o - CA&
‘ Time_’ Lirnjts_':

* The President expressed strong concern about what will happen' to children when families
are affected by time limits, and would like mandatory vouchers for the care of the child after the
. five-year time limit (H R.-3266 contalns vouehers but ends after 5 years; doesn t proh1b1t states

to. contmue) ' : ;

: He would consider legislation that contained a proviston 'wherehy those families who
were affected by the time-limit could work in exchange for food stamps or welfare. He |
suggested states could work with citics and counties to create of such Jobs; current employees

" could notbe displaced (H.R. 3266 contains cemﬁcat]on of non—dlsplacement and non-
- replacement of current employees)

| " He stated it would be more difficult to veto welfare reform legislation ifa mandator};
20% “hardshlp pool” were included in exchange for vouchers for those who have reached the -
- five year time 11m1t (H. R 3266 accepts Gov.’s language of 20% state optlon) '

Imm1gratlon: '

_ Though he supports deemmg, he wants Ieglslatlon that 1ncorporates no-fault deemmg
. wheréby a legal- 1mm1grant or its child is proteeted if they become disabled or injured through no
fault of their own; he would even conSIder reduced levels of welfare spendlng to ensure that they

" are taken care of.

He also supported separatmg the legal and 1llega1 1mm1gratlon bills that the Congress
con31dered and would have supported lowerlng the cap on legal 1mm1grants '

Medmald' N

. Regardmg AFDC/Med1ca1d ellglbthty, he is concérned about certain populatlons and s
seeking exemptions for those who are dropped from Medicaid because of reachmg the five-year
time limit -- this is possibly an inadvertent result. He is also concerned that states would cut off
disabled children when faced w1th d]fﬁcult budgetary constralnts ‘

 He likes the Chafee-,Breaux approach,‘,beheves block granting is an error and that it is bad -
public policy, and that it makes it difficult to sustain adequate spending levels on health care.
Thought the Governors would agree w1th htm Also stated he wants to negotlate Medicaid 1f it is
. tobe llnked with welfare : o
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) Casﬂe—"[‘anner Tlme—lelt Voucher, and Work Provisions

1 ime L1m1t§ The Castle Tanner bill places a five-year Federal time hmxt on the recerpt of ‘

-cash assistance benefits and allows States to exempt up to 20 percent of the caseload from |
“the time limit. States may opt to 1mpose tlme limits of shorter duratron ' o

a _m;_ebg;s_ States that 1mplement State tlme~11 mits of less than ﬁve yea:s are requued to |
_ provide mandatory vouchers for goods and services to children in families cut off

assistance. There is only an option for States to prov1de vouchers after the Federal five-

year tnne—lumt has been reached

Work. The bill requrres individuals toparticipate in work, as defined by the Staté, after no

‘ - longer than two years on assistance. The bill also includes a set of Federal work rates,

with separate definitions of allowable work activities, which increase between FY96 end
FY02. The State definition of work under the two-years-and-work requirement may not

k necessanly qualify as countable under the Federally requ1red work rates. -

Work Fundmg The Castle-Tanner blll provndes a separate matched $3 b1]110n fundmg
* source for work actwrtres in addrt:on to the cash block grant, in FY99 and thereaﬁer

| ,Mm-,.im;m,. Fositien

- The Adn‘umstratron has sought mandatory vouchers for children who reach tlme ]1m1ts of
any duratxon . : = : —

The President indicated interest in basing post-time limit assistance on work. .
.Potential Opﬁogg "

. varde a general trme-llmxt exemption for fa.mrhes in which an mdmdual works 20
- hours per week (or more at State optlon)

- Adopt the Adminjstration s altemate time-limit exemption policy, which allows
. exemptions for families working 20 hours, families in h:gh un ponment areas,
~andan addltzonal 15 percent of the caseload s S

Do not count months in w!uch fam111es work 20 hours per week (or more at State opt:_on) )
toward the tlme lumt : R A

" Make payment of post-tim'e limit vouchers to children/families contingent upon
' participation in unsubsidized work or a Govemment—provnded work act1v1ty Vouchers

must be prov1ded if work slot is not avallable

- . Provide work supplementatnon slots or job vouchers' (to be redeemed by employers) in an

amount equal to the full- famrly beneﬁt or the oh:ld voucher amount. Payments would be
made to employers SR : - .



- -

L ,'Allow States to choose between post-tlme limit child vouchers or work—based
R vouchers/assxstance. :
‘.- o Demgnate certain amounts of the 83 bllllon work fundmg for post -time limit

'work/voucher actwmes.

‘ Og'xtstémding Co‘ncems -

- = A major point to be resolved is whether the provision of any type of post-five year

assistance, service, or exemption is t¢ be mandatory or optional to States.

' ‘l:\DATA\WELFARE\NGA\ICTV.OUCH.WPDI
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COMMITTEES:

JOHN TANNER
8 RISTRICT . . - . NATIONAL SECURITY
VENNESSEE . SCIENGE

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
YWASHINGTON. D.C. 20815-4208

May 31, 1996 -

E. Clay shaw, Jr.

Chairman,

Subcommlttee Ccn Human Resources
"B317 Rayburh House 0ffice Building
) Washington,.D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chalrman

: As you know, Representative Mike Castle and I have
introduced H.R. 3266, the "Bipartisan Welfare Reform Act of
19%6". 1In developlng our bill, we melded the best elements of
the governors' plan, the 'Blue Dog' Democrats' plan, and H.R. 4
into a single picce of legislation. I am confident that our bill
can cbtain significant bipartisan support.

Qur bipartisan bill puts work first, demands personal
responsibility, requires work, combatg illegitimacy, oreatee
_incentives to promote two-parent families, contains tough child
support reguirements, and ensures states have the flexibility
they need to test their own ideas. In addition, we provide
additional funding for child care and establish a contingency
fund to assist states in cases of economic recession.

I again want to thank you for your continued willingness to
work to develop a welfare reform bill which can be enacted into
law. I believe your most recent product addresses some of the -
concerns I have raised over the course of this debate and is
indicative of your desire to move beyond the rhetoric and enlist
a broad base of support for a welfare bill.

I have reviewed H.R. 3507, the " - ", Although I
believe there are fundamental differences with the Medicaid
provisicns and passage of a welfare/Medicaild package is highly
unlikely, our welfare bills are close enough that the remalnlng
differences could be resalved if we were just given the
opportunity. : ‘

As I indicated, Y am convinced that our bill would secure
enough Demeccratic wokes to ensure enactment and should therefore
be the basis for any further discussions. I have enclosed a copy
of a dOCument highlighting the differences between our two bills
for your review. It is my hope that this document will

1127 LONGWORTH BUILDING FOST DFFICE BOx 29 ROOM B-7, FEDERAL BUILDING ' 2836 COLEMAN HOAD
WrEHINGTON, D.C. 20615 203 WEST CHUACH STREET JACKSON, TH 38303 MEMSHIS, TH 33128

(22) 225414 Union Cry. TN 3R261 . (501} 42345848 (907) 382-3220
{901} 605-7070 .
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provide an lmpetus for a serious dlalogue prior to conszderatlon
of H.R. 3507 and I welcome your comments.

We have an hlStOIlC opportunity to make a meaningful and
lasting difference in the lives of millions of Americans. let's
not waste this chance -- I don't belleve we will have another in
‘the foreseeable future

I look forward te hearlng from you.

Slncerely,

John Tanner, M. C.

JT/cjr
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Major Differences in Welfare Reform

Maintenance of effort requirement. Castle-Tanner requires states to continue 85% of fy%4 state spending on
welfare programs, with the possibility of reduction or increases of up to 5% based vn performance. The Archer
bill has a 75% maintenance of effort, with the possibility of a reduction of up to 8% (no provisions for increased
MOE for states with poor performance: T he lower MOE allows states to withdraw additional statc funds without
losing federal funding).

Maintenance of Effort Deﬁniﬁon. The Castle-Tanner bill includes a tighter MOE dcfinition that prevents states
from counting current state spending that is not part of its current welfare program (i.e. educalion programs) in
meeting the MOE requirement. The Archer bill would allow states to meet the MOE requirement through
accounting shifts that count current spending on programs outsnde of the state welfare program.

Transferability. The Castle-Tanner bill restricls transfers of fcderal block prant funds to the child care block
grant. The Archer bill allows states to transfer 30% of the federal welfare funds into the Social Services Block
Grant, which can be used for many purposes unrelated to welfare and protecting children, in addition to the ¢hild
care biock granl. This will [udher reduce the amount of money mvested in moving welfare rcc1plcnts to work
and in protecting children.

¢

Contingency fund The Castle-~Tanner bill provides additional contingency funds if the contingency fund is
exhausted as a result of a national recession (national unemployment over 7.5%) or a regional recession (state
unemployment over 9%). The Archer bill does-not provide any safety net if the contingency fund is wiped out
by a recession and limits the amount of conlingency funds a state can recelve in any month.

State nccountability. The Castle-Tanner bill requires the Secretary to determine whether the state plan meels
the requirements of the statute: and allows the Secretary o penalize the states for violating the statute, The
Archer bill does not require the state plan to be approved and restricts the ability of the Secrelary to penzlize
states to a limited number of specific instances.

Equitable Treatment Castle-Tanner requires states 1o have objective and equitable standards for determination
of eligibility and a state appeals process for individuals denied assistance in order for the state plan to be

" approved. The Archer bill requires the state to certify that it has objective criteria for determination of eligibility,
hut this provision is unenforceable because no action can be taken if the state doesn’t comply (see State
accountability). The Archer bill does not have a due process requirement for individuzls denied assistance.
Work funding Castle-Tanner bill contains $3 billion additiona] funds that the states can access in order to meet
the costs of moving welfare recipients to work. The Archer bill does not contain any additional work funding.
CBO estimated that there would be $5.2 billion shorifall in federal funding necessary to meet the work
requirements in the Archer bill. This shortfall will be even greater since the work requirements in Archer bill are
more restrictive than the NGA rcsolution.

Iadividual Responsibility Contracts Castle-Tanner requires states to have individual responsibility contracts
beginning immediately after a recipient qualifies for assistance that outline what the individual is required to do
and what services the states will provide in ovder 1o make the individiial self-sufficient. The Archer hitl does not
include this provision, : :

Child care state match The Archer bill provides slates with a base amount equal to 100% of the fy95 federal
grant if they spend 100% of fy94 state spending. Castle-Tanner requires states to spend 100% of fy935 money to
receive 100% of their fy95 federal grant. This is not & technical difference — it would result in states receiving
$1 bitlion federal funds without a state maitch, allowing states to reducc statc child carc spending by
approxlmately $800 million.



05/31/96 '15:16 & L . #oes

Vouchers Castle-Tanner requires states to provide vouchers for the needs of the child for families cut off as a
result of state-imposed time limits of less than five years and gives states the option of providing vouchers for
families cut off as a result of the federal five year limit. The Archer bill explicitly prohibits states from using
federal funds 1o provide vouchers for families cut off after the five year time limit.

Local governments. Castle-Tanner contains a requirement that the state include local governments in all phases
of the development and administration of the plan and prohibits states imposing unfunded mandates on local
governments. The Archer bill does not include this provision.

i : . '
Medicaid linkage. Under the Archer-Bliley bill, individuals who are cut off welfare because of a time lirhit will
lose categorical Medicaid coverage as well. Some Republican members of Ways and Means have said this was
an unintended consequence. This problem can be fixed by amending the welfare portion of the bill.

Transitional Medicaid. The Medicaid title of the Archer bill repeals Transitional Medicaid coverage for
individuals who leave welfare for private sector employmenl. Transitional Medicaid is critical to the success of
-weltare reform by preserving health care for individuals who leave welfare for work. -

Social Services Blm:k Grant The A:chcr bill contains a 20% cut in thc Title X.X Social Services Block Grant,
twice the  [0% cut in Castle-Tanner. Since most states use T1tle XX Eunds for child care, this cut nullifies much
: of the addmonal child care. funds : ‘

bbl ellglhlhty age The Archer b:]l raises the ehglblhty age for SSI from 65-67, remowmg ‘a safety net for the
poorest of senior citizens (thereby making it more difficult o raise the Social Security retirement age without
increasing the number of elderly in poverty). :

* Poad stamp ‘black grant The Archer bill contm'ns an optional food stamp block grant that would have frozen
funding and io minimum federal standards or clignhlhty rules. Castle-Tanner does not include a food stamp
block grant.

Food stamp excess shelter deduction. The Acrcher bill would repeal the excess shelter deduction scheduled to
take effect in 1997, which increases food stamp benefits for families with children which pay more than half of
their income on housing,. CastIC~Tanner does not cap the shelter deduction. :

Food stamp time limit. The Archer bill would cut oﬂ_iood stamps for non-disabled adults after four months if
they aren’t-working or in a food stamp work program, even if the individual is willing to work but their isn’t a
work slot available, Castle-Tanner would nor cut individuals off food stamps il 2 work slot wasn't available,

Food stamps for immigrant children Castle-Tanner minimizes the harm to children from the provisions
regarding non-citizens by continuing food stamps for non-citizen Chlldren The adulls in the famlly would not be _
counted in determmmg the size of the feod stamp benef' t :

Medicaid for non-citizens The Archer bill places a financial burden on heaith care providers by denying
Medicaid to non-citizens. Castle-Tanner applies deeming rules to non-citizens applying for Medicaid, but does-
not deny Medicaid to non-citizens. Thls will primarily, affcct non-c1tlzcns with catastrophic health care costs that .
Lheir apunwra cannot afford. .

Deemmg for non-cash programs The Archer bill contains a réquirernent that states apply deefning to all nion-
_cash means-tested beneﬁts This provision will place a trcmcnclous burden on slale government, but achieves -
negligible savings:
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Changes from Archer Welfare Reform Bill
In Castle-Tanner Welfare Reform Bill

Maintenancg of Effort

Change: Require an 85% maintenance of effort, wilh adjustments up or down in the state MOE based on the
performance of the state program. The Archer bill provides a 75% maintenance of effort.

Reason for change: A higher maintenance of effort provision will ensure that the states provide the
resources for reform to work and have a stake in the success of the program. Although states will have some
reductions in costs from caseload reductions as the reforms are implemented 10 move individuals into work
and off welfare rolls, there will be increased costs for work programs and child care assistance to help
welfare recipients obtain jobs and remain employed. A state would be able to reduce spending below the |
MOE level, but would have its federa] grant reduced on a one-for-une basis. If a state has a reduction in
caseload that allows it to reduce state spending more than ﬁﬂeen percent, the federal government should .
share in the savings from the caseload reduction.

Change: Tighten the definition of state spending that can be counted in meeting the maintenance of effortto
prevent the state from meeting the maintenance of effort with current state spending on programs that are

not part of the state AFDC program. Explicitly provide that spending on traditional classroom cducation

does not count toward meeting the maintenance of effort. QOnly allow slates to count increased spendlng on
existing state programs that were not part of the state AFDC program prior to enactment.

Reason for change: Allowing states to use cu‘rrent state Spending on nen-AFDC programs to mect the
maintenance of effort provision would allow states to circumvent the maintenance of effort provzsmn by
using accountmg shifts to offset reductmns in welfare spendmg

Performance Bonuses / Penalties

Change: Replace the cash bonlses and penalties in the Archer bill with adjustments to the state maintenance
of effort up or down based on success of moving individuals into private sector employment. Provides fora
five percent reduclion in stale maintenance of effort for states that meet performance standards, and a five
percent increase in state maintenance of effort for states that tail to meet participation rates. The Archer bill
provides $1 billion for supplemental cash prants equal to five percent of the block grant for states that mect
the performance requirements and a five percent reduction in the block grant payrm.n[ for stales that fail to
meet the participation requirement.

Reason for change: Adjustments in the maintenance of effort requirement provide a more rationale tool for
rewarding positive results and provide an incentive for states to use federal funds eﬁlcnent]y Ahigh
performance state would presumably have a lower cascload and has demonstrated that it is making efficient
use of work funds. A lower mainlenance of effort for high performance states is therefore justified.
Conversely, a failure of a state to meet the participation rates is evidence that the state is not pr'oviding
sufficient resources to mect work requirements. In addition, a state that has failed to mect the participation
rates will have a greater need for cash assistance becausc the state is nol meeting the requirements for
moving individuals into work activities.
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Transferabilitj

Change: Restrict wransfers from the TANT block grant to only the child care block grant and limit the
transfer to 20% of the block grant. The Archer bill allows states to transfer up 1o 30% of Lhe block grant
funds to the child care block grant or the Title XX Social Services Block Grant.

Reason for change: The ahility of states to transfer 30% of the black grant into the Social Services Block
Grant will allow states to divert welfare funds to unrelated programs that serve politically popular
constituencies. Social Services Block Grant funds can be used for a variety of purposes that are cutside the
scope of welfare reform programs. Federal grants to states should be used for the purposes ol the program.

Contingency Fund

Change: Provide additional funds for states that qualify for contingency funds to draw funds even if the $2
. billien in the fund has been exhausted if the national unemploymcnt rate exceeds 7.0% or unemployment in
the state exceeds 9%.

Recason for change: Althongh the $2 billion provided for the contingency fund in the Archer bill will be
sulficient to respond 1o stale emergencies under current economic assumptions, it will be inadequate if there
is a national or regional reccssion not assumed in the CBO baseling, For example, the recession of the early
1990's increased AFDC spending by 36 billion. The additional contingency funds will provide the ability to
respond to an unanticipated national or regional economic downturn.

State Accbunfabilify

Change: Require that the State plan be approved by the Sccrctary based on adhcrence to basic program
goals and give the Secretary the authority 1o reduce or withhold payments to states if the state does not meet
the requirements of the statute. : :

Reason for chaage: The federal government will be spending $16.3 billion a year in grants to states for
welfare programs. The federal government has an obligation to ensure that the states are using federal funds
consistent with the purpose of the program within the context of greater state flexibility.

Waork Rules:

Change: Allow states to count individuals leaving welfare for private sector employment ("leavers™) in
meeting participation rates for six months provided that they remain employed. The Archer bill does not -
count leavers in the participation rates. (The Archer bill would count individuals who leave we}fare for -
work indefinitely.) :

Reason for change: Counting leavers for six months gives states credit for moving welfare recipients into
private sector emnployment without weakening the work requirements. If leavers are not counted in meeting
work requirements, states will have a perverse incentive to keep individuals in govemment-created work
slots instead of moving them into private sector employment quickly. An individual who is earming enough
in 2 private sector job to leave welfare is engaged in work by any definition. :
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Work program funding
Change: Provide an additional $3 billion for work funding that states can draw in addition to TANF funds
beginning in 1999 if the state is spending 100% of 1994 levels on work programs and demonstrates that it
needs additional funds in order to meet the work participarion requirements. States would be required to
match these funds. Require states Lo courdinate ’lA,NF work programs with one-stop shopping centers
estabhshed by lhe C‘AR.EER.S Act. :

Reason for Change: The (,ongrcssmnal Budyget Office estimated that there would be a $13.6 billion

_ shortfall in funding (federal and state) for work programs under the conference report. The changes in the
wark rules will reduce the costs of the work program, but there still would be an $8.9 billion shortfall.
States will be able to transfer savings in vash assistance from caseload reductions to work programs, but this
will only caver a portion of the shortfall. The 33 billion in federal funds, when combined with the state
match amounts (approximately $2.2 billion) will cover the partion of the shortfall that cannot be covered by
savings from caseload reductions. '

Individual Responsibility Contract

Change: Adapt the requirement in the Coalition bill and the Senale bill that welfare recipicnts sign an
individual responsibility contract developed by the state upon becoming cligible for cash assistance. The
individual responsibility contract would outline what actions the individual would take to move to private
sector employment. The contract will also outline what services the state will provide to the individual.

Reason for change: The individual responsibility contract will strengthen the work requirements by
requiring all welfare recipients, including those not participating in work programs, to begin to take some
actions toward self-sufficiency immediately upon receiving welfsre benefits, It will require all welfare
recipients to look for work, and will lerminale benefits for individuals who don’t look for work or refuse to
accept a job offer. The individual responsibility contract will also outline what services the state will
provide to movc the individual toward self-sufficiency. States would have broad flexibility in developing an
individua] responsibility contract that is appropriate for the individual.

Worker Displacement

Change: Add a state plan réqu'irement that the state certify thal (hé state plan will not result in the
displacement of individuals who are currently employed.

Reason for change: Concemns have been raised that states may meet the work requirements by placing
welfare recipients in public service jobs that had been held by state or local workers or by allowing private
husinesses to replace permanent workers with welfare recipients whose wages are subsidized by the statc.
The conference report does not adequately protect employees from being replaced by individuals in work
programs whose wages are subsidized by welfare programs. Adding this language as a state plan .
requlremr::nt strengthens the protections against worker displacement.
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Individual protcction

Change: Require the state plan to have objective and equitable standards for determining eligibility and
certify that the statc has cstablished a due process appeal for individuals who have been denied assistance in
order Lo have the state plan approved. The Archer bill includes provisions calling on states to provide for
fair and equitable treatment in the state plan (not due process), but the language is not enForceablc because
the statc plan docs not have to be approved

Reason for change: With the elimination of the federal entitlement, it is important that states have a fair and
objective basis for determining cligibility and a due process appeal for individuals who have been denied
assistance (0 prevent states from arbitrarily denying benefits to certain groups of individuals (i.c., denying
benefits to individuals who apply late in the fiscal year when the block grant funds have been exhausted)..

Youchers

Change: Add a requircment that stales provide families that are cut off because of state time hmit of less
than five years with vouchers for the needs of the child. Vouchers would be paid directly to third parties to
cover expenses that can be attributed to the care of the child. The states would not be cequired to provide
vouchers for individuals after the five-ycar time limit, although states would have the option of doing so.
The Archer bill adds a provision not included in the conference report explicitly denying states the option of
-providing vouchers to families that are cut off atter the five ycar time limit. :

Reasun for change; Providing vouchers to caver expenses directly related to the care of a child will protect
innocent children from being harmed by the action {or lack of action) of the parent. The vouchers will be
payable to thicd partics, so the recipient whose benefits have been terminated will never receive direct
payment. States will have considerable discretion in determining how to provide vouchers.

Local Control

"~ Change: Add a provision requiring the state plan to certify that 1) local governments and private sector
organizations ar¢ included in all phases of developing the plan; 2) local officials who are responsible for
administration of services are able 1o plan, design and administer programs in their jurisdiction; and 3) there
are no unfunded mandates on local governments.

Reason for chanpe: The success of welfare reform will require state and local governments to work
together. Local governments have expertise and information about the needs of their communities that
should be incorporated in a welfarc program. Giving states additional flexibility fromn federal oversight
should not come at the expensz of local governments. This provision will ensure that loval governments are
fully involved in the state plan and are not adversely-affected by decisions made by the state government.


http:determini.ng

05/31/98 15:18. , ® .. . - | - [ S

Chlld Care 3

Change. Req uife states to 111a1nta1n 100% of 1995 State chsld care ‘:pendmg (mstead of 1994) to be ellglble ‘ '. '
- for the addltxonal chﬂd care funds :

. Reason for chunge: The guvcmors agr'eemen't allows states to choose 1995 as the base year for
determining federal child eare grants, resulting in an additional $1.2 billion in federal child care funds.

- available to states. This additional $1.2 billion would be completely unmatched, because states would only

. be required to maintain 100% of 1994 state spending to receive 100% of the 1995 federal grant. The
increased state spending necessary to match the increased federal Tunds in 1995 would not be reflected,
effectively allowmg states 0 wrdidraw over $800 million in statc Chlld care funds 3

Change R.etam provxslons in current law'requlrmg states 10° have in place health and safety standards, but
add language proh1b1tmg states from 1rnplcmo:ntmg any. regulatlons \vshlch have the effect of Icstnctmg
. parental choncc . . : s _

' Reason for chaage: The bealth and safety standards for federally-finded child care are necessary. to ensure
- that federal funds are not used to subsidize unsafe child care providers. At atime when the federal
. government is increasing child care funding s1gn1ﬁcanﬂy and child care enrollment will increase, it is -
mportant to require child care providers to meet certain minimum standards. Ensuring that state
regulations do not have the effect of restricting pdrenul Lthi:E addresses the concem ralﬂcd by critics of the
heal Lh and safuly standaxd prowswn T - : ' "

.SOCIHI Services Block Grant

.- Change: Lirnit the reductmn in the Somal Serv1ce< Blnclc Grant (Title XX) lu 10% mstcad of the 20%
cut in the Archer bill. :

'Rcason for change: Many states use Title XJ{ tunds to provide chxld care for low a.nd moderate income
familics. Approximately 30%.of Title XX funds are used for child care: The deeper Title XX cut in the
- Archer bill effecuvely tdkes back a portlon of the addltmnal cl'uld care funds added to the blll

'Supplemgntgl Sgcurity' I_n}é'q“me :
Chaﬁgc: Elimihate provisidn‘ incrcasing Ssl eligibility ag'e from 65 1o 67.

Reason for change: 'I‘hns prowsmn wxfl result ina substnntml increasc in povcrty among seniors. " 8SIis
. intended to serve as a safety net for low-income senives whose Social Security benefits are insufficient to
purchase basic necessities and are unable to find work. A higher eligibility age for S8{ will make it more
difficult to enact feforms that will be necessary to preserve Social Sccurity in the future (such as an increase
in the retirement age) by eliminating the safety net that is intended to protect Iow-lncome mdmdualq who
~ would be adversely affected h_'y the reforms. : . . : o
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Non-citizens
Change Replace demal of Mcdu.ald WII.h deeming for Medzcaid ehglbﬂmy

' Reason for change: Denymg Medlca1d 1o nOn-cltlzcns Wil] place a burden on loca] govemments because
hospitals will continue to trcat non-cilizens that need medlcal assmance

Changa:,Exempt chlldren from the food smmp ban.
Reason for cinangé: This provision will reduce the impact of the ban on child poverty and nutrition.
Chaﬁge: Exempt child nutrition hrograrns from deeming provisions.

Reason for change: This provision would place a tremendous administrative burden on schools and family
day care centers‘pmicipatihg in child nutrition programs while achieving very small savings- :

Change: l*xempt all tedera! non—cash beneﬁts (excePt Mcdlcald) from the dccmmg rcquiremcnts

Reason for change: The cnnfelence report would extend deemmg requlrcments to over 60 programs that
currently are not subject to deeming. This change would place a costly and burdensoine mandate on states -
to cstablish the administrative procedure to implement decming without any additional funds. Despite the
burden of ilmplementing this provision, it would result in minimal savings to the federal government.

Change: Excmpt victims of domestic violence from deenling-rcquircmcms

Reason for change: This change prevents mdw1duals from being forccd to choose between remammg inan
© abusive sﬂ:uatmn or lwmg In poverty wnhout aiy means of suppuort.

Food stamps.
Changc Reduce food stamp savings from $26 bllhon to $22 billion over six ycarq

Reason for change: Reducmg food sta.mp 5pcndmg by $26 billion wilk threaten the structural integrity of
the food stamp pmgram The b1per1san budget negotiations tentatively agreed to $22 billion in savings.

Change: Eliminate the Optlonal black grant

Reasoa for chu nge The optlunal food stamp block grant will begin to undem'lme the national fond stamp
safety nct.  There would be no federal standards under the block grant, which would allow states to reduce
benefit levels or restrict ¢ligibility. Block grant funding would be finzen, hampering the ability of states to
respond to changing ¢conomic circumnstances or population increases. Since there is no requirement that
states provide benefits to all families that meet the state’s qualifications, states could deny benefits to
eligible individuals i in years in which the block granl fundmg was exhausted by an economic downturn



05/31/96 15:19 B - _ @o12

Change: Adopt the work requirements from the Coalition bill, which rcqhireb able-bodied individuals
between age 18-50 without children ta work or participate in a work program, but does not eliminate .
benefits if there is not a slot available in a food stamp work program.

Reason for change: [t is unreasonable to deny food stamps to an individual who is willing to work if a job
slot is not available. -Individuals would lose their benefits if they refused a job offer or refused to partu:lpatc
in an empluyment #nd (raining program if a slot is available. :

Change: Eliminate cap on shelter deduction for families with children.

Reason for change: The shelter deduction that is scheduled to take effect in 1997 will increase the food
stamp benefits for families with children that pay over half of their income for housing. In effect, this
provision will enswre thal families with children are treated the same as the elderly and disabled. The
Archer bill would extend the cap on the shelter deduction. which will inake it difficult for low-income

~ families to abtain adequate housing and feed their children.

Child Nutrition
Change: Restrict the ability of states to transfer funds between different child nutrition programs.

Reason for change: The provision in the conference report allowing states to transfer funds between child
nutrition programs could result in the misallocation of federal child nutrition dollars. States that have

unspent WIC funds that would otherwise be reallacated to states with greater need in the WIC program can
‘instead transfer these WIC funds to programg that benefit middle-income children.

Chunge: Modify the cuts in child nutrition programs by 1) setting the cuts in reimbursements for family
day care homes at the levels in the Senatc-passcd welfare reform bill instead of the deeper cuts in the
conference report; 2) deleting provision reducing the number of subsidized meals provided (o low-income
children in family day care centers for more than eight hours from thee meals 10 two; 3) setting the cuts in
reimbursements for the summer feeding program at the levels in the Senate-passed welfare reform bill
instead of the deeper culs in the conference report,  Offset the lower savings from these changes by 1)
rounding reimbursement rates to the nearest quarter cent; 2) reducing the percentage of school lunch support
that must be in the form of commoditics from 12% to B%; 3) freezing reimbursement retes for meals served
" to non-low-income children in family day care homes; and 4) freezing relmbursemenlb Tor the amount of
‘commodities served in child nutrition programs,

Rcason for change: The nct effect of these changes is to achieve the same amount of savings as the
conference report in g way that spreads the burden more broadly and does not undermine the goals of ohild
nutrition programs. The reductions in reimburscinent rates for family day care homes and the swnmer
feeding program in the conference report would cause many providers to conclude that the programs are
mote trouble than they are worth and decide to move underground. This will reduce the number of quality
child carc centers available for low-income parents, undereutting the efforts of the bill to increase the
availability of child care for welfare recipicnts moving to work.
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. TIME LIMIT H

-Prdpqaaiz”

L. Allow states to use contingency funds to provide goods and
services to thoae wha bave cxhaustad their eligibility for TANF
funds, .

z.fxnclude a prnviaicn whiuh Btibulﬁten,thac proeviding work
‘opportunities for thope who have exhausted their eligibility for
TANF funds and are not gainfully amployed shall be a priority use
' of the additional work £unda avamlahle in 1899, ‘

3. Hazntaxn atate option to recycle up to 20% of caseload.
Includa a provision which requires states te recycle 10% of
cagseload in any year in which the national uncmployment rate is
7% or above or the ptate uncuployment rate reaches 5% or ahove.

TMMIGRATION:

-_'Prap:aalg'-“

Provide that a legal ismigrant, who suffers a cétastrbphic ' ‘
illness or injury through no. fault of their own after arriving in
‘the United Btates leaving them incapacitated and resulting in an
' unexpected f1nancial burden on their aponsorlng U.B. citizen,
“shall be exempted from the daaming roquiremente for Medicald in
B any month in which' they are determined to be dipabled (as dafxned
L4 dm the Social Securzty Act).; The £8I ban would be maintained.

AR,
e

T

'T,]HtDICAID£}~‘=

P:uposal':;

Adopt ‘the- language ETY the Chafeelnraaux bxll continuing Kadlcald  -g -
cavarage £or 1ndzv1duala 1oaing AFDC ab reuult of time liM1ts. - e
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. BANKING AND FINANCUAL SERVICES mm nf m[ ﬁ_mtm 5&&5 L Teomeat
' AL . . ) 01 Mo alnUT BurT
P A Sy ~ ‘House of Representatives S s e d el
ECONOMIC AND e:mmm mﬁﬁhinﬂmn, BE m] i—BSOI o J.A:.s.mz;::;':;:;mm
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE ' ' o r;;am\mm
May 14, 1996

The Honorable William J, Clinton
President :

United States of Americs

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500 -

Dea.th Premdenr.

: OnbehalfofthosewhosqportH.R. 3256 “'I'heCasﬂdI'anam'Bxpartzm Welfare ' Q/""""
Rnfommmm”mwouldnkemhankyoufonhcmmgwemmhywmmmﬁ4 . KA
last Thursday. We felt our meeting led to a greater understanding of what is needed 1o make
welﬁremfomwysuwmﬂu,anddmmmwdommuwalmmMWmmhmmvc

welfare reform legislation thzs year.

Itxsomundmtandmgthxtyonarevuy supportive ofonr bzpmnsaneﬂ‘o:tandwonld
consider lending your support to it if we were able to address your concerns over time limirs;
immigration; and maintaining the linkage between Medicaid and welfare. : .

The following is & brief summary of your concemns as we remember them:

Time Limts:

. You expressed strong concern about what witl happen 1o families who ere affected by
time limits, and would like assurences that the care of the child after the five-year time limit will
- be maintzined (H.R. 326500mmsvou:hersthatcndaftcr5years,althaugh:tdocsnotpmhzbn
sta!zsfmmconﬁmnng)

thle yoru wonlld prefer vouchers to continue after S vears, if that svere not possible, you
swould support a2 wandatory 20% “hardship pool” that would incltde both those recipients who
- couldneverwotkandﬁmsewhoreachzdthchmehmtandstxllwuldnotwork(H.R_3266
accepts Governors’ language of 20% state option).

You also would consider legislation that contained a provision whmby those families -
who were affected by the time-limit could work in exchange for food stamps or welfare, You
supgested states could work with cities and counties to create such jobs; currem employees could
not be displaced (H.R. 3266 contains certification of non-displacement and non-replacement of -

FORTE Gt FRETELED PaditR
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The Honorable William J. Chnton
May 14, 1996
Page Two

current employéw). |

I - ) » :

Though you support deeming, you would like legislation that incorporates a provision
whereby 2 legal immigrant or their child is protected if they become disabled or injured through
no fault of thetr own; youwmﬂdevweonsldexreducedlevelsofo&erwclfme spending to
ensure that this issue is addressed. _

Regarding AFDC/Medicaid eligibility, yon are capcerned sbot certain populations and

are seeking exemptions for those who are dropped from Medicaid because of reaching the five-

year titne limit. Youa:ealsownmcdthatstmsnnghtmnoﬁ'dxsabledchﬂdrmﬁmfamd
with difficult budgetary constraints. - _

"~ You like the Chafw—Bmapproa:htb _ledica.idteform. You believe block granting is
an error and that it is bad public policy, and that it makes it difficult 1o sustain adequate spending
levels on health care; you thought the Governors Ymuldagree with you. You also statedyou
would like to negotiate Med:catd:fzt:stnbe with welfare.

~ Qur staffs have already met to follow-up an these issues, and have made progress in
working towards mutually agreeable solutions. We look forward to continuing to work with yon
to ensure that the Castle/Tanner legislation, or any welfare reform propossl contains the proper
elements pecessary to guarantee awa:lmbleand].?smg solution to reforming our nation’s

welfare system.

.. Sincerely,

Michael N. Gastle ho S.Teomer - Chezles W Steakolm

PAGE

3,3



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF TlHE _PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 ' : Q /

THE DIRECTOR | o h May 8, 199¢

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Alice M. Rivlin @Q—' ‘

SUBJECT:  Castle-Tanner Welfare Reform Bilrl

A group of moderate House Republicans and Democrats, led by Representatives Castle and
Tanner, recently introduced a new welfare bill for consideration. H.R. 3266 builds upon the vetoed
conference welfare bill, the latest NGA proposal, and the Administration’s plan. With respect to two -
out of our three major areas of concern -- weifare-to-work and structural changes -- the bill is generally
acceptable, as Attachment 1 shows. The bill could be characterized as relatively consistent with the
Administration’s priorities and as drawing upon some of the more positive changes proposed by the
Governors. Unfortunately, the bill does not do as well in terms of dur third concern -- the size of the

‘budget cuts. It adopts most of the Administration’s reductions but also makes very deep restrictions on
benefits to |mm1grants '

As you can see from the table below, the overall level of budget cuts in Castle-Tanner are not -
significantly deeper than the levels in our budget plan. But this masks significant differences. To
finance more spending in the welfare block grant, Castle-Tanner makes much deeper cuts in benefits to -
immigrants. Rather than expanded “deemmg, their bill includes bans in S81 and Food Stamps. Under
their approach, lmmlgrants legally in the USA-- even those who become disabled-- would be ineligible
for assistance.

Comparison of the Vetoed Welfare Bill (H.R. 4), Castle-Tapner,

NGA, and the Administration Bill ~
Pro;emd orm;msl CBO Smnng, March 96 Baseline, Billions

Cast]e- : ‘
HR 4 . Tanner NGA** ~  Admin
Savings by Frogram
Immigrants =22 : -16 -22 -6
: Medicaid Component -6 220 . -6 -1
Food Stamps .25 -20 24 .18
$81 Children . : -14 -3 <7 . -3
Other non-AFDC related : R : e 2 =S
Non-AFDC subtotal -50 50 -56 -37
AFDC & Refated Activities [ 8 g -1
. Child Care A 4 q 3
Confingency - i 3 2
Other { -2 2 -3
Total . )
Total savings in bills ++ _ -59 . I 48 -38
Without Medicaid Savings -33 _ -9 41 -3¢

** The NGA bill rechnically 100k no posinion on immigrant provu sions, Smu their tuII is based
on HR 4, HR 4's provisions are assumed.

- ++ Totals do not inciude $3.2 billion in net welfare savings enacied in the Eamings Test/ Debt Limst bill.



.Budget Cuts

ThlS b1Il typtf 1es the problems that must be faced by anyonc snmultaneous[y trying to block
grant AFDC, add significant new funding for State work and child care programs, and reach a high
budget savings level. While Castle-Tanner proposes higher spending for child care and work programs,
they also cut about $42 billion -~ $45 billion if you include net welfare savings that were enacted in the
Debt Limit / Social Security Earnings Test bill. To save this much while adding funding for work
programs and child care, non~AFDC cuts are 35% deeper than the Administration plan, and almost 85%
as deep as the bill you vetoed.

Immigrants. The most significant difference between the Administration’s plan and the Castle-Tanner
bill is their proposal to ban benefits to legal immigrants — they would cut almost three times as deep as
the Administration’s plan. The Administration’s proposal, which tightens eligibility for legal
immigrants through stronger rules for deeming of sponsor's income;, would save approximately §6
billion over seven years while Castle-Tanner would save $16. billion over the same period.- Castle-
Tanner adopts an $$1 and Food Stamps ban and deeming for Medicaid -- with limited modifications to
reduce the impact. Even the House and Senate Immigration Bill proposals do not include benefit bans.
In total, the Castle-Tanner SSI and Food Stamp bans would move approximately 600,000 legal
immigrants off the rolls. This would include the primary wage eamer in a low income household who
lost his or her job due to a crippling accident or life threatening disease.

Most legal immigrants would be banned from SSI until they attained citizenship, including the
disabled and those currently receiving benefits. Castle-Tanner would exempt these who have worked
for about 5 years, compared to the exemption in H.R. 4 which would have required about 10 years of
work. In addition, many legal immigrants would be banned from Food Stamps but, unlike H.R. 4,
Castle-Tanner exempts children. Food Stamps is a household benefit though, and this exemption would
not provide a household with children the resources necessary to purchase a basic diet.

Unlike H.R. 4, the bill does not ban immigrants from Medicaid. Instead, it restricts access to
the program only for those legal immigrants who have had a sponsor promise to provide financial
support {i.e., deeming). The deeming policy in the bill is similar to the policies in the House and
Senate immigration reform bills, which passed by wide margins. Recent votes in the Senate to make
the deeming policy for Medicaid in immigration reform a little closer to the Administration's position
were defeated by wide margins. (See Attachment 2 for more information on immigrant issues.)

Welfare-to-Work

The Castle-Tanner proposal looks pretty good in this area. The plan builds on recommendations
made by NGA, allowing more flexibility for States to meet the work rates while more adequately
matching resources to requirements. The proposal would allow. States to count those who leave welfare
for work toward the participation rates, and would give States the option to reéquire only part-time work
for mothers with young children -- two provisions that make it more realistic for States to reach the high -
work standards. The plan provides the same, generous level of child care recommended by NGA -- $4
billion above the Conference level -- but adds an extra $3 billion in work funding for States who
demonstrate the need for such resources to meet the work requirements. On the down side, the Castle-



Tanner proposal retains an objectionable Conference provision that would give States a perverse
incentive to simply cut families off assistance in order to reduce the participation rates.

Structural Concerns

With the exception of the AFDC program, the structuraf changes to the income assistance
programs opposed by the Administration and incfuded in H.R. 4 and the Governors’ proposal were not
adopted by the Castle-Tanner bill. None of the egregious proposals intended to erode the national
strength of the Food Stamp program -- a Food Stamp.block grant, an annual spending cap, or
unreasonable waiver authority -- were included in the bill. Furthermore, the bill does not propose to
block grant Child Protection or Child Nutrition Programs. And the chan ges 1o the SSI program are very
similar to the Administration’s proposal.

In AFDC, the individual entitlement to benéf‘its which we would prefer, is ¢liminated, but the
proposal would make a number of changes to the Conference block grant to increase its overall
acceptablhty

. The contingency fund is improved, including a higher funding level, a trigger mechanism
© based on the Food Stamps caseload, and the capacity for further expansion during national
‘recessions.

. State maintenance of effort (MOE) requirements are higher. The base MOE level is set at 85
percent (compared to 75 percent in the conference bill), with up to 5 percent increases or
decreases based on work performance. The definitions of allowable expenditures remain very
loose, however, and the Secretary may not enforce the MOE requnrement when "the State has
reasonable cause for fallmg to comply."

. _ Prov:snons for the equaj protection of individuals are improved. Eligibility and benefits would

have to be determined in an equitable manner and provided with reasonable promptness,
families in similar circumstances would have 1o be treated similarly, and those denied assistance
would have the right to a fair hearing. While the proposal does not provide the full degree of
individual safeguards sought by the Administration, the most-critical elements are included, and
the Secretary appears to have broad oversight in this area.

. The Administration supports magdatory vouchers to pri:-tect childreen cut off assistance due to
time limits of any duration. Castle-Tanner would require States to provide vouchers to children
- when States set time limits shorter than five years, but would make vouchers only optional
beyond the Federal five-year time limit.

+ - The proposal would maintain ga]g_gmlﬂgﬂmaﬂ_gﬂgﬂumx for cash welfare recipients. It -

does not, however, address the issue of Medicaid for recipients who lose cash assistance due to
time limits or other State eligibility changes, and does not reauthorize transitional Medicaid
~(which provides 1 year of coverage for those [eaving welfare for work). This could lead to lower
health care coverage for some low income families. For example, while poor children born
after 1984 would generally retain coverage, children born in 1984 or before and parents might
lose access to Medicaid in many States. The Center on Budget and Policy Priorities estimates

3



approximately 1.5 million children over age 12 who currently receive Medicaid based on their
eligibility for AFDC could lose coverage. [n addition, some proportion of the 4 million adults
now on AFDC could lose coverage due to either the time limit or State eligibility changes.

~ Another important point to note about the AFDC structural change proposed by Castle-Tanner -
- in comparison to the Administration's plan which does not block grant AFDC benefits -- is the -
budgetary effect of increasing funding for child care and work. Castle-Tanner block grants AFDC and
related programs at roughly the current levels. In order to increase funding for child care and work and
still reach a higher overali savings target, deeper reductions in other programs are needed to offset the
child care and work increases. Castle-Tanner's deep immigrant cuts are used to do this. By contrast,
the Administration provides substantial amounts for child care and work, but pays for them without
increasing the overall costs of AFDC-related reforms by eliminating an out-of-control and rapidly
growing part of the AFDC system known as Emergency Assistance. Immigrant or other cuts are
therefore not needed to fund the Administration's child care and work programs. o

Conclusion

By and large, the House moderates have made a proposzal that meets many of our stated
concerns. The structural changes included in the bill improve significantly upon the vetoed conference
report and the NGA proposal, and the provisions to refocus the welfare system on work are greatly '
strengthened compared to HR. 4. The Castle-Tanner bill, however, proposes overall budget reductions
that are very deep on benefits for immigrants. '



CAttachment |

Congressional Moderates’ Pos-itions‘ on Welfare Reform
Castle-
_ Tanner -
AFDC, WORK, & CHILD CARE
‘State ‘Fun'd.ing/Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Issues
Qverall MOE -- Raise level to 80% or highef ‘ T +
Transferability -- Allow transfers to child care only; prohibit +
transfers to Title XX Social Services Block Grant _ _
Contingency Fund -- Require 100% MOE to access funds I
* Child Care -- Er_chude‘ State match on additional child care funds +
Contingency Fund | | _
Base Fund -- Increase to $2 billion and make pern-lahet;tf .' Lo+
Reggssions -- Allow further éxpansion of fund during recéési:ons +
Wofk Participation -- Greatgr‘Stalte‘ flexibility to meet work rates  { +
Family Cap -- Provide comblet.e State flexibility . - ' -
: ‘Etjnal Protections - Require States to establish fair and equitable +
treatment provisions and develop State accountability mechanisms
Vouchers -- Mandatory after five-year time limit I 0
Medicaid -- Maintain categcncal lmkage with AFDC | 0
FOOD STAMPS |
Optional Block Grant -- Drop any version from bill C o o
- Annual Cap on Program Spending -- Drop from bill. o+
- Shelter Deduction -- Do hot change current law ' +
Time Limits/Work Requirements on 18-50s -- States must offer | +
work slot before termmatmg benefits '
IMMIGRANTS ;
Bans -- Drop Food Stamps and SSI bans _ o .-
. Medicaid -- Drop Medlcald ban : . 0
OVERALL SAVINGS TARGET | _ _
Administ:_’ation, -$38; Castle-Tanner (House Moclierates),l -$42

{(+) indicates position consistent with Admmwtranon (-) indicates position inconsistent with
Administration; (O) md|cates pamal support May 8, 1996
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' -ATTACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS PROVISIONS

" Approaches based on Bans -

IApprc-:Aacﬁes Based on Strengtheried Deeming

quarters of ccverage who didn't receive’ -

benefits,

Progr:ms. emergency Medlcald disaster,

-aid, child nutrition, immunizations, foster

care, certain in-kind aid, secondary and

- elementary education and higher

eduuuon asmstance

Deemmg - lmmmnrs ‘those with 40 -
quarters of coverage (10 years work).
who didn’t receive benefits )

Programs: same as above,

children, battered women and

children, children on foad seamps.’

ams: Same as MR 4, exce t
Me. |caid would not be part of t
5 year ban.

Deeming - Same as HR. 4

ountry who arg_over age 75 or
ﬁ:sab[ed .

. Pmmmx Same as HR 4

Deeming - $3me as HR. 4"
ograms. Same as HR 4 plus

Head Start, programs the AG.
determines are necessary to - -
obeain food and shelter.

receive” beneﬁts

Programx any program admnmstered
by non-profit servugcr!: providers, Child

utridon, WIC, and any:pro
determined by the Anomeyganeral
to be necessary for life, health and
safery (homeless shelters)

.(Emergency Medit:aui disaster _
assistance, public health, pre and post’

partum Medicaid would be deemed.)

coverage who didn't receive

nefits.

F‘mgrafh's.: emergency Medicaid, diﬁaster"

aid, child nutrition,.immunizations,
domaestic violence and child 2buse,
student assistance under tde IV, V, X
and X of the higher ed act and-rnany

community an mngrant public health * '

centers -

-Provision’ H.R. 4 - Welfare Conference . Castle-Tanner . HR 2202 . Administration
Eligibilicy Bans ~ .S'.S‘f and Foad Stamps apphes o most ' $S7and Faad Seamps - Sarne as S5 Oniy- grandfathers some Ne bans No bans - No bans
<, | imenigrants, - HR. 4 except children under.18 Current recipients. . L - :
exempted rom bans. ) - ' .
Fiscure Immigrants - § year ban on all Future Immigranes - same as HR >
- federal means tested prog"ams including Fuwre Imrmigrants - Same as HR. 4 4, including Medicaid. Would' .
Medicaid - but no 5 yr. Medicaid ban, ‘ afso include Food Stamps.
Deeming . { Untl citjzenship for new immigmnts : Same as HR, 4 Same as HR 4, Unitil citizenship or 40 quarters of Uniil citizenship for parents and adult’ “Untit citizenship fnr new applicants.
‘ Y P o o work for new immigrants._ 5 years for. - | sons and daughters of citizens; 7 years or | Current law exempuons including thnse
) : e " immigrants in the country titzenship for ;Eouses until age 2! or - disabled after entry. .
. Co o . I - citizenship for. ¢ ildren For new
Applies to fearl all lederai means-tested | Applies only to Medicaid. Applies to nearly all federat Applies to all federal needs-based immigrants. . P -
‘pmgrams mclu |ng Medrcaad I S . means-tested programs, ‘ progr'ams |nclud|r|g Medlcmd - o . o .
' including Medicaid and Food Applies to all federal néeds-based Applies w 551, AFDC, and Food Starnps’
Stamps. . ’ programg, including Medicaid. . ‘ -
Exemptions Bans-/mmigrants: refugees. asylees, etc. Bans-/mm; : Bans - Jmmijgranes: Same as HR. [l Dseeming - /mmigranes: those with 40 Deeming - /mmigrants. battered women - | Deeming - Imyrigrants: those who become
P : veterans aﬁ? families, Eweose wﬁh 40 ame as 4 Hu.r. disabled . y Plus r.hos&enurren in the ' quarters of cové‘?ge who' dldn t ana_cﬁilgren. t.hg:: with 40 quarters of - disabled after entering the country, those

- over age 75 with five years of residence,

veterans and their families and those with
20 quarters of coverage. -

Progzzms only apphes to 551, AFDC and
Food Stamps No exempuans necessary

State option to ban most |

- State Qptians l mmugrant.s Same a5 HR. 4 Same as HR. 4 - o . o - o . ]
.o from AFDC, Medicaid, 55BG and State : i o . : States could apply federal deeming Stares could 3 ply federal deemlng rules | States could apply federal deeming rules
rograms. rules {not bans) co Smt.e needs-based (not bans) to Etate means-tested | (not bans) to State cash assistance
. tes could ap ly federal deemmg rulés . - programs : - programs, .. programs. :
to State means-teued programs. - : : R
. Seven Year : . - : s : o o : . ' S ) - . Ll
Savings T ¥ 22 billien - $ 16 Billion .. $12 to 14 billion . - $ & billion T 4.5 billion $ 6 billion
{CBG, o prelimimary . v . ;

preliminary
, estimates} IR

NOTE: This table provides highly summary,infofrhation.,l There are many technical de_tails-within and differences between the bil'ls‘which‘are not providedl

. May8, 1996 DRAFT -
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TRANSCRIPT
June 12, 1996
' NEWS CONFERENCE
- ARLEN SPECTER
U.S. SENATOR (R-PA}
WASHINGTON, D.C.

HOLDS NEWS CONFERENCE WITH D'I‘HERS TO INI‘RODUCE A BIPAR'I‘ISAN HELFARE REFORM BILL

SENH.TOR JOSEPH BIDEN SENRTGR RRLEN SPECTER. CONGRESSMAN JGHH’
TANNER, AND CONGRESSMAN MICHAEL CASTLE HOLD NEWS CONFERENCE
T IHI‘RDDUCE BIPARTISAN WELFARE REFQRM BILL :

JURE 12, -13 96

BIDEN: Thank you for caming. I1'd especially want ta thank
Congressman Castle and Congressman John Tanner for coming over .
to. the Senate to Jm.n Senator Specter and me today.

A ‘roday, Senator Specter and I are introducing the Bipartiaan
Yelfare Reform Act of 1896, the Senate companion legiaslation
introduced in April in the House of Representativea by

. Repragentatives Castle and Tanner and 30 House members from beth . -

- political parties. I‘d like to very briefly review what got ue

. tp thia paint and what we’ re artempring to do. _

- ' Laat September, the Senate passed a B:Lpartman ﬂ-elfai’e R_efcmi'
Bill by an overwhelming vote of 87 to 12. Senator Specter and I
hoth voted tor that bill and Fresident Clinton said ne would _

aign it. Since then, however, something‘s happened on the way to
. the White House or in the White Hoube or .in both political )
parties and we'wvuo, qu.l.t.c fran.k.ly, bogged down. '

PN Elapaad Time 00: D:l, Eastern Time 13: 32 e+

Thera's been a polarizaticon of thia ipaune, and nnthmg much.
has been accomplished since then. In an attempt ta break cthe
gridlock, last Febiuary the pnatien’s governors, led by Mike and -
ny governor. Iom Carper, propoded & Dipartisan Welfare Reluim
Bill, Republican and Demccratic governors. And in April, Mike
Cagtle and John Tanpner and a group of other moderatee wrote what
! belisve is a first-rate welfare reform bill.

No auch thartiaa.n plan to date has been introduced oh the
Senate mide. And ae thie issue will be back before us again & -
very soen, Senator Specter and I decided that now’s the time,
and the Castle- Tanner proposal is the bill, that we should be
moving on this aide. For, quite frankly. nothmg 8 going to
happen at all in wﬁlfare, and aomething must happen ia welfare
now, unlases we’'re akle to.reach a blpartisan consensus. '

What this bill proposes in and of ir’;self'in net new.  What is. ‘

' new is chat it’'s belng proposed altogether in a hipartma.n
tanlucn.

ze-ze'd a3 . - oL T umdd - p2ieB 9BET-ST-NAL
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Possible Changes to Castle-Tanner

Changes to achieve addltmnal Savings

The preliminary CBO estimate of H.R. 3266 as introduced estimated total savings of $42.6 blllmn
The original savings target when Castle-Tanner was introduced was $50 billion and the Democratic
cosponsors of Tanner-Castle have agreed to find additional savings to reach the $50 billion savings
target. The following items would bnng the total savings in the pmposal above $50 hillion.

Title T - TANF Block Grant _

Add a provlsmns thal bla.leb cannot opcratc a separate financial support program wnh statc. funds
targeted at child support recipients who would otherwise be eligible for assistance under the block
grant. CBO assumed that states would set up a assistance progran without federal funds so that
they would not share child support receipts with the federal government. This does not appear to be
anyone’s intent, but affects CRO scoring. Savings: $658 million

Subtotal, additional suvinys in Title I: $658 million -
Title 1 — SSI

Add provision from H.R. 3507 ending paymems of pro«ratecl benefits fm" individuals who become:
eligible for SSI in the middle of the month. Under current law, individuals receive a partial check
on the 15th of thc month. " This w0uld delay the initial check until the first of the next month.
Savings: $8335 million ‘

Adopt-provision paying la.rgc retroactive benefit amounts in installments instead of one lump sum
payment. This prowsmn 1s in H.R. 3507 and the administration budget Savings: $27% million,

Permit recovery of SSI overpaymcms from: Socml Secunty benefits. lhzs-prowsmn s in HLR. 3507.
Savings: $183 million. : _ '

Tighten restrictions on pa}(menl of Social Sccurity and SSI benefits to p}isohérs and make paynicnts
lo prison recipients wha report ineligible recipients. Savings: $181 million

Subtotal, Additional Savings in Title [l: $1.476 billion
Title IX - Food ‘Stamps

Set the standard deduction at a lower level. Ta.nner—C‘astle current reduces 1he standard deduction
from $134 to $120 and freezes it through 2001, when it would be indexed to inflation. Additional
savings can be achieved by reducing the standard deduction further. Savings: $1 billion

Subtotal, Additional Snviﬁgs in Title IX: 51 billion
'Tltle X - Mlscellaneaus '

Adopt l:I IC prnvmons from. A.dmamstrauon budgel “These pmvmmns would 1) require a Social
Security pumber to qualify for the EITC, thereby denying the credit to individuals not authorized w
be employed in the U.S.; 2) restrict EITC eligibility for families with capital gains over $2,500 and
3) disregard a portion of business losses in computing the FITC phaseout. Savings: $4.6 billion

Subtotal, Additional Savings in Title X: $4.6 billion
‘Total Additional Savings: §7.734
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Pohcy Changes Adopted in Commlttee

Several changes were made during Commmec markup of welfare reform in Ways and Means and
LEducation and Oppnmmltles Commitice that lmprovcd the bill. Below are the changes adopted in
Committee that would improve CastlenTanner

Title I -- TANF BIuck Grant
Remove age limit from educahon ehg1b1ht‘y (Oppoxtumues)

- Prevent state tenmnanon of assistance to single custodial parents with children under age 11 whcre
- child care isn’t available. (Opportumnes)

Add requirement that states prov1dc Mcdweud bencﬁts for one year to farmhes leaving welfare
. programs because of increased carninps from work or child support collection. Allow penaities of

up to 5% for states that violate this requirement. The baseline assumes transitional Medicaid
coverage, so' this provision should not be scored as increasing costs. (Ways and Means)

- Title III -- Child Support Enforcement

Alinw states to share information from d1rectory of new hires mth prlvate contractors. (Ways and
Means) .

Provide state chﬂd support agencies w1th autharity to obtam mformatmn from pubhc and private
entities. (Ways and Means)

“Title VII — Child Care |
Tncrease child care quality sct-aside to 4% (Opportunitics).
Title X - - Miscellaneous

Provide states with one year, nf enhance funding (75 percent rather than 50 percent) to complete
implementation of automated ctuld welfa_re mformatlon systems. (Ways and Means)

Other Changes

Other suggestions have been made regarding changes to Castle-Tanner by the administration and by
other groups interested in aspects of welfare reform po]:cy Below are the changes that we may be
able to accomodate

“Title I - TANF Block Grant |
Clarify that families losing TANF eligibility as a result of a time {imit do not lose Medicaid
coverage as well. CBO has not scored savings from the loss of Mcdicaid coverage under the time
_ limit, so changing this provision should not have a scoring impact.

| Tiﬂe VIII -- Child Nutrition

Ehmmate pI‘OVISIOﬂ res[nctmg eligibility for chﬂd nutrition providers that have 25% of thesr
enrollment receiving federal asststance.
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Chl]d Care

The $4 billion in additivnal funds. should be sufficient to meet the CBO
estimates of child care costs under the work requirements of the Senate bill.

Suggested changes A 100% maintenance of effort of 1994 child care spending
should be required for a state to draw dcwn the additional federal child care
funds. _

" Work ngram Funding

- Adopting ‘the work reqmrements from the Senate bill w111 make it easier for
states to meet the work requirements. However, there still will not de .
. sufficient to meet the CBO estirmates for the work program costs. Tue federal
. pomon of this shortfall will be approximately §5 billion.

Sug,ested change: Prcmde 2 $S villion block grant for work fundmg that states
can draw down in addition to TANF funds beginning in 1999 if the state s
spending 100% of 1994 levels on work programs. ‘

Individual Rasponsibility Contract

Suggested change- Adopt the language from the Coalition wlearc cform bill
requiring individuals to sign an individual responsibility contract within 30 days
of becoming eligible for cash assistance. A similar provision was mn.luded in
the Senate bl]l :

Contmgency fl.md

: Suggested change Require a 100% maintenance of effost for all AFDC
spending before a state can draw down funds from the contingency fund. Add
a mechanisrn increasing the funds in the contingency furnd if national child
poverty exceeds 1994 levels by more than 10%.

Mamtenance of Effort

By remaining silent on the issue, the governors agreement maintains the 75%
maintenance of effort in the conference report instead of the 80% in the
Senate hill.' The lower mzintenance of effort is justified by assumed caseload
‘reductions before the states have had an opportumty to implement programs to
move individuals into work, ‘

Suggested change Require 2 90% maintenance. of effort through 1998 and

- allow the MOE to drop 10 80% in 1999 if states mee! the participation rates in
1997 and 1998." Increase the state MOE back to 90% if the state faﬂs to meet
the participation rate in any year.
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Food :sta‘mps

The total savings is higher than ‘the level in the Senate bill or the tentzmve
agreement in the budget negotiations.

@oo3

~ Sugaested change: Drop the optional block grant, modxfy the work reqmrernents

and set total savings at $22. billion.
Child welfare

.Suggeéted, change: Lliminate optional child welfare bloci:\ grant.
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Congress of the ﬂitﬁteh States

Sashington, VL 20515
FOR I_MMEDIATE RELEASE . Conract: Jeff Fleming
March 22, 1996 _ 225-4714 (Tanper)
o - | Kristin Nolt
225-4165 (Castle)

REPUBLICANS, DEMOCRATS ANNOUNCE BIPARTISAN WELFARE REFORM
AGREEMENT ACHIEVING $50+ BILLION IN SAVINGS OVER SEVEN YEARS

U.S. Reps. Michael Castle (R-DE) and Io_l;n Taxmer (D-TN) today said a group of
conservative Democrats and modertate Republicans have rcached agreement on g
comprehensive welfare reform bill saving about 550 biilion over seven years.
| "This bipartisan propasﬁ.l takes the best of The Coalition’s plén, what our
governors proposed, and what our Republican collezgues offered, to create a reform

packagle that can succeed upon implementation,” Tanner said. . "It gives the states the
flexibility they deserve and demands nal responsibility from those who need help -

~with tough incentives that put work first, promotfe two-parent families, and remove the

cash benefit now available to unwed teenage mothers. The government’s obligation is

not everlasting." . :

"This bipartisan welfare reform bill is flexible but fair, and combines the best
parts of what Congress passed and what the governors proposed,” Castle said. "I am
hopeful that this agreement will help facilitate more bipartisan action on this issue in
the House, serve as a road map for reform, and even spark negotiations on the budget.
Fixing our welfare system is a priority for all of us, and is a major part of our effort
to balance the budget. This bill keeps our commitment to reducing spending, saves
taxpayers $50 billion over seven years, and is a2 cruich for people who need helpin
tough times."” ' : ) . ‘

The bipartisan welfare rcfcfni agreement reached would save about $50 billion over
seven years while increasing by $4 billion fimding for child care and including the $2 billion
contingency fund the bipartisan proposal of the National Governor’s Association is seeking.

- Other highlights of the bipartisan proposal unveiled today include the same five-year
time limits on ¢ash benefits the Governors and others bave proposed. The proposal also
includes provisions requiring a family cap. It would give states the option to decide whether
to provide cash benefits to teenage mothers under the age of 18 and denies cash benefits to
those who cannot establish paternity. It also imposes tough child support enforcement.

A summary and detailed side-by-side comparison are attached for your information.
If you have additional questions please do not hesitate to contact either Kristin Nolt (Rep.

Castle) at 22541065, or Jeff Fleming (Rep. Tauuxr) at 225-4714.

-30-
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FOR IMMEDTATE nnnzass : . CONTACT) Mary Aste Leary
March 22, 1996 | 202-225-5341

Congresaowoman Connie Morsllm annuunced agTeement on new walfare
zoform legislation that has broad bipartissn suppert in the Bouse in a
prees conference held this moraing in t.h- Capitel.

The comprowloe legislaticn 18 blﬂlll. on the work of mnderate
Republicane and congervative Demcarxats and bullds on recomzendaticna madse
by the Natiocnal Governors’ Association lagt menmth. It is eutimted that the
plan would gave §50 billion over sevan yeacs.

'rhe new legislation includes such H.R. 4 elements ag work
roquirements) family cap) time limits; limits on benefits to teenage '
mothers; paternity sotablishment) illegitimacy reducticn; and child suppoert
anforcement .

New prwiaioné will:
© indreags ohlld cara funding hy ﬂ biilion

¢ provide for gtate flexibility an work tequitmanu for women with
childryn under six yoars of age t0 er 20 hours par week

o roquire that atatug meet 'nsiut.wce of affort" requirements of
100% of 1994 epending levels before they can draw down foderal
child care and coutiagency fynds’ '

o Teguire that gtates meet 85% maintemsnce of effort for the cash
welfare block grant before Jrawing 4avn fodoral funde

" ipprove immigrant provisicns by excluding batteresd women, digabled
children, and those over 7% years old

"The plan we have worked hard to put t.ogut.h-r is a great izprovement
over what wo had earlisr this year,” gald Congresewoman Morella. "We have a.
plan now that i3 Eraceicul. doable, and compassicnate -- and one that will
work because it will have the pupport of moat Americans.®

The 1egialu:l.on will ha int:odueed in tha Eouee next woeln khe Houu
will conaide: 'ualfnra roform sﬂ-.ez the Easter recess.

"
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N "' Welfare Reform Propesal
(Notc: The agreement is based on the welfare refoun conference repor with the following modifications)

.anteﬁance of Effort

Require an 85% maintenance of effort through 2002, ‘with an increase in the MOE to 90% for states -
that fail to meet the parm:1pauon rates and a reduction to 80% for states that meet performance
requirements, ; .

Trnnsferablhty

Restrict transfers from the TANF block grant to only the child care block grant and lirnit the transfer to
20% of the block grant. |

Contingency Fund 7
Increase contingency fund to $2 billion.

* Allow states that qualify for contingency funds to draw funds even if the $2 billion authorization has
‘been exceeded if there is a downturn in the national economy not assumed in the CBO projections.

Require a 100% maintenance of effort before a state can draw down funds from the contingency fund.

"~ Work participation rules

Chanée work participation roquircment to 25 hours a week. 'J

Give states the option to reduce the work requirement to 20 hours for parents with c}:uldren undf:r age 6
Count job search as a work actmty for up to six weeks |

Count individuals leaving welfare to accept private scctor empluymcnl in meeung pammpation
requirements for six mcnt!m provided that they remain employed

Child Care

Inerease child care wendmg by 54 blﬂmn abovc con&mncc repmi

Require states to match additional federal clnld care funds at current match rates (retain 100%
maintenance of effort in the confercnce report for basc level fuuds). | .

Work program funding

Provide 33 billion additional funds for work funding that states can draw in addition to TANF funds
beginning in 1999 if the state is spending 100% of 1994 levels on work programs and demwnstrales
that it needs additional funds in order to meet the work participation requirements. Require states to

coordinate TANF work programs with one-stop shopping centers estabhshed b}r the CAREERS Act.
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Indxvndual Respons:bihty , R , _

: Adopt the requirement in the Coalmon bill and the Senate bill that welfare recipients sign an individual
. responstbility contract developed by the state upon hecnmmg eligible for cash assistance.

Individusl protectmn

.. Require states to have objective and equitable standards for determining ehgzblhty and certify that the
state has establlshed 2 due process appeal for individuals whe havc been denied assistapce. :

State Accountablhty

Provide the Secretary with the authonty ‘to reduce or withhold payments to states if the state does not
meet the requirements.of the statute.
Family Cap

Require states to opt out of the family cap.

‘Child Welfare

Eliminate optional child welfare block grant..

Food stamps

Reduce food stamp spending by $22 billion over six years

Eliminate the optional block grant

- Adopt the work requirements from the Coalition bill, which requires able-bodied individuals
betweoen age 18-50 without children to work or purticipate in a work program, but does not
eliminate benefits if there is not a slot available in a food sta.mp work program.

Eliminates the school nutrition block demonstration -

¢

* Non-citizens
Retain the denial of benefits to non-citizens with the following changes:
Exempt battered women from deeming requ&ments
Exempt children from food stamp ban.
Excmpt disabled kids froin SS1 ban
Exempt individuals over 75 from the ban.

Exempt individuals who have paid FICA taxes for 60 months (20 quarters).


http:requirements.of

MAR-22-1996 11:39

FROM

TO

REED

WELFARE REFORM: COMPARISON OF H.R. 4 CONFERENCE REPORT,
GOVERNORS' PLAN, AND CASTLE/TANNER COMPROMISE

© March 12, 1996
PROVISION HR 4 CONFERENCE | GOVERNORS' PLAN | CASTLE/TANNER
N REPORT W ) : COMPROMISE
Temporary Assistance Ends the federal SameasHR 4 Same as H.R. 4, enly
for Needy Families entitlement to AFDC, MOE is raised to 85%
(Cash Wclfarc Block providing $16.3 billion through 2002, with an
Grant) pet year in block grants increase to 90% for

to states. The state
maintenance of effort
(MOE) is 75% for the
first four years (fower
for states that exceed
targets in moving
families off weifare and
into work)

states that fail to meet
the participation rates,
and a reduction to 80%

-for states that meet

perforinance
requirements

Contingency Fund

1.) $1 billien -~
eontingeney fund for
states whose
unemployment rates dip
helow 6.5%. To quelify,
states would have %
spend at least as much
on welfare programs as
they did in FY94

| 2.) Rsrablighes 2 §1.7

billien revolving loan
from which states can
horrow during
economic downtarns

3.) Provides $800
million for states that
experience surges in
population growth

1.) $2 billion
cantingeney fund far
states whose unem-.
ployment rates dip

below 6.5% or whase

children’s food stamp
caseload increases by
maore than 10% over
FY94 or FY95 levels.
MOE 100% belore
states can draw down
contingency fund

2) SameasHR 4

3.) Sameay HR. 4

1.) Sameas Governors
plan’ '

2.) Same at‘H.R.. 4

3.) Sameas H.R. 4

4.} Allow states that
qualify for contingency
Funds to draw funds

“even if the $2 billion

authorization has been
exceeded if there isa
downturn iz the
national economy (nat'i
unemploy. resches
7.5%) not assumed in
CBO projections
(contingent on CBO

scoring)

F.B6-12
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PROVISION HR 4 CONFERENCE | GUVERNURS' PLAN | CASILA/TANNER
REPORT ' : COMPROMISE

Transferability Allewed transfer of up Mikes it hapder for Restrict transfers from

' ' to 30% of funds from states to jump back and | the TANF block grant
TANF block prant to forth between to only the child care
other titles of bill (ckild | catitlement aud bleck block graot apd limit
welfare, fond stamps) grant funding schemes the transfer to 209 of

_ ' o in area of child welfarc | the hlock grant
Wark Requirements 1.) 50% of welfare 1) Sameas HR ¢

recipients must be
working by 2002, amd
90% of two-parent
welfare families must he
working by 1899

1.) States may exempt
mothers with children

under age 1 from work
requirements

| 3) Welfare parents

must work at least 35
hours per week by 2002

4.) Allows up 10 4 weeks
of job search to count ax
ap eligible work aefivity

5.) These who have
worked their wayoff
the welfare rolls during
the previous & mouths
cannot be counted
toward meeting monthly
work, participation rates

L) Same as HR. 4

2) Saméas HR. 4

1) Welfare parents
must work at least 25
hours per week in
futare years. States
bave the option of
requiring mothers with
children under age 6 to
work only 20
hours/week.

4.} Allowsapio 12
weeks of job search and
job readiness to count as
3 work activity-

5) Changes work

participation caleulation

rate to tzle into account
thase who leave welfare

for work as long as they

remazin employed

2.} Sameas _H.R. 4

3.} Same as Gov.'s Plan :

4.) Allows up to 6 weeks
to tount as an eligible
work activity

5.) Count individuals
legving welfsreto -
aecept private sector:
employment in meeting

_participation:

requiremonts for six
month, provided that

F.@7/12.
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PROVISION H.R. 4 CONFERENCE | GOVERNORS’ PLAN | CASTLE/TANNER
| REPORT _ . COMPROMISE
Child Care 1.} Folds 8 major 11) Sameas ALK 4 1.) Sameas HLR 4
federal child care
programs inio the
existing Child Care and
Development Block
Graat to states. Funds
may be transferred into
the block grant, but not
transferred out of the
block grant into other
welfare programs
2.) Administrative costs | 2.) Admin. costsare . | 2.) Sameas H.K. 4
are capped at 3 percent | eapped at S percent
'3.) Provides $1% billion | 3.) Provides $22 billios | 3.) Same as Gav.’s Plan
over 7 years — $2 billion | over 7 years - $4 billion '
more than current law | more than HR 4 and
36 billion more then
curvent [aw (Gov.'s
recently agreed to
require addt’l funds be
subject to a.state match)
Work Program Funding | No provision No provision Provide £3 billion
' additional fund for
work fanding that states
can draw in addition to
TANF funds beginning
in 1999 if the state is
'spending 100% of “94
levels on work pro-
grams and demcusteates
that.it needs addt’)
funds-to meet the work
particigalivae reguine
ments. Require states to
coordinate TANF work
programs with vue-siup
shapping centers
established by the
_ _ CAREERS Act -
- | Family Cap Mandates that states States could opt todeny | Sameas HR. 4
' deny mcreased cash cach actictance 20 ‘
benefits for haviug more | children born to welfare
children while on recipients
welfare. The state must '
pass 2 law to opt out of
the provision

P.BB/L2
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PROVISION H.R 4 CONFERENCE | GOVERNORS' FLAN | CASTLE/TANNER
' ‘ REPORT COMPROMISE
Individual Protection Require states to have Require states to have
' plan that sets forth objective and equitable
objective criteria for the | stapdards for
delivery of beaefits and | determining eligihility
{ fair and equitable and certify that the state
treatment ' has established ¢ due
process appeal for
individuals who have
been denied assistance
State Accountability. Provide Secretary with
authotity to reduce or
| withhold psyments to
states if the state does
not aeet the
requirements of the
statute .
Child Welfare States would continue to | States would continue to | Eliminate optional child
be reimbursed by the be reimbursed by the welfare block grant
{ federal government for - | federal governinent for

the maintenance — ot
room and board costs
invalved in placing each

the maintenance, -
administration and
training expenses

eligible low-income chid | related to foster care
in foster careor and adoption assistance.
adoption. Federsl Other child welfare
funding for other child | programs would be
welfare programs would | funded in a blotk grant.
come from two pew States could choose lo '
_block grants receive all their foster
: care and adoption
. | assistance in a block
n grant. .
Food Stamps 1.) ‘Able-bodied 1) Sameas HR 4 1) Same as HR 4, but
: beneficiaries between ‘ does not eliminate
ages 18-50 who do net bienefits if there Js not a
have dependents are slot available in a food
required to work for stamp work program
benefits :
2.) Allows statestoset | 2.} Sameas HR. 4 2.} Eliminate optional
up optionzl food stamp : block graug; sct savings
block grant target of 22 billion,

number agreed to in

"1 budget negotiations with

House, Senate and
White House principals

P.@9r12
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| PROVISION

LR 4 CONFERENCE
REPQRY

GOVERNORS' PLAN

CASTLE/TANNER
COMPROMISE

Time Limils

1.} Welfare parents
‘cannot collect cash
benefits for more than 2
years without working
(states can require them
to work much sooner
than that)

2.) Cash benefits are
limited to total of 5
years, A 15% hardship

_exemption is provided

L) Sameas H.R. 4

2) A 20% hardship
exemption is provided

1.) Sameas HE 4

'2.} Same as Governors’

plan

Teenage Mothers

b

Gives states the option
of whether or not to
provide cash benefits to
teenage mothers under
age I8. Ifstates provide
cash benefits to minor
parents, they must
require teett parents to
live st home and attend
school

SzsmeasHR. 4

Sameas HR. 4

Paternity Establishment

Cash welfare is denled
to pareats why de not
cooperate in :
establishing paternity.
For those who do

| ecoperate, benefits are

reduced until paternity
is established

‘Semeas HR 4

Sameas HR. 4

Ilegitimacy Reduction
Bonus

1 States recelve increased

‘YANK funding
beginuning in 1998 it
they reduce illegitimacy
rates without increasing
overall number of
abortians. A 5% bobus
is awarded for a 1%
drop in tbe state’s
illegitimacy ration; a

-18% bonus for [arger
illegitimacy reductions

Sameas HR. 4

Sameas LR 4

P.18-12
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MAR-22-1996 11:41 TO REED
- | PROVISION H.R ¢ CONFERENCE | GOYERNORS’ PLAN | CASTLE/TANNER
o REPORT : COMPROMISE
Supplemental Security 1.) Adds 2 new 1.) Same as HR. 4 1) Same uv HR. 4
ncome ' definition of childhood - o
disability.
2.) Ends the socalled - | 2.) Sameas HR 4 2.} Sameas HR. 4
“crazy” checks for
children who exhibit
*’| age-inappropriate
behavier but who aren’t
truly disabled
3.) Payments to 3.) Children that 3.) Same as Gov.’s Plan °
disabled children are fqualify as disabled- {drop two-tlered system
based on the severity of | receive 100% of the of S5 benefits, similar
disability. Children adult benefit to Senate bill)
who require special ‘
assistance retain 100%
of current law beneldt,
and children with lesser
needs receive 75% of
current law benefit
4.) Continuing 4) SameasHR 4 4.) Sameas K.R. 4
disability reviews must .
be performed every 3 5.) Deny-SSI to drug
years to determine if addicts and aleoholics
children still qualify for {orig. it HLR. 4)
benefits, when children o
turh age 18, and at 12 6.) Add provisions
months for low birth- ‘changing deeming of
weight babies ' parent’s Income for SSI
. disabled children
7.) Contioutng
disability review for SSI
‘ adult recipients
Child Sapport Requires states to create | Same as HR. ¢ Same as HL.R. 4
Enforcement a central registry to
' track down the statuy uf
all child support orders.
States are alsg given the
suthority to suspend
driver’s, professional,
occupationzl, and
Jecreational licenyes of
anyone whose child
SUppUrt payments are in

P.11712
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§ yrs. in the U.5. 381
and foed stammps remain
restricted until .
citizenship, and states
have the option of
prohibiting most other
welfare alter S yrs. in
us.

2.) Non-citizens -
curreatly in U.S, are
ineligible for SST and
food stamps after Jan.
1, 1997, and states heve
option of denying them
cash welfare, Medicaid,

Title XX, and state and .

local benefits

3.} Refugees, asylees,
veterans, active-duty
military personnel, and
individuals who worked
in U.S. for more than 10
years remain eligible for
welfare

~disabled chitdren

~those over 75

| —those who have paid

FICA taxes for 60
months (20 quarters)

TO REED
PROVISION H.R. § CONFERENCE | GOVERNORS’ PLAN | CASTLE/TANNER
- REPORT - | COMPROMISE
Nonr-Citizens 1.) Non-gitizeus who 1,2,and 3). Guv.’s Plan | 1,2,and 3). Samcas
. arrive in the U.S. after | did not address the issue | H.R. 4, but makes the
the bill's enactment are | of welfare o following exemptions:
ineligible for most immigrants. The
welfarc prograis (SSI, | agreement acceptsthe | —battered women from
food stamps, AFDC, savings but was sifent on | deeming requirements
Medicaid, and Litle XX | specific polictes for
Social Services Black achieving those savings | ~families with children
Grant) during their first from food stamp ban

Savings

Abaut $58 billivw/Tyears

About $44 billion/?
years

‘| At least $50 kiltion/s7

years
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o '_ Welfare Reform Proposal
 Maintenanice of Effort “ |
" Require an 85% maintenance of effort through 2002, with an increase in tht: MOE 10 9%0% for states
that fail to meet the participation rates and a reduction to SG%farstatcsthalmect pe:fonnance
wqmremcnts. ‘
Perfnmanee Bonus o ’ o . o
Provide pcrfozmancc mmtmx ﬂ::ough a combination of cash payments [ h.tgh performance smes (up
to §1 bﬂhon) and h.lghﬂ’ MOE for low-performm staim
Contiﬁgcncy Fund _
N ,Inm:ase eonnngmcy fundto $2 billion.

Allow states that qualify for contingency funds to draw funds even if the $2 billion authonzauon has -
been exceeded tftherclsadownunnmthenauoual mnomynotassmwdmﬂw CBO proj&:l:ons.

(ConbngcntonCBOsconng) |
: Raqm.re a 100% mmntenanoe of effort heforeasmtc mndrawdown funds fromthc oonungmcy fund.

k Work participation. mlr.s
Changewnrkpammnﬂnroqumemtoﬁhumawmk. |
Give states the option to reduce the work requirement to 20 hbﬁs for parents w:th child:en'unda ugé 6 '
~ Count individuals leaving welfare to accept private sector em.ploymmt n mncung pamapahon '
mqmtcmentsforonegpmwdedﬂmrheymnanp}oy . ,
Child Care |
Inerease child care spcndmg by $4 billian above confmce repozt

Require stafes to match additional federal child care funds af current match rates (retam 100% '
maintenance of effort in the conference report for base level fund.s) . _

- | /
' Work'prognim funding
Provide $3 bilfion additional funds for work t'undmg that statm can draw in add;tmu to T. ANF funds
: gm1999|fthemlsspmdmgIDO%oflmlmdsonworkpmgramsmddemonm

that it needs sdditional funds in order to meet the work partici requirernents. Require states to
coordinate TANF work programs with one-sop shcppmg emtg;u:stabhshed by the CAREERS Act

Indnridual Raponsxbility

Adoptthemmmatmthncoahumbillandtbembtﬂtha:wd&rempmms:gnanmdmdna!
: responsib:htyeonn‘actdeveloped by ﬁwslateupcn becmmng ehgiblcforcashass:stmcc S
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"lndmdnal protection o | | N |
. qu%hhm&uhmﬂmmdeqmﬁb&es&ndmﬂsﬁrdﬁmmngehyb&tymdaemfythatthz '
statehasmbhshedaduepmmappealformdmdualsmhmbm assistance. '

State Anmuntabllity T _ L _

-Pmudc the Sacmmy wnhthemhomy to teduee or wrﬁ)holdpaymems 10 states lf‘thl: srate dnes not
meet the :eqmmnems orthe stante. _ _ _ ,

'Fmily Ca;':‘ :

Provide states with complete flexibility on family cap. -

N

'cmuwmn o
Elmua:eopﬁonalch;ldwe&areblockmm

- Food stamps _
Set savings target of $22 billion
' Eliminate ﬁe optional block gmni | - _
- Adopt the work requirements from the Coaliian bill, which reqwrcs able-bodicd individuals
. between age 18-50 without children to work or c:patemaworkpmgmm but does not -~ -
chmtmne bepefits if lhcre is pot a slot avaxlable B a food stamp work program -
Non-cmuns | _
. Exempt batteredwmnen from d@g reqmremen:s |
 Bliminate school putriion and WIC from the ban
' Bxempt fa:m]les mﬂ; chxldren Ii'nm food stamp han.
Excmptdtsabtedhds ﬁ'mnban . "
Exempt mdmduals over 75 from the ban

Excmpt individuals who havc paid. FICA taxes for 60 months (20 quar:ers)
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WELERHE REFORM MEETING
JANURRY 31, 1996

ATTEUDEEE . .

Liz Liess (Cohen). ynthia Jallard (Snowel. Booth Jamesor
{Castle), Stephanie Sritzer (Specter), Ed Lorenzen (Fetsrson), .
Jezne LoewWenson {(Onddl, Chad Jenkinz [Tanner), Sharon Winn
(Jeffords), Patrick Atagi 1Hatfield;, Cynthia Kice [(Breauz),
Michael Puffrer (Senave Budget Committes-Majorityi, Joan Huffer
(Senace HBudget Cunmittee-Mineriey), Lawrie Rubiner (Chafee)

DISCYSSION -

' Madicaid Liakagei Group prefers apprcach in Senate bill
which retains AFDC linkage to Medicald esligibility, Any
change to thls policy should be addressed as paet of Medicaid
veforn,

«  Child careffunding €or work programp: 2Jiscuesed
addicidnal funds based on CBO estlimate af what is reeded to
meal the work requircnents, Uiscussed linking these
addivional Eunds Lo 2 hizier starte maintenence of efforc
requirerent -- if he gerneral MND2 remaing ac 9b0%, atates
vould oniy acrass addivismal child care and work funds if
they maintalhad thel; efferc at 100, Ciscussed establishing
separate block gqrant for work funds, ard ircluding thz worck
participarion sates from che Dousa bill and the work
participation rules [zom the Senata bill.

«  HMainteuance of effort: Discussed. increasing MOR from 85%.
i ‘Agreed to thirk aboub diffecent approaches ta MDE, such as
phase-cut, or phase-ii: of higher and lower levels,

» - Coutingency Fund: Addicicemal funds (5% Lillion?) which
woald ke accassed by a trigger Mascd on ¢nild poverty rates
or food stamp reclp1ent numher'

v Por formance honus; Nigscussed hoving pasrformance bonus oe
: penalty which would e Linked to an incraacge or éevrcaze in a
state's maintenance of gffort requirement. Tentatively
~agread ook to provide zdditionat funds or take funds from the
‘'2XF block grant for performance Dunus.

. Children'e B9%: Yagp Senate pruvision, drop Ewe- t;ered
-apprasch in conference agreenent. Discusszed heginning
proress of CDR's in Jarnuary, 1995,

. Child welfare: ¥uep Senate prnvision -- o vhange to
current law. ' ' : .

. food stanpds Drop uptional bloc? gTant. Safc '
requitements. Toral cuts sbould be §22 b;llxon?n work

. lmmdqcants- Deeming ooly untiz citivenship.

7% years ané older alregady in the cauntry, Fxempt elderiy
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] ,.\ Qtnngtzss nf tbe Mmteh States
| Housge of Repregentatibes
Hashington, BE 20515_

February 1, 1996 °

The Honorable Newt Gingrich
Speaker Of The House -

-H232 Capitol |

Washington, DC 205 15
Dear Mr. Speaker: .

Despite the good efforts of the Congressional Leadership and the White House, the

artempt to achieve a balanced budget agreement appears to be at an impasse. We believe that the

best approach is to separate the issues of balancing the budget and cutting taxes.

As Democrat and Republican Members, we have prdposed plans that separate tax cuts
from balancing the budget. The Coalition has offered a budget which balances in seven years.
Yesterday, a number of Republicans unveiled a six year balanced budget. The numbers and the
underlying policies are so ¢lose that we believe consensus is possﬂ:le .

Nothing in our budgets precludes tax cuts. Regardless of our views on this issue, we agree
that Congress should consider cutting taxes separately from passing a balanced budget. Clearly
there are additional savings for which many Members of Congress already have voted, which -
could be considered to offset the cost of tax cuts, once a balanced budget is enacted,

It is imperative to lock in the savings on which we can reach agreement. We can achieve

. the spending cuts necessary to balance the budget. We should enact the policy changes where we

can reach agreement. We should write into law caps for both discretionary and entitlement

- spending, strict enforcement mechanisms, and prbwsmns to end the so-called “emergency”

supplemental spending. We believe a bipartisan majority in the House and Senate would support
such legislation. .

We must adopt a legislative strategy that guarantees separate votes on balancing the
budget and cutting taxes. We smcerely believe this approach is our best chance to move the
process forward. .

. : Sincerely,

2003
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A resolution providing for the consideration of the bill

{1.R. 2915} to enhance support and werk opportunitics for
families with children, reduce wclfare depenaancu and

control welfaxre spending.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

May 2 - 9¢
13

Mr. Tanner, (for hinself and Mrs. Lincnln,’nr Stenholm
and Mr_Payne of Virginia) :

wgs

'RESOLUTION

1 Resolved,

’

“h .
‘t‘\,\{_

GEQ @ 1983 - 17-C2n
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That immediately upon the adoption of this resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
Clause 1(B) of Rale XXIII, dwclare the House resolved imto the Committee of the Wholc
Hotse on the State of the Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 2915) o cnhance
support and work opportunities for fomilies with children, reduce welfarc dopendance and -
conuol wellre spending. The ﬂrstwadmgofthebiﬂ shall bcd:spmsed with. An
amendment in the narure of a substitute consisting of the text of ILR. 3266 shall be considervd
us adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be cuusidared as the original bill for the purposc of
further amendmem under the five-mioute rule. The bill, as amended, shall be considered as
read. After gemeral debate, which shall be confined to the bill and which shall pot casewd thice
hous, with three hours equalty divided and controlled by Represcatative Archer of Texas,

" Representative Gibbans of Florida, Representatives Tanner of Tennessee or their desipnees, the
- bill ahall be considered for amendment undet the five-minine nile. :

Section. 2. Immadiately following general debate, it shall be in order for the House to
consider the following amendments, which may be offered only in the following order;
(2) an amendment in the nature of a substitute by Representative Gibbons of Florida;
(b) &n amecndrment in the nature of a substitute by Representative Archer of 1exas;
{c) an emendment in the nature of a substitte by Representative Tanner of Tennessee;
Each amendment may be offered only by the named proponent or a designee, shall be
in ofder notwithstanding the adoption of 4 previous amendment in the nature of & substitute,
shal} be considersd s read anly if printed in the Congressional Record at least three legislative
days pricr 10 its cansidetahon, shall be debatable for not to excted onc-hout to be equally
divided and controlied by the propanent and 2 member opposed thereto, and shall not be
subject W an wmendment in the House of in the Committer of the Whole. If mare than ore
amendment in the nature of 3 substitute is adopted, then only the one receiving the greater
 number of affirmative votes shall be considered a3 finally adopted. Tn the Case of  tie for e
greater mumber of affirmative votes, then anly the last amendment 1 receive that mmmber of
affirmative votes shall be considered as finally adopuod.

Sectihn 3. Following the disposition of amendments in the namre of the substitute -

' listed in Section 2, te bill as so amended shall by considered for amendment under the

ﬁve-numm:rulc No amendment 1o any amendment shall be in order. No amendment shall .
'pesm;mmadmmdfwﬂwémw,ofﬂmMOnmtbeHuuseormtheCmtwc of
the Wholc. Debiate on any amendment to the bill shall it exceed sixty migutes. At the
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conclusion of the cansideration of the bill for amendment, the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the Housé wilh such amendments as may have heen adopted. The previous question
shull be considered 1o be ondered on the hill and any amendment thereto to final pussage
‘withoul intervening motion except one motian to recommit, with or without instructions.

. Sectlon. 4. If on any day the Commitiee rises and reports thet 1t has come fo no
resolution on the bill. the Hovse shall, an the aext legislative day immediately following
Hotse approval of the Jowmal, resolve itsclf into the Conmittee of the Whole muhe state of
!heUmonfquhcﬁmhexcomdmnnofthebﬂl :
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