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THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 70201 

··JAN 27 1998 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

The purpose of this memo is to outline the information we have so far on the impacts of 
changes in welfare programs. The information is still quite preliminary, but some conclusions 
are emerging. These include: 

o The total number. of welfare recipients has fallen below 10 million for the first 
time since 1971. Case1oads have fallen by more than .30 percent since their peak 
in 1994. 

o Many more recipients are now working, and the proportion of former recipients at 
work after leaving welfare appears to be somewhat higher than in the past. 

o States are making very serious·efforts to move recipients into work, both by 
mandating woi:k programs and sanctioning those who do not comply, and by 
increasing the benefits ofworking·through simpler and higher earnings disregards 
and on-going supports such as child care. 

o As we found with AFDC waivers, States are adopting common approaches but 
with many variations in specifics. Several large States are devolving key policy 
decisions to the county level. 

o There has been no "race to the bottom" in State welfare benefits; States are 
spending more per recipient than in 1994 across T ANF and related programs, and 
State maximum benefit levels are. generally unchanged. 

' • I 

o So far there is little evidence ·of extreme hardship among those who leave welfare 
as a result of sanctions, although many do experience fairly large declines in 
income. Overall, however, half or more of former recipients appear to increase 
their incomes after leaving welfare. 

o Even when recipients move to work and improve their incomes, they are still 
likely to have total incomes below the poverty line. 

This memo looks first at what the States are doing, in terms of both spending choices and 
broader policy choices. It then turns to impacts on recipients, assessing both results from 
evaluations of State waivers similar to current State policies and the very early results nom State 
surveys of recipients and former recipients. Finally, the implications of these findings for 
Federal and State policy choices are briefly discussed. 
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State Responses to Welfare Reform 

Welfare caseloads have declined dramatically since their peak at 14.4 million recipients 
in March 1994. Overall, the number of people receiving aid had declined by more than 30 
percent ~o 9.8 million recipients by September l997 (the most recent monthly report available). 
This decline has continued at an even more rapid pace since the enactment of welfare ref orin in 
August 1996. In the first year of welfare re.form alone, almost 2 million recipients left the rolls. 
As Chart 1 (attached) shows, these declines are spre8d across almost all of the States. · 

Changes in State Spending on Welfare Programs. There has been no .. race to the 
bottom,. in State welfru:e spending. Because there are now fewer recipients, total State spending 
on welfare programs has declined since 1994. On average, however, States are spending 
somewhat more per recipient than they did in 1994-reported State spending on welfare and 
related programs is about 18 percent below the level seen in 1994, while ·caseloads have declined 
by more than 30 percent. This increased spending has not affected direct payments to recipients, 
which remain very close to the levels seen in both 1994 and J 996 (about $3 70 per family per 
month on average.) In all, four States have increased· maximum benefit levels since the 
enactment ofT ANF, while five States have 'decreased maximum benefits for at leas~ some 
categories of recipients . 

. ·. . ) 

States are reporting that they are meeting their-Maintenance of Effort (MOE) 
requireme~ts under welfare reform. They are required to spend 80 percent of previous (generally 
1994) levels, or 75 percent if they meet the minimum.participation requirements, and 20 States ) 
report exceeding that goal, some by considerable· amounts (see Chart 2). Further, reported 
spending may understate actual amounts spent, since there are no incentives for States to report 
additional spending once their MOE requirements have been met. There is little in these data to 
suggest declines in spending levels-rather, States appear to be using at least so~e of their own 
money to provide services such as child care 3.Qd job training and placement and to increase work 
incentives. · 

Changing State Policies. A focus on workis a major theme in State welfare policies, 
altb:ough there is considerable variation in plan specifics and in implementation across States. 
The following key points emerge from an overview of State _policies: · 

~'~;.~. 
~-

I. States are focusing on evcouraging and requiring work. 

o 40 States have enacted policies to make work pay, generally by increasing the 
amount of earnings disregarded in Calculating welfare benefits. (See Chart 3.) 
Connecticut, for example, now disregards all earnings up to the poverty level. 
Most States have also simplified the treatment of earnings compared to the AFDC 
treatment, with the result that recipients can see more clearly how even a low­
wage job will make them better off. 
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44. States have raised the level of resources and/or the.maximumvalue of a 
vehicle allowed to welfare reeipients. (See Chart 4.) This will make it easier for 
recipients to get to work and to accumulate savings that might lead to self­
sufficiency. 

Almost all of the States have moved to "Work First" models in their welfare 
programs, requiring recipients to move quickly into av~ble jobs. Virtually 
every State has instituted "social contracts" or other personal responsibility 
agreements in which recipients commit to specific steps toward self·sufficiency. · 
States are enforcing these contracts, sanctioning people who fail to sign or live up 

. to· their agreements. 

2. Family violence issues and chofces about exemptions for parents ofvezy young 
children are being addressed by the States .. 

0 24 jurisdictions have elected to screen for, provide appropriate services, and waive 
requirements where needed to ensure the safety of victims of domestic violence 
through the Family Violence Option (See Chart 5.) Additional States, including 
California, are expected to implement this option in the coming months. 

o As indicated in Chart 6, most States have chosen to exempt parents of infants 
· under one year of age from work requirements. 16 States have chosen shorter 
exemptions (the law allows States to require parents with children over 12 weeks 
to work.) 

3. State policies regarding time limits are varied and complex. 

o Chart 7 shows that eleven States have chosen "intermittent" time limits that limit 
the total months ofrecipiency allowed within a longer time period (for example, 
Virginia limits TANF receipt to 24 months in any 60 month period). Nine States 
have chosen lifetime limits ofless than five years. Both of these types of time 
limits often allow exceptions or exemptions. 27 States have chosen the Federal 
limit of 60 months. Four States have chosen other options involving supplements 
from State welfare pr~grams for those reaching the Federal time limits. 

o ·Evaluation and survey data fmd that recipients are often unclear about the 
specifics oftime limits (and other reform policies) that apply.to them, although 
they do know that the nature of welfare has changed. · 

. o. Few recipients have reached Stat.e time limits so far. 
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4. State plans yary considerably in their specifics and in their timing. 

0 
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A few States are making choices that appear to have little to do with work, such as 
· counting the SSI income of disabled children and adults in computing T ANF 
.benefits without taking into account ihe added costs of disability. 

The amount of time that elapses between the determination of policy choices and 
their actuallmplem~nW.tion varies gre8tly across States, usually based on whether, 
when and how extensively they undertook reforms through waivers. Many States 
·have not completed the process of implementing proposed policy changes. 

5. Finally, California. New York and several other sta.tes are devolving key decisions to • 
counties~ 

o Other States in the process of devolving include Maryland, Ohio, Florida, 
Colorado and North Carolina. 

o These States are devolving decisions about work activities, post-employment 
supports and~ in some cases, sanctions~ Colorado and North Carolina are also 
passing on· decisions about other factors including eligibility. Benefit levels will 
still be determined at the State level, although in some cases the State will 
mandate only a floor which the counties can choose to exceed. 

Impacts of Welfare Reform on Recipients 

Moving recipients and potential recipients into work bas been the focus of most State 
policies, and there is some preliminary evidence that employment levels are rising as caseloads 
decline. Evidence on the impacts of other aspects of the changes on recipients and would-be 
recipients is somewhat more mixed. Aie they indeed better off in economic terms? What has 
happened to those who haven't gotten jobs? It is still very early to answer.those questions, but 
we have some preliminary data that give a few indications. 

Our preliminary data generally relate to the situations found _in specific states. Thus, this 
report draws upon preliminary program evaluation reports of waiver-based policies from 
Michigan, Iowa, Minnesota, Delaware, and Florida, and on suiveys of welfare recipients and 
people who have left welfare rolls in Massachusetts, Iowa, Wisconsin, Indiana, Maryland, South 
Carolina and Tenriessee. The early stories emerging from these studies appear to be fairly 
consistent across those states. Although we are beginning to have some evaluation evidence on 
the impacts ofpolicy changes as opposed to the strong economy, it is very difficult to sort out the 
relative importance of policy. and economic factors at the N ationallevel. 

Sanctions. States.are generally working J:larder to enforce mandatory work requirements, 
and sanctions rose by about 30 percent nationally between 1994 and the end of 1996. Anecdotal 
evidence implies that these rates are still increasing. ln the studies of specific State~, sanction 
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rates of as blgh as 50 percent are seen, with rates in the 25 percent to 30 percent range not 
· unusual. Sanctions may result iD. either a complete or partial loss of benefits. Across States we 

find that the majority of sanctions occur beeause recipients fail to show up for initial 
appointments. Far fewer families have been sanctioned for refusal to comply with work . 
assignments. Sanctioned families may include many who are already working or who have good 
job opportunities; in Iowa, for example, families that did not comply with the State's Family 
Investment Plan tended to be more job-ready than the average. 

Employment. Perhaps partly beca\ise of stricter work policies as well as the robust 
economy, more recipients and former recipients are now employed .. Evaluations of specific State 
programs show policy-related increases in employment in the range of 8 percent to 15 percentage 

· points. Surveys of people who have left welfare imply that 50 pe~nt to 60 percent are working 
in the period following welfare recipiency (with the remainder not employed). This is 
comparable to or slightly higher than the 45 percent to 50 percent of welfare exiters who worked 
after leaving AFDC. Some of this increase in work may result from the strong economy as well 
as from policy changes. 

Incomes. While there do not appear to be dramatic changes so far in the average incomes 
of welfare recipients and those leaving the welfare rolls, these averages hide a great deal of · 

. variation. Among those leaving the program, incomes in the follow up period are very mixed. 
· Generally, about half of fonner recipients saw increases in their incomes, while half experienced 
· declines. There is some evidence that those who leave the program voluntarily are more likely to 
· have increased incomes, although in both South Carolina and Iowa about 40 percent of those 

who left because of sanctions also ·experienced income increases. 

There is little evidence at this point of extreme hardship even among families losing 
benefits altogether as a result of sanctions or time limits. However, eyents such as homelessness 
or entry of children into foster care are sometimes hard to observe in evaluations and follow up 
studies, which are usually unable to trace some proportion of former recipients. In the short run, 
many families experiencilig large income losses appear to rely on help from friends and extended 
family. It should be noted also that even families whose incomes rise as a result of higher · 

. earnings and/or changes in State policies typiCally still do not have above-poverty level incomes 
while on T ANF or in the period immediately after leaving the program.' 

Other Benefits. Families ~ho leave T ANF are often eligible to continue receiving 
benefits from other social support programs such as the Food Stamp Program, Medicaid, 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and housing programs .. However, relatively low take-up 
rates for some of these benefits suggest that many former recipients may be unaware of their 
continued eligibility for other programs such as Medicaid, or that administrative barriers may be 
preventing some eligible families from participating in these programs. In both South Carolina · 
and Indiana, for example, about half of the adults who were no longer receiving cash assistance 
reported that.they did not have any health insurance. 

~':,;~. 
~-
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Policy Implications and Next Steps: Stlppoiting Low-Income Workers 

These early results suggest that real progress is being made in focusing recipients on work 
. and in moving them into employment This is a significant and critical step on the path to 
reforming welfare. I believe that further steps need to be taken to consolidate and build on this 
accomplishment. In particular, we need to ensure that low-income working families, whether 

· they are former welfare recipients or not, can continue to work and to earn enough to raise their 
families, weathering unemployment and other temporary setbacks without relying on long-term 
welfare receipt In pursuing this goal, we would be building on the Admini~tion's many 
achievements for working fainilies, including expansion of the EITC, increasing the minimum 
wage, eX?anding health care coverage for children, enacting parental leave, and the introduction 
of this year's pathbreaking child care initiative. And we would also be building on the 
widespread and increasing interest of the States, which are starting to grapple with the question 
of what happens after welfare parents take their~ jobs. 

Both researchers and. practitioners are telling us that when such parents move to work, 
most are likely to. need continuing support in order to keep their jobs, support their families, 
improve their incomes over 'time, and avoid going back onto the welfare rolls. These supports 
can take many forms, from the EITC or increased earnings disregards to services such as child 
care, health care, transportation and mentoruig. Currently, States have resources available to 
them through the T ANF block grant and their Maintenance of Effort funds, as well as through 
other State resources that have been freed up as a result of declining caseloads .. We can make 
progress on this agenda by challenging States to make key investments, showcasing effective 
practices and encouraging State innovation as well as by shaping a National agenda to help low-
wage workers and theirfamilies. · . · 

A successful strategy to support low-income workers and their families would involve 
several components at both the State and National levels. These could include: 

1. Raising the incomes of iow-wage wort(ers. Mo~t welfare recipients moving into their 
·first jobs continue to .earn below-poverty level incomes. The major 1993 expansion of 
the EITC does a great deal for the.se families, and it must be protected. In addition, we 
could challenge States to expand State EITC's and to increase earnings disregards and 
other programs for low-wage workers. For example, Wisconsin has used T ANF MOE 
funds to expand both its EITC and housing subsidies for low-income owners and renters. 
At the National level, policies such as a further increase in the minimum wage or tax 
incentives for employers to promote jobs and higher wages for low-skilled workers could 
be explored. 

.· . . 

2. Providing other job supports. We must ensure that other critic~ job supports, such as 
health care, child care, transportation, _and mentoring, are available for working families 
who need them. The Administration's new child care irutiative is of course critical to this 

. strategy, and the newly enacted Child Health I~surance Program should go a ~~ng way 
toward ensuring health care coverage for the children of low-wage workers .. We need to 

~'~,:: ,. -6-
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continue outreach efforts to make sure that low-income working families are aware of 
their potential eligibility for Medicaid. The Vice President's work on mentoring provides 
a valuable example, and States must be encouraged to continue to invest in these 

·programs.and other supports. 

3. Ensuring that low-wage workers improve skills and earnings over time. Many States are 
beginning to grapple with the best way tO promote growth in skills and earnings over time 
for former welfare recipients. Over the longer term, such growth will be necessary to 
meet both the needs of families and the needs ofthe economy as a whole. We should be 

.. ·challenging ~tates to put together creative strategies and showcaSing those that do. These 
strategies can involve linkages among workforce development, higher education, and 
welfare systems, as well as work with specific private employers. At the National level, 
stra:tegies to increase educational opportunities for low-inoome families are a key to 

. increasing skills and earnings over time.· · 

4. Maintaining the safety net for workers .. If a temporary setback is not to result in a return 
to welfare dependency, the safety net for low-wage workers must be maintained. At the 
National level, changes could be made in the Unemployment Insurance program to 
increase the probability that low-wage workers· will earn coverage; as is now being 
discussed within the Administration. At the State level, we should showcase States that 
are implementing post-employment services and other strategies to address the fact that 
low-income workers are likely to experience consi~erable job turnover and some periods '' 
of unemployment. We should challenge States to invest in approaches that combine 
reliable short-term assistance with rapid re-employment help. 

In summary, we must build upon and continue our efforts on behalf of low income 
workers. I look forward to further discussions With you regarding these important issues. Please 
let me know ifyou would like a briefing or further information. 

· Attachments 

~'='.:• 
·~-

·~ 
. Donna E. Shalala 
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Chart 1: . RECIPIENT_CQUNT DOWN 2.4 MILLION . ' . -·· . ..,. . . 

SINCE ENACTMENT--OF NEW WELFARE LAW 
· (August 1996-September 1997) 
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Chart 5: StaJes Selecting 
Family Violence Option 
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Chart 7: Time ·Limit Choices 
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February xx, 1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 
MELANNE VERVEER 

FROM: 

Subject: 

JENNIFER KLEIN 
NICOLE RABNER 
NEERA TANDEN 

Domestic Policy Planning 

The purpose of this memorandum is serve as a basis for our discussion on Friday on domestic 
policy planning and strategy for the coming months. The memorandum first explores the theme 
of "what works" as a possible area for sustained focus, and then divides into sections based on 
issue areas: (1) child care and early childhood development; (2) child welfare and adoption; (3) 
children's health; women's health? 

Umbrella Issue: "What Works" 

We hav~ given some thought to the idea of focusing on the theme "what works" as an organizing 
tool for our efforts and, possibly launching a project or a dialogue on this subject. As you know 
well, there is no issue on which we work, unfortunately, that does not fail the test of taking 
promising efforts to scale. 

It is clear that any effort 'in this area must be about dialogue -- dialogue among a range of 
perspectives and experiences in programs that support children and families in communities 
nation-wide. 

. . . 

We propose that you convene a "prayer-breakfast"_style discussion at the White House with a 
diverse group-- to engage in a serious discussion on this subject and, possibly, to signal your 
intention to seize this.issue (building on your travels and.writings over the years), in a formal or 
informal way. To develop this idea further and to plan for this White House convening, we 
would call a series of small meetings (in which you could have the option of participating or 
dropping by). These meetings would pull together leaders of issues affecting children from a 
range of perspectives-- academic, advocacy, government, foundation, community-based, · 
grassroots, etc.-- to discuss (1) why it is that we do not effectively learn from and replicate 
proven models, and (2) how we can do better. From these discussions we could develop the 
agenda and strategy for the larger convening. 
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Child Care. Early .S:hildhood Development, and School-Age Care 

3 
Child Care legislation 
I. Continuing to be a voice for various pieces of our proposal 
II. Meeting with members of congress-- Cong. Women's Caucu~, child care leaders 
III. After-school push 

Early Childhood Development 
I. Prescription for Reading 
II. Conference report 

School-Age Care 
I. 

III. Adoption/Child Welfare 

-,.~ 

.'.::~ 

. ~:~ 

As you know, there is a continued need for your leadership on child ~elfare and adoption issues. 
Omfu~ · 

In short, options for yom involvement include: 
1. Internal meeting/briefing with HHS 
2. Judicial meeting 
3. Foundation meeting 
4. D.C. meeting 
5. 

IV. Children's Health 

See other memo ... 
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4184-01 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

Administration for Children and Families 

45 CFR Parts 98 and 99 

RIN 0970-AB74 

Child Care and Development Fund 

j)Lo c (1?-1 ,p-

I ~(_.( ctv-e/~ ·~ f\J 2_.t;,y~ 
·1Q-Y\G~/V'- (_ S' lh Q.C/t()~s,~· 

0'cJ"'"" (_ CL'vY·~') 

AGENCY: Administration for Children and Families (ACF), HHS 

ACTION: Notice of Proposed Rulemaking 

SUMMARY: The Administration for Children and Families (ACF) proposes 
to amend the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) regulations 
at 45 CFR Part 98. In large part, the proposed amendments respond to the 
amendments made to the CCDBG Act and the Social Security Act by the 
Personal Responsibility ~d Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act 
(PRWORA) of 1996 (Pub. L. 104-193). This proposed rule additionally 
includes certain selected amendments and preamble clarifications originally 
proposed for the CCDBG regulations on May 11, 1994 (59 FR 24510-24527) 

12/30/97 14:54:54 



Proposed amendments to the Child C ... regulations at CFR Parts 98 and 99 http://www.acf.dhhs.gov/HyperNews/get/ccdb-full.html 

proposed for the CCDBG regulations on May 11, 1994 (59 FR 24510-24527) 
but never issued as a final rule due to the welfare reform initiative that resulted 
inPRWORA. 

DATES: Interested persons and agencies are invited to submit written 
comments concerning these proposed regulations no later than September 22, 
· ~ ~o-\ -~ -~ 0°~ ~L ~ ~H-~~-Cs~__s 

\'"~l (e.~- . . . . 

ADDRESS: An electronic version of this proposed rule can be found at 
http://www .acf.dhhs.gov /programs/ ccb/policy /nprm.htm for your review. 
Comments on the regulation can be submitted electronically following the 
·directions at the ·site, and will be posted according to the tP.ose directio-ns. 
Comments received from State Lead Agencies for.child care will also· be 
posted on the web site as a service to the public, regardless-of the method of 
submission. Printed copies of the electronic comments will be added to the 
file of written comments and be available for public review during the hours 
described below. · · 

Comments may also be mailed (facsimile transmissions will not be accepted) 
to the Assistant Secretary for Children and Families, Attention: Child Care 
Bureau, Hubert Humphrey Building, Room ~20F, 200 Independence Avenue, 
SW, Washington, DC 20201 or delivered to that address between 8 a.m. and ·· 
4:30p.m on regular business days. Comments received may be inspected 
during the same hours· by making arrangements with the contact person shown 
below. '· · 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Barbara _ _a_inker, Director, 
· Policy Division, Child Care Bureau, Hubert Humphrey :Suild.ing, Room 320F, 

200 Independence Avenue, SW, Washington, DC 20201, telephone 

2 of 167 

(202 )40 1-514 5. Deaf and hearing-impaired individuals may call the Federal 
Dual Party Relay Service at 1-800-877-8339 between 8 a.m. and 7 p.m~ 
Eastern time. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

12/30/97 14:54:54 . 
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1 Proposed amendments to the Child C ... regulati~ns at CFR Parts 98 and 99 http://www.actdhhs.gov/HyperNews/get/ccdb-tilll.html 

Sliding Fee Scales (Section 98.42) 

We have simplified §98.42 of the regulations by-removing separate references 
to services under §§98.50 and 98.51. 

For a further discussion of copayments; see §98.43. 

~ rt ct: ""'l::>~ ---
qual Access (Section 98.43) 

We have changed the title of this section to "Equal Access," from "Payment 
R~ecause the amended CCDBG Act now focuses on equal access for 
·families receiving subsidies to child care services. Under the amendments, 
Lead Agencies are required to certify that payment rates are sufficient to 
provide access to child care services for eligible families that are comparable 
to those provided to ineligible families. The amended section 658E(c)(4)(A) 
also requires the Lead Agency to provide a summary of the facts relied ron to 
determine that its payment rates are sufficient to ensure equal access. 

The proposed regulation at §98.43(b) requires a Lead Agency to show that it 
. considered the following three key elements in determining that its child care 
program provides equal access for eligible families to child care services: 1. 
Choice of the full range of categories·and types of providers, e~g., the 
categories of center-based, group, family, in-home care, and types of 
providers such·as for-profit and non-profit providers, sectarian providers, and 
relative providers as already required by §98.30 . 

. 2: Adequate payment rates, based on a local market survey conducted no 
earlier than two years prior to the effective date of the current Plan; and 

3. Affordable copayments. 

These elements must be addressed in the summary of facts submitted in a 
Lead Agency's biennial Plan, pursuant to §98.16(1). 

1. Full Range of Providers 

47of167 · 12/30/97 14:55:05 
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1. Full Range of Providers . 

" 

All working.parents, regardless of income, need a: full range of categories and 
types of providers from which they may choose their child care services, 
because their child care needs vary considerably according to the child's age 
and special needs, the parents' work schedule, provider proximity, cultural 
values and expectations. Therefore, we believe that the statutory requirement 
of equal access means that low-income worki.ng parents receiving 
CCDF -subsidized care must have a full range of the categories and types of 
providers from which to choose care that they believe best meets their needs 
and those of their children. The parental choice requirements· at §98.30 already 
require that parents who receive certificates .be afforded such variety. 

2. Adequate Payment Rates 

The statuteat section 658E(c)(4)(A) eliminated the requirement that, in 
establishing payment rates, the Lead Agency take into account variations in 
the cost ofproviding care in different categor.ies of care, to different. age 
groups, and to children with special. needs. We have amended §98.43 to 
conform with the statute. However, while eliminating the requirement for· 
different payment rates for different categories of care, Congress added a 
requirement that Lead Agencies provide "a summary of the facts relied on by 
the State to determine that such rates are sufficient to ensure such [equal] 
access." · 

The statute suggests that if families receiving child care subsidies under· the 
CCDF are to have equal access to· child care, the payment rates established by 
a Lead Agency should be comparable to those paid by families who are not 
eligible for subsidies. In other words, the payment rates should reflect the 
child care market. Although the. statute has changed, the reality remains that · 
the market reflects differences along several dimensions, and we do not 
believe that Congress expected Lead Agencies to establish a single payment 
rate for all types of child care. 

Child care is often the major factor in whether families are able to work -- and 
access to a variety of child care arrangements is necessary both to support 
today's increasingly diverse workforce and workplace demands, and to ensure 
that the healthy development of children is no~ compromised; The focus of 
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· · tliat the healthy development of children is not compromised. The focus of . 
PR WORA on work further highlights the need for CCDF Lead Agencies; 
which now are required by s~atute to administer the new·Mandatory and 
Matching Funds, to establish payment rates that support work as well as 
enable. the developmental needs of children to be met. · 

The major variable in the cost of child care is the age of the child, especially 
the added expense of caring for infants and very young children. Under 
PRWORA·, many more families with infants and pre-school-aged children will 
be required to participate in work activities for longer hours per week. 
Payments that do not reflect the expense of caring for very young children will 
frustrate the ability of families to work. In providing the exception to the 
individual penalties under T ANF for single custodial parents with a child 
upder age six who cannot obtain needed child care, Congress recognized the 
special difficulties of locating care for young children. We have proposed a 
consumer education provision at §98.33 that recognizes the relationship 
between the T ANF provision and the responsibilities of the CCDF Lead 

. Agency. Consequently, we also expect Lead Agencies. to ensure that their 
payment .rates reflect the market rate variations in the cost of providing child 
care to different age groups as well as the additional costs of providing care to 
children with special needs. We anticipate that market rate surveys will also 
show variations in rates among categories of care, and we expect any · 
significant variations to be reflected in the Lead Agency's payments .. 

A system of child care payments that does not reflect the demands of the 
market makes it economically infeasible for many providers to serve 
low-income children. This undermines the statutory and regulatory 
requirements of equal access and parental choice. Experience with the 

· · now-repealed title IV -A ·child care programs and the CCDBG suggests that 
providers limited their enrollment of children with subsidies because the 
subsidy payments were too low. Similarly, failing to compensate providers 
timely or not reimbursing them for days when children are absent also causes 
providers to refuse care to children with subsidies. 

At §98.43(c) we have added a provision prohibiting different payment rates 
. based on a family's eligibility status or circumstances. This provision means 
that the Lead Agency may not establish payments for TANF families that 
differ from the payments for the families of the working poor, or for families 
in education or train'itig, for example. We believe that multiple payment rates 
based ·on an eligibility status precludes the statutorily-required equal access to 
child care for families receiving CCDF subsidies. Additionally, such multiple 
payment rates would frustrate one of the main intents in amending the Act -­
to have a unified child care system with only a single set of rules. This 

· purpose would be undercut if different payment rates based on eligibility 
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criterion were permitted. 

With the exception of payments for children with special needs, who 
sometimes require services on a highly individualized basis, we believe that a 
.survey of market rates is the only methodologically sound way for Lead 
Agencies to gather the facts necessary to establish payments that are realistic 
and thus provide the required equal access for low income families. 
Implementat~on ofthis provision should not be a burden to States, which were 
required to conduct local market surveys in implementing the now-repealed 
title IV -A child care programs. We also know from comparjng State plans for 
the two programs, that the great majority of States used the IV -A payment 
rates for subsidies provided under the Child Care and Development Block 
Grant. Thus, States have had a number of years' experience with the survey . 
process. States retain the flexibility to design such surveys; we· have not 
proposed a survey methodology .. 

We propose that Lead Agencies conduct such ·a survey biennially to ensure 
that their payments reflect reasonably c~rrent market qonditions. We have 
amended the regulations at §§98.43(b)(2) and 98.16(1) to include this 
proposed requirement. Lead Agencies must provide evidence iri the biennial 
Plan to show that a local market rate survey was conducted no earlier than two 
years prior to the effective date of the currently approved Plan, together with 
an explanation of how the survey was conducted. · 

. . . . 

We have not established specificrequirements for the payments established by 
Lead Agencies. Lead Agencies have the flexibility to establish payments, 

. based on a biennial survey, which provide CCDF-subsidized families with 
equal access to the full range of care in their areas. We would consider parents 
to have equal access, however, ~fpayments are established at least at the 75th 
percentile of the rate in the child care market. States and families have both 
recognized that the 75th percentile, which we required in the now-repealed 
title IV -A child care programs, generally provided families receiving subsidies 
with a range of care tP,at was adequate to support their ·work schedules and the 
needs of their .children .. 

Since the requirement to conduct a market survey biennially is intended to 
ensure that payments reflect reasonably current market conditions, .lengthy 
·delays between the survey and basing the payments on that survey would 
undermine the intent of the requirement. Therefore, we propose that a Lead 
Agency·conduct its survey no earlier than two years prior to the effective date 
of the currently approved Plan; and payments derived from that survey must 
be in place no later than the beginning of the second year of the Plan for 
which the survey was conduct~d. The survey will be the basis for payments 
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for only two years. 

We propose to revise §§98 . .43 and 98.16 to remove the ten percent limit on 
payment differences within-. a category of care. We also propose to remove the 
reference to. limits on payment d~fferences in·§ 9 8.16. ·This· revision recognizes 
the change in focus of the. statute to a factual basis for the establishment of 
payments and the elimination of the requirement to establish payJ;llent rates by . 
category of. care~ It will also provide Lead Agencies the ·flexibility to 
recognize and compensate higher quality child care facilities and providers, 
including those that have obtained nationally recognized accreditation or 
. special credentials. This will also give the Lead Agency the flexibility to 
address possible shortages of certain types of care -- for example, care during 
non-traditional hours or on weekends -- when the survey results for this care 
are incomplete, not obtainable, or contradict the agency's experience in 
providing such care. 

3. Affordable Copayments 

The third essential element of equal· access is that any copayment or fee paid 
by the parent is affordable for the family and sliding fee scales should not be 
designed in a way that limits parental choiCe. We wish to emphasize that Lead 
Agencies have flexibility in establishing their sliding fee scales. However, in 
our view, copayment scales that require a low-income family to pay no more 
than ten percent of its income for child care, no matter how many children are 
in care, will help ensure equal access. · · 

Recent reports by the Census Bureau indicate that families with income below 
the poverty level pay a disproportionate share of their income -- 18 ·percent -­
for child care; whereas families above the poverty level pay only seven 
percent of their income for child care. The size of the fee paid by a 
low-income working parent can·be cr'u~ial in determining whetP,er she and her 
family become, and remain, self-sufficient. ·When devising the fee scale Lead 
Agencies should try to ensure that small wage increases do not trigger large 
increases in copayments, lest continuation on the path to self-sufficiency be 
jeopardized for any family: The size of a fee increase is an especially . 
important consideration.because recent changes in the Food Stamp, housing 
assistance, :Medicaid, SSI, and the Earned Inco~e Credit programs may also 
affect the resources now avaHable to a low-income working family. 
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Sliding fee scales must continue to be based on family size and income, as 
currently required at §98.42(b ). While Lead AgenGies have flexibility to take 
additional elements into consideration when designing their fee scales, basing 
fees on the .cost or· category of care could violate the statutory requirements of 
equal access and parental choice. Similarly, multiple fee scales based on 
factors such as a family's eligib~lity status would be precluqed. . 

List of Providers (Section 98.45) 

We have renamed this section "List of Providers" because the amendments to 
section 658(E)(c)(2)(E) of the Act eliminated the language on the registration 
of unlicensed or unregulated providers. We have also deleted the requirement 
at §98.16 to describe the registration process in th~biennial Plan. 

At§98.45, however, we propose to require any Lead Agency not having a 
.· registration process to maintain a list of the· names and addresses of all 

unregulated providers. It is essential that Lead Agencies have some simple, 
standardized system to record the names. and addresses of unlicensed 
providers in order to pay them and to provide them with pertinent information 
about health and safety regulations and training. · · 

The regulations would no longer specifically require Lead Agencies to have a 
registration process for providers not licensed or regulated undet State or local 
law before paying them for child care services. However, Lead Agencies 
should note that they-may continue such a system, and. we strongly encourage 
them to do so. · · .,· 

Subpart F--Use of Block Grant Funds 

Child Care Services (Section 98.50) 

The 70 Percent Requirement 
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(d) Each Lead Agency shall certify that procedures are in effect to ensure that 
child care providers of services for which assistance is provided under this 
part, within the area ser\red by the Lead Agency, comply with all applicable 
State, local, or tribal health and safety requirements described in paragraph (a) 
of this section. . · 

(e) For the purposes of this section, the term "child care providers i• does not 
include grandparents, great grandparents, siblings (if such providers live in a 
separate residence), aunts, or uncles, pursuant to §98.2. 

' . •' 

§98.42 Sliding fee scales. 

(a) Lead Agencies shall establish, and periodically revise, by rule, a sliding fee 
scale(s) t~at provides for cost sharing by families that receive CCDF child 
care services. 

(b) A sliding fee scale( s) shall be based on income and the size of the family 
and may be based on other factors as appropriate. 

(c) Lead Agencies may waive contributions from families whose incomes are 
at or below the poverty level for a family of the same size . 

...... J"·~"·· 

,~ ... · ...... 
. . . . ... ~~ ..... 

(' / · §98.43 Equal access.· 

~------··-·-·---·--···-·--····-----

(a) The Lead Agency shall certify that the payment rates for the provision of 
child care services under this part are sufficient to ensure equal access, for 
eligible families iri the area served by the Lead Agency, to child care.services 
comparable to those provided to families not eligible to receive CCDF 
assistance or child care assistance under any other Federal, State, or tribal 
programs. 

(b) The Lead Agency shall provide a summary of the facts relied on to 
determine that its payment rates ensure equal access. At a minimum, the 
summary shall include those facts that show: 
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., I 

(1) How a choice of the full range of providers, e.g., center, group, family, and 
. in-home care, is made available; . · 

(2) How payment rates are adequate based on a local market rate survey 
. conducted no earlier than two years prior to the effective date of the currently 
approved Plan; · .· 

(3} How copayments based on a sliding fee scale are affordable, as stip1,1lated 
at §98.42. · · 

(c) A Lead Agency may not establish different paymentrates based on a 
family's elig~bility status or circumstances. 

(d) Payment rates under paragraph.( a) of this section _shall be consistent with 
the parental choice requirements in §98.30. · 

(e) ·Nothing in this section shall be cop.strued to create a private right of action. 

§98.44 Priority for child care services. 

Lead Agencies shall give priority for services provided under §98.50(a) to: 
. . 

(a) Children of families with very low family income (considering f~mily 
size); and 

(b) Children with special needs ... 

§98.45 List of Providers. 

If a Lead Agency does not have a registration process for child care providers 
who are unlicensed or unregulated under State, local, or tribal law, it is 
required to maintain a list of thenames and addresses of unlicensed or · 
unregulated providers of child care services for which assistance is provided 
under this part. 
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they may be eligible; and 
(45) provide (in accordance with regulations issued by the 

Secretary) for appropriate measures to detect fraudulent applica-
. _ tions for aid to families with dependent children prior to the . 

establishment of eligibility for such aid. 
The Secretary may waive any of the requirements imposed under or 
in connection with paragraphs (13) and (14) of this subsection to the 

· extent necessary to make such requirements compatible with the 
corresponding reporting and budgeting requirements by th-e Food 
Stamp Act of 197721

• · 

(b) The Secretary shall approve any plan which fulfills the condi­
tions specified in subsection (a), except that he shall not approve. ariy 
plan which imposes as a condition of eligibility for aid to families 

·with dependent children, a _residence requirement which denies aid 
with respect to any child residing in the State (1) wftlo has resided in 
the State for one year immediately preceding the application for 
such aid, or (2) who was born within one year immediately preceding 
the application, if the parent. or other relative with whom the child is 
living bas resided in the State for one year immediately preceding 
the birth. · · . ·. 

(c) The Secretary shall, on the basis of his reView of the reports 
received from the States under paragraph (15) of s~tion (a), 
compile such data as he believes necessary and from time to time· 
publish his findings as to the effectiveness of. the programs developed 
and administered by the States under such paragraph. The Secretary 
shall annually report to the Congress (with the first such report 
being made ori or before July 1, 1970) on the programs developed and 
administered by each State under such paragraph (15). . · 

[(d) Repealed.22
] 

(eXl) The Secretary shall not approve the initial and annually 
updated advance automated data processing planning document, 
referred tO in subsection (aX30), unless he finds that such document, 

· when implemented, will generally carry out the objectives of the 
statewide management system referred to in such subsection, and 
such document-

, (A) provides for the conduct of, and reflects the results of, 
requirements analysis studies, which include consideration of the 
prognim mission, functions, organization, services, constraints, 
and current support, of, in, or relating to, such system, 
· (B) contains a description of the proposed statewide manage­
ment system, including a description ofinformation flows. input 
data, and output reports and uses, . 

(C) sets forth the security and interface requirements to be 
employed in such statewide management. system, . 

(D) describes the projected resource requirements for staff and 
other needs, and the resources available or expected to be 
available to meet such requirements, . 

(E) includes cost-benefit analyses of each alternative manage­
ment system, data processing services and equipment, and a cost 
allocation plan containing the basis for rates, both direct and 
indirect, to be in effect under such statewide management 
system, 

"P.l- 88-525. 
'"P .L. 100-485, §402(.:X2~.A). 102 Stat. 23!n. 
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(F) contains an implementation plan with charts of develop­
ment events, testing descriptions, proposed acceptance criteria. 
and backup and fallback procedures to handle possible failure of 
contingencies, and 

(G) contains a summary of proposed improvement of such 
statewide management system in terms of qualitative and quan­
titative benefits. 

(2XA> The Secretary shall, on a continuing basis, review, assess, 
and inspect the planning, design, and operation of, statewide man­
agement information systems referred to in section 403(aX3)(B), with 
a view to determining whether, and t.o what extent, such system5 
meet and continue to meet requirements imposed under such section 
and the conditions specified under subsection (aX30) of this section. 

(B) If the Secretary finds with respect to any statewide manage­
ment information system referred to in section 403(aX3XB) that there 
is a failure substantially to comply with criteria, requirements, and 
other undertakings, prescribed by the advance automated _data 
processing planning document theretofore approved by the Secretary 
with respect to such system, then the Secretary shall suspend his 
approval of such document until there is .no longer any such failure 
of such system to comply with such criteria, requirements, and other 
undertakings so prescribed. ~ 

· (C) If the Secretary determines that sueh a system has not been 
implemented by the State by the date specified for implementation 
in the State's advance automated data processing planning docu­
ment, then the Secretary shall reduce payments to such State, in 
aooordance with section 403(b), in an amount equal tO 40 percent of 
the expenditures referred to- in section 403(aX3)(B) with respect t.o 
which· payments were made to the State under section 403(aX3XB). 
The Secretary may extend the deadline for implementation if the 
State demonstrates t.o the satisfaction of the Secretary that the State· 
cannot implement such system by the date specified in such planning 
document due to circumstances beyond the State's oontrol. · · 

(f)(l) For temporary disqualification of certain newly legalized 
aliens from receiving aid to families with 'dependent children, see 
subsection (h) of section 245A of the lmmigration and Nationality 
Actl~. subsection.<O of section 210 of 8uch Act, and subsOCtion <dX7) of 
section 210A of such Act. . 

(2) [n any caSe where an alien disqualified from receiving aid under_ 
such subsection (h), (f), or (dX7) is the parent of a child who is not so 
disqualified and who (without any adjustment of status un4er such 
section 245A, 210, or 210A) is considered a dependent child under 
subsection (aX33), or is the brother or sister of such a child, . 
subsection (aX38) shall not apply, and the needs of such alien shall 
not be taken into account in making the determination under 
subsection (aX7) with respect to such child, but the income of such 
alien (if he or she is the parent of such child) shall be included in 
making such determination t.o the same extent that income of a 

~stepparent. is included under subsection (aX31). . . 
. (g)(lXA)(i) Each State agency must guarantee child care 10 accord-

ance with subparagraph (B)-
"See VoL U, P _L_ 82-414. P .L. lC}-416, ~219!edl), repealed ~lOA of P.l. 82-U4. 
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a) for each family with a dependent child requiring such care, 
to the extent that suCh care is determined by the State agency to 
be neeessary for an individual in the family to accept employ-
ment or remain employed; and . 

(II) for each individual participating in an education and 
training activity (including participation in a program that 
meets the requirements of subSection (aX19) and part F) if the 
State agency approves the activity and determines that the 
individual is satisfactorily participating in the activity. 

(ii) Each State agency.rnust guarantee.child care, subject to the 
limitations described in this section, to the extent that such care is 
determined by the State agency to be necessary for an individual's 
employinent in any case where a family has ceased to receive aid to 

. families with dependent children as a result of increased hours of, or 
increased income from, sucl'n employment or by reason ofsubsection 

· (aXSXBXiiXII). 
(iii) A family shall only be eligible for child care provided under 

clause (ii) for a period of 12 months after the last month for which 
the family received aid to families with dependent children under 
this part. 

(iv) A family shall not be eligible for child care provided under 
clause {ij) unless the family received aid to families with dependent 
children in at least 3 of the 6 months immediately preceding the 
month in which the family became ineligible for such aid. . 

(v) A fami!y shall not be eligible for child care provided under 
clause (ii) unless the family includes a child who is (or, if needy, 
would be) a dependent child. 

(vi) A family shall not be eligible for child care provided under 
clause (ii) for any month beginning after the caretaker relative who 
is a member of the family has-- . 

m without good cause, terminated his or her employment; or 
(II) refused to cooperate with the State in establishing and enforc­

ing his or her child support obligations, without good cause as 
determined by the State agency in accordance with standards pre­
scribed by the Secretary which shall take into consideration the best 
interests of the child for whom child care is to be provided.~· 

(vii) A family shall contribute to child care provided under clause 
(ii) in accordance with a sliding scale formula which shall be 
established by the State agency based on the family's ability to pay. 

{B) The State agency may guarantee child care by-
(i) providing such care directly; 
(ii) arranging the care through providers by use of purchase of 

service contracts, or vouchers; · 
(iii) providing cash or vouchers in advance to the caretaker· 

relative in the fainily; 
' (iv) reimbursing the caretaker relative in the family; or -

(v) adopting such other arrangements as the agency deems 
appropriate. 

When the State agency arranges for chi!d care, the agency shalltake 
into account t.he individual needs of the child. . 
· (CXD Subject to clause (ii), the State agency shall make paymen~· · 

for the C<Jst of child care provided with respect to a family in an . 
amount that is the lesser of-
"M~ a>~ in originaL 

I 
! 
1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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(l) the actual cost of such care; and 
(ll) the dollar amount of the child care disregard for which the 

family is otherwise eligible under subsection (a)(S)(A)(ili), or (if 

higher) an amount established by the State. 
(ii) The Slate agency· may not reimburse tbe cost of child care 

provided with respect to a family in an amount that is greater than 
the applicabl_e local m~ke~ rate (as determined by the State in 

1 

accordance With regulattons 1ssued by the Secretary). . .:___} 
(D) The State may not make any change in its method of 

reimbursing child care costs which has the effect of disadvantaging 
families receiving aid under the State plan on the date of the 
enactment of this section2\ by reducing their inc<~me or otherwise. 

(E) The value of any chi1d care provided or arranged (or any 
amount received as payment for such care or reimbursement for 
costs incurred for the care) under this paragraph- · 

(i) shall not be treated as income fo·r purposes of any other 
Federal or federally-assisted program that bases eligibility for or 
the amount of benefits upon need, and 

(ii) may not be claimed as an employment-related expense for 
purposes of the credit under section 21 ofthe Internal Revenne 

Code of 198626
• · (2) In the case of any individual participating in the pr~ under 

part F, each State agency (in addition to guaranteeing child care 
under paragraph (1)) shall provide payment or reimbursement foT 
such transportation and other work-related expenses (including other 
work-related supportive services), as the State determines are neces­
sary to enabl.e such individual to participate in such program. 

(3XA)(i) In .the case of amounts expended for child care pursuant. to 
paragraph (l)(A) by any State to which section 1108 does not apply, 
the applicable rate for purposes of section 403(a) shall be the Federal 
medical assi,stance percentage (as defined in section t905(b)). 

(ii) In the case .of amounts expended for child care pursuant to 
paragraph (lXAXii) (relating to the provision of child care for certain 
families which cease to receive aid under this part) by any state to 
which section 1108 applies, the applicable rate for purposes of section 
403(a) shall be the Federal medical assistance percentage (as defined 
in section 1118). .. · · (13) In the case of any amounts expended by the State agency for 
child care under this subsection, only !5ucb amounts as are within 
such limits as the State may prescribe (subject to the limitations of 
paragraph (l)(C)) shall be treated as amounts for which payment may 
be made to a State under this part and they may be so treated only 

to the extent that.-(i) such amounts do not exceed the applicable local market 
rate (as determined by the State in accordance with regulations 

·issued by the Sa.-retary); 
(ii) the child care involved meets applicable standards of State 

and local law; and (iii) in the case of child care, the entity providing such care 
allows parental aooess. · 

.,Probably shonld be •su!Jeection~. Thia subee.:t.il:ln ..as enacted on Qdobe1' 13, lSSa I P L 100-

~ 102 Stat. 23821 . . 
>l5ee Vel. 11. P.L. 83$1. 
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(4) The State must establish procedures to ensure that center-based 
child care will be subject to State and local requirements designed tO 
en.Sure basi<: .health and safety, including fire safety; protections. The 
State must also endeavor to develop guidelines for family day care. 
The State must provide the Secretary with a description of such 
State and local requirements and guidelines. 

(5) By· October 1, 1992, the Secretary shall report to the Congress 
on the nature and content of State and local standards for health and· 
safety. 
· (6XA) The Secretary shall make grants to States to improve their 

child care licensing and registration requirements and procedures, to 
enforce standards with respect to child care provided to children 
under this part, and to provide for the training of child care 
providers. . 

(J3) Subject to subparagraph (C), the Secretary shall make grants to 
each State under subparagraph (A) in proportion to the number of 
children in the State receiving aid under the State plan approved 
under aub5ection (a). · 

(C) The Seeretary may not make grants to a State under subpara­
graph (A) unless the State provides matching funds in an amount 
that is not less than 10 percent of the amount of the grant. 
· (D) For grants under this paragraph, there is authorized to be 
appropriated to the Secretary $13,000,000 for each of the fiscal years 
1990 and 1991, and $50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 1992, 1993, and 
1994. 

(E) Each State to which the Secretary makes a grant under this 
paragraph shall expend not less than 50 percent of the amount of the 
grant' to provide for the training of ~hild care providers. 
· (7) Activities under this subsection and subsection (i) shall be 

coordinated in each State with existing early childhood education 
· programs in that State, incJuding Head Start programs, preschool 

programs funded under title I of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 196521

, and school and nonprofit child care pro­
·grams (including community-based organizations receiving funds 
designated for preschool programs for handicapped children). 

ChXl) Each State shall reevaluate the need standard ~d payment 
standard under its plan at least once every 3 years, in accordance 
with a schedule established by the Secretary, and report the results 
of the reevaluation to the Secretary and the public at such time and 
in such form and manner as the Secretary may require. 

(2) The report requ]red by paragraph (1) shall include a statement 
of-

(A) the manner in which the n~ standard of the State is 
determined, 

(B) the relationship between the need standard and the pay­
ment standard (expressed as a percentage or in any other 
manner determined by the Secretary to be appropriate), and 

(C) any changes in the need standard or the payment standard 
in the preceding 3-year period. · 

. (3) The Secretary shall report promptly to the Congress the results 
of the reevaluations required by paragraph (1). 

"P .L. 1()3..382, ~). 3truck out "cbapt.er 1 o! the Education Gonsolidatioo arul Improvement 
Act. of 19al" and substituted wtitle I of the Elementary e.nd Secondary Education I Ad o( 1965", 
effective October 20, 1994. 

See V<>l. II, P J.. 89-10. Title L 

. , 
~ :::>V\.o)..IUJ oJ ~ ~ - - -- . 

(i)(ll Each State agency may, to the extent that it determines that 
resources are available, provide child care in accordance with para-

I 
1 
i 
I 
I 
I 
\ 
l 
! 

graph (2) to any low income family that the State determines- · 
(A) is not receiving aid under the State plan approved under 

this part; (B) needs such care in order to work; and 
(C) ,vould be at risk of becoming eligible for aid under the 

State plan approved under this part if such care were not. 
provided. · · 

(2) The State agency may provide child care pursuant to paragraph 

(1)by-. (A) providing such care directly; . (B) arranging such care through pToviders by use of pw:·chase 

of service contracts or vouchers; 
(C) providing cash or vouchers in advance to the family~ 
(D) reimbursing the family; or 
(E) adopting su.ch other arrangements as the agency deems 

appropriate. (3XA) A family provided with child care under paragraph (1) shall 
contribute to such care in accordance with a sliding scale formula 
established by the State agency based on the family's ability to pay. 

(B) The State agency shall make payment for the cost of chila care 
provided under paragraph (1) with respect to a familY in an amount 

that is the Jesser of-
(j) the actual cost of such care; and 
(ii) the applicable local market· rate (as determined by the 

State in aecordance with regulations issued by the Secretary). 
(4) The value of any child care provided or arranged (or any 

amount received as payment. for such care or reimbursement for 
costs incurred for th.e care) under this subsection-

(A) shall not be treated as income or as a deductible expense 
for ·purp()SCS of any other Federal or federallY assisted program 
that bases eligibility for or amount of benefits upon need~ and 

(B) may not be claimed as an employment-related ex~nse for 
purposes of the credit under se'ction 21 of the Internal Revenue 

Code of 198628
• ·(5) Amour.~ expended by the State a~cy for child care under 

paragraph (1) shall be treated as amounts for wbieh payment may be 
made to a State under section 403(n) only to the extent that-

(A) such amounts are paid in accordance with paragraph (3)(8); 
(B) the care involvoo meets applicable standards of State and 

l~all~ . . 
(C) the provider of the care-(i) in the case of a provider who is not an individUal that 

provides such care solely to members of the family of the 
individual, is licensed, regulated. or registered by the State 
or locality in which the care is provided~ and 

(ii) allows parental access; and · . 
(D) such amounts are not used to supplant any other Federal 

or State funds used for child care services. 
(6XAXi) Each State shall prepare reports annually, ~g with 

fiscal year 1993, on the activities of the State carried out with funds 
made available under section 403(n). 

"See Vol. U, PL. 63-591. 
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(ii) The State shall make available for public inspection within the 
State oopies of each report required by this paragraph, shall transm~t 
a oopy of each such report to the Secretary, and shall provide a copy 
of each such report, on request, to any interested public agency. 

(iii) The Secretary shall annually compile, and submit U> the 
Congress, the State reports transmitted t.Q the Secretary pursuant w 
clause (ii). · 

(B) Each report prepared and transmitted by a State under 
subparagraph (A) shall set forth with respect to child care services 
provided under this subsection- · 

(i) sho'Wing separately for center-based child care services, 
group home chil-d care services, family child care services, and 
relative care serVices, the number of children who received such 
services and the average cost of such services; 

(ii) the criteria applied in determining eligibility or priority for 
receiving services, and sliding fee schedules; 

(iii) the child care licensing and regulatory (including registra­
tion) requirements in effect in the State with respect .to each 
type of service specified in clause (i}; and . 

(iv) the enforcement policies and practices in effect in the 
State which apply to licensed and regulated child care providers 
(including providers required to register). 

(C) Within 12 months after the date of the enactment of this 
subsection, the Secretary shall establish uniform reporting require­
ments for use by the States in preparing the information required by 
this paragraph, and make such other provision as may be neceSsa.ry 
or appropriate to ensure that compliance with this subsection will 
not be unduly burdensome on the States. -

(D) Not later than- July 1, 1992, the Secre.tary shall issue a report 
on the implementation of_this subsection, based on such information 
as as hag2 been made ava1lable to the Secretary by the States. 

PAYMENT TO STA'I'E':f 0 

SEC. 403, [ 42 U.S.C. 603) (a) From the sums appropriated therefor, 
the Secretary of the Treasury shall pay to each State which has an 
approved plan for aid and services to needy families With children, 
for each quarter, beginning with the quarter commencing October 1., 
1958-:- . . 

(1) in the case of any State other than Puerto Rioo, the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, and American Samoa, an amount equal to the 
sum of the following proportions of the total amolints expended 
during such quarter as aid to families with dependent children 
under the State plan- . 

· (A) five-sixths of such expenditures, not counting so much 
of any expenditure with respect to any month as exceeds the 
product of $18 multiplied by the 'total number of recipients· 
of aid_ to families with dependent children for such month 
(which total number, for purposes of this subsection, means 
(i) the number of individuals with respect w whom such aid 
in the form CJf money payments is paid for such month, plus 

"MI in <>rigineL Probabty should be "information ""has''. · 
"'See \' oJ. II. P .L. 73-30, lj~ 1- 1!>. with respect to the U niLed ~Ia Em ploymeot Se7vi.<le. 
See Vet. II, P .L. 94-566, ~SOE(bl, .. ith respect i.e prn'l'i.sWil for relmbui'Rment of expenaes o! StaJo! 

employment o!l'J.CeO. · 

I , 
I 

' I 
r 
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(ii) the number of individuals, not counted under clause (i), 
with respect to • .. vhom payments described in section 406(bX2) 
are made in such month and included as expenditures for 

· purposes of this paragraph or paragraph (2)); plus 
(B) the Federal percentage of the amount by which such 

· expenditures exceed the maximum which may be counted 
. under clause (A), not counting so much of any expenditure 

with respect to any month as exceeds (i} the product of $32 
multiplied by the total num~r of recipients of aid to 
families with dependent children.(other than such aid in the 
form of foster care) for such month, plus (ii) the product _of 
$100 multiplied by the total number of recipients of aid to 
families with dependent children in the form of foster care 
for such month; and 

(2) in the case of PUerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Guam, and 
American Samoa, an amount equal to one-half of the total of the 
sums expended during such quarter as aid to families with 
dependent children under the State plan, not counting so much 
of any expenditure with respect to any month as exceeds $18 
multiplied bv the total number of recipients of such aid for such 
month· andJt · · · 

(3) i;.. the case of any State, 50 percent of the total amounts 
expended during such quarter as found necessary by the Secre· 
tary for the proper and efficient adniinistration ·of the State 
plan, except that no payment shall be made with respect to 
amounts expended in connection with the provision. of any 
service described in section 2002(a) other than services furnished 
ptirSuant to section 402(g}; andn 

[ (4) Repealed.)Jl · 
(5) in the case of any State, an amount equal to 50 per centum · 

of the total amount expended under the State plan during such 
quarter as emergency assistance to needy families with children. 
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No payment shall be made under thjs subsection with respect to 
amounts paid to supplement or otherwise increase the amount of aid 
tO families with dependent children found payable in accordance 
with section 402(a)(l3) if such amount is determined to ·have been 
paid by tbe£tate in recognition of the current or anticipated needs of ~ 
a family (other than with respect t6 the frrst or first and second. 

1
--...:. 

months of eligibility), but any su.ch amount, if determined to have ..­
been paid by the State in recognition of the difference between the = 
current or anticipated n-eeds of a, family for a month based upon 
actual income or other relevant circumstances for such month; and 
the needs of such family for such· rrionth based upon income .and 
Qther relevant circumstances as retrospectively determined under 
section 402(aX13)(AXii}, shall not be considered income within the 
meaning of section 402(aX13} for the p,urpose of determining the 

..­
LTl 
en 
1---..:> 

amount of aid in the succeeding months. 
4 

· 

"See §§ llOB and lllS nf Soc:ia1 Seeu.rity Ar:.'L 
"P.L. l03-66. H37U(al, emendsod paragraph (3) in ite entirety, effective "'it.h respecl.tn cal.eodar 

quaro.m begi.nn LI>g on or after Apcl l, 1994, aoept. · ae provided in §13'741(cX2.l. For P .L. 103-66, 
§la74l(cX.2.l. see VoJ. II. For paragraph (3) e.s it formerly rud, see Vol. ID, P .L. llla-66. 

"P.L. 00.248, §2Ql(eXJr, Bl StAt.. 880. ---.::::~ 
''See Vol. 11, P.L. 81-474, ~9, with respect l.o Etddilional ~with ~ t.:> Navajo and 

Hopi lndiaoe; P .L. 93-288, ~312:d), with respect to eltclusion from incor:r>e end N'O!IOW'Oil9 of certain . LTl 
Federal m.tUor disaeU!r and emergeocy amislan<>e; P.L. ~-~),~respect to espenaes o! 
Stat.: employmomL offic..,; P .L. 100-139, ~bX6), with respect to excluU<m of benefit& "" ba.Bi.s for 
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pr or 
~n of families with very 

consideration family size) and to 
needs, and!~! · · 
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(c,s C6 E C;)( 4-)(A ) 

(ii) aet;ivities designed te improYe t:he availability. 
· and quality. of chi~e care. · 

(C) ACTIVIT3:BS ~0. H4PROVB THE QUALITY OF CHILD CARE AND 
TO INGR-BASB THE AVAILABILITY OF EARLY CHILDHOOD DE!JBLOPMENT 
."41D DBFORB :Mm. Z'tf'!PER 'S9HOOL CARE SERVICES. The State shall 
reserve 25 percent of the amounts p~ovided te the State for 
each fiscal year under this subeR:ap-te_r te. oa-:rry out activities 
aesigned to iffl~Fe'.,re tfie q1:1ality of child care (ae ·described in 
seetie~58C) and to provide before and afteF oefioel and 
early ehildhoerl aevcle~ment~erviees (as ~eseribed in oeet~n-

--------~6~5~8~!!+)~.- • 

(4) PAYMENT RATES.--

(A) IN GENERAL.--The State plan shall !*'Dvide asouranoeo 
s~!~W.!~~i that payment rates for the provision of child. care' services 
fO'r······wri'i{ch assistance is provided under this subchapter are 
sufficient to ensure equal access f6r eligible .. children to 
comparable child care services in the s'tate or substate area 
that are provided to children whose parents are not eligible 
to receive assistance under this subchapter or for child care 
assistance under other Federal or State ' 

------!k--·---
7 
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eeste of providiRg ehild eare ifi different·scttings and to 
children of different age §!Toups~ and tfie addi.tional costs of 
providing ekild care foF ehildren witk special needs. 

(B) CONSTRUCTION.--Nothing in this paragraph shall be 
construed to create a private right of action. 

(5) SLIDING FEE SCALE.--The State plan shall provide that 
the State will establish and periodically revise, by rule, a 
sliding fee scale that provides for cost sharing by the families 
that receive child care services for which assistance is,provided 
under this subchapter. · 

(d) APPROVAL OF APPLICATION.--The Secretary shall approve an 
application that satisfies the requirements of this section. 

(42 u.s.c. 9858c) 
-------~-------~----~-------------------------------~---------~------------

r 

SEC. 658F. LIMITATIONS ON STATE ALLOTMENTS. 

·(a) NO ENTITLEMENT TO CONTRACT OR GRANT. --Nothing in this 
subchapter shall be construed--

(1) to entitle any child care provider or recipient of a 
child care certificate·to any contract, grant or benefit; or 

(2) to limit the right of any State to impose additional 
limitations or conditions on contracts or grants funded under this 
subchapter. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES·.--

:i\(ji;:H:;;:n;::~:)ft~ fund!) m!~e G;~;~~bl ~~~~!I!i:~~\,,l!1l!~t;~;~!~'''~l~~\~'~\~~~i!;!r~\~:~:!~:;~;~§1~,~:~::~~e 
.......... ····""p\irchase .or· improvement of land, or for the purchase, construction, or 

permanent improvement (other than minor remodeling) of any·building or 
facility. 

(2) SECTARIAN AGENCY OR ORGANIZATION.--In the case of a. 
sectarian agency or organization, no funds made available under 
this subchapter may be used for the purposes described in 
paragraph (1) except to the extent that renovation or. repair is 
necessary to bring the .facility of such agency or organization 
into compliance with health and safety requ~rements referred to in 
section 658E(c) (2) (F). 

(42 u.s.c. 9858d) 

8 



-··- ----·-·-· 

! - ·-- ...... _ 

ADMINr~ncm ~ c:ED:.DREN AND !'AMII.Irs . n a 

0 LAB Office Of~Iative Aff= and Budget 

7th Floor Aerospace Building · 
901 D Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20447 
FAX: 202-401-4562 

·To: .A 11 t(~~· /ru.ft--L 
OFFICE: . !J f? C. 

PHONE:. ____________ __ 

F.AX: _~5G -·'7'/3} 

COVER·+ 2--

. FROM: /4):, 6 e-.t. ,!__ t:; 7 
PHONE: . f/0/- ~-2.?-3 

7 

~-~/c__>' 
( . ~~~ ' . 

m · d n:t>L.9SI76 01 3~d0/~J~/SHH WO~~ 171:[1 8661-S0-N~I 



L C. 009S 069 WZ 
C::0"d 1tl101 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS - CCDF NPRM 

We received approximately 160 letters and 40 comments via the Internet on the proposed rule. 
Two-thirds (:33) of the lead Agencies (or their parent agency) commented. We received comments from 
26 separate national organizations and 11 religious organizations. In total. tnere were over 500 
individual topic comments in the letters. Overall, the comments commended ACF for lssuiog trte 
proposed regulations so quickly. 

For each issue in which a regulatory change was proposed, the comments appearec to be 
di~ided along a child care advocacy or a child care program administration lines. APWA {and to a 
lesser extent NGA and NCSL.). while recognizing the need for regulations in many areas, took a hard line 
againSt many ofthe proposals. Their poSition, whicn most of the States that commented individually . 
echoed, was that ACF was unnecessarily prescriptive in many instances and tl'lat States should have 
additional flexibility. It should be noted that their strongest opposition was in areas wnere we suggested 
benchmat1cs (payment rates and copayments). which were mlstakenty understood to be requirements. 
Nevertheless. the States were unanimous in their support of proposals to allow the use of private 
donated funds for claiming Matching Funds. They a[sa reacted very favorably to the proposal en 
expanding tne use of pre-Kindergarten expenditures to claim Matching funds. However, some States 
opposed the proposal requiring a market survey, but failed to offer any alternatives that would satisfy the 
legal requirements for equal access. · 

The advocacy community, led by CDF, supported our proposals, but called 1or additional ancS 
. mora stringent requirements on the States. For example, requiring 1hat consumer eclueation be 

conducted only by CCR&Rs. reQuiring multlple hearings on the State plan,·and not alloWing exemptions 
from the immuniz.ation requirement 

The religious groups commented exclusively on the topic or parental enoiee and C$rtificates. 
opposing a clarification in tne preamble that they thought was a dimrnution of the role of certfflcates .. 
Their comments were mirrorec:r by the letters from the Hill. 

Tne largeS1 number of comments, almost all in opposition, however. came in response to 
preamble discussion around independent alldits. Forty-two State auCiitors or national auditor groups 
commented.··,.,: · · · ,. : ···. 

- ·- ·---· ··-· ---··· ... - . 
Regarding comments from the Hill. we received a lengthy letter from the Senate Committee on 

Labor and l-4uman Resources. Their emphasis was on tile preamDie t::~iseu.ssion which clarified the use of 
cettifieates. They stated that PRWOAA ~did not lessen the emphasis on· parental choice ... as the 
[preamble] could appear to indicate". They were especial!y.concemed that bcunaillng t~e availability 
of ... certific:Mes .... will place states in a position of administering the fonds in a manner cornrary tc tne 
intent of the leg[slatlon". The Committee also objected to the proposed immunization ~Qulrement as 
appearing "to be a circumvention of Clearly stated legislative pollcyw_ They maintained that in requiring 
states to use their own immunization schedules "HHS appears to be establishing a specific health and 
safety standard~ which iS "contrary to both Congressional intent and tne CO:'!ference rep~rt !angusgei·. 
They also found the proposal to allow states to exempt certain cl1ildren from the immunization 
requirement "further suDStantlates tnat HHS is establishing a specifiC health and safety standard'' 
contrary to congressional intent · 

From the House we recaived a letter signed Dy 6 Representatives, including th~ chai~ of the 
Committee on Ways and Me;ns, and the Subcommittees on Human Resources, Education and the 
Workforce. Earty Childhood. Youth and Families .. and Oversight anCl InVestigations. Th~ House "strongly 
object[s] 1o any Janguag& that weakens the current emphasis on parental choice• and saia tnat certain 
preamble discussion "should De dropped''. The House members also wanted lr'le prov!Slons around 
consumer education strengthened. They suggested that the ~Me discuss the meehan!S:fns or procedures 
that the Lead Agency will use to ensure thaLinformation about the full range of option~ avaflable to 
parents'' and parents' rignt to a voucher that can be used wltl'l sectaria~ providers. 

~~·~ ~~QC ~~Q ~~~ '""""V'T, .J 1 -.u, nu 
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Equal Access - 658E(c)(4)(A) -

+ "Certify," instead of 
"assure." (new) 

+ Payment rates that ·provide 
CCDF-eligible families with 
equal access to the same range 
of care as ineligible families. 
(continued) 

t Plan to contain a "summary 
of the facts" relied on in setting 
payment rates that ensure equal 
access. (new) 

t Requirement for payment 
rates to vary by category of 
provider or age of child. 
(deleted) 

t certification in P.lan per st.atut.ory language 

+ summary of fact.s in Plan must address: 
--choice of full range of providers; 
--adequate payment rates based on a local market 
rate survey conducted within two years prior to the 
effective date of the current Plan~ 
--affordable copaymeiits. 

+ prohibition against· e:stablishlng different 
payment rates based on a family's status, e.g. 
T ANF f~mlily 

t. preamble discussion highlights key components 
of "equal access" and suggests benchmarks 

APWA.~NGA, NCSL and 12 states said that the market 
survey r~quirement exceeds the statute and objected to 
the 75th percentile benchmark. Some of the opposing 
commenters also noted that the method required stifles 
new, valid ways of determining rates. Objected to the 
10% benchmark, took it as being a requirement in some 
cases. 

Many children's interest org. and child care provider 
groups supported the >~equal access"- proposed regs. and 
made a nuinber of suggestions for strengthening, e.g.: 
require payment at 75th. percentile, .shorten time between 
survey and putting rates in place (one year instead of the 
max. 4 yrs. allowed in propose9 rule}, require annual 
survey, clarify that higher rates may be necessary and 
can be used when needed for special or scarce care, 
encourage higher compensation of higher quality 
providers, clarify whether States may allow providers to 
charge more than the established reimbursement rate, 
include _in preamble a better discussion of the interaction 
between market rates ~nd copayments in affording equal 
access. Some wanted certain clarifications on the 10%, 
e.g. that. 10% may be too high for very poor families, 
that the 10% language does not conflict with the rule that 
allows States t.o exempt fam.ilies below poverty from 
.copayments. 

L--------------------------L------------------------·------~~------~--------~----------------------------------

-- --- ----·· 
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Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A. R_ice/OPD/EOP 

cc: Laura Erilmett/WHO/EOP, Juli.e A. Fernandes/OPD/EOP, Andrea Kane/OPD/EOP 
Subject: FYI: Heads Lip will go to Erskine on two welfare/immigration items 

FYI, OIRA is now clearing two. documents for the Federal Register, and will send one of their 
heads-up notes to Erskine abo~t them: They'll be published around Monday. They are: 

1. Definition of federal public benefit: Elena, Rob Weiner, and I worked with HHS on this .. It is 
HHS's binding guid~nce as to which of its programs are federal public benefits. Under.the.welfare 
law, illegal_ immigrar:Jts are not eligible for federal public benefits. The guidance clarifies that about 
30 HHS programs are off-limits to illegals, most of which are very small. The big ones are adoption 
assistance/foster care, CSBG, LIHEAP, Medicare, Medicaid, SSBG, CHIP, and TANF. The two'most 
noteworthy decisions are th~t community health centers are ·not' federal> public benefits (major good 

. . ·-
news for immigrant advocates, who argued that shutting off·these centers to illegals would be 

\ 

dangerous to the publi.c health. and to citizen children;· Lamar Smith may react); and that child care.,'\ 
funds are federal public benefits (bad news for the child care community, which will now have to. ) 
v·erify children's status, as below). . . 

2. INS Verification Rule: This proposed rule· is required by welfare reform. It tells providers of 
federal public benefits how to make sure that they are providing benefits only.tci those who are 
eligible for them -- i.e., how to screen out illegal immigrants. This will be seen as a tougher 
interpretation than Item 1, so the immigrant groups may be unhappy. (That's why we decided to 
release·these together.) It requires providers to look at documents for everyone, including citizens, 
which providers will see as a major burden, but the law is pretty clear on this· point. "Charitable 
organizations" are off the hook, though, as are programs like food st~mps that have existing .rules 
on how to verify. 

I'll try to write a short, coherent item on these for the weekly. We are not looking for press on 
these, needless to say. I'll tell HHS and INS to do a good rollout with the Hill and the groups. 

: + 
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Paper on 5/27 WTW Event. I'll also forward electronic versions of-those things we 
generated. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE. 
·.Office of the Pres·s Secretary 

For Immediate 
Release 

-May 27, 1998 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT . 
TO THE WELFARE TO WORK PARTNERSHIP BOARD 

j'' _,. • •• 

East Room 

1:17 P.M. EDT 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. Secretary Herman, 
Secretary Shalala, Administrator Alvarez, Director LaChance, thank 
you. Let me begin by thanking all of you for ·coming. I thank · 
especially three members of the House of Representatives who. are 
here, Congressmen Payne, Gordon, and Davis, who. are up here on 
the front row. I can't thank Eli Segal enough for the wonderful work· 
-he has done. He has now given birthto ~o of the most important 
initiatives of this administration: first our national-service corps· 
project, Americorps, which now has about 100,000 alumni to its· . 

. credit who have earned money for· college by serving in their 
com~unities; and now the Welfare to Work Partnership. · . 

I want to thank Jerry Gre~nwald for being willing· to take o~· t~e 
leadership of this operation when no one could have known that it 
would tum out as well as it has. I thank the members of the board of· 
directors and the ot]).er business· supporte~.~·_who are here. I thank the 
former welfare recipients and others who have supported them who 
are here. \ 

. I want to say a word about Rhonda, but first I want to tell you that 
Tanya Oden, who is over here sitting to my left, spoke on a program 
like this at theCessna corppration in. Wichita, Kansas, ap.d she did a 
great job and all ofher folks were cheering for her. And I was 
listening to Monda, thinking~ the best part of this program is over.· 

. :' ' ' 

' . I . ~ 
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. . 

After she finished, I thought, the best part of this program is over. 
(Laughter.) 

W,hen youhearsomeone like Rhonda talk, you look at the people 
· who are here and see these fine children, this is really a case where a · 
picture is worth amillion word~. We will see a lot more 'of Rhonda 
pretty soon because the Welfare ·to Work Partnership is airing some 
new national public service announcements with her as the 
spokesperson. And I want to thank Time Warner for helping us to 
put them on the air and say that I am quite confident that she will 
inspire a lot of otherpeople to follow her lead. 

The Welfare to Work Partnership was based on the simple premise 
that now that we have passed the welfare reform law which required 
all able-bodied people who could-work to work, we had a moral 

·obligation as a society to provide a job to all those people who were 
about to lose their guaranteed benefits for idleness. It began with an 
understanding that we had to change the welfare system .. And the 
conversation Rhonda related between herself and her daughter says 

· ' . more than I could ever say. ' . · 

I began ~orking on this problem almost 20 years ago now. And I 
·: used to -- when I. was a governor, I used. to gather up former welfare . 

recipients and put-them on panels and make governors listen to 
· people talk about the difference in their lives as parents , as citizens, 
the difference in their·self-image when they were productive 
members of society. · 

After I became President, we worked with 43 different states to. get 
them out froin under federal rule so they could start programs that 
would help move fnore people from welfare- to work, ·and then in. 
1996 I signed a historic bipartisan welfare reform law that literally 
ended the old welfare system as we knew it. It said that we would 

· ~ontinue to guarantee health care and nutrition to low-income 
f~milies and children, but that after:a _certain amount of time, people 
who could go to work, had to go to work.'1t also said that we had to 
provide more in the way of child care and other supports for people 
who did move from welfare to work. 

But that' left a big gap. How were all these people goingto find jobs? . 
Would the existing system do it? That's what led to the creation of 
the Welfare to Work Partnership a year ago. And: again let me say I 
am profoundly indebted to the businesspeople who are here and 

05/2(/98 i5:'13:33 
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. . those who they repre'sent. 
. . 

. W~ announced a year ago 100. companies had joined the Partnership. 
We set a: goal.ofreaching 1,000 companies within a year; We 
underestimated by. a factor of five; there are now more than 5,000 
companies in this Partnership. And what Eli and Jerry didn't say.that-
1 want to make clear is, they didn't just put their name on the dotted 
line: All sorts of businesses, large and small and middle size,· have 
together in the last year hired 135,000 welfare recipients who are 
now employees thanks to what they have done. That's an astonishing 
record in only a year and I thank them for it. (Applause.) · 

Let me point out to the skeptics, ·70 per·cent of that 135,000 jobs are 
full-time jobs with full health benefits. (Applause.) Yes, that's really 
worth clapping for. · · 

Now, as Jerry pointed out and as many of the members of the b·oard 
of directors told me earlier, right be~ore we came over here, this· is 
not just good for America and not just good for these families, it's · 
also turned out to be go.od for the businesses involved, many of 
whom find that these new workers ·stay on the job longer, with less 
turnover, and later work to motivate their coworkers. 

We've tried to do. our part -- Aida Alvarez and the Small Business 
Administration are trying to connect new work~rs to. small 
businesses to make sure that our most vibrant, growing sector of the 
. society in terms of employees takes on a fair share ofpeople from 
. welfare to work. We've trie~ to mobilize religio~s. and-civic a1,1d 

· _nonprofit groups under the Vice President's leadership to provjde 
mentoring and support and help people get into and stay,injobs.· The 
federal government has hired 4,800 people from welfare to work in 
the last year; our goal is 10,000 by the year 2000 and we will make 
that.' Seven work in the Executive Office of the President, and I'm 
particularly proud of them. · 

. • • . "1. • 

The Balanced Budget Agreement I signed into law last summer 
provides $3 billion to help our communities move long-term, · 
harder-to-place welfare recipients into jobs. 

Now; these combined efforts have produced, ~long.with the rising 
economy, rather stunning results. When I took office,· there were 
more than 14 million people on welfare; about 5.5 percent of. the 
nation's population. It actually peaked in February of'94; it's the 
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highest percentage we'd ever had. Today there are fewer than 9 
million people on welfare; 3.3 percent ofthe population-- the lowest 
percentage of the pop11lation on welfare since_1969. (Applause.) 

Now,-this is a very hard-won victory for everybody who was a part 
of it. But the most important part of it are the families. , 

I think when we look at Rhonda, when we look at Tonya, when we 
look at Rhonda's kids there, when we look at all of the other people 
who have moved from welfare to work who_ are here, we have to ask 
ourselves, what else· do we have to do. Because I can promise you 

- that there still are going to be people who can be moved from 
_ welfare to work who aren't there yet. 

First, we have to find more private sector jobs. I would like to ask 
the Welfare to Work Partn~rship in 1998 to double the number of 
people they hire and to double- the number of companies that are 
participating. Now, that sounds outrageous, but I just asked for 1,000 
companies and you produced 5,000 so-- (laughter) --mathematically 
I'm asking for less. (Laughter.) 1 got good grades in math, I kriow 
about t~at. (Applaus_e~) 

And, again, I hope that the people who will watch the public service 
announcements that Rhonda will do will-understand this is an 

, enormous_ opportunity. One of the things that our economists sit 
around and worry about here in Washington all the time is, they say,·· 
well, we've got4.3 unemployment; we've had average way over 3 
percent growth the last couple of years; how can we keep growing 
this economy without having -inflation? The answer is go into the 
neighborhoods where there are still a lot of poor people who are 
unemployed and on public assistance and give them a chance to be a 
part of the American free enterprise system. That's an inflation- free 

_-way to expand the American economy. So we have to do this. 

The second thing we have to'do is to help_.jnore w~lfare recipients 
succeed in the work place. The employers today told me that one of 
the hardest things for people moving from welfare to work is still 
providing transportation, providing child care, making sure· for the 
smaller businesses that may not be able to afford all the training and 
education that there's support there. We have to do more. 

-Let me say that the highway bill, which just passed the Congress, I'm 
proud to say, has a substantial amount of money in it to help defray 
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The tpbacco bill, which has not yefpassed, but whi~h l'hope:qncf ·:. · 
... pray will. pass, has ·_in i( or will h~v.ein'.it.~a. provision, if the.·.. . ': . 
. :agreement we've made:·witl)..the goyemots·prevails, which ·wiUJead .·.· 

tO'a:substantia.l inve'stme~t inhelping.to·defray thecpildcare. cost.s.' . 
The Labor pepartmen! has awarded gta}its t9 support 49 innovative 

: efforts aroundJhy ·.C0l1lltry thaJ,provide tJ;aining a,l)d'education that · ::· · 
help peqple m.ove from entry-leveljobs·'tq higher-paying positions, · · 

. :· . .. that· help. f~thers, go ,to work so tn~Y:·can-.take wore responsi]?ilityJor ··: 
·. . ... their childr~.n. So we have to do·mo_re, .. and we're goil).g to. : . 

, ,' > •I ' • ' ' 

·.Now, finaJly,.t think-~e;~e,gotan :obligatiqn to.continue to i{x ~-·· 
..... we'v.e alreaciymade a good start~~ but !b. cop.ti~ue.tofix parts of the 

· Welfare Reform. Bill that. didii't .h_ave·;·anyth.ing to. do with welfare·: · 
reform .. Lastyear, Congress ~cted -- and I appreciate it-~ to restore 

· . important' disability a~q health bel}efits·t9legal immigrapt,~,t.pyople' ! 

·.who come ll,erelegally ·.at;ld:have~a.fighfto work and have,'·in·.my .. 
. view, .a right tp·.suppo~$. . ' .. ' .. ', .: . . ; . 

T~o\yeeks ·~gb, the Seriate voted ·o'Ver~heliniqg~yto restore. food 
stamps tO' elderly,. djsabled;.and ·very)'oung leg~l im.niigrqnts; and I 
hope theHouse ·will follow theirlea~/That's.the'rightthing to do-~ .· 
at this 'riloment of prosperity when we're trying to S1Jpport each other, . 
move more p~oply into the wor~ place, when a lot df immigrants are.·· 

· · filling neede'4 wor~ positions· al}d we have·low unemployment, we 
ow~ it to ourse~ves "t6 do ·the right thing ·h~re. · · · ,. 

. •' . ,, ': - •' ' . . . ' . ·. ' ~ 

·,, .. 

-Now,~gain,l~frtle~ayth~t't~~-~b~·st p~rt ofthi~·proktart1.was b~fote I·. 
ever got up here. An<J. I wtint y<Juto· remember ·when you .walk out •of. ... 

· .herewhatRhortdaJooked·like whep. she got up he1;e and whather- .. ... ~: . 
kids looked Jike wh~r{they stood tip~ .being proud of their mother' . : . ; 
ap.d how J erry:s happier doing th,is t~(ll,l he would have been;if he'd.. . · 

· .wpn that$100 milli~nJottecy;.(Laughter.) He·may.not know tha:t, but 
. ':h~ is. (L~l!gl\tyr:}Ari~.l-~.antll.s·to ·gQ ?ut~an~douqle ~.ur r~sults·by .. 
. . _next year. _.< · .· :.,· . . · :,· · .. \ .. . . . :: .::·.. · : _ •. -· .. · .· ·.·. . .•·•·. 

•• •' • ' l"' }. • • ' ~· • ': • ....... • ' • ,. ,-"" .• • ~ '' • ·' ~; 

· We;ve got.toproye thatwe did .the righF thingin.:welfare reforrri.for, . 
all the American'people that. are willing· to· do .. the right thing by.· .. .- · 

· .themselves, th~ir' children; and our country. Arid if we ever needed· 
.. - · evidence that it is right, we'v.e got it ·h~re today ~n full. · . . . .. · 

. .~ 

. ... 

.. ·. 

·, ,. . ·,· ·1•, · .... · 
· , ~· · ··Tharikyou ·alrand God blessyou. (Applause.) 
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May 27, 1998 

PRESS BRIEFING BY SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND 
HUMAN SERVICES DONNA SHALALA, CEO.AND. 
PRESIDENT OF THE WELFARE TO WORK 
PARTNERSHIP ELI SEGAL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO 
THE PRESIDENT FOR DOMESTIC POLICY ELENA 
KAGAN 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the.Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release May 27, 1998 

. PRESS BRIEFING BY 
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES DONNA SHALALA, 

CEO AND PRESIDENT OF. THE WELFARE TO WORK PARTNERSHIP ELI SEGAL, 
DEPUTY ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT FOR DOMESTIC POLICY ELENA KAGAN 

The Briefing Room 

2:10 P.M. EDT 

. . 
. MR. TOIV: Good afternoon. Here to brief today on this 

wonderful success story are Secretary of Health and Human Services 
Donna Shalala and Eli Segal; who is~president ~nd CEO of the Welfare 

.. to Work· Partnership. And they will ·'just ta,ke your ·questi.ons . 
• 1'\. • 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Welfare work.s, Sam. 

Q I .know that Mr. Morris, Dick Morris, told the 
President he ought to sign that bill, iurns out to be right. Is that 
your view? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: The' President made his decision. He 
believed that welfare could work in this country, _and it'~ working. 

Q You were ~gainst it, weren't yori, ·in the 9ood old 
days? 

05/27/98 15:17:39 
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SECRETARY SHALALN: I think the President and I agreed . 
on what we needed for welfare reform and we got it. We restored a 
number of the cuts that were made in that welfare bill 'the President 
said he wanted after the election. But the most important message 
today is that·.· millions of people are moving off welfa·re. We have the 
lowest rates we've had since 1969. And the message from the private 
sector today is that people not only are taking the jobs~ but they're 
staying in the jobs at higher rates than other employees coming in~ 

. ' 
And if you'll remember, ·at one of.the early briefings 

that I did, I said the test of welfare reform is not whether people 
leave the welfare rolls, but whether they stay in the jobs.. The test 
is retention. The story today that Eli and his colleagues in the 
private sector told is a story of retention, of stayin-g .in the jobs. 

Q Let me try a slightly different take on that 
question. There were a lot of people within your own agency and 
certain-ly .within the broader community of social activists who had 
deep reservation about the welfare reform bill. Does he talk with 
them now, and how much skepticism does there remain? Or do they look 
at this program and do you sense a reapprais.~ng? 

''1:', • 

.'I 

SECRETARY SHALALA: As Mary Jo Baine was leaving the 
Department she said, prove me wrong. We're in'the process· of doing 
that. 

. ' . 
Q Mr. Segal, if I could just ask about .the economy .. 

Boon times, low unemployment, people wanting workers. So when it 
finds that the business cycle has not been repealed and we go into a 
recession, what happens to all these peo~le? 

MR. SEGAL: Sam, essentially we believe in the United 
States we have two unemployment systems: one, the chrqnologically 
long-term unem~loyed -- those are the people we say are in the 

welfare system; the other unemployment system, the people like ~s, 
our families ,our. friends, who are down on their luck, the company 
closes, the industry changes a. little bit, lose their jobs -- they go 
into the unemployment compensation. 

It's rio question but that there. are a lot of people who 
are the last hired/first fired, are going to lose their jobs i£ and 
when the economy turns south. But they would have been involved in 
prod~ctiye ·labor. It's the ~eason why we say at the Welfare to Work 
Partnership'~very day; we're in a dash.~- not in a marathon-- to 
move as many people as quickly as we can into work, into productive 
work. If in fact ·the economy turns bad, they and many other people 
may· well lose their jobs. · 

One of the other messages of today -- but in short, they 
may lose their jobs, but they would have been involved in work and 
they're much more l.:Lkely to get back, up on their fe~t havi11g an 
attractive track record in the past.- _,.. · · 

Q Is there still a safety net if they'lose their job? 

MR. SEGAL: ·.That's something that I think at some point 
we're going.to need to deal with. At least at this point our . 

. responsibility is to move people t9 work. There will be millions and· 
millions of new people -- there are already hundreds of thousands of 
people working now who were not working only a year or two ago. And 
I think if the economy stays ·strong,· .we will -continue-'to find jobs,· 
and many people ma~ing it into the workplace. · 

SECRETARY SHALALA: There .are actually two experiences 
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that people are. ~aving that will b~ very i~~ortant no matter what 
happens to the economy. The first one is they got a job and they 
kept it for a substantia~ period of time. The second is ·that they 
went through a training pro9ess. And that's-what'~ going to keep our 
economy alive -- the trainiri~ e~perience, understanding that to 'take 
jobs you have to go through a tr~ining experience. And it's· 
companies organizing to move people into different slots as they have 
needs. And the training may turn out to be as significant for the 
flexi8ility of ~his group of people -as actually getting ln the job 
and retaining th~ job. 

Q How do yeti explain the higher ~etention rates? Is 
it because of training· programs?· Is i't be_cause these employees have 
fewer other opti9ns available? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: It may be a small part of the latter 
th~t you mentioned. Bvt I think the first part is that com~anies are 
beginning to learn what it takes to retain people. Many of the 
cOmpanies 'talked to the President today about m€mtoring as part -­
getting people ready for the job, putting them through internships or 

. through.training, but then assigning someone:. that would just be an 
~ar for ~hem, that would help them make th~ transition into work. 

In_addition to that, remember that we've also included 
child care. There is no children's health insurance available. The 
earned income t~x credit becomes a powerful incentive, because w6rk 
now pays better than-welfare-did in the past. So the combination of 
supports -- but_the more personalized the system is, the higher the 
retention. And I think that's what the private sector rep()rted 
today. 

Even ln my own department, where we've hired 200 welfare 
recipients, .. we have substantially changed the employees assistance . 
program that is the support sy~te~ for all entry, lower-income 
workers. All of our new workers now have one-stop shopping, a much 
more suppbrtive human resburce operation. 

Q You mentioned you've hired 200. Can you update us 
on how the ef_fort by .the federal government as a whole now stands, 
how many have been hired at .the White House also? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: . Do you want; to do that? 

MS. ·KAGAN: We've'hired 4,800'as a whole in the federal 
governcient -- that's 48 percent of the goal that we set for ourselves 
of 10,000 by the year 2000. Different departments have different 
records. Different departments made different pledges, depending 
upon the character of their work force. 

SECRETARY ~HALALA: My Department, for instance, has 
hired two~thirds of our go~l already, so w~~re going to exceed our 
goal substantia~ly. 

..... ,• 

MS; KAGAN: Many departments ·are finding that there are 
very few departments that are runni~g back of their goal. 

Q What about the ~hite House? 

MS. KAGAN:. The White House has met its goal, exceeded· 
its goal. It had a goal of six, which given the White House's small 
staff was approximately-equivalent to many other agencies' goals. 
Arid we have hired seven. 

Q Doing what kind of tasks?' 

.. ' 
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SECRETARY SHALALA: ~Weil, I 'doh't know what the White 
.. House p'eople are doing, but 'ours are mostly entr.y-level jobs, though · 

a couple of people have gotten pr'omot::ed piet_1:y quickly ip·to the 
system as they've ~~arned the job. ·· 

" ' . . ~ ~-. 

MR. SEGAL:· ·You asked abo,ut retention: ·The businesses:,., 
are saying there are about four reasons t'hey .. almost all 'gi';;.e ' . 
together:. 

First, they talk about mentoring.or.some kirid of on-site 
coaching. Second, they 'talk about public/private ·par.tnerships, . the 
need to. do it not by themselves -~ something that repres\~rits. a · · 
dramatic change from whet~ they wer~ a year a~o. :They n~ed help. 
They need help from government; they need help- from -nonprofit·· --

.'organizations. The third thing they talk abciut.all'th~ ti~e is the 
nature of the benefit.package they'·ri.6ffering .and the~ have to'make 
it .a· good benefit package. And fourth, probably most su'rprising ,. no 
compromise with quality. They require and expec't those coming off ... 
the welfare rolls to be as gqod employees as any; other entry-level 

4 of6 · 

employee. < •• 

One other thing that.· was interesting today;· You. . . 
probably·have a stereotype pf what a ~elfare to work person is. One 
of the things w~'relearningover and over again is these are riot 
always only entry:... level people. .we·• re finding in some companies · 
peopl,e are·· ffiOVing frOffi Welfare to· jObS 1 White-COllar jObS SOffietiffieS 
paying as much as $30,000. ··And we're finding an-incredibly varied 
experience. based simply on ·the cominitment of 'the company, to dp things 
the way they kne~ best .. They know ~OW tq solve problems in· the shop 
'floor; they know hOW to sol've problems :in the office; and nOW they Ire 
knowing' lfor.r to solve thisprqblem. They're all'figuring out a "L 
differen't.,way_ to do it,· · 

' SECRETARY SHALALA: We also have new statistics on the 
per'centage of people that are leaving, welfare. who ·are -going i!'lto.. the 
work force .. And the new analysis of'the.Cerisus ~ure!3-u data between. 
1916 and '17 indicate~ that ~0 percent more acituaily'are moving t~ 
work. And remember,. people· always ·moved off. welfare -,.. ;:;orne of .them 
'got married,· some of them moveq. back in with':-their' families .. B1,1t 
what we're finding is. a higher an·d higher percentage of _people are 
going into jobs, number one. ·And number tw.o, this discussi'on today, 
a higher ~ercentage of them ar~ staying iri their jobs. · · 

Q · -I~ there any sense that these·-companies sort of 
picked the low-hanging fruit and1it's getting harder and harder to 
find qualified welfare re6i~ient~ to · 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Why don't you take a sho.t at'it. I 
actually think the'answer is no. 

'MR .. SEGAL: I ~hink the answer is mixed. 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Good· controversy,..,. 

MR. SEGAL':· ··sortie companies, .like ·Cessna, ask. nci 
questions about· your background -- you want to coine to· work there, . 
the~'ll invest !in.~aking this' work for yoU:. For ~he_most part· 
companies are loo~ing.at the.most jcib-ready.personf~rst arid there's 
nothing wrong with it. 

1
' .We're .happy to d~bate creaming or skimming, , 

whatever e;Lse .we call it.'·' ·companies- need to get their· feet on· the 
g~ound on this,_ .like any other prac.tical pro_biem, let's have some-·· 
successes. 

I think .with the passage of time that they've. learned a 
lot more, they'• re going· to go deeper and'·deeper_ into .the welfare pool 

.' ~ . 

"./ 

.) 
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with much~ much mote success becau~e.the~'ve seen it work just the 
way businesses have always done .. The~'ve'dealt with. teality and 
they've_made succ~ss and they:will gQ.on from there. 

' I , \~ ' 

. So for the mbst~~art, i think we ar~ fi~ding the most 
job-readi people; p~opl~'th~t are read~~~ ~ork ~oday, and. if not 
today' tomorrov·(. But I do' think you Ire' going. to. see other companies, 
some of these same ·companies step it up going-forward. 

SECRETARY SHALALA: The reason that I was less hesitant 
about that is because I t6ink the stat~s have sorted out theLr 
w~lfare rolls. Tho~e that were eligible foi SSI that were i~ally, 
truly dis.abled have been:moved to those .programs, and I think that 
the group that's left oh welfare--- remember, we're talking about a 
new group gping into wel~~~e oyer ths l~st yea~ 6r so i;~hich i 

•larger' p~rcentage are goi~g 'i,n~o jobs .. So it's harder to ma~~-~hat 
ol9, argument that we creamed during the ,f_irst' couple of years. So I 
would suggest to you 'that. the companies. are. more sophisticated, as 
Eli has indicated. The 'gqv_ernment is more. sophisticated about. 

·support. systems. That the states are"get'~ing their .act together on 
gett:lng their child care out. We're giving them lot's' of technical 
·assistance. Children's health insurans·e· wil~ certainly help. The 
Earned: Income Tax -Cr~dit win have a gre~t::.effect. . : ) . 

. ' But people themselves·, hl".th~irneighbo;hoods -- the 
difference between a demoristration program ahd having eve~ybne in 
your 'community' having to think now about getting into the work force 
is that the culture is beginning to chan·ge bqth in the welfare office 
and in the communi ties to move more people out and to' ,find 
appr'opriate· opportunitie's for people.·. · 

... · MS. ·KAGAN: If I cou1d jus.t add one thing to that on 
behalfl·of.Secretary Herman, who isn't here, beca.1:1se the $3 .billion 
WelfarS·tQ.Work program .is really mean~ to bS geared towards exactly 
those harde'st to employ_ people that you're talking about. . I think 
~he Presid~nt understood that there was a· need for additional funds 
to go t'owards those peopl'e.to. make sure that those hCJ.rdest to employ 
people also got an entry into'the work force. And t~at the grants 
that Secretary. Herman gave out'in the· first part of the 25 percent of 
the program that is in corripeti ti v~ grants, towards agenci.es mostly 
community based, that' really works with those very dif,ficult to 
employ peopl.e' and makes sure that they· also· get ·the leg. up that they 
need.· · ,.. 

.·A , 

SECRETARY .SHALALA:. I listened very .closely t_o. the 
private sector leaders today and if the~ have in their heads from now 
on that· these are better- employees, that .t.hey' re more 'likely to keep 
.them, which saves them money-- it's' alway~ cheaper to keep someone 
than to go. out and hire--, and that as some of: them describe it, 
they're 'more· enthu~iastic "about working:' in those places, .less 
cynical~ · · · · ' 

. .. .... 
. If that Is the. attitude they're going into this with, we 

couldn't 'be in a better situation at this ·point in time. And I can't· 
emphasi'ze'enougb how significant the retention report is today and 
the fact ~hat more people are going into the jpb foic~. Bec~us~ that 
was really our ·test. Our ·.test was never ] ust moving people from 
welfare t.o work; it was whether they were. going to stick wi ~h ). t in 
the work-force.. And we CJ.lways talked about the first or the seqond 
job, bec~us~ that's what~t'he literature'previously'told us.· . . .·· . {, .. . ,· . 

. . 
. . But if there is retention goihg o,n now' .and if the 

priv~te se~to~ is beginning to se~ that as significant and 
economically im'portant to them, then what's going on now· is very 

,_·,. 

. ' . ~' 
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significant. 

Any other questions? 

Q· We at ABC think this is very important and i will 
personally brief NBC and CBS and CNN -- (laughter). 

MR. SEGAL: Can I make a comment on th~t? You know, I 
was .last her:e the day AmeriCorps became the law .of the land; there 
was a similar number of. people here. I actually wan·t to say that, at· 
the risk of sounding like a cheerleader or a boosterism, this is a 
big deal. The policy issues were pretty much decided in August '96. 
This was~turned over to the ~tates, to the people, to the private 
sector. ·And it is extraordinary to think that a year ago this was 
just an idea. Today we have 5, 000 companies -- it's .not easy to get 
5,000 anythings to do something together-- all of whom with a common 
mission: the~ all.wan~ to hire welfare recipients. 

Now, that might not sound very big from a policy 
perspective, _but in terms of changing America, in terms of changing 
the hiring practice of America, the fact that· these companies have 
put themselves on the line -- some for clearl~.r~asons of charity and 
being good ci~izens, but mostly because it's a smart solution for 
business. I think it is a big deal, and I think we're going to 
continue to see next year -- 135,000 this year, the President 
challenged them next yeat to do twice as many next yea~. When they 
do this next year, wh~n we do this next year, and youire going to 
start talking about the people who move from welfare to work, and 
you're going to compare it with the size of the welfare rolls a year 
from now, you're going to see that quiefly, in 199~, began a process 
that ended welfare as .we kno~'it. 

Now, whether we want to give credit or not give credit, 
not being the point right now, I ~hi~~ it's a big·deal. And whether 
people --

SECRETARY SHALALA: And the important thing of Eli's 
companies is three-.fourths are small companies, ·which is where the 
growth is in the system. 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

END 2:24 P.M. EDT 

·,.· 

To comment on this service:feedback@www.whitehouse.gov 
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PRESIDENT CLINTON WILL PRAISE WELFARE TO WORK SUCCESS 
ANDURGESUSTAINED PUBLIC AND PRIVATE EFFORTS 

May27, 1998 . 

Today, President Clinton will celebratethe success of the Welfare to Work Partnership, which 
has grown from 105 to 5;000 compan'ies since it was launched at the White House last May and 
whose member companies hired over 135,'000 welfare recipients in 1997.· The President will 
challenge the Welfare to· Work Partnership to double its welfare hires to270,000 in 1998 and 
urge every business in America. to look to welfare recipients to fill iabor 'shortage~ created by the . 
booming economy. The Prt(siderit will be joined by United Airlines CEO Gerald Greenwald, 
who will release a report showing that hiring welfare recipients can cut company t~over; 

The President ~lso will release new data showing that welfare-to-work efforts like the 
Partnership's are paying off: welfare caseloads have.dropped to 8.9 million, a record drop of3.3 
million since he signed welfare reform into law and 5.2 million since he took office. To sustain 
this success, the President will announce the first Welfare-to-Work competitive grants from the 
$3 billion fund he fought to include 1n the 1997 Balanced Budget Act. These grants, totaling 

· $186 million, will support 49 ·innovative efforts across the country to help the most 
disadvantaged welfare recipients get and keep jobs. In addition, new funds for the President's 
welfare-to-work transportation plan, which were inCluded in the IS TEA bill which passed· 
Congress last week; will help even more welfare reCipients go to work. 

· One Year Later. the President will Praise Welfare-to-Work Success and Issue New Challenge 
On May 20, 1997, 105 company executives joined the President atthe White House to .launch the 
Welfare to Work Partnership. One year later, 5,000 businesses of all sizes from all 50 states have· 
joined the Partnership and pledged to hire and retain welfare recipients without displacing 
current employees. In 1997, the Partnership's business partners hired 135,000 welfare recipients, 
and today the President will challenge those companies to double their efforts by hiring 270,000 
workers from the welfare rolls in 1998·, Since March.of 1997, the federat' government has hired 
4,811 welfare recipients, 45 percent of its planned 10,000 hires by the year 2000~ 

The President will Announce Record Welfare Caseloads Declines · 
The President will release new figures showing welfare caseloads have fallen to 8.9 million, a 
record dfop of3.3 million since he signed welfare r~form l.nto law and 5.2 million since he took. 
office. The welfare rolls have declined by 37 percent since January 1993, when theystood at 
14.1 million, and by 27 percent since their August 1996level of 12.2 million. The percentage of 
the U.S. population on welfare is at its lowest since 1969 .:-·3.3 percent. The latest data from the 
Census Bur~au' s. Ctirrent Population Survey show that 1.1'million adults on welfare in 1996 . 
were working in March 1997, an increase of 20 percent ·over the previous y~ar. 

The President will Announce First Welfare-to-Work Competitive Grants 
Today, the President will amiounce the first round of competitive grants from the $.3 billion 
Welfare-to-Work program he fought for in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. The $186 million 
in grants from the Department of Labor will support 49 innovative welfare-to-work efforts 
designed to move long term welfare recipients intolasting, unsubsidizedjobs. These awards are 

___________ _:___ _________________ _:___ _____ ---



. . . 
the first of five rounds of competitive grants to be awarded in 1998 and 1999. Twenty five 
percent of the Balanced Budget Act's $3 billion welfare:..to-work funds are to be awarded on a 
competitive basis, with the remaining 75 percent to be allocated by formula to states to be used 
by local Private Industry Councils to help welfare recipients who have significant barriers to 
employment obtain and retain jobs. · 

The President will Praise Congress for Funding his Welfare-to-Work Transportation Proposal 
The President will praise the Congress for including his welfare-to-work transportation proposal ... 
in the ISTEA transportation bill which passed the Congress on Friday. The proposal will provide 
up to $150 million a.year for local efforts to help welfare recipients getto where the jobs are. 

United Airlines CEO will say Hiring from the Welfare Rolls Reduces Turnover 
United Airlines CEO Gerald Greenwald, chairman of the Welfare to Work Partnership's board of 
directors, will release.a new report finding hiring welfare recipients can reduce company 
turnover. The report, The Road to Retention, includes case histories of 16 business whose 
retention rates for former welfare recipients are higher than for n:on.;.welfare hires. At United 
Airlines, retention rates are about twice as high for those hired from the welfare rolls. 

The President will be Joined by Executives. Former Recipients~· and Welfare-to-Work Grantees 
The President will be joined today at the White House by: 

• . Over 100 executives ofsmail, mediiun,.and large companies who belong to the Welfare 
to Work Partnership, including United Airlines' Greenwald and Partnership President Eli 
Segal; 

• Former welfare recipients who are now success.ful employees, including Rhonda Costa, a 
34-year-old motheroftwo who has worked at Salomon Smith Barney in New York for · 

· . one and half years, who will introduce the President; and . 

• Some of the local organizations receiving the new Welfare-to-Work grants, including the 
Private Industry Councils from Detroit, Los Angeles County, Philadelphia, and San 
Francisco, the Corporation for Ohio Applachian Development, the Florida 
Developmental Disabilities Council, CHARO Alliance Welfare to Work (Los Angeles), 
arid the National Association of Private Industry Councils . 

....... 
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Welfa-re Reform Q&As · 
May 27, 1998 

· _Q: What is the President announcing today? 

A: Today, President Clinton will celebrate the success of the Welfare to Work Partnership, 
which has grown from 105 to 5,000 companies since it was launchedat the White House 
last May and whose member companies.hired over 135,000 welfare recipients in 1997. 
The President will challenge the Welfare to Work Partnership to double its welfare ll.ires 
to 270,000 in 1998 and urge every business in America to look to welfare recipients to fill 

. labor shortages created by the booming economy. The President will be joined by United 
Airlines CEO Gerald Greenwald, who will release a report showing hiring welfare 
recipients can cut company ~over. 

The President will release new data showing that welfare to work efforts like these are 
paying off-- welfare caseloads have dropped to 8;9 million, a record drop of 3.3 million 
since he signed welfare reform into la~ and 5.2 million since he took office. To sustain 
this success, the President will announce·the first Welfare-t_o-Work competitive grants 
from the $3 billion fund he fought to include in the 1997 Balanced Budget Act. . These 
$.186 million in grants will support 49 innovative efforts ·across the country to help the . 
most disadvantaged welfare recipients get' and keep jobs. In addition, new funds for the 
President's welfare to work transportation plan, which were included in the ISTEA bill 
which passed Congress last week, will help even more ~elfare recipients go to work. . 

. '• .· 

Welfare toWork Partnership 
f 

Q: You say that over 5,000 companies have joined the Welfare to Work Partnership. 
What does that _mean? Have they all actually hired welfare recipients? 

' . 

A: All 5,000 companies have either already hiied welfare recipients or have pledged to do 
so without displacing other workers. In 1997, approximately 3,200 Partnership 
companies hired more than 135,000 welfare recipients. 

Q: I understand the Partnership is releasing some sort of report today at the ·White 
:House? What does the report say? >·._,,,_ -~:: ... _.,_ -~ ,:,, ... 

. . . . ~ . . '. ·, 
· .· . · . . :, . - . ·. · .. :,,, . . . . · } . : ·. :· · · · .·:,..:_; . ·· , .. ··~,: ~'-: . • ..... ·.. :·· · .. L ;i!'),,._ .~ · ,: .-.k~~;~ ·. . · . .-.. 
.The report, The Road to Retention,- is a case his tort of.l 6 businesses~· includiligHiVeis#·Hill'): 
companies, whose retention rates for welfar~ recipients. are _hlgller than the r~tentio~' rate~ . ' 
for non-welfare hires. At. United Airlines, for example, welfare hires have about half the 
turnover rate of regular hires. This report provides examples of what successful 
companies do to promote retention, including forming_ partnerships with service agencie_s 
to provide child care, transportation, mentoring, and counseling services, providing on- . 
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Q: 

' ' .. 
A: 

o('• 

the:.job or pre-~mploymeri.ftraining, providing health arid other benefits, ·and holding 
welfare to work employees to the .same high standards as .. ~tp.er employee.s. 

Who runs the Welfare. to Work Partnership? Is it parto( the White House? · 
' . . . . . 

No. The. Welfare to Work Partnership is an independent, nonpartisan, national. . 
effort of the Ainerican'business comirihnity to help·'move those on public assistance into 
jobs in the private sector,· Gerald Greenwald, .,the CEO of United Airlines, is the chairman 
of the Partnership's board of directors, ~nd Ei~ Segal is the P·artnership's·P~~sident and· 
CEO. The Partner~hip·was formed iri-responsi'to the President's challenge in his 1997 · 
State ofth~ Union speech to forge :fa new.natiopal.effort to imrrshal America's 
businesses, large and small, to create jobs ·so that peopie can move from welfare to work." . . . . . . ' 

Welfare Caseloads,, . 

. Q: . . ·. What are the u.·ew' dtseload numbers.tbat the President amw ... nced today? 

A: The.Preside11treleased new figures showirig welfare caseload_s have fallen to 8.9 million,· 
a recor4 .cfrop of 3.3 million since he signed welfare reform into law and 5.2 rriillion since 
he took office. The welfare rolls have declined by 37 percent since January 1993, when, .. : 
they stoodat 14.1 million, and by i7 percent sincetheir August 1996 level of 12.2 
millioti~ The percentage of the_ U.S. popul~tion on welfare is at its lowest since 1969 -- · . . . . ' 

3.3 percent. 

As.the attached.chart shows, the' welfare caseloads-have fallen bynearly 900,000 since. 
the numbers release,d in January as part ofth~ President's State of the Union speech. The 
new figures are from March 1998; the data released in January ~~re from s·eptember 
1997.. . . . . . . . . ... 

•, 
., 
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Welfare Caseloads 

Baseline Recipients Decline Decline Decline Decline .. 
Recipients (in.month smce smce smce smce 
(Jan. 93) noted) Jan. 93 Jan. 93 Aug. 96 Aug. 96 

(percent) (millions) (percent) (millions) 

May 96* 14.115 12.499 •11% 1.616 

Aug. 96* 14.115 12.202 14% 1.913 . 

Apr. 97 14.115 10.969 22% 3.146 10% 1.233 

May97 14.115 10.748 24% 3.367 ·12% 1.454 

June 97 14.115 10.494 26% 3.621 14%. 1.708 

July 97 14.115 10.258 27% 3.857 16% .1.944 

Aug. 97 14.115 9.995 29% . 4.120 18% 2.207 

Sep. 97** 14.115 9.804 31% 4.311 . 20% 2.398 

' Mar. 98*** 14~ 115 8.910 37% 5.205 27% 3.292 

* 

** 
*** 

Q: 

A: 

Note that when the welfare law was signed in August 1996, only caseload data through the month of May 
1996 was available. Thus, the public statements made at that time were based on that May 1996 data. 
Data released 1/27/98. · 

Data released 5/27/98: 

Do you know what happened to all those people who left the rolls? Aren't some 
simply being cut off of welfare? · Do you consider this a success? · 

Not enough time has passed for full scale research studies. to be completed, but several 
state studies show.that between 50 and 60 percent of those who leave the welfare rolls do 
sofor work. (Others leave because of marriage, their youngest child turning 18, an 
increase in child support, receipt of SSI; increase in earnings by another family member, 
or sanctions). Welfar.e reform is resulting in more recipients going to work: the most 
~ecent data from the Census Bureau's Cirrrent Population Survey show that work rates 
among welfare recipients increasea by 20'per~eht .fro.~ 1996 to 1997. IlliS estiniates that 
this means L7 million people who were on welfar~lr1996 wete working in 1997. 'Many 
states are using sanctions ·to enforce work rules, and we think that is entirely appropriate. 
Data from several state studies·find that after being sanctioned, about half the people go 
to work and approximately 40 percent have an increase in their income. Several states 
also found that one-quarter to one-third of those sanctioned r~turn to the rolls, presumably 
after complying with the requirements. 
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Q: Do you think there will be enough jobs for .~.dl the .welfare recipients who need them? . 

A: We believe that economy will create enough jobs for welfare recipients without 
displacing other workers. Remember, we'vecreatedover 15 million new jobs since this 
Administration took office an'd unemployment -- at 4.3 percent -- is _at the lowest level in 
28 years. At the same time, we recognize that we·should give some extra help to 
communities where it will be harder for welfare recipients to find jobs. That's why the 
President fought for and won the $3 billion Welfare-to-Work grants which states and 
cities can use to create job opportunities for ~elfare recipients, particularly targeted at 
hard-to-employ individuals in high poverty areas. That's why the President fought for 
and won the $3 billion Welfare-to-Work grants which states and cities can use to create 

·job opportunities for welfare recipients, particularly targeted ·~t hard-to-employ 
individuals in high poverty areas. And so thatthose leaving welfare can get to where the 
jobs are, the President proposed -- and the Congress has now passed -- funds for welfare 
to work transpmtation in the IS TEA transportation bill. · , . · 

. Welfare to Work Grants 

Q: 

A: 

Q: 

A: 

What are the grants that the President announced today? · · 

Today, the President announced the first round of competitive grants from the $3 billion 
Welfare-:to-Work program he fought for in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997. The $186 .. . . . 

million in:· grants from the Department of Labor will support 49 innovative welfare to 
work efforts designed to move long term welfare recipients into lasting, unsubsidized 
jobs. These awards· are the first offive rounds of competitive grants to be awarded in 
1998 and 1999. Twenty five percent of the Balanced Budget Act's $3 billion welfare to 
work funds are to be awarded on a competitive basis, with the remaining 75 percent to be 
allocated by formula to states to be used by local Private Industry Councils to help 
welfare recipients who have significant barriers to erripl~yment obtain and retain jobs. A 

. description of some of the 49 grantees is available for the press . 

. How are these grants different from the other welfare reform fmids states get? . ' 

These funds are targeted specifically at the hard-to-employ welfare recipients who need 
help the most-- long-term recipients with poor education, low skills, and little job . 
experience, living inhigh poverty. areas. 

~, -. 

Welfare to Work Transportation 
·:.'\.: 

_.. ... 

Q: I understand welfare to work funds were included in the IS TEA bill whi.ch passed 
the Congress last week. Are, ~hese the funds the President requested in his budget? 

A: The President fought to include welfare to work transportation funds in the IS TEA 
transportation bill. You may recall that he highlighted the importance of welfare towork 
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.. transportation a year ago', when the Welfare·to Work Partnership was launc~ed at the 
White House, and again in the State of the Unioh': ·His budget included a $iOO·million a 
year proposal for welfare to_ ~ork transportation. The ISTEAbill which passed the. . 
Congress on Friday inclu4es up to $15.0 million a year for.local efforts to help welfare 
recipients·get to where the_jobs are.'_ · . · · 

.. 
Federal Welfare Hiring 

Q: How niany welfare_ recipients has the fe.derai government hired?.· 

.. ' 

. A: According to.the Office ofPersonnelManagement, the federal government has hired 
4,811 welfare recipients since March ·1997 when the.federal hiring initiative was · · . 
launched. This is 48 percent of our goal of'1b,OO(Yhires by the year 2ooo. ·As a part of 
this effort, the WhiteHouse pledged, and has already hired; six welfare recigients. .. ·, . .. ' . . -

Q:· _How was the goaloflO,OOO hires set? 

' ' 

. A:. Tl:lese numbers represent the Federal govethment's ·fair share of the effort to hire welf~e 

Q .. . . 

. recipients. The Federal goyernment is approximately L5'percent ~fthe nation's .· 
workforce. To meet itsportion of the President's challenge to mqv:e 2 million people off 
Welfare by. the year 2000 .:._which amounts to moving. abol.it 700,000 adult~ into the . 
workforce-- the Federal government ought to hire about 10,000welfare recipients. 

. ~ . ., 

How can you hire welfare recipients when government is'd~wnsizing and budgets 
are tight? Are .you creating speci~ll preferences for welfare recipients? . . . . . 

. .,., . 
. , . 

A: It is true that. the goveinment is downsizing. Since the President took office; he has 
actually shrurik the Federal goyernment to its smallest size in three decades. -However, 

· 'downs1~ing does not l11ean then'? are no jobs to filL As in any organization, there is a 
natural arriount of turnover in jobs at all levels. The Federal agencies have committed to 
reaching out specifically to the welfare population to fill those positions. 

. ~ . 
'·' 

We ar~ not creating aliy preference such as the one that exists for veterans. We are 
encouraging, the departments-to use existing hii.jng authorities, including programs that _. 
allow departments to·· cut through red .tape and hire entry-levei'~orkers quickly and easily. 
we are also encowaging outreac~ efforts to our federal cont~actors,- grantees and p_~ers. 
This is the same cotninitment that the· Pre'sident ha~ asked of the private ;sector. .·. · ,. . . '. : . 

..... 
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