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an c alm§;",:;j~Jg 

welfare sav,ili' s . . , ·.,.,.,1;g

" -: ,;..;,I.·~'''1 'r~(~'"J\i:1" 

$23_5.milli~n ovet:~lh':~\i~ar:fji " 

By :;;,~.... '" 
Stat900vemment~ 

Gov. Tommy ThompSon's latest welfare 
proposal _ which includes .a rontroversial 
"familyeap" - would save $235 million in 
federal and state taxpayer dollars over 
five years,. 

"Isn't that amazing?" asked Thompson,
who released the administration's esti. 
mates on the eve .of the proposal's initial 
legislative bearing. 

"I It sh ked" b th to..l . .was qu e oc y e sav-
Ings m several welfare pro~arns, !homp-
SOD said He called the savutgS estimates., 
to be announced today by ~ ~partment 
of Health .~nd Social Services. very con· 
servaUve.• . 

Thompson s famlly cap ~l. to be 
rev!e~ed by .the st.a~ Senate 8 welfare 
comnuitee this morrung. would mean DO 

a~Uonal cash payments f~ welfare re-
Clptent! wbo have more ~ldreD. It also 
would n:ean: a mandato~ ~t; sea~eh .for 
all applicants oofoN!:. re<::emng theIr firSt 
welfare cheek;. benefit pa~ments ,based on 
the time put to at work, and Jnc~sed 
cbild suppo~ enfo~ent. . 

'f'b<;mpson s election-year proposal auns 
to drive down the number of welfare re­
dpienta even more. The state's [)ecember 
head-of-twusehold rolls numbered 77,400 
- the lowest in 14 yea~ 

The estimated savings of Thompson's 
plan. while significant, represent only 
about U percent of the five-ye8r $5.4 bil· 
lion estimated all-funds cost of an array of 
federal and state programs that help poor 
single-mother families, said state welfare 
Secretary Gerald Wbitbum, The savings, 
however. include<! the projected annual 
$2.3 million start-up costs. 

~Iy,' a weuare mother with one\ 
cbild getl $.40 a month in' federal-state, 
Aid to Families: with ~pendent Children I 
plus food stamps, wholly federally funded, : 
The AFOC payment ero,!s higher tor each : 
additional cllild. " ','. \', . I' 

. Thompson and a bipartisan group of 
sup~ ~ that ,.w~lfart motbe:u, 
shouldo t be 'rewarded for havinl chil-, 
d~<because ~t·.1:lOt the way it w~. in : 
the real world. But crttIcs say Thom~ : 
and other polItlclans are engqiDg In -- :tion-year weJfare-bashing to get votes, , : 

In addiUon, the prepared teJt.imony of a' 
Nal!onal OrgUimtion for Women offld.al 
warns that suell "child. exclusion sirn­
grams" ~ in plaCe now in New JerSeY and 
Georgia with federal ~ approval 
_ "raises. J.lgnificut regal I.mtes that the I 
l£gislature would be lrres:ponsible to II' 
nora" The New Jersey program. aaid by . 
Whitoorn to be sueCessful in Us early' 
going. is belD, challenged in the courts, 

Deborah ElliS. legal director of the 
NOW Legal Defense .and Education Fund. 
also said in ber prepared testimony that 
"incremental benefit increases do not 'reo 
ward' .ecipients but instead are neeessary 
to assist famllies and dtilmn living at 
basic subsistence levels." 

But the administration sticks by the 
conclusion that a family cap begrnning in 
1995 would drive down the number or 
births to welfare mothers by at least 8 per­
cent - less than the experience in New 
Jersey. About 13,()O() babies were born to 
welfare mothers in 1993, tbe administra· 
tion says. 

Savings. in that category alone would 
amount lO $141.7 million In federal and 
state ooUarn over five years,. the adminis· 
tration estimates, 

http:offld.al
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+.~~~ 
1)" ~~ Too little, too slow lfJ~vJ\SG 

Ointon's welfare reform initiative 
~H~ MI~WAUKEE JOURN~~ 
;ui"IQay, May 1 t 1994 must be bolder, state official says 

sis i:l 1\\tO COUTl\ies St:trtini next 
Ja!\"ary.

Thomps.on I'uu nQt uld 
whether be plans to ~patl.d the 
J)rognm to indudc everybody. 
bul he is. facin, a 1999 deadline 
for replat;nc Iht" entire welrare 
sysH::m with $Ol't'leUtlnj, new. The 
~C!litH' was ineluded ir. ~ Dtm· 
oer1lic-sponsoree welfare teform 
plan siped by ThQmr;s.on last 
falL . 
SwSl()rlfO WOtUt 

\1.1;itbum 1150 $3y; the ,ro.,.,i. 
"ions in Clinlon.'$ plan requiring 
.... elfare recipientS to fmd wOrk 
incr tWO years are tOO loose. 
-, Thomp;.on's Work Not Wel­
fare proviocs ft'tipient$ with a 
£OVtmment jo~ afttr lWO yea/'i 
only as t last reson. he sa:-~. 

But tile ClintO'n plan anows a 
whole nnle of jobs for those 
ul'lable to find one aft.er tWo 
years.: subsidized priva~e ~ctor 
and not-for-profit job!. positions 
in public SC(tor l$endes, com· 
muni,y $.ervice ptoJet'I. jobs such 
u hc,att,h aides in tii1l.1t'S in un· 
det-served eommun'itt¢s, and' 
¢ve.n fiDanclal inCC1'ltlves. for em· 
ployers 10 hire welfart' recipient!. 

"Il reaI~ donn', cns\,j~ that 
weJfirttnds." 'Whilbum ~Id. "Jf 
redpicnu daim they can't find .t 
jolh the:1 itt liven I job. It JOts ' 
on .nd on.. The wort provam 
fH:'W'C'f rn4S. And it becomes an· 
_ ro". or b>n<!o1It if the 
QPtion is tocofttinue on and on."' 

Wbitburn says 'l"hompson de· 
..,.., <T1:'lit (0, • &004 share of. 
the ,on~ embodied in Oil'.ton·, major attempt to reform 
VI¢ fillion's un"";eidy. outdated 
"iII'Clflte ~nem. ' 

"Tommy Thompson's ~eks 
are.lI over this."' %itbum $ai4. 
~re is net lny QUes1ion '

• 

thn Thompson .dminbuation 
initiatives om the last ha1r-dot­
en Yc:1t1 h,a.... e servtd I$.a catalyst 
fer much of the pt.n." he says. ­

The Clinton propo:lS31 .....m~. 
low $Ut¢$ to eJ.pcrimenl 'Nhh 
referms suth as Thomplon's_
L.earnfare initiative. _, 

Thompson's tim welfare rc:::: 
form. t.eamfafe. was launched irr­
19&8, It docks the thecln of wel_ 
fa~ fam.lin ....ho~ kids skip ,0<:· 
much $(hool. " 

http:ThQmr;s.on
http:Thomps.on
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¢lUaJlilll:iilnlllr'lllSJlllZiue 
"BIt. 10. It~. 

Wisconsin's' 

BIG CHEESE 


• 
Can Gov. Tommy Thompson 
ride welfare reform into the 

White House? 

T IS HIS nmm SPEECH or TH! DAY. AND ToMM'r 'J.HoN:p. 


son i. in high gear, "Look at New York Ci~," he toll, 


• balb:ooln!\ill 01_. tholr ........ _ sag. 


ging with me<Ials. 


-Have you evEr seen anyone smile in NeW York 

City?" Arow sbal!o tholr heads. "And Washin&ton D.C.-Disney· 

land Easl-you CIIll't wolk out on lb. _Is for rear .rhein' 
mugred." 

All. but W'.......,." .• H...... deeper inlo his _""'<ie, 
ticking otrone """",tW'_pny aIb:Ir another. They range 

Jrom l'suru'. dec!si.on 10 build trucks atGM'. J......m.plant to 

tbelldpd Rose Bowl >ictmy. Another week and he could heve 

added Dan Jansen's Olympic gold medal," ifpreordained by 

thebes ..... s, 

"Le~. race it," h••a)'1l, using'. stock line that by D.... his 
Thomp.on In thostotr.", can lip-sync, '1~. hard to be humble ",hen you'.. from (101l...no...·$ 

C<mhlNna8 Room!WlKODSi,n." 
A eo.n .... o 

The ..ts love it Ai....minulollat..r they give him ••tending ~tlyo.' 


(Contm..d on __ 10) 


http:Thomp.on
http:dec!si.on
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Mr, WOrit Bthtc: Thompson tend$- to some ~i"'¥fOrk <and a ena•••burcer} 
d"'f'lng It *bort flight to Necedah fop a eounty .... pttf'Vlso,.· ....U~t party. 

days we would 10 out ... ramily 
aM ~ trt ~,,~ 

At in, urivtd at U¥.lJnlvm'il.y 
of Wi~ln in M.Oi$on, SOtM Il 
mil.. tZI u. toUtn, It...., wtil btfott. 
anti"'r ..~t b",rntd. eM i'A!rI.rlla into- an _QtIrt-.l Qu.!.drtm. 8uo 
it .... l1rudy" Wiot» ~uI"''''''th 
out.of·...~ ,rq4lmt.t. t$prtitlly Neu' 
Yorktrt.. When h. rot there, thl:lmP­
.on Hid H usumti! M, like hil 
mother, wu .. DemOtttGt 

'"Blat.t Mldlfton they w.;:ro ell k' 
1ibtral thct. lori,n' tile rII~ lIOrt. 
J fIiIltohtood up and mel 'l'1l bk. 
U. -tmr potnt of~: r did It 
fI:II>ft fit itu \0 t.t di«eteM fwm tht 
m~tyonthe~.. 

Iii$ eontmi.l'leu did _ md thtn. 
Whit••hll in «1llefU,. hi' qnt t~ 
~,oM~•• tm1gra' 
sional intent. It .... til. pukoftl¥. 
Kennedy yt&n. with J.e:K at tn, 
White J.lous~ t:ld Bobby at Jultk· 
'l'Id much of 1CMC Amt:ica l'"tIJlI, 

Oftd ofthltl'D end tht .tie'" Fl'Ontle: 
lpint of public 'tMOC they prtlnlol.... 

:Sut Thomp*on'• .l<imifatiOD. ...... , 
for BIny Go't4......r. It Urn. ftt..-., 
t'$Ildw, lb. AritOn.4 a.vublietn'; 
-eo,*"n~ of. Catwlfl'\"tti~: b 
_hkh h. _df1W11 ~rhiJ r.thu· 

'-n..wwt\om.lu,..ti~ yti~ 
So'lbm.nl.Y l"ImmptOtt. • btJJ..triM 

aD-C.llwik kid &om W~.~ 
tame. ~t.tta:mttmtiyt. H 
0J"ptU= the fint1.hU..aity orv.-~ 
~~bWptftinlU~1 
~seutor. 

It _Ween him 23yun to mo" 
d".u to- tn. Gtbtc,. 

"lit., bt«rnu:. Uttlt II'IOrt ]:Iatk~ 
q(~poi.n~ of'li••: ny, U,i 
Rep. Thom., P.tri <({.Wit.), ..i 
np~t. Thomp,!)n', hom. d; 
trio\. "'He bot. mud! ~d.r to· 

(eor.n~tud e" JM8#. !. 



Thompson In hi. oft1ce with Mrs. ,Wisconsin, ..anlna Dou,horty. and family, 

efttU. familiH. 
A 1992 1ItIJd,. O'lmJI\iuiOntd by Our 

aut. Iltld. done by tbl! Urlivtrlity or 
~ .... ukt't'. Emplll)'mtnt 
an' Tl'Nllinr Innitutll. condlldad 
\hIttik1ldance&rld~ttttta In 
Mn..1Ikff .thoalt wtt*~flafrltct4d 
b)' dI. ,"'cram, ,rld that nctlrd· 
kftpm, ...... a mut. 

Some aeadtmiciUII la, lb. Jtudy 
WIld data that ...tm fIlI.....a to- PT"l' 
due. rtlialdt tt>tIdu.ioes.. In In)' 
aM,. the Thompson IdminiltrsUon. 
d&imt the ltudy i. OI.ttdAted; U!1l 
umrntbtdJ t;OW .nbW that 91 ptl' 
CI1lt wtftn. wbjm to lAs.mea,. 
~mkH:M1 lip Khtd .t!~n· 
dam:. ill 1992 ed 1993. md that 
NCOf'ti-lr:"Pinchu bun imp~d. 

BQt ~.ff«ti~ hUll Themp. 
Mm', ~e teWrms been {WtrtU?'
""-'-'..........""'" 

,.a~ ~(u. roII~ _bbl\ Wi.. 
~ ean bout tha No.1 child. 
powrtrnit. Un tba naticnl f« MM 
~.mrtMaeorutrulhestfinj 
bMdc: dWdte. SMme on him....JayS 

Banriab~cumm~ 
of tha WilCfmaln Dtmott.tie Pilrt)'. 
~_~,\I)llnctnt 
~ b1 tht Witl:O'fUin Cooncil an 
~ and Familift that ~ 
I'lbiid pcwtty ill W"1ICIWin ~ 
3S.$~~l980andl'm, 
~hq;.~<menftM 

tWion'shlth~I.~,mputidlNl' 
tU!n Is job.traininc profHlM by 
aoc nM:ipnts,And the stat. 1m 
~ tb*1UItUm. iMpel•. 
~ i,n Al'DC c::u.lea.ds-11 ptf. 
cm~ 1m 1M 1993. 

But t. It.t\c~mil;ionedi study 
l.-~~dtlutreduc:ticfIJ 
ill tlw ,tate'. AFDC c:J:ft'lud.could 
_be attributed t.c w'll1f1re refo.nnl.. 
1'ht ,",on: An imp~ t:C1)j\01I\y 
w. tie: d1'(Ip -m ummp!oyment p~ 

_ tho ""''''" "'""" !cwomie I»rla)m, far the .tll.e', 
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treasury also improve.d.· Becau'se 
Wisconsin contended its programs 
reduced the hFOC ....load by 17 
pe:ra:nt, it. also ISsert.eG that it saved 
the federal "",emment $3Oi) million 

, in hFDC benefits, The Bush .dmin· 
istration tlgt't'ted, and,s~t the sav.. 
inp•••ndint tho sl4te $148.4 mil­
lion shortly boro.. it exited the 
White House. 

G
toRC! BUSH CONSIU'~'D 
Thompson' one or his: ra~ 
vorite govemqra. end it 
"'a' widely rum.red Ih.t 
ThompBon wac a ,tron, 

"ndid.l, for a cabinet po.i~.n hed 
Bush b,,,,, ro,.I_d. " 

At the 1992 Republiean conven­
tion in Hou.ton that aominl1ted 
Bush. Thompsen spont hou.ra on the 
floor meeting 'With c&n~s.leav. 
ing a Atton, i.m.preslion on &Oma ob­
serverG a& at) .dro~\ politician. 

Although h. is Sanerall1 <:ensid­
ered to have blown his convention
.p."h. in another IlpHch .bout hi. 
welf... r.ronns ehortly before the 
tonvention 'began, Thompson wowed 
e.n audie-nee DC consQrvatives at a 
gathering ofth. pott/. Cev.neil rOt 
Nationol Polley. 

That Thompson ""8 speakinl! to 
the influential Corum ~ '8 3ign of 
interest in higher clllCe. Py. Palll 
Weyrich, president of tho Free 
CongmsFoundatloa, ._uve 
poglie-poIiey otgmiteli... in WOIh­
inglon. ": , ' 

Thompson aIoo h!'l heightened his 
nolionol imall" tb_gn hi. activity 
with the National ~........... Associ­
ation and the RopublieanGovtmOTll 
A..odotion. or which he wa. chair­
man in 1991. " ' 

" ., 

, , . ,', 

,­
, ' 

, '1:ii.iIi$iiiiCi$ are on thOmoiiei·ii.­
understands .Itc\i•• politi.,. •• well 

.. poliey ... people. e. weUoa what 

it 14k.. to get eleded.l~. rate when 

you can find that combination," says 

Chris ReniCk. diR<tor ofthe Repub­

lican G....."'" ......a.ti... 


ThOff\pson. however. ha4n't im~ 

prtued ...!')'Ooe. Earlier this yUT. 

wrimg .bout Ilop.bfi.... perno... 

and Ih. 1996 RepUblic.. pre,iden­

tial field, Washington political 

columnist D.vid Broder relegatod 

Thomp.." to the status or running 

_te. Brodor di.missed Thom"".". 

along with Ohio' Gov. G.org. 


'Voinovicb. ai not taw.ting VUle en­
orgy and glomor that.tic p.......­
lial taIk.' 

Thou who know Thompson !81 

Brod.. ie _ng about the onergy­

big time. 


MWlwhll •• bi. peroonal t:reiner i. 

Il"I~nJ. h!m in <hope for • ,Iin>b of 

MI. RaImer. ' 


What happens later. howevor­

alter Mt. Rainier and .fter the goy. 

ernor'. fact-is the bigger question. 


"'H.·••ither goirlgto run [fot high­

.. .m••}or go thud. I don't Ihink 

there is • half way Cor him; ••ys 

Todd Robert Murphy, a Milwaukee 

political eonsuItant and advertising

executive. . 

"N.~onally, eitherh. will build on -, 

thie: and witain it •.. or his national ' : 
aspirations will gopff!/1flUItt.'. 

','
", 

;, 
" 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYORJOHN O. NORQUIST 
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSIt-iMAYOR 

FAX TRANSMmAL SHEEr 

DATE: February 25, 1994 

PLEASE DELIVER TO: Bruce Reed 

FROM: David R. Riemer 

NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING THIS SHEEr: 13 

IF YOU HAVE PROBL.EMS WITH THIS TRANSMISSION, PLEASE CALL 
(414) 2864200; 

THE MAYOR'S OFFICE FAX NUMBER IS (414) 286-3191 

MESSAGE: " 

Bruce, attached are the proposals I sent to you earlier, 

While these proposals call for repealing the entire welfare system, it 
would also work to repeal just AFDC and Food Stamps and use the 
funds to implement a work·based alternative, 

Let me know if I can help, 

, . , 

City Hall, 200 E. Wells S~'eet Milwaukt:!e, Wi«:O,\S'n 53202. T!;;lr.;:phn(': t414) 286-2200 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYORJOHN O. NORQUIST': 
MILWAUKEE. W1SCOr..:SINMAYOR 

Janu.ary 6, 1994 

.'. 

I!r. Bru"e Reed 
Executive,Otfice of the President 
White House Offices 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear ~d' is""-'", 
When: wr;{met. last month during the Welfare Reform. Task 

forco·s meeting with atate and local government representatives, 
you asked' for proposals showing how Mayor Norquist's 
reeommendat~on to President Clinton--to eliminate the welfare 
syst.... entir,ely by 1996 and replace it with a work-based 
alternative--could be implemented. , 

Attached i1l:" two drafts tha1:. indicate how the Mayor's
proposal 1:.o,the' President might be carried out. 

The firs1:. draf1:., Attachment A, "alls for enac1:.ing a federal 
law 1:.hat would. 

• 	 Repea~' the entire welfare system by July 1, 1996; 

• 	 Authorize states to implement a ·Work Connection 5ystem~ 
that (while providing those who truly cannot work with 
cash) .offers 1:.he gre41:. majority of the poor help in 
gettinq and sustaininq private sector employment: and 

• 	 Make 'available to the states, as a match fo: the amount 
1:.hey previously contributed to the welfare system, a 
federal payment equal to what they were paid under the 
welfare syst..... 

The second draft, Attachment B, takes a ~re modest 
approach. Rather than repeal t.he entire federal welfare system 
and replace· it across the country with 4 new work-basea 
alternative" it lets individual states opt. out of the welfare 
system and put in place the same work-based approach described 
&l:>Ove. . 

~"I 
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Page 2 
January 6, 1994 

Neither' of these proposals imposes a two-yea. limit. 
Welfare would·be eliminated immediately, and the work-based 
alternative would be available immediately. If you feel you need 
to incorporate some sort of two-year limit, I believe that the 
best approach is to all~ persons who are enqaged in community 
service employment (because of their inability to find private 
sector jobs' afte= an intensive search) to replace a portion of 
such work with education and traininq .••but only for up to two... 
:rears~ 

I also wish to note that both proposals are designed to be 
revenue-ne~tral. . '. 

Both.proposals do not address thft issues of oarn1nqs
supplementation, child support, or'health care. It is assumed 
that: . :­

- Earnings suppl~entation can best be handled by making 
fu.rt.h~r changes in the federal EIC; 

- Child ·.support can also best be dealt with through the tax 
syet...; aru:! 

- He~lih care will be provided as part of President 
Clinton'S National Health Insurance Plan. 

Finally, in ease yo~ don't have it readily available, I am 
enclosing as Attachment C another copy of Hayor Norqu!stfs letter 
of December 13, 1993, to President Clinton. 

I hope the attached material is helpful to you in crafting 
federal welfare reform legislation that responds to Kayor 
Norqu~st's request in the context of fulfilling President 

Clinton' a eomm.i~nt to "end welfare as we know it .... 


Please feel free to call me at (414) 255-SS77 if you have 
any questions. I would also appreciate you letting me knoW' your
reaction .. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

NATlQNWIDE WElfARE. REPlACEMENT 

, NATIONAL WElfARE REPlACEMENT ACT OF 1994 
',' " ' , 

, ' 

Sadion ,I. REPEAL OF THE CURRENT WELfARE SYST1;M. 

The fl?lIowingfederai welfare programs are repealed, effec!lve July t. 1996: 
. 

a AF:OC;' 
b. FoO<f$lamPS; 

Co SetiObi 'Break1asl; 

d. SChtlOllunc;h; 
e. OII'Ier·nWI!lon programs; 
f. Child Care programs (other than Head Start); and 

g, Subsidized and pubUc housing, 


, ' , . ,'.
SedIon 2.' CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECl10N SYSTEM, 

," " ", 
, ;", 

Eacl"stats,may implemant a Work Connedion System, effectMI July 1, 1996, 
that offers alfOf·the followir>g: 

a OffeI'o!Iincome to any unemployed Iow-inc:ome adult resident who, by reason 
of pto/sil::aJ.Or mental disability. is unable to wQtk:, . 

I " • " 

b. Qffeis 'assistance in securing private-sector employment to any unemployed 
Iow-incci;i'ie adult <e$ident whO is able to work; 

, ' 

c. 0ffSrs cotnmunity service employment to any unemployed low-lncome adult 
residemwho Is able 10 work but has been unable to obtain private-sec:tor 
empl~ alter an irnenIiIve job search; and 

( ~' , ' 

d. Of!e'll,chi!d care to any Iow-income adult resident who requires chHd care in 
order tQ"$eek or obtain work. 

Sedion3.. OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPlOYED lOW·INCOME ADULT 
RESIDENTS wHo ARE UNABLE TO WORK. , , 

Each ,state, in Implementing the offer made pun:uanl 10 SeCtion 2(a), shall: 

a. Ensure that no low-income adu~ resident who is eligible ftjr Social Security 
Disability or Supplemental Security Income is offered Income under Sedion 
2(a); ' . 

"• " 

,- , . , 
I " . , " ­
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b. establish and enloree reasonable and consistent definitions of inability to 
work by reason of physical or mental disabil/ly; 

, ' 

c. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards lor reviewing, 
and either approving or rejeCling, app'catIons fer income due to inabil/ly to 
work by reason of physical or mental disability; and 

d. Estai:lOsh and enforce reasonable and consiStent standards for allowing low­
income adult residems whose applications for in<:om& have been rejected 
pursuant to subSeaion C, 10 appeal the rejection and have 1Ileif appeals 
considered in a prompt and impartial manner. 

Sedlon 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURlNG PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOY· 
MENT TO UN~PLOYEO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK. 

Each ,state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(b), shall: 

a. Assist any Iow~ncome adutt resident who is able to work to obtain up to 40 
hcurs <:If Private-sector employment per week; and 

b. EValuate the effectiveness of the assistance provided pursuant to subsection 
... as \WII as ail other training and placement eflcrts in Ilie state. in helping their 
parlieipanls to obtain private-sector employment that is fuI!·time, laSts fer at 
least ,two years or mQre. and pays at least $1.00 per hour. 

Sectlon 5. OFFER OF COMMUNfl'Y SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO 
UNEMPLOYED LOW·INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WOAl< BlIT HAVE 
BEEN UNAS!-E TO OBTAIN PRlVATE·SECTOR EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state. in implementing the offer made pursIJant to Sec:ion 2(0). shall: 

a. Offer 'a ecmmun/ly service job to any lo~eome aduh who is able to work 
but who has been unable to obtaln 30 hours per week of private-sector 
emplcyrriGnt (averaged over a 6-week period) after a job search of between 6-8 
weeks; and 

b. AssUre thet each commIJn/ly ~e job offered shall: 

, (l) PfOIIide enough hours of community service employment to bring the 
Icw-<ncome adutt resident's total hours of work Q.e.. eommIJn/Iy seNiea 
employment plus private sector emplcyment) to an acaIptable number of 
houts of wo"' per week (but no more lhan 30 hours of work per week): 

·2­
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QQ .Pay exaClly the federal minimum wage; 

(iii) .L.Bst lOr no mora !han 26 weeklJ per year; 

(IV) .. Be subje<:t to the same rules of <flSmissa! and discipline as a regular 
prtvate-sec:tor job; 

(v) . .. Produce real benefits for the local community in areas such as public 
safert. environmental improvement, housing, chila care, educa1ion, 
rilcreiltion, and culture; and 

.(vO. Not resu~ in the displacement of any privm.se= or govemment 
employee, and not substitute for any priYa1e-sector or govemment job. 
· " .' 

Section 6. OFFER OF CHIu) CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS 
WHO REQUIRECHiLD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT. 

Each·$tate, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(d), Shall: 

a &lIchnd care vouchers to low-income adu~ residents who are seeking 
employment or hOlding jobs based on an income-adjustea sliding fee scale; 
and" .. · . 

b. ~~ that the vouchers sold pursuant to SUbsectiOn a. are redeem~ by 
cer1ified.chfld care prOVidera

· . 

Section·7: PROVISiON OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 


Each Slate implementing a Work Connection System that Invests In the system 
an amount eClUal to the state's match, during the period July 1, 1995 through June 30, 
1995. tor the federal welfare programs nsted in Section 1 shall be pald by tile 
Seete!aty:· . 

a For the purpose'of in1plementing the Work Connection Program during the 
period July 1, 1996 through June 30,1997, a lederal payment equal to the sum 
of the federal payments made to the state for the period July 1, 1995 through 
June 30. lesS, under the lederal welfare program. repeal~ pursuant to 
SecIIon 1;, and 

b. ~r;he purpose cit implementing the Wor1c Connection Program during each 
subsequent year, a federal payment equal to the payment made to the state 
under subsection a. mul!ipn~ limes the increase in the Consumer Priee Index. · . . 

" ' '. 
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, , . 

Seclion8.0EFINmONS, 

For U'le pUrposes 01 U'lis Act. , 

a. 'Aduir' means a person who is: 

(l) " At least 18 years 01 age ~ the person has graduated from high school 
bulno more IhatI 64 years of age, or 
. ',.­

(ii) .M'least 21 years of age WlIle person has 1'101 graduated from high 
sChool but ne mere IhatI 64 years of age;
.'. , 

b. 'Resident" means a citizen of the United Stales who has established legal 
residence ui'a state; 

',- -, 

(i) ... For U'le purpose of the offers made pursuant to SeC!ions 2(a) and (c), 
ardnocime of less than lila federal powrty line, and 

00 '.For U'le purpose ollila offers made pursuant to SeC!ion 2(b) and (d), 
an .Income of less lIlan 200% of tne lederal poverty fine; 

d. "l'r!lr.itHeCtot" means private for.profit, private non-profit, or regular 
govemment: 

e. 'Siate' means each 01 the 50 states 01 the Un~ed States, the District of 
Columl:li& !he CommonwealU'! of Puerto Rico, etc.; 

f. '$$CiGtaty" means the Secretary of the Treasury,. . . 

" . 

.'.. 

: : 

'. -, 
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ATTACHMENT B 

STATE AUJH08rTY TO REeLSCe WELFARs 

STATE WEU'ARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1994 

Sec:llon 1. ENDING OF PARTICIPATION IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM. 

a. Any 'State that enacts legislation that ends Its participation in the federal 
welfare programs Dsted in subsection (b) and implements a Work Connection 
System in the manner set forth in Sections :< through S shall receive a federal 
payment as provided in Section 7. 

b. A state may decide to end Its participation in the following federal welfare 
programS' ~etive JlJIy 1. 1996: 

, , 

a. AFDC: 
b. Fobd Stamps: 
c. School Breakfast; 
d. 'School Lunch; 
e. 0thiIt. nutrition programs; 
f. Childcar8 programs (other than Head Stan); and 
g. SUbsidized and public housing. 

Section 2. CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECTION SYSTEM. 

Each state may, in lieu Of participating in the federal welfare programs listed in 
Sec\lon l(a), implement a Work Connection System. effecljve July I, 1996, that offers 
all of the foDoWing: 

a. oifers inr:ome to any unemployed low-ineome edu~ resident who, by reason 
of ph)'sic:aJ or mental disability. is unable lO work; 

b. Offers assistance in securing pnvate-sector employment to any unemployed 
low~riccme ed~ residant whO is able to work: 

c. Offers community service employmem to any unemployed low-income adult 
resident who is able to work but has been unable lO obtain private-sector 
emplOyment after an imensive jOb seard'l; and 

d. offers ,child care lO any lQw';noome edult resident who requites child care in 
order to '$OIlk or obtain work. 
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Sectio,.i 3. 'OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW·INCOME ADULT 
RESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK 

Each stat;'. in implementing the otter made pt,II'SUant to Section 2(a). shall: 

Il. Enwie that no low~ncome adult resident who is eligible for Social Se<:urity 
DiSalbm\Y.or Supplemental Security Inceme is ottered inCQme under Seelion 
2(a};.: .' 

b. Estab1iSh and enforce reasonable and consistent definitions of inability to 
wort< bY reason 01 physical Of mental disalbility;..' 

c. ESta!:l~Sh and enforce reascnable and <:ansistent standards for reviewing. 
and either approlling or rejeCling. applications for .income due to .inabmty to 
wort< bY'reason 01 physical or mental disability; and 

d. EstabliSh and enforce reasonable and COnsistent standards fof'allowlng low­
income .adult residents whose applications for income have been' rejected 
pursuant to subSeClion o. to appeal the rejeClion and' have their appeals 
considered in a prompt and impattial manner. 

Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SeCURlNG PRIVAl'E.sECTOR EMPLOY· 
MENT TO LlNEMPLOYED LOW·INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK 

Each. _. in implementing the offer made pursuant to SeClion 2(b). shall: 

a ,,";litany Iow·income adult resident who is able to work to obtain up to 40 
hoursdf priIIate·seotor employment per week; and 

1:>. Evaluate the sffeCliveness of the asslStl/1(:e provided pursuant to subsection 
a, as Well as all other jraining and placement efforts in the state. in helping their 
par!k:iparits to obtain prtvate-se<;tCr employment that is ful~time. lasts for at 
least tWo y.ars or more. and pays at least $7.00 per hour. 

Section 5.' OFFER OF COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO 
UNEMPLOYED LOW-lNCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK Bt.JT HAVE 
BEEN UNABtETO OBTAIN PRIVAl'E.sECTOF! EMPLOYMENT. 

EaCh suite. in implementing 1118 offer made pursuant to Section 2(c). shall: 

Il. ciffar Ii 'community service job to any Jow..income adult whO is able to wort< 
but whO has been unable to obtain 30 hours per week of private-sector 

f - • 
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, ; 

emplOyment (averaged over a $-week period) after a job search 01 between 6·8 
wellkS;and

,.' , 

b. Assure !hat each community service Job offered shall; 

~,,:,'" ,Provide enough hours of community service employment to bring the 
loW~ncome adu~ resident's total hours of wori( 0.e" community service 
emplCyment plus private, sector employment) to an acceptable number of 
1\00000, Of wori( per week (but no mOre !han 30 hours Of work per week);
", , ,. 

(in,. :Ptiy exaClly the federal minimum wage; 

, (iii) 'Last for no more !han 26 weeks per year;
'. .' ',' 

("IV) " ee subject to the same rules of dismissal and discipline as a regular 
privalHector job; . 

(v)" 'Produce real benefits lor the looaJ community in areas such as public 
saf\:ity. environmental improvement, housing, child care, education, . 

. ~n. and cullure; and 
, . 

(vi) :' Not result In the d'lSplaoement of any private-sector or govemment 
,emp.",yee, and not substiMe lor any private-sector or government job. 

Sedlen$. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW·INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS 
WHO REQUIRE CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT. 

Each stiIt9. in implementing the offer <nede pursuant to Section 2(d), shall: 
, .. 

, . 
a. SeU eh~d =e vouchers 10 low~nc:ome adu~ residents who are seeklng 
employment or holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sUding fee scale; 
and"" , 

. . "'. 
b. Ensure ihat the vouchers sold pursuant 10 subsection a. tie redeemed by 
cenHi~Chifd care providers. 

SectiOri 7:· PROVISION OF FEOERAl FUNDS, 
" . , 

Each,,~ Implementing a Work ConnectiOn System !hat Invests In the system 
an amount equal to the =e's matCh, during the period July 1, 1995 through June 30, 
1996, for th9'~ welfare programs listed In Section 1 shall be paid by the"............_
.. 
~'I:IlI.QIl" 

'.,
". '. 

, -,' , 

.... 

. . . 

,J,' , 

: "., 

" . 



a. Forth. purpose of implementing the Work C011nection Program during the 
period JUIy,1. 1996 through June 30. 1997, a federal payment equal 10 the sum 
of the fai:ler:el payments made to !he Slate for the period July 1. 1995 through 
June SQ. ,996, under the faderal welfare programs repealed pursuant to 
Se<::tion ,1;, $lid 

... .. 

b. For.lhepurpose of impl~mentfng the W~ Connection Program during each 
subSequent year, a federal payment equal to the payment made to the state 
under !NbSedion a. multiplied times the increase in the Consumer Priee Index. 

, , 


, ' 


. .' . 


Section '8. ',OEfINrnONS. 

' .. '. ' 

, " 

For lh1fpurposes of this Ar:;t 

a. 'AQ~means a person who is: 

(l)',#.least 18 years of age ff the person has graduated from high school 
bUt,no more than 64 years of age, or 
, 

(iQ'At least 21 years of age Hthe person has nct graduated !rom high
SChool but no more than 64 years of age;. /, 

b, ~ means a el!izen of the United Slates who has establishad legal 

residence ,in a State; , 


" . " 

" .. 

(i)'. For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to SectiOns 2(a) and (e), 

M irla:>me of less than the federal pCYeltf line, and ' 

,;: " ;:'.

(if !'or ,the purpose of the o1Iens made pursuant to Section 2(b) and (d), 

an income of less than 200% of the federal poverty line; 


, " 

d. "PrivaI&-seetor" means private for·pro1it. private non-profit. or regular 

goveriitruint; 


'. " 

',' ' 


e. "StlIW,'maans each of the SO stateS of the Unitad Slates, the Oistrict of 
, CoIU~"the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. etc.; , ' 

f. ~ means the Secretary of the Treasury, 
r ._ 

'I , ",,' •• . " " 

. .'. 

, '.";' 
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ATTACHMENT C 

OfFICE OF T~IE ,"AYOR 
\.Ulw..t.l,n.;U. \'II1.:jCCN$:.\; 

" 	 ::. 

D~mber 13. 1993 

, ,:. 

Presic!em: Sill C".rneh , 
The Wh~o ;';ouse ' < ' 

1600 Pennsylvania A,venue, NW 
Wa.sI1in;;tCn, C,c. • 2OS00 

Dear Mr. Presideric ',: : 

The we~aie system in the United States is a failure. You have called for 'ending welfare as 
we know it." I ceReve that the best way to do this is to .~minate welfare altogether. 

WtSc::nsin'is showing th9 way. A new state Iaw-<nitiated by the Democ:otic maio~ in our 
state _embly. c:cneurred in by the Republic:an-<:CntrCiIed $13te Sen..... and recently sisned by 
lhe Govemcr-will end th9 weIlare syr.em in WISCQI1$iM by 1m. The legistaticn armc:pates 
repLacir.g welfare,~ a'worl<-based aJtemaIive. 

'," t", . 

.I urge you to !cHew WlSCCnSin's lead as you deslgl the plan you will send to Con..res. 
naxt year. f'ialh!i' ''t/'tan al!emp!lO reterm lhe welfare syr.em; r.all1er lhan jlt1lSeMI welfare in a 
tnJnca!ed ferm: you should ask Consr-lO al1minate welfare entirely by 1996. 

What shculdr.",laoe welfare? The fe<:erallaw you ~repcse :0 repaill AFOC. Fccc Stamps. 
pul:lRo housl"9, ,ar.d ,Olher failed <!l"Iti1'cvt/1'f progrsms by 1996 should ~Iocate me fee"rel 
fun<!S now spent on ,tttose progams-plus any S12tlI matCh...;c a new fe':eral offer 10 low-inccme 
perscr.s lhat is l;ased ptimarily cn woO<. This new effc:rt would co t!':e foI1owin;: 

. 	 : . 
:; 	 : 

• 	 \.CW~nc::::me perscns ""'"' 18 who INIy cannot work would get ca.sI1 end healt!t care. 

• 	 \.CW-<ne:::me pe,l'SCns over 18 whO can wet\<. but are ...,employed. would 1:0 helped in set::ng 
priv'a!e sec:".cr emplcyment 1ht'Q~~h ~erlorm3nce-Oased placement agene:es. To me e>:ter.: 
they cannot set priv'a!e SOCllr employment after an oxtl!nsive sear",", tIley would ce efferee 
minimum _;e;J~I1-1im., umi!ed·lerm =1MII.r1ity oeMes jobS: pern:rming wcrl< mat 
lhe ~ut:ao valUes, ' , 

, 
• 	\.CW~nc::::me ,wci'l<ers woUld ee Given adQlicnal earnings supplements, if fleeCed. Ie gilt tl':em 

al:cve the pcVer.y une. They would aJsc set e'liId <:an! basal upon al:~ !J:) pay. 

• 	 Law-i"ccme :F~n;ons. ~e everyone alse, would have haalth insuranCll per your r.aticnal hecltt'l 
irlsurance plan;: , ' 

.. 

http:sec:".cr
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Oeca_er , 3. 1 SS3 . 


ThiS ~rc::;:csal calls ~cr sf:;eneing:ne same Cr few..,. :ederal cellars !lIan are now l::eir.g 
scent. There would J:e 00 ioC'Sase in teC::eral s;:endng. an~ no need to ~e tKera1 taxes. 
E·,enllJally, t!'Ie e!s~ t:etween ~eer,pMScn Sj:endlng among tr.a v:aricus r.ates """ l::e 
c::rre<::sd. As Ccnsra"'"' sUP1"Ort 1cf yo"" propesal to inc:'ease ~ fec!eral ElC .news. :he ;:u!::lie 
and ele<::sd offlr:ials _ <;ui!s willinS to helo 1IIe ;:cor ~ It!a help is croked to 1fle poc...s ef!cr::s to 
help !hemselvelS thrcu<;1'l wc!l< at1d if a is pat'( of an overlll! S1ra!egy to lower feeeral speneing. 

EnCirtg welfare·ocllld 1:. 1t'.e f<:;unh Amer!a!tJ Revolution. In rna we libentted ourselves 
. fn::m England. In· 1ass. Linc::ln freed the slaves of 1fle Canrederacy-and in 1S65. all 1119 ...aves 

wore freed. In 1$$4, legaJ racial d'ascrimination was ended. In 1994. we can libe!'3!e America's 
poer from an oppress.lve welfare system and help them g<aI what 1hey really want and the rest of 
us believe in: wOrk For thesa reasons, I recommend that you set Independence Day. July 4, 
1996, as the date on which America's welfare sys1em comes to an end. 

A small <:acre of welfare insiders. mOS1ly living inside the Beltway, w11l resist your efforts to 
er.d welfare ernirely and replace it wah a wor1<-l:asad aItIIfl".a1Ive. But !he overwhelming malorily 
of 1IIe American "eople-lnc:uding welfare redpiel'llS, casewcrl<ers. ordinary wor1<ing people. 
laber, busir.es:s. Slacks, HispaniCS. and Whites. Ame1ic:ans from every wall< of life and every 
region-wiD thank~'; and rememl::er you for your ac:: of liCermioM. 

= 	 Se=r Oani~ PaulO< Moynihan 
Senatct' HaitiKchl 
Senator RusM!I Feingold 
Congessman·Gerald Kl_ 
Cong.ressfnan ThomalS Sarrett 



Marjorie's Misdirected Meeting l~j(PAESIDENT.?AS SEEr.! 


W· I tOn"::. 'e ,are, vi 
~~ \ ";'$.' 

Wisconsin-Leads. 
_" ---:1 . ~. ~-'. . 

, '" Beltway Stral:Jdles 
Some tlung5 1thOught r d never Jive to 

see, but there on NBC lhe othcr day was 
Bill Clonmn SJyln!:' nlCl: things abOJ:1 
CnArles MutTa}'. 

"He dld the coonu)' a Itl"tat setv:ce, 
said the presIdent about the soclal,stlen­
lis: who ":.IS dllgnOSe<l \1"1(' cr.;-roslve e!· 
fects of welfare. '"J mean, he and I have of, 
ien disagreed. but I !!lmi; his analysis is 
essentially nght." Then the president did 
his by now legendary Olnton s~~, 
adding. "Now. whether his prestnptlon IS 
nght, I question." 

This is still progress, Think back 10 
vears. to when 1\1c Murray publiShed 
;'LOia:!z Grnun:l," in wh:rh he sU!':jl"I'SIt'(! 
lhe abolltlon Of weUare as a ·'thought ex­
periment," He was piJIoried. run out of PO' 
ble debate. Then. Sll:: w~kS ago. Mr. .Mur· 
r.w Upd<l1ed his an;uml'nI: "''llh an essay 
V!: tll:s j.l,,~t', "Thl' Co::nln::- Wllill' Undt"r­
class." He now argueS fOr an end to wel­
fare altogether beca~ by paying single 
mothers it subSidizes the Amen!':!n social 
cataStrophe of l,Z million illegitlmal>:< 
birtns a year.

But this time he has not been banished 
like an Amerkan Salman Rushdie. "The 
mictIOn to the!Joumal~piece has -been 
stunmng." Mr, Murray says, "1 nave not 
rereived one 'negatl'le phOne calL or tet·­
ter," Pa. Moynihan. the Senate's weUare 
arbiter: has called him.'"And now even the~ 
president 'is .sounding like the tw!I trade 
phone calls, which the), don 'I. " 

There is potlUtal cakulm in all of thIs 
by Mr. ClinlOn, of eourse. ~e knows the 
power of hls'famous campmgn'piedge,to 
"end welfare as we know it." His welfare 

\ 	 TV ad-"Those Who Are Able Musl au to 
'Work," read its caption-v,'as trotted cut 
eV{!tv time- Candidate Clinton dropped a 
ley,' Potots in a state poli. SQ Mr. Clinton 
mal' want to refunn'welfare less'for its 
own sake than to reassure the v«ing "mio' 
dle clasS" that he isn't Just another Robin 
Hood. 

ThiS Monday Bm Clinton \\ill at· 
tend an "entitlement summit" in the 
suburban Philadelphja district of 
freshman Rep, :<'larJ;)rie Margolies­
Mezvins);y. Ms. Margolies·Mezv:insky, 
recall. earned 15 mmutes 0: ,national 
tame for bein$i! almost dragged down 
tne aisle to cast the deelding vote In fa· 
vor of Mr. Clinton's 5250 bi!li;)n tax in· 
crease, The summit is one of the deals 
he:cut to "wm" hIS budget vote. And 
boy. what a deal it is, 

The earl" evidence is that the 
White HOUse" will use this thmg to sell 
its health·care plan. which of course- is 
chock·full of nf,>j(, en!Jtlements, As for 
Rep. !dargnUes·~Iei:'ii.flskY. she's Deen 
dealing "3 high profHe Tole" to van­
ous groups if the\' contribute to what 
amountS to a S500.00(J image-building 
program In her distrICt. 

Rob McCord. Mrs. Margolies· 
~{ezvinsky's 1992 campailrn trea­
surer, sem out letters alertmg corpu' 
rations and foundations that "we are 
planning to give SUPPOMtrs the op­
portuntty to partiCIPate directly m a 
panel discussion during the confer· 
ence.)· Among thosE' who ponied up 
~25.O\lu are AT&T. l\-Ierck. and Gen· 

. ~~~~il~ G.r)~" :~., 
Yet whatever hili mollv2. his approval! Thompson. theYdileE8."dral~beY 

of Air Ml,;rro\" rPVeals O!)W tar the cflunlry proposed to abolish . 
i1;l~ 'll\'l1:t'd ,t-, !he welfaf'f' debnt{'. Whal :ill welfare programs , 
________~::~~:_ or we end of 1998 and 

Potomac Watch t""rise.whole ••w 
$ystem by 1995. "r 
was onte on welfare 


B, Paul A. Gigot m",.ll." ,ay, AnI<>

':, ':~ ::.! ," j' "ruo Riley, a Milwau· 


------.:-;;.-.:...:---- 1 kee Democrat who 

was taboo a f(>Wvears ago IS now commCf" 
\Vn!!!> Ronald Reagan talked In 19M! about 
requmng work for welfare. he was denote 
as true!; n(Wo' even Ilbera!s !,aLk. about 
work. "~atl!lnal politiCl:HlS art' behmd the 
c:Jrn'." lillY" Mr. Murro:.". "They don', rl;" 
aim that th;s is an Issue on wh:ch there 
has been nuge public movement." 

As lS often the case. the- debate is 

I 

more aavanceil in the states . .Espetlally :' these Dtnwerats himself by $ignjng their 
in Wisconsin. which began this century 1 hill. usIng his line-item veto to ensttr'e that 
by leading the "progresslve" movement: he woUld be the' one who de5lillS the new 
that was a precursor to the welfart StAte; system. . ,~ 
Jl could end the century by helpin~ to dis' . wm Mr. C;lnton's welfare j)rilposai hI;' 
mantle It, 	 thIs radical? A!mOSI certainl}'.not.'"Wash· 

Tommy Thompson. a frisky twO'tetm - ington is still not ~ ~Ive as Madi· 
13M likely three-term I GOP gtWernor. i son. And despite his prouse for.'Mr:Mur· 
opened the bidlUng by taking Mr:Clinlon !' ray. Mt.~Clinton is still reluetan1'lO con· 
!ll his campaift'! word. He sought a federal 
....·DlVe! !U CUt olf weuare H1 two Slate coon· 
ties after two years-mid turkey. This was 
an otter Mr. ClintOn cOUldn't easily refu$e. ~ 
Mr:'"'ThOf'nl'SOn has built eredlbllit:-, be- ­
caust' earher reforms and a 5trcmr et(lll. 

amy have tut his state's weUare roUs by 
"li'% in six years; all but two other states 

have had rismg caseloads. . 
But toe ~ltieal story !lere is the, tiber' 

als~who'd.idn t bart..The:Cblldrel: 5 De-­
fense Fund and omef weUa.re activtsts did 
try:to bloti ,the.\~·wa.tver'.as ,lOO~ 
'PUnitive. and Clinton norninff$;·at Health 
and Human Sm1ces alsod!Sllked the p:!an.

'8utithey wen: overru1ed by'th!:;White· 

House. Mr. 'thompson Drought It up with 

flavid Gergen. who w8.$slJPP(Irtive. It was 

alSo Sl.lgpsted that if the waiver weren't 


. approwd, Mr. Thompson would make a 

memorable speaker at the National Press 

Club. After his aides negotiated that: Med' 


third year. ?ttl': CUnton. to .his~aed1t. 
signed elf on the walVtr.j _ Bm in Wiseonsin, mtan'WhUt, Demo<:' 

Lral$ decided that ~stead of resisting ~.' 

• 	monev' would be spent on polls and 
prom()ting future meetings in an eleC' 
Hon year. l.awrence Smedley of the 
National Council of Senior Citizens 
told the WllShington Post that "the 
nor·s(}-subUe message of tM letter 
and phone caUs was that if you par, 
you play." 

Embarrassed (a little. anyway). 
the Wrute House nas announced that ccPresident Clinton will still attend. but I, <. 

he won't appear on an", panel that inv -c::. 
, ciudes groups that I " :;!bankrolled the sum- I 

mit. But the meet- I '" 0:. 
:;:"tng's '"entitle· l 

ments'" cover haS I 0: 
~' 

been blown. Much . t:;of it will be domi· w 
nated br cheenng ...for Clinton health " 
and jeb·training ini· -' '" ...tiatives, Moreover. -< 

Jf!l.M.·A{p::rinsk.1J attendance is lim· -" Ited to carefully inVited guests, Any "' ouestlons wilt be pre·sr:r~ned, =,.. 
. Mvstenouslv addmg tegmmaey to ' 
the p'roceedlnis will be GOP Senator . 
John Danforth and former GOP Gov­
ernor Tom Kean of New Jersey. 

snonso~d the bilL "i 
see every day wJla( 
thiS JaIler called we!­
iart IS doing to pe<r 
nle," Hf' says the 1bmmu Thompw/I 
i'nomllSou idea didn't g{l far enoug;L bo" 
(au~ i1 didn't jncJu(te Mllwalil;££ Cowuy, 
where S09c of the statt's welfare tasM: ~. 
side, But Mr. Thompson may now one-up 

•to Chang! the dMttuetjve !exual btbavror , 
' that has~ produced, £S';' 1I1tf1~!mac~' 

i!.lllong blacks. mVanrt rising!1asl~ior 
whiteS, arm the' social breaJu:1O\l'n t~~t !ol· 
lows. The onlY way to Teally.tnd:Ew~,lIa~ 
as we know it," in Other wotd!o:>lS S1mply 
to end it. ~ . ,"I'. 

\ "' .) 
\1' \ .g'U 

' 	,q1" , 
~ 

.:t l 

. '\, ...~ i 

front his morn '>prescription." Instead of 
gomg cold mrley after two,'~·-ear~,,;'lr. 
Clinton (old NeWSW",k.. "we're probably 
gum, to have' .some sort:':'ofJl:publiely 
funded jobs 'program" for-~te."':But 
G!r.'. ~ talls thls "luSt~anottler 
fonn of weUa.re:' a make-v."tIrk~j~·m' 
stead of a check.h ~:l. ~:~: i 

, MoreoVer. adds Mr. Murra~'.~.tbe)state I 
woliid sUll ~be ~5UbSid1%1ng:iUtilU~~CY. I 
"NObody wants to talk aboot'~a, .... hl'. 
saY'. only eat'J(!l$. Yet on1l'~ WjUr.:bOlh I 
sanetton,and: nrnrd can :aJsOdtty!~­

~. ) f 21c'S3 

ci 
0: 
or '" 
:. 
u. '" 

Cl '" 
,; 

iI' 
.' 

,., 

-

,. 


eral Motors Foundatton. Others de· It's what Danjel Boorstin years ago 
cllneti. noting- rh1! much at the described as a "Dseudo event." 
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JOHN O. NORQUIST 	 OffiCE OF THE .'"iAYOR 
MAYOR 	 ....lllWAUI<:U. WI$CO,"'S!1\t 

December 13, 1993 

President Bill Clinton 
The White House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, Iffl 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

The welfare system in the Unfted States is a failure. You have called for 'ending welfare as 
we know it." I believe that the best way to do this is to eliminate welfare aitogether. 

Wisconsin is showing the way. A new state law-initiated by the Democratic majority in our 
state Assembly, concurred in by the Republican-controlled state Senate, and recently signed by 
the Govemor;-will end the weftare system in WISCOnsin by 1999. The legislation anticipates 
replacing welfare with II work-based aitemative. 

I urge you to follow WISconsin's leed as you design the plan you will send to Congress 
next year. Rather than attempt to reform the welfare system; rather than preserve we~are in II 
truncated form; you should ask Congress to eliminate we~re entirely by 1996. 

What shOuld replaes welfare? The federal law you propose to repeal AFDC. Food Stamps, 
public housing, and other failed anti-poverty programs by 1996 should reallocate the federal 
funds now spent on those programs-plus any state match-to a new federal offer to low-income 
persons that is based primarily on work. This new effort would do the following: 

• 	 Low-income persons over 18 wiho truly cannot work would get cash and health care. 

• 	 Low-income persons over 18 who can work, but are unemployed, would be helped in getting 
privete sector employment through performance-based plaCement agencies. To the extent 
they cannot get private sector employment after an extensive search, they would be offered 
minimum wage, less-than-ful~time, iimfted-term community service jobs, perlorming work that 
the publiC values. 

• 	 Low-income workers would be given additional earnings supplements, ~ needed, to get them 
aloove the poverty line. They would also get ch~d care based upon ability to pay. 

• 	 Low-income persons, like everyone else, would have health insurance per your national health 
insurance plan. 

...~.JCity Halt ZOO: E. Well~ Stteef, MilW.1uk~, WnC:Or'I~ln 53202 Telephone: !414~ 278-2200 
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This proposal calls for spending t'1e same or fewer federal dollars than are now being 
spent There would be no increase in federal spending. and no need to raise federal taxes. 
Eventually. the disparity between poor-person spending among the various states can be 
corrected. As Congress' support for your proposal to increase the federal E1C shows. the public 
and elected officials are qu~e willing to help the poor l! the help is linked to the poor's efforts to 
help themselves through work and l! tt is part of an overall strategy to lower federal spending. 

Ending welfare could be the fourth American Revolution. In 1776. we liberated ourselves 
from England. In 1863, Uncaln freed the slaves of the Confederacy-and in 1865. all the slaves 
were freed. In 1964. legal racial discrimination was ended. In 1994, we can liberate America's 
poor from an oppressive welfare system and help them get what they really want and the rest of 
us believe in: work. For these reasons, I recommend that you set Independence Day, July 4, 
1996, as the date on which America's wenare system comes to an end. 

A small cadre 01 welfare insiders. mostly living inside the Beltway, will resist your efforts to 
end welfare entirely and replace it with a WOrk-based altemative. But the overwhelming majoriity 
of the American people-including welfare recipients, caseworkers, ordinary working people, 
labor, business, Blacks, HispaniCS, and Whites, Americans from every walk of IKe and every 
region-will thank you and remember you for your act of liberation. 

co: 	 Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan 
Senator Herb Kohl 
Senator Russell Feingold 
Congressman Gerald Kleczka 
Congressman Thomas Barrett 
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)Ol-!N O. :,<ORQUIS7 
.~~yeR 

OA.":%..: November 

Bruce 'R.eed 

The White House " 


David Riem.e-r-
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(41.4) 273-2200. 

!iA::!oa's OF:-.tC% ru ~a !S (414) Z7a-l:.91. 

OF?lC! OF 7HE """'YOR 
,,"III,WAUXUI. "VISCCNSI~ 

16, 1993 

It looks as it GovernQr Thompsgn ~, leaning tQ¥ard p 

signing the Democrat-sponsored efan to abol ish vel taa;e, in 

Wisconsin 'by 1999 and replace it with a 'l,(o'rk-hased alternativt!. 

Attach.d are: 1) a Milwaukee ~¢urnal front page story 

on this matter; and 2) t-x'c.rpts from the legislation 00\1 before_ 

the Governor. 

For more information. eall me at 414-2$6-8577 . 
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Will Thompson bli~~ 

on welfare gambit?" . 


, The only problem \\1th $.CUt~ 
tiina wtJfart is nobody agrees on ' 
the next $ll:j). Dcmociars dis- , 

",~weew1th Republicans, Demo- ' 
/.~~ disaCfff with Democrats. ;

SclM Democn.u favor a system " 
wit.,. you _ vi""ally .""'Y- j
one On nlfm to work. and offer 

eommunity serviee jobs to lhose 


, who can't find them in.1he pri- I 

'"''':''vare'!«tcr, ., , . 
'. ~~at $Ou.nc1s JOOC$, buth's ex- ; 

.;' pc!>s.... I 
.' J1;'1 not clear wbat Thomp­
..,son's vmion ofUfe aftetwelf3re 'I' 

".w0W4be . 
.:.., But WccU said one candidate ' 

3. tor a substitute for the current 
..,~~Jfate system would be an ex~ 1 

panded vtl'$ion or Work Not ' 
. Welfare.. the (xpcrirnental pro. 
, ararn lhJt will hmit AFDC recip­
ients to two years ofwelfare pay.. 
mtnls in two test counties. 
~ . The Ointon administration 
.~N$ app1'O~ the test program
";.andwouldblvetoapprove<iilny 'I 
IUt"'" <h• .,... I 

·:~·;Thompsonhimstlfgav¢no I 
.t~f'iC$ Monday. He said any
':ftform 'IIOuJd lilidy oontinllt 
. ialola, the: lines ofrequirins rtcip­

ieUtsofstatc:ai4 to Wofifor iL \ 
ibomp!lOn said action would ai- I 
low the state to bqin replacll'lg , 
t S}Stem that was not workin3- : 
. It sounds like a pretty iOOd ' 

game ofchicken. Dernocrnts 
trick J\$5¢mbiy Ret>ublieans into: 
defendina the welfat't $VS,tem. 

Now thompson's in the same 
pk:tle. blIt h~ say,. "Maybe I'll 
cal! your blulf." 
'- Tbompson is 9peeted to ao~ 
nounee his veto decisions within 
• few weeks. 
~_blyDemocrat Shirley 
Knlg. Qntofthe .at'chite(:tS of the 
~ stra\emt. admit;. some 
Demotrati backed it ·to put 
Thompson on tht spot. 8u.t she 
says others view it as the Qnty 
wrsy to force the radical overhaul 
they 1hink ~lrare needs. 

~ 
I, 
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abolishiO& tht r:wst hate4 &oy­
emmenl proJram in. histof)', He 
has two choices. He can look a 
$ift horse in the mouth and ~ 
~ il. OT,ip it into law, ifhe 
ijgns it. he: can Nit with iSJ\a­
tionaUv and. $I)' 1bit is otiC 
mOrt: thing I've: dont} For us, 
ic·.aur....orbri_ lfhe ' ·1.
'vetOes it. ~~re ,o~ to blNt 
..him"to stnithen:ens.. ".,
t.ftKiu, bad wotl:e(i with one of 
Milwaukee MaYO< lo/u1 0; Nor­
4Ui,,', top .id.., !)ovid lUeiner; 
-ou'aft earlitr~ tMt would 
tep'tace the welfare ~ Nor- . 
quist. who frequently his oa11ed . 
for an en4 to the cumnt system.
bas criticized T'hompsoD" Work 
Not Welfare plan for not &Oina 
rar enough. ' .. ' 

. lfThornpson ...... 111. to­

. pealer. it would be a ..."big st0­
ry. unp~ted in this coun-­

trY. and it would hav~ unr~ 

able ronsequen=. TNt,·,...nat 

worries Prosser: 

'} "There is a \aC\ie that can be
used quilt frequenUr. ratbtt' 

~nofferlnlani~cp~ 
gram, ju.. say we',. blowing up

the syswm and there', going to 
 , 

, 
,road.. but we don't have to deal 
with it riabt QOW because we've 

gel some time. That~snot. tao­

tie t feel eomt'ortabkwith.· 


,be; incredible morm down the 

j""",,,,--~
,crmtribwlftl f.,his ~. 
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STAn: OF WISCONst'i 

DdtoteDad:meot 

1993-..dIR1418 Do...rpcalill;o....·' 

1993 Wisconsin Act 
AN ACT m ~p#ttJlhtQtlnutn~ 

vnnumbcJed .u.bcb.1itle 

UCT10N 3. 20.4)5 (4' (ti) of~ statuteS. U ere.. 
a.ted by 1993 W'uconsin ACt 16. is am~ to n:ad.: 

20."3$ (.) (~ COtutl)" dtfJd .tJ41P1"t 1l/Uts14Jt«. The 
amouftu in. the =tdl,llt tor asNt.aMl: to pilot cow>. 
tieJ itt est.blbhi!'l.r. patttnis.... W obtaiMll child sup­
pon \U2der .. & 49.25 fa} lnd 42.27 US)) {s) and. for 

• $c:cuOl'I991.11. ~$'t...'I'\tn:S tMl.f.t: ~...t1lCS -~.a06"""~lPr.,.aCtdUll!'lCld ~'l'I~.~~ 
u.. to*.mct4<, ~ _,. ~ 4uI:F _ ~~ 1M tuM ...... 101 ab:s..n'-='t IIIot.IJ ~b dtt:w:l o~ t_ d.t,. .t\fIf lu 4a.'14" 0( 
",Watlo. as ..~qd" by W fINI'Ina'1 .r _ fI'- 0a1C or ,..'bIatiee _,. "' III: IIoeft' UI.IIl 10 -."\U'lC .." .rt.:t lbt cato of"""­

http:IIIot.IJ
http:c:cuOl'I991.11
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'. 
~'),'-O$"'1?-J~ l'z:~ ':~'I'l l.H,~I..[~k:E ~ ;:o;:"~:;: TO 

J99J s....a ~U ..I' 
lOLlS nO)(~)). ;:M Sd:2t9 hD!"~N L 1999. ttl; 

cli;iNf job 29P!iatU it eJipblt for ai4 u,iamilieJ with 
<lQCNtcnl c!lt~ "'Met s. 49.19. 

SECTION 103. Io!.n (l) {II .r ,i\< ",lVIe, is 
amcmied to ~ 

lOt." (1) (I) "hblie u.m1at2Q" meal't$ Jeneral 
. relief vnde:r I. 49.01. t'dicf' o( ~ Indian peftOM 

\n'«Set" "9.~~ ,id .If fIt...·li. with 8.,e.""" 0,,"1 
""'" "R."" .0 t', tNd~ assiSlIflQr"nckr:a. 49.4$ 
10 &9.41. IJnCet s. 49.to 

~ l2 ~i~a 
104. i tSA (41 (b) or Itl1;1 lt8tUles is 

InnC1'lded 10 rw.d: 
I ",40 (~}tbJ n. Slatj:superinW\d,ent ~nd thlt *,. 

rtt:lf'\' or health and $Oclal Stt'YKu ,hall r\Wi... the 
#ppliatfOM and jointly' 6c:tcrmlae \he era"t leclpknu 
..net the amount 0( ucb If2ftC. 4 BefOrt ·JIDtBP' 1. 
1m. I ~.I'U 1N,lt ~l bI: awarded to:a scttool bolt<l. 
_;,cncr or O~hOtt onlw Uu: ~nu." "Or the 
p".JniC'Trlltinf school 41st.....'·" tI'lC'rt1.btrlhip in the p~,. 
\io~uJC'ftOOl "nrw...·hom aW to (,ammo wish d'~.. 
dent cnildre:1I: ....as b¢i:ftl rcmval under s. ".19 was: 
,mtct 'h:in S":. .., In mil 'PIrteraph. -membership" 
h:d .he- murriQl1i1l!C.n in s. l:U:X:W ($,. 

S£CTlON lOS. 1t8.170f'tbuUitutttisamendedto-,
llLI1 Indirmt cbIldrftl. The principal Of 1eadtcr 

'in chafic- ot, any ,uOtic JChoo1 shan ~n to 1M 
aUIDo,..,,.. adlbinistef"Ut1 RUe(', or, artS!',cncnJ 

. ~bet:ii \~:Of$"untxmtttm.ent\!qdtts.
~_46_;~ ;: _.1_ rot wc county wherein the: 
sc:h('Ol iJ. ,,'uated the aalM'.nd -.deltas of4~ ehild in 
th' tChoof _bose parent. pWiln or Other ccnon 
h:i"'in!- coftu"ol. Wr;t Of w.ng¢y OhM Dild. i, wid'l* 
OUt wJ'fJCictU mans 10 rurnisb 1he chiid with food or 
elot"11'1;1 tltC'¢$$&ty to ,ubI(> tho ehi~d to .ttend $Choot 

SECTtON 106. J 19.82 f~l or tbe s;a,uto is erntcd
,<1 rae: 

11,.a: 16) ThiSlmlcb d0e3 not apirl~ ,ncr Decem.. 
bet ll. 199a. 

SECTION 101, ~lU.Q;I f JJ) to or the ttaultes is~·
.,ere!, to rq<!: 

:XI,Q.l ("),.0 This s\lbs«tion O(M1. ftOt».ppl,.. .rur 
!)tum"" ". 1m. 

SECTtON 108. 13O~1"" (5) ",r t.b, t'nutts is ere· 
.teeS to :ad; 

::)0.14' (5)' ThIs Rttion does not i.~.•flC:
ee-be, )1. 1m. 

S!CTtON l09. $eo.l-1- OJ fe) 6 or the SU\UteL n 
auted 0\" 199~ W'ucoMi~ Aa;:t 164 U a1'ftC:I'ld(d ~O read:: 

S60.fJ.·~~Hc") 6. ~ Isft?tt}lnj.!.art L 1299. hQ.... 
tbe pet=:u. or ltoUSC'hoilb r=:&i.vint l-leI: to r.m.Ui¢$ 
with dc-pc:'ld.ent <:bi14rrn urnkr I ••9.19 in tht .en tl'\ 
which ~hC' buJtMSS itK:"\ilbatOt' I;Jr tt::.hnolol')',.l:-ased 
blcuOator i1 or ....ill be' ~tcd com~tet to tbt fler. 
c=.ta~ or l'tQuf4bohh tc«iwm, aiel (0 rall"lilltl with 
dcpen:dtt'lt a;:hUdrtn il') tM IUU¢. 

SEC"nON 110. 161,018 {it (ell l Qr the $~a\utes;$ 
at:at:n4cC to td4: 

161.078 (1) (<l) J. SuWhision$ I and l onl,. 3J)piy 
wtWelhe CcpartMeftt othc:lhh and social services con, 
duN \be prornsm vn4ff s. 49.lS JM dQ 1'101 ;\Opl\­
1M RemnbsOI.JM­
. U<::nON 1t L 199.4.0 (4) or the S'&t\1tH is 
~ior=d:: 

, NoIWt*MOt'? "","",,kwIs: 
inc- (I} depaM..tnent or health and socia' 
:Sh4ti submit pro!»Hd Nics teqt.lited under Jeelio.n 
49.Z7 of the $tatutes., as Cl'uted 'by this Kt. 10 the ielt;. 
a:.,iVC'~\,1"cil mrrun4l:t Re1ion :17.15 oflh. $1l1!I.ne~ 
no btet Uul\ Ju.ly :. 1994. 

,,*y the: 
....." 
01 

it\ a civil acdcn or eviction it the' 
. unden. 49.19 

of tl'te OlJt~ 

I. s«t,. 

m.40 I') OF noa:EI)fNC. Tht' COUrt wll 

wry or health and shan submit to tbe . 
IrezislaNtf. in the manner provided u~dtf' se<:tion 
13.112 (Zl Qf the: statt,l~ & Fopo$4! r« welfare 
re(onn in this State. The proposalJhall provlde ror ttu: 
I'tpiat::eme1S1. by t>eeemtw.::- 31. 1998. of the ,menl 
reUct ~m adtnint.tuc4 unde: seeliOft 49.02 Qr the 
SUi1Utes. tM relief of ndy fncU3.tt pet'SOfti: program 
lmdcrSCC\ion 49.046 of tM: statlltClS. (ltd: aid 10 familia 
.....llI ~cu. ehUdrreD. ,tOgAtD \lI'ldtr K'Ction 49. 19 
or \he S'CatutcS al't6.. to tbe Qunt that' ttei~iet'lt.t or 
rood coupon, \U\4et the food sump pt'¢g1Am also 
r'C'C'Cl¥¢ tid 10 f.tni1~ wid, 4cpa:ndetl\ chi_fdun. gen­
ual relief or l"tlic-( or nft<ly Indian persons. {he food 
SuMS) PfQIram \It'u:!er 1 \JSC 2011 10 lG19. 1'he 'Pro-­
.ra~ .than provide for the cofttinuation or th~ food 
$taft'll' ;lrolfam fol' food .ttarnp f'CC'ipi.enu who Itt" nqt 
,:fso recipimlS of .id to funiUt' 'II."h dependtl'u chiJ,. 
d",,,. ,enetl} relief or reii~r ot neet:l:v InoUJn person$. 
"rhe pNVo'm shall also m«t all 'or the rouo....inl' 
requitf!mmu: 

(i) The prvgrafft $haD offer 'ba$iC,: incOl'M $Uppot, to­
~""l:\COme persons: ,*ho c;nnot W<H'k. 

(:, Th~ PTOVtLI'n $haU offer employm~t opponu·­
ni1iu to io__ ineome pel"SOns who <::an work.. btu who 
ca""ot fiftd CmplOyot'MftL 1'hc$c <:mpiormttH op-~r· 
\uNttes 1ntl! nOI supplant ",istift, e'f\ployes. 

t~l Th. ",roSUIT: stlal! y:OV« low·lnwme: petson$: 
with .rro~ble: e:hUd cal":: and with aiTotd.able nullh 

c::n Usm, t)ole procedu.re un4a section ::1.24 or tn!: 
.tI\uU$. the hNrtt':1cl.\( of helitb .and social $Ct'Vkel 
.Mn pf9mulpte Tules 1'Cq:uired \mdc:, s«1ion 49.2:' or 
Ute uauAtes. as ereaw;l br this act, ror th.e period pnOt 

http:procedu.re
http:1l1!I.ne
http:fncU3.tt
http:RemnbsOI.JM
http:aalM'.nd
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JOHN O. NORQUIST 	 OFFICE OFTHE MAYOR 
MILWAUKEE, WISCONSINMAYOR 

January 6, 1994 

Mr. Bruce Reed 
Executive'Office of the President 
White House Offices 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear ~llS """.", 
When we met last month during the Welfare Reform Task 

Force's meeting with state and local government representatives, 
you asked for proposals showing how Mayor Norquist's 
recommendation to President Clinton--to eliminate the welfare 
system entirely by 1996 and replace it with a work-based 
alternative--could be implemented. 

Attached are two drafts that indicate how the Mayor's
proposal to the President might be carried out. 

The first draft, Attachment A, calls for enacting a federal 
law that would: 

• 	 Repea~ the entire welfare system by JulX It 1996; 

• 	 Authorize states to implement a ~Work Connection System~ 
that (while providing those who truly cannot work wItnr 
cash) offers the great majority of the poor help in 
getting and sustaining private sector employment~ and 

• 	 Make available to the states, as a match for the amount 
they previously contributed to the welfare system, a 
federal payment equal to what they were paid under the 
welfare system. 

The second draft, Attachment S, takes a more modest 
approach. Rather than repeal the entire federal welfare system 
and replace it across the country with a new work-bas'ed 
alterna.tive, it lets individual states opt out of the\welfare 
system and put in place the same work-based approach described 
above. 	 \ 

\ 

Ci!y Hall, 100 E. weirs. Street M,lwilukee, Wi:)(:(msin 53202. Telephone: (414) 21:l6·2200 
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Neither of these proposals imposes a two-year limit. 
Welfare would be eliminated immediately, and the work-based 
alternative would be available immediately. If you feel you need 
to incorporate some sort of two-year limit, I believe that the 
best approach is to allow persons who are engaged in community 
aervice employment (because of their inability to find private 

. sector jobs after an intensive search) to replace a portion of 
. such work with education and training ... but only for up to two 
years. 

I also wish to note that both proposals are designed to be 
revenue-neutral. 

Both proposals do not address the isaues of earnings 
supplementation, child support$ or health care. It is assumed 
that. 

- Earnings supplementation can best be handled by making 
further changes in the federal EICi 

- Child support can also best be dealt with through the tax 
By5t~; and 

- Health care will be provided as part of President 
Clinton*s National Health Insurance Plan~ 

Finally, in case you don't have it readily available, I am 
encloalnq ae Attachment C another copy of Mayor Norquist's letter 
of December 13, 1993, to President Clinton. 

I hope the attached material is helpful to you in crafting 
federal welfare reform legislation that responds to Mayor 
Norquist'S request in the context of fulfilling President 
Clinton's commitment to «end welfare as we know it.« 

Please feel free to call me at (414) 286-8577 if you have 
any questions. 
reaction~ 

I would also appreciate you letting me know your 

1)e::c\ 
David R. Riemer 
Chief of Staff 
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ATTACHMENT A 


NATIONWIDE WElfARE REPLACEMENT 


NATIONAL WElfARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1994 


Section t. REPEAL OF THE CURRENT WELFARE SYSTEM. 


The following federal welfare programs are repealed, effective July 1, 1996: 


a, AFDC; 

b, Food Stamps; 

c. School Breakfast; 
d. School Lunch; 
e. Other nutrition programs; 
f. Child care programs (other than Head Start); and 

g. Subsidized and public housing. 


Section 2. CREATION OF STATE WORK CONNECTION SYSTEM. 


Each stale may implement a Work Connection System, effective July 1, 1996, 

that offers all of the following: 

a Offers income to any unemployed low-income edutt resident who, by reasen 
of physical or mental disability, Is unable to work; 

b. Offers assistance in securing private-sector employment to any unemployed 
iow-income adutt resident who is able to work; 

c. Offers community service employment to any unemployed low-income adu~ 
resident who Is able to work but has been unable to obtain privata-sector 
employment after an Intensive job search; and 

d. Offers child care to any low-Income adu~ resident who requires child care in 
order to seek or obtain work. 

Section 3. OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT 
RESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(a), shall: 

a. Ensure that no low~ncome adu~ resident who is eligible for Social Security 
Disability or Supplemental Security Income is offered Income under Section 
2(a); 
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b. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent definitions of inability to 
work by reason of physical or mental disability; 

c. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for reviewing, 
and either approving or rejecting, applications for income due to inability to 
work by reason of physical or mental disability; and 

d. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for allowing low­
Income adun residents whose applications for income have been rejected 
pursuant to subsection c. to appeal the rejection and have their appeals 
considered in a prompt and impartial manner. 

Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PRIVA TE·SECTOR EMPLOY­
MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW·INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(b), shall: 

a. Assist any low-income adult resident who is able to work to obtain up to 40 
hours of private-sector employment per week; and 

b. Evaluate the effectiveness of the assistance provided pursuant to subsection 
a.. as well as all other training and placement efforts in the state, in helping their 
participants to obtain private-sector employment that is full-time, lasts for at 
least two years or more, and pays at least $7,00 per hour. 

Section 5. OFFER OF COMMUNITY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO 
UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK BUT HAVE 
BEEN UNABLE TO OBTAIN PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(0), shall: 

a. Offer a community service job to any low-income adutt who is able to work 
but who has been unable to obtain 30 hours per week 01 private-sector 
employment (averaged over a &week period) after a job search of between &8 
weeks; and 

b. Assure that each community sel'llice job offered shall: 

(~ Provide enough hours of ccmmunity sel'llice employment to bring the 
low-income adun resident's total hours of work ~.e.. community service 
employment plus private sector employment) to an acceptable number of 
hours of work per week (but no more then 30 hours 01 work per week); 

-2· 



'.­

(ii) Pay exactly the federal [llinimum wage; 

(iii) Last for no more than 26 weeks per year; 

(Iv) Be subject to the same rules of dismissal and discipline as a regular 
private-sector job; 

(v) Produce real benefits for the local community in areas such as public 
safety, environmental improvement, housing, child care, education, 
recreation, and culture; and 

(vi) Not resu~ in the displacement of any private-sector or government 
employee, and not substitute lor any private-seelor or government Job, 

Section 6. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS 
WHO REQUIRE CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(d), shall: 

a Sell child care vouchers to low-income edutt residents who are seeking 
employment or holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sliding fee scale; 
and 

b. Ensure that the vouchers sold pursuant to subsection 8. are redeemed by 
certified child care providers. 

Section 7. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 

Each state implementing a Work Connection System that invests In the system 
an amount equal to the state's match, during the period July " 1995 through June 30, 
1996, for the federal welfare programs listed in Section 1 shall be paid by the 
Secretary: 

a For the purpose of implementing the Work Connection Program during the 
period July 1, 1996 through June 30, 1997, a federal payment equal to the sum 
of the federal payments made to the state for the period July I, 1995 through 
June 3D, 1996, under the federal welfare programs repealed pursuant to 
Section 1; and 

b. For the purpose of implementing the Work Connection Program during each 
subsequent year, a federal payment equal to the payment made to the state 
under subsection a multiplied times the increase in the Consumer Price Index. 

-3­
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Section 8, DEFINITIONS, 

For the purposes of this Act: 

a "AdultU means a person who is: 

(i) At least 18 years of age ff the person has graduated from high school 
but no more than 64 years of age. or 

(ii) ~ least 21 years of age ff the person hss not graduated from high 
school but no more than 64 years of age: 

b, 'Resident" means a citizen of the UnITed Stales who has established legal 
residence in a state; 

c. ULow incoma1
' means: 

(i) For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Sections 2(a) and (c). 
an inceme of less than the federal poverty line. and 

(Ii) For the purpose of the offers msde pursuant to Section 2(b) and (d). 
an income of less than 200% of the federal poverty line; 

d. 'Private-sector" means private for-prom. private non-profit. or regular 
government; 

e. "State" means each of the 50 states of the United States. the District of 
Columbia. the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. etc.; 

f. "Secretary" means the Secretary of the Treasury, 
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ATTACHMENT B 


STATE AUTHORllY TO REPLACE WELFARE 


STATE WELFARE REPLACEMENT ACT OF 1994 


Section 1. ENDING OF PARTICIPATION IN THE WELFARE SYSTEM. 

a Any state that enacts legislation that ends its participation In the federal 
welfare programs listed in subsection (b) and implements a Work Connection 
System in the manner set forth in Sections 2 through 8 shall receive a federal 
payment as provided in Section 7. 

b. A state may decide to end its participation in the following federal we~are 
programs, effective July 1, 1996: 

a AFDC; 
b. Food Stamps; 
c. School Breakiast; 

d, School Lunch; 

e. Other nutrition programs; 

f, Child care programs (other than Head Start); and 

g. Subsidized and public housing. 

Section 2. CREATION OF STATE WOAK CONNECTION SYSTEM. 

Each state may, in lieu of participating in the federal we~re programs listed in 
Section 1 (a), implement a Work Connection System, effective July I, 1996. that offers 
ail of the following: 

a. Offers income to any unemployed Iow·income aduR resident who, by reason 
of physical or mental disability, is unable to work; 

b. Offers assistance in securing private.seclor employment to any unemployed 
low· income aduR resident who Is able to work; 

c. Offers community service employment to any unemployed low-income adult 
resident who is able to work but has been unable to obtain private-seclor 
employment after an Intensive job search; and 

d. Offers child care to any low·income aduR resident who requires child care in 
order to seek or obtain worK. 



Section 3. OFFER OF INCOME TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT 
RESIDENTS WHO ARE UNABLE TO WORK 

Each state. in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(a). shall: 

a. Ensure thai no low-income adult resident who is eligible for Social Security 
Disability or Supplemental Security Income is offered income under Section 
2(a); 

b. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent definitions of inability to 
work by reason of physical or mental disability; 

c. Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for reviewing, 
and either approving or rejecting, applications for income due to inability to 
work by reason of physical or mental disability; and 

d_ Establish and enforce reasonable and consistent standards for allowing low­
income adutt residents whose applications for income have been rejected 
pursuant to subsection c. to appeal the rejection and have their appeals 
considered in a prompt and impartial manner. 

Section 4. OFFER OF ASSISTANCE IN SECURING PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOY­
MENT TO UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO ARE ABLE TO WORK 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(bl. shall: 

a. Assist any low-Income adutt resident who is able to work to obtain up to 40 
hours of private-sector employment per week; and 

b. Evaluate the effectiveness of the assistance provided pursuant to subsection 
a. as well as all other training and placement efforts In the state. in helping their 
participants to obtain private-sector empioyment that is full-time, iasts for at 
least two years or more, and pays at leas! $7.00 per hour. 

Section 5. OFFER OF COMMUNrTY SERVICE EMPLOYMENT TO 
UNEMPLOYED LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS WHO CAN WORK BUT HAVE 
BEEN UNABLE TO OBTAIN PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state. in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(C), shall: 

a Offer a community service job to any low-income adutt who is able to work 
but who has been unsble to obtain 30 hours per week of private-sector 
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employment (averaged over a 6-week period) after a job search of between 6-8 
weeks; and 

b, Assure that each community service job offered snail: 

(Q Provide enough hours of community service employment to bring the 
low-income edutt resident's total hours of work Q.e., community service 
employment plus private sector employment) to an acceptable number of 
hours of work per week (but no more than 30 hours of work per week); 

(ii) Pay exactly thefederal minimum wage; 


Qil) Last for no more than 26 weeks per year; 


[IV) Be subject to the same rules of dismissal and discipline as a regular 

private-sector job; 

(v) Produce real benefits for the local community in areas such as public 
safaty, envlronmental improvement, housing, child care, educaJton, 
recreation, and culture; and 

(vi) Not resutt in the displacement of any private-sector or government 
employee, and not subst~ute for any private-sector or government job. 

Section 6. OFFER OF CHILD CARE TO LOW-INCOME ADULT RESIDENTS 
WHO REQUIRE CHILD CARE IN ORDER TO SEEK OR OBTAIN EMPLOYMENT. 

Each state, in implementing the offer made pursuant to Section 2(d), shall: 

a. Sail child ca,e vouchers to low-income edutt residents who are seeking 
employment or holding jobs based on an income-adjusted sliding fee scale; 
and 

b. Ensure that the vouchers sold pursuant to subsection a are redeemed by 
certified child care providers. 

Section 7. PROVISION OF FEDERAL FUNDS. 

Each state implementing a Work Connection System that invests in the system 
an amount equal to the state's match, during the period July 1, 1995 through June 30, 
1996, for the federal welfare programs listed in Section 1 shall be paid by the 
Secretary: 

-3­
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a. For the purpose of implementing the Work Connection Program duling the 
period July 1, 1996 through June 30,1997, a federal paymenl equal to the sum 
of the federal payments made to the state for the period July I, 1995 through 
June 30, 1996, under the federal welfare programs repealed pursuant to' 
Section 1; and 

b. For the purpose 01 implementing the Work Connection Program during each 
subsequenl year, a federal payment equal to the paymant made to the state 
under subsection a. multiplied times the increase in the Consumer Price Index. 

Section 6. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this Act: 

a. 'Adult" means a person who is; 

(0 At least 18 years of age ~ the person has graduated from high schOOl 
but no more than 64 years of age, or 

(ii) At least 21 years of age ~ the person has not graduated from high 
school but no more then 64 years of age; 

b. "Resident" means a citizen 01 the United States who has established legal 
residence in a state; 

c. IILow income" means: 

(ij For the purpose of the offers made pursuanl to Sections 2(a) and (cl, 
an Income of less than the federal poverty line, and 

(ii) For the purpose of the offers made pursuant to Section 2(b) and (d), 
an income of less than 200% 01 the federal poverty line; 

d. 'Private-sector' means private lor-profit, private non-profit, or regular 
govemmenl; 

e. 'State" means each 01 the 50 states of the United States, the District 01 
Columbia, the Commonwealtih of Puerto Alco, etc.; 

f. "Secretary" means the Secretary of the Treasury. 



ATTACHMEN'l' C1, 

JOHN 0. NORQUIST 	 OffiCE OF TI-IE .'-IAYOR 
....tAVOft 	 ,....ULWAU"EE. WISCONSI:-' 

December 13. 1993 

President Bill Ciinton 

The Whrte House 

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 

Washington, D.C. 20500 


Dear Mr. President: 

The welfare system in the Un~ed States is a tailur •. You have called for "ending welfare as 

we know rt." I believe that the best way 10 do this is to eliminate welfare aJtoget.~er. 


Wisconsin is showing the way. A new state law-initiared by the Democratic majority in our 

state Assembly, concurred in by the Republican-controlled state Senate, and recently signed by 

the Govemor-will end the welfare system in WISConsin by 1999. The legislation antic:pates 

replacing wanare wrth a work-based aIIemalive. 


I urge you to follow Wisconsin's lead as yOu design the plan you will send to Congress 

next year. Rather than attempt to reform the welfare system; rather than preserve welfare in a 

truncated form; you should ask Congress to eliminate welfare entirely by 1996. 


What should replace welfare? The federal law you propose to repeal AFDC, Food Stamps, 
. publiC housing, and other failed anti-poverty programs by 1996 should reallocate the federal 
funds now spent on those programs-plus any stale malch-to a new federal offer to low~ncome 
persons that is based primarily on work. This new effort would do the following: 

• 	 Low~ncome persons over 18 wiho truly cannot work would get cash and healtih care. 

• 	 Low~ncome persons over 18 who can work, but are unemployed, would t;e helped in getting 

private sectcr employment through performance-based placement agencies. To the extent 

they cannot get private sector employment after an extensive search, they would be offered 

minimum wage, less-than.full-time. limited-term oommun~ service jobs, performing work that 

the public values. 


• 	 Low~noome workers would be given additional eamings supplements, ff needed, to get them 

above the poverty Une. They would also get child care based upon abil~ to pay. 


• 	 Low-income persons, like everyone else, would have healtih insurance per your national heallh 

insurance plan. 
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This proposal calls for spending the same or fewer federal dollars than are nOW being 
spent. There would be no increase in federal spending, and no need to raise federal taxes. 
Eventually, the disparity between poor-person spending among the vario\J$ Stales can tle 
corrected. As Congress' support for your proposal to increase the federal EIC shows, !he public 
and elected officials are quite willing to help the ~oor !! the help is linked to the poor's effortS to 
help !hems elves through work and if it is part of an overall strategy to lower federal spending. 

Ending welfare could be the fourth American Revolution. In 1ns. we liberated ourselves 
. from England. In 1883, Uncaln freed the slaves of the Confederacy-artd in 1865, all the slaves 

were freed. In 1964, legal racial discrimination was ended. In 1994, we can flberate America's 
poor from an oppressive welfare system and help them get what they really want and the r.est of 
us believe in; work. For these reasons, I recommend that you set Independence Day, July 4, 
19l1S, as the date on which America's welfare system comes to an end. 

A small cadre ot welfare insiders, mostly flVing inside the Beitway, will resist your efforts to 
end welfare enlirely and replace it with a work·based aiternetive. Sut the overwhelming majority 
of the American people-lnduding we~are recipients, caseworkers, oroinary working people, 
labor, business, Slacks, HispaniCS, and Whites, Americans from fN9ry walk of lite and every 
region-wiJI thank you and remember you for your act of ijberation. 

= 	 Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan 

Senator Hero Kohl 

Senator Russell Feingold 

Congressman Gerald K1ec:zka 

Congressman Thomas Sarrett 




Tummy G. TbompSUll Mailing Address 
GOV\:!l1()f I West Wilson Street 
Gerald Whidmrn Pmt Office Box 7gS0 
Sccr\:tllry Madison, WI 537()7~78S() 

Telephone (60Ri 266 ...9622 

State of Wisconsin 

Department of Health and Social Services 


March 30, 1994 

Mr. Bruce Reed 

oeputy Asaistant to the President 

Domestic policy Council 

The White Houae 

washington, D.C. 20506 


Dear Bruce: 

Thanks for the 900d talk. 

It was nice to Bee you. 

Call when I can be of help. 

Beat regards. 

Gorald Whitburn 
secretary 

" 

."'.",. . ­



WISCONSIN WAIVER APPLICATION 

HHS YESTERDAY 'APPROVED THE WELFARE REFORM WAIVER REQUEST FOR 
WISCONSIN. 

BOTH REFLECT THE PRESIDENT'S COMMITMENT TO STATE FLEXIBILITY AND 
DEMONSTRATION 

THERE ARE ELEMENTS OF THE WISCONSIN WAIVER THAT REFLECT THE 
PRESIDENT'S APPROACH TO WELFARE REFORM AND FEEL WISCONSIN WILL BE 
A USEFUL DEMONSTRATION 

WAIVER GIVES WISCONSIN THE OPPORTUNITY TO TEST TIME LIMITED 
WELFARE IN TWO COUNTIES. RECIPIENTS ARE REQUIRED TO WORK AT THE 
END OF TWO YEARS. 

IN SITUATIONS WHERE RECIPIENTS MAKE A GOOD FAITH EFFORT TO SECURE 
WORK BUT CAN NOT FINO A JOB. THEY WILL NOT BE THROWN OFF THE 
ROLES. 

WHILE THE ADMINISTRATION'S APPROACH MAY DIFFER IN MANY ASPECTS 
FROM THE WISCONSIN DEMONSTRATION, WE WELCOME THE BI-PARTISAN 
INTEREST IN "ENDING WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT" 

THE LEGISLATION FOR THIS WAIVER PASSED THE WISCONSIN LEGISLATURE 
IN OCTOBER WITH STRONG BI-PARTISAN SUPPORT. 

LATER TODAY, HHS WILL ANNOUNCE THE APPROVAL OF GEORGIA'S WELFARE 
REFORM WAIVER REQUEST. 

AGAIN, THIS WAIVER REFLECTS OUR COMMITMENT TO STATE FLEXIBILITY 
AND DEMONSTRATION. 

GEORGIA'S PROJECT ALSO CONTAINS ELEMENTS THAT WILL BE HELPFUL AS 
we WORK TOWARDS DEVELOPMENT OF THE ADMINISTRATION'S PLAN. 

THE WELFARE REFORM WORKING GROUP IS EXPECTED TO COMPLETE WORK ON 
A WELFARE ReFORM PROPOSAL LATER THIS YEAR. 
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Hi_conlin WNW - talkioq Pgints 

o 	 Today the Department approved Wisconsin'. Work Hot welfare 
demonstration. 

o 	 The proqram would be operated in twowiBconBin counties. 
The demonstration would beqin with 1,000 current recipients,
and eventually involve a total of 4,000. 

o 	 ,The AFDC and Food stemp Benefits will be combined into one 
cash payment, receipt Which is tied directly to performance
of required activitie. including work. 

6J.fAi.11 fIItt 2t-~, .....Uo<I\Ii'V'.1'~.n.,; 
In addition, AFDC receipt will be l~t two ears in a ' 
four 	year period. After four year~ ~ndividuals wo e 
ineliqible for a three year period. 9 ~ tY for I 
Medicaid and Food Stemps will not be limited. 	 , "," . 

o 	 During the tvo-year period, extens1va ease manaqamont,
employment activities and work experience will be provided 
to prepare individuals for regular employ.=ent. 

o 	 In addition resources trom the community including community
aqencies and businesses will be mobilized to provide
employ.=ent opportunities and to advocate tor recipients. 

o 	 Extensions ot the time will be qranted where appropriate
jobs in the local community are not available. 

o 	 Approval of Work ~ot Welfare represents the administration's 
continuinq commitment to providinq statac with flexibility 
to innovate and should not be regarded as reflectinq the 
direction the Administration will take in implementinq ~;~ 
Welfare Reform Proposal. 

o 	 Wisconsin'S proposal to time limit.'is one of several, very
different approaches that are beirlq tested in the states. 
HHS has approved different approaches in Vermont and Iowa 

.~-
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Geo~gia PAR - Talking points 


, which wi1l 

o The project was approved aa part of the President's 
commitment to providing states with the flexibility to test 
mOditications to the current welfare system. Niether it nor 

, any other waiver granted should be regarded .s reflecting . 
• 	 the direction the Administration will take in reforming 

. welfare nationally.7f. 
o 	 under the demon$tratlon, any able-bodied person with a child 

14 or older must accept a full-time job (30 hrs or more) or 
have his or her need excluded from the benefit calculation. 
The first sanction will last for three months. A second 
refusal will result in a reduction for 6 months or until the 
individual complies, whichever comes first. 

o 	 Under another provision of the demonstration, the state will 
eliminate the incremental increase in AFDC banetits 
resulting from the birth of an additional cbild to a family
that was on welfare for at least two years and on welfare in 
the month in which the child was conceived. 

o 	 Thi. restriction on the benefit will not apply to births 
reSUlting from rape or ineest# or births to min6rs on 
welfare who become first time minor parents. 

o 	 AS part of this component of the demonstration, the state 
will offer all AFDC applicants and recipients family 
plannin~ services and instruction in parentinq skills. 

o 	 The family will be able to make up the loss of welfare 
benefits through income from other sources, such as earninqs 
or 	Child support. 

o 	 Also, the child will be considered a welfare recipient, and 
therefore entitled to welfare-releted services (such as 
Child support Enforcement) and eliqible for Medicaid and 
Food Stamps. 

A rigorous random assignment, control-group evaluation will 
be used to determine if the demonstration achieved the 
results intendaQ§ 
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FOR III!!EI)IATll RELEASE Contact. Davia sieqel 
(202) 401-9215 

HHS secretary Donna E. Shalala today approved a velfare 

demonstration for the state of Georgia which will operate statewide 

for a fIve-year period. 

Under the aemonstration, called the "Personal Accountability 

and Responelbility Project" (PAR), Georgia will have the option of 

reducing welfare payment. when an able-bodied adult willfully 

refuses an offer of full-time employment. In addition, the plan 

contains a provision denying additional inc~emental cash benefits 

for additional children 'born after a family is on welfare. 

8enefits under such programs as Medicaid ana Food Stamps will 

stIll ~e evaila~le to all family m~ers, however. Additionally, 

Georgia will offer family planning servicee and instruction in 

parental skill5 to all AFDC families as part of this component. 

"Georqia's (iQmonstration will test It number of strategies fer 

reducing long-term welfare dependency. The Clinton administration 

remains committed to allowing states to experiment with wslfare 

demonstratiQns,w Shalala said. 

The employment component of the PAR project will allOW 

Georgia's welfare agency to exclude from an AFDC grant any abla­

~ied recipient between the ages of 18 and 60 who has no Children 

under 14 and who willfully refuses to accept work, or who terminates 

- More ­
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employment without cause. In such cases, the family's welfare grant 

can b<i reduced for up to three months for the first refusal. 

The family expansion portion of the PAR project "'ill enal:>le the 

state to deny incremental cash payments to ArDC families Who have 

received benetits for at least two years and have additional 

children. Given th,,'unique fonula used I:ly Gao:r:qia In calculating 

benefit. recipients would be al:>le to -earn back" the amount of 

benefits denied through receipt of either child support or earnings. 

Mary Jo Bane, HHS' assistant secretary for children end 

families, said, ·We will work closely with the state to eee that the 

demonstration is implemented in an etfective manner. The PAR 

project will include a rigorous evaluation, and I look forward to 

reviewing the results of the Geor'lia demonstration." 

The demonstration will beqin on Jan. 1, 1994. 

##1 
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Bruce Reed 
Office of Domestic Policy 
Old Executive Office Building 
Room 216 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Bruce: 

Currently pending before the Department of Health and Human 
Services is a waiver application from Wisconsin to implement a Work 
Not Welfare demonstration project. Generally, the proposal would 
provide that in two demonstration counties, a family entering the 
welfare system would be limited to a total of 24 months of cash 
assistance in a four year period; thereafter, the family would be denied 
any cash assistance for three years. 

Enclosed is a copy of On WISconsin? The Case Against the "Work Not 
Welfare" Waiver. As the document explains, Wisconsin's proposal is 
unprecedented in a number of disturbing ways. Much of the current 
discussion of time-limited AFDC revolves around proposals to require 
families to enter public employment or engage in community service 
work after having received AFDC for a period of time. In contrast, 
Wisconsin does not provide for public or community service employment 
at the two year point. Rather, the proposal is to end cash assistance at 
the two-year point and create a three year ineligibility period, even for 
families where the parent is willing to work but is unable to find a job 
despite her best efforts. Approval of Wisconsin's proposal would 
involve an unparalleled departure from the principle that our society 
offers a safety net for families with children. 

The Wisconsin waiver presents a critical challenge to the Clinton 
Administration. While the President has expressed a desire to allow 
state flexibility in waivers, it does not follow that the federal government 
must approve every proposal, however poorly conceived. 

If you are able to do so, we hope you can communicate your opposition 
to the granting of this waiver. 

1616 P STREET, NW-SUITE 150 Mark Greenberg 
WAS1!INfrtDN, DC 20036 

Senior Staff Attorney 
202 • 328 • 5140 
FAX: 328·5195 /549.109 
,~" 
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THE CASE AGAINST THE 'WORK NOT WELFARE" WAIVER 


Executive Summary 

On July 12, 1993, Wisconsin submitted for federal approval its Work Not Welfare 
(WNW) waiver proposal. The proposal generally providenhat, in two demonstration 
counties, a family entering the welfare system would be limited to • total of 24 months of 
cash assistance over a four year period; thereafter, the family would be denied any casb 
assistance for a three year period.. This document describes the waiver and discusses why 
the waiver is poorly designed and should not be approved. 

Under the waiver proposal, WNW would be implemented in two pilot counties. It would 
bave the following major features: 

• 	 A family seeking assistance would begin a four year "benefit period: During the 
benefit period, the family's Work not Welfare (WNW) grant would be equal to 
the AFDe and food stamp amounts the family would receive but for the waiver, 
with certain modifications. 

• 	 During the "benefit period," the family could be eligible to receive a total of up to 
24 months of WNW grants. Up to 12 of the 24 months could be earned· through 
participation in education and training, and the remainder of the 24 could be 
earned through work. For non·exempt persons, the required hours of participa­
tion would generally be based on dividing the WNW grant by the minimum wage, 
with the total not to exceed 40 hours a week. 

• 	 Exemptions would be very limited. An initial exemption would be available for 
tbose entering the system while pregnant or with a child under one; the exemption 
would continue (and not count against the 24 month limit) until the child turned 
one. Thereafter, if a subaequent baby was born, a six month leave would be 
allowed from participation in required activities, but tbis leave would not add to 
or affect the 24 month limit, and the addition of the subsequent child would not 
result in additional assistance. Other exemptions would be for a minor casehead, 
regardless of Learnfare status; a case headed by a teen parent subject to 
Learnfare; a ease in which the sole parent Or both parents are temporarily 
incapacitated; a ease in which tbe parent is needed to eare for an incapacitated 
dependent person; a ease in which the sole parent or both parents are on SSI; a 
non-legally responsible relative who is not included in the grant. 

• 	 If a family obtained employment during its "benefit period", and either lost 
eligibility for a WNW payment or chose not to receive WNW payments, tbe 
family could receive up to 12 months of transitional child eare and transitional 
Medicaid. These transition benefits could only be used during the four year 
benefit period. 

• 	 After a family had received a total of 24 months of WNW benefits, the family 
would be ineUgible for cash assistance for a three year period, unless an exception 
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applied. (If the family did not use all 24 months in the four-year benefit period, 
tbe three year ineligibility period would run from the last month in the four year 
period in which the family received assistance). During the three year ineligibility 
period, the family would be ineligible for cash assistance, but miglit be eligible to 
r_lve food stamps, any services that might be provided by a Children', Services 
Network in the county, and under certain circumstances, a children-only shelter 
vendor payment to prevent homOlessness. The children could also qualify for 
Medicaid. 

• 	 Exceptions to the 24 month limit would apply to two kinds of circumstances: first, 
an exception would be allowed for each month in which aU members of the 
WNW group are exempt from program requirements; second, it appears to be 
envisioned that extensions would also be allowed when the parent is determined 
to be "unemployable." 

Though both involve the words "two years·, the Work Nol Welfare proposal is.llQt 
otherwise similar to the outline for welfare refonn offered by President Clinton. In each 
significant way in which WNW differs from the Clinton Administration's approach. 
WNW provides less assislance to families and may treat them more harshly. WNW 
differs from initial outlines of tbe Clinton Administration's approach in the following 
ways: 

• 	 The Administration's approach and Wl'<W are fundamentally ditTerent in how 
they lreat families wbere a parent want. to work but cannol find. job. The 
President envisions that after a period of time, e.g.. two years, assistance will be 
provided to a healthy individual only in return for work. In conlrast, wr..W will, 
by design, terminate assistance to families when the parent is willing to work, 
actively looking for work, and simply unable to find a job. 

• 	 The Administration's approach and WNW differ in Iheir willingness 10 provide 
access to education and training during the initial two·year period. The Clinton 
approach envisions that "[pJeople should have access to the basic education and 
training they need to get and hold ODtO a job." WNW, in contrast, provides no 
assurance of services to a participan; will generally allow no more than 12 months 
'of education, and will count each month in which. grant is received against the 
24 month 'clock' even if no services are available to the participant that month. 

• 	 The Adndnistration's approach isn't simply intended to reduce the use of welfare; 
it is intended to reduce tbe need for welfare. Implementation of the work 
component is made expressly contingent on accomplishments in advancing the 
principles of "make work pay,' child support, and education and training. In 
contrast, the Wl:<W approach simply seeks to impose time limits 00 cash assis­
tance as if the other supports were in place, even though it is often clear they 
are not. 

On its own terms, the waiver presents a number of fundamental problems. The basic 
problem is that it offers families no promise of services, no assurance of even 24 months 
of assistance, nO assistance for families willing to work, and no serious services network 
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for families terminated from assistance; while the appearance is one ,of rewarding work, 
the reality is that in many ways, working poor families "ill be worse off under the WNW 
waiver than under current law. Among the most significant problems: 

, 
• 	 There is DO assurance of needed education and training services. WNW time~ 

limits cash assistance to families to 24 months, on the apparent premise that 24 
months of education, training, and work-related services should be sufficient. 
However, the waiver design makes no commitment to offer those services, and the 
resources conunitted to the waiver seem insufficient to do so. It imposes require­
ments on families. but makes no promise of services. 

• 	 For many families, the waiver win sharply restrict access to education and train.. 
ing, and instead simply l'Ilquire 'workfare' (working wilhout wages in return for 
an AFDC grant). Generally, families ..ill be restricted to no more than 12 
months of access to education. Then, families will be required to participate in 
workfare activities in order to receive any cash assistance. Available research 
suggests that broad~based reliance in workfare is not an effective way to improve 
the employment prospects of families. 

• 	 The WNW design disregards the facl tbat most users or AFDC are nol long-Ionn 
continuous UseI'St but need C()ntinued aecess to a safety net. Data on AFDe 
caseload dynamics show that most families who use MDe leave the system 
within two years of beginning to receive benefits. and those who receive assistance 
longest often have the greatest bamers to employment. However, may of those 
who leave return - 40% to 50% of those who exit return at some point in a five 
year period. Thus, most families who use MDC will exit in two years mthout a 
time limit, but they do need a safety net for times wben jobs end or are unavail­
able, health problems arise, marriages break up, etc. But the basic WNW design 
envisions a three year period in which tbere is no safety net of cash assistance to 
poor families. 

• 	 Despite being called 'Work NOI Welfare', the waiver does almost nothing 10 belp 
working poor families; In many respects, working poor families will be worse off. 
Often, families receiving AFDC obtain employment, bUI in jobs that do not pay 
enough to support a family. In the last few years, a number of states have 
responded to this problem by developing waiver packages that provide more cash 
support for families that go to work, or by providing expanded "transition" 
benefits, e.g., child Care and medical care. In contrast, WNW provides a less 
generous deduction than current law in the first four months of employment. For 
subsequent months, WNW allows a deduction of $120 and 1/6 of earnings­
minimally better than current law. However, once a family reaches Ihe 24 month 
pOin4 all cash assistance ends, even if the family is working but poor. Further, 
under a set of complicated rules, fantilles entering employment may never receive 
the year of transition benefits they are entitled to under current Jaw.' 

There are two reasons. F"lrst, tbe WNW grant includes both AfDC and Food Stamps. A family doesn't 
qualify for transitional assistance until it loses eligibility fnc or ceases to receive WNW assistance. i.e., has,a high 

( oontinued._) 
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• 	 Aller a family has reached Ihe 24 month point (or Ihe end of its benefit period), 
the family will be dewed the liasit safety net of cash assistance for a three year 
periodt even in instances where a parent undisputedly is willing to work and 
canDot find a job. During the three~year ineligibility period, there is no serious 
protection against destitution. The three year ineligibility period is designed to 
apply to families that are "employable' even if the parent cannot find a job 
despite ail her best efforts. During the tree year period, the state envisions that 
vendor payments (up to the amount of the children's sbare of an AFDe grant) 
win be available when needed to prevent homelessness. Otherwise, the state 
envisions that a "Children Services Network" which appears to involve no more 
than the provision of infonnation about already-existing community services. 

• 	 \VNW does not even assure needy families 24 months of assistance. Under 
WNW. the basic safety net of cash assistance may be denied to a family for a 
three-year period if the family has received as little as two months of aid' 

• 	 WNW takes an extraordinary step in penalizing poor families that have children. 
Under Ihe WNW design, a family may be denied aid for any child born in the 
three years after leavine the welfare system. Under the WNW rules~ once a 
family begins a four year "benefit period." there ....i11 be no additional assistance 
for children conceived during the "benefit period: For example, suppose Ms. 
Smith receives WNW in Year 1. leaves "WNW for Year 2 and Year 3, and has a 
child early in Year 3. If she returns to WNW at the end of Year 3, she will be 
denied assisted for the child, since the child was conceived during tbe "benefit 
period', even tbough the child may have been born two or more years after 
leaving assistance. 

As a title for the waiver} Work Not Welfare is a serious misnomer. In the waiver design, 
during the first two years. a family is not offered a work alternative to welfare; rather~ 
tbe family is required to work for welfare. At the two year point, the family is offered 
neither work nor welfare; it is simply denied cash aid. WNW does not provide addition­
al supports to working poor families; in many ways, it treats them more harshly than 
current law. " 

Work Not Welfare poses a critical teSt for the Clinton Administration. The President bas " 
generally expressed his interest in supporting state waivers, even those with which he 

1{.-OOlltinued) 
enough income 10 no longer be eligibk aOl only for MOe but also for Food Stamps. Thus, there vJll be a 
group of families tneligible for an Arne payment due to earnings. but nOl qualifying for transition benefits. 
Second, a family must use its transition beoefits during the lour )'tat "enefit period- beginning with its first 
month of 'WNW aWstance. For example, suppose Ms. Smith receives some WNW assistance in Year 1 and 2, 
receives additional WNW in Year 4, and tben gets a job, Though she qualifies for transition benefits, there may 
only be a few months left in ber ~bencfit period.' and transition beoefrts end wben the benefit period ends. 

: m happens because a family is limited to nOl more than 24 months assistance in a 4 year "benefit 
period: Suppose, for example, Ms. Smith receives onc month of assistance in Year I, and one month of 
assistance in Year 3. At the end of Year 4, ber 4 year benefit periOd has expired, and she v.ill be ineligible for 
any cash aid for the threc~year period beginning with the montb of assistance she r~ved in Year 3, 
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disagrees. Work Not Welfare, however, raises the question of whether any waiver, 
however badly designed and injurious to families with children, will be approved. 

The waiver proposal is now pending before the Department of Health and Human 
Services, and could be acted upon at any time. Interested persons wishing to comment 
should write to: 

Mary Jo Bane 
Designate - Assistant Secretary for the Administration for Children and Families 
370 L'Enfant Promenade, SW 
Washington, DC 20447 

For additional information, please reel free to contact CLASP, 1616 P Street, NW 
Suite 150, Washington, DC 20036, 202/328-5140. 
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TIlE CASE AGAINST TIlE "WORK NOT WELFARE' WAIVER 


On July 12, 1993, Wisconsin submitted for federal approval its Work Not Welfare 
(WNW) waiver proposal. The proposal generally provides that, in two demonstration 
counties, a family entering the welfare system would be limited to 24 months of cash 
assistance in a four year period; thereafter, the family would be denied' any cash assis­
tance for a three year period. This document describes the waiver and discusses why the 
waiver is poorly designed and should not be approved. 

This document is organized as follows. First, it will briefly summarize the key provisions 
of the Work Not Welfare waiver. Then, it will discuss how they differ from the approacb 
to welfare reform put forward by the Ginton Administration. Then, it will consider the 
waiver proposal on its own terms, and discuss the major problems presented. The last 
page of this document provides the address to which comments should be submitted by 
persons wanting to express to HHS their "iews about the Wisconsin waiver. 

The "Work Not Welfare' Waiver: A Brief Summary 

WNW', if approved, would be implemented in two pilot counties. In those pilot 
counties, a family seeking assistance would begin a four year "benefit period: During 
the benefit period, the family's Work Not Welfare (WNW) grant would be the AFDe 
and food stamp amounts the family would receive but for the waiver, with certain 
modifications.' During the benefit period, the family could be eligible to receive a total 
of up to 24 months of WNW grants. Up to 12 of the 24 months could be earned through 
participation in education and training, and the remainder of tbe 24 could be earned 
through work. For single parents, required hours of participation would be detennined 
by dividing the WNW grant by the minimum wage, with the tOtal not to exceed 40 hours 
a week. 

Exemptions would be very limited. An initial exemption would be available for those 
entering the system while pregnant or with a child under one; the exemption would 
continue (and not count against tbe 24 month limit) untilth. child turned one. Thereai­
ter, if a subsequent baby was born, a six month leave would be allowed from participa­
tion in required activities, but this leave would not add to or affect the 24 month limit, 
and the addition of the subsequent child would not result in additional assistance. Other 
exemptions would be for a minor casehead, regardless of Learnfare status; a case headed 
by a teen parent subject to Leamfare; a case in which the sole parent or both parents 
are temporarily incapacitated; a case in which the parent is needed to'care for an 

I The foDowing description is Dot a summary ofevery provision of the WNW design; it is intended, however, 
to present the key aspects of the design as they relate to time·limiti.ng AFDC assistance. 

:: The key modifications ate: a limitation on payment for subsequently-born children, a disregard of $120 
and 1/6 of earned income; a provision that child support will be retained by tbe family with the CU'Sl $50 
disregarded; and a partial freezing of grants between redeterminations, 
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incapacitated dependent person; a case in which the sole parent or both parents are on 
SSI; a non-legally responsible relative who is not included in the grant. 

After the first full month of eligibility, payment would be made only if the individual 
participated, had good cause for non-participation, or was not assigned to an activity_ An 
individual who panicipated for a portion of required hours would be paid on a proram 
basis, but the month would still count as a full month of assistance_ 

If a family obtained employment during its benefit period, and' either lost eligibility for a 
WNW payment or chose not to receive WNW payments, the family eould receive up to ' 
12 months of transitional child care and transitional Medicaid_ These transition benefits 
could only be used during the four year benefit period, 

After a family had received a total of 24 months of WNW benefits, the family would be 
ineligible for cash assistance for a three year period, unless an eXception applied, (If the 
family did not use all 24 months in the four-year benefit period, the three year ineligi­
bility period would run from the last month in the four year period in which the family 
received assistance), During the three year ineligibility period, the family would be 
ineligible for cash assistance, but might be eligible to receive food stamps, any services' 
that might be provided by a Children's Services Network in the county, and umler certain 
circumstances, a children-only shelter vendor payment to prevent homelessness. The 
children could also qualify for Medicaid. 

Exceptions to the 24 month limit apply to two kinds of circumstances: first, an exception 
would be allowed for eacb month in wbich all members of the WNW group were exempt 
from program requirements; second, it appears to be envisioned that extensions can also ' 
be allowed when the parent is determined to be "unemployable:" 

'Work Not Welfare" is Very DilTerent from the Clinton Approach to Welfare Reronn 

From the initial a""aunts of WNW, one might have reasonably believed thatthe WNW 
approach was an attempt to implement at a state level the principles for welfare reform 
articulated by President Clinton. In fact, the two are different in a number of fundamen­
tal respectS, At this point, many details of the President's plan remain unspecified, 
However, the outlines are apparent from the President's campaign text, Putting People 
First, aad from the principles guiding the federal Working Group on Welfare RefOrm, 
Family Support and Independence, 

Putting People First contained a number of proposals in its vision of welfare reform, 
including expansion of the earned income credit, an increased minimum wage, and 
stronger child support enforcement .. As to AFDe itself, the text expressed an intent to: 

• 	 "Empower people with the education, training, and child care they need for up to 
two years, so they can break the cycle of dependency; expand programs to help 
people learn to read, get their high school diplomas or equivalency degrees, and 
acquire specific job skills; and ensure that their children are cared for while they 
learn, 
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· • 	 After two years. require those who can work to go to work, either in the private 
sector or in community service; provide placement assistance to help everyone 
frod a job, and give the people who can't find one a dignified and meaningful 
community service job."] 

In May. an interagency Working Group on Welfare Reform, Family Support and 
Independence was established. The announcement of the group indicated that it is 
guided by four principles underlying the President's vision for r.fonn: 

"Maire Work Pay - People who work should not he poor. They should get the 

support they need to ensure that they can work and adequately support their fami· 

lies. The economic support system must provide incentives that encourage 

families to work and not stay on welfare. 


Dramatically Improve Child Support Enforcement - Both parents have a respon· 

sibility to support their children. One parent should not have to do the work of 

two. Only one-third of single parents currently reeeive any court-ordered child 

support The system for identifying fathers and ensuring that their children 

receive the support they deserve must be strengthened. 


Provide Education, Training and Other Services to Help People Get Off and Stay 

OIl' Welfare - People should have access to the basic education and training they 

need to get and bold onto a job, Existing programs encouraged by the Family 

Suppan Act of 198& need to be expanded, improved and better coordinated. 


Create a Time-Limited Transitional Support System Followed By Work - With 

the first three steps in place, assistance can be made truly transitional. Those who 

are healthy and able to work will be expected to move off welfare quickly, and 

those who cannot find jobs should be provided with work and expected to support 

their families." 


As may be apparent from the above language, there are at least three critical differenees 
between the Oinlon approach and WNW:' 

Firs~ WNW and tbe Clinton approach are IIIndamenlally different in how they treat 
families where a parent wants to work but cannot lind a job, The President envisions 
that after a period of time, e.g., two years, assistance will be provided 10 a healthy 
individual only in return for work. However~ the President does not envision that 
assistance will be terminated regardl~iS of whether lhe individual is willing to work. Kcy 
aspects of the President's approach - i.e., whether "work" will involve public service 
employment, establishment of a WPA-like structure, work in return for welfare - remain 
uncertain at this point. What is clear, however, is that the President intends a system 

) Clinton and Gore. Putting People Fir.st (Times Sooks, 1992) at 165, 

.t While this text empbasizes significant differences between Work Not Welfare and the Clinton approach. 
it does not seck to imply that the Clinton approacb is without difficulties. Some of those difficulties are discussed 
in The Dt!MI is IJi tht Details: Key QuestiCIJS in the EIfM to "End Welfare as We Know It" (CLASP, July 1993). 
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that provides help \0 those willing:~o ';"ork. In CGUIf'!"!, WNW will, by design,.terminate 

assistance to families when the parent is willing to work, actively.looking for work, and 

simply unable to find a job. There is' a fundamental difference between a two-year limit 

after which work is expected and provided, and a two-year limit after. whicb work is not 

~~ . 	 ­.. 
Second, the.Clinton approach and WNW differ in their willingness to provide access to 

education and training during Ihe.inilial two-year.period. The Clinton· approach 

envisions !bat "(pleople should bave access to the basic education and traini!'g they ne"d 

to get and hold onto a job: and'tbat up to two years of basic' education andlfaining (as 

needed) would he provided before the work component; it is currently not clear whether 

even this timeframe might bemo", flexible to.accommodate cases where more extensive 

education is needed. WNW, in contrast, will allow no more than 12 months of educa­

tion. (Waiver APP'lication, at 12).' Moreover, there does not appear to be an assurance 

of services to any participant; there are requirements to participate, but no promise that 

services will actually be· provided, even though each month of assistance will count as 

one of the twenty-four, whether or. not education or, training· serviees are available in the 


,month., .. 	 , .. , ,'- , .",' . " $ • « ,: 

" . 
Third,' the Clinton approach isn't simply i~tended to reduce th~ use of welfare; it is 
intended to reduce the need for welfare. Toward this end, the principles include ·an 

expansion of the availability of health care, child care, a stronger earried moome' credit, 

possibly a minimum wage iocreas'pstronger child support, and expanded access ·to· . 

education, training and supportive services. ~ Implet;I:lentation of the, wqrk compo:nent is . 

made expressly contingent on accomplishments'in advancing the principles.of "maj<e 

work pay," child suppon, and education and training. This appears based on,-the_ 

recognition that families are often forced to depend on wel,fare because other systems 

fall, and that if the other systems worked better, the number of people in need of 

welfare for extended periods of time should decline. In contrast, the WNW approach 

appears to jump ahead to imposing time limits On cash assistance as if tbe otbersystems 


, worked, even thougb it is often dear lhey do not. 
" 	 . 

In short,.WNW should not be thought of as a state attempt to implement the Clinton' 

approach to welfare reform. ' . _. . .. 


" 
, 

Fundamental Problems with th. Work Not Welfare Approacb, 

This section will summarize seven key problems in the V&'W design. This is not a . 

discussion of all' the concerns raised by the waiver, buUt is intended to highlight some of 

the most serious' ones. • ~',., -.... 


, . 

• 	 WNW time-.Umits Cash assistance to families to 24 montbs, on the apparent 

premise that 24 months of education, training, and work-related services should 

be sufficient. However, the waiver design makes no commitment to offer tbose 
servi<:es, and the resources committed to the waiver seem insufficient to do so. . 	 .' 
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Except in limited circumstances, WNW time-limits cash assistance to families to 24 
months, after which the family is ineligible for aid until 3 years have elapsed, 

In the first instance, it is not clear what the rationale for a 24 month limit is. In tbe 
literature on welfare dynamics, 24 months is often a useful measuring point, becanse 
most AFDe spells end within 24 months, and because the rate of exiting AFDe declines 
after the first two years, Thus, those who have received aid continuously for two or 
more years are more likely to become long. term recipients; this fact can be useful for 
targeting resources in a program such as JOBS. However, while exit rates are slower 
after the first two years, many families continue to steadily exit AFDe on their own - a 
recent analysis of state caseload studies found that most of the families who received 
AFDC for 24 months exited at least once in the next three years.' Accordingly, the idea 
that a 24 month cut-off is needed to prevent families from becoming long-term recipients 
is not accurate for most of the affected families. 

Use of a 24 month limit is particularly puzzling in the WNW design, because families are 
generally required to he extensively involved in education, training, or work activities for 
every month of assistance after the initial month. If, for instance, a parent is participat­
ing in education and/or work activities for 40 hours a week in order to receive a WNW 
grant, what is the rationale for terminating aid at the 24 month point? 

One rationale for the 24 montb limit may he that two years of access to education, 
tralning, and work-related services should be "enough" to ensure that a family ought not 
need to depend on welfare. The problem here is that while WNW imposes a 24 month 
limit, it provides no assurance of access to education and training services. No commit· 
ment to provide such services appears in the waiver, and the proposed state legislation to 
implement the waiver appears to only provide for assignments to employment and 
training activities lito the extent that assignments are available,odS Indeed, the waiver 
application expressly contemplates that if the agency cannot meet its obligation, tbe 
enrollee will still receive cash for the month, but that breaks in activities due to schedul· 
ing, work site unavailability, or similar situati9ns will not result in extending the time 
limit. Thus, the 24 month clock will continue ticking even where there is no available 
services for the family. (Application, at 45.) 

In practice. there is reason to believe that, without significantly increased funding, 
counties would not have sufficient resources to provide appropriate educa­
lion/training/work activities for each month in which affected families receive assistance. 
The waiver application indicates that the state's basic JOBS funding allocation formula 
would be applied to the 1000 cases projected in the pilot counties. (Application, at 119). 
However, the cost of services in the pilot counties should be significantly higher than 
regular JOBS services. In JOBS, a limited percentage of cases must be part of a group 
averaging 20 hours a week of scheduled activities. In WNW, a parent with one child aad 
no other income will typically be scheduled for 32 hours a week of activities; a parent 

, JW< Greenberg, Beycnd Stereotypes; What State AFDC Studks "" Length ofSury Ten Us About Wel!_ /IS 

• WII)I ofLife (CLASP, July 1993). 

• [proposed) §49.27(tO)(d)3. 
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with two children and no other income will typically be scbeduled for 40 hours a week. 
(Application, at 21-28). Thus, program COSlS should be higber and child C1!Ie costs 
should be substantially higher than in JOBS. 

While the WNW design may (or may not) involve a high degree of participation in 
activities. the design appears to sharply curtail access to education. The basic wt-.'W 
design generally envisions limiting education to no more than 12 of the 24 months of 
cash assistance. In contrast, the current JOBS Program provides that an individual's 
activities are based on what is determined appropriate in an assessment, with no 
arbitrary time limit on the activity. Thus, if an individual begins with a very low literacy 
level, but is making continued good progress, the activity can be allowed to continue. 
Similarly, if, for example, an individual has a high school dIploma and a substantial work 
history in low-wage employment, the state might permit her to pursue an appropriate 
post-secondary education or training program. The key is that the determination is 
based on what seems to make sense in the individuru case. 

In sharp contrast, in WNW, education activities would not exceed 12 months in length. 
(The application does indicate that "in limit~d cases" participants may be allowed to 

. continue an education or training activity beyond the 12 month limit, p. 26, but no 
explanation or criteria are provided). A general twelve-month limit WOUld'effectively 
preclude some fami.lies from attaining basic Iileracy or a GED, and would preclude 
other~ from pursuing postsecondary programs. The waiver application does not offer any 
rationale for this curtailment on access to education. Is there some indication that the 
st3tel s current JOBS Program has involved an undue emphasis on access to education? 
Is tbere some reason to believe that regardless of individual circumstances, twelve 
months should always be sufficient? 

The proposed state legislation to implement the waiver does notseem to include the 12 
month limit (thOUgh it would not preclude the agency from adopting it in rule-making). 
The proposed legislation does provide that a program of education or training ­
including self-initiated education or training - cannot be approved if it is not likely to be 
completed in a 24 month period.' This appears to mean that, for instance, if a 
postsecondary student sought shortMtenn assistance during a brief crisis, the assistance 
could not be provided unless she dropped out of school. Again, it is unclear why rigid 
rules restricting access to education are a needed part of the waiver. 

• 	 In practicet tbe waiver will rely extensively on "workfare" (,",,'Orking without wages 
in ",Iurn for an AFDC granl) during the 24 month period. Available research 
suggests Ihat if Ihe go.1 is to improve Ibe employment prospecls of families, 
broad..based reliance on wurkfare is a poor use of resources. 

The WNW design appears to intend to rely heavily on "workfare'\ i.e .• a mandate of 
work without wages'or employee status in order to 'Work off' the WNW grant. After the 
first 12 months, a WNW grant is provided onJy in return for work. Even during the first 
12 months, there may be extensive use of workfare - for example, if Ms. Smith bas two 

, (proposedj 04927(5)(e)2. 
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children and a 40-hour obligation, and is in a 2o..hour-a-week education program, she 
will also be given a 20 hour work assignment. 

In tbeory, other foI'IllS of work activities) e,g., work supplementation or on~the-job 
training might be used to satisty the work requirements. However, the experience of 
JOBS implementation around the country has involved minuscule use of these compo­
nents. In FY 91, in an average month, .6% of JOBS participants were in work supple­
mentation or an OJT component; in Wisconsi~ the figure was .7%,' Thus, it seems 
likely - especially given the resource constraints noted above - that the pilot counties 
will be relying very heavily on workfare. 

The waiver application says that families might work off the grant in either a community 
work experience program (eWEP) or "Independence job." From the application, it is 
not clear how eWEP and independence jobs are intended to differ. In any case, it 
seems clear that the waiver envisions a substantial usage Of eWEP-type activities for all 
non-exempt persons receiving AFDC for more than 12 months. 

Such heavy usage of eWEP is not justified by the currently available research on the 
effectiveness of eWEP-type activities. The Manpower Demonstration Research 
Corporation (MORe) has extensively evaluated state work-welfare programs. When· 
MDRe has sought to measure the impact or added impact of CWEP, it has generally 
found no impact on employment or earnings of participants; the only instance where a 
statistically significant impact was found was for one sub-group of applicants in one site" 
Taken together, the results suggest, at minimum, that a broad-based eWEP program for 
all persons who have received AFDC at least 12 months would be a poor use of state 
funds if one's goal was to improve the employment prospects or earnings for those 
families. 

~ ~ 1993 Green Book. Background Material and Data on ProOams Within the JurisciicUo1t ofthe Committee 
on Ways and Means, WM:CP 103-18, at 636-37. 

, SpeciliCal1y, in those instances where the Manpower Demonstratioo Research Corporation has sought to 
measu.re the impact or added impact of CWEP activities in work programs, the ftndings have beeD~ 

• No impact on employment or earnings for AFDC redpients. in West Vtrginia. 

No impact on employment or earnings for AFDe·up recipients in West Virginia. 

• No impact on employment or- earnings for AfDC recipients in Cook County. 

NO' impact on employment or earningp, for AFDCwtJP applicants in San Diego. 

• No impact on employment or earnings for AFDC applicants in a weak economy in San Diego. 

• A statistically significant impact for AFDC applicants in a strong economy in San Diego, 

These fm~ are discussed in Greenberg. Commumty WCtk ExperleJtu: RuelJl'Ch Suggars Little or No Effect 
OIl Employment and Earnings for AFDCFamilies, 'Testimony Submitted to the Health and Welfare Committee, 
Vermont House of Representatives (1992). 
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Certainly, there are unresolved questions in the CWEP research, and a continuing 
workfare obligation of the magnitude and duration being discussed has nOl been 
attempted. Nevertheless, the current research doesn't suggest that terminating education 

. and mandating CWEP is a good use of reSOurces as a means of improving the employ­
abilily of the affected families. 

It is possible that the goal is not to improve the empl0Y' ...bility of a parent, but rather is 
to be sure that families receiving assistance are "giving something back in return." Here, 
it becomes crucial to consider the trade-off between CWEP and other activities which 
might better improve employability. Members of the public often assume thaI requiring 
families to work for their welfare will reduce program costs; in practice, the experience is 
that it lypiCll!ly raises system costs, because of the cost of administration, supervision, and 
child care for the activity. Thus, if requiring work for welfare is likely to cost money, the 
question becomes whether it is tbe best use of the money. The largest costs associated 
with any activily - wbether CWEP or education - are often the child care and support 
services costs, which are likely to be the same for any components involving comparable 
numbers of hours. 

In some instances, e.g .. an individual with no work history or no recent work history, one 
might weU conclude that at least a short-term CWEP assignment could improve employ­
ability. But one surely wouldn't reach that conclusion for everyone, and surely wouldn't 
conclude that an individual wbo has successfully completed 90 days of a CWEP assign­
ment would substantially benefit from another 270 da~~. The key point is that a rigid, 
broad-based, on-going CWEP structure ties up system resources and peoples' time in a 
way that would not bappen if decisions were based on what made sense in individual 
cases. 

• 	 The WNW design disregards tbe fact Ihal most users of ,u-DC are nol long-Ierm 
COIltinuDUS users, but need continued access to a safety net. 

The WNW approach envisions that every non-exempt family is eitber in education or 
training or working for assistance beginning with tbe second month in the system. This 
approach seems inconsistent with what we know about the dynamics of how most people 

. uSe AIDe. Much AFDC usage is very short-term in nature: studies looking at month­
by-month use of AFDC indicate that about half of single parents, and about 70% of two­
parent families, exit AFDC within a year of entering the system." Often, those who 
exit 	return at later points, so total usage will be higher. However, given the substantial 
likelihood of a rapid exi~ it is questionable whetber it could be a good use of administra­
tive, 	program., and child care resources to mandate extensive involvement in activities 
from virtoally the moment of system entry. Partly, the problem is one of inefficient use 
of resources; pattly it is one of imposing burdens on families entering the system at a 
moment of crisis but wbo have a substantial likelihood of exiting on their own. 

11) These studies ate discussed in Greenberg. Beyond Stereotypes: What Slate Srudies on AFDe lbrgth ofSlay 
Te1i Us About Welfare.as a "Way ofLire" (ClASP, July 1993). SiDce sborHerm users v.'illleave the system mQre 
quickly, and lODg~term users: ,,,,ill stay for longer periods, the AFDe cascl-oo.d at any given point will more heavily 
reflect long-term users. However, when looking at any proposal intended to address all users of the system, the 
analysis should, be based on the utUi.z.ation patterns (If alI users,. 
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The concept of a cumulative 24 month limit in a four year period seems expressly 
designed to discourage use of AFDC as a safety net. Yet this usage of AFDC is often 
crucial for families facing the low-wage labor market. State studies indicate that about 
half of those that exit AFDC return at some point in the next three to five years_" In 
many instances, this happens because parents have entered into jobs that terminate. 
New research looking at young AFDC mothers has found that close to half of young 
AFDC mothers bave a work-related exit from AFDC during the first five years after 
entering the system. However, many of these work-related exits are not permanent exits 
- moreover, the likelihood that a work-related exit will he temporary is higher for those 
who bave not completed high schooL" 

Consider, for example, a parent who receives AFDC for 24 months over a four year 
period, tben enters employmen~ and loses her job a year later during a recession. 
Under WNW, she will he barred from assistance for two more years, regardless of ber 
needs and circumstances. It is difficult to see what purpose is served by designing a 
program whicb is intended to deny a safety net. 

• 	 In many instances, families receiving AFDC obtain employment, but in jobs that 
still leave them in poverty. For families entering low-wage employment, WNW 
provides significantly less assistance than a number of other state welfare reform 
waivers. In many cases, WNW provides ku: assistance to families in low..wage 
jobs than does current law. 

Many families in the AFDC system have limited earnings capacities, and enter into. low­
wage jobs. Accordingly, a crucial question for many state welfare reform efforts has 
been bow to provide greater support to working poor families. Despite its name, Work 
Not Welfare will provide far less help to working poor families than a number of other 
state initiatives; in several key respectS, it provides less help to tbe working poor than the 
existing system. 

Many people believe that a key problem with the current AFDC program is its very 
barsh treatment of earnings - after the first four months of employment, a family loses 
close to one dollar in assistance for every dollar of earnings. A number of state waiver 
requests bave sought to address this problem. WNW is notable in having a very minimal. 
response. Under WNW, a working family will receive a disregard of $120 and 1/6 of the 
remainder. In practice, this means that after the first $120, a family faces an effective 
tax on earnings of 83% from the AFDC system. For the first four months of employ­
ment, this is harsher than current law;.after the first four months, a 1/6 disregard is 
better than no disregard. However. other states are making a far more serious effort to 

11 See Beyond Stereotypes. l!WI.!. 

!l &. Pavetti, The Dynamics oj Welfare and W01t: Exploring the Precess by Which Women WW'k their Way 
Off W'1frue (May 1993). 
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address the problem." Moreover, the basic design of terminating assistance at tbe 24 
month point - even to those working at low-wage jobs - will mean that in some cases, a 
family will not even get the benefit of the 1/6 disregard for a rew months. 

Second, the transition benefits in the WNW waiver, are in some respects significantly 
more restrictive than current law. Some states have moved in the direction of expanding 
transition benefits." In contrast. WNW will often make it more difficult for a family to 
qualify. In the WNW design, a family must lose eligibility for WNW assistance due to 
earning:; (or opt to stop receiving WNW benefits, or have passed the 24 month point) in 
order to qualify. However, WNW benefits include both AFDC and food stamps, and 
food stamps has a higher income eligibility threshold. In food stamps, the net income 
eligibility limit for a family of three is $965; for AFDC in Wisconsin, the net income 
eligibility limit for three is $517. As a result, there may be many occasions where a 
family is in a low-wage job, does not qualify for AFDC, but still qualifies for food 
stamps. Under current law, such a family may qualify for transition benefits; under 
WNW, the family will not qualify unless it chooses to stop receiving food stamps. It is 
hard to see what possible poliey rationale exists for denying child care assistance to a 
worldng poor family because the family is receiving food stamps. From revieWing the 
waiver application and proposed legislation, it appears the same problem exists on the 
Medicaid side. 

Also, in some situations, families leaving WNW due to employment may only receive a 
fraction of tvtelve months of transitional child care and medicaid. For both benefits, the 
family is only eligible within its benefit period, i.e., the four year period beginning with 
the first month in which aid was received." For example, suppose Ms. Smith receives 
WNW for six months beginning Janua!)' 1995, exits, returns to WNW from July 1991 to 
June 1998, and then gets a job and needs child care. She may qualify for transition 
benefits, but only has six months left in her four-year "benefit period: Accordingly, 
transition benefits end at the end of the benefit period, potentially jeopardizing her 
employment, even though she win also be ineligible for any cash assistance for the next 
two and one/half years. 

In summary, taken as a whole, WNW appears harsher in its treatment of working poor 
f~ies than is current law, and cannot reasonably be viewed as a program offering 
improved support to working poor families. 

• 	 After It family has re.ehed tbe 24 month point (or the end of its benefit period), 
the family will be denied the basic safety net of cash assistance for a three year 
period, even in instances where a parent undisputedly is willing to work and 

II For example, California's 'Waiver involves an ongoing $120 and 1/3 disregard~ lov.'a's involves a 50% 
disregard of earnings after aU other deductit"l1lS; Michigan's involves $200 plus 20% of earniogs; Utah's involves 
$100 plus 45%; Vermont's in...-olves $150 plus 25%. 

H New Jersey's and Vermont's Wal\lefS expands trnnsitjonal Medicaid to 24 months; Utah's liberalizes 
eligI"hiliry requirements; Iowa's extenw transitional child care to 24 months. 

" [Proposed] 149.27(6),(8). 
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cannot lind' 8 job. During the three-year ineligibility period, there is no serious 
protection against homelessness or destitution. 

Work Not Welfare generally contemplates that, at the two year point, cash assistance to a 
family ends. In this sense, the waiver's title is a misnomer: at the two year point, the 
program will not offer work instead of welfare; it will offer nothing instead of welfare. 

Only very limited extensions of the 24 month limit are possible under the waiver. The 
waiver appears to contemplate that only "[a] small percentage of AFDC recipients have 
limitations or face barriers that may make it difficult to achieve self-sufficiency." (p.19). 
The waiver envisions the possibility of allowing continued assistance for those who are 
not SSI-eligible but nevertheless have "significant limitations to employment." This 
phrase is not defined; it is unclear who it would apply to. Another part of the waiver 
(p.37) indicates tbat tbe case management team "may" extend the time limit for persons 
considered "unemployable, but not meeting 551 eligibility criteria." Thus, there does not 
appear to be any possibility of extension for those who are theoretically employable but 
just unable to find a job. Indeed, even in cases where the individual is considered 
unemployable, an extension only "may" be granted. It is notable that in the description 
of possible categories in which individuals could fall (p.20), there is no recognition that 
there is a category of individuals who, at the twenty-four month point, are trying to find 
work but not succeeding in finding a job. 

The only other extensions of the two-year limit - according to the proposed state 
legislation to implement the waiver - involve months where every family member is 
exempt from program requirements. Again, however, the basic premise is that if a 
parent is theoretically employable, assistance will end at the 24 month point. 

As noted previously, this approach is fundamentally different than the Clinton administ­
ration's planning, which envisions assistance to those willing to work. We generally 
recognize that in an·economy with unemployment,·some number of people will be 
looking for jobs and be unable to get hired. In light of this reality, why terminate all aid 
wben a parent is undisputedly doing her best to find a job but not succeeding in finding 
one? . 

It may be hoped that, in an effective employment program, the number of people 
reacbing the 24 month point would hopefully be quite small. However, nothing in 
existing research teIls us that this will be the case. For example, in the recent evaluation 
of California's GAIN Program, there has been much attention to the experience of 
Riverside County. Riverside had a GAIN Program with a strong emphasis on immediate 
job placement, and a willingness to sanction non-complying participants (among a 
number of other features). The program demonstrated the highest two-year impacts yet 
measured in work-welfare evaluations. Over a two year period, 63% of the GAIN group 
entered employment (as compared to 46% of those not subject to GAIN and not eligible 
for GAIN services). However, in the last quarter of the second year, only 35% of the 
GAIN group (and 24% of the control group) were employed." The Riverside experi­

l~ See Friedlander, Riccio, and Freedman, GAIN: Two-Year Impacts in Six Counties (Manpower Demonstra· 
tion Research Corporation, May 1993), at 44. 
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ence underscores that effective programs will have impacts, but that we have to assume 
that with any program, there will still be significant numbers of complying people who 
still need belp. 

Once a family reaches the two-year point, the non-cash safety net will be minimal. The 
family can apply for food stamps, and the children may be eligible for Medicaid. During 
the three-year period, the parent will be ineligible for medical assistance other than the 
12 month transitional Medical assistance. It is unclear whether all children will be 
automatically eligible for continued medical assistance, or whether there will be any 
eligibility restrictions. It is also unclear why medical assistance will be denied to poor 
and in many instances working parents; surely, the denial of cash assistance is sufficient 
"incentive" to encourage work without also denying health Cl!-'e. 

The waiver application describes an intent to establish a "Children's Services Network" in 
the pilot counties. According to the application, the Children's Services Network would 
provide a "link to a comprehensive array of services for children and families, including 
charitable food and dothing centers, WIC nutrition services, child care funds (for 
families that use up transition benefits and still need child care funds to maintain 
employment).and Medical Assistance for children only." (Application, at 22). However, 
the description in proposed state legislation is more modest; the duty of the Children's 
Services Network is only to "provide information about community resources available to 
children.••"1'1 The statutory mandate does not seem to involve creating or committing 
resources; it only involves providing infonnation about what already exists, 

The proposed state legislation does envision that a WNW group may be eligible for 
vendored shelter payments when the group is in danger of becoming homeless. The 
shelter payment cannot exceed tbe amount of an AFDC grant for the children only, and 
the standard for determining when the group is "in danger of becoming homeless" is left 
to be specified in rule by the department." Eligibility for these payments exists only 
when the group is in a period of ineligibility after having received the maximum number 
of benefit payments." This means, for example, that shelter payments will not be avail­
able to a family that is unable to pay its rent due to receIving a reduced WNW payment 
in a month. Accordingly, there may be a number of times in which families face 
bomelessness during their benefit period but cannot receive help. In addition, even 
when a family qualifies for the shelter payment, there is no provision for additional 
assistance in instances where the amount of a child-only grant is not sufficient to prevent 
the homelessness of a child. 

" [proposed} §4927(1)(c). 

" [P'Opooed} §49.27(7). 

19 There may be an ambiguity over wbether this means {he family must have received 24 months of payments, 
or whether it also applJes to families who have ended their four year benef1l period without drawing a full 24 
payments, 
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• 	 WNW does not even assure needy families 24 months of assistance. Under WNW, 
the basic safety net of cash assistance may he denied 10 a family If tbe family bas 
received as lillie as two montbs of aid during a four year period. 

In practice, WNW may often provide much less than 24 months of assistance. nus is 
because a family entering the system begins a four year benefit period, and must receive 
its 24 months of assistance within this period; the family is then ineligible for aid until it 
bas gone three years without cash assistance. Under this set of rules, a family that has 
received as little as two months of WNW assistance could be disqualified from receiving 
cash aid for three years. 

For example, suppose Ms. Smith receives WNW in January 1995. exits, and returns ror 
one month in December 1997. She exits again, and returns in need of help in 1999. 
Under ~ rules, her benefit period was the four-year period from January 1995 to 
December 1998. Had she delayed her first return until three years from January 1995, a 
new benefit period would have begun. Howevert since no new benefit period was 
initiated. sbe will not be eligible again until three years have elapsed from December 
1997. 

This example illustrates a basic problem. Application of the rules will be straightforward 
if a family enters tbe system, and then receives aid for 24 consecutive months; bowever. 
nationaJ data suggests this is not the way in whicb AFDC is received by abeut 70% of 
program entrants. Far more common will be scenarios in wbJch a family receives aid for 
some months, exits, and .then returns. It seems very questionable to base the amount of 
assistance to a family in 1998 or 1999 on the family's cirCllmstances in 1995 or 1996, but 
that is how the rules will work. 

• 	 WNW takes an extraordinary step in penalizing poor families that have children. 
Under the WNW design, a family may he denied aid for any child bern in the 
th_ years after le.vina the welfare system. 

~ proposes to deny additional assistance to families when a second or subsequent 
child is born to an adult enrolled in the WNW program; benefits would only be provided 
in instances where the parent is pregnant at time of initial enrollment. It is suggested 
that this approach will encourage parents to seek gainful employment to support 
themselves and their families and not rely on an automatic increase in the AFDC 
payment. 

The "family cap" idea bas little justification under any circumstances, and certainly not in 
tbe context of the ~ program. It has little justification because existing research 
indicates that the average AFDC family has one or two children'" and that AFDC 

10 Nationally. 72.3% of AFDC families have oDe or two children; in WiscOnsin, the fIgUre is 73%, U.s. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Cha,acleri$ti~ and Financial Circumstances of AFDe Recipi€llts. 
FY 1991. Table 6. 
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families bave declined in size substantially over time." Moreover, a srudy examining 
fertility rates among AFDe mothers in Wisconsin concluded tbat fertility riltes [or AfDC 
mothers were lower than the rates for the general population, and that tbe longer a 
woman remains on welfaret the less likely she is to give birth,22 

Moreover, the idea of a family cap i. particularly inappropriate in the WNW context 
because a) benefits are time-limited, and it is quite implausible that anyone would have 
a child for an additional few months of WNW benefits; and because b) a family must 
work or participate in education/training in order to receive benefit'>. so any additional 
benefits provided for a subsequent child will generally have to be "earned" anyway 
(except in those iostances where a family is already at the maximum participation level). 

Most disturbingly, the WNW rules take the family cap concept to an extreme not seen in 
any other proposal. lInder the proposed state legislation, no assistance will be provided 
during the benefit geriod for any child born mOre than ten months after the beginning of 
the benefit period. This means that assistance is not just denied for children con­
ceived while receiving WNW - assistance may be denied for a child conceived two or 
more years after a family ~ receiving WNW assistance. For example, suppose the 
Smiths receive WNW from January to June of 1995. Then, Mr. Smith gets a job, and the 
family leaves WNW. In 1996, the Smiths conceive a child, who is born in early 1997. In· 
mid 1997, Mr. Smith loses his job, and after unemployment benefits expire, the family 
applies for WNW assistance in early 1998. Since the child was born during the four year 
benefit period, there will be no assistance paid for the child, even thougb the child was 
conceived and bom at a time when the family was receiving no assistance whatsoever. 
In effect, the prohibition on additional assistance applies to any child born in the years 
after a family leaves WNW. The apparent purpose seems to be to discourage childbirth 
not just from those recehting assistance, but also from those who had received assistance 
at any point in the last several years. It is hard to see any reasonable policy rationale. 

Conclusion 

Work Not Welfare is an unprecedented waiver request, but the fact that a waiver 
.approach is unprecedented does not mean that it reflects a reasonable and thoughtful 
approach in need of testing. Rather, the Work Not Welfare proposal is unprecedented in 
its apparent willingness to impose hardships on families with children for the sole offense 

of being unemployed, in its willingness to deny a safeI)' net to families who are willing to 
work but cannot find jobs, and in its willingness to increase the povel1y of children. 

21 In 1969, 32% of AFDC families had four or more children; in 1991, only 10% had four Qr mote children. 
CJuvtICIerislics tIIJd Financial CiniUmstances, sUlJra, Table 6. 

~ Rank. Fet1iJity Among Women 011 Welfare: Incidence and Determinations. 54 American SociQlogical Review 
2'16 (1989). 

" (Proposed] §49.27(1)(t). 
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There are profound problems in our existing welfare system and there is broad agree­
ment that the system needs fundamental reforms. The issue is not whether to reform 
but how to reform. Many states are taking initiatives designed to reduce the need for 
welfare rather than the availability of assistance. Many of these initiatives are premised 
on tbe importance of helping families improve their chances of success in employment, 
and providing support to poor working families. They also recognize the critical 
importance of ensuring that any welfare reform initiative must provide more, not less~ 
help to children. 

WNW poses a key test for the Clinton Administration: is the Administration wiUing to 
approve any waiver proposal, no matter how poorly designed and how inimical to the 
protections of the Social Security Act? Persons believing that the Work Not Welrare 
waiver should be disapproved or otherwise wishing to conunent on the waiver are urged 
to communicate their views to: 

Mary Jo Bane, Designate - Assistant Secretary for the Administration for Children and 
Families, 370 VErdant Promenade, SW, Washington, DC Z0447 

For additional irdorroation, please feeJ free to contact CLASP. 
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State Represenlalive • Wi"on,in Rebecca Young .. . State 

CcmmiH« mI Childrtll & Hunwn Sf!"fJicts, ChairAssembly 
CommiUu an Ht4Jlh 

G:tmmiltu an Judid.try 
Comml'tw ct1 Urban c'ducalion 

p.o. BoYB953, 
SpecW Commit/« on Vms I1njorwnenl,/rlQdl$all, WI 53708 

EdUi;/llilm Qlld Trfilinumi
(608) 266-3784 
f6{}8) 266-9960 1Tf Wiso:mllin Womfl1'S Council 

January 25, 1994 

Bruce Reed, Deputy Domestic Policy Advisor 
Welfare Working Group Co-Chair 
The White House 
1600 pennsylvania Ave 
Washingtofil D.C, 20500 

SUBJECT! Welfare Reform 

Dear Mr. Reed~ 

I am enclosing for you my comments on the draft proposal for 

welfare reform that you got from the task force in the Department 

of Health a~d Human Services. 


In addition~ I would like to comment on the method of 

financing which is being discussed. That method would simply strip 

out benefits for legal aliens. I believe that is very short 

sighted and not a good way to go. While Wisconsin may not have the 

numbers of aliens that other states like California have, to drop 

those families onto a safety net that is financed entirely by the 

states would not be pleasant to contemplate. For instance, roughly 

40% of our Indo-Chinese population is on AFDC. Almost all of them 

are aliens. 


I look forward to seeing the results of the work of the 

Welfare Task Force and its comments on the Clinton Draft Proposal. 


With all best wishes. 

REBE 
state Representative 
76th Assembly District 

RY/rl 

Enel 



COMMENTS ON DRAFT PLAN 

OF PRESIDENT CLINTON'S WORKING GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM 


PART ONE: PROMOTING PARENTAL RESPONSIBILITY AND PREVENTING TEEN 
PREGNANCY 

A. Changing the Welfare and Child Support Systems 

Support for two-oarent families. Eliminating the eligibility 
bias against two-parent families is long o~erdue. 

*1 would suggest one additional ehange; reducinq the tremendous 
penalty on working step-parents~ CUrrently all but a very small 
amount of a step-parent's income is considered available to the 
family, even though none of the AFOC children are his/hers. The 
amount "deemed" to the family should be substantially reduced. 

Minor mothers live at home. It is unclear how this requirement 
serves the draft's goals. It is at least as arguable that 
allowing minor mothers to establish separate households if they 
wish to do so will increase their responsibility for their child. 
Additionally, allowinq minors to establish separate households 
may allow them to escape harmful home environments. Furthermore, 
it is unclear that such a requirement is really necessarya In 
Wisconsin at least, which has this requirement, the number of 
families affected is quite small, indicating that many minor 
parents decide with their families, to continue to live together.
For those who don't, child protection agencies are authorized to 
investi9ate those situations which may pose a risk to minors t and 
requi~e the minor parent to live with an adult where appropriate. 
Perhaps a reasonable compromise would be to require case 
management wherever a minor mother proposes to establish a 
separate household, to investigate the situation and make a 
recommendation depending on the available home situation and the 
minor parent's maturity. This would remove the presumption in 
auch caSas that the qrandparent's home was always superior. 

At a minimum, if the proposed requirement is adopted it should be 
drafted so as to encouraqe separate households where warranted 
and sought by the minor parent. 

Mentoring by older welfare recipients. Child-bearing by teens is 
a very complex problem for which there are no easy solutions~ 
Kentoring by welfare mothers may be a good idea as long as those 
chosen are skilled and enthusiastic about their role~ Such a 
system should never be used simply to provide easy community 
service ~slots;~ this may be a real temptation should the 
proposed two year limit for cash assistance result in large 
numbers of recipients jobless at that point. 
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pemonstrations. It is unclear what 1s meant by demonstrations 
which would condition a portion of the grant upon "s81f­
sufficiencyM activities or provide bonuses. For adult 
recipients, the JOBS program already includes sanctions for 
failure to cooperate with work-related activies and proposals for 
increased work income disregards are discussed elsewhere. Teen 
parents are also covered in JOBS rules and may be sanctioned for 
fa!l~re to attend school as their JOBS activity. If this is 
meant to encourage MLearnfare M waivers, conditioning sanctions 
and bonuses upon school attendance of dependent children, it 
should await some indication that current Learnfare pilots are 
effective. Wisconsin, one of the few states to involve dependent 
children in their Learnfare program, is j~st beginning an 
evaluation of ita program. 

There have been many problems with implementation of Learnfare in 
Wisconsin, with many recipients 10s1ng benefits due to errors in 
record-keeping and inadequate proced~res, with failures in the 
case management system, and with large numbers of sanctions 
occurring in families already in crisis with the juvenile justice 
system. As a result, the program has been highly controversial. 
Further experimentation involving dependent children and reduced 
benefit levels should be discouraged until it is clearer that 
such sanctions work and that ease management and supportive 
services are not enough in themselves. 

The option of allowing states to limit benefit increases for 
additional children should not be adopted. When this idea was 
first proposed in Wisconsin, the task force agreed that it sho~ld 
be implemented only with a substantial increase in overall 
welfare benefits. (The proposal would have set the beginning 
welfare benefit level above the poverty line.) In such a 
setting, the argument that this is "like" non-welfare families 
makes more sense. Without such a general benefit increase (which 
was later dropped as too costly), the proposed cap on benefits 
simply plunges families much further into poverty. In Wisconsin 
a mother who had a second child and continued to receive a grant
for two, $440, would go from 56% of poverty to 44% of poverty.
(Food stamps would help some but would not bring the family even 
close to the poverty line.) The additional benefits received 
with additional children are sometimes characterized as a 
"reward' when they simply serve to allow families to live at 
approximately the same, Bub-poverty level as before. Thus, the 
addition to grants cannot reasonably be viewed as an incentive to 
have more children. 

Studies have tended to show that welfare families child-bearinq 
decisions are not influenced by the siza of the welfare grant. 
Indeed the draft report indicates that, for the most part, the 
social trends leading to welfare dependency are not caused by the 
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welfare system but reflect shifts in societal mores and values. 
(p. 9) Furthermore 1 a hiyh percentage of pregnancies are 
unintended~ The draft report indicates the numbers are 35' for 
all pregnancies and much higher for teen.. (David Ellwood, in 
Poor Support, Poverty in the American Family, Basic Books, Inc~ 
1988, at page 72, reports that 80\ of teens report their 
pregnancies unwanted.) Allowing states to limit benefits in 
these cases makes our poorest families and their babies bear the 
brunt of societal changes and lack of education about and access 
to birth control, as well as simple failures in birth control 
methods. 

Other changes in the welfare system that are far more likely to 
affect Child-bearing decisions are those discussed later in the 
working group draft, particularly making work pay and increased 
education and training opportunities with necessary support 
services~ These are likely to be effective wwelfare reform- by 
providing real options to poor parents. Additionally; a sounder 
educational system, particularly in our qhetto areas, could have 
a profound effect on teen birth rates. 

B. Engaging Every Sector of Society in Promoting Responsibility 

C. Encouraging Responsible Family Planninq 

All the initiatives suggested in these sections of the draft 
sound good. They recogni~e the larger soc1etal causes of welfare 
dependency as well a8 the importance of family planning services 
in reducing welfare dependency. 

Initiatives to reduce childbearing among the poor are needed, and 
there are programs which have been successful. States should be 
directed toward more positive approaches and not allowed to 
diminish benefits once children are already born. 

PART TWO. MAKING WORK PAY. 

A. Child Care for Working Families 

Maintain IV-A child care. 

Expand child care for low-income working families. 

It is critical to increase federal funding for both AFDC child 
care and child care for other low-income working families. 

Among the lessons of the JOBS program implementation i8 that 
states are having great difficulty funding all who need child 
care. In Wisconsin, child care for recipients in education and 
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training has been grossly underfunded (resulting in a lawsuit in 
order to obtain child care guaranteed under the Family Support 
Act). Also, the long waiting lists for at-risk child care has 
reeulted in some returning to welfare when their year's 
entitlement to transitional child care has run out. There was 
testimony at state hearings that another spell on welfare was the 
only way to "requalify" for child care, necessitating leaving 
jobs which otherwise showed some promise. The federal match for 
AFDC, transitional, and at risk child care programs should be 
increased~ 

Coordinate rules acrOBS all child care programs. Seamless 
coverage will also help families make the transition from AFDC 
to, eventually, non-supported work in the private sector. It 
will help avert the loss of continuing child care or even the 
loss of a job because child care is suddenly unavailable • 

• Additionally, states should be required to supplement 
recipients' child care coats which exceed that amount disregarded 
in determining AFDC grants. The federal disregard is very lew, 
$200 per month for infants and $175 for children over two. In 
Wisconsin it is not at all unusual to spend $400 to $500 per 
month per child. Currently, states have the option to supplement
the disregard. If they do not, the difference must be paid by 
recipients, making the choice to work must more difficult. 

'States should also be required to pay child care costs for the 
first two months of working where income is beinq budgeted 
restroapectively. This is also an option for states. Many
recipients with small children find it very difficult to begin
work because they must somehow pay for their child care thoBe 
first two months, before the work income disregard begins to 
increase their grant amount~ 

Questions, 

1. Regarding how much new investment in child care is 
reasonable, it is difficult to set a limit. It seams clear that 
ending the use of welfare requires substantial expenditures for 
child care, during education and training to prepare for work as 
well as during work at entry level positions. 

2. Regarding reducing tbe state match for child care for the 
working poor, as indicated earlier, it is likely that the match 
for All child care programs will need to be reduced if welfare 
reform is to succeed. 

• An additional suggestion to ease the funding for child care is 
to make participation in work and training programs optional for 
those with children under 6, or at least reduce the number of 
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hours of participation required4 Child care for those with 
preschoolers is the most expensive of all. This is discussed 
further at Part Three, below. 

B. Advance Payment of the EITe 

In general, this would be very helpful to recipients, as long as 
it gid not result in reducing their AEDC henefits or food stamps.
Currently, this does not count as income when received for either 
program, and only counts as an asset if held for a period of 
time. It will only he helpful if it continues to he disregarded
1n determining the benefit amount. 

Any of the other strategies suggested to expand the effectiveness 
of the EITe might be helpful. (There have been some problems
noted with Electronic Benefit Transfers, generally regarding 
access and privacy issuesy. 

C. Other Support for Working Families 

It is important to recoqnize, as the draft does, that full-time 
work may not always be feasible for single parents. In fact, it 
may not make good economic sense for families with young children 
headed by a fairly low-skilled wage-earner. It also seems 
reasonable and fair to aim for a system where recipients are 
better off working. It is likely that some combination of the 
options will be necessary. For example t 

Option 1, requiring a state EITC supplement will likely be most 
helpful for families with a full-time worker. (Supplementation
of food stamp or housing benefits would Beem much more difficult 
to administer and diminishes families' responsibilities to plan 
for themselves.) 

Option 2/ requiring states to continue to provide Bome cash 
assistance is likely to be most helpful to part-time workers, and 
makes particularly good sense applied to parents with pre-school
children. In order for this option to be better than welfare, 
however t the earned income disregard would have to be increased 
not just "simplified" or made unlimited by time as the draft 
suggests. 

Option 3 t child support Assurance programs seem the most logical 
way to ease the burden on single parents, recognizing the 
importance of their presence in the home while requiring part­
time work~ 

Option 4, is an good idea, but should be considered as an 
additional source of support, not a substitute for monthly cash 
benefits to achieve at least a poverty level standard of living. 
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Demonstrations, These are all very good ideas and should be 
piloted. Establishing temporary unemployment systems and 
emergency Assistance systems for short-term emergencies seem 
particularly sound ideas to help families avoid AFDC altogether. 

*One option clearly and simply directed toward the goal of making
work pay is increasing the minimum wage. Since the EITe is 
essentially an employer subsidy, it may make sense to increase 
the minimum wage at the same time. 

PART THREE, PROVIDE ACCESS TO EDUCATION AND TRAINING, IMPOSE 
TIllE LIKITS, AND EXPECT WORK 

The centerpiece of the draft welfare reform proposal is to 1) 
enhance the JOSS program for recipients and 2) impose a two year 
limit upon the receipt of benefits, followed by 3) government 
jobs for those unable to find work at that point. These three 
components are viewed as necessary to enable more lonq-term 
recipients to obtain employment and leave the AFDC program. 

The problem with this analysis is that the JOBS program has never 
been given a chance to work for most program participants. As 
the draft indicates, only 15\ of the non-exempt AFDC csseload iB 
currently participatinq. Thus, while expanding the JOSS program
is appropriate, establishing a two-year limit is a totally 
irrelevant response to the program's failure thus far to move 
more people off welfare. The answer is not more rigidity but 
more ~ of the program, tailored to meet the need of recipients 
for job preparedness and training and targetted at thoBe who need 
it and can most benefit. Furthermore, the provision of public
service jobs at the end of this period will be costly, and 
invariably result in the diversion of funds from other, highly 
necessary initiatives: expansion of the JOBS proqram and the. 
additional child care funding. 

A. Enhancing the JOBS Program. 

1. Immediate focus on work and participation in JOBS. The 
emphasis upon getting all recipients into JOBS immediately 
creates an unnecessary and inefficient rigidity. The draft 
points out that AlDe serves as a temporary safety net for a 
majority of recipients. (Page 16.) Yet, by requiring the 
immediate entry of all recipients into JOSS, the plan does not 
seem to recogni~e that many recipients leave the program needinq 
few services beyond temporary financial help and many of those 
who leave do not return. It does not make any sense at all to 
devote new resources to this group. 

In addition, the plan would remove exemptions for parents of 
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young children, without acknowledginq that these are the most 
expensive recipients to Berve because of child care requirements t 

and without discussing the critical role in child-rearing that 
single parents especially must play. 

• A better approach would be to target resources to those who 
have been on assistance for a certain period of time, for example 
a year, and otherwise make services available to volunteers, ae 
needed. This would be much more likely to focus resources where 
they are most needed than the draft's approach. It would also 
assure that parents who enter the program with very young 
children could care for their children themselves, if they felt 
it necessary. Finally, it would allow the development of more 
thoughtful plane for self-sufficiency, after the sorts of crises 
which propel many families onto assistance had had a chance to 
quiet down. 

Teen parents could be required to participate immediately, as has 
been suggested elsewhere. See Hark Greenberg, The Devil is in 
the Details, July, 1993, page 17. As Mr. Greenberg suggests,
they constitute a group likely to become long-term recipients and 
have a special need to finish school. While their children are 
infants, however, school attendance should be required only if 
on-site child care is available. . 

Sanctions should be no stronger than under current law, where 
benefits are reduced by removing the portion owed for the adult 
who fails to participate. 

2. Expanding the JOBS program. Increased funding and an 
enhanced match are both necessary in order to substantially 
increase the numbers of recipients served . 

• The enhanced federal match should be applied, as well, to child 
care funding for those in education and training programs. 
Wisconsin and other states have found it difficult to meet this 
need at the current match rate. In many cases, this will be the 
primary expense for those in JOBS. 

Dramatically increased participation should also be sought, but 
it should be achieved by targetting those longer-term recipients 
and teen parents as discussed earlier~ • 

3. Integrating JOBS and mainstream education and training 
tnitiatives. The initiatives suggested are all positive 
approaches for providing opportunities for welfare recipients to 
become self-sufficient. However, states should heSitate to 
direct, in particular, AFDC recipients toward child care. These 
jobs are both too important and too underpaid to encourage anyone 
to undertake them who is not both highly motivated and talented 



COmment: Welfare Reform Draft 
Page B 

at working with children. 

B. Making Welfare Transitional 

Two-Year limit. 

1!:xtensions. 

Credits for additional aesistance. 

The discussion here indicates that the time limit is necessary to 
provide a "structure that necessitates continuous movement toward 
fulfilling the objectives of tne employability plan and, 
ultimately, finding a job." But, as indicated earlier, it does 
not make sense to provide the eame structure regardless of 
circumstance. Indeed the detail of this section contains a 
number of possible variations· and exceptions which almost swallow 
the rule, indicating the difficulty~ Requiring contracts and 
employability plans already provides the necessary structure and 
directs recipients toward completing training ~nd entering the 
job market. These are tailored to recipients' skills and 
aptitudes, their readiness for the labor market, and their 
family's needs, Imposing an artificial two-year limit which 
ignores these considerations is counterproductive. 

That is not to say that states might not be allowed to require' 
recipients to look for work while in education or training 
programs after a certain reasonable period if it did not intefere 
with or slow down their educational programs. Or work in 
addition might be required if the 6tudent were not making 
satisfactory progress in their training or educationa~ programs
(instead of requiring them to quit their programs altoqether, if 
they wished a chance to continue). 

Gearing recipients' programs and time expectations to their 
specific situations would eliminate the need to grant the sorts 
of extensions listed, to extend the time limit for working at 
least 20 hours per week, and to allow the "earning" of months of 
eligibility for months spent working and off assistance. Pages 
20-21. 

On the othe~ hand, if a time limit is ultimately enacted into 
law, the extensions and credits should be mandatory upon the 
states in order to build in some attention to the variety of 
recipients' circumstances otherwise disregarded in a time-limited 
system: those who go on and off assistance, and those who need 
different types of help at different points of AFDC eligibility. 
Also of particular importance is continuing the opportunities for 
postsecondary education which is contained in the current JOBS 



Comment: Welfare Reform Draft 
Page 9 

program and which is the avenue most likely to lead recipients 
out of the welfare system for good. 

C. Work 

In addition to being an inefficient way to use resources, 
establishing time limits means that government must create work 
opportunities at the end of the period for those who are unable 
to find work outside the program. This must be done to avoid the 
widespread deprivation which would otherwise result. 
The draft states that the overall goal of the work program is to 
help recipient. "find la.ting employment out. ide the program." 
Of the two models presented in the draft, the jobs created for 
recipients to work for wages are much more clearly directed 
toward achieving this goal than the workfare model. Based upon 
studies to date, workfare models have not proven at all effective 
in moving recipients into jobs outside the welfare system. (For 
a particularly good discussion of the problems of workfare, see 
Mr. Greenberg'. article at page. 10 to 14.) 

Both programs are likely to be costly, both in themselves and 
considering the child care needs of working recipients. To the 
extent that recipients are not provided the means to find jobs 
outside the program, government work programs run the risk of 
creating a quasi-permanent underclass at substantial expense.
Finally, it is highly unlikely that states will be able to create 
the number of jobs that will be required. See Mr. Greenberg's
discuBsion at pages 10-12. 

1. Administrative structure of the work program 

Eligibilitv. The sanction for refusing an offer of work outside 
the program is ineligibility for six months with cash benefits 
provided to the extent they would have been had the job been 
taken. Since the only way to cure this violation is the 
acceptance of another job outside the program which may not be 
available, Bome families will be left with no income at all and 
no way to provide it. Currently recipients are sanctioned by 
being taken off the grant, leaving the childrens' portion intact. 
This is a severe enough penalty where full grants are already
well below the poverty level. 

Waitina list. If the number needing work exceeds the number of 
work slots, recipients would be required to volunteer and states 
might be penalized by a reduced match of the recipient's cash 
assistance. It is likely that the number of jobless recipients 
will greatly exceed the number of jobs. Volunteer opportunities 
are likely to shrink, the use of volunteers may well begin to 
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substitute for hiring regular employees, and states are likely to 
be put to even greater expense because of-local economic 
conditions. It is not fair to penalize eitber states QX 
recipients for negative economic conditions and shrinking job 
markets. 

The option of allowing states to reduce benefits once recipients 
exceed a certain period of participation in work programs should 
not be adopted~ It is not fair to punish recipients who follow 
all the rules and are unable to find work because they lack 
necessary skills or because appropriate jobs are unavailable~ 

2. Characteristics of the work assignments. 

Hours. The draft provides that work assignments would be for 15 
to 35 hours per week to be determined by the state. The program 
should Bet standards for setting the number of hours, for 
example, limiting to 20 hours per week the work obligation of 
those with pre-school children~ 

Not workino. The reduction of hours for not working should be 
limited similarly to the limits under current law4 Or, the 
reduction could reflect the number of hours missed up to a 
maximum set as a percentage of the grant. 

The option of permitting workfare programs should not be adopted~ 
As discussed earlier, these proqrams have shown almost no success 
in helping recipients gain outside employment. Clearly it is not 
warranted to expand them on the scale anticipated with this 
program. 

3. Economic develoomant9 The Community development and 
Individual economic development initiatives are positive 
suggestions . 

• 

PART FOUR, ENFORCE CHILO SUPPORT. 

A. Child Support Enforcement 

1. Universal and simplified paternity establishment process. 
The emphasis here should be on the conscientious and thorough
pursuit of paternity and child support in all welfare cases and 
those where services are requested, along with outreach efforts 
and systems changes to promote paternity establishment. Beyond 
that it is much less clear that government has a role in 
promoting a childlB right to "interract" with both parents, as 
the materials on "universal" paternity establishment suggest. 

Simplified paternity establishment should be pursued, but with 
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careful attention to due process protections due alleged fathers. 
The legal acknowledgment of parentage is too important to all 
parties to risk mistakes in the name of simplification and 
streamlining the system. 

It is unclear what is meant by ~clearer, stricter cooperation 
requirements. K At least in Wisconsin, cooperation requirements 
are well spelled out and sanctions are readily imposed for 
failures to comply. 

Options: The bonus to mothers for establishing paternity would 
probably be easier to administer than the current $50 disregard* 
It is also fair that mothers be rewarded for cooperation,
regardless of the amount of child support ultimately received. 

Regarding the denial of ~certain governmental benefitB~ to 
persons who have not cooperated, the denial of a portion of the 
AFDC grant is part of current rules. It is difficult to see how 
a greater sanction might be applied without·harm to the children 
in the family~ There are very few cases where parents fail to 
cooperate without some basis, often having to do with fears for 
their safety or that of their children which they either cannot 
prove or which they are unsuccessful in persuading county workers 
are serious enough. 

2. Appropriate payment levels~ 

3. Collection and enforcement~ 

Most of these initiatives are positive; many are already being
done in Wisconsin. However, authorizing the suspension of 
driveris and professional liscenses seems counterproductive, 
indeed, as it is likely to interfere with employment 
opportunities and/or training opportunities and therefore payors' 
ability to keep up child support payments. 

4. Providing some minimum level of child support. This is a 
natural complement to other aspects of welfare reform, in that it 
protects single, custodial parents from having to assume the 
total burden of child-rearing when the non-custodial parent is 
either unwilling or unable to contribute a fair share. It would 
enable single parents to support their families with part-time
work. Such a system is particularly necessary where AFDC 
benefits will be time-limited as it recognizes the importance of 
a strong parental role in children's healthy development and the 
particular needs of children in single parent families for a 
parentIs presence in the home. 

Option 2 would be the best as it is most likely to bring single­
parent families up to the poverty line with a combination of 
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part-time work and an assured child support benefit level. 

B. Enhancing Responsibility and opportunity for Noncustodial 
Parents' 

The initiatives here are generally sound, including providing 
incentives and training programs to non-custodial parents and 
forgivinq arrearages for those who comply. 

It would not make sense, however, to divert funds for training
and education from AFOC recipients. Custodial parents will 
always have the major responsibility for providing for children. 
And, funding for custodial parents' training will always be more 
expensive, as it must include day care expenses as well as other 
training and living expenses. Finally, custodial parents are 
most often women who are much leBs likely to be able to earn a 
living wage than men in simllar circumstances with similar 
amounts of training. Special care must be taken not to underfund 
training and supportive services for custodial parents in order 
to provide training for non-custodial parents. 

PART FIVE. REINVENT GOVERNMENT ASSISTANCE 

A. Simplification Across Assistance Programs 

Option 1 contains a number of positive suggestions for 
simplification and coordination of welfare rules for the various 
programs. 

Option 2 suggests that the "filing unit" could be standardized 
between the AFDC and food stamp programs. Since food stamp units 
~y contain a variety of related and unrelated people, any 
unification of filing units would have to follow the AFDC filing 
unit scheme. Otherwise, using the food stamp unit for a modal 
for cash assistance would result in contributions to the family 
with children being assumed where, in fact, they do not exist. 
This would mean substantial inequities among AFDC families of the 
same size, depending on who else lived in their household. 

B~ Preventing Waste, Fraud and Abuse 

New technology has enhanced program integrity and will continue 
to do so. 

C. Performance Standards and State Flexibility 

While some state flexibility is desireable, the federal 
government has a Bubstantial role in making sure that systems 
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treat families with children fairly and without undue harshness. 
Poor families need to be somewhat insulated from program
decisions made solely in response to state budget crises and the 
lack of public understanding of and sympathy for the causes of 
their,poverty. To that end, standards for granting waivers from 
program rules should be developed to ensure that variances will 
serve the goals of family self-sufficiency while at the same time 
providing the essentials for family survival. 
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GUaranteed .:robs 

As articulated in our meeting last week, we do not expect 

you to guarantee jobs for individuals exhausting 24 months 

of benefits. However.• we do believe that fully cooperative 

individuals should not lose benefits solely because they are 

unable to obtflin employment. We would propose the l?<:~11owing 

language, 

Ninety days prior to the termination of benefits a 

notice will be sent out informinq the individual that 

benefits will be terminated. It will inform the 

individual that they may apply for an extension of 

benefits, but that it will be granted only in ux.uSUi:ll 

circumstances~ In particular, extensions will be 

qranted only to those who are unable to work for 

reasons such as personal disability or the need to care 

for a disabled dependent or if they have made all 

appropriate efforts to find work. If an extension is 

granted, it 1s expeoted that the individual will 

participate in some supported work activity within the 

limits of her ability. 

At least 90 days prior to implementation Of the 

demonstration, the state will submit guidelines to the 

Oepart3ent for approval, concerning the criteria that 

will be considered in making such a determination that 

an individual's benefits should be extended. With 

respec~ to those individuals who assert they are unable 



to obtain employment, such criteria will include but 

need not be limited to: 1) whether recipients have 

received and/or rejected offers of employnent 1 have 

quit jobs or been fired for cause, 2) the degree to 

which the recipients have cooperated, and are 

cooperating, with the Agency in work related 

activities, and 3) whether the State has substantially 

met its obligation to provide demonstration services to 

the individual. 

The State and the Departeent understand that, if the 

demonstration works as expected, few individuals will 

approach the 24 month li~it still needing to receive 

WNW benefits. After this demonstration has been in 

operation for 18 months the state will sub~it an 

analysis of the proportion and number of recipients 

that appear to be likely to usa up their 24 months of 

eligibility without being able to obtain enployment. 

~he State will also submit quarterly inforoation for 

the previous year on the number and kinds of jobs that 

ara available in the comcunity which individuals on 

AFOC could reasonably expect to obtain. If, in the 

Depart~entts or the state's judgment, there is an 

unacceptable number of cases which are likely to 

exhaust benefits without obtaining employment, the 

state and the Department '<lill reexamine the 

demonstration for possible areas of modification. If 



the state and the Department cannot agree on whether 

there should be modifications and, if there should be, 

on what they should be, the Department reserves the 

right to terminate the demonstration. 

2. 	 Employed person loses job, can person move back into an 


independence jOb1 


We ooncur with your proposal. 


3. 	 Food stamp Casb-Out Issues. 
_ 

._ n."""" 	f/'tu.W~ J.eM-P-J ~<tJl'-ilIIA EUqibility for Mult caretakers. v.'L1.<W., ~ Vc~ 
\.<Ntl, to' [.~ e( ~~c 

Premiums cbarqa4 Durinq Transition Months.~ 5. 

6. 	 Time-Limited va. cumulative Benefits. 

We are concerned that the current structure of the 24-month 

.ti~e limit results in inequities, discontinuities, and 

incentives to lengthen stays on welfare. We would propose 

eliminatinq the 48 month period durinq which the 24 months 

of WNW benefits must be used and to allow the individual to 

earn back benefits in a less discontinuous manner than your 

proposal. We suqqest the following wordinq: 

After the individual has received WNW benefits for 24 

months, additional months of WNW benefits will be 

allowed based on time off WNW. For every (fill in a 

number] of consecutive months of not receivinq benefits 

an individual can receive an additional [fill in a 

number] months of benefits. 

7. Capping AFDC Benefits for Additional Children. 



• 


w~ are concerned that your proposed policy which does not 

increase benefits for children when they are conceived 

months or even years after a family has left AFDe cannot 

~eet 	a rational basis legal standard. We suggest the 

following wordinq~ 

Thc._.f::~,Ydly cap would apply only to children conceived 

by an adult during a month in which adult was on 

welfare. A child will be considered to have been 

conceived in a month in which the mother was not on 

welfare, if the mother was not on welfare either a, or 

9, or 10 months before the month of birth, or if there 

is medical evidence that the child might have been 

conceived at some other time when the mother was not on 

welfare, such as in the yase of a premature birth. 

8. 	 Requiring FS Recipienta With Children under Six to 

Part.icipate. 

9. 	 opportunity to CUre FS sanction and Fa Benefits cannot be 

Reduce" to Zero. 

10. 	 Non-experiment.al Design. 

We believe that the proposed compromise evaluation design 

which would include both a random assignment approach in one 

county and a non-experimental approach in another county is 

the best way to learn whether the major policy changes in 

WNW achieve their intended effect. The comparison county 

design has the potential to successfully measure any large 

caseload effects which you expect WNW to achieve and to be 

the approach least likely to inhibit tha community effects 

http:Non-experiment.al


• 


you anticipate. On the other hand, we believe that only 

individual random assignment could realistically be"expected 

to detect some ot the important- individual effects, such as 

the uptake of permanent jobs, exits prior to the two-year 

time 	limit; averaqe earnings, and any outcome's that probably 

affect small, but significant, s~&m~ts of the caseload, 

such 	as foster care placements. 

11. 	 Entry effects in cost Neutrality. 

since you anticipate large caseload and payment effects we 

understand the importance you attaoh to including their 

effects in the cost neutrality calculation. We have 

concerns about how those effects would reliably be measured, 

_but 	would agree to consideration of such effects in cost 

neutrality. 
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G~taJd Whitbum 
Se<::rttary 

October lS, 1993 

~Mary Jo Sana 
navid Ellwood 

Bruce Reed 


Re: Work Not WeltAr. Update ,, 

feater4ay, the l09ialatlon cleared ita 
laat comm!tt.. hurdle gotn; thru tne 
legislature'. Joint ,inanee Committee 14-2 
with even the Governor's opponent next 
year voting for it. 

The Senate will pass the legislation next 
Thursday and we expeet Aaaembly approval' 
the following week. 
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I 	 _._~w_, 

Panel OKs limit on welfare
. 
o 
o-.,_~ 

-grn«rI,*l\~ 
.\ bUl to Jet up • l&.~ar pJJot program 

\'l WI ...wd Ilmlt -- pa)'ID<llls 10 ..... 
~ .... p.iaed approval 'l1:utnrday inm:)" ., 

~ rty Ie&lIlallve paaet 

0' The 14~2 vole o.f the Joint F'1naDee Com· 

;n ,"1ft _ ~ Go.. Touuny 
)- bompMD'. "'W~ Not Welfare" bill to3' .. OOP_lled _Ie. A _Ie .... 
~ . ell)l<ct<d Oct, 21, and 1111'1""1'" pre­
IJ .,... • f.-.ble .... -.. aad posoibly
tH ! tbe A.iIIembIy later ID tbe moat.b. 

The .... Ioy tho lmIICet·...ntIDc_18 Dmml'INlodlcateo...,..al _ In 
is • ~,_ bot tho paael" _ Afri· 

Ut-Aruer1C1n members. both of Mnwau~ 
;;;. ~. volced tbeir strong dlIpklamre. " 
15' Rep. Speaoer Coc8O _ _.all.. 
u.. 	 1Il;lDt,'. onllkelJ parUeipatioll in 1be pt'CJ­

-am meet the couat, bad beat ''ig­
M 	 _. _Dol tho aIlnItDI ai_ 
M 

fi 

m'-J, 
d, 
g 

"_from Sec. Gary ~ who warnedthat _ punlU..., ___ ...wd ...... 
dIac<m.... """'DI tho _, 

"We Witt Uod tbc people '1ft are burtiDg 
are DOt nameIeu. ~_~ but cbU~ 
dreo wbo will 8fOW up aDll)'." ~ 
sakt. "TbiI II DOt • lOlutiOll.. ... ThlI run,. 
growl out of a polltk.al 4esite to do IIiQfJle­

Uling about welfare!' 
Gerald WblU:!um. who OttnlJeII state 

welfare pt"Op'JUD' as.aecretary of tbe ~' 
_10( _ .... SocIal Sol .-. an· 
.- Il1O crItlcmn loy .."", Il1O pilot 
__ wIW:h wIII_ 1,000 ~ AI 
ilDY ooe time m two "MImed COII:lIlUea. wu 

. m ...''''"""", u.. bock 0( dependeoey." 
"We're go1q; to R1ldp ptOpIe: to work,"....."'­
Other _ats _eel pariII of tho 

. program bo. <'>ded up _ .or II In tho 
end.. One oIlban wu Sea. Ow'1eI Chv_ta. 
I>rudlooc, • Ilk •• , cballt!o&or ... 'lIlomp­

.. 
IbQ tD nat Jw. perMt'l race. Another 
waa Rep. Sbirley Kntg, D-MihfaUee. Wbo 
puJbed 1leYera1·amendmeIlta - HmC nc­
eessftill)" - .tmed at clarifJial details or 
what she ..1.4 would be • propoeed, ''acdaJ 
COIltraet" between the Alte aDd prvctNn 
partIclpaall. 

"We haft to poI)J up." me tald LD sue­
eesaJ'uUy ~ far aborlq up the state', 
commitment to provide dIiJd care lot PI"" 
Udpaall. . 

She aid tldt klDd of ~ "u .... 
.... lime In coml"I" bot _ tho 'lIlomp­
aoo admlD1I:traticA IIbou:ld baft the courage 
to .Uow for com~ expa~ IIUCb 
... Kt!DOIba" "'Work Fint,... a neeeaaful 
MfJilre-lo-jobt program that baa DO 1ft)­
fare cutolr. 
__ - Ioelodlq; eddiUo. 0( 

the KettOIIha CouDty ptOCl1lm aad. uother 
that added moIlI!!1 for etWd care - bumped 
the .... o/....u.a Ibo _ ........ pn>~ 


. 

ec:ted. U.~ millJoo oyer two yan. 

Bot WhIt"""' _ Thompson"_1lI 
would ...~mote tban 110 m.illIoa OY~:. 
Ieogth 0/ .... procram. .;- ''; 

Eveo II .... bill it p...... aad ~J;; 
the governor, it stm wW oeed aD uee,p­
Uoo: 1rom federal welfare rules. WhitbUn\ 
saW be Wei "eauUouly~" the tJ:.

' em~ wm be obtal.ned in tlme for ~ ex­
peCted laa I, 1995 .,.""...., of tho p .... 

. cram. 	 \'.", 
TIle ....mll'.. IeotaUvely -.4.ii.o 

lt4rt..up date to the finJt dar of 1M, ~ 
Sen. Joseph Lt!Hn said bodgf:t numben to 
be' ftlused today W'OIIld .,.,. the state,to 
have enough motley to .tart tbe ptOfI"lm 
.. lDIu.ny _iJ>d. The CC>CbalrmIo 0/ 
. the FtnaoI:e Committ_ pdmltted., bow:9(!fj 

to be a "UUle ner"V'AS" about the atait-np 
<OIItII of tho .....- ' 
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.' 
TO: 	 Bruce Reed 


David EUwoo<! 

Mary Jo Bane 

Avis LaVelle 

John Monahan 

Jer,emy Ben-Ami 

Ann Rosewater 

Wendell Primus 

Julia Moffett 


FROM, 	 Melissa skolfield 

DATE: 	 October 13, 1993 

The Associated Press is preparinq a story on the Wisconsin 
waiver request and will contact some of us today for comments. The 
reporter has spoken to Wisconsin officials who are complaining 
about the delay in approval and charging that it displays a lacK of 
commitment to welfare reform. 

The following is a very quick draft of talking points. Please 
fax your comments back to me on 690-5673 and I will incorporate 
them into a final statement. My initial thought is that this 
office should respond for the working group, although Avis and 1 
ara available and open to your thoughts on this. The reporter 
seems to be exploring the idea of a "policy rift" be-tween HHS and 
the White House. Thanks. 

"The Wisconsin waiver request was received on July ~4 and is 
currently under review. 

Welfare reform is a Clinton Administration priority~ HHS is 
deeply involved in this afforti two of the three co-chairs are HHS 
Assistant secretaries. the effort to !lend welfare as we know it" 
is ongoing. The working group is continuinq to gather information 
and viewpoints from all interested parties I including welfare 
recipients. In fact, just last week the working group held its 
fourth hearing in Sacramento. A fifth is scheduled for Memphis in 
early November. 

After those hearings are complete, the working group will 
begin to prepare recommendations for the presiqent. We e"pect 
those recommendations will. be made this year. 

In the meantime I HgS and the White House are working 
cooperatively to review waiver requests which affect AFDC and 
Medicaid recipients. HHS and the White House are jointly
committed to a waiver review process which will give states more 
flexibility in their management of joint federal-state programs 
while maintaining the existing commitment to provide quality 
services to RHS beneficiaries. 

Since January 20, a number of welfare demonstrations' have been 
approved, including Wyoming on September 7; Iowa on August 13; and 
Vermont on April 12. 

Secretary Shalala has recused herself froIn the Wisconsin 
waiver issue. II 

IF ASKED: 
CUrrent legislation limits waiver approvals to projects which 

are legitimate, budget-neutral experiments that are limited in 
duration; include meaningful evaluationsj and have real potential
for providing useful information with larger policy value. The 
Administration and HHS do reserve the ~ight to assess the likely 
impact of a proposed project on quality, cost, access, and 
potential for success. 
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21-Sep-1993 11:52am 

TO: 
TO: 

Bruce N,. Reed 
Kathryn J. Way 

FROM: carol H,. Rasco 
Economic and Domestic Policy 

SUBJECT: see attached which is the ..~.~onymous piece of paper 

1. Require participants in demo to take parenting classes, 
obtain regular immunizations for their children, make use of 
well-baby checkups and other preventive services. 

, 
2. State should make strong assurances on child support 
en£orcement~ 

3. Strengthen evaluation and reporting requirements so that 
state will have to let HHS know every 3-6 months (perhaps a real 
discussion with HHS and state at table?) how many of those who 
have exceeded the time limit find jobs, how many look for work 
but cannot find it, how many refuse to work. Very important to 
include unemployment data for the area in these 
reports/discussions; this will be helpful in any discussions 
about potential replication in other parts of state/country. 
How many of those not working are in contact with other public 
agencies, how many end up being served by other federal 
dollars .•. homeless shelters, foster care, etc. With the small 
number of families to be covered in such a small geographic area 
this shouldn't be too difficult? 

4. Work with Wisconsin's Congressional delegation on the 
possibility of grant money that could be used in the two test 
counties to create jobs or community service slots if people who 
have passed the time limit are having trouble finding work~ 
Trigger mechanism? National Service slots? 

5. Assurances that children of those not working still receiving 
health care. 

6. Revisit food stamp cashing out. 
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State of vVisconsin 

Department of Health and Socia! SC'rvices 


Gerald Whilbuni Scpte.mb{;;t 10, 1993 
$,:,;wtnry 

Mory :D Bp.:iC 
\" Bruce Reed 

Re: work Not Welfare 

Att"lched are clips from the morning papers.: ­, . .. 
Majorities in both housos of Wisconsin's 
legislature have now signed on to suP?ort our 
~ork Not Welfare project. 

We expect passage when the legislature 

reconvenes in several weeks. 


i 
, 

J 

.
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September 10, 1993 

Welfare reform: 
wins backing 

~ , 

from majority I', 

By AMY RINARD 
Sentinel Madison Bureau 

M.dl!on - A majOrIty of' 

mem~($ ot both houses 0 the 

legislature have signed on as co-! 

sponsors of Gov, Tommy G., 

Thompson's "Work Not Welfare'" 

initiative assuring its passage tbls 

fall. tlie plan's advocates said 

Thursday, 

"This Is not a partisan Issue 

anymore. The bottom !lne Is we 

bave the votes to pass this," wd . 

Rep. John G. Gard (R-Peshtigo). 


Uotiu tbe program, which 

would be tested in two <:aunties, 

welfare recipients would 00 re­ Whltburn. Department of Health 

quired to work t'O receive beoe­ .and Social Services secretary and. 

tits. The cash beneflts would be a top adviser to Thompson,· .-; 

terminated after two years, "The' numbers indl~te It's the 


In the Assembly, 1.1147 Repuo:. will of both'bouses of the ugli1a.. 

Hcans and 8 Democrats bave ture to move thls along. 11Ia SOV" . 

agreed to ro-sponsor the bill au .. ernor and E look forward to ptWJ~ . 


.ins: thIs aJong In tbe,fllll,"­.' tburi2:ing the program. , 
Sen. Cai-ol A. Buettner (R..()sh* "Assembly Democrats cannot 

kosb) said the Republlcan--eoll~afford to do nothing," said kep. 
trolled Senate ,will vllte on theMargaret Ann Krusick .(D·MU~ 
proposal in October.waukee). one ot tbe Assembly I eo-sponsors. ~he public Is de­ She Mid the tact that 40clal 

manding welfare retorm." . Iservice offida.. from seven eoun· 
tits have- asked that their cOttn­ IIn the Senate, all tbe'Republl­ tiel be Included In test ahoWj 	 I can members plus Democratic tbert Is eonsldera~le pubUc'sup­Sen:§.. Joseph f. Andrea, ot Keno­ port for tbe proposal.sha, and Roger M. Breske. of 

The federal government mustEland, bave .greed to co-sponsor 
. tbe I€gislatlon. 	 grant wajvers (or ehanges In 

some current rules of weltare
In .ddltion, Rep. Mary E. Pan­ programs \lite Aid to FfJ.tnHles 

zer (a-West Bend). wbo is 11 can­ With Dependent Children before 
didate in a spedal Senate eleetlon "Work Not Weltare" can be Jm­
to flll the seat vacated by Sen. plemented,
Donald K. Stitt (R~Port Washing' Wbhburn said his departmentton), also wHl bt! a co.-sponsor is stiU negotiating with oUldattleither in the Assembly or Senate. 	 " in tbe Clinton administration hl­ i,"'This ~s broader bipartisan sup­ eluding U,S: Health and Human 

port tban tbe administration ex­ Services Secretary Donna E. Sha­

~cted this early." said Gerald lala. 
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By TIm Ketley - < 

W\arlDn$i; State Jomw:! 
Lawmakers who support a wel~ 

fare test that woulcl ent f)ft par' 

~the~~!:°u!:~~~ 

needed to pass !be leslslatlon 
through both houses of the Legis1a~ 
tore. 

Reps. Margaret Kmtt:t. D-MU. 
waukee. and John Gard, R.Peshti~ 
go. have been lobb)'iria tbeJr col. 
leagues to support the plan _' 
posed by GOP Gov. Tommy1bomp­
..... 

The Thompson "Work. Not Wei­
fare" proposal would require Fe< 
cipients of Aid to Famllles Wl:th ()e. 
pendent Cblldren (AFDC) to wOrk 
lor their monthly cheeks. The.... 
ciplenta. mostly single motbenr. 

• would lose their benefits after two 
,yea" if !hey lall 10 Iilld • job on 
their own. 

Krusick and Card provJded II Ust 
of 50S Assembly members.. lncluding 
eight Democrats, who have pledged 

- to vote tor the bill, which wquJ(I te.l 
the Tbompson plan with about 1.000

1,- " AFOC reclplenti in two eount1es. 
In the Senate,' Sen. Carol Buett~ 

'Work, Not Welfare'plan 
'near majority in Legislature

- . ;. 

. 

. G--iI 
'K.nIIIdt ~. 

net, R.{)sbkosh, ..Id the support of 
at Jeast 1'1 senators, including two 
Democrats. would give the bUt a 
sl1m majority. 

Asserni>1y Aaststant Majority 
Leader Barbara N_ 1).­
waukee, ehairworna.o or a [)emo. 
crtllw(:OJltrolled wtUare m<tml 
commItt.. !hat IJ holding bearlnp 
on the proposal, saki abe wouldD't 
try to delay or prevent,. vote on the' 
welfare bill. I "1 support the idea of testing 
ttm.,Umited welfare benefjts In 

l WlscoMln.," Notesteln said 
Other lawmakcn: ;;.aid they be-

Ueved the public supports a time 

,., '.~ .""~ 

limit On welfare paymeDts. But 

:Notestein and other· Democrats 

hinted that they will try to cbaoge 
I 

"	TbOJnpson's proposal to provide a I 

=~~':~eD~~'::en~~~~~! Ii 
/lndlng jobs 011 their ..... I 
, Gerald Wbitburn, Department of, . 
Health and Hwnan Services seere- ' 

tary. bas already warned that the , 


, ,Thompson administration won't go : 
along with any attempt to eliminate 
tlJm llmit& or turn the AFDC .... , 
into a go<rernment jobs program. ;

Whltbuni __ th<i proposal'. : 

remalnlng opponents. n( "digging iP . 

an ldto1og1ca1 sandbox," Voters! 

want an end to no-strinp-attaehed , 

welfare benefits that pay tamilles. 

cam lor dolni'notb1ng ,.., after 

,year. Wbitburn contended. 


Meanwhile. offkUi.ts from seven 

~,lncludlngDane, county, 

have wed that their welfare re­
clpients be made the guiitea pip , 

tor the Thompson experiment. '1'he 1 

other counties are FOlld on Lac, f 

Kenosha. Outagamie, Racine. Rock 

aDd Kenosha. 


Wl.seocsLl·nee(ls federal per.nis. 

sion for the aperiment. 


http:offkUi.ts
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May 30, 1993 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: BRUCE REED 

SUBJECT: WElfFARE REFORM IN WISCONSIN 

I. Gov. Thompson's Time-Limited Welfare Demonstration PrllI_ct 

On Thursday. Gov. Tommy Thompson announced a welfare reform pilot project that 
includes a work requirement and a two-year timc~limit. If it passes the state legislature thjs 
fall. the project will be tested in two counties -- provided that HHS approves Wisconsin's 
request for a waiver. 

The proposal, called "Work Not Welfare," sound~ similar to what you caUed for in the 
campaign: everyone who can work must go to work; the state guarantees education, training, 
and child care; cash benefits end after two years; for those who cannot find a job in the 
private sector, a public service job will be provided. 

Recipients will receive education and training for one year. then be required to work 
for their benefits in the second year. Cbild care and health care benefits will continue for up 
to a year aftcr cash benefits run out. The plan is designed as a decade-long experiment, to 
he expanded if it works. 

Wisconsin will not submit a formal waiver request until the legislature approves 
Thompsonls plan. HHS will have to review it for cost neutrality and other issues. But at first 
glance, it looks to me like a responsible experiment. The biggest question may be ensuring 
there arc enough jobs to go around. The plan cans for a partnership of business. 
communities, and local governmcnt to generate the necessary jobs. 

In announcing the proposal, Thompson said, "If Me. Clinton is serious about welfare 
reform, he should take a look at Wisconsin. 01 Thompson is one of five governors who serve 
on the welfare reform advisory group tbat the NGA formed at your request. 



•> 

-2­

II. The New Hope Project in Milwaukee 

If you talk about welfare reform in Milwaukee, you can also mention the New Hope 
Project, a pilot project in time-limited welfare in inner-city Milwaukee. The program started 
last year wi.h 50 people; it plans 10 expand '0 600. 

The program provides chUd care, health insurance, a wage supplement (an additional 
supplement beyond the federal and Wisconsin EITes to boost participants' income to 105­
l15% of the poverty level if they work full-time), and a guaranteed job in the public or 
private sector. 

The New Hope Project was launcbed with money from foundations, corporations, and 
state and local government. Congress attached a $6 million New Hope amendment to H.R. 
11, the tax bill Bush vetoed last faiL New Hope's supporters hope to pass it again this year. 

According to New Hope's founders, Milwaukee [cads the nation in teen pregnancy 
rates, and has the largest income gap between whites and African-Americans. 
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Mailing Address:Tommy G: Thompson "• .., Governor 1 West Wilson Street 
Post Offiee Box 7850 Getald Wbltburn 

Sccrclary ., Madison, WI 53707·7850 
Telephone (608) 266-9622 

State of Wisconsin 

Department of Health and Social Services 


December 21, 1993 

The Honorable Mary Jo Bane 
, ~ The Honorable David Ellwood 

:::'J Mr.~ Reed 

FROMt Jerry Whitburn 

Recently I asked our staff to determine how many caseheads in our entire 1992 
AFDC caeeload (received ~t least one check during the year) had also received 
support from the program in 1984 (at least one check) I 30.S\ did. 

We then looked at the average number of months the recipients received welfare 
checks (not necessary consecutively); the average was 86 months -- 7 years, 2 
monthe. 

r thought you'd be interested in these data from Wisconsin. 

Enclosures 

., 

E)(S.:re (R 01192) 



Tommy G. Thom_ Mai1iDs Addms 
/ Governor I W ..Wilson Stn:et 

POId Office: Box 18SOG<rald WItltbum 

s..:",wy 
 Madison, WI 531()7-7850 

T.lcpbooe (608) 266-9622 

State of Wisconsin 

Department of Health and Social Services 


CONTACT: Jim Malone 
(608) 2¥-1683 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

NEW STATE STIJDY SHOWS THOUSANDS OF LONG-TERM WELFARE CASES 

(MADISON, December 2O)-'Wisoonsin continues to have tens of thousands of very long 

lenn welfare recipients on our AFDC rolls_ And while many recipients do move on and 

off the rolls after shorter periods, it appears that many of our longer tenn recipients 

access the AFDC system across a decade-long period or even longer; Gerald Whitburn, 

Secretary of the Department of Health and Social Services, said today, 

Whitbum's comments came as be released a new DHSS study that tracl:ed 

recipients over a nine-year period - January I, 1984 In December 31, 1m-and it is part 

of Thompson Administration efforts to address issues related In long-term dependency in 

Wisconsin. -nus e..mjnation looked at one very simple issue: bow many indMduals 

who received an AFDC eheck (one or more) sometime in 1992 were also on the rolls 

(receiving one or more checks) in 1984: he noted. 

The Secretary reported that Wisconsin had a total of 114,030 individual AFDC 

cases in 1992 .. some were on one month, some were on welfare all year. His study 

found,that 35,141 of the same case heads received at least one check in 1984. "That's a 

long period of dependency and it applied to 30.8 percent of the group," be said. 

MORE... 



WEU'ARE 

2·2·2 

Whitburn released county-by-rounty perfOl1Il&lce information and noted that the 

best r«:ord of moving recipients off welfare during this period was Pierce County, where 

less than 16 percent of AFDC eases from the 1992 rolls turned up on the 1984 list; 

Menomonie County was highest with 49.2 percent. 

The DHSS repon also examined the average length of time and number of 

months recipients received AFDC eheclc:s duriag the lOB months of the study period 

(The shonest duration possible in the study was two months; one month in 1992 and one 

month in 1984.) 

The Secretary reponed thaI the typical (average) participanl wbo accessed AFDC 

in both 1992 and 1984 was on welfare a total of 86 months. "That's 7 years and 2 

months and tbat's a teml>ly long period to be drawing welfare cheeks,' he said. 51. Croix 

County bad the sbonest duration total with an average of 66 months (5 1/2 years); 

Milwaukee County was highest with 93 months (7 3/4 years). (The SecretaI)' stressed 

that the total months wete not necessarily consecutive monlhs on Af'DC. but the total 

number of months on the rolls during the lOB month period) 

"These 'average slay' findings are very troubling - it's clear that we have a very 

hard core dependency component within our caseload; it illustrates the challenge we ra.. 

in making funher reductions in Wisconsin's AFDC rolls,· be said. 

MORE... 
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In releasing !he report, the Secretary also noted an examination of the 

relationship between unemployment levels in the counties and 10eal performance in 

moving recipients off !he easeload. The report lists Wisconsin's 10 counties thai bad !he 

lowest unemployment levels between 1984 and 1992. Five of these counties were on the 

list of the 10 highest performing counties in moving individuals off welfare. 

The report also lists !he 10 counties with the highest levels of unemployment over . 

the period. Just two of them were also on the list of the 10 counties with the worst 

performance in moving individuals off welfare. 

"Economic conditions locally are certainly a factor in the AFDC caseloads, hut ifs 

clear that other factors contnbute as well: he pointed oul . 

In releasing the report the Secretary stressed that this study was jusl one of many 

possible ways to examine longer term dependency. "It certainly doesn't answer every 

question. nor was it intended 10. It simply represents a new contnbution to the 

information we have. But it's interesting data, particularly the snapshot that it gives us 

of duration patterns in different counties," he concluded. 
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/ 10 Best (Lowest) Counties 
Unemployment Rate, ~vcrage 1984·1992 

Unemployment Rate 
(3-%!&r &v.r&•• lCounty 

Dane 

Ozaukee 

Waukesh8 

Wal....orth 

St, Croix 

'lJashington 

La Crosse 

Florence 

Oucagnmie 

Winnebago 

Pia rca 

to Besl (Lowest) Counties 

Percent of 19~2 AFDe Cases Receiving 


Benefits in 1984 


£;ouoty I of 

Pierce 

St, Croix 

Price 

Ozaukee 

Marquee!:e 

Cra.... ford 

Buffalo 

florence 

Matu:.:};tm 

\.,tashington 

3,5. 

4,0. 

4,3' 

4,6\ 

4,7\ 

4,9% 

4,9. 

5,0. 

5,1% 

5,1% 

5,1% 

Casu 

15,9. 

18,6% 

20,3% 

20,6. 

21, 31 

22,0. 

22,2' 

22,5% 

22,71 

22,S% 

SOU':C<'l1 loll OHSS ,htOl, 12:-6-93. tap tahh i~~iud.~ It ..o~... tiu 41.11: t¢ ttu. MOC a.ltll aI1~t::. tun 
rf:ce'vil'la h<lncfia In !iny month ill 19n and :9h. 
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10 Worst (Highest) Countles 
Unemployment Rate, Average 1984~1992 

Unemployment Rate 
County !.-!!.~ PT·re,,) 

Menominee 26.5. 

Sawyer 10.0, 

Rusk 9.2\ 

Forest 9.2% 

Calumet. 8.5% 

Ashland S.5\ 

Clark 8.4. 

Iron 8.4t 

lJ.1shburn 8.3. 

Taylor 8.3% 

10 Worst (Highest) Counties 
Percent of 1992 AFDC Cases Receiving 

Benefits in 1984 

County 1 of Case~ 

Menominee 49.2. 

Mil..aukee 35.6' 

Vernon 35.4\ 

tanglade 34.6\ 

Richland 33.7\ 

Racine 32.6, 

JacKson 32.4. 

Sha....ano 32.3't 

Mllrinett-e 32.2% 

Forest 31. 8\ 
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State AFDG reCipientS:tena. to draW-checks for years 
ByJeffMa,... 

TbollSllllds of "hard-core" welfare 
recipienbl iD. tbe state are Ioag-ter:m 
dependents of the welfare IyItem, aays 
a new analysis of people receiving Aid 
to F"milIes with DepeDdent <l!ildren. 

About a third of tbose wbo ~Ived 
at least ODe AFOC payment in '"2 
also were on the rollll (or at least a 
month in 1'64, aecon1lrtg to tbe c0m­
puter analysb releued Monday. And 
maDY of them were on the rolls for 
spaD:I that totaled years. 

Of 114,030 WWconsln beads' of 
bollSdloldll wbo recdved _t least a 

.1 '{'r" 

month of aid from thiI' federal-ltate 
program In 1m, nearty at pen>ent. or 
n,I41, recel.ved ODe or-'more AFDC 
ebecb ID l~. attOriHai to tile anal,­
IIIlI from the lltate Departrnerit of 
Health and Sodal Serricft.. Moil pri­
mary welfare recipient. are poor. Jin.. 
,Ie women with clilldrelt. 
. Each of the '~,I41 'r«eI.ved 'an 
averale 86 dleckilD tbe Dine yean be­
tween Jan. I, 1984, aDd Dec.. st, 1~2 
- equal to I lotIl sevea yeus aDd two 
months 00 welfare. The Ume 'peDt on 
tbII! welflre rolb likely came lD spun.. 
DOt I continuous Itretd!. alate welflre 
offldlls Slid. " 

.. > 

. .,'-., 

''ThIt'i I terribly loag period to be 
drlwing welflft cl!eo:!u," Slid mISS 
Secretary: Ge:rlld WhItburn. woo called 
tbII! firma ..DOt surprisIq:, but trou­
bling," ' 
. "It', clear we have a .ery ~ 
dependency component wtt.bl.n our 
caseIOld," WhItburD &l.Id. 

The lUII.lysls. provided I week after 
RepubUcan Go\', Tommy Thompson 
dgned a Democratic bill promlsl.ng to 
end AFDC ID WiscmtslD by 1~9, ap­
pearl to bolster the case for Tbomp­
IOU" Iatelt experiment ealled "Work, 
not Welfare,H The tWQooCOUIlty e~· 
meut, to beiIn in 1m, will test -a cut­

: 
off of welfare after 24 montbs. "Tbe 
data help us undentQd bow 1I1de-­
spread long-term depl!Ddaicy 1I1D W. 
consin, H Whltbarn said 

The analysis, bowever, didn't lilt' 
per many questions, sut'h as, bow 
many of tbe 35,141 were aD the rollJ 
for tbe entire nine yean or profiles of 
the "hard-core" welflft recipient.. No 
comparable national data ulIt, said 
Whltburn, adding tbII! alate a:nalySb 11 
continuing. 

But DHSS did provide comrty-by­
county numbers. 1bey sbowed Mllwau­

- ~-
Continued trom Page 1 A 

tee County, site Of 47,S14 AFDC 
cases in un, a problem area. Of 
the I9U2 cases, nearly SI peroaIt 
appeared aD the 1S184 rolb - lbove 
the 31 percent state average. And 
Milwaukee Cacmty ranted JUebesl 
among the alate', .12 eountie. In 
terms of total time spent on wel· 
fare - n montld over nine yean 
compared to the state average of 86 

. I III! cooAty wltb- the bigbest per· 
centale of 1m welfare cues also 
present- In 1984 WIS Menominee 
County with 4S1.2 pereent. Menomi­
nee County, which takes In the 
MenomiDee Indlan ruervatiOll, bas 
hiItorleaJJy bigb UDemployment. 

But Whltbum said unemploy­
ment is only ODe factor In determiD· 
ing which county dOl!l best In mo.· 
ing recipients off welfare. The best 
at this, ac:eording to the analysis. 
Willi Pierce County in western WIs­
com:ln, where fewer than Hi per­months., , 

Dane County'.,comparable til- I cent of AFDC cues from the 19S12 
IlrI!!I were 23.4' ~t aDd 80 i rolb tlUlled up em the 1884 Usl At· 
months. ~_ -' _ - tboogh Pierce County bad a rela· 

ti.ely low UDemployment rate of 
5.1 pereeDt In 1S184-82, Dane CowIty 
wltb I S.S percent IIDI!IIIpJoyment 
rate, didn't mate tbe tilt of 10 low­

-. ~---...~.---~....."'­- J 

./ 
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Study finds 'hard~core' AFDC dependents 

One-third were on rolls in both '84 and '92, state says 
By AMY RINARD 
Senlintl MadiSm Bureau 

Madison - Nearly II thlrd of WI,. 
con:sin res\dNlts who rt'ceived weitllre 
lut year also were on the roll$ln 1984 
- (e'it.Hng a dls(urbJng pattern of 
"'bard-tote" welrDfe dl\~nden(y. Ger· 
aId Whltburn, Se<ret,Hy of the DePArt· 
ment nr tIea:th and Social Servi«s, 
salu Monday, 

A new Mttdy done by the depart­

:Welfare 
,From 1A 
.v. 
:!he rolls in ooth 1984 and 1992, 

::;:001)' Menominee County, with 
:t9.2%. was higher. Pier;;e Coun­
ty. with only 15.9% of Its 1992 
CMt'ioad also In the 1984 rolls, 
bad the best record 01 Il\i:>ving 
~pl(' ott w~lfare, Whitburn-,
~.'.. . 

Mllwuukffl County had the 
long~st a~rAg.; dUration that its 
long-term redp!e-nls wea on 
welfar>t durln& th(' nine-year 
study period, The average dura­
tiOn was seven years and nine 
nwnths. 

, St. Croix County shnwed the 
. s.b~rttsl duraticn, with an aver­
aie 01 S~ years. 

>'''Thc$(l "WCtAlft stay' findings 
au very (roubII'I8:," Whitburu 
li!l1d. 

.::"tt'1> clear ttl&! we hani tI very 
hll.ro-t(»'t dePf'ndency compvne-nt 
within utiI' caseload, It illustrates 
the 1;hll.)!enge Wit face in making 
furthu rOOuctions lD Wisconsin's 
~FOC rolls," 

..~---. -: 

ment, shows that 01 the 114.03Q heal1l1 , ;)fl our AFDC roUs," Whltbum said. 
of households receiving Aid to Faml1les "While many rtciptentJi do move on 
with Dependent Children In 1992, . and ott the rolls after shorttr j:K'rioos, It 
35,1<11 - or 30.8% - of them also appear. tbat many of our longer term 
rt<eived one or more AFDC cbecks tn recipients aeeen the APTlC sYStem
1984. across 11 decadeloog p.erlod or e~n 

The average leo&tl> of time thO$ll longer," 
recipIents stayed on the welfare rolls Of the state's 72 (ountles, Milwau, 
was ~even years and two months. ket CQunty ranked se-cond, with 

3!tS%, in the !,«cenblge ;)f casu on"WisconJin CUnHmH!S to havtJ tens ot 
Ihousands ot very long-term n;clpJenta See Wettere' SA 

Gov. Tommy G. Thomp:sun t)l'l 

welfare issue~ and was. an archi­
tect of the- admimsuation's Work 
Not Welfare expe:rlment, 

That experiment, set to begin 
in 1995. would subjtu:t up to 
1,0QO AFnC recipients in two 
counties to' termination of their 
(alih 1)cnr1!ts \I they do not ttnd 
jobs within two years.. 

Ttffi test (."unUrs have not yet 
been se!eeted, but WhitbUrn has 
said the experimeut would be 
ronducted in counties that have 
strong economies. 

Acc~rdiT)g to Wbitburn, the 
5t\ldy, however, showea that. 
county's uMmployment rate was 
not the determining faetor in 
welfare recipients moving (IH 
AfDC roUs. 

Of the 10 counlles with the 
lowest average johless rate be· 
tween 19S4 and-lj}92, fivi! were 
arnoog th-e 10 counties that hAd 
the lowe.st number of long-term 
A me reclplents. 

ThQSt totInUI's were Pierre, St. 
Ctuix, Ozaukee, F10reuce and 
WashIngton. 

' 
Prlce,-MnrqueHe;-Ctl1w!ord,- for-termllUtjng~the_AFDC_prQ'___________ 

among the 10 counties with the 
lowest percentagl! of 1992 AFDC 
r«lplents who alllO I'«tlved ben­
dits!n 19R4. 

Tht counties With tile hlghf'~t 
pereenlll8e cit AVOC recipients nn 
the rolls in both yeats went (in 
()rder): l\t(!nonllnee, Milwaukee, 
Vernon. Langlllde, Rlchlalld, Re­
ChIt, JACkson. Shawano, Marin­
ette and Forest. 

The study did not ad!;lrCiis the 
is.sue of «IrttlnUollS length of lime 
on AFOC or profile the !)Wple 
who are lon8~term welfare reclp­
lents. 

BUI· Whitburn said his dl!pan­
ment would continue to analyze 
the data to consider tb(l!,ff' Issues 
and anllW('r o!her questions about 
patterns of hlltd-CQre welfare de­
pen(itncy, 

Tne Thompson administration 
will soon begtn tM task of put­
ting logether a program to re­
place AF'DC. 

Thompson,.last w~e.k approvt;d 
a Dem'-'craln' addition to hIS 
Work Not WelfAre ptan that C$lIs. • 

-
~:~Wh!tburn is a key adviser to fWHah> and Marathon al$u were gram iu the statt by 1999. 

" 
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