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DOLE ON THE ECONOMY 

"It is also true, as 
some have said, that 
our economy is the ____ _ 
strongest it's been in . 
30 years." --Dole Remarks To NH 

Legislature, 2/13/96 [U.S. Newswire, 2/20/96] 



DOLE ON JOBS 

"I didn't realize that 
jobs and trade and 
what makes America 

- ·--~ ··-· 

work hqd become a big 
issue in the last few 
days of this 

. '' campaign... --Bob Dole 

campaigning in New Hampshire during the GOP primary. 
[CNN Inside Politics, 2/19/96] 



Dole On Medicare

“I was there, fighting 
the fight, voting 
against Medicare - 
one of 12 — because 
we knew it wouldn't 
work in 1965. ” — Bob Dole 

Speech to the American Conservative Union (ACU), 
10/24/95]



Dole On Gingrich

“I want to say one word about
the speaker of the House of
Representatives — one of
America’s truly great leaders — 
that’s Newt Gingrich... No one
has done more to change the
party and bring the House to the 
Republican side for the first time 
in 40 years than the speaker of
the House of Representatives,
Newt Gingrich. The great part 
about it is, come January, Newt’s 
going to be able to work with a
Republican president.” - Bob Dole during a 

June 8, 1996 Cobb County, GA appearance with Newt Gingrich [Washington 
Post, 7/23/96; Atlanta Journal & Constitution, 6/o/96i



Dole On Gingrich

“You know, we've 
never had a Speaker 
named Newt before, 
as I've said many 
times. We've never had 
a president named 
Bob either, come to 
think of it, but we'll get
to that stuff...” — Dole Address To 

GOP Caucus [CNN News, 9/14/95]



Dole’s Quotes On Tobacco

After his comments on tobacco, Dole said, “I haven’t talked 
about tobacco. I don’t know what [Gore] is talking about.” [L.A 
Times, 6/18/96]

“I don’t know that I’ve taken any money from tobacco 
companies.” [ABC’s “World News Tonight,” 6/14/96]

“Some people think it is addictive. But I at least think it’s habit 
forming.” [ABC’s “World News Tonight,” 6/14/96]

“Is it addictive? To some people, smoking is addictive. To 
others they can take it or leave it. I hope children never “Start.” 
[Washington Post, 6/16/96]

“We know it’s not good for kids. But a lot of other things aren’t 
good. Drinking’s not good. Some would say milk’s not good.” 
[ABC’s “World News Tonight,” 6/14/96]

“Far as I know, they’re in a legal business. And am I supposed 
to tell somebody who’s in a legal business that you can’t 
contribute to my campaign.” [ABC’s “World News Tonight,” 
6/14/96]
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Attached are three questions you were unable to answer for lack 
of time at the Reader's Digest interview. The Digest would still 
like to incorporate answers for these in its piece. If you would 
jot some notes to guide us, we will draft responses. In order to 
make Reader's Digest deadline, we need your response as soon as 
possible.
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How would you describe the mood of the American People?1)

2) What

3) If you are victorious November 5th, what is the first piece 
of legislation you will push for in the new Congress?

All the candidates are talking about "family values." 
does that mean, concretely in terms of legislative 
initiatives you'd pursue over the next 4 years?
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August 13, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

RICH,

SUBJECT: The Inauguration of President Abadala Bucaram Ortiz of Ecuador

' ROMINGER, DEPUTY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

It was an honor for me to lead the U. S. delegation to the inauguration of President 
Bucaram of Ecuador on August 10, 1996. The Delegation included:

President Bucaram ran on a populist theme promising expanded opportunity for 
Ecuador’s poor. He promised increased spending for housing and education. In his 
inaugural address he blamed Ecuador’s problems on an "oligarchy" and chastised the banks 
for too much speculation and not enough attention to small business. (See attached news 
report from the Miami Herald, Sunday, August 11, 1996) His words would indicate 
dramatic changes in policy, but his retention of several cabinet members from the previous 
administration, including the Foreign Minister, Finance Minister, and Central Bank Manager 
might signal otherwise. At age 44, he does represent a change in generations, succeeding 
President Sixto Duran-Ballen, age 75. Several Latin American leaders told me privately that 
Bucaram is more moderate in his actions than he is in speeches and they were assured of 
working relationships.

Evelyne Rominger (Spouse)
Leslie Alexander, U. S. Ambassador to Ecuador, presented credentials 

on August 5, 1996
Jeffrey Davidow, Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, sworn in 

on August 7, 1996
General Wesley Clark, Commander-in-Chief, U. S. Southern Command, U. S. Army 
Nancy Soderberg, Deputy Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 
Luigi Einaudi, Ambassador and Special Representative to the Peru-Ecuador Dispute 
Howard Glicken, Chairman, The Americas Group
Maria Sotiropoulos, State Department Protocol Officer

I
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 
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Thank you for the opportunity to represent you and the United States in Ecuador.

Attachment

cc:

There are environmental challenges in the Galapagos Islands and the Amazon basin 
where oil exploration and production are taking place. The previous Ecuadoren 
Administration made substantial progress towards reducing inflation, improving public 
financing, restoring Ecuadors international credit, reducing domestic subsidies and price 
controls, liberalizing external trade, and enacting structural reform legislation, but much 
more needs to be done. They have been less successful in implementing reform, particularly 
privatization of major state enterprises and improving tax collection. A corruption scandal 
undermined investor confidence and weakened the domestic financial system.

Continuing challenges remain for the U.S. in its relations with Ecuador. The border 
dispute between Ecuador and Peru has been ongoing since 1942. The U. S. is one of the 
Guarantors of the Rio Protocol and is attempting to help resolve the issue. Davidow, 
Soderberg, Einaudi and Clark held meetings before and after the inauguration in these 
continuing efforts. As part of the process the U.S. has a small military presence in the 
border area.

Honorable Warren Christopher 
Honorable Dan Glickman

While the mission of the delegation was successfully completed, the lateness of the 
U. S. response to the inauguration invitation was awkward and made proper planning and 
protocol more difficult for both countries. Ambassador Leslie Alexander was very helpful, 
and should be an extraordinary representative of the U. S. I would call your attention to the 
fact that Ambassador Alexander is now separated from his child and wife, due to a rule 
which prohibits spouses from serving together once one achieves the rank of Ambassador. 
Mrs. Alexander is a career Foreign Service officer in France. This rule should probably be 
reviewed in the future in light of the changing roles of men and women in the work 
environment.

President Bucaram called for increases in agricultural production in his inaugural 
remarks. Ecuador does have an abundance of good soil and water supplies. The U. S. now 
runs a deficit in agricultural trade with Ecuador, with our major imports being shrimp, 
bananas, coffee, tuna, cocoa, and cut flowers. Our major exports to Ecuador are wheat, 
cotton, sugar and sweeteners. Our 1995 exports totaled $145 million and our imports were' 
$1,071 million. Our USDA Agricultural Attache, Daryl Brehm, is doing a good job 
covering Ecuador, Peru and Bolivia. The entire Embassy staff in Quito did an excellent job 
organizing everything needed, as did Maria Sotiropoulos, the State Department Protocol 
Officer.
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Associated Press
ON GUARD: An officer stands near a flag at the palace where leader Abdala Bucaram will reside.
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his generous campaign promises of public hous­
ing, lower prices on basic goods and free medi-

Bucaram

The 44-year-old Bucaram replaced 75-year- In the last few weeks, there has been a heavy

plagued by corruption scandals. the currency.
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Bucaram takes oath of office
Ecuador’s new leader vows ‘last day of dominance by the oligarchs’

i -
I

0>

The oligarchy, Bucaram said, is “a cancer” devaluation of the sucre shortly before the inau- 
that is the cause of “all Ecuador’s ills ” guration.
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QUITO, Ecuador — (AP) — Abdala 
Bucaram, a populist who calls himself “the

dor’sjpresident Saturday, promising equality in

—-I Nebot in a July 6 runoffeiection for a four^year
Bucaram defeated rightist candidate Jaime

term.
He has sought to attract foreign investment 

and win the support of the business sector by 
adding economic advisers from banks and large 
companies to his administration.

But his explosive outbursts against political 
toes have made many Ecuadoreans nervous, and

ft ft
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Abdala

scourge of the oligarchy,” took office as Ecua-
• - - —-- — w w - J .

the small Andean country.
After taking the oath of

office and donning the red,
blue and yellow presidential
sash, Bucaram quickly criti­
cized Ecuador’s wealthy elite.

“Today is a historic day
when the poor accede to
power. It is the first day of...
a government of the people
and the last day of dominance
by the oligarchs,” he said in a
90-minute speech before a
Congress packed with cheer- T~ 
mg supporters.
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It is with a profound sense of 

occasion and moment that I enclose 

several copies of your book, BETWEEN 

HOPE AND HISTORY. They are just now 

coming off the press, and should be 

in every bookstore in America by the 

end of the week.

I speak for all of us

when I say that it has been a pleasure 

to act as midwife in the birth of this

Perhaps, in a way, you may even 

think of it as a present, marking your 

recent birthday. . a

St/ve Wasserman
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I. Overview

i

1 To be precise, a state's block grant allocation would be based on the highest of its FY1994 spending, 
its FY 1995 spending, or the average of its spending for the three years from FY 1992 to FY 1994.

The welfare conference agreement features deep cuts in basic programs for low- 
income children, families, and elderly and disabled people as well as fundamental 
structural changes in the AFDC program, the basic income support program for poor 
families with children. According to the Congressional Budget Office, the bill includes 
nearly $55 billion in cuts in low-income programs over the next six years.

Nearly all of the $55 billion in savings come from reductions in programs other 
than AFDC, with especially large reductions being made in the food stamp program, 
the Supplemental Security Income program for the elderly and disabled poor, and 
assistance to legal immigrants. Low-income disabled children, working poor families, 
and the elderly poor are among those whom the legislation will adversely affect. While 
the cuts come primarily from areas other than AFDC, many AFDC families also will be 
sharply affected in the years ahead as a result of the bill's sweeping changes in the 
structure of the AFDC program.

The bill converts AFDC to a block grant — called the Temporary Assistance to 
Needy Families (TANF) block grant — with essentially fixed funding. States will 
receive a fixed level of resources for income support and work programs based on what 
they spent on these programs in 1994, without regard to subsequent changes in the level 
of need in a state.1 The bill provides some additional "contingency funds" if need 
increases in states, but the contingency funds are likely to prove inadequate if a 
recession occurs. Between 1990 and 1992 when unemployment climbed, federal AFDC 
expenditures rose $6 billion above the amount expended in 1989. The bill's
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affects poor unemployed individuals between the ages of 18 and 50 who are not raising

« j toiunaico uub pivi^iuii win deny ioou stamp benehts to an
average of one million people a month who are willing to work but cannot find a job

2

"contingency fund," however, includes only $2 billion — or one-third as much. The 
contingency funds are likely to run out part way into the next recession.

Adding to the fiscal pressures likely to result from frozen federal funding are 
provisions in the bill that make it possible for states to withdraw substantial amounts of 
state resources from basic income support and work programs for poor families with 
children and to divert federal TANF block grant funds to other uses. The bill allows 
states to withdraw or divert approximately $40 billion between 1997 and 2002 without 
such action affecting the level of federal block grant funds they receive. If state funding 
is reduced and federal funds are diverted to other purposes to the extent the bill 
permits, basic benefits for needy families and resources for work programs will fall far 
short of need.

The new welfare legislation allows states to deny aid to any poor family or 
category of poor families. In addition, with some exceptions, the legislation prohibits 
states from using block grant funding to provide aid to families that have received 
assistance for at least five years. CBO estimates indicate that between 2.5 million and 
3.5 million children could be affected by the bill's five-year time limit when it is fully 
implemented, even after the 20 percent hardship exemption is taken into account. 
Moreover, states can set time limits shorter than five years; the time limits — which 
apply to cash aid and work slots both — can be of as short a duration as a state wishes. 
If states adopt shorter time limits, as some are likely to do, the number of affected 
children will be substantially greater.

The bill also includes $28 billion in food stamp reductions. When fully 
implemented, these reductions will cut food stamp benefits almost 20 percent, the 
equivalent of reducing the average food stamp benefit from its current level of 80 cents 
per person per meal to 66 cents per person per meal. These reductions will affect all 
food stamp recipients, including the working poor, the elderly and the disabled.

Included in the legislation is a particularly harsh food stamp provision that
----------------. ’■ „ ____________________________c 

children. Under the bill, these individuals will generally be limited to just three months 
of food stamp receipt while unemployed in any three-year period. (Some of these 
individuah will be able to receive food stamps for six months while unemployed in a 
three-year period.) CBO estimates this provision will deny food stamp benefits to an 
average of one million people a month who are willing to work but cannot find a job 
and are not offered a workfare or training slot.

Many of these individuals qualify for no other government benefit except food 
stamps. Denying them food stamps will leave them with no safety net at all.
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The bill also eliminates most or all of the safety net for one other group — legal 
immigrants. The legislation makes most poor legal immigrants ineligible for most 
forms of assistance. In fact, 40 percent of the net savings in the bill are achieved by 
denying a wide range of benefits to immigrants, including poor immigrant children and 
poor immigrants who are very old or who have become disabled after entering the 
United States and can no longer work. All of the savings in the immigrant area come 
from denying benefits to legal — not illegal — immigrants. Illegal immigrants already 
are ineligible for most major means-tested entitlement benefits.

The overall size of the food stamp cuts, the structural changes in AFDC, and the 
reductions in benefits to legal immigrants remain largely unchanged from the 
provisions of the welfare bill that President Clinton vetoed in January. In several areas, 
the new bill represents a step backward from the vetoed welfare bill — for example, the 
reduction in food stamp benefits for unemployed adults not raising minor children is 
far more severe in the final bill than in the vetoed bill. The legal immigrant cuts also are 
slightly deeper in the final bill than in the vetoed version. Furthermore, the vetoed bill 
would have allowed states to use TANF block grant funds to provide noncash 
assistance such as vouchers to impoverished families with children that hit the federally 
imposed five-year time limit but are unable to find unsubsidized employment. The 
new bill, by contrast, prohibits states from using block grant funds to provide vouchers 
or other non-cash assistance to these families.

The bill does include some notable improvements over the vetoed version. It 
includes substantially increased resources for child care compared to the vetoed bill and 
a larger contingency fund. In addition, the reductions in SSI benefits for low-income 
disabled children, while still substantial, are considerably less sweeping than in the 
vetoed bill. In the food stamp area, the bill no longer gives states the option of "opting 
out" of the food stamp program and receiving a block grant in its place. The vetoed bill 
also would have placed a cap on food stamp expenditures, which would have forced 
additional, across-the-board food stamp benefit cuts if the expenditure cap otherwise 
would be breached. That cap has been dropped. Finally, the bill assures that children 
and parents who currently qualify for Medicaid based on their eligibility for AFDC will 
continue to be eligible for Medicaid, regardless of the changes states make in their 
welfare programs.

Overall, the bill is expected to have a similar effect on child poverty as the vetoed 
bill would have had. In July 1996, the Urban Institute released a study, based on 
conservative assumptions, showing that the welfare bill the House of Representatives 
approved that month would push 1.1 million children — and 2.6 million people overall 
— into poverty. Because the final bill is largely similar to the House bill, these estimates 
would change little if recalculated on the final legislation.



The Urban Institute study also found that the bill would make large numbers of
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As a result, the

state

Chapter II.

. Io receive a copy of this report, contact CLASP at (202) 328-5140.
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poorer by the bill.

The assumptions the Urban Institute employed are conservative.

families that already are poor still poorer. They would fall deeper into poverty 
Specifically, the report found that the House bill would increase the overall depth and

study is more likely to underestimate than overestimate the extent to which the bil/ 
increasesthe number of children living in poverty and makes already-poor children still 
poorer. The analysis is based on current economic conditions; if the country or a region 
were to suffer a recession, the impact of the bill on poverty would be larger In 
addition, the Urban Institute assumed all states would adopt a five-year time limit on 
assistance the maximum duration the biU allows. A number of states are planning to 
raktate shorter time limits. The Urban Institute researchers also assumed that no state
Zwta it T S?te W61fare response to the provisions
allowing them to do so. This also is likely to prove too sanguine a forecast. The 
researchers noted, in releasing their study, that their assumptions were optimistic.

These and other aspects of the new legislation are discussed in more detail in

This report does not discu^ die changes made in the child support enforcement area. The
area. To iece^co™ o * ?!

severity of child poverty by 20 percent. (Technically, the bill would increase the 
poverty gap for families with children by more than $4 billion, or 20 percent. The 

poverty gap is the measure of the total amount of income needed to lift all poor families 
just to the poverty line.) Finally, the Urban Institute researchers found that one in every 
five U.S. families with children - or 8.2 million families - would see their incomes fall 
an average of $1,300 a year as a result of the bill.

Most of the children who would be pushed below the poverty line live in 
families with a working parent. Families in which the parents are unemployed 
Uyoughout the year and receive only AFDC and food stamps typically have incomes 
that already are well below the poverty line. Most of those families would be made still
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II. Cash Assistance, Work, and Child Care Provisions

In this Chapter...

• State Withdrawal of Resources 8

9

12

• Basic Protections for Children 15

5

• Contingency Fund Remains
Inadequate ...........................Many children whose parents are 

poor and willing to meet work 
requirements may be denied assistance 
for other reasons as well. The bill bars 
states from using federal block grant 
funds to provide cash aid, work slots, or 
noncash aid such as vouchers to most 
families that have received any form of 
assistance under the block grant for a 
total of five years over their lifetime. If a 
family receives cash aid or any service 
funded under the block grant or works in

• Effect of Waivers on Implementation
Requirements..........................................14

• Fiscal Pressures Resulting from Federal
Block Grant................................................6

• Medicaid Rules Affecting AFDC •
Families....................................................15

• Work Initiatives Placed in Jeopardy . 10

• Child Care

The welfare bill converts the AFDC program, emergency assistance, and work 
programs into a single block grant with essentially fixed funding. Under the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant, children no longer will 
have an assurance of receiving basic cash assistance if they are very poor, their family 
meets all of their state's eligibility requirements, and their parents are prepared to 
participate in a work program and to meet all work requirements. A state could run 
out of block grant funds for the year and
place new applicants on waiting lists.
Unless states commit state funds to
assure that all eligible families receive
aid, substantial numbers of poor children
whose parents are unable to find a job
could be denied assistance, especially
during economic downturns.



a workfare slot, subsequently leaves the rolls for employment, and then is laid off years 
later, the family will generally be denied all forms of block grant assistance after the lay­
off — even a new work slot or vouchers to help pay the rent or meet other basic needs

pviceni ui meir caseioaa rrom tile time 
limit provision — that is, 20 percent of a state's caseload may consist of families

k

states will receive under the block grant contingency fund.)

6

a result of these changes in the programs' financing structures, the types of welfare 
policy choices that states make in the future may be quite different from those they have

Families complying with their state's work requirements can be cut off when they reach 
the time limit their state has established. Such cut-offs can be applied without regard to 
whether the parents in the family can find unsubsidized employment. According to
HHS, if all states were to adopt a two-year time limit, 5.5 minion children would be 
denied aid by 2006, even assuming that states exempted 20 percent of their caseloads 
from these state time limits.

made or considered in the past.

• The TANF block grant provides essentially fixed federal funding for income 
support and work programs, based on a state's past spending levels on these 
programs. Over time, these federal funding levels are likely to prove 
inadequate.

The Congressional Budget Office projects that the federal funding allocated 
under the block grant will fall $1.2 billion short over the next six years of
what states would have received from the federal government for cash 
assistance and work programs under those provisions of law that the new 
welfare bill is replacing. (This estimate includes the funds that CBO projects

States will be permitted to exempt 20 percent of their caseload from the time 
limit provision — that is, 20 percent of a state's caseload may consist of families 
receiving aid beyond the time limit. But about half of the AFDC population currently 
consists of recipients who have passed the five-year mark. CBO estimates indicate that 
by 2004, between 2.5 and 3.5 million children could be affected by the time limit, even 
after the 20 percent hardship exemption is taken into account.

Moreover, states will be allowed to make the time limit shorter than five years.

— if the cash assistance and workfare slot it received years earlier totaled five years in 
duration.

Fiscal Pressures Resulting from Federal Block Grant Funding Levels

Among the most profound changes the legislation makes in the welfare area are 
its changes in the financing structure of cash assistance and work programs. Largely as 
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This funding shortfall will widen over time. In 1997 and 1998, states are 
projected to receive more federal money through the block grant than they 
would have gotten under the prior law. But by 1999, federal funding is 
projected to fall short of what would have been provided under the prior law. 
And by 2002, the funding shortfall is projected to reach more than $1 billion a 
year. Moreover, at the same time that federal resources for cash and work 
programs will essentially be frozen, the new legislation requires states to 
expand greatly their work programs for recipients, thereby adding 
substantial new costs. This will exacerbate the funding crunches that states 
will face. As explained below, the Congressional Budget Office projects that 
the funding in the bill falls far below what is needed to meet the bill's 
expansive work requirements without cutting sharply into cash assistance 
benefit levels.

• These problems will intensify during economic downturns when poverty 
rises and the number of families applying for aid increases. Under prior law, 
federal funding rose automatically to help meet increased needs during 
recessions. That feature of federal law is eliminated under the new bill. 
While the new legislation establishes a contingency fund to help address 
increased needs during recessions, the level of resources placed in the 
contingency fund is small.

• The bill also includes a small population adjustment fund, which would 
provide additional resources to some states with growing populations. The 
fund would provide $800 million over four years, an amount equal to an 
increase in block grant funds of just one percent over the four-year period. 
(No population adjustment funds would be available in 1997 or in years after 
2001.) National population growth is projected to be 4.6 percent between 
1997 and 2002, however, or more than four times greater than the growth in 
block grant funding allocated for population growth over this period.

The contingency fund contains $2 billion over five years. This represents an 
increase over the welfare bill vetoed in January, which provided just $1 
billion for the fund. But during the 1990-to-1992 recessionary period, federal 
AFDC funding increased $6 billion over the 1989 level. In other words, the 
additional amount expended in these three years of the early 1990s was triple 
the amount the bill allocates for the contingency fund over the next five years. 
The $2 billion for the contingency fund is equivalent to an increase over five 
years of just two percent above the basic block grant funding levels. The 
contingency fund is almost certain to run out part way through the next 
recession.



maintenance-of effort requirement is raised to 80 percent for states failing to meet the

represent a 33 percent reduction in state resources devoted to these programs over six

federa! TAMF block grant funds to the Child Care and Development Block Grant and

2 To draw down funds from the contingency fund, a state would have to maintain state fundin;

(continued...)
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The new legislation also permits states to transfer up to 30 percent of their 
federal TANF block grant funds to the Child Care and Development Block Grant and 
the Social Services Block Grant. Transfers to Social Services Block Grant alone may not 
exceed 10 percent of a state's federal TANF block grant allocation.3 *

Under the block grant structure in the new bill, however, this matching structure 
is radically altered. To receive its full block grant allocation, a state will simply be
required to contribute overall state funding for work, income support, and child care 
programs equal to 75 percent of what it spent on these programs in 1994. This 75 
percent requirement is known as a "maintenance-of-effort" requirement. The 
maintenance-of effort requirement is raised to 80 percent for states failing to meet the 
work requirements in the bill.2

If every state were to spend only what is required to receive its full block grant 
allocation, state funding over the next six years would fall nearly $32 billion below the 
level that CBO projects states would have spent under the prior law. This would 

years, compared to what would have been expended under the prior law.

Work^Program"1*1 Stat6S T° Withdraw Up to $40 Billion From ,ncome Support and

The foregoing discussion addresses the inadequacy of the federal funding levels 
m the bill. These problems are likely to be exacerbated by a withdrawal of state funds. 
Like the vetoed welfare bill, the new legislation permits states to withdraw substantial 
state resources and divert federal block grant funds from income support and work 
programs without losing any basic federal TANF block grant funds. States will be able 
to withdraw from these programs — or to divert to other uses — up to $40 billion 
between 1997 and 2002.

Under the prior law, the federal and state governments shared in the cost of 
providing AFDC benefits and financing welfare-to-work programs. States contributed 
between 20 percent and 50 percent of these costs, with wealthier states contributing a 
higher proportion of the cost than poorer states. This financing structure provided
between 20 percent and 50 percent of these costs, with wealthier states contributing a 
higher proportion of the cost than poorer states. This financing structure provided 
states with an important incentive not to reduce state resources for these programs; if a 
state withdrew $1 of state resources from AFDC or work programs, it lost between $1 
and $4 of federal funds.

percent of its 1994 expenditure level. & tO State at 100

3 The $40 billion estimate of the amount that states could withdraw in state funds or divert to other uses
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tr^sferred tO ^Social Services Block Grant can easily be used to supplant state 

grant are not considered in this analysis since these resources can not as easily be used to supplant state"

Contingency Fund Remains Inadequate

r
As noted, the legislation includes $2 billion for a contingency fund to provide 

additional resources to states facing growth in the size of their low-income populations, 
an amount that could be exhausted quickly after just a few large states experience 
recessionary conditions. Once the fund is exhausted, states must bear themselves 100 
percent of the additional costs of providing assistance to needy families during a 
downturn. Families in states that are unable or unwilling to bear these costs may be left 
without much of a safety net.

3 (...continued)
is based only on states' ability to reduce state spending due to the maintenance-of-effort provision as well
as the provision permitting states to transfer funds from the TANF block grant to the Social Services
Block Grant. Resources transferred to the Social Services Block Grant can easily be used to supplant state 

services spending. The resources that states would be permitted to transfer to the child care block

spending. ' 3 * * * 7 ~ ™ ~ ““HF—

The provision of the new legislation allowing TANF block grant funds to be 
transferred to the Social Services Block Grant is particularly problematic. The services 
funded under the Social Services Block Grant include an array of politically popular 
services, many of which go to the elderly and to families well above the poverty line. 
This may make such a transfer of funds likely in a number of states. But a seepage of 
funds from the TANF block grant to the Social Services Block Grant would almost 
inevitably lead to fewer work slots being provided for very poor families, cuts in cash 
benefit levels for these families even though current benefit levels are already well 
below the poverty line in most states, still-shorter time limits, or some combination of 
such steps.

(The bill provides that funds transferred from the TANF block grant to the Social 
Services Block Grant may be used only for services to children whose family incomes 
fall below 200 percent of the poverty line, but this provision is cosmetic. States could 
simply shift a portion of their existing Social Services Block Grant funds from poor 
children to other populations at the same time they transferred funds from the TANF 
block grant to the Social Services Block Grant. The actual effect could be to transfer 
resources from the TANF block grant to serve elderly individuals without children or 
families with higher incomes without the state having violated the statute.)

As noted, AFDC costs increased $6 billion in three years during the downturn 
of the early 1990s, while the contingency fund contains $2 billion for use over 
five years. The fact that the recession of the early 1990s was less severe than 
earlier downturns such as the recessions of the early 1980s and mid-1970s 
adds to the concern the fund will prove inadequate.



Work Initiatives Placed in Jeopardy
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4 The bill includes substantial food stamp cuts that would cause some current recipients to become
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As recently as 1994, there was a general consensus that additional resources V"~ 
needed if the welfare system was to be converted to a work-based system. The original 
Contract with America provided $10 billion over five years in funding for work 
programs.

• To qualify for contingency funds, a state must meet certain "trigger" criteria. 
States will qualify if their food stamp caseloads increase at least 10 percent 
over their 1994 or 1995 level or if their unemployment rate is at least 6.5 
percent and also is at least one-tenth higher than the state's unemployment 
rate in the same months of either of the two prior years.4 These "trigger" 
criteria could pose a problem for some states. A state whose food stamp 
caseload climbs less than 10 percent could experience significant increases in 
need without being able to access any contingency funding. Moreover, in 
past recessions, many states experienced substantial increases in 
unemployment without reaching the 6.5 percent unemployment rate.

• The contingency fund also will place states that qualify for contingency funds 
for only part of the year at a major disadvantage. The bill limits the level of 
resources these states can draw down by severely reducing the federal 
matching rate for these states. A state that received $1 in federal funds for 
every $1 in state funds spent on AFDC under prior law will be required to 
spend $5 in state funds for every $1 in federal contingency funds it can receive if the 
state qualifies for contingency funds for four months during the year. Under 
the welfare bill vetoed in January, such a state would have continued to 
receive $1 in federal contingency funds for each $1 in state funds it 
contributed. The extremely high state matching rates that these states will 
face may cause some states to fail to access contingency funds during 
economic downturns.

Although the new legislation places states under stringent requirements to put 
an increasing proportion of recipients receiving aid under the TANT block grant in 
work activities, funding for work programs in the bill falls short of what is needed to 
meet the bill's work requirements. CBO projects that the cost of meeting the work 
requirements, excluding child care costs, will reach $5.6 billion in 2002. This is $4.1 
billion more than the amount that states spent on their JOBS program in 1994, the

wholly ineligible for food stamps. The contingency fund trigger directs the Secretary of Agriculture to 
adjust states' 1994 (or 1995) food stamp caseloads to reflect the size the caseload would have been had 
these food stamp cuts been in effect at that time.
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principal year upon which state block grant funding levels are based. Furthermore, 
according to CBO, the legislation falls $12 billion short of what will be needed over the 
next six years to meet the work requirements, excluding child care costs.

Due to the combined effect of expanded work requirements and frozen federal 
funding, federal block grant funding levels are likely to prove insufficient in many 
states. In its estimates of the costs and savings associated with the legislation, CBO 
assumes these funding shortfalls will cause many states to fail to meet the bill's work 
requirements.

States can avoid some of the costs of meeting the work requirements by reducing 
their caseloads and serving fewer people. Under a provision in the bill known as the 
"caseload reduction credit," a state's work participation requirements are reduced if its 
caseload declines below the 1995 level.

For example, the legislation requires that at least 35 percent of a state's caseload 
be participating in work activities in 1999. But if a state's caseload falls by 15 percent 
between 1995 and 1998, then its work requirement for 1999 will be reduced by 15 
percentage points — from 35 percent to 20 percent. Consider a state that has a caseload 
of 50,000 famihes in 1999. If the state must place 35 percent of its caseload into a work 
program, it must place 17,500 parents into work activities. If, however, the state's 
caseload of 50,000 families represents a 15 percent reduction since 1995, the state will 
only be required to plate 20 percent of its caseload — or 10,000 parents — into work 
programs. In such a case, the number of parents required to participate in work 
activities would be reduced by 43 percent as a result of the caseload reduction credit.

This caseload reduction credit offers states a perverse incentive to reduce their 
caseloads by rendering groups of families ineligible for aid. Because no new resources 
are provided in the bill to pay for a substantial expansion of work programs, states may 
find it easier to cut their caseloads by altering eligibility rules (or creating barriers to 
receiving aid) than by mounting work programs that prove effective in moving families 
into unsubsidized employment. The legislation provides that states should not get 
credit for caseload reductions caused by changes in state eligibility rules, but the 
legislation places the burden of proving that caseload reductions have been caused by 
eligibility rule changes — rather than by effective state work programs — on the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services. In a number of cases, HHS may find it 
difficult to prove that eligibility changes have caused caseload declines.

It should be noted that even states that do not constrict their eligibility criteria 
may see the requirements to place substantial portions of their caseloads in work 
programs eased substantially during the next few years. AFDC caseloads have been 
falling recently; currently, all but two states have smaller AFDC caseloads than in fiscal 
year 1995. As a result, although the bill says states are supposed to place 25 percent of
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care aid and the entitlement of states to these open-ended federal matching 
funds. 6
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their caseloads in work programs in 1997, some 29 states actually will have to pl 
fewer than 20 percent of their caseloads in work programs in the coming year.

The legislation eliminates three current child care programs and replaces them 
with a single child care block grant The programs that would be replaced are: the 
program which funds child care assistance for AFDC families that work or are 
participating in a work or training program; the "at-risk" child care program for 
working poor families that are at risk of slipping onto the AFDC rolls if they do not 
receive child care assistance; and the child care program that assists families making the 
transition from welfare to work.

The legislation replaces these two open-ended funding mechanisms — along 
with the federal funding provided under the "at risk" child care

child care assistance for families in their first year after having left AFDC for 

states for this assistance on an open-ended entitlement basis. The new 
legislation repeals both the entitlement of these families to transitional child

• Under the prior law, AFDC parents with young children who needed child 
care assistance in order to work or participate in work or training programs 
were entitled to such assistance, with the costs states incurred in providing 
such assistance being supported by the federal government on an open-ended 
entitlement basis. The federal government provided states with matching 
funds for these child care costs, with no limit on the federal matching funds 
state could receive. The new legislation repeals the entitlement of such 
families to child care assistance. It also repeals the open-ended federal
matching structure and caps the federal child care funding each state can get. 
To be sure, the legislation prohibits states from imposing a sanction on 
families with children under the age of 6 if the parent in the family cannot 
participate in work or training programs because affordable child care is not 
available. But a parent who cannot participate in a work or training program 
because of a lack of child care assistance still may reach a time limit and be 
cut off aid. Thus, such a parent could be cut off without having had access to 
work preparation assistance.

• Similarly, prior law provided a guarantee — or entitlement — to transitional 
child care assistance for families in their first year after having left AFDC for 
employment. Here, too, the federal government provided matching funds to



The Child Care Funding Structure
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As noted, the bill would convert two currently open-ended funding streams — child care 
for AFDC recipients who work or participate in a work or training program and 
"transitional child care" for those who have just left welfare for work — into a block grant 
with capped funding. Under the open-ended programs, states have been permitted to draw 
down as much child care funding as they needed. Under the new child care block grant 
structure, states will be permitted only to draw down a capped level of funding. The bill 
thus limits the amount of child care funding states may draw down.

In short, transforming open-ended entitlement programs to a block grant that caps the 
level of resources that^tates can draw upon for child care assistance does not represent a 
liberalization of child care funding.

States would have spent less on child care under the old law than they are projected to 
spend under the new legislation. This is the basis used by those who argue the bill increases 
child care resources. The "increase," however, is due to die increased need for child care 
created by the bill's greatly expanded work requirements. If the bill's work requirements 
were put in place and complied with and the child care programs were allowed to remain 
open-ended matched programs, the amounts that states could spend on child care would be 
higher than the level of funding the bill provides.

There has been much confusion around the issue of child care funding under the welfare 
bill, with some claiming die bill increases child care funding relative to current law. Such 
claims are a bit misleading.

Beginning in 1999, the Congressional Budget Office projects that the child 
care funding in the bill would fall short of what would be needed both to 
meet the bill's work requirements and to maintain current levels of child care 
assistance for low-income working families not receiving assistance funded 
by the TANF block grant. If states meet the bill's work requirements by 
placing parents in work programs rather than by reducing caseloads, child 
care funding will, by 2002, fall $1.8 billion short of what would be needed to 
meet the work requirements while maintaining the current law child care

program, which already was capped — with a new child care block grant. 
The block grant contains more funding than CBO projects states would have 
received under the three child care programs being replaced; the child care 
block grant also contains more child care money than would have been 
provided under the welfare bill President Clinton vetoed in January. But this 
does not mean the new bill reduces unmet needs for affordable child care. As 
noted, the legislation requires states to place much larger numbers of 
recipients in jobs or work programs than states would have placed under 
prior law. As a result, the legislation greatly increases the need for child care.
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their systems to conform with all of the features of the bill to the extent that the stat.

time limit would not have to apply to that state.

Basic Protections for Children

how to evaluate whether a waiver is inconsistent with a provision in the bill, nor does it 
specify who has the authority to make this judgement. It is unclear how this language 
will be interpreted and whether states that are currently operating their program under 
a federal waiver will have to meet the work requirements as well as other requirements 
outlined in the bill. Many states may try to argue that their waivers envision a work

States will, as noted, have broad discretion to maintain, broaden or substantially 
curtail eligibility for basic income assistance for any category of poor families with

J StateS *at ^7 apPj^ for a Waiver Prior to enactment of the bill and whose waivers are approved 
after enactment of the bill but prior to the bill's implementation also may follow the terms of those 
waivers, except that these states must comply with the work requirements in the bill.
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commitment to the working poor. On the other hand, if states fail to meet the 
work requirements, meet the requirements in part by cutting caseloads rather 
than placing parents in work programs, or escape the requirements through 
the use of waivers, the child care funding shortfall might not materialize. 
CBO forecasts that states will not draw down all the federal child care 
funding available to them under the legislation.

The Effect of Waivers on Implementation Requirements

States that are currently operating their AFDC program under a federal waiver, 
as well as states that secure approval from the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
for a pending or new waiver request prior to the date of enactment of the welfare bill, 
can operate their welfare programs under the terms of these waivers until their waivers 
expire.5

children. States can choose to deny aid to families with teen parents, for example.

The bill specifically provides that the requirements the bill places on the 
program a state operates with federal block grant funds shall not apply to the extent 
such amendments are inconsistent with a state's waiver. The bill does not elaborate on 

specify who has the authority to make this judgement. It is unclear how thfe l^agc 

a federal waiver will have to meet the work requirements as well as other requirements 
outlined in the bill. Many states may try to argue that their waivers envision a work 
program different from the one mandated under the bill.

It does appear, however, that states with waivers will not be required to change 
their systems to conform with all of the features of the bill to the extent that the state's 
waiver already addresses the issue. For example, if a state has already imposed a time 
Imut on the receipt of aid and has adopted exemptions and extensions applicable to its 
tune Imut, it would appear that the 20 percent cap on exemptions to the sixty-month



federal rules governing AFDC eligibility criteria, application procedures and the appeal

prohibits the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services from taking any action if

prevent loss of Medicaid coverage, many children over age 13 and parents who lose

Medicaid without regard to their eligibility for welfare.

states 
*

icome and asset standards, as well as those AFDC rules that limited AFDC primarily

receipt of aid under the new TANF block grant.7 This change assures that several 
million parents and older chUdren continue to receive Medicaid regardless of the 
changes a state makes in its welfare programs. The bill also maintains transitional

This risk of loss of Medicaid coverage was averted, however, by changes made in 
the welfare legislation in its final weeks. The legislation was amended to require states 
to provide Medicaid coverage to all families that meet their state's July 1996 AFDC 
income and asset standards, as well as those AFDC rules that limited AFDC primarily 
to single-parent families (i.e., the "deprivation" rules). Under the new bill, eligibility for 
Medicaid thus is linked to a state's AFDC rules in these areas as of July 1996 and not to

States also will, once again, be permitted to deny aid to two-parent families. All current 
federal rules governing AFDC eligibility criteria, application procedures and the appeal 
process are repealed.

The legislation contains a provision directing states to include objective criteria 
for determining eligibility and treating families equitably in their "state plans," the 
documents that states must prepare describing the programs they will fund under the 
block grant. States also must include a description in their state plan of how recipients 
adversely affected under the program can appeal such actions. But the legislation 
prohibits the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services from taking any action if 
a state either fails to set objective or equitable rules for its program. The legislation 
even bars HHS from acting if a state fails to follow its own rules for its new program.

t \ bG Pennitted' however< to terminate Medicaid for any adult whose cash aid under the
TANF block grant is terminated due to a refusal to work. Children and pregnant women are exempt 

me“;
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Medicaid Rules Affecting AFDC Families

Children and parents who receive AFDC are automatically eligible for Medicaid 
under current law. Since the block grant eliminates any guarantee that these children 
and parents would be eligible for assistance under the TANF block grant, their 
Medicaid coverage also could have been placed at risk. Without specific provisions to 
prevent loss of Medicaid coverage, many children over age 13 and parents who lose 
assistance due to time limits or other welfare restrictions imposed under the block grant 
would have lost Medicaid coverage at the same time.6



Medicaid assistance, which provides coverage when families find employment or
Spmrp rhilrl Clir->r->rxr+ 8secure child support.1

e

child support places it above the income standards for Medicaid eligibility'wMtfTwl be bZl

up to 12 months of transitional Medicaid as under prior law.

earnings or child support income, it becomes eligible for transitional Medicaid, regardless of whether the 
family received assistance under the block grant. orwnemertne
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III. Food Assistance

Half of the bill's spending reductions come from the food stamp program. 
Including reductions in food stamp benefits for legal immigrants, the food stamp cuts 
total $27.7 billion over six years.9 Although the final bill eliminated the option for states 
to convert the food stamp program to a block grant, it replaced that option with deeper 
cuts in the regular food stamp program. The food stamp cuts in the bill are $9 billion — 
or 47 percent — deeper than those contained in the Administration's welfare proposal.

When fully implemented, the bill would slice food stamp benefits almost 20 
percent, the equivalent of reducing the average food stamp benefit from its current level 
of 80 cents per person per meal to 66 cents per person per meal (in 1996 dollars). A 
substantial portion of the food stamp benefit reductions come in the form of across-the- 
board benefit cuts that will affect all recipients, including families with children, the 
working poor, the elderly, and the disabled. Only about two percent of the food stamp

This total includes $3.8 billion in cuts in food stamp benefits for legal immigrants and their families 
$3.7 billion of which are in the immigrant title of the bill. This total also includes $345 million in 
reductions from freezing the food stamp standard deduction for fiscal year 1997. This standard 
deduction cut appears both in the welfare legislation and in the agricultural appropriations bill for fiscal 
year 1997. Because Congress gave final passage to the agricultural appropriations bill shortly before the 
welfare bill, CBO has attributed the $345 million in savings from this cut to the appropriations bill and has 
not included it in the CBO tables showing the savings in the welfare bill. Either way, however, food 
stamp households will feel the effect of this cut. The aggregate figures for the bill's spending reductions 
used in this analysis include the effect of freezing the standard deduction in fiscal year 1997.

The $27.7 billion figure excludes the effect of a provision in the bill that increase food purchases for 
The Emergency Food Assistance Program (TEFAP) by $600 million over six years. If the TEFAP increase 
is included, the net reduction in food stamps and TEFAP is $27.1 bilhon. The net reduction, excluding the 
food stamp cuts in the immigrant title of the bill and the increased funding for TEFAP, is a little over $23 
billion, a figure sometimes cited for the food stamp reductions in the bill.

17
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Working poor families also will be affected. The 2.3 million food stamp
2“^ WitH 3 W°rker WiU 1OSe an avera8e of $355 1998' rising to $465 a year by

food stamp cuts in the bill. In 1998, they will lose an average of $655 per year in food
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Other benefit reductions fo 
the elderly, disabled, work! 
poor, etc.

-18.6°/

Cuts affecting unemployed workers

--44.8%

Across-the-board 
I benefit cuts

-10.4%^
Cuts affecting legal /

Immigrants |

-idOV Cuts affecting households 
l*-u/o with high shelter costs

Source: Center on Budget and Policy Priorities analysis of CBO cost estimate of the welfare 
conference report's food assistance reductions. (Details may not add due to rounding.)

Children and very poor families will be among those significantly affected, since 
they are the program's primary beneficiaries. About two-thirds of the benefit 
reductions will be borne by families with children. In 1998, the first full year the cuts 
will be in effect, the nearly seven million famUies with chUdren that receive food stamps 
will lose an average of $435 in food stamp benefits.

Hardest hit are the poorest of the poor — those with incomes below half of the 
poverty line (below $6,250 for a family of three). They will absorb 50 percent of the 

stamp benefits. By 2002, these households will lose an average of $790 per year.

The elderly would be adversely affected as well. The 1.75 million low-income 
elderly households receiving food stamps would lose about 20 percent of their food 
stamp benefits.

1
I 1

W' i

savings in the bill come from provisions to reduce fraud and abuse, impose tougher 
penalties on recipientsiwho violate program requirements, or reduce administrative 
costs.

Distribution of Food Stamp Cuts in Final Welfare Bill
(Fiscal Year 2002)

Tougher work and child support —
cooperation requirements _i 5%

Tougher anti-fraud enforcement -0.6% \ -0.2% Reducing administrative costs
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Under the bill, unemployed individuals who exhaust their three months of 
benefits and later find a low-wage job and remain poor will continue to be denied 
stamps until after they have worked one full month. Under some circumstances, — 

finds employment, and then is laid off can receive a second three "months of benefits 
while unemployed. Receipt of a total of six months of benefits while unemployed 
during the 36-month period is, however, the maximum allowed. CBO estimates that 
only about two percent of those affected will receive this second three-months of 
benefits.

Food Stamp Cut Affecting the Unemployed

Among the food stamp cuts in the bill is what is probably the single harshest 
provision written into a major safety net program in at least 30 years. The provision 
limits food stamps to most unemployed individuals between the ages of 18 and 50 who 
are not raising minor children to three months while unemployed out of each 36-month 
period and allows no hardship exemptions to this limit. After three months, these 
individuals can continue receiving food stamps only if they are working at least half­
time or in a workfare or training slot. The bill provides no new money for workfare or 
training slots, however, which are quite scarce in the food stamp program.

CBO estimates that in an average month, one million jobless individuals who are 
willing to work and would take a work slot if one were available would be denied food stamps 
under this provision because they cannot find work and no workfare slot is available. 
This provision marks the first time in the history of the food stamp program that 
individuals will be terminated from the food stamp program because no work 
opportunity is made available to them, not because they have refused to work.

USDA data show that more than 40 percent of those who would be affected by 
this provision are women. Nearly one-third are over the age of 40, an age above which 
individuals with limited skills often have difficulty finding jobs quickly, especially 
when unemployment fc high. Many of these individuals qualify for no other benefits 
because they are not raising minor children; food stamps is the only safety net they 
have. The inclusion of this provision in the bill is one major reason that the poorest of 
the poor (i.e., those below half of the poverty line) are the group hit hardest by the bill's 
food stamp cuts.



January. The vetoed bill would have limited food stamps for unemployed individuals 
to four months nut of aarh n.mnnFb 10

In other food stamp areas, the bill reflects a recommendation the governors made
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four-months of benefits while out of work.
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enacted m 1993 — and scheduled to take effect shortly — under which some families 

larger food stamp benefit in recognition of the limited funds they have left for"""

ould sign the welfare bill. President Clinton singled out this provision of the 

revision

10 Under the provision in the vetoed bill, people finding work at low wages would have requalified 

wl„; but then lost their jobs would have been able to receive a second

to remove a provision of the vetoed welfare bill that would have imposed a cap on 
federal food stamp expendihires and would have triggered additional across-the-board 
cuts in food stamp benefits if food stamp expenditures otherwise would have exceeded
the cap. But the bill does not include the other principal food stamp recommendation 
the governors made. The bill vetoed in January would have repealed a provision 
enacted in 1993 — and scheduled to take effect shortly — under which some families 
with children that pay more than half of their incomes for housing were to receive a 
larger food stamp benefit in recognition of the limited funds they have left for 
purchasing food. The governors recommended retaining rather than repealing this 
provision, but the new bill largely ignores their recommendation. When announcing he 
would sign the welfare bill. President Clinton singled out this provision of the 
legislation as one that ought to be changed; Clinton said the food stamp provision 

This provision is far harsher than a provision in the welfare bill vetoed in 
January. The vetoed bill would have limited food stamps for unemployed individuals 
to four months out of each 12-month period.10

This provision can be suspended, upon request of a state, if the local 
unemployment rate surpasses 10 percent. That is a level of unemployment few areas of 
the country reach even during recessions. Of greater significance, states also may waive 
the provision, with USDA approval, for individuals who reside in an area that "does 
not have a sufficient number of jobs to provide employment for such individuals." It is 
not yet clear how this waiver authority will be applied.

This provision will cause hardship among individuals who have worked and 
paid their taxes but then lose a job due to a recession, a plant closing, or a company 
downsizing and cannot find a new job in three months. This provision is likely to hit 
particularly hard at unemployed workers in small towns or rural areas who lose their 
jobs when a plant closes, relocates, or downsizes, since there may be only a limited 
number of new employment opportunities in their area.

The Administration's welfare bill, the House bipartisan welfare bill (known as 
the Castle-Tanner bill), and the Senate Democratic welfare bill all would have limited 
food stamp assistance to this group of individuals to six months out of each year while 
unemployed but would have required that these individuals be offered workfare slots. 
People who refused tovwork would be terminated, but people would not be cut off 
without being given an opportunity to work. The final welfare legislation charts a very 
different course from that.
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enacted in 1993 that would benefit families with high housing costs ought to be retained 
rather than discarded.

States Permitted to Change Food Stamp Benefit Structure

Although, as noted, the final legislation does not allow states to convert the food 
stamp program to a block grant, it includes three other features that give states wide 
and unprecedented discretion to make changes in the food stamp benefit structure. The 
effect of these features is likely to be the emergence of substantial state-to-state 
differences in the program's structure.

First, the bill allows a state to make substantial changes in the rules used to 
determine the level of food stamp benefits provided to families that receive assistance 
under their state's TANF block grant. States will be allowed to use the same methods of 
defining income in their food stamp programs as they use in their TANF program. 
They also will be allowed to redesign the food stamp deduction structure for families 
receiving aid under the TANF block grant. States must continue to use the same food 
stamp maximum benefit level (i.e., the benefit level based on the thrifty food plan) and 
several other basic food stamp rules. USDA is required to approve a state's plan to 
make such changes, unless the changes are likely to increase federal costs.11

Second, the bill Substantially expands food stamp waiver authority. Under the 
old law, USDA could waive administrative requirements that states found burdensome 
but generally could not grant a waiver that would result in a reduction in food stamp 
benefits for any group of households. The new waiver authority sweeps away that 
restriction and allows waivers of most, but not all, provisions of the Food Stamp Act. 
States will be able to use the waiver authority to make major changes in the food stamp 
benefit structure. The waiver authority covers all food stamp households, including 
those that do not receive aid under the TANF block grant.

The new provision distinguishes between statewide waivers and waivers that 
cover only a modest part of the state. No statewide waiver may cause more than five 
percent of a state's food stamp households to lose more than 20 percent of their benefits, 
excluding benefit losses resulting from noncompliance with a work or other behavioral 
requirement the state has established. Waivers that alter the benefit structure to such an 
extent that more than five percent of the households would lose more than 20 percent of * 

USDA may not disapprove a state's plan to make such changes to households in which all members 
receive assistance under the state's TANF block grant, unless the change is projected to increase federal 
costs. States must secure USDA approval for changes that affect "mixed households" (i.e., households in 
which some members receive aid under the block grant and some do not); USDA is not required to 
approve those changes.
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Child Nutrition Reductions

their benefits can be mounted, but they may not cover more than 15 percent of the 
state s caseload. No waiver — whether statewide or limited to part of the state — may 
cause categories of households or individuals to be made ineligible for food stamps for 
reasons other than lack of compliance with a work or other behavioral requirement.

A number of states may use the new flexibility the legislation grants to make 
innovative changes in their food stamp programs. Nonetheless, the result is likely to be 
a food assistance safety net whose strength varies substantially from state to state and 
possibly from one group to another within a state.

Finally, the bill contains a range of new state options. States may terminate 
benefits for custodial parents who do not cooperate in collecting child support and for 
non-custodial parents who either do not cooperate with child support agencies or fail to 
make required child support payments. States will be allowed to impose more severe 
sanctions on those violating work requirements than the penalties federal law otherwise 
establishes. Also, a state can elect to require use of a "standard utility allowance" that it 
has established as a proxy for a household utility costs. Under the old law, households 
whose actual utility costs exceeded the standard utility allowance could have their 
actual bills used. (Utility costs are used in determining the amount of a household's 
food stamp shelter deduction.) Under the new legislation, states may decline to allow 
use of actual utility bills in such circumstances.

The welfare bill includes $2.9 billion in reductions in child nutrition programs. 
More than 85 percent of these reductions would come in the Child and Adult Care Food 
Program, which primarily supports meals provided to duldren in child care centers and 
family day care homes. The bulk of these reductions would result from reduced federal 
support for meals served in family day care homes that are not located in a low-income 
area or operated by a low-income provider.

The family day care home component of this program is the sole part of any 
major child nutrition program that is not means-tested. Approximately two-thirds of 
the expenditures for this component of the program go to support meals served to 
children with family incomes exceeding 185 percent of the poverty line.

To avoid requiring family day care homes to implement a means test, which

two categories: 1) those either located in low-income areas (defined as areas whereat 

least half of the children have incomes below 185 percent of the poverty line) or 
operated by low-income providers (providers with incomes below 185 percent of the 
poverty line); and 2) those neither located in low-income areas nor operated by low- 
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income providers. Homes in the first category will continue to receive current levels of 
federal support for the meals they serve. For homes in the second category, the meal 
reimbursements they receive will be cut approximately in half.

This represents a sharp reduction in support for homes in the second category, 
although the meal reimbursements they receive still will be substantially higher than 
the reimbursements the federal government provides for meals served to middle­
income children in schools and child care centers. Homes that are in the second 
category but that serve some low-income children will be allowed, but not required, to 
administer a means test and to continue receiving the current rates of reimbursement 
for meals they serve to children with incomes below 185 percent of the poverty line.

All major Democratic and Republican welfare bills contained a similar provision. 
Most bipartisan and Democratic bills reduced the meal reimbursement rates for family 
day care homes in the second category by modestly smaller amounts than the final bill 
does, however.

The welfare bill also shaves reimbursement rates for meals served in the Summer 
Food Service Program for Children, which provides lunches and some other meals to 
children in low-income areas during summer months. On the one hand, summer food 
operators will receive as much as 20 cents less per lunch under the new bill than they 
currently get. On the other hand, the Summer Food Program has historically provided 
quite high levels of md&l reimbursement; when the cut takes effect, summer food 
operations still will receive 16 cents to 17 cents more per lunch than schools receive for 
lunches served under the school lunch program during the regular school year.

The final legislation drops a provision included in the vetoed bill that would 
have given seven states the option of converting the school lunch and breakfast 
programs to block grants on a demonstration basis. That provision likely would have 
had little appeal to states since it would have required any state opting to participate in 
the block grant demonstration to accept large and growing funding cuts while offering 
those states less than full flexibility. It is unclear any state would have volunteered. 
The governors themselves recommended dropping the provision for this block grant 
demonstration, and the provision was removed from the bill.

The legislation barely touches the school lunch program. Its only change in this 
area is that federal reimbursement rates for school meals served to middle-income 
children will be rounded down to the nearest whole cent instead of being rounded to 
the nearest quarter cent (e.g., a school might receive 17 cents rather than 17.5 cents in 
federal funding for such a meal). This effectively reduces federal support an average of 
one-half cent per lunch for children with average incomes of about $50,000 a year. It 
should have no noticeable effect on the school lunch program.
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IV. Denying Assistance to Legal Immigrants
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The new welfare bill cuts benefits for immigrants by more than $22 billion. All of 
these savings come from denying benefits to tegaZ immigrants. As noted, illegal 
immigrants already are ineligible for most major entitlement programs.

Most poor legal immigrants will be denied aid provided under basic programs 
such as the Supplemental Security Income program for the elderly and disabled poor, 
Medicaid, and food stamps. Language in the conference report accompanying the bill 
also would deny to legal immigrants the assistance provided under many smaller 
programs such as meals-on-wheels to the homebound elderly and prenatal care for 
pregnant women.

Among the most severe provisions are those that will affect the ability of poor 
elderly and disabled legal immigrants to receive SSI. The legislation makes all legal 
elderly and disabled immigrants — except for refugees and asylees during their first 
five years in the country and a few other very small groups of legal immigrants — 
ineligible for SSI in most cases until they become U.S. citizens.12 For many poor 
immigrants who are old or disabled and can neither work nor, given their age or 
physical or mental condition, learn all that is necessary to obtain citizenship, this is 
tantamount to a denial of benefits for the rest of their lives. Nearly half a million

12 Another small category of immigrants similar to refugees and asylees, persons granted "withholding 
of deportation," also are exempt during their first five years in the United States. In addition, the bill also 
exempts legal immigrants who are active duty members of the United States Armed Forces or honorably 
discharged U.S. veterans and their spouses and unmarried dependent children. Finally, the bill creates a 
narrow exemption for immigrants who have worked 40 quarters —10 years — in this country. For any 
quarter after 1996 to count, an immigrant must not have received any federal means-tested benefits 
during that quarter.
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In addition, the legislation gives states the option of denying Medicaid to legal 
immigrants already in the country (except recently arrived refugees and asylees and a 
few other narrow categories). On January 1,1997, states may begin terminating 
coverage to these additional groups of legal immigrants currently receiving Medicaid.

current elderly and disabled beneficiaries who are legal immigrants will be terminated 
from the SSI program in the months ahead.

The food stamp restrictions are identical to the SSI provisions. All legal 
immigrants, except refugees and asylees in their first five years here and a few other 
small groups of immigrants, are made ineligible for food stamps until they become 
citizens. The welfare bills that both the House and Senate passed in 1995 would have 
exempted very old legal immigrants and severely disabled legal immigrants from this 
ban on food stamp receipt, but the final bill contains no such exemptions. Such 
immigrants will have both their SSI and their food stamps terminated.

These harsh SSI and food stamp restrictions will affect substantial numbers of 
legal immigrants with no other sources of support. Most indigent elderly and disabled 
immigrants who are here legally but have no sponsor will be denied SSI and food 
stamps. So will poor elderly and disabled immigrants whose sponsor has died or 
become impoverished. And while the vetoed bill would have given poor legal 
immigrants currently receiving assistance one year to find other means of subsistence 
before cutting off their SSI and food stamp benefits, the final legislation cuts these 
individuals off more rapidly than that.

The new welfare bill also denies Medicaid coverage to many legal immigrants. 
Except for refugees, asylees, and a few others, immigrants entering the country after the 
date the bill is signed will be ineligible for Medicaid for five years, with states having 
the option to extend this Medicaid ban for a longer period. The Congressional Budget 
Office estimates that by 2002, approximately 260,000 elderly legal immigrants, 65,000 
disabled people, 175,000 other adults, and 140,000 children who would be eligible for 
Medicaid under current law will be denied it under these provisions of the new 
legislation. Most of these individuals are likely to have no other health insurance. 
Among those who will be affected by these Medicaid restrictions are poor legal 
immigrants who become disabled after entering the country, are unable to continue 
working, and cannot afford what will be prohibitively expensive private insurance 
policies given their medical conditions.

Many legal immigrants already in the country also will lose Medicaid. Many 
poor elderly and disabled individuals receive Medicaid as a result of receiving SSI. 
When these immigrants are cut off SSI, many will lose Medicaid eligibility as a 
consequence.
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The legislation's rules for legal immigrants under the TANF block grant are 
identical to its restrictions on their eligibility for Medicaid. Those entering the country 
after the bill is enacted are ineligible for aid under the TANF block grant for five years, 
with states having the option of making the period of ineligibility longer. States also 
have the option of making legal immigrants already in the country ineligible for aid 
under the TANF block grant and setting the period of ineligibility at whatever duration 
they choose.

13 The General Accounting Office estimated in 1992, based on an exhaustive review of the research 
literature, that each dollar expended on WIC services for pregnant women averts approximately $3.50 in 
subsequent costs, primarily because it lessens the need for costly intensive health care after birth by 
reducing the incidence of low-weight births.

An extensive body of research demonstrates that the provision of WIC benefits to 
pregnant women sharply reduces the incidence of low birthweight and, as a result, 
significantly reduces Medicaid costs after birth.13 If immigrant women are denied WIC 
during pregnancy, Medicaid and other government programs are likely to end up 
paying substantial sums for Medicaid and related services needed by children who are 
bom at a low birthweight due to denial of WIC assistance. These children will be 
entitled to Medicaid — they will be U.S. citizens since they will have been bom on U.S. 
soil. As a result, states that elect to deny WIC to these immigrants are likely to lose 
federal WIC dollars while incurring higher state costs in their Medicaid programs.

The bill creates state options for the treatment of immigrants in other areas as 
well. For example, the bill gives states the option of making some categories of legal 
immigrant pregnant women and children — and all illegal immigrant pregnant women 
and children — ineligible for WIC. (Currently, this is one of the few programs for 
which poor illegal immigrants may qualify.) But states that elect this option will have 
to bear additional state costs.

Finally, the legislation gives state and local governments broad authority to deny 
assistance to legal immigrants under state and local programs. State and local 
governments also would be prohibited from using their own funds to provide many 
kinds of assistance to illegal immigrants and to some small categories of legal 
immigrants.
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The vetoed welfare bill would have made two major changes in the SSI program 
that would have affected disabled children. First, the bill would have denied SSI 
benefits completely to a large number of children who qualify as disabled under current 
guidelines. Second, it would have reduced benefits by 25 percent to most of those 
disabled children whc^remained on the program.

There is widespread agreement that the criteria for determining whether 
children are sufficiently disabled to qualify for SSI should be tightened. The legislation.

The Congressional Budget Office estimates that by 2002, some 315,000 low- 
income children who would qualify under current law will be denied SSI. This 
represents 22 percent of the children who would qualify under the old law. The bill 
reduces the total benefits the program provides to disabled children by more than $7 
billion over the next six years.

The new bill contains the first set of changes but drops the second — it 
substantially reduces the number of disabled children receiving benefits but does not 
reduce benefit levels for those remaining on the program.

Supplemental Security Income for Disabled Children and
Other Provisions

The bill achieves these results by restricting the types of disabilities that will 
enable a child to qualify for SSI. In some instances, the same disability that will 
qualifies an adult for SSI will not be sufficient to qualify a child for benefits. Among the 
children most likely to lose benefits are those suffering from multiple impairments, no 
one of which is severe enough to meet the more stringent disability criteria established 
by the bill, but the combined effect of which is substantial.
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Other Changes
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The bill also makes changes in the Social Services Block Grant and the Earned 
Income Tax Credit. The bill reduces federal funding for the Social Services Block Grant 
by 15 percent, from $2.8 billion per year to $2.38 billion per year. The bill also includes 
a series of small changes in the Earned Income Tax Credit, largely recommended by the 
Clinton Administration. These changes are designed to reduce ETTC errors and curtail 
EITC receipt by those whose income is appears low as a result of "paper" losses in 
income. The EITC changes in the welfare bill do not include aTiy of the controversial 
EITC cuts from last year's reconciliation bill that would have caused hardship for needy 
low-income working households.

however, goes well beyond the steps needed to address the problems that have been 
demonstrated. A National Academy of Social Insurance panel reported last year, in an 
exhaustive study it conducted of the children's SSI program, that while "eligibility 
criteria need to be strengthened,... allegations of widespread inappropriate allowances 
are not substantiated and sharp cuts in the current rolls are not warranted."14

The Academy proposed three specific changes: eliminating "maladaptive 
behavior" as a separate element in assessment of children's disability, increased use of 
standardized tests to measure mental disorders, and restructuring individual functional 
assessments of children's disability under criteria that would better balance mental and 
physical impairments. The changes the bill makes go far beyond the Academy's 
measured proposals.

14 National Academy of Social Insurance, Restructuring the SSI Disability Program for Children and 
Adolescents (May 1995), pp. 32-33.
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VI. Conclusion

port and work programs, is likely to be that substantial numbers of poor families 
h children are left with inadequate assistance.

In addition to increasing the number of children who are poor, the bill will make 
many children who already are poor still poorer. The Urban Institute study estimated 
the House bill would increase the "poverty gap" — the measure of the amount of 
income needed to lift all poor families to the poverty line — by one-fifth for poor families 
with children. No piece of legislation in U.S. history has increased the severity of child 
poverty so sharply.

The overriding effect of the legislation is likely to be a large increase in poverty, 
especially among children and legal immigrants. The effect of a block grant structure 
that only partially responds to increases in need, combined with reductions in federal 
resources, options for states to reduce benefits and services in various ways, and fiscal 
incentives for states to withdraw substantial amounts of state funding from income 
support and work programs, is likely to be that substantial numbers of poor families 
with children are left with inadequate assistance.

15 As noted above, in the Urban Institute's analysis, the income measure used included the value of 
noncash benefits such as food stamps and the earned income tax credit.

31

As noted, the Urban Institute projected the House version of the bill would push 
an additional 1.1 million children — and a total of 2.6 million people, including adults 

into poverty.15 Most children who would be pushed below the poverty line are in 
families that are already working; in most cases, their families would be pushed into 
poverty by the food stamp cuts or a loss of benefits because they are legal immigrants. 
The provisions of the House bill that were central to the Urban Institute's analysis were 
changed only slightly in the final legislation.



r

32

Other groups among the poor — including the working poor, the elderly and 
disabled, and legal immigrants — stand to lose as well. For some, the safety net will 
grow weaker. For others, especially poor legal immigrants and poor unemployed 
adults not raising minor children, much or all of the safety net is eliminated.

A recent international study found that while the average income of affluent U.S. 
children is higher than that of affluent children in all other western industrialized 
nations, the average income of poor children in the United States is already lower than 
that of poor children in 15 of the other 17 western nations studied. It is against this 
backdrop that the welfare bill — and its expected effects in increasing the extent and 
depth of child poverty — should be considered. This is one international competition in 
which the United States can not take pride in its performance.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

August 21, 1996

r

Dear Frankie:

Keep your chin up — we'll be pulling for you!

i

Sincerely,

I heard about your surgery and just wanted to 
say how proud I am of you for being such a 
fighter.

i^CrO ■
/

huAe

I

Frankie Salazar
c/o Children's Hospital
Pediatric Critical Care Unit 
1056 East 19th Avenue
Denver, Colorado 80218

. ■ f • ■
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August 16, 1996

Dear Cookab,

We

Thanks for all of your help, Cookab! It was great talking to you again.

inci

dalesich z

Principal
RUDY F. MALESICH

Assistant Principal 
SUSAN 0. HENDERSON

1000 West Sixth Street
Leodville, Colorado 80461 

phone 719/486-2565

Childrens' Hospital
1056 East 19th Avenue 
Denver, CO 80218 
(303) 861-8888
Pediatric Critical Care Unit

I nlwr tnca i a I

Cookab, Frankies meeting with the President changed his entire outlook on life. We 
are tremendously proud of the fact that not a month goes by without The White House 
checking on Frankie’s welfare! Frankie was surprised beyond belief to receive the two 
additional gifts and personal messages from President Clinton and he treasures them 
deeply. He feels very special because of the caring and unselfish attention he has 
received from the President. When we tell this incredible story about this ten year old 
now full of hope because of the exceptionally caring man in the White House, it brings 
tears to the eyes of both young and old and immediately reaffirms or converts their 
support to President Clinton.

Frankie underwent serious surgery on August 8th to straighten his spine. The surgery 
was long and he is now in the critical care unit. It will be a month or more before he 
can return to school.

Would you please see that the President gets this information? Frankie will be happy 
follovvs- he the m0ssage 'rhe address and phone number for the hospital is as

As per our phone conversation I am faxing you this information concerning Frankie 
Salazar’s surgery because Frankie asked that we let President Clinton know.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASH!NGTON

SUBJECT: Naturalization

To become a United States citizen through

rules, ; 
and responsibility.

In the past, hundreds of thousands of eligible people have had
-----------• In some parts of the

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES

AND OTHER HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES

to wait unnecessarily to become citizens. In some parts of the 
country, these people have had to wait well over a year after 
filing their application to realize their dream of United States 
citizenship.

Naturalization is the best example of our legal immigration 
system at work. It reflects our society's recognition of

Citizenship U.S.A, combines three broad strategies: hiring 
more people to handle applications, improving the naturalization

We are already making progress. We have increased the staff
235 percent in the five districts with 75 percent of the pending 
applications: Los Angeles, New York, Miami, San Francisco, and
Chicago. In Los Angeles, where one-fourth of all new
applications are filed, we have opened three new processing 
centers and have more than quadrupled the number of INS officers 
handling citizenship applications.

system at work. :
those who came to this country to work hard, play by the 

, and pursue shared ideals of freedom, opportunity.

This Administration is committed to eliminating the waiting 
lists of those eligible for citizenship. To accomplish this, 
we launched "Citizenship U.S.A.," the most ambitious citizenship 
effort in history. In fiscal year 1996, the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service (INS) will spend more than $165 million 
for naturalization.

Citizenship is the cornerstone of full participation in 
our democracy. ’
naturalization represents a pledge to undertake the 
responsibilities of being a full member of our national 
community.

hiring

process, and expanding partnerships with local officials and 
community organizations.
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following:

I

a report ^§5ETbi4^^ppe^Um^ra5=tn (^aj.ish public/private 
efforts to teach English to t.hnsp, wairi ng tn improve

1) New Hires. Hiring, training, and deployment of full staff 
to assist naturalization efforts should proceed to completion as 
quickly as possible.

2) Cutting Red Tape. This includes: establishing electronic 
filing and mailing-in of citizenship applications, extended 
weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of 
processing facilities, and improvements to make it easier for 
people to obtain forms and get immigration information by 
telephone or computer.

Using all of the tools at your disposal, I ask you to ensure 
that policies and practices necessary to accomplish these 
targets of one million new citizens sworn-in and the elimination 
of the waiting list are implemented. This includes continuing, 
expanding or accelerating, as appropriate and practicable, the

4) English Training. To assist legal immigrants move toward 
citizenship, and" new-ci-tig one nvpinrj job chlllu auJ--WdlnLdmi , 
rH fFtaff a ri fanny, I request relevant agencies to work with the 
Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic Council, and 
other White_JIouse offices to present to me by December 30, 1996, 

But this is just the beginning. This Administration's target 
is to process and swear-in within 6 months of application all 
individuals eligible for citizenship. As we meet this target, 
more than one million newcomers will become citizens by the end 
of this year. After that, INS shall maintain those reforms 
necessary to stay current with, the demand of new citizen 
applicants.

1

3) Working with Local Officials and Community-Based Groups. 
We are working in partnership with local officials and community 
groups to expand outreach. I direct you to expand these efforts 
to work with local -officials and groups to help get
naturalization information to people, assist them in filling out 
applications, offer more local sites for interviews, especially 
for the elderly and the homebound, and seek other means to 
jointly facilitate the process. We also will t.H
State and--4ocal govo.rnmAnt^ and organizations tb~^xpiid_the 
availability of local hotlines providing naturalization 
information.
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6) Refugees and Asylees. Those who flee persecution and 
suffering in their home country are often in the weakest 
position to acquire the skills they need to enter the job 
market, maintain self-sufficiency, and achieve U.S. citizenship. 
I direct the Secretary of Health and Human Services, in
conjunction with other agencies as appropriate, to present to 
me by December 30, 1996, through the Domestic Policy Council, (a 
report setting out a strategy of additional steps that we can^ 

take to promote social adjustment in the United States, economic 
self-sufficiency, and naturalization.

Hundreds of thousands of people are seeking the dream and the 
promise of American citizenship. They have worked to become 
United States citizens, and these steps should ensure that they 
are not made to wait unnecessarily.

In taking these steps, this Administration shall maintain and 
strengthen the standards and requirements of the naturalization 
test that demonstrate an individual's readiness to accept the 
responsibilities of citizenship and full participation in our 
national community. You are directed to continue vigilant 
oversight to preserve these standards.

5) Interagency Outreach. I direct each executive department 
and agency to take steps to promote naturalization outreach 
consistent with your agency's mission. In particular, in 
materials sent to welfare recipients concerning eligibility, I 
direct that, to the extent authorized by law, you include 
naturalization information.

their English-language skills. This report should consider 
possible roles by private companies, educational institutions, 
unions, community organizations, and the AmeriCorp program to 
accomplish this goal.
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NaturalizationSUBJECT:

Citizenship U.S.A, combines three broad strategies:

This Administration is committed to eliminating the waiting lists 
‘ . To accomplish this, we

the most ambitious citizenship
In FY 1996, the INS will spend more than $165 

million for naturalization.

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
AND OTHER EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT HEADS

Naturalization is the best example of our legal immigration 
system working. It reflects our society's recognition of those 
who came to this country to work hard, play by the rules, and 
pursue shared ideals of freedom, opportunity and responsibility.

In the past, hundreds of thousands of eligible individuals have

: hiring more
people to handle applications, improving the naturalization 
process, and expanding partnerships with local officials and 
community organizations.

We are already making progress. We have increased the staff 235% 
in the five districts with 75% of the pending applications: Los 
Angeles, New York, Miami, San Francisco, and Chicago. In Los 
Angeles, where one-fourth of all new applications are filed, we 
have opened three new processing centers and have more than 
quadrupled the number of INS officers handling citizenship 
applications.

of those eligible for citizenship, 
launched Citizenship U.S.A., C 
effort in history. :

had to wait unnecessarily to become citizens. In some parts of 
the country, these individuals have had to wait well over a year 
after filing their application to realize their dream of United 
States citizenship.

But this is just the beginning. This Administration's target is 
to process and swear-in within six months of application all 
individuals eligible for citizenship. As we meet this target, 
more than one million newcomers will become citizens by the end 
of this year. After that, INS shall maintain those reforms 
necessary to stay current with the demand of new citizen 
applicants.

Citizenship is the cornerstone of full participation in our 
democracy. To become a United States citizen through 
naturalization represents a pledge to undertake the 
responsibilities of being a full member of our national 
community.
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Using all of the tools at your disposal, I ask you to ensure that 
policies and practices necessary to accomplish these targets of 
one million new citizens sworn-in and the elimination of the 
waiting list are implemented. This includes continuing, 
expanding or accelerating, as appropriate and practicable, the 
following: 

4) English Training. To assist legal immigrants move toward 
citizenship and new citizens expand job skills and maintain self- 
sufficiency, I request relevant agencies to work with the 
Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic Council, and other 
White House offices to present to me by December 30, 1996, a 
report describing opportunities to establish public/private 
cooperative efforts to teach English to the many individuals 
waiting to learn or improve their English-language skills, 
report should consider possible roles by private companies,
educational institutions, unions, community organizations, and 
the Americorp program to accomplish this goal.

5) Interagency Outreach. I direct each Executive agency to take 
steps to promote naturalization outreach consistent with your 
agency's mission. In particular,vI direct that you include 
naturalization information to current recipients of benefits or 
services in material distributed 'concerning welfare reform 
eligibility redetermination.

2) Cutting Red Tape. This includes: establishing electronic 
filing and mailing-in of citizenship applications, extended 
weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of 
processing facilities, and improvements to make it easier for 
people to obtain forms and get immigration information by 
telephone or computer.

3) Working with Local Officials and Community-Based Groups. We 
are working in partnership with local officials and community 
groups in naturalization to a degree never before accomplished. 
In Los Angeles, for example, INS hosts weekly meetings with 
various community groups to expand outreach and we are working in 
cooperation with the County of Los Angeles. Accordingly, I 
direct you to expand our efforts to work with local officials and 
groups to leverage our resources to help get naturalization 
information to people, assist them in filling out applications, 
offer more local sites for interviews, especially for the elderly 
and the homebound, and seek other means to jointly facilitate the 
process. We also will seek to work with state and local 
governments and community-based groups to expand the availability 
of local hotlines dedicated to providing easily-accessible 
naturalization information.

1) New Hires. Hiring, training and deployment of full staffing 
to assist naturalization efforts should proceed to completion as 
quickly as possible.
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Hundreds of thousands of people are seeking the dream and the 
promise of American citizenship. They have worked to become 
United States citizens, and these steps should ensure that they 
are not made to wait unnecessarily.

6) Refugees and Asylees. Those who flee persecution and 
suffering in their home country are often in the weakest position 
to acquire the skills they need to enter the job market, maintain 
self-sufficiency and achieve U.S. citizenship. I direct the 
Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services, in 
conjunction with other agencies as appropriate, to present to me 

• through the Domestic Policy Council, a report by December 30,
1996 setting out a strategy of additional steps that we can take 
to promote social adjustment in the U.S 
sufficiency and naturalization.

In taking these steps, the Administration shall maintain and 
strengthen the standards and requirements of the naturalization 
test that demonstrate an individual's readiness to accept the 
responsibilities of citizenship and full participation in our 
National community. You are directed to continue vigilant 
oversight to preserve these standards.
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NaturalizationSUBJECT:

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
AND OTHER EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT HEADS

We are already making progress. We have increased the staff 235% 
in the five districts with 75% of the pending applications: Los 
Angeles, New York, Miami, San Francisco, and Chicago. In Los 
Angeles, where one-fourth of all new applications are filed, we 
have opened three new processing centers and have more than 
quadrupled the number of INS officers handling citizenship 

applications.

But this is just the beginning. This Administration's target is 
to process and swear-in within six months of application all 
individuals eligible for citizenship. As we meet this target, 
more than one million newcomers will become citizens by the end 
of this year. After that, INS shall maintain those reforms 
necessary to stay current with the demand of new citizen 

applicants.

Citizenship U.S.A, combines three broad strategies: hiring more 
people to handle applications, improving the naturalization 
process, and expanding partnerships with local officials and 
community organizations.

Citizenship is the cornerstone of full participation in our 
democracy. To become a United States citizen through 
naturalization represents a pledge to undertake the 
responsibilities of being a full member of our national 

community.

Naturalization is the best example of our legal immigration 
system working. It reflects our society's recognition of those 
who came to this country to work hard, play by the rules, and 
pursue shared ideals of freedom, opportunity and responsibility.

In the past, hundreds of thousands of eligible individuals have 
had to wait unnecessarily to become citizens. In some parts of 
the country, these individuals have had to wait well over a year 
after filing their application to realize their dream of United 
States citizenship.

This Administration is committed to eliminating the waiting lists 
of those eligible for citizenship. To accomplish this, we 
launched Citizenship U.S.A., the most ambitious citizenship 
effort in history. In FY 1996, the INS will spend more than $165 
million for naturalization.
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Using all of the tools at your disposal, I ask you to ensure that 
policies and practices necessary to accomplish these targets of 
one million new citizens sworn-in and the elimination of the 
waiting list are implemented. This includes continuing, 
expanding or accelerating, as appropriate and practicable, the 
following: 

A V-vo -v i
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3) Working with Local Officials and Community-Based Groups. We 
are working in partnership with local officials and community 
groups in naturalization to a degree never before accomplished. 
In Los Angeles, for example, INS hosts weekly meetings with 
various community groups to expand outreach and we are working in 
cooperation with the County of Los Angeles. Accordingly, I 
direct you to expand our efforts to work with local officials and 
groups to leverage our resources to help get naturalization 
information to people, assist them in filling out applications, 
offer more local sites for interviews, especially for the elderly 
and the homebound, and seek other means to jointly facilitate the 
process. We also will seek to work with state and local 
governments and community-based groups to expand the availability 
of local hotlines dedicated to providing easily-accessible 
naturalization information.

2) Cutting Red Tape. This includes: establishing electronic 
filing and mailing-in of citizenship applications, extended 
weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of 
processing facilities, and improvements to make it easier for 
people to obtain forms and get immigration information by 
telephone or computer.

1) New Hires. Hiring, training and deployment of full staffing 
to assist naturalization efforts should proceed to completion as 
quickly as possible.

4) English Training. To assist legal immigrants move toward 
citizenship and new citizens expand job skills and maintain self- 
sufficiency, I request relevant agencies to work with the 
Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic Council, and other 
White House offices to present to me by December 30, 1996, a 
report describing opportunities to establish public/private 
cooperative efforts to teach English to the many individuals 
waiting to learn or improve their English-language skills, 
report should consider possible roles by private companies,
educational institutions, unions, community organizations, and 
the Americorp program to accomplish this goal.

5) Interagency Outreach. I direct each Executive agency to take 
steps to promote naturalization outreach consistent with your 
agency's mission. In particular,^I direct that you include 
naturalization information to current recipients of benefits or 
services in material distributed /concerning welfare reform 
eligibility redetermination. ,

y n S’ La
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Hundreds of thousands of people are seeking the dream and the 
promise of American citizenship. They have worked to become 
United States citizens, and these steps should ensure that they 
are not made to wait unnecessarily.

In taking these steps, the Administration shall maintain and 
strengthen the standards and requirements of the naturalization 
test that demonstrate an individual's readiness to accept the 
responsibilities of citizenship and full participation in our 
National community. You are directed to continue vigilant 
oversight to preserve these standards.

6) Refugees and Asylees. Those who flee persecution and 
suffering in their home country are often in the weakest position 
to acquire the skills they need to enter the job market, maintain 
self-sufficiency and achieve U.S. citizenship. I direct the 
Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services, in 
conjunction with other agencies as appropriate, to present to me 
through the Domestic Policy Council, a report by December 30,
1996 setting out a strategy of additional steps that we can take 
to promote social adjustment in the U.S., economic self- 
sufficiency and naturalization.
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The Japan Research Institute, Limited

Dear Mr. President,

States shares deep concerns in, spares no efforts on, and indeed has a firm determination to solve,

these global risks of mankind. So I, before anything else, wish to thank you most deeply.

The President of the United States 

Mr. Bill Clinton

co
CD
§

ro
July 2, 1996 
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Mr. President, I would like to take this opportunity to report to you that quite a high level 

international workshop on these very issues were held in mid June at Niigata, a northern city by 

the shore of the Japan Sea. It is the Global Partnership: A Multi-National Workshop on Nuclear 

Waste on and around The Sea of Japan, Sea of Okhotsk, and The North Pacific Ocean.

At that workshop, following the message by the U.S. Congressman Curt Weldon, I made 

my own presentation of tackling high level nuclear wastes (spent fuel) disposal issues and also 

twenty five nuclear power reactors issues even by utilizing the IMF's SDR in a manner that I 

wrote to you in my previous letter.

I am writing to thank you most warmly for your very considerate letter dated June 7. I do 

not know how to thank you for doing this, in view of extremely tight schedules you have to 

follow and heavy responsibility you have to carry.

As a one who has long held a deep concern over the issues of ocean dumping of nuclear 

wastes by Russians and also possible explosions of Chernobyl and other most dangerous nuclear 

power plants, it was most reassuring to be informed in this way that the President of the United 

Quite a number of distinguished people, both from the Government and the private sectors of 

the United States, Russia and Japan, were present, with a few from Korea and Norway. The 

Russian Navy representatives were present, too.

Both Mr. Janos Radvanyi, the organizer and the CISS Director of the Mississippi State 

University, and also myself, were very pleased to find Russians seemed to have liked my 

proposal very much.

KOJI YAMAZAKI
Df-PUTY CHAMMN OF THE BOARD OF COUNSELORS

16 Ichibancho, Chiyoda-ku, Tokyo 102, Japan

Telephone: 03-3288-4611 Telefax: 03-3288-4688



Let me express once again my hearty thanks to you.

Yours sin<

I
I

May the Lord be with you in your important tasks ahead, and with my warmest personal 

regards,

Koji^

Depui

I sincerely wish and pray that these important and pressing tasks for the whole human race be 

tackled and solved by the joint efforts of all industrial countries under a distinct and strong 

leadership of the United States.

They also seemed to be very concerned with the issues of replacing not only Ukrainian 

Chernobyl but also other Chernobyls as well as other most dangerous nuclear power reactors 

around that part of the world, totaling over twenty, by other energy sources.

It is a blessing indeed that some noticeable progress is being made in the sphere of low level 

radioactive wastes management in Russia, and also your Administration's negotiations on storage 

of spent fuel in countries like Ukraine as well as G-7 negotiations on replacement of Chernobyl in 

Ukraine. At the same time, Mr. President, I could not help feeling that, in spite of some 

affirmative statements of President Yeltsin, Russian experts in charge are extremely concerned 

with the high level solid nuclear wastes (spent fuel) disposal issues, as storage facilities there seem 

to be full. (We, naturally, are much concerned with the handling and storage of spent fuel of 

nuclear submarines in the Far Eastern harbors of Russia).

Last but not least, may I hastily add that we are now working hard to prepare for the Fourth 

Asian Gathering to be held at end August in Tokyo. We are hoping to have the honor of receiving 

a few Senators from the United States this year, as we were privileged to have had one 

distinguished United States Congressman as well as two State Senators last year.

^AKI Z /

irman of the'Board of Counselors

The Japan Research Institute, Limited
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STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

z

Not only does

care

Today, I have signed into law H.R. 3734, the "Personal 

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996." 

While far from perfect, this legislation provides an historic 

opportunity to end welfare as we know it and transform our 

broken welfare system by promoting the fundamental values of 

work, responsibility, and family.

This Act honors my basic principles of real welfare reform. 

It requires work of welfare recipients, limits the time they can 

stay on welfare, and provides child care and health care to help 

them make the move from welfare to work. It demands personal 

responsibility, and puts in place tough child support

enforcement measures. It promotes family and protects children.

This bipartisan legislation is significantly better than 

the bills that I vetoed. The Congress has removed many of the 

worst provisions of the vetoed bills and has included many of 

the improvements that I sought. I am especially pleased that 

the Congress has preserved the guarantee of health care for the 

poor, the elderly, and the disabled.

Most important, this Act is tough on work.

it include firm but fair work requirements, it provides 

$4 billion more in child care than the vetoed bills --so that 

parents can end their dependency on welfare and go to work -- 

and maintains health and safety standards for day

providers. The bill also gives States positive incentives to 

move people into jobs and holds them accountable for maintaining 

spending on welfare reform. In addition, it gives States the 

ability to create subsidized jobs and to provide employers with 

incentives to hire people off welfare.

The Act also does much more to protect children than the 

vetoed bills. It cuts spending on childhood disability programs 

less deeply and does not unwisely change the child protection 

programs. It maintains the national nutritional safety net,



2

I
r

provisions,

First,

safety net,

In addition, it preserves the Federal guarantee 

of health care for individuals who are currently eligible for

Medicaid through the AFDC program or are in transition from 

welfare to work.

by eliminating the Food Stamp annual spending cap and the Food

Stamp and School Lunch block grants that the vetoed bills 

contained.

For these reasons, I am proud to have signed this 

legislation. The current welfare system is fundamentally 

broken, and this may be our last best chance to set it straight. 

I am doing so, however, with strong objections to certain

which I am determined to correct.

while the Act preserves the national nutritional 

its quts to the Food Stamp program are too deep.

Specifically, the Act reinstates a maximum on the amount that 

can be deducted for shelter costs when determining a household's 

eligibility for Food Stamps. This provision will dispropor­

tionately affect low-income families with children and high 

housing costs.

Second, I am deeply disappointed that this legislation 

would deny Federal assistance to legal immigrants and their 

children, and give States the option of doing the same. My 

Administration supports holding sponsors who bring immigrants 

into this country more responsible for their well-being. Legal 

immigrants and their children, however, should not be penalized 

if they become disabled and require medical assistance through 

no fault of their own. Neither should they be deprived of food

Furthermore, this Act includes the tough personal 

responsibility and child support enforcement measures that I 

proposed 2 years ago. It requires minor mothers to live at home 

and stay in school as a condition of assistance. It cracks down 

on parents who fail to pay child support by garnishing their 

wages, suspending their driver's licenses, tracking them across 

State lines, and, if necessary, making them work off what they 

owe.
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This is a profound

We will hold

move

This Act gives States the responsibility that they 

have sought to reform the welfare system.

responsibility, and States must face it squarely,

them accountable, insisting that, they fulfill their duty to 

people from welfare to work and to do right by our most

parents reach the 5-year Federal time limit without finding

work.

stamp assistance without proper procedures or due regard for 

individual circumstances. Therefore, I will direct the

Immigration and Naturalization Service to accelerate its 

unprecedented progress in removing all bureaucratic obstacles 

that stand in the way of citizenship for legal immigrants who 

are eligible. In addition, I will take any possible executive 

actions to avoid inaccurate or inequitable decisions to cut off 

food stamp benefits -- for example, to a legal alien who has 

performed military service for this country or to one who has 

applied for and satisfied all the requirements of citizenship, 

but is awaiting governmental approval of his or her application. 

In addition to placing an undue hardship on affected 

individuals, denial of Federal assistance to legal immigrants 

will shift costs to States, localities, hospitals, and medical 

clinics that serve large immigrant populations. Furthermore, 

States electing to deny these individuals assistance could be 

faced with serious constitutional challenges and protracted 

f legal battles. ’ '

I have concerns about other provisions of this legislation 

as well. It fails to provide sufficient contingency funding for 

States that expeijience a serious economic downturn, and it fails 

to provide Food Stamp support to childless adults who want to 

work, but cannot find a job or are not given the opportunity 

to participate in a work program. In addition, we must work to 

ensure that States provide in-kind vouchers to children whose
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vulnerable citizens, including children and battered women.

Combined

make work pay for more Americans.
r

not a way of life.

1

THE WHITE HOUSE,

August 22, 1996.

I am determined to work with the Congress in a bipartisan 

effort to correct the provisions of this legislation that go 

too far and have nothing to do with welfare reform.

a second chance,

It is now up to all of us -- States and

It should represent not 

simply the ending of a system that too often hurts those it is

supposed to help, but the beginning of a new era in which 

welfare will become what it was meant to be:

But, on 

balance, this bill is a real step forward for our country, for 

our values, and for people on welfare.

r cities, the Federal Government, businesses and ordinary 

citizens -- to work together to make the promise of this new 

day real.

I challenge each State to take advantage of its new flexibility 

to use money formerly available for welfare checks to encourage 

the private sector to provide jobs.

The best antipoverty program is still a job.

with the newly increased minimum wage and the Earned Income Tax 

Credit -- which this legislation maintains -- H.R. 3734 will
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MEMORANDUM FOR LEON PANETTA

ELENA KAGANFROM:

GEORGE STEPHANOPOULOSCO:

WELFARE-RELATED DIRECTIVESSUBJECT:
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We need to make a decision about when (and, I suppose, 
whether) to release these directives. Jack's instinct is to do 
so this afternoon, sometime after the ceremony.

The first is a proposed rule that the INS hopes to publish 
in the next week exempting people with certain disabilities from 
standard testing requirements for naturalization. Such a rule 
will allow certain people with disabilities to become citizens 
and thus escape the bill's limitations on providing benefits to 
aliens.

In addition to the above, two other executive actions — one 
specifically authorized by the welfare bill — may mitigate the 
impact of the bill on immigrants. You or others may wish to 
refer to these actions in the next few days.

Second, the Attorney General, by the terms of the bill, may 
designate any non-means tested programs necessary to protect life 
and safety, from which aliens cannot be barred. Examples of 
programs that the AG will exempt include those providing crisis 
counseling and short-term shelter. The AG currently intends to 
sign this memo this afternoon.

I am attaching, at Jack's request, two directives related to 
today's signing of the welfare bill. The first, as we discussed 
at yesterday's meeting, directs the Secretary of Agriculture to 
grant an automatic waiver allowing states to extend the 
certification periods of legal aliens. The second, which is much 
less substantive, directs the Attorney General to continue taking 
steps to improve the INS's ability to process naturalization 
applications. The first directive has been approved by all 
affected parties; the second still has some hoops to run through, 
but I don't expect any real problems. The written signing 
statement refers to both these actions in very general terms.
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August 22, 1996

SUBJECT:

August 22, 1997.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON
THE WHITE HOUSE

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

Eligibility of Aliens for Food Stamps

Under the provisions of the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, which I recently signed 
into law, aliens receiving food stamps as of the date of 
enactment will continue to receive benefits until recertification 
of their eligibility, which shall take place not more than one 
year after enactment of the law. The results o^the------
certification, including decisions as to feke-"individual's 
immigration classification, veteran status, or work history will 
determine whether the individual remains eligible for benefits 
under the Food Stamp Program. Implementation of these new 
procedures will pose a substantial challenge for all involved 
federal and state agencies. To ensure that eligibility 
determinations are made fairly, accurately, and effectively, I 
direct you to take the steps necessary under your authority to 
permit the state agencies to extend the certification periods of 
currently participating aliens, provided that no certification 
period is extended to longer than 12 months, or up to 24 months 
if all adult household members are elderly or disabled, and 
provided that in no event shall certifications be extended beyond



NaturalizationSUBJECT:

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
AND OTHER EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT HEADS

Citizenship U.S.A, combines three broad strategies: hiring more 
people to handle applications, improving the naturalization 
process, and expanding partnerships with local officials and 
community organizations.

We are already making progress. We have increased the staff 235% 
in the five districts with 75% of the pending applications: Los 
Angeles, New York, Miami, San Francisco, and Chicago. In Los 
Angeles, where one-fourth of all new applications are filed, we 
have opened three new processing centers and have more than 
quadrupled the number of INS officers handling citizenship 

applications.

But this is just the beginning. This Administration's target is 
to process and swear-in within six months of application all 
individuals eligible for citizenship. As we meet this target, 
more than one million newcomers will become citizens by the end 
of this year. After that, INS shall maintain those reforms 
necessary to stay current with the demand of new citizen 

applicants.

Citizenship is the cornerstone of full participation in our 
democracy. To become a United States citizen through 
naturalization represents a pledge to undertake the
responsibilities of being a full member of our national 

community.

Naturalization is the best example of our legal immigration 
system working. It reflects our society's recognition of those 
who came to this country to work hard, play by the rules, and 
pursue shared ideals of freedom, opportunity and responsibility.

In the past, hundreds of thousands of eligible individuals have 
had to wait unnecessarily to become citizens. In some parts of 
the country, these individuals have had to wait well over a year 
after filing their application to realize their dream of United 
States citizenship.

This Administration is committed to eliminating the waiting lists 
of those eligible for citizenship. To accomplish this, we 
launched Citizenship U.S.A., the most ambitious citizenship 
effort in history. In FY 1996, the INS will spend more than $165 
million for naturalization.
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Using all of the tools at your disposal, I ask you to ensure that 
policies and practices necessary to accomplish these targets of 
one million new citizens sworn-in and the elimination of the 
waiting list are implemented. This includes continuing, 
expanding or accelerating, as appropriate and practicable, the 
following: 

3) Working with Local Officials and Community-Based Groups. We 
are working in partnership with local officials and community 
groups in naturalization to a degree never before accomplished. 
In Los Angeles, for example, INS hosts weekly meetings with 
various community groups to expand outreach and we are working in 
cooperation with the County of Los Angeles. Accordingly, I 
direct you to expand our efforts to work with local officials and 
groups to leverage our resources to help get naturalization 
information to people, assist them in filling out applications, 
offer more local sites for interviews, especially for the elderly 
and the homebound, and seek other means to jointly facilitate the 
process. We also will seek to work with state and local 
governments and community-based groups to expand the availability 
of local hotlines dedicated to providing easily-accessible 
naturalization information.

4) English Training. To assist legal immigrants move toward 
citizenship and new citizens expand job skills and maintain self- 
sufficiency, I request relevant agencies to work with the 
Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic Council, and other 
White House offices to present to me by December 30, 1996, a 
report describing opportunities to establish public/private 
cooperative efforts to teach English to the many individuals 
waiting to learn or improve their English-language skills, 
report should consider possible roles by private companies,
educational institutions, unions, community organizations, and 
the Americorp program to accomplish this goal.

5) Interagency Outreach. I direct each Executive agency to take 
steps to promote naturalization outreach consistent with your 
agency's mission. In particular,vI direct that you include 
naturalization information to current recipients of benefits or 
services in material distributed 'concerning welfare reform

I -------- ---------- ------------------

1) New Hires. Hiring, training and deployment of full staffing 
to assist naturalization efforts should proceed to completion as 
quickly as possible.

2) Cutting Red Tape. This includes: establishing electronic 
filing and mailing-in of citizenship applications, extended 
weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of 
processing facilities, and improvements to make it easier for 
people to obtain forms and get immigration information by 
telephone or computer.
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Hundreds of thousands of people are seeking the dream and the 
promise of American citizenship. They have worked to become 
United States citizens, and these steps should ensure that they 
are not made to wait unnecessarily.

6) Refugees and Asylees. Those who flee persecution and 
suffering in their home country are often in the weakest position 
to acquire the skills they need to enter the job market, maintain 
self-sufficiency and achieve U.S. citizenship. I direct the 
Secretary of the Department of Health and Human Services, in 
conjunction with other agencies as appropriate, to present to me 
through the Domestic Policy Council, a report by December 30,
1996 setting out a strategy of additional steps that we can take 
to promote social adjustment in the U.S 
sufficiency and naturalization.

In taking these steps, the Administration shall maintain and 
strengthen the standards and requirements of the naturalization 
test that demonstrate an individual's readiness to accept the 
responsibilities of citizenship and full participation in our 
National community. You are directed to continue vigilant 
oversight to preserve these standards.
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Today, I am signing into law H.R. 3734, the "Personal

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996." 

While far from perfect, this legislation provides an historic 

opportunity to end welfare as we know it and transform our 

broken welfare system by promoting the fundamental values of

work, responsibility, and family.

H.R. 3734 honors my basic principles of real welfare

reform. It requires work of welfare recipients, limits the time 

that they can stay on welfare, and provides child care and

health care for those who move from welfare to work. It demands 

personal responsibility, and puts in place tough child support 

enforcement measures. It promotes family and protects children.

This bipartisan legislation is significantly better than 

the bills that I vetoed. The Congress has removed many of the 

worst provisions of the vetoed bills and has included many of 

the improvements that I sought. I am especially pleased that 

the Congress has preserved the guarantee of health care for the 

poor, the elderly, and the disabled.

Most important, H.R. 3734 is tough on work. Not only does 

it include stringent work requirements, it provides $4 billion 

more in child care than the vetoed bills -- so that parents can 

end their dependency on welfare and go to work -- and maintains 

health and safety standards for day care providers. The bill 

also gives States positive incentives to move people into jobs 

and holds them accountable for maintaining spending on welfare 

reform. In addition, it gives States the ability to create 

subsidized jobs and to provide employers with incentives to 

hire people off welfare.
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H.R. 3734 also does much more to protect children than the 

vetoed bills. It cuts spending on childhood disability programs 

less deeply and does not unwisely change the child protection 

programs. It maintains the national nutritional safety net, 

by eliminating the Food Stamp annual spending cap and the Food 

Stamp and School Lunch block grants that the vetoed bills 

contained. In addition, it preserves the Federal guarantee 

of health care for individuals who are currently eligible for 

Medicaid through the AFDC program or are in transition from 

welfare to work. 

Furthermore, H.R. 3734 includes the tough personal 

responsibility and child support enforcement measures that I 

proposed 2 years ago. It requires minor mothers to live at home 

and stay in school as a condition of assistance. It cracks down 

on parents who fail to pay child support by garnishing their 

wages, suspending their driver's licenses, tracking them across 

State lines, and, if necessary, making them work off what they 

owe. 

For these reasons, I am proudly signing this legislation. 

The current welfare system is fundamentally broken, and this 

may be our last b�st chance to set it straight. I am doing so, 

however, with strong objections to certain provisions, which I 

am determined to correct. 

First, while H.R. 3734 preserves the national nutritional 

safety net, its cuts to the Food Stamp program are too deep. 

Specifically, the Act reinstates a maximum on the amount that 

can be deducted for shelter costs when determining a household's 

eligibility for Food Stamps. This provision will dispropor­

tionately affect low-income families with children and high 

housing costs. 

Second, I am deeply disappoi�ted that this legislation 

would deny Federal assistance to 1egal immigrants and their 

children, and give States the option of doing the same. My 

Administration supports holding sponsors who bring immigrants 
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into this country more responsible for their well-being. Legal 

immigrants and their children, however, should not be penalized 

if they become disabled and require medical assistance through 

no fault of their own. Neither should they be deprived of food 

stamp assistance without proper procedures or due regard for 

individual circumstances. Therefore, I will direct the 

Immigration and Naturalization Service to accelerate its 

unprecedented progress in removing all bureaucratic obstacles 

that stand in the way of citizenship for legal immigrants who 

are eligible. In addition, I will take any possible executive 

actions to avoid inaccurate or inequitable decisions to cut off 

food stamp benefits -- for example, to a legal alien who has 

performed military service for this country or to one who has 

applied for and satisfied all the requirements of citizenship, 
��� 

but is awaiting governmental approval of hisiapplication. 

In addition to placing an undue hardship on affected 

individuals, denial of Federal assistance to legal immigrants 

will shift costs to States, localities, hospitals, and medical 

clinics that serve large immigrant populations. Furthermore, 

States electing to deny these individuals assistance could be 

faced with seriou, constitutional challenges and protracted 

legal battles. 

I have concerns about other provisions of H.R. 3734. This 

legislation fails to provide sufficient contingency funding for 

States that experience a serious economic downturn, and it fails 

to provide Food Stamp support to childless adults who want to 

work, but cannot find a job or are not given the opportunity 

to participate in a work program. In addition, we must work to 

ensure that States provide in-kind vouchers to children whose 

parents reach the ,5-year Federal time limit without finding 

work. 

H.R. 3734 gives States the responsibility that they 

have sought to reform the welfare system. This is a profound 

responsibility, and States must face it squarely. I challenge 

each State to take advantage of its new flexibility to use money 

formerly available for welfare checks to encourage the private 

sector to provide jobs. 
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too far and have nothing to do with welfare reform.

a second chance, not a way of life.

THE WHITE HOUSE,

I am determined to work with the Congress in a bipartisan 

effort to correct the provisions of this legislation that go

I am pleased to sign

H.R. 3734 into law and make welfare what it was meant to be:

But, on 

balance, this bill is a real step forward for our country, for 

our values, and for people on welfare.
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reform.

Today, I am signing into law H.R. 3734, the "Personal

Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996." 

While far from perfect, this legislation provides an historic 

opportunity to end welfare as we know it and transform

broken welfare system by promoting the fundamental values of

work, responsibility, and family.

H.R. 3734 honors my basic principles of real welfare

It requires work of welfare recipients, limits the time

that they can stay on welfare, and provides child care and

health care for those who move from welfare to work. It demands 

personal responsibility, and puts in place tough child support 

enforcement measures. It promotes family and protects children.

This bipartisan legislation is significantly better than 

the bills that I vetoed. The Congress has removed many of the 

worst provisions of the vetoed bills and has included many of 

the improvements that I sought. I am especially pleased that 

the Congress has preserved the guarantee of health care for the 

poor, the elderly, and the disabled.

Most important, H.R. 3734 is tough on work. Not only does 

it include stringent work requirements, it provides $4 billion 

more in child care than the vetoed bills -- so that parents can 

end their dependency on welfare and go to work -- and maintains 

health and safety standards for day care providers. The bill 

also gives States positive incentives to move people into jobs 

and holds them accountable for maintaining spending on welfare 

reform. In addition, it gives States the ability to create 

subsidized jobs and to provide employers with incentives to 

hire people off welfare.
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H.R. 3734 also does much more to protect children than the 

vetoed bills. It cuts spending on childhood disability programs 

less deeply and does not unwisely change the child protection 

programs. It maintains the national nutritional safety net, 

by eliminating the Food Stamp annual spending cap and the Food 

Stamp and School Lunch block grants that the vetoed bills 

contained. In addition, it preserves the Federal guarantee 

of health care for individuals who are currently eligible for 

Medicaid through the AFDC program or are in transition from 

welfare to work. 

Furthermore, H.R. 3734 includes the tough personal 

responsibility and child support enforcement measures that I 

proposed 2 years ago. It requires minor mothers to live at home 

and stay in school as a condition of assistance. It cracks down 

on parents who fail to pay child support by garnishing their 

wages, suspending their driver's licenses, tracking them across 

State lines, and, if necessary, making them work off what they 

owe. 

For these reasons, I am proudly signing this legislation. 

The current welfare system is fundamentally broken, and this 

may be our last b�st chance to set it straight. I am doing so, 

however, with strong objections to certain provisions, which I 

am determined to correct. 

First, while H.R. 3734 preserves the national nutritional 

safety net, its cuts to the Food Stamp program are too deep. 

Specifically, the Act reinstates a maximum on the amount that 

can be deducted for shelter costs when determining a household's 

eligibility for Food Stamps. This provision will dispropor­

tionately affect low-income families with children and high 

housing costs. 

Second, I am deeply disappoi�ted that this legislation 

would deny Federal assistance to 1egal immigrants and their 

children, and give States the option of doing the same. My 

Administration supports holding sponsors who bring immigrants 



I have concerns about other provisions of H.R. 3734. This 

legislation fails to provide sufficient contingency funding for 

States that experience a serious economic downturn, and it fails 

to provide Food Stamp support to childless adults who want to 

work, but cannot find a job or are not given the opportunity 

to participate in a work program. In addition, we must work to 

ensure that States provide in-kind vouchers to children whose 

parents reach the 5-year Federal time limit without finding

work. ,

H.R. 3734 gives States the responsibility that they 

have sought to reform the welfare system. This is a profound 

responsibility, and States must face it squarely. I challenge 

each State to take advantage of its new flexibility to use money 

formerly available for welfare checks to encourage the private 

sector to provide jobs.
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into this country more responsible for their well-being. Legal 

immigrants and their children, however, should not be penalized 

if they become disabled and require medical assistance through 

no fault of their own. Neither should they be deprived of food 

stamp assistance without proper procedures or due regard for 

individual circumstances. Therefore, I will direct the

Immigration and Naturalization Service to accelerate its 

unprecedented progress in removing all bureaucratic obstacles 

that stand in the way of citizenship for legal immigrants who 

are eligible. In addition, I will take any possible executive 

actions to avoid inaccurate or inequitable decisions to cut off 

food stamp benefits -- for example, to a legal alien who has 

performed military service for this country or to one who has 

applied for and satisfied all the requirements of citizenship, 
or K

but is awaiting governmental approval of his^application.

In addition to placing an undue hardship on affected 

individuals, denial of Federal assistance to legal immigrants 

will shift costs to States, localities, hospitals, and medical 

clinics that serve large immigrant populations. Furthermore,

States electing to deny these individuals assistance could be 

faced with serious constitutional challenges and protracted 

legal battles.



4 

I am determined to work with the Congress in a bipartisan 

effort to correct the provisions of this legislation that go 

too far and have nothing to do with welfare reform. But, on 

balance, this bill is a real step forward for our country, for 

our values, and for people on welfare. I am pleased to sign 

H.R. 3734 into law and make welfare what it was meant to be: 

a second chance, not a way of life. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 




