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Welfare Veto Q&A DRAFr - N~T h"- Cli2-c.vl..l'm.,,"; 
January 9, 1996 

Q. Why did the President veto this bill? 

A. The President is determined to enact bipartisan welfare reform this year, bUI this bill docs 
too tittle to move people from welfare to work; and includes deep budget cuts and stnlctura( 
changes in c~itd 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. 
I~, pasSed along narrow partisan Hues, over the serious objections of many moderate 
Republicans. (t includes some things we've fougbt for, like time limits~ work reqiJirements, 

. 'and tough child support enforcement. But we can do octter. and we will. 

Q. Republicans say this is the .same as the Senate bill which the President supported. Isn't 

tliis a flip-flop? . 


A. No. This conference report is not the Senate bill, It makes deeper cuts and unnecessary 
structural cnangcs in programs that have nothing to do with welfare reform. The Senate bill 
guaranteed Medicaid coverage for poor familics; this bill eliminates that guarantee, The 
Senate bill protected the child welfare and school lunch programs; this bill makes unnecessary 
cuts arid structural changes, This bill also weakens a number of work prqvisions that were in 
the Senate bill and are critical to the success of welfare refonn, such as a maintenance of 
effort requirement and a pcrfonnance bonus to reward states for placing people in jobs., 

Q. What happens now? Is welfare rcfoon dead for this Congress? 

A, No. Welfare reform is one of the major issues still under discussion in the budget talks, 
Republicans and Democrats agreed back in I'\ovcmbcr to consider welfare rc'form as part of 
thc' overall budget negotiations. We will continue to seek bipartisan common ground as part 
of those talks. Welfare rdonn needs to be considered in the context of critical and related 
issues like Medicaid and the EITe. 

Q. Haven't the Repu?Hcans been coming your way on welfare rcfonn? 

A. No. Their January 6th offer includes EITe cuts that are slightly lower, but still much 

higher than ours. Tbeir number On welfare has not cbanged. " 


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 Senatc 'bill -- and we're not the only ones who tbink so. 
Five moderate Republican Senators sent a public letter to Semltor Dole demandhig changes in 
tbe same areaS where we have expressed concern: guaranteed health coverage for pOor 
famities, more resources for child care, and smaller cuts in child welfare, help for 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 areas: stronger 
provisions to move people from welfare to work, such as child care, and smaller cuts in areas 
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 specific legislation that he would find 
acceptable. Do you plan to do that? 

A The Republicans arc just playing politics, Welfare reforln is one of the major issues 
under consideration in the budget talks. We've made clear repeatedly in those talks and in 
letters to Congress over the past year what we would like to sec in the final bilL 

O. Republicans say their bill has more monc), for child care than the Senate bill you 
supported. Is that true? 

A. The conference added $1 biUion for child carc, but at the same time, it altered the work 
proVisions to dramatically increase work costs for states. According to eBO, the conference 
report falls $3-5 billion short. We believe that welfare reform cannot succeed unless there's 
enough money for child care to move people off welfare. 

Q. The President supported the Senate bill, which block granted AFDC. But the 
Administration endorsed Ihe Daschle budget plan, which maintains the individual entitlement. 
Which is it, and why isn't this a make-or-break issue like the Medicaid entitlement? , 
A. We have always supported tbe Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski welfare plan, whicb repeals 
AFDC and replaces it with a conditional entitlement that requires people to work in return for 
their assistance. The Daschlc budget ptan reflects that approach. The budget negotiators 
have been looking at all diese entitlement issues together -- Medicaid, Food Stamps, 'AFDC, 
etc. They have had constructive discussions, but as you know, we have not been able to 
reach agreement. That's all I can say.' 
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" NEWS 
FROM TIlE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS .' 
·(Embargoed Until Veto) CUNTACI': Ali Heiscber or SCOIt l:!renner 

I, " (202) 225..&933 , .' 

, " .. Statement by Chairman Bili Archer on 
President ClintOD's Veto of Welfare Reform 

"With this highly regrCllable action, Pterident Clinton i. demonstrating tbaI hi< promise 'II> cnd 
· wclfiu:e as we know il was just anot~er eampaillll oIogan, not a meaningful polley objactive, 

'.' c,
' .. ' 

t.: " 

·It oppoars tbaI wben it «I1IlO. !o ",elf are ",(orm, this Pt1:sidcnt is all talk and no ..,lion. 

I regret very mudl tbaI the President wiD be known as the liberal President who kepi ·w.lw;,' " 
lIS we ....ve it instead or the President who ended welfa:re as we kIlow it, .' '.' ..... ,.".,1}, 

.. '. B....... of the President's veto, $2 bilEo. I ... in .hild care fund, will be diMhUled to .help '. 
. poor famili•• gct of!' wclm and eo 10 work" 

Because oC the President's veto, <leadbcal p...nt:I will ""nUn"" to Ignon: their children 
because the toughest child.support enfor<ell1cot m........ ever pOSStd by Coogre,. will not 

, . become law. 

An<! because or the President's veto, welfare will ""ntin... tD be • W&y of life, Witb no five­

YCBl time limit on <ash ",elrare benefilS, reo!piCDls will have little inceDIive to grt off wcilllre, 


Novcirtheless, I am willilla 10 givc the PrcsidcDt olle more chant. to Ink. ",,'lion, 

." '" 

--30­

, ' 



15:03..,.:
;': . ;,.... 

PLEIIS£ BELlm In, Kathy Le.i. 811BS/96 

NO. 994 

".'" , . 

COMMITIEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 

U,$, ..oOSt OP AEPAESiNTATMS 
WA$HING"O~. DC,I06,!H:i4e , ': 

, " 

Embargoed Until Veto 

The Honorable William J. Clin'lllJl 

. The Whtte House 
 . , ",1., ~ 

WaslIlngum. D.C. 20500 ...,:, <"i!i
" .. .;. ,>\·:\::ti~~ 

Dear Mr. President: ,;, .".';;;:A;!ll" . . ',' ", p'':'''-U! 

, ' Now that yeuhave vet~d the comp;omise welfare reform bill ap~roved by 'botjl ,~i)~tl;,i;'~ 
: . . 'Houses of Congms, 1 call on )'0\110 sobtnlt a detailed welfare refonn billlhat '. ·'.",',,',:::";·'h:.! .. 

f; represeuts your AdministraliOll.'s position 0\1 Ibis key issue. We urge YOIi to,_elId us'''',:';!;:a:: ~ 
.)'0IIf bill immediately. bUI no later !ban !he SIBle Ilf!he Union address, s" thai wecan,,-":i;:~;'~"i! 

achieve !he goal of welfare refurm befme additional milliODS of Americans have been', '.',;,'!!,; '.,' , , 
.. ,:. ".capllUed by !he welfare 1lIIp. ' ',' . ',', >" "')\;~I .' > 

'.. • < 
1"'; .: , -,I' , ' 
,; After llttee yean in effi... !be American people still, are waitJng for you 10 take,. .'. 

meaningful action on welfare reform. Oppo.iDg!be welfare reforms sent 10 you by
Consress is not enough, Your veto bas merely perpetuated the welfare staniS quo. 

. ;' 
, Through a variety of campaign pledges, press ~Ieases, and SW£IIlCRts of 

principle put out by your Administtation, ),011 haw tolc! the American people that you 
support welfare reform. However, after vetoing welfare ~(onn for !be second time in 
.",., J1l(Jllth ··the Seven-Year Ballll\ced BudgGt Act ),OU vetoed il1 December included, ,,' :';< 

, 'almOSI idenlical welfare reforms •• tIWI)' now are questlolling your commitment to· ;i,,'.~i\·, 
lru!y "end welfare AS we knl>w it,· 11$ you pledged during your campaign. . :: ,<:.:f,.;~ 

, , ," 1'i!.j 
, 1"" ',,' ,

1': ;.' Ahhoug;h yOur Administnlllon lUll! vilUlcd our bill, Ibere is little doubt Ibal,~ :,,: ';' ,1'(;.1'\1 
,reforms would end Ibe CUtrel11 &iled welfar1: state. In,briet;!be compromise welfa~J' <f. »;},&: ' 
reform bill you ve1Ocd: ':, ":,Yi\ '1;.1\",',

"'';''''~'~''. ~ '''''''''!i'',,,\.'.... 'i·..ljU 
" "(I) provides SI8 billiooin child care funds 10 help pOor families get off welfw.e . '.,,; ' \' 

,~ 
: , . " and go to work. $2 billion more !han cum:nl Isw aod 51 billion more thim the 

S.na1e bill you supPOlted; 
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provides states with SI bill;"" more in cash welfaro t\.mding than cum:nt law, 
inclUding $pc~ial f'wld! for states with growing cascload. due ID increased· . 
population or re~$ion; 

(3) ends welfare lIS a way of li!e by limiting cash wclfiin: b ...... filS ID S ye .... and 
.",'- . requiring work for every liunil)' on welfare wilhlll 2 yeatS, Without these 
'-t' ./ restraints, many fiuni1lc$ will bave no incentive to get ·olf welfare, and neatly S 

million families will continue 10 draw taxpayer.provided cash bcneiits !hI an • " i,' 

avetap of 12 years; 

includes many provisions reque$led by your Admlni.tn<tion that would make 
parents who live apart &om their childml pay child support instead of forcing ".. 
flmillics onlD welfare; .' . 

I.' .. (5) 

,I '. i ,_/ , 

increas"" safi:ty net 'PcndinIlWm $171 billion in·I99S to $235 billion in 2002;· .' 
a healthy urowth of 37 perllllllt " 

. Mr, President. you bave Iel:eiVe<! •• and have vetoed - two wclfiin: "'fonn bills 
sul'Portcd by majorities in both HDuses of Con(jleSs. FQr the millions of Americans 
who have been promised real welfare refonn, a 1\111 lIIlCOtmtin& of your position in . 

. . \egislalive language is the very least they can expect. This may also be the only way 
to achieve pas&8ge of real welfare reform this year, That remains my goal, and f want 
to wod< with you to adlieve it, . 

. I 	await your response. 

§lIjcrel:y• 

.~C"'" 
......Bill Aleller 

, , .'. 
Chairman ,. 

. . '.. ',: .~, ' 

, 
'. :'l 

'.;' 	 . 

. .. 




Welfare Veto Q&A DRAFT 
January 9, 19% 

Q. Why did the President veto this bill? 

A. The President is detennined to enact bipartisan welfare reronn 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, schoollunch1 and other programs that have nothing to do with real 
rCform. The biB is just about budget politics, not about moving people from welfare to work. 
It passed along narrow partisan lines, ovcr the serious objections of many moderate 
Republicans. It includes some things we've fought for) like time limits, work requirements, 
~d tough child support enforcement. But we can do better. and we will. 

Q. Republicans say this is the same as the Senate bill which the President supported. Isn't 
this a flip-flop? 

A, No, This conference report is: not the Senate bUL If makes deeper cuts and unneCessary 
,structural cbanges in programs that ha\'c nothing to do with welfare reform. The Sent1;tc bill 
guarariteed Medicaid coverage for poor families; this bill eliminates that guarantee. The 
Senate bill protected the child welfarc and school lunch programs~ this bm makes unnecessnry 
cuts and structural changes. This bill also weakens a number of work provisions that were in 
the Scnate bill and arc critical to the success of welfare reform, such as a mnintenance of 
effort requirement and a performance bonus to reward states for placing people in jobs., 

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

A. No. \Vdfare reform is one of the major issues still under discussion in the budget talks. 
Republicans and Democrats agreed back in November to consider welfare refOtnl as part of 
the overall budget negotiations, We will continue to seck bjpartisan common ground as part 
of those talks. Welfare reform needs to be considered in the Context of critical and related 
issues like Medicaid and the EITe. 

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

A. No. Their January 6th offer includes EITe cuts that arc slightly lower, 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 the left wing of the 
Democratic Party? 

A. 1\0. This bill is: worse than the Senate bill -- and we're not the only ones who think so. 
rive moderate Republican Senators sent a publie lctter to Senator Dole demanding ch<l:ngcs in 
the same areas where we have expressed concern: guaranteed health coverage for poor 
families, more resources for child care, and smaller cuts in chiJd welfare, help for disabled 
children. benefits for legal immigrants1 and so on. 
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Q. Wltat does tlte President need to get a bill he can sign? 

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

Q. Rep. Bill Archer challenged the President to send specific 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 is..<;ucs 
under conSiderdtlon in the budget ta1ks. We've made clear repeatedly in those t'a1ks and in 
letters 10 Congress over the past year what we would like to sec in the final bill, 

Q. Republic.:llIs say their bHJ has more money for chUd care than the Senate bill you 

supported. Is that true? 


I 
A The conference added $1 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 child care to move people off welfare. 

Q. The President supported the Senate bill, whiehblock granted AFDC. But the 
Administration endOrSed the Daschle budget plan, which maintains the individual entitlement. 
Which is it, and why isn't this a make-or-break is~ue like the Medicaid entitlemeItt? 

A We have always supported the Daschle-Brcaux-Mikulski welfare plan, which repeals 
AFDC and replaces it with a condiUonal entitlement that requires people to work in return for 
their assistance. The Daschlc budget plan reflects that approach, The budget negotiators 
have been looking at all these entitlement issues together -- Medicaid~ Food Stamps. AFDC. 
etc, They have had constructive discussions, but as you know. we have not been able to 
reach agreement. That's all I can say. 
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ISSUES IN REFORMING ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS 

AFDC 

• 	 Essential Proenm E)emenl.., fo,. reformed AFDC program must have tough work 
requirements, time limits, and iru:rtased State flexibility, It must also retain certain f\"ltures 
ofcun:ent law: ' It must provide a guarantee ofassistance to all individuals who meet certain 
State- and Federally-delined criteria. Its funding mechanism should respond automatieally to 
changes in economic and demographic conditions, It should give States strong im:entives to 
share in program financing and to match Federal funds. but allow flexibility in setting income 
eligibility and benefit levels, Individuals in like circumSlalle<S must be treated equally, 

• 	 Administration Posjtilln, The conference report on welfare refortn converts AIDe and 
related programs into a capped block grant. The block grant fulls to address almost ofall the 
essential elements o(the current program, The Administration supports the Coalltion 
proposal, which replaces AIDe with a conditional tim":'limited entitlement and provides an 
automatic response to countercyclical increases in need while increasing State flexibility. 

• 	 Potentjal Fallback P;osition. r{a cash assistance block grant were to be enacted. several 
modifications and more adequate protections fur ehildren would be needed, The ... would 
include a much more responsive countercyclical mechanism triggered by cbanges in child 
poverty, continued effective State financial participation, objective State-defined eligibility 
criteria, and guarantees ofequitable treattrn:nt for families in like circumstances, Als¢ 
needed would be: stronger performance bonuses, lower block grant transfer provisions, 
greater flexibility in setting family caps, vollChers for children of teen mothers denied cash 
assistance, guaranteed Medicaid eligibility for cash recipients. irn:Ii>1dual responsibility 
contracts. higher work program funding, and higher time-limit exemptions, 

• 	 Essential, Ptomm Elements. CUrtent child care programs provide. guarantee for all AFDC 
recipients required to work or wbo are moving offweIfure into work. Capped ~ounts are 
also provided for low-income families at-risk ofgoing on to welfare, Federal and State 
governments wre in program financing, 

• 	 Administration epsilipn. The Conference report block grants three mandatory child care 
programs -- two ofwhich are open-ended - and increases Federal IUnding by SI.S billion 
over 7 years - too little to meet the child care needs of those required to work The 
Administration support$ the Coalition bill, which maimains the child care guarantee for 
AFDe recipients required to w<>tk and those tnlnsitioning off welfiue for work. 

• 	 Potential Eallback ro'UiQn, Ifthe new ehild care block grant were to be enacted, we would 
need an additional $3-$4 billion in Fede(al IUnds above !be Conference level, which would 
be matched by States (as the Conference currently requires), Lower funding add-ons are 
possible ifmore realistic work requirements are established, Cuneot law health and safety 
protection .. which are dropped in the conference report, ohould be restored, 
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FtuHi StampS 

• 	 Essential Program Elements, The current Food Stamps program aut~matically responds to 
in~ in need for assistance. It serves as the national unirorm safety net ,or nutrition, 

- AdminiS!TJ!!iSW ellStion. HR 4 would allow States that met certain conditions to elect a 
Food Stamps block grant. It would also impose. cap on the program that, while adjusting 
for some elements. woult;l not preserve the program', ability to respond to changing 
circumstances (such as erosion o(wages). The AdministIation has no ouch proposals and is 
opposed to any pmposal which would undermine this universal safety net program's ability 
to respond to increased need 

.. 	 Potential Fallback Position: None. 

Child Protection Services and Train/llg Programs (Mandtztory) 

• 	 Essential Prnaram liI!1!11e1l!s. The four foster care and adoption assistance services, training. 
and administration programs are open_dad entitlements to States and allow States to 
respond automatically to lQCreases in need for services, . 

• 	 Admjnj'Ua!ion Position. The Conference block grants four currently open-ended foster car_ 
and adoption assistance pIOgrams for pla;;ement services. training, and adminiStration. The 
bill also repeals the Family Preservation & Support and Independent Living program •. The.. 
provisions reduce funding by $0.4 billion. The Administration would maintain current law 
in each ofth..e programs. The Administration 01'1'0''''' block granting and capping ,h. 
open-ended programs because ofrising abuse and neglect problem.. Case!oads could also 
potentially in<:r.... due to dromatic ~.. elsewhere in the social safety net, which make 
cuts in child welfare programs especially dang.,-ous, 

• 	 Potential Fallback pQstisw. None. 

Child Nutrition 

• 	 Essential Program Elements The child nutrition program ensure' that millions ofchildren 
get nutritious meals in scbools and other settings. 

• 	 AdminiSlTlltion ]>OsWon. HR 4 would allow One state in each ofthe ,even USDA regions to 
run a school block gram demonstration {or five years. States that adopt this block grant 
would not be required to serve all needy students, The Administration is opposed to block 
granting tltese important nutrition programs nationwide. 

• 	 Pote!l!jal.EiIlIbaek ]>ositiSW. Ifa child nutrition/school lunch block grant demonstration were 
enacted, the Administration woult;l prefer considerably reducing the lIUIIIher of States, Only 
minor changes would be needed in the structure ofthe demonstrations. 
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MEDICAID 

• 	 Essential PmW"'m Thmems. 

Federal Medicaid entitlement must be rtttined: tbls requires a definition of 
mandatory beneficiaries and benefits, and enforcement of the entitlement through 
Federal courts: 

Mandatory beneficiaries: must include AFDC and S5! recipients - post 
welll!re reform. low-income pregnant women. children. and elderly and 
disabled Medicare beneficiaries, as well as individuals transitioniug from 
weIll!re to work and other post-weIll!re transitions. 

Mandatory benefirs. must include. Federally-required benefit package that 
could be negotiated '"' long as it remains comparable to the basic 
mandatory benefits under cummt law. 

Right ofaction: the Federal entitlement requires that iedividuals ultimately 
have a right ofaction in federal court to enforce their eligibilily to 
Medicaid. 

Federal finaneW partll ...hip Olllst 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 guMal!tCed financial partnership with states as they respond to changing 
economic and demographic realities in their.state. 

Meanin&ful flexibility to State' must he ...ured: Within this structure, States 
must be given unprecedented 1I."ibility in bow to operate their Medicaid 
programs, organiae!heir delivery systems through managed care and o!h ... 
innovative arrangements, and pay providers. 

• 	 Administration Position: The conference position does not preserve the Federal Medicaid 
eotitJemont to meaningful benefits or enforcement through the Federal courts. The block 
grant structure fail. to preserve the Federal financial partnership through economic and 
demographic changes. 

• 	 &llrotW Fallback Position. 

Medicaid ""titl.ment: 

Beneficiaries: Eligibility simplilication can be pursued in which some 
currently mandatory Medicaid coverage groups that are now classified •• 
"grandfathered" could be made optional. 
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Benefits: 

Mandatoty benefits could be redefined $Q long as the core benefit 
provisions remain - including such basic benefits as inpatient 
hospital, physician services. furnjJy planning. diagnostic services, 
nursing home and home bealth services, and cbild health screening, 
diagnosis and treatment (EPSDT). 

Substantial new state fIextoility could be negotiated in how states 
make available optional benefits - this would lessen current law 
constraints for optioeaJ benefits about comparability ofbenefits 
among groups and stat.wideness. 

Enforcement: 

Eligibility: there i. no viable option to maintaining the individual's 
right ofaction in Federal court regarding their entitlement to 
Medicaid. However, it ",uld b. made explicit that a state 
adminimalive process must be exhausted prior to court-tiling. 

Benefits: For disputes regarding banefits, deductib!es, and 
""payments, • bealth plan or HMO process, and a stat. 
administrative process, could be required, with appeal only to State 
",urts, unless the claim exceeded certain threshold amounts. 

Feder.al financing: The administration cannot accept any fixed block or formula 
granl1""posal, other than .-.:vision jn the current formula cap on DSH. 

The administIation could begin to consider vanable caps based on state 
costs, but there i. a great deal ofuncenainty ahout the distributional impact 
ofsuch a proposal. 

The disproportionate share (DSH) cut and remaining payment poliey could 
be negotiated. 

Transitional andlor hold·hatmJess pools can be negotiated, as wen as 
pooled fimding for federally qualified heaJth centers and rural bealth 
centers. 

http:Feder.al
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I , 	 DRAFT 

Dece~ber 20 , 1995 

Dear 	Mr. Speaker: 

I am determined to keep working with the Congress to enact real, 
bipartisan welfare reform. T~e current welfare system is broken 
and must be replaced I 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 reported out of conference along narrow, parcisan 
lines is not real reform. If Congress sends me that conference 
report, I wil: veto it, and insist that you do better. 

Real welfare reform should be tough on work and tough on 
responsibility, not tough on children or tough on parents who are 
responsible and who want to work. The current conference report 
does too little to move people =rom welfare to work, and is 
burdened w':'th deep budge'.: c-..:ts that are tough on children and 
undermine real reforn. Americans know we have to reform the 
broken welfare system, but they also know that welfare reform is 
about moving people from welfare to work, not playing budget 
politics. 

My Administration has and will contir.ue to set forth in full 
detail our goals for reform and our objections to your current 
legisla~ion. My Administration strongly supported the House 
Democratic alternative and Daschle-Breaux-Mikulski welfare reform 
bills, which ensured that states would have the resources and 
incentives to move people from welfare to work and that children 
would be pro-.:ected. We remain ready at any mamen,:: to sit down in 
good faith with Republicans and Democrats in Congress to 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 b~partisan consensus around the country on the 
fundamental elements of real welfare reform, and it would be a 
tragedy far this Congress to squander this historic opportunity 
achieve it. 

• 	 Work and Child Care: Welfare reform is first and foremost 
about work. An overwhelming majority of Se~ators in both 
parties agreed on rr"eas~res that are vital to welfare 
reform's success in moving people from welfare to work: 
providi~g more resources for child care, requiring states to 
maintain their stake in the success of reform, and rewarding 
star;es for placing people in jobs, 'I'he current conference 
report weakens these important work provisions. The final 
welfare reform legislation sho'..:.ld provide more child care I 
not less, and strengthen bipartisan work-based reforms such 

http:contir.ue


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

• 	 Work Incentives: In addition to child care, it is essential 
~o provide strong incentives to move from welfare to work. 
The Republican budget plan would gut the Earned Income Tax 
Credit, a powerful work incentive that is enabling hundreds 
of thousands of families to choose work over welfare. The 
conference report would rerr.ove the g~arar.tee of heal t.h 
coverage for poor mothers, 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 EITC would doom welfare reform, and 
if Congress sends me those provisions again, r will veto 
theIr. again, 

• 	 P~otecting Children! The conference report makes deep 
budget cuts that would fall hardest on children. Making 
deep cuts in help for disabled children, foster care and 
adop:ion, school lunch, and health coverage is ~ot welfa~e 
reform. Instead of making unacceptably deep cuts in these 
and other areas, the final welfare reform legislation should 
reflect the national consensus that we must demand 
responsibility fro~ yeung mothers and young fathers, not 
penalize children for t:heir paren'ts' mistakes. 

• 	 Budget Cuts: The conference report was designed to meet 8!1 
arbitrary budget target rather than to achieve serious 
re=orm, and, overall, includes deep cuts that would 
unde~m~ne states' ability to move people from wel~are ~o 
work, protect ch~ldren, and carry out real reforre. We 
should work together to balance the budget and reform 
welfare, but Congress shouldn't use the words "welfare 
reform!' as just another cover to violate our values. The 
final welfare reform legislation need~ to reduce the 
~agnitude of budget cuts in low-income programs, especially 
chose that have little connec~ion to the central goal of 
work~based reform, such as childhood disabilitYf child 
protection, nutrition, and benefits for legal immigrants. 
The Coalition, Senate Derr,ocratic, Chafee-Breaux, and 
Adminiet~ation budge~ plans all provide a better blueprint 
for real reform. 

I will not let Congress squander this historic moment by putting 
budget poli~ics ahead of real and lasting reform. If Congress 
sends me ~he current conference report, I will veto it. But I am 
deeply committed to working with congress to reach bipartisan 
agreement on an acceptable welfare reform bill that addresses the 
Administration's concerns including those I have set forth in 
this letter. We owe it to the people who sent us here not to let 
this opportunity slip away by doing the wrong thing or failing to 
act at all, 



Sincerely, 

The Honorable Newt Gingrich 
Speaker of the 

House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C.' 20515 
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• Draft S!:.atlll:lt!nt 

'l'he. President is deeply comndtted to worKing with the 
CQnqress to enact a comprehensive, bipartisan welfare reform 
hill. The proGent walfare Byste~ does not serve the taxp~yers 
who support it ana the people who are trapped in it. Real 
welfare reform is about work and re&ponaibility~ We owe it to 
the American poople to do the r1ght thing and enact real weltar. 
reform. 

The President Gt.nd& ready to Bign a welfare reform hill 
that is tough on work, but protects our Nation's ch114ren. 
Unfortunately, the Congress ha$ failed to do its part~

• 
The current welfare conference report H.R. 4, falls farI 

short of real welfare reform. Throu9hout the welfare reform 
debate, this Adminiatrat10n ho. ~.de known its position, and 
voiced its concerns. Real welfare reform would not cut 60 deeply 
that States have inadequate r'e:6iOUrC9S and inc6ntive5 to move 
people off the rolls and into a job. Real welfare reform would 
not damage the nutritional safety net with heavy cut. to the Food 
S~amp pro9ra~. Real welfare rafo~m would not force familia. to 
chQoee between paying for food or shelter. Real welfare reform 
woUld not bloCK grant the child nutrition and Child protection 
programs. ~e6l welfare reform would not cut health care for poor 
children and preqnant women and the disabled. Real welfare reform 
would not inereas~ taxes for working, low-incc~e families. 

H.R. 4 would thwart States' ability to mov~ people from 
welfare to work and could doom individualS to failure. ror these 
reasons, the President would veto H~R~ 4. 

[Call for ne90tiations7) 

CLINTON LIBRARV PHOTOCOPY 
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1'0 THE SK4Al'E llf rHF. t;Nn£D SfATES: 

'f. .,'ttll r",u't'flillg w.l.t.lIout my approval H.R. 4. the npel:aOnl1J.. 

. 
llla l~ b:S needy ah~ ldrr:n .:tml ~...c;:;keJling ~ Y\CMlt. i VlhO to mo'.'o poopl'" 

The Adm1nIstration js c:ornmitt.ttu tv wv;:k.iuld WiUI Ll.~ Cultl;;n;ti~ 

W~] farf:!: SYSt:tHr. ia bn::kcn ana 'tailS to .ue:ve t.ne taxpayer.1) Who pay 

It !C\ust be replnGed, 

nQWE.W(U~ I H.IL 4 :i.nc;l.udel) deep CUt.1II tbat will do 9re~t harm en 

children And II... at odd. with my contral 9001 of moving people 

from w01tor.. to work, l'herefore, T tutU;:!: veto it i}lld insist that 

the Congr'ess try .;.19"in. 

H.R. 4 falls far shm't of n true overhaul of: our welfnr~ 

.yate." It malte. such deep cuts that Slatos w; 11 bu unable to 

0\:>'0'0 ~cupl(! fl:om welfare to. work j pl:otec~ childt'en, (~r carry cut 

r~,«l l:efOl"m. The Adtnlniatratio1'l oppocas pl:'vviaions wh::..ch would 

nirnt.'ly trea.t weltar'e I'eform as a budget cutting excrGisE!" rather 

th&n ~s genu:i TIP. r'eform, pa.rticularly when thf,jliH:~ r.uttJ ara combined 

w! ':.h i,tructural progt'arn chJlr.lgeii that ~r..OVf! in the It},rong direction, 

Welf:ll'~ l.'eform ...Jill OI;ly suoceed it: it: r.1.OV06 pGop10 h'om welfar:ff 

to Wo!'k, not. if it is overwhelm~d with b'..loget cuts that are 

S<.B::tlt.H:vly ;:.n';;.u;ic.u& t,~, childrnn. HrVmV~ 



Iii 1'; 


Federal spcr,d1ng tor welfare, child care, Food stamps, child 

app:rcximately $150 bil;'~ot. over sever: years, It ellmlnatCtfl: the 

lir:k between c<~sh as.fd,stance and Medi.caid Covft'r<lge for p~l:eata elf 

children on :::aBh aSEiistance( at a e,~mQ 'When it is so important t(l 

ensure Il&Hlth coverage for vulnerable America.ns, By ::~ecal year 

200:2, It would cut Federal and St.ate spendinq 10::; fat'l'<3..1i.f:9 ,.;l.th 

childxen 1:~ peX'(:~.nt btllow t.he fi.ooal yf:ar 1995" level, based on 

CBU proj ectiona ilfter aajust~n9 tor infl.ation and c'hild 

pr,)pulation rJrcw~h, Further; the bill wcmld provide much less for 

child Cdre 5f.!;rvices over 'seven yettt'$ LPtin is l;~qu1red to t'llf:let. the 

b~11rfl ';-lOrk n:~qldreme~tf;l and maintain C1Jtt'ent la..., levels of chiJd 

care for low~ ~nCOTMl1 working ~.niilieG. The~e· ar~ inQuffieiel"lt 

reSQurceS to meet the work: require~entE\ and there if.! le£HI 

protection durin9 economic downturns. pa.rtiaularly troubling are 

the !"eduction in ft<nding tor, and the £jtru~tural chaI1Qee in l 

j,mport.nt proqr..ma aervir.q ab\l.sed# r.eg1ucted, and abandoned 

children Ilr.d children in i09t<tl" care l1.r.d aCioptive I~a:r., M.a,,,, 

would. si~mifiC'llntlY reduce the benefits to children a~1.d families 

[lY("<Jr~:1lFl, ....h \ f;h rQ1l1.r1 have fTo[r:l1.Jnd cf)nseq\ll'",nC'-?~ fo).' the 

nnt.;t;'it!l~n, h(o!&\lth, .uno wGll.-l:)I;.in~ of mill'iol1t: of' ch::.ldrQn, 

CLiNTON L1B8ARY PHOTOCOPY 

http:wGll.-l:)I;.in
http:rQ1l1.r1
http:j,mport.nt
http:peX'(:~.nt
http:fat'l'<3..1i
http:America.ns
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• 
quaL. tr for !;3upplemental Secu\'ity Income. J'l.no fin"lly. OVCl" 1 

·,II.;ty of lib? CJ,nce 1993. my Administ.ration hll(i grant.ed SO 

\<..'fllfa=e nn:c.nr: waiver::> in 35 Stato:lH. mc~'fo: thdn all previous 

Adminis'tl":1t:iv;lt; combined, Ln 199,1. our econo11'.ic plan gave" t;1Y. 

cut te.15 mUiton wOl"k,~ng ta1tdJit'!:t: tlno!.l\1h the Ea'rned Inccme iB.);' 

Credit, whiDh xewnrd:;l work oVt'!r WfJltl-l'th LaDt yea:;, I sent 

Congress tt'.c most t;.....~eping we:l::Cl.r~ reto.t"r',\ plan Any Ad.minietr~tioo 

W;;.lf"ce co.seloads have clttCl'eaned by 1., 2 mil1,ion~ (it" 8. & 

perc~nt, sinctI! peak po)):tfcipflt1QU ~n March 1994., The nUfllber of 

~ingle nevex:'-"m3.rried w()men j n the lvJ:.Jo:t' force hag increased, 

Child sup"j.Jor:.: colleccioflfj have irlf,;reu.8~d to a :teCQrd 01 $ll 

billion j,tl 19~5, The numb!)!' of children in poverty has been 

reduef!lQ by over l50fJ,OOO from 199) to 191;4. 

Done :dr.:;ht, welf:arl'! :rHf(>:rm has the power to help pOOY. 

single par(mts' f)nd jobs and leave the wel!are n .. llii f:vr l'Jood. 

DOl!c \-n:-ong, it could lead to ]+=86 Opn()1':'t\~nit:y Ani! fr'H"lr~ h~rrlRhlp 

CLINTON 

http:econo11'.ic
http:grant.ed
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repair a 0Yl3tem thl:l.t has tailed misCJ;"ably at end ina dependence. 

H. R. of. however. providf:s too few renoun::ea to mov~ Pf>;;.P1 flo­

'Tile AQ...'llir.i8traclon remains firmly c.:omrnit.;t.e" to work.tng with 

\.:on9t'ess to craft an accepttib.Le wOl!nn~ retorm plan that 10 

r'IOtlvat'.~~'j by thE.- urgency of reform ·ciil~her than by an arbi.tralY 

budget targ~t, 1 call on the COn9teSS to put budget politics 

Q!;jide and help give the Amecican pec-ple a government that: honot:6.' 

their values. by making weHare • seco"d cnunce and 

rali1ponaibility a way of l:Lfe. We r~mo.in :ready At any mo:ueut;. to 

sit down ir. good faith w:l th nemo-crlltA and Republit..ans in Congreoa 

to work out a real'welfaT~ reform ~lan. 

Accordingly, I am disapprovir'lg H.re 4 tend returntl'1.9 it 1;,0 

CLINTON LIBRA~Y PHOTOCOPY 
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I. STR\!CrtJRAL 
RF.FORM 

2. EUGIBILITY 

. 


H.R. 4 COl\'FERENC£ 
BILL 

I. AFDC replaced with 
Temporary Assistance for 
Needy Families (rANF) 
program which consolidates 
AFDC cash benefits and 
aciministtation. JOBS, and 
emergency ass.istance into one 
block grant to the $,Ultcs e:appod 
at S 16.3 billion a yli!U. 

l. States S~ eligibility criWla. 
Ends individual ~tidemcrt to 
benefits. 

2 Eliminates federal 
rcqtllmnents ~ing asset 
and resource limns. etrnings 
dimprdund other income 
disregards. 

CO.'LlTION BILL 

I. AFDC rt:pJaccd with 
Tempcrary Emplo)'nli.':o~ 
Assistance Program {TEA) 
which continues shared 
federali!>talc mlpons.ibiHtics 
for <;aSh a.losutlWl::-¢ and 
administnlti't'c costS. replaces 
JOBS .....ith 1'1 c14pped 
er.titlemer.t {W(lrk First) with 
CBO cost cf$!. I bilUon over 
7 ~ea.rs, Stale much rcquirtd. 
Work f~U'$t funding l.."1creases 
each year to reflett increased 
Yoork participation rates, and 
repeals Ea:nergncy 
As);istuloc:. 

1. S:ar-es set eligibiHcy criteriA 
provid¢d thlt famHw with 
comparable ~ are t'elltod 
simila.-1y, Retains C'lI'mlt law 
nquiremetlt that StAtts 
pl'1lvid¢ benefits ro an 
indkidc.aJs with childru! 
whost; inw~and resou.rces 
are below stlde-set l.im.its. 

2. Same: 

Janua.-y 3.1996 

SENATE l>E:I1:OCRATIC ALT£R.."iATlVE 1 
. BILL 

1" AFJ:X.: ftplaced wi;]) AfDe admmistralion. 
Temporary Employment JOBS, and entttgcncy 
AssiS".a."lcc Program (TEA) assistance consolidated 
wllien cootinue:s t.hate:d into capped Work: Firn 
federal/slate responsibilrncs tor Self·:Sufficiency Block 
cash .assistance and Grant, 
adminlstrativc.coS1S, reptaet$ 
JOBSwithac~ AFDC bt:l'Iefils replaced 
mtitlement(Work Fint) with with Temporary 
cao cost ofSJ Co2 billion over Employment Assistance 
1 yean. State match required. Pro&rom (TEAP) and 
Work fln:t furullng itxl'eues remain an individual 
caclt year U) reflect i."lC:rea.s.w entitlement, 
\\ork participation mes, and 
repeats E.'l1crgeney Assistance. 

l. Stales stt eligibilit)'.:riteria , States s.et objecti..'t" 
iprovidoo that famij~s with digibility criteria and 

comparable needs are:reated provide tha4 f;unmc$ 'Io\iUJ 
stml!.arly. ftetai'ru. cllrrent law cornpuableneet:!5 and 

cirt:unulances are treated 
beoefl!S to aU individuals wlth 
requ~ttlt that 3Ultes prQ\'idc 

similarly. 
driidr9 ""bose ~conle and 
rCSm.lXe$ are below state-set Require that Stales provide 
limits. assistance with :rci1sOtllble 

promptness to all 
2. Same. individuals who meet \J'le 

Stalo-<\.fin,. ,ligibility 
mtmll and thet stilt#1l have 
in place ~llre$ for, 
reviC'i\' of~ 
decisions. 

ALTER.XATIV£ 1 

AFDC t2Sh bcnc!'1.tS and 
administration. JOBS. 
z.nd. emu~ assi5taru;.e 
roruolidate4 into ()-rn:' 

TANF blockqant. 

SUies set objective 
cligi'bilit,' Q'l1Cri.a and 
provide tlW famili~ with 
comparable needs and 
circiJmst;mC<$. are treat-ed 
similarly. 

Rl:.'qum that Stares 
provide wit'lZnce with 
reasonabl# promptness to 
aU indi...idllals)\flo meet 
the $We de fm'Cld 
etigibllit)· criteria. and that 
stata ~ve in place 
pt~uteS for llNiew of 
adverne dccislcns. 
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3. rtIAlNTL\'AriCE 
OF EFFORT 

.c. CIlA.NGES IN 
ECONOMIC 
CONDITIONS 

H.R. 4 COJ'TERENCE 
BILL 

I; 75% of state spending in 
FYl994. 

1. $1 biHion contingency fund 
for States with high 
unemplo>mcnt (State must 
match), 

2. $800 million supplemental 
growth fund for states with 
high population growth, 
benefitS lower than 35% ofL'tC 
national an~ragc, or above 
avenge gro",,'th and below 
a\'erage AFDC welfare benefits 
{no State mau:h). 

3. Sl.7 billion loan fimd. 

COAUTlON BILL 

1. Retains cum:nl1aw state 
match requirement that 
increases/decreases ~cording 
to program costs. 

I. Automatic adjustments for 
economic or population 
changes by 'Virtue of 
maintaining individual 
entitlement with fcderal·state 
malch. 

SENATE DEMOCRATIC 
Bll.L 

1. Retains current law Slate 
match requirement that 
inc:reases,ldecreues according 
to program wsts.. 

I. Automatic adjustments for 
economic or population 
changes by virtue of 
rr.amtaining individuaJ 
entitlement with fedcn1l-stale 
malch. 

ALTER."lA TIVE [ 

Maintains current law 
Ferlcrnl·Smte matching 
requirement for TEAP. '80 
percent state maintenance 
of effort requirement for 
Work Fin! Self-
Sufficiency Block Grant. 

1. Automatic adjustments 
in place to. meet increased 
demand for benefits due 10 
econo:nic or population 
changes. 

ALTERNATfV[ 2: 

100 percent State 
maintenance of effon 
Uunugh1998.~duce 
MOE to 80 percent 
starting in 1999, with 
increases up to 100 
percent based all failure 
to meet work 
requirements. 

I. Single contingency 
fund to respond to 
economic changes and 
popuiaticm gro",1h. 
)urnnual allocations to 
Stales set by increa.se in 
number of children in 
poverty JOO\'C the 
base!me multiplied by 
IIveJ'i!I.ge 1994 spending 
per child in poverty in the 
State. 

2. $1.7 billion loan fund. 

:>: 1u 
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H.R. 4 COfliFERE...'lCE 

BILL 


L Requires recipknts to 
engage fO wcrk acth.-itic:s when 
State deems indhidual u work 
n::ady or 2 yem (c:arliu at slate 
option), whichever is sooner. 

2. 5 year lifetime limit for 
federal T ANP benefits, ~hol"tl:r 
at state option (15% hardship 
exemption). 

-

. 

COALITIOS BILL 

1. Must bc-gin job search and 
any other activities required 
by the stale within 30 days of 
recei"'ing benefits. 

2.5 year-lifetime Umit for 
federal TEA ~efi!s.. 150/<1­
hardship exemption at st31e 
option. Time limit would not 
apply for an)' month in which 
an individual was. seriollsly m. 
inC4~ta'ed. of advanced 
age, caring fer a.child under 
age I (6 months, at state 
oplion), eating for an -
iPell~dwed famUy memb.:t. 
in the third trimcsttr of 
pregnancy. living in an am 
with an ~pJQ}'ment rate 
over 80/0. underage 1& who is 
making sat~ progrtu 
in high ~hOQI 0: technicai 
school, and atstale option. 
family in wbidl an individual 
works 20 or more h01.K's a 
wed:, 

SENATE J)EMOCllA TIC 
BlLL 

I, MU$t begin job sta.reb.llmn 
day one: and begin ofuer 
activities outlined in 'the 
individual respol1$ibiiity 
contraCt ....itJ:<.in 2 months.or 
reoeiving benefits. 

2. 5 year lifetime limit for 
federal TEA bem:fits. 15% 
hardship exemption at $tl!.te 
opIion. Time limil would oot 
apply for an)' month in wh1cll 
An Uu:!ivi.dual was Setict1s1y i1~ 
in~apacitated, ofad..uced age, 
airing. for a cnild under age 1 
(6 monlhs at &Uk option~ 

caring fOr an ineapa.cimttd 
family mtmher. in the third 
tt'irnes!ef" ofpregnancy, living; 
in an area ",..ith an 
unem.ployment rate OVtt S%. 
ur.der eAt:' 11 'A+.o is mnkiDg 
$3tisfa.:mry proirtSS in high 
s.:hoo! tlr ted:nital schoo~ and 
at.£ate option, fll:nily in which 
an indivldcal works W CF mOre 
bours a week:_ 

ALTERNA1'M 1 

l. Must be$in job sean:1l 
from day otlt' ami begio 
other. ~eti\'ities. oudfned in 
an indlddual rcsponsibility 
¢:(I!ltntct within two 
months of (<<eivlu, 

-benefits. 

2. Must workdu 
reeewing bene.'lt, for tWQ 

years (",dler at state 
option}. . 

3. S.year lit«ime limit for 
Federal cash benefits.. 
shor:cf' at swe option. 20 
percent e.>..1!:mPtion at st:att 
option. 

4. $13ire! provide 'llouehm 
to d:ti.klml cut otrby timt: 
limit. 

A1T[RI\ATlVE 2 

s'ame as A1ter'!W:i\'c I. 
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H.R. 4 CONFERENCE 

Bll.L 


1. R'equires recipients to 

engage in work acth'iries when 
sta%e deems individual is work 
Itady or 2 years (earlier at state 
option). wh..ichcvcr is sooner. 

2. States must have 50% of 
~.aseload in a qualified .....ork 
activity by FY2002. 

3. State option 10 exempt a 
single parent with a child Under 
age 1 from .....orle requirement. 

COALITION Bll.L 

1. Individuals required 10 sign 
individual rClponsibility 
co:nract oUllinL'\g plan 10 
move individual to work upon 
recch;irig bendits. States may 
require individuals to enter 
Went: First program aI any 
lime after receiving be~efitll. 

2. States mU$t have 52% of 
able·bodied caseload in Work 
First Program b)' FY 2003. 

3. Excmptio.fl$ from work 
requirement: individuals ...... ho 
arc ill. incapacitated, or Clf 
advanced age, has not attained 
18 years of age, eating for a 
child or parent who is ill or 
incapacitated, is enrolJed in 
school or in educatiClnai or 
training programs that will 
lead to private sector 
cmplo)m~n[" 

4. Individuals who find 
private sector employment of 
more than 25 hours a .....eek 
and leave welfare ......ould be 
counted in meeling 
participation rates for oce 
year. 

SE~ATE DEMOCRATIC ALTERNATIVE 1 
BILL 

1. Requirt:s recipients 10 
engage in intensive job search 
from day I on ass_istance, sign 
an indi...idual responsibility 
contract within two months, 
and be \\-orldng. in rraining. or 
performing community service 
within six months. 

2. Stares must ha\'e SOO""" of 
able·bodied caseload in a 
qualified worle: activity by 
FY2000. 

3. Exemptions from ......ork . 
requirement: individuals who 
are ;criously ill, incapacitated. 

, of advanced age., ~g for a 
child under age 1 (6 months at 
state option), caring for an 
incapacitated family member, 
and in the third trimester of 
pregnancy. 

4. Individual5 v.ho leave 
welfare for worle would be 
countt:d in meeting 
partiCipation rates for one year. 

1. Require individuals 10 
sign individual 
responsibility oonO'act 
outlining plan to move 
from welfare to work upon 
~ceiving benefits. 

2. StateS muS[ have 50 
percent of caseload in 
qualified work activities 
by FY 2002. 

3. State oplion to exempt a 
single parent with a child 
under one from work 
requirement. 

4. States rna)' !lot penalize 
a iingle parent with a child 
under age six if the parent 
proves child care is not 
lr\o·ailablc. State option 10 
count 20 hours of a work 
aCIj-.."itY as full 
participation for a single 
p1lXCIlt .....ith a child under 
age six. 

5.1ndividl.lals .....ho find 
unsubsidized emploj.ment 
and leave welfare for work 
would be counted iIf 
meeting participatioD. rates 
for Sl"( months; 00 

participation rate reduClion 
for caseload reductions. 

ALTER..,"ATIVE 1 

Same as Alternative I. 

. 

4 
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7. CHILD CARE 

. 

8. MEDICAlD 
ELIGmlLITY 

• . 

, 

9. FAMILY CAP 

H.R. 4 CONFERENCE 

BILL 


States may not sanction a 
single parent with a child under 
age 6 ifthe palent proves child, 
care is not available. Separate 
child care block gnmi or$ll 
billion o ...·ct 7 years in 
mandatory spending fer T ANF 
recipients. 

Leave Medicaid eligibility up 
to States elt~pl thaI States 
mllst cover specified grouP!. 

. 

. 

Rcqu~s States to deny 
benefits to children born to 
families on welfare but .,Uows 
States 10 Opl-out ofthls 
PToVi~ions by passing a glate 
law. 

COALITION Bll..L 
. 

Individuals who lea,:c: welfare 
would be guaranteed child 
(are for onc ye'M aft~ lea',ing 
welfure. Individuals wOl.lld be 
guaranteed child care if 
necessary to participate in 
work program. 

CaJ:egoric.a.1 Medicaid 
eligibility for ca.s..' assistance 
recipients. State option for 2 
~..ears oftrangitional Medicaid 
assistance. 

States have oplion 10 deny 
benefits to children bom 10 
families on welfare. 

SENATE DEMOCRATIC 
BILL 

Individuals who leave welfare 
would be guaranteed child care 
for one year after l(3ving 
.....elfare. Provides a capped 
entitlement sufficient to meet 
guarantees plus furuiing {or low 
income working par.::nts. 
Individuals would be 
guaraIlte¢d child care if 
necessary to participau= in work: 
program. 

. 

Categorical Medicaid eligibility 
for cash assistance recipients. 

St31es have option to deny 
benefit. to childmt born to 
fmniLies OD welfare. 

ALTERIorrlATlVE 1 

I. Pro'oide child care 
funding sufficient to meet 
COO estimates for child 
care costs of work 
requ~ments. including 
one year oftransitiooal 
child care for those who 
move from welfare to 

work, plus current ba.s.elin~ 
funding for the a1.~ 
program. 

2. Retain current health' 
and safety pro\'isioru for 
the child care block grant. 

1. Provide full Medicaid 
benefiu 10 all individuals 
who are eligible for cash 
benefits and for one year 
for indi\'idual! who leave 
welfare for work . 

2. EnfW'e that no child 
who curren.t1y is 
categorically eligible for 
Medicaid loses coverage IU 
a result of changes in 
eligibilitY (or cash 
assistance. 

Complete stale flexibility 
on farnil>' cap. 

ALTERNATIVEl 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Same as Alternative 1. 

Same as Altemllth'e I. 

E ,
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1. Unv.'ed leeps fll\l$llive at 
horne (or in an aduk supervised 
setting) and a..tend schooJ in 
order (0 m:civc TANF 
benefits. 

2. St<W:s have option ~ deny 

he.'lefils to an ut1\\.U men
_nl. 
AllO\\'s States to transfer 30 
per.::ent or TA'\.!f block gnutt to 
Ichild cue, :social services, .or 
child ......elfatt ~i"·ities. 

I 

Allows Swn to ~dutt: 
maillttna.nce ofeffort based cn 
work ptCtgwn ptrfomuwce. 
Provides bonus funds for 
reduetlol'ls in out--o(·wadtock 
b;r.ts. 

Genem fiscal audit of how 

Sta1es spend Federal mOMy. 


COALITION BILL 

1. UU'I'letl tUM mtlS't liy>! l'lt 
hOf(lt: (or",;l!'! responsi'Qle 
adult}.end attend st:l'lool in 
or= to ~lV¢ 'I'EA benefitS. 

2, Same. . 

Nc transfers aUo\.\ted. 

No bonus provisions. StateS 
can be penali%i:o 5% otWork 
First Block Grant fot no! 
meeting work requircmcl1t$, 

Program-sttceific audi1 based 
en set programmatic 
d:finnio::u 

SENATE DEMOCRATIC 

BILL 


L Uawt4 ti!iem mw.t 1M itt 
home (or with resp<lnsibk 
.ll.dult) and aaesu! s.::hoolin 
arde~ to receive TEA benefiu. 

2. Same. 

No trmSfer& allowed. 

Provides work perfo::mance 
bonus:;. rising to $500 million 
in FY 2001. State! with 
repeattd failures to meet work 
requit~mtnts cculd have match 
I1lte reduced. 

Program-s~cific audit based 
on 5et programmatic defmitiom 

... ­

ALTERNAT1VE 1 

St&le t1cxibiltty an be'I!efit$ 
10 minor mothers, but 
$Utes mus.1 provide 
voochers fOr shelter, ~ 
and sen-iees for childnm in 
the fUli!y, 

Allnwablc transfers fTcm 
Work Flrnt Self­
Sufficiel1cy Biock Grant t~ 
child care of lOp to 2() 

pereexll. 

Provide sepuate pools of 
bonus fimd& fot private 
s::ctor job placementS and 
for rnlu<:ing Ololt--of. 
wtdlock birtb'i. 

L Setmal)' appro~ SUte 
pbus and can rt\k1!e or 
withhold payme:an If plane 
do DC) meet requirements. 

2 Aruiua} pro~ 
specific audit o( State 
expenditureS to tI\$1Jl'e 

oon~iste1l.C)' with 
requiremerns, 

, 

ALTIRNATIVEl 

Sune as Alternative L 

\ 

Allowablt tr"aruf(:'l'$ from 
TANF block gritnt to 
child cue of up to 2Ci 
_ ..e 

Sa:n¢ 8Ji Altcmattvc 1. 

SamJ! a.s Al:rmarivc 1. 

. 
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, 
POSSIBLE AREAS OF MOVEMENT 

I 

I ALTERNATIVE I ALTERNATIVE 2 

STRUCTURAL 
REFORM 

ELlGlBILITY 

MAINTENANCE OF" 
EFFORT 

.CHANGES IN 
ECONOMIC AND 
DEMOGRAPHIC 
CONDITIONS 

.AFDC adminislrati.m. JOBS and 
emergency assistance consolidatoo 
int<1 self-sufficitmcy block grant 
fund!!tl at the baseline levcls for these 
prograffi$, 

AFDC benefits replaced with 
Temporary Employmeflt Assistance 
Protlram (TEAp), and remain an 
indivlduijl entitlement, (Maintain 
current law f\ld~ral·stare mat;.;hing 
requirement for TEAP,] • 

States set oftiC(livtl eligibility criteria 
and provide that families with 
comparable ncOO~ and drcumstlmces 
a(<;l treated similarly, 
Require that states provide assistance 
with reaoonahle promptness to aU 
individuals who moct the stale 
!.1etined digihili\y criteria and that 
stat..:s have in place procedure.s for 
review.of advers..: o¢cisions. 

l\11\intains current law federnl-stntc 
mutching requirt'lllent for TRAP. 
ISlal..: match requirement Iha1 
ifiCf-¢asesldecrta$t!s acoording to 
pft>grnm costs for TEAP cash 
benefits). 80 perevnl state 
maintenance of effort for self­
suftidency block grant. 

I, Automatic adjustments in plaev to 
meet increavxl demand for benefits 
du~ to_¢(:onomic or population 
changes. 

2. $1.7 billion loan contingency fund. 

• • 

AFDC cash benefits amI 
adminislration. JOBS, and 
emeti,:ency aSSistance consolidated 
into one TANF block grant.r, with 
provisions for tligihi1ilj', state 
maintenance of effort, and changes 
in econtmnc and demogmphic 
>.:onuitj!)fls as descrihed below.) 

States set objective eligibility criteria 
and pmviclQ thai famili~ with 
comparab!e needs amI circumstanc~s 
are trcatct.l similarly. 
Requil\!." that slates: provide 
assistatlce with (lOaSonahle 
promptness to all individuals who 
mCllt tnc statll defined eligibility 
criteria and that stat..:s have in place 
procedures for review of advers&:: 
docisions. 

100 p..:rc.::nt stalll maintllnanct! of 
eflort through 1998, Reduce Ihll ­
matching ratll to SO percent starting 
in 1999. with increases up to 100 
percent based on failufe to meet 
work r~quirements, 

L Oil&:: -contingency fund to r~spond 
to economic changes and popuhllion 
growth" Annual allocations to stales 
set hy incroose in numher of children 
in pov<:rty above the baseline 
multiplied by average 1994 spo;:ruling 
per cblld in poverty in the state, 

2. $1,7 billion loan fund. 

http:review.of


TIME LIMITS I. Must b~gin job .orearch from day 
one and br-gin other activities outlined 
in the individual fC..9Xlnsihility 
contract within two months of 
receiving bendtts. 

2. Must work af!t;f receiving b.mefits 
for two yt:ars «arlier at slUte option), 

3. 5~year lifJ:time limit for fl!deral 
henefits. shorter at state option. 20 
~rcel1t exemption at state option. 

4. Slates provide voudn:rs to children 
cut off by time limit. 

Same as Altemalive I, 

WORK 
REQUIREMENTS 

1. Requin: imlividuals to sign 
individWlI rcspimsibilily coni rae! 
outlining plan to move from wdfare 
to work upon nx:eiving benefits. 
IRequir.;: reelpllOnts to cogU,k>e in won: 
activities within two years Qf 
recl!iving benefits.J 

2. Slates musl bave 50 perccnl of 
ca.<;doad in quaHfi¢d work activttl¢s 
'by FY 2002. 

j. State option 10 exempt a single 
puent with u child under one fcom 
work fe411irement, 

4, Slates may not penalize II single 
panmt with a child uncler a~ six jf 
the parent proves chilcl cart': is nol 
availahlc. State oplion to count 20 
hours of a work activity as full 
participation fur a ~ingle parent with 
a child undt:r age six, 

5. Individual\> who find unsum;idiZtXI 
I";mployment anu leave welfare for 
work would ~ counted' in meetjn~ 
participation rateS for llix months: no 
pUftkipation rate TcO\lClion fo'r 
cnseload reUuctiQns, 

Sume AS Alternative I. 



CHILD CARE 

, 

MEDICAID 
ELIGIBILITY 

, 

t. Provide child care funding 
sufficient to meet CBO esfimares for 
l:hild Care' costs of work 
requirements. including Onb year of 
transitional child cart: for those who 
move from Welfare ro \V01k, plus 
cUrren! baseline funding for Ibe at-
risk program. 

2. Retain current ~a!lh- and safely 
provisions for the child can: block 
grant. 

I. Provide full Medicaid benefits to 
all individuals who are eligible (or 
casb benefits and for oue year fOf 

individuals who leaw welrar", for 
work. 

2. Erumre that no child who curnmlly 
is categorically eligiblt: fnr Medicaid 
loses coverage lUi a result of chanJ;cs 
in digihility for caM assistan;;e. 

Same as AltcmAtiv<;) I. 

1. Leave :\1edicaid eligibility up to 
the stutes except that stutes must 
cover spctified groups. [Provide 
full Medicaid benefits 10 all 
individuals who receive cash 
ltSSistanCl! uoder tht:: block grant and 
for one year for individuals who 
leave welfare for work. 

2. Ensure that 1'10 child who 
curren!!), is categorically digjbl~ Ii:)f 
MtXfk.,id \OSt;S cov"r.tge as· a r~ult 
of CMfiStS in eligibility for caM 
aMistance.! 

Complete state flt!x.ibilityon family Sam>! as Alternative 1. II
, 

FAMILY CAP 
cap, " ," 

,State flexibility on htll'lt:lf~ts to minor Sallltl a,..; Alt\!mativt 1. 
, 
,MI~OR ~10THERS ,

mothers. but .slates must proyid~ 
vouchers for shelter, goods and 
&::J"Vices for children in the family. 

Allowahle transfers from ;;dt~BLOCK GRANT Allowahk tmnst'o::rs from T ANF 

TRANSFERS 
 l>'Ufficiency block granl to child care Mock grant to child cart: of up to 20 

of up to 20 pllrcenL perc~nt. 

BONUSES Provide. sepum!", pools of bonus funds Same as AlternatiVe 1, 
for privak ~tor job placellillflts IIfhl 

for reducing out-of-we.dlock births, 
, 

ACCOlJNTABILITY 	 J. Secretary approves stale plans und 
can rwux or wiehold payments if 
plans do no m\!t:t requirements, 

2, Annual rrogram·sp!!Citic audit of 
siale expenditures to ensure 
consistency with retluiremlmts, 

Same as Allemative I, . 

,,,, 
,, 	 Ii 
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COIlPARISON OF CASa BLOClI: GRlUIT 
December 30, 1995 

, 
TANF BLOCK GRANT (AFOC) 

, 

STRUC'fURAL 
REFORM 

EUCllllLITY 

FINAL WELFA.tu: ltEFOIIM 
BILL 

, 
" !,AFDC=b-"''''' 

administration. JOBS. ood 
em.ergeocy ~ consolidated 
into ~ block grat:tl 

.." -
, 

2. T""'" AFDC into. """ 11lQek 
gra:nf\\1lich is capped.t $:6,) 

,, 
billioc a year, 

1. 5:ates set ~g:ibility criteria. Ends 
iIldividuaJ mtid~ to bcpdi(.s., 

, 

, 

, Z. Eliminates f<det:>I r<quiremotll$ 
: regarding l!..$$Ct MId r~ llinits,. 
, '",,",S'dmeg;icls and oilier u-ne 
i dUTeg;icls 

COAl-mON Bru. 

matching requiremClt 

3. Replaoes JOBS ",,;11 a capp«t 
entitlancm (Wotk First) v.itb COO 
QOI:St; oi$&.I billi60 o'l'tl'l' 7 Ye&r$. 
Statetn~ required. WorkPitst 
fundin,g ~ t3Ch y«Jr t;() retIed 
inae..uod wock: puticipatioo 1'tWS. , 

I. States l>Ct eugs:'bility .;ritcril... 
Retains~ htw'itquirement tba1 
states provi& benefit! to an 

I individual, whose income and 
: resoW"lX:$ ~ below st.aW-:set limits. 

1"-
, 

i, 

, 
, 

1, AIDe n:pi>e<d with T""""""" 
Emp!a;.,,,,,~__ 
Repeals Emcrsency .wi"""",,, 

2. M .. um~jo$ C'UlTentl~w (edenl-SUte 

, 

i , 

, 

~ of 4, 
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FINAL WELFARE REfORM COALmON BILL 
"ILL 

L Illdlviduals n:quired 10 silO 
REQUTREME1'ITS 
WORK l. R<qW""~ "'..,..." ill 

iDdividual respon,ibility 00II_ 
r~ing beudi:ts­
v."OIk ~itieswithin:2}'eal'S of 

ou:tIining pllU1 to move individual to 
work upon receiving b<:ncfil$. Sta1e$ 

Z. States mtu1 have 50':~ 0(cueload may requite i.!Jdlviduals to enter 
in aqual.i6ed \\'<Xk activity by Work First pl'Q(p7m a1 .ny t.i!:ne after 
FY2002. reoeiving bexle£its. . 

2, St.a1e$ must h4ve 52% (Ifable-
parent with • eb.ild under age t from 
l. State optUm to cxe:mpt a single 

lx<liedcaseload in Work Fitst 
Progr.un b;' FY 2003worl!.~ 

3. States determ.ine wbKh wmvid=ls: 
pamlt with J chi1dl.Uldtr ~~6 U'true 
4, Stales may not :saDCtioo a sin~e 

u'O\lld be required tt> enter Worl&: 
pamrt pnYo'f;S child eMC is not rUst pt'08r2m. 
avaiJaol<l. 

4. Individual;: would be guartn~ -
cbild cw: if~ to pnticij»te 
in work prqvanl. Individuais who 
I¢.lVe we1fate \VQUld b-: ~tted 
child c;ue fur one year after leaving 
\\~ve. 

5. !.odividuals who find prl\'a(¢ ~ 
emp~llml( ofmore that 2S hours a 
wed: and Iea,'e wdim: ~OWd be 
OO\!l!tcd in tnt::>eb.ng: participatioo tate:> 
(or one year. . 

2 of 4 
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FINAL WEi.FAlU; REFO~1 .COAUTIONBILL ,,BILL 

1. Must WQd.: after reoeiviog t:<uefitsTIME ll\1Il'S I, Mus< begin job sevclI and any 
fer t\\'O yean: (eartier at state option) other activities requlred by !he sate 

\\idlln 30 days 0( rmving benefits. 
2. Syear 1ifctime limit!Qr 1hier.tl 
TAh'P bendit3, shorter at $late 2 . .5 ye:a lif~e limit tor federal 

_option (lS% ha.n:lsbip «'\emptiO'l1). TEA beu.nlS, 15% Iwd>bip 
exemption at state Option. Time limit 
would I10t apply fur N.I:'1 month in 
which an individual W&$ seriously ill, 
incapacitAt«i, of advaDOtld age, 
carin; for • cbiW under 6 mombs.. 
c.a.ring fQf.u iDcapacltlt-ed f;unily 
DlC:mber. in tM tbird trimester of 
~.living in ILl area with 3Il 

uncmploymcot me over 8%. UDder 
,, ... 18 woo is making ",;of"""'Y 

progr= in high ><hool '" I<clmioal 
! scbwt,..md lI: Slate option. family in 
, ~ CD. Wdividu..al w¢tks 20 or 
: I:UQt"e hours s week. 

i't1AlNTENA..~CE OF 1. 7S%dsutespenctiog:inFYI994, 1. R~ ¢UI"'t"tl1t law ate Ill31clt 
, ~tIat_-"'"EFFORT -

~.,progr"" """,, 

CHANGES IN 1. SI billioo oonUlli"!<Y fuod f", 1. Autocnatic ~l'I fur 

ECONOM]C 
 States '9oith hlgh wemployment ecmomic or popWl.tioo ~ by 
CONI>mONS (S",.. wust nW<Io). ..-irtw of~ indhiduaJ 

c::lfitk:ment with federal·state; match. 
2. SSOO.million suPpkmenw pW'lh 
fuod for """'" with high popul.uoo . growth. bcnefiu.lower thm 35% of 
the nation;il.~~ (X' abo,'I: 
avenge gowtb and below !Va'l£4 

AfOC wt1f&:re b<o.efits (IK> St.1k 
. match), 

3. $1.7 bi.mon loan fuOO. 

) of 4 
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10, PACE 

FINAL WELfA,RE RE
nUL 

children boru to famil~ 
blrt allows Sl.ates KI opt.()
provisions by passing It s

L tmwcd ~ 
11\ an adult supervised set
att~ seho¢J in~toreo
TANI' b<m!i1S, 

Ii) an untl."t'd teen patent 

FOIW 

on welfare 
Uf oflhis 
tate taw, 

ting) and 
ti.ve 

FAMILY CAP 

T£ENMOMS 

, 

i 

COALITION BILL 

I< States ha\'~ optioo to dax)" bene6ts 
to l;hildren born :.0 famtliq onwe_, 

, 

i 
L UnWftd teens must live at hoa:;e (Of' 

\>-'ith rc~ofe iltdu{t) and attend 
$Choolin order to receive TEA_IS. 
2. Sa.tne, 

:1 

, 

1. R<qUim $!a.". to <!<my _IS to 

must ID-e at: horne (or 

2, StIIlC$ MY< option to <!<my ~ 

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 limits are drafted in a manner that essentially makes 
them unenforceable. 

• 	 Restore Senate provision glvir\'g 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 ytork 
requirements to families receiving any type of assistance under the block 
grant, including services such as transportation or cOW1.Seling. 
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REWARDING STATES FOR MOVING FAMILIES INTO JOBS 

The welfare conference agreement indu~es two problematic provisions that 
'. 	could reward states lor cutting their caseloads without moving families from wellare 

to work: 

• 	 .Performance Bonus. Between 8 and 40 states would be awarded a lower 
maintenance-ol-eflort requirement based on their performance on five 
dilferent criteria, Instead of rewarding job placements, the criteria 
would reward states that deny aid to Jarge numbers of needy lamilies 
and institute snort lime limits followed by long periods of ineligibility. 
Botn the form 01 the reward - a reduction in the state's maintenance­
of."ffort reqUirement - and the criteria on wlUclt the reward is based 
are troublesome. . 

• 	 Caseload ReductiD" Credit. Every state that reduces its caseload - again, 
regardless of whether families have been moved from welfare to 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-to-work programs. But these two prOvisions fail to provide 
states with the incentive to create such lUgh-quality programs. 

Performance Bonus 

Problematic Incentives in th.e Conference Report 

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

• 	 reducing the percentage of children in the state that receive assistance;, 

• 	 reducing the percentage of families that return to the caseload within 18 
months of becoming ineligible. 

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

• 	 increasing the average eamings of families that receive aid. 

These criteria are poorly designed if the goal is to reward 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 foUowed by long periods of ineligibility 
(rEducing the percentage of families that return to the caseload within 18 months of 
becoming ineligible) and reduce transitional and supplemental benefits to lamilies 
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 c.seload with larger numbers of parents without 
high school diplomas. 

A BetteT-Designed Performance Bonus 

A better-designed performance bonus could address these concerns and 
reward states for high performing welfare-Io-work programs. The first two (fiteria 
included in the conference agreement - reductions in the percentage of children 
receiving aid and reductions in the percentage of families retuming to assistance 
within 18 months - need to be deleted entirely. The remaining two criteria should 
be altered to ensU«! that only those states with high-performance work programs .re 
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 go.1 of wellare reform should be to move parents into jobs. II a 
parent finds. job but does not become wholly ineugible 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 puent remains in the job. 5tates should be given 
incentives to help parents retain those jobs. States thst 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 less disadvantaged c • ..,loads are likely to score better 
on these criteria. 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 01 poor families in the state or to state decisions to serve a less 
needy clientele) - two additional changes are needed: 

• Provisions to ensure that states with weaker economies do not compete 
for performanc. rEwards against states with strong economies. If states 
only competed against other states with slmilarly-perlorming 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 Wlemployment, moderate 
unemployment, and low ·unemployment. States would only compete for 
performance funds against those states in its Wlemployment 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 perfonnance 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 casfload 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 stall!'s <aseload fell. 
States are likely to make numerous changes in program rules and it is unlikely that 
HHS will be able to disentangle the e.tent to which any caseload reduction resulted 
from each of the various progranunatk 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. 

Instead of rewarding simple caseload reduction, regardless of whether the 
parents found work or were simply denied assistance, states should be rewarded for 
moving families into jobs, This can be accomplished by deleting the c.seload 
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 
re.:eiving aid. (The Coalition budget proposal allows states to count families that 
leave welfare for work toward the work participation requirements.) 

4 
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POSSIBLE AREAS OF MOVEMENT 
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ALTERNATIVE 1 ALTERNATIVE 2. 

STItUCTURAL AFDC administration. JOBS wd AFDC cash benefits and 

IUWURM 
 emergency ABEiiHtance CM$Q!ida.ted a4ullnistration, JOBS. and 

uUo -self-sufficioocy" blook grant emergency assi&tance consolidated 
tunded at 1M 1995 level for these illto one TANF block gtlint, wim 
prop"'" provisious for eligibility. 

. ~~ of effurt. :and chtnglt& 
AFOC benefits replaced with : in tooJlom.!e: oondttkms as described 

,
Temporary Employmtmt .Assil>!anCe , be!<>w ,. 
Program. Maintain cut"tW law 

. fe4eMtate matdUllg mtU~t tot 
, 

TEAl' ,-_.. .. 

St.&W:s. set e!igibility crirem prav~ ,ELIGlllIUTY States set eligibility Cfiteria provided 
that fatnili.e3 witb complUibIe ni.l4ld:s that families with c0mpM'3.hle llCtds. 
and cir\O.~ are treated . ;l,('\d drc~ ate tfe4ted 
similarly. Requires that ~ sin1i1atly. 
provide usIsWlee with reasonable Requires that SWC3 tmWide 
pttmlptcess to all Utdjvjd\lJl$ who a.ssismnee with msonable, 
me¢t the state defined Illigihllity promptn~ to aU individuals wh", 
criteriA and ilia( the states Mve \1'1' moot the Slate defined dlgibitity 

, place' procedures fQf revi_ Dr· oriteria and lh!ll1he state$ have in 
/

ad\l~ decisions 

. 
plaw ptocedums for review of 

, , adverse decisiQllS: , 

, MAINTENA1'lCE OF 80 ~t ll'lAintMAllCe of effort for 100 pm'C6nt maintenance of effort., EFfORT scli"Sufficiency bi«k gnmr. State through 1998. Reduce the matching , 
tllAtch :requirement full! ratll to gO peteent statti.n.g in 1m, 
it1Cft".ase:sldecf~ accooiing to . with, ini:reMCI> up to UlO percent 
pmgmm costs for TEAltcash bm;od on failure to meet work 

ruquirell1f'AtB"""'fi" 
CHANGES IN Automatic adju6~t$ in p:.w: to Onto conti~<lY tlmd to te$pond to 
ECONOMIC meet inertased de.nJ,and (or bontfilS ecooomk conditioM and pupubtion 
CONOITIONS due t:l ocOJltnml" or population , g,owtb. Annual allooatioru; to mtes 

dlanges. $1.7 billion loan set by increase in numb!!! (If cluldreo 
CtmtingtnCy fund. in poverty abovt. the baseline 

multiplied by averagt!- 1994 Spending 
. pet child in poverty in the ~tu", 

, $1.7 billion _ rw.l. 
.. I ,,­. 
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TIME LIMITS 
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WORK 
REQUIREMENTS 

1, Mlmt begin job search from day 
ooe :md begip other activities ou:t~ 
in the individMIl'<iSpoosibiJit}' 
oontracI wilhin tw() months 01 
receiving benefl~. 

. 2. Must WQt'i. after ~i\ling ~fib: 
Cor two yl"ollB (earlier u sate option) • 

3. 5-yea.r lifet\D1t) limit for f<:iiJet'.U 

beDefll$, shorter at Slate option. 20 

pct«:tnt exemption It IIbm optioo. 


i 	4. State option to provide voochm 10 
childN:n cut off by time limit. 

1. Rl'iquires individuals to I;ign 
indivUinl re$pon.o:ibllity coottaet 
outlining plan to move from welfare 
to WQrk I..IpM W!!tiving benefits. 
R~ :u:ipients to cng.~ in work 
~vltiC$ within two ytm's cf 
tuelving benefits. 

Z. SWes lU\.i$1. have 50 pcr¢Mt of 
~ il1 qualified wntk adivities 
by FY 2002. 

3. State option to eAempt. single 

parent with & child under 1 (r<lID 


work requircmeut. 


4, S~ may rwt pen.lilt ft single 
paJl)nl wirh a chiW under .llgU 6 if dw 
panni p«wu child tare is AOt 
available, State option tQ CCUl)t 20 
bours of .. work activity ~ !\IU 
participation tor iI Stngle parent with 
a child under age 6. 

5> bl,dividnals who find wuul:$idiu.-d 
cmp1oymeo: and leave welfare for 
work would be cout:\ted in mlleting 
participation r.rtes fur six montb)!:. 

.. 	 .. 

Same as alwmative 1. 

I , 

Same a.<; Alwmatlvc 1. 
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MEDICAID 
EUGlBUJTY 

'f'rovidc full Medic:aid ~fits to all 
individuals who rteeive cash 
IWistance under the block gratlt atid 
{Qr one ytJAt fOt individuals who 
Iotve weltarc, fur ~rt. 
Ensun!I !.hat no cltild wlJa c:u.rrmtly is 
caltgoricaUy eligible for Medicaid 
lQSC5 coV«lllge ru;. a resWt Qf cbanges 
in Nigibllity for cash aulsWltc:. 

. 
Allowable transfo;mj from ~U~ Allowable transfcn from TANFBLOCK GRANT 

block grant to child care Qf up to 20sufficiency block gOOlt 10 child ~TRANSFERS 
of up to 20 pN£t'lllt. p<tCeIll. 

Same as Alternative 1. Provide bonuses (or private sector jubBONUSES , 
, pl~ts and for n:ducmg (IUl-cf­

,wedlock births. , 
..~; 

FAMILY CAP 


TEEN MOMS 


Provide tun Medicaid benefits to all 
individuals who are eligible for cash 
benefits and tor one y<!ltt for " 
individU1ls who leave welfare for 
work. 
Ensure tlw no clJild who cummlly is 
categorically eligible fen' Medicaid 
fQ:ses: oovcra.ge as. a result of cl!anges 
in &igibility fQf QiSh as>.I~. 

Same as Altemative I. ,ComPlete sLa~ ti4l-ibility 011 family ,,cap. 


State flcxi~ty on benefiw to minor 
 s..mc ~ Alternattivc 1­
l'IlOtllS, but $tale$ mwrt provide , 
wuchel1: un Lhefte1. go.:tdJt and , 

,,setVi.:cs for children in tbe family. , 

ACCOUNTABlLITY 1. ~ appfflWS lIlate plMs and 1S<mu:I as Alttrmtive 1~ 
gm redUCtl Of withold payment;: if , 

,plans do no meet requin:llIl::nts. ,, , 
2. ADnuai p1'Qgrun~-ific: audit of 
state e,;peodirures to ensure 
ronsistooQ)' witb requirtlllWltS. L ~ 

TOTAL P.f:4 
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"IDLow.lntome Proguru Consitleftd for BI~k GJ'lmiltc 
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- .CUrti.'.(l:t t.aw i\dtnints!(a,iort or CoAll!ion PtoPQSaICon.ferencc PJ~.IPte",.." 

~ Ixne oJ" BeMfit No hMefil gu,lf8ntee,AFDC • Imc oCDend!t Guaranteed funding roc (;JI$ll • '.[):v& qfBen~{g. Repl:r0e3 AFDC with time­
beMfitlllo needy children ..nd their Statel ma,y usc funds for any"fl!MQrtably limilq,l condition:;] entiUemene to CMh 
carefakers; fund, Statts f(l{ progranl ~lcul#ted.. tmnI'1t1' to ~ out program brtncfils. 
admiHi:strati«'l and emergency as.s:istan.:.e, purposes, 


.- Emding S!ructuB. Open-ended F«1aal 
 • FWldjne Stmc1.Wl1. IUock-gr.lnl.i AFDC, • mIDas ~ Open-ended, state­
t'und$ nltleh Slate spending at sp«irted I"IWS, Emergency ASlIj~la.noe, aM JODS at roughly matehed TemporAty EItlI)loyme:nt Asml&rn:e 

.995 kvel,. RMber than.match program. prog.tnnl, Elimin"l(;.S Emergency A~ttJ't(Xl' 
sets $Iate maintcnanc.e ofeffort _11.$% of (EA). JOBS V. rept;tOed by Work First, a 
1994 leVels with pO$sibte redootian ba~ on SCate-fualchcd. ~ppCd tlltilknteru. 
perfotmllOCC. Allowable btook gtl\fl' 
Inuufen could redaoc cff'ective MOO 
substanli.Jly. Ineludes $1 billion 
OOrltinFlCY fwlrl, $1.1 billion loan fund, 

~ l;1idhiliLY & Il~D~L Level~, lncome $800 million poputatiolJ adjust.o.\etM fund. .. Eligiltiiilx & Beuefit i&!!SI&. Wide ~Ate 
eligibUity and ben<:fit !evds set by SU\e~ nexibitity under bror.d guidelines, lnoorne 
tl'l!N:t otheT criteria Federally defmed. 

• ~eibiLi~" I;ICl'lefJl Lc!t:£ll!. lne~ 
eligibiliiy and benefit levds $(1 by .,fare.r;,oo eligibility and benefit levet, set by st.les, 

. fodera1 criteria. 5wJ('u lime limil on cASh minimal tcderai ecilerilil. S-ycar lime limilun 
assi$tanoe with 15% exCO'lptiUM. ~uh benefits with ~jrJCd exemption 

C44cgorics. 
, 

• IllWacliolls, C.wgoritftl eligibility tor • lntenc)ions,C~.. eligibility for 
M.w..id. • lnIeracfiou~. }lQ 1"IOMOlltc eligiWlity for Medicaid. Stale cvtion fur 2 ~-!ln 01 

Medieaid. IntWnonai Modicatd asmtance. 

~ 'l):pe of' OeMfj,t P.ymcmts tOr c.hild care, • Ttpe QfBeodll. Child care btQCk 8J'Wcd atChild Caro • Type ofDensiiL Child Cllfe guarmtecd 10 
thruugh vooc:hus to parents or SI.fe Sl.8 ~itlon -OOY<l CUn'cnt l.1w O~f 1 yeats. AFDC plU1ieipants in wQrk and ~'lniU8 &lid 
gantslo.mtr¥:ts willi PfQVida-ii, • F:undjng Structure. Open.lmilw funding lrln.SittonU)$ oft' w~lfOlf=. 

guArantee eliminated. Federal funds capped.• undiDe StrncbJJ't, Open-ended federal funtb • nmciinl$ SCnldum. Open-endW fcder.-l fund1' 
mltch Slate spending for MDe recipienls a( .!It.teJ ~ m.Ain1iUn "'Y94 end nu.tch malch Slate spc:nding fOr AFIJC rec.ipienlS. al 
~rted rales, lliddilionlll AfllffilUls. $ptcifioo rate$. "AHlsk" funds merged with 

diJIcreliol:lary child CMe. 

.. Bli~bjlitX' ilsndil wilil:t· CfUld care 
* Clillil.!iti1X Ii lalle1ill.&~ll, No guAfAl'lk:C 

ofchild e.are (or those rcquirod 10 WOik ~ BliU;ibj!~IX.& ~~m L~dl, OWlflnlce of 
guuantted for AfI)(; rc,;:ipients In work And Hultb. safety. a,nd qu,lIlity prOW!iom: are ehjh.! c.ue fur (nom r¢quircd 10 work. HeaJlb, 
training prograrllll and. for those who Ictve removed franl CUTrenllaw. safdy. and qulllli'Y provisions are remo\1e4 
weU"llfc (0( v.'ode (for one ycu). Separate from currem low. 
cApped CfItj11~t for wt)tkmg poor "at-risk" 
ofretu,11'lillg 10 welfare. 
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Low-IaoolW! Pl'CIgramt CculIidtrtd for Block Grao.tn, 
I-~ ~ 

P",,,,... Cumru Law Cu_Pro~'1 Administration or ~itioo Propos.l 

• In>c of£lencfit. Same AS CltUTCll tew. No 
lOr food pwcb.."" 

Food StAmp' , • 1M orDOGt CoopoM or nDT .valalt • l)llCofllene(lI, Ouarantw.i benefit 
COldlnues for staIc;.S that do not elect Ihe bloek gr:ant« bllX:k 81m' option. 
btoek gr.nt or simplified program. AJlow. 0, 

rood stamp b.lock granl for $ta~meding 
certa:in standards:, Opttonal KIod liamp 
b!Q;:t W&Rl eliminates national entitlemertt to 
hoi," minimum Cood .IlQw~ for the 
1lCCdy~ 

• Frtndins Sfruc1ucc. Full Ftdet.l fWlding to( • funding S!rus;1We, Full fun! fUnding for - Euodin, SIructl,B. SlIGIe AS CUlTt!Jlllaw. No 
' bet\tft1l bul annum spcndU18 cap ro fOOli cap 00 food stamp spending. 

for adminiMn.lron. 
beui.:fits; F" fund. m.lth State spendill8 

stAml,1$l.hal could tew.lt in tcI0S3·lbc~bo:lrd 
~c.ul.$ if~decliJ)e,J()f tap projeclioos 

flt'e inaocuralc. 
• CJi,j~ilitv &i EknsIJl Le~lt. SIms wouid • j:;lilim~n: m4 Bcndit 1...eve1!_ Anumber of 

F••I, defwd eligibility stAndard! based 
• Eli.w~Sx 4. fkndlll~dl" Ufliform 

be sivcn. wide latitude: 1oclw.tge bendil and chMSCS in ~11~w. inoluding .djwtmCAI 
00 iIloome; unuorm fcderslly-dcfiucd b<.w:ill eligibility in slales not ~tll blook arant~ ottbrifty toOO plan • .roduclioo and in<t(:l(",ion 
leveb bucd (Ill eostoflhrifty rood plan·and no guvmlee for eligibility Of benefIts in ohlllndard deducfkm; wW'IIine: cnt:rgy 
household Si7);, bloo~ grant statH. Ssststane.e as inoomc; ~ program 

integrity; ind¢xsliotl ofvdU<:le allowance; 
increase State RWbility; otbeo. 

~ In!e.J]cJigns, Same Q cwrent bw. 
• lmacc1jQIlS, Most AFDe And SSI ..ccipientS' • ln1qaetiQijI, Most TANF cub asmtanee 


roccivc Food Stamps, but many different 
 reeiplenb \YOO1d be e.1igibk AItbotIgh 

cOlen•. 
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Lo,,·Jntocml Proaram. ContWeted 'Ot Bjo(k Gr.ntlng 

Currenll.6w AdrnitW$tratlon or eo.Jition Prooo,aIt'rogrero connom"" Prooo..\ 

.. '[we Q(Beuclit. Free 0( reduced price • TwegfOendd. Dcnc{lt oontinuc::, as in • IYvc ofUemfit· Same AS currtnllaw. No 
".trUioG 
Cllild 

brelki.... Md lunch.., eurreDllaw uuk$:s 51.to chooso to dtild nutrition block ~ts, 
Pfilticipato in School Lunch block grlUlt . 
demonmfllwn projocts in 7 USDA regiom. 

• furulin~ Slrus:flQ, Federal p.yrnent to • Fundine Struc!ure. For demonstnlion stll:es. • flUJdiUg Struc1wl;. SM1e as current taw. 
schwls ot A m .mount rot ~et;h fr« (If optn cMkd paymenl repl-&«d with capped 

redu¢¢d pri¢e meal. 
 fede(8i pi)'ltietll$ tQ slilles:. 

• fililihiljl! &:; ikl)Sfll U:~~l. Many kdtnI• Cliiibllib: a. Benefit L$:vell!. Uniform • Ulieibili!X &. 3ene!i1 Levell. S&me JS curn:nf 
fcdcrelly deftned eligibility standards based tx.meflt and etigibitity standards: in .!alel! law, tM bet~·lareekdJUblidiesro Ft:ntily 
00 ineome~ uniform Federally dcf"ltd Day Can: Homes serving JoW~UwonlC kid... 
&\lb~idie.s per meal: Wlib:m nutrition 

clloo~ di!nlOflSlrllian. but tRe .ro 
reduced p~«RIld M$IO. 

S4l.'lndsrds. • InJexRCUOOJ, Same RScun«IC law, 
• bilWdions. t'hlldren on AFDC or Food 


Siamps automatic.t1 qwdij)' (or free mellls. 

• Inlerwims. Cl»idRn (1(\ Aroc cr Food 

Siamps Ilwol'mUiulty qualify tor free; meals. 

., lyDo Q(Qcnefit Rather th1lll mllkMg(lpcn-C~•• • J»e of Benefit Same as current law. 
Protection 

• 1M g(Benefit. Opcn-tnded V4)'ltlcf1b; 10 
SI.lc$ for plattment StfVH:c:J., training. and ended ptyrnents. block granls four opcn~ 

Sertfte.ud ended (0$fer care and adoption Mmlanccprogram admitUstr4ltion for fo.nercarc and 
adoption L'l3j,${1\ru.ie. progrlmS for pJaoemmt servioos:. tuining'I'nI\nIA~ . 

a.rW -.dmirnslrition. Rcpw# the 
bldl.:pC(ldCrit living Program for foster teen, 
& Famil)' Preservation 4lId. Suppoo. 

{Mand.....,.) 

• FWldjog StrucllKg, Same as Cltlwnl law. 
match StAte "pendi"@:at :tpcciftCld ntes. 

• Fundios Slructunt Opm·cnlkd '.al funds • Fundina Struclurc. CliPped block gnmt 
pa;mertb to State. olllbQU{ $0,4 btllioo 
below current law, Stale Inllmlenaoce of 
e1furt.sel al l()iMio(lm levcb in FY. 91· .98 .ud 15% unfil2002.• l3IieibiljlY. D~Mchitd'$ eJigibtlity fOf 

AIDe. • Uljplilljt;J'. Eligibility ~po.ndcd La ali • ElIeibili'l. Srm:eueurrenllaw. 
,1U1dNn. 


Medkaid. . 

• Int!!OK'1iou~ CalCgoriCil eligibmty for 

* Inlm~liQ:llI. Same A$ c,urrenlll'lw, * lllmgiolli!. Saine liS CUfl'MIlllw. 
-

.. Child AbuR Prevcntion end Tie'lltmeni ActChnd Welfare • Block l18lllS 8nll.lober ofdiscretionAl}' • Same Ii$ <:Ufrtml Jaw. 
(CAPTA) and other $Ilt\ltes maintain a ptQgr<ws within CAPTA and similar related. 

mLmber or small catcgt»'W1I1 protlJAmS 
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lRw-lntome Proarlll... Com.deft' tor Block Granlll'e 

p, \ CWTtllt lAW Coofer"""'P......1 Administration or Coalition Pm I 

MnUeatd 

. 

, 

• IYIX' of1knefl1, Fedu.! tolitltmc:nl rw 
eligible: individuals to mtnimum sot ofheallh 
lItci 1on,·tmuC4fC.servicesdcllncd in 
FederAII.w; Statt. may also oovetopl~Qnat 
eI;gibl<> ond_.. 

• 	}<"lUldWe SlrnctWe, Fede.rtl matching for 
State payntenls to providers and beai1h plans 
for Bervtces tor digib1e indivlduals And fur 
progr.am 6dministratiOtt 

. 
• 	llIiaitlilin: 4 B!<odil Leve1~ Stale! mU$\ 

oover; tow·jn<:oou:: pregn.ru VMni::n. 
chiWten, elderly and di..bled ~ 
bencticinrief', AFOC.md SSl m:ipientt, 
oemin other individual", such as ~ 
lran!itiUJung frmll welfnrc.(O·work. and 
children ill subsidized fume oare alld 
adoption home)), Statd may cover OptJOfla1 
grutq111. Federally deflmd minimum benefit" 
rllust be l)roviUcd Stales mty provUle 
optional tkmet'ib as: welt Provider jayment 
nk$ $d by Stllte~. subject to some redenl 
-itandarog, 

• 	IDlttf\£liopJ. Cash rwipienl$ and dWdc~n in 
fostcrcarc automalically c:li,ibtc for 
McdicNd. AS &rclhosc in trtnsilion from 
welfare to 'WOOC CASh inoomc r.nd/« 111501 
kvclJ sometimes used for other Mcdica.id 
eI~lbnity, 

• Il!l)t QfBcnc;:fiI. No fcdttd cntillemeJl1; 
States rcquifod Co provide with SCfVi1:cS for 
low-income individu.!!, including oerloin 
defmtd popnl1.tions \VilA funding $Cl·a$idos. 

• fundjna StnICIlQ,. Block grant. ~ 
matching up to 6 (;.tIpped amount Ior.:ach 
SLIfe, 

• 	Eliil:itlillb: &; Dene1i, l&~1r1i. Stlil«im\lJl 
COVC'r children W'ldcr qe U. pregnam 
women. and iodividuafs with di.nbilili« 
(siatc dcfmcd) with income boCow PQV1:ft)' 
level. Eslilbli$bQ mandatory fundms $et­
M«b for Ih~ popmations and (or parlog 
the M<:dh:are premium. for IDw~ineomc dual 
eligiblell. State!' detlne benefil$ package. bul 
must provide chUdhood inunllt'iiUllions and 
femily plAnning. _ ",ymcn'''.' by 
Slate, 

• 	Interactions. No a'Uklm4lic eligibility (or 
cub rooipienb. 

• I>'I1' otlleru:fiL RtlOin OUIT<I,U.... l>ut . 
provide meMingful new flexibility to State& 
in how to operate !.heir program., pay 
prcMdcn, and contract with ~d care 
plans aod other UulOvtlive deliVCly 
lmIiIt&emenl.s. 

• funding StroolltrC, Maintain Ced«at 
ma(ehing for State rayrnerus to providers dAd 
Maim plnns for hulth services for di&iWe 
indIviduai$.. subject weapon rete orin«~ 

· 	in spending pet person, and further limit. to 
paymenls under the disproporltoo.tc JltI$«: 

(DHS) program. 
• 	Cliaibili~" Dsoefll L!:~ Rcltlin <:WTcnt 

la.w. 

, 

~ 	 hl1Cra9ljOOs. Retain link betw«n wcl(t1rl:; 
.ad Muiic&id I, 

." e•
Z, 
m ,
" 

" 
" 

" 
~ 

~ 

m 
~ 

0 
~ 

%. 

0 
% 

" 


-
o 

.,
•o 
m 

J:\I)ATA\WELFARE\ADMlNPOL\OEC_3WlO_CHTl.WPD 

~, 
~ 

http:disproporltoo.tc
http:Mcdica.id
http:pregn.ru
http:progr.am


JAf;~ 0: t -9S 17.03 FROM, OMa 10, PAGE. . 2/S 

I . 

COMPARISON OF CASH BLOCK GRANT 

January I, 1996 


TANF BLOCK GRANT (Al'DC) 

STRUCTURAL 
REFOlillf 

FINAL WELFARE 
REFORM BILL 

L AFDC cash benefits and 
administration. JOss. an4 
emergency assistance 
eonsoUdated. mIt) one brock 
gr.>nt. 

2. Tu:ms Arne into a strte 
blo<k grant which is ""PI"'I 
at S16.3 billion ayear. 

COALITION BILL 

1. AFDC replaced with Temporary 
Employmcot Assistance ~. 
R.epaJs Emer:wc)' Assistance... 

2. Maintaim current law foderal-
State matdllni requirement. 

SENATE DEMOCRATIC 
BILL 

1. AFDCreplaeed with 
TetnpOlVY Employment 
A$$istanee Program. Repeals 
Eltllerge::ncy Assistance. 

, 

2. Maintains cunent law 
fed.t:rni-state matching 
requirement. 

. 3.1V:p1_ JOBS w;m a ""PI"'I J. Repla=JOBS w;m. capped 

. 
entitlement (Work First) with CSC 
CO$t ofUJ biUion oller 7 yean:. 

entitlement (Work Fittt) with 
CBO cost of$lO.2 billion C>V¢T 

••· 
St1te match requtred. WOIk First 7 jI~_ State match requlreQ. , 
funding iru:t'eases each year to__eased _ Work FIrst funding inereases I, 

oaeh)'f#M to reflw IDcreased• · • partieipation ntcs. work particjpation rates. · · 
ELlGffiILITY I. Swesm: eligibility . 

criteria. Ends individual 
entitlement to benefits. 

• . 
2. Elitnillare, f<4<o1'l 
requJmn.!IlS n:gWiol . asset and teSOtll"Ce limi..... 
eamin;S disregards and 
other income disregards. 

l. States set eU:p1>ility criteria 
provided that f:l,miUes with 
coIDparWle needs are ~ 
similarly. Retain. C1IIT<nt I>.w 
requirement that st:U:e$ provide 
benefiu. to aU individuals with 
dlildm! whose Utrome and 
resour«s are below state-set 
limits. 

2. SI.u:nt. 

1. Statq $ef eligibility eritzda 

provided th"t famjijes with 

companble needs are tteated 

similarly. Rctams current law 

rnquireme:nr ma! m.te$ provide 

benefits to all individuals with 

children whose income and 

teSOUf'C¢S ate below swe-set 

limits . 


2- Same. 

. 
•· 

. 
,·I i 
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FINAL '¥ELFARE 
REFOR!.j BILL 

COALmON BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC 
BILL 

WORK 
REQUIREMENTS 

. 

1. Rcquir¢s rccipknts to 
engage in worlr:: activitie$ 

within 2 years ofreaivine. 
ben';",. 

2. Swes must have 50% of 
caselQad in II qualified \.\"Qfk 

zaivity by FY2002. 

. 
3. State option to exempt a 
:single pwem: with ~ child 
under J:~ 1 from workroqu­

1. Individuals required to sign 
indivj~ rnponsibillEy contract 
outlining. plan to move mdividuZLI 
to went upon reuiving b<:nefits. 
States may ttqUir~ indMduals to 
tnter Work Fi.:m pr~ J.t any , 
time after reeeivins benefl.'I3. 

l. State.s must have S2% Qf ablo. 
boCtied caseload in Wark Fim 
Program by IT 2003. 

3. States detmnine which 
individuals WQuld be required to 
eni.C1 Wctk rust ptogam. 

1, Requites recipients to en:a~e 
in intetlsive job $f;,:U'Ch from day 
one on assisWlCe. sign an 
lodividual reapcmsibiIity 
COll1n1tt within two months, and 
be working. in training. or 
perl'orming community $Crvi~e 
within six tnon1hs• 

2. States must have 50% of 
able-bodied cucload in a 
qualified work activity by 
FY200G. 

3. States. shall exempt 
indi\"idual:s 'W'hQ are seriously ill. 
inc.apa<:itated, ofadvan~ ate, 
caring for ill child under 6 
mOl1~ caring for an 
ineapacitatM family member, 
and in the third trimester of 
~ 

4. States may not sanetioc a 
single pm'nt with a dlitd ' 
under age 6 iflltc: parent 
prOve$ ebild eaM is not 
available. 

4.1ndivlduals would be 
~<hild<=jf~ 
to participate in work prog;tUt. 

Individuals who l_ve welfare 
would be """""Iecd dilld <are for 
olle )Ur !1fter leaving welfare. 

4. l1l<llviduals WOIlld be 
guaranteed child care if 
oteessa.")' to partkipat4 in wQtk 
provaxn. Individuals woo leave 
welfare would be guaranteed 
child care for OM' year after 
tuvin,;: welfare. Providu it 
eapped entitlement sufficient to 

meet ~tQC$ plus fundlne. 
for tow income working: parents. 

S, Individuals wbo find private 
sector cmploymmt of more than 
25 hoUl'5 • week.od leave welfare 
would he counted in meeting 
participation rates for one year, 

S. Individuals who leave 
""lfuefOl'wmk _Idb< 
~ in mcctlD: participation 
rateS for one year. 

l of " 
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FlNALWELFARE COALmOl'llllLL $F;NATE l)EMOCRA TIC 
REFORM IIILL IIILL 

1'lM:E LOOTS 1, Must work afret 1. MIISt b<glnjoh""",*,and any J. Mustbeginjobsea:cb from 
receiving benefits for two 
yars: {earlier at state 
option) 

_ aaMtles "'lulred by Ibe 

sut-e within 30 da}'$ ofroec:iving- ... 
day one 3Dd begin other 
acdv:ities outlined in the 
individual n:spollSloil~ 
eontrael within 2 months of 
receiving benef"rts. 

2, S year lifetime limit for 2. Syear lifetime limit for fodonl 2 . .5 year lifetime limit for 
fedenl TANFbenefirs, 1'EA bmefits.1S0/0 hardship fedem TEA benefits. 15% 
shorter at swc option (15% exemption at state option. Time hardship exemption at state 
hardship ex~ptjon). limit would not apply fOf an)' cption. Time limit would not 

month in which.an individual was -apply for any month in which-an 
miow:ly ill. incapa.citatod, of individual ~ $Crlously ill, 
ad\'Mccd. lie, carit:l& for 11 child i.n.capacit<:ltcd. ofadvanced age. 
under 6 months. caring for an t:arine for a child under 6 
incapaciwed fa?nily member. in months. earing fcr an 
the third trimmer of pre:pancy. incapacitated family member, in 
living in an area with an th¢ third uimcster of prl:pancy. 
unemploymmt rate Over' $11'/0. living in an area with an 

, under age 18 who is making 
sa'dsfac:toty progren in high 

unemploym¢Dt rau: over 8%. 
under I\&¢ 13 who is. making 

school or te<hnieal school. and at Misfactoty progress in bigh 
state option. family in wbich 3D 
iruUviduai works 20 OT more bOW'S."..... 

school or technieal ~ooI. JDd 
at fbrn:: opti~ funny in which 
an ittdivi4ual works 2G or mon 
hours a week. 

MAINTEl'IANCE L 7;5% ofstate spending in 1. Retain! current law state march I. Rttain$ eurrent law state 
OF EFFORT FYI994. RqUircmentlhat match requjremetlt that 

inc::rusesldecreases ~ to in_~_gto 
•••• 

l""f1= """­ program com. 

CHAl'/GES IN 1. S 1 bllli:on Qmting1:D.CY 1. Automatic adjustments for 1. Automati¢ a4Justlnenf$ for 
ECONOMIC fund fur S4tes \o\-ith high C'COllomic or population changes e<:ORQmic Qf population changes 
CONDmOl'lS unemployment (State must 1)yvirme of mainta.ia.iag individual b;I virtue Qfmaintaining: 

match). entitlement with udtrnl4tme individual entittement with 
_ch. t......I·""'" mawh. 

2, $800 million 
suppl.....1llI growth fimd . 
f-or $tates with biJh 
population growth, benefits 
lo~-e:r than 35% ofthe 
national average, or above 
average growth Md below 
average AFDC welfare 
benefits; (no State match). 

3. $01.7 billion loan fund, 

~ of • 
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mAL \IIEU"ARI> 
REFOR.'1 BILl. 

COALITION BILL SENATE DEMOCRATIC 
BILl.. 

F~\1lLY CAl" I. Requi.m Stues to deny 
benefits to ebitdml born to 
families OD welM but 
allows S~ to Opt-<M of 
1hls provlsiO!l$ by pwing • 
State Jaw. 

1" Sta~$ mlV~ option to deny 
benefits to children born to 
families Qn welfare. 

I. States have option to deny 
benefits [0 ehildren born to 
famili.~ on wcloo. 

TEEN MOMS ,1. Unwed toens must live at 
home (or in an adult 
supervised S<U.ing) ..d 
attend schQOl in order 'CO 
receive TANF benefits. 
2, Sta~ have option to 
deIly btneflts to an unwed 
-parent. 

l. Unw~ ~lU mUSt live at botnc 
(or with responsible adult) and 
a.ttet'ld school in order to receive 
TEA benefits:, 

2. s.m•. 

1. Unwed teenS must tNc at 
home (or wilh responsible adult) 
and attend school in order to 
~eive TI;A benefits. 

2. Same. 
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ISSUES IN REFORMING ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS 

AFDC 

Essential Program Elements. A reformed AF DC program must have tough work 
requirements, time limits, and increased State flexibility, It should also retain certain 
features of current law: It should provide a guarantee of assistance to all indivIduals 
who meet certain criteria lts funding mechanism should respond automatically 10 

changes in economic and demographic conditions, It should give States strong 
incentives to share in program financing and to match Federal funds, but allow 
flexibility in setting income eJigibility and benefit levels, Individuals in like 
circumstances should be treated equally, 

Adminl~tration Position. The conference report on welfare refonn converts AFDC and 
related programs into a capped block grant. The block grant fails to address many of 
the essential elements of the current program. The Administration supports the 
Coalition proposal, which repJaces AfDC with a conditional time~limited entitlement 
and provides an automatic response to countercyclical increases in need while 
increasing State flexibility. 

Potential Fallback Position. If a eash 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. Also needed would be: stronger performance bonuses, 
lower bJock grant transfer provisions, greater flexibility in setting family caps~ 
vouchers for children of teen mothers denied cash assistance, guaranteed t...1edicaid 
eligibility for cash recipients, individual responsibility contracts, and higher time-limit 
exemptions. 

Child Care 

Essential Program Elements. Current child care programs provide a guarantee for all 
AFDC recipIents required to work or who are moving off welfare into work, Capped 
amounts are also provided for lOW-Income families at~risk 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 tittle to meet the cbild care needs of those required to 
work. The Administration supports the CQalition bill, which maintains the child care 
guarantee for AFDe recipients required to work and those transitioning off welfare for 
work, 

Potential Fallback position. If the new child care block grant were to be enacted, we 
would need an additional $3-$4 billion in Federal funds above the Conference level, 
which would be matched by States (as the Conrerence currently requires). Lower 



·. 

funding udd~ons are possible if more realistic work requirements are established. 
Current law health and safety protections, which arc dropped in the conference report, 
should be restored. 

Food Stamps 

Essential Program 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. It 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 eroslon of wages). It also permits States 
unprecedented authority to change the structure and rules of the national program. The 
Administration has no such proposals and is opposed to any proposal which would 
undermine this universal safety net programls ability to respond to increased need 

Potential Fallback Position, None, 

Child Protection Sen'ices and Training Programs 

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

Administration Position. The Conference block grants four currently open-cnded 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 50.4 biJlion. The 
Administration would maintain current law in each of these programs, The 
Administration opposes block granting and capping the open~ended programs because 
of rising abuse and neglect problems. Caseloods could also potentiully increase due to 
dramatic ,changes. elsewhere .in the social. safety' net. which make cuts in child welfare 
programs especially dangerous. 

Potential Fallback Position, None. 

Child Nutrition 

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

AdministratiQn Position. HR 4 would allow one state in each of the seven USDA 
regions to run a 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 nutrition programs nationwide, 



'. .' 
Potential Fallba£k Position. If a child nutrition/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. 
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MEDICAID 

• 	 Essential Program Elements, 

Federal Medicaid entitlement must be retained: this requires a definition 
of mandatory beneficiaries and benefits. and enforcement of the entitlemen.t 
through Federal courts: 

Mandatory beneficiaries: must include AFDC and SSI recipients ~~ 

post welfare reform, low~income pregnant women, children, and 
elderly and disabled Medicare beneficiaries, as well as individuals 
transitloning from welfare to work and other post-welfare transitions. 

Mandatory benefits: must include a Fe<lerally.requircd benefit package 
that could be negotiated so long as it remains comparable to the basic 
mandatory benefits under current law . 

. 'Right 'ofaction: the "FederaJ 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 Umit the rate of Increase in 
spending, is the mechanism through which the Federal government would 
maintain its guaranteed financial partnership with states as they respond to 
changing economic and demographic realities in their state. 

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

• 	 'AdministmdQn ,-Position: The conference . position does not preserve the Federal 
Medicaid entitlement to meaningful benefits or enforcement through the Federa1 
courts, The block grant structure fails to preserve the Federal financial partnership 
through economic .and demographic changes, 

• 	 Potential Fallback Position. 

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 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 health screening, diagnosis and treatment (EPSDT), 

Substantial new slate flexibility could be negotiated in how 
states make available optional benefits -- this would lessen 
current law constraints for optional benefits about 
comparabil1ty of benefits among groups and statewideness. 

Enforcement: 

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

Benefits: For disputes regarding benefits, deductibles j and 
. copayments, a 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 
fonnuJa grant proposal, other than revision in the current fonnula cap on 
DSH, 

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

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

Transitional andlor hold-harmless pools can be negotiated, as well as 
pooled funding for federally qualified health centers and rural health 
centers. 
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Increasing protections for chil~ren and states in welfare conference report 

Contingency Fund 

Combine contingency fund and popolation growth fund into one fund triggered by increases in child poverty 
in the state ' 

Annual contingency fund allocations [0 states to be determined by the increase in the number ofchiidren 
in poverty in each state above a baseline level, multiplied by average 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 ofeffort through 1998. Reduce the matching rate to 80% starting in 1999, 

with increases up to 1000"" based on failure to meet work requirements 

Child Car. 

Provide child care funding sufficient to meet CBO estimates for chUd care costs of work·requirements in 
H.R. 4, including CBO estimates for one year of transitional child care for individuals who move from 

welfare to work t plus current baseline funds for the at~risk program. 


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


Equal treatment 

Add language from Coalition budget and Senate Democratic bill requiring that the states use equitable and 
objective standards for eligibility and treat families ofsimilar needs and circumstances similarly 

Add language 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 to provide individuals with an opportunity to apply for assistance and furnish assistanoe with 
reasonable promptness to aU eligible individuals. 

Provide for state process allm\ing individuals for whom assistance is denied. reduced or terminated to have 
such decisions reviewed . 



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 ofstate 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 eligible 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. 

Tecn 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 

2 
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Time limits 

Allow for specific exemptions in Coalition plan in addition to 15% bardship exemption, (Coalition plan 
provides exemptions for individuals who are seriously ill, incapacitated, of advanced age, caring for a child 
under six months. earing for an incapacitated family member or in the third trimester ofpregnancy, living 
in an area 'With unemployment above 8% and, at state option, families in which an individual is working 20 
hour, a week) 

Adopt provision 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. 

3 
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Increasing state flexibility within individual entitlement 

Cbanges from current law in Coalition budget 

Allows states to determine eHgibility requirements in addition to setting benefit levels 

Eliminates mandatory federal income disregards in determining benefits 

Eliminates mandatory federal reSQU!Ce and asset limits in detennining benefits 

Eliminates all other federal restrictions on eligibility criteria 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 ResponsiblHty Contract and allows states 
to sanction individuals who violate terms of the contract 

Provide state option to impose family cap 

Provide state option to deny benefits to minor mothers 

Consolidate child care programs into a single program with one set ofrules 

Additional Changes to Coalition budget 

Combine Emergency Assistancct 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~risk child care 

Add incentives for private sector job placement and reducing out ofwedlock births 
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ISSUES IN REFORJVIlNG E!I"TITLEMENT PROGRAMS 

Any reform of entitlements must rest on certain cornerstone principles that undcrl1e the current 
progrnms, including; 

(1) 	 AU individuals 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 ofwhich involve the 
creation of new block grants to replace existing programs. The Administration must consider 
whether; or to what extent, these proposals are in tine with the principles underlying' the existing 
programs. 

Medicaid 

• 	 The Congress propose's to block grant and cap the ?vledicald program. There 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 aU individuals who meet basic criteria recejve assistance, it would not 
provide for the equal treatment of individuals, and it would not provide funding in a 
procyclical way that responds to increases in need. 

AFOC 

• 	 The conference report on welfare reform converts AFDC and related programs into 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 FederaHy-defined criteria. it wO\lld not provide fer th.e equal treatment ofindividuais 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 time-limited entittemcp.t and provides an automatic response to countercyclical 
increases in need while increasing State flexibility. 

• 	 The Administration could possibly Hve with a cash assistance block grant with more 
adequate protections for children, including a countercyclical mechanism triggered by 
changes in child poverty, continued effective State participation. objective eligibility 
criteria, and guardntees of equitable treatment in like circumstances" 
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Child Ca .. 

• 	 The Conference· report block grants three mandatory child care programs .... two ofwhich 
are openRended -- 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 offwelfare for work, The Administration has not proposed block 
granting or capping these progroms. 

• 	 A reasonable option is to accept the new child care block grant with an additional $3-$4 
billion in Federal funds above the Conferenee level, which would be matched by States (as 
the Conference currently requires). Lower funding add-ans are possible jf more realistic 
work requirements are estabHshed, In addition, current law health and safety protections 
which are dropped in the conference report should be restored. 

foQd Stamps Optional Block Granl 

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

Child P.r.o.tection Sen-ices and Training Programs (Mapdal12Q) 

• 	 The Conference block gnmts 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). lbe Administration wou1d maintain current law in each of these 
programs. 

• 	 The Administration opposes block granting the open~ended programs because ofrising 
abuse and neglect problems. Caseloads could also potentially increase due to dramatic 
changes elsewhere in the social safety net. 

.Child Welfare DiscrctiQnao 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 oppose this provision because it increases flexibility to 
States. 

CWld1!iutrition 7-SI.!< Dcwop.IDltion Block Grant 

• 	 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 a limited block grant 
demonstration with some further restrictions. 



I Low-Income Programs Considered for Block Grallting 
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Current Law Congrc$$ional ProposalProgram 

• Type of Benefit. }.;o benefit guarantee, 
children and their care-takers; funds States for 
program administration and emergency assistance. 

• Type of8encfiL Provides c!i$h benefits to needyAFDC 

• FlfOdiOIl. Structure. Federal funds match State • EundiO& Structure. Block-grant$ AFDC. 
spending at specified rates, Emergency ASSistance, and JOBS at 

rough\y 1995 levels. Rather than a match 
program, establishes a s.tate maintenance of 
effort. set at 75 percent of 1994 levels with 
possible performance bonus reductions 10 . . 67 percent Allowable block grant transfers 
make effective maintenance of effort 0% in 
SQme States, 45% ()r less in others_ [neludes. 
$1 billion contingency grant fund. $1,1 
billion loan fund, and $800 million 
population adjustment fund. 

• Eligibillt:t &. B~D:~fit Lev~ls, fnoome eli,&ibilit)' set by • Eli&illililY" 12~m.fil L!l:v~I~. Income 
States; most other criteria Federally defined, States set eligibility set by states; no federal criteria. 
benefit levels, 'States set benefit levels. 

· Inleta¢tioos. Categorical eligibility for Medicaid. lnt!:!:.il!i<li!.ms. No automaiic eligibility for· 
Medicaid, 

,, 
Type orBeeeUl. No federal entitlement.• J:i:pe of Benetit Eligible individuals entitled 10Medicaid · 
instead substitutes guaranteed coverage and 

Reimbursement to states for providers of medical 
minimum set of services defined in feclerallaw. 

mandatory funding for certain populations. 
s.ervices used by eligible individuals; payments to • funding Squcrure. Federal funds match 
States for program administration, state spending at spedfied rates up to ~na~e 

specific capped amounts. 
spending at specified rate's, 

• fundilli Structure, federal funds match State 

• Eligjbllin: &. Benefit L!l!~~I~, Slates must COver • Blii::ibility" a~ll~fit J.&~l~, States musl 
children and pregnant women below poverty; AFDC covcr children under age 13 and pregnant 
recipients, SSI recipients. cblldren in subsidized foster women below poverty. Stmes also cover 

,, disabled individuals as defined by the state; 
needy. Federally defined minimum benefit package 
care and adoption homes; and State-defined medically 

provider reimbursement rilleS set by Stale. 
must be provided to all recipients, States may provide 
()ptionai benefits; provider reimbursement rates set by 
State, 
IDteljlctiOll~. AF'DC recipients and children in foster • Inte:rnctions. No automatic eligibility for 
care automatically eligible for Medicaid. some AFDC reeipients. 

http:lnt!:!:.il!i<li!.ms


Low~Jn(':ome Programs Considered for Block Granting 

Program Current Law Congressional Proposal 

Food Stamps: 

, 

AFDC~ ReJai:ed 
Child Care 

Child Nutrition 

• Ixm: of e~n~(js, COUPCN}S or EST equivalent for food 
purchases. 

• 	Eunding Structu~. Full Federal fundlng for benefits; 
Federal funds match Stale spending for administration, 

• 	Eligibility & Benefit Levels. Uniform federally 
defined eligibility standards based on income; unifonn 
Federa!ly~defined benefit level$. based on cost of 
thrifty food plan and household size. 

• 	Interactjops. Most AFOC recipients receive Food 
Stamps, but many differences in criteria. 

• Type of Benefit. Payments for child care, through 
vouchers to parents or contracts with providers. 
fundjn~ Stn«:tu1;. Open*ended federal funds match· 
State spending at specified rates. 

• Eligibility & Benefit Levels. Child care guaranteed for: guarantee eliminated. Federal funds 

· Iype of Benefit Guaranteed benefit 
continues for states thai remain in national 
program. Allows ill food stamp block gram 
for S!'ltes meellng certain standards, 
Optional food SiamI' block grant eliminates 
national entitlement to basic minimum food 
allowance for the needy. 

• 	Fundine; Structure. Full fe.cleral funding for 
benefits but annual spending cap on food 
stamps with no cushion for errQr and 
insufficient mechanisms to raise the cap, 
Woukl result in across-me-board cuts if 
economy declines or cap projeetions nre 
Inaccurate, 

• 	Eli~ibmb: Ii a'n~fil L'v~!~. Uniform 

benefit and elig.ibility continues in stales 

not choosing blQck grant; no guarantee for 
eligibility or benefits in states choosing. 

,,block grant. , 
,, 	 , 

• Iype Q[Bs:neU!· Child care block granted 

at $ I,8 billion above current law over 7' 


, years, 
,. Fundinl! Stnwture. Open.ended funding 

AFDC recipients in work and training programs and 
for those who leave welfare for wOrk (for one year} 

Type ofBMefiL Free or reduced price breakfasts and· 
funches. 

FundIng Structure. Federal payment to schools of it
· 
set amount for each free or reduced price meal. 

• 	EligibililJ:' ~ B!3lCfil L~Ys::l~. Unifonn fedefftlly 
detmed eligibility standards based on income; uniform 
Federally defined subsidies pt;r meal; unifonn 
nutrition standards, 

• 	Interactions, Children on AFDC or food Stamps 
automatically qualitY for free meals. 

capped. States must maintain FY94 ;u;d ,,match ndditkmal amounts. 	 ,,,• 	Im2:iWlib: & !2'n~nt l.!:Yl:ls, Health and 
safety provisions are removed from current 
law. ,, 

• 	Type of Bem:fi.t. Benefit (;ontinu¢s as in 
current law unless state chooses to 
participate in SchuoI Lunch block gmnt 
demonstration projects in 7 USDA regions. 

• Funding Structure. For demonstration 

states. open ended payment replaced with 

capped federal payments to states, (1) 


• 	Elli:;jbjljt~:8:. B'Il~fit Lml~. No federal 
benefit and eligibility standards in states 
choosing demonstration. ('}) 



Lowwlnwme Programs Considered ror Bloek Granting 

Current Law 	 Congressional Proposal Program 

Type of Benefit, Openwended payments to Stales far Type of Benefit. Rather than open-ended Child · 	 · 
pn::-placement services, training, and program payments. for a variety of mdividual 

Services 
Pr(ltecti(ln 

programs. block grants four open..ended 
{Mandatory) 

administration. 
child protection programs for placementFundiuJ: Stryctyre. Open*ended federal funds match· 

Slate spending at spedficd rates, services. training and administration, 

· 61igihiliLY &. 6s:ntlli I..!i:x:s:l~, Repeals the Independent Living Program 
Not yel completed for fosler teens & Family Preservat(on and 

Support. 
• 	funding Structure. Capped block grant 

payments to states. (state match ?) 

· Elil:;ibilib! &. B!:D!::fit LS:~f:l~. Caps these 
programs at about $0.4 billion below eBO 
baseline. 

· Block grants a number of distre60nary 
(Discretionary) 
Child Welfare 

programs within (he Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act and similar 
related discretionary programs. 

1:IDATAIWELFARIMDMINPOLIDEC_30IBG_CHT:tWPD 
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I( V~~;:.;;~-- ISSUES IN REFORMING ENTITLEMENT PROGRAMS 

, 	 ~ 'd' , r' fFd I 'I '" h S be'In Gons! enog major relorms 0 e era eottt ernent programs. It IS Important t at tates gwen 
dramatic flexibility in determining eligibility rules and benefit levels. At the same time. this reform 
must rest on certain cornerstone principles that underlie the current entitlements, which include: 

(1) 	 All individuals who meet certain Federal or State criteria should receive Government 
assistance. 

(2) 	 Funding should respond to econonaie and demographic changes so as to increase when need 
rises and decrease when noed deelines. 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 bas proposed major refonns of entitlement programs, many ofwhich invohte 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 significant 
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 individuals who meet basic criteria receive assistance, it would not 
provide for the equal treatment ofindividuals, and it would not provide funding in a 
procyclical way that responds to increases in need. 

AFDC 

• 	 The conference report on welfare reform converts AFDe and related programs into a 
capped block gran!. 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 Fcderally-defitIed criteria, it would 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"ihe Coalition proposal, which replaces AFDe with a conditional 
entitlement and provides an automatic response to countercyclical increases in need while 
increasing State flexibility. 

• 	 The Administration could possible live with a cash assistance block grant with more 
adequate protections for children, including a financing mechanism responsive to changes in 
child poverty, continued effective State participation, and guarantees ofequitable treatment 

• 



r{, 
Child Care 

• 	 The Conference block grants three mandatory child care programs -- two of which are 
open-ended -- and increases Federal IUnding by $1.8 billion over 7 years. The coalition bill 
maintains the child care guarantee, The Administration has not proposed block granting or 
capping these programs. 

• 	 A reasonable option is to accept the new child care block grant with an additional $3~S4 
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 ifmme realistic 
work requirements are established, In addition, current law health and safety protections 
which are dropped in the conference report should be restored. 

Food Stamos 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 is 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: (Mandatorv) 

• 	 The Conference block grants four cllrrently open-ended foster care and adoption' assistance 
programs for placement sef\~ces, training. and administration. The bitt also repea1s the 
Family Preservation & Support and Independent Living programs. These provisions reduce 
funding by $0.4 billion under CSO's baseline (and almost $3 billion under the 
Administration baseline). The Administration would maintain current law in each ofthese 
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 \Velfare Discretionjlry 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 oppose this provision because it increases flexibility to States, 

Chtld Nutrition '-State Demonstration Block Grant 

• 	 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 a limited block grant 
demonstration with some further restrictions. 


