Welfare Veto Q&A : DRAFT — NYT Fop. Cl2esielion
January 9, 1996 : T o '

Q. Why did the President veto this bill?

A. The President is determined to enact bipartisan welfare reform this year, but this bill docs
oo little to move people from welfare to work, and includes deep budge! cuts and structural
changes in child welfare, school lunch, and other programs that have nothing to do with real
reform. The bilt is just about budget politics, not about moving people from welfare to work,
It passed along narrow partisan lines, over the serious objections of many moderate
chabhcans It includes some things we've fought for, like time limits, work requiremonts,

and tough child support enforcement. But we ¢an do better, and we will.

Q. Republicans say this is the same as the Scnate bill which the President supperteﬁr fsm't
tHis a {lip-flop?

A. No. This conference report is nor the Senate bill. It makes deeper cuts and unnecessary
structural changes in programs that have nothing to do with welfare reform.  The Senate bill
guarantéed Medicaid coverage for poor familics; this bill eliminates that gnarantee. The
Scnate bill protected the child welfare and school lunch programs; this bill makes unnccessary
cuts and structural changes. This bill also weakens a number of work provisions that wore in
the Senate bill and are critical to the success of welfare reform, such as a maintenance of
cffort requirement anfj a performance bonus to reward states for placing people in jobs.

Q. What happens now? s welfare reform dead for this Congress?

A. No. Welfare reform is one of the major issucs still under discussion in the bidget talks.
Republicans and Democrats agreed back in November to consider welfare reform as pert of
the overall budget nogotiations. We will continue to seek bipartisan common ground as part
of those talks. Welfare reform needs to be considered in the context of critical and related
issucs like Medicaid and the EITC,

Q. Haven't the Republicans been coming vour way on welfare reform?

. A, No. Thelr Ianuary 6h offer includes EITC cuts that are slightly lower, %}at still much

higher than curs. Their number on welfare has not changed,

Q. Did the President veto this bill in response to pressure from the left wing of the
Democratic Party?

A. No. This bill is worse than the Senate bill — and we're not the only ones who think so.
Five moderate Republican Senators sent a public letter to Senator Dole demanding changes in
the same arcas where we have expressed concern:  guaranteed health coverage for poor
families, morc resources for child care, and smaller cuts in child welfare, help mr disabled
children, benefits for legal immigrants, and so on,



Q. What does the President need to get a bill he can sign?

‘A. Read the veto message. We need improvements in two general arcas: stronger
provisions to move people from welfare 1o work, such as child care, and smaller cuts in areas
that have nothing to do with welfare reform, such ag c¢hild welfare, aid for disabled children,
school lunch, and so on.

3. Rep. Bill Archer challenged the President 1o send specific legislation that hé would find
acceptable. Do you plan to do that?

A. The Republicans are just playing poiiiii;'s; Welfare reform is one of the major issues
under consideration in the budget talks. We've made clear repeatedly in those talks and in
letters to Congfess over the past year what we would like to see in the final bill.

Q. Republicans say their bill has more money for child care than the Senate bill you
supporfed. Is that frue?

A. The conforonce added 81 billion for child care, but at the same time, it altered the work
provisions to dramatically increase work costs for states.  According to CBO, the conference
report falls $3-5 billion short, We believe that welfare reform cannot succeed unless there's
enough money for ¢hild care to move people off welfare.

Q. The President supported the Senate bill, which block granted AFDC. But the
Administration endorsed the Daschle budget plan, which maintaims the individual entitlement.
Which is it, and why isn't this a I?akcworwbrcak issuc like the Medicaid entitlement?

A. We have always supported the Daschle~Breaux-Mikulski welfare plan, which repeals
AFDC and replaces it with a conditional entitlement that requires people to work in retum for
their assistance. The Daschle budget plan reflects that approach. The budget ncgotiators
have been looking at all these entitlemont issues together —— Medieaid, Food Stamps,”AFDC,
gt¢, They have had constructive discussions, but as vou know, we have not been able to
reach agreement. That's all [ can say.
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| NEWS

- FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MLEANS )
"(Embargeed Until Veto) conracr: asivicischer or Soo Brenner

. With this veo, (he American people have been denied a golden opga:mmty to d.ramancany "'. :
.. Because of the President’s veto, 82 billion less in ohild care fundﬂ will he é;mhumd tn 2';&2;1
poor familics get oft welfare and go 10 work. “
. Noevertbeless, [ am willing to give the President one more &%mcu 1o take sction.
.. whio have morg childres while on welfare? How much more monay will &zc Frcszd:n: aak

. # compleie bill, nothing less will do.
‘ Again, I regret this veto and call on the ?zcéidam to now offer Congress his own bill."

HE

(202) 225-8633

Staternent by Chairman Bill Archer on
President Clinton’s Veto of Welfare Reform

"With this highly regretteble action, President Clinton is demonstrating that his promisc o cnd

. welfare as we know il was just another campaigao slogan, not s meaningful policy objective. .
"It appears that when it comes to welfare reform, this ?rcsidxm is ail talk and no agtion. - -, L0

{ regret very much that the Presldcm will be known as the Ezbeza! President who kcpt wc!fam
as we have it instead of the President who ended welfare a3 we know it

improve the lives of the pour by reforming wellere. Congross produced a compronuss .
welfare reform bill that would have freed the poor from the bonds of permanemt peva:'ty !m :
the Prosident vetoed it SR

Becsnse of the President’s veto, deadbent prrents will continue o ignore their children
because the toughest child-support enforcerment measwures ever passed by Congress will not

. become law.

And because of the President’s veto, welfare will coptinug to be 8 way of life. With no five-
year tine limit on cash welfare benefits, recipicats will have lintle incentive to get off welfare,

1 have today sent a letter to the President calling on him to immediately send to the {,‘ nngr::cs f

complete and specific legislation detsiling his cumrent position an welifare. Wil the Prosident ol

cnd the lifetime guaranise 10 cash welfare? Will he speed more welfare mogey on mothers .
taxpaycrs to give 1© perpetuate our welfine system?

By vetoing welfare reform, the President has demonstrated what be Is againg. He znil.st now : -
demonstrate whar be is for. No vague sttement of principies. No unkept promises. | ﬁm o

T, T
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SMCE WAYE, WIIMTE CUBE COUY,

- The Honorable William J. Clinton
. The White House
T - Washington, D.C. 20500

T N B i
A

Dear Mr. fresié&nz

R Now that you have vetoed the £OmPpromise welfare reform bill appmvzd by borh i
i - Houses of Congress, I call on you 1o submit & detailed welfare reform bill that - -
.. . ~ represents your Administration’s positios on this key issue. We urge you to, send ns :
.+’ . your bill immediately, but no later than the State of the Union address, 5o that we: caf 1T
et achieve the goal of welfare reform before additional millions of Americans hm been AR
“captured by the welfare tap. R

o Afier three years in office, the American people still are waiting for you to take
S meaningfil action on weifare reform. Opposing the welfare reforms sent to you by
e Congress is not enough.  Your vew has merely perpetusted the welfare status quo.

" Through a variety of campaign pledges, press releases, and staiements of -
principle put out by your Administration, you bave told the American people thet you oL
support welfare reform. However, after vetsing welfare reform for the second time in :

 onw month « the Scven-Year Balanced Budget Act you vetoed in December im:ludeé
“almost identical welfare reforms - many now are questioning your commitmeat to- -
truly "end welfare a3 we konow it," as you pledged during your campaign. '

Although your Administration has vilified our Bill, there is little doubt thai S
. reforms would end the current failed welfare gtate. In imef, the emxzprormse weifar;u "
reform bill you votoed: :

e T
Ay . T,
L -

‘(1) provides $18 billion in child carc funds 10 help poor families get off weltaie RN
and go to work, $2 billion more than current law and $1 billion more than ﬁw
Se:naw bill you supported; :

R
- o

-
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Ty - (2)  provides states with 81 billion mare in cash welfare funding than current Zaw, s ‘f
; ' inciuding special funds for siawes with growing cascloads due to increased: =~ © '1“‘;';@%“3
population or mccsswn, T T
{3}  ends welfare as o way cxf life by limiting cash welfiare benefits to 3 years and '
o requiring work for every family on welfare within 2 years. Without these
ol - restraints, many funilies will have ne incentive to get-off welfare, and nearly 5 S
A million families will continue to draw taxpays-provided cash benefits for sn -
L average of 12 years; C

?ﬁ};‘fi L -(4)
. (5)

(&)

inchudes many provisions requested by your Administration that would make

parents who live apart from their children pay child support instead ef forcmg
familics onto welfsre; | |
combats iliepitimacy by cucouraging mamiage and personal respans:biht}'. gmd_ ,
ends government payments for destructive behavior such as drug add!chcm aaciu .

alcoholism; and ‘ R

L]

increaces safety net spending from $171 billicn in'19985 to $235 bﬂiwxz in 2(}02
a healthy growth of 37 persent. :

Mr, President, you have received - and kava vetoed — two welfare z::fmm bﬁls

szzppaned by majorities in both Houses of Congress. For the millions of Americans
who have been pmtmsed real welfare reform, a full sccounting of your position in

. legislative language is the very least they can expest. This may also be the only way

- to achieve passage of real welfare reform this year. That remains my goal, and T want
to work with you to achieve it. '

I await your response.

Faw
Chairman N




Welfare Veto Q&A DRAFT
January 9, 1996

Q. Why did the President veto this bill?

A. The President is determined to cnact bipartisan welfare reform this year, but this bill docs
too little to move people from welfare to work, and includes deep budget cuts and structural
changes in child welfare, school lunch, and other programs that have nothing to do with real
reform. The bill is just about budget politics, not about moving people from welfare to work.
It passed along narrow partisan lincs, over the serious objections of many moderate
Republicans. It includes some things we've fought for, like time Himits, work requircments,
3}}{3 tough child support enforcement.  But we ¢an do better, and we will.

Q. Republicans say this is the same as the Scnate bill which the i’mszdezzi supported. Isn't
this a flip-flop?

A. No. This conference report is not the Senate bill. 1t makes deeper cuis and unnecessary
structural changes in programs that have pothing to do with welfare reform. The Senate bill
‘guarantced Medicaid coverage for poor familics; this bill climinates that guarantce. The
Senate bill protected the child welfare and school lunch programs; this hill makes unnecessary
cuts and structural changes. This bill also weakens a number of work provisions that were in
the Scnate bill and are critical to the success of welfare reform, such as a maintenance of
effort requirement and a performance bonus 1o reward states for placing people in jobs,

3. What happens now? I8 welfare reform dead for this Congress?

A. No. Welfare reform is one of the major issues still under discussion in the budget talks.
Republicans and Demecrats agreed back in November to consider welfare reform as part of
the overall budget negotiations. We will continue to scek bipartisan common ground as part
of those talks. Welfare reform needs to be considered in the context of critical and related
issucs like Medicaid and the EITC.

0. Haven't the Republicans been coming your way on welfare reform?

A. No. Their January 6th offer includes EITC cuts that are slightly fower, but still much
higher than ours. Their number on welfare has not changed.

Q. Did the President veto this bill in response to pressure from thc left wing of the
Democratic Party? -

A. No. This bill s worsc than the Senate bill -~ and we're not the only ones who think so.
Five moderate Republican Semators sent a public letter to Senator Dole demanding ¢hanges in
the same arcas where we have expressed concern:  guaraniecd health coverage for poor
familics, more resources for child care, and smaller cuts in child welfare, help for disabled
children, benefits for logal immigrants, and so on.
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Q. What does the President need 1o get a bill he can sign?

A. Read the veto message. We need improvemoents in two general arcas:  stronger
provisions to mave people from welfare to work, such as child care, and smaller cuts in arcas
that have nothing to do with welfare reform, such as child welfare, aid for disabled children,
school lunch, and so on.

Q. Rep. Bill Archer challenged the President to send spcc:f:c legislation that he would find
acceptable. Do you plan to do that? ‘

A. The Republicans arc just playing politics. Welfare reform is one of the major issucs
under consideration in the budget talks, We've made clear repeatedly in those talks and in
lenters 1o Congress over the past year what we would like to see in the final bill.

. Republicans say their bill has more money for child carc than the Senate bill yOou
supported. Is that true?

3
. The conference added $1 billion for child care, but at the same time, it altered the work
pmwsmns to dramatically increase work costs for states. According to CBO, the conference
report falls $3-5 billion short. We believe that welfare reform canmot succeed unless there's
cnough money for child care to move people off welfare.

Q. The President supported the Senate bill, which block granted AFDC. But the
Adrhinistration cndorsed the Daschie budget pian, which maintains the individoal entitiement.
Which is it, and why isn't this a make-or-break | issuc like the Medicaid catitlement?

A. We have always supported the Daschle-Breaux—Mikulski welfare plan, which repeals
AFDC and replaces it with a conditional entitlement that requires people to work in retum for
their assistance. The Daschle budget plan reflects that approach. The budget negotiators
have been looking at all these entitiement issues together —— Medicaid, Food Stamps, AFDC,
cte. They have had constructive discussions, but as you know, we have not been able to
rcach agreement. That's all | can say,
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1SSUES IN REFORMING ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

Essential Program Elements A reformed AFDC program must have tough work
requzrcmems, time izzmts and increased State flexibility. It must also retain certain features
of current law: - Tt must provide a guarantee of assistance to all individuals who meet certain
State- and Federally-defined criteria. Its fanding mechanism should respond automatically to
changes in economic and demograplic conditions. It should give States strong incentives to
share in program financing and to match Federal funds, but allow flexdbility in setting income
eligibility and benefit levels, Individuals in Bke circumstances must be treated squally.

NS 1 Position. The conference report on welfare reform converts AFDC and
w’{amé programs into capped block grant. The block grant fails to address almost of all the
essential elements of the current program. The Administration supports the Coalition
propesal, which replaces AFDIC with a conditional time-limited emitlement and provides an
automatic response to countercyclical increases in need while increasing State flexibility,

. Potential Fallhack Position. If a cash assistance biock grant were 1o be enacted, several
modifications and more adequate protections for children would be needed, These would
include a much more responsive countereyclical mechanism triggered by changes in child
poverty, continued effective State financial participation, objective State-defined eligibility
criteria, and guarantees of equitable treatrnent for families in like circumstances. Also
needed would be: stronger performance bonuses, lower block grant transfer provisions,
greater fledbility in setting family caps, vouchers for children of teen mothers denied cash
assistance, guarameed Medicaid sligibility for cash recipients, individual responsibility
contracts, higher work program funding, and higher time-limit exemptions,

Progrs . Current child care programs provide a guarantee for all AFDC
rec;paents reqwred 1o work or who are moving off welfare into work. Capped amounts are
also provided for low-income families at-risk of going on to welfzre. Federal and State
governments shars in program financing,

; ation Position. The Conference report block grants three mandatory child care
prog'am " m of which are open-ended -- and increases Federal funding by $1.8 billion
over 7 years — too little (o meet the child care needs of those required to work. The
Administration supports the Coalition bill, which maintains the child care guarantee for
AFDC recipients required to work and those transitioning ofl welfare for work.

i3 ition. If the new child care block grant were 10 be enacted, we would
need an addmcnal $3-%4 bzihon in Federal fimds above the Conference level, which would
be matched by States (as the Conference currently requires). Lower funding add-ons arc
possible if more realistic work requirements are established. Current law heaith and safety
protections, which are dropped in the conference report, should be restored.
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Food Stamps

56 n Elements, The current Food Stzmps program automatically responds to
mcmases in need for asszs:anw It serves as the nztmnai uniform safety net for nutrition.

acition. HR 4 would allow States thar met certain conditions (o elect a

Food Stamps bloci: grant. Tt would also impose 2 cap on the program that, while adjusting
for some elements, would not preserve the program’s abifity to respond to changing
circumstances (such as erosion of wages). The Administration has no such proposals and is
opposed to any proposal which would undermine this universal safety net program’s ability
o respond 1o increased need

Child Protection Services and Training Programs (Mandatory)

. r1ti2 g ements. The four foster care and adoption assistance services, training,
and admstfatzon programs are c:pcn-cndeé entitlements to States and allow States 1o
respond automatically 1o in¢reases in need for services,

+  Administration Position. The Conference block grants four currently open-ended foster care
and adoption assistance programs for placement services, training, and administration, The
bill also repeals the Family Preservation & Support and Independent Living programs. These
provistons reduce funding by $0.4 billion. The Administration would maintain corrent law
in gach of these programs. The Administration opposes block granting and capping the
open-ended programs because of rising abuse and neglect problems. Caseloads could also
potcnuaﬁy increase due 1o dramatic changes elsewhere in the social safety net, which makc
cuts in child welfare programs especially dangerous,

»  Potential Fallback Position. None.

Child Nutrition

iser ogram. Elements, The ehild nutnition program ensures that millions of children
get nutritious mca]s in schools and other settings.

inisiration Position. I—!’R 4 would allow one state in each of the seven USDA regions to
run 4 school block grant demonstration for five years. States that adopt this block grant
would not be required to serve all needy students. The Administration is opposed to block
granting these important autrition programs nationwide,

. Potantial Fallback Position. If 2 child nutmition/schoo! lunch block graat demonstration were
enacted the Administration would prefer considerably reducing the mumber of States, Only
minor changes would be needed in the structure of the demonstrations.
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- Federal Medicaid entitlement must be retsined: this requires a definition of
mandatory beneficiaries and benefits, and enforcement of the entitlement through
Federal courts;

- - Mardatory beneficiaries: must include AFDC and $5I recipients - post
welfare reform, low-income pregnant women, children, and elderly and
disabled Medicare beneficiaries, as well as individuals transitioning from
wedfare to work and other post-welfare transitions.

- Mandatory benefits; must include a Federally-required benefit package that
could be pegotiated so forg as it remazins comparable 1o the basic
mandatory benefits under current law,

- Right of action: the Federal entitlement requires that individuals ultimately
kave a right of action in federal court to enforce their eligibility to
Medicaid.

- Federsl financial partnership must be preserved: The Federal matehing

“ structure, coupled with a new per capita cap 1o limit the rate of increass in
spending, 1s the mechanism through which the Federal government would maintain
its puaranteed financial partnership with states as they respond to changing
aconomic and demographic realities in their state.

- Meaningful flexibility to States must be assured: Within this structure, States
must be given unprecedented fexibility in how to operate their Medicaid
programs, organize their delivery systerns through managed care and other
innovative arrangements, and pay providers.

«  Adminigteation Position: The conference position does not preserve the Federal Medicaid
entitiement to meaningful benefits or enforcement through the Federal courts, The block
grant structure fails to preserve the Federal financial partnership through economic and
demographic changes,

- Medicaid eatitlement:

- Beneficiaries: Ehgibility simplification ¢an be pursued in which some
. currently mandatory Medicaid coverage groups that are now classified as
“grandfathered” could be made optional.
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Benefits:

PAGE

. Mandatory benefits could be redefined so long as the core benefit

provisions remain - including such basic benefits as inpatient

hospital, physician services, family planning, diagnostic services,
nursing home and home health services, and child bealth sereening,

- dagnosis and treatment (EPSDT),

- Substantial pew state ﬂmﬁ’&ﬂky could be negotiated in how states
make available optional benefits ~ this would lessen current law
constraints for optional benefits about comparability of berefits

among groups and statewideness.

Eaforcement:

- Eligibility: there is nio viable option to maintaining the individual’s

right of action in Federal court regarding their entitiement to
Medicaid. However, it could be made explicit that a2 state

administrative process must be exhausted prior to court-filing,

- Benefits: For disputes regarding benefits, deductibles, and
copayments, 2 health plan or HMO process, and i state

administrative provess, could be reguired, with appeal only to state

sourts, unless the claim exceeded cerrain threshold amounts,

- Federal financing: The administration cannot ‘accegst any fixed block or formula
grant-proposal, other than revision in the current formula cap on DSH.

-~

The administration could begin to consider variable caps based on state

costs, but there is 2 great deal of uncertamty about the distributional impact

of such a2 proposal,

The disproportionate share (DSH) cut and remaining payment policy could

be negotiated,

Trassitional and/or hold-harmless pools can be negotiated, as well as

pooled funding for federally qualified health centers and rural health
centers.

S
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DRAFT
Decaemher 20, 1985

Dear Mr. Speaker:

T am determined to keep working with the Congress to enacr real,
bipartisan welfare reform. The current welfare system is broken
and wust be replaced, for the sake of the taxpayers who pay for
it and the people who are trapped in it. But the welfare bill
you have just reparted oub of conference along narrow, partisan
iines is not real reform. If Congress sends me that conference
report, I will veto i, and insist that you do better.

Real welfare reform should be tough on work and tough on
ragponsibility, not tough on children or tough on parenks who are
responsible and who want to work. The current conference report
does foo little to move people from welfare to work, and is
burdened with deep budget cuts that are tough on children and
undermine real reform., Americang know we have to reform the
broken welfare systewm, but they also know that welfare reform is
about moving people from welfare to work, not plaving budgst
politics.

My Administration has and will continue to set forth in full
detall our goals for reform and our cobiecticns to your current
legislation. My Administration strongly supported the House
Democratic alternative and Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski welfare reform
bills, which ensured that states would have the resourges and
ingentives to move peopie from welfare to work and that children
would be protected. We yewain ready at any moment to sit down in
good faith with Republicans and Democrats in Congress Lo work out
an acceptable welfare reform plan that is motivated by the
urgency of reform rather than by a budget plan that is out of
touch with America‘s values. As I have said throughout this
debate, there is a bipartisan consensus around the countyry on the
fundamental elements of real welfare reform, and it would be &
tragedy for this Congress Lo squander this historic opportunity
achieve it.

* Work and Child Care: Welfare reform is first and foremost
about work. An overwhelming malority of Senators in both
parcies agreed on wmeasures that are vital to welfare
veform's success in moving people from welfare to work:
providing more resources for child care, requiring stabes to
maintain their stake in the success of reform, and rewarding
grtares for placing people in +obs., The current conference
report weakens thesse important work provisioas. The final
walfare reform legisliation should provide more shild care,
net less, and strengthen bipartisan work-based reforms such


http:contir.ue

Cep

as the maintenance of effort requirement, work performance
bomas, and contingency fund that are at the heart and soul
of real welfare reform,

. Work Incentives: In addition teo child care, it is essential
to provide strong incentives to move from welfare to work.
The Republican budget plan would gut the Earnsd Income Tax
Credit, a powerful work incentive that is enabling hundreds
of thousands of families te chooge work over welfare. The
conference report would rewove the guasrantee ¢f health
coverage for poor wmethers, even though many poor women now
choose welfare over work simply because they or their
children need health care. The Republican budget’s deep
cuts in Medicaid and the BITO would doom welfare reform, and
if Congress sends me those provigiong again, I will veto
them again.

Protecting Children: The conference report makes desp
budget cuts that would f£zll hardest on c¢hildren. Msking
deep cuts in help for disabled children, foster care and
adopticn, schocel lunch, and hesalth coverage is oot welfare
reform, Instead of maxking unacceptably deep cuts in these
and other areas, the final welfare reform legislation should
reflect the national conssnsus that we must demand
regponsibility from young mothers and young fathers, not
penalize children for thelr parents’ mistakes.

® Budget Cuts: The conference report was designed to mset an
arbitrary budget target rather than to achieve serious
reform, and, overall, includes deep cuts that would
undermine states’ ability to move people from welfare to
work, protect children, and carry out real reform., We
should work together to balance the budget and reform
welfare, but Congress shouldn’t use the words *welfare
raform” as just another cover to vicolabe our values. The
final welfare reform legislation needs to reduce the
magnitude of budget cuts in low-income programs, especially
thoge that have little connection to the central goal of
work-based reform, such as childheod disability, child
protection, nutrition, and benefits for legal lomigrants.
The Coalition, Senate Democratic, Chafse-Hreaux, and
Administration budget plans all provide & better plueprint
for real reform.

I will not let Congress squander this historic moment by putting
budget politics ahead of real and lasting reforn. If Congress
sends me The current conference report, I will vetoe it. But I am
deeply committed to working with Congress to reach biparvisan
agreement on an accepiable welfare reform bill that addresses the
Administration’s concerns including those I have set forth in
this letter, We owe it Lo the people who sent us here not to leat
thisg opportunity slip away by doing the wrong thing or falling to
ast at all.



Sincerely,

The Honorable Newt Gingrich
Speaker of the

House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515
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Rrafr Statement

The President is deeply committed to working with the
Congress to enact a comprehensive, bipartisan welfore referm
Bill. The present welfare system does not ssrve the taxpayers
who support it and the people who are trapped in it. Real
welfare reform is about work and respongibility. We owe it to
the American people to do the right thing and enact real welfare
reforms.

i

The President starnds ready to eign a welfare reform bill
that is touyhl On work, but protecis our Nation's children.
Unfortuqately, the Congress has failed to do its part,

The current welfsre conference report, H.R. 4, falls far
short ©f real welfars reform. Throughout the welfare refore
debate, this Administration has made known its pesition, and
veiced its concerns. Real welfare reform would not cut so deeply
that States have inadeguate rescurces and incentives (o move
pecpls off the ralls and into 8 job. Resl welfars reform would
not dsmage the nutritional safety net with heavy cuts to the Food
stanp program,. Real welfsre reform would not force famllies %o
chovse between paying for food or shelter. Real welfare reform
would not bleck grant the child nutrition and child protection
programs., Reeal welfare reform would not ¢cut health care for poor
children and pregnant women and the disabled. Real welfare refornm
would not increase taxes for working, low-income families.

H.R. 4 would thwart States' ability to move people from

"welfare to work angd oould door individuals to failure., Yor thess

reasons, the President would vete H.R. 4.

[Call for negotiations?)

. CL INTGSMN L IBRARY BPHOTOCORY

S
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HES  Deari—

TO THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES:

TR et g wighout my approval H.R. 4, the "Pexrsonal
Responsibiiivy Aot of 1988¢  Thir hil) wonld make sweeping
shangos Lo @ hroad range of coeh weeiktancse and relared programg,
huzhiug nasdy ¢bildren and woaskening Incentivan Lo move people
from welfave vo wovh.

?ﬁa’ﬁdminisﬁraiion is commitiad Lo working wilh Lhe C;ngzcsa
C0 QNACT QUEPYENENEIVE DIPHITIFEN welfare reiorm. 7The current
welfare gystem ig broken and 'talls (O werve Lne Laxpayers whe pay
for it oy the paople who are trapped (i 1. It must be replaced,
However, H.R, 4 includen deep cute that will §o great harm to
children and are ab odds with my contral goal of moﬁing people
Erom walfare to work. Therefore, 1 mogt vetlo it aud insist that

the Congress Lry again.

CH.R. 4 falls far short of & true overhaul of oux welfare
gyaten. It makes such deep cuts that States will be unable to
move poople [yom welfars te work, protegt children, or carry out
real reform.  The Administraticn opposes provisions which woold
alnply treat weltare reform as a budget cubting exercvise rather
than s¢ genuine reform, particularly when tbhese cuts are combined
with envuctural program changes that wmove in the wrong direction.
Wollawe veform will orly succeed if it moves people from welfare

to owork, net if it s overvhelmed with budger culs chat are

Beriouely inturicous to children. .

FLGY

U
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Thiv ikl provides lasdeyguale Suppost fur needy familise,
Federal spending tor welfare, ¢hild care, Food Stamps, child
nutrition, chiid protection and other program wouid bg reducen hy
approxinaltely 560 hiliion o§ef paven years., I eliminatos the
lirk between cash samigtance and Medicaid tovarage for purentes of
children on cash assistance, abt a time when it is 50 important o
gusure hewlth coverage for vuln&rabl&lnméric&ns, By Eipesl year
2002, it would cur Federal and State spending on families with
children 34 percent below the £iseal year 1395 level, based on
CBU projections after adjusting for inflaticn and child
pupulation grewth., Further, the bill would provide much less for
ohild cara services over seven years than is vrequired to mest the
biil’as work requirements and maintain cuxvent law levels of child
cara for low-income working fawilles. There are ingufficient
regources o meet the work requirémanta and there ip joga
protection during economic downturne. Particularly troubling ave
the reduction in funding for, and the ptructural changes in,
important prograns gerving abused, naqlecced; and abandoned
children and children in foater fave and aﬁoytiée pars. H.R. 4
would aigaificantly veduce the benefirs to children an& families
whe receiva support £rom the Pand Stamp and onitld nnt;étimn
programs, whizh comild have profound eonsequencaes for uhg
anrrition, haalth,.and wall-being of millione of childran,

working familine, mnd the sldexly. It would narrow thoe

CLINTON LiBRARY RHOTOOODEREY


http:wGll.-l:)I;.in
http:rQ1l1.r1
http:j,mport.nt
http:peX'(:~.nt
http:fat'l'<3..1i
http:America.ns

e CODEC o®RTAS L 1132 No.O0d

q L3
wrigibilivy eriteris that enable a ehlld with w digability o

gquality for Supplemental Security Income. And findlly, ovor 1

million ifogal immigrants sowld be denisd O8I, Pood Btemps, AFDC,

and Medigaid,

For neariy three years, this administration bap worked
aggrﬂs;}Vﬁly s &il bronts Lo make wellare i second chaneé, not a
way of life. Qonee 1993, my Administratish has granted S0
welfare reicrr walvers in 35 Statas, more than 2]} previcus
Administrations combined, In 1993, our seonomic plan gave s tax
cut to. 1% milllon workiang ¥amilies thirough the Earned Inccme Tax
Credit, wnich rewards wirk Over wglfare., Last year, I sent
Congress the most-sweeping welfure reforn plan any Administration

HUE SVRY BYdantod.

Welfure caseloads have decreassd by 1.2 million, or 8.5
percent, since peak participation in March 1994, The number of
siagle nevec-marricd women §n the lubor force has increased,
Child suppori collecvions have increnged vo a racsord of §11
hillios in 1995t the numhey of children in poverty has bsen

reducud by over 800,300 from 1893 Lo 19%4.

Done rwight, welfares ruform hag the power o help pooy.
single parents find jobs and leave the welfare rulle for good.
Tooe wrong, it could lead to less oppoviunity and mers hardehin

for familimn wirh ohildran, aquandering an historiec chance o

CL INTON
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yepair a oysvem that has failed miserskbly at ending dependence.

H.R. 4., however, pyovides too few ysaourues Lo move peapls
Trom welfare to work ang ho provedt civildren, and puls budger
polirios nhead of rzesl reform. The Administration doea not
believe the cause of welfare reforp le furthorcd by unnoocssarily
degep budget sulwe or by 2truttiral changes that Lawpey with the

fundamenval sufely nel that Amevica provides for Aty Vhuildeen.

The ARdministracion remains firmly commitred Lo workiag with
UONGress Lo craft an acceptakie wellave retorm plan that is
motivated by the urgency of reform vather thas by an arbitrary
budget taygetr. 1 call on the Congrese o put budget politics
aside and help give the Amsrican pecple a government that honors
their values, by making weltare & second chance and
ragponaibilicy /& way of 1life. We remain ready at any moment o
ait down in good fairth with Democrate and Republicvans in Congress
to work out a reml welfare raform plan.

acco¥dingly, I am disapproving H.R. ¢ und returning it te

the Benaste,

GLINTON L i8RaRY DWOTOOORY
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COMPARISON OF AFDC WELFARE PROVISIONS AND POSSIBLE AREAS OF MOVEMENT
January 3, 1906

H.R. 4 CONFERENCE COALITION BILX SENATE DEMOCRATIC | ALTERNATIVETR ALTERNATIVE 2
’ BILL T B ' :
1L STRUCTURAY., it AFDC replaced with 1. AFDC replaced with 1. AFDC centaced with AYDE adminisirasion, AFDL rash benefits and
REFORM Temporary Assistance for Temporary Employment Temporary Employraent JOBE, and emergency administration, JOBS,
Needy Families (TANF) Assistance Program {TEA) Assisames Program (TEA) |assistance consolidated znd emergoney ss3istance
prograro which consolidares which continues shared which continues shared  into capped Work First conselidated into one
AFDC cash benefits and foderalistate responsibilities | federalfstare responsibitities for | Self-Sufficiency Block TANF block grant.
administration, JOBS, and for cash assisrance and ¢ash assistance and Grent.
ernergency assistance into one | administrative costs, replaces | administeative cosis, replaces
block grant 1o the states capped | FOBS with a eapped JOBS with » capped AFDC benefits replaced
at §16.3 hitlion a year. entitlement {Work First) with  eritlement (Weork First) with | with Tesmporary
CBO cost of $8.1 billian over  |CBO ¢ost of $10.2 billion over {{ Employment Assistance
7 years, State match required. |7 years. State match required. [ Program (TEAF) and
Wtk First funding Increases | Work First funding increases || remain an individual
ench year to refloct increased | tach year w reflect increased | entitlement.
wistk participation raws, and | work participstion rates, and
repeals Brwrpeucy repeais Emergency Assismnce.
Assistanse,
L ELIGIBILITY §, Steees sor sligibility criterin, | 1, States ser aligibility criteria | 1. States sat sligibility criteria |} States set objectinve Sraies ser objrotive
Ends individual enddement ro  {provided thar familles with provided thay famdiies with cligibility criterie and | feligibility eriseria and
benefits, comparable noods sre eated | comparabie noeds are reated | provide thar funifies with  Fprovide tha families with
simflarly, Retalnscwrrentlaw | sirilarly. Remins current law  § comparable aeeds and comparabie geads and
requirement that statts requiremenr that statwes provide ] circumsiances are reated | circumstances e tregted
provide benefin o all Benefits to all individuals wah | similarly. sirnilarty.
" individosh weith chikiren ¢Hidren whase ircome and ) .
whone inoome and resources | resowess we below state-set | Require that Stages provide | Requires they Stares
#re below simteset Hmibts, timits, gssistance with russonable  Fovovide sesivtanoe with
) : prompinsss 1o ail reasonable promplaess 1o
2. Eliminares federal L. Smme 3 Same. individunls whomeet the  jallindividuals who mest
roguirements regarding asses : Sate-delned oHelillty the san defined
and resourcs Wmits, saonings sriteria sed Gt states have | elgbitiny criteris and e
distegards and other income in place provedures oy, states have in phace
disregards. . review of adverse  Ipronedures for review of
. decisions, adverse docisions,
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H.R. 4 CONFERENCE
BILL

3. BIAINTENANCE
OF EFFORT

1. 75% of state spending in
FY19%54.

COALITION BILL

SENATE DEMOCRATIC
BILL

ALTERNATIVE L

1. Retzins current Jaw state
match requirement that
inereases/decreases according
to program costs.

1. Remins current law state
match requirement that
increases/decreases according
to program cosis.

Maintains current law
Federal-State maiching

| requirement for TEAP. 80

percent state maintenance
of effort requirement for
Work First Self-
Sufficiency Block Grant,

ALTERNATIVE 2
100 percent State
maintenance of effort
through 1598. Reduce
MOE 10 80 percemt
starting in 1999, with
increases up to 100
percent based on failure
to meet work
requirements.

4. CHANGES IN
ECONOMIC
CONDITIONS

1. $1 billion contingency fund
for States with high
unemployment (State must
match),

2. $800 million supplemental
growth fund for states with
high population growth,
benefirs lower than 35% of the
national average, or above
average growth and below
average AFDC weifare benefits
{no State match).

3.81.7 billiex Ioan fimd.

1. Automatic adjustments for
economic or population -
changes by virtue of
maintzindng individual
entitlement with federal-state
match.

I, Automatic adjustments for
sconomic or population
changes by virtue of
mazintzining individual
entitlerment with federal-state
match.

1. Automatic adjusmments
in place to meer increasad
demand for benefits due to
econamic or populatien
changes,

1. Single contingency
fund to respond to
economic changes and
populaton growih,
Annual allocations to
States set by incrzase in
number of ¢hildren in
poverty above the
baseline muldplied by
average 1594 spending
per child in poverty in the
Staze.

2. %$1.7 billion loan fund.

[ ]
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H.R. § CONFERENCE
BILL

COALITION BILL

SENATE DEMOCRATIC
BILL

5 CTIME LIMITS

1. Requires recipients to '
engage o work activides when
Smte doems individual is work |
ready or 2 vears {earlier at state
apticn), whichever is sponer.

2. S vear tiferime Keit for -~
federal TANF benefits, shorter
A state option [ 15%: hardship
exemptiony,

1. Must begin job search and
any othér activities required
by the state within 30 days of
receiving benefits,

2. § year lifetime tmit for
federal TEA benefits. 15%
hardship exemption ar siats
optian. Time Hemit would not
apply for any month In which
an individual was sericusly i,
incapacitaned, of advanced
age, caring fora chiid woder
sze | {6 months at state
option), caring for an .
incapacitated family member,
in the thind mimesizr of
pregmanty, ving inan aree
with an anemployment rate
over 8%, underage 18 whois
making satisfattory progress
in high schopi or technical
sckoci, and &t state option,
famiby in which an individual
works 30 oy more hours g
week,

1. Must begin job search from
day one and begin other
activities outiined in the
indivichal responsibitity
cotmraey within 2 months of
seoeiving beneths,

2. 3 year Hfevime lmis for
foderal TEA benefits, 15%
hardship exemption & state
omion. Time Hmit would not
apply for eny reonth in whish
an individusl wis seriously i,

meapseimted, of advanced apo, §
i Federal onsh broefing,

earing fora child undevapo |
{6 monihs 2! skate optivak
cariog Ror an intapaciawd
family momber, in he i
rirnester of pregrancy, living
in an areawith on
unemnployment rate sver 8%,
under ag¢ {8 who s making
satisfaziory progress in high

schac! or technical school, and '

at stz option, family inwhich
an individual warlks 20 or midre
hours 2 week.

L. Must begia job: search

§ other zcrivities outlined in
Tan individual sesponsibiiity

 antion,

3. Stares provide vouchers

ALTERNATIVE } ALTERNATIVE 2

Kame as Allsrnative I,

from day one and begin

cimtrast within two
menths of recsiving
benafivs,

2. Mustwork afler
remiving benefity for g
yoars (enchier 43 state
wptiond.

3. ZBovear Hictime Bmis for

sharter 8t siste aption. 20
péropnt tasmplion 8 sl

wr shiftiren out of by time
s
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H.R. 4 CONFERENCE
BILL

COALITION BILL

SENATE DEMOCRATIC
BILL

5:01 Nc.00Y P.05

6. WORK
REQUIREMENTS

1. Requires recipients o
¢ngage in work actvities when
state deems individual is work
ready or 2 years (earlicr at state
option), whichever is sooner,

2. Srates must have 50% of
caseload in a qualified work
activity by FY2002.

" | 3. State opticn 10 exemp? a

single parent with a child under
age 1 from work requirement.

1. Individuals required to sign
individual responsibility
coatract gutlining plan 10
move individual to wark upon
receiving benefits. States may
require individuals to enter
Work First program af any
lime after receiving benefits.

2, States must have 52% of
able-bodied caseload in Work
First Program by FY 2003.

3. Exemptions from work
requirement: individuals who
are ill, incapacitated, or ef
advanced age, has not attained
18 years of age, caring for a
¢kild or parent who is ill or
incapacitated, is enrolled in
school or in educationa!l or
waining programs that will
tead to private sector
¢rnployment.

4, Individuals who find
private sector employment of
more than 25 hours a week
and Jeave welfare would be
counted in meeting
participation rates for one
year. :

1. Requires recipients to
engage in intensive job search
from day 1 on assistance, sign
an individual responsibility
contract within two months,
and be working, in training. or

performing community service j
] 2. States must have 30

within six months.

2. Stares must have 50% of
able-bodied casaload in a
qualified work activity by
FY2080,

3. Exemptions from work
requiremeat; jodividuals who
are seriously ifl, incapacitated,

Jof advanced age, caring fora

child under age 1 (5 months at
state option), caring for an
incapacitated family member,
and in the third trimester of
pregnancy,

4. Individuals who leave
welfars for wark would be
counted in meeting
participation rates for one year.

ALTERNATIVE 1

1. Require individuats to
sign individual

| responsibility contract

outlining plan to move
from welfare 1o work upon
receiving benefits,

percent of caseload in
qualified work activities
by FY 2002.

] 3. State option to exempt a

single parear with a child
under onc from work
requirsment,

4. States may not penalize
a single parent with a child
under age six if the parent
proves child care is not
available. State aption lo
count 20 hours of a work
activity as full

participation for a single
parent with a child under
age six. _

5. Individuals who find
unsubsidized employmnent
and leave welfare for work
would be counted in’
meeting participation rates
for six months; no
participation rate reduction
for caseload reductions.

ALTERNATIVE 2

Same as Alternative 1,
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o -H.R. 4 CONFERENCE COALITION BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2
RILL : - BILL
8 7. CHILD CARE States may not saaction a Individuals who leave welfare |ludividuals who leave welfare || 1. Provide childcare | Same as Alternative 1.
o single parent with a child under | would be guaranteed child would be guaranteed child care [} funding sufficien: to meet
= age 6 if the parent proves child |<are for onz year after leaving | for one year after leaving CBO estimates for child
S care is not evailable. Separate  |welfare. Individuals wouid be |welfare. Provides a cappad care costs of work
. child care block grant of $11 | guaranteed child cere if entitlement sufficient 1o meet || requirements, including
0 billien over 7 years in riecessary to participate in guarantees plus funding for low|] one vear of transitional
mandarory spending for TANF |work program. . income working parents. child care for those whe
recipients. Individuals would be move from welfare o
3 guaranteed child care if work, plus current baseline
. necessary to participate in work|| funding for the at-risk
o program. program.
= .
F—E, 2. Retain current health
7 and safety provisions for
the child care block grant.
8. MEDICAID Leave Medicaid eligibility up | Categorical Medicaid Caregorical Medicaid eligibilityf] 1. Provide full Medicaid | Same as Altemative 1,
ELIGIBILITY to States except thart States eligibility for cash assistance | for cash assistance recipients. || benefits to all individuals
must cover specified groups. recipients. State option for 2 : who are eligible for cash
years of tranaitional Medicaid benefits and for one year
assistance, for individuals who leave
welfare for work.
- 2. Ensure that no child
who currently is
. categorically eligible for
. Medicaid losas coverage as
e aresult of changes in
eligibility for cash
assistance.
9. FAMILY CAP Requires States to deny States have option to deny States bave option to deny _Complcte state flexibility |Sarnc es Alternative 1.
. benefits to children bomto | benefits to children bom to benefits to children bom to on family cap.
families on welfare but allows | families on welfare. - | familizs on welfare.
States 1o opt-out of this ] :
provisions by passing a state
law. '
-5

HR/ICM
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HE. 4 CONFERENCE COALITION BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2
BIL], BILL _ ) _ _
13, MINOR 1, Unwed teess mus live at i. Linwed toens must Hve at L. Vawed teens must live at Sezte flexibility on benefits | Same 95 Altemative 1.
MUOTHERS foene {or in an adulr supervised | hiowe {or with responsile home (or with respongible H {6 minor modhers, but
setting} and anend school i adult) znd anend school in agnlt) end attend school in $aus Must provide
- { order to reseive TANT order to receive TEA benefits. arder to receive TEA benefits, || vouchers for shelter, goods
Benefits, : - and services for ¢hildren in
X the family.
2. Btates have aptionto deny {2, Same, 2. Same.
benefits to an unwed ep
parest.
1}, BLOCK Allows Sues to wansfer 38 Ha transfors slowed. No rransfers allowed. Allnwable mangfers from | Allowable transfers from
GRANT percent ¢f TANF block grant to : Work First Seif - © | TANF block grant 1o
TRANSFERS child care, sceiat services, or ) Sufficiency Block Grant to [ohild cerz aflup 1o 28
' ohild welfare acgivities, child care of up 1020 percent.
’ E prroant.
12. BONLSES Allows Smuws to reduce Mo bonus provisions, Sumes ] Prwides work performance Pravide separate pools of  § Same as Alernative 1.
mainnenance of effort based o | can be penalized 5% of Work | bonuses tising to $500 million || bonws fimds Yor private
work progrem pasformance. First ook Grant for nor in FY 2001, Stes with | saotor jo piacmments and
Provides bonus fuls for meeting work requireruants,  |repeated faileres 1o meet work § for reducing out-of-
reduetions in out-ofwedlock reuiremenis conld have match 3 wadiock births.
hirths. e reduced.
I3. STATE General {isonl apdit of how Progras-specific sudic based | Programe-specific andic based (1. Setrmtazy approves Btare Same as Aliemative 1
ACCOUNTABILIEY | Sutes spend Federal mopey,  fon set programmati on set programmatic defiaitions|f plans and can reduce or
definitions withthold paysaenss if plany

€0 oo meet reguintments,

§ 2 Ansiuat program-
speeifie sadit of Sale
expendinurss 10 msure
vonsisteney with '

TEQUirgInents,

ey
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' ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

-

and provide that families with
comparable nesds and circumstances
are treated similarly,

Require thal states provide assistance
with reasonable promptoess o all
individuals who meet the state
iefined ehyibility criteria and that
states have in place procedures for
review.of adverse decisions,

STRUCTURAL AFDC administration, JOBS and AFDC cash benefits and
REFORM emetpency assisianse consclidaied administration, JOBS, and
into self-sufficiency bock gran swRrgency assistance copsolidated
fundesd af the baseline levels for these | indo one TANF block grant.f, with
TFOgTams. provisions foe cligibility, state
maintenance of effort, sad changes
AFDC benefits replaced with in econonue and demographic
Temporary Employment Assistance conditions as desarihed below ]
Program (TEAP], and remain an
individual entitlement, [ Maintain
cuerent law federal-state matching
requirament for THAP.] |
ELIGIBILITY States sel objective eligibility criteriz | Stales set objective eligibility criteria

and provide that fumilies with
comparsbie needs and circumstances
are treated simtarly.

Requires that states provide
agsistance with reasonable
promptness 1 all individuals who
meot the state defined eligibility
criteria and that states have in place
procedures for review of adverse
ducisions.

MAINTENANCE OF
EFFORT

Maintaing current Juw federal-state
maiching requirement for TEAP,
[State patch reguirement that
increasesilecreases sccording 1o
progeam costs for TEAP cash
berrefits], 80 percent state
maintenance of effoct for selfs
sufficiency BMock grant.

100 porcent state maintenance of
effort through 1998, Reduce the
matching rate to 0 percent starting
in 1999, with increases up to 100
percent Based on failure 1o meet
workl fequirements,

CHANGES IN '
ECONOMIC AND
DEMOGRAPHIC
CONDITIONS

L. Automatic adjustments in plice o
meel increassd demand for benefits
due e economic or popalation
changes.

2. $1.7 bullion loan contingsncy fund,

{. One contingency fund 1o respond
o economdc changes and population
growih,  Annual aliocutions to states
sel By increase in nwmber of children
in paverty above the baselise
sinfsiplied by average 1994 spending
per child in poverty in the siate,

2. §£1.7 billion loan fund.
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TIME LIMITS

1. Must begin job search from day
one and begin other activities cutlined
in the individual responsihility
sontract within two months of
receiving benefits,

2. Must work after receiving bencfits
for two years {earlier i stte option),

3. S-year lifetivoe limit for federal
hunefits, shorter at state option, 20
percent exemption st stale option,

4. States provide voushers to children
ot off by time limit,

Same as Alternakive 1.

WORK
REQUIREMENTS

§. Reguire individuals to sign
individual responsibilily contract
outlining phin to move from wellar
{6 work upos recsiving bennfits,
{Reguire recipionts (o eogage in work
activities within two years of
receiving benefits.}

2. Seates et have 50 percend of
caselnad o yushified work schivilieg

by FY 2002,

3. State option o sxempt 4 single
parent with u child voder one from
wink reguirgment,

4, States mwmy not penalize & single
parent with a child under age six if
the parent proves child care is not
available, State option fo count 20
hours of & work activity as fuil
participation for o single purent with
a child under age six,

3, Individuals who find tmsubsidized
employment and leave welfare for
work would be counted'in meeting
participation rates for six months; 0o
participation rate redoction for
caseload reductions,

Same ag Altsepative |,




CHILD CARE

{. Provade child care funding
sufficient to meet CBO estimales for
child care costs of work
yeguirensents, including one year of
transitionsd child care for those whe
mave from welfare to work, plas
cizerent basetine funding for the at-
risk program.

2, Retain eurrent heaith and safety
provisions for the child care block
grant,

Same as Altemnative 1.

MEDICAID
ELIGIBILITY

L. Provide full Medicaid benefits to
ail individuals who are eligible for
cash benefils and for one year for
individhaals who leave welfure for
work.

2. Ensure that no child who currently
is categorically elipible for Medivaid

loses coverage ss a result of changex

i wligthility for cash assistance.

t. Leave Medicaid eligibility up to
the stofes except thut stufes must
cover specified proups. [Provide
full Medicaid benefits to all
individuals who receive cash
ussistance under the block grant and
for one year for individuals who
feave welfare for work,

2. Epsure that no child who
gurrently is categoncaily eligible for
Mahicnidd losey coverage as a resulf
of changes in cligibility for cush
agsistanve.d

FAMILY CAP

Complete state flexibility on family
cap,

Same as Alernative |,

MINOR MOTHERS

State flexibility on benefits ta minor
mothers, but states must provide
vouchers for shelter, goods and
services for children in the family.

Rame a5 Alternative 1.

BLOCK GRANT

Altowable rmunsfers from sells

Allowahle transters from TANF

TRANSFERS swificiency Block grant to child care Block grant to child care of up to 20
of up to 20 percent. percent,

BONUSES Provide separate pocls of bonus funids | Same a5 Altemnative 1,
for private sector jobs placements anmd
for reducing out-of-wedlock hirths.

ACCOUNTABILITY i. Secrotary spproves staje plans and

czn reduce or withold payments if
plarss do no moet reguirsments,

2. Annual program-spacific audit of
state expenditures to ensurs

Sume ax Alieroative 1,
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COMPARIEON OF CASH BLOCK GRANT .
December 30, ises

¥

individun! entigomnent 10 benefits,

2. Eliminates federal requirements
regarding assct and resource mits,
edmings disregards and olier indoms
disregards.

TANY BLOCK GRANT (AFDC)
FINAL WELFARE REFORM COALITION BILL
BHL
STRUCTURAL 1. AFDC cash Depefits apd i AFDC repisced with Tamporsry
REFORM sedoninistration, KBS, and Employmdent Asgstance Program,
emergency assistance eonsolidated Repeals Emergency Assistance.
it oe block grant.
et 2. Maincains current law federsl-state
2. Turns AFDC into & fate block matching requiremeat
grant which is capped 31 5163
bilfion a vear, 3. Replaces JGBS with a capped
entitlemeot (Work Fist) with CBO
oont of $2.1 Bikieg over ¥ years.
Stage rusch required,  Work First
fonding increases cach yoor to reflect
mcreaacdd work participsion raes, |
ELBABILITY 1. Stnes sot elipibuity criteria. Ends | T, States vet elgsbality criteria.

Retains currsss few Pequirement that
states provide benefits w sl
individualis whose intoss and
tesournes are below stata-set limits.

2. Same.

1 of 4

PRGE

278



,,

+  DEC-30-855 1708 FROM.OMB 10,
FINAL WELFARE REFORM COALITION BILL
BILL .
WORK L. Reguires recipients to cugage m 1. Individuals required 10 sign
REQUIREMENTS work activities within 2 years of individual respongihility contract
receiving benefits outlining plan to move individual to
work upon receiving benefits. States
2, States must have 30%% of caseload | may require individuals to enter
n 2 qualifiad work activity by Work Fisst program & agy Ume zfter
FY2002, receiving benedits,
3. State option to exanp! 2 nngle 3. Stares must have 52% of able-
parent with § child under spe 1 foem | bodied caselond in Work Fisst
wark requirenent, Program by FY 2003
4. Staes may not snction asingle | 3. States determine which tudividuals
paress with 3 child under sge 8 i the | wowid be raguired 1o eter Work
parent proves child cars ix not Furgt program.
guailable
- 4. Individuals would be gusrantesd
child care if necoysary 0 participate
W work prograws, Individeals who
Teapse wedfars would be gusranteed
child cove for one vear afier leaving
walfse. :

%, Toedividuals who find private sector
spiovment of more than 23 howrs e
wenk ad feave welfare would be
acunied in seling parioipation ralss
tor cms your.

2 0f &
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DEC-30-85 17.08 FROM OMB 19
FINAL WELFARE REFORM COALITION BILL
BILL :
TIME LIMITS 1. Must work after reoeiving benefits | 1. Must begin jobs sesrch and any
for two ywars (eaclior at state option) | other scuvities reguirsd by the state
’ within 30 days of roowiving bensfits,
2. 5 year bietime limit for faderal
TANF benefits, shorter &1 gt 2. S year Gfstime unit for federed
-option {15% hariship exemption). TEA benefits, 1 5% bardahip
- exernption & state option. Time Lt
would pot apply for soy month in
which an individual was serjously il
wespaciintad, of advacced age,
caring for # cluld under & moihs,
cartag & 4 incgpacitated fammly
by, i the thind trimester of
pregnancy, Iving in a0 arca with an
uaemplosment rate over 8%, under
age 18 whe is ansking sisfaowry
progress in high schood or technies!
school, and at state option, family in
svhich an individual works 0 or
more hours s week
MAINTENANCE OF | 1, 73% of state spendmg s FYI994, | 1, Retains carent law state rmakd
EFFORT s . requirernent that incfeases/decroases
ICCOTdIng 12 progy s costs,
KCHANGES IN 1. §1 bitlice samingency fund for 1. Autoeaatic sdhusments for
ECONOMIC States with high onessploviment soonomis or popudstion changes by
CONDITIONS {Stata prust match). virtue of guaintainin g tndividual
, entiticnent with federsi-state match,
2. $800 aultion supplementsd growth '
fund for states with high populstion
growtk, beoefiss lower than 3536 of
the natiopal aversge, or above
average growih and below averape
AFDC welfare beosfits (no State
- roatchy
3. $1.7 piibion Jomn fund.
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DEC-39-96 1703 FROM:OMB 10
FINALWELFARE REFORM COALITION BILL,
BILL

FAMILY CAP 1. Requires Staies 1o deny benefits 1o { 1. States have optios 1 deny begefits
children bora (o familios on welfare | to children born to families on
but allows States 1o opl-out of this veelfsre,
provisions by passing & siate law,

TEEN MOMS [ Unwed teers must live st home (or | 1. Unwed teens must live at hoee or |
10 an adult supervised sating) and with responsible adult) and attensd
atiend 5chool 1t order 1o receive sehool in order to paceive TEA
TANF benefits, bepefiy.

2. States dave optien o demy bemefits
1o an unwed 1o parent, . 2. Same,
4 of 4
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WORK REQUIREMENTS

The following is a list of changes that should be made to the conference report
work requirements, -

Eliminate the Caseload Reduction Credit — As currently drafted, a state’s
work participation rate is reduced if the state reduces the size of its
caseload. This provision creates an incentive for states simply to cut their
caseloads as a way of meeting their work program participation
requirements. While the bill appears to place some limitation on a state’s
ability to count caseload reductions resulting from changes in program
eligibility, these limitsare drafted in a manner that essentlally makes
them unenforceable.

* Restore Senate provision giving states credit for families that leave

assistance due to employment. This Senate provision would have counted
an individual toward the participation rate in the six months after leaving
aid due to employment, so long as the individual was still employed.

(The Coalition budget also would have allowed parents that left welfare
for work to count toward the work participation rates.}

Restore Senate provision which allowed states to set the countable
participation level for single parents with children under age six at 20
hours a week. (House Ways and Means Committee recently heard
testimony from expert witnesses suggesting that the 20-hour requirement
should apply to all work participants.)

Modify the conference provision that protects families that cannot find
child care from program sanctions. The conference agreement provides
that a state may not reduce aid to a single-parent family with a child . -
under age six if the parent can prove she was unable to find child care.
This provision should apply to parents whose children are under 13 (this
is the age used in determining eligibility for the Dependent Care Tax
Credit). Without a change, the bill would permit states to sanction
mothers of six-, seven-, or eight-year-old children who could prove that
they were unable to comply due to lack of after-school child care.

Work participation rates should be based on the number of families
receiving cash assistance. The bill, as drafted, would extend work
requirements to families receiving any type of assistance under the block
grant, including services such as transportation or counseling.
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REWARDING STATES FOR MOVING FAMILIES INTO JOBS

The welfare conference agreement includes twa problematic provisions that
., could reward states for cutting their caseloads without moving families from welfare
to work:

. "Performance Bonus. Between 8 and 40 states would be awarded 2 lower
maintenance-of-effort requirement based on their performance on five
different criteria. Instead of rewarding job placements, the criteria
would reward states that deny aid to large numbers of needy families
and institute short time limits followed by long periods of ineligibility.
Both the form of the reward — a reduction in the state’s maintenance-
of-effort requirement — and the criteria on which the reward is based
are troublesome. '

. Caseload Reduction Credit. Every state that reduces its caseload ~— again,
regardless of whether families have been moved from welfare 1o work
— is rewarded with a substantial reduction in its work participation
rate. ‘

There has been considerable interest in designing policies that reward states
with quality welfare-ro-work programs. But these two provisions fail to provide
states with the incentive to create such high-quality programs.

Performance Bonus

Problematic Incentives in the Conference Report

Under the conference agreement, states would be awarded with a reduction in
their maintenance-of-effort requirement based on five criteria:

. reducing the percentage of children in the state that receive assistance,

. reducing the pefcmtag& of families that return 1o the caseload within 13
mornths of becoming ineligible,

. increasing the number of families that become ineligible for aid due to
employment, and

. increasing the average earnings of families that receive aid.

These criteria are poorly designed if the goal is to zeward states with strong
welfare-to-work programs. The criteria provide states with incentives to deny aid to
needy families (thereby reducing the percentage of children in the state receiving

1
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assistance), institute short time limits followed by long periods of ineligibility
(reducing the percentage of families that retum {o the caseload within 18 months of
becoming ineligible) and reduce transitional and supplemental benefits to families
that find low-wage work {increasing the number of families that become ineligible for
aid due to employment). In addition, these criteria would favor states with strong
economies and less disadvantaged caseloads. A state with a booming economy or a
less disadvantaged caseload will find it easier to place parents into jobs than states
with higher unemployment or a caseload with larger numbers of parents without
high school diplomas.

A Better-Designed Performance Bonus

A better-designed performance bonus could address these concerns and
reward states for high performing welfare<do-work programs. The first two criteria
included in the conference agreement - reductions in the percentage of children
receiving aid and reductions in the percentage of families returming to assistance
within 18 months — need to be deleted entirely. The remaining two criteria should
be altered to ensure that only those states with high-performance work programs are
rewarded. Such a performance bonus would include:

. Rewards based on the number of parents that find jobs {for at least 20
hours per week), regardless of whether they become ineligible for aid.
The goal of welfare reform should be to move parents into jobs. fa
parent finds a job but does not become wholly ineligible for all forms of
assistance funded by the block grant, the state should not be penalized.
For example, some states with traditionally higher benefits may choose
to supplement the low wages of parents that find jobs or provide work-
related aid such as transportation assistance.

» Incentives for states to focus on job retention and earnings levels. Too
often, the placement of a parent into a job is seen as success, regardless
of how long that parent remains in the job. States should be given
incentives to help parents retain those jobs. States that help parents find
jobs with higher wages should also be rewarded.

Even if states are rewarded based on its record of helping parents find jobs,
states with strong economies or Jess disadvantaged caseloads are likely to score better
on these ¢riteria. To ensure that the bonus rewards states with successful work
programs — not states with strong economies or less needy caseloads (due either to
the characteristics of poor families in the state or to state dedisions to serve a less
needy clientele} — twe additional changes are needed:

. Provisions to ensure that states with weaker economies do not compete
for performance rewards against states with strong economies. If states
only competed against other states with similarly-performing economies,
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a state with a poor welfare-to-work program would not be rewarded
simply because of its strong economy. In short, this would “level the
playing field” among states. This could be accomplished by dividing
states into three categories — high unemployment, moderate
unemployment, and low ‘unemployment. States would only compete for
performance funds against those states in its unemployment category.
(This could be spelled out specifically in legislation or it could be left to
the Secretary to design the mechanism to ensure that states are not
rewarded with performance funds due to the economic conditions in
their states.)

. A mechanism to “level the playing the field” among states with widely
differing caseload characteristics. Some states have caseloads with few
high school graduates or parents with recent work experience while
others have caseloads that include a higher percentage of parents with
more education, skills, and work experience. A state with a high quality
welfare-to-work program, but a very disadvantaged caseload, might not
look impressive beside a state with an average work program but a less
disadvantaged caseload.

The mechanism for ensuring that states are not rewarded simply on the
basis of their caseload’s characteristics can be designed in several ways.
For example, states could compete on the basis of their performance in
moving different categories of families into jobs. The caseload could be
divided into categories based on educational attainment and degree of
recent work experience. If the caseload were divided into four
categories based on skill level, four different set of performance bonuses
would be awarded based on states’ success in placing families in each
category into jobs. (Again, this could be spelled out in the legislation or
the Secretary could be directed to develop a system for rewarding states
in which caseload differences are taken into account.)

Caseload Reduction Credit

The welfare conference agreement would reward states that reduce their
caseloads with substantially reduced work requirements. Under the bill, if a state
reduced its caseload below the 1995 level by 25 percent, then its work participation
rate would fall by 25 percentage points. In 2002, a state that reduced its caseload by
25 percent would see its work participation rate fall from 50 percent to 25 percent.

While the bill states that caseload reduction resulting from changes in

eligibility rules should not count, it requires that the Secretary of HHS prove that the
caseload reduction resulted from such eligibility changes. In practice, it will be

3
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difficult, if not impossible, for the Secretary to prove why a state’s caseload fell.
States are likely to make numerous changes in program rules and it is unlikely that
HHS will be able to disentangle the extent to which any caseload reduction resulted
from each of the various programmatic changes made. Like the design of the
performance bonus, this provision would provide states with a strong incentive to
deny aid to needy families as a strategy for reducing the costly work requirements.

Ingtead of rewarding simple caseload reduction, regardless of whether the
parents found work or were simply denied assistance, states should be rewarded for
maoving families into jobs. This can be accomplished by deleting the caseload
reduction credit provision in the conference report and accepting the Senate-passed
provision allowing states to count families that move from welfare to work toward
the work participation rate for the first six months the family is employed and not
receiving aid. (The Coalition budget proposal allows states to count famnilies that
leave welfare for work toward the work participation requirements.)
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ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE 2
STRUCTURAL AFDC mdmuustration, JOBS and AFDC cash benefits snd o
REFORM srmrgency assistance consolidated sdministration, JOBS, wod
into "self-sufficiency” block grant cmeryency assistance consclidated
funded at the 1995 level for these nto one TANF block grant, with
PrOgrams provisious for eligibility,
' . wminteasose of effort, and changes
AFDC bensfits replaced with in sconomis conditions as desoribed
Temporery Employmoent Assistanss below
Program. Maintaie cusent law
- faderstate mutching requirement for
TEAY '
3 BLIGIBILITY States set efigibility oriteris provided - | States set eligibility cvitaria provided
i that fawilics with comparable needs | Ut families with comparable needs
amd circumsiinces art treated anyk circumstaness ans trsatod
similarly. Rasuires that states sirnilagly.
provide assistance with reasonable Rexpuires that states provide

pronspraess 1o &1l individuals wheo
mest the state definad eligibilicy
criteria and that the stales heve in
place prosedures for review of
wiverse decisions

aezigtance with reasonable
prompinsss to all individoals who
mued the state defined ohigibility
¢eiteria and that the states have in
place procedures for roview of
adverse decisions

Ed

|

MAINTENANCE OF
EFFORYT

§ prrcent maintenance of effort for
seif-sufficiency block grant, State
matoh roquitement that
increases/ducreases wcondisg to |
program costs for TEAP cash
benefits

100 pervent maintenance of cffort
through 1998, Reduce the matching
rate to RO persent staming in 1999,
with increases up to 100 parcent
based on faihire 1o meel work
reqairaments

I

CHANGES IN
ECONOMIC
CONDITIONS

Automstic adiustments in pisce to
neet increased demand for banefits

“due ta econtmic or population |

changes. $1.7 bitlion loum
contingeney fund.

One contingercy fund to respond fo
exonomis conditions and poputation
mowth. Appud atlovations to states
set by inceease i number of childoen
in poverty abiove the baseline
multiphied by average 1994 speanding
per child in poverty in the stute,
$1.7 billion Joan fund,
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[ TIME LIMITS

1, Must begin job search from day
ope and begin ather activitics outlinad
in the individast responsibility
contract within two months of
raceiving benefils.

-2, Must work afier receiving benelits

For two years (earlier st glate option),

3. S-yeur lifetime limit for fodoral
benefits, shonter 8t sinte opion. 20
peroeal exemplion 3 state option.

4. State option to provids vouchers W
chifdreny cut off by time hmit.

Ssme as alteroative 1.

WORK
REQUIREMENTS

1. Reqguiras individuals to sign
individual responsibility contract
outlising plan to move from welfars
10 wirk 1pos receiving benefits.
Requircs recipionts to engege in work
activities within two years of
recsiving benefits.

2. States past have 5 percat of
susctoad 1o qualified work activities
by FY 2002,

3. State option to axempt & single
parent with & child sader § from’
work requirement. ’

4. States may not penalize 8 single
parons with & child under agu b i e
parest proves child care is aot
svailable, State oplion to coupt 20
bours of & work activity ax full
pasticipation for g singles parent with
a duid urder age 6. :

5, Individualy who find ussubsidizmd
cmployeent and leave welfoe for

| work would be covated in mecting

participation sates fur six months.

Same ax Altermative 1.
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MEDICAID Pravide full Medicaid benufits to all Provide full Medicsid benefits to all
ELIGIRILITY individusls whe are eligitle for cask | individuals wha receive cash

tenefits and tor one year for " 1 assistance pmder the block grast and
individuals who Isave waelfars for for one yaar for individuasls whe
wosk., . keave welfare, for work.
Ensure that to <hild wha currently is | Hosues that ne ¢hild who curmently is
categorically cligible for Medicaid categorically sligible for Modicaid
foses coverage as & result of changes | loses coverags s  result of changes
in slipibility for cash sstistance. i aligibility for cash asaistance.
FAMILY CAP Complete stats flaxibility on famity Saene a8 Altermative 1. |
cap.
TEEN MOMS State floxibility on benefits to minor | Same a5 Altermative 1.
moms, but steles must provide
vonchers for shielter, goods and
servicss for childmn in the family.
BLOCK GRANT Allowablo ransfors from self Allowsble transfors froms TANF
TRANSFERS sufficiency block grant 10 child care block grant o child care of up to 20
of up to 20 paent, peroent. d
z N
RONUSES Provide bonuses for privale sector job 1 Samo 85 Alternative 1.
_phacernents and for reducing outef-
wedlock births, ‘
ACCOUNTABIRITY 1. Secrefary approvas siate plans and | Same 25 Alterstive {.
: i reduce of withold payments if
plans do no meat requiremenls.
2. Asnsusl programespecific sudit of
state expenditares (o cnsune
cousistoncy with requircrsats.

e T

TOTAL P24

P


http:oovcra.ge

Lo Income Programs Considered for Blook Granting

ﬁngmn

Cumnt Law

s Typeof Henefit. Guarantesd ﬁm&mg for cash

}men{ﬂgmm No bensfiy guamt{m

_l‘_mgg{}}gm Replaces AFDC with time-

match State spendiog for AFDC reciplents o
specified rales,

Bligibility & Benefit Lgyals. Child care
guaranteed for AFDIC recipients in work and
Wwaining programs and for thase who leave
welltre for work {for one yesr). Separate
vappod crditiensent for working poor “at-risk™
of retuming to weifare.

States mwist maintain FY 53 and match
sdditions} wmounts,

Eligibilify & Benefit Levels, No gusrantee
of child care lor those required to work.
Health, safoty, nnd quality provisions arg
semoved from curent law,

AFDC
benofits to necdy ohildeen and their States may use funds fur any "masonably limvitegd conditionsi entitlement fo cash
carctakers; fundds States for program saloulated™ manser (0 carry out progran beactils.

_ adiministration and cmiergency sssistance, JRIFPCSCS, )
+ Funding Stpuctirs. Opon-ended Federal Eunding Stuglre. Block-grants AFDC, + Pundipg $iactucs. Open-endod, state-
funds malch Slate spending of specified rates. | Braergency Assistance, sad JOBS W eoughly | matched Temporary Employnicnt Assisisnce
£995 levels, Rather than a maich progrem, program,  Eliminalcs Esnergoncy Assisisnce
seis State mainiensnec of offort al 75% of (EA). JOBS is replaced by Work Fiest, a
1994 tevels with possible reduetion basd on | Stale-maiched, capped citithoment,
perforemance. Allowable block grant
transfers could reduse effective MOE
substantially, Includes ¥1 billion
contingency fund, $1.7 bitlion Joan fund,
« Bligibiliv & Benelif Levels. Income $300 million population adjusitcat fand. » Eligibii; gvels
cligitrility and benelit levels set by States; Etigibility & Henefis [ovels. Income ﬂ::xi“&:titzy umlcx bmad gmzms Income
most other oriteria Faderally defined, cligibility and berefit levels sl by staiex, no cligibitity snd benafit levels set by sistes,
- foderad ¢riterin, S-yenr time Himil on cash pintmal federsd eriteria, S-year tne iimifmi
assistance with 15% exemplions. cush benefits with spewified exemption
, calegories.
+ Ioternetions. Categorica eligibility for : « Plernctions Cateponiont ofipsbifity for
Modicaid. Interactions. N autonatic eligibility for Medivaid. State option for 2 years of
Medienid, tansitional Medicaid assistance.

Child Care |+ TypeofDenglit. Peymonts for child cere, Type of Benefit. Child care block granted af i+ Type of Bepsill. Child cere guscanised lo
through vouchess i parants or Stefe $1.8 biition sbove current Jaw aver ¥ yeara, AFDIC participants in work and $rainiag eud
grantsicontracis wilh providers. Fundine Stewgture. Openvended fanding wmwzg off welfars.

+ Fundig Simacture, Open-caded federal funds | gusrantee climinated. Foderal funds capped. |+ . Open-endedt federn) funds

malch Slslc sponding for AFDIC recipionts at
specified rates, “Atrisk” funds merged with
discretionary child eare.

iligibili Gusrantee of
sild care for thoss wqwimd to work. Heslth,
safefy, and quality prmwzzs are removesd
frony current faw,
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Low-Income Programs Comidered for Biock Granting

Food Slamps

Type of Bevelit Cmqms or EBY m‘fﬁﬂ“
for food purchaacs,

» Fupding Structure, Pull Pedersd funding for

benefits; Federal Bands inoieh: Siats spending
for adnvinistystion.

ibil . Lniform
Federaily defined oligibility standesdn based
on income; wifores Fodersily.defined benefit
tovels bagod o cost of duilty food plan s
household size,

iptereclions. Most APDC andd S8 recipients
receive Foosd Stamps, but many dilferent
criteris,

Couference Proposal

Administration or Coafition Proposal

MM Guarantrod i)encﬁt
comlinues for states that do not elect thie

block gran! or simplified pragram. Allows s
food stamp block grant for stafes maeting
vertain standards. Options! food stamp
bk grant climinntes uational eatitlcmen to
basic minimun food allowence for the
peedy. )
Funding Struchure. Full faderal Rmnding for

" benefus but annual spending cap on food

stamyps that could result in scross-dhe-boaed
cuts if economy declines or oap projoctions
are insocureto.

Eligibility & Renciit Levely, Stntes would
be givan wide Intiinde 1o uhange benefit and
eligibility in siates not selacting block grant;
no gusrasies for eligibility o benafis in
block gram staioy,

Interacticns. Most TANF cash assistance
recipients would e eligible. although
eligibility between the programs is not
finkeg)

+ Type of Boenefil. Samo as cument law, No

+ Inleractions. Same a8 qurrend Iaw,

blook grant or biock grant option.

Funding Stuctue. Seme a5 current Iaw Ne
cap on food stamp spending.

chmgm o mmem !nw miuéms adjustinent
of thrifty food plan; reduction and indexation
of standard deduction; counting erxrgy
sssistance as inoome; exhiape prograin
integrity; indexation of vehicle allowancd;
increase State Mexibility, odhers
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Low-Tneouse ngrasﬁt Canriderad for Bisck Granting

I&:&.@iﬂwﬁl Fres or reduced price
breskissty and lunches,

¢ Funding Stouctiurs. Fedoral payment 1o
schools of & set amount v sach free or
roduced price meal,

+ Eligibility & Bengfit Levels. Uniform
?adcrally defined ¢higibility standards based
on income; unifors Federally dofised
subsidics per menl, usiform nulrition
sarsdsrds.

+ Imeragtions. Children ou AFDC or Food
Stamps sutoniaticatly qualidy for fren meals,

-

Adiminisiration or Coalition Proposal

W Benefit continues 23 in
ciyrent kav ssiless siate chooses (o
participate in Schoot Lunch block grant
demonstyation projocts in 7 USDA regions.
Punding Stouctupe. For denonsiration stares, |+
open ended paynwent replaced with capped
fadsrnl pmcnis to staics,

vels, Many foderst
bmafzi and ahgab:my simdard: in Meles
choosing demonsiuation, but free and
reduced prices cowdid rige,

Inteructions. Children on ARDC ar Food
Stamps sulomatically qualify for froe meals.

» TvpoofBepefll Same ascurrgnt lsw. No
ohild sustrition block grants,

Funding Struchas. $nae ny curpsat b,

i ch 25 cusrond
Iaw but better Hargeied subsidies fo Fernily
{38y Care Honwg seving low-incore kids:

Inleractings, Sume o current law,

Chitd
Protection
Services and
Training
{Mandatery)

T el Benefit. Open-ended payments 1o

States for piscoment services, training, and
program sdmisisiration for foster eare snd
sdapiion assistance.

* Funding Stmsiurs. Open-ended federst funds
misich Siate apendiag ot specified veles,

+ Ehigibility. Dased on chikd's eligibitity for
AFDC.

|* Intersotiogs. Cslcgme&chyb:hl}f for

Mexicaid,

Tyoo of [enciis. Rathor than making open-
ended payments, block grants four open-
endad foster care and adoplion assistunce
program for plasement servicey, deaining
an adrninisiration, Repeals the
Indupendeant Living Program foc foster feeny
& Family Prescryvation end Suppon,
Bunding Structure. Capped blook grant
paymcats o Stales ol sbot $9.4 billion
below current iaw, State mnintenence of
offort sel al 10084 of 1994 lewtis in FYs 7.
%8 and 75% untif 2002 ’

Lhgibiity, Elgibility expanded 1o all
children:

Inloraclions. Swre as qurrent iz,

v Type of Benofit, Saine as cursent law,

ing Struciure. Same ag cuvent law,

+ Dligibility. Sanw sy ouerent law,
» Inigractions, Satne as cugrest law,

Chiid Weifare
{Biserelionary)

» Child Abuse Provention end Treatment Act
{CAPTAY and nther stalutes maintain &
mimber of small categorioal programs

funding shild prolection services,

Block grants o munber of discretionary
prograrns within CAPTA and siwilar related

discrelionary programa.

*

Same s cueren law,
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Low-fucome Prograems Considered for Block Granling

Im_g[ﬂgagﬁ; Fexlera) entitlement for
ehigible individuals to punirmum 5ot of heslth
ad fong-tenm care services defined in
Federal taw, States may also cover optional
eligibles and benefits,

Fundise Struchue. Fedursl satching for
State payments to providers and bealth plans
for services for eligible individunls xnd for
prograns sdministration.

ww:r fo&www ;:msnw women,
childzen, elderly and disabled Medivare
buneficiaries; AFDC end 850 recipionts,
gertain oiber individuels, such s those
transilicing from wellare40work, and
chifdren in subsidized foster core and
adopiion homes, Ststes may cover optional
groups. Foderally defined minimn bonefity
sst be provided. States niay provide
opiional benefita as woll. Provider payment
rates 5ot by States, subject to some foderad
standards.

Indcractions. Cash rocipienty und chdidren in
faster care automiatically etigible for
Medisaid, as sre those In transition from
weifare to work. Cash income sod/or asset
fovels somelines used for other Medicaid

cligibility,

Img{ﬁmgﬁ_{ No foders] eznt:llemem
Stntes required (o provide health services for
low-income individuals, including certein
defined populations with finding set-asides.

Funding Structusg. Block grant, Federsl
matehing up 10 8 cappad amount for each
Staic.

Eligibitity & Denefithavels. Staies must
cowver children undes age 13, pregaant
women, and iodividusls with disabilitics
(stale defined) with income bslow poverty
lewel, Establishes mandatory nding sot-
asides for ihese populations and tor paying
the Meodicars premium for fow-income dusd
eligibles. Stater define benefity package, but
must provide chitdhood irnmunizations and
family planning, Provider ;sa}cmcnm wiby
State,

Interactions. MNo aulamatic eligibility for
cash recigncnts.

_ mestmlm or Coalition Pro s

« Type of Bepefil. Retatn cumrent faw but

provide meaninghl now Oexibility to Sintes )

its how to operate their programs, pay
providers, and Contract with mansged care
plans and other inndvetive delivery
arcsngements,

Funding Strupture, Maingain federal
matehing for Siate payments 1o providers and
ferlth plons for health sarvices for eligible
individunis, subject ti cap on rate of incecane

" it spesiding per person, and Auther limitsip

payments under the disproporticeale shace
{LHS) program.
Eligibilie & Dene g Retain curvent

+ Imeractions. Retsin link botween welfam:

sad Medicaid,
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JAN-@1-96 17.83 FROMOMB 1P PAGE =94 3
o
COMPARISON OF CASH BLOCK GRANT
Januwary i, 1996
TARF BLOCK GRART (AFDO)
FINAL WELFARE COALITION BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC
REFORM BILIL, BILL
STRUCTURAL 1. AFEX cash bepefits and | 1. AFDC repiaced with Temporary | 1. AFDC repisced with
REFORM adminiztration, JOBS, and | Emplovment Assistance Program. | Temporary Employment
emergency assistance Repeals Emergency Assistance. Assismance Program. Repeals
sonsolidated info ane Block Emarpency Assistance,
grant. ,
2. Turas AFDC intoa state | 2. Maintains cxrrent law federal- 2. Maintains current Jaw
block grant which is capped | staie mawching requirement. federal-state matching
a1 §16.3 billion & year. - requitement.
3. Replaces JOBS with a capped 3. Replaces JOBS with 2 capped
entltiement {Waork First) with CBO { entidement {Work First) with
cost of 381 billion over 7 years. CBO cont of $10.2 billion over
State match required. Work First | 7 years. State march required.
funding increases cach yearto Work First funding increages
refiecy mereased wenk each vear to reflect increased
pasticipation retes. work participation rates.
ELIGIBILITY 1. Stares sex eligibility 1. States sex edigibility criteria 1. Sutes set aligibility eritexia
eriteria. Ends individual provided that failies with provided that families with
entitiemeny to benefits, crnparable oeeds are frearsd comparzbie needs are treated
similarly. Retaing curreny baw stmilarly. Retains current law
sequirenent that states provide reguirement that states provide
benefits to all individuals with benefits to all individaals with
children whose income and children whaose income and

2. Eliminazes federal
requiremsnts regarding
asset and resource limits,
earnings disregards and
other facome disregerds.

resources are bolow state-set
limits.

2, Same,

resourees ars below sole-get
imits,

2. Same,

T ef 4
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FINAL WELFARE COALITION BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC
REFORM BILL BILL.
WORK 1. Requires recipients to 1. Individusls required to sign 1. Requires recipients to engage
. | REQUIREMENTS | engage in work activities individual responsibility eontraet | in intensive job search from day
within 2 years of receiving | omlining plae to move Individual | cne on assistance, sigo &n
benefuts. o work upnn receiving benefits, individua! respemsibility
States may reguire individuals to conwacs within two months, and
emter Work First program stany . | be Working, in trafuing, or
time sfer receiving beneflts, performing community service
within six menths,
2 Sutesmusthave $0% of | 4 States must have $2% of able- 2. Brates must have 30% of
caseicad in 2 qualified work | badied caseload in Work First sblesbodied caseload ina
activity by FY2002. Program by FY 2045, qualified work activity by
FY2000,
3.Smre opticnto exernpt s | 3. States determnine which 3, Smates shall exempt
single parent with & child individuals would be required 1o individuals whe are seriovsly ill,
under age 1 from work eater Work First program, incapacitated, of advanced age,
requirement, caring forachid under 6
months, caring for un
meapsciiated family member,

4. Stawes may not sanction g
single parent with 2 child *
under age 6 if the paremt
praves child care [s ot
available.

£, Individusls would be
guzrantead child cars if nevessary
1o participate in work program,
Individuals who leave welfae
would be guaranteed child care for
one year sftey leaving welfare,

5. Individaals who find private
secror empiovment of more then
2% bowrs » week and foave welfare
would be counted In mesting

participation rates for one yesr.

and in the thivd trimester of
pregnancy

4. Individuals would be
guaranteed ohild care i
atopssary 1o participste In work
program. Individuals who leave
welfare would be gearanteed
chiid care for one year after
lsaving welfare. Providssa
zapped entittement sufficient to
ment guarantees plus funding
for low income working parsnts,

£ Jodividusls who leave
welfare for work would be
sounted in mecting participation
rates for one year,

2ot 4
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FINAL WELFARE COALITION BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC
" REFORMBILL BOLL
TIME LIMITS 1. Mustwork aftey 1. Must begin job scarch and any 1. Must begin job search from
receiving benefits for two other actvities required by the day one and begin other
years {gariier 2t state state within 30 days of receiving sctivities outlined in the
option} benefits. individua] responsibility
) contract within 2 months of
receiving benefits.
2.5 year Jifetme Hmit for | 2. 5 year Tifetime Limit for federel | 2. 3 year lifetime Himit for
federa} TANF benefits, TEA benefits. 15% hardship federsl TEA bepefits. 15%
shorter at state option {15% | exemption at state option. Time hardship exemption at state
hardship exemption]. Timit would ret apply for any option. Time limir would not
manth in which an individual was | apply for any month in which an
seriously ili, incapacitared, of individual was serionsiy ill,
advanced age, caring for a child incapacitated, of advanced age,
under 6 months, caring for an caring for a child under 6
incapacitared family member, in maonths, earing for an
the third trimestey of pregnancy, incapacitated fanily member, in
living in an area with an the third trimester of pregnancy,
unemployment rate aver $%, living in an area with an
upder age 18 who is making unemployment rate over 8%,
satisfactory progress in high vder age 1§ who is making
school or echnical school, and @ | satisfactory progress n high
state option, family in whicth an sehool or techyical sthool, and
individual works 20 or more hows | 22 state option, family in which
2 week, an individual works 28 or more
hours 4 wesk,
MAINTENANCE 1. 75% of sate spending in | 1. Retainscurrent law stte march | 1. Resaing current faw stale
OF EFFORT FYI994. requirement that match requirement that
intreasesidecreases aocording o increases/decreases according to
PrOJram Costs, PIOPIEIn CONs.
CHANGES IN 1. 31 billion contingency 1. Automaric adiustments for 1. Automatie adjustmens for
ECONOCMIC fonsd for Smies with high ScORGmic of populstion changes seonamic or pepulaton changes
CONDITIONS unemployment (St must | by virme of maismining individual | by virie of maintaising
raaichy, sasiticment with federal-state individual entitlemeny with
‘ match. federat-siate match,
2. $300 million
supplemental growth fimd ,
for states with high
populaticn growth, benefits
lower than 35% of the
rational average, or above
average zrowth and below
average AFDC welfare
begefits {(no State match).
3. 81.7 billion loan fund,

el 4
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SAR~GI~86 1784 FROM OMB 1D«
FINAL WELFARE COALITION BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC
REFORM EILL BILL
FAMILY CaP 1. Requires States to deny 1. Sustes have option to deny 1. States bave option to deny
benefits 16 children born to | bepefits to children bomm 1o benefits ta children bom to
families on welfare but farniiies on welfare, families on welfars,
allows States to opt-out of
this provisions by passing &
Kats faw,
TEEN MOMS 1. Unwed teens must live at | 1. Unwed teens must live athome | 1. Unwed toens must live at

home (or in an adult

(or with responsible aduly) and

heme (or with responsible adu(r)

supervised seting) and artend school in order to receive and artend school in order w
avtend school in order W TEA benefits, receive TEA beneflts.
receive TANF benefits,
<. Staves have option o 2. Same, 2. Same.
deny benefits to an unwed
teen parent.

=:h\wellere\finalisldesida ¢ 4 ot %




6
ISSUES iIN REFORMING ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

AFDC

Essential Program Elements. A reformed AFDC program must have tough work
requirements, time limits, and increased State flexibility. [t should also retain certain
features of current law: It should provide a guarantee of assistance to all individuals
who meet certain criteria. Its funding mechanism should respond automatically 1o
changes in economic and demographic ¢conditions. It should give States strong
incentives to share in program finming and to match Federal funds, but allow
flexibility in setting income eligibility and benefit levels. Individuals in like
circumstances should be treated equally.

Administration Position. The conference report on welfare reform converis AFDC and
related programs into a capped block grant. The block grant fails to address many of
the essential clements of the current program. The Administration supports the
Coalition proposal, which replaces AFDC with a conditional time-limited entitlement
and provides an automatic response to countercyclical increases in need while
incressing State flexibility.

Potential Fallback Position. If a cash assistance block grant were to be enacted,
several modifications and more adequate protections for states and children would be
needed. These would include a much more responsive countercyclical mechanism
triggered by changes in child poverty, continued effective State financial participation,
objective State-defined eligibility criteria, and guarantees of equitable treatment for
families in like circumstances. Algo needed would be: stronger performance bonuses,
lower block grant transfer provisions, greater flexibility in setiing family caps,
vouchers for children of teen mothers denied cash assistance, guaranteed Medicaid
eligibility for cash recipients, individual responsibility contracts, and higher time-limit
exemptions.

Child Care

Essential Program Elements. Current child care programs pravide a guarantee for all
AFDC recipients reguired to work or who are moving off welfare into work, Capped
amounts are also provided for low-income families at-nisk of going on to welfare.
Federal and State governments share in program financing.

Administration Position. The Conference report block grants three mandatory child
care programs -- two of which are open-ended -« and increases Federal funding by
$1.8 billion over 7 years - too little to meet the child care needs of those required 1o
work. The Administration supports the Coalition bill, which maintains the child care
guarantee for AFDC recipients required to work and those transitioning off welfare for
work. ‘

Potential Fallhack Position. If the new child care hlock grant were @ be enacted, we
would need an additional $3-34 billion in Federal funds above the Conference level,
which would be matched by Siates (as the Conference currently requires). Lower



funding add-ons are possible if more realistic work requirements are established.
Current law health and safety protections, which are dropped in the confereme report,
should be restored.

Food Stamps

Essential Propram Elements. The current Food Stamps program automatically
responds to increases in need for assistance. It serves as the national uniform safety
net for nutrition,

Administration Position. HR 4 would allow States that met certain conditions to elect
a Food Stamps block grant. [t would impose a spending cap on the program that,
while adjusting for some elements, would not preserve the program’s ability to respond
to changing circumstances {such as erosion of wages). It also permits States
unprecedented authority to change the structure and rules of the national program. The
Administration has no such preposais and is opposed o any proposal which wouid
underming this universal safety net program’s ability to respond to increased need

nrial Fallback Position., None.

Child Protection Services and Training Programs

Essential Propram Elements, The four foster care and adoption assistance services,
training, and administration programs are open-ended entitlements to States and allow
States to respond automatically to increases in need for services.

Administration Pesition. The Conference block grants four currently open-ended foster
care and adoption assistance programs for placement services, training, and
administration. The bill also repeals the Family Preservation & Support and
Independent Living programs. These provisions reduce funding by 30.4 biilion. The
Adnmiaistration would mainfain current law in cach of these programs. The
Administration opposes block granting and capping the open-ended programs because
of rising abuse and neglect problems, Caseloads could also potentially increase due to
dramatic .changes. elsewhere .in the social.safety net, which make cuts in child welfare
programs especially dangerous.

Potentia] Fallback Position. None.

Child Nutrition

Essential Program Elements. The child putrition program ensures that millions of
children get nutriticus meals in schools and other settings.

Administration Position. HR 4 would allow one state in each of the seven USDA
regions to run a school block grant demonstration for five years, Staigs that adopt this
block grant would not be required to serve all needy students. The Administration is
opposed fo block granting these importani nutrition programs nationwide.



Potential Fallback Position. If a child nutnition/school lunch block grant demonstration
were enacted, the Administration would prefer considerably reducing the number of
States. Only minor changes would be needed in the structure of the demonstrations.



MEDICAID ’

. Essential Program Elements

- Federal Mcdicaid entitlement must be retained: this requires a definition
of mandatory beneficiaries and benefits, and enforcement of the entitlement
through Federal courts:

- Mandatory beneficiaries: must include AFDC and 881 recipients -~
post welfare reform, low-income pregnant women, children, and
elderly and disabled Medicare beneficiaries, as well a5 individuals
transitioning from welfare to work and other post-weifare transitions.

- Mandatory benefits: must include a Federally-required benefty package
" that could be negotiated so long as it remains comparable to the basic
mandatory benefits under current law.

. “Right of action: the Federal entitlement requires that individuals
ultimately have a right of action in federal court to enforce their
eligibility to Medicaid.

- Federal financial partnership must be preserved: The Federal matching
structure, coupled with a new per capita cap to limit the rate of increase in
spending, is the mechanism through which the Federal government would
maintain its guaranteesd financial partnership with states as they respond {o
changing economic and demographic realities in their state.

- Meaningful flexibility to States must be gssured: Within this structure,
States must be given unprecedented flexibility in how to operate their
Medicaid programs, organize their delivery systems through managed care
and other innovative arrangements, and pay providers.

¢ Administration <Position: The confergnce -position does not preserve the Federal
Medicaid entitiement to meaningful benefits or enforcement through the Federal
courts. The block grant structure fails to preserve the Federal financial partnership
through economic.and demographic changes.

. Potential Fallback Position.

s Medicaid entitlement:
. Beneficiaries; Eligibility simplification can be pursued in which some

currently mandatory Medicaid coverage groups that are now classified
as “grandfathered” could be made optional.

- Benefits:



-

- Mandatory benefits could be redefined so long as the corg
benefit provisions remain -- including such basic benefits as
inpatient bospital, physician services, family planning,
diagnostic services, nursing home and home heslth services,
and child health screening, diagnosis and {reatment (EPSDT).

- Substantial new state flexibility could be negotiated in how
states make available optional benefits —- this would lessen
carrent law constraints for optional benefils about
comparability of benefiis among groups and statewideness.

- Enforcerment:

- Eligibility: there is no viable option to maintaining the
- individual’s right of action in Federal court regarding their
entitlement 1o Medicaid, However, it could be made explicit
that a state administrative process must be exhausted prior 10
court-filing.

- Benefits: For disputes regarding benefits, deductibles, and
copayments, & health plan or HMO process, and a state
administrative process, could be required, with appeal only to
state courts, unless the claim exceeded certain threshold
amounts.

Federal financing: The administration cannot accept any fixed block or
formula grant proposal, other then revision in the current formula cap on
DSH.

. The administration could begin to consider variable caps based on
state costs, but there is a great deal of uncenainty about the
distributional impact of such a proposal.

- The disproportionate share (DSH) cut and remaining payment policy
could be negotiaied.

- Transttional and/or hold-harmless pools can be negotiated, as well as
pooled funding for federally qualified health centerg and rural health
centers.
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Increasing protections for children and states in welfare conference report
Contingency Fund

Combine contingeney fund and population growth fund into one fund mgger&i by increases in child poverty
in the state

Annual contingency fund allocations to states to be determined by the increase in the number of children
in poverty in each state above a baseline level, multiplied by avcrage 1994 spending per child in poverty in
the state,

Retain contingency loan fund included in the conference report,

Maintenance of Effort

Provide for 100% maintenance of effort through 1998, Reduce the matching rate to 80% starting in 1999,
with increases up to 1{0% based on failure to meet work requirements

Child Care

Provide child care funding sufficient to meet CBO estimates for child care costs of work‘reqzzircments in
H.R. 4, including CBO estimates for one year of transitional child care for individuals who move from
welfare to work, plus current baseline funds for the at-risk program.

Retain current law health and safety provisions for the Child Care and Development Block Grant.

Equal treatment

, Add language from Coalition budget and Senate Democratic bill requiring that the states use equitable and

abjective standards for eligibility and treat families of similar needs and circumstances similarly

Add Ianguage from Coalition budget and Senate Democratic bill ensuring that all individuals who meet
eligibility standards defined by the state will receive benefits

Individual Protections

Require states 10 provide individuals with an opportunity to a;zg:iy for assistance and z’*’urmsh assistance with
reasonable promptress to all eligible individuals.

Pravide for state process allowing individuals for whom assistance is denied, reduced or tezmmaie{i to have
such decisions rcvrewed



Accountability

Provide that the Secretary shall approve state plans, within a specified period of time, and have the authority
to reduce or withhold payments to the states if the plans do not meet the requirements

Provide for an annual program-specific audit of state expenditures by an independent audit agency to ensure
that the expenditures were made in accordance with the requirements

Bonuses

In lieu of illegitimacy bonus, provide states with bonuses of up to five percent of the annual block grant
funding level based on'success in moving individuals into unsubsidized employment.

Individual Responsibility Contract

Adopt provision in Coalition plan requiring all welfare beneficiaries to sign an individual responsibility
contract that requires them to take actions to move toward work and other items of personal responsibility
and provides sanctions for individuals who violated their contract.

Transfers from Block Grant

Limit allowable transfers of block grant funds to no more than 20% to the child care block grant only.
Work Funding

Remove JOBS from the base for the TANF block grant and provide a separate funding stream outside of
the block grant for work activities that is equal to the CBO estimate of the work-related (non-child care)
costs of meeting the participation requirements in the conference report.

Medicaid eligibility

Provide full Medicaid benefits to all individuals who are eligible for cash assistance under the block grant
and for one year for individuals who leave welfare for work

Ensure that no child who currently is categorically eligiblé for Medicaid loses Medicaid coverage as a result
of changes in eligibility for cash assistance

Family Cap
Provide states with complete flexibility on family cap.
Teen moms

Ensure that minor mothers who are denied cash assistance by the state are provided with vouchers to pay
for shelter, goods and services for children in the family



Time limits

Allow for specific exemptions in Coalition plan in addition to 15% hardship exemption, (Ceoalition plan
provides exemptions for individuals who are seriously ill, incapacitated, of advanced age, caring for a child
* under six months, caning for an incapacitated family member or in the third trimester of pregnancy, living
in an area with unemployment above 8% and, at state option, families in which an individual is working 20
hours a week)

Adopt pravision from Senate Democratic alternative requiring states to provide families who lose eligibility
for cash assistance with vouchers to pay for shelter, goods and services for children in the family.



Increasing state flexibility within individual entitlement

Changes from current law in Coalition budget

Allows states to determine eligibility requirements in addition 10 setting benefit levels
Eliminates mandatory federal income disregards in determining benefits
Eliminates mandatory federal resource and asset limits in determining benefits

Eliminates all other federal restrictions on eligibility critenia as long as state criteria are
objective and rational and are applied consistently

Establishes tough work requirements on individuals
Imposes a five year time limit on benefits

Conditions benefits on individuals signing Individual Respoensibility Contract and allows states
1o sanction individuals who violate terms of the contract

Provide state option to impose family cap
Provide state option to deny benefits (o minor mothers

Consolidate child care programs into a single program with one set of rules

Additional Changes to Coalition budget

Combine Emergency Assistance, JOBS, and administrative costs into a single capped block grant
to be used for work programs and program administration

Block grant child care funds with a funding level sufficient to meet costs of work requirements,
including transitional child care, and baseline for at-nisk child care

Add incentives for private sector job placement and reducing out of wedlock births



~ ISSUES IN REFORMING ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS

Any reform of entitlements must rest on certain cornerstone principies that underlie the current
programs, including:

(n

2

£
{4}

All individuals who meet certain Federal or State criteria should receive Government
assistance,

Funding should respond to econemic and demographic changes 30 as 1o increase when need
rises and decrease when need declines. Funding should also be shared at the Federal and
State levels,

Individuals, particularly children, should be treated equally and without arbitrariness.

Within the Federal system, overall decision-making should be left to the States to the
greatest extent possible.

The Congress has proposed major reforms of entitlement programs, many of which involve the
creation of new block grants to replace existing programs. The Administration must consider
whether, or to what extent, these proposals are in line with the principles underlying the existing
programs.

Medicaid

The Congress proposes to block grant and cap the Medicald program, Thete are significant
concerns with this proposal, and the Administration is strongly opposed to it

While Congress would increase State decision-making authority, it would not provide
assurances that all individuals who meet basic criteria receive assistange, it would not
provide for the equal treatment of Bdividuals, and it would not provide funding ina
procyelical way that responds to increases in need.

AFDC

The conference report on welfare reform converts AFDC and related programs inie a
capped block grant. The block grant would give States wide flexibility to set program rules,
but it would not provide a guarantee of assistance to all individuals who meet certain State-
and Federally-defined criteria, it would not provide for the equal treatment of individuals in
like circumstances, its funding mechanisms are not adequale (6 respond to countercyelical
increases in need, and the State share of program financing is significantly reduced,

The Administration prefers the Cealition proposal, which replaces AFDC with a
conditional time-limited entitlement and provides an automatic response to countercyclical
increases in need while increasing State flexibility.

The Administration could possibly live with a cash assistance block grant with more
adequate protections for children, including a countercyclical moechanism triggered by
changes in child poverty, continued effective State participation, objective eligibility
criteria, and guarantees of equitable treatment in like circumstances..



. The Conference report block grants three mandatory child care programs -« two of which
are open-ended -- and increases Federal funding by $1.8 billion over 7 years. Current law
an the coalition bill maintain the child care guarantee for AFDC recipients required to work
and those transitioning off welfare for work. The Administration has not proposed block

graniing or capping these programs.

« A reasonable option is to accept the new child care block grant with an additional $3-84
billion in Federal funds above the Conference level, which would be matched by States {as
the Conference currently requires). Lower funding add-ons are possible if more realistic
work requirements are established. In addition, current law health and safety protections
which are dropped in the conference report should be restored.

» MR 4 would allow States that met cerfain conditions 1o elect a Food Stamps block grant.
The Administration has no such proposal and is opposed to any proposal which would
undermine this universal safety net program's ability (o respond to increased need.

Child Pretection Services and Trainine Prog

v The Conference block grants four currently open-ended foster care and adoption assistance
programs for placement services, training, and administration. The bill also repeals the
Family Preservation & Support and Independent Living programs. These provisions reduce
funding by $0.4 billion under CBO’s baseline {and almost §3 billion under the
Administration baseline). The Administration would maintain current law in each of these
programs,

"+ The Administration opposes block granting the open-ended programs because of rising

abuse and neglect problems. Caseloads could also potentially increase due to dramatic
changes elsewhere in the social safety net.

Child Welfare Disceretionary Programs

»  The Conference block grants a number of discretionary programs within the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatrnent Act and similar related discretionary programs.

»  The Administration would not oppose this provision because it increases flexibility to
States.

«  HR 4 would allow one state in each of the seven USDA regions to run a school block grant
demonstration for five years, The Administration is opposed to block granting these
important nutrition programs nationwide but would consider @ limited block grant
demonstration with some further restrictions.



Low-Income Programs Considered for Block Granting

AFDC

o | Cumowiew

* Tupe of Benefit. Provides cash benefus to needy

Current Law

Congressianal Proposal

children and their care-takers; funds Sistes for
program administration and emergency assistance.

» Funding Structure. Federal funds match State

spending at specified rates.

Eligibility & Bepefit Levels. Income eligibility set by
States; most other criteria Federally defined, States set
benafit levels.

Inigragtions. Categorical eligibility for Medicaid.

« Typs of Bengfit. No benefit guprantee,

+ Interactens. Mo automatic eBgibility for

usiurg. Block-grants AFDC,
Eimer’gmcy &55;&2&:’;& and I3BS at
roughly 1995 levels. Rather than a match
program, estabiishes a siate maintenance of
effort, set at 75 percent of 1994 levels with
possible performance benus reductions io
67 percent. Allowable block grant transfers
make effective maintenance of effort 0% in
some States, 45% or less in others. Includes
$1 Billion contingency grant fund, §1.7
billion loan fund, snd 5800 million
population sdiustment fund,
Eligibilty & Benclit Lovels. Income
gligibility set by states; no federal eciterin.
sStates sei benefit lovels.

Medicaid,

Medicaid

Type of Benely Etigible individuals entitied to
minimuom set of services defined in fodorsd law,

Reimbursement to states for providers of medical
services used by eligible individuals; payments 1o
States for program adrinigiration,

Funding Structure. Federal fands match State
spending at specified rates,
Eligibility & Benefit Levels. States must cover
children and pregnant wormnen below poverty; AFDC
recipients, 581 recipients, children in subsidized foster
¢are and adoption homes; and State-defined medically
aeedy. Frderally defined minimum benefif package
must be provided to all recipients, States may provide
optional benefits; provider reimbursement rates set by
Suate,

Inieraclicns. AFLIC regipients and children in foster
care automatically eligible for Medicaid.

« Typeof Benefit. No federal entitlement,

» Eligibiiity & Benefit Levels. Statss mist

« Intergerions. No sutomatic elipibility for

instead substitutes guaranteed coverage end
mandatory funding for certain papulations.
+ Fupdine Souemee  Federal funds match
state spending at specified rates up {0 sintg
specific capped amounts,

cover children under age 13 and pregnan
women below poverty. States also cover
disabled individuals as defined by the state;
pravider reitnbursement rates set by State,

some AFDC recipients.
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Low-Income Programs Considered for Block Granting

Food Stamps

Current Law

Congressionat Proposal

Mﬁm Cezzpoas or EBT esguivalent for food
purchases.

* Fyndino Srvcture, Full Feders! funding for benefits;
Federal funds match State spending for administration,

. Eligibility & Benefit Levels. Uniform Federally

defined eligibility standards based on income; uniform
Federally-defined benefit levels based on cost of
thrifty food plan and bousehold size.

+ Interactions Most AFDC recipicnts receive Food
Stamps, but many differences in criteria.

L]

-

Type of Benelfit Guaranteed benelit
continues for states that remain in national
program. Allows a food siamp block grant
for states meeting certain standards,
Optional food stamp block grant eiiminates
national entitlement to basic mindmum food
allowance for the needy.

Eunding Structure. Full federal funding for
benefits but annual speading cap on food
stamnps with no cushion for error and
insufficient mechanisms 1o raise the cap.
Would resull in across-the-board cuts if
econemy declines or cap projections are
inacourate,

Eligibility & Benefit Levels. Uniform
benefit and sligibility continues in states
nest choosing block grant; no guarantse for
eligitility or benefits in states choosing
block grant.

AFDC- Related
Child Care

L

Type of Beneflt. Payments for child care, through |

vouchers 1o parents or coniracts with providers,

« Funding Structure. Open-ended federal funds matech
State spending at specified rates.

. E_ugmlh:ﬁ_ﬁ_gngﬁg,l&w Child care guaranieed for

AFDC recipients in work aod training programs and
for those who leave welfare for wark (for one vear}

" years.

Type of Peneflt. Child care block granted

at $1.2 hillion above cument law ever 7

Funding Stuctyre. Open-ended funding
guarantee eliminated. Federal funds
capped. States must maintain FY94 and
maieh additional amounts,
Bligibility & Beneflt Levels, Health and
safety provisions are removed from current
law.

hild Muirition

Type of Benefit. Free or reduced price breakfasts and

funches.

» Fundine Structure. Federa! payment toschools of g
set amount for each free or reduced price meal

+ Eligibility & Benafit Levels. Unifarm Fedecally
defined eligibility standards based on income; umfm
Federally defined subsidies per meai; uniform
nutrition standards,

* Interactions. Children on AFDC or Food Stamps

automatically qualify for free meals.

#

_ current law unless state chooses 1o

Type of Benefls. Benefit cantinues s in

participate in Schoel Lunch blosk grant
Jdemonstration prejects in 7 USDA regions,
Funding Structure. For demaonsieation
states, open ended payment z%:;ziaced with
capped federal payments to sigtes, (1)
Eligibitity & Benefit Levals No federal
benefit and eligibility standards in states
shoosing demonstration, (7}




Low-Income Progeams Considered for Black Granting

Program Current Law Congpressional Proposs!
Child « Type of Bepefit. Open-ended payments ta States for + Type of Benefit. Rather than open-ended
Protection pre-placement services, training, and program paymernis for a veriety of individual
Services administration. progrars, Wock grants four open-ended
{Mandatory) » Funding Stucture. Qpen-ended federal funds match child protection programs for placement
State spending at specified rates, services, training and adminisiration.
» Eilipibilitv & Benefit Levels. Repeals the Independent Living Program
Not yet compiated for foster teens & Family Preservation and
Support.
Funding Structure. Capped block grant
payrnents to states, (state match )
Eliibility & Bepefit Levels. Capsthese
programs at about $0.4 billion betow CBO
baseline.
Child Weifare Block grants a pumber of discretionary
{Discretionary) programs within the Child Abuse

Prevention and Treatment Act and similar
refated discretionary programs,
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Y Wﬁ;www” ISSUES IN REFORMING ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS
l "/I:considerin g major reforms of Federal entitlement programs, it is important that States be given
dramatic flexibility in determining eligibility rules and benefit levels. At the same time, this reform
must rest on certain corerstone pringiples that underlie the curreat entitlements, which include:

(1} Allindividuals who meet certain Federal or State criteria should receive Government
assistance. :

{2) Funding should respond to economic and demographic changes so as to increase when need
rises and decrease when need declines. Funding should also be shared at the Federal and
State levels.

(3) Individuals, particularly children, should be treated equally and without arbitrariness.

(4) Within the Federal system, overall decision-making should be left to the States to the
greatest extent possible.

The Congress has proposed major reforms of entitlement programs, many of which involve the
creation of new block grants to replace existing programs. The Administration must consider
whether, or to what extent, these proposals are in line with the principles underlying the existing
programs.

Medicaid

«  The Congress proposes to block grant and cap the Medicaid program. There are sigmficant
concerns with this proposal, and the Administration is strongly opposed it

+  While Congress would increase State decision-making authority, it would not provide
assurances that all idividuals who meet basic criteria receive assistance, it would not
provide for the equal treatment of individuals, and it would not provide funding ina
procychical way that responds to Increases in need.

AEDBC

»  The conference report on welfare reform converts AFDC and related programs into &
capped block grant. The block grant would give States wide flexibility to set program rules,
but it would not provide a guarantee of assistance to all individuals who meet certain State-
or Federally-defined criteria, it wounld not provide for the equal treatment of individuals in
like circumstances, its funding mechanisms are not adequate to respond to countercyclical
increases in need, and the State share of program financing is significantly reduced. -

+  The Administration prefers the Coalition proposal, which replaces AFDC with a conditional
entitlement and provides an automatic response to countercyclical increases in need while
increasing State flexibifity.

«  The Adminisiration could possible five with a cash assistance block grant with more
adequate protections for children, including a financing mechanism responsive to changes in
child paverty, continued effective State participation, and guarantees of equitable treatment.



Chi]d Care

«  The Conference block grants three mandatory child care programs -- two of which are
open-ended -~ and increases Federal funding by 31.8 bdlion over 7 years. The coalition bill
maintaing the child care guarantee. The Administration has not proposed block granting or
capping these programs, -

+  Areasonable option is to accept the new child care block grant with an additional 3334
billion in Federal funds above the Conference level, which would be matched by States {as
the Conference currently requires). Lower funding add-ons are possible if more realistic
work requirements are established, In addition, current law health and safety protections
which are dropped in the conference report should be restored.

Food Stamps Optional Block Grant

«  HR 4 would allow States that met certain conditions to elect a Food Stamps block grant,
The Administration has no such proposal and 15 opposed to any proposal which would
undermine this universal safety net program's ability to respond to increased need.

Child Protection Services and Training Programs (Mandatory)

+  The Conference block grants four currently open-ended foster care and adoeption assistance
programs for placement services, training, and administration. The bill also repeals the
Family Preservation & Support and Independent Living programs. These provisions reduce
funding by $0.4 billion under CBQ's baseline {and almost $3 billion under the
Administration baseline). The Administration would maintain current law in gach of these
programs.

. The Administration opposes block granting the open-ended programs because of rising

abuse and neglect problems. Caseloads could also potentially increase due to dramatic
. changes elsewhere in the social safety net.

Child Welfare Riscretionary Programs

. The Conference block grants a number of discretionary programs within the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Act and similar related discretionary programs,

+  The Administration would not opposc this provision because it increases flexibility to States.

Child Nutrition 7-State Demonstration Block Grant

. HR 4 would allow one state inn each of the seven USDA regions 1o run a school block grant
demonstration for five years. The Administration is opposed to block granting these
important nutrition programs nationwide but would consider a limited block grant
demonstration with some further restrictions.



