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DRAFT - 7/11/96 -,~pm 

The Honorable Gerald B. H. Solomon 
Chairman 
Committee on-RUles 
U.S~ House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20S15 

Dear Mr ~ Chairman: 

I am writing to transmit the Administration's views on 
actions that the House will take to comply with budget 
reconciliation instructions on Medicaid and welfare reform. 

As you know, the President has proposed a plan that the 
Congressional BUdget Office (CDO) said would reach balance in 
2002. It protects and strengthens Medicar~ and Medicaid; re£orms 
welfare to ~ke work pay; invests in education and training, the 
environment I and otber priorities to raise living standards and 
the quality of life for average americans; and tarqets tax relief 
to help middle-income Americans raise their younq children, pay " 
for postsecondary education, and save for the future. It 
achiavas all this without raising taxes on hard-pressed working
Americans. 

The President is cOlDlitted to balancing t.ha hudqet while
reforming welfare and retaininq the Federal guarantee of Medicaid 
cove:raqe for our :most vulrterable citi,zens including: senior 
citizens, people with disabilities, pregnant women, and poor 
faJllilies and chUdren. BUt, as reported by the Comm..rce, Ways
and Means, Economic and Educational Opportunities, and 
Agriculture Co~itteas, the first reconciliation package, H.R. 
3437, does not meet those objectives.. The President."has' said 
repeatedly that he will not aocQpt any legislation that would 
block-grant Medicaid and take away the guarantee of health 
ooveraqe from mi.llions of poor l elderly, and disabled Americans .. 
For this and other reasons, if this bill is presented to the 
President in its current form, he will veto it. 

:Indeed, the Administration also, 
, 

has serious concerns about 
the welfare sQctions of the current bill. To be sure, the bi11 
incorporates a number of key changes that the Administrat10n 
recommended and that were in the National Governors Association 
and Castle-Tanner proposals. But the bill does not address 
several areas of concern, particularly in ensuring accountability 
and moving people from weLfare to work~ Nor does it address the 
provisions af£ectinq benefits for food stamp households and legal 
immigrants~ 

Moreover, the President does not believe Congress should 
raise taxes on low-income working families. B.R. 3437 explIcitly 
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The hill also ends many longstanding family and beneficiary 
protections~ With these changes, families and beneficiaries may
incur deep finanoial liabilities, and Federal taxpayers will have 
fewer assurances that their tax dollars are well spent. For 
example, the bill qives state.s broad discret.i.on to impose any 
leval of cost-sharing on many Medicaid beneficiaries. 'It also 
eliminates any quality assurance standards or monitoring 
responsihilities for many important health cara providers,
inoludinq manaqed care organizations and intermediate care 
facilities for the mentally retarded~ It contains no mechanism 
to ensure that ohanqes in benefits and cost Sharing do not 
jeopardize the sUfficiency of coverage. As a reSUlt, millions of 
middle class families oould have to pay considerable out-oi
pocket costs simply to ensure their relatives are able to receive 
the c~re the reooive: today. 

The President believes we oan give the. states the 
fl<ixihility they need to manage their Medicaid program.., while 
maintaining a strong federal-state partnership built on a 
foundation of shared resources, accountability to the taxpayers, 
and national protections for the most vulnarabla ~eriean9~ 
Despite limited efforts to improve'the bill at the committee 
level, the bill fails to meet these commitments. consequently,
it remains unacceptabl " 

3437, makes important improvements to the conference report n 
R.R. 4. It ineorporates a number of key changes that the 
Administration recommended and that were in the N3tional 
Governors' Association (NGA) and Castle-Tanner proposals. We 
urge the committee to hoi1d on these bipartisan improvements. 
The bill t ' however ¥ does not address several issues of concern" 
particularly in providing the resourceS and incentives to protect· 
children and fa'lnilies t ensure accountability, and move people- .. 
from welfare to work. 

:tmprovaments in K.R. ~437 

We appreciate the Committee's efforts to strengthen 
provisions that are central to work-based reform, such as chi1d 
care, and to provide some additional protections for children and 
families. In rejecting H.R. 4, the President sinqled out a 
number of prOvisions that were tough on children and did too 
1ittle to ~ove people from weltare to work. H.R. 3437 inclUdes 
important chan9es to tbese provisions that move tha 1egislation 
el¢se~ to the President'S vision of true welfare reform. We are 
particularly pleased with the folJ.owinq improvements: 

• 	 ~ild care. As the President has insisted throughout the 
we1fare reform debate, child care is essential to ~ove 

• 
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people frolll welfare to wot::k. The biU reflect.. a bette.l:" 
understandinq of the ohild care resources that states will 
need to imple!llent welfare reform, adding $4 billion for 
child care above the level in H.R. 4. The bill also 
recognizes that parents of school-age children need child 
care in order to work and protaot the health and safety of 
children in care. 

• 	 Fpod Sumps. The bill removes tbe annual spendin9' ,cap on" 
FOOd Stamps, praservinq the program's ability to expand 
durinq periQds of economic recession and help families when 
they are most in need. 

• 	 Chjld U~tritign. The bill no longer inoludes H.R. 4's 
provisions for a child nutrition blook-grant demonstration, 
which woUld have undermined the program's ability to respond 
automatically to economic chanqes and maintain national 
nutrition standards. 

• 	 eJ,ild Protection. We. cOlIUllend the Committee for preserving 
tha open-ended nature of Title IV-E foster care and adoption
assistance programs, current Medicaid coverage of eligible 
children, and the national child data coll~ction initiative. 

• 	 ~lemental Security Income (SSI). The bill removes the 
proposed two-tiered benefit system for disabled children 
reeelving SSI, and retains full cash benefits for all 
eligible childrsn. 

:, Thea bil.l lUak~s other improvements that will strengthen 
states' abilities to ~OVQ people from welfare to work. It 
improves the performance bonus provis:tons by establishing: a 
seaparate fundinq streaJll.. It increases the cash block-grant 
oontingency fund modestly and adds a more responsive trigger 
based on the Food stamp caseload. In addition, it adopts more 
flexible eXe!llptions tram the time lWt. , ... 

We remain pleased that Congress has decided to include 
central elementS of the President's approach -- t~e limits, work 
require:ments, the toughest possib1Q child support enforcement, 
requiring minor mothers to live at home as a condition 'of 
assistance -- .in this legislation, 

conoerns With B.a. 3437 

The bill still lacks other provisions that have earned 
bipartisan endorsement. 

• 	 Size of the ~~ The welfare provisions incorporate almost 
a11 of the cuts that were in the vetoed bill -- $53 billion 
(including tho EITC) over six years, under CBO·s new 
baseline. These cuts far exceed those proposed by the NGA 
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or the Administration. cuts in Food stamps and benefits to, 
legal immigrants are particularly deep. In addition, unlike 
the Admlnistrationts bil1, H.R. 3437 would al.low States to 
substantially cut their own spending on programs serving 
low~income families. The ptGsident's budget demonstrates 
that cuts ot this size are not neoQssary to achieve real 
welfare reform, nor are they needed to balance the bUdget. 

Food Stamps. Tha bi.ll makes deep cuts in the Food Stanrp 
program, ineludinq a cut in benefits to households with high 
shelter costs that disproportionately affects families with 
children, and a four-month time lilllit on childless adults 
Who are not given a work slot but are willi.ng to 'Work" 'l'he 
Administration strongly opposes the inclusion of a Food 
Stamp blO<'J< grant, eliminating the Federal nature of the 
program and jQOpardl~ing the nutrition and health of 
millions of ohildren, working families, and the ~lderly. 

Legal Immigrants. ~e bill retains the excessive~y harsh 
and uncompromising immigration provisions of last year's 
vetoed bill. The bill bans SSI and Food stamps for 
virtually all leqal immigrants, and imposes a five-year ban 
on all other Federal programs, including Medicaid, for new 
leqal ~qrants. ~ege bans would even cover legal 
immigrants who beeOme disabled after entering the. country, 
families with ohildren, or curre.nt recipients. While we 
support the strengthening of requirements on the sponsors of 
legal immigrants applying for SSI, Food stamps, "and AFDc, 
legal itDmiqrants who work" pay taxes, and contribute to . 
society should not be denied access to basic safety net 
proqrama. The proposal unfairly sbitt~ costs to states with 
high numbers of legal immigrants. Finally, the bill 
requires virtually all Federal, state, and local benefits 
programs to verify reoipients' citizenship or alien status. 
These mandates would oreate significant administrative 
burdens for citizens and for State, local, and non--Pl:'Q£it 
service providers. 

~di cal Assistanc~ Guarantee. The bill does not maintain 
the quarantee for medical assistance for all those now 
eligibl~ or who reach the five-year time limit. 

Protet;tiQo in Economic Downturn. 'rhe bill lacks adequate 
protection for States in the event of economic downturns. 
The contingenoy fund is too small and does not allOW for 
fUrther expansions (above the $2 billion cap) during poor 
economic conditions and periods of increased need. 

~an$urs to the ,5.Q.Qjal services Block,=Grant (SSOO). We are 
deeply concerned that the bill provides the proposed cash 
assistance block grant with transfer authority to the SSBG~ 
Transfers to SSBG could lead StatQs to subSt1tute Federal 
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dollars for state dollars in an array of state sooial 
services activities, potentially cutting or even eliminatinq 

. the effective stata ~aintenanoe of effort l~vels required
for the cash bloCk grant• 

• 	 Resources for W~ H.R. 3437 would not provida the 
resources states need to move recipients into work. CBO 
estimates about a $9 billion shorttall over six years in 
resources for work under H_R~ 3437 if States were to 
maintain their current level of cash assistance benefits to 
poor families and children~ Moreover, the Education and 
~onomic Opportunity COmmittee increased this shortfall and 
cut State flexibility by raising the ~kly number of hours 
that States aust place recipients in work activities and 
increasinq the participation rate$~ 

• 	 Youch~. The bill actually reduces state flexibility by 
prohibiting states from using blOCk grant funds ~o provide 
vouohers to children whose parents reach the time limit~ 
a~R. 4 contained no such prohibition, and the NGA opposes 
it. We stronqly tlrqe the adoption of the voucher language 
in the Administration's bill, H.R. 3266, and castle-Tanner • 

. We are ooneerned that the bill repeals the Famlly 
Preservation and SUpport program, which, may lDean less State 
spending on abuse and neglect prevention activities. We are also 
deeply ooncerned that the bill does not include adequate 
protections against worker displace.ent~ 

The ~dministration strongly supports several provisions 
inoluded in s. 1795, as reported by the Senate Finance Committee. 
These provisions include, allowinq transfers only to the cbild 
care block grant, increasing the maintenance of effort 
requirement with a tiqhtened definition of What counts toward 
this requirement, improving the fair and equitable treatment and 
enforcement language, prohibiting sanctions for famiU",,·with 
children below 11 for failure, t.o participate in work if du~ t.o 
lack of ohild care, and e1iminatinq the Child protection blook 
grant. We urge the Con~ss to include thnse provisions in H.R. 
3437. 

The Castle-Tanner p~posal addresses many of our ooncerns, 
and it would strengthen state accountability efforts, welfare to 
work measures, and protections for children. .It provides a 
foundation on wbich this committee should build in Qrder to 
provide more state flexibility; incentives tor AFDC recipients to 
move frQm welfare to work; more parental responsibility; and 
protections fo~ children~ 

The President has sent conqress a comprehensive welfare 
roform proposal. xt would replace the currant system with one· 
that demands'respo~sibility, strengthens families, protects 
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children, and qives States broad flexibility and the needed 
1rasources to get the job don~~ 

We atrongly support the recent bipa~tisan welfare reform 

initiatives from our Nation's governors, and from ~oderata 

Republicans and Democrats in both Rouses of Congress. We also 

strongly support bipartisan efforts of tha governors and the 

castle-Tanner group to ~etorm welfare without dismantling 

edicaid. Conqress Should stop holding welfarQ reform hostage, 
nd sand the President a bipartisan, stand-alone welfare bill 

at does not eliminate the guarantee of health care. for poor 

ildren, the disabled, and the elderly• 


.The President and congress share the goal of a balanced 
dqet, but we have grave concerns about the approach adopted in 
is bill. The President and the Republican leadership have mora 

n enouqh savings in common to ba1ance tho budget and provide 
ta geted middle class tax relief. Congress should work-with the 
P:r sident to give Americans the balanced budget they deserve. 

sincerely#" 

Jacob J. 1.ew 
Acting' Director 

IDENTICAL COPIES SEN'X TO TIm HONORABLE JOHN J. l!OAKLE'l, TIm 

HONOItl\BLE JOHN R. KASICH, lIND THE HONOItl\BLE HARTIN O. SABO 
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The Honorable Gerald B. H. Solomon 

Chairman 

Committee on Rules 

U.S, House ofReprcsenlalives 

Washington. D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman. 

I am writing to transmit the Administration's views on actions that the House will take to 
comply witb budget reconciliation instructions on Medicaid and welrare reform. 

As you know, the President has proposed a 1,Ian that the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) said would reach balance in 2002. It protects and strengthens Medicare and Medicaid; . 
reforms welfare to make work pay; invests in education and training, the environment, and other 
priorities to raise living sHmdards and the quality of life for average Americans; and targets tax 
relief to help middle-income Americans raise their young chIldren, pay for postsecondary 
education, and save for the future. It achieves aU this wlfhont raising taxes on lum:l-IH'essed 
wOI"king Americans. ~/ ek, ,-> '-.>~"~:':S' 

Tbe President is comn~itt.ed !O balancing t~egel ¥.'hile refo~~ing welfar~ and ret,l1iningb 
the Federal guarantee of Medicaid coverage for 0 most vulnerable clHzens mcludmg: sem6( 
citizens, people with disabilities@egnant wo"ms ~nd poorfamilies and children. But, as 

'" 	 reported by tbe Commerce, Ways and Mcatis:"Educational and Economic Opportunities, and . 
Agricullure Colt1mittees, (he 11T5t reconciliation package, H.lt. 3437, does not meet those 
objectives. No! does tl!is ! tCojlci!i~li(m l'I'Icknge bnhmce 1he budget. 

The President wants real welfare reform. But, as he has said repeatedly; he will not accept 
any legislation tbat would block grant Medicaid~ thus undermining its guarantee ofbealth 
coverage to millions of vulnerable Americans. The welfare reform section of the hill also 
conlirfUe.';' 10 raise serious concerns. Thus, if this bin is presented to the President in its current 
form, he will veto i1. 

In addition, the President docs not believe Congress should raise taxes on low~income 
working families, as this package would do. H.R. 3437 raises. taxes on 11l.ore than 4 million low
income working families -- including 7 million children -- by cutting the Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITe) and we are concerned that Congress may include more EITe cuts in future 
reconciliation bills·- maybe as much as $18.5 billion llJ.QIk as called for in the FY97 Budget 
Resolution These EITC cuts could total over $20 hilliolJ and lire pm'licularly ill conceived 
wlH~n colIsid(>f'cd in the enntcxt of WI."flll'C', refOl"fl1 which is trying to encourage work llnd 
make work lJ<lY. 
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Moreover, if the majority includes the $)22 billion in tax cuts, (permilted in the 
reconciliation instructions), in this package at the Rules Committee, the legislation will achieve 
only about $2 billion in deficit reduction, Indeed, that package would increase the deficit by 
about $35 billion over the next three years, producing averag~ deficits of over $130 billion for six 
years. 

Fttnhel> thc size of the tax cut!§ is mi:51cading, For one IIIill£, the eost of the child tax 
eredlt inexplicably f(1l1$ ill the yea! lOO~, meaning either the tevellue e5tjltlat~ fal the cledit is too 
low or plUt of tile CI edit itself disaPIJellrs. For allother. the level of I'Clti.itted tax cuts is "ctuaUy 
Iligl.el tluul $122 billion. In [;lct, Republic<tlt5 hl'IVc talked about total tax: cuts of5110-$lSS 
billiol," Tlle-$:36 billio)! fi 0111 extclldil!g eXI};1 ;IIS 1'1 "visions (fio] II last }'ea!~ vetoed-ra:ullciliation 
hill) and $26 billion frOIll closing cotpma1e loopboles and other tllX: measures (fiom the: last 
Republican om!) weI e (tOt in the btldget 1 e::sOIUfioti. TII(I$, the ulajOl it) appalently is 1esei ving 
these revenues to' pay fer exce!5sivc 1<'0' curs Rathel than finance such ta.... cuts, the iCVClIbeS 

eould offset some oftltc untte:eess<1I'iiy decp cots Illat Republlcl'lns have proposed In Medicaid and 
wei talC as well as'Medicate atid othel pi im ities 

In addition, Ihe lox ems -- WhiL'/r purport to he $122 hillioll - are unders/atcd and 
mis/ear/inx_ For one thing, the cosl (:/ll1c cJuM lax credit mysteriollsly falls in/he year 2002, 
meaning thill/he l'el'ClIIlC (!.'#ifJ}{(/e for fhe CJ'fJdit Is roo loll' 01' pal'! of Ihe credit itselfdisappears. 
For another, (fir.: hn'C! 'ifpermiffed (ax culs is aCll/ally higher. No/ only does the I'cso/u{iulI omit 
SJ5 billion in rew:l1l1esjrom extending expiring provisions in lasl J'car 's vetoed reconciliation 
hill. it also omils S26 hillion in ri'l'..muesfrom clOSing corporate loopholey and other tax 
mcasoHtsfrom the lasl Rep"hlh..YUI liffer. 'Ole resolution appears to reserve these reVel/lies to 
payfor higher (ax ClItS. if incorporated in this resollllion. lhese revel/lies could offset some 'oj 
lire unnecessarily deep elfts in Atledicare, A4edicai~ and other importan{ priorilles4f!fd make it 

~ . Imiicct.ssary to raise i~ixes on 4 million f:imihe This financing arra.ngement CQuld produce 
~ /To~$250 bi Jon III services and C(}vc~A:gain, the President s budget demollst...-ates 
r"~if' thnCwe C31t halance the tliiUgN aiirtl'ftmiilc targeted tax r'I.':1 ief for those who need it most 
~\? ~thol.lt making IHlllcccssnrily dec() Cllts in these and other priority programs.. 

~e."'\-t:,~"\ .. The Adminis,:on has the ~OIlOWing specIfic comments on the Medicai~~:;',:elfare
0\v '/~.J portions of the package, as reported bv i louse Committees 

~;~ 
lv-l'" MEDICAID 

The President has made dear that Medicaid reform must promote three basic principles: 1) 
a reat, enforceable iederal guarantee of coverage for a meallingful set ofbenefits; 2) adequate and 
appropriately shared federal and state financing; and 3) more state flexibility with beneficiary 
protections, quality standards, and accountability. Unfortunately, the bIn that the House 
Commerce Committee approved docs flot satisfy these principles. 

The Committee1s bill undermines the guarantee to meaningful health bencfHs lor our most 
vulnerable cillzens. It repeals {he requinmwJtl fhal Slal(!S usc the federal standard for defming 
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disability and substitutes a provision that could lead to 50 se arate.date definitions, leaving 
millions of people with disabilities at risk oflosing the! I overage. Moreover, while 
the bill continues current law extensions ofmandawry Me leal COVerage for children ages 13 to 
18 in families below the federal poverty level, it ends the federal right of action for Medicaid 
beneficiaries and eliminates. requirements: for the comparability, statewidcncss, Of and adequacy of 
amount, duration, and scope of benefils. Without such protections. these children and all 
Medicaid l!nmllees have no real guarantee of coverage and millions of children could see thdr 
benefits ellt back. 

C"-r.'s 
Put 5inlply, The bill would create a block grant. It would not protect states from~\]: ~ <: 

unexpected increases in Medicaid enrollment due to an economic crisis, such as a recessio .Q..i\" 'I..j 
Transforming Medicaid's federal~state partnersbir to a block grant could force states to . it or 
deny benefits to millions ofjnmilies alld children, people with disabHhie pregnant wome'! .... nd 
the elderly who depend on Medicaid for their health,al)d long-term care. ear y, ~roach 
cannot, and does no!. meet the President's principle of guaranteeing meaningful benefits for 
eligible popuj{ltions. 

For many states, the bill Hllses the federal contribution rate to Medicaid, alld cuts the level 
ofs1ate mllds needed W""Cn!lect fedeu,llIhltehi!lg-t\mds, The ConHnittee~ deep cuts h $72 billion 
..... c:on1biI1ed vdth the potentidl fi.,)1 C>lClt deeper Ct!t~ by the states, could p.cdccc total cuts in 
SCI >lices and COte!..,!;¢' nf tift ft) $250 biltmrr.

The Commil1ec e/lfs m!;:rallfederal lV1cdicaid spending by S72 billion 11 exacerbates 
Ihe.'ie deep cuts by raising the federal li1{11c/riug raIl! for many States, thereby enabling fhese 
States to draw the;" total federal a/lotmelll withfewer States to draw their lolaljederal a/lotme11l 
wilh" IIl1d" "i'he Pr;siifenl luts demollslrnted-UlnnfC1aub"iG'[;ceIhe--budgCi-i 
without this level of cuts. ,-------. ~-·L--::Thh.tJ . 

The Committee approved an amendment to maintain the current prohibition against A""-<J?f-\ \ 
provider taxes and donations, authorizing the Secrctllry of Hcalth ilr1d Human Services to waive 
the prohibitions on a s(ate~by~state basis after two years. But, to prevent states from resorting-to 
these illusory financing schemes for CUltillg the state Medicaid contribution, the prohibition must 
remain permanent and unwaivable. The bill also unwisely 'SCr3'p'$ repeal the limits on provider 
payments to disl)ropol1ionatt share hospitals (D81-1), enacted in the President's 1993 economic 
program" These limits have curbed states' "recycling" of federal Medicaid funds through DSH 
hospitals;, Their repeal. along with weakening the prohibitions on provider ,axes and donations, 
could lead to fewer "rcal" stale dollars being spem on Medicaid_ ,I esultillg ill even deeper total 
spending cuts 

The bill a!so ends !nail), longstanding family and beneficiary protections. With these 
finnTlciug changes,fimll1ics find heneflciarh:s may roellr deep finaneia/liabilities, and federal 
taxpayers mny end up paying fur 1I.0t"e of Medic~id;-arui will have fewer assurances that (heir tax 
dollars are well spent For example. the bill gives stfttes broad discretion to impose any level of 

) 
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cost-sharing on many Medicaid benciiciaries, It also eliminates any quality assuranCe standards or 
monitoring responsibilities for many imponanl health care provider~ including managed care 
organizations and intcrmcdialc cate facilities for tbe mentally retarded It ~ontains no mechanism 
to ensure that cbanges in benefits and COSt sharing do not jeopardiz.e the sufticiency of coverage, 
As a result, mill'ons of middle chiss fnmilies could hAve 10 Ilay consirlr:rnbJe out of packet 
costs simply to ensure their' rclaliv('s lire nblc to receive the care the receive todny. 

The Administration believes we can give the states the flexibility they need to manage their 
Medicaid programs, while maintaining n strong federal-state partnership built on a foundation of 
shared resources, accounlability 10 the taxpayers, and national protections for the most vulnerable 
Americans. Despite limiled efforts to improve it the hill at the committee stage level, the bill fails 
to meet these commitments. Consequently, it remains unacceptable. 

Wf~LFARE 

As reponed hy ils commillces, the House's new bill, H.R. 3437, makes imponant 
improvemcnts to the confcrence report on H, R, 4. It incorporates a number of key changes that 
the Administration recommended and that were in Ihe National Governors' Association (NGA) 
and CastJc~Tanner pfopn~als. We urge Ihe Committee to build on these bip8rtisan improvements, 
The hill, however, docs no! addn::~s several issues of concern, particularly in providing the 
resources and incentives 10 protect chlldren and families, ensure accountability, and move people 
from welfare to work. 

ImlWo\,CJ1H'nls in 1I.u' 3437 

\\le appreciate the Committee's cfi'orts to strengthen provisions that arc central to work
based reform, such as cbild care. and to provide some additional protections for children and 
families" In rejecting HJt. 4. the President singled out a number ofprovisions that were tough on 
children and did too little to move people from welfare to work. H.R, 3437 includes important 
changes to these provisions which move the legislation closer to the President's vision'"oftrue 
welfare reform. We arc particularly pleased with ~the follOWing improvements: 

• Chltd Care and Work. As the President has insisted throughout the welfare reform 
debate. child care is essential to move people from welfare to work The bill reflects a 
better understanding of the child care reSOtlfCes that states win need to implement welfare 
reform, adding $4 billion for child care above the level in H.R. 4. *" which lacked 
adequate child ctlre leSOUlces for those leqoired to move nom welfare to ~yolk and low" 
income working (.amities nt"ri~k of welfitre dependenC)'. The bill also recof:,'1lizes that 
l)(1rems (ffschoo/-..fIJ,:e childre/l need child care ill order 10 work andprotect 'he health 
and :.rifeIY ofchildren ill core, 

• Food SUllllI2S, The bill removes the annual spending c~p on Food Stamps, preserving 
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the program's ability to expand during periods ofeconomic recession and help families 
when they flrc most in need. 

• Child t:hllritiQn. The bill no longer includes H.R, 4'5 provisions fora child nutrition 
block-grant demonstration, which would have undermined the program's ability to respond 
automatically to economic changes and maintain national nutrition standards, 

• Child Protection. We commend tbe Committee for presetVing the open-ended nature of 
Title (V~E foster care and adoption assistance programs, current Medicaid coverage of 
eligible children, and the national child data coUection in.itiative. 

• Supplemclllal Seclifity Income ISS!). The bill removes the proposed two-tiered benefit 
system for disabled children receiving SSel. and retains full cash benefits for all eligible 
children, 

Tbe bil! makes other improvements fhat will strengthen states' abilities to move people 
from welfare to work. II improves the performance bonus provisions by establishing a separate 
funding stream, It increases the cash block-grant contingency fund modestly and adds a more 
responsive trigger based 011 the Food Stamp caseload, And it adopts higher exemptions from the 
time limit and requirements that teen mothers live at home and stay in school, 

We remain pleased that Congn::ss·has decided to include central elements of the 
President's approach -~ time limits, work reqllirc:ncnts, the toughest possible child support 
enforcement, requiring minor mothers to live at bome as R condition of assistance -- in this 
legislation. 

The bill still lacks other provisions that have earned bipartisan endorsement. 

• Size Qfthc (ailS. The welfare provisions incorporate almost all of1he cuts·that were in 

the vetoed bill ~~ $53 billion (including EITe) over 6 years, under CBO's new baseline. 

These cuts far exceed tho~e proposed by the NGA or Ihe Administration. Cuts in Food 

Stamps and benefits to legal immigranls are particularly deep, In addition, unlike the 

Administration's bill, H, R. 3437 would allow states to substantially cut their own spending 

on pro 'rams ~~rving !ow~incol~fmnilicv The Pre.o:;lde,nt's budget demonstrates tlin 

cuts of this sile tH'C not Ilecessnry (0 !lchie\'{~xeaLwelfare rerorm, flor are they needed 

to balance (he hudget. ,...--- --'- .:s-0""", 


• Food Slamp...s.. The bill makes deep cuts in the Food Stamp program, including a cut in A(f-\\

benefits to hOll~ehold~ with high shelter co::;ts that disproportionately affects families with 

children, and It l'our-month time Illmt on childless adults who are not given a work slot, 

but arc willing to work. Ii also includes an Ul13ccelHabie block grant, eliminating the 


5 



Federal nature of the program and jeolHtrdizing the nutrition and health of millions of 
children, working families. and the elderly, 

• 	 Re.}Qlfrces [qr Work, Hit 3-137 wouid 11m pmvide Ihe resources slates freed 10 move 
recipients into work. CEO eslillwles ahem! 89 billion short/all over six years in resources 
for work finder HR, 3-137 ijslales were to mainlain thei,. currellt level ofcash assistance 
benefits to poorfamilie:. and children. Moreover, the Edllcalion aud Economic 
Oppnrlullily Commiflee increased 1/1;,\' sho1'l/ail and CIII stale flex;bility by raising 1he 
weekly lIumher ofhours filat Slale,,,,. mus, place recipients in work Clclivi/ies and 
illcreasiflK tire participation rUles, 

• Lc!;aJ lmmj~, The bill docs not change !he excessively harsh and uncompromising 
immigration provisions orlaSl yell.r's bilL While we support the strengthening of 
requirements on the sponsor~ oflegal immigrants applying for SSI, Food Stamps, and 
AFDC, legal ;mmi~!J'wJIS who work, {lq)' fflxes, (fnd COllfl'ihllfe to society should not he 
de/lied accr.:ss /f) haste S{rfely !leI t)f(JKrams. t1he bill bans 55I and Food Stamps for 
virtually all legal immigrallls. and Imposes a 5~year ban on all other Federal programs, 
including Medicaid, for new legal immigrants~ These bans even would cover legal 
immigrants who become disabled after entering the country, famities with children, or 
current recipients. The proposal unlilirly shins costs to states with high numbers oflegal 
immigrant;;, FinaJJy. the bill requires vtftllally all federal. state, and local benefits programs 
to verlfy recipients' citizenship'1md'1\liel i<'lge or alien statllS, These mandates would create 
significant administrative burdens f(1f citizcns and for state, local and non-profit service 
providers. ;. 

• Mcdkal Assistance Guarantee. The bill does not maintain the guarantee for medical 
assistance for all those now cligible or who 'reach the ftve~year time limit ' 

• ProlectlDnjn Economic Downwrn, The bill lacks adequate protection for States in the 
event of economic downturns. The contingency fund is too small and docs not allow for 
furtllcr expansions (above the $2 b111ion cap) during poor economic conditions'and periods 
of increased need. 

• Transfers to the Social Services Block·grant (SSBG), We are deeply concerned that the 
hill provides the proposed cash assistance block gram witb transfer authority to the SSBG. 
Transfers to SSBG could lead slates to substitute Federal dollars for State dollars in an 
array of State social serVices activities, potentially cutting or even eliminating the effective 
SlAte l11aintcn.:tncc or effort levels required for the cash block grant. 

• Vouchers, The bill actually feduces State flexibility by prohibiting states from providing 
a safety oct for chiJdren~I()\\b1S them to use block grant filllds to pH:rvide 110n- • 
c"$h "5~IMance \;lotlcl!elS ful children ill fltlllilie:o; $ubject to the,fi\;le*ycal time limit HR,4 
contained no slIch prohibition, and {he NGA opposes it. We sttongly ur;;e {he adoption o.f 
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the vol/cher langllage ill the Administratioll 's hill, H.N.. 3266 (Cast!c-Twmer). 

We are also concerned that the bill repeals the Family Preservation and Support program, 
which may mean less State spending on abuse and neglect prevention activities. 

The Aamitli ....'In;fiolJ Sll'OlIg~V SUPP0I'fS several provisions i;tc/uded in S, 1795, as reporfed 
nul by Ihe Senate Finance Commillee. l1u.:se provisiolls include: allowing fl'OflSfers only to the 

child care block grt.rlJl, increasinK the maintenance ofej/fm requirement with a lightened 
de/ini/i(m ofwhat COl/illS IowaI'd tbis reqmreme!ll, improving the fair and equilahle Ireaf!1umf 

Gild enforcement /(mgu(I),!e, prohibitin}.: sauctiollS forfimlilics with children below j JJar failure 
to participate in work {{due In lack ojchild Care, and eliminating the child protection block 
grallf, We urge YOIIIO include these pravisinus in HN. 3./37, 

The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses many of our concerns, and it would strengthen 
slate accountability effons, wclfiul.! to work measures, and protections for children. It provides a 
foundation on which this COflllniucc :>bould build in order to provide more State 11exibility; 
incentives for AFDC recipients to move frmn welfare to work: more parental responsibility; and 
protections for children, 

The President has sent Congress a comprehensive welfare reform proposal. It would 
replace the current system with one that demands responsibility, strengthens families, protects 
children, and gives Stales hroad flexibility and the needed resources to get the job done. 

We stroflg[y suppor11he recent bipartisM initiatives from our NMlon's governors imd 
moderate Republicans find Democt'ats i'l both Houses of Congress. We also strongly support 
bipartisan efforts of the governors and the Castle-Tanner group to refonn welfare without gutting 
Medicaid. Congress should stop holding welfare rcfonn hostage, and send the President a 
bipartIsan, stand~alone welfare bill that does not eliminate the guarantee ofheahh care for IXlor 
children, the disabled, and the elderly" 

The President and Congress share the goal ofa balanced budget, but we have grave ~\..~ 
concerns about tbe approach adopted in this bill. The President and the Republican leadership /. ."y..' 
have more than enough savings in common to balance the budget @id provide targeted midd'fe r"" \J 
c~~ Congrc;ss should work with the President to give Amencans the balanced budget 
!!icy deserve. 

Sincerely, 

Jacob J Lew, 
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Acting Director 

IDENTICAL COPIES S£,"T TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. MOAKLEY, THE 
HONORABLE JOHN R. KASleH, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SAIlO 


