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To: Bruce Reed 
Jathi Way 

From: Goldstein 

Re: Attached draft memos 

Date: May 17, 1994 

Here i s the draft decision memo, and the draft side-by-side b i l l 
comparison, with a cover memo. 
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DRAFT May 17, 1994 2:30 pm 

FROM: 

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mary Jo Bane 
David T. Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Major Welfare Refonn Policy Issues 

DATE: May 17, 1994 

Two major policy issues remain to be resolved before th2 welfare reform legislation is put 
into fmal form. The first is the family cap. The other is whether states should be allowed to 
put time limits on WORK program participation. Both have important policy and political 
ramifications. 

The Family Cap/Child Exclusion 

Ensuring that both parents take responsibility for the support of their children is a major goal 
of welfare reform. The package includes strong components that emphasize the obligations 
of both fathers and mothers, and lhat send a very strong message that young people should 
not have children until they are ready and able to care fc»r them. 

The most controversial element of the parental responsibility package is a possible state 
option to deny benefit increases when additional children are conceived by parents on 
welfare. The family cap (which children's advocates are now calling the child exclusion) is 
opposed on several grounds. I i is seen by some as penalizing children for the transgressions 
of the parents. There is little evidence that failing to provide a $60 increase in benefits will 
influence behavior. The increased benefit now provided for additional children is 
comparable in amount to the increased tax deduction provided to working families. And a 
number of states are already experimenting with the idea. 
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Limiting Extended Participation in u,e WORK Progr am 

The plan includes a requirement that stales onerate , wr>Dv 
opportumties through subsidised private or c S u n L '° '"'"'^ 
™subs,d,zed jobs wiUiin the two year ri4 t ^ Z V '° "•̂ "le to tlnd 
program, we ne«. to be able to aLer ^elSI of two'fom' """^'"''^ ^""^ 

" J Z T '"' '^ '° P-P-' - y in *ese guaranteed Jobs 

° " . t e ^ : ^ ! - - r p - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ -cause their parents 

rT;r̂ s:,':̂ =̂ ;̂;,~ ~ »«™ -no.- ̂« .oing so 
& i T S e s s l S r r r • ^ " ' ^ ^ " - ^ P - * " - " i " - ,ast 
benefits or subsidize, work t o ^ y ^ C r S ' S ' 
I also mcludes a limitation on the amoura of t f l f " '° " P"™^ sector job 
Jlot, matKlatory job seatoh betweenlr and a thoro'^r "^"^ " ""^ ^""^idi^ed 
It ts stnictured so that recipients J^LTt^r^^Zl "'""""'""" '™ P'^c™'""^-
pnvate sector jobs, recipients are not mW if ,t / P"™= >°^'- ^ in 
subsidized job fltey are 5eni«l^ ° ome l^L* ""l T l ' ' ° " 8 =^ 1>=y are in a 
tough enough to have Senetated^ZTriSm f Z b^f ^""^ "^"^ P™"^'"'^ «e 
Who have come around to accep.,g tTe ^ T ^ ^ ^ ^ ; ^ ^ : ' ^ ' ^ 
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The real disagreement at tliis point, however, is over whether the WORK progi-am itself 
should be time-limited and families deprived of all benefits after some period of time. The 
Mainstream Forum proposal, for example, limits community service to tiiree years over all, 
with a state option to extend the time limit at state expense, and also a state option to readmit 
to the work program a limited number of people who hit the time limit. These provisions are 
supported by those who want to provide additional insunmce that the work program does not 
become a large guaranteed-for-life job creation program. Some govemors would like an 
option to time limit the WORK program. 

The argument against limiting the WORK program is ba;iically one of faimess to people who 
have been playing by the rules and to their children: people who are unable to fmd private 
sector jobs, or people whose productivity is not high enC'Ugh to make them attractive to 
private sector employers. People left in the WORK proĵ ram after several years are likely to 
be among the most vuhierable in the society, since those simply unwilling to take private 
sector jobs will have been sanctioned much earlier in the; process. While moŝ î ynerj.cans 
agree that after a certain length of time people should be expected to work for welfare 
benefits, they are rightly reluctant to deny support for the children of parenis wbo play by 
the rules but cannot find unsubsidized jobs. The specter of homelessness or foster care for 
children when parents are playing by the mles is not consistent with most Americans' basic 
values. 

A modified proposal would allow states the option of time-limiting the WORK program for 
participants with previous work experience and in areas of very low unemployment. 
Although such a proposal would reduce some of the criticisms of more general time limits, it 
remains open to the charge that some parenis who through no fault of their own were unable 
to find private secior work would be denied all benefits for their children. It would also be 
very difficult to specify: work experience and low unemployment could be defmed in ways 
that would encompass most recipients. 

This issue is a crucial one for the left. Even a modified version of time limits on work could 
drive Democrats away from support of the plan. In addition, some governors worry about 
the burden that might be placed on their general assistance programs by people deprived of 
other benefits and work opportunities. 

Key Decisions 

There are obviously serious policy arguments to support either decision on each of these 
issues. One challenge in crafting this bill is to find a set of policies that do not seriously 
divide the party. Both issues are highly charged politically. They are both touchstone issues 
for both the liberal and tlie conservative wings of the D̂ ^mocratic party, but especially for 
left-of-center Democrats. 
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DRAFT 4/17/94 2:30 pm 

MEMORANDUM TO THE Pl^IDENT 

From: Mary Jo Bane 
David T. Ellwood 
Bruce Reed 

Re: Side by Side Comparison of Welfare Bills 

Date: May 17, 1994 

Enclosed is a detailed side by side comparison of four major welfare reform bills. There are 
both more liberal and more conservative bills than those described here, but these are the 
most important. The headings are self explanatory excejn for tlie Matsui bill which will be 
introduced next week. This is likely to be supported by a significant number of more liberal 
Democrats when it is fmalized and introduced next week. There is also a proposal put 
forward by the American Public Welfare Association which is fairly similar to ours. 

In many ways the most remarkable thing about all these bills is their similarity. Essentially 
all sides agree on an increased emphasis on work, child support enforcement, prevention, 
and suppon for working families. Where there are differences we tend to be in the middle, 
leaning mostly toward the Mainstream Forum. There sotms to be widespread acceptance of 
the idea of time limits, though the Matsui bill rejects specific time limits, and even they call 
for half of all JOBS participants to be in a work program. The transitional assistance 
program is very similar across bills. In areas such as child support enforcement and 
prevention, our bill contains most of the elements in other bills and more. Still there are a 
few key differences that you should be aware of which mostly involve the WORK program. 

The nature of the work program. We call for a work-for-wages model as does 
tlie Mainstream Fomm. The House Republicans and Matsui bill use CWEP (though 
for very different reasons). 

Work expectations. Our plan calls for 15 to 35 houre work requirement, 
depending on state benefit I'̂ .vels and the decision;; of the state. The Mainstream 
Forum and House Republican plan require 35 hours work in all cases. The 
Mainstream Fomm plan is likely to be very expensive since they call for work for 
wages with the federal government picking up 80% of the cost of the jobs and wages. 
In slates like Mississippi, this will be considerably more money than is now spent on AFDC. 

Ultimate time limits on the WORK requirement. The Mainstream Fomm has 
a three year time limit with a state option lo extend. The House Republicans have a 
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State option to terminate benefits after 3 years. In both cases, apparently the safety net 
can end for famUies and children after 5 years of help, even if there are no jobs 
available. 

Sanctions. Matsui calls for limiting sanctions to he adult's portion of the grant. Our 
bill and the others ultimately put the entire cash ̂  jam at risk if persons refuse to 
participate in work. 

Phase-in. Our phase-in is similar, but slif [htly slower than the Mainstream 
Fomm's. The Republicans phase-in very rapidly after the year 2000. 

Family caps. Matsui rejects family caps, the other bills contain them. 

Child care for the working poor. Both iht Mainstream Fomm and the Matsui 
bill provide more than twice as much child care for the working poor as we do.. The 
House Republicans provide none. 

Financing. Thc Republicans and Mainstream Fomm use an immigrant cut off 
for flinding. Tbe Matsui bill has not identified a funding option. 

We have more detailed side by side comparisons if that would be helpful. Please understand 
that these comparisons are preliminary as all the bills an; changing, and the languagne is not 
always easy to interpret. We will be updating and improving this chart over the next few 
days. 
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Paternity 
establishment 

-in hospital patemily i 
estabtiahmem sought in aO 
cases 
-simplified administrative 
procedure 
-strict cooperation 
requirements fbr AEDC 
-states reqcAied to establish 
paiemity withia) year 

-aintptified admioistrative 
procedures 
-strict cooperation 
requirements for AFDC 
-peifbnnance incentives 
for states f o establish 
paternity. 

-simplified adnuniBtralive 
procedures 
-strict cooperalion 
requirements for AFDC 
•peribrraanoe incendves for 
states to establish patemity. 

-AFDC deded or sharply 
reduced until paternity 
established 

Strengthen •central stste registries 

-W-4 reiKXting 
-strefigthen IRS role 
-limplified wage withholding 
•strengthen interstate 
procedures 
•guidelines commission 
-regulaHy update awards 

[likely to be amilsr to -central state rê stries 

-W-4 repoitiog 
-strengthen ms role 
-aimplified wage withholding 
-strengthen interrtate 

procedures 
-guiddutes commission 

•expand federal parent 

-W-4 reporting 
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procedures 

Innovaove 
programs 

-training and work programs 
for non-custodial paretts 
•child suppoit assurance 
demiNistrations 

•duM support assurance 
demcMistrations 

•traimng aod work programs 
for nott-ouslodial parents 

-training and wcrk 
programs for non­
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Transitional 
Program 

Wori( 
Program 

Administration 

Erdianced JOBS program * 
•employability plan ' 
- U ^ participation 
-up-fioot job search 
-training and educatton 
dosdy link^ to placement 
-worker smppott to Wp 
people stay in jobs 

libaal House Democrats I Maioalream Fonira 

TraDsidenal Assistance and Work 

Enhanced JOBS program 
•en:q>loyability plan 
•hi^ participation 
-some JOBS funds 
resoved fbr pUcemenl and 
retention 

Work for wages model 
-15 to 35 hours work requred 
-emphasis on pnvate sector 

placemeots 
-EITC not provided 
-Supplemental benefit if 
earnings less linn AFDC 
-12 month limit on each 
placement 
-job search requared after each 
piaoeoient 
-sizable sancti(»s for private 
aector job refusal, quits, etc. 

No limits, but states 
required to have at least 
1/2 oflOBS participants in 
a public or private sector 
work program " 

Erihanced, more flexible JOBS 
prognun 
-empbyabifity plan 
•hi^ partidpation 
-up-fiont j ob search 
-job devdopmoit activities 
.expbdt options to contract 
out JOBS program activities 

2 Years 

House Republicans 

Enhanced JOBS program 
-eô loyability p'iaa 
•hi^ participation 
-up-fioni job seardi 
-training and educatioo 
dosdy linked to 
placement 

Not clearly spcQed out 
- Probably wi>rk for 
wdfkre (CWEP) in most 
cases 
• Only adulf s portion of 
grant lost for &iluFe to 
work 

Work for wages model 
-30 hours reqiwed 
-S hours job search reqmred 
-Eire net provided 
-sizable sanctions fbr private 
sector job reflisal, quits, etc. 

Up to 2 years (less 
aiiowed) 

Primarily Wofk for 
Wel&re 
-35 hours work reqimed 
-sizable sanctions fbr 

private sector job refusal, 
quha, etc. 
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Overall Limits 
on Work 
Partidpation 

- loss of eligibUity if refused 
private job ofier or fail tp̂  
perform adequately { 
- other state options? 

None 3 year maximum witfa stale 
option to extend b some cases. 
No benefits afterwards. 

Stste option to Irait 
woriLlo3 years. No 
benefiis afterwards. 

Exemptions 
aod 
Extensions 

-ill or disabled 
•caring for (fisabled chiid^ 
-child under 1 year owaL 4 
monlls subsequentiy O 
-completing GED, nhod-t 
work, work/study 

) 

o-

•ill or disabled 
-caring for disabled child 
-child under 3 years 

-in or disabled 
-caring for disabled child 
-child under 6 months once, 4 
months subsequendy 
-completing GED, worlc/study 

-ill or disabled 
-caring for disabled child 
-child under 6 months 
once. 4 months 
subsequently 

Phase-in Persons bora after 1971, with 
state option for fiuter phaso-in. 

None listed Penons bom after 1971, and 
going down by one year each 
year afler 1997. Sute option 
for faster |4tase-in 

New applicants initially, 
gradualfy reachâ  90S 
of entire caseload in 20O2 

Other Boiefit 
Changes 

-improved asset rales, IDAs, 
microenterprise 
-state option for more liberal 
earnings disregards 

• requirement of more 
liberal eanungs disregards 

-inqvoved asset rules, IDAs, 
microenterprise 
-stale option for more Kberd 
earmngs disregards 

-improved asset rules, 
IDAs, microenterprise 
-slate apMoti for more 
Uberal earnings 
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Earned 
IncocneTax 
Credit 

Chid Care for 
Working Poor 

Heahh 
Coverage 

•strategies to encourage 
advanced payments ' 
-state optioa to provide 
advance payments through 
welfitfeoflBoe 

-$800 miflioQ more in federal 
doUtf s by PY1999 

-csdsting transitional benefits 
-health refonn 

-none 

.$2 billion more in federal 
donar»byFY1999 

•expanded tranationfil 
benents aod hî ier ioiwv 
threshold 

provided to BU wel&re 
recipients 

-$2 blBion more in federal 
dollars by FY 1999 

-expanded transitional benefits 

-no provisjon 

-no provision 
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I Rdnveelittg Government Assistaace 

Simplify 
eligilHlity/ 
Improve 
ooffi-diiution 

-numerous simpUficationf 
-intmgency waiver boiid 
-enhanced coordination among 
programs, inehiding one-slop 

-none -some simpliScatioa 
-interagency waiver board 
-oihanoed coonfiiotion among 
programs, induding one-stop 

-interagency wwve' 
board 

Modify 
Perfoinumce 
Measures 

-restructured qua^ control 
system 
-outcomes based peifonnance 
measures 

-none •outcomes based perfonnance 
measures 

Redxice 
Fraud/Abuse 

-federal clearinghouses for 
benefidaries, cluld suppon 
orders, new lures, 
-recpiired use of Social 
Security number for wel&re 
qjpiicaats 
-improved computer 
vô cation m̂ faodsV 
-EBT expansions 

-none -improved computer 
ver̂ cation methodsX 
-EBT expansions 

-sbjdy idea of required 
use of Sodal Security 
number for welfiue 
applicants 
-EBT demonrtrstions 


