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Tha Honorable Gerald B. H. Solonon

Chairman
Committee on Rules - //LZ/J LS no} 1?97‘3
U.8. Houge of Representatives

Washington, B.{, 20815

Dear Mr. Chairman:

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

As you know, the President has proposad a plan that the
congressicnal Budget O0ffice (CBO) =aid would reach balance in
2002, 73t protects and strengtheng Medicare and Medicaid; reforms
welfare to make work pay; invests in aducation and trazning, the
environment, and other prioritiess to raise living standards and
the guality of 1life for average Americans; and targets tax relief
to help middle-income Americans ralse their young children, pay =~ -
for postsecondary education, and save for the future. It
achieves all this without raising taxes on hard-pressed working
dmericans.

The President is committed to halancing the budget while
reforming welfare and retaining the Federal guarantee of Medicaid
coverage for our most valnerable citizens including: senior
citizens, people with Qisabilities, pregnant women, and poor
families and children. Bubt, as reported by the Commerce, Ways
and Means, Economic and Educational Opportunities, and
Agriculture Committees, the first reconciliation package, H.R.
3437, does not meet those objectives. The President - has said
repeatedly that he will not accept any legislation that would
block~grant Medicaid and take away the guarantee of health
coverage from millions of poor, elderly, and disabled Americans.
Por this and other resasong, if thizx bill is presented to the
President in its current form, he will veto it.

Indeed, the Administration also has serious concerns about
+he welfare sections of the current bill, 7o be sure, the bill
incorporates a number of key changes that the Administration
recommended and that were in the Hational Governors Association
and Castle~Tanner proposals., But the bill does not address
several arsas of concern, particularly in ensuring accountabiiitby
and moving paople from welfare to work. Nor does it address the
provisions affecting benefits for food stamp households and legal
imaigrants.

Moreover, the Fresident does not belleva Congress should
raige taxes on low-income working families. H.R. 3437 explicitly
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The bill alsc ends pany longstanding farily and beneficiary
protections. With thess changes, families and beneficiaries may
incur deep financial liabilities, and Federal taxpayers will have
fewer assgurances that their tax dellars are wall spent, For
exanple, the bill gives States broad discretion to impose any
level of cost-sharing on wmany Medicaid beneficiaries. It also
eliminates any quality assurance standards or monitoring
responsibilities for many important health care provigders,
including managed care organizations and intermediate caro
facilities for the mentally retarded. Tt contains no machanism
to ensure that changes in benefits and cost sharing do not
jeopardize the sufficiency of coverage., As a result, millions of
niddle class families could have to pay considerable out-of-
pocket costs simply to ensure thelr relatives are able to receive
the care the receive today.

The Prasident believes we can give the States the
flexibility they need to manage their Medicaid prograhs, while
maintaining a strong federal~state partnership built on a
foundation of shared rescurces, accountability to the taxpayers,
and national protections for the most vulnerable Asericans.
Despite limited efforts to improve the bill at the committee
level, the bill fails to meet these commitments. Conseguently,

e PENY s oo I SRS

WELFARE

As reported by its committees, the Heuse's new bill, H.R.
3437, makes important improvements to the conference veport om
H.R. 4. It incorporates a mmber of key changes that the
Adninistration recommended and that were in the National
Governors' Assoclation (RGA) and Castle-Tanner proposals. We
urge the Committee to build on these bipartisan improvoments.
The kill, however, does not address several issues of concern,
particularly in providing the resources and incentives to protect
children and families, ensure accountability, and move people
from welfare to work. i

Inprovements in H.R. 3437

We appreciate the Committee's efforts to strengthen -
pravigions that are central to work-based reform, such as ¢hild
care, and to provide some additional protections for children and
families. In rejecting H.R. 4, the President singled out a
number of provisions that were tough on children and did too
little to move people from welfare tO work. H.R. 3437 incgludes
inportant changes to these provisions that move the legislation
eleser to the Presidentts vision of true walfare reform. We are
particularly pleased with the following improvements:

. ¢hild Care. As the President has insisted throughout the
welfare reform debate, child care is essential to pove
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pecople from welfare to work. The bill reflects a better
understanding of the child care resources that States will
need ¢ implement welfare reform, adding $4 billion for
c¢hild 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 protaat the health and safety of
children in care.

. Food Stamps. The bill removes the annual spending cap on
Food Stamps, preserving the program*s ability to expand
during periods of economic recession and help families when
they are most in need.

. ghilg yutrition. The bill no longer includes H.R. 4's
provisions fer a child nutrition block-gr&nt demonstration,
which would have undermined the program's ability to respond
automatically to economic changes and maintain natlmnal
nutyition standards.

. $hild Protection. We commend the Committee for preserving -
the open-ended nature of Title IV-E foster care and adoption
assigtance programs, current Medicaid coverage of eligible
children, and the natiornal child data collection initiative.

. Supplemnent e it e » The bill rexoves the
proyaaad twawtzerad benefit system for digsabled children
receiving s8I, and retains full cash benefits for all
eligible children.

: The bill makes other improvements that will strengthen
States’ abilities to move people from welfare to work. It
improves the performance bonus provisions by establishing a
separate funding stream. It inereases the cash block-grant
contingency fund modestly and adds a more responsiive triggex
bagsed on the Food Stamp caselead. In addition, &t.adopta more
flexible exempiions from the time iimit. o

We repain pleased that Congress has decided te include
central elements of the President's approach -~ time limits, work
xequixgmentx, the toughest pessible child support enforcement,

requiring minor mothers to live at home as a condition of
assistance —— in this legislation.

concerns With ¥.R. 3437

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

® . Size of the cuts. The welfare provisiong incorporate almost
all of the cuts that were in the vetoed bill -~ $53 billion
{incliunding the EITC) over six years, under CBO's new
bageline. These cubs far exceed those proposed by the NGA

o3
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or the Administration. Cuts in Food Stamps and benefits to.
legal immigrants are particularly deep, In addition, unlike
the Adninigtration's bill, H.R. 3437 would allow States to
substantially cut their own spending on programs serving
low~ingome families. The President's budget demonstrates
that cuts of this gize are not neceggary to achieve real
welfare reform, nor are they needed to balance the budget.

o Food . Stamps. The bill makes deep culs in the Pood Stamp
program, including a cut in benefits to hougeholds with high
sheltayr cogts that disproporticonately affects families with
children, and a four-—month time liwmit on childless adults
who are not given a work siot but are willirg to work. Ths
Adninistration strongly opposes the inclusion of a Food
Stamp blook grank, eliminating the Federal nature ¢f the
program and jeopardizing the nutrition and health of
wiliions of children, working families, and the elderly.

* Logal Imnigrants. 7The bill retains the excessively harsh
and uncompromising immigration provisions of last vear's
vetoed bill., The bill bans SS8I and Food Stamps for
virtually all legal immigrants, and imposes a five-year ban
on all other Pederal programs, including Medicaid, fox naw
iagal immigrants. These bang would aven cover legal .
immigrants who becone dissbled after entering the country,
families with ¢hildren, ©or current recipients. While we
support the strengthening of requirements on the sponsors of
legal immigrants applying for S5I, Food Stamps, and AFDC,
legal immigrants who work, pay taxes, and contribute to
society should not be denied access to basic safety net
programs. The proposal unfairly shifts costs to States with
high numbers of legal immigrants. Finally, the bill
reguires virtvally all Pederal, State, and local benefits
prograns to verify recipients®' citizenship or dlien status.
Theze mandates would oreate significant administrative
burdens for citizens and for State, local, and non-profit - -
service providars.,

. Medical assistance Guarantes. 7The bill does not wmaintain
the guarantee for medical assistance for all those now

eligible or who reach the five-year time limit,

. Protection in Ecopomic Downturn. The bill lacks adequate
protection for States in the event of economic downturns.
The contingency fund is too small and does not allow for
further expansions (above the $2 billien cap) during poor
economic conditions and periods of increased need.

. Transfe o fhe Soc cas Blocgk-Grant (SSRGY. We ave
deeply concerned that the bill provides the proposed cash
assistance block grant with transfer authority to the S8BG.
Trapnsfers to SSBS could lead States to substitute Fedexal

-‘ "
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dollars for State dollars in an array of State goecial
services aativltxa&, potentially cutting or even eliminating
.the effective State maintenance of effort levels reguired
foy the cash blook grant,

- E@ggyxgggﬁﬁg;_ﬁ@;k* H.R, 3437 would not provide the
resources States need to move recipients into work. CRO
estimates aboub a $9 billion shortfall over six years in
resources for work under H.R. 3437 if States ware to
maintain their current level of cash assistance benefits to
poor families and children. Moreover, the Education and
Esonomic Opportunity Committee increaged this shortfall and
cut State flexibility by raising the weekly number of hours
that States must place recipients in work activities and
increasing the participation rates.

» Youchers. The bill actually reduces State flexibility by
prohibiting States from using block grant funds to provide
vouchers to ¢hildren whose parents reach the tisme linit.
B.R. 4 contained ne such prohibition, and the NGA opposes
it. We strongly urge the adoption of the véucher language
in the Administration's bill, H.R., 3266, and castle~Tanner.

We are concerned that the bill repeals the Family
Pr&s&rvatzon and Support program, which may pean less State
spanding on abuse and neglect prevention activities. We are alss

. deeply concerned that the bill does not include adequate
protections against worker displacement.

The administration strongly supports several provisions
ingluded in S. 17385, as reported by the Senate Finance Committee.
These provisions include: allowing transfers only to the c¢hild
care block grant, increasing the maintenance of effart
requirepent with a tightened definition of what counts toward
thig requirement, improving the fair and eguitable treatment and
enforcement language, prohibiting sanctions for families with
children below 11 for failure to participate in work if due to
lack of child care, and eliminating the £hild protection block
grant., We urge the Congress to include these provisions in H.R.
3437.

The Castle-Tanner proposal addresgzes many of our concerns,
and it would strengthen State aceauntabilxty efforts, welfare to
work measures, and protections for children. It provides a
foundation on which this Committee should build in order teo
provide more State flexibility; incentives for AFDC recipients to
move frowm welfare to work; more parental responsibility; and
protectiong for children.

The President has sent Congress a cownprehensive welfare
reform proposal., Tt would replace the current gystem with one.
th&h demands reﬁpansxbility, strengthens families, protects
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children, and gives States broad flexibility and the needed
[ Jresources to get the job done.

We strongly suppert the recent bipartisan welfare reforn
initiatives from our Nation's governors, and from moderate
Republlicans and Democorats in both Houses of Congress. We also
strongly support bipartisan efforts of the governors and the
Castle~Tanney group to veform welfare without dismantling
edicaid. Congress should stop holding welfare reform hostage,
nd send the President a bipartisan, stand~-alone welifare bill
at dees not eliminate the guarantee of health care for poor
ildren, the disabled, and the elderly.

The President and Congress share the goal ©f a balanced
badget, but we have grave concerns aboul the approach adopted in
iz bill. 7The President and the Republican leadership have nore
1 encugh savings in common to balance the budget and provide
takgeted middle clags tax relief. Congress should wotfk with the
President to give Americans the balanced budget they deserve.

Siaaer&ly,'

Jacobh J. Lew
Aeting Director

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT 10 THE HONORABLE JOHHN J. MOAKLEY, THE
RONORABLE JOHN R. RASICH, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO
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Diear Mr. Chairman;

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

As you know, the President has proposed a plan that the Congressional Budget Office
{CBO) said would reach balonce in 2002, 1t protects and strengthens Medicare and Medicaid; -
reforms welfare to make work pay, invests in education and training, the environment, and other
priorities 1o rase lving standards and the quality of fife for average Americans; and targets tax
relief to help middie-tncome Americans raise their young children, pay for postsecondary
education, and save for the future. It achieves all this without raising taxes on hard-pressed
working Americans. Clorin Jeanina :},ﬁ

The President s committed to halancing the budget while reforming welfare and retaining
the Federal guarantee of Medicaid coverage for ouf most vulnerable citizens including: senior
citizens, people with disabilities(Gregnant womemand poor families and children. But, as
reported by the Commerce, Ways and Means, "Educational and Economic Opportunities, and
Agriculture Committees, the fitst reconciliation package, H.R. 3437, does not meet those

{}23}{3{:2??{38 Nordoesthisrecoreiationrpackage batance-the nrdere

The President wants real welfare reform. But, as he has said repeatedly; he will not accept
any legisiation that would block grant Medicaid, thus undermining its guarantee of health
coverage to millions of vulnerable Americans, 7he wﬁ{ﬂ?z*e reform section of the Bill also
continues 1o ¥aise serious concerny, Thus, i this il 18 presented to the President in its corrent
form, he will veto it .

In addition, the President docs not believe Congress should ratse taxes on low-ingome -
waorking families, as this package would do. H.R. 3437 raises taxes on more than 4 million low-
income working families -- including 7 million children -- by cutting the Earned Income Tax
Credis (EITC) and we are concerned that Congress may include more EXTC cuts in future
reconciliation bills -- maybe as much as $12.5 bifion more as called for in the FY97 Budget
Resolution. These EITC cuts cauld total over $20 hillion and are particularly ill conceived
when considered in the context of welfare reforot which is trying to encourage work and
make work pay.,
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Morgaver, if the majority includes the $122 billion in tax cuts, (permiited in the
reconciliation instructions), i this package at the Rules Committee, the legiglation will achieve
only about §2 billion in deficit reduction. Indeed, that package would ingrease the deficit by
about 335 billion over the next three years, producing average deficits of over $130 billion for six
VEars.

Mmmmmgmmmﬁm

In addition, the tax onis - which purpors o be 8122 billion « are undersiated envd
. prisleading. For one thing, the cast of the child tax credit mysteriously falls in the vear 2002,
meaning that the revene estimette for the eredit is oo low or pari of the credit itself disappears,
For auather, the level of permitted tax cuts i octnally higher. Not only daes the resofution omit
S35 bitlion in revenyies fram extending expiving provisions in last year s vetoed reconciliaiion
Bifl, it also omits $26 hitlion in revenues from closing corporate loopholey and other iox
measures from the kst Republivan offer. The resohdion appears to reserve these revenues 1o 3{3\,\ ~
pay for higher tax cuts. {f incorporated in this resolution, these revenues could offsel some of A o4
the unnecessarily deep cuts in Medicare, Medicaid, and other important prioritiesqivd iake it ﬁf}
~ - unnccessary (6 vaise (axes on 4 nilhion WTEZ;S financing arrangement could produce
- /m"?{rf:izzs of 3250 bithion w services and o{}vc[igpf" Agnin, The President’s budgef demonstrated

that we can balance the DudE@ETamIprovide tavgeted tax relief for those who need it most
o :4

{}ﬁ\m Q&gzizcut making umxetusnnl; éee;s cufs in these and other priority pmgrgms* - o
H&“\ \ The Administration bas the following specific comments on the Medicaid and wellare

D / portions of the package, as reported by House Committees:
AN

>
(v MEDBICATD

The President has made clear that Medicaid reform must promote three basic principles: 1)
a real, enforceable federal guarantee of coverage for & meanmgful set of benefits; 2) adequate and
appropriately shared federal and state financing; and 3} more state flexibility with beneficiary
protectsons, quality standards, and accountability, Unfortunately, the bill that the Haouse
Commerce Committee approved does not satisly these principles.

The Committee's bill undermines the guarantee to meaningful health benefits for vur most
vulnerable eitizens. 1t repeals the requircament that States yse the federal standard for defining
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disability and substitutes a provision that could lead 10 50 separaiesiate definitions, leaving
millions of people with disabilities at risk of losing thei@tmemg& Moreover, while
the bill continues current law extensions of mandatory Medicaid Toverage for children ages 13 to
18 in families below the federal poverty level, it ends the federa! right of action for Medicaid
beneficiaries and elimmates requirements for the comparability, statewideness, or and adequacy of
amount, duration, and scope of benelus. Without such protections, these children and ol
Medicaid envoliees have no real guarantee of coverage and millions of children could see their
benefits cut back.
Che's

Put-simpty; The bill would create a block grant. 1t would not protect states from Tean
unexpected increases in Medicaid enroliment due to an economic orisis, such as a recessi«:jz/
Transforming Medicaid's federal-state partnership to a block grant could force states to it or
deny benefits to mitlions of families and children, people with disabi?iiie@f@n@:&né
the elderly whao depend on Medicaid for their health.and Jong-term care, Cleatly, tHat approach
cannot, and does not, meet the President’s principle of guaranteeing meaningful benefits for
eligible populations,

Formany-statesrtheds ‘ s sHrarses-thefed thnrtt teatd; el

The Commitice cits overall federal Modicaid spending by §72 bitlion. It exacerbates
these deepr cuts by raising the foderal masching rate for many Stades, thereby enubling these
States 1o dranw theiv foial federal allotment with fewer States to dravw their fotal federal af!afmc:zf

with ynds)The President has denGnstrated imwe the iwégﬁi
without this level of cuts. F { J{_}hrx}

The Committee approved an amendment to maintain the current prohibition against ffiw\,%é, \
provider taxes and donations, authorizing the Secretary of Health and Human Services to waive
the prolubitions on a state-by-state basis after two years.  But, to prevent states from resorting to
these illusory financing schemes for cutting the state Medicaid contribution, the prohibition must
remain permanent and unwaivable, The bill also anwisely seraps repeal the limits on provider
payments (o disproportionate share hospitals {(DSH), enacted in the President's 1993 economic
program. These limits have curbed states’ ”recycti;zg‘ of federal Medicaid funds through DSH
hospitals, Their repeal, along with weakening the prohibitions on provider taxes and donations,

could lead 1o fewer "real” state dollars being spent on Medicaid, rrosuitingmreven-deeper-total -
spendingouts:

The bill alse ends many longstanding fanily and beneficiary protections. With these
fmaemy changes, fovnilies and bencficiaries may fncar deep fincowcial liabilities, and federal

taxpayers myrnd*np—pmng—fcrmwf-ﬁﬁc&mdm will have fewer assurances that their {ax

dollars are well spent. For example, the bill gives states broad discretion 1o impose any level of
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cost-sharing on many Medicaid benefictaries, It also eliminates any quality assurance standards or
moniwring responsibilities for many important health care providers, including managed care
organizations and intermediate care facilities for the mentally retarded. It contains no mechanism
to ensure that changes in benefits and cost sharing do not jeopardize the sufficiency of Caverage.
As a result, millions of middle class familics could have to pay considerabile sut of packet
ensts simply to ensure their relatives are able to receive the care the receive today.

The Administration believes we can give the states the flexibility they need to manage their
Medicaid programs, while maintaining a strong federal-state partnership built on a foundation of
shared resources, accountability 10 the taxpayers, and national protections for the most vuinerabie
Americans. Despite imited efforts to improve 1t dre AL at the committee stage /evel, the bill fals
to meet these commitments, Consequently, it remains unacceptable.

WELFARE

As reported by its commitiees, the Housc's new bill, HLR. 3437, makes important
mmprovements 1o the conference report on HLR, 4. It incorparates a number of key changes that
the Administration recommended and that were in the National Governors’ Association (NGA)
and Castle-Tanner proposals. We urge the Conunittee to build on these bipartisan improvements,
The bill, however, does not address several issues of concern, particularly in providing the
resources and incentives 1o protect children and families, ensure accountability, and move people
from welfare to work,

Improvements.in ILR, 3437

We appreciate the Committee's offorts to strengthen provisions that are central to work-
based reformy, such as ¢hild cave, and to provide some additional protections for children aad
families. In rejecting HLR. 4, the President singled out 2 number of provisions that were tough on
children and did 1oo Bitle 10 move people from welfire to work. H.R. 3437 includes important
changes to these provisions which move the legislation closer to the President’s vision of true -~ =
wetfare reform. We are particdlarly pleased withthe following smprovements:

® Child Careand-Work, As the President bas insisted throughout the welfare reform
debate, child care 13 essential to move people from welfare to work, The bill reflects a
better understanding of the ohifef care resonrges that states will aeed 10 implement welfare
refonm, adé:zz;, 34 billion for child care above the fevel in H R. 4, wwhelriacked

nmrwmknm—famﬁm-mkﬁf-m&m‘dmmy* ?he bn’f a!m m;::og,mrm f};‘at

parents of school-age children need child care in order to work and protect the health
aned safety of children i ceve.

* Food Stamps. The bill removes the annual spending cap on Food Stamps, preserving



the program's atnlity to expand during penods of economic recession and help families
when they are most in need.

s Child Nutrition, The bill ao Jonger includes H.R, 4's provisions for'a child nutrition
block-grant demonstration, which would have undermined the prograny's ability to respond
automatically to economic changes and maintain national nutrition standards,

& Child Protection. We commend the Conunities for preserving the open-ended nature of
Title IV.E foster care and adoption assistance programs, current Medicaid coverage of
eligible children, and the national child data collection initiative.

¢ Supplemental Security Income {S81) The bill removes the proposed two-tiered benefit

system for disabled children receiving 8§81, and retaing full cash benefits for all eligible
children,

The bill makes other improvemants that will strengthen states abilities to move people
from welfare to work. 1t tmproves the performance bonus provisions by establishing a separate
funding stream. Tt increases the cash block-grant contingency fund modestly and adds a more
responsive trigger based on the Food Stamp caseload, And it adopts higher exemptions from the
time hmit and requirements that {een others tive at home and stay in school,

We remain pleased that Congress-has decided 10 imelude central elements of the
President’s approach -~ time limils, work requircmients, the toughest possible child suppont
enforcement, requiring ounor moihers to hve at homs as a condition of assistance -~ in this
legistation, :

]

The bill still 1acks other provisions that bave earned bipartisan endorsement.

s Size of the cuts. The welfare provisions incorporate almost all of the cuts'that were in -
the vetoed bill « $53 billion (acluding ETTC) over 6 years, under CBO's new baseline,
These cus far exceed those proposed by the NGA or the Administration, Cutg in Food
Stamps and benefits to legal immigrants are particularly deep. In addition, unlike the
Administration's bill, H.R. 3437 would allow states fo substantially cut their own spending
on programs serving low-income fam@Whadgat demonstrales that
cuts of this size are not necessary (o achieve real welfare reform, ner are they needed
to halance the hudget. _)’"“ B

JoNA

. o Food Stamps. The bilt makes deep cuts in the Food Stamp program, including & cut in A?\ ii
benefits o households with high shelter costs that disproportionately alfects families with CSL
children, and a four-month time finnt on childless adults who are not given a work slot,
but are willing to work, Tt also includes an unacaeptable block grant, eliminating the




Federal nature of the program and jeopardizing the nutrition and health of millions of
children, working fanubies, and the clderly,

Hesources for iWork, H.R 3437 would not provide the resources states need 1o move
recipients into work, CBO estimates about 89 billion shorifull aver six years in resonrces
Jor work under H R, 3437 if states were to maintain their current level of cash assistance
henefits to poor families and clildren, Moreover, the Education and Fconomic
Opportaniiy Committee increased this shortfalf and cut state flexibility by raising the
weekly mupber of honrs that States must plave recipients in work activities and
increasing the participation rafes,

# Leugl Immigrants. The bill does not change the excessively barsh and uncompromising
immigralion provisions of last year's bill, While we support the strengthening of
requirements on the sponsors of legal immigrants applying for $SI, Food Stamps, and
AFDC, legal immigrants whe work, pay wxes, and contribute 1o society should not be
denicd gecess 1o hasic sajery net programs, e bill bans S8 and Food Stamps for
virtually all legal immigrants, and imposes a S-year ban on all other Federal programs,
including Medicaid, for new legal bumigramts, These bang even would cover legal
inunigrants who become disabled afier entering the country, families with children, or
current recipients. The proposal uefiirly shifts costs to states wath high numbers of iegal
immigrants, Finally, the bill requires virtually all federal, state, and tocal benefits programs
to verify recipients’ citizenshipsnd-atiermage or alien status, These mandates would create
significant administrative burdens for ¢itizens and for state, local and non-profit service
providers. ;

stance Cuarantge The bill does not maintain the guarantee for meéicai
assistance f(}f all h{}se How eazgﬁzﬁie or who reach the five-year time fimit,

® Prolection in Economic Downtarn. The bilt lacks adequate protection for States in the
event of cconomic downturns, The contingency fund is too small and does not allow for
further expansions {above the 32 billion cap) dunng poar economic conditions and periods
of increased need. .

_ 0 the Vig g 333, We are deeply concerned that the
bl promdcs £izc 32‘0;}03{:5 cash assistance i‘:»ioci-: gam with transfer authority to the S5BG.
Transfers to SSBG could lead states to substitute Federal dollars for State dollars in an
array of State social services activities, potentially cutting or even eliminating the effective
State maintenance of effort levels required for the cash block grant.

® Vouchers. The bill actually reduces State flexibility by prohzb;zmg states from pmvz{im&
a safety net for chiliren~bynotattowmgthemtonseb i

mvmmmw&wﬁ R 4

contatned no such prohibition, and the NGA opposes it. We syrongh wrge the adoption of




the voucher lungnage in the Advinistrosion's bili, H R 3266 {Castle-Fomer),

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

The Admivistration stronghy suppores severed provisions inchided in S, 1795, as reported
ouf By the Sencte Finance Commitive. These provisions include: allowing transfers ouly to the
child care Block gram, increasing the mainfenaice of effort requiremend with q tightened
definition of what cowris toward thix requirement, inproving the jair and cquitable treatment
ad enforcement fonguogre, profibiting sauctions for families with chitdren below 11 for failure
to participate in work if due 1o lack of child care, and eliminating the child protection block
grant. We nrge you to include these provisions in H.R, 3437,

The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses many of our concerns, and it would strengthen
slate accountability efforts, welfare to work measures, and protections for children. It provides a
foundation on which this Commmittee should build in order 1o provide more State flexibility;
incentives for AFDC recipients to move from welfare to work; nmore parental responsibility; and
protections for children,

The President has sent Congress a comprehensive welfare refonm proposal. It would
replace the current systern with one that demands responsibility, strengthens families, protects
children, and gives Siates broad flexibility and the needed resources to gat the job done.

We stropgly support the recent bipartisan initiatives from our Nation's governors and
moderate Republicans and Democrats in both Houses of Congress. ‘We also strongly support
hipartisan cffors of the governors and the Castle-Tanner group to reform welfare without gutting
Medicaid. Congress should stop holding welfare reforn hostage, and send the President a
bipariisan, stand-alone welfare bill that does not eliminate the guarantee of health care for poor
children, the disabled, and the elderly.

The President and Congress share the goal of a balanced budget, but we have grave
concerns about the approach adopted o this bill. The President and the Republican leadership
have more than enough savings in common to balance the budget gad provide targeted middie
class tax reliely Congress should work wath the President to give Amencans the balanced budget
{hiey deserve.

Sincerely,

Jacob I Lew.
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Acting Director

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO THE HONORABLE JOHN 1. MOAKLEY, THE
HONGRABLE JOHN R. KASICH, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN (. SABO



