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Dear President Clinton, L By

M

I am writi d .
y-owied by the Pacific Lumber Co.
which became the subject of a takeover by Charles Hurwitz and the MAXXAM
Corporation in 1985. Mr. Hurwitz and the Maxxam Corpmﬂon. algo the parent company
of the failed savings and loan, United Savings Assocuuon of Texas (USAT), have been
accused of self dealing and causing the thrift's failure in & civil suit filed by the Office of
Thrift Supervsion. The estimated cost to taxpayers of; ‘USAT"s failure is $1.6 billion.
USAT purchased over $1.3 billion worth of Drexel ﬁumm Lambert underwritten junk
bonds. During the same time period. according to an FDIC lawsuit against Michael
Milken, “the Milken Group raised about $1.8 billion of financing for Mr. Hurwitz's
takeover ventures”. One such takeover resuited in Mr Hurwitz s control of the
Headwater's forest.

Earlier this week, the Associated Press reported thwkdminutnuon officials have been
holding meetings on a possiblé deal which would gwb, Mr. Hurwitz development rights on
the navy-owned Treasure Island or other taxpayer. issets in exchange for 3,000 acres of
Headwaters Forest. It is unconscionable to trade a viluable publicly owned asset such as
San Francisco Bay's Treasure Island for the Headwiters forest, especially when ongoing
proceedings, administrative and in court, could efféct:Mr. Hurwitz’s control of
Headwaters. A ‘ E

Al ; ! 1\
This priceless forest should beprotected for the enjoyment of all Americans and public
ownership is the best avenue for accomplishing this significant public purpose. I do not
believe. however, that your admiinistration should kfwiow to Mr. Hurwitz who represents
the antithesis of “‘zorporate responsibility™ a theme recently echoed by your White House
at a recent gathering of corporate executives. The failure of USAT was a devastating blow
1o citizens who had invested their savings in the institution and will continue to be a
burden on taxpayets of this country for many yemb come.

R4l

Your admmmmton 8 pnontles with regard t6 Mr¥Hurwitz and the Maxxam Corporation
should begin with:tecovering the one billion dollars'¢T taxpayer money that went to bailing
out USAT, through which Hurwitz raiscd the capital for the takeover of Pacific Lumber.
If your administration proves what the Office of Thrift Supervsion already alleges, then
Headwaters Forest can become part of the publlc dSmain as a portion of Hurwit2's and
Maxxam's debt toisociety. . s {

D( -0 ] ' ?ﬁ 4
In terms of ecological priorities; we should respectdor the needs of the entire ecosystem
rather than protecting small, isolated islands of trees:Given that 96 percent of redwoods
in the U.S, have been logged, it behooves us to ptﬁtdcx our remaining old-growth
redwood forests in a way that guarantees future génédrations a chance to enjoy these
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Your admlnismnon should not. eonsider any mmfci-‘:o Mt. Hurwitz or his enterprises and
- should hold a pubhnheann to allow taxpayers to comment on how their assets are
managed. I look fouwud to heqring from you on dﬂsx‘um

Ral _ R

P.O.Box 19312 fe . v g
Washington, DC 20036 it
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THE WHITE HOUSE
Sl WASHINGTON

OFFICE OF THE STAFF SECRETARY

Fax Transmittal Sheet

TO: 33—70\ unktd
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August 22, 1996
Dear President Clinton...

_ There is a war going on in the small town of Roslyn and | am writing to
inform you. I find it ironic that the same property that the Battle of Edge Hill,
Revolutionary War, was fought is now being used for a spiritual war. A
developer, Goodman Properties, is trying to defeat the “American Spirit.” The
residents of the town have lost the first battle resulting in the premature
demolition of a National landmark. Now the community is in fear that it will lose
its safety. ~

Mr. President, for over four months my town, Roslyn, has been terrorized
by a money hungry developer, Bruce Goodman. Mr. Goodman has proposed to
build a Genuardi’s supermarket on a property that cannot handle its size.
However, being a huge “financial” contributor to Abington Township,the
Commissioners and their Administration have manipulated zoning ordinances
and demolished buildings that the National Registry recognized as eligible for
National landmarks. The residents have tried everything legal to prevent this
destruction, but nothing is working. Bottom line, if you spend more than ten
minutes looking into the details of this situation, you would see that my town is
being terrorized by greedy men.

| hope this interests you and that you will contact me. | will send video
tapes and additional newspaper articles if you want them. | know that you are
extremely busy. However, if you review this situation, you will see that the zgn:nf-
Republican party has ignored the pleas of its concerned citizens. John Fox’s our
House Representative, is two blocks up from this destruction and from what |
hear, “you can’t become a Commissioner unless you have John Fox’s approval.”

Mr. Goodman tried to break the American spirit, but the community fights
on. We lost a battle, but with your help we can win the war and keep our
community a safe place to live. Mr. Fox called for a meeting to take place next
week. We believe its a little taslate because he ignored the demolition of the
National landmark. He's just doing it to gain points. Mr. President, if you come to
this battle zone and give a speech, you can win the upcoming election with your
hands down.

I have included a few articles, but you can receive video footage and
additional articles if your staff contacts me at (215)-217-8854. | video taped
everything from candle light vigils to the demolition of the Bradfield mansion.
There are still a few buildings that were built in the 1800’s standing, but they will
probably be demolished within 3 days.

From the Battle Zone,

Glen Naessens

/@ Ypoi Tl
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Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Pennaylvania Historical and Musenm Commiscion
Rorran few Historic Presaevation
Post Office Box 1026
Harrisburg, Pennsylvasua 17108-1026

August 15, 1996

Glen Naessens

1133 Hall Avenue

Roslyn, PA 15001
ER# 96-0855-091-C
cultural Resources Review

. Bradfield Estate

Abington Township
Montgomery County

Dear Mxr. Naessens:

Baced on the historical background i{nformastion and current
photographc of the Bradfield Bstate in Roslyn, it is the opinicn of the
Etate Historic Preeervation Officer that the property ic eligibla for
listing il thg Naliunal Regiester of Hisgtoric vlaces. The astate contains
representative and well preserved exanples of Montgomery County
architecture dating from the 18th, 15th and 20th centuries. The property
hac 2Aco boan azsociated with the hiscoguiy sowe growing industry o
Roslyn.

It is our underatanding that cthe site is cLrrentcly und.s
coneideration for development which may entail the :i1amoval of the
hiptoric stzructures. We recommend that you work cldeely with the
developer and Abington Towngrhip in an effort to croete a mutually
zcceptabie development plan. which includec the precervation of the
locally eignificant histeoric resourcees.

We ghare youxr concuril £Or pruswrving the Listoric arclhitecturu ol
Pennsylvania and offer our assictsnce in this macter. If ysu neced furcher
information please contuct Gretchen Yarnall aL 717-787 9121.

-

Brenda Barrett
Director

cc: Abington Township Beard of Supezvisore
DEP-Southaust Rogion Permite 3ecrtion

BB/gy
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] 7o mansion
torn down
in Roslyn

By Linda Stein . %
Staff Writer *

!l"\

A zoning appeal [ailed 10 stop
the demolition of the historic.
Bradfield mansion in Roslyn. "%

The 200-year-old mansion was
razed Tuesday.

Andrea Wallbank, a Roslyn
resident who opposed the removal
of the mansion so that 2 Gen-
uardi’s supermarket could bc
built, was outraged.

“It had architecture from three
centuries,” she said. She read
from a letter scnt to the township
commissioners stating that a state
historic
preservation
officer said
the house was
qualified for a
listing in the &
National Register of Historic
Places.

It contained wcll-preserved
examples of architecture from the
18th, 19th and 20th centurics, she
~ said. And it was associated with
.+ the rose growing industry that
gave Roslyn its name.

“There was really no reason
for this.” Wallbank said. “I am
Just sick.” .

- Residents held a march at the
site Sunday and released balloons
‘to call attention to the house, she
said. Wallbank called the Zoning
Hearing Board’s decision "polit-
cal."

The township’s commissioners
are unresponsive to the needs of. -
Roslyn residents, she said.

“I’'m so fed up. with the town-,
“ship, I'm moving,” she said.” -

f t _ . SeaBradfield, page 2 _

- ~ - -

- *
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' * “I'm so fed up with the town-

P I}up. I'm moving,” she said.

~+ The board ruled July 22 t0 allow

: d_r.vclopcr Bruoe Goodman to build
\ the 61,000-square-foot supermar-

ku The seven-acre tract is bounded
by Susquehanna .and Bradfield
roads and the railroad tracks next to
Hillside Cemetery.

The appeal to the Abington Zon-

" ing Board ruling was filed in the
. Court of Common Pleas by five
- Roslyn residents Tuesday. The rul-

ing had granted a variance and spe-

+ &ipl exceptions allowing the devel-

dper Lo build the supermarket. In
(eir appeal, the residents claimed

r,

By Linda Stein
Staff Writer

..l!.

Y ‘banges at the Montgomery
wnty Courts may result in speed-
waals in civil cases.

H Some of the changes announced
» week by President Judge
uam T. Nicholas are a full stable
sitting judges for the first time

@« 1991, the use of senior judges

‘e M—n\m\mh an increase in

*“Eloments’” Is suspendod from the ceil-
.ing at CoreStates in Philadelphia.

ments,” which hangs in the main atnum
of the new CoreStates Center in Philadel-
phia, Martha Madigan of Elkins Park
used a team of structural and construction
enguieers lighting designers and digital
imagers and gobs of technology

The result begins awing spectators
Aug. 31 when the arena hosts its first
event, a World Cup hockey game
between Team USA and Team Canada.

"lt will hopefully serve a hxgher pur-
pose than just an illustrative piece,”
Mad1gan said. “I hope that it will uplift

ual'phil'e Cry‘hl P‘ml‘ < w.‘lls Al ULITL VIR Ty VT TETRANNES v B8A %Al
depict images of carth, losing. between
air, fire and water, “] wanted to make something that had The s
combined with figurcs J more of a constant presence and when ceiling b
of athletes and a musi- #i you see the elements — the earth, air, fire, gaudily
cian 10 create a kind of and water - you get that.” bmldmg-
high-tech stained Madigan, chairman of the photogra- An in f
glass. ’ A phy at Temple University’s  said. |
Appropriate, per- Martha Madigan Tyler School of Art, took an 18-month “Whe (
haps, for the new ' Jeave of absence from the university to  at the Pc
church of spons and cotertainment? Nol  create “Elements.” trapeze |
quite. She would not reveal the budget for where it
to see thi

“It is, hopefully, the antithesis of the the project. “I've been asked not to dis-

gﬁppeal fails to sa\}e Bradfield mansion

thal the heanngs before &he board

~were conducted improperly by lim-

iting the amoynt of testimony that
residents could give and that the
decision was “arbitrary, capricious,
an abuse of djscretion, contrary to
law and not; supponed by evi-
dence.”

Also, the pppcal alleged that
Zoning Board Member John Weiss
had a conflict,of interest and should
not have ruled in the matter. :

The board decision “fails to
establish thet the variances” were
needed, the appeal said. The devel-
oper could chelop the site within
the preseat zoning code, it said.

The appeal ‘also noted that in the
traffic study 'used by the board,

reliance on ngroup of volunteer
lawyers to go over discovery issues
each weck and make recommenda-
tions to the judges

Nicholas is conﬁdcm l.he waiting
period for civil trials — now at 23
months — can be brought down to
it's 1991 low df 8.3 months. At the

moment aboyt 1,877 cases are

awaiting trial, according to Michael

P. Kehs, dcputyxooun administrator.
Some 25 000 civi) suits are filed

-Susquehanna Road is wrongly

shown as one lane rather than two
fanes,

James Edler, one of the residcnts
who filed the zoning appeal, said

his group will continue to oppose .

the supermarket. Edler, who lives
across from the site, said for him the
main issue is safety.

“Public safety should come

first,” he said. *You're talking about
* bringing 70 vehiclés a'day throuph

here. The township didn’t have the
authority to make this decision.

“Big companies fight little peo-
ple in strange ways,” Edler contin-
ued. “Big money wins. It's unfortu-
nate the owners tore down the
building without waiting.”

County court changes may speed civil cases

remove a Jarge number of cases from
the judge's-calendars, Nicholas said.
The senior judges ~ those over 70
and semi-retired — could be effective
in trying cases where the arbitration
result is appealed, Nicholas said.
With experienced arbitrators, there
should not be many appeals, he said.
The county is also considering a
separate track for extremely com-
plex cases. When there are a lot of
lawyers and witnesses, sometimes

(
(
C
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Demolition equipment and piles of rubble were all that was left after wor
sion in Roslyn Tuesday. A Genuardi's supermarkel is planned for the sil k
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Your attendance at tlus meeting of the concemed

" pubhc shows your ability to take action ina -

. situation'which you feel needs to be addressed as.
. only can be done by the cxtlzenry of the effected .
. -area. This involvement must continue, if we are to ¢

" succeed we must take the level of out rage to the":

- .nest step which is at the Abington Township Zomng

' Hearing held on July 22, 1996 at 6:45 p.m. at the -

: - Abington School -District Board Room, 970
-+ Highland Avenue, Abington. Your attendance at
- this'meeting is pivotal to the ﬁght to save Bardfield
... Mansion, please attend. ‘Your voice can be herd by
' contactmg the County Commissions: ’
- Dolores McGrath (R)-
© 1982-1998 - - :
. 657-2256 - | '
' 2617 Miriam Avenue
“'Roslyn, PA 19001 .

- ... Helen M. Orme(R)
©1997-2000. .-
. i885-2840 .- -
"4 . D26 Colomal Avenue
- ';",'Roslyn, PA 19001

If there are. any further questnons or
. problems you can’ contact:.
' Glen 217 8854. - '

l -.We would also hke to extend a very

. special thank you to-Lawrence -

Armstrong ]r.,(A K.A. “The’ Amazmg

o Larry) who' was kind enough to do the
, ‘cover. art on thls pamphlet. -

tﬁe @rac{ﬁe[cf estate
- est. 1295 )

"‘Iﬁere are two ways o f spreadmg light

. tobe the candle
or the mirror that reﬂects it.,”
- ‘ "EDITH WHARTON



The Bradfield Mansion (built in 1795) was the
home of Abner Bradfield, who, when his father
died at the age of eight began to support his
~_family. As a man, he was a school director and

- farmed much of the area surrounding the
+ mansion. According to the lengthy history about
- him written in the History of Montgomery

'County, he loved his home and adored his family.

.. He had eleven children and cared tenderly for
‘them.

- A Quaker, he openly opposed slavery and
favored honesty and right living. He was close
to his neighbors and it was said that he never
 judged a man on the basis of color or financial

standing. He dined with blacks in his home when |

others held them as slaves and thought of them

. as beasts of burden. In fact, it is believed that
Abner Bradfield harbored slaves as part of the
“Underground Railroad.”

Itisa worthy man’s home we are trying to

preserve. It is the ideals that he held which we -

his modern day neighbors -- are trying to |
preserve. It is the roots of our town, site of a:
Revolutionary War Battle (The Battle of Edge
Hill) which we are trying to preserve. It is greed
that we are trying to overcome.

The Bradfield Mansion and surrounding
properties may fall to bulldozers within days,
depending on how the township zoning board
rules at Monday, July 22nd, night’s meeting.

Jocelyn Canfield

“’JI“IhamlIk \Y@nn,,

(YOUR NAME HERE) -
for your amlp[p@n'& & c@mcemmﬂ

RS RY)
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1 would like to begin’ by thankmg several people ‘
who encouraged me to become active with preserving the
Bradfield estate. There are neighbors who still care about 3
their community.and each other. :

Jocelyn Canfield has been presentmg an mcredlble
counter campaign for several months now by encouraging
the print media to cover this ill thought out proposal by
Bruce Goodman for a Genuardi’s supermarket. In .~
addition to her media campaign, Jocelyn has also stirred"
emotion and truth, with Robert Melvin, Madge Pidwell,
Nan Fornikel, and other residents, by giving mcrechble
detailed presentations at zoning board meetings. -

However, despite all the zoning code violations and the '
Abington Comprehensive Plan violations that will occur,
the Township adnﬁnistrato:s and commissioners are -
overlooking inconveniences and dangers to the
community and are leaning toward increased tax

=2

‘ANES 1SN 'UUﬂﬁ 183

- revenue. What they have failed to acknowledge is that .

there will be an overall decrease in revenue because
Genuardi’s “one-stop shoppmg will put all the old arfd '
new stores out of business. -

Basically, if the zoning is approved tomorrow
evening, our community will not only lose an historic . -
treasure/monument, but will also lose many of our
neighborhood stores. Roslyn will become an eye-sore, *
drive-thru town with all its vacant shops creating run
down shopping strips. There are at least five existing
supermarkets within a five minute drive. Why do we
need another? I call for a reevaluation that is not rus.«
by a greedy developer. The Bradfield estate can be
preserved and the many other revenue generating
options for this property should be wexghed before Wi
the scale. -

Glen Naesser s
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Residents protest supermarket in Roslyr

Some oppose the demolition of Bradfield Mansion. Others believe

> supermarket would be a welcomed addition to the oommumty

By Evelyn Short
Staff Writer

lesidents packed the Abington School
trict Administration Building Monday
1L to give their opinions about a Gen-
li's planned for Roslyn.

.obert Melvin, a member of Abington
nship’s Comprehensive Plan Commit-
spoke out against the 61,000 square foot
rstore.

[elvin believes that building a super-
cet at that site goes against the objec-
of the comprehensive plan. He pointed

out that one of the goals in the comprehen-_'
sive plan states that historic sites and struc-" -

tures in Abington Township should be pre- '
“ what is intended for the site,™

served.

The former Hillside Cemetery adminis-

tration building, also known as Bradfield
Mansion, which dates back to 1795 but is
not registered as an historic building, would

be torn down to make room for the new _ .

supermarket,
Melvio said that designating that p:mcel'

of land as mixed use was intended for living *

and office space and other development that®
would preserve the historic structure. but

' would take advanwgc of the close pro;unuty

.» of the railroad station.

'f" . ‘Cleariy a supermarket does not fall mlo'
- mixed use,” said-Melvin, who helped put-

'-logcthcr the new zonmg 6rdmance. where
* the mixed use zoning was created. G-
“This is clearly out of scale for --_-

-said Melvin. “Look at the size of

the building (o be placed on that
site. It Jumps out at you and
screams.

sented quotes from the comprehensive plan
and other township and county guides that

would not support the development of a .

supermarket at the site.

Citing a Montgomery County soil sur- '

Roslyn resident Jocelyn Canﬁcld pre- :

vey, she sald there is limestone an <=
bedrock under the site, which mas : =

*. unsuitable due to geology. Canf-/

that this provides potential for 1

' ﬂoodmg and sewage seepage.

- “If this land type is used, surt :

s is likely to occur down =

said, adding that subse» 1
loss would occur with
opment.

“Cutting trees mus: *
. in future developmen: |
ton,” said Canfield quoting the « 7
zoning ordinance and compreber |
“Twenty five percent (of woodlar-o+
be protected and preserved from =

S@Wpaoes
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Proposed
market
debated

W Supermarket, from Page 1

bance.”
. Despite the potential problems,

" many residents supported the pro-

"I:hey (Genuardi's) bend over .

backwards for the community and
the shoppers themselves.” said
Roslyn resident Carolyn Sams. She
echoed other people’s concems that
if Genuardi's is not allowed to build
that something else will be devel-
oped on 'the site that the community
would find less desirable. While
other many other stores have a rapid
turnover, Sams said, “The Gen-
uardi’s, I feel. would be here to stay.
It's something that would be in our:
favor.”

Many residents felt the Gen-
uardi’s would help improve the area
and cited the money that Genuardi’s
gives back to community groups.

" Also at issue is whether the pro-
posed 320 parking spaces are ade-
3:\&[& Others were concemned about

e lack of sidewalks planned for
Tyson, Edge Hill and part of Brad-
field roads.

“People are going to be injured,”
said resident John Mawz.

Nicholas Ciasullo received thun-
derous applause when he said, “I'm
amazed that you're willing to tear
down a building that is over 200
years old for a supermarket.”

Roslyn resident Dorothy Parker
pointed out that Americans from
“al] walks of life” are traveling to
visit historic sites and (o connect
with the past

“So much has already been lost
in Roslyn. said Parker. “Now we are
asked to relinquish our last hall-
mark Wour 0. reallv like wo
Lag AT e asIun ey e v

Chronicle/News photo ~ EVELYN SHORT

Genuardi's has proposed a supermarket for this property, which for-
merly was home ta the Hillside Cemetery offices. '

AN
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Departments_ and Offices

To provide the best information and services,
your local government is divided into several departments.

To reach the Township offices, call

The Code Enforcement Department processes con-
struction permits on all Township properties, subdivision
and land development applications frominitial applica-
tion to plan review to final approval, processes
applications for zoning-related matters such as vari-
ances and spegcial gy

general nuisance com- &
plaints involvingweeds

unreglstered vehicles, }
and other code-related
issues that occuron pri-
vate property.

The Finance Office provides budgetary, accounting,
payroll, payables, auditing, purchasing and report
services for all Township departments; manages the
investment of operating revenues; assists in the
administration of Township insurance programs;
collects interim and delinquent sewer rents and refuse
fees; provides reports to the Township Manager and
Board of Commissioners.

Contact the
Wastewater Treatment Plant ...

. . if sewage does not drain properly from
your house; if sewage enters your house from
outside; or if you become aware of any other
sewage-related problems. You may call for
emergency assistance any time of the day or
night at 884-8329. After-hours calls will be
forwarded to the Abington Police who will
contact Wastewater Officials.

The Community Development Office administers
the Community Development Block Grant Program.
As an Entitlement Community, Abington automatically
receives federal funding on a yearly basis which may

be spent in various ways in the township, such as

housing rehabilita-
tion; new housing
construction; street,
[ curb, and sidewalk
R4 construction; historic
M preservation; eco-
6 nomic development;
H public services, and

“-7-! blight.

Public Works is comprised of three divisions: High-
way Department. roadway maintenance, storm sew-
ers and creeks, traffic signals and signage, street
lights, leaf collection, snow removal. Refuse Depart-
ment: collection and disposal of trash and recyclable
materials including leaves and yard waste. Vehicle
maintenance: maintenancel/repair of township fleet.

The Wastewater Department provides sewage col-
lection throughoutthe township and operates the Waste-
water Treatment Plant on Fitzwatertown Road.

Abington Township

1176 Old York Road
Abington, PA 19001
884-5000

Abington Township - 884-5000

The Engineering Department oversees the design,
construction and repair of township streets, storm
sewers and sanitary sewers; reviews subdivision plans
and issues construction permits for subdivision im-
provements; reviews watercourse plans and issues
watercourse construction permits for drainage im-
provements; operates the real estate registry system;
issues building numbers and street opening permits
and is a consultant to other township departments on
engineering matters.

The engineering office maintains the PA One-Call
System - as required by State Act 172 - providing
locations of underground facilities, thereby minimizing
damage to buried lines. Their logo is - STOP - CALL
US BEFORE YOU DIG - 1-800-242-1776.

Required At The Time of Registration
of Deed Transfers in the
Engineering Office:

1)  $10.00 registration fee

2) an affidavit certifying the installation
of visible street address numbers and
working smoke detectors.

.

POSSIBLE HEALTH HAZARD

Dispose of syringes properly. Syringes
left loose in the trash pose a health
hazard to Township workers and result
in increased costs.

— The Public Works Department




Board Committees

Committee membership is assigned each even-numbered year by the
President of the Board of Commissioners at the January meeting. The
members contribute their personal expertise to considerall business tobe

transacted by the Board.

Public Works

Eric S. Kretschman, Director
Edward J. Wurster,
Assistant Olrector
Ernest D. Rickenbach
D. Gregory Holt
' Doretta Agosline

Code Enforcement and
Land Development

Doretta Agostine, Director
Ernest D. Rickenbach
Asslstant Director
Roberl A. Wachter
Wayne C. Luker
Eric S. Kretschman

Public Safety
Michael W. Gillespie, Director

Dolores (Dee) McGrath,
Assistant Director
Michael O'Connor
Donald W. DeVore
Stanford A. Gross

Public Affairs
Robert A. Wachter, Director
Stanford A. Gross,
Asslistant Director
Edward J. Wurster
D. Gregory Hoft
Helen M. Orme

Calendar Committee
Barbara C. Ferara
Dolores (Dee) McGrath
Michael W. Gillespie
Eric S. Kretschman
Helen M. Orme

]

Township/School

Liaison
Barbara C. Ferrara
Dorefta Agostine
Stanford A. Gross
Helen M. Orme
Micheel O'Connor f

Audit
Wayne C. Luker, Chalrperson
Edward J. Wurster
Michae) W. Gillaspie
Emest Rickenbach
Evic Kretschman

Personnel & Wage

Negotiation
Dolores (Dee) McGrath
Barbara C. Ferara
Nicholas M. Turco
Donald W. DeVore

Pension
Robert A. Wachter

D. Gregory Holt
Stanford A. Gross

Property Committee
Barbara C. Ferrara
Nicholas M. Turco

Wayne C. Luker

Community Policing
Nicholas M. Turco
Edward J. Wurster
Donald W. DeVore
Robert A. Wachter

0. Gregory Holt
Michael O'Connor

Directory

Federal

SENATE
Rick Santorum (R)

Suite 2
Washington, OC 20510

The Widner Building

597-9914
Arien Specter (R)
Washington, DC 20510

600 Arch Strest
597-7200
HOUSE OF

Jon D. Fox (R)
Washington, DC 20515

Abington, PA 19001
885-3500

B-40 Dirksen Senate Bldg.

1 Penn Square Suite 960
Philadeiphia, PA 19106

530 Hart Senate Building

9400 Wm. Green Federal Bldg.
Philadelphia, PA 19106

REPRESENTATIVES

13th Conpressional Districl
510 Cannon House Office Bidg.

Easton and Edge Hill Roads

Elected Officials

State

SENATE

Stewart J. Greenleal (R)
12lh Senatorial Distdct
27 North York Road
Willow Grova, PA 19090
657-7700

HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Eugene F. McGJil (R)

PA Legislative Districl 151

Montgomery County
P. O. Box 3283
Maple Glen, PA 19002
654-1186

Ellen M, Bard (R)

PA Legislative District 153

Montgomery County

1175 Old York Road

Abington, PA 19001
881-2273

County

COMMISSIONERS

Mario Mele (R), Chailr
Richard S. Buckman (R)
Joseph M. Hoeffel, {l) (D)

Counly Courthouse
Normristown, PA 19404
610-278-3000

DISTRICT JUSTICES

Joseph H. Dougherty
District 38-1-04
1440 Old York Road
Abington, PA 19001
887-2362

Hanry M. Liss
District 38-1-05
875 N. Easton Road
Glenside, PA 19038
885-4120

CONSTABLES

George Roesing
William Smith

Adele S, Block
1174 Valley Road
Rydal, PA 18046

§72-1669

Webster D, Jackson
1616 Easton Road
Wiliow Grove, PA 19090
659-3825

S. Shirtey Weiss
977 Indlan Creek Road
Jenkintown, PA 19046

885-0895

PRESIDENT

Paul E. Morse, Jr.
755 Glen Road
Jenkintown, PA 19046
572-6397

VICE-PRESIDENT

Richerd L. Cantor, Esquire
1138 Sewell Lane
Rydal, PA 19046

885-1089

Barry J. Stupine
722 Jane Road
Rydal, PA 18046
885-6674

Abington School District

Board of Directors

Elizabeth Chavous
1604 Fairview Avenue
Willow Grove, PA 18090
659-6787

Judith Lewis
80S Tennis Avenue
Ardsley, PA 19038

885-0472

James H. Ring
2021 Maplewood Avenus
Abington, PA 18001
659-6352



1996 Board of Cimmissiqners

Ward 1| | iy ‘ Ward 6 Ward 11

Barbara C.Ferrara (R) | g > Nicholas M. Turco (R) et Donald W. DeVore (R)
1988-2000 | k| 1982-1998 g 1891-2000

884-1929 | \ERERAN. 572-5227 | ME X" 885-9218

1501 Amity Road 326 Cricket Avenue 2130 Kent Road

Rydal, PA 19046 - North Hills, PA 19038 | &° Abington, PA 19001

Ward 2 |34 Ward 7 ' Ward 12

Robert A. Wachter (R) [ Doretta Agostine (R) Eric S. Kretschman (R)
. 1993-1998 [ 1995-2000 1993-1998

947-7951 | ¥R 886-0719 576-7742

1844 Bertram Avenue [F (" 5 1528 Upland Avenue 2228 Fairhill Avenue
Huntingdon Valley, PA 19006 S : Jenkintown, PA 19046 Glenside, PA 19038
Ward 3 : Ward 8 _ Ward 13

Michael O'Connor (D) : D. Gregory Holt (D) Michael W. Gillespie (R)
1997-2000 1994-1998 1992-2000

885-2191 - 659-1943+ 884-3597

4

826 Norfolk Road | 2955 Elliott Avenue ‘354 Roberts Avenue

Rydal, PA 19046 Willow Grove, PA 19090 Glenside, PA 19038

Ward 4 Ward 9 gl Ward 14

Stanford A. Gross (R) # Edward J. Wurster, Jr. (R) | & k |[Dolores (Dee) McGrath (R)
1996-1998 | _{ e 1989-2000 § 1982-1998
887-6426 ’& 576-0447 |\ 657-2256 '

259 Forrest Avenue L~ 3 772 Tyson Avenue 2617 Miriam Avenue
Elkins Park, PA 19027 ‘ % Ardsley, PA 10938 Roslyn, PA 19001
Ward 5| Ward 10 [ Ward 1%

, / Wayne C. Luker (D) | : Ernest D. Rickenbach (R) S Helen M. Orme (R)
1992-2000 | Y 1988-1998 N Ve 1997-2000

659-7964 | 2 657-4329 pEN . ‘ 885-2840

1665 Summit Avenue 2135 Old Welsh Road E \ 1226 Colonial Avenue |
Willow Grove, PA 19090 Abington, PA 19001 Roslyn, PA 1900 |




Township Administration

STAFF

Susan Matiza
Assistant Finance
Officer

Peg Jones
Human Resources
Coordinator

P. Daniel
Volirath
Senior Code
Enforcement Officer

;lon T. Conway M. Matthew Lahaza
vnship Manager  Asst. Township P ——
Manager Dwyer
Plumbing Code
»' nforcement Officer
‘Bruce
Hentschel
Builing Code
Enloroement Officer
Mark Penecale
Zoning & Planning
Timothy Clark
Engineering
Inspector
Gerald J. Vile
Superintendent
of Refuse

Angelo

John T. Acton
Township Solicitor

William J. Kelly
Chief of Police

‘usan R. King  Aliyn R. La Rash
Budget/Finance
Officer

Robert S. Leber
Superintendent
Waslewater
Treatment

Lawrence T.
Matteo, Jr.
Superintendent

rector of Parks
nd Recreation

Dede Long-
Messa
Director
Briar Bush
Nature Center
Douglas J.
Wende/l
Superintendent
of Recieation
Nicholas
Wolos
Supezintendent
of Parks

Bee, Bergvall
& Co.

TR X‘
Edie Richards
Director
Community
Development

Michael E. Powers
Township Engineer

Nancy B.
Hammeke
Director
Libraries

Ed Micciolo
Director
Public Works

Auditors

Volunteer Panels

Private citizens contribute many hours of service and the
specialized qualifications to Abington's Volunteer Panels New

members are appointed by the Board of Commissioners wne-
vacancies occur.

Zoning Hearing Community Historic
Board Relations Preservation
Bruce J. Eckel, Esq. Committee Carole Covert
Solicitor Joanne Weaver Chair
Arthur L. Bigelow Chair Marilyn Bilger
John N. Weiss'. Jr Burton Weinberg John Blake
Barbara Wertheimer, Assistant Chair Leon C!emmgr
Esq. Mildred Herscher , :‘/‘Valter ;ufkm
John C. Hill ancCy Reese
C:t:::\g:lgo = Sw,mam ;;0“ Maryanne Rickenbach
uzanne Kaye :
R. Bradley Werden. Junius Moron De“;‘::':t:gm
Chair Joan Tribolet Rt
Patricia Murtha Elizabeth Wurster ty
Vice Chair Ofc. Bob Hill Fred Blumberg, Esq.
Mark Canty, Jr. Commissioner Solicitor
Carole Covert Wayne Luker Paul Grossma_n
George G. Shelps Commissioner Douglas Calla.ntme
Joseph L. Tague, Jr. Edward Wurster James H. Ring
David Ennis Bruce E. Toll
Mary Beth DiFiglia Commercial Robert Gudknecht
MarkE, Seoll Economic Library Board of
. Development Directors
Env:ronmemal. Committee Ficbert M. Hony
Advisory Council 0 A Thalheimer President
Ro““# Mco':;%omery, Bruce A. Goodman Barbara Rowland
Seth Coole Joseph L. Tegee Evelyn Burg
Louis B Rubin:ohn Edwand t. Paskinson James Marshall
Jobhn Sclvwarz Edward Gonmley Efaine Shay
John Stahura Richard Montalbano Dougtas Callantine
Charles Kahn, Jr. John Dougherty
Peggy Myers Jack Weiss
Civil Servi Karen Wiley-Sandler @ — — —— —
(:wIl ervice Ekzabeth Chavous Mseting dates and times
SiRieston (.:°"""'“‘°"“ forthose committees that
Davlgh'Zeplo Eric 8. Kretschman meel on a regular basis
Albert Ebrerle Ass’:;‘z\;::hlp are indicated on the ap-
Edward Nolan M. Matthew Lateza propriate cafendardales.



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON THE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN

Bl23l4a 6
August 22, 1996

MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT

FROM: DONALD A. BAER/GARTS

SUBJECT: READER’S DIGEST INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

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.



1) How would you describe the mood of the American People?

2) All the candidates are talking about "familyﬁvalues.“ What
does that mean, concretely in terms of legislative
initiatives you’d pursue over the next 4 years?

3) If you are victorious November 5th, what is the first piece
of legislation you will push for in the new Congress?
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President William J. Clinton
The White House
Washington D.C. 20500
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THE PRESIDENT M43 SFEN
B/23/5 L

August 9, 1996

President William J. Clinton
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

I am most happy that you have not
yet signed the Republican Welfare bill. Please do not,
for in signing this bill the promise to "..end welfare
as we know it" becomes the cutting away of the
safety net "as we know it" for all our children.

For the first time in our history
a bill has been presented to punish the young mothers
and the children and to put at risk their fundamental
rights of protection.

So goes the mother and the children--
so goes the nation.

"Heroic measures" must be used to
remedy this situation. A brand new welfare bill
must be presented to the nation along these lines--
a bill that would insure the basic needs - home,
health and education for the children while providing
training and jobs for the young mothers. In addition
a household support fund for the grandmothers or
caretakers to insure a loving home for the babies
and children while the young mother is contributing
to their support.

Money is not a problem for us. We
are a nation that produced in a flash fifty-five
billion dollars (or one billion dollars every three

days) for the war of Desert Storm. We can easily




provide for our children in need so that they will
become the basis of the next and future generations
who will form a happy and healthy nation.

I have always thought of you as our
President for the children. I know that you will
find the way to preserve and protect them!

Very respectfully yours,
C}Z({L b 5 ;7\4( /Qi/

Elinor Brisbane Philbin




THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

THE PRESIDENT HAS SET&
August 21, 1996 232> 14 G

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ESIDENT

From: Carol H. Rasco;ll&ﬁ

Subject: Weekly Report for August 10 - August 25, 1996
UPDATES ON KEY INITIATIVES
WAIVERS

New York Medicaid Waiver -- New York State officials had a fairly
positive reaction to HHS's proposed conditions for approval of
the state’s longstanding request for a Medicaid waiver. HHS
proposed a number of restrictions on the state’s phase-in
schedule for managed care. Advocates and others who have opposed
the waiver seem fairly comfortable with HHS’s position.

Welfare Waivers -- Along with HHS and OMB, we are working to

clarify the status of pending requests for welfare waivers in

light of the national legislation. HHS approved waivers in

Minnesota, Indiana, Maryland, and Hawaii Friday, and today will

approve waivers in Washington DC, Idaho, Kansas, and California.
?

HEALTH CARE

Reform Initiatives -- DPC staff are developing possible new
health reform steps, including proposals to increase insurance
coverage for workers in transition and for children, expand the
use of purchasing pools, and improve quality in managed care
plans. We are also working with Communications and Legislative
Affairs in preparation for the signing of the Kennedy-Kassebaum
health reform bill.

CRIME AND DRUGS

Brady Bill and Domestic Violence -- DPC staff have been working
on a proposal to extend the Brady Bill to domestic violence

misdemeanors. Currently, Brady applies to felons but not
misdemeanors; however, the overwhelming majority of domestic
violence cases are misdemeanors. This legislation, which Senator
Lautenberg has been pushing through the Senate, would prohibit a
domestic violence offender from purchasing a firearm.

Domestic Violence. A federal judge in Roanoke, VA ruled
unconstitutional a federal provision contained in the Violence
Against Women Act that gave physically abused women the right to
| sue their attackers for damages. The Solicitor General’s office
is deciding whether or not to appeal the decision. DoJ’s Violence

L[ Tl oo



Against Women Office has not issued a formal statement on the
court ruling, but is letting the press know that, although they
are disappointed with the ruling, it does not go to the heart of
the Violence Against Women Act.

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT

Environmental Announcement: DPC staff have been working with
other White House Offices to build an interagency environmental
initiative for announcement during the week of August 26. The
proposal will focus on giving families the tools they need to
protect communities from toxics. ,

EXTERNAL ACTIVITIES

TRAVEL AND PRESS

National Association of Police Organizations (NAPQ) -- On August

16, 1996, Dennis Burke spoke at NAPO’s national convention in
Dallas on our anti-crime agenda. General McCaffrey and Joe
Brann, the Director of the COPS office, will speak there today.

I was in Atlanta from August 11-16 participating in events
relating to the 1996 Atlanta Paralympic Games. While there, I:
co-chaired a two-day Paralympic Congress Consensus Session
entitled "Making Sports Opportunities Available to Children with
Disabilities Worldwide;" gave the welcoming remarks for the first
International Dfsability Film Festival; visited disability
technology projects at the Georgia Institute for Technology;
joined the Vice President in a photo-op with the U.S. Paralympic
Team and at the Opening Ceremonies; attended the Paralympic
Congress’ Closing Press Conference; and concluded my visit by
speaking at the dedication ceremony for the Abilities Expo --- a
trade show of products for people with disabilities. All events
were open to the media. 1In addition, I conducted several one-on-
one interviews with disability and mainstream press throughout
the week including: Atlanta Constitution, New York Times, local
TV and radio stations, Ability magazine, and Mainstream

magazine. I also co-authored an op-ed with Bob Williams of HHS
which ran in the Atlanta Constitution on August 15.



he Atlanta Journal / The Atlanta Constitution
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Given the chance to play

People with disabilities
have come a long way in
the past few decades, but
sports is one of the last
remaining frontiers.

By Carol H. Rasco and Bob Williams

wo weeks ago the world marveled at

the achievements of the Olympic ath-

letes. Now it’s the Paralympians’ turn.

These elite athletes will show us how
much people with disabilities can accomplish
when given the opportunity.

People with disabilities have come a long
way in the past few decades, but sports is one
of the last remaining frontiers. Sports and
physical education are too often considered
only as therapy for children with disabilities
— activities for health improvement, but not
necessarily for personal growth and fulfill-
ment, let alone to have fun.

Experts say sports are good for kids, and
studies cite the growth and development they
can spur. But you don’t need an expert to see
the benefits. Sports allow our bodies to work
and our souls to rejuvenate. In their essence,
sports are social, and young people grow in
the course of that socialization.

Too many children with disabilities are on
the sidelines instead of on a team. They don’t
experience the bittersweet joys that accom-
pany winning and losing, the fun of playing a
game, the thrill of competition and the
mutual support that typifies teamwork.

Then there’s language. Young people with
disabilities are often spoken to differently
than their peers — more loudly, slowly and
clearly, as if they are from a foreign country.
In sports, there is no time for this. The ball is
coming toward you, the game has begun.
What a relief!

Another benefit is physical contact. For
young people with disabilities, the main
sources of physical contact are parents, medi-
cal personnel, caregivers and attendants.
Through fear — of fragility, of contagion, of
difference — young people with disabilities
are deprived of one of the basic elements of
life: touch. They are often isolated in the
classroom for logistical reasons. In sports,
young people can become comfortable with

b

WILLIAM BERRY / Staff

The Paralympic Games, which open today in Atlanta, attest to the power of sports.

one another, behave naturally, and test their
bodies and reactions.

Also, young people with disabilities are
often surrounded by adults. They need a
break! Engaging in sports may be their first
opportunity to be away from home. They
need to have recreation that is not tightly
supervised. They need to be silly, mischie-
vous, rowdy, affectionate and exhilarated.
Nothing else does it like inclusion in sports
activities.

For society, participating in sports can

make a better and more productive citizenry.

Sports gives children experience in conflic-
tion resolution, negotiating skills, taking
turns, strategizing, concentrating, following
instructions, solving problems, attending to
time, supporting peers, assessing strengths
and weaknesses, and working cooperatively.
All of these skills are indispensable in any
workplace.

At the Third Paralympic Congress being
held in Atlanta this week, we will examine

how to make sports opportunities available
worldwide to children with disabilities. We
will look at solutions at the community level,
in schools, inside and outside government.

As the Paralympics puts the spotlight on
these elite athletes, more mentors and heroes
with disabilities will emerge. Young people — -
with and without disabilities — naturally look
to popular sports figures for leadership and
inspiration. But the very best way they can
learn sportsmanship and courage is by partic-
ipating in sports themselves. Children need
heroes, but they should live not only vicari-
ously. They should feel that they have within
themselves the capability to make their
dreams real.

Carol H. Rasco, President Clinton’s chief adviser
for domestic policy is the mother of a 23-
year-old son with mild retardation and cerebral
palsy. Bob Williams is commissioner of adminis-
tration on developmental disabilities at the
Department of Health and Human Services.




Aﬂdvo;ates of disabled sing of hope, fear to Clinton aides in town for congress

By Doug Cumming

STAFF WRITER

Singing an odd version of a
Frankie Valli tune, three advo-
cates for disabled children in
Georgia made their case to two
top Clinton administration offi-
cials Monday.

“Let’s hold on ... to what we
got,” sang the trio of moms that
included Jenni H. Clark, local co-

ordinator for Family Voices and
mother of a 3-year-old with' se-
vere epilepsy, lung disease .and
other health conditions.

The mothers were among a
score of advocates and disabled
children taking advantage of
Washington officials being in
town for the Third Paralympic
Congress, an international sum-
mit linked to the Paralympic
Games. At a hotel breakfast, they

lobbied Judy Heumann, assis-

tant U.S. secretary of education
for special education and reha-
bilitation, and Carol Rasco, Pres-
ident Clinton’s chief adviser for
domestic policy.

Heumann and Rasco said they
share the moms’ worries about the
need to “hold on ... to what we
got.” Heumann said sections of

.the federal law underlying special

education are being held up for re-
authorization in the Senate.

Ot lonfa. Conotrfeofim

Rasco, the Arkansas mother of
a 23-year-old with mild retarda-
tion and cerebral palsy, said fed-
eral school-to-work training pro-
grams need to be fully available to
the disabled, to help lower an un-
employment rate as high as 65
percent. “We often feel that the
ceducation we struggled to get for
Hamp [her son] has brought him
to the edge of a cliff,” she said.
Clark, a Lawrenceville moth-
er with the national advocacy

¥//3/9¢

group Family Voices, said the
group’s concerns did not favor
one political side over another.
She pointed out that advocates
for the disabled were not happy
with provisions in the welfare re-
form Clinton signed.

The advocates expressed par-
ticular concern about the fate of
the so-called Katie Beckett
Deeming Waiver, which deems
parents of disabled children eli-
gible for Medicaid even though

their income may be too high.
The Georgia Coalition for
Health, asked by Gov. Zell Miller
to look at Medicaid, has repre-
sentatives from business and
other groups, but no one who is
disabled, Clark said.

A spokesman for the coalition
acknowledged this, but said
members had listened closely to
many disabled advocates during
14 hearings held around the state
since May.
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THE PRESIDENT HAS SEER

212319
To: Albert Gore/OVP
cc: Ron Klain/OVP
From: David M. Strauss/OVP
Date: 08/22/96 09:48:26 AM

Subject: Speaker Silver's request

For your lunch with the President today, you asked me to remind you about Shelly's request that
the President meet with Rabbi Shalom Klass, publisher of the Jewish Press, the largest
circulation Anglo-Jewish newspaper in the country. As you recall, Shelly said that an
endorsement from the Jewish press would be extremely important wherever there is an

Orthodox Jewish presence. Shelly recommended that the President meet with Rabbi Klass for
10-15 minutes.
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AND POLICY PRIORITIES

August 15, 1996

THE TIMELINE FOR IMPLEMENTING THE NEW WELFARE LAW

* by Jocelyn Guyer, Cindy Mann and David A. Super

Introduction

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
includes nine titles, affecting most major low-income programs, including AFDC, food
stamps, Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), child welfare and child support.
The scope and potential impact of the changes in low-income programs in this bill are
unprecedented. Some of the changes are effective upon or soon after enactment of the bill.
Other changes will be implemented over the course of the next fiscal year or later, and still
other changes are subject to state discretion — when and how these changes are made are
matters left largely to the states.

This paper reviews the dates by which the major changes in welfare, Medicaid and
the food stamp program must be implemented, or could be implemented at state option.
While many of the chapges required by this bill must be put into effect quickly, states have
time for a thoughtful implementation process in some key areas, including most of the basic
decisions about the design and direction of their welfare programs. Given the scope and
potential consequences of the changes that are about to occur, it is imperative that states
take full advantage of every opportunity for careful consideration of the policy choices and
implementation issues presented by this historic legislation.

Overview of the Effective Dates for the Key Welfare, Medicaid and Food Stamp
Provisions

Welfare and Medicaid Provisions

. States have until July 1, 1997 to submit a new state plan to the Secretary of
Health and Human Services outlining how they intend to run the programs
funded under the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families block grant
(“TANF”). Submission of a new state plan signals a state’s entrance into the
new block grant system. States have the option of entering the new system
early by submitting their state plans prior to July 1, 1997. The date of plan
submission is the effective date for most of the welfare-related provisions in the new
law, including the 60-month lifetime limit on receipt of federally funded assistance.

. The TANF block grant will begin to affect all states during federal fiscal year
1997, which runs from October 1, 1996 through September 30, 1997. During

820 First Street, NE, Suite 510, Washington, DC 20002
Tel: 202-408-1080 Fax: 202-408-1056  center@center.cbpp.org  http://www.cbpp.org  HN0026



federal fiscal year 1997, states cannot receive more assistance than they are
due under the bill’s block grant funding formula, but they also are not
guaranteed their full block grant allocations unless they spend the entire
federal fiscal year under the new system.

Because of caseload declines, the block grant allocations for most states,
which are based on historic spending levels, will be higher than the federal
payments the state would receive in federal fiscal year 1997 under the AFDC
program. Most states, therefore, will not experience fiscal pressure in fiscal
year 1997 to make changes to keep spending below their block grant
allocations; they can take time to consider how they want to structure their
new programs and implement program changes. (For example, the states
must be ready when they enter the new system to track the months of receipt
of aid under the new time limit.) On the other hand, these same states have a
financial incentive to enter the new system at the earliest possible date in
order to capture “surplus” block grant allocation dollars for as much of
federal fiscal year 1997 as possible. States may be able to resolve the tension
between needing time to plan and implement major changes and wanting to
maximize federal funding in fiscal year 1997 by submitting state plans that
largely keep their current systems intact and perhaps amending their state
plans at a later date.

There are caveats to the rule that most of the welfare-related provisions in the
bill go into effect when a state submits a new state plan. States have at least
an additipnal six-month grace period after the date of submission of their
plans to comply with selected provisions of the law, including the work
requirements. Additionally, the Secretary of Health and Human Services has
limited or no explicit authority to enforce many provisions in the law.
Consequently, states may not face adverse consequences for not having their
programs conform to all of the new requirements by the operative effective
date.

States that currently have an AFDC waiver — and states that secure approval
from the Secretary of Health and Human Services for a pending or new
waiver submitted prior to the date of enactment of the law — may follow the
terms of their waivers even if they are inconsistent with provisions in the law.
States whose waivers are submitted prior to the date of enactment but
approved after that date must, however, follow the work requirements
established by the new law.

States must have new Medicaid procedures in place when they enter the new
system to ensure that any changes made in their welfare programs will not
affect children and parents’ eligibility for Medicaid.

The entitlement of any person to AFDC under Parts A and F of Title IV of the
Social Security Act is terminated on October 1, 1996 or earlier in any state that
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enters the new system before this date. Individuals may continue to be
entitled to AFDC under the existing state plan or pursuant to state law.

Effective immediately upon enactment, states are prohibited from using
federal block grant funds to provide aid — and they also are prohibited from
providing Medicaid — to most legal immigrants who enter the country on or
after the date on which the bill becomes law. The ban extends five years after
an immigrant’s date of entry. States have the option to grant or to deny
assistance under TANF or Medicaid to legal immigrants already residing in the
United States, although the earliest date on which they can terminate aid to
legal immigrants currently receiving benefits is January 1, 1997. States are
required to indicate in their state plans whether or not they intend to
continue to provide benefits under TANF to legal immigrants already
residing in the United States.

Food Stamp Provisions

Most legal immigrants not currently receiving food stamp benefits are
ineligible for food stamps as of the date the bill becomes law. For legal
immigrants currently receiving food stamps, states must terminate their
benefits at the time of their next scheduled recertifications, but not later than
a year after the date of enactment. (Similar rules apply to the SSI program.)

Several other changes in the food stamp program are effective upon
enactment, including changes in income exclusions and pro-rating rules. The
quality control system, however, will not count errors states make under
these provisions until 60 days after they receive an implementation memo
from the USDA.

States have up to three months after the date of enactment to notify those
unemployed food stamp recipients between the ages of 18 and 50 who are
subject to a new three-month time limit on the receipt of benefits during any
36-month period. The clock on the three-month limit on benefits does not
begin to run until notice has been provided. States can immediately request
waivers for areas with unemployment rates over 10 percent or for other areas
in which insufficient jobs exist for people affected by this provision.

Many of the major provisions in the law that reduce food stamp benefits are
effective when states would otherwise be adjusting food stamp benefit
calculations in October, 1996 or January, 1997. Thus, the inflation
adjustments scheduled for October 1, 1996 will be modified according to
provisions in the law, the adjustments in the standard deduction will be
canceled, while the adjustments in the basic benefit level (the “thrifty food
plan”) and the limit on the value of vehicles that households may own will
both be curtailed. On January 1, 1997, instead of removing the cap on the
shelter deduction, states will raise the cap by $3 to $250.
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. At any time after enactment, states can exercise numerous new state options
created by the law, including the option to adopt “simplified” food stamp
program rules that are consistent with TANF program rules.

The remainder of this paper provides more detail on when states must implement
the changes described above. In addition, a chart is attached at the end of the paper
summarizing the implementation dates and enforcement mechanisms of the major TANF,
Medicaid and food stamp provisions in the new law.

Implementation Dates for the Welfare and Welfare-related Medicaid Provisions, in
General ' -

The date on which a state first submits its state plan is the date on which it enters the
new system and on which most of the TANF provisions and the related Medicaid changes
in the law go into effect for that state. States must submit a plan by July 1,1997. They have
the option, however, to enter the new system earlier, at any time after the date of
enactment.

Most of the TANF provisions go into effect on the date that a state submits its plan.
Beginning on that date, for example, a state must track the number of months that families
with an adult receive assistance funded under the block grant in order to apply the bill’s 60-
month lifetime limit on receipt of federally funded welfare assistance.

There are caveafs to the general rule that the TANF provisions in the new law go
into effect on the date that a state submits its plan. First, the new law terminates
individuals’ entitlement to AFDC under Part A and F of Title IV of the Social Security Act
on October 1, 1996, although nothing in the law precludes a state from guaranteeing
assistance to all individuals eligible for aid under its TANF program.! Second, as described
in the next section, states have a grace period of at least six months after they enter the new
system during which they cannot be financially penalized for non-compliance with selected
welfare provisions. Most significantly, states will be given at least six months after they
submit their state plans to come into compliance with the work participation requirements.
And finally, as described in the financing section, block grant financing limits begin to take
effect on October 1, 1996 regardless of when the state files its state plan.

Submitting a State Plan

To enter the new welfare system, a state must submit a new state plan to the
Secretary of Health and Human Services. The Secretary must determine that a planis
complete before the state can receive TANF funds, but she has no authority to disapprove a
state’s plan as long as the plan contains the required elements. The plan must include a set

! The entitlement may extend beyond October 1, 1996 based on state plan provisions or state law. The
entitlement to AFDC under the Social Security Act may be terminated before October 1,1996 in states that
enter the new system prior to that date.



of certifications and provide an outline of how the state intends to run its TANF
program(s). For example, plans must describe how the state intends to meet the work
requirements, and it must set forth the objective criteria the state will use to determine
eligibility and deliver benefits. States also must certify in their plans that they have
consulted local governments and “private sector organizations” about the plan and allowed
them at least 45 days to submit comments.?

“The Role of State Legislatures

Federal TANF funds received by a state must be subject to appropriation by the
state’s legislature. States, therefore, cannot spend their block grant dollars without
allowing the legislature a role in determining how those dollars will be spent. It is unclear,
however, whether further legislative action is required during the first year (federal fiscal
year 1997) in states where legislatures have already passed their budgets appropriating
funds under the AFDC system. The extent to which legislative involvement is required
with respect to the fiscal year 1997 appropriation and the development of the TANF state
plan may depend on the laws in an individual state.

Effective Dates for Specific Welfare and Related Medicaid Provisions

The new law contains a number of restrictions on states’ use of federal block grant
dollars® While the federal government has no clearly defined authority to enforce many of
the new restrictions, the Secretary of Health and Human Services is directed to reduce the
block grant allocations of states that fail to comply with specific provisions of the new law.*
This section briefly describes the various requirements and restrictions imposed on states,
beyond the general requirement that they submit a state plan by July 1, 1997, organized
with reference to the date on which the provision becomes effective and whether the
provision is clearly enforceable by the Secretary.®

2 There is no definition of private sector organizations in the bill.

3 For a detailed description of the legislative provisions relating to TANF, see Greenberg and Savner, A
Detailed Summary of Key Provisions of the TANF Block Grant of H.R. 3734, the Personal Responsibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, Center for Law and Social Policy, August 13, 1996.

4 The new law also includes a general penalty clause allowing the Secretary to reduce a state’s block
grant allocation if an audit reveals it has used federal funds in violation of the purposes of the TANF
program. It is possible that this general penalty could be used to enforce provisions of the bill not
associated with a specific financial penalty.

$ One provision that does not fit into this framework is a requirement that not later than one year after the
date of enactment states must require selected adults — those who have received assistance for two months
and who are subject to work requirements, but not yet engaged in work — to participate in community
service employment. States may opt out of this provision by notifying the Secretary of Health and Human
Services. They also have the authority to define the tasks that constitute community service employment
(continued...)



Provisions Enforceable Beginning on the Date a State Submits Its New Plan

The following provisions go into effect on the date a state submits its new state plan.
For states that wait until the deadline to enter the new system, that date will be July 1, 1997.
These provisions are clearly enforceable in the sense that the Secretary of Health and
Human Services is specifically directed to reduce the block grant allocations of states that
fail to comply with them.® The related Medicaid provision is enforceable by the Secretary
under the current rules governing the Medicaid program.

Time limit. The bill prohibits states from providing any aid using federal block grant
dollars to a family that includes an adult who has received assistance for 60 months (not
necessarily consecutive) except for families granted a hardship exemption.” A state must
start the 60-month clock for recipients on the date that the state enters the new system. The
federal time limit is prospective — a state may not count toward the time limit any months
that a family spent on welfare prior to the date on which the state filed its initial state plan.®

States that fail to comply with the 60-month limit will have their basic block grant
allocations reduced by five percent. One implication of the 60-month time limit and the
penalty that attaches to a state’s failure to comply with this provision is that states are at
risk if they enter the new system before having the capacity to track the number of months
spent on welfare, including the cumulative receipt of aid by families who move on and off
of programs funded under TANF.

Prohibition on sanctioning parents who cannot obtain care for a child under age
six. In applying the wofk requirements (discussed below), states cannot reduce or deny
assistance under the block grant to a single-parent with a child under age six who is unable
to comply with these requirements because she cannot find child care. The Secretary is
directed to reduce the federal block grant allocations of states that violate this provision by
up to five percent. Note that the lack of child care does not stop the time-limit clock from
running, although states may decide to treat lack of child care as a basis for granting a
hardship exemption from the time limit.

* (...continued)
and to establish the number of hours per week affected individuals must participate in those tasks.

¢ States that face a reduction in their block grant allocations due to non-compliance with provisions of the
bill must replace their lost federal dollars with state spending on TANF. The state spending must be in
addition to any spending a state does to satisfy the maintenance-of-effort requirement included in the bill.
States that fail to replace lost federal dollars will have their federal block grant allocations further reduced
in the following fiscal year.

7 A state may offer hardship exemptions from the time limit to up to 20 percent of its caseload.
* States have the option of imposing a shorter time limit and may be allowed to impose a retrospective
time limit. States also are allowed to use their own money to provide assistance to families beyond the 60-

month federal time limit. Any money a state spends for this purpose can be counted by a state to meet the
maintenance-of-effort requirements.
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Medicaid for children and parents who qualify based on current AFDC rules.
Current state AFDC income and asset rules as well as the standards that largely limit AFDC
to single-parent families with children (i.e., the “deprivation rules”) are carried over to the
Medicaid program to assure that welfare changes do not affect Medicaid eligibility for
children and parents who currently receive Medicaid as well as for those who apply in the
future® As of the date a state submits its state plan under the block grant, a state must
cover under Medicaid families who meet the deprivation rules and whose income and
assets are below the state’s AFDC standards as of July 16, 1996.” Eligibility for Medicaid
will not be linked to receipt of aid under the block grant."! States must also assure that
transitional Medicaid assistance is provided to families who would otherwise become
ineligible for Medicaid due to earnings or child support. -

Provisions Enforceable No Earlier Than Six Months
After a State Submits Its Plan

The following provisions also are technically effective on the date that a state enters
the new system and can be enforced by the Secretary with financial penalties. They will,
however, be enforced with respect to conduct that occurs no earlier than six months after a
state submits its plan. Specifically, they will be enforced beginning six months after the
date on which a plan is submitted unless a state enters the new system early. States that
enter early will have six months or until July 1, 1997, whichever is later, before they will
face financial penalties for failing to comply with these provisions.

Thus, states that enter the new system between the date the bill is enacted and
January 1, 1997 will have until July 1, 1997 to comply with these provisions; states that enter
the system between January 1, 1997 and June 30, 1997 will have six months from the date
the plan is submitted to comply with these provisions; and states that enter the new system
on the latest allowable date, July 1, 1997, will have until January 1, 1998 to comply.

Work program participation rates. States are required to have a growing portion of
their caseloads in work activities over the next several years, according to the schedule
provided below.”? States must meet two separate work participation requirements — one

® These deprivation rules will not require a change in Medicaid application procedures since states
already determine family composition for purposes of Medicaid eligibility and to identify child support
obligations.

19 States can lower their income standards but not below May, 1988 levels, and they can raise their
standards but not by an amount greater than the increase in the Consumer Price Index.

1 States may, however, terminate Medicaid coverage for adults and minor parents heading households
whose cash assistance under the TANF block grant is terminated due to a refusal to work. States cannot
deny Medicaid to pregnant women on these grounds.

2 The work participation requirements are a particularly complex and detailed section of the bill. They
are covered here in only a general fashion.



for all families and one for two-parent families.” The new law defines what constitutes a
countable work activity and prescribes the number of hours a week an individual must be
engaged in such an activity to be counted as a work “participant.” For example, during
fiscal year 1998, a single-parent will qualify as “participating” only if she is engaged in a
countable work activity for at least 20 hours per week, while the worker in a two-parent
family must be engaged in a work activity for at least 35 hours per week.

Work Participation Rate Requirements

All Families Two-Parent Families
Participation Hours of Work Participation | Hours of Work
Fiscal Year Rate Required Rate Required

1997 (not enforced unless 25% 20 75% 35
state enters early)
1998 (enforced beginning 30% 20 75%- 35
1/1/98 or earlier if state
enters the new system
early)
1999 (enforced) 35% 25 90% 35
2000 (enforced) 40% 30 90% 35
2001 (enforced) 45% 30 90% 35
2002 (enforced) ! 50% 30 90% 35

In practice, lower participation rate requirements than those listed in the table above
may apply in individual states in light of a provision known as the “caseload reduction
credit.” The credit reduces a state’s required work participation rates by the extent to
which a state’s caseload has declined relative to federal fiscal year 1995 levels. Specifically,
a state’s participation rates are reduced by the number of percentage points by which the
number of families receiving assistance under TANF fell below the number that received
assistance under the AFDC program in fiscal year 1995. For example, if a state’s caseload
fell by eight percent between fiscal year 1995 and fiscal year 1996, in fiscal year 1997, the
state would be required to meet a work participation rate for all families of 17 percent (25
percent - eight percentage points), instead of the standard 25 percent. Caseload declines
attributable to federal restrictions and changes in state eligibility criteria, however, are not
allowed to be counted toward this caseload reduction credit.

" The bill directs the Secretary of Health and Human Services to reduce the block grant allocations of
states that fail to meet the work participation requirements by up to five percent in the next fiscal year. If
non-compliance continues, the penalty increases by up to two percentage points a year but cannot exceed
21 percent of a state’s block grant allocation.

“ The bill does not address how the work participation requirements are to be calculated for states where
the requirements are not in effect for the full fiscal year.
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Sanctions for failure to cooperate in collecting child support. Under the new
system, states are required to impose harsher sanctions than allowed under current law on
families where the parent does not cooperate fully in establishing paternity and collecting
child support. States must reduce by at least 25 percent the payments made to any family
not cooperating fully, as well as eliminate assistance for an entire family if the head of the
family declines to assign support rights to the state.

Additional Provisions.. States also.may.face financial penalties, subject to the grace
period, if they do not comply with new data reporting requirements; if they do not operate
a system to verify the accuracy of information they receive from applicants about their
income, citizenship status and other issues affecting their eligibility for TANF ass:stance,
and if they do not satisfy child support enforcement standards.

Major Requirements for Which There is No Specified Federal Penalty

The effective date of the provisions listed below is the date on which a state enters
the new system. The Secretary of Health and Human Services has not been given any
specific authority to impose penalties to enforce these requirements, although there is a
general penalty clause in the bill that allows the Secretary to reduce a state’s block grant
allocation if an audit establishes that it has used federal funds “in violation” of the
requirements in the new law. The Secretary’s enforcement authority is particularly unclear
with respect to the first requirement regarding work that is listed below. States must
indicate in their state plans how they intend to comply with this requirement, but the law
does not directly impoge this requirement on states.

. States must include in their state plans a description of how they intend to
require adults to engage in work after receiving TANF assistance for 24
months (not necessarily consecutive).

. States may not use federal block grant funds to aid unmarried minor parents
who are not living at home or under the supervision of another adult relative
or legal guardian or who are not attending high school or an alternative
education program.

. States must make an initial assessment of the skills, work experience, and
employability of most TANF recipients.

The Effect of Waivers on Implementation Requirements

States that have AFDC waivers, and 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 bill, can operate their programs under the terms of these waivers until
their waivers expire. States that have applied for a waiver prior to enactment of the bill
whose waivers are approved after enactment — but before July 1, 1997 — also may follow
the terms of those waivers, except that these states must comply with the work
requirements in the new law.



Within these parameters, the law specifically provides that amendments to the title
of the law pertaining to TANF shall not apply to the extent such amendments are
inconsistent with a state’s waiver.”® Thus, although the language is somewhat vague, it
appears that states with waivers do not need to change their systems to conform with
specific features of the law to the extent that the state’s waiver already addresses the issue.
For example, if a state has already imposed a time limit on the receipt of aid and has
adopted exemptions and extensions applicable to its time limit, it would appear that the 20
percent cap on exemptions to the 60-month time limit would not apply to that state.
Instead, the state’s exemptions would be based on the exemption criteria included in its
waiver.'¢

Financing Provisions

In general, states will receive block grant allocations from the federal government
that are based on historical spending and are frozen over the next six years, regardless of
the actual cost of serving needy families. The financing provisions may bear significantly
on the decisions a state makes about how quickly to enter the new system.

Block Grant Allocations - General Rules

Under the new system, states will receive a fixed block grant allocation from the
federal government to help finance their programs for low-income families with children.
Unlike under the AFDC matching system, the federal government’s contribution to a state
will not rise when a stdte’s spending rises, nor fall when a state’s spending declines as long
as a state meets its maintenance-of-effort requirement (see below).

Each state will receive an amount equal to the highest of its federal payments for
AFDC, JOBS, and Emergency Assistance during (1) fiscal year 1995, (2) fiscal year 1994, or
(3) the average of federal payments for these programs during federal fiscal years 1992
through 1994. Each state’s basic block grant allocation will remain unchanged beginning in
federal fiscal year 1997 and continuing through federal fiscal year 2002.

** The bill does not elaborate on 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.

' States’ exemption policies under waivers are likely to be more generous than the 20 percent cap created
by the new law. According to an analysis of state waivers conducted by the Center for Law and Social
Policy (CLASP), the portion of the caseload exempt from time limits in states terminating all cash aid to
families after a specified period of welfare receipt range from an estimated 19 percent of all welfare
families in the state with the narrowest exemption policy to 91 percent in the state with the broadest
exemption policy. These estimates do not take into account state policies granting extensions of a time limit
to selected individuals, nor do they reflect the exemption policies of states that continue to provide some
cash aid or to require work after a family has received welfare for a specified period. For details, see Limits
on Limits: State and Federal Policies on Welfare Time Limits by Greenberg, Savner, and Swartz, CLASP, June,
1996.
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Block Grant Allocations - Federal Fiscal Year 1997

The amount of federal assistance that states can receive during federal fiscal year
1997 will be capped at the level of their block grant allocations.” States, however, are not
guaranteed their full block grant allocations in fiscal year 1997. The actual amount of
federal funds a state receives in fiscal year 1997 will depend on when the state enters the
new system.

So long as states operate their welfare systems under the old AFDC rules, their
federal payments will be based on the AFDC matching formula. Once a state enters the
new system by submitting a state plan, it will receive its block grant allocation prorated
according to the number of days left in the fiscal year. Thus, a state that enters the new
system on March 1, 1997 will receive federal AFDC matching payments from October 1,
1996 through April 30, 1997 plus half of its federal fiscal year 1997 block grant allocation.
Under no circumstances, however, can the combination of payments under the old and new
system exceed a state’s block grant allocation for federal fiscal year 1997 as a whole.

For the majority of states, the full federal block grant allocation for fiscal year 1997
may be greater than the amount of federal funds they would have received under the
AFDC matching rate system. This is because AFDC caseloads, and, to a lesser extent,
AFDC-related expenditures, have been declining since the base year(s) used to determine
the states’ block grant allocations.

As Table 1 (attached at the end of this paper) indicates, AFDC caseloads in the most
recent period for whicH preliminary data for all states are available — the first eight months
of federal fiscal year 1996 — are lower than they were during the base year(s) used to
determine-all but two states’ block grant allocations. Although national expenditure data
are not yet available on a state-by-state basis for recent years, expenditures in most states
appear to have declined along with caseloads although not always as steeply.®

The implications of states’ declining caseloads and expenditures relative to the block
grant base year(s) are two-fold. On one hand, many states will not need to reduce benefits
or restrict eligibility to keep spending within the confines of their block grant allocations in
the near future. Thus, most states do not have to rush to submit a state plan and enter into
the new system in order to make major changes that would keep spending below federal

7. A state could submit a state plan before October 1, 1996 and receive part of its funding for federal fiscal
year 1996 under the block grant system.

18 Thus, the Congressional Budget Office has estimated that block grant allocations in fiscal years 1997
and 1998 will be higher than expenditures projected for states under the AFDC system. Over time,
however, block grant allocations will be increasingly inadequate as inflation erodes their value and as
caseloads expand in response to natural population growth or to economic conditions. CBO projects that
by 1999, federal funding will fall short of what would be provided under the AFDC program, and by 2002,
the funding shortfall is projected to reach more than $1 billion per year. Moreover, the bill provides states
with no new funds with which to implement the increasingly stringent work requirements.
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block grant levels. States have time to consider the implications of making any changes,
assure broad input in the decision-making process, and make all necessary system
adjustments. This is particularly important given the many questions that will need to be
resolved about the meaning of various provisions in the legislation, the interrelationship
between the welfare changes and the changes in food stamps, Medicaid, SSI and other
programs, and the profound consequences for needy families and low-income communities
of the changes that might be made.

At the same time, the phenomena of declining caseloads and expenditures may
create incentives for states to enter the new system at the earliest possible date. As noted
above, the length of time during federal fiscal year 1997 that states are operating their
programs under the new system will determine how much of their 1997 block grant
allocations they will receive in addition to any matching payments they get while operating
under the old system. Some states where block grant allocations are expected to bring in
more federal funds in federal fiscal year 1997 than the state would receive under the AFDC
matching system may want to spend as much of the year under the new system as

possible.”

States may be able to resolve the tension between the need to proceed thoughtfully
and the desire to maximize federal payments in federal fiscal year 1997 by submitting a
state plan that initiates the block grant payment but that does not make significant changes
in the current system. Then, after the state has considered alternatives and solicited input
from affected parties, the state plan could be amended if necessary to reflect additional
program changes. There are no specific limitations or requirements imposed on states with
respect to the state plarf amendment process.

In addition, as noted above, a state may be able to continue to operate its current
system based on waivers submitted prior to the enactment of the new law, even if those
waivers are inconsistent with provisions of the law. In such cases, a state may be able to
submit a state plan based on the waivers and receive all or most of its federal fiscal year
1997 block grant allocation.

Maintenance-of-Effort Requirement

Beginning in federal fiscal year 1997, states must maintain spending at no less than
80 percent of 1994 levels on AFDC benefits and administration, Emergency Assistance,
JOBS, and selected child care programs. The Secretary of Health and Human Services is
directed to reduce a state’s block grant allocation during the following federal fiscal year by

¥ Another consideration with respect to the fiscal consequences of entering the new system on a
particular date is that the new law allows states to receive additional federal dollars for costs attributable to
making Medicaid eligibility determinations that would not have been incurred but for the Medicaid
changes in the new law. A state can receive these funds for expenses incurred in the first 12 calendar
quarters in which it operates a program under TANF. A state that enters the new system after the quarter
begins may be foregoing some of the funds it would otherwise receive under this provision.
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the amount a state comes up short. States that comply with the work participation rates
will be subject to a lower, 75 percent, maintenance-of-effort requirement.

Contingency Fund

Beginning in federal fiscal year 1997, states may be eligible to receive additional
federal payments worth up to 20 percent of their block grant allocations if they experience
particularly severe economic conditions (as evidenced by high unemployment rates or large
increases in food stamp caseloads®). The fund contains $2 billion for federal fiscal year 1997
through federal fiscal year 2001. States cannot access the contingency fund unless they
maintain state spending on welfare at 100 percent of base year levels.

Additional Sources of Funds for States

The bill contains four other sources of funds for states that may provide them with
very modest amounts of additional federal assistance. They are: (1) supplemental grants for
states with relatively rapid population growth and/or a history of low spending on their
AFDC programs, available to states beginning in federal fiscal year 1998; (2) grants to states
deemed by the Secretary of Health and Human Services to qualify as “high performing”
states based on the quality of their TANF programs, available to states beginning in fiscal
year 1999; 3) grants to the five states that experience the largest decline in their out-of-
wedlock birth ratios, available beginning in federal fiscal year 1999; and 4) a loan fund from
which states that have never been penalized for failing an audit of their TANF programs
may borrow money be&inm’ng in fiscal year 1997.

Limits on Eligibility for Aid under TANF and Medicaid for Legal Immigrants

Effective immediately upon enactment of the bill, states are prohibited from
providing aid under the AFDC program and from using TANF block grant funds to aid
most legal immigrants who enter the country on or after the date the bill is enacted. The
prohibition remains in effect for the immigrants’ first five years in the country.? These
same rules apply to the Medicaid program. States can, but are not required to, use state
funds to aid these immigrants.

® There are complicated and important rules governing what spending qualifies as “maintenance-of-
effort” spending. These rules are not discussed in detail here.

# To qualify for contingency funds, a state’s food stamp caseload would have to increase at least 10
percent over the lower of its 1994 or 1995 level, or its unemployment rate would have to rise to at least 6.5
percent and be at least one-tenth higher than the state’s unemployment rate in the same months of either of
the two prior years.

Z States may determine how legal immigrants are treated after the five year bar.
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Limitations on providing aid under AFDC, TANF or Medicaid to most legal
immigrants who entered the country before the date of enactment are left to the states to
decide. States have the option to grant or deny welfare or Medicaid to legal immigrants
already residing in the United States on the date the bill is enacted into law. They must
indicate whether they will provide aid in their state plans under TANF. If states opt to
terminate aid to immigrants now in the country, they must wait at least until January 1,
1997 before eliminating assistance for those legal immigrants receiving welfare or Medicaid
on the date of enactment. However, states may deny AFDC, aid under TANF, or Medicaid
at any time after the date of enactment to those already in the United States who are not
receiving aid on that date.”

Food Stamp Program Changes

This section briefly describes the major changes in the food stamp program included
in the new law. It is organized generally around the dates on which states must implement
these changes, beginning with provisions that states must start to implement on the date of
enactment. The section then describes changes to the arithmetic formula for computing
benefits and eligibility that will affect the adjustments that states already are scheduled to
make on October 1, 1996 and January 1, 1997. It concludes with the timeline for
implementing the new limit on benefits for certain unemployed recipients and with a
section on the new option to adopt simplified food stamp program rules.

Required Food Stamp Provisions Effective Upon Enactment
?

States are required to begin implementing the following changes upon enactment of
thebill. Although they are required to implement these changes immediately, the food
stamp quality control (QC) system does not penalize states for mistakes made in the first 60
days following USDA's issuance of an implementing memorandum. This effectively gives
states 60 days after issuance of the implementing memorandum to bring local offices into
full compliance.

Among the mandatory changes that will require specific action from states to
implement are the following:

. Ending the income exclusions for state energy assistance, certain vendor
payments for homeless households, and the eamings of high school students
between the ages of 18 and 22.

. Increasing the penalties on people violating various food stamp work rules as
well as rules in other programs.

% The bill exempts selected groups of immigrants from these provisions, including (1) refugees, asylees,
and immigrants granted withholding of deportation during their first five years in the country; (2) legal
immigrants who are veterans and service members, as well as their spouses and unmarried dependent
children; and (3) certain legal immigrants who have worked for at least 40 quarters (10 years).
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® Pro-rating the food stamps of households (other than migrant farm workers)
who reapply after having been off of the program for periods of less than one
month.

The food stamp rules for new legal immigrants also begin to apply on the date the
bill is enacted.”* New legal immigrants who enter the country on or after the day of
enactment, and any legal immigrants already residing in the country who are not on that
day receiving food stamps, will not be eligible for food stamps upon enactment. The
remaining group of legal immigrants — those who are already residing in the United States
on the date of enactment and who are receiving food stamps on that date — will lose their
food stamps at the time they are scheduled for their regular food stamp eligibility
recertification but no later than a year after the bill’s enactment.” :

Required Food Stamp Changes Effective October 1, 1996 and January 1, 1997

Many of the major food stamp changes made by the bill involve changes to the
arithmetic formula for computing benefits that will affect the adjustments that states are
scheduled to make under current law on October 1, 1996 and January 1, 1997. As a result of
these changes, on October 1, 1996 states will not make scheduled adjustments in the
standard deduction and the homeless shelter deduction. These adjustments are canceled
permanently by the bill. Also, the adjustments in the basic benefit level (the “thrifty food
plan”) and the limit on the value of vehicles that households may own will both be
curtailed. States will not remove the cap on the excess shelter deduction on January 1, 1997
as previously schedulegl. Instead, they will increase the cap from $247 to $250 on that date;
then it will remain frozen at $250 for 21 months.

Time Limit on Benefits for Unemployed Recipients

The bill imposes a new three-month time limit within any 36-month period on
certain unemployed food stamp recipients between the ages of 18 and 50 who are not
caring for a dependent child. (Under some circumstances a recipient could qualify for one
additional three-month spell of benefits). The time limit goes into effect once a recipient
has received notice of it, but no later than three months after the date of enactment.
Therefore, states in effect have three months from the date of enactment to provide notice.
Thus, if the bill is signed on September 1, 1996, states could notify food stamp recipients
affected by this provision at any time between September 1 and December 1, 1996 that they

 See footnote 22 for a description of the groups of legal immigrants exempt from these limits on food
stamp eligibility.

* Note that similar immigrant eligibility rules also apply to the SSI program. And, many of the people
who lose SS1 as a result of these rules also may lose their Medicaid coverage as well. Current SSI recipients
must be sent notice of the new law by March 31, 1997. The Social Security Administration then must hold
individual redetermination interviews with each affected recipient. Those found ineligible must be
terminated the month following the finding.

15



are subject to the new time limit. Once notification is provided, the clock starts to run and
aid is limited to three months in any 36-month period.*

At any time after the date of enactment, states can request waivers from this
provision for areas in which unemployment rates are over 10 percent or other areas in
which there are insufficient jobs available for this population. The lack of sufficient jobs can
be measured in numerous ways from a range of available data or from the experience of a
state agency in assessing conditions in local communities.

State Option to “Simplify” Rules

The bill gives the states an option to implement a “simplified food stamp program”
under which similar rules on matters such as calculating income are used for both welfare
and food stamps. The simplified food stamp program can be applied to households “in
which all members receive assistance under a State program funded under part A of title IV
of the Social Security Act,” and, if USDA approves, to households in which some but not all
members receive such aid. Since both AFDC and TANF exist under subtitle IV-A of the
Social Security Act, the simplified food stamp program can be applied to both; a state need
not have implemented TANF before opting into the simplified food stamp program.

On the other hand, since the simplified food stamp program allows states to
conform food stamp rules with welfare rules, states planning significant changes in those
rules when they move from AFDC to TANF will probably prefer to wait to implement the
simplified food stamp program until they have made the transition to TANF. There is no
limit on when a state c4n opt to apply simplified rules from AFDC or TANF.

* If a person subject to this provision has returned to work for at least a month during which he or she
averaged 20 hours per week, after using up the three months of benefits and then loses the work, the
person may return to the program for an additional three months out of the 36-month period. This
exception, however, may be used only once by an individual during any 36-month period.
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Table 1: Recent Trends in States' Caseloads and Changes in Caseload Since the Year(s)
That WIll be Used to Determine Block Grant Allocations

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona

:

California

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming

TOTAL

Average AFDC Caseload in Recent Years (in thousands)

FYo2

50,631
10,808
63,598
26,769
806,086
42,081
55,500
10,661
22,566
221,205
135,872
16,530
7,335
228,625
69,134
37,086
28,741
83,133
92,200
23,920
79,807
111,448
225,609
63,656
60,810
85,176
10,909
16,551
11,867
10,500
125,847
28,764
397,172
121,427
6,394
264,271
46,837
41,460
200,699
21,289
49,710
7,223
95,179
265,819
17,882
10,047
70,677
96,407
40,469
81,680
6,625

4,576,015

FY83

51,559
12,129
69,997
26,565
859,284
42,543
57,315
11,385
24,784
254,006
141,279
18,339
7,938
231,262
73,013
36,672
30,179

11,738
16,746
13,006
11,021
125,930
31,279
432,788
130,736
6,494
257,903
48,483
42,591
205,435
22,191
53,314
7,203
107,865
278,657
18,443
10,009
73,650
101,310
41,383
79,989
6,509

4,790,078

FY94

22,934
80,123
111,783
223,950
62,979
56,785
92,110
11,908
15,934
14,166
11,475
122,427
33,633
454,952
131,220
5,877
250,208
46,971
42,135
210,155
22,654
51,925
6,926
110,766
283,744
17,801
9,883
74,818
102,952
40,729
77,207
5,740

4,860,846

FY95

46,030
12,426
69,609 .
24,296
919,471
38,557
60,985
10,775
26,789
230,807
139,135
21,674
9,071
236,205
65,618
36,483
28,232
75,384
79,825
21,694
80,383
100,852
201,696
57,061
52,528
89,299
11,508
14,828
15,708
10,800
118,883
34,444
456,929
125,503
5,215
228,171
44,790
39,264
204,771
22,194
48,981
6,286
104,009
274,505
16,648
9,648
72,147
101,949
38,404
72,366
5,200

4,702,065

Base year(s) Average Change
used to AFDC caseload between base
determine a during the year(s) and the
state's block first 8 months  first 8 months
grant allocation of FY96 of FY96
1994 43,003 -14.58%
1994 12,192 ~4.44%
1995 64,140 -7.86%
92-94 avg 22,966 -13.17%
1995 902,500 -1.85%
1995 36,047 -6.51%
1994 58,535 -1.13%
1995 10,360 -3.86%
1994 25,907 -4.46%
1994 217,302 -12.05%
1995 133,183 -4.28%
1995 21,983 1.43%
1995 9,236 1.82%
1995 226,376 -4.16%
1994 53,592 -27.39%
1994 33,378 -15.62%
1994 25,789 -14.33%
92-94 avg 71,463 12.77%
1994 71,960 -17.21%
92-94 avg 20,588 -12.65%
1995 65,247 -18.83%
1994 87,988 -21.28%
92-94 avg 181,190 -19.86%
1994 55,731 -11.51%
92-94 avg 48,497 -18.11%
1994 83,915 -8.90%
1995 11,111 -3.45%
1995 14,208 -4.18%
1995 15,259 -2.86%
1994 9,725 -15.25%
1994 113,613 -7.20%
1995 34,102 -0.99%
1995 437,645 -4.22%
1995 115,186 -8.22%
1994 4,942 -15.90%
1994 209,066 -16.44%
92-94 avg 40,110 -15.44%
1995 35,005 -10.85%
1994 192,743 -8.29%
1995 21,226 -4.36%
92-94 avg 46,429 -10.11%
1994 6,071 -12.34%
1994 93,099 -15.95%
1995 260,548 -5.08%
1995 15,015 -9.81%
1995 9,158 -5.07%
1994 66,331 -11.34%
1994 99,418 -3.43%
1994 36,448 -10.51%
92-94 avg 63,798 -19.88%
92-94 avg 4,892 -22.23%
4,433,073 -10.96%

Note: CBPP estimated the year(s) on which block grant allocations will be based using data from the Department of Health and Human Services and block grant allocation
figures prepared by the Congressional Research Service. See Falk, “Welfare Reform: Estimated State Allocations Under the Proposed Block Grant for Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families,” Congressional Research Service, July 30, 1996. Caseload data are from the Department of Health and Human Service; figures for FY96

are preliminary.
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Key Implementation and Enforcement Dates in the New Welfare Law

Provision

Temporary Assistance to
Needy Families (“TANF”)
Provisions — Financing

Enforcement Mechanism __

Block Grant Allocations

Fiscal Year 1997
(begins October 1, 1996)

N/A

Based on federal welfare spending in the state in
FY94, FY95 or the average of FY92 - FY94. States
can receive no more than their block grant
allocations during FY97, but they may receive less
depending on when they file their new state plans.

Contingency Fund

Fiscal Year 1997

N/A

Limited supplemental funds for states experiencing |
higher costs due to caseload increases or rises in |
unemployment. States can access only if they f
maintain state spending at 100% of historical levels.

Supplemental Grants

Fiscal Year 1998

N/A

Limited supplemental funds for states that
experience rapid population growth and /or have
historically spent relatively little on AFDC.

Grants to High Performance
States

Fiscal Year 1999

N/A

Limited supplemental funds for states deemed by

the Secretary of HHS to run high quality programﬁ.
FY99 grant based on performance during FY98.

Out-of-Wedlock Birth Reduction
Grants

Fiscal Year 1999

N/A

Limited supplemental funds for the five states with
the largest reductions in their “illegitimacy ratios”.




Provision

| TANF and Related
Medicaid Provisions —

| Major New Program

| Requirements**

Effective Date

nforcemnt Mechanism

Comments _

State must file new state plan

No later than July 1, 1997

No federal block grant funds will be paid
to a state in the absence of a state plan

Must include a description of the state program(s)
funded with TANF block grant funds and other
certifications. Local governments and “private
sector” organizations must be allowed 45 days for
comment.

60-month time limit Months begin to count Enforced with a specific financial penalty | States cannot use federal TANF funds to provide
toward the federal time assistance to families with an adult who has
limit on the date on received assistance for 60 months over their
which a state submits its lifetime. Up to 20 percent of a state’s caseload may
new plan be exempt, and state funds can be used to provide
aid beyond the 60-month limit.
July 1, 1997 at the latest
Work participation requirements | Date on which a state Enforced with a specific financial penalty | States must meet specific targets for the portion of
submits its new plan their caseloads that must be in work activities.
Enforcement delayed at least six months* | Participation rates increase over time.
July 1, 1997 at the latest :
Work rule exemption for single- | Date on which a state Enforced with a specific financial penalty | When applying work requirements, states cannot '
parents who cannot find child submits its new plan reduce or deny benefits to single-parents who
care cannot find child care if they have a child under age
July 1, 1997 at the latest six .
Child support sanctions Date on which a state Enforced with a specific financial penalty | States must impose harsher sanctions than allowed
submits its new plan under current law for failure to cooperate fully with
Enforcement delayed at least six months* | child support requirements.
July 1, 1997 at the latest




Provision | Effective Date Enforcement Mechanism Comments
Living arrangement Date on which a state No specific penalty for non-compliance States cannot use federal block grant funds to aid
requirements for minor parents | submits its new plan ' unmarried teen parents who are not living at home
or under approved adult supervision.
July 1, 1997 at the latest
School requirements for minor Date on which a state No specific penalty for non-compliance States cannot use federal block grant funds to aid
parents submits its new plan unmarried teen parents who are not attending high
< school or an alternative educational program.
July 1, 1997 at the latest :
Assessments Date on which a state No specific penalty for non-compliance States must make an initial assessment of the skills,
submits its new plan work experience, and employability of most TANF
recipients.
July 1, 1997 at the latest
Current standards continue for | Date on which a state Enforced under Medicaid rules Current AFDC income and asset standards and
purposes of determining submits its new plan “deprivation “ rules are carried over to the
Medicaid eligibility Medicaid program to assure that children and
July 1, 1997 at the latest parents may qualify for Medicaid coverage without
regard to welfare changes. The link between
welfare and Medicaid eligibility is largely severed.
Limits on providing Medicaid Date of enactment Specific financial penalty for states that Most legal immigrants who enter the country after
and aid under TANF to legal fail to participate in an income and the date of enactment are ineligible for aid under ||
immigrants eligibility verification system which the block grant and for Medicaid for five years from
gathers data on citizenship under AFDC | date of entry.
or TANF

Medicaid limits enforced under Medicaid
rules

States have the option of granting or denying aid
under TANF and Medicaid to most legal
immigrants who are already in the country.




e

o

| Provision | EffectiveDate | Enforcement Mechanism | __ Comments

Elimination of federal October 1, 1996 or earlier | States may continue to treat their Entitlement to AFDC under the Parts A and F of

entitlement under the Social in a state that enters the | program(s) funded under TANF as Title IV-A of the Social Security Act is terminated.

Security Act new system before this entitlements, but their federal block grant | Entitlement may continue under the state plan or

date allocations remain capped state law. States have the option to guarantee

coverage to all individuals meeting their TANF
eligibility criteria.

Major Food Stamp -

Provisions

Elimination of eligibility for Date of enactment Enforced under current food stamp Most legal immigrants who are not receiving food

legal immigrants not currently rules*** stamps on the date of enactment are ineligible for

receiving food stamps benefits. See text for a list of exempt groups of
legal immigrants.

Termination of food stamps for At next scheduled Enforced under current food stamp Most legal immigrants who are currently receiving

legal immigrants currently recertification, but in no rules*** food stamps must be terminated from the program.

receiving benefits event later than one year See text for a list of exempt groups of legal

after enactment immigrants

Ending selected income Date of enactment Enforced under current food stamp State energy assistance, vendor payments for

exclusions rules*** homeless households, and the earnings of older
high school students are no longer excluded from
the definition of income.

Increasing penalties for violating | Date of enactment Enforced under current food stamp States must impose harsher penalties than allowed

work rules in food stamps and rules*** under current law on people who violate various

other programs food stamp work rules as well as rules in other
programs.

Pro-rating food stamp benefits Date of enactment Enforced under current food stamp States must implement pro-rating of food stamp

for most households after brief rules*** benefits for households reapplying after having

gaps in participation been off of the program for periods of less than one

month. .




| Reducing benefits through

October 1, 1996

Enforced under current food stamp

formula changes at the time of rules*** deduction and the homeless shelter allowance will
October 1, 1996 adjustments not be made. Adjustments to the maximum benefit
level and the vehicle resource limit will be curtailed.
Continuing the cap on the excess | January 1, 1997 Enforced under current food stamp Instead of ending the cap on excess shelter
shelter deduction rules*** deductions (as would have occurred in the absence
- of the new law), states must increase the cap by $3,
to $250.
Three-month time limit for The time limit clock Enforced under current food stamp Unemployed adults between the ages of 18 and 50
childless, unemployed adults begins to run as soonas | rules*** who are not caring for children in most cases can
ages 18 - 50 recipients are notified; receive food stamps for no more than three months
notification must be during any 36-month period unless the state
provided within three requests that this limit be waived. Waivers can be
months of the date of requested immediately.
enactment.

*States will be given until July 1, 1997 or until six months after they submit their new state plans, whichever occurs later, before they will be subject
to financial penalties for non-compliance with these provisions.

** States that choose to follow an AFDC waiver that was submitted and approved prior to the enactment date do not have to comply with
provisions in the law that are inconsistent with their waiver(s). States whose waivers are submitted prior to the enactment date and approved
after that date but before July 1, 1997, must, however, comply with the work requirements in the new law.

***The food stamp quality control (QC) system does not penalize mistakes made in the first 60 da
implementing memorandum.

ys following USDA's issuance of an
|
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THE DEPTH OF THE FOOD STAMP CUTS
IN THE FINAL WELFARE BILL

The conference agreement includes $27.7 billion in food stamp cuts.! More than
half of the non-Medicaid savings in bill stems from cuts in the food stamp program.
When the Administration last year released its highly publicized analysis estimating
that the welfare bill which President Clinton later vetoed would add more than one
million children to the ranks of the poor, it found the food stamp reductions to be one
of the principal factors responsible for this large projected increase in child poverty.
The recent Urban Institute report on the effect of this year’s legislation on poverty also
noted that the food stamp cuts were a main factor behind its estimate that the bill
would push 1.1 million children, and 2.6 million people overall, into poverty.

Under the bill, food stamp benefits would be cut almost 20 percent in 2002, with
average food stamp benefits falling from about 80 cents per person per meal to 66 cents
per person per meal. A substantial portion of the food stamp benefit reductions in both
bills would come in the form of across-the-board benefit reductions that would affect
nearly all recipient households, including families with children, the working poor, the
elderly, and the disabled. Only about two percent of the savings in the bill would come
from provisions to reduce fraud and abuse, impose tougher penalties on recipients who
violate program requirements, or reduce administrative costs.

Despite the size of the food stamp reductions, little attention has been paid to
their effect on the ability of poor households to purchase food. This analysis uses food
stamp survey data to assess the magnitude of the food stamp benefit reductions that
various types of low-income households would encounter, including families with
children, the working poor, and the elderly. It finds the bill would result in substantial
reductions in average benefits and food purchasing power for all of these groups.

! 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.

820 First Street, NE, Suite 510, Washington, DC 20002
Tel: 202-408-1080  Fax: 202-408-1056  center@center.cbpp.org http://www.cbpp.org  HN0026



WHOM Do THE FOOD STAMP REDUCTIONS AFFECT?
Families With Children®

Under the conference agreement, families with children would absorb $18.4 bil-
lion — or about two-thirds — of the food stamp cuts over six years. In 1998, families
with children would lose an average of $435 in food stamp benefits. Approximately 6.7
million families with children are projected to receive food stamp benefits in 1998.

Working Poor Households

The food stamp program provides important assistance to working poor fami-
lies. In 1994, some 2.3 million food stamp households included at least one worker.
Working poor households, including both working poor households with children and
those without children, would absorb $5.4 billion of the food stamp cuts — or about
one out of every five benefit dollars cut — over the next six years. Stated another way,
working poor families would see their food stamps cut an average of $356 in 1998. By
2002, these families would lose an average of $466 per year in food stamps.

Elderly Food Stamp Recipients

Over six years, the bill would cut food stamp benefits for households that
include elderly members by $2 billion. On average, the 1.75 million households with
elderly members would lose $167 per year in food stamp benefits in 1998. Elderly
households would lose $243 per year in 2002. In dollar terms, the average food stamp
cut for elderly households is lower than for other families because elderly households
typically include fewer people and, therefore, receive smaller average benefits. (Food
stamp benefits vary with household size.) The bill would reduce food stamp benefits
for elderly households by one-fifth.

The Poorest of the Poor: Families Below Half the Poverty Line

Half of the food stamp cuts in bill would be absorbed by the more than three
million food stamp households with incomes below half of the federal poverty line.
Half the poverty line for a family of three now is $6,250.

In 1998, food stamp households with incomes below half the poverty line would
lose an average of $656 per year in food stamp benefits. By 2002, these households
would face food stamp cuts averaging $790 per year.

? Households may be classified in more than one category. For example, a household may be defined as
both a working poor household and a household that includes an elderly member.
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Non-Elderly Adults Without Children

The conference agreement is particularly harsh on non-elderly adults that are not
raising children. Under the bill, households without elderly members or children
would face $8.4 billion in food stamp cuts over six years. Beginning in 1999, these
households would see their food stamp benefits cut an average of 40 percent.

Immigrants

Under the conference agreement, most legal immigrants would be made wholly
ineligible for food stamps. (Illegal immigrants are already ineligible for food stamps.
A study conducted for the Reagan Administration found that less than 1/100 of one
percent of the people getting food stamps might be illegal aliens improperly on the
program.) This provision is more severe than the immigrant provisions in last year’s
House welfare bill, which would have permitted food stamp benefits to continue for
those legal immigrants who have been in the United States more than five years and are
at least 75 years of age or who are too disabled to naturalize. The new bill includes no
such exemptions and would make poor legal immigrants who are over 75 or perman-
ently disabled ineligible for food stamp assistance.

Average Annual Food Stamp Cuts Per Household
? Under Welfare Conference Agreement

FY 2002

All Households Households
Households with Below 50%
Children Poverty Line



Food Stamp Cuts in the Final Welfare Bill (H.R. 3734)

Average Cut Per Average Cut Per

Average Cut Per Average Cut Per|

EY 2002

Food Stamp Food Stamp Food Stamp Food Stamp
Household Household Household Household
|___State FY 1998 FY 2002 _State FY 1998

Alabama $253 $356 Montana $290 $387
Alaska $342 $459 Nebraska $258 $353
Arizona $402 $495 Nevada $346 $446
Arkansas $236 $338 New Hampshire $360 $466
California $537 $603 New Jersey $418 $506
Colorado $344 $443 New Mexico $350 $433
Connecticut $440 $532 New York $629 $704
Delaware $360 $459 North Carolina $242 $342
Dist. of Col. $300 $409 North Dakota $270 $370
Florida $408 $487 Ohio $342 $456
Georgia $262 $366 Oklahoma $274 $378
Guam $384 $518 Oregon $423 $522
Hawaii $327 $422 Pennsylvania $351 $465
Idaho $303 $398 Rhode Island $668 $755
Illinois $346 $452 South Carolina $235 $337
Indiana $295 $402 South Dakota $259 $360
Iowa $293 $396 Tennessee $299 $413
Kansas $346 $448 Texas $433 $514
Kentucky $272 $382 Utah $348 $446
Louisiana $274 $377 Vermont $375 $468
Maine $384 $484 Virgin Islands $312 $423
Maryland $395 $501 Virginia $298 $399
Massachusetts $523 $599 Washington $559 $654
Michigan $373 $477 West Virginia $216 $314
Minnesota $386 $479 Wisconsin $348 $438
Mississippi $247 $350 Wyoming $282 $387
Missouri $290 $398

U.S. Average $394 $488




Total Food Stamp Cuts in the Final Welfare Bill (in millions)

Total Food
Stamp Cuts S

Total Food

Total Food

Stam

Total Food
p Cuts

$363 $12 $58
Alaska $8 $36 Nebraska $16 $76
Arizona $84 $410 Nevada $23 $108
Arkansas $40 $183 New Hampshire $12 $57
California $781 $3,987 New Jersey $132 $650
Colorado $49 $235 New Mexico $41 $203
Connecticut $59 $286 New York $762 $3,885
Delaware $10 $50 North Carolina $96 $442
Dist. of Col. $19 $89 North Dakota $7 $31
Florida $317 $1,572 Ohio $231 $1,084
Georgia $130 $601 Oklahoma $62 $287
Guam $3 $14 Oregon $78 $381
Hawaii $28 $133 Pennsylvania $254 $1,188
Idaho $13 ' $64 Rhode Island $32 $164
INllinois $232 $1,101 South Carolina $50 $231
Indiana $67 $312 South Dakota $7 $33
Iowa $32 $148 Tennessee $123 $565
Kansas $36 $170 Texas $501 $2,505
Kentucky $78 $357 Utah $20 $97
Louisiana $106 $492 Vermont $13 $64
Maine $32 $152 Virgin Islands $6 $28
Maryland $91 $442 Virginia $105 $491
Massachusetts $105 $528 Washington $147 $735
Michigan $217 $1,035 West Virginia $42 $190
Minnesota $66 $318 Wisconsin $52 $249
Mississippi $69 $317 Wyoming $5 $25
Missouri $103 $478
U.S. Average $5,680 $27,707
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Dear Mr. President: L

Some time ago, the Secretary of Labor, Robert Reich, referred to the figures on the
distribution of wealth in the United States.

Those figures are not much different from what they have been for many years. They come
from the Federal Reserve System. As best I can recall them: -

The top 5% have about 70%.
The next 10% have about 15%. L
The next 34% have about 10%.

The next 30% have about 5%.

The bottom 17% have 0.

(Their debts exceed their assets.)

?
It bothers me that the bottom 47%, almost half of Americans, have only about 5% of all
wealth in the United States. '"

Taking the bottom three categories together, they have about 85% of our nation’s population
with 15% of our nation’s wealth and the bottom 17% are left with zero.

Some time after the statement made by the Secretary of Labor, an article appeared on the
editorial page of the Wall Street Journal taking issue with the figures of the Federal Reserve claiming
that the Secretary’s figures left much to be desired. For example, they did not include the national
forest nor the national parks.

I'would like to see a balanced committee appointed by the President to study the figures and
attempt to arrive at more accurate appraisal (if that is their conclusion).

It is possible that the two political parties might well differ about the matter. It hardly seems
to me that they will agree on the conclusion which comes to me. My conclusion is that in any case,

the majority of the American people do not come anywhere near to having their fair share of the great
wealth of our nation.

In my judgement, those who agree with that statement should start making plans to bring
about a better distribution of wealth in the nation.



President William J. Clinton
August 21, 1996
Page Two

My father, the late Huey Long, during the 1930's, advocated a heavy capital levy on those
who owned more that 1 million dollars to pay for a distribution among those who had less than about
30% of the national average. ‘ e ‘

I have never criticized my father’s proposal. However, I never advocated the high taxes on
estates or inheritance or income as did my father.

It has been my view that government should provide opportunities and education training
loans and enlightened leadership for workers, their spouses and children so that we could assure all
those who were willing to work and make a dedicated effort to be loyal and supportive of his or her
government a good life and a good retirement as well as health benefits. We should be able to
provide the good life to all those who are willing to “pay the price” in terms of dedication and effort.

In my years in the United States Senate, it has been my privilege to vote for Social Security,
Medicare, Medicaid, Employee Stock Ownership (ESOP), profit sharing, federal aid to housing,
federal assistance to highways, federal deposit insurance, small business assistance, individual
retirement accounts, and just about everything that would advance that philosophy. At one time, it
was my privilege to serve as the Senate committee chairman and floor manager of the largest tax cut
bill in the history of America. At the same time, I have supported fiscally responsible measures aimed
at a balanced budget.

In fact, I was chairman of the Senate Committee on Finance the last time that we actually
achieved a balanced budget. So, my approach to welfare and opportunity: It is my view that with
enough expansion of employee stock ownership, profit sharing, Section 401k plans, individual
retirement accounts and other such programs, we should be able to come very near to eliminating
poverty in America.

During my years of service, we were successful in expanding Employee Stock Ownership
participants from less than 1 million workers to about 9 million. Had I not retired, I suspect that we
would now have it around 20 million, perhaps more.

After my retirement from the Senate, some at Treasury and elsewhere in government have
looked at ESOP as a way to cut government spending, by knocking out first one part of it and then
another. They should be told from the President on down that this administration favors ESOPs as
a way to provide opportunity and security to workers of America. They should be told, “If you can’t
help, then at least quit confusing, impeding and frustrating those of us who are seeking to provide a
better life for those who deserve it.”

Incidentally, Bob Dole actually led the charge to cut back on ESOPs with a bill which you
wisely vetoed.



President William J. Clinton
August 21, 1996
Page Three

So what would I recommend for you? First, firmly put yourself in favor of a better
-distribution of wealth - not by playing “Robin Hood” - but by expanding programs such as ESOPs,’
profit sharing and Section 401k plans with voluntary participation by business.

Efforts should be made not only to persuade more Americans to go into ESOPs but to expand
their programs. There is nothing wrong with a worker having more retirement benefits than they
presently have such as social security, government retirement, private pension, Section 401k plans,
profit sharing and others.

Second, posthumously award décorations to the late Louis Kelso and the late Carl Buchan
as well as awards to others like Gordon Cain.

Work out a plan to bring about a better distribution of wealth with a suggested time table ,

when we expect, or at least hope to reach it.

Then call upon Congress, and America in general, to endorse the objective - and the schedule.
Do a study to determine - as best we can - in what years it was that the rich got richer and the poor
got poorer. Promise America that such a trend will not be tolerated again in our government, not at
least so long as you havegany influence.

Let us do what we can in our time and inspire others to improve on our hard work after we
are gone.

“Lead kindly light. T ask not to see the distant shore, one step is enough for me.”
Your friend,

Ly

Russell B. Long
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MR. PRESIDENT:

The attached memo from Jack Quinn concerns the decision

of a three-judge court in the Texas case of Bush v. Vera to

redraw 13 congressional districts. The issue is whether DOJ

should join in seeking a stay of this ruling pending appeal.

Two Members of the Texas delegation have asked DOJ to do

that, but the Civil Rights Division and the Acting Solicitor SN
General are not inclined to do so. Jack says that if we -
wish to provide a different perspective to DOJ, we need

to do so by Monday or Tuesday.

Background. In June, the Supreme Court invalidated three
Texés congressional districts as unconstitutional
gerrymandering. The state failed to come forward with a
new redistricting plan, so the district court, on remand,
came up with its own plan for the 1996 elections. In
addition to redrawing the three districts, the court redrew 10
surrounding districts in Dallas and Harris counties. The
Speaker of the Texas House and several incumbent
Democrats believe these new lines have an unnecessary
partisan impact. But DOJ believes that the issues raised by
this arguably unnecessary redrawing of lines raise state, not
federal concerns and that DOJ should thus stay out.

Jack will discuss this matter with you if you'd like.

.-
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WASHINGTON
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lge 88 &
MEMORANDUM TO THE PRESIDENT
FROM: Jack Quinn
CC: Leon Panetta
Harold Ickes
Kathy Wallman
SUBJECT: Texas Congressional Redistricting Case

As you by now know, a three judge court in Texas has redrawn
the boundaries of 13 congressional districts, rendered
meaningless the primary results in those districts and ordered
that first stage elections be held in them on November 5, with
runoffs on December 12 if the November elections do not yield
majority victors. Two of Members of the Texas delegation have
asked that the Department of Justice join them in seeking a stay.
This is not, *however, the inclination the Acting Solicitor
General or the Civil Rights Division. The background is as
follows.

On June 13, 1966, the Supreme Court issued its ruling in
Bush v. Vera, which invalidated three Texas congressional
districts: namely, District 18 (Sheila Jackson Lee), 29 (Gene
Green), and 30 (Eddie Bernice Johnson). Districts 18 (Houston
area) and 30 (Dallas area) had African American majorities, and
District 29 (Houston area) had an Hispanic majority. The Court
held that the irregular lines of these three districts had
resulted from unconstitutional racial gerrymandering.

On remand to the three-judge district court, the state did
not come forward with a proposed redistricting plan to remedy the
constitutional violation. The legislature was not in session,
and the Governor declined to call a special session for that
purpose.

The district court therefore decided to order its own plan
into place for the 1996 elections. The court’s plan retains
three districts with combined African American and Hispanic
voting-age majorities in the same general areas as the three
districts declared unconstitutional by the Supreme Court.
However, in addition to those three districts, the plan also
redraws 10 surrounding districts in the Dallas and Harris County

-



areas. Again, the court invalidated the March 1996 primaries in
the 13 affected districts and ordered that the 13 seats be filled

by a Louisiana-style open primary on November 5, followed if
necessary by a runoff on December 12.

The Civil Rights Division believes that the court’s plan
does not dilute minority voting strength. That plan’s Districts
18 and 30 are viable African-American opportunity districts, and
given the Supreme Court’s decision, the new District 29 contains
about as large a Hispanic population as could reasonably be
expected.

The Speaker of the Texas House and several incumbent
Democrats whose districts have been affected intend to appeal the
Court’s order, seeking either to have the election conducted
based upon the unconstitutional 1990 plan, or according to a
remedial plan sponsored by the Speaker and Democratic Lieutenant
Governor. They are concerned that the combination of the new
election process and the redrawn district lines will have an
unnecessary partisan impact. And, in fact, the court’s plan may
very well unnecessarily redraw district lines in ways having
nothing to do with the constitutional violation addressed by the
Supreme Court. Finally, they suggest that the court’s plan
violates applicable one-person one-vote standards.

?

The Civil Rights Division will recommend to the Solicitor
General that the United States not appeal or seek a stay. In the
absence of a Voting Right Act problem, the United States
traditionally does not participate in redistricting cases unless
invited by the Court to submit its views. According to the
Department of Justice, the legal issues raised by the court’'s
arguably unnecessary redistricting implicate interests of the
State of Texas, but do not appear to raise independent federal
concerns under the Voting Rights Act or otherwise. As you would
expect, the Solicitor General is unlikely to approve filing for a
stay in the absence of a recommendation to that effect for the
Civil Rights Division.

If you would like to discuss this, please call me at your
convenience. If we want to provide a different perspective to
the Department of Justice, we should do so on Monday or Tuesday.

9%4’.
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President William Clinton
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Ave., NW
Washington, DC -

Dear Mr. President:

I write to you as a Democrat, a supporter of yours, and one who works
closely with poor and homeless people in Washington, DC. I have looked over
summaries of the welfare bill which you have decided to sign and am
particularly worried about the implications of this bill.. I hope that you will
decide not to sign the bill, even though you have already announced your
intention to do so.

I agree that there is great need for reform, but the reform should not be so
over-arching that innocent children should be thrown into poverty and health
care taken away from them. Monies must be put into work programs if they are
to work, not simply by fiat expect to have people move from welfare to work.
Something must be dorf to protect elderly legal immigrants who are in nursing
homes and will love their Medicare benefits. I could go on and on. The reform
is needed; this bill does not accomplish the needed reforms.

When we decided to move mentally ill persons from the institutions to
community programs, programs were not established in the community and the
homeless population soared. I am afraid that the welfare bill as written will do
exactly the same thing: remove people from the welfare roles and put them on
the streets.

Please consider vetoing this bill and pushing the next Congress for a
reasonable and reasoned reform which will so impact our most vulnerable
citizens. I look forward to hearing from you.

lyg\)/\/x ;
To Dovtledind & t ( v

- |
VA L’ﬂ/ L inda M. Kaufman
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1996 Medal of Freedom Recipients

Joseph Cardinal Bernardin, 68. One of the most popular priests in the country, Bernardin
has had a distinguished career in the Church. At age 38, he became the youngest bishop in
the nation, consecrated in the Atlanta archdiocese. He was assigned to Chicago in 1982, was
named cardinal within a year, and set about to strengthen the Chicago archdiocese, which
was reeling from a federal investigation of his predecessor, John Cardinal Cody. Bernardin
has been a gentle but firm social activist, championing causes such as racial equality and
arms control, and he is known as a moderate within the Roman Catholic Church hierarchy.
Bernardin is ill with cancer, though the disease is apparently now in remission.

James Brady, 56. Brady, who served as Special Assistant to the Director of OMB and as
Assistant to the Secretary of Defense under President Carter, came into the national spotlight
as press secretary to President Ronald Reagan. In 1981, he was shot and left paralyzed when
John Hinckley attempted to assassinate the President. Brady and his wife Sarah became
courageous, outspoken leaders in the fight for gun control legislation. Instrumental in
helping to pass the "Brady Bill," he is now fighting efforts to repeal the assault weapons ban.

Millard Fuller, 61. Fuller is the founder and president of Habitat for Humanity
International, which is celebrating its 20th anniversary this year. In 1976, he sold his
business, donated almost his entire fortune to charity, and founded Habitat in order to
provide decent and affordable housing for underprivileged families. Through his
organization, Mr. Fuller has advocated the need to eliminate substandard housing and
homelessness. This Christian grassroots organization gives those in need a "hand-up rather
than a hand-out" by having community volunteers work side-by-side with the future
homeowners as they build their houses.

David Hamburg, 71. A psychiatrist who has devoted his life to fighting for the needs and
rights of American children, Dr. Hamburg is retiring this year from the Presidency of the
Carnegie Foundation. He has been a major influence on generations of policy makers and
has lobbied strongly for measures such as the Family and Medical Leave Act. He writes
convincingly about building parental competence, strengthening social support networks by
bringing generations together, and establishing a clearinghouse for information about child
development.

John H. Johnson, 78. Mr. Johnson is the Chief Executive Officer of his own Johnson
Publishing Company, which produces leading magazines, including Ebony -- the world’s
largest Black-owned magazine -- and Jet. His magazines have been credited with breaking
negative stereotypes and building self-respect in the Black community by putting forth
positive images of successful African-Americans. In the November 1995 50th Anniversary
Edition of Ebony, you stated, "Ebony has through word, image and example unleashed an
awareness and pride about the role of African Americans as full partners in our society."

Eugene Lang, 77. Lang is CEO and founder of REFAC Technology Development
Corporation.  As the president of the "I Have a Dream" Foundation, he has given the hope



of higher education to disadvantaged youth by providing financial assistance, mentoring, and
tutoring. In 1981, Lang "adopted" the sixth grade class of his alma mater in East Harlem,
promising to cover the costs of college for every one of them who graduated from high
school. Statistics at that point showed that 75% of the class would become dropouts. Lang’s
mentoring and financial support allowed the class to defy the odds -- 90% of the class
received their high school diplomas or equivalency certificates. Today, there are over
15,000 students in 59 cities involved in the program.

Jan Nowak, 69. Nowak, National Director of the Polish-American Congress, has devoted a
lifetime to the cause of freedom and democracy. During World War II, he risked his life as
a member of the Polish underground, making numerous trips from Nazi-occupied Warsaw to
London in order to inform Allied leaders. For 25 years, he directed Radio Free Europe’s
Polish Service, serving as the voice of democracy for a generation of Poles including Lech
Walesa (who refers to Nowak as "my professor"). He has actively supported the expansion
of NATO to include Eastern European nations and has been an invaluable adviser to
Congressional leaders on Polish politics and its effects on American policy.

Antonia Pantoja, 74. The founder of many organizations dedicated to serving the Puerto
Rican community, Dr. Pantoja has worked tirelessly to promote community development.
Most notably, she helped found ASPIRA, an organization that promotes education, leadership
training, and community service for Latino youth. Spreading her "dare to dream" message,
she has enabled Latino youth to achieve their higher educational goals. Dr. Pantoja is also a
leading advocate of community restoration and development. She established the Graduate
School for Urban Resources and Social Policy in San Diego to train leaders in the
importance of renewing communities.

Rosa Parks, 83. Known as the "mother of the modern civil rights movement" for her
leadership during the Montgomery bus boycott, Mrs. Parks has remained devoted to human
rights issues. She is the director of the Parks Institute for Self Development in Detroit,
which offers career training for teenagers. She makes frequent personal appearances and was
a vocal opponent of apartheid in South Africa.

Ginetta Sagan, 71. Fifty years ago, Ms. Sagan was tortured and nearly killed by
Mussolini’s Black Brigade because of her involvement with the Italian resistance. Her
courage and determination drove her in a crusade to fight human rights abuses around the
world. She founded the first West Coast chapter of Amnesty International USA and has
organized some 75 other chapters around the U.S. In recognition of her humanitarian work
and her dedication to the liberation of political prisoners, Amnesty International honored her
by creating the Ginetta Sagan Fund, which is dedicated to stopping torture and persecution of
women and children and promotes human rights education. Her nomination is strongly
supported by Members of Congress on both sides of the aisle.



Morris Udall, 74. A World War II veteran and former professional basketball player,
Congressman Udall represented Arizona during a distinguished thirty-year career in the
House. Afflicted with Parkinson’s disease, he resigned his seat in 1991. This humorous and
persuasive man served as the Chairman of the Interior Committee (1977-91), through which
he spearheaded landmark environmental legislation, including the Alaska Lands Act, the
1984 Wilderness Act, and the 1982 Nuclear Waste Management Act. Other legislative
accomplishments include the 1974 Campaign Finance Law and the 1978 Civil Service
Reform Act. He ran for President in 1976 and was the keynote speaker at the 1980
Democratic National Convention. He is quite ill now.
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August 23, 1996

Jim --
Another senior Congressional guy wrote to POTUS apologizing for
this incident and POTUS signed a response to the guy today,

adding a handwritten note that included him saying that he "took
no offense." You should find that response to see how to answer

this one.
Todd I:

V8RO



William J. Clinton

President of the United States
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW

Washington, DC 20500 L@y(\ &(ht/)l )

Dear Mr. President: W h
I’m embarrassed to be writing to you for this reason and for the delay in sénding the letter.

However, sensitive matters sometime take awhile to work their way through “the system”.

We had the pleasure of you playing golf with Mr. Stephen Wynn, a member, at our Club on
\] Friday, May 31, 1996. Unfortunately for you and for our Club membership, you were confronted
by a member’s spouse who was frustrated with her inability to find a suitable parking place and
tee time for her golf game. Her frustration was added to by the day’s heat and humidity. None of
which is an excuse for her discourteous behavior. It is an incident regretted by all.

Let me assure you that the person involved did not speak for the Club’s membership, Board of
Governors or management. We pride ourselves on the courteous behavior of our members, their
guests and our staff. It troubles me when I learn that “one of our own” does not maintain that
expected behavior level. It is not tolerated now nor will it be tolerated in the future.

Please accept our sincerest apologies and be assured that your occasional golf play at
Congressional Country Club continues to be welcome. I lock forward to meeting you personally
during your next round of play.
Sincerely,
ot & L

v

William E. Topercer
President

Congressional Country Club, Inc.  ~  B300 River Road  ~  Bethesda, Maryland  ~  20817-2699
(301)468-2000  ~  (301) 4689-2036 (Fax)
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August 22, 1996

President William Clinton

1600 Pcnnsylvania Avenue, N.W.
The White House

Washington, DC 20025

Decar Bill:

In the White House confcrence call yesterday, the subject of 4 jobs program for poor mothers was raised.
As I understood it, you arc committed 1o using the $14 billion dollar difference between your budget and
the Republican welfare bill to cushion the harshest effects of the bill that you have deplored, particularly
on immigrants, cuts in food stamps etc. Necdless to say, I applavud this commitment.

In addition, I urge that you makc a major commitment to a new jobs program, over and above
ameliorating the damage. 1In the conversation, the figure of §3 billion was used, with some suggestions
that the moncy would have to come out of the $14 billion, 1 don’t think that is adequatc. The jobs
program must be an additional ceffort -- in policy terms because, as you know, it would take far more than
that to supply the training and/or work needed by mothers at risk, and in political terms, because you are
seeking to recapture the maral center by demonsirating your commitment to insuring that there are jobs
for everyonc willing to work and that no mother faces a cutoff without an opportunity.

I strongly recommend that the $3 billion program under consideration should be an addition to the $14
billion used to amcliorate the damage. In addition, 1 would urge you to consider proposing not a $13
billion program, but a $30 or $300 billion dollar program - linking public and private financing through
a Development Bank as proposcd by Felix Rohatyn - to rebuild our cities and put people to work, as
suggested by Dr. Wilson in the New York Times Magazine this week,

If you are to escape the demoralization of your most loyal supporters and the disheartening the
progressive and liberals - as well as the beating (he press has and will give you in personal terms -- you
arc best advised to move above the debate, launch a major prograin for jobs now -- propelled by the
moral commitment to provide opportunity aficr having enforced responsibility,

With Dole pushing a multibillion dollar tax giveaway, you could hardly be criticized for big spending,
With the development bank notion -- and comparisons to what as been done for people in Europe --
you can change the terms of the debatc, demonstrating that - unlike Republicans -- you are serious about
putting people to work, not simply putting them out.

Mo Lo

Sincerely,

N

Reyf Jesse L. JacksOn, Sr.
Président, National Rainbow Coalition

Reverend Jesse L. Jackson, President and Founder - Francisco L. Borges, Treasuter
Angela Jordan Davis, Chair, Board of Directors The Honorable Salima Siler Marriott, Secretary

PO Box 27385 » Washington, DC 20005 + (202) 728-1180 + fax (202) 728-1192
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TO: The Pgstgnt : FROM: Carolyn Staley
Nat. Institute for Literacy

4‘(74{’\ | THE FRESIGENT has SEEN

L TE T
Phone Phone (202) 632-1526
Fax Phone Fax Phone (202) 632-1512
cC:

REMARKS: [J Ument [0 Foryourreview [ ReplyASAP [1 Please Comment

Dear Mr. President:

| think you are right to sign welfare reform. [ know it's also creating problems with some of the
faithful who feel you're tuming your back on the truly needy.

Here’s my idea about how to defuse and calm the storm of conflict:

1.Re-state your rationale for signing the bill, and your heartfelt commitment to those Americans
who honestly need a helping hand as they move toward independence.

2 Acknowledge that the gigantic, complex welfare program cannot be turned around overnight
and that a period of transition is essential. Both federal and state government need time to
make the transition in a careful, sensitive way so as to be sure not to hurt people. Announce

that you have created a transition office to monitor welfare reform, to report to you any

unforeseen problems which are outcomes of reform. Give the transition office the authority to
grant exceptions and to deal with special circumstances. Promise that the reform will be

closely watched and monitored, and that changes in the law will be made as needed.

| think some statement like that will help those groups and individuals see that you are not
willing to forsake you caring of the needy, and that you want a compassionate reform.

Best, W Carolyn

~==> CSen. Simon's staff, Charlie Barome, is in my office and we talk i

7 €harlie says -this is exactly what they are gearjng from people ﬁoaggto;gggelgergg.
welfare reform--The example used in deipstitutiopalization. When this® reform was
undertaken, the govermment was told about problems in the transition, but no one
listened or responded. Folks aren't against you, jsut afraid that we're headed dowp

- Aactvmints era InstAanms L Sera wianed
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TO: Nancy V. Hernreich

FROM: Jock Gill

SUBJECT: Looking to Washington

Nancy,

I think the President would enjoy this item.
Hope to see you in Chicago.

Regards,

Jock

>From: JeffReport@aol.com

>Date: Thu, 22 Aug 1996 09:46:55 -0400
>To: JeffReport@aol.com

>Subject: Looking to Washington

>

>"The Jefferson Report" -- 8/22/96

> %

> ' Looking to Washington

>

>You people who are so desperate to blame President Clinton for
>the increased drug use by teenagers ought to be embarrassed.
>What happened to your cries about cutting Federal spending?
>Didn’t you cheer when Congressional Republicans shut down the
>Federal government during last year’s budget process and didn’t

>you brag that no one even missed it?
>

>Aren’t you the same people who want Washington to get out of the

>way and let the states run social programs?

What happened to all

>those wonderful Republican Governors and state general assemblies

>that came into power in the last four years?

The teenagers using

>drugs are living in their states and going to their schools. And
>speaking of schools, the religious right has taken over school
>boards across the country in the last few years, why haven’t they

>made drug prevention programs a priority?
>to home now?

>

>What has your church done to stop drug use?

Am I hitting to close

What have you done

>as a parent? What ever happened to the big GOP talk about
>personal responsibility? As for me, I do believe that the
>Federal government should be more involved financially and
>otherwise in trying to prevent teenage drug use. But if you
>devout critics of the President agree--shame on you.

>
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TO: The President FROM: Carolyn Staley
Nat. Institute for Literacy

N\
\,
\,

Phone Phone (202) 632-1526
Fax Phone Fax Phone  (202) 632-1512
CC:

REMARKS: [ Urgent (O Foryourreview [ ReplyASAP - [ Please Comment

Dear Mr. President:

Much excitement has been generated by today's Wall St. Journal report that you will announce
a proposal on education and literacy during the train trip. Our phones are ringing and
education writers wanting to know what you're planning.

Mike Cohen of your staff has been very helpful to us. We understand that your initiative will
essentially be that every child will read by grade 3. | also hope you will seize this opportunity to
connect with the larger issue of literacy and lifelong learning for all Americans:

- Literacy is an intergenerational issue. The best way to help children improve their school
success is to make sure their parents have the basic education they need for a productive life;

-A parent’s education level has a direct and measurable impact on their child’s school success:
-Tie in your call for two years of community college education beyond high school.

| have attached 2-3 pages of facts about literacy and children, welfare, and employment. |
hope this is helpful in the preparation of your announcement, and that you will continue to push
for adult literacy along with children’s literacy.

Ancther attachment is a recent poll that shows GOP and swing voters support funding for basic
skills and vocational education. You can win on this one by promoting literacy as central to

welfare reform. Thanks and good luck! I'll see you in Chicagol Mw‘! g é
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY

Literacy: The Hidden Solution to Social Problems

“[lliteracy is the ball and chain that ties people to poverty.”
— Secretary of Education Richard Riley

Unemployment, crime, gang activity, drug use, and other national problems have one common
denominator: Low literacy skills. People of all races and income levels with low literacy skills
are: 9 times more likely to drop out of high school, 8 times more likely to become pregnant out of
wedlock, and 4 times more likely to become dependent on welfare.

Children and Literacy

¢ SOCIALPROBLEM: When parents can’t read and write, their children are twice as
likely as other children to have reading and writing difficulties.

e LITERACY SOLUTION: When parents participate in a literacy program,. their
children attend school more regularly and improve their grades, test scores, and
reading skills.

Welfare and Literacy

e SOCIALPROBLEM: Nearly 70 percent of people on welfare who do not have a high
school diploma spent more than five years on welfare.

o LITERACYSOLUTION: Nearly 70 percent of people on welfare who have a high
school diploma become self-sufficient in lcss than two years.

Employment and Literacy

« SOCIAL PROBLEM: About half of the American workforce has reading and writing
problems — and the level of skills they need to be productive continues to rise.

e LITERACY SOLUTION: Workers who lack a high school diploma earn a mean
monthly income of $452, while those with a bachelor’s degree earn $1,829.

Crime and Literacy

o SOCIALPROBLEM: Eight out of 10 prisoners lack a high school diploma, and about
75 percent of prisoners are considered functionally illiterate.

e LITERACY SOLUTION: Ninety-three percent of prison wardens surveyed in 1994
recommended expanding literacy and other education programs for prisoners as
one of the most effective way to fight crime.

To find out more about literacy programs in your area, call 1-800-228-8813.

800 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W., SUITE 200 = WASHINGTON, D.C. 20202-7560
(202) 632-1500 « FAX (202) 632-1512
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NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR LITERACY

FACT SHEET: _ Education & Welfare Reform

Improving basic education and literacy skills is the key that
unlocks the door to self-sufficiency for adult welfare
recipients* because:

Adult welfare recipients* generally have low education skilis.

¢ Welfare recipients age 17-21 read, on average, ét the sixth grade level.
When teens drop out of school, they are likely to drop in to the welfare

system.
e Almost 50 percent of adults on welfare do not have a high school diploma.

Adult welfare recipients* with low education skills remain on welfare
the longest;. .those with strong educatian skills get off welfare

quickly.

e Over 60 percent of those who spend more than five years on welfare enter
AFDC with less than a high school education. _

« Over 65 percent of people on welfare who have a high school diploma o
GED leave welfare and become self-sufficient within two years.

People with higher basic education and literacy skills work more than
people with low literacy skills.

o Adult welfare recipients* with low literacy skills work 11 weeks per year, on
_ average, compared to 29 weeks for those with strong literacy skills.

* Two-thirds of AFDC recipients are children; and one eighth of children in the U.S. are
supported by welfare.

(Sources: “Literacy and Dependency: of We ipi in the United
States,” Educational Testing Service, 1995; "Welfare Reform: An Analysis of the Issues,” The
Urban Institute, 1995; “Low Ranking for Poor American Children," New York Times, 8/14/65.)

For more information, contact Alice Johnson at 202/632-1516. -

@003
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FACT SHEET: Employment & Income of
Welfare Recipients

The education level of adult welfare recipients is closely linked to
their income level.

e Adults with low basic education and literacy skills eamn the least. As their
literacy skills improve, the average weekly wages of adult welfare recipients
increase.

e Workers who lack a high school diploma eam a mean monthly income of
$452, compared to $1,829 for those with a bachelor's degree.

e Among adults with low literacy skills, 43 percent live in poverty and 17
percent receive food stamps. In contrast, among adults with strong literacy
skills, less than five percent live in poverty and less than one percent receive
food stamps.

e From 1982-1992, the earnings of those without a high school diploma
dropped by 12 percent.

Helping adult welfare recipients improve their basic education
and literacy skills improves our economic competitiveness.

« In arecent survey, S0 percent of Fortune 1000 executives expressed concern
that low literacy is hurting their productivity and profitability.

o Low literacy costs the U.S. more than $225 billion a year in lost productivity.

e 40 million American adults are “semi-literate.” They can read some basic
information; but cannot focate an intersection on a map or read a newspaper

article. Until they improve their basic education and literacy skills, these
adults cannot effectively compete for today’s jobs.

(Sources: ‘“Literacy and Dependency: The Literacy Skills of Welfare Recipients in the United
States,” Educational Testing Service, 1995; “Off Welfare, Into Work," Business Council for
Effective Literacy, 1991; “Welfare Reform and Literacy: Are We Making the Connection?”

National Center on Adult Literacy, 1994.)

For more information, contact Alice Johnson at 202/632-1516.



. 08/23/96 11:36 2026321512 NAT INST FOR LIT @oos

August 16, 1996 m Education Daily : Pag_e_3

NEA Courting GOP At Convention (Cont. from p. 1)

an organization that is committed to a party, poll on GOP voters’ education positions (ED,
but rather to issues: children and public edu- Aug. 14) (see chart, below).

cation," Kathy Bell, an NEA executive commit- : ‘

tee member from Pinellas County; Fla., said in “We're trying to show people that those who

an interview here. are rank-and-file-members of the Republican
Party are very supportive of public education,"
A record high 34 NEA members served as NEA President-elect Bob Chase said in an in-
delegates or alternates this week at the terview. "We want to build bridges."
Republican National Convention here. hele 7
~ A Choice Deal?
To extend their olive branch, Bell and other But NEA will need to compromise on school
NEA leaders this week attended a luncheon choice if it wants to influence the GOP, said ™
with Republican governars, held a breakfast Rep. Steve Gunderson, R-Wis., a genior
for moderate elected officials and unveiled a : Ok, M5 L (more)
GOP Voters’ Views On Education:
Malotzining, {prreasing faderul fanding for
mfe school programs
( | 74%
: -
_’ Maintining or increasing federal fanaimg for
vocational programs
~] %
78%
Setting higher goale, stapdards for srdents ‘
] 2%
( +—t + + - + t + t i

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

R Toral opposc O Toral faver B Decpends/Don't know BlSwongly oppose
f Somewhat oppose B Somewhar favor M Scrongly favor

Source: National Education Asseciation, August 1996 (ED, Aug. 14).
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THE ECONOMIC COST OF ILLITERACY

n this age of restructured workplaces flush with new
Itcchnologus and processes, a troubling business issue
is emerging: the inability of illiteratc or barely literate
workers toikeep up. And the pace of change is likely to
pxck up; ‘lavmg thiose with low literacy and basic skills

a ow.hmcy and madcquatc basic skills
N *dtmmtshcd cmployment prospects,
de essedze éa 'gs a.nd increased dependence on
public resources.

*  For the country, low literacy and inadequate basic skills
1mpede nauonal economic performance, reduce pro-

ducumy and mcrase social costs.
v “S

i s
. me Scnne of IIIiteraev

More than one:in five American adults, or betwcen 40
million and 44 million people, cannot read a newspaper,
computc with fracnons ‘or decimals, or find a street inter-
section on. ‘a map, Lhe ‘lowest level of literacy (see story,
Defining Lmeracy page4).

This alarming finding comes from a nationally repre-
sentative sample of adults (age 16 and over), done in 1993

NAT INST FOR LIT
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by the National Center for Education Statistics and the
Educational Testing Servicc. In the same survey, fully half
of all adults ranked in the bottom two levels of literacy.
Among six other nations, the United States ranked
next to last in literacy in a 1995 report by the Organization
for Economic Cooperation & Development, Literacy,
Economy :and Society. Only Poland had more of its popula-
tion at thie lowest level of literacy; Canada, Germany, the
Nctherlands, : Sweden and Switzerland were well above the
~Umtcd Sblmes by that measure. Amencans did'not shme in
t half of Americans ranked in the: top three lit-

. eracy levels, while in Canada, Germany,
. the. Netherlands, . Swedcn ‘and
#eiSitzerland, 60 percent or more aclucvcd

thnnnhng

+:. :"Extending these intervational com- 1
Y, par,nsons across mdmma yzclds sxmﬁzﬁ'ji':

s c ‘Q

yemgcs in Germany, chdcn, Svmzcdznd ’
' "e.rlands. In manufacturing, less:than: 50 per-'_fi

0 ;épercent ‘or more of their coumerparts mt :
den and the Netherlands do. . . s
nis résearch finds a positive relationship. -
veetteracy -and empjoyment growth. Industriés thatarg .
gt Mmdlasﬁnznaalzndorherscmces,and
occupational areas such as professionals and technidians, als
have anployem who rank at the highest levels of literacy.

The cust»to ‘Companles i

The £ost of low.levels of literacy and inadequate basic
skills to‘.compames is impossible to calculate precisely, :
but the: ‘estimates are staggering. In a recent survey of: .
Fortuné: 1000 executives by Opinion Rcscarch"f'
Oorponuon, 90 percent reported that low literacy and
basic skills problems affect corporate productdvity and .
profitability. In the late 1980s, the U.S. Department of; b
Labor estimated that literacy problems in the’ ‘Southeast':
rcgion alonc cost nearly $57.2 billion annually.

WARKFNREF EANNNMICS « APRIT 1848
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
September 15, 1994

Mr. Steven J. David
New Balance Athletic Shoe, Inc.

38 Everett Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02134-1933 /
Dear Mr. David,

The enclosed letter expresses the President’s personal gratitude for the running shoes,
socks, and t-shirt sent on behalf of New Balance Athletic Shoe, Inc.

Please be advised that the White House has a long-standing policy not to
commercialize the White House name, 10go, Or personages. As a result, the President’s
letter of gratitude should be treated as a personal letter and not as any kind of product
endorsement by the President.

Thank you for your courtesy on this matter.

Very truly yours,

L\,

Clarissa Cerda
Assistant Counsel to the President

2N ‘W:-wh : ~President’s\letter o
appreciatio should be treatéd as a pergonal letter not
as any kind of endorsement.

.

my unpleasant~gduties is to vise the rfvipients
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

HE “RESIDERT a8
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MR. P ENT:

In the attached memo, Jack Gibbons forwards for your
approval the winners of the first annual Presidential
Award for Excellence in Science, Mathematics and

Engineering Mentoring.

You created the awards on February 1, 1996 by expanding
the current Presidential Awards for Excellence in Math
and Science Teaching. The new award was created to
recognize outstanding mentoring efforts by individuals and
organizations in order to enhance the participation of
underrepresented groups in science, mathematics and

engineering.

The National Science Foundation (NSF) administers and
funds the awards. An expert panel assembled by NSF
reviewed the nominations and selected ten individuals and
six institutions to receive the award in its inaugural year
(list attached). Each awardee receives $10,000 and a
Presidential certificate.

Approve nominees Reject Discuss
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WASHINGTON Ve

July 11. 1996 <.

Pl L .
ez 75 s g = .
Thal M ued izl e

ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: JOHN H. GIBBON

SUBJECT:

IL.

Eneineering Mentori

ACTION-FORCING EVENT: The first annual award of the Presidential Award for
Excellence in Science. Mathematics. and Engineering Mentoring.

BACKGROUND: The Presidential Award for Excellence in Science, Mathematics.
and Engineering Mentoring was established by Presidential directive February 1,
1996. The awards were created to recognize outstanding mentoring efforts by
individuals and organizations to enhance the participation of underrepresented groups
in science, mathematics. and engineering. No more than 20 awards (maximum of 10
awards to individuals and 10 awards to institutions) will be given every year. The
awardees each receive a $10,000 grant and a commemorative presidential certificate.
The National Science Foundation (NSF) administers and funds the awards.

The award nominations are reviewed by an expert panel. consisting of 13 reviewers

(11 external and 2 NSF staff members). A list of the panel members is attached for
your information. NSF forwards the recommendations to the White House Office of
Science and Technology Policy.

The expert panel selected 10 individuals and six institutions to receive the award in its
inaugural year. Security checks on all the nominees have been successfully
completed. I am forwarding the award nominees for your review and approval to
receive the Presidential Award for Excellence in Science, Mathematics, and
Engineering Mentoring.



III. =~ RECOMMENDATION: Approve the following 16 nominees for the 1996
Presidential Award for Excellence in Science, Mathematics, and Engineering
Mentoring.

Individual Nominees (10)

Martha Absher, Duke University, NC

Howard Adams, National Institute on Mentoring, GA
Diola Bagayoko, Southern University, LA

Joaquin Bustoz, Arizona State University, AZ

Carlos Guiterrez, California State University, Los Angeles. CA
Janet Herman, University of Virginia, VA

Susan Lasser, Clemson University, SC

Melvin Robin, Science High School. Newark. NJ
Walter Smith. University of Akron. OH

Richard Tapia, Rice University. TX

Institution Nominees (6)

Columbia University Double Discovery Center, NY
(Kevin Matthews accepting.)

Dartmouth College Women in Science Project, NH
(Mary Pavone accepting.)

National Action Coalition for Minorities in Engineering, Inc. (NACME), NY
(George Campbell accepting.)

New Mexico Mesa, Inc., NM
(Evangeline Sandoval Trujillo accepting.)

Oregon Graduate Institute of S&T Saturday Academy Program. OR
(Kathryn Whitney accepting.)

University of Maryland, Baltimore County, MD
(Freeman Hrabowski accepting.)

Approve Approve as Amended Reject No Action

Attachments: Presidential Award for Mentoring Advisory Panel Membership List
Summary of Nominees Accomplishments



MEMBERSHIP OF THE EXPERT REVIEW PANEL
ON THE PRESIDENTIAL AWARD FOR EXCELLENCE
IN SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS, AND ENGINEERING MENTORING

Dr. Eugene DeLoatch
Morgan State University

Dr. Alfredo G. de los Santos, Jr.
Maricopa Community College

Dr. Rey Elizondo
University of Texas at San Antonio

Ms. Yolanda George
American Association for the
Advancement of Science

Dr. Kenneth Hoffman
Massachusetts Institute of Technology

Dr. David Johnson

Federation of Behavioral, Psychological,

and CognitiveSciences

Dr. Lynette Padmore
Florida A&M University

Dr. Kenneth Pepion
WICHE

Dr. Diana Garcia Prichard
Eastman Kodak Company

Dr. William Sibley
University of Alabama at Birmingham

Dr. Donal St. Mary
University of Massachusetts at Amherst

Dr. Rodolfo Tamez
National Science Foundation

Dr. Demetrius Venable
Howard University

Ms. Ellen Wahl
Educational Development Center

Dr. Robert L. Wilson
National Science Foundation



Mentoring Award Nominations

i lddisal Mo :

Martha Absher, Duke University, NC

Program Director of the NSF Engineering Research Center for Emerging Cardiovascular
Technologies.

Directs nationally noted outreach and educational programs involving graduate,
undergraduate, high school, and grade school students including programs focusing on
minorities, women, and persons with disabilities.

Howard Adams, National Institute on Mentoring, GA

Director of the National Institute on Mentoring of the National Consortium for Graduate
Degrees for Minorities in Engineering and Science, Inc.

Developed a very successful multi-university program (includes 78 universities and 600
minority students) designed to address the underrepresentation of ethnic minorities in
engineering, science. and mathematics from precollege to doctorate levels. The program has
been replicated by several other organizations.

Diola Bagayoko, Southern University, LA

Professor of Physics.

Established the Timbuktu Academy, which has a summer program for over 100 students and
an academic year program for undergraduates. The academy is nationally recognized as an
exceptional program for mentoring minority students in science, mathematics, and
engineering disciplines.

Joaquin Bustoz, Arizona State University, AZ

Professor of Mathematics.

One of 27 Mexican-Americans in the U.S. to hold a Ph.D. in mathematics. Has
demonstrated outstanding breadth and depth in improving mathematics and science education
for underrepresented students. Developed enhancement programs for Native American
teachers and teacher aides.

Carlos Guiterrez, California State University, Los Angeles, CA

Professor of Chemistry and Director of Minority Access to Research Careers (MARC) and
Minority Biomedical Research Support Programs (MBRS) programs.

Has had a significant impact on minority student post-secondary education through his work
on National Institutes of Health-funded projects and as facuity participant on other
department projects. Largely through his influence, the American Chemical Society (ACS)
established the Committee on Minority Affairs which, in turn, established the ACS Minority
Scholars Program for undergraduates and the ACS Award for Encouraging Disadvantaged
Students to Pursue Careers in Chemical Sciences.



Janet Herman, University of Virginia, VA

Associate Professor of Environmental Sciences.

Has been a role model and mentor for geoscientists, especially women interested in the field.
Uses innovative science teaching at all levels, including serving as a resource for geoscience
education for the primary schools in Charlottesville and in the surrounding counties.

Susan Lasser, Clemson University, SC

Director of Programs for Educational Enrichment and Retention (PEER).

Developed PEER, a mentoring-based program. which has improved Clemson's minority
graduation rate and encourages minority engineering upper-class students to mentor freshman
minority engineering students.

Melvin Robin, Science High School, Newark, NJ

Retired chemist from AT&T Laboratories; Volunteer at Science High School since 1991.
Established the Student Independent Research Program which engages interested high school
students in the pursuit of long-term science research projects and encourages them to enter
state and national competitions. Helps urban schools to acquire materials and equipment for
from a variety of sources and supplements this effort by investing his own funds.

Walter Smith, University of Akron, OH

Professor of Science Education, Department of Curricular and Instructional Studies.
Produced COMETS, a curriculum to encourage girls in grades 5-9 to pursue careers in
science. Over 8000 copies of COMETS have been distributed worldwide and the publication
has received numerous awards for its effectiveness in encouraging senior high school and
undergraduate women. Currently working on a similar volume to be used by Native
American students.

Richard Tapia, Rice University, TX

Noah Harding Professor of Mathematical Sciences; Associate Director of Minority Affairs,
Office of Graduate Studies; Director of Education and Minority Programs, Center for
Research in Parallel Computation.

First Mexican-American elected to the National Academy of Engineering. Developed a five-
point program addressing minority education issues at every level (kindergarten through
graduate school). In less than a decade, he has spearheaded a nationally-recognized, model
educational outreach program for minorities and women that has trained more than 575
students and 600 teachers in mathematics, science, and engineering.



Mentoring Award Nominations

st ol Nomitees: (6

Columbia University Double Discovery Center, NY

Kevin Matthews to accept.

DDC. established over thirty years ago, was designed with the assistance of Columbia faculty
to improve the formal science, mathematics. and technology education of the area's young
people. Of high school students enrolled in Center programs, there has been a 97% high
school graduation rate, 98% college enrollment rate, and 88% college retention rate. These
figures are significantly higher than the national rates in all three categories.

Dartmouth College Women in Science Project, NH

Mary Louise Pavone to accept.

A six-year-old co-curricular initiative that supplements women's introduction to college-level
mathematics and sciences by offering internships and mentoring opportunities to young
women. These experiences are designed to enhance and reinforce the participants' interests
and to inspire further involvement in the fields of mathematics and sciences.

National Action Coalition for Minorities in Engineering, Inc. NACME), NY

George Campbell, Jr. to accept.

For twenty-two years, NACME has led a national effort to increase the number of African-
American, Latino, and American Indian engineers. More than 6000 underrepresented
minority students have completed engineering degrees through NACME scholarship
programs. Programs have included a strong mentoring component, academic support,
professional development, undergraduate research, internships, and need-based financial aid.

New Mexico Mesa, Inc., NM

Evangeline Sandoval Trujillo to accept.

Established in 1982, currently serving 2500 students in middle and high schools throughout
New Mexico. Program focuses on assisting students develop effective study, research, and
cooperative learning skills. The skills taught and encouraged by this program form a
foundation for learning and academic success that, while focused on science and
mathematics, is critical to all areas of study.

Oregon Graduate Institute of Science and Technology Saturday Academy Program, OR
Kathryn Gail Nashner Whitney to accept.

Established in 1983, this program offers precollege community-based education programs
focusing on the sciences, mathematics, and engineering for 6-12 grade students. The
program has served an extremely large and diverse population of students, over 50% of
whom have been women, and there has been strong representation of African-American,
Latino, and Native American students, as well as students with disabilities.



University of Maryland, Baltimore County, MD

Freeman Hrabowski, President and Professor of Education, to accept.

The University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) has distinguished itself in addressing
the needs of underrepresented minorities by offering high quality academic preparation.
These efforts have yielded stunning results including 95% graduation rate in science, high
grade point averages and 90 %matriculation rate to graduate and professional schools. The
university founded the Meyerhoff Scholars Program in 1989. Funded with support from
federal agencies and private sources, the program has provided significant research-related
summer internships in laboratories throughout the U.S. and abroad.
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