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December 1 , 1993 

Children's Defense Fund 
Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant to the President 

f o r Domestic Policy 
David Ellwood, Assistant Secretary 

f o r Planning and Evaluation 
Mary Jo Bane, Assistant Secretary 

f o r the Administration for Children and Families 
Co-Chairs, Working Group on Welfare Reform, 

Family Support and Independence 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Bruce, David and Mary Jo: 

As the time f o r f i n a l decisions on the broad outlines of the 
Administration's welfare reform plan draws near, I want to convey 
my great hopes that t h i s e f f o r t w i l l bring the nation a step closer 
to ending c h i l d poverty i n America. We can do enormous good fo r 
poor children, families and the nation under the rubric of welfare 
reform. To re a l i z e t h i s p o t e n t i a l , however, we must begin to 
tackle the root causes of c h i l d and family poverty i n America and 
do our utmost to see that the resources committed to welfare reform 
are commensurate with the plan's scope and scale. 

The opportunities before us are unmistakable. Elements of the 
current welfare system that discourage work and marriage can be 
changed to reward i n i t i a t i v e and f a c i l i t a t e family formation. 
Messages of parental r e s p o n s i b i l i t y can be strengthened. Barriers 
to secure employment at family-sustaining wages -- ranging from 
inadequate c h i l d care, education and t r a i n i n g services to chronic 
job shortages i n many communities -- can be s u b s t a n t i a l l y reduced, 
i f not overcome. We hope the Administration w i l l seize these 
opportunities to chart a bold new course f o r the nation. 

This e f f o r t to reform our nation's welfare system should 
r e f l e c t our most basic values: the importance of work; the 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of parents to care and provide f o r t h e i r children; 
the nurturing of hope for a better l i f e among children and parents 
a l i k e ; and compassion and a helping hand to those who face personal 
crises or insurmountable barriers to employment. These values --
work, r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , hope, opportunity and compassion -- must 
provide the basis f o r a new social contract between government and 
low-income parents, one that challenges a l l of us to l i f t our 
sights and rescue our children from the dangers of sustained 
poverty. I t i s shameful that children are the poorest c i t i z e n s i n 
the richest nation on earth, and our f a i l u r e to act to end t h e i r 
continuing impoverishment now costs us dearly. 

2.? F Street. NW 
Wa5hinp,iori. DC 2000} 
Teli>(>lv>ntt 302 628 8787 

jmei. 202fi62 .VS1t) 
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The cen t r a l premise of t h i s social contract should be that 
every parent, i f given the opportunity, has the a b i l i t y to 
contribute to the care, nurturing and support of children. Parents 
receiving AFDC who can work should be expected and enabled to do 
so, and those who cannot move immediately toward employment should 
work to strengthen t h e i r families and communities by p a r t i c i p a t i n g 
i n parent education programs, seeking substance abuse treatment, 
and/or promoting the development of t h e i r children through 
involvement i n Head Start or similar programs. 

For t h i s new social contract to succeed, government also must 
do i t s share. In t h i s context, I was deeply troubled by the 
Administration's recent approval of Wisconsin's APDC waiver request 
-- an action that I fear gives legitimacy to the claim that i t i s 
morally acceptable to cut o f f basic income support f o r poor 
children merely because t h e i r parents are unable t o f i n d work. 
This approach i s a n t i t h e t i c a l to the basic tenets of a new social 
contract f o r parents on AFDC. Rather than establishing a p r i n c i p l e 
of reciprocal obligation i n our welfare system, the Wisconsin plan 
signals the state's intention to walk away from families when they 
cannot make i t on t h e i r own. We fervently hope t h i s action on 
waivers i s not an indication that the Administration s i m i l a r l y w i l l 
walk away from the tough decisions and key investments that must be 
made i n order f o r national welfare reform e f f o r t s to be successful. 

Within the broad framework of a new social contract, 
reinvigorated federal leadership and increased investments i n a 
number of key areas are cru c i a l to support the work e f f o r t s of 
parents receiving AFDC and to f u l f i l l the promise of the 
President's bold welfare reform pledge: 

Child care - Even under the current system, AFDC c h i l d care 
programs are under enormous s t r a i n . States are taking or 
considering extraordinary steps to l i m i t access to c h i l d care 
assistance, reducing c h i l d care help for working poor families i n 
order to serve families on AFDC, and purchasing care of f r i g h t e n -
i n g l y low or uncertain quality. An infusion of new c h i l d care 
funds i s essential i f parents on AFDC are to increase t h e i r 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n education, t r a i n i n g or work a c t i v i t i e s and i f low-
income working families teetering on the brink of the welfare 
system are to continue t h e i r quest for economic s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y . 
We w i l l accomplish nothing through welfare reform i f we do not at 
the same time nurture our next generation of children and prevent 
t h e i r future need fo r welfare. 

Work incentives - Our welfare system must encourage and 
promote work. The Administration has taken an enormously important 
step i n increasing the rewards of work by securing approval f o r the 
h i s t o r i c expansion of the Earned Income Credit t h i s summer. Now we 
must b u i l d upon t h i s progress by lowering the e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y high 
marginal tax rates on earnings (ranging from 70 percent to over 100 
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percent) imbedded i n the current welfare system so that parents on 
AFDC have the same f i n a n c i a l incentives to work that other 
Americans enjoy. A long-overdue increase i n the minimum wage also 
would bols t e r the message that t h i s Administration intends to "make 
work pay." 

Employment opportunities - We cannot achieve the fundamental 
goal of "ending welfare as we know i t " without creating paid work 
opportunities f o r parents on AFDC when jobs are not otherwise 
available. Those who are ready and able to work should have access 
to f u l l - t i m e jobs with family-supporting wages. While some say i t 
i s not possible, given current budget constraints, to create enough 
f u l l - t i m e jobs f o r a l l parents who are ready to work, the d i g n i t y 
of paid employment i s t e r r i b l y important and we must a l l work to 
keep jobs at the top of any agenda to strengthen family s e l f -
s u f f i c i e n c y . Tens of thousands of important jobs can be created 
through f u l l funding of Head Start, expansion of c h i l d care 
programs, and f u l l u t i l i z a t i o n of the summer food program alone. 
Part-time jobs paying wages at or above the minimum wage represent 
the very least we should do i n order to put parents on the road to 
f u l l p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the economic mainstream. 

Job retention - For millions of parents on AFDC, the key issue 
i s not work motivation but job retention. Recent studies show that 
half of a l l welfare spells now end because parents do f i n d jobs, 
but many families return to AFDC when work or c h i l d care arrange­
ments f a l l apart. Finding ways to keep these parents on the job 
and o f f the AFDC r o l l s i s one of the greatest challenges of welfare 
reform. We need new mechanisms to o f f e r help i n overcoming 
temporary job or family crises that jeopardize the work e f f o r t s of 
such parents and to continue the investments i n education and 
t r a i n i n g that w i l l lead to long-term employment s t a b i l i t y . We also 
need to take additional steps to ensure that parents who leave AFDC 
for work get c h i l d care assistance beyond the 12 months cu r r e n t l y 
available and have access to other follow-up services they need to 
succeed. 

Child support - Every c h i l d deserves the support of two 
parents. More vigorous e f f o r t s to establish p a t e r n i t y and tougher 
c h i l d support enforcement should be central elements of any welfare 
reform plan, sending an unambiguous message of the importance of 
parental r e s p o n s i b i l i t y to the well-being of children. We believe 
a federalized, universal system of c h i l d support enforcement 
coupled with an assured benefit would best meet children's needs. 
At a minimum, we hope that state demonstrations of c h i l d support 
assurance can be structured to b u i l d quickly upon successful models 
and enable states meeting established c r i t e r i a t o j o i n the program 
i n future years. 

Education and t r a i n i n g - Many parents who receive AFDC or pay 
c h i l d support need additional s k i l l s i f they are to avoid the 
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endless cycle of brief periods of employment followed by repeat 
welfare spells. Americans have enormous faith in the power of 
education and training to usher in a new era of "high s k i l l s , high 
wage" employment for the vast majority of us; improved s k i l l s 
surely play a similar role in enabling poor parents to secure 
stable decent-paying jobs. The JOES program, with i t s promising 
focus on education and training for those AFDC parents who need 
such services, s t i l l i s a fledgling effort only recently 
implemented full y in a l l states. Our next wave of welfare reform 
should build upon the foundation that JOBS provides rather than 
moving -- prematurely and counterproductively to dismantle i t . 

Serious i n i t i a t i v e s in the areas outlined above -- child care, 
work incentives, employment opportunities, job retention, child 
support, and education and training -- require substantial new 
investments by the federal government. While understanding that 
the resources available for welfare reform may be sharply limited, 
I continue to hope that we can achieve significant gains in these 
areas despite d i f f i c u l t budget constraints. I t would be a great 
disservice to children on AFDC and the nation as a whole to cling 
to bold, expansive rhetoric and goals for welfare reform while 
fa i l i n g to marshal the resources necessary to unlock the doors of 
economic opportunity for families on AFDC. I t would be an even 
greater disservice to use the rhetoric of self-sufficiency as a 
Trojan horse of punishment by driving parents off welfare r o l l s 
when no jobs are available. 

I am deeply concerned about the harmful consequences for 
children on AFDC that likely would result from a dramatic mismatch 
of small welfare reform investments and reform plans of sweeping 
scope and scale. Broad new mandates that spread resources too 
thinly and f a i l to tackle the central barriers to employment and 
eventual self-sufficiency w i l l not solve our welfare problem. Such 
an approach can only distract us from the more fundamental tasks we 
must undertake rewarding work, encouraging family formation, 
reinforcing parental responsibility and creating the stable base of 
jobs that w i l l provide a lasting alternative to welfare and 
poverty. 

No one gains when welfare is a way of l i f e . But the need for 
a basic safety net to protect children from severe deprivation w i l l 
not disappear until we address the underlying causes of child 
poverty in America. If we set r e a l i s t i c goals that are consistent 
with the resources at hand, this welfare reform effort can succeed. 
I f we merely impose a rigid new set of requirements on families on 
AFDC without providing more effective assistance to overcome their 
barriers to employment, we only w i l l add to the plight of our 
nation's poorest and most vulnerable children. 
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We look forward to working with the Administration to develop 
a welfare reform plan of which we a l l can be proud, and remain 
eager to assist you in whatever way we can. 

Sincerely yours, 

Marian Wright Edelman 

MWE:Stb 
cc: Donna Shaiala 

Carol Rasco 



Withdrawal/Redaction Marker 
Clinton Library 

DOCUMENT NO. SUBJECT/TITLE 
AND TYPE 

DATE RESTRICTION 

001. note Personal (Pailial) (1 page) n.d. P6/b(6) 

COLLECTION: 
Clinton Presidential Records 
Domestic Policy Council 
Kathryn Way 

OA/Box Number: 4045 

F O L D E R T I T L E : 

[Advocacy Groups] [1] 

2013-0854-S 

ms668 

Presidential Records Act -144 U.S.C. 2204(a)| 
RESTRICTION CODES 

Freedom of Information Act -15 U.S.C. 552(b)| 

PI National Security Classifled Information 1(a)(1) of the PRA| 
P2 Relating to thc appointment to Federal offlce 1(a)(2) of the PRA| 
P3 Release would violate a Federal statute 1(a)(3) of the PRA| 
P4 Release would disclose trade secrets or confldential commercial or 

flnancial information 1(a)(4) of the PRA| 
P5 Release would disclose confldential advice between the President 

and his advisors, or between such advisors |a)(5) of the PRA] 
P6 Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy 1(a)(6) of the PRA| 

C. Closed in accordance with restrictions contained in donor's deed 
of gift. 

PRM. Personal record misflle deflned in accordance with 44 U.S.C. 
2201(3). 

RR. Document will be reviewed upon request. 

b(l) National security classified information 1(b)(1) of the FOIAj 
b(2) Release would disclose internal personnel rules and practices of 

an agency |(b)(2) of the FOIA] 
b(3) Release would violate a Federal statute 1(b)(3) of the FOIA] 
b(4) Release would disclose trade secrets or confidential or financial 

information 1(b)(4) of the FOIA] 
b(6) Release would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of 

personal privacy 1(b)(6) of the FOIA] 
b(7) Release would disclose information compiled for law enforcement 

purposes |(b)(7) of the FOIAj 
b(8) Release would disclose information concerning the regulation of 

financial institutions 1(b)(8) of the FOIA] 
b(9) Release would disclose geological or geophysical information 

concerning wells 1(b)(9) of the FOIAj 



To: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 
O F F I C E O F D O M E S T I C P O U C Y 

. CAROL H. RASrn 

Draft response tor POTUS 

and forward to CHR by: 

Draft response for CHR by: 

f ' e ^ e reply d .ect ly torhc writer 
'copy 10 CHR) by: 

f'le,)se advise by: _ 

i M ' i discuss: 

f-'"r your information: _ 

Reply using form rode 

Hie: 

Send copy to (original to CHR): 

Schedule'- , 
LJ Accept 



Kevin W. Concannon. President 

A. Sidney Johnson 111. Lxecutive Director 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Hillary Clinton 

From: Sid Johnsojî A^ 

Subject: Welfare Refonn 1995: Prospects and Problems 

Date: October 21, 1994 

Introduction 

This memorandum follows our conversation last Friday about prospects and 
problems for welfare reform next year, and your request that I write you a memo 
expanding on my concerns and suggestions. 

Everyone wants to change welfare. No one defends the current system. And 
unlike health care - welfare does not directly affect all Americans and therefore 
does not generate fear about how change will affect them and their families. 

Welfare reform will be enacted in 1995. The only question is: what kind of 
welfare reform will emerge. 

Impact on children 

The AFDC Program has a bigger impact on the lives of poor children than any 
other govemment program. Successful welfare-to-work programs can make a 
positive difference for children. Parents in the JOBS Program tell me they come 
home from a day of education or traimng, fix dinner, and get out their books to 
study. And theu- children get their own school books and they study together-
something that seldom if ever happened before. Welfare reform should build on 

SIO First Street. N.E.. Suite 500. Washington. D.C. 20fin2-(26- ' 202) (v^2-0100 F.\.\: (202) 289-6555 
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that kind of success with legislation to strengthen families and children, not 
penalize them. 

The political landscape 

As I said last week, my major concern is that the public and political debate 
about welfare reform is shifting from a centrist position to a much tougher 
and harsher place. This shift is most apparent in the welfare reform legislation 
pending in Congress: 

In the center are the Administration's bill with nine cosponsors, and APWA's 
bipartisan proposal. Both share the goal of self-sufficiency dirough work by 
building on the JOBS program, with reasonable two year time limits, expanded 
child care, stronger child support enforcement, and national health care reform. 

On the right is the House Republican Bill, with 163 cosponsors. It mandates an 
education and training program, denies welfare assistance to children whose 
patemity is not established, places a financial cap on AFDC and Food Stamps; and 
cuts $21 billion in benefits for non-citizens by ending their eligibility for AFDC, 
Medicaid, Food Stamps and 60 other federal programs. The recent Republican 
Contract with America makes some of these provisions even tougher. 

Also to the right of center is the Democratic Mainstream Forum bill, with 33 
cosponsors. Further to the right are bills to end AFDC altogether for families 
headed by unmarried women under age 21. 

On the left is a vutual vacuum. Congressman Matsui and 30 cosponsors have 
introduced a bill I would characterize as slightly left of center, with no national 
time limits. Other bills have one or two sponsors. There is no legislation on the 
left that even begins to balance the Republican bill in either its distance from the 
center or in having the force of 163 cosponsors. 

Given this landscape, I doubt that the center will hold. Without serious 
pressure from the left, it seems inevitable that the center will move right, perhaps 
significantly. Add to this scenario projections that Republicans will pick up seats 
in the House and Senate, and the impact that Charles Murray's new book The Bell 
Curve could have on public and political perceptions. 



Public and political perceptions 

The shape of this political landscape reflects - above all - the perceptions people 
have of welfare, and welfare recipients. More than any other single factor, these 
perceptions will shape the welfare refonn that is enacted. Moving the debate to 
the right is the way many elected officials and members of the public see welfare 
recipients as lazy, dishonest, promiscuous, drug addicted, and inadequate parents. 
Clearly some welfare recipients experience some of these problems, but most do 
not ~ certainly not the more than nine million children receiving AFDC. 

The stakes in this, as you know, are high. Yet the public and policymakers often 
lose sight of who really is on welfare, and the unintended consequences proposals 
may have for poor families with children. 

Opportunity 

Celinda Lake, who codirected the APWA focus group research on welfare, told us 
the best way to address public stigmas about welfare clients is to put a face on 
welfare. 

The very best faces are successful graduates of the JOBS Program created by the 
1988 Family Support Act that then-Govemors Clinton and Castle were 
instrumental in persuading Congress to pass. The JOBS Program now has over 
500,000 participants nationwide, and incorporates the exact values the public 
wants in the welfare system. And it works. Rigorous evaluations by the 
Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation in Califomia and Florida 
document increased recipient eamings and reduced taxpayer costs. 

Yet the JOBS program is invisible. Our focus groups and other research indicate 
that the public doesn't know this program exists. The JOBS program is a hidden 
success that needs to be unveiled and marketed. While it will not erase all the 
deep-seated stereotypes about welfare recipients, it represents the best hope to 
change some of tiiis stigma and to move the welfare reform debate toward reason 
and reality. 

APWA has a project tiiat promotes JOBS successes nationally and in tiie states, 
and is holding a conference for Washington policy makers next Monday featuring 
a panel of successful JOBS graduates. State Human Service Commissioners have 
created special programs and awards to focus public attention on the achievements 
of their JOBS participants. 

These efforts are helpful but not sufficient. 



Recommendations 

We need tiie kind of public attention and understanding tiiat you and tiie President 
can command. Last June in Kansas City President Clinton took a major step in 
tiiis direction when he met witii JOBS graduates and introduced them at tiie press 
conference to unveil his welfare reform proposals. 

Let me suggest two additional steps: 

(1) The President could ask each Govemor to identify one or two successful JOBS 
graduates to be honored at a White House awards luncheon he would host; invite 
tiieir children as well. Holding tiie awards luncheon tiie day tiie Administration's 
welfare reform bill is reintroduced in Congress ~ to assure media coverage of tiie 
JOBS graduates and underscore tiiat tiie legislative goal is to build on JOBS. 

(2) When you, tiie President, and Secretary Shaiala plan domestic ti-avel have a 
JOBS event on tiie check list of possibilities. Any of tiie following public/press 
events would be helpful. 

• meet witii JOBS graduates and tiieir children in major cities and state 
Capitols you visit or in or near airports anywhere on your itinerary 

• attend a JOBS graduation ceremony - one of the most joyful, hopeful 
events in American Ufe 

• visit businesses that are successfully employing JOBS graduates. 

There are many good variations on tiiis theme. The key is planning repetitive 
public/media events tiiat market tiiis outstanding program, especially tiie former 
welfare recipients who have become self-sufficient and tiieir children. In tiiese and 
related ways we can put a face on welfare, and, in so doing, help focus tiie welfare 
reform debate on facts and realities, instead of prejudices and anger. 

Conclusion 

Thank you for tiie opportunity to share my tfioughts witii you. 

If you are interested in pursuing any of tiiese suggestions, I would be delighted to 
work with you and your staff to refine them and make them happen. 
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Carol Rasco JUL 7 
Assistant to the President 
1600 Pennsylvania Ave. 
Washington, DC 20500 

RE: WELFARE REFORM PROPOSALS 

Dear Ms. Rasco: 

Latino Issues Forum, a public policy and advocacy institute, wishes to 
express its concern over the proposed reductions in welfare eligibility for legal 
Immigrants, refugees and other non-citizens. Cutting benefits and limiting welfare 
recipients will not eliminate the needs of these groups. Financing federal welfare 
reform by shifting costs to state and local govemments will have detrimental effects 
on states heavily impacted by immigration, such as Cahfomia. 

Proposals to finance welfare by cutting benefits to legal immigrants, if 
adopted, will undermine this nation's commitment to family reunification. It will 
also unjustifiably create discriminatory distinctions between lawful residents and 
native bom citizens. 

Moreover, the United States will not succeed in improving the health of its 
residents if both health and welfare proposals seek to exclude large sections of the 
population. Both reforms must work to protect the well-being of all residents by 
improving the quality and efficiency of federal pohcies. 

The Latino community has a great deal at stake in both health care and 
welfare reform. Protecting the health of the Latinos is vital to our own and the 
nation's success. If you have any questions or need clarification, please feel free to 
contact me directly at 415-552-3152. The Latino community is counting on your 
support. 

Guillermo Rodriguez, 
Director of Policy and Research 

1 535 Mission Street • Son Francisco • Caliiornia • 94 I 03 
Phone (4 I 5) 552-3 1 52 • Facsimile |4 1 5) 552-3 I 77 
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APm 
A M E K I C A N P U B L I C W E L F A R E A S S O C I A I I O N 

Kevin W. (Concannon, i'rcsidcnt 

,A. Sidney jolinson ML 1-xccutivc Director 

APWA Policy Statement on 
The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 

Introduction 

On December 8, 1993, the APWA Board of Directors, National Council of Local 
Public Welfare Administrators, and National Council of State Human Service 
Administrators approved a resolution adopting the report and recommendations of 
the APWA Task Force on Self-Sufficiency. The major recommendations 
identified in the report. Responsibility, Work, Pride: The Values of Welfare 
Reform, called for: 

• an agreement of mutual responsibility between the govemment and the 
appHcant as a condition of eligibility for assistance; 

• a new job development/creation strategy; 

• requiring work in the private or public sector or community work experience 
following up to two years in education and training; 

• expanding child care options; 

• increasing federal funding for the JOBS program; 

• improving patemity establishment and enforcement and collection of child 
support; and 
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• enacting APWA legislative and regulatory proposals for simplification and 
coordination of welfare and food stamp policies. 

On January 11, 1994, APWA released the report, and since that time nearly 20 
welfare reform bills have been introduced in Congress, including a proposal by 
President Clinton, the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, introduced by the 
House and Senate Democratic leadership on June 21, 1994. 

This statement outlines APWA's policy positions on the Work and Responsibility 
Act. 

General Policies Consistent with APWA's Proposal 

The Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 is consistent with APWA's proposal for 
welfare reform. Its commitment to strengthening the JOBS program, establishing a 
mandatory work requirement, strengthening child support enforcement, improving 
child care, and simplifying AFDC and food stamp policies are in many ways 
similar to APWA's recommendations. The policies in the act that are consistent 
with APWA's recommendations include, but are not limited to the following: 

• It builds on the JOBS Program and the Family Support Act (FSA). Like 
APWA's proposal, it utilizes JOBS and the child care and child support 
provisions in FSA as the foundation for further reform of the welfare system. 

• Funding for the JOBS Program is increased and the state match is lowered. 
The administration's proposal recognizes that the lack of resources for the 
JOBS program has been a major impediment to full implementation of the 
program. Of particular importance is the recognition of the fiscal constraints 
under which states continue to operate. APWA particularly supports the 
provision in the act, that lowers a state's match requirement and raises a state's 
capped entitlement during periods of high unemployment. 

• The mandatory work requirement embraces the important values of mutual 
responsibility and work-values recognized as critically important by himian 
service administrators, federal and state policy makers, and the American 
public. 

Implementation of the new requirements under the act are phased in over time 
and in terms of who is served. Phase-in and targeting are important to ensuring 
states' success in meeting the challenges of welfare reform. 



• Improvements are made in policy and regulation on child care for AFDC 
families. Transitional Child Care, and At-Risk Child Care, which will lead to 
greater conformity in program policies and improve the availability of quality 
child care. 

• States are provided greater flexibility in how they operate their AFDC program 
through a provision that allows them to implement certain policy changes 
through the state plan process rather than the waiver process. In seeking a state 
plan change, states will also now avoid requirements such as cost-neutrality. 
APWA proposed a similar process. 

• The nearly two dozen changes in AFDC and food stamp policy will lead to 
greater conformity between the two programs. Many of these changes were 
proposed by APWA. 

Specific Policies Consistent with APWA Proposal 

In addition, the following provisions are nearly identical to policy changes 
recommended by APWA: 

• establishment of an agreement of responsibility at the time of application for 
benefits; 

development of an employability plan within 90 days of eligibility 
determination; 

• requiring up-front job search for those who are job ready; 

establishing 20 hours as the minimum work standard for those working and on 
welfare; and 

• allowing states to operate CWEP in addition to WORK, although states must 
seek a waiver to do so under the Administration's plan 

Policies Inconsistent with APWA Proposal 

• Penalties on States: The administration's plan includes a 25% reduction in 
federal funding for AFDC if states fail to: (1) stay under the deferral cap of 
10% for good cause waivers; (2) meet a 45% JOBS participation rate 
requirement; (3) meet WORK participation rate requirements; (4) keep 
accurate records on time-limits; and (5) stay within the cap on extensions of the 
time-limit. States may also lose IV-A funds if certain patemity establishment 



tolerance levels are not met. APWA opposes these penalties that result in a 
loss of IV-A funds. Instead, APWA supports retaining the current JOBS 
penalty stmcture of loss of enhanced JOBS fimding. 

Penalties on Recipients: The Administration also proposes to reduce the 
parents' share of the AFDC grant for non-compliance under JOBS and loss of 
the entire family's grant for refusal to take a job. APWA proposed a 25 percent 
reduction of combined AFDC and food stamp benefits for non-compliance. 
APWA continues to support its proposal. 

JOBS Prep vs Deferrals: APWA's proposal calls for creation of a JOBS Prep 
program to provide services to individuals for whom the time-limit does not 
apply. The administration creates a new deferral category for this group and 
allows states to provide services. APWA supports additional funding of at 
least $435 million over five years (as opposed to cuts elsewhere) in order to 
allow the inclusion of JOBS Prep. 

WORK: APWA's proposal calls for mandatory work in a private sector job 
with placement in CWEP only as a last resort. The Administration establishes 
a new, separate, mandatory program~WORK~administered by the welfare 
agency or some other agency, thta uses federal funds to subsidize wages. 
APWA supports allowing states the flexibility to design a mandatory work 
program, tiiat must include WORK and may include wage supplementation, an 
alternative work program approved by the HHS Secretary via the state plan, or 
CWEP as a last resort. 

Job Creation Strategv: APWA's proposal calls for a new federally-funded 
private sector job creation strategy. The Administration's proposal does not. 
APWA supports adding a private sector job creation strategy to the bill. 

Conditions for Receiving Enhanced Match: States are eligible for enhanced 
federal match for JOBS and WORK. The enhanced rate is phased in over a 
five-year period before reaching 70/30 or a state's Medicaid match rate if 
states: (1) operate JOBS and WORK on a statewide basis; and (2) meet a FY 
93 or 94 maintenance of effort requirement whichever is greater. Maintenance 
of effort requirements apply to JOBS, WORK, AFDC Child Care, Transitional 
Child Care, and At-Risk Child Care. APWA recommends that the enhanced 
match rate be available without a statewide requirement and with maintenance 
of effort based on FY 92 expenditures, and only for JOBS funds that are 
federally matched. 



• Binding Arbitration/Mediation: The act imposes numerous new requirements 
on states to resolve disputes on displacement of existing workers under the 
WORK program. Current law already prohibits displacement of existing 
unfilled positions in CWEP and work supplementation. APWA opposes the 
arbitration and mediation requirements. 

• Teen Pregnancy Prevention: The administration proposes to spend $300 
million over five years for adolescent pregnancy prevention demonstration 
projects at the local level. The funds are provided under Title XX and will go 
directly to the grant recipient with no state-level involvement. APWA supports 
a set-aside for teen pregnancy prevention based on multi-level, 
multidisciplinary approaches with a meaningful state role to help leverage state 
and local resources with a new federal approach. 

• Financing: All but $2.1 billion in new funding under the Administration's plan 
will be offset through reductions in entitlement spending, including: tightening 
SSI, AFDC, and Food Stamp sponsorship and eligibility mles (deeming) for 
noncitizens and requiring sponsors of legal aliens to assume greater fmancial 
responsibility; limiting SSI eligibility for dmg and alcohol addicted recipients; 
placing a cap on federal spending for the AFDC Emergency Assistance 
program; establishing a new income test for meal reimbursements to family day 
care homes under the Child Nutrition Program; and extending the 1990 Farm 
Bill provision that reduced the percentage of recovered Food Stamp 
overpayments retained by states. APWA opposes any fmancing provisions that 
result in a cost-shift to states. 

APWA Concerns About Elements of the President's Proposal: 

• Participation Rates: The administration's proposal requires participation rates 
for JOBS, AFDC-UP, and WORK. APWA calls for making the defmition of 
participation as flexible and realistic as possible. In addition, high 
unemployment within a state or political subdivision of a state should be taken 
into consideration in defining participation. 

• Administrative Capacity: Concern is raised about the state's ability to 
implement the requirements of the Work and Responsibility Act within the 
prescribed timeframes and available resources. Of particular concern is the 
impact of placing a cap on the federal portion of both the enhanced and the 
regular match for design and development costs for automation systems. There 
is additional concem that the act limits state flexibility by mandating that in 
order to receive an enhanced match rate for JOBS, WORK, and Child Care 
systems, states must either (1) work with the federal govemment to develop a 



model system for each program or (2) collaborate with at least one other state 
to develop model and support case management systems. 

• Reciprocity between JOBSAVORK and other delivery systems: Concem is 
expressed about the numerous requirements on the JOBSAVORK agency to 
coordinate planning and service delivery with other systems like JTPA, adult 
education, and vocational education, without a requirement for reciprocal 
requirements of these other system. 

APWA believes further that: 

• Passage of Health Care Reform Legislation: APWA's recommendations call 
for national policy to assure health care coverage for poor children and families 
and assert that reform of the welfare system is inextricably linked to reform of 
the health care system. APWA underscores the importance of enactment of 
health care reform guaranteeing universal coverage with subsidies, if 
necessary, for lower income families. 

• Child Support and Welfare Reform: Efforts are underway in the House and 
Senate to move forward with child support reform separate from welfare 
reform. APWA strongly urges Congress to enact reforms for both policy areas 
in the same legislation. In doing so, APWA supports existing policy that 
allows the non-IV-A population to receive govemment child support services at 
the individual's option. 

• Consistency Between the Goals of the Act and Audit and Quality Control: 
APWA calls on the administration and Congress to ensure that the AFDC and 
food stamp quality control systems, and federal procedures for auditing of 
programs under the act, are consistent with and support the goals of work, 
family stability, and self-sufficiency. 

Approved by the NCSHSA July 27, 1994. 
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Tuesday, June 14, 1994 
Contact: Stella Ogata 202-662-3609 

JO 

rnF awTS AÎ MINTSTRATTQN WELFARE REFORM 
PLAN A MIXED REVIEW 

children's Defense Fimd' 

WASHINGTON, D.C. - Citing concems about inadequate investments in real job 

cieaiioii and cuts in help for poor [Children and families, the Children's Defense Fund (CDF) 

today said ihat it will work with j Congress to improve key provisions that adversely affect 

children in the Administration's welfare reform plan. 

"While there are some important new initiatives in this plan, other provisions threaten 

ito push some poor children flnd tamilies deeper inrn poverty," said CDF President Marian 

I Wright Edelman. 

CDF specifically criticized; a proposed option for states to exclude children bom to 

families already on Aid to Familiek with Dependent Children (AFDC) from assistance, and to 

eliminate the safety net for children whose parents don't comply with all welfare mles. 
I 

However. Edelman praised!provisions of the plan that add new federal fiinds for child 
i 

care, education, and training as well as measures lo sixciigihwi child suppon enforcement and 

create child suppon assurance demonstration opportunities. In another provision of importance 

to children, the plan also protects parents who are willing to work from losing all income 

suppon when jobs are not otherwise available. 
i 

"We desperately need to reform the current welfare system," said Clifford M. Johnson, 

CDF direuior uf prugraius and policy. "But cutting t̂ iogiams lliai prevent homelessness, provide 

help to families in crisis, and give assistance to elderly and disabled immigrants is not the 

answer. We must change current budget mles that stymie efforts to move parents into the 

workforce and lift children and families out of poverty." -30- iji F. Mroui. fSW 

VVashington, DC. 'MK)V}] 

TOTAL P.B2 
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National Council of Jewish Women - Daring To Make A Difference 
53 Wtst 23rd Street . New York, NY 10010 • (212) 645-4048 . Fax (212) 645-7466 

June 13,1994 

President WUliam J. Clinton 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C 20500 

Dear President Clinton: 

As you prepare to formaUy release your Welfare Reform plan, we are writing 
to you on behalf of the 100,000 members of the National Council of Jewish Women 
(NCJW) in order to express our concern. In particular, wc believe that your plans 
to include a family cap provision will only add more strife to the already 
impoverished families of our countiy. Such a plan would punish innocent children 
and their siblings in families struggling to stretch meager resources just to provide 
the necessities for their children. 

Child Exclusion, or family cap, provisions do not take into account the many 
reasons why mothers and their children are struggling with poverty. Many more 
mothers than fathers are left abandoned with the burden of caring for their children 
without a job. The feminization of poverty is becoming more widespread, and it is 
not something which can be ignored. Quite often, mothers simply want to ensure 
that they care for their children properly, and therefore, choose not to work. These 
mothers are trying to prevent the cycle of poverty from continuing, but they need 
your help. The Child Exclusion provisions will contribute to the cycle of poverty, 
as more and more children will be born into families without enough money to 
provide adequate food, clothing, and housing. 

Furthermore, it has been repeatedly shown that mothers have children for many 
different reasons. The small gain in welfare benefits which mothers would realize 
by having additional children is not an incentive to increase their family size. In 
fact, NCJW believes that denying families additional benefits for children born while 
the family is on welfare is counterproductive. 

We urge you not include the Child Exclusion provision in your welfare reform 
package, as it would contradict the goal of "ending welfare as we know it." 
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The Child Exclusion provision would hamper the ability of our younger generation 
to grow up m a healthy environment. Welfare famihes need resources in order to 
move out of poverty. A child exclusion provision cuts these necessary resources 
As an organization that cares about women's issues, family unity, and the well-being 
of children, NOW urges you to reconsider this element of your Welfare Reform 
package. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Katz '̂ ""''̂  
National President 
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WoRioNG GROUP ON WELFARE REFORM, 
FAMILY SUPPORT AND INDEPENDENCE 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Kathi Way, White House, Domestic Policy Council 
Loreaa Avent, White House, Office of Intergoverjtmental Affairs 
John Monahan, Director, Intergovemmenial Affairs, DHHS 
Emily Bromberg, Special Assistant, ACF 

FROM: Patricia Sosa, Director, Public Outreach, WRWG 
RE: Letter to Tribal Leaders 

Revised Tribal Specifications 
DATE: May 26, 1994 

Please see the attached draft letter addressed to tribal lead ŝ regarding the proposed 
welfare reform specifications relating to Native Americans and Alaska Natives. The purpose 
of this letter is to brief the Native American community about the development of our 
proposal and outline the key components directly affecting Native Americans and Alaska 
Natives. The idea is to srad the letter to all tribal leaders, tribal JOBS program directors, 
and Native American and Alaska Native associations. 

I would appreciate it if you could review the letter for clarity and tone. We need to 
make sure that we are following the appropriate protocol. The salutation to Tribal Leaders is 
the Dqaztment of Interior's standard salutation. I also thought it would be important for 
Mary Jo Bane to sign the letter since she not only Co-Chairs the Working Group but also 
heads the agency that would administering the program. For your benefit, I have also 
attached the latest version of the Tribal Specifications. Please fax changes to Patricia Sosa, 
205-9688 (fax) or caU me at 401-9261. 
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Dear Tribal Leader, 

As you know, welfare refonn is a top priority of the Clinton 
Administration. On June 11, 1993, President Clinton announced 
the Working Group on Welfare Refonn, Family Support and 
Independence. 

As the Assistant Secretary for Children and Families in the 
Department of Health and Hunan Services and co-chair of the 
Working Group on Welfare Reform, I want to assiire you that we are 
interested in input from Native Americans on how welfare reform 
issues w i l l affect Native American communities, particularly 
those in Indian country. 

As pairt of the Working Group's public outreach efforts, several 
meetings have been held with representatives of Indian tribes, 
Alaska Native organizations and other Native American 
organizations to hear the concerns about welfare reform frbm the 
perspective of Native Americans who know f i r s t hand the problems 
resulting from the economic conditions in Indian country. As a 
result of these meetings, recommendations have been drafted to be 
incorporated into the President's welfare reform package. The 
purpose of this letter is to provide you with a general overview 
of the Administration's proposal and to share with you the 
recommendations that have been drafted concerning Indian country. 

Overview of the Administration's Welfare Reform Plan 

Although a final proposal has not yet been introduced to 
Congress, the President's welfare reform plan will be based on 
two simple principles: work and responsibility. Unfortunately, 
the current welfare system undermines these values by making 
welfare more attractive than work, and allowing some parents to 
avoid the responsibility for supporting their children. The 
President's plan would restore the basic values of work and 
responsibility, provide opportunity, and promote the family. 

To reinforce and reward work, our approach is based on a simple 
compact. Support, job training, and child care will be provided 
to help people move from dependence to independence. But after 
two years, anyone who can work, must work — in the private 
sector i f possible, in a public service job i f necessary. 

Our approach builds on the successful philosophy of the Family 
Support Act of 1988. Our plan provides additional federal 
funding and makes sure that the Job Opportunities and Basic 
Skills (JOBS) program established by the Family Support Act 
really works. Our plan will create the WORK program which will 
make paid and unpaid work assignments available to individuals 
who cannot find private sector employment after up to two years 
of JOBS education and training. 
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Recommendations Based on Input from Native American 0raani2atJ.Qn3 

The success of the President's welfare reform program depends 
largely on local implementation and cooperation. Additionally, 
the Administration i s committed to the maintenance of the Federal 
government's uniq[ue and continuing relationship with, arid 
responsibility to, the Native American community. In an effort 
to allow Native American communities to better serve their 
welfare populations and in support of the principles of Indian 
self-determination policy, the Working Group is recommendihg 
several provisions to address the needs of Native American 
communities. 

We are recommending that Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations be allowed to operate their own JOBS and WORK 
programs. I t i s also being proposed that tribal grantees be 
allowed to provide extensions to the two year time limit to up to 
a specified percentage of those individuals required to 
participate in JOBS, i f necessary to meet the needs specific to 
reservations and Alaska Native communities. 

Additionally, under current law States are the only entities 
eligible to administer child care funds used to guarantee child 
care for those who participate in either a State or tribal JOBS 
program. Under welfare reform, i t is being recommended that 
Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations be eligible to 
apply to administer their own child care funds in support of a 
JOBS/WORK program. Included in this proposal are transitional 
child care funds which support certain individuals who have left 
AFDC because of employment. 

The other recommendations we want incorporated into the Welfare 
reform package, which expand upon the JOBS program, are 
summarized below. 

o Base funding to Tribal governments for the JO^S program 
on the number of Native Americans who receive AFDC and 
who reside within the designated service area of the 
tribe or Alaska Native organization. Currently, JOBS 
funding for Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations i s based on the number of tribal members 
who receive AFDC and who reside within a grantee's 
designated service area. 

o Re-open the application period for JOBS to Federally 
recognized Indian tribes who did not apply during the 
application period that was established by th^ Family 
Support Act. The Family Support Act gave Indian tribes 
and Alaska Native organizations a six month period in 
which to apply to operate a JOBS program. The! six 
month period ended on April 13, 1989. 

o Fund the tribal JOBS program though a set-aside from 
the total federal JOBS allocation. Current Jotes 
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funding for the Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations i s accomplished through a reduction in 
the amount of JOBS funds allocated to the states where 
the reservations and Alaska Native organizations are 
located. 

o Allow tribal JOBS grantees to carry over up to twenty 
percent of JOBS funds awarded in one fiscal year into 
the next fiscal year. This would assure a continuity 
of program operation from one fiscal year to the next. 

o We recognize that there cannot be significant movement 
towards self-sufficiency i f there i s a lack of 
employment opportunities. Although JOBS program funds 
can be used to educate and train individuals to work in 

. economic development related enterprises, JOBS funds 
cannot directly be used for economic development. Thus 
under welfare reform, we are recommending that tribal 
JOBS grantees be permitted to use a specified amount of 
JOBS funds for economic development projects related to 
the training of JOBS participants. 

o Include tribal grantees for consideration in areas such 
as technical assistance and demonstration projects and 
grants. 

I have presented here just a brief synopsis of the 
recommendations that we are making to President Clinton for 
inclusion in his welfare reform package. 

We look forward to continuing to work with the Native American 
community as we progress with welfare reform. I f you have 
questions, please contact Patricia Sosa or Patricia Williams of 
my staff at 202-401-9200. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Jo Bane 
Assistant Secretary 

for Children and Families 
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JOBS, TIME LIMITS, WORK AND CHILD CARE 

Provisions in this section apply specifically to Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations. 

JOBS AND TIME LIMITS 

1. NEW TRIBAL JOBS FUNDING FORMULA 

Current Law 

Under current law, fimding for Indian tribes who operate a JOBS program is based on the number of 
adult Tribal members who receive AFDC who reside within the trUje's designated service area. 
Funding for Alaska Native organizations is based on the number of adult Alaska Natives who receive 
AFDC reside within the boundaries of the region the organization represents. Indians living on 
the same reservation are currently subject to either the Tribal JOBS program or the State JOBS 
program depending on Tribal affiliation. Indians living in Alaska who are not Alaska Natives are 
subject to die State's JOBS program. 

Tribal JOBS grantees currently receive fimding based on a count of just under 31,000 adult Tribal 
members who receive AFDC. It is estimated that the adult AFDC population for all reservations 
(including those where a Tribal JOBS program does not exist) is 58,000. 

Vision 

AU Native Americans living within the designated service area of an Indian tribe or Alaska Native 
organization would be subject to the tribal JOBS program regardless of tribal affiliation, if the tribe 
elects to run a JOBS program. 

Rationale 

Programs operated by the Department of Labor and the Bureau of Indian Affairs for Indians do not 
use Tribal affiliation to establish program fimding or eligibility. 

Drafting Specificatipnj 

a. All Indians, living within the designated service area of an Indian tribe or within the 
boundaries of the region served by an Alaska Native organization which is a JOBS grantee, 
would be included in determining Ae amount of the grantee's JOBS funds. 

b. An Indian is one who meets the definition of Indian as given in section 4(d) of the Indian 
Sdf-Determination and Education Assistance Act. 

2. NEW JOBS APPLICATION PERIOD 

Current Law 

Under current law, Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations had until April 13.1989 to apply 
and until October 1, 1990 to begin operating a JOBS program. Indian tribes who did not meet these 
deadlines are prohibited from submitting applications to operate JOBS programs. 
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Vision 

Indian tribes who did not meet the explication deadline for JOBS would be given additional 
opportunity to do so. 

Rarionale 

The window in which Indian tribes had to apply for JOBS was very limited. Other Federally funded 
formula grant programs available to Indian tribes do not have similar restrictions. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) All federally recognized Indian tribes not operating a JOBS program may submit applications 
and plans to do so. 

(b) There would be no new application deadline. 

(c) New applications/plans would have to be submitted by July 1 of each year, with the effective 
date of approved plans to be October I. 

(d) An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization who tenninates or has its JOBS program 
terminated will be eligible to reapply for JOBS after a five year period. Such Indian tribe or 
Alaska Native organization can reapply by July 1 of the fifth year by submitting an 
application and plan, with the effective date of an approved plan to be October 1. (This is to 
prevent a Tribal grantee from frequendy entering and leaving the program.) 

(e) The current restriction that an Indian tribe must have a reservation to be eligible to operate a 
JOBS program would be retained. 

3. FUNDING SET-ASIDE FOR TRIBAL JOBS GRANTEES 

Currfflt Law 

Currently, fimding for Iruiian tribes who operate a JOBS program is based on the number of adult 
Tribal members who receive AFDC who reside within the tribe's designated service area. Funding for 
Alaska Native organizations is based on the number of adult Alaska Natives who receive AFDC wJio 
reside within the boundaries of the region the organization represents. Yearly, Tribal grantees 
includes Alaska Native organizations) and the State in which they are located must reach an 
agreement on the number of THbal members who receive AFDC who reside within the grantee's 
designated service area. Any amount due a grantee by this agreement is deducted from the JOBS 
fimding allocated to the State. 

Although in some cases it does not cause problems. States and Indian tribes/Alaska Native 
organizations have found it difficult to come to agreement on the number of adult Tribal members who 
receive AFDC. 

Vision 

A set'Oside of 2% out of total JOBS fimds would be established to distribute to Indian tribes and 
Alaska Native organizations to provide JOBS. 
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The proposed percentage set-aside for Tribal JOBS grantees was determined based on TWO 
assumptions. First, that Indian tribes who do not currently operate a JOBS program will be given the 
opportunity to do so. Second, that dl Indians, not just Tribal members, will determine tribal 
fimding. \ Using these assumptions, it is estimated that almost 2% (58.000 individuals) of the eligible 
adult AFDC population are Indians living on or near reservations or in areas served by Alaska Native 
organizations. 

Rationale 

Additionbl funding fbr the tribal JOBS grantees would make up for the lack of matching fimds. States 
spent approximately SI,395per JOBS partidpant from Federal and State matching funds in FY 93. 
Indian tribes spent approximately $935per JOBS participant, all from federal fimds as tribes are not 
required to provide matching Junds. 

Establishing a set-aside in lieu of the current funding formula would benefit both the Indian, tribes, 
Alaska Native organizations and the States. States would not have any vested interest in the number 
of adult AFDC recipients who are Indians residing within a Tribal grantee's designated service area 
as the numbers would not have an impaa on the States'JOBS allocations. 

Funding for Indian tribes in the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) program is a 
set-aside of the total allocated CCDBG funds. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) Allocate a set aside of 2% of the total JOBS allocation to Lidian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations. 

(b) Each grantee's share of the set aside would be determined by its percentage share of the entire 
adult Indian AFDC population which is living on or near reservations or within the 
boundaries of the region represented by an Alaska Native organization. 

(c) Provide for a periodic review of the percentage set-aside to ensure that it is based on an 
accurate percentage of adult AFDC recipients who are Indians living in the designated service 
area of a grantee. Provide for an automatic adjustment of the set-aside based on the results of 
this review. 

(d) The remainder of the funding issued to an Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization who 
wishes to terminate or who have their programs terminated after the start of a fiscal year 
would revert to the State in which the Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization is located. 
This is because the State would then be responsible for serving the AFDC recipients who had 
been subject to the Tribal program. 

(e) An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization would be permitted to reallocate up to 10% of 
its JOBS allotment to its WORK program, and vise versa. 

4. CARRY-OVER OF FUNDS 

Current Law 

States, Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations are currently prohibited from carrying over 

I 3 
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federal fimds awarded in one fiscal year to the next fiscal year. All federal fimds received in a fiscal 
year must be obligated by the end of ihe same fiscal year. Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizptions have sometimes had to shut down their JOBS programs because new fiscal year funding 
is often not received until November. Unlike States which are in a position to use their own resources 
for operating JOBS pending the issuance of grant awards, Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations do not have this luxury. States also have the advantage of die Cash Management 
Improvement Act (CMIA) which does not apply to Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations. 
CMIA says that the Federal government must pay interest to States if States are farced to use State 
funds for something for widch Federal fiinds are normally used. Thus, for example. States were 
issued a portion of their Jiscal year IS^ JOBS funds a month before Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations were issued any fimds. 

Without timely grant awards and without forward fimding, Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations either had to cease the program or use other limited tribal fiinds in the interim. 

Vision 

The JOBS programs operated by Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations will not have to cease 
operation at the beginning of a Jiscal year due to the non-timely issuance of new grant awards. 

Rationale 

The Job Training Partnership Aa program under the Department of Labor has authority for forward 
fimding. JTPA grantees are permitted to carry over a maximum of 20% of funds from one program 
year to the next. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations who operate JOBS programs would be 
permitted to carry over no more than 20% of the funds awarded in one fiscal year into the 
next fiscal year. 

5, JOBS FUNDS FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

Current Law 

Under current law, JOBS fimds cannot be used to build/improve infrastructure whidi is so badly 
needed by Indian tribes and in areas served by Alaska Native organizations. JOBS fimds cannot be 
combined with ecotiomic development fimds to write proposals, make capital expenditures, etc. Indian 
tribes and Alaska Native organizations can apply for grants from ACF's Administration for Native 
Americans that if received can be used to support these aalvlties. What Indian tribes and Alaska 
Native organizations can and what some do is to use JOBS fimds to train individuals to work in 
economic development enterprises. 

Vision 

Allowing tribal JOBS grantees to denote a portion of their JOBS fimds to economic development 
would give them additional opportunity to help their clients move towards self-sufficiency. 
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Rationale 

Without the leveraging of Federal fimds for economic development, there will be fewer employment 
opportunities for Native Americans. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) Upon approval by the Secretary, Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would be 
ponitted to use no more than S5,000 or 10%, whichever is less, of their JOBS funds on 
economic development related projects. 

(b) All economic development related projects that use JOBS funds must involve the training of 
JOBS participants for related jobs. 

6. JOBS-PREP 

All provisions in the earlier discussion on JOBS-Prep apply except for the foIloMing. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations who operate a JOBS program will be 
responsible fbr the determination as to whether an AFDC recipient is to be assigned to the 
JOBS-Prep phase. 

7. EXTENSIONS 

Vision 

Tribal JOBS grantees vMl not be held to the same limitation on the granting ofejaensions to time 
limited AFDC benefits as will be the States. 

Rationale 

Afany reservations and areas served by Alaska Native organizations suffer from lower literacy rates 
and higher unemployment than most areas of the country. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) The total number of extensions would be limited to 25% of the number of persons 
paiticipat'mg in the Tribal JOBS program. 
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WORK 

1. INDIAN TRIBES AND ALASKA NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS TO OPERATE THEIR 
OWN WORK PROGRAMS 

Current Law 

Refer to this seaion under die general discussion of the WORK program. 

Vision 

Tribal AFDC recipients would be subjea to the requirement to participate in JOBS just as they are 
now. They would also be subjea to time limits. 

Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would have the option to run JOBS. An Indian tribe or 
Alaska Native organization that operates JOBS would he required to operate a WORK program also. 
Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations are responsible for determinations of JOBS-Prep status 
and extensions; however, there may be additional extensions because of unique tribal circumstances, 
tribal members subjea to tribal JOBS/WORK programs are excluded from any State program 
measures. 

The Tribal WORK program will have to look different from the State WORK program because of the 
proposed fimding formula. The portion of the WORK fimding based on a diversion of AFDC grants 
would be difficult and complicated to accomplish because of the State's continued responsibility for 
AFDC fimds and the need for extremely close coordination between the State and the Indian tribe or 
Alaska Native organization. Therefore, it is envisioned that the tribal WORK program will more 
closely resemble a Community Work Es^erience Program (CifEP) than a work for wages model fi.e,, 
a tribal member would continue to receive cash assistance, but would be required to participate in a 
WORK activity). Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would be able to use WORK 
allocation to create job opportunities. 

Rationale 

Since the Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would have to be involved in the development 
of WORK assignments on the reservation, it follows that the Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations be given the administration of the WORK program. Keeping the WORK program at the 
tribal level will allow for a continuum of activity. It also advances tribal self-determination and 
provides for a more holistic framework fr)r addressing the needs of Native Americans. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations which operate a JOBS program would apply to 
admmister a WORK program. Any application will have to be approved by the Secretary. 

(b) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations who do not want to operate a WORK program 
could not continue to operate a JOBS program. 

(c) Funding fbr the tribal WORK program would be a percentage set-aside of the total WORK 
allocation. 
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(d) An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization would be permitted to reallocate up to 10% of 
its JOBS allotment to its WORK program, and vise versa. 

(e) An Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization would not be required to match Federal funds. 

(f) The WORK program set forth m the application of a Indian tribe or Alaska Native 
organization under this part need not meet any requirement of the State WORK program that 
the Secretary determines is inappropriate with respect to a tribal WORK program. 

(g) The Secretary shall develop appropriate data colleaion requirements. 

(h) Appropriate performance measures will be developed. 

1. 

CHILD CARE 

ALLOCATE JOBS AND TRANSITIONAL CHILD CARE FUNDS TO TRIBES AND 
ALASKA NATIVE ORGANIZATIONS 

Current Law 

Under ciirrent law, States are the only entities eligible to administer title IV-A child care fiinds. 
Partidpants in Tribal JOBS programs who need child care have to be referred to the State IV-A 
agencies in order to receive needed child care. 

Although data is not colleaed on the extent that title IV-A child care is used by Tribal JOBS 
partidpants. anecdotal information from Tribal JOBS direaors seems to indicate that Tribal JOBS 
partidpants do not always get their cfuld care needs taken care of through the State. Potential child 
care providers on reservations are often intimidated or unable to provide necessary ir^ormation to the 
State in order to meet State requirements. Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations that receive 
Child Cdre and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) fimds sometimes use these fimds to pay the cost 
of the child care to avoid dealing with the State. By using CCDBG funds to pay for the diild care 
needed by Tribal JOBS participants, the Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization cannot use the 
fimds to serve the child care needs of others who qualify. 

Vision 

Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would not have to rely the State IV-A agencies to 
guarantee the child care needed by Tribal JOBS participants and transitional child care. Funding the 
Tribal JOBS grantees to guarantee child care makes it easier for these entities to ensure that Tribal 
child care needs are met. Tribes would be provided fimding for child care up to an amount equal to 
their JOBS/WORK allotment from title IV-A fimds to address JOBS and transitional child care needs. 

Rationale 

Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations who currently rely on the use of CCDBG to provide 
cfuld cai'e that is the responsibility of the State IV-A agency will be able to use CCDBG fimds for 
their intended purpose once JOBS and transitional child core funds are available to them. The 
amount qf child care funding available to the Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations from title 
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IV-A fimds for JOBS and transitional child care and CCDBG should be sufficient to meet ihe diild 
care needs without the additional fimding provided by At-Risk Child Care. Therefore, it is not being 
recommended to fimd the Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations direaly frr the At-Risk Child 
Care program at this time. However, we are adding a provision to give the Secretary authority to 
determine that there is a need in the Juture and to allocate fimds fbr At-Risk Child Care to tribal 
programs at that time. 

Drafting Specifications 

(a) Upon an approved application, all Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations that operate a 
JOBS/WORK program would be allowed to administer title IV-A JOBS and transitional child 
care funds. 

(b) Tribes that elect to administer title IV-A JOBS and transitional child care funds will receive 
reimbursement from title IV-A fimds fbr the actual amount spent on child care up to an 
amount equal to their combined JOBS and Work allotment. 

(c) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would not be required to match Federal funds. 

(d) The JOBS and transitional child care program set forth in the application of an Indian tribe or 
Alaska Native organization under this part need not meet any requirement of tbe JOBS and 
transitional chUd care programs that the Secretary determines is inappropriate with respea to 
such tribal JOBS and transitional child care program. 

(e) The Secretary shall develop appropriate data collection requbements. 

(f) Appropriate performance measures will be developed. 

(g) Provide for the periodic review of the child care allotment to ensure that it is sufficient to 
meet the JOBS and transitional needs of tribal grantees. Provide for an automatic adjustment 
in the allotment based on the results of this review. 

(h) The Secretary has the authority to conduct a study of the use of JOBS and transitional child 
care by Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations to determine if child care needs are 
being met. If there are unmet child care needs, the Secretary has the authonty to award At-
Risk child care funds to Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations through a set-aside. 

MISCELLANEOUS 

1. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, DEMONSTRATIONS AND EVALUATIONS 

Current Law 

The three year contraa awarded in 1990 to provide technical assistance to Tribal JOBS grantees 
expired last year. Tribal JOBS grantees are not eligible to operate demonstration projeas. And 
evaluations of the Tribal JOBS programs have not been done. 

8 
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Vision : 

To gain more thorough information about what makes a succes^ Tribal or Alaska Native JOBS 
progrant. evaluation is needed just as it is for State programs. 

Rationale 

Welfare reform will be a major force in Indian country. Whatever form welfare reform will take, 
Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations will need ongoing technical assistance to understand 
and implement necessary changes to their JOBS programs. 

Most Tribal (including areas served by Alaska Native organizations) environments are sufficiently 
different from State environments to warrant the Involvement of a certain number of Indian tribes or 
Alaska Native organizations In demonstration projeas. A demonstration projea nuty fUriher allow an 
Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization to design and implement a program that tests innovative 
approaches that suits the unique drcumstances of that Indian tribe, Alaska Native organization or of 
Indian country. 

Drafting: Specifications 

(a) Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations would be eligible to submit applications for 
demonstration projects related to welfare reform, such as combining JOBS and WORK into a 
block grant. 

(b) Any contract awarded for the provision of technical assistance following &e passage of 
welfare reform legislation must specify that Indian tribes and Alaska Native organizations 
receive a fair share of the technical assistance. 

(c) Amend the qualifying entities that can apply for Job Opportunities for Low-Income 
Individuals (JOLI) demonstration grants (authorized by section 505 of the Family Support 
Act) to include Tribal govemments and Alaska Native organizations. 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATION 

1. EXCLUSIONS/DEFERRALS 

This discussion is induded for consideration in any further discussion on how to treat areas of 
high un^ployment in the context of time-limited AFDC benefits. 

There is; a very real lack of employment opportunities on many reservations and in areas served 
by Alaska Native organizations. Although seasonal employment is available on some 
reservations, there are not as many opportunities to work year-round. Without a large 
expansion of opportunities for full-time, non-seasonal work, individuals more than willing to 
work will be unable to do so. 

Time-linoitlng cash assistance for those subject to the JOBS program operated by an Indian tribe 
or Alaska Native organization would necessitate the creation of many WORK assignments. If 
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AIDC riedpients who reside in areas of high unemployment in the States are exduded from 
time-limited benefits, AFDC redpients subject to a Tribal JOBS program should be spedfically 
mentioned. 

Draftingi Specifications 

(a) Specifically include reservations and areas represented by Alaska Native organizations in any 
designation of areas of high unemployment to be excluded from time-limited AFDC benefits. 

(b) Limit the exclusion from time-limited AFDC benefits to AFDC recipients subject to a JOBS 
program operated by an Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization whose unemployment rate 
is 50% or more. 

10 



POLICY INSlliyif 
statement By WUl Mafhtfl 

Pretldeiit, Progresstve Policy Institate 
June 14,1904 

Prasident Clmton has unveiled a welfare reform plan that represents a solid 
start toward fulfilling his pledge to "end welfare aa we know it." His blueprint 
begins what the Progressive Poller Institute has identified as the central challenge 
of reform - replacing welfare with a new social poli^ based on work. 

The Administration'B plan already has drawn predictable fire from 
ideologues on both the left and the l i^t ~ from liberals who have reflezively 
defended a failed welfare syHtem and from conservatives who would abolish that 
ayatem without putting something better in ite place. President Clinton's 
approach seeks neither to protect the status quo nor to punish the poor, but rather 
to liberate impoverished dtizens &om the trap of poverty and dependence. He 
deserves great credit for making radical yet constructive change possible and for 
putting the values of work, family and individual responsibility back at the center 
of our sodal policy. 

Preaident Clinton's call for a two-year limit on welfare flindamentally 
changed the tarmB of the debate, making possible a true system change rather 
than the increm^talism that has failed so often in the past to improve the lives of 
poor Americans. 

In general the Administration's plan is built on five solid piUars: 1) making 
work pay, 2) universal health care; 8) child support enforcement; 4) fall-back 
public sector jobs; and, 5) prevention (discouraging illegitimate births, espedally 
to teen age girls.) While these elements will change the behavior of welfare 
rectpiente, sucoaBsful reform will also require changing tbe behavior of the welfare 
bureaucracy. PPI believeB that, as Congress takes up the Administration bill, it 
should explore ways to use outcome-based perfonnance standards, incentives and 
the power of competition to covert welfare into a true employment aystem. The 
overriding challenge welfare reform is to reooimect redpioata to the world of 
real, private sector work before they reach the two-year limit. 

PPI also salutes the imaginative and meticulous woric of the White 
House/HHS Working Group On Welfare Reform, Family Support and 
Independence, led by Bruce Reed, David Ellwood and Mary Jo Bane. The 
woridng group's deliberations were open and pubUc; ito members made themaalves 
accessible to dvic organizations and took pains to soUdt the ideas of the poor 
dtiaans who would be affected by welfare refoxm - not just the ezperts and sodal 
servioe professionals whose voices have dominated past reform afTorts. 
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MAI14A Promoting Reproductive Ctioices 

STATEMENT OF JAMES WAGONER 
Vice President 
National Abortion and Reproductive 
Rights Action League (NARAL) 

CONTACT: Karen Schneider 
DarryJ Lynette Figueroa 
202/973-3032 

On President Clinton's Inclusion of So-Called 
Family Caps in National Welfare Refonn 

June 14, 1994 

President CImton's proposal to deny benefit increases to women if they have additional 

children while receiving public assistance is a terrible idea. This child exclusion policy, if 

passed by Congress, would harm already hard-pressed families, punish innocent children and 

coerce some low-income women to have abortion. Tmly pro-choice policies maintahi that 

forcing abortion is every bit as wrong as denying women access to the procedure. America 

has an urgent and compelling need to reform our welfare system. But solutions don't lie in 

callous policies that infringe on women's liberty, coerce reproductive decisions and punish 

theu- families. We call on Congress to reject this cruel and counterproductive measure. 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CONTACT: NANCY DUFF CAMPBELL 
JUNE 14, 1994 202 328-5160 

NATIONAL WOMEN'S LAW CENTFJt CALT^ PRF5IDENT'S_ 
WELFARE REFORM FLAN A "WORK IN PROGRF^S" 

The National Women's Law C!aiter today described President Clinton's welfare reform plan as 
a "work in progress" that needs improvements if it is to help low-income women and their families 
achieve self-sufficiency. 'We applaud the child support and teen-parent case management sections of 
thc plan, but have serious concems about the two-year time limit, the inadequate funding, and the option 
to deny AFDC benefits for childrm concaved while their parent is on welfare," says Nancy Duff 
Campbell, Co-President of the Center. "We must remember that our goal cannot simply be to get 
&milies off welfare; rather it must be to eradicate women's poverty and the poverty of their children." 

The President's plan indudes many of the Center's child support recommendations. These 
indude: coordmation of efforts between state and fSederal governments to improve collection; a new 
system to update awards; a commission to develop a new national child support guideline; and a 
demonstration project to test the concept of chUd support assurance, in which single-parent families are 
guaranteed a monthly child support payment even when the other parent does not pay. 

The President's plan also nghtly recognizes that young mothers, with less education and lower 
skill levels, need spedal support systems to get dieir &milies out of poverty. "The proposal's mandate 
for case management for teenage mothers is crucial to ensuring that these young women get the support 
and attention they so desperatdy need,* says Campbell. "Hiis is particularly important since teenage 
mothers, as they eat» their 20's, will become subject to the two-year limit on recdpt of wd&re 
benefits. 

"Even restricted to young recipients, however, we cannot accept a two-year limit on public 
assistance," Campbell adds. "If sufficient resources are invested in providing education and training, 
creating jobs, and ensuring necessary support services such as child care, women will move off the 
welfare rolls into employment without the need of arbitrary time limits." 

The Center is concerned that suffident resources have not been committed to helping redpients 
achieve sdf-suffidency. For example, the resources allocated to fimding child care for women as they 
move off welfare are insufficient to meet even the curtent demand for child care for low-income 
families. 

The Center also objects to the option for states to impose a "&mily cap," which would deny 
AFDC benefits for children conceived while a parent is receiving AFDC. "Exduding a child from the 
grant will simply push the family deeper into povexty," says Campbell. 'That cannot be our qjproach 
if we Uiily want to hdp families." #30 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RE] [JE:ASE 
June 14, 1994 

Contact 
Lisa Navarrete 
Sonla P̂ rez 
(202) 289-1380 

NCLR CAimONS ADMINBlBA-nON ON WELFARE REFORM 

WasUngton, D.C. - Radl Yzj«guine, President of the National Coundl of La Raza 

(NCLR), cautioned that the Administration's wd&re reform proposal, amiounced today by 

President Clinton, risks doing more harm than good. "We believe the Clinton 

Administration is attempting to do Ihe right thing. Unfbrtunatdy, by insisting that wdfaie 

reform be financed through cuts in existing benefits, the Administmtion has unnecessarily 

Umited the scope of what h can accomplish while at the same time endangering vuhierable 

populations. This U not the way to engage in an effective strategy to reduce poverty." 

Yzaguirre outlined die portions of the plan whidi don't go bt enough to enable 

women to retum to the workforce. "Aibitiary time limits don't take into account tiie barriers 

that some women face, induding low education levds, limited English profidency. and 

access to quality, affordable child care. In «idition. the job tiaining component of the 

President's plan may not be enough to do die job. It is not reasonable to expect many 

Utinas in high unemployment areas to find a job in two years without any provisions for job 

creation." Noting tt«t latinos are ovenepresented among low-wage workers Yaguine 

warned, "We don't want to turn the welfare poor into ttie working poor." 
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Yzagdne had particularly harsh words for the financing mechanism in the (^ton 

proposal, which severely cuts benefits to legal immigrants in die U.S. 'This proposal tdis 

hard-working American families tiiat their tax doDsrs will support everyone's parents except 

their own, simply because tliey are foreign-bom. Today's announcement does a great 

disservice to immigrants who have 'played by the rules,' that is, come to this countiy to 

work or be reunited witii their families." 

Yzaguirre concluded with words of caution to everyone in the welfare ddnte. "If we 

are going to fairly accomplish the goals of welfare reform, we must conduct a responsible 

debate. It is essential that jxilicy makers remain focused on substantive issues ntiier tiian 

political expediency. We have already seen fai too many attadcs on poor women and thdr 

children, indudmg the imposition of a '&mily cap' which assumes women have children just 

to collect welfare benefits. Now tiie Adnunistration is contributing to an atmoqdieie which 

places the welfare reform debate, which should be about supporting ceitain groups in society, 

in grave danger of bdng overtaken by ugly anti-immigrant rhetoric." 

The National Council of La Raza is a private, nonprofit research and advocacy organization 
representing more than 170 "affiliates," Hispanic community-based organizations in 37 
states, tiie District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico, serving more tiian two million Hispanics 
armually. 
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Child Welfare League of America • 440 First Street. NW. SuHe 310 • Washington. DC 20001 -2085 • (202)638-2952 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Joyce Johnson 
June 14, 1994 292/942-0(244 

DAVID S. LIEDERMAN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE OF AMERICA 

STATEMENT ON 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

June 14, 1994 

Everybody agrees that welfiare as we know it doesn't worit well for most involved ~ 
families, woilcers or administrators. Everyone favors reform of the current system, with vastly 
diffeimg views of why and how to achieve change. 

I commend President Clinton for putting tiiis issue on the table. 

Reforming the welfiare system and improving the lives of poor children and families is 
very important. The challenge is enormous. We have much work to do, but it has to be done 
with care and it has to be quality refoxm. If not, it could be disastrous and poor families as well 
as the rest of us will face more severe problems down the road. 

The President's proposal contains several good provisions ~ it expands child care, 
improves child support ehfotcemetit, and enhances the JOBS program. 

But, by introducing a plan which permits harmfid state options (e.g., arbitrary time 
limits, child exclusion/'Tamily caps" provisions), tiie President opens thc door for every Member 
of Congress and state politician to concoct a ludicrous scheme to experimem haphazardly on 
poor children and for them to make "political hay" out of going after poor families. 

Much in the Presidem's proposal may harm children, result in breaking up families, and 
cause many children from AFDC families to enter the child welfare system, swelling the out-of-
home care population. 

TIME UMITS AND WORK 

The President wants young parents to train for work, and he sets arbitrary time linuts for 
them to find jobs. But the jobs aren't there - we have 8 million people already unemployed and 
looking for work - and the time limits foil to take into account individual circumstances and the 
needs of children. 

We need job development, and we need to encourage AFDC parents - especially young 
parents - to get an education, take internships, do part-time work, and be the best parents 
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enforcement and assured child support benefits for all children with an absent parent, improved • 
access to federal nutrition programs, as well as otiier refonns and initiatives outside of the { 
AFDC system. 

PARENTING j 

We must value and oicourage ncô ent parenting. Young mothers, for example, must j 
iKA simply be tossed into the working world - parenting itself is too important and parenting is I 
indeed hard work. 

i 
We must expect both parents to be responsible for their child(ren). 

We must encourage and assist AFDC parents to became self-mfficient and to act \ 
responsibly, find and laxp Work outside of the home, pursue educatikm, maintain adequate and | 
stable earned income, and contribute to the care of their children. Permit and encourage young 
peo|̂ , however, to gain experience through education, internships, and other learning | 
experiences, without having the immediate and pranature responsibility of a job. AFDC 
recipients who are ready and able to work but cannot find a job in tiie private sector should be | 
provided with quality full-tune public sector work at family-supporting wages. i 

i 

We must support comprdieasive, high quality early childhood programs and child j 
care assistance for AFDC families. Even now, demand for child care caimot be met. j 

We must improve chfld support which will solve part of the problem. However, low- | 
income children whose parents do not or cannot pay child support rely on AFDC. A federally ! 
assured minimum child support payment, proposed by Representative Woolsey, would help many ! 
families achieve a decent standard of living. 

i 
We must improve efforts to prey&st teen pregnancy to help young people stay healthy I 

and in school, and reduce poverty, HIV/AIDS cases, and dependence on govemment assistance. 
Experts have idmtified three m ôr program strategies that prevent adolescent pregnancy ~ 
infonning and influencing attitudes about sexual behavior in cmler to encourage teens to delay j 
sexual activity, providing sexually active teens with family plarming services, and expanding ! 
adolescents' awareness of life options. ' 

We must assure health care coverage - promised by health refonn. Real welfare I 
reform depends on it. 

i 

We must address the housing needs of AFDC families. 

CONCLUSION I 

Children are lost in this debate. We need to put children first and lose the rhetoric of 
"get tough" policies. Let's odake sure that every American child has the basic resources of food, 
clotMng, shelter, education. 

Tins dd>ate is a choice between the politics of punishing the poor or lifting Amities out 
of poverty. 
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possible until they can find private-sector work. 

Instead of pushing the youngest parents into the workforce, we should focus on the 70% 
of AFDC parents who aheady leave AFDC witiiin two years, by helping tiiem stay off. We 
need to target these families with intensive case management, training, jobs, health care, and 
child care (induding signtficam child care support for the working poor). 

CHILD EXCLUSION POLICIES 

The President wants to permit states to deny parents the AFDC increase when they have 
an additional child while on AFDC. 

Yet AFDC families receive only $2.30 extra per day. Any parent knows tiiat diat doesn't 
even come close to covering expenses. 

FINANCING 

Welfare reform will cost a lot of money. Overliauling the welfare system immediately 
would require dedication of resources that no cme as yet has been able to iderttify and guarantee. 

The President wants to finance welfare reform on the badcs of poor peĉ le, that is, by 
cnttihg other programs that servt children and families ~ SSI and Emergency Assistance. That 
merely "robs Peter to pay Paul." 

The President's prc^sal does not allocate adequate resources. $9 billion will go only 
part of the way toward real welfare reform. 

Even this year without wel&rc reform, only a fraction of what was requested this year 
for child care for the working poor is likely to be funded - not a good sign for real wel&ue 
reform that seeks to prevent dq)endmcy and supports families who leave AFDC. 

"CHILD-FRIENDLY" WELFARE REFORM 

We must create o|̂ K>rtunities that reduce welfare rolls, not simply start the clock running 
and cut AFDC redpient names from the list. 

We must improve the lives of AFDC-eligible children — they are the prime bmeficiaries 
of welfare. We should only accept welfare reform that protects and ĥ ps children. 

Welfare reform should bring us closer to ending child poverty in America. 

We must provide strong transitional support services for AFDC families expected to 
work. These service components should include superb education resources, job tiaining, and 
child care, and an increased minimum wage that "makes work pay." | 

( 
We must promote, in addition to AFDC transitioaal support services, a meaningful anti- | 

poverty strategy that includes improved unemployment insurance protection, a refundable j 
children's tax credit, imiversal access to health care, paternity establishment, child support i 



Wider Opportunities for Women, Inc. 
A nonprofit tax-exempt Women's Employment Organization 

132S G Street N.W^ Lower Level, Washington. D.C. 2fX)0&3i(M (202) 

NEWS RELEASE CONTACT: Diana Pearce 
For Immediate Rfilease or Ciady Marano 
June 14, 1994 (202) 638-3143 

Whnestippoitnig President ainton's goal of helpbgweifereredpiaits move towards work, Cindy Marano, 
Exeaaivc Director of Wider Opportunities for Women (WOW) today criiddzed the President's proposal. 
Tresideot Clinton's wd&ce reform plan puts the care before tiie horse' she says, ' i t imposes 'toiigli'' new 
requirements on welfare recipients without addressing the nuny isadequades in the curraat wel&re system. Most 
wel&re recq>ieiits want to gee bade to woiic and become self-sufiidait-indeed, the majority leave within two years, 
m2ny ior jobs. Btit mairy who embrace the values of work and responsibility promoted in tiie riintnn plâ ĉannot 
leave, for die system simply does not work for them. Many tfaon-wnds-are currentiy laaguisbing pa waiting lists 
for chOd care and job trainbg: in New York; 48,000 wel&ce modiers await child care so diat they can cater 
training or en^loymciit. In Los Angeles, those who finally get diild care have waited an average of 2.5 years. ' 

Dr. Diana Pearce,. director of WOWs Women and Poverty Projea, ootas tiiat expanding Job tr»miTng 
services, wialB an essential oonspoaast- of welfare reform, will not work by itself. She observes that "Our c t m ^ 
training programs are based on die 'fidd of dreams' ^ road i - i f we train them, the jobs will come.' We tried 
this approach witii the Faituly Sirpport Act of 1988, when we attempted to increase cbild-care singly by "t^tjag 
it an eatitiemeoc By not addressing the in&astmctm? issues or flmding problems, we now have ev» more of a 
crisis4evel shortage of diM-care. Tlie President's equally piecemeal ^proach to job trahiing wHl not result tn 
diher the land of job training needed, oor win it create the jobs needed. 

Wider Opportimities for Women condudes tiiat wel^re reform today should focus on correcting die many 
inadequades of our wd&re and job iranuiig systeans before hnposing tnne liinits and other reqamanents on 
redpiaits. CSndy Marano notes tiiat 'the Qinton Admimstration's wd&re reform plan will be a practitioner's 
nightmare; WOWs exp6iie3ic& in providing job training to wdfare recipients and our conversations with service 
providers around the couatcy lead us to bdieve tiiat the President's proposals will be disastrous for welfiare 
redpients, and will doom wdfare reform to Mure." President Clinton's new rcquiremeaots would m. e^ct ask 
recipients to be accountable for wdfere systems and an economy that recipients cannot control. 

WOWs analysis finds thar while the President has often emphasized giving states flexibility, many dements 
of his wdfare plan impose "oue-stze-fits-all' requirements on states and individuals whose chcuinstances vary 
widdy: 

0 'Hine-Uinlts: All individuals would have a two-year Iffkime limit on receipt of ŝ -vices, even though this 
is deariy inadequate for many to overcome severe baixiers and enter employment. 

0 Extensions and Exonptions: All states would have die same cap on extensions and exemptions, even 
thou^ unemployment rates, diSd care and Job training systems, and redpient needs vary greatly. Rural 
states have pockets of unemployment, lack of child care and transportation problems unique to thdr 
situatioiis. Urban areas have large wei&re populations and caimot possibly provide all the support services 
needed. _ 



0 Upfront Job Seandi: THe Presidents plan would require upront job search for most redpients. WhQe 
mpropriare for those who are job ready, tiiis provision ddays tiie start of training, and often adds another 
feilure experieoce. Many who do find employment this way find diemsdves m low-wage deadend jobs 
tiiat. resuh: hi recycling back onto wdfere, ddaymg the adiievemeot of longterm sdf-suffidenqr. Recent 
researdi has shown tiiat two-tfiirds of redpients who leave for jobs cyde badt onto wdfare. Upftont job 
search for everyone only exacerbates diis trend and will not break the cyde of poverty and wdfere. 

0 Teen Paroit Sffiidwy Reqniredaent: All teen parents would be required to live with thdi parents. 
Recent researdi has documented tiiat tiie majority of teen parents have aq)erienced abuse, physical and/or 
sexual, as cfafldren. TTidr efforts to break tiiose patterns, and become good parents, should be supported 
ratiier than rdy on a single rule for all situations. 

WOW found many dements nussmg in tiie President's proposal, dements that thdr experience has found 
to be essential for wdfere motiiers to permanentiy leave wdfere and poverty. Upfiitot career counsding opens 
up oppominities for women, induding nontraditional occupational trammg, tiiat result in carefiilly made choices 
and workable plans. Ia?Kmant as die EITC and health care are, die 100% tax on earmngs and unrealistic diild 
care rehnbursement levels undercut tiie Administration's efforts to make work pay. Particularly since tiie plan does 
not address tiie shortage of jobs, tiie mfamnal support for sdf-employmait and IDAs (Individual Devdopmcnt 
Accoums) ^^di promote euueprenwirial efforts are short-sî ited. 

WOW is diŝ pointed in the President's wdfere reform proposals. Togetiier with practitioners from around 
tiie oomitty witii years of hands-on experience m hdpmg wdfere redpients. become sdf-sufBdeat, WOW is 
devdopmg the Act for Pamfly Devdopment and Lidqiendeaice (AFDI). The AFDI h a two-geoetatioii ^toacfa 
that focuses on longterm sdf-soffideocy tiirough en̂ loyment and training programs that comprdieosivdy meet 
me needs of women on wdfere and tbdr femHIes. It suppoiis the efiSarts of wdfrne redpiaits to become sdf-
suffidrot, and to be botii good wotfaas and good parents. It is scheduled to be rdeased witiiin tiie next monfli, 
WOW hope* tiiat the President's proposals can be refined before being sent to Congress-

"We look forward to working witii botii the Adirinistration and members of Congress to streugtfieo wdfere 
reform so that it results in not just Ifewer femilies on wdfare, but more femilies who break tiie cyde of poverty 
and become sdf-safficieitt," said Cmdy Marano, WOWs Execnnve Director. 

Wider C p̂ortunities for Women is tiiirty-year-old organization wfaidi does advocates far women on 
enployment and training issues, and conducts local training programs for low-income women, many of whom are 
wdfere redpients. The Women and Poverty Project is a non-profit organization located at WOW \̂ *ich does 
researdi and advocaqr on issues of concam to low-mcome women, including wdfere refonn, low-wage 
enqiloymcot, poveny trends, and housing and homdessness. The project's founder and Director, Diana Pearce, 
coined the phrase "tiie feminization of poverty" and has written and spoken widdy on these issues for over a 
decade. 

< < END > > 
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Statement of Sharon Daly 
Catholic Charities USA 
June 14,1994 

The Ointon Welfare Plaru Or, Back to the Orphanage 

The administration's welfare reform pretends newborn babieŝ  young teen 

moms, immigrant grandparents, and vulnerable families aren't there. The 

administration is turning its back, pretending their problems will go away. 

T7i£ proposal tells newborn babies in a welfare famRy: 

The United States of America says you are a mistake. Sony you were bom. 

And you will be sorry, too, because this country is going to make your family even 

poorer and. more miserable than before." 

To ihe teenage mother and her infant, the administrations plan says: 

"Go back to the fam£y that neglected and abused you; to where you first got 

pregnant. Your government has no interest ia your having a place to live that is 

safe from abuse. You don't need help to raise your child in dignity." 

To families in danger of eviction and homelessness ihe plan says: 

"There are just too many of you. There's help for some, but the rest of you. 

are out of luck. Find a bed at a shelter, or if they r̂e filled, try a park bench, doorway, 

or sidewalk grate- This cotmtry cannot afford decent housing for everyone." 

To new immigrant parents and grandparents of American dtizeris, the 

administration says: 

"Welcome to AmericaJ But if you are old, frail, or disabled, don't expect any 



help. This country accepts only the young, strong , and those sawy enough to 

become citizens. We hope you don't become citizens. In fact, we're counting on i t -

because the savings wil l pay for welfare "reform-" 

The administration's welfare plan tums our backs on those who have 

nowhere to go and don't vote: newborn babies, teenage mothers, ahnost homeless 

famihes, and immigrant grandparents. Pretending ihey are not there will not make 

their problems go away. 

On the other hand, the admimstration is to be. commended for keeping the 

safety net intact for one group of welfare redpients. Those who work hard to 

improve their skills and find jobs will not be abandoned. They can survive on a 

combination of subsidized jobs and welfare while they continue their job search. 

The admimstration recognizes that there just are not enough jobs to go around for 

all the parents on welfare who want and need them. We wiU work to help the 

Congress to see the wisdom of retaining the safety net for parenis who are doing 

their best, and whose unemployment is structural, not personal 

It is not so clear however, what will happen to the children of parents who 

cannot or wiE not fohow every rule and regulation of the new program. When 

tiieir parents' welfare checks are cut off, where ^̂ -m the children go? The Clinton 

plan treats children hke orphans if their parents miss a deadline or job interview. 

'This is not a good pubhc policy direction. 

We know, we have been tn the orphan business. 



Catholic Charities USA 1992 Annual Survey 
CaAohc Charities USA, a nelmrii of1,400socMseriAxi^endes and ins 
volunteers and stc^members, assists pei^ in need tmtbout regard to religious, racial, edmic, or 
gamomscbadtgroundCaAoUcCkaiiiesI^ 
Ae root causes of poverty. 

ItLdiridiials servcdi 14380,024 
Emojencysemcca: 10,6l03(B 
Sod2l sernoes 3,769,721 people 

Income $1,848,465,891 

E^enfitures: $1,792,466,265 

Ageodes saved mofetiiaa l4mini(KL people in 1S92 
die S2mfi iocome aad vinuaQy dK same size stzS 

available to sttve 12 inillioa people in 1991. 

1992hicoiM 19S2 EzpewSttirss 

(bxJuOttiMGad) 

Assistace4^% 

Fund AsUiQ 
a£% 

823% 

Emergency services 

FfM}d ftervir*^--»i fmlHnn peoplei up ftom peady 6i mffltoa die Tgar before. 
' Soup Idtcheiis rose &Qin2J.miIfioa to 3.5 milfion. 

Food baato dn̂ jped sligjidf, hovering around 46 millioc. 
. rtitMw>n. :?.7 miltinn. Nmnbes neady doobted from 2lmDst L5 millioiL The geatest increase was 

ixsmz '^ '^ '^ mmmg m .sniip kitdiena, &om 13L50Q to aboni 12 miUioii in one year. 

Shelters: 
3C8 shdtEO, Gompaiedto 233 in 1991. 

600198,000 to 285,00a 

Oti»cr crtsfc *en><ce$ (sudi as ftomiM assBOnce or dodii^ 



Catholic Charities USA 1992 Annual Survey 

Sodal setrkes 

3.8 ndnioa people 
L3 minfnn difldrea 
1.9 tnillirm adults 
486,000 ddes 

• SodalSiipport: 1̂ 99.133 
indodiiig 42,9̂  cbildiai Rcervrng 

daycsic 

- Coiinsdn̂ 7[)8,23lindWdoals served, 
indndtng- Ar-mk EamOies iccsiving 

conns^p I6l578 
AAiirrioft saviceŝ -53iBTl people 
Employment senks& 35,430 people 

• Sorifllhation (jsudi ss psogaas fut yuuilt 

anddded7>.559,4ZZ 

• Edacation and&nrî CTpport? 422.759 

• Befî ec/immigra&u: 268,^ 

• Disaster tdie&25i402 . 
• CintJTf.hnmtt raw nf rliflrirpn aad nihiHn 

115,206 

• Qoosiiig: 86,997 (Housing uiiits provided: 

35,228) 

• Frê naacy: 68,29s 

• Adopdon: 33366 

• OflieK 207353 

Unmet needs 
• HomdessiMSS and housing sexvioes 
• HoMi cai* access 
• Services to dtOdieii and adolescsiis 
• EiuployizifiQt services 
• .Snhtfanrr abuse services 
• HIV/AIDS-ielaledsavioes 

Sodal wtinii 

Eadiyeâ  the survey asks agendes wbat acHoas diey 
hzve taken to help dimtiiflte die causes of people's 
piobleois. Cathclic Charfrifs agendes are most likely to 
be involved k. scate-levd legtslatioa. whidi aSecrs dieir 
dienis- Overall, almost: tfaFeerfouidis of die netting 
areas •were involved in l^jskdvc advocaqr. 

• Hie top five issues of natfonô IegsIatiTe 
advocacy focosed on the economy, lefiigees 
and iatematfonai [Dsdce, &fflity Hfe, himge; 
and housing. 

• The top five itflteJeaa; issues were &jaiIyliE .̂ 
tiie ecouomy, hooang, HMMÎ  anH huagec 

• Faii$hKxialimnistcy:OutQfat]3talQfl933 
parishes, 4,511, or 23 percenr, hadsodal 
ntiniSry programs, to involve parwhirmrt̂  in. 
social aditm and service. 

FersomicL 

• 55345 paid staff membeos 
• 158,050 volumeeis, down finm 191,769 in 1991 
« 8327 capuiaie board members 

lO-year comparisQiis 

A compaiisoa of the same 113 agencies tiiac 
rê jonidfid in 1982 aad 1992. 

• Cash income: inoeased&om $541 million to 
neady $L7 bilUoQ. Qvlore than dout̂ ed when 
conected fiar Inflation.) 

• Emagency food services: rose 1,047 percent, 
60m 376,406 to 4317,656 individuals. 

• Covenment funding as a share of total income 
rose fam 52.6 to 643 parmr 

• The number of people receiving counsding 
declined 26 percent, finm 913,181 to 671,774. 

• The number cf peo^ in emngenty shelffr 
•wentup 179 percent, finm 96,128 to 268,159. 



STATEMENT PBF.<nnKNT rT.lNTO]>PS WELFARE REFORM PROPOSAL 

Catholic Charities USA 
Center for tbe Study of Sodal Policy 

Child Welfare League of America 
Fainily Service America 

Food Research and Action Center 
National Association of Sodal Workers 

NOW L ^ Defense and Education Fund 
Wider Opportunities for Vfomea 

Women and Poverty Project 

We belie!ve that welfiaic icfoim is necessary. However, it is vitally important to the task of 
enabling famihes to adideve self-sufficiency that welfare refomi be based oo pohcies of 
assistance rather than punishment and harm. 

We applaud President Clinton for taking on welfare reform, and we support the President's 
intention to e3q>and child care,, improve child sappott enforcement, and enhance the JOBS 
program. These important steps are cntical to r̂ orming the weliaie system. Welfare 
refonn must insure that an adequate safety net exists for children and thdr &mi]ies, that 
parents work for wages instead of welfue, and that famihes have access to quaUty child day 
care, education, and employment opportunities. 

However, we caimot support major elements of the President's proposal in its current form 
that could hurt, rather than hê , children and families. Several provisions ~ tune limits on 
cash assistance, child exclusion policies (also known as "family caps"), state options for 
harmful experiments, and financing that cuts benefits to the poor ~ will endanĝ  innocent 
chil<hen and may cause increased family stress and dissolution, homelessness, and hunger. 

APDC parents do not need the threat of a cutofT of all assistance to their famihes to motivate 
them to work. The vast minority of AFDC parents have worked before and want a job to 
support their children. Ume limits on AFDC b^eflts are unaccqnably arbitrary; they fail to 
take into account individual circumstances, the needs of dependent children, and the failure 
of the economy to generate life-building jobs. 

The proposal's focus on young parents coupled with its emphasis on work inadequately 
addresses several problems that jet̂ jardize its goals. Jobs at wages that can sustain families 
remain elusive for many Americans, and especially for ill-prepared young people, not just 
those on AFDC. In addition, study after study has confirmed diat "responsible parenthood" 
is vital to the development of children into healthy and productive adults. Welfare reform 
needs real jobs and needs to support, not discourage, good parenting. Toward that end, 
young parents under 23 years of age - the least likely recipients to succeed in the workplace 
- should not be pushed prematurely into work. They should be encouraged to care for their 

1 



children, to advance their education, to explore part-time work and to paiticipate in job 
training. That will prqkre them to be the self-sufficient families that we all want. 

Vuhierable femihes need a safety net program of last, resort. Allowing states to enact ch0d 
exclusion poUcies, denying additional income support fbr children bom to welfare families, 
unfaErly punishes women and children. There Is no evidence that suiqx)rts the effectiveness 
of thbse proposals. Our nation cannot abandon our most basic commitment to provide 
incoiiie assistance to poor families in need. 

We all agree that financmg wel£ue reform will be difficuU and that the cost will far exceed 
what the President has allocated. Unfortunately, the President fmances bis plan on the backs 
of the poor. Denying piublic assistance to legal immigrants unfairly penalizes families who 
pay taxes and legally hve in this country. A cap on the Emergency Assistance program, 
which ĥ pB prevent hoihelessness and foster care plac«nents, further jeopardizes famUies. 

We want to work with the Presidrat and with Congress to develop a welfare reform plan that 
protects children and families while providmg tbe assistance needed to hel̂  families become 
self-sufficient. This is a tough issue. We need to deal with all of these issues in a 
deUberative and child-fnendly way. Real welfare refonn must help the majority of families 
who leave AFDC within two years stay off by providing job training, job devdopment, 
parent education, intensive case management, health care, child support assurance, and child 
care. Above all, we nebd an aU-out attack on poverty in onler to make welfare reform and 
fainily self-sufficiency aK̂ hievable. 

June 14, 1994 

(For more information, contact Thomas Brooks or Karabehe Pizzigati of the Child Welfare i 
League of America - 202/638-2952) i 

TDTfiL P.03 
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Dear Tribal Leader: ^ 

Welfare reform i s a top priority of the Clinton 
Administration. To address these issues President Clinton formed 
the Working Group on Welfare Refonn, Fainily Support and 
Independence (Working Group). The Working Group i s mandated to 
develop a bold new program that w i l l not simply change the 
welfare system but w i l l ultimately provide a genuine alternative 
to i t . 

In an effort to allow Native American communities to 
better serve their welfare populations and in support of the ; 
principles of Indian self-determination policy, the Working qroup 
i s recommending several provisions to address the needs of Native 
American communities. These recommendations evolved from a 
series of meetings held with representatives of some of the 
Indian tribes, Alaska Native organizations and other Native 
American organizations. During these meetings we heard f i r s t 
hand the problems resulting from the economic conditions in 
Indian country. I t became clear that a welfare reform proposal 
that recognized the unique problems of Indian Country could be aii 
effective vehicle for addressing some of these concerns. 

The purpose of this letter i s to share with you these 
recommendations. The recommendations have been designed in the 
context of a comprehensive welfare reform proposal which c a l l s 
for major changes in Aid to Tamilies with Dependent Children 
(AFDC) and the child support system. 

The principles of work and responsibility are the drivirig 
force of the entire welfare reform package, including the option^ 
under consideration for Indian Country. As we are a l l well 
aware, the current welfare system undermines the values of work 
and responsibility by making welfare more attractive than work, 
and allowing some parents to avoid the responsibility for 
supporting their children. To reinforce and reward work, the 
proposals under consideration would c a l l for a major expansion of 
job training and child care to help people move from dependence 
to independence. After two years, anyone who can work, w i l l be 
required to work — in the private sector i f possible, in a 
public service job i f necessary. 

The President's proposal w i l l build on the successful 
philosophy of the Family Support Act of 1988. The plan w i l l 
provide additional federal funding and higher federal match rates 
to ease state f i s c a l constraints and make sure that the Job 
Opportunities and Basic S k i l l s (JOBS) program, including the 
Tribal JOBS program, established by the Family Support Act really 
works. The plan w i l l create the WORK program which w i l l make 
paid and unpaid work assignments available to individuals who 
cannot find private sector employment after up to two years of 
JOBS education and training. The proposal w i l l also build on the 
best state and federal init i a t i v e s at improving the child support 
enforcement system. The plan w i l l seek to establish paternity 
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for a l l births, reassess awards guidelines and update payment 
sums as parental incomes change, include noncustodial parents in 
training and employment act i v i t i e s as needed, and ultimately 
enforce collection of support payments. 

In an effort to allow Native American communities to better 
serve their welfare populations and in support of the principles 
of Indian self-determination policy, the Working Group i s 
recommending major reform of the options available for Tribal 
Governments to administer some of the key programs. 

We are recommending that Indian tribes and Alaska Native 
organizations be allowed to operate their own JOBS, WORK and 
child care programs. For the Tribal JOBS program we are 
proposing both increasing funding and reopening the application 
period for new Tribal JOBS programs. Special provisions have 
been included to provide extensions to the two year time limit to 
JOBS participants, i f necessary to meet the needs specific to 
reservations and Alaska Native communities. In addition, an 
Indian tribe or Alaska Native organization that operates a JOBS 
program w i l l be required to run the WORK program and use this new 
allocation of funding to create job opportunities. 

Under current law States are the only entities eligible to 
administer child care funds used to guarantee child care for 
those who participate in either a State or Tribal JOBS program. 
The President's proposal w i l l be recommending that Indian tribes 
and Alaska Native organizations be eligible to apply to 
administer their own child care funds in support of a JOBS/WORK 
program. Included in this proposal are transitional child care 
funds which support certain individuals who have l e f t AFDC 
because of employment. 

The other recommendations under consideration, which expand 
upon the JOBS program, are summarized below. 

o Include a l l Indians, living within the designated 
service area of an Indian tribe or within the 
boundaries of the region served by an Alaska Native 
organization which i s a JOBS grantee, in determining 
the amount of the grantee's JOBS funds. Under current 
law, only actual Tribal members, and not others who 
might reside within the designated service area, are 
included in determining the amount of JOBS funds-

o Re-open the application period for JOBS to federally 
recognized Indian tribes who did not apply during the 
application period that was established by the Family 
Support Act. The Family Support Act gave Indian tribes 
and Alaska Native organizations a six month period in 
which to apply to operate a JOBS program. The six 
month period ended on April 13, 1989. 
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o Fund the Tribal JOBS program through a set-aside 

from the total federal JOBS allocation. Current 
JOBS funding for the Indian tribes and Alaska 
Native organizations i s accomplished through a 
reduction in the amount of JOBS funds allocated to 
the States where the reservations and Alaska 
Native organizations are located. 

o Allow Tribal JOBS grantees to carry over up to twenty 
percent of JOBS funds awarded in one f i s c a l year into 
the next f i s c a l year. This would assure a continuity 
of program operation from one f i s c a l year to the next. 

o Permit Tribal JOBS grantees to use a specified amount 
of JOBS funds for economic development projects related 
to the training of JOBS participants. We recognize 
that there cannot be significant movement towards s e l f -
sufficiency i f there i s a lack of employment 
opportunities. Under current law, although JOBS 
program funds can be used to educate and train 
individuals to work in economic development related 
enterprises, JOBS funds cannot directly be used for 
economic development. 

0 Consider Tribal grantees for technical assistance 
funds, demonstration projects and other grants. 

1 want to assure you that the Working Group recognizes the 
federal government's unique and continuing relationship with 
Tribal governments. I have presented here just a brief synopsis 
of the recommendations that I hope w i l l be included in President 
Clinton's welfare reform package. The drafting of the 
President's proposal i s just the beginning of the process. Once 
the proposal enters the Congressional process, we hope that 
Administration o f f i c i a l s , key Congressional leadership and Tribal 
leadership w i l l engage in a broader dialogue to refine these 
proposals in the context of our commitment to the policy of s e l f -
determination for Indian country. 

I f you have questions, please contact Patricia Sosa of my 
staff for additional information. Ms. Sosa may be reached at 
202-401-9261. 

We look forward to working with you in this Important 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Jo Bane 
Assistant Secretary 

for Children and Families 
Co-Chair 

Working Group on Welfare Reformy 
Family Support and Independence 


