
Time Limits: 

, The Pni:sident expressed strong cDncern abDut what will happen to. children when families 
,are affected by tim~:1imits, andwDuld like mandatDry vDuche~s fD~' the care Df the chil9 after the 

, five-year time limit (H.R. 3266 cDntains vDuchers, but ends after 5 years; doesn't prohibit states 
to. cDntinue). " , ' ' 

, He WDuid cDnsider legi,slatiDn'that cDntained a provi;iDn \v,hereby thDse families who. 
were affected by the time-limit cDuld work in exchange fDr fDDd stamps or welfare. He ' 
su'ggested states'could work with cities and cDunties to. create Df such jobs; current emplDyees 
cDuld nDt 'be displaced (H.R. 3266 'cDntainscertificatiDn Df non-displac,emerit and nbn­
replacement Df current empIDyees). ' ' 

He stated it WDuid be more difficult to. vet9 welfare refDIm legislatiDn ifa mandatDry 
'20% "hardship PDDI" were inCluded in exchange fDr vouchers for .thDse WPD have reached the 
five year time 'limit (H.R. 3266 accepts GDV.'S language Df20% state DptiDn)," ' 

ImmigratiDn: ' 

ThDugh he SUpPDrtS deeming, pe wants legislatiDn that incDrporates nD-fault deeming' 
whyreby a legal'immigrant Dr its child is protected if they becDme disabled, or injuredthfDugh no. 

",' fault Df their, DWn; he wDuldeven consider reduced ievels Df welfare spending to. ensure ,that they 
, are taken careDf. 

. : He also. suppDrted'separating the legal and illegal immigratiDn bills that the CDngress 
cDnside!ed, and wDuld havesuPPDrted IDwering the cap Dn legal immigrants. ' 

.', ,...,.Medicaid: 

Regarding AFpC/Medicaid eligibility, he is concerned abDut certain pDpulatiDns and is ' 
seeking exemptiDns fDr thDSe wh~ are drDpped from Medicaid because of reaching the five-year 
time limit :..-' this is pDssibly 'an inadvertent result: He is also., cDncerned that sfates wDuld cut Dff 
'disabled children when faced with difficult budgetary cDnstraints. 

He likes th'e Chafee-:Breaux apIJfD~ch;believes blDckgranting is. an errDr andthat it is bad, 
public pDlicy, and'that it makes it difficult to. sustain adequat~ spending levels Dn health care. 
ThDught the GDvernors wDuld agree with him. Also. stated he wan~s, to. negDtiate Medicaid if it is , 
to. be linked with welfare. 



, " 
, " 	 '"" 

Castle-T~n'nerTilne-Limit, Voucher. and Work P~ovision~ 
, ,I 

e ',' rime Limits. The Cast1e-T~er bill places a five-year Federal time limit o~ the receipt of 
, ' cash assistance benefits and' allows States to exempt up to 20 percent ofthe caseload from 
, the time 'limit. States may opt to impose time limits ofshorter duration~ , ' " " , ,',' . 

e, " Vouchers. Staies that implement'State tim:~-lirriits of less than five years are requi~ed to 
provide mandatory vouchers for goods and services to, children in families cut off " 
assistance. There is only an option f~r States to provide vouchers after the Federal five­

.' year time-limit has been reached. 

, 	 ' . 

e,Work:The'bill requires individuals to'participate in work, as defined by the State, after no " 
,longer than two years on assistance. The bill also includes a set of Federal work rates, . 
with separate definitions ofallowable work activities, which iricrease between FY96 and 
FY02. The State definition ofwork under the two-years-and-work requirement may not 

.,' necessarily qualify as countable under the Federally required work rates. ' 

e 	 Work Fundina. The Castle-Tanner bill provides a separate, matched $3 bi11i~n funding 

source for work activities, in addition to the cash block grant, in FY99 and thereafter. 
. 	 . .' .' 

Administration Position 

e ' ,The Adniinlstration has. sought mandatory vouchers for childIen who reach time limits of ' 
any dur~tion. 

, 	 " 

e' ' The President indicated interest in basing post-time limit assistance on work. , 

: Potential Options 

e' 	 Provide a general time-limii:exemption for families in which an individmil works 20 

h~urs per week (or more at State option). ' ' , . 


, , 

,Adopt the Administration's alternate time-limit exemption policy, which ~lows 
, ,. exemptions for families working 20 hours, families in high unc~mlPlO 

and an additiona115 percent of the caseload. 

e Do not count months in which families work 20 hours per week (or, more tit. ,OPIllOnJ 
toward the tiri:Ie limit . " ' , ,'~ ':."{i:, ,ri, '. ': ,.;;k :r:< ' 

, . ,.'i!~~"il.. <l.,.. . 

, " . Make pa~ent of post-time limit vouchers to childreDlfamilies ~oniing~~f"~pon 
participation in unsubsidized work or a Government-provided work activity. Vouchers 

, must be provided ifwork slot is not available.· " " , 
, :, ~ . 	 . 

'.'! 

e· ,Provide work supplementation slots or job vouchers (to be redeemed by employers) in an 
amount equal to the full-family benefit or the child voucheraniount. Payments would be 
made to employers. " ' . 

.#;" .} 



\' 

t • ' 
, , 

' ,Allow States to choose between post-time limit child vouchers or work-based 
"vouchers/assistance. " 

.' " , Designate certain amounts ofthe $3 billion work funding for post-time limit , 
wor~voucher activ~ties. ,", 

O~tstanding Concerns 
'" : 

• A major 'point to be resolved is whether the provision of any type ofpost-five year 
assistance,',service, or exemption ,is to be mandatory or optional to States. 

, 'I:\DATA\WELFARE\NGA\CTVOUCH.WPD 
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JOHN TANNER COMMITTees: 
8TH DISTRIl;T NATIONAL SeCURllY 

IENNESSEE SCIENCE 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 
HOUSE OF RcPRESENTAilVES 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20516-4208 


May 31, 1996, 

E. clay Shaw, Jr. 

Chairman. ' 

Subcommittee On HUman ReSOUrces 


'B317 	Rayburh House Office Building 

Washington. D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As you know t Representative Mike Castle and I have 
introduced H.R. 3266, the I1Bipartisan Welfare Reform Act of 
1996". In developing our bill l we melded the best elements of 
the governors' plan, the 'Blue Dog' Democrats' plan, and H.R. 4 
into a single piece of legislation. I am confident that our bi.ll 
can obtain, significant bipartisan support., 

Our bipartisan bill puts work first, demands personal 
responsibility, requires work, combats illegitimacy, creates 
incentives to promote two-parent families l contains tough child 
support requirements I 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 '1:0 develop a welfare reform bill which can be enacted' ilito 
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 supportfo:r. a welfare bill. 

HI!I have reviewed H. R. 350 '/, the Al though I 
believe there are fundamental differences with the Medicaid 
provisions and passage of a welfare/Medicaid package is highly 
unlikely', our welfare bills are close enough that the remaining 
differences could be resolved ·if we were just given the 
opportunity. 

As I indicated, I am convinced that our bill would secure 
enough pcmocratic votes 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 BUILOINt; POST O~Flce Box 112.9 ROOM t:l,', FEDERAL 8UILDII\I(.! 2S36 C:OLJ:.MAN ROAD 

WASHINGTON, D,C. 20515 :zo:r WEST CHURCH STRIlET JACKSON, TN 38:iOl MI:MPHI5, TN 38128 

(202) 225-4"4 UNION CIT.,.. TN 38261 {901] 423048411 (901] 382-3220 
19011 885·7070 
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provide an impe.tus for a serious dialogue.· prior to consideration 

of H.R. 3507 and I welqome your comments. 


We have an historic opportunity to make a meaningful and 

lasting difference in the lives of millions of America.ns. ·Let's 

riot waste this chance -- I donlt beli¢ve lATe w:i.ll have another in 

the foreseeable futur~. 


I look f6rward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

John Tanner, M.· C. ' 

JT/cj 

http:America.ns
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Major Differences in Welfare Reform 


Maintenance of effort requirement. Castle-Tanner requires states to continue 85% of fy94 state spending OD 

welfare programs, with the possibility of reduction or increa.ses of up Lo S% ba.~ed on 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 perfonnance~ The lower MOE allows states to withdraw additional state ful1ds without 
losing federal funding). . 

Maintenance of EfIort Definition. The Cllstle.Tanner bill includes a tighter MOE dci1nition that prevents states 
from COWlting current state spending that is not pal1 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 outside of the state welfare program. 

Transferability. The Casde-Tanner biH restricts transfers of federal block grant funds to the chi1d 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 pwposes unrelated to welfare and protecting children. in addition to thtl. child 
care block grant. This will.furlher reduce. the amount of money invested in moving welfare recipients to work 
and in protecting children. 

Contingency {dnd The Casth~-Tanner bill provides additional contingency funds ifthe contingency fund is 
exhausted as a resu1t of a national recession (national unemployment over 7.5%) or a regional recession (state 
unemployment over 9%). The Archer bill doesllot provide any safety net ifthe contingency fund is wiped out 
by a recession aod limIts the amounl of conlingency funds a state can receive in any month. 

State D~countability. The Castle-Tanner bill requires the SecretaJ:y to determine whether the state p1an meets 
the requirementli of the ~tatute and allows the Secretary t.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 Secretary to penalize 
states to a limited number of specific instances. 

Equitable Treatment Castle-Tanner requires states to have objective and equitable standards for detennination 
ofeHgibility and a state appeals process for individuals denied assistance in order for the state plan to be 

. approved. The Archer bill requ!res the state to certify that it ha'i objecti\te criteria for determination of eligibility, 
but this provision is unentorccable because no action can be taken ifthe state doesn't comply (see State 
accountability). The Archer bill does not have a due process requirement for individuals denied assistance. . , 

Work funding Castle-T8Illler bill contains $3 billion additional funds that the states can access in order to meet 
the costs ofmoving welfare recipients to work. The Archer bill does not contain any additional. work funding. 
eRa estimated that there would be $5.2 billion shorLfall 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 resolution. 

Individual Responsi~ility Co~traets Cast]e-Tanner requires states to have indiv~dual responsibility contracts 
beginning immediately after a recipient qua1ifies for assistan.cethat out1ine what the individual is required to do 
and what services the states will provide in order to make the individual self-sufficient. The Archer bill does not 
include this provision. 

Child eare state match The Archer bill provides sl.aLes wiLh a bi:U)~.amounL ~"Iual to 100% of the fy95 federal 
grant if they spend 100% offy94 state spending. Castle-:Tanner requires states to spend lOO%offY95 money to 
receive 100% oftheir £)'95 federal grant. This is not a technical difference·- it would result in states receiving 
$1 biUion federal funds without a state match, allowing states to reduce statc child care spending by 
approximately $800 million. . 
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Vouchers Castle-Tanner requires states to provide vouchers for"the needs of the child for fa.rililies cut off as a 

result of state-imposed 'time limits of less than five years and gives states the option ofproviding vouchers for 

families cut off as a result oflhe federal five year Jimit. The Archer bill explicitly prohibits state!'; from using 

federal funds to provide vouchers for families cut off nfter 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 ortheplan and prohibits states imposing unfunded mandates on local 
goverrunents. Tile Archer bill does not,includc this provision. 

Medieaid linkage. Under the Archer-Bliley bill. individuals who are cut off welfare because ofa time limit will 
rose categorical Medicaid coverage as well. Some RepUblican members of Ways and Means have said this was 
an Ullintended consequence. Thi~ problem can be fixed by amending the welfare portion of the bill. 

Transitional Medicaid. The Medicaid title ofthe Archer bill repeals Transitional Medicaid coverage ror 
itldividuals who leave welfat'e for private sectoremployme~l. Tr.msitional Medicaid is critical to the success of 
weltare reform by preserving health care for individuals who leave welfare for work. 

Social Sem~s Block GralJt The Archer, bill contains a ,20% cut in the TitJe xx Social Services Block Grant, 
twice the 10% cut in Castle-Tanner. Since most states use Title xX funds for child care, this cut nullities much 
of the additional child c~.fund,s. .'," , 

SSI eligibility age. The Archer bill raises the eligibility age for S5I from 65-67, removing'a safety net for the 
poorest of senior citizens (thereby making it more difficult to raise the Social Security retirement age without 
increasing tJle number ofelderly in poverty). 

Food stamp block grant The Archer bill contains an optional food stamp block grant that would have rrozen 
funding and 110 minhnwn federal standard!\ or eiigibility rules. Castle·Tarmer does not include a food stamp 
block grant. ". 

Food stamp excess sbelter deduction. The Archer bill would repeal the excess shelter deduction scheduled to 

take effect in 1997, which increases food stamp benetits tbrfamilies with children which pay more than half of 

their income on housing. Castle-Tanner does not cap the shelter deduction. 


Food stamp time limit. The Archer bill would cut otHood 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 not cut individuals offfood stamps if a work slot wasn't available. 


Food stamps tor immigrant children ,Castle-Tanner minimizes the hallll to children fromthe provisions 
regarditlg non-citizens.by cOlltinuing food stamps for non-citizen children, The adults in the family would not be 
counted in determining the si:1:e of',the tood stamp benefit.' , 

Medicaid for non-citizens The Archer bill places a financial burden on health care providers by denying 
Medicaid to non-citizens. Ca."t1e.Tanner applies deeming rules to.non-citizens applying for Medicaid. but does 
npt deny Medicaid to non-citiiens. This will primarily,affect non-dtizens with catastrophic health care costs that, 
their sponsors . cannot afford .. 

Deeming for nOD-cash programs The Archer bilf contain~ a ~quirement that states apply deeming to all non­
, cash means-tested benefits. This provision will place a trem~ndous burden on state government, but achieves 
negligible savings: 

http:non-citizens.by
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Changes from Archer Welfare Reform Bill 

In Castle-Tanner Welfare Reform Bin 


Maintenance of Effort ' 

Change: Requi!'e all 85% maintenance of efforl, wiLh adjustments lip or down in the state MOE based on the 
perfonnance of the state program. The Archer bill provides a 75% maintenance ofeffort. 

Reason for cbange: A higher maintenance of effort provision will ensure that the states provide the 
re::;ourees for refonn'to work and have a stake in the success of the progrllJ11. Although states will have some 
reductions in costs from caseload reductions as the reforms arc implemented to move individuals into work 
and offwelfare 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 spcnding be10w the , 
MOE level, but would have its federal grant reduced on a ollc-for-one basis. Ifa state has a redUCtl011 ill 
case load that allows it to reduce state spending more than fifteen percent, the federa1 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 etTortto 
prevenUhe 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 education 
does not count toward meeting the maintenance of effort. Only allow slates to COllnt increased spending Oil 

existing state programs that were not part of the state AFDC program prior to enactment. 

Reason for cbange: Al10wiJtg states to use current state spending on non-AFDe programs to meet the 
maintenance of effort provision would aHow states to circumvent the maintena.nce ofeffort provision by 
using accounting shifts to o,ffset reductions in welfare spending. 

Performance Bonuses I Penalties 

Cbange~ Replace the cash bonuses 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 far a 
five percent rcducLion in state maintenance of effort for states that meet performance sUindards, ~nd a five . 
percent increase in state maintenance of effort for states that taU to meet participation rates~ The Archer bill 
provides $1 bilJion for suppJementalcash grants equal to five percent of the block grant for states that meet 
the performance requirements and a five percent reduction in the block grant payment for stales that fail to 
meet the participation requirement. ' 

Reason for ebange: Adjustments in' th~ mainLenance of-effort requirement provide a more rationale tool [or 
rewarding positive results and provide an incentive for states to usefedet:'al funds etliciently. A high 
perfonnance state' would presumably have a lower cascload and has demonstrated that it is making efficient 
use ofwark funds. A ]ower mainlenance of effort for high perfonnance stares is therefore justified. 
Conversely, it failure of a state to meet the participation rates is evidence that the stattds not providing 
sufficient resources to mectwork requirements. In a(jdition, a state that has taile~ to meet the participation 
rates will hilVC a greater need for cash assistance because the state is nOl meeting the requirements for 
moving individuals into work activities. 

1. 
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Transferability 

Change: Restrict transfers from the TANF 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 to 30% of Lhe block grant 
flmds to the child care block grant or the Title XX Social Services Block Grant. 

Reason for ehallge: The ahility of states to transfer 30% ofthe block grant into the Social Services Block 
Grant will allow states to diven welfare f~nds to umelated programs that serve politically popular 
constituencies. Social Services Block Grant funds can be used for a variety ofpwposes that are outside the 
scope ofwelfare refom1 programs. Federal grant .. to stales should be used for the purposes of the program. 

Contingency Fund 

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

the state exceeds 9%. 

Reason for change: Although tbe $2 billion provided for thc contingency fund in the Archer biH wiJI be 

sufficient to respond to sLalt: emt:rgencies under current economic assumptions, it will be inadequate if there 

is a national or regional recession not assumed in the eBa baseline. For example, the recession of the early 

1990's increased AFDe spending by $6 billion. The additional contingency funds will provide the ability to 

respond to an unanticipated national or regional economic downturn. 


I 

State Accountability 

Change: Require that the State plan be approved by the Secretary based on adherence to basic program 

goals and give the Secretary the authority to rt:duce or withhold payments to states if the state does not meet 

the requirements of the statute .. 


Reason for change: 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 fund .. 

consistent with the purpose oethe progriUJl within the context of greater state flexibility. 


Work Rules: 

Change: Allow states to count individualS leaving welfare for private sector employment ("leavcl's") 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 welfare for 
work indefinitely.) 

Reason for cbange: Coun~ing leavers for six months gives states credit for moving welfare recipients into 

private sector employment without weakening the work requirements. If leavers are not cowlted in meeting 

work requirements, states will have a perVerse incentive to keep individuals in govemment-created work . 

slots instead ofmoving them into private sector employment quickly. An individual who is earning enough 

in a private sector job to leave welfare is engaged in work by any definition. 


2 
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Work program funding 

• 


Chanee: Provide an additional $3 billion for work funding that states can draw in addition Lo 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 participation requirements. States would be required to 

match these funds. Require states to cuordinate TANF work programs with one-stop shopping centers 

established by the CAREERS Act. 


Reason for Change: The Congressional Budget Office estimated that there wou1d be a $13.6 billion 

shortfall in funding (federal and state) for work programs under the'conference report. The changes in the 

work rules will reduce the costs of the work program, but there still would be an $8.9 billioll sholtfall. 

States will be able to transfer savings in cash assistance from caseload reductions to wock programs, but this 

will on1y cover a portion ofthe shortfaH. The $3 billion in federal funds, when combined with the state 

match amounts (approximately $2.2 billion) will cover the portion ofthe shortfall that cannot be covered by 

savings from case load reductioqs. 


Individual Responsibility Contract 

Change: Adopt the reqUirement in the Coalition bill and the Senate bill that welfare recipients sign an 
,individual responsibility contract develop~dby the state upon becoming eligiblc= for cash assistance. TIle 
individual responsibility conuact 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 res'ponsibility contract will strengthen the work requirements by 

requiring all weitare,reeipients, including those not participating in work programs, to begin to take some 

actions toward self-sufficiency immediately upon receiving welfare benefits. It will require all welfare 

recipients to look for work, and wil1 terminalt:! benefits for individuals who don't look for work or refuse to 

accept a joh offer. The individual responsibility contract will aJso outline what services the state will 

provide to move thc individual tow¥d self-s~ffidency. States would have broad Oexibility in developing an 

individual responsibility ~onttact that is appropriate for the individual. 


Worker Displacement 

Change: Add a sLate plan requirement that the state certify thai thti state plan will not result in the 

displaeemellt of individua1s who are currently employed. 


Reason for change: Concerns have been raised that states may meet the.work re;::quirements by placing 

welfare recipients in public service job$; that had been held by state or local workers or by allowing private 

hUloiinesses to replace pennanent workers with welfare recipients whose wages nre subsidized by the statc. 

The conference report does not adequately protect employees fiUID being replaced by individuals in work 

progranls whose wages are subsidized by welfare program~. Adding this language as a state plan 

requirement strengthens the protections against worker displacement. . 
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Individual. protection 

Cbange: Require the !'\tate plan to have objective and equitable standards for detennining eligibilitY and 
certify that the state bas established a due process appeal for individuals who have been denied assistance in 
order tu have the state plan approved. The ArcheI' 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 enforceable because 
the state plan does not have to be approved 

Reason for change: With the elimination ofthe federal entitlement, it is important that states have a fair and 
objective basis for detemiining eligibility and a duo proc;ess appeal for individuals who bave bt:t:n denied 
assistance to prevent states from arbitrarily denying benefits to certain groups of individuals (i.e~, denying 
benefits to individuals who apply late in the fiscal- year when the block grant funds have been exhausted) .. 

Vouchers 

Change: Add a requirement that slales provide families that are cut offbecause of state time limit 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 Yfould not be required to provide 
vouchers for individuals after the five-year time limit. although states would have the option ofdoing so. 
The Archer bill adds a provision not included in the conference report explicitly denying states the option of 
providing vouchers to families that f.1.re cut off after the five year time limit. 

. " 

Reason for 4;bauge: Providing vouchers to cover expenses directly related to the care ofa child will protect 
innocent children from being hanned by the action (or lack ofaction) ofthe parent. The vouchers will be 
payable to third parties, so the recipient whose benefits have been tel,nina.ted will never receive direct 
payment. States will have considerable discretion in determini.ng bow to provide vouchers. 

Loeal Control 

Cbange: Add a provision requiring the state plan to certify that 1) local governments and private sector 
organizations arc included in an phases of developing the plan; 2) local officials who arc rcsponl:iiblt: for 
administration of services are able to plan, design and administel:' programsin their jurisdiction; and 3) there 
are no unfunded mandates on local governments. 

Reason for change: The success of welfare reform ~iI1 require state and local governments to work 
together. Local governments have expertise"and intbnnation about the needs of their commWlities that 
should be incorporated in a welfare program. Giving states additiona.l flexibility from federal oversight 
should not come at the ex.pense oflocal govenullenrs. ' This provision will ensure "thal local governments are 
fully involved in the state plan and are not adversely· affected by decisions made by the state government. 

4 
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Child Care , .' 

Cbange: Requite stat~s' to'm~intain 100% of 1995 state chi1dca~ spending (instead of 1994) to be eligible .. 

· for the additional child .care funds., . ' '. ' " . 


, ., 

. " Reason for ch~nge: ,The governors1 agreement allo,\;\,s states to choose 1995 as the base yea~ for 
determining federal child care grantli, 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 anTy 

, be required to maintain 100%. of 1994 state spending to receive 100% of the 1995 federal grant. The 
increased State sp~ndingnecessary to match the increased"tederal'fWlds in 1995 would not be refleoted, ,'.' 
effectively allowing states to withdraw over $800 willion in state child carcfunds .. 

Chaoge: Retain provisil;>ns in curtent la~requiring states to have in place health and safety standards, but 

add 1anguage prohibiting states from implementing apy.regulations which have the effect of restricting 


, paxelltal choice. '. 


'. Reason for chaDge: The h~~lth anci,safety standafds for federally-funded child care'are ~ecessaryto ensw'e 
· that federal funds are not used to subsidize ~nsafe ehild ~areproviders. At a ,time when the federal 


government is increasing c~i1d care funding ~ignificantlyand ehild care enrollment will increase, it is . 

important to require child care providers to meet certain minimum standards. Ensuring that state 

regulations do not have the. effect of restricting pat~nLaI choice ,addresses the CO,ncel'l raised by critics of the 

health and safety standard'provision. ,.' . , 


Social Ser:vices Blor;k Grant' 

Change: limit the reduction iii the Social Service5Block Grant (Tide XX) to 10% instead of the 20%· 
cut in the Archer bilL ' ' ,,' . ' 

'Reason for change: Many st.aies use Title XX funds to provide child care for low and ~od~rate income 

familie~. Approximately 30%,.ofTitlc. xx funds are used for , child care; The deeper ritleXX cut in the 


· Archer bill effectively takes backa portion .of the additi0!larchild care funds added to the bill . 

. <, 

,Supplemental Security Income 
. ' , 1 : ". , /', .' ", , 

Change: Eliminate provisibn Increasing SSIeligibilitY age frbm65 to 67. 

Reasoo for change: Thjs'pr~vision will result in asubstantialinercascinpoverty among seniors. SSI is 

intended to serve a, a safety net for low-income 'st:niors whose Social Security benefits are inSufficient to 

purchase basic m6cessilit:s and are unable to find work. A higher eligihility age for SSl will make it more 

difficult to enact reforms that will be necessary to preserve Social Security in the future (such as an 'increase 

in the retirement age) by eliminaiingthc' safety net that isintended to protect Iow·income individuals who 


, wouJdbe :adversely affected by the: ref,(;mns. ' . . . . 

~ ': 

's 



05/31/96' 15:19 ~Oll 

'. : 

Non-citizens 

Change: Replace denial of Medicaid with deeming for Medicaid eligibility. 

Reas()n for change: Denying Medicaid to non-citizens will place ~ burden on local gove'mments. because 

hospitals will continue to treat non-I,;i Lizens that need medical assis[anee~ 


Change:, Exempt children from the food stamp ban. 

Reason for change: This provision will reduce the impact of the ban on child poverty and nutrition. 
, ." 

Change: Exempt child nutrition programs from deeming provisions. 

Reason for change: Thisprovjsion would place a tremendous administrative burden on schools and falllHy 

day care centersparticipatulg in child nutrition programs while achieving very small savings. 


Change: l':xempt all federal non-cash benefits (except Medicaid) from the deeming"requirements. 
. "'.' . 

Reason for change: The'conference report wo~Jd extend deeming requirements to over 60 programs that' 

eurrent1y are not subject to deeming. This change would place a costly and burdensoinc mandate on states 

to establish the administrative procedure to implement deeming without any additional funds. Despite the 

burden of implementing this provision, itwoul~ result in minima1 savings to the federal government. 


Change: Exempt victims of domestic violence from deeming'requiremellts 

Reason for chAnge: This change prevents individuals from being forced to choose between remaining in an 
. abusive situation or livirig in poverty without any ~eans of support. '. . " " . 

. .' '" , 

Food stamps. 

Change: Reduce food stamp savings from $26billion to $22 billion oversix'years. 

Reason for change: Reducing food stap1p spending by $26 billion wiUthreatenthe structural integrity of 

the .food stamp program. Thcbiparlisan budget negotiations tentatively agreed to $22 billion in savings. 


., ,
Change: Eliminate the optional biockgrant 

Reason for change: Theopti~rtal food stamp b10ckgrant wilJ begin to undermine the national food stamp 

safetynct. There would be no·federal standards under the block grant, which would allow states to reduce 

benefit leveJs. or restri~feIigjbi1ily. Blo"ck grant funding would be fl'Ozen, hampering the ability of states to 

respond'to'changingeconomic circumstances or popUlation increases. Since there is no requirement that 


. states provide benefits to all families that meet the state's quaJifications, states could deny benefits to 

eligible individuals in years in whlch the block grant funding was exhausted byan economic dO'WTlturn.. 
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Change: Adopt the work requirements from the Coalition bill, which requires able-bodied individuals 
between age 18·50 without children to 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 cbaDge: It is unreasonable to deny food stamps to an individual who is willing to work ifa job 
slot is not available. Individuals wouldlose their benefits if they refused ajob offer or refused to participate 
in an employment cmd training 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 tood 
stamp benefits for families with children that pay over half oftheir income for housing. In effect, this 
provision will enSllre that families with children are treated the same as the elderly and disabled. The 
Archer bill would extend the cap on the shelter deduction. which willlllake it difficult for low-income 
families to obtain adequate housing and feed their children. 

Child N u'trltioD 

Change: Restrict the ability of states to tIansfer funds betw'een 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 th~ misallocation of federal child nutrition dollars. Slales that have 
unspent WIe funds that would otherwise be reallocated to states with greater need in the WIC progra.m can 
,instead transfer these WIC funds to programs that benefit middle-income children. 

Change: Modify the cuts in child nutrition programs by 1) setting the cuts in reimbursements for family 
day care homes at the levels in the Senate-passed welfare refoTTD bill instead ofthe deeper cuts in the 
conference report; 2) deleting provision reducing the number of subsidi7.ed meals provided lo low-income 
children in family day care centers for more than eight hours from thee meals to two; 3) setting the cuts in 
reimbursements for the summer teeding program at the levels in the Senate-passed welfare reform bill 
instead of the deeper cuLS in the conference report. Offset the lower ~avings 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 fonn ofcommodities from 12% to 8%; 3) freezing reimbursement rates for meals served 
to non-low-income children in family day care homes; and 4) fl'eezing reimbursements for the amount of 

. commodities served in childnu;rition programs. '.. 

Reason for change: TIle net effect of these changes is to achieve the same amount of savings as the 
conference report in a way that spreads the burden more broadly and does not undennine the goals of child 
nutrition programs. The reductions in reimburscm~nt 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 . 
more trouble than they are worth and decide to move underground. This will reduce the number ofquality 
child care centers available for low-income parents, undercutting the efforts of the bill to increase the 
availability ofchild care for welfare recipients moving Lo work. 
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, TIME LIMITS: 

. Proposal: 
~, .. 

1. AllaW atates to use cont:ingency funds· to provid.e goods and 

services to those,wbO have exhausted theireli9ibility for TANP 

,f111lds. 


2 .'Ulclu4e a provision whioh ptipulat:ea, tbat providing work, . 
'opport.111lities for those who bve.exhausted their eligibility ,for 
TANF funds and are not: gainf1.ll1y einployed.ehall bea p;r:iority use 

, of the additional WorkfU1lds available ill 1999. 

l. Kaint:~instate'cption to recycle up to'20!5 of ~aaeload. 

Include _ provision which requireu .stat,es to recycle 10% of, 

caseload in any year 'in which the national 111l~loy.ment rate is 

7% or above or the'state Ullemployment. rate reaches 9\ or aboVe . 


.' Proposal: 
, . .. 

provide'tlUtta',legal .i~grci.nt, 'who Suffers·a~atautroph:i.c' 
il1ness or injur.ythrough no fault. of their own after arriving, in 


,.the United. States, leaving them incapacitated and result.ing .in an 

. unexpected 'financial'burden ,on '~hei;r: uponsoring U. S .cit:izez:L,: . . 

.	shall be 'exempted' from t:he dee=:i.ng requirement.s ,for Medic:aid. in .: .' 

any 'month in whic:llt.hey.'areaetel:mined to :be disabled.' (as def·uutd··
in theSoolal.Securit.yAct).· TheS~I:ba.n would be· maintained • 


• .'. '" , t ", ,i ,':'," , 	 , . ',' "'o. ' , ' 
'; ,~.; .' , ~ '. :' .i, :',' 

, r:' 

'. (
, 1,' .' . 

••' I, >,1, . 
. ' 

, . 
," . 

" ,,/ 

., :Aclopttbe . l8nguage. \:1.;" the Chafee/Breiaux bill' continuing Medic;'id' 
, . '.. coverage,for, individualu',losing AFDC au' result" of t.ime lilDits. 

! .' ','." 
. ~ 

". 1-.' 	

:. 'I 

,,! ' 

',' ' 
, I ~ 

" ' ... , .. 
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OI"PCIRTUNme& Uutnngmn, ~~ 2D115-0801 nus.. NEw SmElT
r:..e...aE,.. 

SElKTa:IMMJTl'EE O~ IHTEWeENCE CIII22) T.IB-,aIDN'rl 
1lIDZI......... ~ 

May 14,1996 

It is our 'W1de:rs1;aDding that you are very supportive ofoUr bipartisan effort and would " 
consider lending your support to it ifwe were able to address your concerns over time limitS; 
immigration; and maintaining the linkage between Medicaid aDd. welfare. : 

the following is'. briefsummary of your concerns as we remember them: 

Yau expressed strong ~ about what will happen to mmllies who m:e afi'ec(ed by 
time limits, aDd ,would like U5Ul"8.D.CeS that the care ofthe child a:fterthe five-year time limit will 

, be mai.rltail:J.p. <a.R. 3266 co~ vouchers 1bat cod after S years, altbaugb. it docs DOt prohibit 
stab!s from continning). 

While you wouldprefer vouchers to con1inue afh:r S years. ifthat were not possible# you 
.would support a JDalIuto.ry 20% "hardship pool" that would include both thoSe recipients who ' 

... could never ,work and those who reached the time limit and stillcould not work (H.R.. 3266 
accepts Govemors' language of20% state option). ' 

• 
You also would consider legislation that contained a provision wherebY those fimillies ' 

who WC1'e affeclecl by1he timc-limit Could woric in exclnmge for food stamps or welfare. You 
suggested state5 could work with cities and counties to create such jobs; current employees could 
not be disPlaced (H.R.. 3266 contains a:rtif:ication ofnon-dispIacemem and non-replacement of . 
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The Honorable William 1. Climon 
May 14,1996 
Page Two 

curreat employees). 

Though you support deeming, you would like legislation that im:orporatllSa provision 
whereby a legal immigtaDt or their child is protected ifthey become diSabled 01' iDjUred tlmrugh 
DO fimlt oftbeir Own; you would even conside:r reduced levels ofother weJfaze spending to 
a:t.SUl'e that this issue is addressed. 

Medicaid: . 

Regarding APDClMedic:aid eligI.billty, ~u are ~ aboUt certain populati.o~ imd 
an! creelcing exemptioas for those who me dropped from Medicaid because ofreaebing the five­
year time limit. You are also CODCCmed that states might cut off disabled children when faced . 
with difficult budg~ const:rai.ras. 

. You like the Chafee...Breaux approach tD~edicaid refonn. You believe block ~ is 
8l'l mor and that it ~ bad public pollcy, and that i~ makes it difficult to sustain adequate spending 
levels on bealth care; you thought the Govemom ~ agree with you. You also S't!ted you . 
would like to negotiate Medicaid ifit is to be . with welfare. . . 

.Our sta1fs have already met to follow-up these issues,. 8l'ld have made progress in 
woddng towards mutually agreeable solutiODS. e look forward to continumg to wm:k: with you 
to ensure that the Castleffa:ane:r legislation, or au we1f8re xeiOIm proposal canWns the proper 
elemeuts necessary to guaraIltee a workable andt;stmg solution to ndimn1ng our nstion's 
welfare system.. . ,... . 

• 

• 




EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 


THE DIRECTOR May 8, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Alice M. Rivlin ~, 
SUBJECT: Castle-Tanner Welfare.Refonn Bill 

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 NOA proposal, and the Administration's plan. With respect to two 
out of our three major areas of concern -- welfare-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 tennsof our 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 immigrants. ' 

. . 

As you can see from the table below, the overallleveI 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 blo(;k grant, Castle-Tanner makes much deeper cuts in benefits to' 
immigrants. Rather than expanded "deeming," their bill includes bans in SSI and Food Stamps. Under 
their approach, immigrants legally in the USA--'even those who become disabled-- would be ineligible 
for assistance. 

Comparison of.the Vetoed Welfare Bill (B.R. 4), Castle-Tanner, r·· 

NGA, and the Administration Bill ' 

.. The NGA billlecbnically look DO position on immigranl provisions. Since Iheir bill is blWld 
on HR 4, HR 4'5 provisions are assumed. 

++- Totals do nol include S3.2 billion in net welfare savings enacted in Ihe Earnings TesII Debt Limit bill. 



Budget Cuts 

This bill typifies the problems that must be faced by anyone simultaneously'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 I Social Security Earnings Test bill. To save this much while adding funding for work 
programs and chiid 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 bim benefits to legal immigrants ....... they would cut almost ,three times as deep as 

the Administration's plan. The Adminis~ration'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 SSI and Food Stamps ban and deeming for Medicaid -- with limited modifications to 
reduce t~e impact. Even the Ho,:!se 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 earner 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 exemptthose who have worked 
for about 5 y~ars, compared to the exemptio~ in H.R.'4 which would have required about 10' years of ' 
work. In addition, m'any 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 t() 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 ioprovide financial 
support (i.e., deeming). The deeming policy in the bill is similar to the policies in the House and 
Senate immigration refonn bills, which passed by wide margins. Recent votes in the Senate to make 
the deeming policy for Medicaid in immigration refonn 'a little closer to the Administration's position 
were defeated by wide margins. (See Attachment 2 for more infonnation on immigraht issues.) 

We I fare-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 require 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
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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 oftheAFDCprogram, the structural changes to the income assistance 
programs opposed by the Administration and included 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 changes to the SSI program are very 
similar to the Administration's proposal. " 

In AFDC, the ind.ividual entitlement to benefits, which we would prefer, is eliminated, but the 
proposal would make a number of changes to the Conference block grant to increase its overall 
acceptability. ' 

• 	 The contineency fund is improved, including a higher funding level, a trigger mechanism 

based on the Food Stamps case load, and the capaCity for further expansion during national 

recessions. 


• 	 State maintenance of etIort (MOE) requirements are higher. The base MOE level is set at 8S , 
percent (compared to 7S percent in the conference bill),-with up to S 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,requirement when "the State has 
reasonable cause for failing to comply.i' 

• 	 Provisions for the equal protection of indiyiduals 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 to 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 mandatory vouchers to 'protect children cut ~ff 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 categoricai Medicaid eiieibilityfor cash weifare 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 leaving 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 
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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 atroughly the current levels. In order to increase funding for child care and work and 
still reach a higher overall savings target, deeper reductions in other programs are needed tooffset 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-relatedreforms 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. 

Conclusion 

By and large, the Hpuse moderates have made a proposal that meets many ofour 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 H.R. 4. The Castle-Tanner bill, however, proposes overall budget reductions 
that are very deep on benefits for immigrants. . 
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. Attachmt:nt I 

Congressional Moderates' Positions on Welfare Reform 

.. 
Castle-
Tanner 

AFDC, WORK, & CHILD CARE 

State Funding/Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Issues 

Overall MOE -~ Raise level to 80% or higher . 

Transferability -- Allow transfers to child care only; prohibit 
transfers to Title XX Social Services Block Grant 

Contins:en~y Fund -,. Require 100% MOE to access funds 

Child Care -- Include State match on additional child care funds 

Contingency Fund 

Base Fund -- Increase to $2 bill ion and make permanent. 

Recessions -- Allow further expansion of fund during recessIons 

Work Participation -- Greater State flexibility to meet work rates 

Family Cap -- Provide complete State flexibility . 

. Equal Protections -- Require States to establish fair and equitable 
treatment provisions and develop State accountability mechanisms 

Voucbers -- Mandatory after five-year time limit 

Medicaid -- Maintain. categorical linkage with AFDC 

FOOD STAMPS 

Optional Block Grant -- Drop any version from bill 

Annual Cap on Program Spending -- Drop from bill 

. Sbelter Deduction -- Do not change current law 

Time LimitslWork Requirements on 18--50s -- States must offer 
work slot before terminating benefits 

, 

IMMIGRANTS 

Bans -- Drop Food Stamps and SSI .bans 

Medicaid -­ Drop Medicaid ban 

OVERALLSAVlNGSTARGET 

Administration, -$38; Castle-Tanner (House Moderates), -$42 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-
+ 

0 

0 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

-
0 

(+) indicates position consistent with Administration; (-) indicates position inconsistent with 
Administration; (0) indicates partial support May 8, 1996 



'AITACHMENT 2: SUMMARY OF BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS PROVISIONS 
\, 

ApPl:'oaches based on Bans 
r 

,Approaches Based on Strengthened Deeming 

, Provision H.R; 4 -Welfa:reConference Castle-Tanner 
\AI~Il:. PG Bill 

Chaffee Breaux 
(hi~hIY - --,,-,-- _.\ 

S. 1664 
,Senate 

HR. 2202 
House'lmmi~ration 

, , Administration 

Eligibility Bans 'I 551 and Food 5t3mps - applies to most 
immigrants. " , 

Fu(ure Immigrants - 5 year ban on all 
federal means tested programs includi,ng
Medicaid " 

551 and Food 5t3mps - Same as 
I;iR. 4 except children under.:IS 
exempted from bans. , , , 

Future Immigrants - Same as HR. 4 
but no 5 yr. Medicaid ban.' " " 

,551 Only- grandfathers some 
current recipients. 

Future Immigrants - same as H R 
4,induding Medicaid. Wquld 
also include,Food Stamps. 

No bans No bans No bans 

Deeming Until citizenship for new immigrants 

Applies to nearly ,all fec:teral. means-tested 
'programs,' including"Medicaid. 

\ 

Same as HR.:4 

Applies only to Medicaid, ,.." 

~ameas HR4. 

Applies to nearly all federal 
means-tested programs, ' 
including Medicaid and Food 
Spm~s. ,: ,.' 

Until citii~nship or 40 quarters of " 
work for new immigrants .. 5 years for, . 

, immigrants in the country 

Applies to all federal needs-based 
programs, including Medicaid.' " 

Until citizenship for parents and adult' 
son~ and daughters of citizens; 7 years or 
citizenship for ,spouses; until age 21 or" , 
citizenship for children. For n!!!w 
immigrants. ' 

Applies to all federal needs-based 
programs, including Medicaid. 

, Until' citizenship for new applicants. 
Current law exemptions, induding those 
disabled after entry. ' ' 

Applies to SSI, AFDC, and Food Stall1ps.' 

Exemptions Ba~s-Iminigrants: refugees, asyiees, etc." ' 
veterans and families, those with 40 
quarters of coverage who didn't receive 
benefits. ~ , , 

Programs: emergency Medicaid, 'disaster: 
"aid, child nutrition" immunizations, foster 
, care, certain in-kind aid, secondary and' 
, elementary education ani! .higher , ' 
education assistance." 

Deeming'--Immigranu,"th'osewith 40 
quarters of coverage ( I 0 years work) 
who didn't receive benefits . ' 

Programs: same as above. 

~ans-Immigrants: ' 
ame as HR 4; Plus, disabled . 

children, battered women and 
children; children on food stamps. ' 

PiY:w'ams: Same as HR 4, except 
, Medicaid would not be part of the 
5 year ban. ',' " 

Deeming -- Same as H~. 4 

&ns ­ Immigrants: Same as HR. 
4, Plus those currentJy in the' , 
50untrx w~oare,over age 75 or 

isable& ' , 

,ProgiiIms.' Same as HR 4 

~emil,g-- Same as I7IR.4~ 
ograms:Same as HRA'pius 

Head Start, programs the AG. 
determines are necessary to 
~btain f009 and shelter. 

Deeming :'Immigranrs:those wit!) 40 
qu~~ers of coverage who:didn't 
receive 'benefits. 

Programs. any program administered 
by non-profit service providers, Child 
Nutrition, WIC, and any'progi-am 
determined by the Attorney General 
to be necessary for life,'health and 
safety (homeless shelters) , 

,(Emergency Med!caid;,disaster' . 
assistance, public health, pre and post' 
partum Medi,caid would be deemed.) 

D~rl!n~ - Immigrants,: battered women" 
an ,c il ren,those with 40 quarters of' 
coverage who 'didn't receive be~efits. 

Program's.: emergency Medicaid, disaster c, 

aid, child nutrition,,immuni,zatiqns, ' 
domestic violence and child abuse, 
s,tudent assistance under tide IY, V, IX ' 
and X of the hiiher e~ act and many 
community anamigrant public health ' 
centers. 

Deering ~ Immigrants.: those who become 
disa led after entering the, country, those 
over age 75 with"five years of residence, 
veterans and their families and those with 
20quai"ters of coverage: 

ProKrams: o~ly applies to SSI, AFDC a~d 
Food Stamps, No exemptions necessary .. 

State Options State option to ban most 'legal immigrants 
from AFqC, Medicaid, SSBG a!1d State 
programs.",· 
States could apply federal deeming rules 
to State means-tested programs. ' 

,Same as HR. 4 Same as HR. 4 
States ~ould aPfly federal de~ming , 
rules (not bans to State needs-based 
programs. 

States could apply federal deeming rules 
(n_ot bans) to State means-tested 

, programs. 

,~ 

, States could apply federal deeming rules 
(not bans) to State cash assistance' ' 
programs. ' 

, Seven Year 
Savings $ 22 billion, $ 16 billion $12 to 14 billion $ 6 billion $ 4.5 billion $ 6 billion" 
(eBO , preliminary pr:li~nary I 

• estimates) 

I ' 

NOTE: This'table provides hieh1y summary,info~ation. There are inanytechnical details within a'nd diffe~ences between the bills'which are Ilot provided: 
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'TRANSCJUPT 
June 12. 1996 

NEWS CONFERENCE 
ARLEN SPECTSR 

U. S. ,SENATOR CR-PA) , " 
WASHINGTON. D,; C. 

aQLDS NEWS CONFERENCE WITH OTHERS TO INTRODUCE: A BIPAATISANNSLFArtE REFORM BILL. , 

SEN1i'TOR 'JOSE~H B~Db. SENATOR ARLEN SPECTER, CONGRESSMAN JOHN 
TANNER, AND CONGRESSMAN MICHAEL C~TLE HOLD 'NEWS CONFERENCE 
TO, INTRODUCE BIPARTISAN WELFARE REFORM BILL' 

,U:UHE 12, ,199' 

alDEN: Th.a..n.k: you forcomiilq.1· d especia.lly·w,-'ntto,'thank 

Cang.essrnan Castle allc1 CongreaslIl4n John Tanner for coming over, 

to, the Senate to join S~nator Specter and me today.


. ' ,. , 

, Today. Senator spect~rand I are introducing the Bipartis'an 

,Welf,are "Reform Ac:tof 1.~96" the Senate companion legisl~tion 

1ntl:'04uced in Apt:'il .1n the l:Iouae of Repreaentat:ivee by , , 


, B,apresentativeli Castle and Tanner ana 30' Hause members from both 

politic:al ~rtie6. lId like to'vety briefly review what got us 


, to this ~oint. ,and what we',re a.t:t:e~ting to do,_ 


LaatSeptember, the Sena~e passed a Bipartisa.n Welfare Reform' 

,Bill ~ ~n overwhelming vote of 87 to 12. Senator Spect.er and I 

lloth. voted tor that:., ))111 and. President Clinton eaid"hewould 

liigu it. Since 'tben. however, .ornething' shappened on the, way to . 

t.he White House or, in the White House orin bot'h political 

pa'rtiea a.a4 we.'YO'~ qUite f:,,",nkly, .bossed dawn_ 


+++ El'apsed Time 00:011 Eastern Time .13 :3~ +++ 

There's been a pelarization.of this lssu~~ and noehing much 

bas been accomplished ,.il:l.eo then. In an Attempt to break ehe 

gridlock, last Peb~~ry the nation'sgovernore.led,by Mike and 

my governor. Tom CiJrper, propczu::n1 41 81p4rLhul:u Welfare ReCui'l'U 

Bill, Republican and Democratic governors. And in April. Mike 

Castle and John Tanner and a group of other moderates 'wrote what 

I beliave is a firat';rate welfare reform bill. 


Ho 8uch bipartisan plCi:n t,o date has been int:roduced.o:i:ltbe 

Senate side. And as this issue ,,1l! he back before' us again 

very soon,. SenAtor Specter ancl I decided: t.hat IlO'IIII'S the time. 

and the C~stle- TaMe%' proposal lathe bill, thA.t· we should be 

lIoving ~·this side. For. quite fl:'ankly. nothiri.g l B going to 

happen .at all in .elfa~e, and' lIIo=.ethirig mU8t happenln welfare 

nov ~. unleaa "e· reo a..ble to •reach a bipartisan consensus. 


What t.his bill ,proposes in and of itselfia .cot new. Wh~t is 

DeW is that it's being proposed altogether in a bipartisan

faShion: . . 


01 wo~~ VG:~0966t-£t-Nnf 
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. Possible Changes to Castle-Tanner 
. , 

Changes to achieve additional Savings 

The preliminary CBO estimate of H.R. 3266 asintr6duced e!;timated total savings of $42.6 billion. 
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 bring the total savings in the proposal above $50 bi11iol1. 

Title I -- T ANF Block Grant 

Add ~ provisions 'that s.lates cannot operate a separate. financial support program with state. funds 
targeted at child support recipients who would otllerwise be eligible .for assistance under the block 
grant. CROa.ssunled that states would set up a assistaJ.IC~ prognun without federal funds so that 
they would not share child· suppon receipts with the federal govcflllllent. This does not appear to be 
anyone's intent, but s.ffectS CRO scoring. Savings: $658 million 

Subtotal, additional savings in Title I: 5658 million 

Title 11...,.. SSI 

Add provision from H.R. 3507 ending payments of pro-rated ben.efit ... for individuals who become' 
eligible for SSl in the middle ofthe month. Under current law, individuals' receive a partial check 
on the 15th of the month ..This would delay the initial check until i:heflIst of the next month. 
SIn'ings: 5835 million . 

Adopt-provision paying largcrctroactive benefit amounts in installments instead of one lump sum 
payment This provision.is in H.R 3507 and the adniinistration budget. Savings: $275, million. 

.. '. ' . 

Pennil recovery of SS,I overpayments from' Social Securiry benefits. Thisoptovisionis in,.H.R. 3507. 
Savings: $185 million. 

Tighten restrictions on paY,menL uf Socia1 Security and SSI benefits to pi:1so.iJ.ers and make payments 
Lo prison rec,jpient~ Whl") repon ineligible recipients. Savings: $181 million " 

Subtotal, Additional Savings in Title II: $1.476 billion 

Title IX - Food Stamps , .. 

Set the standard deduction at a lower level. Tanner-Castle current reduces the standard deduction' 
from $134 to $120 and frcczes it through 2001, when it. would be indexed to inflation. Additiona1 
savings can be achieved by re4ueing the standard deduction further. Savings: $1 billion 

. Subtotal, Additional Savings in Title IX: $1 billion 

. Title X-- Miscellaneous 

Adopt BITe provisionsrrom. Adtrrinistration budget. 'These provisio11s would 1) require a Social 
Security n.umber to qualify for the EITC, thereby dtmying the credit to individuals not authorized to 
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 tlle ETTC phaseout. Savings: 54.6 billion 

Subtotal, Additional Saving.1i in Title X: $4.6 billion· 

. Total Additional Sa:~gs: 57.734 

http:Saving.1i
http:provision.is
http:assistaJ.IC
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Policy Changes Adopted in Committee 

Several changes were made during Committee markup of welfare refonn in Ways and Means and 
nducation. and Opportunities Conunittee that improved the bill. Below are the changes adopted in 

Committee that would improve Castle-Tanner. . 


Title I -- T ANF Bluck Grant· 


Remove age limit from education eligibility. (Opportunities) 

Prevent state tennination of assistance to single custodial parents with children WIder age 11 where 
child care isp't available. (Opportunities) . 

. Add requirement that states provide Medicaid benefits for one year to families leaving welfare 
.' . programs because of increased earnings from: work or child support collcctioll. Allow penalties of 

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

'. Title III -- Child Support Enforcement 

Ano~ states to shareinfomiation from directory of new hires with private contractors. (Ways and 
Means) 

Provide state child support agencies with authority to obtain information from public and private 
entities. (Ways and Means) 

.. Title VII - Child Care 


Increase child care quality set-aside to 4% (Opportunities) 


Title X -- Miscellaneous 


Provide states with one year of enhance funding '(75 percent rather than 50 percent) to complete 
implementation of automated child welfare infonriation 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 ofwelfare refoIIJl policy. 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 limit do not lose Medicaid 
coveragcas welL CBO has not scored savings from thc loss of Medicaid coverage undcr thc time 

. limit, so changing this provision should not have a scoring impact. 

Tit1e VIII - Child Nutrition 
.; 

Eliminate provision restricting eligibility for ehildnutrition providers· that have 25% of their 

enrollment receiving federal assistance.· 




i 
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Child Care 

'11e ,$4 billion in additio'nal 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 down the additional federal child care 
flulds. . 

Work Program Funding 

Adopting "the work requirements fro~ the Senate bill will make it easier for 
states to meet the work requirements. However, there still will not be , 
sufficient to meet the CBO estimates for the work progra~ costS. The federal 
portion of this shortfall will be approximately $5 billion. 

S'uggested change: Provide a $5 billion block grant for work funding that states 
can draw down in addition to TANF funds beginning in 1999 if the state is 
spending 100% of 1994 levels on ,work programs. ' 

Individual Responsibility Contract 

Su~oested change: Adopt the language from the Coalition welfare reform bill 
requiring individuals to sign an individual responsibility contract within 30 days 
of becoming eligible for cash assistance. A similar provision was included in 
the Senate bill. ' 

Contingencytund 

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

Maintenanceo( Effort 

'By remaining silerit on the issue, the governors, agreement maintains the 75%. 
maintenance of effort in the coriference report instead of the 80% in the 
Senate bill.' The Jower maintenance of effoJ't is justified by assumed caseload 
reductions before the states have bad an, opportunity to implement programs, to 
move individuals into work. . 

, 	 ­

Suggested change: Require a 90% maintenance 'of effort through 1998 and 
" 	allow the MOE to drop to 80% iii 1999 if states meet the participation rates in 

1997 and 1998.'" Increase ,the state MOE back to 90% if the state fails to meet 
the participation rate in any year. 
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Food stamps 

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

Suggested change: D!op the optional block ifant, modify., the work requirements 
and set total savings at $22· billion. 

ChUd welfare 

Suggested change: EliIninate optional child welfare block. grant. 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact:Ieff FI~ing 
Ma..rch 22, 1996 225-4714 (Tanner) 

Kristin Nolt . 
225-4165 (Castle) 

REPuBUCANS, DEMOCRAts ANNOUNCE BIPARTISAN WELFARE REFORM 
AGREEMENT ACHIEVING $50+ BIWON IN ·SAVINGS OVER SEVEN YEARS 

u.s. Reps. Michael Castle (R-DE) and John Tanner (D.TN) today said a group of 

cOnservative D~mocrats and moderate R.epublicans have reached agreement on a 

comprehensive welfare refonn bill saving about SSO billion over seven years. 

. "This bipartisan proposal takes the best of The Coalition's plan, what our 
governors proposed, and what our Republican colleagues offered, to create a refonn 
package that call succeed upon implementation," Tanner said .. "It giv~ the states the ... 
OexibWty they deserve and demands personal responsibility from those who need help . 
.	with tough incentives that put work first, promote two-parent families, and remove the . 
cash beuef"rt DOW available to UDwed. teenage mothen. The government's obligation is 
not everlasting." 

"This bipartisan ~lrare reforin bm is Oex:aole 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 facllitate more bipartisan action on this issue in 
the House, serve as a road map for reform, and. evCD spark negotiations ~n the budget. 
Fixing our welfare system is a priority for alI of us, and is a major part of our effort 
to balance the budget. .This bill keeps our commitment to reducing spending, saves 

:: 	 taxpayen $50 billion .ovel' seven yean, and is a crutdl for people who need. help in . 
tough times.It· .... 

The bipartisan welfare reform agreement reached would SaYe about $50 billion oyer 
seven years while incteasing by $4 billion funding for child care and including the $2 billion 
contingency fund ~e bipanisan 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 cash benefits the Governors and others have proposed. The proposal also 
inclUdes provisions requiring a family QP. It would give states the option to decide wheth~l' 
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· 

Asum.m.a.ry and detailed side-by-sicle compariSon are attached for your infonnation.. 
If you have additional questions please do not hesitate to contact either Kristin Nolt(Rep. 
. Castle) at 225-4165, or Jeff Fleming (R~p. TB.ll.Ut:r) al 225-4714.. 

-30­
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Rgfl.qta BroA~ B!p'rtila; AsI.amppt 

CODgras8womAn C~~. Mo:ella aQDuuace4 ,gre8meDt OD Dew welface 
%.fo~ legislatioD that ha. bFoad bipartieaD suppoct lDtA. Bouaa 10 a 
pre.. coa.ierucs beld this lIo:oi. b' the Cap!tol, . 

The cCllllfjWOIIIIIoi.,. losrhlat:1.cm 'S H ••d 011. the,~vock of mor:Iez'eta . 
RepUbllC1clII aDd cOD"arvative .Daaoocats aa4 butlcila 011. recotllllleDdatloDB made. 
by the ·.et101:Ull aovenor.' AeeociatiOD last JIO'Ath. It: is ••t1mate<l t1I.a.t the 
plaD woul<1 ••ve $50 bl1li~ ovar .aYeD yeae.. ' 

Tbe naw legislation include. ~h B.a. 4 elaaaRta as wock 
requirements, family cap, t1:m8, limits, lialta OIl b_efits t.o taenage 
mothee., pate:oity el!ltilblishmenta illag:l.timaoy lroacUc;nu IIDd ch114 8upport
cmfolrc_cn;. . 

New proirlsiCJ18 will: 

o 	 inar.... ahild cac. fUAdlDg by'lt billioll. 

o 	provide for atate flexibility 011. work requireaut. for ~en with 
chilVa:D \meier Iid,x yoa... gf .!:Je t,o VOrl!: 30 h0\1Z'8. per week 

o 	 cequir. that states meet -.bt8DaUce of effort" rSqW.l"aents of 
10o, of 1)'4 .paDding layel. bafor. they caD drav n~ fed.lr.l 
C!!1:Ud ca... 0Il~ ggQ\;.lnSfilACY fuzad., ' 

o 	 :equ1:r:e tat' .tatea ...t as'_ilLteDUlGe of .ffozot fo: tbe Gash 
walf.:e ~loek graDt befora 4~wlD8 dawn f~.r.1,r~ 

. 0 	 improve imm1grct peovisioD.' 'by ezalu4t.Ag' ))attere4 WOlDea.. disabled 
ehilckfm, and tbos. over 75 ,-au. 014 

BTbe plan v. Gave worked bard to ~t togetbe: i.- a great imp:ovemant
oYec what we had earlier this yeac,- 8ald.C~Dg:easwoman Kocalla. ·We have a· 
plan now that 18 praGUcal, doable, &ad .cCIIIIIIap&sa.Lgna:e -- &Ad o=.e that w111 
'WOx-JI. because :1t will haye the auppoFt of lIOat .ericclI.· 

The legislatioZl will be int:o<Iucecl ill. the BOuse next ...eJu th. HOUII. 
will conaider welfare r.for.a af~er ~e Easte: I"ec•••• 
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.. Welfare' Reform. Proposal 

(Note: 11K ageemcnt is based on the welfare !CfOLU1 wllfc:nmce report with' the fonawing modifications) 

MaiDteuaDce of Efron 

Require an g5% maintenance of effort through 2002, with an increase in the MOE to 90% for states . 
that fail to meet the participation rates and a reduction to 80% for states that meet performance 
reqwrement3. , 

Transferability 

Restrict transfers from the.TANF block grant to only the child care block grant and limit the transfer to 
20% of the block grant. ' , ' 

COlltiDgeney Fund 


Increase 'contmaency fund to $2 billion. 


, Allow states that q~ify 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 

Change work participation requirement to 2S hours a week. . 
Give states the option to reduce the work requirement to 20 hours for parents With children under age 6 

Count job search as a work activity· for up to six weeks 

Count individuo.13 leaving welfare to accept private sector employmc:nl in meeting participation 
requirements for six months provided that they remain employed.' . ' 

ChDd Care 


Increase child care spending by $4 billion above COIW:ICIlCe repolt. 

i 

Require states to match additional federal child care funds at current match mtes (retaiillOO% 

maintenance of effort in the confctcnee report. for ba.sc; level fuuds). 

.' . 


, Work program fuadiag 

Provide 53 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 dellluI1Slrd.L~ 
that it needs additional funds in order to meet the work participation requirements. Require states to 
coordinate TANF work progIams with one--stop shopping centers established by the CAREERS Act 

, 

http:individuo.13
http:P.04/.12
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Individual Responsibility
. . 	 .. 

Adopt the reqUirement in the Coalition bill and the Senate bill that welfare recipients sign an individuat 
. responsibility contract developed by the state upon hecoming eligible for cash assistance. 

Individual protectioD 

.. 	 Require states to have .objective and equitable standards for determining eligibility and certify that the 
state bas established a due process appeal for individuals who have 'bccn d.enied assistance. . . 	 . 

State ArC'ouDtability 

Provide the Secretazy with the authority'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 ~tamp spending by $22 billion over six years 

.. 

Eliminate the optional block pt . 

Adopt the work requirements from the Coalition bill. which requites able;.bodied individuals 

. between age 18-50 without children to work or pHfucipate iu a work program, but does not 

eliminate ben~fits if there is not a slot available in a. food stamp work program. 

Eliminates the school nutrition block demonstration 

l 

NOD.citizens 

Retain the denial of benefitc: to non-citizens With the following changes: 


Exempt battered women from deeming requirements 


Exempt children fr0tll food stamp ban. 


Exempt disabled kids D:OII! SSt ban 


Exempt individuals over 75 from the ban... 


Exempt indh·iduals .who have paid FICA taxes for 60 months (20 quarters). 


http:requirements.of
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WELfARE. REFORM: COMPARISON OF H.R. 4 CONFERENCE REPORT, 

GOVERNORS' PLAN, AND CASTLEITANNER COMPROMISE 


March 12, 1996 

PROVISION H.R. 4 CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

GOVERNORS' PLAN CASTLErrANNER 
COMPROMISE 

Same as H.R. 4, onl)· 
MOE is raised to 85% 
through 1001, with an 
increase to 90% for 
states that fail to meet 
the participation rates, 
and a reduction to 80% 

. for states that meet 
perlonu31U:e 
requirements 

~,' 

Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families 
(Ca:5lhWclfarc: Bloc:k 
Grant) 

Ends the federal 
entitlement to AFDe. 
pro'Yidin.g 516.3 billion 
per year in block grants 
to states. The state 
maintenance of efl'ort 
(MOE) is 7S% for the 
first four years (lower 
for state$ that exceed 
targets in moving 
families orrwelfare aDd 
into Work) 

.. 

Same as H.R. 4 

, 

Contingency Fund 

,. 

1.) 51 billion 
~Dntjngcn~y fund fDr 
states whose 
unemployment rates dip 
b~low 6.5%. To qlU~ljfy, 
states would h3.\·e to 
spend at least 8S .mllch 
on welfarE' programs as 
they did in FY94 

2.) F.~abli.~hffl a $1.7 
billion revolving loan 
from which states can 
horrnw chI ring 
economic downturDs 

1.) $1 billioll 
enntii\genc:y fllnd fnr 
states whose UDem-, 
ployment rates dip 
~low 6.5% or whost'! 
children's rood stamp 
c8seload increases by 
more than 10% o'Yt'.r 
FY!J4 or FY95 levels. 
MOE 100% before 
st$ttp..~ ~an dr"w n(lwn 
contingency fund 

2.) S~me ~ul·R.R. " 

1.) Same as Governors 
~hllf 

2.) Same as H.R. 4 

3.) Same· as H.R. 4 

~.) p,rovirles S800 
million for states that 
experience surges in 
populatioD growtb 

3.) Same as H.R. 4 

4.) Allow stAtes that 
qualifi for contingency 
funds to draw fUDds 

. e,,·en jrtbe $2 billion 
authorization has been 
exceeded. ifthere is a 
downtllrn in tbe . . 
national economy (nat'l 
unemploy. reaches 
1.S%) not assumed in 
CBO projections 
(contingent on CBO 
sc:oriDg) 
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.... 

" 

. 
GOVJ:;RNUKS' PLAN CASTLVTANNERH.R. 4 (''UNl<'ERENt:t; PROVISION 

COMPROMISEREPORT 

Makca it harder tor Restnd transfers frQOl 
to 30"10 of fUnds from 

Trao"rerability Allowed traD$rer or up 
states to jump back and 'the TANF block grant 

TANF block grant to to only, the child care 
otber litles of biD (~bild 

for1b between 
entitlement,aod block bltKk grant and limit 

welfare, food s~mps) tbe trailsfer to 20% of 
iD area of child welfan: 
gnDt fUDdlng sc:bemes 

the block graDt 

I.) Same as B.R. 4 
reCipients m,ust be 
1.) 50% of wetfare 1.) Same 85 H.R. 4Work Requirements 

'" 

working by 2002, "l1d 
90% of two-parent 
welfare familia must be 
working by 1999 

" 

1.) States may exempt 2.) same as H.R.. 4 2.) Same as H.R. 4 
moth~rs with ~hUdn!D 
under-a~ 1 from work 
requirements 

3.) Welfare parentS 3.) Welfare parents 3.) Same as Gov.'s PIau 
must work at Jeast 3S must work at least lS 
houl'S per week by lOOl hours per week m 

future yean. States 
4.) AUoWs 'liP to 4 weeks have tbe option of 
ofjob .tl!:areh to c:oant .11 requirifts mothers -With 
an. eligible work aet.iYity children UDder age' to 

workoDJylO 
S.) Those who have hours/week. 
worked their way off 
the welfare rolls during 4.) Allows up to 6 weeks 
the PnMOUJ 6 IIlODths 

4.) Allows up to 12 
weeki of job .earc:h' Aad to ~ount as an elieibJe' 

cannot be couated job readiness to cOllnt as ""ork activity 
toward meetiDg moutbJy a work activity' 
work partkipatioD ntH 

S~) ChaDges work S.) Couat individuals 
participation calculatioD leaving welrare to 

'." 

rate to bke iDto Sc:eoUM Ac:eept private'sector 
tbost who leave welfare 

, 
emp10ymeDt in meeting 

for work as Jong as tbey participatioD' 
remaiD employed reqUire••DU foJ' dx 

month, providecflh., 
, t~ I~maiD ,mJlI!:lXoo 
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-
PROVISION if~R.. 4 CONFERENCE GOVERNORS' PLAN c;ASTLEITANNER 

REPORT COMPROMISE 

CbildCare 1.) FolcH 8 major I.) Same as H.K. 4 1.) Same, as tLK. 4 
federal cbild care 
programs into the 
existing Cbild Care and 

" 

Development Bloc::k 
Grant to states. Funds 
may be trtDl1'erred Into 
the block grant, but not 
transferred out of the 
blOCk grant iato GIber 
welfare programs 

'2., AdmiDiStratiVe costs Z.J Admia. costs are l.) Same as H.K. 4 
are capped at 3 percent tapped at 5 pereent 

.J.) l'roVldes 3ilS billion , 3.J ProVides!.~l billion 3.) Same as Gov.'s :Plu 
over 7 years - $1 biUion over 7 yean ­ 54 'billion 
more "tban current law more than H.R. 4 and ; 

Sf) billion more tban 
current law (GoY.'J 

- recently agreed to 
require adde'l [und.s be 
subject to 8.statematm) 

ProvideS3 bUlion 
additional fuad for 
,.,ork fundill, linn ~tatQ 

No provisionNo provi5ionWork Pr~gram Funding 

, can draw in addition to 
TANt fuads beginning 
in 1999 ifthe state is . 
 , spending 100% of '94 
le'Vels on work pro­
grauls and demOLlslrates 
that:it Deeds addt'l 
funds·to meet the work 
pll"lic::ip.UUD r-c:q u.lo:­
mellU. Require states to 
coordinate T ANF work 
pl'ograw5 with UD~S'Up 
shoppiDgc:enters 
established by the 
CAREERS A..:(.

'. 

Same as H.R. 4 
deny incre.llJed c:ash 

States could opt to deayFamily Cap Mandates tbat states 
r.AlIh "uid"nep. to 

benefits for baviug more thiJdren born to welrare 
cb Udrea while on recipients 
welfAre.. The !Cfatemllsi' 

pass a Jaw to opt out of 
the provision 
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.. .. 
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CASTLEITANNERGOVERNORS' PLAN 
REPORT 
H.R. 4 coNFERENCEPROVISION 

COMPROMISE 

Requino st.lafe. to have 
plan that sets forth 
Require states to have Individual Protection 

objective and equitable 
objective criteria for the standards for 

determining p.ligihilitydeLivcry of "llefi~ Qnd 
, and certify that the statefair and equitable , 

bas established a due 
proeKI, appeal for 
individualS who have 
been denied assistance 

treatment 

,. 

Provide Setretary with 
authority to reduce or 
withhold paymtDts to 
states if the state does 

State ,A«ountability, ' 

. 
not; meet the 
requirements of tbe 
statute, 

., 

Eliminate optional child 
be reimbursed by the 

States would continue to Child Welfare States would continue to 
welfare block grant 

federal government for' 
be reimbursed by tbe 
federal goverDment for 

I the ma intenaDc:e - or tbe maintenance, 
room and board C(Jsts ­ administratioD a'nd, 
involved in placing eaeb training expenses 
eligible low~jDc:ome chid related to foster care 
in foster care or and adoption assistance. 
adoption. FeCleral Other child welfare 
(undinl for other- clliJd programs would be 
welfare programs would funded in a blof!k grant. 

IStates could cboose to 
block 2rants . 
come from two DeW 

reteive aU tbeir foster 
care and adoption 
assistance in a block 
granl 

1.) Same as H.R. 4, but 
,beneficiaries between 

1.) Same as H.R. 4 1.) 'Able-bodied Food Stamps 
does not eliminate 

, 
benef1ts if there is not A 

have dependents are 
ages 18-50 who do not 

slot available in a food 
required to work for stamp work program· 
benefits 

2.) Eliminate optional 
up optional food stamp 

2.) Same as H.R.41.) Allows states to set 
block gr~ut; set savin" 

block grant target of 11 billion. 
number agreed to in 
bIUlg,c:t Ilegotiations with 

, . , 

House, Senate and 
White House, principals 

, ..~.,,~ 

"", ' 
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rROVISION H:.R. 4 CONPERE.NCE GOVERNORS' PLAN CASTLElIANNER. 
REPORT COMPROMISE 
, 

nmc Limits 1.) Welfare pa~nts 1.) Same as H.R. 4 . 1.)' Same as H.R. 4 

'cannot collect cash 
benefits (or more than 2 
yeors without world"l 
(states can reqaire tbem 
to work math sooner 
thall that) 

l.} Cash benefits are 2.) A 10% bardsbip 2.) Same as Governors' 
limited to total of5 exemption is provided pion 
years. A 15% hardsbip 
. exemption is provided 

Teenage Mothers Gives states the option Same as H..R. 4 Same as 1tR. 4 

of whether or not to 
, provide ca!lh benerm to 

teenage mothers aDder 
age 18. Ifstates .provide 
C3!ih benefits to minor 
parents, they must 
require teen pareDts to 
Jive at home and attend 

, 

school 
.',' 

Paternity EstablishmeDt Casb welrare is denied .Same as H.R. 4 Same as B.R. 4 
to parellts who do not 
cooperate in 
establishing paternity. 
For those who do 
cooperate, beDefits are .. 
reduced u.ntil paternity .. 
is established 

lliegitimacy Reduction States receive increased , Same as1tR. 4 Same as H.R. 4 
BoDUS l'AN¥ lUnl1ing 

beginDiDg in 1998 if 
tbey reduce illegitimacy 
rates without increasing 
overall number of 
abortions. A So/. bonus 
is awarded for a 1'Yo 
drop in tbe state's 
illegitimacy radon; a 

. 10% bonus for larger 
. illegitimacy reductions 
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PROVISION 

Supplemental Sec.urity 
meome 

, , 

, 

Child Su.pport 
Enforcement 

, 

H.R. 4 CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

" , 

1.) Adds a new 
definition of childbood 
disabUlty. 

2.) Ends the sl1.-calW ' 
Mer2%)''' checks for 
children who ~xhibit 
age-inappropriate ' 
behavior but who aren't 
truly disabled 

3.) Payments'to 
disabled children are 
based on tbe severity of 
disability. ChildreD 
who require special 
assistance retain 100%", 
of cu.rrent Jaw beaeDt, 
and cbildreft with lesser 
needsreeei.ve 7~1O or ' 
currellt Illw benefit 

4.) Coatinuing 
disability revie:ws must 
be performed every 3 
,years to determine if 
children still qualify for 
benefits, wbeD children 
turn age 18, and at 12 
months for low birtb­
weight babies 

Requires states to crute 
I ceiltral registry to 
track down tbe status or 
all child support orders. 
Stales are also pen the 
aUlbority to suspend 
driver's, professions), 
occupational. and 
,rec:reationallil."1:rm:I or 
anyone whose ebUd 
support payments are in 
arrears 

TO 

,-

GOVEilNORS' PLAN 

1.) Same as H.It. 4 

1.) Same as H.:R. 4 

3.) Children that 
quality as diSabled ' 
r«eiYe 100% oOhe 
adult benefit' . 


4.) Same as R.R. .. 

," 

Same as lLR. 4 

REEDP.1V12 

... 

CASTLErrANNER 

COMPROMISE' 


1.) Same u H.a.. 4 
, 
, 

2.) Same as H..R.4 

i ' 

3.) Same as Gov.'s'Plan , 
(drop two-tlered sYstem 
of SSl benefits, similar 
to Senate bill) 

4.) Same as H.R. 4 

5.) DellySSI to drilg 
addictS and alcoholics 
(orig. iii H.a 4) , 

6.) Add provisions 
. cbanging deeming of 
parent's IDcome tor SSI 
disabled childreD 

7.) ContlnulDg 
diu.biUty review, for SSI 
adu1t. recipients 

..... ,.......­
Same as B.R. 4 

" ' 

. 

http:needsreeei.ve


MAR-22-1996 11:42 FROM TO REED P. 12/12 
~ :.# 
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PROVISION 

Non-Cit~eDS 

H.R. 4 CONFERENCE 
REPORT 

t.} NOIl-dtizcos wllo 
arrive in the U.S. after 
tbe bill's enactment are 
ineligible for most ." 

welra~ prograMs (SSI. 
food stamps, AFDC, 
Medicaid, and Title XX 
Social Services Block 
Grant) during their first 
S yrs. in the U.S. ~I 
and food stamp' remain 
restricted until . ­

e:itizensbip, 8ndstates 
bave the option of 
prohibiting most other 
welrare after 5 yrs. in 
U.S. 

GOVERNORS' PLAN 
, 

1,1, and 3). Guy.', Plan 
did not ad.dress the issue 
of welfare to 
immlgi"ants. Th~' 
ap-eement accepts ·the 
savings but was silent on 
5pf.Cifi£ pollciesrur 
achieving those savings 

CASTLEITANNER 
COMPROMISE 

1, 2,_ and 3). Same as 
H.a. 4, but makes the 
following exemptions: 

-battered women from 
deem ipg requirements 

-f'lmilics with children 
from fOOd stamp ban 

-.disabled children 

-thoseoviltr 75 

--those wbo have paid 
FICA taxes forGO 
months (20 quarters) 

1.) Non-citizens -
currently in U.s. are 
ineligible for SSt and 
food stamps after Jan. 
1. 1997, aDd states have 
OptiOIl of denying them 
cash welfare, Medicaid, 
Tjtle xx, aad state and 
local benefits 

3.) Refugees, asylees, 
veterans, acti-fe-duty 
military personnel; and 
individuals who worked 
in U.S. tor more tballlO 
years rem.aiD eJilibJe for 
welfare 

SaVings About $S8 billiollf7yean About $44 biIlioD17 
yean 

At Inlt 550 hillinnn 
years 
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Welfare Refona Proposal ' 

, M'aiD_iiice of Mort' 

Requite aD 85% ~~effort &~ugh 2002, ,with an iacRase'in the MOE to 90% for states ' 
tbat fail to meet the participatioD rates and a reduction ,to 800;(,. for state., thai ~ perfoimance ,
rc:qUlrem.ems ' ' , 

PerfOnraaaCl Bouas 

ProVide perl'ormmcc' iDcentives through a combinitio.ll of cash paymcars to highpedonnance • (up 
to $1 billion) and bigher MOB for low.;pe.rformancestates. ,'" ' , ' , 

CoaUapney had 
. , .. 

•. I.,Increase coD.tiDgeney fund to, $2 billion. 
, ' . . 

AUowstates tbat qualify for, contD1aenc:y fimds to draw funds even J.f the $2 bsllion authorization has ' 

been exceed.ed if tbcre is a downturn iD the oaiional eamomy DOl 8ssumai in the CBO projections. 

(Contingent on CBO scxning)' 


': Req~ a l000At mainteaanee Of effort before a state ~ dmw down funds 'from the contingency ftmd. , 

Work 'participation, rules 

Change Worlt PartiCipation requUeme!n to 2S hours a week. 

Give St8tes the option to teciw:C the' work JeqUirement to'20 bO\D1i fur pareD.ts wilb children' u.nd=r ag~ 6 ,', ' 

Count individuals leaving welfare to accept private 'sectnre.mployment in meeting partiCipation 
~rs for ~ provided that they remaiD employed., '" ".' , 

. .' " 

CbiJd Care 

Jncrease child care spending,by $4 billion above ~er:eoce report. . 
Require States to mateh additiOnal fcclcral c.b.iid aue ruDds at CUIl'eUt match rates (reiaiD 100% 
maintenance ofdfOl:t in the coDfereace report for base level funds)~" ",:, 

I , " 

Work' prOgnl. fuDdllIg 

Provi4e $3 bii)ion additional ~ for wcnk 'funding that stttes c8:n draw in addition to TANF fi.m4s 

, beginnDig in 1999 if the stale" is SJ*K1iag 100% of 1994 levels OIl 'work programs and demonstrates 

that it needs addi1ioDa1 fuuds in oi:der to meet the work participi1ion requirements. ,R.e.qu~ states to 

coon1inare TANF wor~ programs ,with cme-stop shopping ~.establ.ished by the CAREERS A(..t 


IDdiffdu.1 ResponsibwtY 
. . 

Adopt the reqmrement in the Coalition bill aud the Senate biD !hal welfAre ~ients sign an iDdiYiduaJ 
, respoDSlDility comract developed by the state upon becoming eligible for ,cash assistance. ' , 

http:pareD.ts
http:exceed.ed
http:combinitio.ll
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. " 

, IadiYidual protectioa ; .. 

Require stares to' have objective m(equilable staDdards fix detaminingeJigibility aDd ~fy that the 
state has esrab1isbed a d.ue p.roces9 appeal for individ.uals who, have been deaied a_istance ' , 

State Aa:outabilily . .' ' 

Provide the SecretarY with theautbority to reduce ,or withhold payme:riIs to states if the state does. no~ , 
. , ,meet the requirements ofthe, swure. , ,,"; '. " , : ,.,', 

Family Cap, 
. . . .' . 

Provide States ,with. comPlete flexibility on' family 'cap. 

I , ' 

,CIriJcI Weitare 

,Elimjiare oplicmal child welfale block. itant. ' 
" .. 

'FoOd stamps 

Set savings target of S22' billion 
, , ,E1im.iMie me optional block grimt , 


.AdOpt the work requirements from the Coa1iti~ bill~ wbich ~abIe-bOd=t indiViduals 

betwee~ age' 18-50 without cbildren ,to, wark.or participate in a work progmm. but~oes Dot 

eliminate benefits if there is Dot a slot availabJ" in a foOd it:amP work program , , ' 


Noa..eiiizeu 


, ", Exempt ~wOmen from deeming req11ireJn8Bts 
, ' 

, Eliminate school nutrition ~ WIe from t1Je ban 

Exempt families with 'children' ftm;n food'stamp barL .' .. 
, . , ",~. 

~ disabled kids from ban 
1',' '.1, 

,', Bxempi individuals,over 75 froui the~. 

Bx~t mdividuals who have paid.FICA taxes for ,60 moIitb~ (20 qu~).. . ' .~ 

I ,. , ' 

, 'I 

, " 

,I , 

, r • ". I 

, ' 

" , 
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WKLlrAR£ :REFORM MEE!I."l:NG 
JAllUMY·31.. 1..99' 

a't''1''1U'DEBS 
l..iz: Lies.\;! 'Cohen), C'JTlttJ.iI Jailard (SnC\~). Booth Ja.'ilesC'lI". 
(C.;.stlEi), Stepha~de S'-ltzer: (,s(,)ec:te.r;'). Ed. LOl-en%en iPeter.·3on)" 
Jane Loewenson t:)oddl. Chad .Jer':dns i"l'annet') t .9h.iI1:on, winn 
(Jeffo::.:dsl, htrick. i\to.gl IHatfielc.;·, Cynthill Hi"ce t2:-eau-x). 
N'icha.elP.uffr:e~· (Sena\:e fNdget co:wr.i.t.t.ep.-Mnjorit.yl,· Joan Huffer 
(SeQa:e Sud9~t. ::Qmll\i ttee-t1inorit.y). Laude a~bineL (Cbafee, 

n:njcuSSJO)l' 

• 	 Med.tc:alcl LiMaerG. Gr;;,up pEe Eel's &ppreach 11"1 Senate bill 
wb:"c:, retain:> At-a:: En:..age· to ~1edi,ea.ia eligibility, Any 
ehan!)e \;0 t~,i~ I-"Olicy should be ac1cke ..."S~d aa Piii.E:C of Kedicaid 
l;efl.1%.D. 

i 

Child e6.E'e/fllnt'ling for work p;r:og1r'&DlO: :;)i SellSsed 
addir:.ional fvnQs based on cao estimate of ....hnt is r.eeded t.o 
Meet the w:lrk r:equlxcraents. tiscussed linking tJieSlc 
"c=ic1i.r.ioll..al fun.a 1:0 I:L- bi;;r:tel' st.ate main~ell,E.nce of effort: 
::equireJt.en.t -. if :l\e gQneraJ K:')2 ramaillS .!.I:. 80%, . state.B 
,",ould olll~· QC~ess ad;:i.L t.ional r.M ld. care ancl ~r:'k: funds i.f 
the"( Nint.ain.ed r.he:"l~ aff.QZ't at 10011, Ciscussed esta..bli:;;hiog 
sepilrate blor.k ~;:mt fox' ".,ork iWlds. ar.d ir.r.ludinQ th..::! 'WUck 
par.ticipar.iol'l ::c1ltas (1:1:1111 '..:.he lJouse hill anc. thO! IlIO.ck 
rJ""rticipallou Z'uhls t=om. the Senat:e: bill. 

l!Ia:intea.anc:e of effort I nisc\.Wsed .i.nc:r::easing E40B Ercim 8:'%, 
·Agre@d tCl t.h:ir.k Cll-..out d1f=~E;cnt approaches to MOE, such as 
phlil1'ie-cut. or pha!.e-it!. of higher aod lo.,.:er I,evels. 

C'ODtiagenc:y f\lnCl~ Addit iODlllr.und.-: ( $1 billion?) ....hich 
WQ·.. l.d tc accessed by a I:.~igger M~r'd .on c::tild poverty rates 
or food stamp recipiect nu~ers, 

:tel:tol"lllAlic:e bOIlUB.' l"liscus!:ed h ... ",ing perfn:t:mance !:>Ol'\U''s or. 
penalty '""hieh wO'.:a1.d I:e H(I."-~d to an )f'lc'('ai'li.e or d~c.!rG!aSe in a 
seate's ~dint~l~lCe at effort. req~lrerr~nt. TeD~atively 
agl"/?~d D!JI~ ·to provide E.ddit i on,.. 1 funds oc tak.e funds frolf. r,ne 

. 'l'JI..NF. block. ilrant Ear perf.ormance ~,.mus, . 

Children'. sst: .:<~el) Senate p.ruvil:fion. drop twc.-t.ierecl 
. appr~.c:h i I'l r.onfen:mcu <19rcwlIent ..tliseu.;;seli beg i nniJ'lg 
pr~ess "f. CDR's ~i'L .J'ar:uary, J:)97.. 

t'blid welfare: llJep Senate pT.;)'lir.jon Ilo change 1:0 
cUl:.rent·lavl, 

1'004 	st:AD'IpStD&'op up=ional block -Qrant, S~ften work 
requ i rellellt:.. Total cuts .sbould b.l) $22 billion. . 

1vmd.G'cant~B Deeming oaly uoti: c.i..ti2l!!nshlp, Exempt.: elc.erly
7~ yt!ar3 anI! older already 1£, th~ cO·,Jntl"'.I. 
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'\'-, ~ongre~~ of tbe 8nittb 6tate'
~ 

Jlaust of Jleprrsentatibes 
.aJ{JinBton, me 20515 

February 1, 1996 
, 

' 

The Honorable Newt Gingrich , 

Speaker OfThe House ' 


,H23iCapitol , 

Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr. Speaker: ; 

Despite the good efforts ofthe Congressional Leadership and the White House, the 
attempt to achieve a balanced budget agreement appears to be at an impasse. We believe that the , 
best approach is to'separate the issues ofbalancing. the budget and' C1:JUing taxes. 

As Democrat and Republican Members, we have proposed plans that separate tax cuts 
from balancing the budget. The Coalition has offered abudget which balances in seven years. 
Yesterday, a number ofRepublicans unveiled a six yeat balanced budget. The numbers and the 
underlying policies are s~ close that we believe consensus is possible. .. . 

N otbing in our budgets precludes tax cuts. Regardless ofour views on this issue, we agree 
that Congres~ should consider cuning taxes separately from passing a balanced budget. Clearly 
there are additional savings for which many Members ofCongress alJready have'voted, which . 
could be considered to offset the' cost oftax 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 cllanges where we 

can reach agreement. We should lVrite into law caps for both discretionary and entitlement 
.. spending, strict enforcement mechanisms, and pro";sions 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 sincerely believe this approach is our best chance to move the 

process forward. 


Sincerely, 

~~ 

--1~ 

~/~~~ 
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__CONCUSS' 

SessIoN H.RE 

IaII!ft 
'tide... 
.. A resolution providing for the cOD~idcu:Qtion of the' bill 

(K.R. 29lS) t.o enhance support and work oppo:tunitiC:J for 
:Fuilies w1tn children, reduce \iclfare dependance and 


.control welfar.e. spending. 


IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA.TlVES 

May 2 96 ____.... 15_ 

_ 'I=- Mr. Tanner, (fOl: hi.tuself anc1 Mrs. Lincoln, Mr. Stenholm 
IiJII and Mr.Payne of V;rgil'dl'!) 
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That immediately upc-n lht; adoption.ofthis resolution the Speaker sballJ pursuant to 

Clause 1(b) of Rule XXIII. d~clare 'the Hou..~.n:solved into the Coma:pttee of'the Whole 
Hou.~ nn the.State of lhe Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R. 291S) to enhance 

support and work opportLmities for families with children, reduce wtilfan: d.cpc:Ddance and . 
.:::r.lIl~ol wclfilno: spending. The ftrst reading of '£he bili sb.aU be disPmsed with.. An 

m:a.eadmc:rn in the narure of a substitute con.sistilJa'of ~ text of H-R. 3266 sbaU be ~~ 
lIS adopted.. Tbc bill, as am~ shAll be wuaic.k::cd as the otigiaal ~ f'orthe purpose of 

further amendmem wuftr the five-miDute rule. The bilL as amended.. sball be consickred as 
te:Id. After pnezal debate. which shall be c:oafined to the bill and ""iU~ sban wl ~= thn:e 

hours, '¥ith 1bree hours equally ,divided and eDDtrglled by Reprcseotalive ArCher of T~'\. 
Lpresentative Gibbons of Florida. Representatives Tanuer of Tennessee or their desi~~ the 

·bill·a.b.all be considered for ame.ndmeat under the five-mimlte rule. . 

Seetio.. 2. Immcd,iately Cullowmg general debate. it shal.l ~ in order for the H01.15e to 
. . 

Consider the followiDa arl1en~ which may he ofren,d ODly in the follawtng' order: 
(a) an umeadmcm in tM Il&tU!e of a substitureby R~w Gibbons of Florida; 

(0) '1ID.lmcndulImL in t1u:nature of a subS'rit1.lle by RJ:prese:uta:r:iVe Archer of Texas; 

(c) 8D ammuhnent in the nature of. "I~titulc by ~tive Taanef of Tennessee; 
Each amendment may be offe:e4 cmly by the named proponent or a. designee, shall be 

. " 

in order notWith.c;zandiog ~ adoption of a previous amendment in 1he nature of a subst:itutc, 

shall be col1S~ as ltad 0Dly ifprinted in tbe ~.t Record at .least three. legislative 
days prior to, iL5~c:ndlcm, !thall be debatable for !lOtto excer:d one-hour to be ~ul11y" 

divided ~ controlled by thepr:Oponent aad.a member opposed thereto, aDd sball not be 
:n,bJa;t tU iIJl 1Imc:n~ in tbe ~use or in the Committee of'the whole. If IIlOl'e ,than orli 

am.=drnen.t in the natuJ:e of iI substitute is adopted, then only the ODe receiving the grt'4ter, 

, nul'l\hcr of aftin:.a.:idive votes shal1 b.; ~dcccJu Wmlly adopted. In tbt: '-"lISe of 'a tle fbr 'd'te 

greater number ofaffirmative yotes. then only the last ~ 1U receive thaI numbs of 
affirmative votes shalJ be ~ as fimlly adopcod. 

ScetlOB 3. Following the dispDSition of 811l&mdments in the t'lamre of The ~uNtitule 

, listed in Section,2.. lbc hi1l as 50 amended sballlx considered fur ameodmeDl UDder the' 

five-mirm:tr: ru1~.' No amendm.ent to my amendmeoL shall be in order. No atUCDdment~, 
ge subject to a demand for the dll'isioD,of the ~OI1 in !be HoUse or in, the Comm.itteeof 
the Whole. J.>cbateon ilDyamendment to the biJ1 shall riot exc~ sixt)' minutes. At the 
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coDdusiou. otthe consideration of \he bill fur amtmdmcm. the Committee shall rise and reporf 

me bill 10 the House.with such amendments as may 'have been adnpted. The previous qUestlOll 
~ be ~ to be ordcrCd an the hili and any amendment thereto to 1in.all*~ 

. wiQwul inlerVmiDg moDo!! except OM mo!iM t() recommit, with or ~tboOI ~. 

SealOL 4. It em any da.y.1he Committee rUes aDd reports that it bas come to no 
resoJution on the biU. the HOuse'shall. QJ1 t1= aext legislative day immedla.tely followi!le 
Reuse approval of theJCJUmAl• .resolve itself inta the Committee of the WbDle on the surce· of . , . 
the UDicm far 1he further CODSidenition of the bill. 
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