whether ally .1rlditionnl fLUids ""ill be nvaiJable tor subsi\~d child i:'U~ for 
'hw.' 10co~vorkillB falniliesJOltn!f P!OpostlIs ll,naet~___ 

ongrcss npp¢aJ t(l cut child cafe funding eVl;"ll f'r'l"'lln its ClUnut luad~\U1te leve . 
";'Q "''''),,<.­

The- proposed legi~lali()n Iepea)s the cun'ent rul~ that illi)Olle \..mo leaves \\'clCare ' 
fOf \\ork ~an receive Medicaid for an additional year to ease Ihe tJ'lllHiition, 11li;,: wQ>.JIJ ~ 

-A1'l'ef\r~ t6 t'~dtlce health .:overage ~Dd Iwkc it mOle I"thcr tltanles:;: likely th.n 
i09liiiij8f1e (:t!'I'!i move frow welfare tQ work. ~ .Qw.- ~\c..-\-Q 

(I 	 The proposed legislafion wouid deny <Ill c;gh ~istant.:~ tu rumilies which have 
receivl:u allsistance for more than frye years. even iJtht! adult in tte family is unahle 
to find a job or pH:vt!JJted flom holding ajub l.l'~C;]use of illness or ·.he need 10 Care 
for (! dis.lhJed family member. Children would be :oed,,'1)!;1y Jeopardi:o;:d even if 

~~. their pure1l1~ ~a.nl1ot find ally work 

~\lJlP()j't an alternalivc approach tlllJt would genuinely trfUl.stonn the wc!fi,rloJ 'S}'~elU into it 

trunsiti\,nal system focused O.tl work Tt would bave: !'ouict requirements for recipients to 

parll~ipatc ill nud cleM responE.ibilities fOl $tates to Ilf'nvidc educatioo, training am.! j,liacement 
assi5'fance; it woultl ILllV!.':: 5erious tirut11imits after which work '1\ould be fe'lutted; it would tlD.$uf..: 
that children would. not be left a~oue when parenh W~fe working by subsidizing child care: nnd it 
would put parents to wurk, not just oat the d6O:~ ­

"'"'" ~ . 

The Ddmini·,tration believes that wei£'m! refol1n shvuld I~e the n;sj,lQusibility and encourage 
th.:: inv(\lvemelll ofbotb pal'~s i.n theif chUdren's tives. ~-ouslder child SlIPJ)(lrt eniorcemclIl 
to bl.: un integral pRn ofweifarc: reform. ll.3.1ticularly b;;cause it send5 3 str~mess;tge t!) Y(lUng 
lleople abuut the respoDs,il)ility of both parcuts to snppilrt their Cbl1Lll'en.~t:fc pleased that 
you b:lve flgl'eed to add ¢chUd !\UPpoI1 t"lIrOlccment to YQ111' wcJ~eform bill, :l.nd so-ny lhal ynur 
plOposals are 110t yet pilrt of the bill now under tonsi.leration.~ook forward to \vorkmg 
closelv. \vitb you (1) this issue in the C{lmin~. weeks. , 

The only child Sl.IP?Oft Pl'OVis1{ln itt¢luded thus far i:; one which allows stittt!S to redllcc paymCllts: 
10 children for the first 0 months ifpaternity has tlot been legally established, This pwvi!'.iftli 

. 
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5eern~ ;m::ff~¢rua1 nnd unfair, Even if II moth",,! fbUy cooperates by giving delHil~1.I iufonuation 

idetltif}7tig: the father (tnd his posswk lucatiou. tlild even ifthe !Jute is ~gent 1n pursuing the 

fntiler, it can easily tuke 6 months to set pateruity legally estab1isherJ,~see no reason vdlY 

should the c!'ild he puID";'eu during this pel;od. 


~'jhejjeve it Ulllklo:$ flU :note sensc to deny benefits' entirely to my' p.arent \~'ho refusl;:~ to iue.o.tii)· 
¥failit"f or t(l coopcrat:it ill locatitl~ him, Ollce the mother ilas done ul1 she can, the f.'lmily 
should qualify {(If aid, and then the state ollght to b<: ex-pecl~d to establish p.uCfuity 'within one 
year. 

The ,ullllinisrratiou I.JI;;lioves that the ~rc l:iystem should encourage tht' fOJ'mation and 
c:oulwutuion ofn.vo pareut familie~,~are thl!fl;.rOfC conc~med about an important Olliissiotl m 
tb~ prupposed leg;islation: 

o 	 The propo~el.lle$islation repe31~ the reqtUrt:tllcm that st!{te~ J1IO\id~ ct/$h 

a:-;~istance to m"o palcnt families ,",nere a parent IS: unemployed or u.uttble 10 \vork. 

II allo\"s :;taies 10 discr.minlHt:: Ilgain!lt marri~J., ~wo-pax:~m families by treating 

::;iugl(' parent families b.cncr than two p-ilcent families, 


@support all appt'oach that both eucoura~es the [unnaf;on Oft\V(I~pan::nt families and IllJIkes 

stire mot hllth f1al'e11ts Hike responsibility for children in aU cases, 


r••n Prrgnancy' J , f... . d r_ I .t __ 
~~?f"'>""""i ,Y ,- ~£"'/1tsrr-' 

The Adwini ri1tjoli,€~d the American veopJe agree that. t.he best refvrtH nh\:'e:lfurc 
0' 	 .,.:..' .:' 	.....:ouldbc ., ." I 

ifw:..tbe SOdt'jy:~ S~~~Ft;fo~nm~ seud:a very strcmg n'~;fp yom.lg vcop~e 
that they shCHl!rl flot~~ru~yalt: Icady unO able to CIlTe tor mrl that utiley 
1.1(1 hal/Ii dllldrtn. they 'will Dot be l\b~e 10 ~$cape the ObJigiltioHS and re~;H.m:.jl>iliti~$ of parenthood" 
At t~e: ~efM: tl!n:e, vJ:. 1\111!:f bC~8t'E~l~d about the well-being of the ('hildren who arlj Dm'U ttl 
young mothers; b~ (~ ~~'- __ .(;.... ~*'" \ ..~ \.,. ~ f ~t)or, . 

~th0n:tore hi1vC ~erious com:eftl.':: about the bill before ),OU: 

o 	 The proposed kgi~lation wouhJ deny an federal cash benefits lor eighteen y~~l~ to 

any child born to an unmanied mother ~lOller 18, as wdl as to the parent. This 

Jlmvi~iot1 appeal:) to punish,. chil(!O"r th~il" ~ntire childhood..• is. yC<:lfr:-~for tht: 

mistakes t)fM~ 6' her pareu\s, 


.fI..t.~,. 

o 	 The proJ)osed legislaf.h.m docs uot require thilt teen wathen, live at home, stay~ 


in school. llud idenrify the father, ,4.; ,~e}t.,it m;IY make the prospect::- for mother 

1IUd child (WCll WIJ!S¢, l\- ,",b.~~ t"'t....,.-~-t.. ..... ~ \,c....l;.J. 
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o 	 111C pro)lo!>ed legi:'ilation cstublishes only min.i.tr.al e-x-pcctativlls for :\tatcs to 
provide servi:~$ tn unmarried pun:nts, and provide!; no HliditiQnal funds to 5uppOn 
them. 

fw:;\.pporl au altemative approach that ,,;,,)ul(} require nUnOl UJothers to live At h~~tay io 
~~l> mak:; prUglCSS tQwnrd selt~su.ffici~ncy and idcatuy tbe father of the Ghlld. ~~U ~ 

support a tt'Q'C:"tit=;; national cl1mpaign to prevt:n: tti'e!l. Pi egnancy. AGd J!tOtft tmpOltMNly, ;'f(# n ·t~ oh~ 
t.. .......\.."'i:,: t~1 ~ a COJumuruty ha5:cd strategy <W.&ign8d' te ea5ure ftH ,Hut' if,fthe iiM¥!:m!I:lHty t;Wb H?j~ t(l 

~~~i...J"...J. send. a dear Uh"':sS<1ge ahoUt abstinJm:c and responsihle parenting. 
('I.l~t~1 	 • 

trh<~~-
~'-

State Flex.il>ilit)· with .<\ccouut1\bilit.y 

The Adminiruatil};tl e1llhrrlces the creativilY il1lU responsiveness of gtlltes, and the ollpo-rtuuites fot 
real refom1 whCilstates have ~he fiexibilny to design lI:ld adnlinister w~lfi.ue pIogzams that arc 
taitoretJ IE) th~ir unique l,;1rvUIUStauc·es and needs. AJ.rcaJy~have granted war'v'ClS 10 llei1rly half 

7 
. the state,s fQr welfare retbm1 de!\l0lftt"rutJous. At the !8Hitl [hut' ftC bel:itwe tne AmtIicUIt pa'btie ,. 

wmtts"tiunal v,'(,:lfare reform ~mb<Hl*,:; the values of work: and responsihility.... Mid thttl-tt,.. ~ Q. we 
. -t\...,.+- Ql1bW\'", ,t.;~ur~~emll'r:oncy is bt'-1tIg: 3peut pnl~:~d IlppropJiately We: <'11800.+ . i.e:. 

~.III"	 the fimding mechmusm, tor wolt:"e ,bould j..~Jt. • ".ilh... cbilwc• .M.state\o.J"·" 
__ times ofn."oe';';ion., popuhluulJ iU¢fcasc or uOI}redictabl.;: gn)\\'th. ill dem.1nd, 

;;r n'-''''''''I (11 fhi! eon:te,(t@have seI":ous concerns. nbout tu.e proposed legi~latiol1.
fp'1""r.u.t.fj 

·nle spt1.'ldillg cap in the proposed le~ation mak.;s no «D(>w,Hlce,~ for polt111ibl 
gro\vth tn the need for r.:at>h ~ista.uve beciluse of cconomi..: dowllturn, population 
grov...th, 01' unpredicJt ..blc emergellde~. It could result in M.4lts' n1llllin~ out of 
money b~run: the end oft.he year, lind being fQrced w deny l' l~\'~r...!~fito:; TO-

needy tamilie:!<. It coukl preclude ~atcs ID.ml Luvcstiug .~A J!..ill r\vork 
IHognu.us, in education and traiui~l~I't.!!i ~I'Ol1S for workins tJmili~~. 

o 	 The proposed legistation remove;; the Il!'quirement that statl;;!~ IUht(.b fede,raJ fUnds 
\\rit;; their OWD ~latC funds With floue ofth~ o.wn moneY.1t ris~ state) \"';11 "ha\'e 
fU"UY te\",·er incentives to 5p&l.t1 the funds effil.:it.:utly aud effi::ct:vdy to impcove 
p~r10.UllauCt;" IDcreas~ sc1t:S\J.ffideucy. ~ ~~ ........ (.;..~b~c; 

.<rj;...'W"<. ... [...kt." •• IJ;.lJ,. 	 l ..... ~~r. 
o 	 Th~ propo d l~gislation pt'O,tidcs for vir..\laJJy u() accountability at all Alm~!t n.,. v(:"j I\D 

pen;llties. ., , _ . ' ~ 
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el1ml'ce part,uta; I~svon.siuiljty" lndeed the tederal goverllment is torbidden from 
taking any rueatlingful steps to ensur~ pfosran; per1ormtlu~ l1lH.l accountnbility, 

Protection oJ Children 

The Admiwsmmon recoguiz..:s thaI the lH'(lt~ction ofchildtt:ll is tbe primal), goal both ofcash 
assi.:olaucc: plograms and of child \1\elfare and child protective scrvi~s, C<l~h B~~ist!IDce plognW15 
assirt families to i;liTt' f~lr children in their uv.u horoes. Child protection servkes help those 
children t'l.'ilo arc abused Qr oeglectect or at~nsk ofabuse hy theil' parentti and whQ need special i..u 
howe sefvices or out ofhome plncem.ents to a!:sUIC thcit safety. Strengthening families. :lmi \\~\ere 
l'Ippropriare, preventing I"emoval of clilldreu from their hUlllt:~ al'e also key goais ofchild 
protection ~t::rviccs, nH:~re nre problems in n munbcJ of ur~as: 

D;:,n.i/lA QfUendi1S to C_bifgren 911 A~ " 
Th~ legi~hliivc proposals that \\-'Quld refol1ll c.tsh ~jstan(:c huve a lJumber OfJJl (')vl~lons that 
would put vnloi)nlble chlldren at greater rbk 

o 	 As noted above, the legislAtion \vould dI&JIY ..;;ash assistance to children of 

llil1U<'Imed Ulinor lXlothen for their entire childhood, w dillJren horn \',:hil~ lbc 

panml Wlt~ lin welfare, anu tv clilldien ""hose parent bad received ..-eIinre for Ulo~e 

than five yeal s. whethtr or nOt a job \V,IS tj\lailahle or tht: palt>lH was Ull.1ble to 

work. TIll;; funding (:<lPS could have the effect of d¢llyiug cash aSSlstllflve In 

duldren when ~ates U])t,':t1up their allocated ruuds, for whatever reasons. Children 

in low income working fumilie-s, who ru.1}' be forted onto cash lll'ststaDce in tiUles 

of ec-(Jntalli~ d()"\Vittum, could be most affected" 


Some of these children could weU come illto a sy~t~OI of(!hild protection services that is already 
seril1u,:;ly overburdened and that is failing to provide the ruQst esswt1r\i ~f\.,ces, RI.:IJurt~d child 
mahreatment and l\l.d.l)f~h()tne pbcemcut5 have both heen increasing sharply. Many state S),SleJll$ 

ari!' itt sucb distreSs that th<ry hQ.....e been placed unuer junicial oversight. l1te proposed legislation 
n:::,'pou(h.; 10 these in\.:reu~lugly serious pl'Ob'ems by consolidating exl.ctting programs that prote,! 
.:hi1drcn uno :J hlock grJ.llt v.ith m1millal federal over:-,i~t. The .1dm~strat.on hU$ serious 
cun::t:l'US about this apPl'oad, 
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o 	 'Hie proposed legl:>1atloll caps spending for child Pl0tt'~:lioJJ programs at a lrevel 

c~)tlsiderahly lower than baseline projections, TIltS could leud to uutllvesrigated 

IIL.'l.itreatment replms., :lnd to childrell being left ill unsafe home~ with lllitUfll<1l 

5efvl4.:eb, It \iould n150 s.e·fioudy han:q:icr ~ute efforts to improve their child nbu.)e 

prevcntiCl!1 and chlld prvlecIJol) ,y~elllS, 


o 	 The' pro}'(!;ed legislation rcliIujllatcs the adoptiol1 assiMancc pfognullS j and leaves it 

up to (.;'(ute$ whether or not they \Vill signi1i\,iilltly s(l~3:jn the subsid,c~ that elluble 

many spe(,;jal ut:eds children to fiud pel'lUBllcut Imroes ilud whether they will llol.l.Qr 

commitments tl,1 those adoptive {illuilie" that uow re!.:elve subsidies. 


The proposed legislliri(Hl vhtuaUv eliUlillatc:s f.;deral rnollitnring and at.:colilltability 
mechaills111iL It ruakes h impossible tbf the federal guvernment to enSUrt;: the 
prmectio;, of chihlren. 

o 	 nit.' pn)posed legi..lation is silent on th~ Conllula for allocating funds to thi: ${:ltes. 

Hecaus:c of seriQUS ullhahmces; among tue ~tatcs in spendiu.J? on child prutectiou. it 

is h3rd to i.t:rutgine a formula that did not di:;advalltag< either ~ates who bave: been 

llt'iilvy ,penders, or !>Ul~t' wiUe-h are 'Only be~inning to improve their systems. 


@gnc dnttS;b~lUJ.lllal itupro\'en.h.m~cd to be lnlldeo iu tbe chiJd protection SY>lt:U) <lnd in the 
,..:;deral role lit (j\'ersedng thai SY:::'lenl. ~pPQn a -.:ltf-cful and t.hQughtful rcv~cw ufthe 
vwgta1U5 before actions arc ttlkc:n that l.tUght seriously hann willian> ofvu1t\erahle childH.~H. 

Dt'lUlal QJB;."11~.ti{", tu DIl'3hled Children on SSI 
~r~ deeply tTUuhll.!tI by the changes Prol)oscd in the pwyalll designed to help disublC{l 

.. ildr(',u~~SSl, 

o 	 Thi? propl)secllegi"larlon"essl'utiaUy cli.uJjllates SSt benetits for childrev. ,.vitb tbe 

exception of 11 sw.lll group of children ctUTendy receiving benefits. \-VitWu 6 

monfhs 125.000 to 175.000 disahled children ,\vQu1d lose. all SSI beneftts~~some 


would lose :vledic.11 protection n~ well~~without tilly m.ciliQd of appeal or 

l'cco)Jsiderau\.,\ii. And in t.he fulul'C ttO child, no matter how disabled \,"i11 be ctigibl~ 


for auy cash ht~tl(jfi=i for SSt eXi.:q.tt if cash b~ue5t$ prevent them from having TO be 

lns.tltuttonali:zeu. These appear(tol1enatizc PlUetllS ....410 are dClemlil!cd to CUfe tOf 

Ihdr child no t.YJ.at1~r \!Yuat the ~conoJ:flic consequences for the tamily SSI . 

l'edpiems are among the Ilcedie,~t .md m(lst vlUnerabJ:: of ow' citizens, in the 

IJUOICSt falUilit}s. 


\I 	 Somt of the UlOUcy saved is put into a lIew block griW1 f(lr ~ervices to di;)ablcd 

:hildreu., which wuultl require the creation of 11 new state hureiiltCl'acy to decide un 

app .. ~priate services. This ide;l is: ullte$ted, and nu onc !mows ",ilat impact it "ill 

hav~ ou tue l.bese'thc most vulnel'able ot chHdren and the parent!l<: Vvilo care [HI' 
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thl!'ill. 1*o1e Ih14e 5 year cut offill AtTIC for aU persous along \virh the 
dilll.in.atkiu of ssr CJl.r.h for disabled L\hiJdlen uury leave these children extremely 
vulnerable. 

.~ ... n- "ffT....."-l ~'-I. ·th . h. ! C •I He Adlll1WstratlOn sees nn fteeefillify eeUi!Hlllllll.'; !lrea, \Vi ns PQI~l1lla 101 S~I1VUS ann to 

extremely Himel Hbk cbildren. Llst year the Congress established a Comtnission on ChllcibvvJ 
Disabitrry to look imo thest: bSV0:i:, The Commission is ~cheJu)cd lO' fepOr{ later this. year. ® 
believe pnHlelJce 'Ugp,csts thllt \\e should \\llit until tws bip~~an cotl.tlIlis~on ha: an opportunity 
to make re~~tlrnll1i:ll[latkl1ls ~l 

. '.tr ..} ...~'f-~k~~~elk~ til Legallmmigraots tu, .. l,~"""y-....: r::. ~J.:;... 1....,..\'-1 ~ 
(YbYstroogly believe that illegal a' s should 11()t he e)igibie fo govCfUillOllt welfllre ~'UIJPort. . 

... .' • ' •• < • ~strollgly fav!)!' holding 
sjlon5;(lfs 3tcolUltRble for ~ they bring into lit;::, ';:OIl1l(TY, But~hlanker prohibition of:IU 
h¢lJefiu to legal ~,igra.u!s who ate U\.1'; yet iCltl7.en$; ~ too 1.1It)<ld. These legal iTllluigllllits arl! 
.teqtJir~d tl'l pay taxes, to sc;rw in !.he luuled forces, and contribute to their cOlllll1twities. Uuder 
thi::; hill a veteran who wtlrk~ a.nd pays ta.x~s [or !Jl,Uly rea.rs and bt:Cl.llncs disabled v/ould bc 
lmabl~ 10 4ualit}- for SSI or Medicaid. This !"eeUlS extu;llle and 'lnth?ir)We favor.t Illt)lt'; limited 
app1O:lch focussed on :)'pOU$\.11 re<;(1<tn"ibility.. . 

o....tl 
~~~,4( ...t...·..Jh.! 
t;""-,,{b.vk, 4.11.. ",\-.!.s. 
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