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What to do (three—-point Aapproach):

o Demonstrate that the past approach to poverty he-= not
wor 2d:

-=-Social spending has mushroomed.
--The economy has deteriorated.

--The poor have suffered the most.

o Shc that the President has a plan:

--The plan is fair.
--The plan will work.

--The poor have the most to gain.

o Emphasize that we need to stay on course:

--There are growing positive signs.

--To the extent the economy remains slugg: 1 it !
because we have a long way to go.

--We can turn the economy around, but only if we
take the necessary steps.
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THE PRESIDENT HAS A PLAN

th_P1’E (Five Elements):

o Reduce spending growth.

--Spending growth would be reduced from 17.4% in
1980 and 14.0% in 1981 to less than 7% in 1983.

~-Where budget growth totaled $166 billion in 1979
to 1981, it would rise less than 3/4 of that amount
from 1981 to 1983, despite cost-of-living
adjustments and needed defense buildup.

Reduce tax rates.

--Individual tax rates will fall 23% by 1983, helping
to offset much of the tax increases which had been
planned by the previous Administration.

--Tax indexing, to begin in 1985, will ensure that
taxpayers are not pushed into higher tax brackets by
inflation.

--Business tax rates have been dramatically reduced
through sharply accelerated depreciation which will
~ spur 1investment.

Reduce *nnecessary regulation.

--Task force under direction of the Vice President
will, by mid-year, have saved industry and consumers
at least $15 billion in one-time costs and $9 billion
in annually recurring costs.

--These savings will free capital to go into
job-creating and productivity-enhancing investments.

S+t=ble monetary growth.

--Needed to keep inflation and interest rates down.

Consistency.

-=-Previous President had five economic plans in three
ye .

-Pre i¢ 1t F agan v 11 st
permit consumers and businesses LU paan auncuus
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Lower inflation helps the poor the most.

--Because the poor spend 70% of their income on
necessities, lower inflation rates help t : them
purchase those things most essential to a better
quality of life.

-=Cutting inflation in half would increase a poor
family's purchasing power by 16.3% by _.34 over what
it would have been with inflation at its 1979-80
levels -- the equivalent of a 41% ir~vease in their
AFDC benefits, or a $1,375 annual casn supplement.,

-=This cash savings could mean more nutritional meals,
a car (tc make job searches easier), or moving to
more liveable housing.

More real jobs will help the poor.

--More jobs make it much easiar for the poor, many of
whom are unskilled, to fina work; they often can't
compete with higher c..illed workers when the job
market is tight.

--Finding a job and learning skills are the best ways
for a poor person to mnve up the economic laAdder,
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AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

History

Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) was first authorized
under the Social Security Act of 1935, It made federal
funds available to States to help support needy children
deprived of normal parental support because of the
parent's death, incapacity or absence from the home.
Payments were made for the support of the child, not for the
person caring for the child.

In 1950 Congress authorized ADC payments not only to
needy children but also to the adult caring for the child.
In 1962, Congress authorized payments even if both parents
were present but were unemployed, and the program was
renamed Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC).

o The Program

-- In order to qualify for AFDC, some adult recipients
must enroll in a job-training program. While in the
program, par..cipants have the option of placing their
small children in day care centers or leaving them in
the care of friends, relatives, or neighbors.

-- Benefit levels are determined by each State, with the
Federal government paying 50 to 77% u. the costs of
benefits and 50% of the cost of State and local
administration. With the exception of California,
benefit levels are not indexed to the inflation rate.

o Coverage

== In 1950, 651,000 families received ADC benefits. By
1980, 3,642,000 families were receiving AFDC benefits,
representing a mrre than five-fold increase in the
number of recipicuts in ju :- thirty years.

-- In 1960, the average monthly benefit was $115 per
family; in 1980 it was $276.

—~= In 1980 benefits ranged from $140 for a family of four
in Texas to $569 in Oregon.
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o Costs

It took 25 years from 1935 to 1960 for AFDC to
reach the bill.un-dollar expenditure level.

By 1967 -- only seven years later -- the program had
doubled again in cost to $2.3 billion, and in 1968
alone benefit costs rose by another half-billion.

By 1980 the program was costing $11.3 billion, in
combined State and Federal costs for benefits, and in
1982 it is expected to cost $12.1 billion.

The President's Proposals

-

Require the States to establish workfare programs to
assure that AFDC recipients perform useful tasks in the
public sector when private sector jobs are unavailable,
and to provide valuable job experience which can help
recipients obtain private sector jobs.

Require that AFDC applicants demonstrate that they
have exhausted possible private sector +inh prosperts
before receiving AFDC aid.

Require States to count federal or State energy assis-
tance payments as income for determining eligibility
aud benefit levels for AFDC.

Include the i~~ome of all unrelated adults as part of
the AFDC assistance unit for purposes of computing
benefits.

Require States, by 1986, to assume full financii~
responsihility for erroneous AFDC pavments,

Seek no further funding for the work incentives
program (WIN).
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Inclrding the income ~ all unrelated adults part
of {ye AFNC aggietan.— .nit: Unrelated adults often
nave Slynirica@nt resuurcees ¢0 help support the

AFDC family.

Eliminate military service by the father as a

reason for AFDC eligibility. Military personnel

can sometimes avoid family financial obligations and
shift their responsibility to the public assistance

rolls, even when there is continued family contact,

Families that were actually deserted would still be

eligible for AFDC,

-- Benefits will continue to be available, in any case,
to those wh~ need them most. '

Encouraging the poor to go on welfare. Won't the

prospective AFDC cuts encourage the working poor to quit
work and go on welfare?

-- No, because even under the Reagan program, resources
available to the poor will be greater if they are
working. For example:

*

In Texas, a family relying totally on public
assistance would receive $617 a month; a family with
the parent working at a minimum wage job would
receive $913 per month.

In Indiana, the comparable figures are $6€639 for a
non-wo.~ning family, and $847 for a workiny family.

Under workfare, recipients will not be able to quit

the program and still receive benefits. This
provides a strong disincentive for the working poor
to quit work and go on welfare.
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Questions & Answers

o Denying ade~"=+a nntritian, Won't cuts in food stamps

condemn low-—iucume awmcs.wwlS to inadequate nutrition
levels?

Food stamp benefits for the more than 4 million
recipients with little or no income will be
virtua..y unchanged vy these proposals.

Recipiente= with higher incomes will have their benefits
adjusted only margina..y, this to more adequately
reflect their real need for nutrition assistance.

More than 19.1 million Americans will continuve to
receive food stamps.

In particular, food stamps will be available to all
families with incomes below 130% of the poverty line.

o Counting energy assistance and other income sources. How.

can you Justify counting energy assistance and other
sources of cash income in determining food stamp
eligibility?

Energy assistance and other income sources are part
of the aggregate resources available to a food stamp
recipient.

Determining eligibility should take into account all of
a family's available income sources in order to
determine the genu‘-~e level of need, and thus ensure
that families with equivalent total resources are
treated equally.

Adjusting benefits downward. Won't the increase in

marginal reductions in benefits (from 30 to 35¢)
discourage food stamp recipients from working?

The adjustment is relatively small, so that it should
have little effect on incentives to work.

The adjustment is necessary to contain the explosive
growth in the cost of the program.

NMOUT L1HULLUUULT Qlly Mamasiswernwe o -




-25-

o Waste, fraud and abuse. How can we be sure the
administration's efforts to ferret out waste, fraud and
abuse won't ¢ 1y ¢ of 1 7 i r tritiol

‘ benefits?

—— Erroneous food stamp issuance cost the Federal
government more than $1.1 billion in 1981; reducing
this amount muet be = +on oriority.

—- Fraud and waste hurt the needy by taking away money
that could go to help those who need it most.

-- Eliminating fraud and waste in this and all programs
is an important part of slowing overall spending
growth, which is essential to achieving economic
recovery, which in turn, provides the promise of
more jobs and higher real incomes, and is thus the heeat

wav +o heln the poor.

—- Adequate prntections are provided in the review
process to usure that those who need assistance will
continue to receive it.
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O Save money.

..e Reagan pt als would save $1.? »i11:~~ over what
was proposed under the Carter budgec. ru. 1353,

o Reduce fraud and abuse.

The USDA Inspector General estimated that nearly $50n
million may have been overclaimed in the school luncu
program in 1980 due to:

* Invalid applications.
* Inflated meal counts,
* Lack of income verification,

Increasina efforts to verify the income of parents
applying .ur free or rcuuced price meals for their
children will be an important step in reducing theecs
high levels of fraud and abuse.

o0 Reduce administrative duplication and overhead.

Other federal assistance programs, such as Food Stamps,
provide adequate assistance to the needy, thus aking
the Summer Meal Program duplicative and unnecessary.

The nearly $700 million in subsidies for milk
consumption in other federal meal programs mak« the
Special Milk Program similarly duplicative and
unnecessary.

School Breakfast and Child Care Feedin Programs can be
dministered more effectively and at less cost on the
State level. Converting these programs into State
block grants would reduce administrative burdens by
eliminating more than 40 pages of program regulatior .
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o Block Grants. How can you assume that States will provide

the needed nutritior 1 sistance under the block grant
when they are also expected to make up the difference in
ot! r entitlement programs?

Funding for the grant will come from the Federal
government,

States and localities are closer to education-related
problems, and historically have been more responsive
than the federal government to locally felt needs.

States and localities more effectively target these
resources according to 1individual needs.

Block grants will rednre administrativ durdens by
eliminating more ‘wua. =v pages of deta..2d federal
regulations and requirements for school breakfasts and
CCFP, thereby leaving more money available for genuine
nutritional assistance.

o Ketchup as a vegetahle, How can nutrition be quaranteed

when the USDA defincs ketchup as a vegetable?

Congress directed the Department of Agriculture to
review school lunch meal requirements to save ney
without impairing the nutritional value of the meals.

The ketchup regulations were withdrawn because they did
not adequately meet these criteria, and therefore will
not be reissued.

Instead, the department plans to promote cost savings
through its "offer vs. serve" regulations. This method
of food service permits students to decline food they
do not intend to eat.






