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WASHINGTON

ASSISTANT SECRETARY
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The Honorable Carol H. Rasco

Assistant to the President for Domestic Policy
West Wing, Second Floor

The White House

Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Carol:

In the upcoming weeks, members of my staff will be scheduling
meetings with the staff of the Ways & Means Committee to discuss
tax~related provisions contained in the Administration’s welfare
reform proposal, focusing in particular on guestions raised in
the enclosed letter from members of that committee to Secretary
Bentsen. You are invited to send a member of your staff to
attend these meetings. That person should contact Maurice Foley
at 622-1336 for additional information.

Sincerely,

ZLe s

Leslie B. Samuels .
Assistant Secretary
(Tax Policy)
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The Honorable Lloyd Bentsen
Secretary of the Treasury

U.S. Department ¢f the Treasury
15th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20220

Dear Mr. Secretary:

As you know, H.R. 4605, the Work and Responsibility Act of
1994, contains several substantive tax law changes as well ag -
certain changes to Internal Revenue Service (IRS) procedures.
Additional changes related to IRS involvement in child support
collection and enforcement are contained in H.R. 4870, the Child
Support Responsibility Act of 1594.

The Committee would like the assistance of you and your-
staff in evaluating the following provisicns as we prepare for a
Committee markup early in the next seggsion of Congress. So that
we can make the most of the information you provide, we would
appreciate a response by January 9, 18995. '

Federal Tax Treatment of WORK Wages
Section 207 of H.R. 4€¢05 would exclude from gross income any

remuneration received by an individual in a WORK program (i.e., a
Federally subsidized temporary employment program for recipients
of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) who are no
longer eligible to remain on the welfare rolls).  In addition,
such WORK wages would be disregarded for purposes of .Federal
unemployment tax, certain contribution rules, the employee’s

- eligibility for the earned income tax c¢redit (EITC), and the
employer’s eligibility for the targeted jobs tax credit (TJITC).

The Committee would be interested in the Department of the
Treasury's (Treasury’s) views on the tax policy rationale for the
bill’s treatment of wages from the WORK program. Further, the
Committee would like you to share any data or analysis that shows
how this treatment would affect participating employees’ work

- incentives and perceptions of the tax system once their WORK
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eligibility terminates, as well as participating employers’
incentives to create non-WORK jobs. The Committee is
particularly interested in Treasury’s assumptions regarding the
participants’ eligibility for EITC, and whether such participants
will be better or worse off once they are able to find regular
employment

Disclcsure of Tax Information for Child Support Enforcgnept

H.R. 4605 would establish a National Welfare Reform
Clearinghouse to enable Federal and State agencies to locate
absent parents and collect c¢hild suppert from them. In order to
accomplish these purposes, sections 625-626 of the bill would
expand the existing authority of the IRS to disclose tax return
information to child support enforcement agencies and require
employers to report information {through the transmission of the
employee’s W-4 Form or other means) on all new hires to the
Federal Government. Section 627 would mandate a study of making
certain Clearinghouse data available to noncustodial parents. In
addition, section 653 would direct the Department of Health and
Human Services (HHS) and Treasury to study how IRS return
information might be used for the modification of child support
orders (and further expands IRS tax return disclosure authority
for purposes of conducting the study).

With respect to these provisions, the Committee would be
interested in Treasury’s analysis of the effect of increased
sharing of tax return data on overall levels of Federal tax
~compliance, as well as on child support collections. The.
Committee also would be interested in any recent studies or
reports on the ability of the IRS to ensure that non-Federal
agencies (and their emplovees) comply with applicable Federal
restrictions and safeguards on the use and re-disclosure of tax
data. In addition, the Committee would be interested in your
ideas about ‘how employers could be required to report data on new -
hires without such reporting being perceived by affected
employees as intrusive and by employers as unduly burdensome.

As you may know, H.R. 4570, the Child Support Responsibility
Act, contemplates much broader disclosure of Federal tax return
data and would mandate inclusion of detailed information _
regarding an individual’s child support obligations on the W-4
- Form. The Committee would be interested in Treasury’s analysis
of these provisicons, including the effects on Federal tax
compliance. ' '
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IRS Collection of Child Support Arrears and AFDC Overpayments

H.R. 4605 would make two significant changes in the role of
the Federal tax system in c¢ollecting overdue child support.
First, section 662 of the bil]l would rearrange the priorities for
the Federal tax refund offset so that child support debts owed to.
the family would take priority over most Federal agency debts, as -
well as over child support debts assigned to the State. Second,
section 663 would bar the imposition of additional IRS fees for
adjusting the amount of arrears that the IRS is authorized to
collect under existing Code section 6305. In addition,
section 712 of the bill would add a new refund offset for AFDC |
overpayments with an instruction to Treasury to implement the new
offset in a manner similar to the existing offset for child
support arrears.

The Commlttee would like the assistance of Treasury
in analyzing the impact of multiple refund offsets on Federal
income tax compliance. In this regard, the Committee would
appreciate knowing whether the Administration relied on or took
into account any recent IRS studies or the General Accounting
Qffice {(GAO) reports in designing the bill’'s expansion and
reordering of the Federal tax refund offset. The Committee also
would be interested in Treasury’'s analysis of the feasibility
and desirability of utilizing the Federal refund offset program
to enforce the payment of debts between private individuals.

In addition, the Committee would be interested in Treasury's
view of the provision barring the imposition of user fees' with
respect to adjustments in arrearages. We would appreciate your
analysis of alternative means of permitting the IRS to cover its
cost .and any evidence that the current dcllar level of user fees
impedes efficient and timely collectlon actlons

Full IRS Cellection of Child Support

H.R. 4570, the Child Support Responsibility Act, would
provide for so-called “full" IRS collection of child support
arrearages and for the reconciliation of child support
obligations and payments on the annual income tax return.
Specifically, secticn 412 would require Treasury, in consultation-
~with HHS, to issue regulations simplifying the full collection '
process under Code section 6305 and reducing the amount of c¢hild
support arrearages needed before an individual may apply for
‘collection under such section., In addition, section 105 of the
bill would provide for the reconciliation of child support
obligations and payments on each annual income tax return and for.
the collection of any net liabilities as Federal income taxes.
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Although these provisions are hot part of the
Administration’s bill, the Committee would be interested in
Treasury’'s analysis of them, including any suggestions for
simplifying current IRS procedures for the collection of child
support. The Committee would be particularly interested in your
assessment of the IRS’s ability to collect cverdue child support
on a much wider scale than current law permits, as well as its
ability to cope with the additional complexity of requiring
annual reconciliation of non-tax-obligations on the Federal
income tax return. The Committee is also interested in any
studies or analyses that Treasury has conducted on the impact of
such measures on overall taxpayer compliance.

Individual Development Accounts

Section 734 of the Adm1n1strat10n s bill would permit
individuals who are participants in a demonstration procject and
recipients of either AFDC or fcod stamps to establish Individual
Development. Accounts (IDAs). IDAs would be modeled after
individual retirement accounts (IRAs) with a maximum contrlbutlon
limit of $10,000 per eligible individual. Amounts that
participants in a demonstration project deposit in the IDA could
also be eligible for matching contributions from the project. If
matching grants are made, the match rate would have to be between
50 percent and 400 percent, and the amount of matching
contributions would be limited to $2,500 per participant.

The Committee is interested in the data or analyses that the
Administration relied on in deciding to include IDAs in the -
legislation. We would hope that such research might show how
many participants are expected to be eligible for and participate
in the new IDAs,  including participants’ expected contribution
levels and econcmic proflles L

The Committee also is 1nterested in Treasury’s views on
whether the goals of the IDA program could be achieved by an
administratively simpler apprcach of back-lcocaded tax treatment
{that is, no deduction for contributions and no taxation of the
proceeds when withdrawn). 1In this regard, we are interested in
Treasury'’s analysis of the expected number of IDA participants
who might clalm itemized deductions.

Further, the COmmlttee is interested in ahy research or
evidence that led you to conclude that reducing the taxatiocn of

- capital income would lead to a significant increase in saving by

eligible individuals. In particular, the Committee is interested
in any data derived from similar precgrams designed to help poor
pecple save money for education, home purchases, or new business
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formations. Finally, the Committee would like you to analyze the
potential impact, if any, of the IDA program on the national
savings rate (taking into account any projected tax revenue
losses associated with the provision).

Advanced EITC Payments Through State Demonstration Projects

- Section 741 would authorize the Secretary of the Treasury to
designate up to four States in which demonstration projects would
be created to distribute advanced EITC payments to EITC
participants in those States who elect the advance payment
option. The payments would be made through a State agency
identified by the State in its application to the Treasury for
designaticn as a "demonstration" State. The amount of advanced
payments allowed could be increased by the State from the
current-law level of 60 percent to 75 percent of the maximum
available credit for families with one chlld

It would be helpful to the Committee if you could prov1de us
with whatever analytical information on which Treasury relied in
designing the proposal, including the rationale for increasing
the advanced amount from 60 percent to 75 percent. In addition,
the Committee would be interested in whatever data Treasury used
to determine: (1) how and when States would make the advance
payments to the participating workers; {(2) how States would
obtain the information necessary to determine the eligibility of
participants and the amount of advanced payments that eligible
participants would receive; and (3) the method the State :would
use to select and notify eligible participants and how the State
would provide those workers with the option to elect the advance
payment options.

Further, the Committee is interested in Treasury’'s view on
the administrative and economic advantages and disadvantages of
such a State-based payment system, compared to the current system
in which the advance payment option is implemented by employers
through the wage withholding system. We would also be interested
in any data regarding the effect of the alternative system on:
the opportunity for inadvertent error and intentional misuse of
the EITC, and the EITC’'s effectiveness as an economic incentive
to work

The Committee also is interested in your assessment of IRS’s
ability to implement such a new gystem, including the feasibility
‘of designating the "demonstration" States in a timely manner
(i.e., by the end of 1995, as stated in the Administration’s
proposal), accommodating the four demonstration States in IRS’s
established procedures applicable to the employer-based system in
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the other 46 States, enforcing the requirement that a State
‘reimbursge the Federal Government for excess EITC payments, and
ensuring that an employee does not "double-dip" (e.g., by
receiving advanced EITC payments f£rom both. his employer and his
State agency) . :

Disclogure of Align Spongor’s Tax Return

"Section 903 of H.R. 4605 would require the IRS to disclose
the tax return data of any person who sponsocrs an alien if the
sponsored alien subseguently applies for certain government
welfare benefits. Under this provision and current law, the
income of a sponsor is deemed to be the income of the alien for a
period of five years (for purposes of determining the alien’s
eligibility for the AFDC and Food Stamp programs, as well as the
SSI program) .

The Committee is interested in Treasury’'s views on the
possible impact and precedent of providing access to tax return
information belonging to one party for the purpose of verifying
ancother party’s eligibility for benefits. In addition, the
Committee would be interested in knowing whether the
Administration has considered other cost-effective means of -
enforcing the sponsor-to-alien income deeming provision contained
in this section of the bill.

Harold E. Ford, Chairman
Subcommittee on Human Resources

Acting Chai
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. The Honorable ‘Doana E Shalala L K'cf".'T‘f -*'?f'giﬁ R

Sccrctary of Health and Human. serVLces

U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. o
200, Independence Avenue, $.W., - Room 615 . r='}”V |

ﬂashlngton, D C. 20201

o

It is che goal of the Commzttee ‘on.. Ways and Mean§
ready to congider welfare: reform leglslatlon 2t the beglnnlng of
-Already,; Members of the CommiCtee .

the next sesgion of Congress.’

[

vl
)

w@

to be

have made sxgnlflcant progress toward this goal by holdlng a.

- series of hearings on 'welfare .topics this past summer!
o néxt two. months ‘we hooe to. continue gathering information that
will enable us to asscess the. many welfare poelicy. changes undar ]
We are ertlng today to ask you to help us thh

cons;deratlon.

/

On the whole,

we believe that thé

4605 . the. "Work and

'

fam'ly

‘reflects a commitment by his :"'

Administration to ‘design Federal pollc1es that  support these

values.

effectlveness

N

o
i+

The attached document

4608, "
5 later chan January 2, 1995.
-2B'd TEPESHE “ oL

outllnes the information we seek.

o
R
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 However, the ledislation has numerous and complex
featurss which ultlmately will help teo determine its o
- It is with respect to some cf the mos
“ features: of the bzll that we requast lnformatlop from | your -
‘agency :
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? critlca;

“Request for Baukground Inﬁcrmatlon
So that we can’

" make the most of the 1nformatlon you prov1de, please resnond ne -

)

]
§

Qver the_

We- share the Pre51dent s goal of bas;ng our - nathn 8 welfare
-sttem on valués that Americans hold most dearly -- worXk;
rand’ responszblllty
comprehens;ve welfare reform bill that *resident Cllngon sent to
. Congress earlier this. year, H R. o
~_ Respensibility.Act of 1994,

w@

[ “
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. ' ,WE lock forward to your response and to worklng w;th you on
‘uwalfare reform 1eq131atxon 1n comlnq months.,. : -

'Harold E Ford '
Chalrman" A
*Subcommlttee on Human Resources-
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REQUEST FOR BACXGROUND IN?ORMATION ON H. R 4605,

' THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1994

f Health Beneflts‘-f;_ ."1'17“1";;,‘:  ' o f"ﬁk] o .
. -‘..‘ N " . - . N . i B tyo / ’
_ One of the. central assumptlons of welfare reform Las that y

‘universal ‘health insurance would be available. Unfo;tpnatelv,.T

| Congresa did not paca hcalth care reform thio ycar. - In the =
 Administration's view, do we need to guarantee low-;ncome,

B -Wcrklng famllles a health c:are beneflt package in: crder to T r .

oprevent. them from: falllng onte the welfare -rollm, -orx rFmalnlng
trapped on welfare, 'due to medical needs? Short of universal
. health insurancé coverage, what kind of health care bepefit
package’ would provide ‘this guarantee?, I2 the one- ycar;Mcdzcald
'Ltran51t10nal assistance,. duthorized under:the Family Support Act
© of 1988, ‘sufficient? Under H.R. 4605 how many -and- wha; fractlon
et famllles ledving welfare ‘wauld ez haust the Medicaid! R
- trdnsitional’ a851stance and remaln in need of health 1nsurance S
'coverage? C - : :

Have Qn901ng evaludL¢uus UE SLaLc JOBS pzugzams DluVlded '

. strong evidence of the most cost effective strategies: :or helping-
' welfare families achieve long term self sufficiency? If so, =~ . |
. please discuss and’-compare’ edULdLLOH and Lralaliy nLLach;&b. R
- strategles that focus on. lmmedlate jOb placement,  and strategles
Cthat include- a combination of tHese features. Given Chls o
;“'ev1dence and Drojecced labor market conditions, whal ﬁ'dbLLUn of

. AFDC Famllles do you project will reach the two-year tirme limit,
of H.R. 4605 w1thout -having. found private sector employment° TR
- What' earnlngs level wlll be achieved for those who do find jobs?.:
. What proportion. of famllles will: achleve more than- 2 ppverty—. ‘
nlevel fa::cmst&n-ce:‘J T : Co .
QTarget Pogulatlon ", ;7“_f "-“J'”
, ' IF Fundlng and 1mplamen*at10n constra1nt= requlre ‘a stra:egy
for phasing in welfare reform; what would the most cosF -effective.
' strategy be? - ‘What does, the research suggest?  That is, for what "
‘'categories of recmplents would ‘the benefits relative £to the custs
of participation be hlghest’ ‘Does the research evxaen = suggesc
that thle could vary by State’or locallty° Do

cb Creatlcn ob Placement

Please DrOVldc the research evxdence orn the quall A

o oa§éllabﬂllty, and acce351b111ty of private-sactor ]Cbs for

‘welfare. parents, 1nc1udzng parents who have. partlc1patea in

© education . 'and tralnlng programs, Is Job avallablllty , :
- acce591b111ty an-issue for certain. categories Of‘lﬁdlmlduaic or
.'ln certain geoqraphlc areas? If $0, what doeb ‘the research
vldence suggest are effectlve mechanlsns fo, reatlng ]obs or

l
|*
l
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} current law of cther approeehee’ What ase the likely costs,

' moST effecnmve in helplng them stay off welfare", -'|

' Two Year Tlme lelt S D",;__J.f' ' ~f I

o effect

for llnklng lnd1v1duals to EAlStlng jobs7 In. your view,  what °

effect will the. provisions of H.R. 4605 have on ]Ob avallablllty;a

and acceselblllty° Will there be 5uffrcrent 3obe in hagh—‘ L

unemplmyment areas?':}l S R P

Sanctlons AR N - T T .‘, R i Co '
In the Admlnletratlon s view, what are the llkely

beneﬁrLe of aduptrug ‘the sanctions pollelee of H.R. 4605. - o

(reletmng to failure to partlcxpate in the JOBS program and to R BUNERRR

‘accept’ available work) relative to the sanctions pollcaes of S

(e.g., for monltorlng, dispute regolution activities, and L
hearlngs, as well as costs to famllles and. chlldren} , ' IR
adopring thé policies of H.R. 46052 Ih a given year,: whaL T -
proportlon of families does the Administration progect|w1ll 1 e
- face sanctions under the bill for failure to part1c1pate in: ' .
tha, JOBS program’ ‘What proportion of families xequrzed Lo
part1c1pate in JOBS is prcjected to lose the entire AFDC . -
"payment under sanctrou1ng° ‘What effecdt is this pro;ected to
have on child welfare: caseloads’ Will homélessness ingrease? R
How will State and local asslstance programs be affected° e T

AN

ng Retentlon Stra;ggles‘; "“ '_.f-f_‘ .ijV‘[ : ?'
Accordlng to the research ev1dence, a’ 51gn1flcantu :
.percentage of families’ leave weltare for work 'within the- firsc
- two'years; however, most of these familiss eventually return |
to welfare. ‘What does the .resedrch ev1dence say about why
“families return Lo welfare -ang ‘the strategies that wouid be’

[ N

[ o -
[ ' - -

[

PP . . . v . . L . + . . .
il ' . > " K '. ' . c

"what research evraence Ted the Admlnlstratlon to prepose o
‘a2 time limit of two years in & llfec;ne° Were other = . L
apnrcaches to de51gn1nc 2 time limit examined by HHS ‘staff, B

"and if so, what are the relatlve costs and benefits of eash

“approach? How difficult will it 'be to keep track .of the
recelipt’ of welfare in a nationwide automated system? Can the
Seatee nrov1de the data necessary- to malntaln thlS sys;em’

Whau does the research ev1deqce =uggest wxll ke the _ R
efFect of the two-year, lifetime limit eon AFDC Yéceipt. - Lo
coptalnee HiR. 46032 Please discuss the effect of the . , _

limit oa. welrare receipt, family income, and family'well-- : = - |
“being, "under two different essumptlons~'*('z a "high- poweIEd"'
JORS. program 15 1n effect (2) "an’ "averag‘" JOBS program 1s ln
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~jWork Programs i,.‘ 5f.'._',f,ﬁ‘fﬁfr.];;”']Z}T‘*”M;~ gt

; ‘ Bdbed on- Lhe: .L!':b!:d.t.(.,h r:VJ.dcm..c,_- whaL are. thc bL.ce::nghb R
"' 'and weaknesses of each of" ‘the follow;ng mechanisms foxl o
;‘nrnv1dlna work: for welfare recipients who are unable ‘to sacure--:'“'
" work in Lhe private. seclors (1) wuxk L. chhangc fur'w=lfa1=: R
~benefits (community work éxperience); - (2) publlc gservice’ jobs- L
~ (3) the'work-fdr-wages plan under H.R. 48057  Please di scuss -
.the implications of each for raising the - income: levalsf
_,__famllles through work, reducmng welfare receipt; enforplng a. . ..
 work: mandata,-mlnlmlzlng administracive costs and bureaucracy,'f
‘and prOtectlng the beSt 1qterests ot children ' ‘-"'V ORI

Under H R 4605, what does the Admlnlstratlon expect

' ¢-wculd ‘happen:td children whose parents fall to participate 1h4f,-’

“-ngederal Sta!e.:

.. working families, in order te:. (1) .prevent families from

h"3,.a951stance when H.R. 4605 is fully in éffedt? . What leyel of

;”Lthe WORK program? Do you -project .any effect. of the WORK—foru‘u
L wages: program on Chlld welfare caseloads°.iw R "‘¢ L

.

1nanc1al Part1c1 atlon

I = - -
A . . ‘__|

AR Over the JOBS program S hlstory, bcates have draw down
delsappclntlng,‘albemt growing, percentage of Federal JQBS o
funds. 'Does the administration’ have any. evidence to .suggest f».' :
. that States dc. not agree with the goals set QU ln the: Family = S
. 'Support Act’ of 1588 for- ‘the, JOBS program. or that Stateg are. ,jn e
‘unable- to assume a 51gnlf1cant share of the costs of- the. S

[

Of -. '.." - r Ly

¢ Uprogram?” Have, the States ‘who have. cut taxes since 198h ruiiy R
. funded cheir JOBS programs? In crder to be effectlve,|what il

- amountof new’ ‘State funds would have to be' spént. undex|

COHGRL ‘4605, during ‘the first: five years of program . g*! r'é‘ Co
?fglnplementatlon° In order to be effective; what amount of new‘%_[bf
.+State funds ‘would have ‘t& be spent. under H.R. 4605 durlng the ]

" 'second’ five-year period? If States were to fail te- nrpv1de;ﬁ"f
these new funus, what would be theflmpll tlons for .R 45057 L

P
.I .

i .
s

Chlld Car§-  "
_ ‘Qafe and affordable Chlld care. is a key comoonent;or
welfare reform. ‘Based on the research evidence, what pype oF

-child care opportunltles ‘should be. available to low-income

+ falling entd the welfara rolls, or remaining trapped ch _'}g:.;w
~welfare, due teo.child care 1ssues, and. (2} engure tnat S -

.;ichlldren are protected “and receive approprzate care? ch maqy

- low- income, ’ non-AFDC” famzlles will. ‘be" in need of chlla|care

‘iehild care expendltuves under the Ac-Risk proaram.woul@‘meeuffr"f
' ‘this:need, and how does that figure compaye to the funﬁ: T
;actuaiiy made avallabla undev the blll° C -. . PP
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' 53 lee Parent Famllle

1“3: ate Chlld Su ort Enf rcement Mandates

H.R. 4505 includes numercus new mandates Oﬂ States },"'."U S

0 -
. N . 1 .‘ ) JE‘I J' l.-A-‘ A-.-. ‘ I3

L N ) |

. - . i

With respect to Chlld care’ scandards and ocher quallty

.

f 1ssues, H.R. 4605 would cdénform the Federal policy for the .
'AFDC and At-Risk child care programs with the pollcy upder the

Child Care and Develcpment Block Grant (CCDEG). -What dces the.é

[research evidence ‘to dare suagest about: the extent . .of e
‘eempliance with the quality standards under the CCDBG. rogram’_ A

To what extent are States effectively monitoring compllance° S
what effect have .the. gtandards had on the quality’ of .child . ‘

‘ ;care provided to children and Chlld outcomes? -

‘_-’Faml o . - . . R g Lo k I’I.-._. .. ," _‘.‘-.II -‘ S

- Based on the research evmdence what are the llke y

.benefits' of denying AFDC. payments to children conceived by

" individuals on welfaré? What are the likely costs? .Ih the
" Admininstration’s-view, will this pollcy deter welfare\mothers

-from conceiving chlldren on welfare? 'Please provide data on,;

‘the numbe* ct States you project would adept a famlly cap -

under H.R. 4605, the number of welfare families in.those’

- States who\you project. would be 'subject to the famlly cap, and
" the average benetlt ioss to the tamllles

. i b .
o . . .o - ~ .. - | ¥
S Dot Vo L

-

/I "' . e ) . . .. J Lo
Does ‘the research ev1dence\suggest any relatlonshlp
between trends in divorce, out-of-wedlock childbearing, and

© . teean pregnancy,‘and if so, what arg the relationships? From

the starndpoint of welfare recelpt, what distinctions,” 4f any,

‘can be drawn among the ‘categories of. 51ngle parent. families?’ .
- .From the standpoint of child well-being, what distinctiens, if.
. any, ‘can be drawn among the categories ‘of single- parent =~ P
families? What does the zesearch eviderice te date suggest are . -
-‘the most effectlve st*ategles fo* reduc1ng ea*lv cthdEearlng°

"*.Pamllx Formatlon and heeglnc Famllles Together‘

, what onher pOllCl°5 have you con51dered whlch would
ancouraga family formation and discourage family - b*"ea}mp‘>

. Would extending the duration of the AFDC unemployed- paxent
'program beyond a mlnlmum of six months encourage famllies to "
' ;remamn 1ncact° . :

fegardlng child support enforcement, lncludlng a rethgement
for adoption of the Uniform Inteérstate’ Pamlly Support. Act

.u{UTFSA) and a requlremen .that each State ectabllsh a'centralqﬁ-'
‘State registry and payment center for all orders. Wlth

_.'resnart to each of the major new. manda:es. what are 1n@1v1dual;

. atates now. doxng,.aﬂd to what extenc ‘are the pcllc1e= an :

v

<
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R R 4605 compatlble w;th evolv1ng State pol;cles’ Why does

“H.R, 4605 only " requlre reportlng of child support arrearages
to Crcdlt bureaus? © Would it be buneflulal to 1=p01t ail child
suppcrt orders to credlt bureaus°' . : .

. ! A

‘Role of NOnqutOdlal ngents ';;}- ¢3  iy f“" ”"'u,g
_ Based on resear“h evmdence to date to what extent do C
. noncustodial’ parents of children on wclfalc provide. f¢nnnuidl
© and. emotional support to their children? "What does the S
]-research evidence suggest are the berefits and costs of ,
promeoting. greater financial and ocher involvement of ' .
noncustodial parents' in the lives of their chlldren° What -
strategies are likely to be most effective in increasing the
involvement of ‘néncustddial parencs? In the Administration’s:
view, do 1ncreased opportunities for involvement lead to -
. increéased payment of child support? ‘In the Admlnlstratlon s,
view, what effect will the child support provisions of '_;=-
. H.R. 4605 have on State-paternity establishment rates and the -

i ffﬁ establlshment and collectlon of child support awards"; L

" F edaral Egggggrles o

A H R 4605 would requlre the escabllshment of Fede al
~registries of neéw hires, child support orders, ‘and 11fet1me
.- welfare receipt.  Is the technology in place to implement the
; reglstrles° If not -what are your estimates of the regeral
- and. State costs for developlng and’ 1mplement1ng the
" regzstr1es°- Are there examples of private-sector analogues
. that work (a g -credlt card or credlt ‘check reg*s;rles}ﬁ

‘., \ s

AFDC Emergengy Agglgtance o f,;,,f ‘ '5,315,ﬁ','.'_;? R
Exnendltures under the AFDC Emergency P551stance program '

are projected Lo grow conSLderably over: the next five years.

Eleasevprovide. information on che expected high-growth service.

. categories, as well as-any State-specific informdtion pou have
detailing exlstlng expenditures by servige category. 'In the
Admiriistration’s view, is the growth in.Federal cutlays for

_ emergency assistance actually leading tc additional services
~in the :tates, or merely substltutlng Federal for StatF funds°. .

'  :We1 are Hotels gnd AFDC Emergencx Agglstance jf = i\‘.f' ‘

Please prQVLde the most recent State specmflc :
"information available on the use by States of AFDC orx AFDC
Emérgancy Assistance funds for welfare hotels and cther forms -

" of housing assistance. ' What pronc*tlon of. Emergercy . '
Assistance etpendltures fund welfare hotels and other forms of

.. nousing assistance? I¢ the housing assistance short terh oy
long term in nature? ° In. your vxew - why are a’ few CCawes U

‘.
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‘rellant on welfare hotels as part of the1r housxng stqateglesﬁ
If the goal:is to help States reduce reliance on welfars

f"hoLulw while protecting the Federal budget and other ﬁrogrém

 pricrities, what Federal policy changes would be most{, e

V"effectlve° 1s the issue best addressed throuqh chanqes to

housing o, humdu services pulicies? " Would it make: mome sense
| to invest scarce funds in the constructlcn or rehabllltatlon
-of affordable hou31ng rather than te pay high rents for®

. walfdre thela’ If .BO, shuuld the’ Fedaral or the sState !
. governments be largely respon81ble° In the Admlnlstr tlon s

'Tfj_testlng meal relmbursements to famlly day care homes°'|’

' and training might not'.show up fully when compared to the -

view, will recent Féderal funding. increases for assistance to .
the. homeless and other housing programs prov1de SEates'wluh ”u,"
_adequate tools to address the problem7 ;.- ‘ _ A

R
HIncome Tegcinq Qf Meal Reimbursements to Familv Dav uake Homes

o

o In relatlon to the estlmated flve year sav1ngs ‘of ",‘;,'
5500 mxllion,,what are the . administrative’ costs of’ income’

: I EUE L
» Cost ST o i

' | | .

In the flve year pro:ectlon perlod, some of the returns o
o investments in such activities as child -support entorcement

Vcosts.- What are the progected costs and savzngs of H. R ‘4605
.cver A ten year perlod° - : Co e
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QUESTIONS .

- Title | -- AFDC block grant

The funding formula ¢bb—:

The rainy day funds (e ;

Equal protection of children &

Mandates and State accountability P‘T"“

Definition of work Cedin

The 2-year and B-year limits Coameyel

Supportive services {education, training, child care, and health benefits) mai%
Encouraging abortion (shic?) .

PNORON =

Title Il -- Child welfare and foster care
9. Block grant/allocations Mekyuy
10. Protecting children

- Title lll -- Immigrants

11. Legal immigrants

Title 1V -- SSI

12, SSI kids (Who would be covered)
13. S8l kids {(What would be covered)
14. Drug addicts and alcoholics

Title V -- Child Support Enforcement

15. Uhderstanding the mark



1.

| QUESTIONS
TITLE | -- AFDC BLOCK GRANT

1. Funding Forrﬁula

" | have a series of questions about how much money will be available and
how the funding formula works. - ;

What are the net savings to the Federal government in Title |7

It is my understanding that, under the Republican bill, States will receive a

payment that is based on an average of what they received during the fiscal years
1991 to 1993.

How did you arrive at the decision to use 1991 through 1993 figures to
allocate block grant funds? [Answer: 1994 data was availabie for all States

" but New Jersey.]

Couldn‘t you have used 1994 ﬁgurres anyway?

Doesn’t this formula disadvantagé those States that have experienced
population growth in recent years? How do you plan to compensate for
demographic changes over the next five years?

On February 23, the Governors wrote and asked that adjustments be made
in the block grant for economic circumstances, major natural disasters,
higher than average unemployment, or other indicators of distress. Why
weren't these adjustments made in the Republican bill?

Why wouldn’t the block grant need to be adjusted in the future for changes
in the size of the poverty population?

Is there another manner in which funds could be allocated to the States,

. such as growth in child poverty?  If you were to choose this method, how

would the distribution among States change?



The February 16 press release announcmg Subcommittee actlon notes that
each State would receive the same proportion of block grants funds as it received
in funding through three of the four programs replaced by the block grant between
fiscal years 1991 and 1993.

1. Which of thc;. three programs included in the block grant is not being counted
for purposes of allocating the block grant funds among the States?
[Answer JOBS funds.] \ :

Why is this?

Why does the Subcommittee report, on page 5 say that funds will be
allocated based on all four programs, if the Subcommittee decision was to
use only three of the four? What else changed between Subcommittee and
full Committee?

2. . Doesn’t this formula then punish those States that have already implemented .
aggressive work and training programs? Doesn’t it reward States that have
- just paid benefits and done little to get people to work? Why would you
: want to do that? :

Accordlng to the markup document, funds would be allocated to States on a
quarterly basis. -

1. Under such a distribution scheme, what would happen if a State used up its
quarterly allotment prior to the end of the quarter? Would money from the
rainy day fund be available to offset any shortfall? .

Wouid a State be penalized if it ran out of money in successive quarters? It
so, how? -

The Republican bill appears to comam no requirement that States match the
Federal contribution to these programs.. :

1.  Whyis this? Don‘t you believe that some type of State contribution is
necessary to ensure the States spend wisely to achieve the goals set forth in
this bill?



2. - Under the Republican bill, would States be able to pass the buck to county
and city governments? Could States mandate a local contribution?
Wouldn't this be an unfunded mandate on local governments?

3. For those States with county or locally run welfare programs, would' this bill
allow funds to be passed through directly to localities, rather than throu_gh
‘the State? o

4, How do you reconcile the fact that the Republican bill requires no State

match for general block grant funds, but does require a contribution when a
State experiencing a recession makes use of the rainy day fund?

Il. Rainy Day Fund

| have a series of questions about the rainy day fund.

In the Republican bill, a Federal rainy day fund of $1 billion would be created
to help States during difficult economic times. Several Governors have questioned
the usefulness of the rainy day fund, given the limited amount of money in the
fund and the requirement that States pay interest on any money borrowed.

1. How do you plan to guarantee to States that funds will be available when
they need them? What would happen when the $1 billion in rainy day funds
had been exhausted? [Congress would have to appropriate more money.]

2. What would happen if a significant number of the States were to need to
. draw from the rainy day fund at one time? How would these funds be
distributed amongst the States?

3. Given that in order to make use of the rainy day fund States must be
experiencing high unemployment, don’t you think it would be difficult for
States to come up with the interest owed to the rainy day fund? Would a
State be required to immediately pay back funds borrowed from the rainy
day fund, even if the recession continued unabated?

4.  What is the view of the National Governors’ Association with respect to the
rainy day fund? [NGA says the funds may not be sufficient and that States
can’t pay interest in the middle of a recesstion. Source: Feb. 23 letter]



Using the method of calculation contained in the mark, during the last

recession between 1989 and 1992, 10 States would not have met the trigger,
despite growth in unemployment, and thus would:not have qualified for a share of
rainy day funds. Another 14 States would not have qualified for rainy day funds
until 1992, . | .

funds i

What is the pomt of this fund if no State Wl|| actually quallfy for it?

How does the mark guarantee that the rainy day funds would be available to
States when they need them and not after the crisis has passed?

" During the last recession, from 1989 to 1992, the AFDC caseload rose by
_nearly one million, a 26 percent increase. Would the rainy day fund really

contain enough money to compensate for such a tremendous growth in
caseload?

Would there be any adjustment for changes i in the economy, mflatlon,
natural dlsasters, or growth in poverty?

Wouldn’t growth in the AFDC caseload be a better and more tim'ély indicator
of need for rainy day funds than a State_’s unemployment rate?

The Republican bl“ also allows States to set aslde a portion of block grant
in a State rainy day fund.

What happens if a State does not have the excess funds to dedicate for such

" a purpose?

“Would States be penalized for not putting aside such funds?

Why should we allow States to use funds the Federal govemment glves

them for children to bunld roads?



Il. Equal Protection of Children

This nation has a responsibility to protect vulnerable children. | am
extremely concerned that this block grant will leave the basic health, safety and
. well-being of poor children in jeopardy. Let me make certain | completely

understand the Republican bill in this area. .

1. 7 Is there any requarement that States guarantee cash payments to needy
' famnhes under the block grant? _ _

2. Could States choose to serve certain families and ignore the needs of
others?

3. Why is it necessary to say in the bill that States can pay different benefits
for families who come from out-of-State? Don’t States have complete
flexibility under the block grant to pay whomever they want, however much
they want?

4. On page 10 of the Subcommittee report, it says "there are specific issues
over which the Federal government should maintain a major interest either
because the Federal government is responsible for deciding in a general way
how Federal doliars should be spent or because there are ovemdlng pohcy
concerns to whlch all States should respond.”

By what standard do we judge that there is an overriding policy concern?

Why is there an overriding Federal interest in making certain that famillies
who move across State line get paid the old States benefit, but there isn't an
overriding Federal interest in assuring that all chlldren get equal treatment,
regardless of their State of residence?

5. Couid States make two-parent 'families ineligible‘ for cash lpeyments?
Wouldn't such a decision discourage marriage among poor adults? Why -
would the Federal government want to permit this?

B, Does the hill require States to establish uniform rules for décidinﬁ who is
' eligible and who is not? [No they assume States will do thls, but it is not .
required. ]
77‘ 'How does this b|I| ensure that States will use block grant funds to serve the

neediest families?



. 8. How does the bill ensure that a child whose'famlly becomes peor‘ in
December won‘t be denied benefits simply because of the month in which
the family applied for assistance? :

9. -Would States be able to lower benefits based on the time of year the family
_ applied for assistance {e.g., would a family filing in December get a !ower
benefit than one filing in February)?

10. Would States be allowed to serve children in one part of the State but not
: another? -

The Republlcan bill states that families who are denled cash assistance WI"
still be eliglble for Food Stamps and Medlcald :

1. . it has been reported that the Republicans plan to fold the Medicaid and Food
Stamp programs into their own block grants. How can you assure that all
needy children will receive food and medical assistance if other Commlttees
are movmg to Irmlt funds avanable for these services? '

2. Who will be eligible for Medicaid? Compared with current law, how many
' chn]dren will recelve Medicaid benefits? o _

Who will be eiigib!e for Food Stamps and other nutrition progfams? How
many children will these programs serve as compared to current law?



IV. Mandates and State Accountability_ "
R‘ewarding or P'unishing‘ State -Performance

Let me make certain that [ understand the penalties that would be rmposed
on States There are annual audlts but only four basic penalties:;

. - If a State spends money in wolatlon of the block grant rules, the State
could lose up to 25 percent of the funds. :

L States lose 3 percent of the funds for failure to sul:mit an annual report. '

. -- States lose 1 percent of funds for failure to have an income ‘and' eligibility :
verification system that helps track down illegal allens

-- States lose up to 3 percent of the funds for failure to meet the 2- 20 work -
participation requirement. . : :

n

t

1. Is there any penalty on the State |f the rate of out- of wedlock b|rths trlples in
‘ the State? [No] : D

200 Wil States be held accountable for how many private sector ]ObS found by
' . recipients? [No]

3. W|II States be rewarded if they help recipients find jobs that last Ionger than o
. two years? Longer than two months? [No] _

4. Will States be punished if they don't help people who are |II|terate to read7
- [No] .

i

The Governors have said they want flexibility and are wiIIing to be held
‘accountable for poor performance But in this block grant there is v:rtually no
accountablllty : : Ny

- 1. .. The Subcommittee report says on page 6: "The Secretary shall retarin' funds
for as many quarters as are necessary to repay misspent funds.” How will
- the Secretary know that funds have been misspent? How will this work?



I’'ve looked through the markup document and have found more than 60
mandates that are imposed upon the States. | am concerned by the move to
impose further mandates upon the States -- whether those rules are motlva‘ted by
conservatlve or liberal |deology

1.  One philoso;;:hy of the Republican bill seems to be to give States flexibility.
If that is the goal, why does the bill, begmnmg on page 9:

- Prohibit cash payments to teen parents;
S Impose family caps; and
-- Impose a five-year limit on benefits?

Why can’t we trust the States to deal with these issues?
Do the States support these Federal mandates? [No]

2. On page 4, under reasons for change, the Subcommittee report criticizes
current State plan reqwrements as follows:

R ..the elaborate State plan is based on the phllosophy that the Federal
government knows best what States should do _

Can’ t the same criticism be leveled at these hew Federai mandates 7
established in the Republacan bill? L

3. . Could a State use its own funds to provide benefits to a teen.-paréant and her .
family? What about to provide benefits to additional children born on AFDC?
What about to pay benefits after the five year time limit? [Answer: Yes]

~If this is the case, what is the point of imposing these conservative
mandates, which supposedly are designed to change the behavior of welfare
families, if the States can just use their own money to-get around’ them? -

ltis my understanding thét the Clinton Adminiétraﬁon has been both .,
accommodating and expeditious in its approval of State waiver requests. .

1. | would like HHS to comment on how many waivers have been requested
and approved and what the nature of the request is.

2. How does the current waiver process, pamcularly under this Admlmstratlon
inhibit State flexibility?


http:conservati.ve

3.  Overwhelmingly, the provisions States are seeking to waive seem to be
those imposed in the 1980s by Republican Members and Republican
Presidents. Can you assure me that States.-won’t come to Washington
seeking relief from the conservative mandates contained in this bill?

. In looking through the waiver requests granted by HHS, the majority have
sought to waive Republican-sponsored provisions limiting the amount of assets an
AFDC family may have to purchase a car, the amount of money families on AFDC
can keep when they go to work, and the treatment of two-parent families.

1. Wouldn't yqu say that these Republican-sponsored provisions have
discouraged work and marriage among AFDC recipients?

Several Gavernors have said that the mandates imposed by this bill would
make it impossible for them to carry out programs they already have in place.

1. How does this proposal provide State flexibility when it prohibits States from
choosing which populations of individuals to serve, such-as teen parents,
and how to serve them? Doesnp’t it really serve to gag State creativity? .

2. Am | correct that in their February 23 letter the Governors -- on a bipartisan

basis -- opposed the provisions in this bill that dictate which families can
receive benefits? [Yes] '

We are all supportive of increased State flexibility, but | want to make
certain we hold States accountable.

1. | want to read you something from section 403(fl of the preliminary
statutory Ianguage made available at the Subcommittee markup:

"Except as expressly provided in this section, the Secretary may not regulate
the conduct on States under this part of enforce any provision of this part.”

" What does this mean?

If the Secretary can’t hold States accountable, who will? What, if anything,
is the Secretary allowed to do under this section?

-10 -



We are providing States with a large pot of money. Will they be required to
demonstrate any positive outcomes, such as increased employment or
earnings of beneficiaries? [No, there are no such performance measures in
this billl :

How will we judge whether States found jobs for people who otherwise
wouldn’t have found work? Is there any guarantee that these recipients are
actually finding jobs and not just being cut off AFDC?

What guarantee do we have that the States won’t waste taxpayer doliars?

- -



V. Definition of Work [To be revised based on full committee mark]

1. Over the years, Republican administrations have limited the ability of States
to move families from welfare to work, by demanding Federal rules that limit
the amount of money working AFDC families could retain and still be eligible -
for assistance. Many State waiver requests have sought freedom from these
mandates. :

Why doesn’t the Republican bill mandate that States develop policies that
reward work - making work financially more rewarding than welfare? Isn’t
that more important than worrying about whether people are migrating to
high benefit States?

[Note: the Subcommittee bill expressly permits States to pay lower benefits

to people who move from out-of-State but is basically snent on rewarding
‘work.]

I am curious about how "work" is defined.

1. - Could a State define a work activity in any manner it sees fit?
2., Could a State define job search as a work activity?
3. Could a State define education.or training as a work activity?

The Republican bill states that all recipients would be "working”™ by the end
of two years.

1. How many hours would a recipient have to be engaged in a work activity?
Is there any minimum participation requrrement such as the one that exists
under current Iaw'? : :

As | read the mark, it requires that 2 percent of the State’s entire caseload
be engaged in work activities in 1996.

1. What does this 2 percent represent? Does it include individuals who are in
education and training? Does in include those who have hit the two-year
time limit? i

~12 -



2. How many people would be affected by the work requirement?
- Will States be able to find enough jobs for these people?

3. If a State created enough jobs ta employ all the individuals who hit the two
year limit, what impact would this have on the exnstlng fow- -wage jOb market
for non-AFDC recipients? i

4, Does the Repubiican bill provide any exemption for parents who are disabled
or who have a disabled child living with them?

What about for parents of newborn babies?

5. -~ Am | correct that the Republican bill only authorizes the. block grant for 5
years? [Yes, from 1996 through 2000)

Why do the work requirements extend pérmanently? How can this work?
How can we impose a 20 percent work requirement in 2003 on a program
that no longer exists?

8. The press release announcing Subcommittee action claims that 1 million
people will be required to work under the Subcommitteé bill. How do you
‘reach this conclusion?

[Assume States continue ‘to pay benefits as under current law. Assume the
block grant is reauthorized after 2000} :

Are States reduired to pay cash assistance under the block grant? [The
~answer seems to be yes, but Republican staff have implied that no cash
benefits have to be paid]

Are States required to continue paying benefits to everyone now eligible?
[No]

- Then how can you c¢laim that 1 million people will be required to work? In

truth, the requirement is that 20 percent of some unknown number is
required to work.

VI. Two-year and Five-vear Time Limits

According to the Republican bill, all recipients must be engaged in a work
activity after two years or lose benefits.
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10.

How would the time limit be applied? Would it be applied retrospectively to
recipients who are receiving AFDC benefits at the time of enactment?

How would current remprents be treated or would the tlme I|m1t apply only
to new applicants? : _

How is a work activity defined for purposes of the time limit? Could a
parent be engaged :n |ob 'search and still meet the time I|m|t7 B

How will. the necessary jobs be created for these individuals?

What would happen in the case of a parent who received AFDC for 18
months in 1995 and 1996, found a job and worked for 12 years and then

" fell on hard times and needed AFDC benefits again in 2008. Would the 18

months of benefits already received be counted against her, despite her 12
year work record?

How would States count the length of time families are on AFDC,

- particularly for those families who move on and off AFDC throughout a year?

Would this be complicated for the States to administer? Wouldn’t this
amount to another mandate on the States? Do States support such a
Federal mandate?

Would both parents in a two-parent family be required to work? |

What if a State refuses to have people in jobs and instead opts for indefinite -
training? Would this count toward the two-year limit?

What happens if a person hits the tlrne {imit in one- State and then moves to
another?

Does this proposal contain any funds that would help States develop
electronic/computer tracking systems to keep track of the movement of
recipients from one State to another?

What |f a State doesn‘t want to. apply a time limit of two years on recelpt of

beneflts7

What Happens After Two Years? o
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What benefrts would a family who was cut off AFDC recewe? IAnswer _
. Foed Stamps and Medicaid] .

How can you guarantee that these benefits will be available when it has
been reported that you intend to block grant both of these programs? How
.. will you ensure that funds exist to provide Food Stamps and Medicaid to all

‘ 'ellgrble chlldren7 :

- Five-year Time 'LimiAt‘ ‘

‘Would the five- -year Ilmrt apply retroactwely, or only after enactment?

- How many people would be affected by this cut off? [Answer Half the
caseload; or 2.5 million families] . : : '

What if there were no jObS avadable ina State?

Would families cut off AFDC still be eligible for Food Stamps and Medicaid?
- How can you guarantee that the other committees of jurisdiction won't limit
ellglblhty to these programs to flve years or Iess'? -

- Are there any exemptions to the five year limit in this bill?
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VIl. Supportive Services

‘Research ha.s taught us that rriany families on welfare need support servicesl
such as education and training, child care, and heaith insurance, in order to work
and become independent of welfare

1. Does the Hepublican bill guarantee any subport services, such as educati'on
. training, child care, or health insurance, to AFDC recnplents elther while on-
AFDC or once they hit the two-year limit? : :

2. ‘Would a State be required to offer any of these support services?

3. . Under current law, a recipient who leaves AFDC for work receives
. transitional child care and Medicaid for one year. Would this still occur?:

{Answer, the rhethoric says yes, the language is not so clear.]

4, Does the Subcommittee bill repeal the Medicaid transition for new rec:plents ‘
‘who come on and go to work under the block grant?

{Page 13 of the Subcommittee report says the followmg recipients get
Medicaid: (1} An individual who, on enactment, was receiving AFDC; (2} an .
individual who is otherwise eligible for medical assistance under the State
Medicaid plan; and {3} an individual who would be eligible for cash if the
aliens, minor mother, and family cap requirements were not in place.]

How does that protect the Medicaid benefits of someane who gets cash
assistance under the block grant and subsequently goes to work?

5. Can you promise that this guarantee of a transitional Medicaid benefit will
still exist after all the committees of jurisdiction have worked their will?

6.  Would a State be reqwred to prowde any educatlon or training services to
beneﬂcnarles?

How does this relate to current law? Isn’t this weaker?

How can we expect a recipient who is illiterate to find a job WIthout some -
education services?

7. Would a State be required to offer any type of services to a recipient before
that mdivadual hit the two-year limit?
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-8. Is there anything in this bill that actually will help. famllles on welfare go to
) work?

'I_;d like to ask a few ﬁuestions about child care under this bill.

1. _Could you please tell me what the average cost of child care'is today?

" What percentage of income do families spend on child care7 [Answer 7
percent of their salary] : .

- How many chlldren presently receive child care under the AFDC child care,
Tran5|tlonal child care, and At-Risk child care programs? '

2. Am correct in my understandmg that this bill repeals the AFDC child care
guarantee, the trans:tronal child care program and the At Rlsk child care
program?

.3, ~ Can you give me any assurance that services such as those currently
+ - provided under these three programs wm remain avanlable to families under
the block grant? ‘

4.  If child care services are cut back, what do you expect will hap'pen to the
children of parents reguired to go to work? :

Vill. Encouraging Aborfioaneen Issues

There have been some concerns raised that the provisions in the mark that
deny benefits to teen parents and for additional children born to a family on AFDC
may actually increase the number of abortions among poor women.

1. \ ~Isn’t it true that the majority of out-of-wedlock births are to adulte not
" teens? [70 percent of out-of-wedlock births are to adults; 30 percent are to -
teens] : '
20 s there any research evidence that shows teens get pregnant in order to

receive AFDC benefits? -

;{7_



How many teenagers are currently receiving AFDC? Can-we break this
figure down by age of the teen parent? (how many are under 14 15, 16,
17} . , .

Given these facts, wouldn't it be sumpler to leave the decnsron as to how to
treat teen parents up to the States?

How does this policy Jive with recent reports in the New York Trmes and
- Washington Post that teens don't get pregnant and have chlldren simply to
receive AFDC beneflts? ‘

'If | remember correctly, one young woman who receives AFDC testified

~ before the Subcommittee that she would in fact have had an abortion if she
-had known she would be ineligible for AFDC benefits. Is this the type of
behavior you are trying to promote? , R ,

Hasn't research shown that many of these girls become pregnant by men
-over 20 years old? Wouldn't a better approach be to go after these men to
pay their child support obligations or for statutory rape"

As | recall, we addressed this issue in the 1988 Family Support Act. Didn’t
we give States the option to require the minor parent to live at home? How"
many States have elected this option?

Does the Republican bill also require the State to pay reduced benefits for six
months to ANY child for whom paternity has not been established?

What happens after six months if the family has cooperated and paternlty
‘has not been established by the State?

Does this apply to teens and non-teens?

Do States support the idea of denyin'g AFDC to all children of teen parents
. who were born out-of- wedlock? Have any States asked for this authority?

Do States support a mandate of reduced benefits for children who need

. paternity established? Have they asked for this authority? Why not penallze
the State for fallmg to act, rather than the child? . :
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TITLE Il -- CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT

IX. Block Grant/Allocations

1.  Could you explam how you arrived at the $4.145 billion funding fngure for FY
96?7

How much funding would States lose over the five year perlod of thls
legistation? [Answer: $5.6 billion] :

2. How big a reduction would States experience by the year 2002? [HHS
estimates a 26 percent reduction in FY 2000 a 20 percent reduction over 5
years.]

3. According to the markup document, funding for this block grant would be
adjusted based on CBQ's projected caseload growth. What happens if CBO
estimates incorrectly?

4, Under your allocation formula, wouldn't States that have experienced

population growth in recent years be penalized by the distribution formula in
this bill? .
5. Under current law, States are required to match the Federal contribution for

many of these services. Does this bill require a State match? Why not?

Doesn’t it make sense to requnre at least some minimal contrlbutlon from the
States? : :

6. Under current law, only children who are eligible for AFDC receive services
under the Title IV-E foster care and adoption assistance programs. |t
appears that you would break this link and that all children in a State will be
eligible for Federal child protection services, regardless of income. What do
you believe the impact of this will be on the Medicaid program as well ason’
the States ability to serve all eligible children? :

7. | do not recollect the Governors requesting a block grant for child protective

services, as they did for AFDC funds. What is the motivation behind shifting
responsibility for these most vulnerable children to the States? '
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10.

11.

How many chitdren would end up being served by the child brotection'block

grant-as a result of their family losing coverage under the family assistance
block grant7 . _

Would States be required to serve all children who need'protectivé services?

What would happen to an abused child if a State ran out of money before
the end of the year?

| noticed that this block grant contains a five year sunset provision that is

‘not included in the other block grants. Can you explain why this was

necessary here but not in the AFDC block grant?

X. Protecting Children

How much discretion will States have in deciding how to use funds in the

. child protection block grant?

How can we guarantee that funds will- be useéd to prowde services to all
children in need? »

Is there anything in this bill that would prevent States from spending all their
money on foster care payments and nothing on investigations into abuse and
neglect situations or placement of children into adoptive homes? = :

Would children covered under the block grant still be eligible for Medicaid?

Woeuld all children covered be eligible for Medicaid? Or just those below a
certain income? : .

| want to make sure | understand how we will guarantee that no chlld will

dle from abuse or neglect under this block grant.

Are there any oversight provisions contained in this proposal that will ensure
that States act in the best interest of the children in their care, rather than to
incur flnanmal savmgs?

Several State child welfare programs are presently under court order. ‘What

type of enforcement or review mechamsm exists in this proposal for such
States?
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The summary memo sent by Mr. Shaw makes reference to specific Federal
requirements that would be relaxed. -Could you please tell us exactly what

‘those requirements are?

The draft calls for the reporting of data to the Federal government. What
will be done.with the information gathered? Will it be used to lmprove
delivery of servuces to children?

What protections exist in this proposal to prevent'children from mbving from
one foster care placement to another, without ever being placed |n a
permanent home?

How does this proposal guarantee that States won't simply stop providing
services to abused and neglected children when block grant funds run out?

! want to make sure that | understand how this proposal encourages

adoption of children.

1.

One of the goals put forth in the Contract with America is to increase the
number of children belng adopted. How will this leglsiatlon accompllsh this
goal?

Is there any requirement that States target resources on finding and placing
children in adoptive homes, rather than just letting them move around within
the foster care system?

What mcentnve will there be for people to adopt children with dlsablhtles or
other special needs if there is no adoption subsidy or Medlcald coverage -
available to help defray the costs associated w:th adopting these chlldren?

Adoption assistance payments increased by 25.4 percent natlonally between
1988 and 1994, as States have placed more children into permanent homes.
Won't capping these payments inevitably lead States to slow down or stop
adoptions to stay wnhm the caps? . :
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Xl.

Who is Affected

TITLE Il -- BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

| would like to ask a few questions about the people who would be made mellglble

1._

for benefits under this Title.

How many e_!derly and disabled SSi recipients who are legal immigrants will

-be thrown off-the rolls as a result of this proposal? [About half a million]

How many AFDC recipients who are legal immigrants will be made ineligible -
for benefits? [About half a million] How many of these are children?

Couid States use their own money to provide benefits to these individuals?

- According to the markup document, legal immigrants would remain eligible

for a number of education and training programs, such as job training for
disadvantaged adults, Job Corps, and Basic Educational Opportunity Grants,
in order to assist them in obtaining the skills necessary to find employment.

According to the markup document released by the Committee on Education
and Economic Opportunities, however, a number of these programs listed
would indeed be denied to legal immigrants. Could you please explain this?
Which committee’s actions will take precedence in the final document.

Given this occurrence, can there be any assurance that any of the other
programs outside the jurisdiction of this committee will actually be available
as promised, such as child care, Medicaid, and Food Stamps?

Let me ask you how people in the following examples would fare under this
proposal. : :

1.

A legal immigrant who works at a restaurant and has paid his taxes, and
then becomes disabled when he is hit by a truck while crossing the street.
Would he be ineligible for SSI disability benefits?

A legal immigrant who served in the U.S. military, is a veteran, has worked
and paid taxes. If his house and community are destroyed in a tornado,
ieaving him homeless and jobless, would he be denied Federal assistance?

A legai immigrant child who is abused by a parent. Would she be denled
child protective services and foster care?



The markup document discusses making the sponsorship agreement binding. I'd
like to ask a few questmns about this.

1. In order to make the sponsorship agreement legally binding, would the
sponsorship affidavit issued by the Immigration and Naturalization Services
have to be amended or redesigned to create a contractual arrangement?

2. Do we have a ruling from the House Parl:amentarlan about whether this
- provision is within the Commlttee S jurlsdlctlon7

Impact on States

1. What will happen to the Federal savings from making more than a million

- individual ineligible for AFDC, Food Stamps, SSI, Med:cald and other.
programs?
2. Given the Supreme Court ruling that States must provide public assistance to

legal aliens on the same basis as citizens, will this proposal prowde any
financial assistance to States to offset this cost shift?

3. While | understand that States may experience some savings because they
will no longer have to pay the State match for AFDC, Medicaid, or SSI State
Supplement to these individuals, CBO estimates that the costs of public
assistance will exceed the savings in many States.

[According to CBO, New York, California, and lllinois, face a net increase in
costs of $1.8 billion -- after taking into account the savings they will derive]

q, Won't there be a significantly different impact on States depending on
whether or not they operate a general assistance program? Won't those
- who operate general assistance programs, such as New York and California,
be worse off than those that don’t, such as Texas and Florida? '

5. Doesn’t the cost shift due the denial of federal benefits to legal immigrants
amount to an unfunded mandate on the States? .

I would like to ask you a few guestions about the Constltutlonal obllgation of
States to care for legal immigrants.

1. Isn'tit true that the U.S. Supreme Court has said that -- under the Equal
"~ Protection Clause -- States must provide public assistance to iegal aliens on-
the same basis as citizens?

2. How many States have State constitutions whlch require that allens be
provided equal benefits?’



You have a provision in your proposal that tries to overcome the Federal
constitutional issue by authorizing the States to deny aid to legal immigrants,
but it is of questionable effect -- according to what legal experts teli me.

Do you have a breakout of what the impact is going to be on local -
governments -~ those who run public hospitals, for example, who will have
to care for sick legal immigrants who no longer have Medicaid? Will any of
the Federal or State savings accrue to them? What will be the unfunded
costs? ' ' - 2



XIl,

TITLE IV -- SSI

.Who would be Covered |

| would fike to go through a few examples to understand who would and would not
receive SSI cash benefits under this proposal. :

1.

' TeII me how the b|II works. Doesn’t it make kids who apply for benefits in

the future and who qualify under the so-called "listings" of impairments --

~that is, they are so severely disabled that their medical conditions are Ilsted

in the disability regulatmns -- ineligible for SSI cash benefits?

- How many children of these severely disabled children -- who, like Alison
- Higginbotham, meet or equal the listings -- would be made ineligible for SS!
_cash benefits over the next five years? | understand CBO says that its
~ about 475,000 kids in the year 2000. Is that correct? '

Under this proposal, wouldn’t two children with identical circumstances _—
who both meet or equal the listings -- but who applied a few weeks apart be
treated very differently? [Alison is grandfathered on cash benefits, while a
child identical to Alison who applies in the future may be eligible only for
State block grant services]

Is it your intention to grandfather benefits to children who currentiy “meet”

_ the listings or also to children who "equal” the listings? Where does it say

that in the markup document? What about children who equal the listings in
the future? Do you intend that they be eligible for Medicaid and block grant
services? '

Let me ask you a questions about the elimination of the Individual Functional

‘Assessment. How many children will have their benefits terminated within a
- few months after enactment when the Individual Functional Assessment is

repealed? SSA says 250,000 will be immediately terminated. CBO says
about 365,000 children will be made mellglble by the year 2000. Is that
correct? _ :

Under the bill, the Individual Functional Assessment is termmated 3 months
after enactment. !s that correct? [Yes] '

‘And ds cash beneflts for those 250, OOO ch[ldrsn who 'rec'eivs their 'beﬁéfits ‘.

under the IFA cease 6 months after enactment? [Yes] -

. .Now we know that near!y half those 250, 000 children who will be cut off

of cash benefits and Medicaid would have been able to qualify under the -



Iistings if the Social Security Administration had continued to develop their
- medical evidence. So, if a parent with an IFA child who could meet or equal -

the listings does not reapply within the first 3 months after enactment, isnt

~ "that child made permanently ineligible for da_sh benefits or Medicaid?

It is my understanding that under the Chairman’s mark a child cannot be getting
'8S1 and also receive cash benefits under the family assistance block grant.

1. .

How does this reconcile with the fact that poor children who are dasabled
will no longer be receiving a cash grant under the SSI program uniess they
are disabled to the point of institutionalization, yet they still would be

considered SSi eligible for purposes of receiving the medical grant? N

- Will we be Ieavmg these chlldren out in the cold with regard to any type of
-cash assistance? : :

According to the CBO estimate, you cut the SSI1 children’s piogram by some $17
billion; $5 billion of which you put back in the form of a block grant to States to
provide services to eligible children.

1.

What happened to the other $12 billion that was cut from the SSI children’s
- program? What will it be used for? ‘ . .

Why Wasn’t more invested in the block grant' for disabled children? -

Would States be required to apply for block grant funds" What happens if a
State doesn t apply?



Xlll. What would be Covered 7

Alison Higginbotham’s mother told us that she needed cash assistance to cover the
costs of gas, lodging, and tuition for a special course for Alison; a special bed;
special toys; a special tricycle; handles for the doors; paving the drlveway for a
wheel chair; a ramp and rails on the back porch; and funeral expenses.

1. Would any of these costs be covered by the block grant?

" If so, which ones?

2.  Under the block grant, would parents have"t'o pay cash out of their own
 pockets for these types of services and then wa:t far reambursement at a
Iater date7 - -
- 3. Could States choose what services they would offer? Would there be any

minimum standard set?
4, What happens if a State runs out of block grant money?

5. - When does the block grant begin? [FY 1997] What is the effective date for
denying cash benefits to children-eligible for the block grant? [90 days after
" anactment] So, if this bill becomes law in Julv, there will be no cash and '

" 'no services for children for a full year, :

| would Ilke to ask a question about Medicaid coverage for chlldren under the block
grant. :

- Would all the children who are no Ionger gomg to be entltled to SSl beneflts
stlll be eligible for Medicaid?

| would like to ask some questions about the block grant for services.

1. Can a child who meets or equals the listings in the future, but who is denied
cash SS| benefits under the bill, be denied access to any services by the
State? [Yes, it is left to the State to decide which children from among
those who meet or equal the listings may receive services and to decide
which services those children may receive.]

| just wanted to make sure -- since my colleagues have repeatedly assured -
-me that children who meet or equal the listing will receive serwces in place
of cash. But, in fact, they can’t assure me of that. - o

2. So, a State could decide that it was not going to serve children who could,
for example, feed and bathe themselves, even though they were
quadraplegics? Could a State set that as a standard for receipt of benefits?



Could the State set a limit of the duration of the services? [Yes] So, they .
could provide that a child can have one wheelchair per year, but if that child
is hit by a baggage truck at the airport, as Alison Higginbotham was on her
way to our hearing, and the wheelchalr is destroyed the State could deny
the child a replacement?

" Let me ask you a couple of- questlons about the impact of this provision on blind
children. y

1.

Would blind children who apply in the future be subject to the same

restrictions as other disabled kids? Would they be made ineligible for cash
benefits? [t appears from the mark that blind ch:!dren would not have thelr '
benefits taken away, but it is not clear ] :

So a child who is a paraplegic and would not otherwise have to be’
institutionalized would be denied cash benefits, but a blind child would not
be denled benefits. Is this correct?



XIV. Drug Addicts and Alcoholics

I would like to ask you a few questlons about treatment for drug addicts and
alcoholics.

1. You have placed a portion of the money saved by eliminating SS| benefits for
addicts into the Federal Treatment Capacity Expansion Program (CEP). How
much funding has been appropriated for that program?

2. Can you tell me when the authorlzatlon for this program explres7 :
[at the end of FY 1995] :

3. Is a State required to match funds? If so, in what proportion?

4, Can you tell me if any States have applied for money to set up a program?
[Only 17 grants, which expire at the end of FY 1995.]

5. Is there any assurance that any SSI benef:cmry would receive treatment
under this program?

6. When does money begin to flow into this progrém under the provisions of
this bill? [FY 1997] So, would there be any fundlng for the. program in
1996?



TITLE V -- CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

XV. Child Support Enforcement

1. What provisions of the Clinton bill are not included in this mark?
2. What provisions of the Women’s Caucus bill are not included in this mark? .
3. What new provisions are added in this mark?

[To be added after we see Subcommittee mark.]
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