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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY NOV - 9 1994 
WASHINGTON 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY 

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 
~eform proposal, focusing in particular on questions 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, 

~~ 
Leslie B. Samuels, 

Assistant Secretary 
(Tax Policy) 
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The Honorable Lloyd Bentsen 
Secretary of the Treasury 
U.S. Department of the Treasury 
15th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. ~0220 

Dear Mr.' Secretary: 

As you know, H.R. 4605, the Work and Responsibility Act of 
1994, contains several substantive tax law changes as well as 
certain changes to Internal Revenue service (IRS) pr,ocedures. 
Additional changes related to IRS involvement in child support 
collection'and enforcement are contained in H.R. 4570, the Child 

.Support Responsibility Act of 1994. 

The Committee would like the assistance of you and your 
staff in evaluating the following provisions as we prepare for a 
Committee markup early in the next session of Congress. So that 
we can make the most of the information you provide, we would 
appreciate a response by January 9, 1995. 

Federal 'Tax Treatment of WORK,Wages 

Section 207 of H.R. 4605 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 credit (EITC), and the 
employer's eligibility for the targeted jobs tax credit' (TJTC) 

The Committee would be interested in the Department of the 
Treasury's (Treasury's) views on the taxpolicy 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. . 

Disclosure of Tax Information for Child Support Enforcement 

H.R. 4605 would establish a National Welfare Reform 
Clearinghouse to enable Federal .and State agencies to locate 
absent parents and collect child support 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-~ 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 increa'sed 
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. ttieir.employees) 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 Qn 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 theW~4 
Form. The Committee would be interested in Treasury's analysis 
of these provisions, 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 collecting overdue child support. 
First, section 662 of the bill 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, 
s!=!ction 663 would bar the·impositi·on 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 Committee 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 
Office (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 dollar level of user fees 
impedes efficient and timely collection actions. 

Full IRS Collection 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 reconciliatioh of child support 
obligations and payments on the annual income tax return. 
Specifically, section 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'child 
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 prov1s10ns 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 overdue 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 Administration's bill would permit 
individuals who are participants in a demonstration project and 
recipients of either AFDC or food stamps to establish Individual 
Development Accounts (IDAs). IDAs would be modeled afte~ , 
individual retirement accounts (IRAs) with a maximum contribution 
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 4QO percent, and the amount of matching ; 
contributions would be limited to $2,500 per participant . 

...... w., ......... _ • 


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 economic profiles. : 

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

Further, the Committee is interested in any research; or 
evidence that led you to conclude that reducing the taxation 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 programs designed to help poor 
people 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 BITe Payments Through State Demonstration Proiects 

, Section 141 would~uthorize 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 
opt~on. The payments would be made through a State agency 
identified by the State in its application to the Treasury for 
designation ;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 child. 

It would be helpful to the Committee if you could provide 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 us'ed 
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 t~e 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 lof IRS's 
ability to implement such a new system, 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 
reimburse the Federal Government for excess EITC payments, and 
ensuring that an employee does not "double-dip" (e.g., by 
receiving advanced EITC payments from both,his employer and his 
State agency) .' 

Disclosure of Alien Sponsor's Tax Return 

'Section 903 of H.R. 4605 would require the IRS to disclose 
the tax return data of any person who sponsors an alien if the 
sponsored alien subsequently 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 toone party for the purpose of verifying 
another 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 containe~ 
in this section of the bill. 

/~?~

Harold E. Ford, Chairman ~ 

Subcommittee on Human Resources 




.,' 

The Honorable" Lloyd Bentsen 

October 6, 1994 

Page 7 




,I" ~"'~;;;:-~~:"", 	
, 
I' .,I ~'. 

. 'DAHIICl!mHlOwSEt'LlIMOIS -' 8lU;AllCHEli\. ~ . I 

. '~..l PI(:J;LL n;x.t.S ""IUP .... !;II.Uji.IUJNOIS 
 I
'<C;HAJUl;'S:.R4NGEI. .[W'I'OU .. SIL!. '1"I«)tlu!.:s. c.wFORNI'" 	

I 

. ,,' ",'.,,' '-, !.. '. '. ~ 
~~~~~~.~~~~~~~~IiO~ , . ::cC;:~f=~~~r!!:cc ' COMM'ITTEE"ON,WAYS AND MEANS. ,j / .•~AROI.O ~ ~~O, l'ilUIfSSU I. ~'f \,;·:JO.... 501L COIlIl5Cl'1CVT 

\~fl(~T T, "...TS", ~NIA' • JI .. 1I4IIIIIIIIIIIa, O:ENTVC:I:'t 

!W8AA6. 8, lEHIIE/J.'t. <;O....~c:IJl'#1Ifl) Gtt.ucD'I'. lOW'''' 
 "u.s. HqUSE OF ftE,PAeSENTATIVE~' , ',() ',' \r / ~'.. ' 
i'flI.LlAIoI.J. CQl'.... PEIiHSnv_ . A.I<IO 1i(IUtlIo1'OIi. NEW '1'0111: 


,\liIC.l:IAtl A. ,u,OUWS; TEI:AS' WAJ.J.'f IIU.oU. c:.t.u1lC1IH... • 

. ~~n ... I..C"ofJ'H,:WGt..::::.a.N,· ., ...¥ ",dI;f:fty. l,.GW~UA"A ,WASHINGTON, O<:2051S-e34a\)J\'-. ":' ~VY- . _ (1' 
IleN..I4MI" L. CAIiOlII. IoIAIl'lLMO 'IIIB.IUMCOCIC. IIoIISIIOYIII 'v. J\f\ .n CJ..tV-l 
:"....~TT, wASHdIIG'tO. AlCi ·SotMrOlWIoI,"""IIS'n._ 
~'CIIAU> D.. ~ WISCOt!!lIN. DAYI! tAalP.IIiIIQI!GAoII· . 	 ',~ }i·/l,~ v-: " . 
l:~:;"';:rsv::=-: ',' . 	 .,. :,:,.'. '''C:'WOI>,''fA\." _CWlJaerT:I .' 	 . ' Oc~ober· ,'6,: 1'9.94 
i'l!Tl!R I<1lAG\JUiD: NUIIA$I'A '. ~, I~~·WcIiIJL'I'r.lllrw'!'QJX 
(IIIllll.OPfrSltI, ON!GQ" " • > .'. , I 

~l¥.AM·..l .iEFJ£IIlj()II, Io(lUISI4.... !

•___ ..._"'.............. .."..,...-.rI_ 


.-: .\.~ RI:T~~. w.o~ ;' ' 
r " ~NIC! """"S, CH!tF COUlllSaNIO UTAiF _CJ;CIII,'I '.' , ' IliIlOlWl G, COI.'I"OII.'OE?YlT S'tJltP; OUIK'TOII 

;" '1'lWClIU".4:.~~eaj.. c:tlUIl$!tl0~AC'I'ii.oCHAl~.. 
_'_1, c, 

'. "~IW~,o. ~~f.uy. ",..,.cam a.i,u 1»,ST'AP '" 
! ' ., , ': " 

.1
"1."'I' 	 Th(2',, ~9nOrable "DOnnfl 'S~' Shalala>' '. ." 


Sccret:.o.ry of Health'and H'U..man Services 

" 

, , 

1;' U.-8, ~epart,ment' of, .Hc:alth a,n4" H\irnan Services '. 
. 290, Indep~n4ence Avenue.,.s..W~.i ·.~o6m 615 	 'J' 

" WaBhington/ ,,2020l. ,.),,fD.C'. 	 .' 
• .' I ' ','

\ ,
I ~'.! • 

",D.e~r:, Mad~jh secr~ta'ry':' " . , " : .... , ,- . 
" '. . . . \ ,,',' .,. . '.. ~ . 

'.. It;. is the ,goal. 'of the Committee"'onWays :~nd' Mean~ t~:{'be .J 

", 're~c;y to cons~der .welfare: ~ef9rm legislation .,atthe beginning ,6f 
Lhl:;!.L'J.~~'tL I:H~~~i?nof, co,n~ress.' : Already; Mem,l:)~rs ot:. ih$ ~ommit:t~e', 
hav~ maq~ significant pr,og:ress towar4. this .goal byho+.ding a'" .. 1 

s~rit;:s .of hearings on, 'welfare topicS this past summer; Over' ,~he 
next tw<? months 'we hO!Je ,to. com:1r;!le gat:her.1ng informa1;lon th.at: . . ~, 

,will enabl~ -us to' assess' the . many welfare policy, changes 'unde'r . 
c;on'siderati,on. We are writing. today to ask .you to help' uswit:h " 

'::~t:his: t:a:s)e; . ....,. ,'" .' , , .'. !, 
,. ~,' . , 

"', / 	 , , " 
• ,'... ' • • .' -. " • "', '.- k ' .' " , .. 'y,' " , 	 1 .. 

" We-, share~hePresiden~' sgoal, of' ~asin:g o~r "riatiim's welfare' 
. syst:~m' on v~lues that:. AmerJ.c~ns' .. hold .most q.early ':".- ~<1>r.!{; 'f,a!TIily,,~I ... 

,'a,nd'res;poJ;j.si:pllity, 'pn>,the~hole/we 'believE:,t;h~t, t;h~ , .' 
colt);prehe,nsive w.~lfare re,form· bill .. that Presi9,ent· C:i.in\t.oI1s,ent to.' 
CCI}gr~ss e'arlierthis year,~.R._ 46.05" the, "Work' and' : 
Respo~sibi,lit:y:.'.a..ct'Qf' 1994 i reflects a cemmi tment, 'by'hi~If' 

AdTlJinistration 't:o 'design Feder~l peliciest'hat.. supporttt.h,ese , 
valu~s ... However;: the legislation. has numerous: ~nd' complex 
featu:t;'es which ultim~.tely will ,~elp to deter.mipe its, i' '.,' '. ' 
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"REQUEST FOR BACKGROUNDINFORKATION ON a'.R. '4605, 
. " THE'~ORK' ANDRESPONSIBILlri ACT 012"'1994' '. 
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','Health 'B'€m~fits ' i, .< ",' 

: }" I ~ , ':" j", ''.' ',,'" " " '. I,' \ " 
One. of the central assumptions.of welfare reform was that. . 

uniyersa;L ,health "insurance; wo.uld .be : aV'ailqbl'e .' 'unfortpn~telY I, • " 

Congress..~id, ,not pOGO i+c.aJ.'th care. reform thic, yeo:r. : IJ'l the " ,', . 
Admi'nistrati'on"s view,' do we .:need to 'guarantee ·low-income, 
.w~rkingfam~lies' a, ':healtp.' care bep,efi~ package in o.rqe~ to 

., preve,nt .. them frpm: falling opto. the welfare.' ,rolls,' or rF,ma,iniri..g 
,.i ' trapped,C)!l. welfare, due .to med~cal needs?} Shprt of unp.v~:tsal , "

l >health, insurance coyerage, what kind of health care,bere,fit" .

L' pa,ckage: ~ould~providethie guarantee?, Is the, on,e 'yearr·Mcdicaid 

I '.tra:r;ts,itional 'assist'ance/',:a~tho':r~2ed, under: the' Family Support Act 


,: o.f' 1~88, 'sufficient? Urip.er H.R. :4605, how many and what fracti'on 
, ". of .faJU:i~ies leaving welfare ',,!ould, e~hauat the Medicaid! .:, , 
'. transitional ',assiqtance' ,and remain i.n'mied of' health ·ips~rance I 

'co,,":,~,ra~e'?, .' .. .~". ' ! - . " ,; ;" I 

", ~ ~'E~utatiQ~" Training,an;i Em~loYment Eff<?'rts :'.,", f 

H'av~. ongoing ~va.,lUd.Ll·(.J~I.~·,.Q'~_:s~~t.e JOBs,·prog:t.~ams ~lO~id~d' .. , " 
.' s't:t::<;:mg 'evi.dence '0; the most cost-effectivestrategies ~or helpingo'

'r," welfare families acl)ieve, long-term self s,ufficieI).cy? If so, ',' 


,,' please q1sGuss arid"comp~re':edu(:;i:itiqn d.wl 1...t·.;1.i.ll.i.~i~, ,/i.jLl..'a~esriesl . 

" st;rategies th~t':EoCUS o~, im~ed~ate jol? 'placement l'aIld;strategies ' 


:' tflai:include' a' .combination. o,f tpe's~ features', Gi:v~:m tpis' ... .' 

'. 
 ...eV;ide_nc::ean~projected lab0J:' ,market;. condi~ion!'!i', wh(;l.l .cf.'.;1t,;L.i.. P I1, qf,:, 

, , ' , 'i·,·· AFDC ffimilies" do: you projeqt will rea.ch the two.""year tci.rnelimit.... ' 
"'j"" of,'H,.R> 4605 ,w,ithout :having, fO\lnd pr,iV'ate:"sec,t6rempl0Ym~nt?" ',," ' .., 
" .: Wha~'.'earnings level wiJl be ~ch'1eved ,fo.r ,chose who de :find jt?b~? 
I i What.p~oportio·n" of ,f~ITI~lieswill a.chieve more than a ppverty- .' , . 

, .,1" ',level ~xistencer' , . \, ",' !" ' 
",' 

. I . ' " ' " .
\.. \. 

, ('. .:Target ·,Population. 'I 
. ':.: ! 

• < - "j' T,- , •• • -. . .. 

,r' If funding 's,ndimpleritent:ation'constraiIits require "a' strB:cegy 
.j·fer 'Pha.s..J.Il.g, in ::w~1'fc3.re' refor!!';.' '''1.h,at wouldthem.o~t <?,?s;t-e~f.ect.ive: ' " 
,r '.: strategy: pe.?WhEl,t cioes. the res~~rch sugge,st?·. T;nat ::,,~:/. ,for ,what " .., ,

'. 'j.': ';. 'c.ategor~e'70f.. recipiE:r:ts \10Uld't,h.e,:be.nefi tS:l:eHtti':'e: tP. the. costs " :-. 
," \ 

','.' of ,part~c,~pat~<;m be,h~ghest? .Does the research ~V;Lae!,l~e .Sugges,t:: ." 
, ',. th~t thi~,' 'c<::>ti1d' vary by, State' or ~?c~lity? :, "'" .. 

. . ~ i 

.' , 
,- I' '" 

.,' .' 

I . \. . .'p.lease provide tHe research, e'~ide;nce ,o~. the 'qualifY I' ',:,' 
" ' 

,. • 

)', "aY2\\ilg.bill,ty, arid a'ccessibil{ty qf ,private-sector job~: ~for' . " 

:t" 'welfa),re' parents i' i,ncluding parE;:·nts. • ....ho 'nave .par.ticipat~d::i.n ..... 


, education.'and tr~hning 'programs: Is j9b~vailabili~y, b!:"", 'r 

:. \ f

,', : ac<::e'~sinq.i ty an ·:i,ssue ,for. certain '. cat.\egories of ~~ndi~iduals or 
", 

.. in certa~n ge.ographi~area$? .... If so, wha..t do~s, ·t.he s~arch :,' 
'evldence suggest are effective mechanisms for creating' jobs. or . I" 

t . " ' • " ' , " i ' "" '~ . j. -, 

" . 

t • \ '. 
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• for l~!lk~ng" l;nd1vldu;l+.sto'ex+,st1ng Job,s? In ,your ,View, ',what ' 
',' effect,' will' the, provi,sior;s' o,f H.,R,., 4605 have on' j"Qb avhiI'a:pility: ',', 

aii.d ~ci;e's6~biJ,icy?'~il1, there pe, su:t;ficient j'obs in hiish- : 

I ' <. uIi~~p19yr:n~nt al;'8?S?" ~ , ",' "''': ' 


, ' I' 
'SanCC'iOl-lS'" " '" ' 	 ',,' . , ' ' ~ ~I ,',.. 

. . . I • 	 ,!, \,/' . " . !j" ,< ",,,:,', 'iI).;,the" Adminis~r~tion;s:Yiew,' -,what arethelikeiyj-, ", ' 
" ': 	 b{;!n~fi}::I of, ~<l0RtiLl9 ,t.h~ .san<::t~on5p~?,l'i;:ies of H'. R',. 46p5, , 'f, 

,(rel~t;111,g tofa:l.lure,to, pa:rtlc1pa~e' ~n the JOBS -p+,ogram Ciild to 

',accept'avail,;able work) relative" tothe,'sanctions polJ.cties of, ''.I , ' ~' 


/.1 : current: law or ()ther 'approi:1cht:I::!'? .. WhClt. 'C;;tJ:'{;! Lht;;! ;l.ikell I:.::CI,st;.,s, ' 


, (e.g., "for monitoring, ',disput:e resolution activities" and,

I 	 ' ' I ". , \ 1

heaz:ings, ,as weI,l as, cos~s' to' families and ~hildren)' o~ , 
~dopt:iI?-g,t;he: policies of H.R.. 46051 ' In 1:1 giVt;;!I1}'t;;!Cli::, ,iNhCi.L ' ,I' 

I, 	
p;-oportiQll'·9f,. fam,ilies does the AdmiI?-istrat'i,on, proj,e~tl will, 

f;;\ce' ~anctioi1s t,lndet' the 'bill fo:r:~ailure to pa.iticipa~e'irt ,'; 

t.:t:'le .J9BS :prograni~ , Wl1at:'propo:tcion ,of familiti5 :.t·~qu,li·t;fl' Lu, ' " 


,pa+"tic:l,.Pflte< iRJOBS ,is' projected to' lose the en1;:'ir~ 'AFDC, : ',' ,,' I, 


"paymen~,urider~anctioni,rig? 'r,Wh9-teffect:', is ,t:hisprojecced ~o 

, 
 .h~ve on child ,welfa.re \caseloa'~~? Wi'll hqm~lessness'i:q¢ie~se? 


.:: ,ao~w~ll Stat-!; arid localas.sistance prog:ram,s', be ,affected?' 

, .• ' ' " . '. . :', ., ." : .,' . ,f,., . '" 	 . ,,' " , '," 

"JQ.r: 'Reten~lo~' s~t~'t:egie.s' ,:' " 	 !'I 	 '.'','," ',' , " 	 " ' 'J 
"j Actording toe the' .research "evidence,' a': significantJ " \ " 

I ·,·"pe~centage of 'families" leave'we~tare for ~ork, 'within ,the' 'firs,c.
I· tw,,','Year s ; 'how~ver, most: 'qfthesefarT\ilies: ~ventually ~eturri ' ~" 

,:i " to we~faie. 'What' dO,ei; ~he rese!!irch' evidencesaYc:tbout,wny , ",; .

l , "famili~s, returrt ,t~ welfare a.nC1the" strc;tegie~ that wou!lq:;be' 

r ,m9st, ~.ffective,in helpirig them'. stay. qff wel,fa~e'? ' " , i " ' 


, ' ~ ", '."',: '''I; ". j:',',; . ,: . . :,' ! ' , ': i. " " '.' ", \;. .. " ~ i '. ,. ", 

",., • J !. " '..' r.','.. '.. I .


,Two-Year TJ.me Lim1t " 	 ,I ' 
.,' . 

'(, I> 
, :',""'". ,,' " , , ' " ' " ,': " i,' >': "i~: ' 

.What, research evide,nce led' ,the, ,2\dminist:ra.tion to propose ,\'"
l ,'a timel'i,mit of two ye{irs ina' lifetirrlE~? ,Wereeoj:her~' ' ," 

f,: '~pprc_aches tqdesigning a time ~ ~imit e,~amined ~y HHS staff I ,'. 


: ' 'and' if SOl,' what 'are ,therelat:ivecosts and, benefits of each', 

,'I',": : appr,?ac;::h? }{ow'dfff~cuit ,~i~li.~,'b~to keep tracK:.of','t~e,

" rec,e.lpt Qf <welfare1p' a I)at:l.o,nwlde ,automated system? 'Can the' 

.' 't ,T' 	 'Sc,ates provide the' dat~ necess.::\ry, J:o maintain. ;chis sys~em? ' 
, I, 	 " , . ' , • " .' "" ' ' ,'. " '" "',' ", " '., ..I ',' 

"W~~t: does', th~f ,reseCl;:,ch, evi,dence·sugge'st wi.ll be tne" . \ . 


, "effe:<;;t: bf thet,w,o-;-year I life,time limit on AFDC ,rece~pt ,;, 

,,". ' C9ntc:t,ipeqin, ,H'~R. 46051 ~leas.e discuss the' e'ffecc, of the ,: ' " 


li.mit.<:;mw,e=!. f~re 'receipt, family income I and family','well:-.'" 
,being ,"'under two different aSs1.lmptiorun' (1) (i "hiqh-pbwered ll

':'" 

'JOBS,' program is' in effect;,' (2) an' "a?~rage'" JOBS pro~rr~mfs"'iri ' 
'e:ff.ect,~'.,' ,,'j-'.' I, ',' 

, "1 { " , • 
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'" I' 	 ", ." -" .. ;'. ," ", . '. \ /, '}." -;':.: •.., ,'",I'Work :Programs "\', 	 :, " ' i 'I 
• 	 ". I" '," '-: :)', -'~/;,~' ;.',.' '.' J I ,:',", ~ 

"\- . .. " ,: "."., '~; ,-, , ' ~ \ - ~ ,.' " -, . ,! '(~ " ' 'J 

, '" .l:!C;I,/St;:u o,n' Llie. l:e}:;H;:~f.:(;~Ae:v'ideLlce! t : ,what ~:re' tht;, s t:.,t't::f:lgl,.h:p" 
,', 'cu~d weak;'l~sses' of e:;ach' of the following, -mechani'smsf6r!,: •. ;:, 
·nr"vi,qirici\.work~'for 'welfa,re recioients who,"are unable 'to secure 

. ,;':, work ,in' r.h~, pL'iv~L~'~~~Lu.r::: c:ir wprk,:{h exchange :f.or, W'~;lfa,:~:' ,,'
'1,' .' 

, .• ,' petief; t ~ , (cqmmlfnify 'work, experfence)"; ,~ (2 Y, pub1 i C.;. s~:ln::vi'ce: ',tops j 
:; ""\

(3)th~':work-'for,-wagesplah ul1Qe+~~R. 46~ciS,? ,PII9~se q.~sbiss", 

'tll~,i.m~~ic~ti<:>ll~,: of ,e,ac,h fo;rraising' the 'incqr,nelle;yel~lo,f,' . ' ',: 


': ,famiJ t~s '.thtoug~ ':'97k~, r~~1J.c~,n~we1f,::te 'receipt i' ~nJor'Fi~~' a" 

,work, ma~Q.,ate; 'm~n~tn;<?;~ng adm~n~stra~~ve costs aI}.d ,pureaucr,acy, 


. a,nd PF91:e'c~i,~g 1:~e. b!!!~t. ,1p:terests o,t;:',cl)11d~eIl.. "i:," ~ ,1, I \ 


" : " . ' .', " "',,.,. ' ,',',' ,/ .' , ';\ ,', I." 


" : ~,<"und~r 'H:~':46:'~,51 ::W~~~' goe~ t~~'<A4ihih~str~ti~n.'e~J?~c~, ' 
'\Iiould happen 1:0 ch~ldren :who~e pC!.rent.E? fail t;0p,a.:rt.icJ.pat,ei'nJ. 

I ,'r 	 , ,,'" t;.h~'WORK p:r:9grClrr:f':~o yo~:p,roject,an;f effect ,of the ~ORK":fo~-:-
", ' 

',(, , ~~ges 'progr~~' ,~:t:l',ch~~d welfar!3 ,c:ase1oads? :' ( " ,.·,'1:' '., 
• 	 >, ,. • • f, . ..' ! . ~~ 

Federal'-State Financia:1Partici'Qation ", I': ., " " 
,": p

"", <~,' ';', "'~~~',~~e ,~;~s:p~od~'~~;s" hist~r~',. , ~~a'i:~'s "~av~ d~a'~~qqrin"a' 
disap!?Qin;~n,g, .~lbt;i~',~row~n~/' p~rcent;age,"(;)~ Fege,r,al: J:?~~' . 

,4 

fun<1~ '. : Dges 't-l?,e ~dr,n~~J.strat~on;. have any, eVJ.Qenc,e tosp,gg'e,st 
.f ...

that' St.'atesdo", not agree with, the. goaJ.s's'et; out. "in t'he Family," 
I,' , 	 '\','~upp:6'tt~, ;Ac~' of' ,19aa~0,r :the,.JO~~"program,'6r 'that'Stat~~' ?-r~' '/','. , 


, , " ',unabl~, t9 as,sullle ::6: signific,ants!l~,re of th.e ',cc,sts6f:~t:he:' . "., I 


. :pr.ogr~m?)' 'Ha\(e tJ1,~ ,States who. h,ave<cut ta?,es, since.:l~8~ t,ul,.!.y',. 
" 


" 
 func;ie,d their JOB'S, programs? In 9rp.er,to}:)eeffectiv~JI,wha.t· ", 
" 	 ,~ . '\ , .... ~~oi.mt.'of 'neW" state ,,~unds,w'o~~dhavetoj,be:. spt:!nt" l-ln!jer! ':,." '" "': 

:< ,'H.l~. '~605, d4r;i.n~Cthe' f~rst· ,five years'('}t prograJn, '''!, ":, "", ,,~, 
." . '.iinple~~rit~ti6n?,'In ,o:rd,~rto ~,eeffectiVe',.' ""hat. ,amoun;t.~:o~' n,et;,J> ,,', ' 

';J.'S~~tefunds ,:would,have "t,?, qe spen~, unde~H.R .. 4605" g1.,lriln.g ,~he ," .. , 
t' 
\; 

, 

\' :.~e'cqn.~.five~yea:r period?, If,States\I?ere, to 'f~il 1:9' prpvtde :" '" " ,','; 
, the~eri¢w, fu~ds 'wp,~t ,w6u1:¢ be thE7" impl,ica~ :i;ons ',f,or'H. R. :46 OS,?I 	

i'; '. 4 ' , . ~ "'. ~ , ,'., ..' j • 	 " 1. ' " ~ 
, :, 

.' ..child"'car", 	 " ",' ',<:'" 'I" " 
,,\ "1< '·'~~.fe aIld. a~fc>tdd.bre', ~J~ild 'c~r~ is .~., kei:co~P9n~~t:1 o~') 

wel'fa,re reforrp.:. 'BasecLon,the r~~earc;hl evidenqe!,'·wnat J,~·pe,of" 
chi:1d, care oppo:r:tunitie~ '~hOt;ld be ~v~'i.+able 'to, '10w- incqfrl,e 

\:. workihO' families, in or.der to:., (l)'pre.vent ,f'amiliesfrom 

.···f~ili:~g'6ntc.r i:::h~Jwelf,are rolls,' orremairdng,;trapp,ed, oh", , .-' 


:"', ' :w~,~fa~e ,d1-ie t.o':<71:1+14 ~q.re is,5u7,s' I ~n,c:r, <'2 ):en~ure that;.i "':, ,; "
I' 

"'" 	 ,"Gfaldren', are' prot;.ected ,and receJ.ve approprlate ,c~r,e? rtoy.r ,ma!lY . .,, ' 

,',I , 	 " '16'~~i'p~9¥l,e,' Ilon:'A~DC"fam~l~es: ?"ill'~er~n I},~eq, 6f~n.ildl,.car:~ ~ '<) : 
. ,:' ~s~~6t;.9,nCe ~h~n' H: R. ',46,0:> +s ,fully, Hl ~ff~ct? Whqt, level 0::::, "I 

, :,r:h :-1q, .careexpe~dl. t ure,s,l,;mde~ Sh:e; At: .;.'Rl.S~ pr.og~a:n lYlOul~ ,r;n~,e~, " " , ":: 
.I " 

, r ;th~Js',n77d,a,nd/.no~ d,?~s" thatf191.:lr:, c~mp~re to tn~ f~np.si:". '.. ' ,:, 
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" \ . 
. 'J With r~spect ·to~ child care-~tandard$ and ~ther quality,: . . 

I'! is?>ues, H:~. 4605. wpU:ld .cqnform. the F:ec:ieral. policy for, the' .'" 
., .~Fl?C and At-Ri,sk. ~hild: c;:~re~ pr?~r.ams. wi~h.'the policy u~d,.e.r; t:he:. 

Chl.ld. ·Care and Deyelooment Block Grant (CCDBG) . ' ··.What does the .' 
'resea':ch .eVi~ence:t.o da.t·7· SU9'c;res·t· ~bout·:. the extent.of I.···',·· ..>:' .. 

:, ·complJ..,ance WJ..th .the .qualJ..ty stan~ards 'und~r t~e .CcDBG\program? . / . 

..... \.. . \ To what extent ~re States ef,fect·J.vely monJ.·t.prJ.ng compld:ance?" 


w.q~t 'effect have ,the, ~t~ndards had on the' qU.alityof .child 
,! 

' I.,


, I ' ,:' ,~care p.rov1ded t.Och11d~e:'. and· childout.cdmes?· .; .. ':" .. " . 


. . 	 , 

'I. ·,FamilY<;~,.. " t .. ··· " 
, l . ."' ,,~ ~; . , . \ ~ , , 	 ~ 

, \., 

. ,",. ,·~~s~·d·o~ th7.'re~'e~rch evidenc:::e,: .~h~tare the i~ke~Y,··, 

. benefl.ts' of denYJ.ng AFD,<: payrnent~ to chl.ldren. cancel.ve(i by' . 

indiyiquals. 'on welfare": What are the likely cost:s? . rh, the .,. ' . 


... Ad.minin?t:,ration's"view, will .this policy deterwelfa:relmothers
.'J 	 'from C?onc~iving child;ren on ~~lfare?' Please proV'ic:Ie d~ta:6n,:, .:.: 

the number or States y0'l:1 pro] ect woulq. 'adopt:. a· fam~ly' cap,··' .'. 

underH~R. 460$, the number of 'Welf~refamilies,in.thoj3!;' '.
:\:' 

. ' '. Sqrte~ who,' you.' p;roj e.pt. wouldbt;;'subject to. ;the .family ~,apl and 

. \ ~~e : average . ~e,r).et ~ t· .i,lpssr to the tam,il.ii:~~. '. .. ,..' .' I '. 


. . . . ". .'. .' :' , .' . . I . -: .. 

,siDgle~.pa·rent' ·Famil'ies., . i ' 
 .. , 

r, ! ,', :-,-",.',;" ~-.* -, - '.':< :-~", '.',. "',. \ _"J, ""~ '._ ! 

..Pges 'the research '~vidence) 'suggest any relationsh~p, . 


'. between"trends1I1·. divorce,'. out':'of-wedlock chi~db~aring;, ahd' 

te~n pregnancy,., and if' so" w~at are the relationships? F~rom 


I·' the standpoint ('·f welfar'e receip.t I what distinctions,..' d.fany., 

"1' 'can bedra\iIl among the 'categories o:f· single-parent:.: fam~iies?! 


.From,the .. stana.point of, childwell-being J , wha.t d.tstinct~ons, if . 

. any, .c~n .be ·drawn among tpe·. ca1;:'egories 'of sipgle.-parent :'1 )', 


. 'families? "What does .the· resea.rch 'eviderice to dq.te sugae?t are . 

. ' ··the. Il'!ost e~fe,ct.ive. ,strategi~s. fo~ redu~ing., ea:::",ly: child~earing:? 
 \ ' 

.. F'~mi:lY~FOirnati(:m~:nd·Ke~p,~nO' Fami'Ties Toget-her ... 
( -., , /'-	 ';\ 

" What Pth,~r .policies .have I you con.iider~d whic'h wou[ld - ," 

i' en.c.burage family, formation' and dis'courag.e family. ·breaku.p? . 
. I.'f'-, Wo.uldextending thed,uration of 'the AFDC 'unemploye9.-pajrent ..' 

.' program beyon'da mi-D-irnum of" six monthsencQurage families 'toI . remain inta'ct? , ' ., .. " .,. ., , "> 

I"~ ',1:"Sta~e: Child suppo~t :Enforcement Mandates. ", ,j . 	
. , 

"~I' ,./;' " 	 '­

. .; H. R·.-46 05 'includes numerous new mandates·'o·n S~'ates . ' \. ' 

reg;arciing chi~d 'support .enforcement', .incluq~nga requi~~rril9nt. 
for a4opt.·io~ of the ;uniform Inters'::ate 'Fa,rnil,Y sup~or~. f\<;t :: \- . 
-,n~IFS.71J·, ~nd Cl. r~q.ul.rement._that efch Sta,t.e ~stap~1s:h. c;ii central ;: - ' . 
.~tate, regJ.stry and .pa.:yment c.enterfor· al1orde{~. Wl.t~· _ 
resp€,:!ctto eac.h bf t'.hA.~aj6r ·new.r:naridates, .what- are i.np.iyidllal .•. , i 

.. Sea,tes n<?~. doing,. a!1d. t.O what ext'ent 'a:re the policiE!s .. !in " '.' . 


\.' ,. 


' 

" . 
• <. ~ , 

", ' 
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", ;,' B.,R,_ ,4605 compatible, wit.h evolving' State pol,icies? WhY' does 
H.R.460S only' require reporting of c!lild" supPo,rt ~:r:re~rages.. 
to cred~t bureaus? : Would :it: be beneficia:! to r,epol:t: .::t;1.1 (.;h11 a. , 

'. ,~~J?po:rt ord,ers ,to, creditbur~aus?" " ':" ' , 
, ,." 

, , R~~\~:,o~' Nb~~us~~diai' 'pa~-~n~,s , " , ':; ';-, ,'", "1! f' " 	

, , 

, , ' "J ",' " , 	 • " I,'
Ba'sed on research evidence, to date •. to what extent dp' 


nom';:4~~odlal. p~L'eut.a .Q£' childrenc,ni·welf.::tre. i?L'Ovld~ . .cl~ld.l'lc..:li::ll , 

',I ,and, ~moti6z:lal $upport to, their children?' 'What', does the .' , ',' "" 
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1O. Protecting children 

Title III -- Immigrants 

11 . Legal immigrants 

Title IV -- SSI 

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

Title V -- Child Support Enforcement 

15. Understanding the mark 



'QUESTIONS 

·TITLE I -- AFDC BLOCK GRANT 


·1. Funding Formula 
" . 

I have a ,series of questions about how much money will be available and 
how the funding formula works. 

1. 	 What are the net savings to the Federal goverpment in Title I?, 

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. 

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

. but New Jersey.] 

Couldn't you have used 1994 figures anyway? 

2. 	 Doesn't this formula disadvantage those States that have e~perienced 
population growth in recent years? How do you plan to compensate for 
demographic changes' over the next five years? 

3. 	 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? 

4. 	 Why wouldn~t the block grant need to b~ adjusted in the future for changes 
in the size of the poverty population? 

5. 	 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? 
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The February 16 press release announcing Subcommittee action 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 the three programs included in the block grant is not being counted 
for purposes of allocating the block grant funds among the Sta~es? 
[Answer: JOBS funds.] . 

Why is this? 

Why does the Subcommittee report,' on page 5 say that funds will be 
allocated based on aU 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? . 

According 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 fU'1d be available to offset any shortfall?. . . 

Would a State be penalized if it ran out of money in successive quarters? If 
so, how. ? . 

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

1. 	 Why is 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? 
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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 through 
'the State? ' 

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? 

II~ Rainy Day Fund 

I 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] 
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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.,' ' 

1 . 	 What is the point of this fund if no State will actually qualify for it? 
, , 

2. 	 How does the mark guarantee that the rainy day funds would be available to 
States when thc;ly need them and not after the crisis, has passed? 

3. 	 During the last recession, from 1989 to 1992, the AFDC caseloa~ 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? 

4. 	 Would there be any adjustment for changes in the economy, inflation, 
natural disasters, or growth in poverty? 

5. 	 Wouldn't growth in the AFDC caseload be a better and more timely indicator 
of, need for rainy day funds than ,a State's unemployment rate? 

The Republican bill also allows States to set aside a portion of block grant 
funds in a State rainy day fund. 

1 . 	 What happens if a State does not have the excess funds to dedicate for such 
a purpose? 

2. 	 Would States be penalized for not putting aside such funds? 

3. 	 Why should we allow States to use funds the Federal government gives 
them for children to build roads? 

, ... 

'·5· ' ' 

.:: 



III. Equal Protection of Children 

This nation has a responsibility to protect vulnerable children. I 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 I completely 
understand the Republican bill in this area.. 

, ,,' , 	 , , 

1.' 	Is there any requirement that States guarantee cas,h payments. to needy 
families 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 Statc;ts 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 dollars should be spent or because there are overridi"g policy , " 
concerns to which 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 children get equal treatment, 
regardless of their State of residence? . 

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

6. 	 Does the bill require States to establish uniform rules for deciding' who is 
eligible and who is not? [No, they assume States will do this, but it is not 
required.] 

7. , How does this bill ensure that States will use block grant funds to serve the 
neediest families? . 



i 

, 8. 	 How does the bill ensure that a child whose family becomes poor 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 lower 
benefit than one filing in February)? 

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

another? 


The Republican bill states that families who are denied cash assistance will 
still be eligible for Food Stamps and Medicaid. 

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 assu~e that all 
needy children will receive food and medical assistance if other Qommittees 
are moving to limit funds available for these services? 

2. 	 Who will be eligible for Medicaid? Compared with ,current law, how many 

children will receive Medicaid benefits? 


Who will be eligible for Food Stamps and other nutrition programs? How 
many children will these programs serve as compared to current law? 
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IV. Mandates and State Accountability 
, . 

Rewarding or Punishing State Performance 

Let me make certain that I u,nderstand the penalties that would be imposed 
on States. There are annual audits hut only four basic penalties: 

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

-- States lose 3 percent of the funds for failure to submit an annual report. 
, . 

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

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

1 . Is there any penalty on the State if the rate of out-of-wedlock births triples in 
the State? [No] 

'2. V\(ill States be held accountab'le for how many private sector jobs found by 
recipients? [No] 

3. Will States be rewarded if they help recipients find jobs that last longer than 
two years? Longer than two months? [No] 

4. . Will States be punished if they don't help people who are illiterate to read?; 
[No] 

The Governors have said they want flexibility and are willing to be held 
.accountable for poor performance. But in this block grant there is virtually no 
accountability. 

1 . 	 The Subcommittee report says on page 6: "The Secretary shall retain' 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? 
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I've looked through the markup document and have found more than 60 
mandates that are imposed upon the States. I am concerned by the move to 
impose further mandates upon the States -- whether those rules are motivated by 
conservative or liberal ideology. 

1 . 	 One philosophy of the Republican bill seems to be to give States flexibility. 
If that is the goal, why does the bill, b~ginning on page 9: 

Prohibit cash payments to teen parents; 

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 requirements as follows: . 

" .. the elaborate State plan is based on the philosophy that the Federal 
government knows best what States should do." ..:. . 

Can't the same criticism be leveled at these new Federal mandates 
established in the Republican bill? 

3. 	 Could a State use its own funds to provide benefits to a teen. parent 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 conservati.ve 
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? . 

;'.;' 

It is my understanding that the Clinton Administration has been both 
accommodating and expeditious in its approval of State waiver requests.. 

1. 	 I 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, particularly under this Administration, 
inhibit State flexibility? ' 
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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 you say that these Republican-sponsored provisions have 
discouraged work and marriage among AFDCrecipients? 

Several Governors have said that the mandates imposed by ~his 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? Doesn't it really serve to gag State creativity? 

2. 	 Am I 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 I want to make 
certain we hold States accountable. 

1 . 	 I want to read you something from section 403{f) of the preliminary 
statutory language 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? 
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2. 	 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 bill] 

3. 	 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? 

4. 	 What guarantee do we have that the States won't waste taxpayer dollars? 
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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 workingAFDC 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 financiaily 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 silent 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 requirement, such as the one that exists 
under current law? ~ 

As I 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? ~ 

-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 to employ all the individuals who hit the two 
year limit, what impact would this have on the existing low-wage job market 
for non-AFDC recipients? 

4. 	 Does the Republican 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 I correct that the Republican bill only authorizes the, block grant for 5 
years? [Yes, from 1996 through 2000) 

" 

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

6. 	 The press release announcing Subcommittee action claims that 1 million 
people will be required to work under the Subcommittee 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 required 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 claim 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-year 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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1. 	 How would the time limit be applied? Would it be applied retrospectively to 
recipients who are receiving AFDC benefits at the time of enactment? 

2. 	 How would .current recipients be treated, or would the time limit apply only 
to new applicants? ; 

3. 	 How is a work activity defined for purposes of the time lim!t? Could a 
parent be engaged in job search and still meet the time limit? . 

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

5. 	 What would happen in the case of a parent who received AFDC for 1 8 
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 1 2 
year work record? 

6. 	 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? 

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

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

9. 	 What happens if a person hits the time limit in one Stc~te 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? 

10. 	 What ·if a State doesn't want to apply a time limit of two years on receipt of 
benefits? ' 

What 	Happens After Two Years? . 
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1 . 	 What benefits would a family who was cut ·off AFDC receive? [Answer: 
Food 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 

. :eligible children? 

i ; .. 
Five-year Time Limit 

1. 	 'Would the five-year limit apply retroactively, or only after enactment?" 

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

3. 	 What if there were no jobs available in a State? 

4. . 	 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 
eligibility to these programs to five years or less? 

5. 	 Are there any exemptions to the five year limit in this bill? 

'··15· 
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VII. 'Supportive Services 

Research has taught us that many families on welfare need support services, 
such as education and training, child care, and health insurance, in order to work 
and become independent of welfare. ., 

1. 	 Does the Republican bill guarantee any support services, such as education, 
training, child care, or health insurance, to AFDC recipients either 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 recipients 
who come on and go to work under the block grant? 

[Page 13 of the Subcommittee report says the following 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 someone 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 required to provide any education or training services to 
beneficiaries? 

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 individual hit the two-year limit? 
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·8. 	 Is there anything in this bill that actually will help families on welfare go to 

work? 


. "," 

·I'd like to ask a few questions 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 care? [Answer: 7 
percent of their salary] 

.. ": .' ' 

. .. 

How many children presently. receive child care under the AFDC child care, 
Transitional child care, and At-Risk child care programs? 

2. 	 Am I correct in my understanding that this bill repeals the AFDC child care 
guarantee, the transitional child care program, and the At-Risk child care 
program? 

, . 3. 	 Can you give f!1e any assurance that serVices such as those currently . 
provided under these three programs will remain available to families under 
the' block grant? 

4. 	 If child care services are cut back, what do you expect will happen to the 

children of parents required to go to work? 


VIII. Encouraging Abortion/Teen 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. 

Isn't it true that the majority of out-of-wedlock births are to adult~, not 
teens? [70 percent of out-of-wedlock births are to adults; 30 percent are to . 
teens] , 

1. 	
; 

2. : 	 Is there any research evidence that shows teens get pregnant in order to 

receive AFDC benefits? .,' 


,',,'. 



3. 	 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 simpler to leave the decision as to how to 
treat teen parents up to the States? 

4. 	 How does this policy jive with recent reports in the New York Times and 
. Washington Post that teens don't get pregnant and have children simply to 
receive AFDC benefits? 

" If I remember correctly, c;me 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? 

5. 	 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? ,. 

6. 	 As I 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? 

7.' 	 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 paternity 
has not been established by the State? 

Does this apply to teens and non-teens? 

8. 	 Do States support the idea of denying 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 penalize 
the State for failing to act, rather than the child? 

' ... 

. " 

, : 
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.TITLE.II -. CHILD PROTECTION BLOCK GRANT 


IX. Block Grant/Allocations 

1 . 	 Could you explain how you arrived at the $4.145 billion funding figure for FY 
96? 

How much funding would States lose over the five year period of this 
legislation? [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 CBO'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 require at least some minimal contribution 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. It 
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 as on . 
the States ability to serve all eligible children? 

7. 	 I 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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8. 	- How many children would end up being .served.by the child protection block 
grant· as a result of their family losing coverage under the family assistance 
block grant? . , 

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

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

11 . 	 I 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 

1. 	 How much discretion will States have in deciding how to use funds in the' 
child protection block grant? 

2. 	 How can we guarantee that funds will· be used 1:0 provide services to all 
children in need? . 

3. 	 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? 

4. 	 Would children covered under the block grant still be eligible for Medicaid? 
Would all children covered be eligible for Medicaid? Or just those below a 
certain income? 

I want to make sure I understand how we will guarantee that no child will 
die from abuse or neglect under this block grant. ' 

1 . 	 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 financial savings? 

2. 	 Several State child welfare programs are presently under court order. 'What 
type of enforcement or review mechanism exists in this proposal for such 
States? 

- 20· 




3. 	 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? 

4. 	 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 improve 
delivery of services to children? '. 

5. 	 What protections exist in this proposal to prevent children from moving from 
one foster care placement to another, without ever being placed in a 
permanent home? 

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

I want to make sure that I 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 being adopted. How will this legislation accomplish this 
goal? 

2. 	 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 fo~ter'care system? 

3. 	 What incentive will there be for people to adopt children with disabilities 'or 
other special needs if there is no adoption subsidy or Med,icafd coVerage 
available to help defray, the costs associated w~th adopting th~se children? 

4. 	 Adoption assistance payments increased by 25,4 percent nationally betWeen 
1 98'S and 1994, as States have placed more children into perman:ent homes. 
Won't capping these payments inevitably lead States to slow down or stop 
adoptions to ~tay within the caps? 
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TITLE III -- BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS 

XI. Who is Affected 

I would like to ask a few questions about the people who would be made ineligible 
.for benefits under this Title. 

1. 	 How many ~Iderly and disabled 551 recipients who are legal immigrants will 
. be thrown offthe rolls asa result of this proposal? [About half a million] 

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

3. 	 Could States use their own money to provide benefits to these individuals? 

4. 	 According to the markup document, legal immigrants would rema,in 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 th~ 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 551 disability benefits? 

. '. 

2. 	 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, 
leaving him homeless and jobless, would he be denied Federal assistance? 

3. 	 A legal immigrant child who is abused by a parent. Would she be denied 
child protective services and foster care? 



The markup document discusses making the sponsorship agreement binding. l'd 
like to ask a few questions 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 a.mended or redesigned to create a contractual arrangement! 

2. 	 Do we have a ruling from the House Parliamentarian about whether this 
provision is within the Committee's jurisdiction? 

Impact on States 

1 . 	 What will happen to the Federal savings from making more than a million 
individual ineligible for AFDC, Food Stamps, SSI, Medicaid, 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 provide any 
financial assistance to States to offset this cost shift? 

3. 	 While I 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, CSO estimates that the costs of public 
assistance will exc.eed the savings in many States. 

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

4. 	 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 g'eneral assistance programs, such as New York and California, 
~e 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 questions about the Constitutional obligation of 
States to care for legal immigrants. 

1.' 	 Isn't it true that the U.S. Supreme Court has said that -- under the Equal 
Protection Clause -- States must provide public assistance to legal aliens on 
the same basis as citizens? 

2. 	 How many States have State constitutions which ,require that aliens be 
provided equal benefits?' 



.. 


. 3. 	 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 ~o what legal experts tell me. 

4. 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? . 



; 

TITLE IV -- '551 

XII .. Who would be Covered 

I would like to go through a few examples to understand who would and would not 
receive 551 cash benefits under this proposal. 

1. 	 Tell me how the bill 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 listed 
in the disability regulations -- ineligible for SSI cash benefits? . 

2. 	 How many children of these severely disabled children -- who, like Alison 
Higginbotham, meet or equal the listings -- would be made ineligible for SSI 

. cash benefits over the next five years? I understand CBO says that its 
about 475,000 kids in the year 2000. Is that correct? 

3. . 	 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] . 

4. 	 Is it your intention to grandfather benefits to children who currently "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? 

5. 	 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 ineligible by the year 2000. Is that 
correct? 

6. 	 Under the bill, the Individual Functional Assessment is terminated 3 months 
after enactment. Is that correct? [Yes] 

. 	 '. 

And do cash benefits for. those 250,000 children who receive their benefits 
under the IFA cease 6 months after enactment? [Yes] '. 

Now, we know that nearly half those 250,000 children who will be cut off 
of cash benefits and Medicaid would have been able to qualify under the 



listings 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, isn't 

"that child made permanently ineligible for cash benefits or Medicaid? 

It is my understanding that under the Chairman's mark a child cannot be getting 
.SSI and also receive cash benefits under the family assistance block gr:ant. 

1 . 	 How does this reconcile with the fact that poor children who are' disabled 

will no longer be receiving a cash grant under the SSI program unless they 

are disabled to the point of institutionalization, yet they still would be 

considered SSI eligible for purposes of receiving the medical grant? . 


" Will we be leaving these children out in the cold with regard to any type of 
cash assistance? .' 

According to the CBO estimate, you cut the SSlchiidren's program 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? 

2. 	 Why wasn't more invested in the block grant for disabled children? . 

3. 	 Would States be required to apply for block grant funds? What happens if a 
State doesn't apply? 

, " 

" 



, 	. 

XIII. What would be Covered 

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~oors; paving the drivew,ay for a 
wheel chair; a ramp and raUs on the back porch; and funeral expenses.·' , 

1 . 	 Would any 9f these costs be covered by the block grant? 

If so, 	which ones? 

2. . Under the block grant, would parents have 'to pay cash out of their-own 
pockets for these types of services and thEm 'wait for reimbursement at a 
later date?' ' -,' , 

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 grar'1t 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' 

"enactment]' So, if this bill becomes law in July, there w'ill be no cash and 
no services for children for a full year. , ' 

I would like to ask a question about Medicaid coverage for children under the block 
grant. 

Would all the children who are no longer going to be entitled to SSI benefits 
still, be eligible for Medicaid? ' 

I would like to ask so~e questions ab~ut the block grant for services'. 

1. 	 Can a child who meets or equals the listings in the future, but who is denied 
. cash 	SSI 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 equalthe listingsmay receive services and to decide, 
which services those children may receive.] 

.> 	 I' 

, I just wanted to make sure -- since my colleagues' have 'r~peatedlyassured 
me that children who meet or equal the listing will receive services in place 
of cash. But, in fact, they can't assure me of that. 

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? 



3. 	 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 ~as on her 
way to our hearing, and the wheelchair is destroyed, the State could deny· 
the child a replacement? 

Let me ask you a couple of. questions about the impact of this. provision on blind 
children. 

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? [It appears from the mark that blind children would not have their 
benefits taken away, but it is not clear.] . 

2. 	 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 denied benefits. Is this correct? 

. ",' . ' 
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XIV. 'Drug Addicts and Alcoholics 

I would like to ask you a few questions about tre~:tment for drug addicts, and 
alcoholics. 

1. 	 You have placed a portion of the money saved by eliminating SSI 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 whenthe authorization for this program expires? 
[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 beneficiary would receive treatment 
under this program? 

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