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‘The Honorable Albert Gore Jr.
President of the Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510

‘Dear Mr. President:

I am enclosing for the consideration of the Congress the
Administration's "Work First and Personal ResponSlblllty Act of
1996," a comprehensive proposal to reform the Nation's failed
welfare system. The President remains commltted to working with
the congress to pass a bipartisan welfare reform bill this year
that honors the values of work, responsibility, and famlly This
proposal will end the curreht welfare system by reguiring work,
demanding respon31b111ty, strengthening famllles and protecting
children. - | '

Under this legislative propoaal, everyone who can work must

go to work, and no one who can work can stay on welfare forever.

' This proposal replaces Aid to Families with Dependent Children

' (APDC) with a time-~limited benefit conditioned on work. It
imposes tough work regquirements and tiwe 11m1ts, including a
lifetime limit of five years for receipt of welfare benefits. Tt
gives States the means to provide child care that ie essential to
imposing tough work requlrements and movxng!peOple from welfare
to work. States are given broad new flexibzllty to tadlor
valfare reforms to local needs, but are also held accountable for
continiting their commitment to move people from welfare to work.,
The proposal permits adjusting to changing economlc circumstances
and provides vouchers to meet the most baslc needs of children in
families whose benefits end |

. The Work First proposal demands re6pon31b111ty as weil. It
includes the toughest child support enforcement Reasures. ever
proposed. The proposal reguires minor mothers to live at home
and stay in school as a condition of rece1v1ng assistance and
gives States the option to deny additional beneflts for
add;tional chlldren born to parents who arc:on welfare.

The proposal achieves signzflcant sav1ngs by reforming the
Food Stamp and Child Nutrition programs, while preserving the
national nutritional safety net. The Congre551ona1 Budget oOffice
estimates that these reforms would save almost $22 billion over
seven years through provisions such as countlng energy assistance
as income and tough new program integrlty measures to crack down
én Food Stamp fraud. The proposal gives States unprecedented
flexibility to administer the Food Stamp program, with new work
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requirements and time limits on able-bodied, childless adults.

It continues to index basic benefits with inflation, betterx
targets food subsidies for family day care homes, and makes other
adjustnents in the Child Nutrition program. The proposal
protects children by preserving the school! lunch program and

_important child welfare programs for abused and disabled

children.

|
The proposal achieves substantial savlngs in other areas by
refgquiring spongora who bring immigrants 1nto the country to be
held legally responsible for their finaneial well-being, and by

" better targeting eliglhlllty for childhood |[disability benefits.

It also ineludes two provisions that are part of the recently
enacted Public Law 104-~121. The first prov1sion modifies the
Social Security Act to deny benefits to adults who are on

Supplemental Security Income due to drug abuse or alcoholism.

The second provision improves program integrity measures through

expanded continuing disability reviews. The savings from these
enacted proposals should be applied towards the total savings to
be achieved through Uelfare reform. | B

The Admlnlstration s uelfare reform proposal reduces
spending by $41 billicn over seven years. This total includes
the $3 billion in savlngs resulting from the enactment of P.L.
104-121 and reflects interactions with Hedlcald proposals in the
President‘'s FY 1997 Budget.

I urge the-Congress'to act favorably ahd expeditiously on
this important proposal. ' Welfare reform is:at the top of the
President's and the Nation's agenda. The Administration is

-confident that agreement can be reached this year on bipartisan

welfare reform legielation that is tough on work and
responsibility and serves the interests of our Nation‘s children.
We look forward to working with the Congress to achieve this
urgent national goal.

Sincerely,

Alice M. Rivlin
Director i

Enélosure

Identical Letter Sent to the Speaker of
the House of Representatives
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*Work First and Personsl Rénpousihilitf Act of 196"
Title I ~— worx-nusad nsniatanca

Tltle X repeals the Aid to Familxes wlth Dependent Children
(A¥DC) program and replaces it with a time7lin1ted work~based
Temporary Employment Assistance (TEA) program. TEA continues
opén~ended Federal matching payments for State expenditures on
welfare assistance. It also repeals the Job Opportunities and
Bagic Skills (JOBS) program and replaces it with a new Work First
Program. {Fundlng for JOBS, AFDC Admlnlstratlon, and Emergency
Assistance is merged into Work First. MOSt activities under
these programs remain allowable under Work First.) Title I
requires welfare recipients to sign personal respon51b111ty
contracts and mandates that they work or engage in job training
w;thin two years of first receiving beneflts.

:ritle I also requires States to meet welfare recipient work
targets. It includés a five~year time 11m1t on the receipt of
. cash benefits, but allows States to exempt a portion of the
caseload from the time limits. Vouchers must be provided to.
children in families that lose assistance dve to the tima limit.
In addition, Title I provides performance bonuses to States based
on their job placement effectiveness. It also gives States the
option to deny additional welfare benefits to families that have
another child while receiving welfare beneflts S

Title I mandates that States operate child abuse prevention
and protection, child support enforcement, foster care, and
‘adoption aesistance programs as a condition of receiving the
Pederal match. States also must operate a child carxe program
under the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) Act of
19980. Title I amends the CCDBSG Act and consolldates the tbhreec
individual child care programs under current title IV-x of the
Social Security Act into .one program. Fundlng for child care is
'significantly increaced. . This title also continues the one-year
entitlement to transitional Medicaid benefits for families loging
welfare benerits due to employment or excess income. In
addition, it allowe Stateg to enter into demonstratlon programs
to make periodic advances of the earned income tax credit (EITC)
to welfare reclpients in jobs programs (as opposed to having
‘'workers file for the EITC themselves). |

Titla II — Chila Bupport Enfﬁrcament
‘'Title II propoeces strxngent child support enforcement
measures including a State case reglstry of child support
‘enforcement orders. It improvesz paternity establishment and
requires employers to report new hires to alcentral state data
base. Title II allows States to revoke drivers and professional
licenses for parents who refuce to pay cnlld support. It aleo
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o removes administrative harriers that impede the enforcement of
' child support orders. |

r

Title 11X - Food Luaistﬁnce

Tltle IIY amends the Food Stamp and child. Nutrltlcn

. programs. It adjusts the maximum Food Stamp allotment to 100
percent of the Thrifty Féod Flan and reduces the standard
"deduetion and indexes it to the Consumer Price Index thereafter.
Title IXI also counts all energy assistance as income and

© includes a work requirement that makes adults age 18 to 50 with

- “no_depéndents ineligible for food stamps after six months of each
year unless they work 20 hours a week or participate in workfare
or training (although eligibility continues| if a State fails to
"supply:a training or workfare slot}. It also includes State
flexibility measures and new progran 1ntegr1ty proposals to
‘'reduce Food Stamp trafficking and program waste. Finally, Title
III better targets food subsidies for family day care homes and
makes other minor changes in Child Nutrltlop programe.

Title IV — Treatment of Aliens

) Tltle IV makes only “quallfled allena"qellglble for the 7TEA

_ (formerly ATDC), Supplemental Security Income (551), and Medicaid
programns. In addition, it gives States the! ‘optian of applying
the sane Bllglblllty Crlterla to State funded needs-based
‘assistance. Title IV also lengthens until Cltlzenshlp the
deeming period during which a sponsor's income is presumed
available to support a legal permanent resxdent should he oxr she
apply for SSI, TEA, or Food Stamps. It makes all future
affidavits of support legally binding and provides States the
option to extend sponsor incore deeming to State funded needs-
based cash assistance if the immigrant is denxed TEA, SSI, or
Food Stamps.

Title V — 8Bupplemental Becurity Income neforms

Tltle Vv tightens eligibility standards‘for dlsabled children
who receive SST benefits. Children currently on the rolls who
are found no longer eligible would not receive benefits as of
January 1, 1928. It creates nev guldellneslfor the Social
Security Adm1n15trat1on to conduct continuing dlsablllty reviews
{CDRs) .

Title V also creates a dedicated savings account for S$SI-~
eligible disabled children for education, Job training, and
equipment or housing modifications related to their disability,
and allows this account to be excluded from iijcome and resource
determinations. It establishes an installmept schedule for
paying pastwdua 5§51 benefit amounts, and authorizes the
Commiesioner of Social Security to reduce Social Security (OASDI)
benefits by the amount of overpayment of SST beneflts wlthout an
thDI beneficiary's consent.
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Title V also denies SSI elxglbiiity if drug addxction or

‘alcéoholism is the basis for the disability determination.
Current SSI recipients who are eligible on .the basis of drug

addiction or alceoholism will no longer receive benefits as of

'January 1, 1997. A portion of the savings from this propasal .
. ($50 million annually during F¥s 1997-19298) will be used to fund -
. additional drug (including alcohol) treatment prograns and
' - services through the Substance Abuse Preventlon and Treatwent
' Block Grant program.

Title v also makes indiv1duals conv1cted in Federal or State

Il'court of baving fraudulently misrepresented, their residence in
order to receive welfare benefits from two or more States

1nellg1ble to receive SSI for ten years from the date of

~conviction. It makes fugitive felons ineligible for SSI. In

addition, it provides that the appropriation of additional

Cadmipistrative funds to SSA  for FYs 1996-2002 for conducting
Bocial Secnrity Disability Insurance and SSI CDRs should trigger
- an increase, within specified limits, to the discretionary

3pend1ng cape. The title would alsoc provide authority to

increase the dlscretlonary spending caps, within epecifieq

limits, upon appropriation of funds for FYs 1%96-1997 to the
Social Securlty Afdministration to implenment:any changes to the

_5SSI program pursuant to adoption of welfare reform.

Pitle V prav1des that vhen private lnsurance covers . the
coste of SSI eligible children in medical care facilities, these
children will no longer be eligible for their full SSI beneflts.
Instead, they will only be eligible to receive the same $30 per

o month _Standard amount that Medicafd-covered SSI ellglhle chlldren
' recelve._

mitla vI —-sooial Bervxcea Bleck Grants {BEBG)

Thls title reduces the amount required to be allotted among

States for SSBG undér Title XX of the Soclal Security Act Irom

$2.8 billion to $2.73 billion in FY 1996, and to 32 52 biltlion

Defic;t nadnctxon

The Office of ManagemEnt and Budget estlmates that tbhe

'Administration's welfare reform proposal saves $41 billion durlng

¥Y¥s 1996 through 2002. This total includes $3 billion in savings

. resulting. from the enactment of P.L. 104-121, which extended the

debt limit and modified the Sccial Securlty ‘Act, and reflects

interactions with Hedicazd proposals in the President's FY 1997
Budget. :
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C, 2X¥E0)

o "Ff-ll DIKECTOR

- ‘The Honorable Newt Gzngrich _ : o
‘I"Speaher of the House of

.. Representatives

'_gEWashlngton, D.C. 20515

:ﬁéar Mr. Speaker:
I am enclosing for the considaeration of the Congress the

: °AdminiBtration 8 "Work First and Personal Responsibility Act of
1996, a comprehencive proposal to reform the Nation's failed

”ﬂ ;we1fare system. The President remains committed to working with
. the Congress to pass a bipartisan welfare reforn bill this year

‘that honors the values of work, responaibility, and famlly

"*"This proposal will &nd the currant welfare systen by requiring

. WOrk, demanding reeponsibility, strengthening families, and
?'protectlng children.

Under this legzslative proposal, everyone who can work must
- 'go to work, and no one wWhe can work can stay on welfare
~-indef1n1tely This proposal replaces Aid to Families with
Depandent Children (AFDC) with a time-limited benefit
conditioned on work. It imposes tough work requirements and
‘time limits, including a lifetime limit of five years for
B recoipt 6f welfara benefits. It gives States the means to
‘provide child care that is essantial to imposing tough work
. requirements and moving people from welfare to work. States are
... glven broad new flexibllity to tailor welfare reforms to local
" heeds, but are alsc held accountable for continuing their
- commitment to move people from welfare to work. The proposal
permits adjusting te ochanging economic¢ circumstances and
_provides vouchers to meet the most baceic needs of children in
families whose benefits end.

_ The Work.First proposal demands responsibility as well., It

© includes the toughest child support enforcement beasures aver

_ proposed. The proposal requires minor nothers to live at home
and stay in school as a condition of receiving assistance and:

" gives States the option to deny additional benefits for

_?Jﬁadditicnal children born to parents who are on welfare.

N ~ The proposal achieves significant savings by reforming the
. Food Stamp and Child Nutrition programs, while preserving the’
national nutritional safety net. The Congressional Budget

- 'Office estimates that these raforms would save almost $22

billion over seven yaars. through provizions such as counting
energy assistance as income and tough new program integrity
méasures to crack down on Food Stanp fraud. The proposal gives
Statas unprecedented flexibility to administer the Food Stamp
program, with new work requirements and time limits on able-
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' ?“bodied, childless adults., It continues to index basic banefits

"“with intlation, better targets food subsidies for family day

f»caré homes, and nakas othar adjustments in the Child Nutrition

. program. The proposal protects children by praserving the .

- 'school lunch proyram and important child welfare programs for
”abused and disabled children-

The propoaal achievaes substantial savings in other areas by

“V‘requirlng sponsors who bring immigrants into the country to be

‘held legally responsible for thair financiel well-being, and by
. better targeting eliglbility for childhood disability benefits.
- Tt also includes two provisions that are part of the recently

. ‘enacted Publlic Law 104-~121. The first provision modifies the

" Social Becurity Act to deny benefits to adults who are on

- Supplemantal Security Income, due to drug abuse or alcoholism.

- The second prevision improves program integrity measures through
expanded continuing disability reviews. The savings from these
' enacted proposala should ba applied towards the total savinge to

'be achieved through welfare reform.

The Administration’s welfare reform proposal reduces

' ‘spending by $41 billion:over seven years. This total includes
-the $3 billlion in savings resulting from the enactment of Public

3f¢;Law 104-121 and reflacts interactions with Medicaid proposals in
'%,the President’'s FY 1997 Budget. _

. I urge the CQngreaa to act favorably and expeditiously on
" this important proposal. Welfare reform is at the top of the

. - President's and the Nation's agenda. The Administration is
. confident that, agreement ocan be reached this year on bipartisan

welfare reform legislation that is tough” on work and
- rasponsibility and serves the interests of our Nation's

. children. We 1look forward to working with the Congress to

achieve this urgent national goal,

Sincefely;

CRMSsC
Allce M. Rlvlin

Director

Enclosura

' Identical Letter Sent to the President of the Senate
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Example Work Participation Calculations xéJ .
e for Work Standarde in Governor‘as Rill I
' . .March 199§ L

I. Work Participation Formula in Govarnors Bill:

Number of people in work program +
 Number of people in unsubsidized work +
Number of people who have left welfare

Participation =
Rate All families -
Number of families with child < age 1 -
‘Number of families sanctioned, 3 mths +
Number of people whognayfe' left, welfare
VAR
ol ST

N, Y

. \:Lrj _,EU'\ e

" i . , P L
0 + .5 million + .75 million ..'°° - ''-"

II. Calculations for Salected Years:

1997: Participation = : )
Rate ' 5.0 million ~ 1 million - 0 + .75 million
o = 1.25 million - ' '
: 4.75-million
{Required = 15%) = 26.3%

0 + .5 milliion + 2 million

2000: Participation =
- Rate 5.0 million - 1 million - 0 + 2 million
' = 2.5 million
. €'million
(Required = 35%) = - 42%

2002: Participation = 0 + .3 million + 2 million '
Rate ' 3.0 million - .6 million - ¢ + 2 million
= 2.3 milliop - ‘ '
4.4 million
(Required = 50%) = 52%
Acaumptions: : :
1. 5 million families on welfare in vear 1
2, 10 percent of families participate in unsubaidized work
3. Number leaving welfare for work each year is .75 million
4. 20 percent of families have child under age 1
5. No families are being sanctioned )
6.  The welfare rolls drop 40% in yeay 5 (2001) .-
r\govecal

e, TS



Pretiminery Estimats of the Number of TARE Recipleats Required 0 be
in & York Program undr the NGA Weifare Reform Propossl
" {Using Decembar 1995 Bassling}

-S._._ua.._in.;niu_

1998 w7 fove ) 2000 2001
Current Law: Requived JOBS Particlpasts X0 420 0 ) a0 0 20
NGA Proposal: Requined Waork Program Perticipasts NA 0 0 5 a0 86 1088
{Counting Retlplerts who Laerves YWetfare for :
© Employment within the tast 12 morihs as Participants) : —_——
~ NGA iiiﬂiﬂn?ﬁni-.% _ q B 0
{Counting Recipbants who Laave Waeltare for .

%&s?l#:ﬁ&ut?gau _
 NOTE: m&i%:@b_{!riialislﬂ. 8353%1‘2?:%
?ﬁ%nf%ﬂii;iilﬂ;! Inghvidunle who leave welfare for smployment. In the current AFDC program

ggs&u&%?&::%i%igii in thair first year aRer lsaving mare than 60 parcant of thase
individuals rotum to weitare. This actimate counts an Individual as o participant In the work program Jf the individusl lesves wetlers with ssmings and .

. doss not rafurn du ring the relovant pariod. ?zguaigii?ﬂaiglﬂ. Imdividunls coutd be couried sa work prograrm

nl._"__uu.-.? If sinden can clxim credit for leavars for their finst 12 manths alter leeving than, naliordde, aiates could olsim 750,000 Hewvers o paiticlpands
sach year. if thare s no Bmit on how jong siates can ciaim coedl for lecnana, nﬂiq&ﬂiﬂ-'ﬂ.ilﬁ@nﬁs;;nig
coidd be counded a8 participanis. Z_IE:!:II nG Inavers are 8:%3%19

The NGA proposal would require that In FY 4 Sﬂ;iiﬂgﬂ;;;g%?gsi%dﬁ
required pariicipation rute rises by 5 perceninge polnts sach year through FY 2001 and than jamps to 50 percent In Qgini... .:.oiﬂ:!.
paticipation rate s adjusted down one paresntage point for dach parcentage point that caseioad is biiow FY 1905 lovels. .

_..______._:Big_..o;liﬁn!; r with 2 reciplant experiancing a senction for non-participation (for up to 3 menihs) are not inciuded in the calcuintion.

_ Families i which the youngest chiid s jota than one year cid are axampt at the option of the stale. Participants 1 work aciivitiss woold includs Individusis

who are participaling in & State Work Program (s subsidtzed Job or workiare position, job search or job readiness activities (lor up to 12 wesks),
vocations’ educalion training (for up o 12 months)), working in an unevbsidized job for the required nm vl&_.uc?o._ao%isa;_an
due o employmant. ?gﬂﬁigfiﬁdlgis;aqglﬂaig o participant.
vgsﬂﬁfi..ﬂsinoie & week through FY 1008 and 25 hours tharoaftar. n_..n_.u!!.u; child under age six would bs

ragquired to sﬂﬁQQNog

a1

£0°d Q00°ON Sp: vl 96,71 dBW :
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'MANDATORY VOUCHERS FOR FAMILIES WHO REACH THE TIME LIMIT

‘fhe Admirustration strongly recommends that any welfare reform ieglslaton require sttes to provide
vouchets to families that reach the time limit. The purpese of the vouchers would be to provide for the
basic needs of the children in the family. Options for mcludm,g this provision'in the b1pamsan welfare
‘reform legislation are dlSCl.lSSed below,

Option 1 (preferred ophon)

. Legislative Language. The provision requiring states to provide vouchers would be included as
part of lcgislative langusge governing the $ year time limit, This would make the voucher
requirement as binding as the time limit. The language also would specify that vouchers would
have to be provided if a state enacted a time Jimit that was shorter than five years.

. Purpose of the Voucher. Like the Administration/Daschle bill, the voucher would be based on
" an assessment of the needs of the children and be paysble to third parties for shelter, goods,
- and services received by the children. = -

. Amount of the Voucher. Using the same appraach as the Administration/Daschle bill, the
- amount of the voucher would be determined by deducting one person from the casc. For each
state, ﬂ:l.camaumofthevmchcrwolﬂdbeequnltotheamoumdmshassmcepmudedwa
family with onc less individual.

. Enforceability. States that did not provide the required vouchers would be subject 0 a penalty
which reduced their TEA block grant by the amount the vouchers would have cost had mey -

been prowded
Option 2
. Legisiative Language. The legislative language would include a. state plan requirement for
states (0 provide vouchers for children in families who reached the time limit (five years or
less).

o Purpose of the Voucher. Same as above.

. Amaount of the Voucher. Under this option, states would be allowed to determine the amount of
the voucher — a specific amoust for the voucher would not be set. The language would state
that the “basic subsistence needs™ of the child would have to be met by the voucher and the
state could determine what amount was needed to meet these needs.

. Enforceability. 1f a slate Jid not provide the required vouchers, the MOE requirement would
increase by 5 percentage poinis.

March 7, 1996

BZ/ZB'Id - d33o aL : Woxd  2@:9T 966T-E@-2du
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VOUCHER LANGUAGE

Insert a new subparagraph (E), which reads as follous, in section
408 (a) (7) : :

“{E} EFFECTS OF DENIAL OF CASH ASSISTANCE. -- In the
event that a family is denied cash assistance because of the
time limit established in subparagraph (A} or any other time
limit on cash assistance established by a State --

"{i} for purposes of determining eligibility for
any other Federal or federally assisted program based
on need, such family shall continue to be considered
eligible for such cash assistance; and

“(1i) for purposes of determining the amount of
assistance under any other Federal or federally
assisted program based on need, such family shall
continue to be considered rec31ving such cash
assistance; and

"(1ii) .the.Stéte shall, after having assessed the
needs of the child or children of the family, provide
for such needs with vouchers for such family--

* (1} determined on the same basis as the
State would provide amssisftance under the State
plan to such a family with one less individual;

“{II) designed.apprnpriately to pay third
parties for shelter, goods, and services received
by the child or ch;ldren, and

¢({II1) payable directly to such third -
parties. . : .
Insert a new clause {(vii) in the HHS proposed'sectlon

402{a) (1) (&) :

. "{vii}) Set forth the methodology by which the
State will comply with section 408{a) (7) (K) {ii3) .

Insert a new subsection 409(a)(10), which reads as follows, in
section 409(a) '

. ! This is structured as an addition to our propasad
languayge, nob to the draft of the bill currently circulating.

ga-ca'd d3ad cL : . WOMd  48:3T 956T-88-u0W



' ."{10} FAILURE TQ PROVIDE VQUCHER ASSISTANCE.--If the
Secretary determines that a State program funded under this
part. has failed to comply with section-408(a) (7) (B) {(iii),
the Secretary shall reduce the grant payable to the State
undexr section 403(a) (1) for the immediately succeeding
fiscal year by an amount equal to the difference between the.
amount the State should have expended on voucher assistance
and the amount the State actually expended on voucher
assistance.

(Current section 40%{a) (10) should be renumbered 409 {a) (11) .}

Ba-v0°'d A3y aL - Wod 88:9T S66T-Eo-Mol



FAIR AND EQUITABLE TREATMENT FOR FAMILIES IN WELFARE REFORM

Welfare reform can and should provide broad flexibility for
states while ensuring minimum procedural safeguards for
vulnerable families. These reasonable safegquards can help o
ensure that families are not subjected to arbitrary and
discriminatory treatment as they seek to achieve self-.
sufficiency.

The NGA welfare resolution recognized this principle. As part of
their agreement, the governors made the following commitment:

"Add a state plan reguirement that the state set forth
chjearive arireria for the delivary of benafits and
fair and eguitable treatment.¥

The governars propocal makes gense. To augment state plan
submissions in this way wculd benefit program recipients. In
addition, it would improve overall taxpayer understanding of and
aarisfarrion with the walfare system.

Each state should be required to set forth, in its state plan,
sbiective ariraria rhat pravida fair and aquitabhle creatmant to
‘beneficiaries in the areas of eligibility criteria; the
application process; time frames for determinations
{e.qg..benefits, sanctions) under the plan; procedures for
notifying applicants of determinations; a commitment that
families with similar neads will be treated similarly; and a
commitment that the program will be administered statewide.

We need not dictate the .substance of each state's plan.
Congraessional welfare referm legislation should marsly require
that each state set forth in its plan the state's own approach to
each of the issues above. _

This state plan requirxement would enhance acccuntability: it
would apprise applicants and recipients of the conditions under
which they would receive benefits and of their responsibilitiee

- as recipients. Just as importantly, the state plan would become
a forum through which concerned taxpayers could learn how their
tax dollars were being spent. Taxpayer education and
accountability could be furthered if states sought public input
regarding their proposed plans.

Implicit in the Governors' agreement is the notion that each
state should commit to <¢comply with the c¢riteria it sets forth in
ite plan. Thic commitment chould be made an explieit plan
requirement.

Federal authority to approve state plana (within strict time
limits) and to issue implementing regulations in limited
circumstances would provide fuller protection to beneficiaries
and to federal taxpayers.
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ENTITLEMENT AND SAFEGUARDS LANGUAGE

Section 401(b), which H.R. 4 proposes to add to the Sccial’
Security Act, should be amended to read as follows:

"This part shall not be interpreted to entitle any
individual or family to assistance as a matter of
federal law under any State program funded under this
part; provided that this provision shall not be
construed to preclude any claim that assistance has
been unlawfully reduced, denied or terminategd.

Section 402(a) (1), which H.R. 4 proposes tc add to the Soclal
Security Act, should be amended to read as follows:

"SEC. 402. ELIGIBLE STATES: STATE PLAN.

“{a} IN GENERAL.--As used in this part, the term ‘eligible
State' means, with respect to a fiscal year. a State that. during
the 2-year period immediately preceding the fiscal year, has
submitted a plan that the Secretary has approved and certified as
including the following:

"{1) QUTLINE OF FAMILY'ASSISTANCE PROGRAM. -

" (A) GENERAL PROVISIONS.--The State plan must, om a fair and
equitable basis-- _

* "{i) Provide that the State shall conduct a program
that serves all political subdivisions in the State
and, if administered by the subdivisions. that is

- mandatory upon such subdivisions, that provides

. assistance to needy families with (or expecting)
rhildren and provides parents with job preparation,
work, and support services to enable them to leave the
program and become self-sufficient. '

t *(ii) Require a parent or caretaker receiving assistance
under the program to engage in work (as defined by the
Stare} onece rthe Srate derermines tha parent. or .caretakar is
ready to engage in work, or once the parent or caretaker has
received assistance under the program for 24 months {(whether
or nak consecutive), wh1rhpvpr is earliiar. :

+ "(1ii) Ensure that parents and caretakers receiving
assistance under the program engage in work activities
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in accordance with section 407.

"({iv) Provide gafeguarde which rectrict the usc and
disclosure of information about individuals and
families receivirg assistance under the program.

"{v) Establish goals and take action to prevent and
reduce the incidence of ocut-of-wedlock pregnancies, -
with special emphasis on teenage pregnancies, and
establish numerical goals for reducing the illegitimacy
ratio of the State {as defined in section 403 (a) (2) (B)}
for calendar years 1936 through 2005,

"(vi} Establish conditions of eligibility for-
agsistance under such program of aseietance; provided
that in determining need and amount of assistance, the
State shall take into consideration only income and
reeourcee that are legally or actually avzilablc to
meet the needs of the family claiming assistance.

W(vii) DProvidc that any faomily that fulfills the
eligibility conditions set forth in the State plan
shall be eligible for assiatance under such program,

"{viii} Provide procedures so that all individuals
wishing to make application for assistance under such
program 3hall have opportunity to do so; apceify time
limits for agency determinations so that assistance
shall be furnished with reasocnable promptness to all
eligible individuals; and specify the manner in which
an applicant or recipient will be notified of a state
agency determination concerning grant, denial,
increase, reduction or termination of benefitsa.

“(ix) Specify standards ¢f assistance, including
assistance unit composition and the standards
(expressed in money amounts} and methodologies to be
used in determining the need of applicants and
recipients and the amount of the assistance payment.

" {x) Provide that families with similar needs shall be
treated similarly.

. "{xi) Provide that the State agency administering the

program will--

LEDS grant an opportunity for a fair hearing before
the 3tate agency to any individual to whoum assisldnce
under such program is denied, reduced or terminated or
whose request for assistance is not acted upon with

. reasocnable promptness; and

“{I1}) promptly take all necessary staps tc correct
any overpayment or underpayment of assistance under

a33y ol : : WOoM4d 68:91 9661-B88-udl



such plan, including the request for Federal tax refund
intercepts as provided under section 405(e).

"{xii} Include the State's agreement and commitment to
administer its assistance program in compliance with
. the Srare plan. : - ‘

(* denotes provision contained in section 402(a) (1) as proposed
hy H.R. 4)

Bection 402(b), whieh H.R. 4 proposes to add to the Soecial
- Sacurity Act, should be amended to read as follows:

" {h} PIMLIC NOTTCR OF STATR PIAN. -~ The State shall makas
available to the public a copy of the plan developed under this
section and shall provide an opporrtunity for public comment on
that plan hefore submittal te rthe Secretary.

A new gsection 402{c), should be added. It should read as
followsa:

"{c) APPROVAL OF PLAN.

"(1)I IN GENERAL.-- The Secretary chall approve a State plan
which fulfills the requirements undér subsection (a) within 120
days of the submission of the plan by the State to the Secretary.

“{2} DEEMED APPROVAL.--If a State plan has .not been rejected by
the Secretary during the period specified in subsection (1), the
plan shall be deemed toc have been approved.

Section 417, which H.R. 4 proposes to add to the Social Security
Act, should be amended to read ap folleoews:

The Secretary may not promulgate any regulation under this
part unlesi such regulation ie reacsonably necessary and
appropriate to ensure the expenditure of federal funds in
substantial conformity with this pazrt.
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FAIR AND EQUITABLE TREATMENT FOR FAMILIES IN WELFARE REFORM

Welfare reform can and should provide broad flexibility for
states while ensuring minimum procedural safeguards for
vulnerable families. These reasonable safeguards can help to
ensure that families are not subjected to arbitrary and
discriminatory treatment as they seek to achieve self-
sufficiency.

The NGA welfare resolution recognized this principle. As part of
their agreement, the governors made the following commitment:

"Add a state plan reguirement that the state set forth
objective criteria for the delivery of benefits and
fair and eguitable treatment."”

The governors proposal makes sense. To augment state plan
submissions in this way would benefit program recipients. In
addition, it would improve overall taxpayer understanding of and
satisfaction with the welfare system.

Each state should be required to set forth, in its state plan,
objective criteria that provide fair and equitable treatment to
beneficiaries in the areas of eligibility criteria; the
application process; time frames for determinations
(e.g.,benefits, sanctions}) under the plan; procedures for
notifying applicants of determinations; a commitment that
families with similar needs will be treated similarly; and a
commitment that the program will be administered statewide.

We need not dictate the substance cf each state's plan.
Congregsional welfare reform legislation should merely reqguire
that each state set forth in its plan the state's own approach to
each of the issues above.

This state plan reguirement would enhance accountability: it
would apprise applicants and recipients of the conditions under
which they would receive benefits and of their responsibilities
as recipients. Just as importantly, the state plan would become
a forum through which concerned taxpayers could learn how their
tax deollars were being spent. Taxpayer education and
accountability could be furthered if states sought public input
regarding their proposed plans.

Implicit in the Governocrs' agreement is the notion that each
state should commit to comply with the criteria it sets forth in
its plan. This commitment should be made an explicit plan
requirement.

Federal authority to approve state plans {within strict time
limits} and to issue implementing regulations in limited
circumstances would provide fuller protection to beneficiaries
and to federal taxpayers.



ENTITLEMENT AND SAFEGUARDS LANGUAGE

Section 401(b), which H.R. 4 proposes to add to the Social
Security Act, should be amended to read as follows:

"This part shall not be interpreted to entitle any
individual or family to assistance as a matter of
federal law under any State program funded under this
part; provided that this provision shall not be
construed to preclude any claim that assistance has
been unlawfully reduced, denied or terminated.

Section 402{(a) (1), which H.R. 4 proposes to add to the Social
Security Act, should be amended to read as follows:

"SEC. 402. ELIGIBLE STATES; STATE PLAN.

"{a) IN GENERAL.--As used in this part, the term ‘eligible
State' means, with respect to a fiscal year, a State that, during
the 2-year period immediately preceding the fiscal year, has
submitted a plan that the Secretary has approved and certified as
including the following:

"{1} OUTLINE OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM, --

" (A) GENERAL PROVISIONS.--The State plan must, on a fair and
equitable basis--

* "{i} Provide that the State shall conduct a program
that serves all political subdivisions in the State
and, 1f administered by the subdivisions, that is
mandatory upon such subdivisions, that provides
assistcance to needy families with (or expecting)
children and provides parents with job preparation,
work, and support services to enable them to leave the
program and become self-sufficient.

* “{1i} Require a parent or caretaker receiving assistance
under the program to engage in work (as defined by the
State) once the State determines the parent cor caretaker 1s
ready to engage in work, or once the parent or caretaker has
received assistance under the pregram for 24 months {(whether
or not consecutivel, whichever is earlier.

* "{11i} Ensure that parents and caretakers receiving
assistance under the program engage in work activities



in accordance with section 407.

"iiv) Provide safequards which restrict the use and
disclosure of information about individuals and
families receiving assistance under the program,

"(v) Establish goals and take action to prevent and
reduce the incidence of out-cof-wedlock pregnancies,
with special emphasis on teenage pregnancies, and
establish numerical goals for reducing the illegitimacy
ratio of the State (as defined in section 403{a) (2) (B})
for calendar years 1996 through 2005.

"{vi} Establish conditions of eligibility for
assistance under such program of assistance; provided
that in determining need and amount of assistance, the
State shall take into consideratiocon only income and
resources that are legally or actually available to
meet the needs of the family claiming assistance.

“{vii) Provide that any family that fulfills the
eligibility conditions set forth in the State plan
shall be eligible for assistance under such program.

“{viii) Provide procedures so that all individuals
wishing to make application for assistance under such
program shall have opportunity to do so; specify time
limits for agency determinations so that assistance
shall be furnished with reascnable promptness to all
eligible individuals; and specify the manner in which
an applicant or recipient will be notified of a state
agency determination concerning grant, denial,
increase, reduction or termination of benefits.

"{ix} Specify standards of assistance, including
assistance unit compositicn and the standards
(expressed in money amounts} and methcdologies to be
used 1in determining the need of applicants and
recipients and the amount of the assistance payment.

"{x) Provide that families with similar needs shall be
treated similarly.

. "{xi} Provide that the State agency administering the
program will--

"{I}) grant an opportunity for a fair hearing before
the State agency to any individual to whom assistance
under such program is denied, reduced or terminated or
whose request for assistance 1s not acted upen with
reasonable promptness; and

"(II) promptly take all necessary steps to correct
any overpayment or underpayment of assistance under



such plan, including the regquest for Federal tax refund
intercepts as provided under section 405 (e).

"{xii} Include the State's agreement and commitment to
administer its assistance program in compliance with
the State plan.

(* denctes provision contained in section 402(a) {1} as proposed
by H.R. 4}

L

Section 402({(b), which H.R. 4 proposes to add to the Social
Security Act, should be amended to read as follows:

"{(b) PUBLIC NQTICE OF STATE PLAN. -- The State shall make
available to the public a copy of the plan developed under this
section and shall provide an opportunity for public comment on
that plan before submittal to the Secretary.

A new section 402(c), should be added. It should read as
follows:

"{c} APPROVAL OF PLAN.

"{l1) IN GENERAL.-- The Secrétary shall approve a State plan
which fulfills the requirements under subsection (a} within 120

days of the submission of the plan by the State to the Secretary.

”(2) DEEMED APPROVAL.--If a State plan has not been rejected by
the Secretary during the period specified in subsection (1), the
plan shall be deemed to have been approved.

Section 417, which H.R. 4 proposes to add to the Social Security
Act, shquld be amended to read as follows:

The Secretary may not promulgate any regulation under this
part unless such regqulation is reasonably necessary and
appropriate to ensure the expenditure of federal funds in
substantial conformity with this part.
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Welfare Reform Issues | \,JO/

AFDC, WORK, & CHILD CARE
State Fundmg/Mamtenance of Effort (MOE) Issues
Qverall MOE -- Raise level to 80% or higher
Iransfergbllnx -- Allow transfers to child care oniy; prohlbrt transfers to Title XX
Social Services Block Grant '
Contingency Fund -- Require 100% MOE to access funds
 Child Care -- Include State match on additional child care funds
Contingency Fund ' -
Bage Fund -- Increase to $2 billion and make perrrranent . |
Recessions -~ Ailow further expansmn of fund during recessrons
Child Care -- More money and quality standards .
Work Partlcrpatlon - Greater State flexibility to meet work rates -
Performance Bonus -- Better incentives for States |
Family Cap . Provide complete State flexibility
Equal Protections -- Establish fair and equitable treatment provisions and vouche__rs;_' B
develop State accountability mechanisms - |
Medlcald - Coverage for welfare families
Displacement -- Workfare not drsplacrng _]ObS
F OOD STAMPS ‘ '
-Optional Bloek Grant -- Drop any version from bill
Annual Cap on Program Spending -- Drop from bill
Shelter Deduction -- Do not change cﬁrreht law _
Time Limits/Work Requirements on 18-50s -- States must offer work slot before
terminating benefits '
IMMIGRANTS
School Lunehes -- Exempt from .veriﬁc_atien requirements
* Bans -- Drop Food Stamps and SSI bans
Medicaid - Drop Medicaid ban
CHILD PROTECTION
No Block Grant
OVERALL SAVINGS TARGET
* Administration, -$40



DATE: June 25, 19%6 o : o - \Jijf A \ *$
TO: John Hillay / | h
' Susan Brophy
Bruce Reed
Ken Apf'e-l

FR: Rich Tarplin

The attached document lists all the welfare related amendments
that may be offered in the Senate Finance Committee Mark-up
tomerrow. Please let me kxnow if you have any cancerns about the
positions we intend to take on behalf of the Administration.

Ty
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Proposed Amendments to S. 1795

 DRAFT

law retzined meking children
eligible for {V-E foster care and

adaption assistance automatically

eligible for Medicaid.

deleted.

| s SPONSOR SUBJECT ADMINISTRATIONS POSIFION COMMENTS
IL ' WELFARE AMENDMENTS
Chafee Welfare #1: Increase MOE from Support
75% to 80%.
Chafee Welfare #2: Define state Sugport Tightens MOE deﬁnmm like
u expenditures which count toward ' Castle/Taaner.
* MOE. - o
Chafee Welfare H3: Allew states to. -Support
transfer 30% of block grant funds : '
only to CCDBG.
" Chafee Welfare #4: Eliminate child Suppart
protection block grant. '
Chafce Welfare #5; Increase child Support
protection MOE {rom 75% to
| | 100%. |
l Chafee Welfare #6: Extend for FY 97 the | Support
| cnhanced 75% federal match for
| the Stef: Wide Child Welfare
“ Information Systems (SACWIS).
1 Chafee | 'Wellare #7: Clarifies that current | Support Necessary if Medicaid Title is

Se6I-Sa-NOL

June 25, 1996 (1 1:/6am)
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# | SPONSOR

SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION

COMMENTS

Chafee

Wellare 58: Clarifies thai current
lew 15 retained which provides thst
immigrart children are eligible
foster care and acoption
assistatice. '

Support

Chafee

Welfare #9: Enscres that
combined effects of all physical or
mental impairments are Gaken inlo

1 account in determining whether

individuwal is disabled.

Defer to SSA.

Chafee

Welfare #10: Establish a one-year

‘prace tor cut-off of benelfits for

children ineligible under new SSI(
definition.

Defer to SSA.

Chafee

Welfare #11: Eliminate new .
sequirernents and limitations on
SSI eligihility for children who

-have-funds placed-in Lrust for their, |

spectal needs.

Defer to SSA.

Chafee

Immigrant #1: Grandfather legal

immigran(s currently receiving
SS1 or Food Stamps.

Similar to Administration policy.

Chafee’

Unmigrant #2: Strike Section 424,
prohibiting legel immiprants to be
eligible for stucent loars unless

1 loan is endorsed and cosigned by

immigrant’s sponsor.

Similar to Administration policy.

Pressler

#1: Incre'ase‘numbers of hours of
work required per week to reach
35 bowss per week by FY 2002,

Do not support

fncrea.scs work and child care -
shortfall.

June 35, 1996 (111 am)
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P.24-13

- SUBJECT

# -] SPONSOR ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION le\‘[N.’[ENTS
- Pressler K2: Decrease amcunt of job search | Do not support. | ' Studies indicate job search is cos
: to count es work to 4 weeks. . effective; private sector placement
: is highest priority.
Pressler lncrease work participation rate_‘s' Do not support Increases work and c_hild care
by 5% per year. ; _shortfall.
D’ Amalo Displacerient language changes. Support . . |
D' Amato {t: S_Si and Food Stamp - | Support Improves upon S. 1795 by using
provisions for legal immigrants - deeming approach rather than
| bans; would still apply deeming 1o
more means-tested programs thas
Administration policy.
D'Amato R2: D_eemilig provisions for Support Improves upon 8. 1795 by
: reans-tested programs for newly | ' applying SS1 ban 1o futurc
ariving immigrants. immigrants oaly; would s1ill apply
ban rather than deeming. . '
D'Amato | #3: SS! restrictions for newly . : Support
o asriving immigrants only. :
Murkowski | Authorize state of Wistonsin to ™ "Oppose legislative provisionto - b T
_ implemert “Wisconsin Works.” implement waiver.- _ '
Nickles Family Tax Relie:: provide non- Defer 1o Trea.sury.
: refundablz credit against mcome -
tax liability of $500 for each
qualifying child under age 18. -
Gramm #1; No addt’l cash payments made - Oﬁpose ‘Favor complete state flexibility.
1 te parents who have addt’| o _
children while on welfare; state
can opt out.

Jus 25, 1956 (11:16am)
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# SPONSOR

SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATION’S POSTTION

COMMENTS |

1=

| 42: Crinuinal penalties for

individuls who threaten or injure
wittiess in paternity establishment
proceeding. :

Defer to 'Justicé

“ Gramm .

#3: Streagthen provisiors
requiring establishment of
paternity as condition for _
receiving benefits; state option 1o

‘exempt as much as 25% of

population,

Support to extent that-it's consistent with
Administration’s palicy.

Necd legislative language,

Gramm

#4: Additional % penaity on
states for each consecutive failure

to meet work participation

requirements.

Do not appose

-Gramm

#5: Limit to one year exception
that families with childien under

-age | cxempted from work |

requirements dor’t count in work

- participation rate calculation.

Oppose -

l . Gramm

#6: Prohibit use of legal services
corporetion funding from being
used to challenge in coyrt any
reform of wellare.

Defer to Justice.

Gramm

Nl

#7: Staie optiot to exempt”-
families with children under age 1
from work requircmeats, but

-require that these families count in

determining work partizipatian
rafes. . '

Do not suvyport

June 253, 1996 (1{:{6am)
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SPONSOR

MOE 1o dates for federal family
assistance grant,

| # SUBJECT ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION COMMENTS
Gramm #8: Limit time (imit exception to | Do not support
15% rather that 20%. :
Gramin #9: Increase work requirements of | Oppose
' families if they receive federally | .
funded child cars assistance.
0 | Gramm #10: EBT provisions Defer to OMB.
. | Moyaihan Prohibition o imposing time Suppot time li:nits with
: s ' limi. -1 protections for children.
. Moynihan Good faith ¢xtension to time limit. | Support ~ | Similar to Rangel’s “Phy by the l
‘ "{.rules,” which Admmlstrahon
supported.
- i
Breaux Welfare #1: Clarifics what counts | Support r
for MOE spending. Limits -
Administrative spending to 15%
and clarifies stale transfer
provisions.
Breaux Welfare #2: Change yecr upon Support
which statc maintenance of effart
for child care is based. -
Breaux Welfare #3: Increase MOE from - | Support
75% to 80%. S
| Breaux Weltare #4: Restore transferabil ity | Svpport Limits transfers to CCDBG.
language from benate~passcd -
welfare bill. _ o
{ Breaux Welfare #5: Conform dates for -~ | Support Increases MOE requirement.

Juny 25,

1996 (11:16am)
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H SPONSOR

SUBSECT

COMMENTS

| Breaux

Wellare #6: Make MOE apply for

_ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION

Suppornt

Conlinues MOE past FY 2001

Breaux

all years of block grant,

Welfare #7: Strike option to
reduce MOE to 67%.

Support

Areaux

Welfare #8; Clarify languagé
relating to contingency fund
maintenance of cflort.

Support

| Tightens Contingency Fund

language.

| Breaux

Welfare #9: Require states to
provide jn-kind assistance for
children for 1ime limits shorter
than five years and allow states 1o
provide in-kind assistance after
five-year time linsit.

Support

Breaux

' .Wélfare#lO: Provide state

flexibility of using block grant |

-funds to provide in-kind assistance

ta children after five-year time
limit. :

Support

Breaux

Welfare #11: Inchude in the work
participation rate those who leave

welfare for work for first 6 months -

if they are in the work force.

Support concept

Breaux

Welfare #12: Adop( language
which gave Secretary an
additional deroustration option.

Support ?

Breaux

Welfare #13: [nclude change
regarding collection and
distribution of support peyments.

No pogition

June 25, 1996 (11:16am)
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SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION

COMMENTS

i# SPONSOR

Breaux

Wellare #14: Modify coniingency
funds so that states that access the
fund during only part of the year
are not penalized with a less
advantageous federaf match rate.

Support

Technicel fix to Contingency Fund
hnguage.

DBreaux

Welfare and Medicaid #15: Assure
that welfare refonn would not
increase the number of uginsured
ty ensuring that people who

currently qualify for Medicaid

based on eligibility for AFDC
would centinue ta have Medicaid
coverage -- using Scnate-passed
bill language. '

Support

‘Breaux

Welfare and Medicaid #16: Assure
that welfare reform woukld pot
increase the number of uninsured
hy ensuring (hat people who
curtently qualify for Medicaid
sased on eligibility for AFDC
would continue 10 have Medicaid
coverage — using redrafied
Senate-~passed bill language.

Support

Coorad -

Welfare #1: Add protections to
ensure states arc acting in
accordance with the Taw [aid out in
the Chairman’s mark and to
protect against fraud and abuse.

Support

Coorad

Welfare #2: Fair and Equitable -
Standards/Basic Protections

Stpport

| GC investigating whether

lanpuage should be further

iaproved.

June 23, 1996 (1 :1Gam)
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SPONSOR

SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATION’S POSTTION

COMMENTS l

Coarad

Welfare #3: Ensure state plans
include praper and efficient
adminisication of their programs.

Support

Conrad

Wellare #4: New definition of
childhood disability to ensure
combined effects of all physical
and mental impairments are taken
into account.

Défer to SSA.

Conrad

Welfare #5: Provide state
flexibility in defcrmining whelier
to consider SSI, Old Agz
Assistance, foster care, or
adoption assistance maiatenance
paymemnts as income.

Support

Conrad

Welfare #6: Require that teen
mothers are placed in a living
envireoment with an adult
supervisor or in a second chance
home.

Support cencept

' amendment beiter, ' ’
: !

Need to understand this

Conrad

Welfare #7: Extends exception to-

work requirements for single
parents with children under age
six whe can not find work to age
11, =

Svpport

Conrad

Welfare #8: Uncapped

Support

_Jum_a 23,

1996 (11:16am)

Coutingency Fund. -
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# SPONSOR

SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION

COMJVIEN’IS

Graham .

Set nativnal work participation
rate requirements and provide thal
Secretary adjusts requiremeats for
individual states based cn the
amount of federal funding state
receives for minor children below
poverty line,

Support concept of providing states
adequate resources to meet work
requirements, but kave concerns that this

‘amendment does not achteve that =~ -

objective.

Prefer approach n
Adniinistration’s bill.

Graham

In ranking staics o1y success of
work programs, Secretary will
take into account average number -
of minor children in families
below poverty line and amount of .
funding provided each state for
such femilies.

Suppof_t

Graham

Eslablish a Weifare Fornula
Fairness Commission tc review . .
block g-ants, federal funding
formulg, bonus paymen:s and
work requirements in S. 1795.

Support

Graham

Wcl_fn:c Formuia Proposal

Do not support

Prefer approach'in -

“Administration’s bill.

Graham/Bradiey

States may not shift the burden an
their matching rate requirements
to local units of povemment
withoul their expressed consent.

Support.

| _Graham'

Protect state and local government

| from federally tmposed unfunded

mandates

Da not su_ppdrt.'

'Amendment language is too
broad; instead Administration
supports direct changes to
immigrant eligibility restrictions

| that limit & increases in staw andé

local costs.

June 23, 1996 (1i:16om)
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Tenipogarily waive time limits and
block grants based on national and
local triggers or increases tn child

poverty rates. “

"r # SPONSOR SUBJECT ADMINISTRATII(_)N’S POSITION COMMENIS
Grahan Strike Section 411, which denies | Support | Similarto Administration policy.
' state and local pablic benefits to '
ineligible aliens. _
Graham Strike Section 432, which requires | Support Similarto Administration policy.
states shall have in cffect an - , : :
| eligibility veritication system
{ ‘ within 24 months of the bill's
.enactment.
Moseley-Braun Welfarc #1: Civil Rights - Anti- | Support Believe these statutes are already
discrimination provision. applicable. Consult with Justice.
Moseley-Braun Welfare #2: Protections -- States Support Sounds like an optional voucher,
: must assess the aceds of children - but language is unclear.
whose families reach the time '
limit and enstre 2 minimal safety
net for them by providing non-
| cash sid. -
Moﬁcley-Braun Welfare #3: Time limits - Da not support Prefer approach in

! Administration’s bil} on time
| Yimits and uncapped Contingency

Fund.

Moséic‘y-Bi‘aun

Welfare #4: State-option -- Stales
would be permilted 10 waive time
Jimits i ar¢a of high
unemployment — defined as arca
in whici the unemployment rates
exceed the national average and
the state average by 2 pereentage
points, '

Support concept, but have concerns with -
technicat aspects cf this amendment.

Prefer approach in
Administration’s bill.

June 25, (998 (11 Gam)
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# SPONSOR

SUBJECT

COMMENTS

Rockefeller _

Reduce 20% cut in Title XX from

15% in the first year and 20% in

subsequant years to 10% a year.

ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION
Support | - '

Rockefeller

Clarifies that federal funds from
the child welfare block grant may
not be used to pay for faster care
maintenance paynients. -

Suppoert -

Rockefeller

Provide agaiast displacement of
existing workers by individuals in -

work adivating under the new

-temporery assistance for needy

families block prant.

Support

Rocketeller -

Provide against displacement of
existing worken by individuals in

work activating under the ncw

temporary assistance far needy -
families block grant.

Support

i Same as English/Klecza in Wa);s

and Means. Prefer simifar
amendment above.

Rockefeller

Continue incentives for state o -

{ invest in automated child welfare -

- Extend the enhanced match of
75% for Statewide Automated
Child Weifare Information System
(SACWIS) for FY 1997,

Support

1 Rockefeiler

Continue basic protections for -
abused and neglected children --
Restore all of cugrent law
protections that are in the state
plan for Title IV-E. '

Sapport

June 25, 1996 (1. f6am)
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SUBJECT

AD_Nﬂl!ISTRATION'S POSITION

COMMENTS

Continue investments in child

| abuse atd neglect prevention --

Ensure that states continues to.
invest al least 50% of'the child
protection block graat funding in
programs desigred to prevend
child abuse and neglect and foster
care placetnent by serving families
at risk.

Support

Require states to mainfain their
share of funding far abused and
neglected childien -- Increase
state’s maintenance of effort
requirement for funding of child
welfare programs 1o 100% of
fiscal years 1999 through2002.

Support

# |  SPONSOR
Rockefetler |
Ruckeféller

h
" * | Rockefeller

Strike Child Protection Block

‘Grant -- strike Title V11, subtitle

A

Svpport -

-

Jurie 25, 1996 (§1:1Gam)
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SPONSOR

ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION

WELFARE-RELATED MEDICAID AMENDMENTS

Chafee

Mcdicaid #6: Require state to use
uniform federal income and -
resource standards in mzking
Medicaid eligibility
determinations.

Support

Chafee

Medicaid #7. Maintain current law
transitional Medicaid for those
leaving welfare for work, One
year of transitional Medicaid for
individuals with incomes below
185% o poverty.

Support

Cha I'eé

Medicaid #11; Assure that current
cligibles do not lose Medicaid - -
when they stop receiving AFDC
cash benefis.

Support ?

Particufarly if this means benefits
are provided t¢ those under
current law,

Chafee

Welfare #7: Clarifies that curreat
law retzined making children
eligible for IV-E foster care ana
adoption assistance automatically
eligible for Medicaid.

Support

Necessary if Mcdicaid Title is
deleted. '

D’ Amato

#1: As in current law, require
states to continue transitional
Medicaid for one year for those
leaving welfare for work,

Support

Moyuihan-

As in current lew, require states to
continve transiticnal Medicaid for
one year focr those leaving welfare
for work.

Support

 June 25,

1996 (11:16any)
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# SPONSOR

SUBJECT

ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION

COMMENTS

|

Breaux

Welfare and Medicaid #15: Assure
that welfare yeform would not
increase the number of wninsured
by ensuring that peaple who
currently qualily for Medicaid
based on eligibility for AFDC
would continue {0 have Medicaid
coverage -- usirg Senate-passed
bill language. -

Support

Breaux

Welfare and Medicaid #16: Assure
that welfare reforn would not
increase the number of uninsured
by ensuring that people who

.current'y qualify for Medicaid

based on cligibility for AFDC
would continue (o have Medicaid
coverage -- using redraited
Scnate-passed bill language.

Support

Breaux

| Medicawd #22: All individuals

currently eligible for coverage by
Mediczid will not lose their
coverage {(while stil] eligible).

Swpport -

Roc_keféller

Mediceid #2: Transitional
Coverage for Working Welfarce
Families — Require a continuation
for basic health coverage for
welfare recipients wha leave
welfare for work for one year.

Supporl

June 25, 1996 (11.16am)
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PRIORITY mmm_s-rm'nom AMENDMENTS

. Adjustors to the Bluc.k GranUConhugenLy Funds

Adjust the AFDC Block Grant Ducd on tlu: Numbcr of. Clnldxtu Rcc.rxvmg Food
Stamps (or in poverty). .. _
Adjuet the AFDC Block Grant ancd on: the Numbcr of Chxldrcn R_:ccwmg Foud

- Stamps and Change in State Maximum Benefit and Caseload.

Establish a Contingency Fund to the Welfare Block Grant for States thal: havc

Exhsusted Federal Funds and Have Spent Much of their Own Funds. -

: "'Maintenance of Effort

churrc 2 S:ate Mamtenance of Effon

. ﬁ\\\oa& w,,tc/m'e

Workahzld Care Resowces

e

Estnbhsh o Separate BIock Grant for J'ODS and Chlld Carc w1th Inclcascd Fundlug o

Meet Participstion Requirements. -
Create 2 Separate Child Care Block: Grnnt with Incrensed Fundmg for Wclfarc and

‘Working Families., ,
- Mod fy Five-Year Ti L . _
ify Five-Year Time irnits, .'Pu& 5 %s

Modlfy Mmlmum Child Protectlons -

Prevem Smu:s rrorn Wlthholding Assistance due to La:k nf Funds,
Ensure that Assistance is Accessible to All State. Residents
Protect Civil nghts of Applu.ums for Aid.
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wdn.mwmwmmmmmm
o '(ummmuSMmewn

nesmmthnmedmuamhudmm
mamatmtmmhamwummmnmm :

° Amapﬂmenndnmﬁuimﬂnﬁdﬂﬂmmnﬂp msﬂﬂ'ﬂ!m
Whrmhmmmmmwmmmm
disasiers such as the Midwest floods,

) Thul'-"meecmmbﬂlufadndralnydayhanfundﬂﬂlﬂmpuﬂmﬂﬂpwmmmmaﬂ
of the costs ¢f increasss in caseloads dus to factors states cannot control. Most staras will ot be sble 10 take
- ot logns duridg & recession bacsuse they cannot be sure that caseloads will drop and tax revenses recover in
tirge for thera W ropay the loans. This i whit has happensd In the unemplayment cormpeasation system -
whaemhavepmnyhumnungmmhmmdfedullmmfmmndmgmhmfm
- of for restoting the solvency of state Ul trust fnds.

¢ The Pinance Comzmittes bill doss ot include any funding adjuctments over time for populatica growth. It

' mandates tough work requirements but provides no pew funding for welfare-to-work programs or child care.
'Anmﬂth&nmdﬂmmmmumbshmwlhabhbmwhwro _
work participation rates.

. Ammum@&maﬂdﬁnhmﬂ&omﬂmbnmﬂdqahmﬁm
flaxibla amotumt of federal muehing fiméde that can be tised for any of the purposes ¢f the Finance
seamattes's welfare block grani—to auppoet work programs, to expand child cars for the working poor s0
tbuyanmdwﬁmwbmhmdwhudmunwdmwmhﬂmgmwﬁ.nmnmw
Gisagters.

. &u&sumﬂwyfmﬂmﬂnﬂmﬂnmnmﬂmmmtsmmh
savings that CBO estimates fer the Financo Committes W1l A coatingsncy find of $2.4 billioa over five
mmmwmmm“dnpbyhuthulﬂ '

MmummﬁmuhwyaﬂHnuhmdu-mnﬁnrm
mryu-fmthvmmu while mnﬂmmﬂahﬂwm thmh-bhck;nnunaaﬁou.

. Mmﬁwhﬂm&mhﬂ:muﬁmﬂyw'hmﬁomm:ﬂ

" cotld drsw down each year, “Tha caps would be sct as & percemtsge of sach state’s block grant. -~ -

* A comingency fund that cost $2.4 billion over five years, for example, would sllow states the apion of
chhningfeduﬂmhngﬁndsupbﬂnhmmofwtm;mmm O%mﬂ'?ﬁ.
EFYD? V3B FY R, Shin FY ), dﬂd?%mF\'m Tha CBO) esiimate is avp I sing

)

. Mwﬂmummmmhwwwmwmmm Anup
could only exeaed these taps if U experiences a serlous scopomic downten and fts unemployment rate
increases by 2 porcentage poiats in & quarter over ths unemployment rats for the same period in cither of the
previous two years. While a state’s economy wes in reossslon, it would be eligible to dryw downan
uncapped smount of federal fuads at the Medicald manch rate. (The cost of this is in the $2.4 billion CRO
estimats above.)

. Slzmwwldlm'e!mgincandmnummﬁamophmmmyfnﬁmmuwitm]d
be conditional on stare mainteaance-of-effort and siats match, A stats rmigt meintain the same lavel of stete
spendm.gmtheaggmgacformmmmdnddmﬂmblmkmuthatm&puﬂmﬂscﬂlw&m

- onder 0 have acceds to contingency funds at the Medicaid mateh rate, I

s A st3te option contingency fund docs not cest significently more then almvesolunonsthuhavebew
proposed for addressing the same issues seperately and could replace thoss alematives. For axample, making

thatunafedr:ﬂmlnydnyiomfundammfundwaﬂﬂcommTbulmandtddmgmcl-!auubdl' :

-supplemenul grante for popuistion gmv.-th wouldmtuwmﬂlim atotsl of &3 1 billion.

For further bd‘wmufmm NGA call Julie Strawn {§24-782%) or Susau Golonka {624-5967}
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Private Sector Job Placement Beonus Amendment / Real Work
Packwood Bill

The Packwood bill increases the program participation rates.
in thé JOBS program and modifies the program t¢ provide states
" greater flexibility in meeting JOBS requirements. States are
required to have the followiny percentages of their entirc
cageload participating in at least 20 hours per week of JOBS
act1v1tles

1356 25%
1997 20%
1998 . 34%
1959 - 40%
2000 45%
2001+ 50%

JOBS activities that count toward the reguirement are:

- education;

- job skills tralnlng,

- job readiness;

- Job development and placement;

- group and individual job search {(counts for flrst 4 montchs);
-  on-the-job trainlng;

- work supplementaticn programs;

- community work experience programs.

Purpope of the Amendment

- The Packwood bill falls to hold states accountable or reward
statea far moving people off of welfare and inte the worxk [Lorce.
Statere get credit for work preparation "activities" and
participation in programs but not succesafully placinyg pevple in
private jobs. This amendment modifies the work requirements to
count real work and creates a bonus for states who successfully
place recipients in private sector jobs.

Outline of the amendment:
1) Modify the purpose of the bklock grant

[Section 401 (2)] reads: ‘'provide jeb preparation and
npportunities for such familiep:? modify it to read "assist such -
families with seeking, securing and retaining joba and achieving
self-sufficiency."”

2} Modify Work Participation Rate Rules to Count Real Work

- srtatesa can count workers who have left welfare £6r full time
employment during the first & menths of their employment
following receipt of welfare. {(need minimum stay on welfare
to adjust?)


http:creat.es
http:sta.t.es

nl

x

L

T

L — )

L)
i

L

« 05-44-85 05:21PM  FROM 33 | TO 34557431 F

3) Eatablish "job placement and retention bonus. %

- The Packwood bill requires the Secretary to rank the top
three and bottom three states with respect to their success '
ih moving recipients inte long-term private sector jobs. It

~also requires the Secretary tc report to the Commltitee on
the feasibiliry of using "outcome measures" of private
gectoY jecb placement in lieu ul participation ratea (ucc.
409, pp. 450-451). (The 1988 Family Support Act als
requlred such a report by 1993 and the Admlnlstratlon has
never gubmitted it). This amendment requires immediate -
developuent of an surcome measure for private geclLor job
placement and prov1des a job.

- Beginning in 1988, a specified proportion of-the grant (1%,
increased over time, augmented by sanction funda?) of $16.8
billion appropriated annually will be distributed to ptates
based on their relative success in placing recipiente in
private sector jcbs. The Secretary shall develop a formula
that allccates the funds to states based on:

(1) the percentage.of individuals receiving assistance who
ratain private sector jobs for 3, 6, 9 ar 12 months,
giviiyg yreater wait to:

{a} those who remain empioyed for longer periods of
time.
(b} those who were at greater risk cf long-term
welfare dependency {use JOBS target groups?)
(2) the unemployment conditions of the starte.

The . Secretary may requlre states to submlt data necessary to
apply the formula.

The Secretary shall publish the formula by Decémbér, 1996.
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PRIORITY ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENTS

~ Adjustors to the Block Gfant/Contingency Funds -

. Adjust the AFDC Block Grant Based on the Number of Children-Receiving Food
~ Stamps (or in poverty).
. Adjust the AFDC Block Grant Based on the Number of Children Receiving Food
Stamps and Change in State Maximum Benefit and Caseload.
. Establish a Contingency Fund to the Welfare Block Grant for States that have
Exhausted -Federal Funds and Have Spent Much of their Own Funds.

Maintenance of Effort

. Require a State Maintenance of Effort.

Wark/Child Carce Resources

. " Establish a Separate Block Grant for JOBS and Child Care. with Increased Funding. to
Meet Participation Requirements.
< Create a Separate Child Care Block Grant with [nCLeased Funding: for Welfare and

Working Families.
. Modify Five-Year Time Limits.

Modify Minimum Child Protections

. Prevent States from Withholding Assistance due to Lack of Funds.
. Ensure that Assistance is Accessible to All State Residents
. Protect Civil Rights of Applicants for Aid.
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Amendment to Adjust the AFDC Block Grant Based on the
Number of Children Receiving Food Stamps

Descrintion of Iment.

This amendment would adjust the yearly state allocations of the AFDC block grant. The
adjustment would be based on the number of children receiving food stamps within states,
provided that the Food Stamps Program remains an entitlement with uniform national standards.
For every percentage change in the number of children receiving food stamps within a state, a
staté's block grant allocation would be increased by an equal percentage. Since the goal of the
AFDC block grant is to reduce the prevalence of poverty, a state's allocation would not be
reduced if the number of children receiving [ood stamps declines or remains constant.

The number of children receiving food stamps would be used as the adjuster because it is
the best yearly measure of child poverty within individual states. Current yearly samples of
child poverty, such as those in the Current Population Survey, have enormously high sampling
error and would result in block grant adjustments that are not truly representative ol need. The
number of children receiving food stamps is a better proxy for child poverty, since only those
families whose net income is less than 100 percent of the poverty line are eligible for benefits. A
direct measure of child poverty based on a statistically sound sampling method would be a2 more
favorable indicator of child poverty, as all children in poverty would be captured, not merely
those who apply for food stamps. No such measure exists however, and the Senate bill would
have to be modified to provide the Census Bureau with sufficient funding to obtain a statistically
rehable sample.

An additional optton to this amendment would be to require a state maintenance of effort.
Such a provision would require states to maintain their level of AFDC related spending in FY -

1994, in order to receive additional funding, should the number of children receiving food stamps

increase; “This provision would make sense, since states-that decrease-their own spending should -

not be rewarded with additional funding when their food stamps population naturally increases.
While encouraging states to maintain their FY 1994 spending level, this provision would also
result in a more judicious allocation of Federal resources, since child poverty would be
minimized if states are required to maintain their FY 1994 level of AFDC expenditureés.

ll . . . . .

. AFDC expenditures under current law are expected to rise by nearly 16 percent between
FY 1996 and FY 2000. The AFDC block grant contained in the Senate Finance mark,
however would freeze funding tor five yéarss w1th no adjustment to assist states as their
needs nse T

. A flat block grant simply doces not respond to changmg state needs There are

_tremendous variauons in chitd poverty, unemploymem and population among states, and
' -'a !1~<ed block grant will not help those states Wllh dramatlcally mcreabmi, need.
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° A hypothetical simulation shows that if an AFDC block grant with no adjustment or
additional funding was iziplemented in FY 1990, states would have experienced an
average decrease in Federal AFDC related funding of approximately 30 percent in FY
1994. This reduction in funding would have severely restricted states' ability to respond
to Increasing need.

. In the preceding hypothetical example, Montana would have received approximately $1 |
million (27.2 percent) percent less Federal AFDC funding in FY 1994. With an
adjustment for food stamp children, however, Montana would have suffered loss of only
$2 million (3.5 percent)..

o Since the goal of the AFDC block grant is to reduce poverty, additional funding should
be directed to those states where child poverty is rising. This is accomplished by
- adjusting a state's block grant with respect to the number of children receiving food
stamps.

* It is possible that this amendment will have no budgetary impact. [f states are able to
- adequately meet the needs of the poor within their state, then the number of children
receiving food stamps will remain constant and no adjustment to the block grant will be
necessary. '

® The number of children receiving food stamps is used as the adjuster because 1t 1s the
_most accurate state-level estimate of child poverty. Current yearly samples of chitd
poverty, such as those contained in the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey
- (CPS), have enormously high sampling error, even when three-year rolling averages arc
used. ‘Food stamp receipt, however, is a much better poverty indicator. The Food Stamps
Program has a national eligibility standard, and only families with net income of less than
100 percent of the poverty line are eligible to receive food stamp benefits. Additionally,
the state sampling error rates of the o
QC Full-File Sample are 51gn1ﬁcantly smaller than the those in the CPS

ational
- A flat, non-adjusting block grant simply would not adequately respond to changing state
needs. As can be seen from the attached table, there is enormous variation in state level
demographic and program trends, even in the span of only two years. ‘Between FY 1992 and FY
1994, the change in AFDC expenditures ranged from a high of 39.8 percent in New Mexico to a
low of -19.1 percent in Wyoming. This alone clearly demonstrates the need to have an AFDC
block grant that can respond differentially to changes in need across states. -

--A yearly adjustment that accounts for the number. of children receiving food stamps in ¥
- each state would aliow a state's AFDC biock grant to grow in proportion to, the number of poor
children. This would help states 10 conttnuc to provide vital suppon to thelr low income
(.hlldrcn : '
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Table 8.

FLAT BLOCK GRANTS DO NOT RESPOND
TO CHANGING STATE NEEDS OVER TIME

Selected Indicators of Changing Need

1-year 2-yaar 5-yaar
t-yaar Change in Change In Change in -~ >your
Change n AFOC Childcen Chila ‘Changs In
AFDC Engendiwras Racalving Populatian Chidien [n
Canatoad {milikon dolliara) Food Elamps {under 18) Povarty
Jurirdicton 199394 199294 199392 108904 (1) 199093 {1}
Alabama -2.4% 9.2% 9.7% ' -25% o -9.5%.
Alaska . 5.2% 17.2% 57.2% 16.4% -21.5%
Arizona 2.8% 1.1% 23.6% 16.0% 34.4%
Arkansas -2.1% : 2.4% 12.7% -1.5% 5.6%
California 5.8% 5.6% J0.4% 12.5% 39.6%
Colorado -2.2% 3.6% 11.6% 123% N5.2%
Connaclicut ) 3.3% 5.9% 20.0% 3.8% 37.5%
Defaware - ) 0.6% 4.7% : . 39.6% 25.9% 51.2%
Dist. of Col. 2.4% 246% 19.6% -29.2% 71.3%
Florida -2.7% 17.8% . 475% ’ 13.6% 23.5%
Georgia 0.1% 3.2% 19.5% 5.3% : «21.0%
Hawaii i 11.3% 27.1% 20.7% 5.6% -33.3%
Idaho 9.3% 18.6% 25.6% 11.5% 1.3%
lllinois 3.9% . 5.7% 7.1% 35% ~3.8%
Indiana 1.1% : 56% 27.8% 0.9% . -18.9%
lowa 7.9% - 57% 8.4% 3.0% $.2%
Kansas 0.3% - 13.1% 12.5% 4. 7% 42.5%
Kantucky -3.6% -6.0% 0.7% 0.4% 281%
Louisiana 34% . 1% . 1.4% -3.0% 6.6%
Maine -3.9% B8.5% 1M1.9% 0.3% -5.9%
Maryland 0.1% 4.6% 24.0% B.8% G1%
Massachuselts -2.3% -2.3% 10.9% 6.5% : -8.4%
Michigan -2.5% 31% 2.8% 3.3% 15.6%
Minnesola -1.8% -0.4% 21.8% 3.9% “7.7%
Mississippi -5.5% -11.9% 9.6% . “1.7% -3.3%
Missouri 2.5% - 6.8% 17.9% - 5.6% 18.3%
Montana 1.4% 10.2% 18.0% 9.7% -26.7%
Nebraska -4_8% -7.0% 20.6% a o 42% 24.1%
Navada 8.0% 21.9% 65.6% 35.7% 20.0%
New Hampshira 4.1% 19.2% 43.8% 4.7% GE.7%
Naw Jersey 2.8% 2.3% ' 9.7% 5.3% 26.0%
HNaw Mexico 7.5% : J39.8% 45.9% ) 9.7% 20.3%
Now York.- .- 51% 0.3% © B B%e A7% 23.6%
Norh Carolina 0.4% 7.4% N.7% 6.9% 6.9%
Norih Dakota 9.5% 5.0% : 53%° -3.9% -21.8%
Ohio -3.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.3% 17.2%
Oklahoma -31% -3.8% ~.183% 32% 52.2% -
Qregon - 1.1% 6.2% 21.9% 12.3% 74.0%
Pennsylvania 2.3% 3.0% 11.2% 2.0% - 14.0%
Hhode Island 2.1% 14.5% -18.0% 3 9% 94.1%
South Carolina : -2.6% -2.9% 24.8% -0.3% 40.3%
South Dakota -3.9% . 03% 9.5% 6.1% -12.0%
Tennassae 2.7% 5.7% 27.1% 3.3% 4.6%
Texas 1.8% . 16.1% ©24.2% 70% 20.1%
Uiah -3.5% 3.2% - 14.8% 6.5% .. 436%
Vaermont -1.3% -1.7% 27.0% 35% -19.5%
Virginia 1.6% 11.9% 33.5% . B.2% © -10.5%
Washington 1.6% 3.7% -—— 13.6% . 15.8% 44 3% -——
Wast Virginia | . -1.6% i '4.9% o T65.5%, .. | -7.3% . 9.1% R _
Wisconsin 35% . 4.7% S50% 7.3% 49.3%
Wyoming - o -11.8% ’ -19.1% 13.6% 0.7% 13.4%
Maximum value 11.3% 39.8% 76.5% . 35 7% 94.1%
Minimum value -11.0% CYgV% 0.7% - | +29.2% -35.2%
Median value - : 01% A 7% Co 183% 4 7, 13.4%
Toat States - 66,425 1,000 . 2.243.910 3933 000 1.953.753

. orgEw & 1%
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{Millions of Dollsrs)

Hypothetical Impact In FY 1994, If aa AFDC Block Grant Similar to the One the Senate
Finance Mark Had Been Implemented in FY 1990

Comparison with an Adjustment for Children Receiving Food Stamps

Saic Hypothetical ~ Hypathetical FY PN Dillerence Billerence Pereentage Fercomtage
Block Graat Block Granmt Actusl With No With Change Chuang 2

Allocation, FY94 Allocation, FY?4  Eapenditures Adjestmeot Food Stamp No Adjurtmeni “with Ad paxemmra:

With No Adjurtment Witk F.5. Ad|ustment Adjustment e
ALABAMA sS4 1 31) 531 52m (34) aum ! S4%
ALASKA $30 $50 562 ($31) Gy 50.6% %
ARLZONA 572 5127 $208 (3136} (531 £5.4% 0%
ARKANSAS 711 $59 $51 ($5) ) 1.8% ) 159% .
CALIFORNIA $2.267 $3.716 $3.481 (51,213 $21s BRIy ars
COLORADO 72 395 $i12 (340) 517 -35.8% 152
CONNECTICUT $124 5229 5224 (5100) 55 A 1%
DELAWARE 516 529 $24 s 56 J3Av D%
DISTRICT OF COL $53 $78 387 (s34) (59 388% | 102%
FLORSDA s 5516 3529 (5307) 510 S80%v 0%
|
GEORGLA $199 5320 5307 (5108} 513 aso% AT%
GUAM $3 9 510 M (7 T 2% TIAY
BAWAL $48 353 587 {540) {$34) . =45 2%, iz
MAKO 517 i 528 (511) (55 38 7% 17.5%
HLLINGIS $448 55876 $512 {50} 58 5% , 112%
INDLANA $120 $216° $196 (576) 319 aesy 99%
|

YA $104 $123 sH9 {31%) £33 R ) i 3.8%
NSAS $60 528 95 (535} 1N -36.5% : -1.5%
KENTUCKY $i14 £139 $159 (543) (520) 28.3% 1T
LOUISLANA, 5137 5157 $i37 0 $1% 0.0% 12
MAINE $38 193 570 s12y 523 (7% 0N
MARYLAND $148 $21$ 208 (560) 57 I85% I5%
MASSACHUSETTS $336 . 1463 3428 (592) 135 205% L2%
MICBIGAN 5778 TB&4 $724 54 - 5140 15% 19.4%
MINNESOTA $206 5273 5251 (545) $22 -17.9% 6%
M1SSISSIPFI 575 186 s 53 $14 % (9.4%
MISSOURI 5137 5207 $200 (563) 57 31.3% 34
MONTANA 129 538 $40 s 11¥5) 272% -5.5%
NEBRASKA 538 551 546 (58) 33 A% 19.5%
NEVADA 3 £33 532 (520) 52 4% 7.1%
NEW LAMPSIORE Y] 539 136 (523} 5} sas% 2.8%
NEW JERSEY $310 $387 $367 (556) £21 RYPUS 6%
NEW MEXICO 47 577 Sii9 (572) (342 -50.7% -35.0%
NEW YORK 51,295 51633 1268 4 (s873) _ (3515) 40.3% 26T
NORTH CAROLINA $163 5287 5267 (5103) 520 L3B.8% 76%




Hypothetica! Impact In FY 1994, Ifap AFDC Bluck. Crnn( Similar to the One the Senate
Finance Mark Had Been Implemented in FY 1990
Comparison with an Adjustment for Chiidren Receiving Food Stamps

(Miliroas of Doltary) ' |

ate Hypotbelwcsl Bypathetical FY 1vd Tillerence illereace Perceatage - Fercomtage
: Block Graat Block Grant Actual With No Wich Chaage

Allacation, FY94 Allocation, FY94 Expcaditures Adjustment Food Stamp Ne Adjustment with Adjotwent

With No Adjuttmeat  With FS Adjustment Adjustment . '

- N
NORTH DAKOTA 14 519 2} (55) (33 -28.8% 6%
OH10 54 8613 1564 T sl (553) 203% 1%
OKLAHOMA 94 ' $129 5126 {341} (38) -)1.0% . 574
OREGOMN 3102 S144 153 (331) (59) 231 4% ! -5.T%
PENNSYLYANLA I 5501 5565 O (376) 33 A13.4% 63%
PUERTO RICO 537 536 $42 ($3) (56) 2% i 9.5%
RBODE ISLAND . 351 . e b 1.1] {%12) (54) 18T - k%
SOUTH CAROLINA 180 1122 - 54 . ($12) 130 -12.8% ) A
SOUTH DAKOTA $17 120 $20 : (54} (50} A76% - © DA%
TENNESSEE $105 5158 516 (s61) C(s9) -36.9% 5%
TEXAS 3226 - 53366 '. S417 i (5191) (352) A571% -12.4'/;
UTAH 553 569 566 {($14) 33 209 , £3%
VERMONT s T 550 542 (512) 5o |- 28.4% 20.4%
YIRGIN ISLANDS 52 . a 52 . 53 o (s1) {31y S35 8% -MTA
YTRGINIA 5108 $192 $147 {340y : ?45 <26 9 ! 347
- ‘SH[HCTDI;‘ 3228 5144 : $17R 75140} {332) S170% l ) 6%
T VIRGINIA 58S 5184 $102 ' s , 552 -18.5% 51.5%
ISCONSIN 3316 $312 591 ) 3215 121 £ 5% . 7.3%
Y YOMING : 51 $18 : s19 | (56) (s 230.3% ' 20.0%

N I
tationsd Totsls 510,451 514,867 " sie9m (34,513) (3107) 01 : 0.3%

' Hypotextical Block Grant Amount equats the amount of Federal dollars cach slate received in FY 1988 for the following AFDC rriaed programs: AFDC b-cncl'lu ard ndmtms:rlum.
‘AMIS, Emcrgmcy Assistance, and JOBS.

~ Although JOBS and Chitd Care programs are included in the Scmu: Finance's AFDC black gnm. ‘these peograms did mok exin in FY88. To avoid averating the effect ofn block
rant, therefore, these programs e Uso ammitied from Lhis analysis.

Data for calewlations was provided by the Office of Financial Maragement, Administration for Children and Families and is current as af May 22, 1995




Amendment to Adjust the AFDC Block Grant Based on the Number of
Children Receiving Food Stamps & Change in Maximum Benefit & Caseload

Descrintion of \ment:

This amendment would adjust the vearly state allocations of the AFDC block grant. The .
adjustment would be based on the number of children receiving food stamps within states, ;
provided that the Food Stamps Program remains an entitlement with uniform national standards.
For every percentage change in the number of children receiving food stamps within a state, a
state's block grant allocation would be increased by an equal percentage. Since the goal of the
AFDC block grant is to reduce the prevalence of poverty, a state's allocation would not be )

“reduced if the number of children receiving food stamps declines or remains constant.

This amendment would also adjust the yearly state allocations of the AFDC block grant
for changes in a state’s caseload and maximum benefit. - This additional yearly adjustmenttoa
state's block grant allocation would equal the product of the change in a state's maximum AFDC'
benefit level, the state's Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP), and the state's AFDC
caseload.” This amount would be added to the allocation that the state received in the previous
year, along with any increase atiributable to increases in the nurnber of children receiving food
stamps. States which lower their maximum benefit would have their allocation decreased only 1t
they did not expertence a compensating increase in their AFDC caseload.

The number of children receiving food stamps would be used as the first adjuster becausc
it 15 the best yearly measure of child poverty within individual states. Cwrent yearly samples of
child poverty, such as those in the Current Population Survey, have enormously high sampling
error and would result in block grant adjustments that are not truly representative of need. The -
number of children receiving food stamps is a better proxy for child poverty, since only those
families whose net income is less than 100-percent of the poverty line are eligible for benefits. A
direct measure of child poverty based on a statistically sound sampling method would be a more|
favorable indicator of child poverty, as all children in poverty would be captured, not merely - |
those who apply for food stamps. No such measure exists however, and the Senate bill would |
have to be'modified to provide the Census Bureau with sufficient funding to obtain a statlstlcally
reliable sample.

An additional option to this amendment would be to require a state maintenance of effort.
Such a provision would require states to matintain their level of AFDC related spending in FY !
1994, in order to receive additional funding, should the nurnber of children receiving food stamps
in crease. This provision would make sense, since states that decrease their own spending
should not be rewarded with additional funding_ when their food stamps population naturally
increases. While encouraging states to maintain thelr FY 1994 spending level, this provision
would also result in a more judicious d_llocauon of Federal resources, since child poverty would:
be minimized if states are required to inaintain their FY 1994 level of AFDC expenditures.

i
1
1
?
|
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i o | o : | ‘
. AFDC expenditures under current law are expected to rise by nearly 16 percent between
FY 1996 and FY 2000. The AFDC block grant contained in the Senate Finance mark, i

!
however, would freeze funding for five years with no adjustmcnt to assist states as their
needs rise. '

. A flat block grant simply does not respond to changing state needs. There are ].
tremendous variations in child poverty, unemployment, and population among states, and
a fixed block grant will not help those states with dramatically increasing need. |

. A hypothetlcal simulation shows that if an AFDC block grant with no adjustment or |
additional funding was implemented in FY 1990, states would have experienced an
average decrease in Federal AFDC related funding of approximately 30 percent in FY
1994. This reduction in funding would have severely restricted states' ability to respond '
to increasing need.

. States receive an additional adjustment if they increase their benefits, expand their
eligibility criteria, or both. This provides the incentive for states to maintain their 'Y _
1994 level of spending that is absent from the Senate Finance Committee bill. [

° In the preceding hypothetical example, Montana would have received approximately §1 [
million (27.2 percent) percent less Federal AFDC funding in FY 1994, With an .
adjustment for food stamp children, however, Montana would have suffered loss of only!

$2 million (5.5 percent). i

©  Since the goal of the AFDC block grant is to reduce poverty, additional funding shouid ‘
be directed to those states where child poverty is rising. This is accomplished by
adjusting a state's block grant with respect to the number of children receiving food
stamps. . o ' o

. It is possible that this amendment will have no budgetary impact. Ifstates are able to
adequateiy meet the needs of the poor within their state, then the number of children |
receiving food stamps will remain constant and no adjustment to the block grant will be

necessary.

. The number of children receiving food stamps is used as the adjuster because it is the
most accurate state-level estimate of chiid poverty. Current yearly samples of child
poverty, such as those contained in the Census Burcau's Current Population Survey ll

(CPS), have enormously high sampling eitor, even when three-year rolling averages are

used. ‘Food stamp receipt, however, is a much better poverty indicator. The Food Stamps

Program has a national eligibility standard, and only families with net income of lesg than. .. .

100 percent of the poverty line are eligible to receive food stamp benefits. Additionally,

the state sampling error rates of the QU [ ulI I‘1Ie Sample are significantly smal[cr than ©

the those in the CPS. I Ca : |




Ratiopale _

A fiat, non-adjusting block grant simply would not adequately respond to changing state
needs. As can be seen from the attached table, there 1s enormous vanation in state level
demographic and program trends, even in the span of only two years. Between FY 1992 and FY

1994, the change in AFDC expenditures ranged from a high of 39.8 percent in New Mexico to a
low of -19.1 percent.in Wyoming. This alone clearly demonstrates the need to have an AFDC
block grant that can respond differentially to changes in need across states,

A yearly adjustment that accounts for the number of children receiving food stamps in !
each state would allow a state's AFDC block grant to grow in proportion to the number of poor .
children. This would help states to continue to provide vital support to their low income |
children. The adjustment for maximum benefit would also make sense, as it would encourage
states to increase their benefit levels and expand their eligibility.




_‘Table 8.
FLAT BLOCK GRANTS DO NOT RESPOND
TO CHANGING STATE NEEDS OVER TIME

Selected Indicators of Changing Need 1|| .
1-yuar 2-yoar S-year |
“1eymar ' Changs In Changs In : Changs in T-yoar,
Change In . AFDC ’ Childran © Child Changs In
AFDC Expenditurss Aacelviag Population c:hlldun!lrl
Cawsload {wlllon dodlars) Food Stamps {undse 18) Poverty
Jurindiction 100304 1002.04 T 199183 194904 (1) 1990-03 (1§
Alabama 2.4% ' . 9.2% ' 9.7% -2.5% -9.5%
Alaska 5.2% 17.2% 57.2% 16.4% -21.5%
Artzona 2.68% 11.1% 23.6% 16.0% Co34.4%
Arkansas -2.1% : 24% . 12.7% -1.5% 5.6%
California 5.8% 5.6% 30.4% ) . 125% 39.6|%
Colorado -2.2% -3.6% 11.6% 12.3% -15.2%
Connacticul 33% 5.9% ) 20.0% 3ex S 375%
Dotaware 0.6% . 4.7% 39.6% 259% - . T B1.2%
Dist. of Cot. : 9.4% . 24.6% ) 19.6% -29.2% 73.3%
Florida -2T7% 17.8% 47.5% . 13.6% '

Goorgia : 0.1% 3.2% : 19.5% 5.3%
Rawaii ) 11.3% 27.1% 20.7% 5.6%
[daho 9.2% 18.6% 25.6% S 11.5%
Mlinois 3.9% . 5.7% 7.1% 5%
indiana . t.1% 5.6% 27.6% 0.9%
lowa : 7.9% ’ . 5.7% B8.4% - 3.0%
Kansas -0.3% 13.1% 12.5% 4. 7%
Kentucky ) -3.6% -5.0% 0.7% 0.4%
Lovisiana -3.4% FA% 1.4% -1.0%
Maine : -1.9% i -8.5% 11.1% : 0.3%
Maryiand . -0.1% ' 4.6% 24.0% B.8%
Massachusetis -2.3% -2.3% 10.9% 65%
Michigan +2.5% «3.1% 2.8% ©3.23%
Minnesota . -1.8% . -0.4% 21.8% 9.5%
Mississippi -5.5% -11.9% 9.6% 1.7%
Missouri 25% ' 6.8% 17.9% 5.6% '
Monlana 1.4% C10.2% 18.0% : 9.7%
Nabraska : C-4.8% - -7.0% 20.6% "4.2%
Novada 8.0% 21.9% 656% 35.7%
New Hampshire 4.1% 19.2% . - 43.8B% 4.7%
Naw Jarsey -2.8% : C2.3% : 9.7% 5.3%
MNow Maxico 7.5% 39.6% 45.9% 9.7%
New York S5.1% T T03% ) 8.8% a.7%
North Carolina 0.4% 74% 31.7% 69%
North Dakota -9.5% ) -5.0% 53% -3.9%
Qhio : 3.0% - 0.0% 0.7% 1.3%
Oklahoma . -3.1% -3.8% 18.3% . : A.2%
Oregon -1.1% T 6.2% 21.9% 12.3%
Pennsylvania 2.3% A.0% ) 11.2% . 2.0%
Rhode i{sland 2.1% 14.5% 18.0% 3.9%
South Carolina -2.6% C-2.9% 24 8% -0.3%
South Dakela -3.9% -0.3% . 95% 6.1%
Tennesseo L 2.7% 5.7% 27 1% .5%
Texas 1.8% - 16.1% 24.2% 7.0%
Utah ’ -3.5% Co :3.2% 14.8% : 6.5%
Varmont ’ . -1.3% -1.7% 27.0% 3.5%
Virginia 1.6% 11.9% - 33.5%  B2%_
Washinglon 1.6% . C3 7% o 13.6% 15.8%
Wist Virginia . 8% v 4.9% e 76.5% 73% - -~
Wisconsin -3.5% : : 4.7% 6.0% _ 1 7.3%
Wyoming -11.8% ; L1G.1% . 13.6% 0.7%
Maximum value 11.3% 76.9% I57%
Minimum value Co. 11 B% 0.7% - 29 2% .
Madian value 0.1% LTS AT 18 3% 7Y f
Total States 2.213.910 31939.000
Pergore Crmowpn LN A . -




{Millions of Dollars)

Hypothctical [mpact la FY 1994, 1{ an AFDC Block Grant Similar to the One the Senate

Finaoce Mark Had Been Implemented in FY 1990

With Adjustmcats for Changes in Maximum Benefit & Children Receiving Food Stamps

State Hypothetical - ~ Hypotheticxl Fy 13994 Difference . Dillerence Percentage  Percentage
Block Grant Block Grant Actual With No  Wicth Max. Change Chagope
Allocation, FY94 lRocation, FY94 with  Expenditures Adjus¢ment Adjustments No Adjustment - with FS & Ben
With No Adjustment Adjustments : - Adjustmest
ALABAMA $54 $78 581 (527) (53 -333% -3.6%
ALASKA $30 553 562 (331) (38) -50.6% 13.3%
ARIZONA T2 5138 $208 (5136) (370), -65.4% 33.7%
ARKANSAS 545 $62 $51 (56) 510 8% 20.5%
CALIFORNIA 52,267 $3,859 $3,481 (51.213) $379 -349% ! 10.9%
) |
COLORADO 572 598 5112 (540} 514) -35.8% ! A123%
CONNECTICUT $124 5235 5224 (3100} $11 “444% 48%
DELAWARE L91. 331 524 (58) 1 -33.4% | 12.5%
DISTRICT OF COL 553 $87 587 (534) (51 -38.8% 0.9%
FLORIDA $222 $552 $529 ($307) $23 -58.0% 43%
GEOQRGIA 5199 $337 £307 (5108) $31 -15.0% 10.0%
GUAM $3 $3 si0 (37 (57 72.3% 71 6%
HAWALL $48 $61 $37 (540 (326) -45.3% -30.3%
IDANO s $24 $28 G 34 -39.7% 14.4%
ILLINOIS $448 $574 $518 ($70) 355 S135% 10.7%
INDIANA $120 5222 5196 (376) $26 I85% 132%
[0WA s104 $125 $119 (315 17 -12.3% ' 5.8%
KANSAS $60 $92 $95 {$35) 33 -36.5% 2.9%
KENTUCKY $114 © $145 $159 ($45) (s14) -28.3% : -9.1%
LOUISIANA $137 $157 $137 50 $21 0.0% ll 15.1%
MAINE . 558 593 570 (512) 523 A% L 331%
MARYLAND $143 $228 5208 ($60) $20 -28.9% . 9.5%
MASSACHUSETTS £336 5502 5428 {$92) 74 -21.5% | 17.4%
MICHIGAN 5778 $889 §724 $54 $166 75% | 12.9%
MINNESOTA $206 5254 $251 (545) . 543 179% £7.0%
MISSISSIPPI $75 $92 $72 $3 520 47% 27.5%
MISSOURI 5137 $209 $200 (563} $9 -3113% 4.3%
MONTANA 529 537 $40 ($11} 3 -27.3% £.4%
NEBRASKA $38 $52 $46 (58) $6 1% ! 12.i%
NEVADA 513 $36 $32 ($20) 54 60.4% 11.8%
NEW HAMPSHIRE $13 $40 $36 (521 $4 . .64.5% ; 12.2%
NEW JERSEY $310 5'43'3- 5367 {856} 567 -15.4%, ' 1£2%
NEW MEXNICO $47 583 119 (57) {$16) -69"{%_ } -30.3%
NEW YORK $1.295 . 51738 $2.168 ($873) (5430} L 403% 10.8%
NORTH CAROLINA 5163 $298 $267 (5103 $31 1.8%

’ -18'..8"/-'\ :




Hypotheticat tmpact [n FY 1994, If an AFDC Block Grant Similac to the One the Scnate
Finance Mark Had Been Implemented in FY 199 .
With Adjustments for Changes in Maximum Benefit & Chitdren Receiving Food Stamps _ |

{Millions of Dallars)

State Hypoathetical Mypothetical FY 1994 Dilterencs Dillerence Percentage | Pcn:cnl:;g-c-
Block Grant Black Grant Actual With No  With Max. Change Chasge
Allocation, FY94 llocation, FY9 with  Expenditures Adjustment Adjustments No Adjustment wlith F5 & Ben
With No Adjustment Adjustiments ' Ad]nstrocnt
NORTH DAKOTA- 516 820 22 - (56) G - -28.8% f . -103%
OHIO $524 $654 3666 ($142) $12) 203% -1.8%
OKLAHOMA $94 $135 5136 ($42) 50 C30% 03%
OREGON _ $102 S 5153 o (ss1) 2 334% 1 14%
PENNSYLVANIA $490 ' 3619 5565 (576) $54 13.4% 9.5%
PUERTO RICO ' $57. $62 62 55 50 “73% | 0.7%
RHODE JSLAND " 851 386 533 (832)° 52 8% 2.8%
SOUTH CAROLINA 580 5125 - 592 sy $33 A28% 353%
SOUTH DAKOTA £17 s21 $20 (54 s 17.6% ' 42%
TENNESSEE - : s105 167 Ste6 (561) T8l 36.9% 03% "
TEXAS $226 . - $380 $417 (5191). (53 45.7% : -8.8%
UTAH _ ' _ $53 $75 566 (s14y - s3 o 99% V2.6%
VERMONT $30 553 542 $12) I3E 284% 27.0%
VIRGIN ISLANDS 52 52 83 (s1) (SN L R
VIRGINIA : $108 $189 5147 (540) 542 269% o 28.4%
WASHINGTON : $238 $359 $378 (5140} (519) T X R -5.0%
WEST VIRGINIA $35 $159 $102 17 £57 A65% 56.3%
WISCONSIN 5316 $326 129 $25 .+ 535 O OBS% 12.2%
WYOMING _ 53 $17 5§19 ($6) s2) -30.3% i -11.4%
National Totals 510,461 $15,564 514,974 ($4.513) $591 -30.1% 3%

* Hyporectical Block Grant Amount equals the amount of Federal dollars each state recetved in FY 1988 for the following AFDC related programs: A'FDC benielits
administration, FAMIS, Emergency Assistance, and JODS. '
* Although JOBS and Child Care programs-are included in the Senate Finance's AFDC block grant, these programs did ol exist in FYBE, Tu avoid ovcrsmmgth:_

of a block grant, therefore, these programs are also ommitied from this analysis.
*+ Data for calculauorls was provided by the OfTice of Financial Ma.nagcrncm, Administration for Children and Familics and is current as of May 22, 1995




AMENDMENT TO ESTABLISH A CONTINGENCY FUND
FOR THE WELFARE BLOCK GRANT

Description of the Amendment: ;

Establish a national welfare contingency fund. This fund would provide a separate pool of
money which states that are experiencing high welfare caseload growth can draw upon to
secure more federal funding. States that are experiencing growth in unemployment rates, !
numbers of children or numbers of poor children would be able to access the fund in '
amounts that vary depending upon their level of increased need. ;

The fund and the circumstances under which states would be eligible to draw monies from
the fund could be established in a number of ways: - :

(@) A state match equivalent to FMAP could be required. .
- {b) State eligibility could be contingent on states having not only exhausted their fedcral!
: block grant funding, but also having already spent as much of their own state funds as

they had spent in their baseline year. . . _ . |

It is estimated that over 5 years, the amount of the fund should average 15% of the total . .
block grant funding to meet anticipated state needs. . : _ . fi

‘Talking Points:

* _ The Senate Finance Committee’s welfare block grant proposal freezes state funding a:t
baseline levels and fails to address changing state demographics and economic
conditions, o |

¢ Sharp population growth and localized recessions can rapidly increase the numbers of

poor children creating sudden demands for increased cash assistance in some states.

. Establishing a contingency fund would assure that increased federal funds are easily ;
accessible to those states that are experiencing these-greater levels of child poverty
and need. :

. Before they can obtain additional funding under the contingency fund, states riust_ |

demonstrate that they have spent as much in state funds on family cash assistance as .
_they did in the baseline year. This gives states an incentive (0 maintain their level of

effort in order to gain access to additional federal support for additional needs. |

. To ensure. that stales contribute their share, a state would be required to match the
I
‘monies they draw out of the contingency fund at the' Federai Medlcald maltch rate.




. In an economic downturn, states need quick access (o additional funding. The

“contingency -fund is easier to access. States would need special authority to secure a

muliti-year, interest-bearing loan from Rainy Day Fund proposed by the Senate
Finance committee.

. States'need only -appropriate state funds under the contingency fund. These funds 'c:ill
be put to use immediately to aid poor families while their use leverages more federal

matching doliars.

i
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Amendmecat to Require a State Maintcnance of Effort |

This amendment would require states to maintain their FY 1994 {evel ofspendmg for Lhe
seven programs that would be collapsed into the Block Grant for Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families.

States that do not maintain their FY 1994 level of effort would lose Federal funding based
on their FY 1994 Federal medical assistance percentage (FMAP). For example, a state with a 50
percent FMAP would lose $.50 for every 3.50 it falls below its FY 1994 spending level. A state
with a 75 percent FMAP would lose  3.75 for every $.25 it falls below its FY 1994 spending :
level. '

This amendment would also take any Federal block grant money not spent by a state in |-
one year and redistribute it to other states in the following fiscal year.

Talking Points: - ' : _ - |

. [f welfare reform succeeds in moving people from welfare to work, both the Federal and
state governments should share in the savings. Under the block grant, the Federal
government would give each state a fixed amount of money for each of the next five
years. With this amendment, Federal spending would decline proportionally to state
spending. , !

o Both the Federal and state goverrunents should share in the costs of welfare reform. _
Without this amendment, states would no longer be required to spend any of their own |
money on poor children, poor families, or work requirement. This unduly shifts the ‘
burden of weifare support to away-fromi-the states, who now pay 45 percent of total
AFDC related expenditures. |

. Under the current entitlement system, states receive Federal funding based on their level
of state spending. This is a strong incentive for states to maintain their AFDC spending;
- from year to year. The Senate Finance bill, however, would remove this incentive, and :
allow Federal funding to flow to states regardless of whether the states continue to fund:
their AFDC programs at the FY 1994 level. This amendment provides a strong incentive
for statées to maintain their FY 1994 level of spending, as their Temporary Assistance
block grant would be reduced f they do maintain at least a constant level of support.
®  The Congressional Budget Office has estimated that the Federal government woiild save
approximately $350 million over seven years with this amendment. Savingsresult -~ &~ +..
because CBO has assumed that without such an amendment, states representing one- Ilurd Co
of the total AFDC caseload would reduce ihclr state AFDC spending under the- Senate A
Finance bill. o

L A .hl Lk.éﬁr;%&r-iu s&l.‘-{.'.'...::



. Federal AFDC funding to states is currently based on the level of state effort. States are
able to leverage additional Federal fiinds by increasing their own spending on AFDC.
Under the Senate Finance bill, a "race to the bottom" would likely occur, as states would
have no incentive to increase or maintain their AFDC spending in the absence of Federal
matching funds. '

. Giving states a fixed block grant would significantly alter the Federal-State AFDC
partnership. Whereas the current Federal funding formula holds states accountable for
spending their funds in a judicious manner, the Senate bill would essentially eliminate all|
‘restrictions and measures of accountability. This raises serious questions concerning the '

. extent to which states would continue to serve their low-income populations. Requiring
states to maintain their FY 1994 spending levels would at least safeguard the nation's
. poor against the dramatic reductions in service that would result from lowered state

i
|
|
i
|
i
|
|
|
|

AFDC spending.
Rationale:

The bill as passed by the Senate Finance Committez would leave no incentive for states |
to increase or even maintain their current level of AFDC related spending. Currently, Federal |
AFDC funding flows to states on the basis of state expenditures. As stdtes increase their AFDC |
spending, they receive more Federal funds. This provides a strong incentive for states 1o

maintain their level of spending on AFDC related programs, especially for poorer states, as they !
can leverage up to four doifars in Federal funding for every state dollar spent.

The Temporary Assistance Block Grant in the Senate bill does not stipulate a continued
level of state effort. Federal funding would flow to states regardless of How much states spend
on their AFDC program. Consequently, there would be no Federal incentive for states to
maintain their FY 1994 level of spendmg, since the flow of Federal dollars would remain |
uplcha_ngcd : - e e

CBO estimates that states representing approximately one-third of the current AFDC
caseload would reduce their spending relative to FY 1994 levels as a result of not including a |
state maintenance of effort provision. This would represent a dramatic reduction state AFDC :
spending, which would cause significant increases in the Food Stamps program. CBO estimates
that requiring a state mamtenance of effort would save approximately $350 mllllon in food stam'p
costs over seven years.. _ |




- PRELMINARY ESTIMATE OF STATE MANTENANCE OF EFFORT Brealy  DRAFT

08/24/05
~ Exlmuated relative 1o Chairman's Mark as ndroduced on May 23, 1688
(by fsoal year, outheys in millons of dollare)’
L ' ' i 58-2002
- . 1986 . 1807 1698 1989 2000 2001 2002 Total
- Elate Malntenance of Effort - | - :
Food Stamp Program 0 26 -50 50 -0, 75 -100 .350
R '

Barad on diecusslons with fedsral and state ofMclals, CBO assumes that stales recalving one-thid of the biock grand funding
wo K] out sparding ralative 1o 1884 lavals under the Chalman's Mark. This amandment would praverd such culs,

and therelore, would Increase siate spending on banefi payments, training, and child oare ecilvillas. CBO has

asaumed thet the amendment would resufl In some fam?les recalvirg highar cash payments, which-In turn-would

lower thek food stamp bensfis, The estimate assumaa the Food Stamp program Is an opsn-ended emitlement.
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AMENDMENT TO ESTABLISH A SEPARATE BLOCK GRANT
FOR JOBS AND CHILD CARE ' o

Description of Amendment:

A separate block grant for JOBS and child care expenditures would cover the operational |
costs of the JOBS program and the child care expenses of JOBS participants. States could
use these funds for AFDC and working poor families. This block grant would be set at the
following levels: $2.3 billion in FY 1996, $2.3 billion in FY 1997, $2.5 billion in FY 1998,
$3.9 billion in FY 1999, and $4.5 billion in FY 2000. The amount of the block grant is |
determined by estimating the level of federal funding needed to meet the JOBS participation
rates in the Senate Finance Mark (as amended by the exemption policy described below) and
provide the necessary child care, assuming states maintain their projected level of effort. X
Funds would be allocated to states according to: (1) the funds that each state would need to’
provide JOBS and child care services to AFDC recipients who are required to participate ini
JOBS, and. (2) FY 1994 expenditures for Transitional Child Care and the At-Risk program
No state match would be requ1red to draw down federal funds.

A separate block grant for AFDC benefils. would- be established. The amount of the AFDC,
block grant would be set at a flat amount for five years, equal to FY 1994 federal spending!
on AFDC benefits, AFDC adininistrative costs, and Emergency Assistance. .

|
This amendment would also allow exemptions.from the participation requirement for '
individuals in special circumstances {unless these individuals requested services). ‘This woul'd
cnable states to focus their resources on those most likely to benefit from. the program.
Starting in FY 1999 (when current law exemptions are no longer in effect), exemptions !
would be allowed as determined by the state if the recipient:’ was needed in the home to care |
for a child with a disability or other family member with a disability; had a disability, or hagd
a child under the age of one year. States would also have the authority to exempt an i
additional 10 percent of their caseload from the participation requirements. Individuals whoi
were exempted would not be included in the calculation of the participation rate (unless Ihey;
participated in JOBS in spite of the exemption).

Option: States could.use the block grant funds to guarantee child care for one year for
families transitioning off welfare to work. : |

Talking Poinls:

. Without a separate block grant for JOBS and child care, states would have 1o choose
between cutting benefits dramatically or not meeting the JOBS participation rates. |
Under the Senate Finance Mark, states would have to spend from the block grant to |
provide income support to poor families, operate the JOBS program, and provide
child care. As a result, most states could only meet the participation requirements
specified in the Mark by cutting cash assistance payments to needy lamilies and - -
children.




[ Over the five year period, states wouid be required to spend an additional |
$22.8 billion on JOBS services and child care but would receive $12.7 billion
tess in funding from the Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant in the
Senate Finance Mark according to HHS estimates. In FY2000, states would
.be required to spend 75 percent of their block grant on JOBS and child .care to
meet the participation requirements. : !

|

. Without a separate block grant for JOBS and chiid care, many states would be better
off to take the penalty for not meeting the participation requirements (a 5 percent
reduction in théir block grant allocation) rather than operate a JOBS program. CBO|
estimates that only six states would meet the participation requirements in the Senate|
Mark in FY 2000, and that 44 states would be penalized. A policy that encourages
states to take penalties rather than to provide assistance that will move recipients lnto
work does not represent a real commltmem to welfare rcform

. By establishing a separate block grant for JOB_S-an'd child care, funding for benefits
would not compete directly with funding for JOBS. States could meet the
participation-requirements and provide child care without reducing benefits. It would

also eliminate the incentive for states to take a penalty rather than operating a JOBS |
program.. _ f

: __ |

. Individuals sometimes cannot participate in JOBS for legitimate reasons. - For !

exaniple, individual that are seriously 1ll or disabled or are caring for a disabled or |

very young child it is unlikely they would be able to fulfill the JOBS participation f

requirements. It is widely recognized that allowing exemptions for recipients facmvl'

these circumstances is a sound policy -- for example, the Brown/Dole bill had an |

- -exemption policy. It allows states to focus their resources ofr those who are most |

likely to benefit from the program and results in more workable and realistic ‘

part1c1pat10n reqmrements ' : i

- ‘ ]

. There is comlderable variation across states in the propomon of the caseload that tslf

legitimately. unable to work. . Without an exemption policy for these individuals, some
states would have a more difficult time meeting the participation rates. Some states|
could meet participation rates more easily simply because they serve a less disadvan-

taged caseload. An exemption policy establishes a-more-level "playing field" -acr_oss;

states. 2 L ‘

. ~ In addition to belng good poircy, the JOBS prograrn wouid. be éven more costly if
exemptions Were not allowed.




AMENDMENT TO CREATE A SEPARATE CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT |
FOR WELFARE AND WORKING FAMILIES O

Description of the Amendment ~ . . ' ;

This amendment would create a separate Child Care Block Grant which would be used to |
fund guaranteed child care for recipients who are required to work and who have children i
under age 13 and to fund child care for families who are transitioning off of welfare into the
workforce and families who are working to stay off of welfare.

Funding would be set at the following levels: $1.25 billion in FY1996, $1.3 billion in
FY1997, $1.4 billion in FY1998, $2.1 billion in FY1999, and $2.4 billion in FY2000.
These amounts are equivalent to current funding for the Transitional Child Care program and
the At-Risk Child Care program (both repealed in the Senate Finance Mark) and the

additional cost of providing child care to JOBS participarits assuming that states maintain .
- their current level of effort. Funds would be allocated to states according to: |

(1) the funds that each state would need to guarantee child care for AFDC recipients whq
' are requnred to participate in JOBS; and
(2) . each state’s FY1994 eXpendltures for the Transitional Child Care and At Risk - i
programs. '

|
| |
OPTION: - Increase the caps and require states to guarantee one year of [‘ransmonal Chlld
Care for people who are leaving welfare for work

There would be no state match required to draw down federal funds.

Talking Points:

®  Child care is critical for families who are workmg while receiving welfare,

transmonmg off of welfare to work, and working to remain off of weifare. [f

insufficient funds are available for child care services, it will be impossible for thcse ;
families to succeed in the work force. 5

. This amendment would guarantee child care for children under 13 whose parents are
required to participate in the JOBS program. The Senate Finance Mark only |
guarantees child care for children under six, and it is not clear if this guarantee '
extends beyond the first three years of the program. This amendment would clacify |
that this guarantee applies to families in any year that they are participating, arid it .

"assures that school- -age: children Wlll not bc left home alone or in unsafe environ- 5
ments.

-

° - The amendment woulid ensure sutficient funds to pi'o'vide child care 10 JOBS
participants.




> Under the Senate Finance Mark, over the five year period, HHS estimates that
states would be required to spend an additional $10 billion on child care .
alone but would receive $12.7 billion less in funding from the Temporary
Family Assistance Block Grant.. In FY2000, states would be required to spcnd
25 percent of their block grant on child care t0 meet the participation require:

ments. ) i
l

> Without additional child care funds, states will be required to take already
limited child care resources from low income working families (and put them
at risk of having 10 go on to the welfare rolls) in order to move other families
from welfare 1o work. i!

° The amendment will protect the child care services now available for low income |
working families. [f funding for child care were put into its own block grant and
allowed to grow according to the needs of the JOBS program, states would be able to
maintain their commitment to the working' poor. ='

.Rationale for the Amendment: ;

- By separating out child care funding, states would have sufficient resources to guarantee
child care for AFDC recipients who are required to participate in the JOBS program. Since
child care is guaranteed for children under six {under the Senate Finance Mark), 1t will be |
difficult for states to provide these services within the constraints of the Temporary ;
Assistance Block Grant. Under current law, child care is guaranteed through an uncapped
entitlement which can grow according to the demand for care, - J
States wauld have more money to spend on AFDC child care and they would be able to
maintain some level of commitment (o the working poor who are not on welfare and those:
who are transitioning from wetfare to work. States could also be required to provide a year
of Transitional Child Care for people leaving welfare. for work, which would maintain the |
current guarantec for families.

T




AMENDMENT TO MODIFY 5 YEAR TIME LIMITS

Description of Amendment:

Program participants will be granted exemptions from the time limit under the following
limited circumstances:

(a)

{(b)

()
(d)
(e)

For families that no longer qualify for cash beneflts due to time fimits, but would otherw1se
have su]l been eligible:

(a)

(b)

(c)

States may exempt an additional 10% of the caseload {rom time limits for hardship

'Give states the option of requiring these families to paruc1palc in job search or other
work activitics as defined by the state.

Program participants who live in an area with high unemployment, as determined by |
the state, can be exempted from time limits. State’s would have the option to exempt
from the time limit persons who live in areas where the rate of unemployment is |
between 6.5% and 8.5%. States must exempt from the time limit persons who live 1n
areas where the rate of unemployment exceeds 8. 5% _ |
|
"Areas" are jurisdictions defined by the state for which the Bureau of Labor Statistics
calculates an unemployment rate. An area may be a labor market area, county, city,’
metropolitan area, or officially designated Area of Substantial Unempjoyment (ASU) I
An area may be more than one geographically contiguous political subdivision {e.g.,
several rural counties). Areas can also be Indian Reservations. States may redetme
“areas” once a year, coinciding with the open season for ASU designation. '

The participant is needed in the home to care for a child with a disability or other
family member with a disability, as determined by the state;

The participant has a disability, as determined by the state; or

The participant has a child under the age of 12 months.

cases as defined by the state.

Provide vouchers to cover necessities that enable these families 1o pay rent, utilities,
food or other essentials.

Establish the vaiue of such vouchers at least 50 percent of the cash benefits thése
fanmilies would have received, and




Talking Points:

. The Senate Finance Commuittee bill’s 15% hardship cases exemption to time limits is
too low. The exemption threshold is not high enough to protect families in areas of E
high unemployment when no jobs are avallable : 5

. In areas of high unemployment, unsubsidized, private sector job slots for welfare
recipients are scarce. Employers typically are able to hire more qualificd and i
experienced workers for low- and moderate-wage jobs. It is not easy for most |
welfare recipients faced with a time limit to compete for these job slots. Fewer newi
businesses start up, and so fewer new jobs are being created. I

0 States shouid have the option to exenipt residents of high unemployment areas within
a state from time limits; exemptions from time limits should be automatic when
unemploymen{ 1s-extremely high in the range of 8.5% or more.

. The time limit provisions do not protect children, who comprise two thirds of all -
AFDC recipients and would also be the majority of people made ineligible by time
liinits. . : !

. Instead of denying all assistance 'to families that have reached the 5 year time limit, i

states should provide non-cash, vouchers to time-limited families to help pay for rent,
atilities, food, and other basic necessities. Such a provision would reduce |
homelessness among tune-expired families. ’

v At a minimum the value of post-time limit vouchers should be 50 percent of the
family’s previous cash assistance benefit. Any amounts below this will be too little to
fhelp families with basic necessities. f

. Individuals caring for a baby under 12 months old, caring for a child with a serious;
' disability or who is herself disabled should not be expected 10 be able to go to work|
and thus should be specifically exempted from time limits. ' _.!

. In addition to these people, states should be permitied to defer from JOBS and work a
fixed 10 percent of the total adults in the caseload for hardship cases as defined by the
state. : :

L e i r s L T



AMENDMENT TO PREVENT STATES FROM- |
WITHHOLDING ASSISTANCE FOR LACK OF FUNDS |

|
I
I
r

Description of Amendment:

No state may place any applicant for asmstance who is eligible for assistance under the state
plan, on a waiting list for assistance due to a shortage of funds or on the basis of the time of
year in which the applicant applies for assistance. i '
A state plan must include provisions outlining a course of action that the state would take
should the number of eligible applicants for assistance exceed the number that could be i
served using funds prowded under this block grant, along with state funds allocated fer the
same purpOSe : __ |

Talking Points: o |

. Families that need-immediate assistance should not be denied aid or arbitrarily put-on
waiting lists because a state’s cash assistance block grant funding has run out. |
. The amount of a state’s block grant is fixed each year, unrelated to need. It is llkely
that in years when the level of child poverty and need increases, that states will .
exhaust the funds provided by the federal block grant. _ |

. If the fixed level of funding i1s insufficient, states may use more state monies to fill
the gap, transfer funds in from other sources, and borrow money. Without an
incentive to ensure adequate and continued funding for cash assistance, however,
states that have- run out of money can resort to putting newly applying families on
waiting lists, or refusing to take in any more applications.

e This provision ensures that states develop in their state plan a course of action to
ensure that there continues to be funding for needy families.




B R 2

AMENDMENT TO ENSURE THAT ASSISTANCE IS ACCESSIBLE :
TO ALL STATE RESIDENTS ' :

Description of Amendment: i

A state plan must provide that a program for aid and services to needy families with children
will operate in all areas of the state, and that facilities to apply for such assistance will be
available during normal business hours, and will be reasonably accessible to all residents of |
the state. _

|

Talking Points:

. There is nothing in the Finance Committee bill that protects against a state choosing
not to serve families in one region, whether for political or other reasons. :

° The bill does not ensure that every resident of a state have an opportunity to apply fofr
assistance. 1

!

i

. Without these assurances, states and counties can reduce-the amount of aid provided

to poor families in particular areas of the state by making welfare offices inaccessible:
. Welfare offices can be located across town or across the county in areas with no '
public transportation. The welfare offices can be open at irregular hours so that no
one knows when there will be someone available to take an apptication. i

. This amendment protects poor families by requiring welfare offices to operate in all
areas of a state, requiring that those offices open during regular business hours, and |
requiring that the offices be reasonably accéssible to all residents within a state.




AMENDMENT TO PROTECT THE CIVIL RIGHTS OF APPLICANTS

Description of Amendment

No state may deny assistance or otherwise discriminate (such as b'y providing reduced
benefits or imposing unusual terms and conditions) on any applicant for assistance on the
basis of race, rellglon or national orlgm

Talkine Points

This bill dees not provide the most basic protections to poor people. This provision
expressly prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, religion or national origin.

. The history ‘of welfare programs when states had greater flexibility shows that

discrimination did take place and suggests that Janguage is necessary to ensure these
protections. K
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OFFICE OF SENATOR BOB GRAHAM

Legislative Counsel
:  Bruece Lesley/Chris Warnla
A Juoe 12, 1995
! "Children's Fair Share” Rormula Amendment

1 ]

I
k:m-smmmm g ‘ !

lWe would like to strike the language with respect to the formula al]nnlme-n in H.R. 4 and
replace it. The new formula would allocate funding based on a three-year averape of the -
tmmber of children in poverty, Thia information would come from the Bureau of the Census
in its anmuai estimste through sampiing data.

I
With the latest data available, tha Secretary would detsrmive (he mw-i:y-m!: allouuons and
publuh the dats in the Eederal Repister on Jenuary 15 of every year.

State Minimum Allocation : | |

or any State whose allocation was feas than 0.6%, the minimum nll ion would be set al
the leaser of 0.6% of the total allocation or twice the serual FY 1954 pandlturclcvcl |

For all states except thase covered by the small state minimum allocar.on. the amount of the

allocation would be restrictod to increase not more than 50% overFYlMupendln.m _
Mmm&tmlﬁmsoimfmmquumyﬂr E

‘Hn.ll Adjustment to Minimire Adverse Impact ;
|The savings from the “aliocation i increase ceiling” would exceed that fnr "amall stalz
‘minimum allocation’. The net effect of these adjusments would be rdlloca=d among the
aiates who receive leas than thele FY 1994 avtasl expeodltures, This hnuupm would
,mhu the adverse fmpact to the ‘loeer” states.

f you have any questions, please contact Bruce Lesley (4-1535) or C‘hds Wasula (4-4125)
|
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- SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE
MARK UP ON HR. 4, THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995
FRIDAY, MAY 26, 1995

NUMBER [ SPONSOR SUBJECT

I Packwood | 1. Modification to Chairman's Mark
* not in packet, to be supphed

2 | Moynihan 1. Textcf S. 828
* not in packet.

3 Baucus 1. Hardship Amendment, substituting
- - 15% for 10%

Unfunded local mandates

Basic Standards

Child Support -$50 pass-through
. Denial of services to meet
participation requirements.

4 |Bradley

o d B e

5 Breaux . State Maintenance of Effort

6 Conrad

1

1. Substitute Wage Act
2. Partial substitute atles I & II of bill-
3. Childkood SSI :
4. Work amendment
5. Teenagze Mothers
1
1
2

Anti-fraud

. Grant distribution formula
. Prohibition of assistance for certam
aliens
3. Removal of requirement that states
continue to operate current AFDC
progrem. |
4. 881
$. Waiver termination clarification
6. Child care availability
7. State demonstration programs
8. Child care age limut -

7 D'Amato

9 Grassley. | 1. JOBS program

1 eof 2
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10 Moseley-Braun 1. Economic Opporturuty & Family
Respensibility Act of 1995 .

2. Using banking system to create jobs in
high memploymenthigh poverty
communities

3. Safety net - amendment 1

4, Safety net - amendment 2

S, Child Care- capped entitlement

1 " | Nickles 1. Hlegitimacy

12 Rockefeller = 1. Hardship waiver
2. Flexibility on tie-limits duning
economic downturns/high
unemployment

13 Roth /N1cK\es |1 ErTC

2 of 2
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June 14, 199‘5

Dear Senator:

As the Senate prepares for floor action on Senator Packwood’s welfare reform bill, the Family Selfe
Sufffetency Act of 1995, we would like to bring to your aention ssveral concens shered by Governors. state
legislators and state welfare directors. While the Family Self-Sufficiency Act provides significant new
flexiblilry to states, we are progosing several changes o the bill which will enha.nce the ability of states to
meet the needs of their poorest citizens.

Chi re Block Gra o .

We suppert the consolidation of child care programs into & single. flexible block grant funded as an
entitlement Io staies. A separate block grant for child cere will facilitate the creation of a seamless system of
‘child care services 3o poor families and anabla states to allocate funds to areas of greatest or emerging needs., -

Adequate and separate funding for child care is necessary to ensure that states will be able to serve chlldren ’
of individuals on welfare who are required to work, as well 25 the working poor, whom without a child care
“subsidy, could be a1 risk of going on welfare. We support efforts, such as Senator Hateh's proposed
" amendment, to create a separate child care block grant combining the Finance Comminee child cere
programs. This is a ¢ritical first step toward creating 2 single child care block grant as an antitlement o
states that combines all federai child care programs. :

Work and Child Care

We appreciate the flexibility that Senator Packwood's bill aeeords states to design their work programs and
child care services. However, the work requirements combined with the child care guarantee for children
under ape § crzates a tremendous challenge for states, We would like to work with members of the Senate
to permit additional flexibility for states in CIrcum‘Hnnceﬁ where insufficient child care funding is-a barrier to
participation in work aetivities,

tate Option tinpepcy F

If the Senete decides 10 establish welfare block grants, we would recommend the establishment of a state
option comingency fund that provides access te a {imited amount of fedaral rnau:hmg funds. For many
states, the flexibility to transfer funds between block grants and carry forward savings will prove sufficient
to achieve the goals of the programs. A number of other siates. however, will confront the need to make
additional investments in cash assistance, welfare-to-work, ehild care or child welfare programs. For
example: :
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o  States with high population growth will facs increased need for cash benefits, child care, and ¢hild
weifare services. - '

e  States experlencing economic downtums will flnd sudden | increases in the need for temporary cash
agsistancs 1o children.

o  Stateg traneforming their existing incoms maintenance programs 1o work-based aid programs will

. need ta make up-front investments in job ereacion, job pldcement, job training, and child care.

e  States with shortages of affordable child care will nasd w expand child care aid to low—mcorne'
warking farmlies 50 that they can continoe to work and avoid entering the walfm systsm,

A state option contingency fund would facilltate. successful implementation of a block grant-based weifure
1ystom by allowing states the option of a limited amount of edditional federal support to mest thess needs.
Federal spending on this contingency fund would be limited in three ways. First, states could only sccess:
these supplemnental funds in a given year if in the previous ysar they had spent as much in the aggregate on
the activities included in the block grants as they spent in fiscal 1994. (A state could be spending less on-
cash assistance, for example, but could still be malntaining its fiscal 1994 level of effors if state spending has
insregsed for child care, child welfare, or welfare-to-work setvices.) Second, the amount any state sould
draw down in a given year would be capped at a small percentags of ity block grant allotment uniess it was
experiencing & subsmntlal incraase in unemployment. Third, a statc would be raquired to mateh thess
federal funds at the federal Medica;d match rate.

Such a fund qou]d replace the bill's federal rainy day loan fund for cash assistance in times of recession and
the supplemantal graats for populstidns growth, We believs the contingency fund hes several advantages
over these narrower aliomnatives. [t keeps the overall black grant system simple while simultaneousiy
offering ons solution to a range of different state needs. Xt also gives states an incentive to maintain levels of .
effort without mandating it. Finally, it maintaina the federal-state partnecship in countering cyolical changes
inthe economy,

'We realize that any welfare reform legislation must contribute its share toward deficit reduction. The
contingeney fund is carefully crafted to be g fiscally responsible proposal. We bslieve thart the cost of the .
fund can be largely offset through other changes in the hill and welcome the opportunity te discuss specific
options further with you We would oppose, however, any reduetion in the everall funding level for the
blotk grant. '

nsle fFu ong Block Grants

The flexibllity aceorded by biock grant enables states to design programs and policies within broad program
arsas that address the particular needs and priorities of their states, As states plan how to utilize these funds,
however they may discover the nead to increase spending in ane area (such as child care) and reduce
spending in other areas (such a8 cash assistance). Unfortunately the block grant funding allocations canngt
automatically adjust for these changes in state policies, forcing states to spend federal dollars inefficiently.
Permutting atates to transfer funds detween block grants enables states Lo meake adjustments consistent with
their program prioritiss and avoid wastefu] spending. Without trunsferability block grants would
institutionalize existing staie spending patterns that may be inconsistent with & state's intanded innovation
and reforms.  For these reasons states should be permitted to tmnsfor up to 30 pert:ent of funds between any
block grants created by the Senate.


http:pregra.ms

.+ JUN-14-1995 16:41 " @A ©.04/84

Page 3

We would alsc like to suggest severs! wehnical changes to the bill. The Finance Committee bill
inadvertent]y applied Title I's five.year limit on assistance and the work requiremesnts te certain groups for
whom such reswrictions are not eppropriate. These groups include welfare cases where only children are
receiving aid, cases where a relative such as a grandparent is caring for the child, familias where the pareni
is totally and permanently disabled, and working familiss who are receiving no welfare at all but only ehild
carc assistance. We would like to work with you to ensure that in the final bill these groups are excluded
from work requirements and from the five-year limit on aid.

Finally, we ask thet there be a panalty-free window of time for states to implement any new cash assistance
bleck grant. ‘The black grant would necessitate sweeping changes in state legistarion and regulations, and in-
staffing, computer systems. end administrative procedures. Under the Family Self-Sufficiency Aci stateg . -
could incur penalties of well over 15 percent of thelr dlock grants in one year. We are concerned thai
without an adequate implementation timeframe frec of penalties, many states will be subject 10 an immediate
and substantial loss of block grant funds. ‘We recommand, therefore, that any penalties within Title | be
suspended for the first year after the issuancs of final reguiations by HHS,

We belleve that adoprion of these recommendations would significantly improve the feasibility of a block:
prant-based welfare system. We thank you for your consideration of our views and look forward to working
together on welfare reform,

' . Sincerely,

Qe (T R
Raymond C. Scheppash ' Willism Pound _
Executive Director : Executive Director

National Governors' Association Natione! Conference of Siate Legislatures

A. Sidney Johnswn 111

Executive Director
American Public Welfara Assoctation

TOTAL P.P4
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/. .  POSSIBLE WELFARE AMENDMENTS

SR Halntenance ct Effort

‘a) Tequire states to devote the same number of sLate dollars
for the purpases covered by the block ‘grant as in the base
_perlod (1994) . :

b) if a) loses, the fall-back pDSLtlon is that pxopoaed hy
the National Governors’ Association. States that maintain
theéir 1934 fiscal ‘effort would have access to additional
federal dullars. To -get this money {which wauld be capped),,
states would have to- come up with the state match, In
addirion, states- malntalnlng their 1994 effort could:
partic1pate in the Rainy Day Fund. In an ecopomic downturi,
.if the unemployment rate increases by-2 % in a quarter over
‘the annual rate of either of the two previous years,. the
state would be -able to accesg addltlonal federal funds on a
-matchlng basls. . : : . L '

2. Block . Grant Growth -
;'Each state’s. block grant would grow baued on the rate of
‘increase ‘in -poor thildren, or if data .on poor children is
unavailable on a timely basis, on:theé basis of total

children. These increased funds would only be available to
states that malntained the;; 1994 level of epand;pg -

3. Teen Parents

Teen parents would ‘be requ1red to llve at ‘home . (or WLth a
_ reapon51hle adult) and attend schoal. : .

B ; Block Grant for work aétibities |
There should be a separate blcck grant £cr JOBQ funds and

day care -~ .the activities that help rec1plents move
toward lndependence- : .

5. Demonstrations and Evaluations e A

The Department of Health and Humun qETVlCEo should rECELU&
- funding to complete the evaluations of initiatives.
launched under current waivers, and also bte fund .
" studies of the new approaches stakes take undey the E

13 : . . . . -



block grant

hs part of thle etfort, the Depaltment ahauld fund some teen -3_3

preqnancy preventlon demonstratlons.

)

: _E Fuster Care & Adoptlon Asslsfance o _ ;.' ghwqhhjn' .

Thls fundlng should remaln an pntltlement.'

7. Avallablllty of Day Care

States would not be allowed to. force wel[are rec1plentq to
go to work, or to drop them off the ralls as a result of a
time Lamit, unless day ¢are is aVallable. ' o

] Bqual Treatment _—

States’ would be. .r:equlred to treat all ellglbles equally

other words, states would be free to decide who is ellglble,
. but’ once they have jade that decisgion, they would_have to. .
';treat -all thoee satlsfylng the, crlterla the same._ .
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FRIORITY WELFARE REFORM IDEAS

1. Work incentive block grant.

(The consolidation of AFDC rclated benefite, child care, and

training funds into a single block grant means few dollars will

be available to enable states to meet federal work regquirements.
" We have Llie opportunity to make "phony” work requircments. "real®

by setting aside funds for the incentives and supports necessary

to move people into productlve work.) :

'A. Establish.a capped entitlement to fund chlld care -
services for low income families’ part1c1pat1ng in work, education
and tralning avtivities, or making the transition from wclfarc to
work, ‘and for low income working families at risk of welfare.

Use the Title IVA At-Risk Child Care program as the legislative
framework for Lhe siew capped entitlement, and fund it at CDQ
. baseline for the Title IVA JOBS Child Care, Trans1tzonal Child
- Care and At~ Rlsk Chlld Care PLUS SXOO million ‘each year

B. Establish a capped entitlement_tn fund work and work-
related activities {work, education, and Lrainiuy) and child care
services needed.to support families participating in work
programs and other low- income worklng faleles. E

. The overall funding 1evel in the AFDC block grant would
be reduced from $16.8 billiocn to $14.5 bi! :lion in each year.
Under the capped entitlement, the following sums will be
avallable: : S o '

FY 1996 - $2.25 billion
FY 1997 - § billion- : - _ : _ _ . :

PY 1998 - § billion . s -
PY 1395% - § ‘billion : ' o )

FY 2000 - $ billion S : - -

The blank amounts above will be estimated early next week to '
correspond to the level 'of effort necessary. for states to meet
the part1c1pac1on requirements undexr the work program, 1nclud1ng
child care services under the Packwood Mark

2. State Match/Maintenance of effort.

‘States who fail to maintain state funding levels equal to 1954
spending levels will lose federal funding at a rate equivalent to
the federal medical assistance percentage {FMAP). ~For example, :
if a state with a 50% match rate reduces the level of state
spending by $1, federal block grant tunds to that state would
decrease by $1.
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3.

Child protective services,

Ealluze Lg meet WOJ.]'E rggglrements tr :Sg mg Et_;gnance O
effort

If a state [ails to ineet the work pa:t1c1pat10n rates for a
year in which it has not maintained :ts 1994 state fiscal
effort, federal funds will be reduced an amourit equivalent

to the Medicaid malch rale Limes the number of dollars the
state’s fiscal effort falls below its 1994 level.

Child care guarag;ee for those reguised gg-wulk. o

A. Add a limitation to the cash ass..stance block_grant that
would prohlblt states from regquiring low income parents to

- participate in work activities, or from terminating their

cash assistance unless. child care services are provlded to
themn :

a. Preserve Child Preplacement and Administration costs as

components of the IV-E foster care and adoption asslstance
entitlement. These funds provide critical services to -
children in placement and facilitate’ adoption or
reunlflcatlon, where appropriate. I is 1mportant that
these funds increage with caseload g'owth

" b. Require that states meet basic saiety, health;

develeopmental and educational needs of the children' in the
child welfare system angd maln:aln acvountablllty for state

'performance

{(There should be separate child protﬂctlons for the
entitlement part (IV-E} and the block grant component . " With
respect to IV-E, the basic protectione in current law (Sec.
471} need to be retained. These should be entorced through
a monitoring system that emphasizes t:echnical assistance,
state self-assessment and graduated penalties. With respect
to the block grant, the focus should be on quality of '
services, training, development of community-based -

‘prevention services, and timely responses to reports of

abuse or neglect.) _ ~7

: Qplemental Securitz Igcome {Children) .

Strike all prOV1SlonS included in the Senate Pinance mark

. relating to children with disabilities..

" Replace with the principles embodied in the recommendations

set forth by Senator Moynihan, Senator Conrad, and the

-Commissicn on Childhood Disability. These recommendations

tighten the eligibility standards while malntalnlng cash

_beneflt entltlement for children.
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8.

AFDC SSI ction

ssI benefits to chlldren shall not. be counted as income in
determrnlng a famrly 3 Cllglblllty for block grant agoia-

tance.

Speciai time limit provisions for plock grant aaeistancci
shall apply to families with child{ren} entitled to SSI
benefits. . For, these families, assistance under the block

~ygrant- shall continue uninterrupted until two years after the

last child’s entitlement to SSI ends so long as the family .
is otherwise eligible. However, in no. case shall the periocd
Le less than five years. . ' o

Other restrictions {either specified in the bill or elected

Ly a State) on assistance under the bleck grant program,

such as the prohibition against cash assistance for families:
whose mother was under 18 and unwed, shall not apply when'
the child(ren)-is entitled to SSI. .

Include in the work/tralnlng requ1rements a provision which

requires States to exempl o parent with a child on SSI Lrow
such requirements if the State and the parent agree that
this is in the best interest of the «hild.

mptlog from the tlme 11m1t

'Program part1c1pants will be granted exemptions from the tlme
limit in the following limited circumstances:

(a)

- {b)

S {e)

The-participant lives in an area with high unemployment, as
determined by the state. State’s would have the option to
exempt from the time limit persons who live in areas where
the rate of unemployment is between ¢.5% and 8.5%.  States
must exempt from the time limit persons who live in areas
where the rate of unemployment exceeds 8.5%.

"Areas” are ]urlsdlctlons defined by the state for which the
Bureau of Labor Statistics calculates an unemployment rate.

An area may be a labor market area, «ounty, city,

metropolitan area, or officially designated Area of -
Substantial unemployment {ASU}. An area may be more than
one geographically contiguous polititval subdivision {e.qg.,

. several rural counties). Areas can also be Indian

Reservations. - States may redetfine "areds" once a year,

' co1nc1d1ng w1th the open season for ASU de51gnatlon

The part1c1pant is needed in the home to care for-a child
with a disability or other family ‘member with a dlsabllltY;
as determined by the state

The part1c1pant has a disability, as determlned by the

state, or
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(d)f The pagticipant has a child uﬁde: the age of six months.

9.  Blgek Grant Adjugters

(See_original list)



Welfare Reform Ideas
Adjustment Mechanisms:

1. Adjustment for poor children and pariial cost of living: The block grant shall be increased
(a) by 1% for each 1% increase in the number of poor children in the state above the base
year for the block grant and (b) by 0.5% for each 1% nise in the CPL. No state’s block grant
would be reduced below its base level even 1f child poverty declined. [The Secretary will be
responsible for estimating the change in the number of poor children on a timely basis and
may use changes in the number of children receiving food stamps as part of creating timely
estimates.)

2. Adjustment for unemployment, child population, and partial cost of living: Block grant
funds shall be adjusted (a) by 5% for each percentage point change in the unemployment rate
for the state relative to the base year for the block grant; (b) by 1% for each 1% change in
the number of children in the state, and (¢) by 0.5% for each 1% increase in the CPI. [State
block grants could decline as a result of population losses or dramatic improvements in
economic conditions. ] '

- 3. Benefit level adjustment: Do I or 2 above without the cost of living adjustment, but

- adjust block grant for 50 percent of the.change in benefit levels for a family of three since

" the base year multiplied by the number of cases in the year. This adjustment could lower.or -
increase the basic amount of the grant. -

4.  Other Adjusiments: One could do 1 or 2 above without the cost of living adjustments. -

S. Cost sharing: If total state and federal expenditures rise or fall above the base year, the
block grant will be adjusted upward or downward by 30% (50%7) of aggregate change.

6. Rainy Day Grant Fund: Make the rainy day fund that is proposed into a grant. -

Continue State/Federal Funding Partnership:

1. Simple mainienance of effort: States will be expected to maintain funding levels at the
same level as the base year as a condition of receiving the biock grant. Srates which reduce
spending would lose $.50 to $1 in Federal funding for each doilar reduction in state effort.
(Note this is considerably less than current lzw because each dollar of state spending is
matched with $1 to $4 in federal aid. Thus under current-law a state reducing spending by 51
loses $1 to $4 in federal aid.)

2. Continued federal/state match: Require states to providt a state match using the current
formula for AFDC. States are able to draw down benefits up to the maximum determined in
-legislation.
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3. Child poverty link with partial maintenance of effort: Each state is provided $500-700 per
poor child per year plus additional money on a matched basis up to the maximum (established
in the basic block grant legislation).

4. Wark fund bonus for maintenance of effort --In any year where a state maintains its base
year level of effort, an additional 10% would be added to the basic block grant for use in
placing additional persons in work.

Combined Partnerships and Adjustments:

1. NGA Plan--State Contingency Fund:. A state could draw down additional funds for cash
assistance, work programs, child care, or child protective services provided the state has spent
as many state dollars in the previous year as they did in the base year. Additional federal
funds would be provided as a match at FMAP for additional state funds. The state may not °
draw down more than 15% of the total allotment unless the state unemployment rate rose

more than 3 percentage points. [It might be better to say-that the money was available if the -
number of poor children had increased by more than 10% over the base year]. .[Note this
proposal offers virtually no incentive for state maintenance of effort ] '

2. Revised NGA type State Contingency Fund--In any year when a state. met at least 95% of
its base year spending, the federal government would put an additional 10% into a state
contingency fund. Money 1n each state's fund could be accessed under one of - three
conditions: (a) if unemployment rose by more than 2 points over the base year; (b} if the
number of poor children grew by more-than 10% funds over the base year; or {c) 1f the
balance in the fund exceeded 25% of the basic block grant, that portion above 25% could be
withdrawn at any time. '

3. Child poverty with adjusiments: Each state s provided $500-$700 per poor child per year
-plus additional money on a matched basis up to the maximum (established in the basic block
grant legislation). The maximum is increased by 1% for each 1% increase in the number of
poor children in the state above the base year for the block grant. The per poor child
allocation and the maximum are increased by 0.5% for each 1% increase in the CPL.

- 4; QOther Combinations: ‘Many other combinations from above are possible.

Making Work, Work

1. Separate work block grant: Create a separate fund specifically to be used for activities
"designed to move people from welfare to work by pulling out the JOBS money from the child
assistance block. Work funding could not be used for non-work activities. Work "*-
requirements and performance bonuses linked to this block, not the child assistance block.
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‘2. Workable work standards: Three types of activities would count as work:

o persons who left welfare for work in the past 12 months (and did not return),
- o persons working at least 20 hours-in unsubsidized work while on aid, and
o persons working at least 20 hours in subsidized or workfare slots.
o [persons who have recetved benefits for less than 2 years enrolled in at least 20 hours
of job piacement, education, and training ]

States would be expected to meet work standards. The work standard is the number of
people in work (as defined above) as a fraction of the average monthly caseload. Work
standards would start at 25% and rise to 60% of the caseload.

3. Performance bonus for high levels of work: A separate bonus fund would be set up with.
additional funds starting at $200 million and rising to $1 billion. States which exceed the
standard could get up to 25% in bonuses. - States which fail to meet the work standards would
lose up to 25% of their work funding and the money withheld would be placed in the bonus
pool. In addition, bonuses could be paid for dramatic improvements in work performance or
for other work based achievements as determined by the Secretary.

4. Separate-bonuses for types of work activities: [One could separately reward different types

- of work activities with special bonuses. For example, placements in jobs which keep people
- off welfare for a year could get a hiph bonus. Or subsidized work opportunities at preater

than 30 hours per week could qualify for a highet bonus].

Child Care ¢

1.-Child Care Guarantee: Restore the current |aw entitlement guarantee (in title IVA) that
child care be made available to allow AFDC recipients to participate in JOBS education and
training activities and for 12 months as they make the transition from welfare to work (Both
IVA child care entitlements would be repealed by the Packwood mark).

" la. Restore guarantee. Restore Title IVA JOBS/Child Care and Transitional Child Care
entitlements as additions to the Packwood Block Grant

- . 1b. Prohibition on recipient cutoff. Prohibit states from cutting anyone off AFDC, or
requiring AFDC recipients to work unless child care is available. No child can be
forced to be left "home alone". (Instead of actually providing child care, this
amendments protects recipients if child care isn't available to them).

1c. Child Care Bonuses or Reimbursements. As part of the bonus fund described in 3

above, include a bonus in increased child care when work standards are exceeded. Or
one could create a bonus for every person who leaves welfare for work above a base

level.
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2. Child Care Capped Entitlement: Establish a separate capped entitlement program to
allocate money to the states for AFDC recipients participating in work activities, making the
transition from. welfare to work, or those at risk of AFDC. The total funding for the capped
entitlement would be no less than the current funding baseline for the three title IVA . child
care programs (JOBS/Child Care, Transttionai Child Care and the At-Risk Child Care
program -- ail under the jurisdiction of the Finance Commitiee}. One could couple these
amendments with child care puarantees under 1. above.

2a. Consolidate IVA Programs. Consolidate current IVA programs into a capped
entitlement and require a 25% match.

2b. Create Work Support Program. Combine these child care pteces with JOBS
education and traiming pieces into a work support capped entitiement and require a
25% match.




Preliminary

TADLE 8

Analysis

Spending Per Poor Child, by Title

Under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996
(Millions of Dollars)
State Title I Title IT Title I1I
AIDC Child Protection Child Care
Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant
Alabama $328 $83 $148
Alaska $3,049 $433 $246
Arizona $934 $218 $159
Arkansas $364 $199 - $99
California $1,573 -~ $392 $87
Colorado $846 $342 $168
Connecticut 31,566 $354 ~$159
Delaware $1,111 $307 $289
Dist of Col 32,042 3461 $117
Florida $617 $148 $102
Georgia $840 $122 $187
Guam NA NA NA
Hawaii $2,083 $328 $150
Idaho $517 $126 $135
Ilinois $788 $343 $112
Indiana $735 $268 $154
lowa $1,297 3364 $179
Kansas $903 $310 $192
Kentucky $693 $238 3143
Louisiana $376 - $147 392
Maine 51,173 $344 $106
Maryland $1,276 $485 $228
Massachusetts $2,013 $542 - §248
Michigaun $1.,413 $356 592
r Minnesota 51,253 $306 : 3186
Mississippl $302 . 352 55
vissowrt §756 246 5154
Montana $939 3258 $149
Nebraska §758 - $293 B




TABLE 8

Preliminary Analysis
Spending Per Poor Child, by Title .
Under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996

(Millions of Dollars)

State Title I " Title II Title XXX
AFDC Child Protection Child Care

Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant

Nevada 3661 3133 3119
New Hampshire $1.,275 $451 $241
New Jersey $1,273 . $189 $125
New Mexico $913 3130 5147
New York $1.879 $830 $1it
North Carolina . $827 $133 $278
North Dakota $919 $461 $198
Ohio $1,258 $347 5174
QOklahoma 691 $108 $182
Oregon $1,289 $278 $234
Pennsylvania $1.290 $519 5164
Puerto Rico © NA : NA NA
Rhode Island 32,166 $445 5222
South Carolina $364 II $89 $103
South Dakota $639 $213 . . $158
Tennessee $607 $119 - $191
Texas $352 $122 5121
Utah $827 5174 5254
Vermont $2.,067 3628 $277
Virgin Islands NA NA NA
Virginia $758 - 5158 184
Washington 32,130 3216 3303
West Virginia $819 $89 $119
Wisconsin ' $1.469 $353: $164
Wyoming 51,138 $165 §252
National Average §1,071 $310 $147

ol o
* [Estimales are based on stage allocasions as determined by [HHS/ASPE

staff, using obligations data for AFDC Lenefits and administration, JOBS,
angd Emecpency Assistance.  Estimates of ciuld poverty population

were supplied by the U.S Bureau of the Census.-and use theee year
averaged CPS d:ﬁ:; (1991 - 1993) benchmarked o the 1990 Census.




POSSIBLE WELFARE REFORM AMENDMENT

1. Maintenance of Effort for States that Fail to Meet Work Requirements

If a state fails to meet the work participation rates for a year in which it has not
maintained its 1994 state fiscal effort, it will be required to achieve that level of state
spending in the following year in order to continue receiving federal funds under the

block grant. -
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COMMENTS ON POSSIBLE WELFARE AMENDMENTYS

1.  Maintenance ofl Effort

Language could be interpreted as requiring states to coutinue 94 Lenclit fullld.ing- levels
for benefits only. This could be problematic if caseloads decrease (for whatever
reason) states would be forced to give benefit increates to those temalmng on the
caseload. o

Alternatives mclude : '
(1) requiring states to maintairt contributions at the 19‘94 level of benefit funding, but
permit using any not needed for benefits (due to, for example, caseload reducuons)
for work activities;
(2} allowmg states to transfer any beneﬁt rmonies not needed for benefits to other

~ block grants, such as day care for the working poor;
(3) requiring states to participate in funding benefits at the 1994 match rate, so that if
federal funding decreases, so can state funding. S

Relying on unemployment increases to enable access to the Rainy Day Fund would
deny additional federal funding to states with chronic high unemployment. We would

recommend establishing some absolute unemployment rate to enable access to the
Ram)f Day Fund in addlnon to the relatwe level. :

2. Block Grant Growth
As a point of information, we are currently looking zt possible proxies for the rate of .
increasc in poor children, c.g., increase in children rsceiving food stamps.
4. Block Grant for Work Activities
Other support services may be needed to help rec:p1enfs move tOwnrd mdependence
For example, some recipients require Lransponauon assistance to obtain or keep a job;
this can be provided under current law. o
5. -Demonstrations and Evaluations )

scc comments below
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7. Availability of Day Carc.

*Avaifability" of day care needs to be better defined. Affordablhry and access need
. to be con51dered : _ .

8. Equal Treatment |

The equal treatment requirement needs to be defined more specifically. Is the current -
approach meant to require that the mother of a disabled child be treated the same as a
~ mother with an infant and a mother with teenage children? While it would he '
- reasonable to have different expectations for differently sltuated families, this
approach might prevent that. :

Research of the State Redesign of AFDC AFDC Work Pm;:rams and Clnld Support
Enforcement undcr Biock Grants ,

‘We agree with the ovcrall approach, but we bchcvc that the fu.ndmg for Future

- Studies (B.) may be too high. One-quarter of one percent of the funds provided for
block grants that replace AFDC would be a more reahsnc a.moum: to fund those

- studies.

We would recommend that the funding mechanism be structured in such a way that it -
is authorized as an entitlement (like SIPP money), rather than subject to appropna- :
_tion. (It should also complement, not compete with, the SPD ) -

While we agree with the formula method for determming funding levels we thmk it
would be a mistake to set it up as a set-aside out of the state block. grant.. We believe
we should be in 2 position to provide a service to states in giving them information
:about what works and what doesn’t, so we shouidn’t be in the posmon of competmg
with them for funds. : - .

' We believe the Federal studies (B 3.) should also address unplememation issues as
well as cffects . o
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COMPARISON OF H.R. 4 TO ADMINISTRATION'S
CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT I’ROV_ISIONS

»  HR 4 elumnates the SSO child support pass-through for AFDC families

» 'H.R. 4 eliminatés all state flexibility in determining how child support mcome should
‘be treated under the cash assistance block grant

» HR 4 demes assistance to children without paternity established even when the -
' _mo:her has ful]y met all cooperatxon requirements

> H.R. 4 does not increase the guaranteed level of federal ﬁnancmg for child support.
~ Without an increase in federal financial participation (FFP) (from 66 percent to 75
‘percent) many states will not have enough resources to improve performance
b H.R. 4 does not requlre the UFISA be adopted verbatim, thus reducing the
' _effecnveness of mtersrate ch:ld support enforcement _

> H.R. 4 does not create a National Comm.lssmn on Chﬂd Support Gludelmes -2

principal recommendation of the U.S. Com.rmssmn on Interstate Child Suppon
Enforcement :
> ILR. 4 docs not providc for child suppoit assurance demonstrations

»  HR 4 does not provide for demal of pasSpons to noncustodlal parents with
‘ substantial arrears _ | -

- | “H.R. '4 makes no provision for payment of lete charjes and interest on. child mpﬁon
> H.R. 4 requires a state-based rathier than a national-based W-4 reporting system. |
' Such a system would be more expensive and less efflclent Employers would not face
stringent penaltles for fallure to report
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- . Prelimary Aualysis

Budget Authority, (Miflions of Dollars)

Federal and State Spending Under Current Law, FY 1995 - FY 2000

DRAFT
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14 “Y 1954 numbers are Actual expenditures

2/ Al estimates of future state spending are bassd on stale spending in FY 1994, which are based on the FYI°94 mntchmg rates
‘3{ Child Cn'e mcludes Transumnal chid care, Al-Risk du]d care, & JOBVI\’A child care..

TV 9T [FY 9% — Y 199 FY 1958 FY 995 —FY 2000 .
Federa) State Federal State/2 "Federal State Fed:ral State Federal © State . Federal Stale
|aFDC | | = o N o S |
Benelits 3_12,512_ SlUﬁOl 1. $12,928  $10,97% $13475  §14,186 514,024 $11,642 $i4,565 12,091 515,115 512,543_ -
Admin $),680 81,635 81,770 $1,743 $£1,535 $1,523 . 51,899_ $1,576 - $1,904 £1,630 _ §2,027  $1,683
Emergcncy Assl. - 8782 $782 574 . 8833 - $1,042 3865 - $1,008- $837 . $1.051 '_ S %872 SI,118 - 5528
JOBS L $84S_ _ 55]_9 ' $1,030 £554 . $1,000 $830 $1,C00 $830 - §1,000 $3830 - $1,00D. $830
Child C_ara’.'! ' = $1,000 §£725 - 31,254 773 ~$1,018 £),094 $1.377 $I 143 " 81,429 §1,1R6 $1,482 §1,231
Totuis S BG4S Bi3g6e 3:?,;;‘-26 314,881 18470 §i545% . 512,308 $}6,328 _ £20,000 $15,6§9 20,743 817,220
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DR AFT . . FY 1924 ° FY 1994 - Siate Shnrtr - FiveYear  Five Yqﬁr

Federaf S1afly  aug Percent of - "Federul * State
Sliare/| Share Totnt Spemling Shure “Share
ALABAMA ' . $iog £51 % CSRIR $203
ALASKA : $66 10 © 49.62% £381 . $376
ARIZONA $230 $132 i6.46% 51322 $738
ARKANSAS : 861 - 56 - 300T% B+ 1 5151 -,

"CALIFORNIA $3.668 $3.629° 19.73% 521,81 $20,3358
CGLORADG $132 $113 46.07% 8159 . $648
CONNECTICUT $248 $245 9% . $14n . §1,406

 DELAWARE ' $30 T %0 wI% L 3ka] $1AR
DISTRICT OF COL $96 895 49.55% - 8354 §544
FLORIDA - = L] §492 4537 % C$3340 . 32829
GEORGIA ’ $366 $243 39.87% . $2.105 §1,356
GUan - - 310 34 23.07% 559 823
HAWAN R 1 We 49.25% $559 $542
IDANO 34 518 3439% $193 L0t

"ILLINOIS . £585 8514 49.52% ‘$3363  $3,300
INDIANA $279 $151 39.78% - S 15 R 1 11
[OWA 5134 882 . 3R8.04% . CUST70 . T 8473
KANSAS ' $Hit . 583 4259 3639 $474
KENTUCKY .. 513% 4 B 31.44% $1,057 5498
LOUSSIANA ' 5169 $67 ©W3I% .. 5974 - T 5385
MAINE o 578 $49 "38.61'% $450 £28)

- MARYLAND . $246 $237 45,077 B R3] " 81,363
MASSACHUSETTS 5489 $480: . 4954% . S2810 $2,759
MICHIGAN $786 $622 44.19% T %4,506 $3,576
MINNESOTA B 717 £240 45.60'% 51,644 $1,578

. M!SSISS!PPI_ '_ £56 " 528 19.69'% -3492 £161 -
MISSOURI T %233 $I60° - 40.73% - 51,336 3918
MONTANA . . 54§ s2! 31.63% s261  s12t
NEBRASKA : £60 $37 . 3845% . $343 3214
NEVADA . 836 54 48.74% $207 $197
NEW [{AMPSHIRE $44 o542 4932% . 5250 © 5243
NEW JERSEY 7378 $402 T 49.31% $2,377 " $2,312
NEW MEXICO ' 3118 332 23.64% - 3743 5299
NEW YORK - £2.335 $2.299 49.64% 513,505 . $13.212
NORTI_I CAROLINA ' $348 s202° - 3676% . 81,999 - 51,182
NORTH DAKOTA 5268 $12 3243% . §148 s
(41§ 14] $784 §522 39.96% . $4,508 52998
OKLABOMA 5156 581 . 3292% £954 $468

" QREGON 3187 s126 40.26% . 31,072 $73
PENNSYLVANIA 5454 - 5245 45.46% $3,756 $3,13¢t
FUERTORICO - 875 B 1 28.11% . 5432 - S189 ..
RHODE ISLAND - 554 81 46.20% T $S4I ' . 8464 -
SOUTH CAROLINA $106 . B4R 31.20% $606 $275
SOUTH DAKOTA 324 312 - L 3L69% - . $136 - 569 .
TENNESSEE 5211 - slto 34.33% $1,212 % )
TEXAS _ 5517 5318 3807T% 52970 T 51820
UTAIL | : f4 $34 28.77% 484 5197
VERMONT : S 849 $34 aLi6% - 5281 £196
VIRGIN {SLANDS $3 51 29.27% .+ $8
VIRGINIA . 5177 sz 93 $1.015 $989
WASHINGTON §435 3367 45.79% $2.500 $2,112
WEST VIRGINIA - .osn7 $42 S 26.22% $672 ° $239
WISCONSIN . $321 £228 C0avh 51903 31,295
WYOMING ’ | ] E3R! P -{ : LA £133 s7e s
NATIONWIDE TOTALS  §16.819 $i3962 45.36%% $96.656 $80,238

' : 7 816818 . - : 596,656 ° -
Percentage of 54.64% 18.36% 34.64%  A536%

Total Sproding

[/ Includes the following programs: AFDC berelits. adminisiration, FAMIS, Emergency Assistance,
JODS, JOPS child care. At-Risk ¢hild care, & Trangitioas! child zarc,
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TABLE 8

Preliminary Analysis
Spending Per Poor Child, by Title
Under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996

(Millions of Dollars)

State Title I ' Title 1T Title XII
AFDC Child Protection Child Care

Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant

Alabama $328 $83 $148
Alaska - $3,049 | $433 $246
Arizona 3934 $218 $159
Arkansas $364 $199 $99
California $1,573 - $392 $87
Colorado | $846 $342 $168
Connecticut $1,566 $354 $159
Delaware $1,111 $307 $289
Dist of Col $2,042 : $461 o $117
Florida $617 $148 - $102
Georgia $840 $122 $187
Guam NA NA NA
Hawaii $2,083 $328 $150
Idaho $517 $126 $135
Illinois $788 $343 $112
Indiana $735 $268 $154
Towa $1,297 $364 . $179
Kansas $903 $310 $192
Kentucky $693 _ $238 - $143
Louisiana $376 $147 $92
Maine $1,173 $344 $106
Maryland 31,276 "$485 $228
Massachusetts $2.,013 3542 $248
Michigan $1,413 3356 $92
Minnesota 51,253, ‘ - $306 $186
Mississippi _ $302 C , $52 - - $85
Missouri $£756 $246 $154
Morntana 3939 _ $258 : $149
Nebraska $758° $293 - $255



Preliminary Analysis

Spending Per Poor Child, by Title .

Under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996

{Millions of Dollars)

TABLE 8

State Title I Title I1 Title IIX
‘ AFDC Child Protection Child Care
Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant
Nevada Je6l $133 3119
New Hampshire 31,275 $451 $241
New Jersey $1,273 3189 $125
New Mexico $913 $130 $147
New York $1,879 $830 $111
North Carolina - $827 $133 $278
North Dakota $919 $461 $198
Ohio $1,258 $347 3174
Oklahoma $691 $108 $182
Oregon $1,289 $27% 5234
Pennsylvania $1,290 $519 5164
Puerto Rico NA NA NA
Rhode Island  §2,166 $445 $222
South Carolina $364 589 $103
Soutl: Dakota $639 $213 $158
Tennessee $607 $119 3191
Texas $352 $122 3121
Utah $827 3174 3254
Vermont - $2.,067 5628 $277
Virgin Islands NA NA NA
Virginia $758 $158 3184
Washington 32,136 3216 $303
West Virginia 3819 $89 $1i9
Wisconsin $1,469 $353- Jl64
Wyoming $1,138 $165 $252
National Average . $1,071 $310 $147

* Estimates are based on state allocations as determined-by {{HS/ASPE .
staff, using obligations data for AFDC benefits and administration, JOBS,
and Emergency Assistance. Estimates of child poverty population

were supplied by the U S Bureau of the Census, and use three year
averaged CPS data (1991 - 1993) benchmarked to the 1990 Census.

i
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POS_SI?LE SENATE _éMENDMENTS ﬁ/‘k 25 ?/ >

Cash Assistance

# 1. separate block grant for chlld care, (ﬂba,&;, @IMM\.)

- /2. separate block grant for JOBS
2)
3.’block grant growth

b) omule. based o pan ~6-c

4. need-based block grant 6"%

[
%
L
- 5. maintenance of effort (M)
-
®

6. incentive to maintain effort: NGA 7

7. child care guarantee for those requlred toc work (0111141 )

8. exceptions from time limit high unemploy. areas
| Ot) Mﬁd,&/\ gy disabled _
ffw oung children

9. teen parents residency. req?lrement ‘;Wx - B;{'&M -

10. pregnancy prevention’f i 255 .
10 . . GALAD
. @ . Mbw 4
U\'\._G "11. Job Creation ":DLl uuut ’W’

ID’:"‘Q"‘I P, SW ’wf»\j ‘W

M_g_ 12,

13. anti-displacement w 6(/*1,6(1!0‘ A M .Qf’ﬁd“;‘% .
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- 14. equal treatment evam?(gws '
-

15. prevent, u funded local mandates

C

16. evaluation 7

17.794 deu

/9.

SI

I. substitute Moynihan/Conrad children provisions

-

2. SSI benefits not counted as income in determining
eligibility for cash assistance block grant.

app3¥

3, time limitq doné; families with SSI child.
!

4. other restrictions (dither federal or state) do not
apply if there is an SSI child in the family.

5. exempt parent of SSI child from work requlrement if
in best interests of the child.



6. retain Medicaid eligibility for drug addicts and
alcoholics cut off from SSI. _

7. retain SSI eligibility for legal aliens who
* are veterans |

* have paid taxes for 5 years in U.S.

B. retain Medicaid for legal aliens.



