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. "The Honorable Albert Gore Jr• 

.President of the Senate 

Washington, D.C. 20510 


'Dear Hr., President: 

, . I am. enclosing for tha consideratl.on qf the Congres& the .' 
Administration's "Work First And Personal ~sponsibility Act of 
1996," a comprehensive proposal to reform the Nation's failed 
welfare system. The President remains co~itted to, working with 
the.congress to pass a bipartisan welfare rieform bill this year 
that honors the values of work, responsibility, and family. This 
proposal will and the current welfare syst~m by requiring work, 
demanding responsibility, strengthening fa~ilie~, and protocting 
children. 

Under this leqislative proposals everybne who can work must 
go to work, and.no one w~o can work can sta~ 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 requirements and time Ii_its, including a 
life.timelimit of five years for receipt ofiwelfare benefits. It 
qives states the mearts to provide child care that is essential to 
imposing tough work requirel11ents and Ilovinglpeople from wel!are 
to work. States are given broad new flexibility to tailor 
welfare reforms to local:needs, but are alsh held accountable for 
continuing their commitmen~ to move people from welfare to work. 
.' . .. .,.. ., I •

The proposal perm~ts ad)Ust1nq to chanq1ng economic c1rcumstances 
and provides vouchers to ,meet the most basic needs of children in 
families whose benefits ~nd. I 

. I
The Work First proposal demands responsibility as well. It 

includes 'the toughest: chi:ld support enforcement measures,ever 
proposed. The proposal requires minor moth~rs to live at hOlile 
and stay in school as a condition of receivinq assistance and 
gives states the option to deny additional benefits for 
additional children. born ~o parents who are\on welfare. 

The proposal achieves significant savi~9s by reforming t:.he 
FoOd stamp and Child Nutrition proqram~, while preserving the 
na,tional nutritional safety net. The congressional Budget Office 
estimates that these reforms would save al~&st $22 billion over 
seven.years through provisions such as count::ing energy assistance 
as inCome and tough new program integrity measures to crack do~n 
on Food stamp fraud. The proposal 9ives States unprecedented 
flexibility to ad.minis'ter' the Food StaJllP pr~ram, with new wor); 
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requirements and time limits on aDle-bOdied,childless adults. 

rt continues to index basic benefits with inflation, better 

ta~gets food.subsid1e~ fort~i~y day carelho~s, and makes other 

adJustments ~n the Ch11d Nutr1t10n program. The proposal 

protects children by preserving the school \ lunch program and 


, important child welfare 'proqrams for abused and disabled 
chi1dren. I 

, i 
The proposal achieves substan~ial savings in other areas by 

requiring sponsorA who bring immigrants into the coUntry to be 
held legally responsible for theirfinanei~l well-being, and by 
better targetinq eligibility for childhood!disability benefits. 
It also includes two provisions that are part of the recently 
enacted PUb1ic Law l04-1?1. The first provision modifies the 
Social security Act to deny benefits to adults who are on 
Supplemental Security Income due to drug a~se or alcoholism. .", 

The second provision i:mprovcs 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 welf~re reform. ' , 

1 

The Ad:ministration's welfare reform prpposal reduces 

spending by $41· billion c>ver seven years. ;I'his total includes 

the $3 bil1ion in saving~ resulting from the enactment of P.L. 

104-121 and reflects interactions with Medihaid proposals in the 

President: 's FY. 1997 Budg~t.1 


I urge tbe:Congress 'to act favorably aha expeditiously on 

this important proposal. ' Welfare reform islat the top of the 

President's and the Nation's agenda. The Administration is 


'confident that aqreementcan be reached thi~ year on bipartisan
welfare reform legislation that is tough oniwork arid , 
responsibility and serves the interests of our Nation's children. 
We look forward to working ~ith the Congress to aChieve'this 
urqent national goal. 

Sincerely, 

Alice M. RivIin, 
Director 

Enclosure 

1 ' 

Iden~ica.l Letter sent to theSpe.aker of . Ithe House of Representat 1ves 
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1 
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''Work Pir.t all4 Parsoiull aespoJ1S1billtY Act of 1996" 

, I 
~itle I,- Work-Based Assistance 

Title I repeals the: Aid to Fhmilies with Dependent Childr~n 
CAFD,C) 'program and repla~s it wi~h a tilZleilimited, work-based 
Temporary Employment Ass1 stance (TEA) proqram... TEA continues 
open,,:,,:eruied Federal matchinq payments for State expenditures on 
welfare, assistance. It also repeals the Jdb Opportunities and 
Basic Skills (JOBS) program and replaces it with a new Work First 
program. (Funding for J9M, ,AFDC Adminisujation, and Emerqency
Assistance is merged into Work First. Most activities under 
these programs remain allowable under Work IYirst.) 'Title I 
requires welfare recipients to siqn persona'), responsibility , 
oontracts and mandates that: they work or engage in job training 
within two years of first receiving benefi~s. . 

:Title I also requires States to'lIIeet w'elfare recipient 'Work 
t:arget.s~ It includes a,five':"'year time limi~ on ,the receipt of 
cash benefits l but allows states to exeapt a portion of the 
caseloadfrom ~e time limits. VouChers mubt be provided to, 
children in families that lose assistance due to the time limit. 
In addition, Title I ,provides performance bpnuses ,to states based 
on the.ir jOb placem.ent effectiveness. It ail-so 9ives states the 
option to deny additional welfare benefits to families that have 
another child while receiVing welfare benefits. ' 

, I 
I

Title I mandatee that States operate c~ild abuse prevention 
and protection, child support enforcement, foster care, and 

.adoption assistance programs as a Conc2itionlot.receiving the 
Federal match. States also must operate, a child care program
'. '." . . I..

under the Cluld Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) Act of 
1990. 'Title, I amends the CCOBG Act ana con~oliaates the three 
individual child c~e,pr~rams under curren~ title IV-A of the 
Social security Act into ,one program. FUnding for child care is , 

.significantly increased•. This title also c9ntinues the one-year 
entitlement to transitional Medicaid benefi~s for familias losing 
welfare benefits due to employment or excess income. In ' 
addition, it allows States to enter into detaonstration prograra.s 
to make periodic' advances' of the earned incbme tax credit (EITC) 
to welfare recipients in jobs proqrams(as opposed to having
workers file for the EITC themselves). I ' 

~itl. II -·child Support Eftfdrc6beDt 
, , , I 

Tit.l.e II proposes stringent child suppOrt enforcement 

measures including a Sta~e case reqlstr¥ ofichl1d.support 

enfor~ement orders. It ~mproves patern1ty establ~shment and 

requires employers to report new hires to a Icentral State da~a 

ba£;e.' Title II allows States to revoke drivers and professional 

licenses for parents who refuse to pay child support. l~ also 
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removes administrative barriers that iDped~ th~ enforcement of 
chi ld support orders. " I 

• . •. .' I

Title:l:l:l: -'Pood AS81ataDce 

Titl.e III: uaends th~ FoodSt:.amp and cJl1d, Nutrition 

. pregrams. It adjusts the maximum Food stamp allotment: to 100 

percent. of the'Thrifty Food Plan and reduces the standard 

',deducti~n a.nd indeXes it: to the Consumer Pr:lce Index thereafter. 
Title III also counts all energy assistance' as,ihcome and 
In:oludej~ a ~or~ requ~rement that makes adul;t.s a9~ 18 to 50 with 

- ',no, dependents ~nellq1ble.for food stamps after SlX months of each 
yea:r unless they work 20 hours a week or participate in workfare 
or training (illthou{Jh eligibility continuesj if a state fails to 

, supply' a training or workfare slot). It also includes State 

flexibility measures and 'new preqram inte<,;Jrity proposals to 


'redueeFood stamp trafficking and program whste. Finillly, Title 
III better targets food subsidies for family day care homes and 
makes other minor ehanges in Child Nutri~ior programs. 

Title rV - Treatment or Ali8DS 

'. Title IV makes only '''qualified aliens"l eligible for the 'l'EA 
(f()rinetly AIDe), Supplemental security Income (58J.), and foledicaid 
programs. In addition, it gives States theloption of applying 
the same, eliqibility criteria t.o State funded needs-based 
assist~nce. Title IV also lengthens until citizenship the 
dee:mirtgperiod during whi.ch a sponsorls inc~e is presumed 
availabl.e to support a le~al permanent resi~ent should he or she 
apply ferSSI, TEA, or Food stamps. It makes all future 
affidavit~ of support leqally binding and provides states the 
option to extend sponsor income deeming to st.ate funded needs­
based cash assistance if the immiqrant is denied TEA .. SS1, or 
FlOod stamps. . I 

Title V - Supp1emonta.1 Security:UU:OB.8 Reforms 

Title V tightens eligibility standaI'dSlfOrdiS~bled children 
who receive SSI benefits. Children currently on the rolls who 
are foUnd no longer eligible would not receive.benefits as of 
January!, 1998. It creates new guidelines Ifor the Social 
security Administration to conduct continuing disability reviews 

(CDRs~. . . .. 'I 
Title V alsp creates, a dedicated savings account for 5S1­

eligible disabled children for education # job training, and 
equipment or housing modifications related tio their disability, 
and alloWs this account to be excluded from !income and resource 
determinations. It establishes an installment schedule tor 
paying past-due SSI benefit amounts, and authorizes.the· , 
commissioner of Social Security to reduce s~cial Security (OASDI) 
benefits by the amount of:overpayment of SS~ benefits without an 
OASDI beneficiary's consent. 

: I 
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, :ritle. v also denies' SSI eligibility if drug addiction or 

a1.cOh~lism is ~e.basi5for the d~sabilitYldetermination. , 
CUrrent SSI rec1p1elits who are e11qible on ,the basis of,drug 
addiction or alcoholism vill no lonqer receive benefits as of
'January; 1, 1997. A portIon of the saving's :from t.his proposal , 
, ($~?:,~illion ~ually d~tinq FYs 1997-1998)\ will, be used to fund' 
add1~10nal drug (includ1ng alcohol) treatm~nt programs and 
services through the Substance Abuse Prevention and T'l:"eat.ment 
BloCk Grant proql:'am.. : :' , ' , 

, "Title 'v also makes individuals co~V'ictkd in Federal or State 
'c~urt0f..haYi~9 fraudulently JIl~srepresehtedl their residence in 
order to rec:el.ve welfarebenefl.ts from two or more States 
ineliglbleto:c;eceive sst, for ten years from the date of 

, con:vi:ction. It makes fugitive felons ine:U.9-ib1e for SSI. In 
addi:r.ion, it provides t:ha;tthe appropriatior. of ad.ditional 

'ac:miiriist'rath'e funds to SSA for FYs, 1996-2002 for conducting , 
, Social'Security Disability Insu.rance and ssr COBs should trigger 

, , "'a:Jl, tiicrease" within specified limits, to the discretionary , 
sperdil.l9caps. The title would also provid~ authority to 
,incieas'ethe discretionary spending caps, within specified 
limits, ,upon ap,propriation of fund,S fOr. FYs '\,1996-.1997 to the 
Social Seourity Adm.inistration to implement any changes to the 

. ;SSI program. purSuant to a!ioption Of welfare'refoTJIl. 
, '. " I 

,.,' ,.Title V provides tha~ When private insurance covers, the 
costs.of'SSI eligible chi~aren in. medical c~re facilities, these 
children will no longer be eligible for their tull SSI benefits. 
Instead, they viII only b~ eligible' to reoeilve the same $30 per
month ,standard am.ount that Medicaid-covered ISS!, eligible children 
r~ceive. \ 

'Tit.le VI - SOGia1 Serviocs B1Qc:k Grants (SSBG) 
I I 

This t.'itle reciuc:es the amount required 
,

ito be allotted among 
states"forSSBC under Titie xx of the social: security Act trom 

',$2~8biilion to $2.73 billion in FY 1996, and to $2.52 billion 
fo~ ,eaoh_of FYs ;1997-200l~, .', I 

D~ficit: Reduotion I 

, " ' " ',I 
, , The Office of Management and Budget estimates tha.t the, , 

Ailministrationts' velfare reform proposal sav~s $41 billion during 
, FYa 1996 ihrou9h 2002. This total includes $3 billion in 5Clvings
';resulting', from the eJiactm~t of P.L. l'04-121~ whiCh extended the 
dBbt limit and mOdified the Social securityAct~ and reflects 
irtteractions wi'th Medicaid proposals in the President's FY 1997 
Budqet. ! I 

I 

\ 

I 
, 

\ 

\ 

I 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OP'P'ICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGJ:.' 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 2DS03 

,:~' . 
"j'!=tl OI"eCTOR 

. . :The Honorable Newt Gi.ngrich
". sPeaker of the House of 


.'; .... R.epresentatlvcs 

.: ::::.washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Speaker:
,,'.\ ';:,,' . . 

.'. I am enclosing for. the consideration of the Congress the 
·AdJD.inistration '5 "Work First and Personal Responsibility Act. of 
1996'," a comprehensive proposal to reforJl the Nation's tailed 

...:welt~r.. systeM. The President remains committed to working with 
': ':'. t.he conqr••• to pass a bipartisan welfareretorm bill this year 

. , ,,' ,.,. '·that· honors the .values of work, r ••ponsibi.lity, and family. 
. . 'This proposa.l \iill end the ourrQnt welfare system by requiring 

.work, demanding rasponsibility, strengtheni.ng families, and 
'protecting ch i ldren. 

Under this 1~9islat1ve proposal, everyone who can work. must 
····.9'0 to work, and no one 'Who can work eanstay on 'Welfare 

indafinitely. 'This proposal replaces Aid to Faruilies with 
Dependent, Children (AF.'oC) with a ti.me-limited benefit 
conditioned on work. It imposes tough.workrequirem.nts an~ 
time limits, inclu~in9 a lifetime limit of five years for 

·i.e.1pt of welfara benefits~ It qives States the m.eans to 
.·p:t'c>vide Child· care that. is assentia.l. to imposing tough ....ork 

;requiraments and moving 'people from welfa.re t;.o wo:rk. States. are 
. given broad new flexibility to tailor welfare retorms to local 
·.needs, but are also he.ld accountable for continuing their 
'. commitment to mov. peoplli from welfare to work.' The proposal
'pernits adjusting to oha.nging economic circumstances and 

'\. .provides vouchers to me~t the most basic. needs ot children in 
families whos.e benefits end. 

The Work First proposal demands reaponaibility as well. It 
includes the toughest ohild support enforcement m.easures ever 

: propOsed.. The propos.alrequires minor mothers to live at home 
;-, . 

and stay in school as a ',condition of reee.iving assistance and' 

. ..' 91.veIJ States the option to deny additional benefits tor 


.'" a44itlonal. children born to parents who. are on welfare. 


The proposal achieves significant savings by reforming the 
Food staJiJ.P and Child Nut;rition programs, while preserving the' 

.national nutr.ition3l safety net. The Congressional Budgst 
.' Office estimates that these reforms would sa.ve almost $22 
billion over seven, years, through provisions such as cQunting' 
energy assistance as income and tough new program integrity 
measures to crack down on Food Stamp traud. The proposal qives 
.states unpreoedented flexibility ·toadminister the Food stamp 
program, with new work requirements and time limits on able­

, ..:~ 

.' 

;: ....,'. 

http:welfa.re
http:strengtheni.ng


v {''f\~R~26-J996 17:04 TO:244 - B. REED P• ·5'~/;l.. :-.. '-.' . . 

" 

. ! ~ . 

" 
,. ~ . 

" "bodied,childloss adult.~ It continue,s to index basic benefits\ 
".'with inflation, bottartarqets food, sUbsidies for fami1.y day 
,'" care homes, a.rid. lnuee other a.djuctments in the chi1.d Nutrition 

, ", program. The propOsal 'pro1:.ects ohild.ren by prelservinq the, 
','sChool lunch prOgram and important ehild 'f1eltare proqrams for 

'abused and disabled children. 
, ", 

The proposal a.chieVes liubstantial savings in other areas' by 
'requirinq sponsors whobrinq immigrants into the country to be 

, 'held legally responsible for their financial well-being, and by
"better tarqetin9 eli9ibility for chi1.dhood dis;ability benetit$. 
"It alao incluc1eatwo provision& that are part of the recently

'enact.a Public Law 104-~2L The first provision modifies the 
, ", Social Security Act to d.eny benefits to adults who are on 

,Supp1.amental S.c::urit.y Income/due to drug abusQ or alcoholism. 
The aecoJid provision improve$ program integrity measures through 
eXpanded continuing, dieab.1.11ty reviews. 'The s~vingsfrom tnese 

,ena.cted proposals: should be applied towards the total savings t.o 
'be aChieved through welfare reform.. 

" Thfit Administration ~ s welfare reform proposa 1 reduces 
,spending by $4l billion i over seven years. This tot.al includes 
,:t:.ha $3 billion' in silvinqs resulting froDl the .nact:ment. of Public 

,"; ',Law '104~121 and z'stlQcte interactions with Medicaid proposals in 
,the ,President's F~ 1997 BUd9st. 

, , , 

.I urge t.h, Congr.ess to aot favorably and expeditiously on 
, 'this important proposal~ Welfare reform is a~·the top of the 
, ' president I a and the Nation's agenda. 'I'he Admi nistration is 
'confident that,aqreement oan be reached this year on bipartisan, 

welfare reform legislation that is tough" on work and 
'"rQs.ponsibility and serves ,the interests of our Nation f s 
chi~dreTi. We look forward to working with the Congress. to 
achieve this urgent national goal. 

Sincerely, 

Alice M. Rivlin 
Director 

Enclosure 

Identical r..et.t.r Sent to the President, of the Senate 
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Example' Work participation Calculations 
for Work Standards in Governor's Bill 

,March 1996 

I. Work 	Participation Formula in Governors 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 r 
Number of families sanctioned, 3 mths + 

,Number of people 	wh1f~Y.~' 'left(w~l£are 
, • I \;' \ \ '" '-' c:;.,r

,-:yY'T " "\ i,.'" r(\ 
II. Calculations 	fo~' Selected Years: l ,';\)'-"1 \;Y-'" 'i'; 

\Jl\:" \)->t "'j 	'lv' " 
1997: 	 Participation "" o + .5milliQn + .75 milli.Q!1 "J,r;.,;,',: 

Rate 5.0 million - 1 million - 0 + .75 million 
1.25 million ' 
4 '. 75 million 


(Required "" lS%) 26.3%
'" 

2000: Participation = o + .5 million + 2 million 
Rate 5:0 million - 1 million - 0 + 2 million 

2.5 million 
6---million 


(Required ~ 35%) "" 42% 


2002: Participation o + .3 million + 2 million 
Rate 3.0 million - .6 million - 0 + 2 million 

= 2.3 million 
,4. 4 million 

(Required '" 50%) 52% 

Assumptions: 
1- 5 million families on welfare in year 1 
2 • 10 percent of families participate in unsubsidizoa work 
3 • Number leaving welfare fo~ work eaoh year is .75 million 
4. 20 percent of, families have child under age 1 
5. No families are being sanctioned 
6. The welfare rolla drop 40' ;n yeA~ 5 (2001) 

. ~ '/ C; :) ~. 

r\govcal , r'C(·:·C<.L·v,-'
:1 \ 'c.l '( )

~( '\~ V~ ,) . f.~ . 

, '\ tn, :\, p,I':, '-',. 
~ ,'"' "\ ........ :' i \:.1--1 \: 
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. DATE: .3.. ~- ~t, 

U,S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 
. 200 INDEPENDENCE AVE" SW 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201 
, . 

·· 
FROM: 

[ 1 JERRY D. I<:LEPNER 

RICHARD J. TARPLIII 


TO 

r.,N
OFFICE : 

. ( J HELEM MATHIS 

PHONE NO [ ] KEVIN BURKE·• 
FAX NO • [ ] SANDI EUBANKS BROWN• 

TOTAL PAGES [ 1 ROSE CLEMENT LUSI 
(INCLUDING COvER): X 

( 1 STEPHANXE WILSON 

. [ ] HAZEL FARMER 

REMARKs: 



'MANDATORY VOUCHERS FOR FAMILIEs WHO REACH THE TIME LIMIT 

The Administration strongly recommends th.at any welfare refonn legislation require b"unclS w provide: 
vouchers to families that reaCh the time limit. The purpose of the vouchers would be to provide for the 
basic needs of the children in the family. Options fOf including this provision in the bipartisan welfare 
·reform legislation are discussed below. 	 ' 

Option 1 (preferred option) 

• 	 LegislativeLangUIJge. The provision requiring swes to provide vouchers would be included as 
part of legislative language governing the S year time limit. This would make the voucher 
requirement as biru:ling as the time limit. The language also would. specify that vouchers would 
have to be provided if a srate enacted a time limit that was shorter than five years. 

• 	 Purpose o/the Voucher. Like the AdminisuatioDlDaschle bill, the voucher would be based on 
an assessment· of the needs of the children and.be payable to third parties for shelter, goods, 

. and services mceived by the children. ' 

• 	 Amowu ojthe VDuchl'T. Using the same :tpprnaeh a.~ the AdministrationIDaschle bill. the 
amoum of the voucher would be determined by deducting one person from the case. For each 
state, the amount of the voucher would be equal to the amount ofcash assistance provided.to a 
family with OUt; less ind.ividual. 

• 	 Enforcetibiliry. Stares that did not provide the.required vouchers would be subject to a penalty 
which reduced their TEA block grant by the amount the vouchers woUld have cost had they 
been provided. 

OptiOD2 

• 	 ugulative Ltmgu.a.ge. The legis1a.tiv8 laDguase would iDclw:le a. state plan r~.qt1irement for 
stares to provide vouchers for children in families who reached the time limit (five years or 
less), 

~ 	 Pu1pO$~ Of Ihe Voucher. Same as above. 

• 	 Amount oflhe Voucher. Under this option. states would be allowed to determine the amount of 
the voucher - a specific amount for the voucher would not be set. the language would state 
that the "basic subsistence needs~ (If the child would have to be met by the voucher and the 
state could- determine what amount was needed [0 meet.these needs. 

• 	 Enforceabilily. If a SLate did not provide. the Tcquired vouchers, rhe MOR requirement would 
increase by S percentage poifllS. . 

March 7. 1996. 
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VOUCHER LANGUAGE 


Insert a n~w s~paragraph (E)I which reads as follows, in section 
408 (a) (7) : 

II (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 ocher time 
limic on cash assistance established by a Stace - ­

"(i) for purposes of determining eli.gibility for 
any other Federal or federally assisted program based 
on need, such family shall concinue to be considered 
eligible for such cash assistance; and 

II (i1.) for purposes of determining the amount of 
assistance under any other' Federal or fede,rally 
~ssisted progra~ based'on need, such family shall 
continue to be considered receiving such cash 
assistance; at:).d 

II (iii) the, State shall l after having assessed the 
needs of the child or children of the family, provide 
for su~h needs wi. t,h vouchers for such fam~ly--

"(I) determined on the same basis as, the, 
State would provide i!u:;s; ~tance under the, State 
plan t,o such a family ,with one less individual; 

U(II) desicrned ;.rtppy:opriately to pay third 
parties for shelter l goods, and services received 
by the child or children; and 

tI (III) , . payable directly to such third· 
.,' 

parties. 

Insert a new' clause (vii) in the HHS proposedl section 

402 (2:1.) (1.) CA) : 


U(vii) Set forth the methodology by which the 
Sta.te. will comply with section 408{a) (7) (JO:) (li1)" 

Ins~rt a new subsection 409(a) (10), which reads as follows, in 
section 4Q.9(a): 

This is st!:'uctured as an addition to Qt.. :r p-:-"opcsed 
langua~~, lluL to the draft of the bill c\lr.r;'!!ltly circlll.:l.t:inl) 
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,It (10) FAILURE TO PROVIDE VOUCHER ASSISTANCE. --If the 
Secr~tary determines that a State program funded under this 
pi'Jrt-. has failed to comply with section, 408 (a) (7) (E) (iii) , 
the Secretary shall reduce the grant payable to the State 
under section 403{a) (1) for the immediately succeeding 
f.iscal year by an amount equal to the difference between the 
amoun~ the State should have expended on voucher assistance 
and the amount the State actually expended on voucher 
assistance. 

(Current section 409{a) (lO) should be renumbered 409 (a) (ll}.) 

01 wo~~ 80:9t 966t-80-~~W 



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 reasoriable safeguards can hp.lp tn 
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: 

II·Add a· state plan requirement. that the state set forth 
objll=!ct.'Jvl?! cyit:p.yit=l foy thA ilAlivATY.nf hp.np.f;t..~ ann 
fair ar,ldequitable·treatment. 1I 

The govl'l!!rnor.~ r>r('lr>CJ~;:;l mt=lkA~ ~p.ns=:p:. ""('1 t=!Illgmp.nt.. s=:t.M·.p: r>1t=l'n 
submissions in this way would benefit program recipients. In. 
addition, it would improve overall taxpayer understanding of and 
;::t=lr..;.~f;ar:t:ion w'it..h t:.hp. wp.lf;ayp. ~YRt..Am. 

Each state should be required to set forth, in its state plan , 
cbjt?(!rjv~ crir.tI?!y;;:; t.h;:;t-. I'ly(W1nA fai.y t=lTH'::! eqllit.t=lhlfl? t.r~t=ltment to 
·beneficiaries in the areas of eligibility criteria: the 
application process; time frames for determinations 
(e.g.,benefits; sanctions) under the plan; proeedures for 
notifying applicants of determinations; a commitment that 
families with similar needs will be treated similarlYi and a 
commitment that the program will be administered statewide. 

We need not dictate the substance of each state's plan. 
Congressional welfare reform legislatio~ should meralyrequire 
that each state set forth in its plan the state's own approach to 
each of the issues above. 

This state plan requirement would enhance accountability: it 
would appri~e 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 lea~n 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 criteria it sets forth in 

itc plan. Thic commitment chould be made an explioit pli4n

requirement. . 


FcdcrQl Quthority to cpprovc 3tctc plQns (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 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: 

IISEe. 402. ELIGIBLE STATES; STATE PLAN. 

II (a) IN GENERAL. --As used in this part, the term 'eligible 
State'l 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: 

II (1) 	 OUTLINE,OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM •. - ­

n(A) GENERAL PROVISIONS.-~The State pl~n 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, if administered by the subdivisions, that is 
mandatory upon such subdivisions; that provides 
assistance to needy farnili~s with (or expecting) 
r.hildrp.n ann provideR pal."'ent~ w.ithjob preparar.i.on, 
work, and support services to enable them to leave the 
program and become self-sufficient. ' 

* 	 ~(ii) Require a parent or caretaker receiving assistance 
under the program to engage in work (as defined by the 
~r.a~A) nn~p. thA ~tatA determineR the parent or caretaker iA 
ready to engage in work, or once the parent or caretaker has 
received assistance under the program for 24 months (whether 
o"=" 'Dot. C()nF;;~C"'!',lt.; ve), whi ch.eve:r ; R Ai=lrl i Ar. 

* 	 n (iii) Ensure that parents and caretakers receiving 
assistance under the program enaacre in work activities 

80/90'd a33~ 	 0.1 
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in accordance with section 407. 

* 	 II (iv) Provide safeguards which rectrict th~ uoc .:lnd 
disclo.sure· of information about individuals and 
families receiving assistance under the program. 

nev) Establish goals and takE1 action to prevent and* 
reduce the incidence, of.out-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 1996 through 2005. 

nevi} Establi~h conditions of eligibility for' 
assistance'under such program of assistance; provided 
that in determining need and amount of assistance. the 
State shall take into consideration only income and 
resourcec that are legally or actually av~il.:lble to 
meet the needs of the family claiming assistance. 

!!{vii} Provide th;;lt .:'1ny fo.mily th.:lt f'ulfillo the 
eligibility conditions set forth in the State plan 
shall be eligible for assistance under such program. 

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

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

II (x) Provide that families with similar needs shall be 
treated similarly. 

II (xi) Provide that the State agency administering the 
pl.-pgram will- ­

.11 (I) grant an opportunity for a fair hearing before 
the ,State agency to any indiviaual to whom as:::;l::;Lc:UH..:(;! 

under such program is denied, reduced or terminated or 
whose request for assistance is not acted upon with 
reasonable promptnessj and 

II (I!) promptly take all necessary steps to correct 
any ovel.-payment or underpayment of assista.nce u.w.1(;!.c: 
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..' 
s~ch plant including the request for Federal tax ref~nd 
inteicepts as provided under"section 40S(e). 

II (xii) Include the State's agreement and commitment to 
administer its assistance program in compliance with 

,the Stat:e plan. 

(* denotes provision contained in section 402(a) {l) as proposed 

by H.R. 4) 


Rection402(b}, whieh H_R~ 4 proposes to add to the Social 
'Security Act, should be amended to read as follows: 

11 {h) 'Pr.mr...r.c NOTTeR nJ:' ~T~TJ;! 'PT,AN. -- 1'hp. ~t,.1t.1=! Flh",,1 m;;.kl'l' 

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(e). should be added. It should read as 
follows: 

II (c) APPROVAL OF PLAN. 

n(l) IN G~NEl(AL.-- The S~cretary shall approve a Sta.te plan 
which fulfills the requirements under subsection, (al within 120 
days of the submission of 'the plan by the State to the Secretary. 

11(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 B.R. 4 proposes to add to the Social Security 
AC,t:, should. be amended to read as follows: 

The Secretary may not promulgate any regulation under this 
part unless such regulation is reasonably necessary and 
appropriate to ensure the expenditure of federal funds in 
substantial conformity with this part. 

01 




FAIR AND EQUITABLE TREATMENT FOR FAMILIES IN WELFARE REFORM 

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

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

"Add a state plan requirement that state set forth 
objective criteria for the delivery benefits and 

ir and equitable 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 
satis tion with the weI system. 

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

We not dictate the substance of each state's plan. 
Congressional welfare re legislation should merely require 
that state set forth in its plan the state's own approach to 
each the issues above. 

This state plan requirement would enhance accountability: it 
would apprise applicants and recipients of the conditions under 
which they would receive fits and of their responsibilities 
as rec ients. Just as importantly, the state plan would become 
a forum through which concerned taxpayers could learn how their 
tax dollars were being Taxpayer education and 
account lity 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 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 f ral 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, deni 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, if administered by the subdivisions, that is 
mandatory upon such subdivisions, that provides 
assistance 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. 

* 	 "(ii) Require a parent or caretaker rece ng assistance 
under the program to engage in work (as defined by the 
State) once the State determines the parent or caretaker is 
ready to engage in work, or once the parent or caretaker s 
received assistance under the program for 24 months (whet r 
or not consecutive), whichever is earl r. 

* 	 "(iii) Ensure that parents and caretakers receiving 
assistance under the program engage in work activities 



'''.,~ 

* 


* 


in accordance with section 407. 

"(iv) Provide safeguards whi 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 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 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 consideration 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 reasonable 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 terminatiqn of benefits. 

"(ix) Specify standards of assistance, including 
assistance unit composition and the standards 
(expressed in money amounts) and methodologies to be 
used in determini 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-­

II (I) grant an opportunity for a fair hearing be 
the State agency to any individual to whom assistance 
under such program is denied, reduced or terminated or 
whose request for assistance is not acted upon with 
reasonable promptness; and 

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



such plan, including the request for Federal tax refund 
int s as provided under section 405{e). 

II (xii) Include the State's agreement and commitment to 
administer its assistance program in compliance with 
the State plan. 

(* denotes provision contained in sect 402 tal (ll as proposed 
by H.R. 4) 

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

II (bl PUBLIC NOTICE 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. 

"{ll IN GENERAL.-­ The Secretary shall approve a State plan 
which fulfills the requirements under subsection (a) within 120 
days of submission of the plan by the State to the Secretary. 

"(2l DEEMED APPROVAL.--If a State plan has not been rejected by 
the Secretary during the period ified in subsection {ll, the 
plan shall be deemed to have been approved. 

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

The Secretary may not promu te any regulation under this 
unless such regulation is reasonably necessary and 

appropriate to ensure the nditure of federal funds in 
substantial conformity with this part. 



Welfare'Reform .Issues 


AFDC, WO~, & CHILD CARE 

State Funding/Maintenance of Effort (MOE) Issues 

Overall MOE -- Raise level to 80% or higher 

Transferability -- Allow transfers to child care only; prohibit transfers to Title XX 

Social Services Block Grant 

Contingency Fund -- Require 1 00% MOE to access funds 

Child Care -- Include State match on additional child care funds 

Contingency Funq 


Base. Fund -- IncreaSe. t,o $2 billion and make permanent 


Recessions -- Allow further ,expansion of fund during'recessions 


Child Care -- ¥ore money and quality standards 

Work Participation -- Greater State flexibility to meet work rates 

Performance Bop.us -- Better incentives for States 

Family Cap -- Provide complete State flexibility 

Equal Protections -- Establish fair and equitable treatment provisions and vouchers; 
.' ' 	 ", , 

develop State accountability mechanisms 


Medicaid -- Coverage for welfare families 


Displacement -- Workfare not displacing jobs' . 


FOOD STAMPS 

.	Optional Block Grant -- Drop any version from i>ill 
Annual Capon Program Spending -- Drop from bill 

Shelter Deduction -- Do not change curreht law' 

Time LimitslWork Requirements on 18-50s -~ States must offer work slot before 

terminating benefits, 

IMMIGRANTS 

School Lunches -- Exempt from verification requirements 
.,' . 

Bans:-- Drop Food Stamps and, SSI bans 

Medicaid -- Drop Medicaid ban 

CHILD PROTECTION 

No Block Grant 

OVERALL SAVINGS TARGET 

Administration, -$40 
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DATE: ·J:u.nfil 25, 1996 

~: .;:roh,.n·Hi~lQy 
Susan.Brophy 
BrucelteEad 
Ren Apfel 

FR: Rich Tarplin 

The attached document lists all the. welfare related amendments 
that may be offered in the senate Finance Committee Mark-up 
tomorrow. Please let me know if you have any concerns about the 
po.sitions we intend to take on behalf of' the Administration. 
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Proposed Amendments to S. 1795 

I#- ADMINISfRATION'S POSITION 

WELFARE AMENDMENTS 

SPONSOR. SUBJECT 

-DRAFT 

Lt 

COMMENTS 

Tightens MOE definition like 
Castletranner. 

-­ z!m 
I .... 

\D 
\D 
01 

.... 
I\.l 

.t>. 
--J 

TI 
;:0 

~ 

-

-t o 

Chafee 


Chafee 


Chafee 


Chafee 


Chafc-e 


Chafee 

Welfare:l I: Increase MOE from 
1'5% to 80%. 

Welfare El2: Deline state 
expenditures which count toward 
MOE. 

Welfare IIJ: AHc·w state~ to. 
transfer 30% of block grant funds 
only to CCDBG. 

. Welfare #4: Eliminate child 
tJrotectioll block grant. 

Welfare#5: Increase child 
protection MOE from 75% to 
100%. 

Welfare 116: Exteud for FY 97 the 
enhanced 75% federal match for 

Support 

Support 

. Support 

~.uppor:t 

SUl'P<'rt 

-
Support 

. the Stele Wide Child Welfare 
Information Systems (SACWlS). 

Necessaryjf Medicaid Title is Chafee 'Welfare #7: Clarities that current Support 
.,.. deleted.law reuined mdcing children 

eligible for IV ~E foster care and 
adoption assistance automatically 
eligible for Medicaid. 

iH 
m 
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\J 
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# SPONSOR SUBJECf ADMINISTRATION'S POSIT1ON COMMENTS 

Chafe~ Welfare li8: Clarities rltat current 
l~w is retained wbich pro'lides that 
immigrar:t children are eligible 
foster care and arioption 
assistance.. 

Support 

Chafee Welfare tJ9: Ensures that 
oombined effects of all paysical or 
menta I impainneots are taken into 
account in detennining whether 
individual is disabled. 

Defer 10 SSA. 

, , 

Chafee Welfare IHO: Establish a one-year 
grace tor cut-offof benefits for 
ehildren ineligible under new sse 
definition. .' 

Defer to SSA. 

I 

. - -~ •• 

Cbafee 

1-' ---::"----­

. 
Welfare # 11: Eliminate new 
:equirements and limitations on 
SSI eligibility for children who . 

- -have funds placed·intruJt for _rlt(iC~ 
special needs. 

I> 

-. 
"'­ ..-~-

Defer to SSA. 

-~. . . - .. ',- -.-­

I 

Chafee '101m igrant # 1: Grand father legal 
immigrants currently receiving 
SSI or Food Stamps. 

Support Similar to Administration policy. 

Chafee' Immigrant #1.: Strike Section 424, 
prohibiting tegd immigrants to be 
eligible for stuceot loars unless 
loan is endorsed and c05igned by 

. immigrant's sponsor. ' 

Support Similar.to Administralion policy. 

Pre~ler #1: Inc:-ease numbers orbours of 
work required per week to reach 
35 hou;"s per week by FY 2002, 

Do not support Increases work aud child care ' 
shortfilli .. 
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If SPONSOR 

. P.essler 

Pressler 

O'Amato 

O'Amato 

O'Amato 

O'Amato 
, 

Murkowski 
- , 

Nickles 

Granull 

SUBJECT 

#2: Decrease amount ofjob search 
to count f.S work to 4 weeks. " 

- -

Increase work particjpaticn.rates 
by 5% per year. 

Displacenent Janguage changes. 

111: ~SI l;lnd Food Stamp « 

p:'Ovisiom for legal immigrants 
-

- -

-­

#12: Deeming pro\-isions for 
Ir,ei:mHested programs for newly 
arriving immigrants. 

#13: SSI restrictions for newly 
arriving immigrants oDly, 

,= ._-- ._"-----­ ""~------
Authorize state of WiSCollSrn~to-- -­
implement "Wisconsin Works.'" 

Family Tax Relief: provide non~ 
refunda.ble credit against income 
tax liability of $500 for each 
quaJifying child under age 18. 

#l; No addt'l cash payments made 
Ie, pa.rents who hav'e addt'l 
children while on welfare; state 
can opt out. 

ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION C<>.MMENTS 

Do Dot support_ Studies indicate job ~a.rch is cost 
effective; private· sector placement 
is highest priority. 

- " 

Do not supp!>rt Increases work and child care 
. "shortfall. 

Support 

Support lmprove; upon S.1795 by using 
deeming approach rather than 
bans; would stillapp!y deeming 10 
more means-tested programs thfld 
Administration policy. 

Support 1mproves upon S. 1795 by 
-" applying SSJ b~ to future . immigraJ'~t:s only; would s1.il1 apply 

" " 
ban rather than deeming. 

"Support 

-Opp:>se-Iegislative-provision-_to­ .. ----­ -1·--­ - ---­ --, - ,~~ --­ - - -. --_. 
implement \Vaiver.' 

Defer 10 Treasury. 

-
Oppose .Favor compJete state flexibility. 

.. "­

.-.~ 
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L.,# SPONSOR SUBJECT ADMINISTRATION'S POSmON COMMENTS 

Gramm 1/2: Criminal penalties telf Defer to "Justice.. 
individuals who threaten or !njure 

-witriess in paternity establishment 

proceeding. 


Gramm, 1t3: Strengthen J:rovisior:s Need legislative language. 
requiring establishment ~f 

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

paternity as condition for 
rec.eiving benefits; state opu,on fA) 

exempt as much as 25% of 
population. 

Gramm #4: Additional 5% penaity on Do not oppose 
states for each consecutive failure 
to meet work participation 
requirements. ' ' 

-Gramm 115: Limit to one year exception Oppose 
that families with childlen under 
age 1 exempted from work 
requirements don't count in wOlk 
participation rate calculation. 

Gramm Defer to Justice. ' 
corporation funding trom being 
116: ProlUbit use of legal services 

" 

used to challenge in court ,any 

reform of weltare. 


.-

Gramm #7: State option to excr.lpl' Do not sti?port 
families with children tinder age 1 

" 

from work reqtJiremeots, but 
, , , require thallhese families count in 


determining work participation 

rates. 


~ ~--

c 
Z 
I 


I\J 

V1 

I 


I-' 

~ 
I-' 
f\J 

~ 
Q) 

11 
;:0 
o 
3: 
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# 
 SPONSOR 


.	Gramm 

Gramm 

Gramm 

Moynihan 
.~ 

Moyriihilll 

~ .' 

Breaux 

COMMENTSSUBJECT ADMINlSTRATION'S POSITION 

liS; Limit lime limit exceplion fa Do no~ support 
'. 

~15% rather that 20%. 

119: Increase work requirements of . Oppose 
.. 

families if they receive federally 
. ,

funded child care assistance. 

# 1 0: EBT prQvisions Defer LJ OMB. 
0 

SuppOrt time li:nits with 
limit. 
Prohibition on imposing time ., 

protections for childreil. 

Good faith extension to time limit. . 

-

Similar to Rangel's "Play by the 
.. .. rules," which Administration 

'. 

Support 

supported . 

Welfare·#l: Clarifies what counts Support 
.' 

for MOE spending. Liinits 
Administrative spending 10 15% '. 

and clarifies state transfer 

y 
c 
f 
C\.J 
(Jl 
I ..... 

ill 
ill 
(]'I 

..... 
C\.J 

A 
ill 

." 
;u 
o 
3: 

~ provisions. 
.. 

..Breaux Welfare 112: Change yecr upon Support 

which state maintenance ofeffort 

for child care is based. 
 -

Breaux Welfare #3: Increase MOE from Support 
"75% to 80%, 

Breaux Limits transfers to CCDBG. 
Janguage from Senate-passed 
welfare bill. 

Welfare #4: Restore transferability Support 
, 

Increases MOE requirement. 
MOE 10 dales for federal family 
assistance grant. 

. Breaux. Welfare IIS~ Conform dates for Support 

- . 

-i 
o 

;u 
m 
m 
1:1 

\J 

~ 
"­..... 
(JlJune 15,1996 01:16am) 	 page .5 



I II SPONSOR 

Breaux 

Breaux 
.. 

3reaux . 
: 

Breaux 

Breaux 

Breaux 

Breaux 

Breaux 

'---- '---- ­

',' 

June 25, /996 (1 I :I()am) 

SUBJECT 


Welfare ##6: Make MOE apply fcr 
all years of block grant. 

Welfare #1: SCrike opCion to 
reduce MOE to 67%, 

Welfare #8: Clarify language 
relating to contingency fund 
maintenance of effort. . 

Welfare ##9: Require staCes to 
provide in-kind assistance for 
children for lime l1mits shorter 
lhan five years and allow states to 
provide in-kind assistance after 
five-year time limit. 

Welfare II I0: Provide state 
flexibility of using block grant 
.funds to provide in-kind asS1stat!CC 
to children after five-year time 
limit. 

Welfare Ii 11: Include in the wolk 
participation rate those who leave 
welfare for work for t1rst 6 months 
if they are in the work force. 

Welfare #12: Adopllanguage 
which gave Secretary Wl 

additional demonstration option, . 

Welfare #13: Include cI\ange 
regarding collection and 
distribution of.support paymenls.

._--- ­

ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION 


Support 
­

.' 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Support 

Support concept 

.' 

Support? 

No position . 

-- ._.­

COMMENTS 

Conlinues MOE past FY .200 1 

Tightens Contingency Fund 
langu3se. 

'-i 

~ 
I 

I\J 
(J1 
I 

I-" 
ill 
ill 

·m 

I-" 
I\J 

~ 

" :;0 
o 
3 

, 

-I o 

,­ - ­ -
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-_._­~ ....--....-­-

i# SPONSOR .....SUBJECf COMMENTSADMINISTRATION'S rosmON 

Breaux Welfare ~ 14: Modify con~in8ellC)' 
funds so that stattS that access the 
fund during only part of Ute year 
are not penalized with a less 
advantageous federal match rate. 

Breaux 

. Breaux 

Welfare and Medicaid #15: Assure 
that welfare refonn would not 

. increase the num~rofuninsured 
t.y ensuring that people who 
currently qualify for Medicaid 
based on eligibility for AFOC 
would ce·ntillue t:> have Medicaid 
coverage -- using Senate-passed 
bill language. 

Welfare and Medicaid #16: Assure 
that welfare rdonn wouJd not 
increase the number of Wlinsured 
by ensuring that people who 
currenl1y qualify for Medicaid 
iJased 011 eligibility for AFDC 
would continue to have Medicaid 
coverage - using redrafled 
Senate-passed bill language. 

~ 

Conrad Welfare #1: Add protections to 
ensure states.are acting in 
accordance with the law laid out in 
:the Chalnnan's mark and to 
protect against fraud and abuse. 

Support Technicd fix to Contingency Fund. 

language. . .1 

Z 
I 

!\J 
VI 
I .... 

\.0 
\.0 
(Jl 

.... 
!\J 

VI: lSISupport 

:;u " o 
3: 

, 

Support 
, 

-l o 

Support 

:;uConrad Welfare #2: Fair and Equitable· St.:pport GC in\'estigating wbether rn 
rn 
t:JStandardsJB~sic Protections language should be further 

, 
ianproved. 

"U 

~ . lSI 
OJ 
....

Junf! 25, J996 (II: 1~am) j)age 7 VI " 
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#I 'SPONSOR 

Conrad 

Conrad " 

-

Conrad 

Conrad 

, ' 

Conrad 

" 

, , 

Con01d 
, . 

SUBJECT 

Welfare #3 : Ensure state plans 
include proper and efficient 
administration ofCheir programs.. 

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

Welfare #5: Provide state 
flexibility in delermining whether 
to consider SSI, Old.Age 
Assistance. foster care. or 
adoption assistance mai:ttenance 
payments as inoome. 

Welfare 116: Require that teen 
mothers are placed in a living 
environment wilh an adult 
supervisor or in a second chan~ 
home, 

, 

Welfare #7: Extends exception to 
work requiremc,nts for single 
parents with children under age 
six who can not find work to age 
11. 

Welfare #8: Uncapped 
Contingency Fund,' 

ADMINISTRATION'S PO$ITION 

Support 

., 

.. 

Support 

Support cc·ocept 

Support 

Support 

_ ...... _._­

COM:MENIS 

Defer to SSA. 

y 
c 
Z 
I 

Dl 
I 

I-" 
I.D 
I.D 
(J) 

I-" 
I\J 

U1 
IS) 

11 
;:u 
o 
3 

Need t:> understand this 
amendment better. 

' , 

--I 
o 

,--'--­

;:u 
m 
~ 

LJ 

IS) 
I.D 
"­
I-" 
U1 
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<-t1# -COMMENTSSPONSOR SUBJECT ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION ~ 

11 

Graham 

Graham 

" 

Set national work participation 
rate requiremems and plovide that 
Secretary adjusts requirements for 
individual states based (·n the 
amount of federal funding state 
receives f01' minor children below 
poverty line. 

In ranking states on success of 
work programs, Secretary will 
take into account average number 
of minor children in families 
below poverty line aod amOtlnt of 
funding provided each state for 
such families. , 

Graham Establi~h a Welfare For:nula 
Fairness Commission to review, 
block g:ants, federal funding 
fonnula. bonus paymems and 
work requirements in S.1795: 

GraharolBradley States may not shift the burden on-
their matching rate requirements 
to local units of govemment 
without their expressed consent. 

Graham Protect state and local government 
from federally imposed unfunded 
mandates. 

, 

./un!! Z5, {996 (J J: ! t)Qm) 

.-, 

Support ooncept ofproviding states 
adequate resources to meet work 
requirements, but bve concerns th~t this 
-amendment does nut achieve that 
objective. 

" 

, , 

I\JPrefer approacb in t(l 
I-'Administration's bill. !J) 
!J)

, 
(TI 

I-' 
I\J 

U1 
I-' 

;:0 
oSupport :3" 

' , 

I 

Support _ 1 

-.. 

-
Graham Welfare Formu!a Proposal Prefer approach 'inDo not support 

-I oAdministration I s bill. 

Support- : 

" 

Do not support. 

-

.. 


,Amenilment langua8~ is too 
broad~instead Adminilrtration 

;:0
supportS direct change9 to rn rn
immigrant eJigjbility,restrictioas t:I 

that limit increases in sta1e Me.- '1J
local costs. 

I-' --_.­

CSJ 

I-' " 
page 9 U1 
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COMMENTS"SPONSOR# SUBJECT ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION 

Similarto Administration policy. 
,tale and local public benefits 10 

Graham Strike Section 411, which denies Support 

-
ineligible aliens. " 

Similar to Administration policy. 
states shall have in effect an 
eligibility veritication s}'stem 
within 24 months of the bill' 5 

. enactment. 

Graham Strike Section 432. whichrequiri:s Support 

,"Mosele}"-Braun Believe Ihese statutes are already 
discrimination provision. 
Welfare #I 1 : Civil Rights -- Anti­ SU?port 

applicable. Consult with Justice. 
" . 

Moseley-Braun Sounds like an optional voucher, Welfare #2: Proloctions -- States Support. " 
must assess the needs of children but language is unclear. . ­
whose families reach thetime 

limit and ensure a minimal safety 

net tor them by providing non,. 

cash aid. 


Moseley-Braun PTefer approach in 
Temporarily waive time limits and 
Welfare #3: Time limits-­ Do not support 

. Administration's bill on time 
block grants based on national and . limits and uncapped Contingency 
local triggers or i.ncreases in child Fund. 
poverty rates. 

Moseley-Braun Welfare 114: Slate-option ~- States Support concept. but have concern:; with . Prefer approac:l in . 
would be permitted 10 waive tiine Administration's bilL 
limits in area ofhigh 
unemployment - defmed as arel 

-. 

tecbnicalllSpects of this amendment. 

in which the un~mployment rat~s 


eKceed the nalional average arid
. 
the state average by 2 percentage" 
points.. 

_._ .. _.......... _._ .. _.... __ .. _.. _._-- -­

L.t 

C 

Z 
I 

IJl 
I .... 
~ 
(JI 

.... 
I\l 

Ul .... 

;u " 
o 
3 

-l o 

;u 
m m o 

-u 
.... .... 
"­.... 
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.# SPONSOR COMMENTSSUBJECT ADMImSTRATION'S POSITI9N <-t 

Rockefeller Reduce 20% cut in Tide XX from Support 
.15% in (he first year and 20% in 
subsequent years to )0% a year. 

~ 
I 


IIJ 

U1 

I 
.... 

UJ 
UJ 

Rockefeller Clarifies that federal funds from 
.. the child welfare block grant may 

not be used to pay for foster care 
, ' maintenance payments. ' 

Rockefeller Provide against displacement of 
, , 

existing workers by individualsin ' 
work adivating under'the new 

'tempor.:.ry assistance for needy 
familie5 block @rant. 

Rockefeller Provide against displ~cemellt of 
existing worker,) by individuals in 
,work activating under the new 
temporary assistance for needy 
families block grant. 

Rockefeller . Continue incentives for state to 
. invest in automated child welfare ­

- Exteid the enhanced match of 
75% for Statewide Automated 
Child Welfare Jnfonnalion Syslem 

'. (SACWIS) for FY 1997. 

Rockefeller 

. ' 

. 

-

" 
June 1J.1996 (I I. 160m) 

Continue basic proteclions for· 
abused and neglected cnildren -­
Restore all of current law 
protections that are in the state 
plan for Title IV-E. 

.(1) 

Support .... .. IIJ 

U1 
IIJ 

11 
;;0 
oSupport 3: 

.. 

, 
Support ; Same as EnglishlKleclka in Ways 

and Means. Prefer similar 
amendment ab()ve. 

Support 
' . 

-l o 

Support 

;u 
-~-- .. -..... ­~ '---- m' 

m o 

1) 

.... 
IIJ 
"­....page 11 U1 
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## . SPONSOR SUBJECT 

Rockefeller Continue inves~ments in child 
abuse 31:d neglect prevention .-
Eosure that states continues to .. 
invest alleast 50% ofthe child 
protection block grant funding in 
programs desig.r.edlo prevent 
child abuse and neglect alld taSter 
care placement 'by serving fam ilies 
at risk. 

Rockefeller Require states to maintain their 
share of fllnding for abused and 
neglected children -- Increase 
stale's maintenance of t.ffort 
requirement for funding of chile 
\veffare programs to 100% of 
fiscal years 1999 throuBh·2002. 

Rockefeller Strike Child Protection Block 

~ 
Grant ..:. strike Title VII, subtitle 

- A. 

~ 

ADMlNISTRAnON'S PosmON COMMENTS 

Support 

, 

Support 

Slipport 

-
.. 

'-i 

~ 
t 

!\.l 
V1 
t 

I-' 
ill 
ill 
Ul 

I-' 
!\.l 

V1 
!\.l 

-n 
;0 
o 
3: 

.-t 
o 

;0 
m 
m 
1:::1 

I-' 
W 
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# SPONSOR ADMINISTRATION'S posmONSUBJECT 
- " - WELFARE-RELATED MEDICAID AMENDMENTS 

Chafee 

Chafee 

; 

Chafee 

Chafee 

D'Amaro 

Moynihan 

JunfllS. 1996 (l/:I6mn) 

Medicaid #6: Require state to use 
unifonn federal income and 
resource stan.dards in mt:king 
Medica id eligibility 
detemlinations. 

Medicaid #7: Maintain current law 
transitional Medicaid for those 
leaving welfare for work. One 
year of transitional Medicaid for 
individuals with incomes below 
185% 0:' poverty. 

Medicaid # 11; Assure tbat current 
eligibles do not lose Medicaid" 
when they stop receiving AFDC 
cash benefits. 

Welfare #7: Clarifies that current 
law reUined ola.king children 
eligible for IV -E foster care ana 
adoption assisl&nce automatically 
eligible for Medicaid. 

#1: As in current law, require 
states to continue transitional 
Medicaid for one year tor lhos~ 
leavin@ welfare for work. 

As in current law, require states to 
contin~e transitional Medicaid for 
one year for those leaving welfare 
for work. 

Support 

SU?port 

Support ? 

Support 

Support 

S'.lpport 

CQMMENTS ~ c 
Z 
I 

I\J 
Ul 
I 

I--" 
UJ 
UJ 
(]I 

I--" 
I\J 

Ul 
I\J 

."
;u 
o 
3: 

Particularly if this means benefits 

are provided tc those under 


. current law. 

Necessary if Medicaid Title is I 
deleted. 

I 

-l 
o 

-

;u 
m 
m 
t:1 

---_.. _.... ­

1) 

I--" 
A 
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# SPONSOR SUBJECT ADMINISTRATION'S POSITION COMMENTS 

Breaux Welfare and Medicaid 1115: Assure 
that welfare refonn would not 
increase the number of uninsured 
by ensuring that pe<.lple who 
currently qualify for Medicaid 
based on eligibility for AFDC 

Support 

! 
; 

, , would continue to have Medicaid 
coverage -- usil:g Senate-passed , 
bill language. 

Breaux • <­ Welfare and Medicaid ~ 16: Assure 
that welfare refonn would no' 
increase the number of uninsured 
by ensuriogJhal people who 

.current~y 'qualify for Medicaid 
based on eligibility for AFDe 
would continue to have Medicaid 
coverage -- using redra:ted 

. Senate-passed bill language. 

SLpport 

-

Breaux Medicaid #22: All individuals 
currently eligible for coverag~ by 
Medicaid will not lose :heir 
coverage (while still eligible). 

Support 

RocJ<efelJer Medicaid #2: Transitional 
Coverage for Working Welfare 
Families ­ Require a continuation 
for basic health coverage for 
welfare recipients who leave 
welfare for work for one year. 

Support 

. 

-­

'--lc: z 
r0 
til 

I-' 
ill 
ill 
0'1 

I-' 
I\J 

til 
lfJ 

;;0 " 
o 
3: 

-l o 

;;0 
m 
m 
t1 

lJ 
I-'

•• til 
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", ',,~::"
:', " .,. 

" 

PRIORITY AD,MTNISTkATION AMENDMENTS 

" 	 ' 

Adjustors to, the Biotk" GralltlCouullgency Funds 

• ' Adjust the AFDC Block orant Dascd on the ~uUlber ofCllilclrell 'Receiving FO,od ' 
Stamps (or in poverty), "', ... ' . "' :, . ' , 

,. Adjust the AFDC .Block Grant B~cd .orithe Number of Children Receiving Food 
, Stamps and Change in State Maximum Benefit and Caseload.' , ' 

e 	 Establj,h a Contingeney Fund to the Welfare Block Grant for States that have: , 

Exhau'ted Federal· Funds and Have; Spent Much of the,ir Own ~nds. " 

'. " . . ". ,.' 	 " \ 

':~afntena~ce of Effort .' . 

. +,' .', Rcquire ~ Sta~e Maintenance' of E.ffon,.' ',' t ,'.' 'E' '.. ', 
" , " .' . . • ' , . , _~\\.~t.tc\4 w_k{M!>E 

Work/Child Care Resow'ces' 

.' 

: Establish 0. Separate :Block Grant for 10DS~nd Child Care ,witblncrc'ased Fundiug.lu 

, Meet Participation Requirements.' .' . " , 


Create lI. Separate ,Child Caro Block:,Grant with Increased' PUDding'for Welfar..;: and 

Working Families. ,,', '" ' . 	 ' , 

e' , Modify Five-Year Time .LitnitS. r.'" "1':>".. rQ..r~~~.s, ' 
Modify . Minimum Child', ProtectipDS 

Prevent States' from Withholding AsSistance.due' to 'Lack of' Fund~ .
".• Ensure tbaL Assisum.ce· is Accessible to All State'· Resldc~nts . 

Protect Civil Ri&11tsof Applicants ~or Aid. ' 


... " I 

II 
",. :. 

. ", 	
~. '" 

http:Assisum.ce
http:Fundiug.lu
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.. . 	 . 
Sammll"1 ofNadoDal Go1wDorI' .....atiGa P.toPc-J tar ItiatJ0ptI-. Caafta..,.,. J'aIId. 

, '(U II IIiIeadrneDtto Seaafe PiIa:Dce weltavldll)' . . . . 

"I'he.tate opCloD Nfl.... faDcI ••e.c.a, ,_.,.liliiii.war etaedllll • __ otdltfantral ..... 
aeedII that CIDJIOt 1Ir~ be adcrn.e4CIUwIb' fec1era1ra, .,14_"" . . 
• 	 A a18fe aptlon carta......" f1.IDd meiidI:iN 1IIefedetIl..... ~ b:r eaaw:iDs IlRnls·1Upl., ii' 

MADd ruponsjl;zllilY for imaaIeaia weIfue aIIOload& due 10 popatadon.pwtb., ICCCIIIkm or DamraJ 
diU8lCn auch II*' MIdWest fJcodI. 

• '11Ie Fa:aaneo CommiIr.oo bUl'. reda-.l .>,_laID tcmd.adI d1iI parbllflllhl, by lOrciag'.... to assume aU 

of'dlecosl8 of ine::reaa ill cuiJaad& due U'J fa=n It3tcs CIIIIOUOmroJ.. Most iIataS wIllllOC be able to cab 


. OIltlow du:dq • recasion becwI the)' cauotbe sure _ ~"lliil1d:rQp IDd tog ~ recowr ia 

timo ibr dGu ID fa9'l1 ibe.... 1biI Is whll..IIIS JIIppeDed II tile ~pIoymcntoompea.tira I)'SCan ,

where states bave ~1- uowllllDglD take aclWl1lap affidem1 JOIDI.titbcr for arancling UI benefks 


.orfor IIlIIDdDS the 101veacy ofDe UlINSt tImdt. 
• 	 'IbaF!Dmce Conurti:aIe biU...iDcJude i:ry tUadiDa 1djll&Ullll'Blta CMIr Cime tor popaladoa arowdL It 

mandat,s tough.'WOrk requ.ia.aals but prtMdeI DO DeW 11uKfiqfer wel1are-fo.work poparns orchlJd CIl'L 
'As a..utd2e CcmatuIkmlB'UdaIl Office esd.mIrII tIlat ~ ,bit ItItaI wtll be abMao MIUew the bW.9 

• 

wcri: padicipatloalll& . 	 . . . 
• A ara'optio.a ~ fa4addrcacs aU of'm.1Huaattbe ame dmo by pmJdiIafa=tI!d ba, 

fJelible ID1tO\Dlt of ~11nlllddDa 6sndI thtK OISI be UIeCl for Gq oftl:ic: pmp;IIC& til tt. Phaar:c , 
,Ciii5i5lMti we1E_ 1.lcc:k pt,....(o tuppXt wack propIZIII. to eapaichiId CII'B tor lie woddDg poor 10 
the, CIA avoid nI.6n, It ID II1IIC Jac:nuecI cull....01 Deedt dac topopzlatiOD smwti.. receaaion eft' 

diaas1r&., . 	 . 
• 	 Creadq .amti...." fuad w01dd aot incnu: tbecleficlt 'bat wauJd 1DC4etd)'1IICluc8..S261tUJlon iD 

It'¥iDp _ CBO esdmarea fcrtbeFiaaaco COmmittee bIlL ACoad.D,pacy t\mdotS2A bUUoIl emil' Jive 
yean. forcumple, would IICb::etluHe sa...by ..thIa 1"_ . . 

. 'The ltlte optloa COIlbaaq t'aclkaarerau"cnftId • II to ..,..11111111for1 F I aD ......aIlow 

--1111 up600Dt lmeit.wtlDtl whUe aeounliDlSlates to 1mwItbID tllIeII' black putaD.ocallcmi. 


• 	 Pedcn1lP""N'ing for fie coa6apncy faada wauld &e efi'ecti'ftl1ylilllb4 ib)- oaninI Ill' __each state 
couI4 Ibw dowD each year. 'Tba capt would he,_IS. perceDtIp ofeeclt 1&1de'. ~lockput. , 

• 	 AcanriII&=cY fuDd &bat'cost S2A bilIiOi mrh,as. forcamplc, WI_d. allow statel rile ~ of . 
cIaimiI2I fedaal matdrins fuads up.• tJx:.lollowiaapau;eoClpof1l=k'1oet putalJcraDems: ow, ill Fr 96; 
3. in l't 91, 3., in FY 91. ,,. iaPy 99, ad 'II ill pym. auCDn .,pm.is·mil.".·tpinuUISI 
~.l 	 "', . 

• 	 Padcra1 apeoding far Uat c:ontjDpac:y,fUlIda waJId alao lie limitId by tao ,...~ t.ria:a=- A.., 
could. oaly excad taae elpalt'it tipaiea_ a serIous ecoaamlc dowDti:a aid Ita unefnpt~ rate , 
iDcreasa b)' 2 percearap pod ID a ClUIl'fItowrbUlll!n'lp1oynleat..for" .....petiocl iA either of cbo 
previous "" YCIIJ.. While a.-fa ecoDGlQ,Y W8I In lIOhIlon. itwould be eligible to dn.w dowe lEI " 
wappecllmOartt 01 tecknl fw:Ick II Ibe Medicatd'lIIfCb rate. ('lbe cast cJtdUi fa in the S2.4 blDion CRO 
estimara above.) . , 

• 	 S...would have auang incellCiVea .Dot to ue the lflii option coadapac.'Y fu:D4 bacause. a=cS5.tO it would 
becoDdiUGftI.I.OD ilia~~r-effort am1state __ A _ inuit maiiltai.D tho ..me lel'Ol vf.. 

. Sl*dirla in the 0 88'11"" tor 1M ptOparDI iDolaclcd ia tho block 1l'IIl'" cb&t 8t&18 apent in fiscal 1994 ill 
ordu to haYe access ID GODtiJlgeftCY funds at me Mcdic:aiu match rate. . . 

• 	 A state opcian C01lWlsency func! docs DOt cost sigDiftcamly ~ daan altmnative solutions (hit have been 
proposed for &d4ra~ the Jlme ilSUCS Itparabsly _ could repla 1hoa1t altemlU'Ies. Par example, makiag 
me bin's fedcZ'llraJny day lOaD faadaanmt fund \\toul4~stS1.7 bUIioa IIHi adding the Hause bill's 
supplemental grants for populati6ft ~wth wO\Jld cxrst $400 millicm. a total 01 t1.1 biUion. 
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Private Sector Job Placement Bonus Amendment' / Real Work 

Packwood Bill 

The Packwood bill increases the progrnm participation rates. 
in the JOBS program and modifies the program t.oprovide sta.t.es 
greater flexibility in meeting JOBS requirements. St.ates are 
required to have the followiIlg·percentagea of their entire ~ 

caselQ~ participating in at least 20 hours per week of ,JOBS 
activities: . 

1996 25% 

1997 30% 

1998 34% 

1999 40% 

2000 45% 

2001+ 50% 


JOBS activities that count toward the requirement are: 

education; 

job skills trainingi 

job readiness; 

::lob development and placementi 

group and individual job search (counts for first 4. months) i 


on -. t:he- j ob training; 

work 8upplemep,tation programs; 

community work experience programs. 


Purpose of the Amendment 

The Pa.ckwood bill fails to hold otates a.ccountable or rewG:l:ro 
states for moving people off of welfare and i.n.to the. work Loree. 
States get credit for work preparation "activities'l and 
participation in programs. but not successfully placing p~ople in 
private jobs. This amenament modifies the work requirements to 
count l:'@a.l worle and creat.es a bonus for states who successful 1y 
place recipients in private sector jobs. 

Outline of the amendment: 

1) Modify the purpose of the block grant 

.[Section 401 (2)) reads: '''provide job preparation and 
opportunities for such families; "modify it to read nassist such· 
families with seeking, securing and retaining jobs and achieving 
self-suffidiency.", 

2) Modify Work Participaeion Rate Rules to Count R8al Work 

8tates can count. wo;z;·Jc..~n; whu hif,ve left welfare for full time 
employment during the first 6 months of their: employment 
following receipt of welfare. (need minimum stay on welfare 
to adjust.?) 

http:creat.es
http:sta.t.es
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3) Establish IIjob plaoemfimt'and r8tention bonus,: Ii 

The Packwood bill requires the Secretary to rank the top 
three and bottom three states with respect to their success ' 
in moving recipients into long-term pr;v~rp. Ap.ctor jobs. It 
i::illso requires the Secretary to report to the Committee on 
the ff7.asibility of using "outcome measu;r:'es" of privat.e 
sector job placement in ll~u u( participation rates (Dec. 
409, pp. 450-451). (The 1988 Family Support Act also 
required such a report by 1993 and the'Administration has 
never submitted it). This amendment reqUires immediate . 
development of an outcome measure for private eect.:Ol:: job '. 
placement and provides a job. 

Beginning in 1998, a specified proportion of, the grant (1%) 
increased ove:t' eime, augmer+ted by sanction funds?} of $16. a 
billion appropriated annually will be di9trihuted to states 
based on their relative ~uccess in placing recipi~ntB in 
private sector jobs. The Secretary shall develop a formula 
that allocates the funds to states based on: 

(1) 	 the percentage .of individuals receiving assistance who 
retain private sector jobs for 3, 6, 9 or 12 months, 
W1v1"yyLe&ter wait to: 

(a) 	 those who remain employed for longer periods of 
time. 

(b) 	 thoge who were at greater risk of long-term 
welfare depp.nop.naY (use JOBS target groups?) 

(2) the unemployment conditions of the state. 

The Secretary may require states to submit data necessary to 
apply the formula. 

The secretary shall publish the formula by December, 1996. 



PRIORITY ADMINISTRAT,ION AMENDMENTS 

Adjustors to the Block Grant/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 Bpent Much of their Own Funds. 

Maintenance of Effort 

• 	 Require a State Maintenance of Effort. 

Work/Child Care 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 Increased Funding' for Welfare and 
Working Families. 

• 	 Modify Five-Year Time Limits . 

Modify Minimum Child Protectipns 
'. . 

• 	 Preyent 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. 

;. 

" ·'I.:~~t;i!~4'~} 
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Amendment to Adjust the AFDC Block Grant Based on the 

Number of Children Receiving Food Stamps 


Description of the Amendment: 
This amendment would adjust the yearly state allocations ofthe 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 unifonn national standards. 
For every percentage change in the number ofchildren 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 recei.ving food stanlps declines or remains cO'1stant. 

The number of children receiving food s'tamps 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 ~hose in the Current Population Survey, have enonnously high sampling 
error and would result in block grant adjustments that are not tl1lly 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 1 OOpercerit 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 statistically 
reliable sample. 

Option 	 . 
An additional option to this ame~dment 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 expenditures, 

Talking Points: 

• 	 AFDC expenditures under current law are expected to rise by nearly.I 6 percent b$tween 
FY 1996 and FY 2000. The AFDC block grant contained in the Senate Finance mark; 
however, would freeze funding for five yeanrwithno adjustment to flssist states as their 

I • 	 . .• __._. .' . 
needs rise. 	 . 

• 	 A flat block grant Simply docs not respond to changing state needs. There arc 
tremendous variations in child po~erty, unempioy'm'ent, and p'opulation among states, and 

, a tixed block grant wi II lIot help tl;ose states witll',di~'itiatically increa,sing need. . .;~ " ;. , 



.', 

• 	 A hypothetical simulation shows that if an AFDC block grant with no adjustment or 

additional funding was !;-'lplemented 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 $11 

millioI} (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). 


• 	 Since the goal of the AFDCblock grant is to reduce poverty, additional funding should 
be directed. to those states where chi Id poverty is rising. This is accomplished by 

. adjusting a state's block grant with respect to the number ofchildren receiving food 
stamps. 

• 	 It is possible that this ~endment will have no budgetary impact. If states are able to 
adequately meet the needs of the poor within their st~te, then the number of chi ldren 
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 child poverty. Current yearly samples of child 
poverty, such as those contained in the Census Bureau's Current Population Survey 
(CPS), have enonnously high sampling error, 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 less than 
100 percent of the poverty line are eligible to receive food stamp benefits. Additionally, 
t~e statt: s~pling error rates of the . ., ..___ ._ 

QC Full-File Sample are significantly smaller than the those in the CPS. 

Rationale 
. 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 iIi Wyoming. This alone clearly demonstrates the need to have an AfDC 
.block grant that can respond differentially to changes in need across states. 

·.·.·· ..·..Ayearlyadjustment that accounts for the number of· children rece,iving food stamps in 
each state woufd 'alI:ow a state's AFDC block grant to grow in proportiol1 to, the number of poor 
children. This would help states to continue to provide vital support tcrtheir low income 

" '. 	 . 

children. 

.1 
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Table 6. 

FLAT BLOCK. GRANTS DO NOT RESPOND 

JurisdiCiion 

Alabama 
Alaska 
ArIzona 
Arkansas 
California 

Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dis!. of Col. 
Florida 

Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 

Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 

Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 

Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 

New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New york,,·· .... ···· 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 

Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 

South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 

Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Vir9inia . 
WisconSin " 
Wyoming, 

Ma'ximum value 
Minimum value 
Median value' ,. 

TOlal StaltlS 
PC/C(t(( cr~~c,.~·, 

(J j,. 

TO CHANGING STATE NEEDS OVER TIME 
Selecld I"dicaiors oJ Changing Ned 

2·..... 2-..... SoY·&< 
1.ye.t Change In Change In Chang. In' 

ChangelC1 MOC Chlldte .. Child 
AFOC e ..... ndlwt •• R_alvlng PopYlaUon 

C...load (million don...) Food Sc..mpa ("ndat1l1) 
1"3-94 1992·94 1"1·\ill 1040.114 (1) 

-2.4% 9.2,% 9.7% -2.5% 
5.2% 17.2% 57.2% 16.4% 
2.8% 11.1% 23.6% 16;0% 

-2.1% -2.4% 12.7% -1.5% 
5.8% 5.6% 30.4% 12.5% 

-2.2% ·3.6% 11.6% 12.3% 
3.3% 5.9% 20.0% 3.8% 
0.6% 4.7% '39.6% 25.9% 
9.4% 24.6% 19.6% -29.2% 

-2.7% 17.8% 47.5% 13.6% 

0.1% 3.2% 19.5% 5.3% 
11.3% 27.1% 20.7% 5.6% 
9.3% 18.6% 25.6% 11.5% 
3.9% 5.7% 7.1% 3.5% 
1.1% 5.6% 27.8% 0.9% 

7.9% 5.7% 8.4% 3.0% 
-0.3% 13.1% 12.5% 4.7% 
·3.6% -6.0% 0.7% 0.4% 
-3.4% -7.1% 1.4% -3.0% 
-3.9% -8.5% 11.1% 0.3% 

-0.1% 4.6% 24.0% 8.8% 
-2.3% -2.3% 10.9% 6.5% 
-2,5% -3.1% 2.8% 3.3% 
-1.8% -0.4% 21.8% 9.9% 
-5.5% -11.9% 9.6% -1.7% 

2.5% 6,8% 17.9% 5.6% 
1.4% 10.2% 18.0% 9.7% 

-4.8% ·7.0% 20.6% 4,2% 
8.0% 21.9% 65.6% 35.7% 
4.1% 19.2% 43.8% 4.7% 

-2.8% 2.3% 9.7% 5.3% 
7.5% 39.8% 45.9% 9.7% 
5.1% 0.3% --8:8%-" . 3.7% 
0.4% 7.4% 31.7% 6.9% 

-9.5% -5.0% 5.3%' -3.9% 

-3.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.3% 
-3.1% -3.8% 18.3% 3.2% 
-1.1% 6.2% 21.9% 12.3% 
2.3% 3.0% 11.2% 2.0% 
2.1% 14.5% ' 18.0% 3.9% 

-2.6% -2.9% 24.8% ·0.3% 
-3.9% -0.3% 9.5% 6.1% 
2.7% 5.7% 27.1% 3.3% 
1.8% 16.1% ' 24.2% 7.0% 

-3.5% 3.2% 14.8% 6.5% 

-1.3% ·1.7% 27.0% 3.5% 
1.6% 11.9% 33.5%, 8.2% 
1.6% 3.7% 13.6% . 15,8% 

·,..6% '4.9% 
~- ,.,~ 76.5% ·7.3% 

-3.5% -4.7% 1.;.0%: 7.3% 
·11.8% ·1'9,1% 13.6-y.;... 0.7% 

11,3% 39.8% 76.5%.' .. 35 7~~ 
·1 i .8% ·19,1% 0,7% ·29.2% 

·0,1% 47%' 18,3% ' 4.7% 

66,425 SI.000 2.243.910 3,939,000 
l . .("')ti, .(~.;. 6. ,,.~ 

_..... _..... ~. ~. _. ............ __ .... .-......... ~ .....­
eccu(l·f)91r, 

3-...a. 

'Chang. In 

Chlldt... l .. 


Poverty 
1~1iI3 (t) 

-9.5% 

·21.5% 

34.4% 


5.6% 

39.6% 


-35.2% 

37.5% 

51.2% 

73.3% 

23.9% 


·21.0% 

-33.3% 


1.3% 

-3.8% 


-18.9% 


-6.2% 

42.5% 

28.1% 


6.6% 

-5.9% 


-9.1% 

-8.4% 

15.6% 


-17.7% 

-3.3% 


18.3% 

·26.7% 

24.1% 

20.0% 

66.7% 


26.0% 

-20.3% 

23.6% 

6.9% 


-21.8% 


17.2% 

52.2% . 

74.0% 

14.0% 

94.1% 


40.3% 

·12.0% 


4.6% 

20.1% 

43.6% 


-1'9.5% 
·10.5% 
44'.30/0 .-- ­

9'.1% 

49'.3% 

13.4% 


I 

94,1% 

·35.2% 

13.4% 
 • 4" 

1.953.753 
'53"__ 

' • .~L_. _.. -- ......-.. ' '! ~:-"~ • 
~ ~ 



Hypothetical Impact In FY 1994, Ifan 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 


(MilliolU or Dollars' 
SlI'lC HypoU,ct1CA1 . Iiypod,ctoc:al tV 1!N4 DlllcretlCC UtllcrCDCC YUCCDlI'CC 

Block Graol BlockG...DI Act..al Willa No Willi ChDCe 
Allocacio.., FY,. Allocalio.., FY,. EI!>C.... IC....,. AdJIU'..o' Food SCaIllP No AdJulllllefte 

Wid, No Adjustlllcal Wilb f.5. AdJultDiHI AdjUltllleot 

ALABAMA SS" sn S81 .($17) (S4) ·33.3% ·5.~·A. 

ALASKA S30 SSO S62 .·50.6';' -11.1"1. 

AJUZONA S72 SI27 S208 

(UI) (SII) 

(S136) (S8I) -65.4'11•. .)9.D"I. 

AIlKANSAS SCS SS9 SSI ($6) sa ·11.8'11, i5.9%. 

CALIFORNIA S2.267 SJ.716 S3.481 (SI.213) S235 ·34.9% 6.rA. 

(SCO) (SI7)COLORADO S72 S'I5 SI12 ·35.8'10 -15.r;. 

CONNEcnCUT SI24 S22'1 S224 ,.(SIOO) S5 12•· 
DEI..AWARF. SI6 S29 SH (SS) S6 

(SH) (S9)DISTRICT Of COL S5J S78 S87 ·38.8% ·10..2";;' 

fLORIDA S222 S519 S529 (S307) (SID) ·58.0'1. .2.1)",. 

GEORGIA SI99 S320 S307 (S 108) Sil ·3S.0'1. 


GUAM S3 S3 SIO 
 (S7) (S7) ·72.3% 

B..AWAlI S48 SS) S87 -45.)%(S"O) (S34) 

(SII) (SS)IDAfiO Sl7 S23 S28 

., 3.5'1. 

INDIANA SI20 S216 SI96 

(S70) S58(lUNOIS S448 S576 BIB 

(He) SI9 ·38.5'/, 9.9% 

SI04 sin SII9 (S 15) sf 

S60 SS8 S95 (S35) (S7) ·)6.5'1. .7.S~~ 

(S4S) (S20)KENTUCKY SII4 SI3'1 SI59 ·28.3'1. ·12.7% 

LOUISIAN... S137 SIS! SI3? 112·.~SO SI5 

MAINE S58 S93 no (SI2,. ­ -$23 ·17< 7'1. 31.9'1. 

(S6O) S7MARYLAND SI48 $115 S208 ·28.9"1. 

MASSACHUSETTS S336 . iA63 iA28 (S92) SJ5 ·21.5'1. &..2'11, 

S54" . -" S140 7.5'1. 19.4'11.MICHIGAN S77& S864 S724 

MiNNESOTA S206 S27J S2S1 (SC5) S22 ·17.9% &.6';' 

~.7% 19.4'1.MlSSlSSIl'Pl S7S $&6 S72 S3 SI4 

MISSOURI SIl7 S207 S200 (S63) S7 ·31.3'1. 

MONTANA 129 »8 S40 (Sl1) (S2) ·27.2'1, ·S.S% 

NEBRASKA S38 SSt S~6 (S8) SS ·17.1% 10.5'1, 

NEVADA Sil S3S sn (S20) , S2 7.2';' 

NEW IlAMl'SBIR.E. SI3 S39 S36 (S23) 9.1'1. 

NEWJERSEV SliD $387 S367 (S56) S21 ·1 ~.4'1o S.6% 

NEWMEXlCO SC7 $77 SI19 (S72) (S42) ·60.7'1. ·3S.0"/, 

NEW VORK SI.29S SI.6JJ n.168 (SS73) ($53S) -40.3'1. ·24.7'1. 

NORTH CAROLINA. SI63 S287 S267 (SI03) S20 7.6"1. 



... ··.':~('P~l~:::fj;,;~~;*' 
. .

" 

Hypothetical Impact In FY 1994, Ifan 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 


I,Millio... of Dollars) 
Scate UypolbcflClI 

Block Graol 
Allocation, FY94 

With No Ad'u.e ..... al 

lfypoCbcf.CIII 

alock Grane 
AIIoeaC;on. FY94 

Wid. f.s. Adjll.tmeol 

I'lf 19?4 
Act••• 

Elpeadlc.n:s 

Ulllen:acc 
Witb No 

Adjl........... 

UlllcrHC.. 

Wilb 
food Scamp 
Adju.tmeal 

refCC.."C" 
ChuC" 

No Adj,ut..."nt 

l'~ 

~ 
witbAdj~t 

NORm DAKOTA SI6 SI9 S22 (~) (S3) -28.8% 

, 
I , 

·14,6% 

OHIO 5524 5613 S666 (5142) (S53) ·2I.W. .7.9"~ 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

PENNSYLVANlA 

594 

SI02 

S490 

5129 

SI44 

s.6Ol 

SIl6 

SIS) 

S565 

(S42) 

(SSI) 

(S76) 

(SI) 

(S9) 

$35 

·)1.0% 

.)).4% 

-1l.4% 

I, 
! 

-5.7"/. 

-5.7% 

6.3% 

PUERTOJUCO 557 S56 ~2 (S5) (S6) ·7.3% , ·9.5% 

RHODE ISI..AND 551 S79 S83 (S)2) (S4) ·38.7"/. , ..c.r/. 
SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

sao 
SI7 

sr05 

SI22 

no 
SI58 

S92 

S20 

SI66 

(S12) 

(S4) 

(S61) 

S:;O 

(SO) 

(S9) 

.12,8% 

,.17.6·/~ 

·36.9·/" 

I 
, 

32.7% 

.:{).4'h 

-5.2"~ 

TEXAS ~n6 SJ66 S417 (SI91) (S52) -45.7% I -12.4% 

tn'AB S53 S69 S66 (SI4) S3 ·20.9';' . .cJ% 

VERMONT S)O SSO 542 (SI2) . S9 ·28.4';' 20.4% 

YlRGlN ISLANDS 

YlRGINIA 

" 'SHlNGTON 

S2 

SI08 

sns 

S2 

SI92 

SJ46 

53 

SI47 

S378 

(S I) 

(S40) . 

lS140) 

(5 I) . 

S45 

(Sl2) 

·36.8% 

·26,9"~ 

·)7,0~~ 

, 
, 
I 
I 

I 

-36.7% 

30.4% 

.8.6"1. 

:T Vl'RG INlA us SI54 SI02 
.. 

(SI7) 152, ·,1,.5'/, SU'/~ 

.dSCONSIN S)16 SJI2 S291 525 $21 &.5% 7,3~. 

NYOMlNC SIJ SI5 $19 (S6) (S4) ·30.3% I , 
I 

·20,O"h 

'at.ioaal Tocals, SIO,M>I SI4,867 $14.974 (S.c,sU) (S107) -lO.I'/. .0.7'/. 

. Hypotcc:tic:al Block OmIt Amount equals the amounl of fedel1l.1 dollus each stale received in FY 1988 for !he following AFDC related prognms: AFDC benefits &nd administnltion.. 
:AMIS. Emergency Assistancc. lllId JOBS.· . I 

. Although JOBS' i.nd OIi1d Care prognms arc: included in the Senalt: fin.l1lCC's AFbc block'gnnt:'!hesc~'pn;tirams did not exist in FYU. To avoid ovencating !he effect of a bloct 
,ranI. Ihcreforc, these ptognmsarc: also ommitted from !his a.n.alysis. ' 

Oata fOf calculations "'U provided by the Off,cc of financial Mmagemenl. Administnllion for OIildrcn and f antilies and is cum:nt as of M~y 22. I99S. 

t~ ; .' . • .« 
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Amendment to Adjust the AFDC Block Grant Based on the Number of 
Children Receiving Food Stamps & Change in Maximum Benefit & Caseload 

Description of Amendment: 
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 ofchildren 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 adjustment to a 
state's block grant allocation would equal the product of the change in a state's maximum AFDC I 

benefit level, the state's Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP), and the state's AFDC I 

caseload. This amount would be added to the allocation that the state received in the previous ,; 
year, along with any increase attributable to increases in the number of children receiving food 
stamps. States which lower their maximum benefit would have their allocation de,creased only if 
they did not experience a compensating increase in their AFDC caseload. 

The number of children receiving food stamps would be used as the first adjuster because 
it is the best y-early measure of child poverty within individu.al 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 representati ve 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 1 00 'percent of the poverty line are eligible for benefits. ~ 
direct measure of child poverty based dn a statistically sound sampling method would be a morel 
favorable indicator of child poverty, as all 'children'ihpoverty would be captured, not merely j 

those who apply for food stamps. No such measure exists however, and the Senate bill would i 
have to be modified to provide the Census Bureau with sufficient funding to obtain a statistically 
reliable sample. . ! 

Option 
An additional option to this amendment would be to require a state maintenance of etTo~. 

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 stru:nps 
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 

.., - .... I . , 

increases. While encouraging states to maintain their FY 1994 spending level, this provision 
would also result in a more judicious allocatiori of Federal resources, since child poverty would! 
be minimized if slates are required to Inaintain their FY 1994 level of AFDC expenditures. ' 

. , ; 

/ : 
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Talking Points: 
I 
i· 

• 	 . AFDC expenditures under current law are expected to rise by ne~ly 16 percent between' 
FY 1996 and FY 2000. The AFDC block grant contained in the Senate Finance mark, 
however, would freeze funding for five years with no adjustment to assist states as their 
needs rise. 

• 	 A flat block grant simply does not respond to changing state needs. There are I 

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 hypothetical simulation shows that if an AFDC blo<:k grant with no adjustment or 
additiomil funding was implemented in FY 1990; states would have experienced an 
average decrease in Federal AFDC related funding of approximately 30 percent in FY I 

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 FY 
1994 level of spending that is absent from the Senate FinanceCommittee bill. 

. . 	 I 

• 	 In the preceding hypothetical example, Montana would have received approximately $ I I 
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). 

• 	 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. 

• 	 It is possible that this amendment will have no budgetary impact. If states are able to 
adeq~ately 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 child poverty. Current yearly samples of child 
poverty·, such as those contained in the Census Bureau~s Current Population Survey i 
(CPS), have enormously high sampling elTor, 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 staridard: ~and only families with net income of les~ than~ ... 
100 percent of the poverty line are eligible to 'receive. food stamp benefits. Additionally~ 
the state sampling error rates of the QC Full-FileSample are sisni ficantly smaller than: . 
the those in the CPS. 



~,. " ,. ,""''': ,'-~ ." 

Rationale 
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 enonnous variation in state level 
demographic and program trends, even in the span ofonly two years. Between FY 1992 and FY 

. 1994, the change in AFOC 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 I 

each state would allow a state's AFDC block grant to grow in proportion to the number of poor i 
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. 

: 
i 

I '.', 

I. 

:.. ,. 
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'Table 8.' 

FLAT BLOCK GRANTS DO NOT RESPOND 

TO CHANGING STATE NEEDS OVER TIME 


Selectetf Indicators of Changing N<led 

1.y••r 

Chango In 

2-y.a, 
Change In 

Moe 

2.y••' 
Change In 
Chlld,on 

5-y..., 

Change In 

Child 

I 
:Joy..a'i 

cn..ngoln 
Moe e."....sltu'.. R..,ehling Populoli<>a Chlld,en! In 

Ca_I_d (million dolla,.) Fo<KISLampo (und., 1111 Po......t} 
Juri.diction li9:JoH 1i92·114 1i91·113 10111l-H (1) 1i90-1ll :(1) 

. , 
Alabama -2.4% 9.2% 9.7% -2.5% -9.5,% 
Alaska 5.2% 17.2% 57.2% 16.4% -21.5,% 
Arizona 2.6% 11.1% 23.6% 16.0% 34.4,% 
Arkansas -2.1% -2.4% 12.7% ·1.5% 5.6,% 
California 5.6% 5.6% 30.4% 12.5% 39.6% . I 
Colorado -2.2% -3.6% 11.6% 12.3% -35.2% 
Connecticut 
Delaware 

3.3% 
0.6% 

5.9% 
4.7% 

20.0% 
39.6% 

3.6% 
25.9% . 

, 3.7.5,% 
. '51.2% 

Dist. of Col. 9.4% 24.6% 19.6% -29.2% 73.3;% 
Florida '-2.7% 17.6% 47.5% .13.6% 23.9%·, 
Georgia 0.1% 3.2% 19.5% 5.3% -21.d,% 
Hawaii 11.3% 27.1% 20.7% 5.6% -33.3,% 
Idaho 9.3% 16.6% 25.6% 11.5% 1.3.% 
Illinois 3.9% 5.7% 7.1% 3.5% -3.6,% 
Indiana 

Iowa 

1.1% 

7.9% 

5.6% 

5.7% 

27.8% 

8.4% 

0.9% 

3.0% -~:::I~ 
Kansas -0.3% 13.1% 12.5% 4.7% 42.5:% 
Kentucky -3.6% -6.0% 0.7% 0.4% 26. t;% 
Louisiana -3.4% -7.1% 1.4% ·3.0% 66% 
Maine -3.9% -6.5% 11.1% 0.3% .5:~% 

I 
Maryland -0.1% 4.6% 24.0% .8.8% -9.11% 
Massachusetts ·2.3% -2.3% 10.9% 6.5% ·6.4% 
Michigan ·2.5% -3.1% 2.8% 3.3% 15.6% 
Minnesota -1.8% ' -0.4% 21.8% 9.9% -17.~% 
Mississippi -5.5% -11.9% 9.6<:-~ 1.7% -3.3% 

I 
Missouri 2.5% 6.8% 17.9% 5.6% 16.3% 
Montana 1.4% 10.2% 18.0% 9.7% -26.~% 
Nebraska -4.6% ~7.0% 20.6% 4.2% 24.1i% 
Novada 8.0% 21.9% 65.6% 35.7% 20.0% 
New Hampshire 4.1% 19.2% 43.8% 4.7% 66.i%, 
New Jersey -2.8% 2.3% 9.7% 5.3% 26.0% 
New Mexico 
New York 

7.5% 
5.1% 

39.6% 
' "0:3% 

45.9% 
8.8% 

9.7% 
3.7% 

-20.3% 
••••• '23:6%' 

North Carolina 0.4% 7.4% 31.7% 6.9% 6:9% 
North Dakota -9.5% -5.0% 5.3% :3.9% -~1.8% 

·1 
Ohio -3.0% 0.0% 0.7% 1.3% 17.2% 
Oklahoma ·3.1% -3.6% 18.3% 3.2% 52.2% 
Oregon .1.1% 6.2% 21.9% 12.3% 74.0% 
Pennsylvania 2.3% 3.0% 11.2% 2.0% 14.0% 
Rhode Island 2.1% 14.5% 18.0% 3.9% 94.1% 

I 
South Carolina -2.6% -2.9% 24.6% -0.3% .40.3% 
South Dakota -3.9% -0.3% 9.5% 6.1% -12.0% 
Tennessee 2.7% 5.7% 27.1% 3.3% 4.6% 
Texas 1.6% 16.1% 24.2% 7.0% 20.1% 
Utah -3.5% ; 3.2% ·14.8% 6.5% ' 43.~% 

Vermont 1.3% -1.7% 27.0% 3.5% 
Virginia 1.6% 11.9% 33.5% 8.2% 
Washington 1.6°}.-- ,'.'3.7% 13.6% 15~6% 

"W'hst Vir9inia -1.6% I ·4.9% 76.5% ·7.3% ' . 
WisconSin -3.5% . -4.7% 60% I 7.3% 
Wyoming ·11.8% -19.1% 13.6% 0.7% 

Maximum value 11.3% .39:8% 16.5% 35.7% 
Minimum value '11.6% 0.7% ·2.9.2% 

: '·1
Median value ·0.1% ;~11:'}~ . IB.3% '1'.7% 

TOlal Slales 66.425 2.243.910 3939.000 
PerClJrt C'I",,¥l()',~ I, .r~ '8.8<>";' 

-. '*~"""" •••.••••• ~.~~~ •••• ~~. .. ........ - .. ~ ..... ~ 
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Hypothetical [mpad In FV 1994, Ifan AFDC Block Grant Similar to the One the Seaate 

Finance Mark Had Been Implemented in FV 1990 


Witb Adjustments for Changes in Maximum Bendit &. Cbildren Receiving Food Stamps 

Millions of Dollars 
tate 

ALA BA!'.1A 

ALASKA 

ARIZONA 

4R1v\NSAS 

CALIFORNIA 

COLORADO 

CONNECTICUT 

DELAWARE 

DISTRICT OF COL 

FLORIDA 

GEORGIA 

GUAM 

IIA \VAII 

IDAHO 

ILLINOIS 

INDIANA 

IOWA 

KANSAS 

KENTUCKY 

LOUISIANA 

!'.1AINE 

MARYLAND 

!'.1ASSACHUSETTS 

MICHIGAN 

MINNESOTA 

MISSISSIPPI 

MISSOURI 

MONTANA 

NEBRASKA 

NEVADA 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

NEW JERSD' 

Actual 
Expenditures 

I crence 
With Max. 

Adjustments 

S54 

S30 

572 

$45 

S2,267 

S72 

SI24 

SI6 

S53 

S222 

SI99 

S3 

S48 

SI7 

S448 

SI20 

SI04 

S60 

SI14 

SI37 

S58 

SI48 

S336 

S778 

S206 

S75 

S137 

S29 

S38 

SI3 

SI3 

S310 

S78 

S53 

S138 

S62 

S3,859 

S98 

S235 

S31 

$87 

S552 

S337 

S3 

S61 

S24 

S574 

S222 

SI25 

$92 

$145 

SI57 

S93 

$228 

S502 

S889 

S294 

. S92 

S209 

S37 

S52 

S36 

S40 

$'433 ' 

SSI 

S62 

S208 

S51 

S3,481 

SI12 

S224 

S24 


S87 


S529 

$307 

SIO 

S87 

S28 

$518 

$196 

5119 

S95 

$159 

$137 

$70 

S208 

S428 

5724 

5251 

S72 

5200 

540 

S46 

S32 

S36 

S367 

(S27) 

(S31) 

(S 136) 

(S6) 

(SI,213) 

(S40) 

(SIOO) 

(S8) 

(S34) 

(S307) 

(S I 08) 

(S7) 

(S40) 

(SII) 

(S70) 

(S76) 

(SIS) 

(S35) 

(S45) 

SO 

(SI2) 

(S60) 

(S92) 

S54 

(S45) . 

S3 

(56)} 

(5 II) 

(S8) 

(S20) 

(523) 

(S56) 

(S3) 

(S8) 

($70). 

S10 


S379 


(SI4) 


511 

S8 

(SI) 

S23 

531 

(S7) 

(S26) 

($4) 

S55 

S26 

S7 

(S3) 

(SI4) 

521 

S23 

S20 

S74 

SI66 

$43 

520 

S9 

(S3) 

$6 

54 

54 

567 

ercentagc ereen~ 


Change Cha~ 


No Adjustment : withFS &. 8m 

Ad'ust"mcat 


·33.3% ·3.6% 

·50.6% -13.3"t. 

·65.4% ·33:,.1. 

·11.8% 20.5% 

-34.9% 10.9% 

·35.8%' ·123% 

-44.4% 4 .8"t. 

-33.4% I 32,5~. 

-38.8% -0.9"10 

-58.0% 4.3~. 

-35.0% 10.0% 

-72.3% •71.6~. 

-45.3% -30.3% 

-39.7% -14.4~. 

-13.5% 10.7% 

-38.5% 

-12.3% 

·36.5% -2.9"1. 

-28.3% -9.1% 

0'.0% '15.1% 
, , 

.. ~17..7,%. -i 33.\% 

-28.9% 9.5% 

-21.5% 17.4~. 

7.5% 22.9"/. 

-17.9% 170";' 

4.7% 27.5"1. 

·31.3% 4.3% 

·27.2% 

"7.1%. 12.1% 

-60.4% II.S% 

, 
.64.5~/; '1 12.2% 

,15.4%, IS.2% 

NEW MEXICO 

NEW YOIU": 

,,\ORTII CAROLINA 

S47 

SI.295 

$163 

s.n 
,$ Li38 

. ,$29,11 . 

SI19 

S1.168 

52h7 

(S72) 

(S873) 

(SI03) 



Hypothcticallmpac:lln FY 199~, If an AfOC mock Grant Similar to the One the Senate 

Finance Mark lIad 8e('n Impl('mcnled in FY 1990 


With Adjustments (or Chang('s in Maximum Budi.1 &. Children Receiving Food Stamps 

(Millions o( Dollars) 
Slate HypotbdlCAI 

Block Grant 
Allocation, FY94 

With No Adjustment 

Hypothellcal 
Block Granl 

1I0c:ation, fY94 wilh 
Adjustment! 

Joy 1994 
Actual 

Expenditures 

UlUerence 
With No 

Adjustment 

Ulllcrencc 
With Max. 

Adjustments 

I'crccnlag(' 
Change 

No Adjustment 

, Percent.;;" 
ChlUlf;C 

with FS& Ika 
I Adjoutmat< 

NORTH DAKOTA· 

OHIO 

OKLAHOMA 

OREGON 

PENNSYLVANIA 

SI6 

SS24 

S94 

S102 

$490 

S20 

S654 

S137 

SI55 

S619 

S22 

S666 

S136 

SI53 

S565 

(S6) 

(SI42) 

($42) 

(S51) 

(S16) 

(S2) 

(SI2) 

SO 

S2 

S54 

·28.8% 

·21.3% 

-31.0% 

-33.4% 

·13.4% 

-\O.J"I\, 

-, .8"1\, 

03% 

1.4% 

9.5"/. 

PUERTO RICO 

RHODE ISLAND 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

TENNESSEE 

S57, 

S51 

S80 

S17 

SI05 

S62 

S86 

SI25 

S21 

SI67 

S62 

S83 

$92 

'S20 

SI66 

(S5) 

(S32) 

(SI2) 

(S4) 

(S61) 

(SO) 

S2 

S33 

SI 

SI 

. ·7.3% 

·38.7% 

-12.8% 

·17.6% 

·36.9% 

-0.7"/0 

BIOI\, 

353% 

4.2% 

0.3% . 

TEXAS 

UTAH 

VERMONT 

VIRG'IN ISLANDS 

VIRGINIA 

S226 

S53 

$30 

$2 

SI08 

S380 

S75 

$5J 

S2 

SI89 

S417 

S66 

$42 

S3 

$147 

(SI91) 

(SI4) 

(SI2) 

(SI) 

(S4{) 

(U7) 

S& 

SII 

(Sl j . 

S42 

-45.7% 

·20.9°/;' 

·28.4% 

·36.8% 

·26.9% 

~8.8% 

12.6% 

27.0% 

·J.t.9% 

·28.4% 

W A5111NGTON 

WEST VIRGIN:A 

WISCONSIN 

WYOMING 

S238 

S8S 

S316 

SI3 

$359 

SI59 

S326 

SI7 

$378 

SI02 

S291 

S19 

(S 140) 

(S 17) 

sis 
(S6) 

(SI9) 

S57 

'. S3S 

(S2) 

·37.0% 

·16.5% 

8.5% 

·30.3% 

-5.0"/0 

56.3% 

12,14/0 

., 1.4% 

National Totals SIO,461 Sl5,564 SI4,974 (S4,513) S591 -30.1% 3.9% 

, 
I 

• Hypolectical Block Grant Amount equals Ihe amount of Federal· doll ars each stale received in FY 1988 for Ihe followingAFDC related programs: AFDC benefits 
administration, FAMlS. Emergency Assistance, and JOBS . 
• Although JOBS and Child Care programs are included in Ihe Senate Finance's AFDC block granl:, Ihese programs did not exist in FY88. To avoidoverstating the 

of a block gnm1, Iherefore.lhese programs are also ommitted from this analysis. I • 

• Data for calculations was provided by Ihe Office of Financial Management. Administration for Children and Families and is current as of May 22, '?95. 

"., .'.' 



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) 	 A state match equivalent to FMAP could be required. 
i 

. (b) 	 State eligibility could be contingent on states having not only exhausted their federal! 
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. 

Talking 	Points: 
i· 

• 	 The Senate Finance Committee's welfare block grant proposal freezes state funding at 
baseline levels and fails to address changing state demographics and economic . 
conditions. 

• 	 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 must. 
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 to maintain their level of 

..... - . 	 • ··1 ,. I 

effort in order to gain access to additional federal support foi-additional needs. i, 

• 	 TO ensure. that states contribute their share, a state would be required to match the 

Hi.bnies 'they draw out of the contingency fund at the:Federal Medicaid match rate. 




• 	 In an economic downturn. states need quick access to additional funding. The I, 

'contingency fund is easier to access. States would need special authority to secure a 
, 	 ,,' I 

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

" 	 - I
• 	 States/need only appropriate state funds under the contingency fund. These funds c~n 

be put to use immediately to aid poor families while their use leverages more federal 
matching dollars. . 

I 

I 

i, 
I 

,I, 
I 

" 
I 
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Amendment to Require a State Maintenance of Effort 

Description of the Amendment: 
This amendment would require states to maintain their FY 1994 level of spending for tlle 

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 bas~d 
on their FY 1994 Federal medical assistance percentage (FMAP). For example, a state with a 5'0 
percent FMAP would lose $.50 for every $.50 it falls below its·FY 1994 spending level. A state 
with a 75 percent FMAP would lose $.75 for every $.25 it falls below its FY 1994 spending . 
level. 

I 

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

Talking Points: 

'. • 	 If 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. 

• 	 Both the Federal and state governments 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 welfare support to away· front· 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 spendingi 
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 theFY 1994 level. This amendment provides a strong incenti\je 
for states to maintain their FY 1994 level of spending, as their Temporary Assisttmce i. 
block grant would be reduced if they do maintain at least a constant level of support. : 

• 
• I 

The Oongressional BudgefOffice has estimated that the Federal government W("ula~av~ 
approximately $350 million over seven years with this amendment. Savings result . 
because CBO has assumed that without, such an amendment, states representing oii.e::lhi~d . 
of the total AFDC case load would red~,ceJheir state AFDC spending under lheS~~~a:~e 1 
Finance bill. '. 	 "':' I 

. t " 



I 
I 

• 	 Federal AFDC funding to states is currently based on the level of state effort. States are I 
able to leverage additional Federal funds by increasing their own spending on AFDC. r 

Under the Senate Finance bill, a "race to the bottom" would likely occur, as states would! 
have no inc~ntive to increase or maintain. their AFDC spending in the absence of Federal/ 
matching funds. I 

• 	 I 

• 	 Giving states a fixed block grant would significantly alter the Federal-State AFDC ! 
partnership. Whereas the current Federal funding formula holds states accountable for I 
spending their ~ds in a judicious manner, the Senate bill would essentially eliminate aUI 
restrictions and measures of accountability . .This raises serious questions concerning the i 

. 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 
AFDC spending. 

Rationale: 
The bill as passed by the Senate Finance Committee 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 states increase their AFDC 
spending, they receive more Federal funds. This provides a strong incentive for s~ates to I 
maintain their level of spending on AFDC related prograrns, especially for poorer stat~s, as they' 
can leverage up to four dollars 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, t~ere would be no Federal incentive for states to 
maintain their FY 1994 level of spending, since the flow of Federal dollars would remain 
unchanged. . .---.. .., -_.--. ­

CBO estimates that ~tates representing approximately one-third of the current AFDC 
caseload wO,uld reduce their spending relative to FY1994 levels as a result of not including a I 

I 

state maintenance of effort provision. This would represent a dramatic reduction state AFDC I 
spending, which would cause significant increases in the Food Stamps program. CBO estimateS, 
that requiring a state maintenance of effort would save approximately $350 million in food stamp 

, " I 
costs over seven years. , 

-' 
I 
I 
I 

'! 	 I 
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AMENDMENT TO ESTABLISH A SEPARATE BLOCK GRANT 

FOR JOBS AND CHILD CARE 


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 

I 
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. : 
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 in: 
JOBS, and. (2) FY 1994 expenditures for Transitional Child Care and the At-Risk program.·:· 
No state match would be required· to draw down federal funds. i 

A separate block grant for AFDC benefits would be established. The amount of the AFDC: 
block grant would beset at a flat amount for five years, equal to FY 1994 federal spending! 
on AFDC benefits, AFDC administrative 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 would· 
enable 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 recipie'nt: was needed in the home to car~ . 
for a child with a disability or other family member with a disability; had a disability; or ha~ 
a child under the age of one year. States would also have the authority to exempt an' I 

adcptional 10 percent of their caseload from the particip~ti9n requirements. Individuals who: 
were exempted would not be included in the cal~ulation of the participation rate (unless theyj 
participated in JOBS in spite of the exemption). . .' I 

.' . 	 i 
Option: 	 States could use the block grant funds to guarantee child care for one year fo~ 

families transitioning off welfare to work. 

• 	 Without a separate block grant for JOBS and child care, states would have to choose: 
between cutting benefits dramaticaJ!Y or not meeting the JOBS participation rates. I.- ­
Under the Senate Finance Mark, states_Would have to spend from the block grant to i 
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 families and' . i 
children. 

I 



I 
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I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

Over the five year period, states would be required to spend an additional i 

$22.8 billion on JOBS services and child care but would receive $12.7 billiort 

less in funding from the Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant in the i 

Senate Finance Mark according to HHS estimates. In FY2QOO, states would I 


. be required to spend 75 percent of their block grant on JOBS and child ,care to 

meet the participation requirements. " . I 


• 	 Without a separate block grant for JOBS and child care, many states would be betteri 
off to take the penalty for not meeting the participation requirements (a 5 percent , 
reduction in their block grant allocation) rather than operate a JOBS program. CBol 
estimates that only six states would meet the participation requirements in tlie senatei 
Mark in FY 2000, and that 44 states would be penalized. A policy that encourages I 

states to take penalties rather than to provide assistance, that will move recipients intcl 
work does hot represent a real comniitment to welfare reform. 

• 	 By establishing a separate block grant for JOBS arid child care, funding for benefits 
wou.l~ no~ compe~e directly with fu~ding ~or JOBS .. States cou~d meet the . ' I 
pal11clpatlon'reqUlrements 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. i 

• 	 Individuals sometimes cannot p'articipate in JOBS for legitimate reasons. ,For 
example, individual that are seriously ill or disabled 'or are caring for a disabled or 
very young child it is unlikely they would be able to fulfill the JOBS participation 
requirements. It is widely recognized that allowing exemptions for recipients facing 
these circumstances is a sound policy for example, the Brown/Dole bill had an 

, exemption policy. 	 It allows states to focus their resources 011 those who are most 
likely to benefit from the program and results in more workable and realistic 
participation requirements. 

There is considerable variation across states in the. proportion of the caseload that is 
legitimately unable to work.. Without an exemption policy for these individuals, so~e 

,states would have a more difficult time meetirig the participation rates. Some statesl 
could meet participation rates more easily simply because they serve a less disadvan~ 
taged caseload. An exemption policy establi~hes a'more level "playing field "acros~ 
states. 

• 	 In add ition to being good policy; the JOBS program would be even' more costly if 
exemptions were not allowed. 

• : ... i ... · ".'''': 

, ;:. 
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AMENDMENT TO CREATE A SEPARATE CHILD CARE BLOCK GRANT 

FOR WELFARE AND WORKING FAMILIES 


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 Tnins'itional 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 mairitain 
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 recipientswhq 
are required to participate in JOBS; and ! 

(2) 	 each state's FY1994 expenditures for the Transitional Child Care and At-Risk 
programs. 

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

i 
OPTION: 	 Increase the caps and require states to guarantee one year of Transitional Child 

Care for people who are leaving 'welfare for work.'· I 

Talking Points: 
·1 

I 
• 	 . Child care is critical for families who are' wo~~ing whil~ receiving welfare, 

transitioning off of welfare to work, and working to remain off of welfare. If 
insufficient, funds are available for child care services, it will be impossible for these 
families to succeed in the work force. 

• 	 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 clarify 
that this guarantee applies to families in any year that they are participating. and it. 

, assures that school-age, children will 	not be left home alone or in unsafe envIron­
ments. 

• 	 .The amendment would ensure sufficient funds to pi'ovide child care (0 JOBS 
panicipams. 



~. , ' ... 

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 iI 

alone but would receive $12.7 billion less in funding from the Temporary , 
Family Assistance Block Grant.. In FY2000, states would be required to speNd 
25 percent of their block grant on child care to meet the participation requirel 
ments. 

Without additional child care funds, states will be required to take already : 
limited child care resources from low income working families (and put them 

I 

at risk of having to go on to the welfare rolls) in order to move other families 
from welfare to work. 

• 	 The amendment will protect the child care services now availabl~ for low income 
working families. If 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. I 

_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), it will be j 

difficult for states to provide these services within the constraints of the Temporary i 
Assistance Block Grant. Under current law, child care is guaranteed through an uncapped: 
entitlement which can grow according to the demand for care. ,. 

States 	WQuid have more money to spend on AFDC child care and th,.ey would be able to I 

maintain some level of commitment to the working poor who are not on welfare and those: 
who -are transitioning from welfare to work. States could also be required to provide a ye<lr 
of Transition~l_ .~hild Care for people leaving welfare for work, which would maintain the I 
current guarantee for families.' - , .. _...-	 . 

. l· • .... 
',: , .. ' l" t~ .. ·."J-.;,' :.;.;. :.-:;,~~,.tz:'~£:ti"" t:.. '. 
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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) 	 Program participants who live in an area with high unemployment, as detennined by I 
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 in 
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 Unemployment (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 redefine' 
"areas" once a year, coinciding with the open season for ASU designation. . 

(b) 	 The participant is needed in the home to care for a child with a disability or other 
family member with a disability. as detennined by the state; 

(c) 	 The participant has a disability, as detennined by the state; or 

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

(~).$.tates may exempt an additional 10% of the case~o~~f~~~ time limits for hardship 
cases as defined by the state. 

For families that no longer qualify for cash bendits due to time limits, but would otherwise I 
have still been eligible: I 

I 

(a) 	 Provide vouchers to cover necessities that enable these families to pay rent, utilities, 
,.food or other essentials. 
I 

I 
(b) 	 Establish the value of such vouchers at least 50 percent of the cash benefits these 

families would have received, and 

(c) 	 'Give states the option of requiring these famiiies to participate in job search or other! 
work activities as defined by the state. . 



Talking Points: 

• 	 The Senate Finance Committee bill's 15 % h~rdship cases exemption to time limits iJ 
too low. The exemption threshold is not high enough to protect families in areas of! 
high unemployment when no jobs are available. i 

• 	 In areas of high unemployment, unsubsidized, private sector job slots for welfare 
recipients are scarce. Employers typically are able to hire more qualified and 
experienced workers for low- and moderate-wage jobs. It is not easy for most I 

welfare recipients faced with a time limit to compete for these job slots. Fewer new 
businesses start up, and so fewer new jobs are being created. r 

States should have the option to exempt residents of high unemployment areas WithJ 
I 

a state from time 1imits; exemptions from time limits should be automatic when 
unemployment is.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 
limits. 

• 	 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 ren~, 
utilities, food, and other basic ,necessities. Such a provision would reduce ; 
homelessness among time-expired families. i 

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 

I 

help families with basic necessities. 	 : 

• 	 Individuals caring for a baby under 12 months old •. caring for a child with a serious 
disability or who is herself disabled should nofb'e'expected to be able to go to work 
and thus should be specifically exempted from time limits. 

• 	 In addition to these people, states should be pennitted to defer from JOBS and work' a 
fixed 10 percent of the total adults in the caseload for hardship cases as defined by t~e 
state~ : 

: 

j 

I -' ,,;: :.~ . , ., 
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AMENDMENT TO PREVENT STATES FROM' 

WITHHOLDING ASSISTANCE FOR LACK OF FUNDS 


Description of Amendment: 

I 

No state may place any applicant for assistance, who is eligible for assistance under the stat~ 
plan, on a waiting list for assistance due to a shortage of funds or on the basis of the time o'f, 
year in which the applicant applies for assistance. 

A state plan must include provisiqns outlining a course of action that the state would take 
should the number of eligible applicants for assistance exceed the number that could be 
served using funds provided under this block grant, along with state funds allocated fer (he 
same purpose. 

Talking Points: 

• 	 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. I 

I 

• 	 The amount of a state's block grant is fixed each year, . unrelated to need. It is likely: 
that in years when the level of child poverty and need increases, that states will I 

exhaust the fJnds provided by the federal block grant. i 

If the fixed level of funding is insufficient, states may use more state monies to till 
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 refusiIlR to take in any more applications. 

• 	 This provision ensures that states develop in their state plan a course of action (0 

ensure that there continues to be funding for needy families. 

." ", •. ,. i 
;,.,;.,;~' I 
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AMENDMENT TO ENSURE THAT ASSISTANCE IS ACCESSIBLE 

TO ALL STATE RESIDENTS 


Description of Amendment: 

A state plan must provide that a program for aid and services to needy families with childre~ 
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. 

o 	 The bill does not ensure that every resident of a state have an opportunity to apply for 
assistance. 

• 	 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! 

I 

o 	 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 agplication. 

o 	 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 accessible to all residents within a state. I. 

I 
L 

I 
" 
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AMENDMENT TO PROTECT THE CIVIL RIGHTS OF APPLICANTS 
I 

Description of Amendment 

No state may deny assistance or otherwise discriminate (such as by providing reduced 
benefits or imposing unusual terms and conditions) on any applicant for assistance on the 
basis of race, religion, or national origin. 

Talking Points 

• This bill does 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 t~ke place and suggests that language is necessary to ensure these 
protections. .,, 

. I 
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OFFICE or SENATOR BOB GRAHAM 

LcPJative Caumel 
Bruce t.J.,/Cbris Wuula 
1u.12,1995 
·Chfldml'. Pair Shan- Formula Amcadmem 

i ,• : I 
~·IPalrSlweADae.tIan . .-' . I 

~e would like to strike tile Jangu.ase wid1 I'C8pClCt to the fommlOl. IlllOC~on in H.R. 4 .1 
,:eplace it. The new formula wouldallOc:&fe funding bwd on a rhtee-yeal" average of th~ 
bumbet r:rf c:hildreD iQ pow:ny. nil information would come from th.C Bureau of the Censu, 
in itli annual CItimalIl through ampliag data. . : 
I .' ! I 

IWith the latest data available. me s.:retary would deCemliuc the SlItc-by.SUlU: a.llocations aM 
~ub]ish the daZI in the redm11W11ttr on January 1.5 of evt:t'f year. . 

k..u SUllo Minimum AllocIIIlon· • I 

~Dr 1ft)' StIle ..... Illooalian .... leullw1 0.6$, the minimum Ill~an woUld be ..! al 
.tiht IeMer' of 0.6" of die toraJ aBOCIIion or twice the acrual Py 1994 lpoNiitun:: level. ! 

DoeatJoa lacnue CeIHDc '. !. I 

. for all eta. excepl ~.CO¥CIId by the small BIIIC mlnlmllll1 al1DC1~Dn, tho amount ~ the 
!allocadon wouJd. be _iI:IfIDd 10 kIcruse nee more than SO~ OVec' FY 1994·cxpeDdiDnei 
~ in the mat ,.. .. 10 SOS iacaIaIai !'or every &IIbIcqucm ~. ' 

~ Adjustmat to MlAimi:Ie Ad"... IIIIpBd . I 
: I 

~ savings ftorn the "aJloC&tion increue ceiling" would exceed that fDt ·small stale I 
minimum allocation-. 'J"bc %itt cfkt of dIae aajualmoD1a 'llioulll be rdaUocalCd amona me 
!l1ItaI wba l'IICIIlJiWl _ dII.Il dIdc Py 1994 .,lUIU cxpcadlll:tal. Thli I1DaJ adjusrmcDi -fouJd 
india .. -S.... impert. to .. ·kar" .... 
t '. . i 
itf YDU have aa, quadOl1.1. plt.ue CODtaCt Bruce Lesley (4-1535) or Chris Wasula (4-4125). 
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SENATE FINANCE CO}.[Mll ]EE 

MARK UP ON H.R. 4, THE PERSONAL RESPONSffiILITY ACT OF 1995 


FRIDAY, MAY 26. 1995 


NUMBER SPONSOR SUBJECT 

1 Packwood I. Modification to Chainnan's Mark 
*not in packet, to be supplied 

2 Moynihan 1. Text elf S. 828 
, 

• nO! ~ packet. 

3 Baucus 1. Hardslup Amendment. substituting 
15% for 100.4 

4 Bradley I. Unf'wllded local mandates 
2. Basic Standards 
3. Child Support-SSO pass-through 
4. Denial of services to meet 

partic:ipation requirements. 

5 Breaux 1. State Maintenance ofEffort 

6 Conrad l. Substitute Wage Act 
2. Partial substitute titles I & II ofbill . 
3. Childll~ood SSI 
4. Work ,unendment 
S. Teenage Mothers 

7 D'Amato' 1. Anti-fraud 

8 . 
" 

. 

Graham 1. Grant distribution formula 
2. Prohibition of assistance for certain 

aliens 
3. Remo'va1 of requirement that state$ 

contiDue to operate CUlTent AFDC 
proglll111. 

4.SS1 
S. Waivc:r temiination clarification 
6. Child care availability 
7. State demonstration programs 
8. Child care age limit ! 

9 Grassley. 1. JOBS program 

1 of 2 
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Moseley-Braun 1. EconOlnic Opportunity & Family 
Responsibility Act of 1995 

2. Using 'l>anking system to create jobs in 
high lUlemploymentlhigh poverty 
communities 

3. Safety net ­ amendment 1 
4. Safety net - amendment 2 
5. Child Care- capped entitlement 

11 1. Dlegitimacy 

12 Rockefeller I. HardsMp waiver 
2. Flexibility on time-limits during 
economic downtwnslhigh 
unemplo}ment 

13 Roth /N\~\~" 1. EITC 

2 of 2 
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NATIONAL 

GOVERNORS .
APWA, 
~ON 

. 

June 14. 1995 

Oear Senator: 

As til, Senaeo prepares for floor action Oft ~eDaror Packwood's welfare ~form bBl. the Famil;v S'If- . 

Sufflclellty Acr of /995, we would like to brinl to YOW' atcontion ssyeril coneems shared b)' Governors. state 


legislators and stAle wolfare direct~rs. While the FamILy Sel/-Sll/ficitflQ Act pro\'ides signiflcani new . 

flexibility to stafes, we are proposIng se.veral changes to the bill which will ef'lhanee the ability of stales ~o 


meet tho needs of their poorest citizens. ' 


Child eire Bigsk Grant 

We suppOrt the consolidation of child tare programs into a single. flexible block Ifant funded as an 
entitlement to States, A separate block iTant for child care will facilitate the creation of a seamless liYStem of 
child earl serviees to poor families and enable states to allocate funds to areas of greatest or emerging needs. 

Adequate and .separate funding for ehild care is necessary to ensure that itites will be able to ser'Jc children 
or individuals on wclfar~ who are required to work, as well as the working poor, whom without a child care 

..·subsidy. could be at risk of going on welfa~. We nippon efforts. -such as Senator Hatch's propos=d 
-amendment, to create a separace ;hild eare block grant combin\ng the Finance Commiuee c:hild care 

programs. Thb is a eritieal fir!t step toward creating a single child care blo!:k STarn u an IIntltlement to 
SlateS thaI combines all federal child care programs. 

Work aEd Child Care 

We appreciate 'he fluibililY that Senator Packwood's bill accords states to desjp,their work programli and 

;~nd c:are services. However, tne work requirermnts ~ombjncd .....ith the child care guaran~ee for children 

under age 6 creates a tremendous challenge for ~tate!i. We would like 10 work with members of thc Senme 

EO permil Iildditional flexibility (or States in circumstance! where in5uffic:ient child care funding is-! burrier to 

pa"ic:ipalion in wark aetivilles. '. .' 


Sl~lle Option Contlneency Fund 

If the Senate decide~ to establish' welfare block grants, we would recommend the establishment of a state' 
option contingency fund thal pro¥ides access to a limited amount of federal matChing funds. For many 
slallS. the flcx.!bility to transfer funds between block grants and carry forward savin,s will prove sufficierlt 
to achieve llle goals of the programs, A number of other Slates, however. will confront lhe need to make 
ad~itililnal investments in, cash assislllnce. welfare-l('l-Work. child care or cl'lild welfare programs. For 
eumple: . 
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• 	 States with bigh papuJatiQll growth will face increased need for casll benefits, child care. and 'hild 
welfare services. . " 

• 	 States experl.enl:mg eeonomic:downtums wlll find sudden jncreases in the need for temporary cash 
allli,lanCl co dUJdren. 

• 	 Sweg tral'Isformln, their existing income mainterumee pregra.ms to work-based aid programs will 
need to make up-frout investmeDts in Job CreaflOl\. job plicemeftt, job traintng, and child care. ' 

• 	 Swcs with shOnlte.s of affordablll ebild care will need to expa:nd child care aid. EO low-income 
wotkins femilies so that they can con'inLle to work and avoid entering the welfare !lys~m. 

A state option cOntin&enc), fund would facHltate successful implementation of a block anu'lt-based welflltB 
IYBlem by alloWing lIt&te. the option of a limited amggnt of additional rederil support to meet these needs. 
Federal spending 011 this cOD'Cingency fund would be limited in three ways. Pirst. states could only access: 
these supplcmenmJ funds In a given yeat if in the preVious year they had spent u much in the tJ"regatf! on 

the activities included in the block grants as they spent intisc:al 1994. (A swe could be spending less on· 
cash assistance, for exampie, but could stilJ be maintaining its fiscal 1994 Jevel of effort if state spendinc has 
inereuec1 far 4;hild care, child welfare~ or welfare-to-work services.) Second, til, amown InY $tate ~ould 
draw down ill a Jiven year would be ;apped at a small pcreentag. of its bIClCk IfIllt tllotment unloss it wa5 
experienc:ing a substArulal increue in u,nemploymtnt. Thir!:!. a state would be Nlquired to match'these 
fed;ral funds at the federal Medicaid malCh rate.· 

Such a fund ;ould'replace the bill's federal rainy day loan fund for cash aSsistance in times of m::clSion and 
the .suppLemental gftftufor populatiOns grOwth. We bclievtthe continl,ney fWld has s:averal advantaps 
over th~se narrower alternatives. It keeps the overall block grant system simple while simultaneously 
offering on. $olution to a ranie of dif'tertntstate needs. It also gj'Ve5 staUlS an inc:enlive to maintain levels of , 
effort without mandating it Finally, it maintains the fed.eral-saate partnership incoumerina cyolical cha:nges 
in the economy. . 

'We 	realiz.e that any welfare re.fonn legislation must contribute its share toward deficit reduction. The 
contingency fund is carefully ~rafte; to be a fis",JJy responsible proposal. We believe that the tost of the 
fund c.an be largely offset through Other changes in the bill and welcome the oppoltUnil), co disliHl$/j 5pecifie 
options nllvler with )'ou. We would. oppose, however, any reduction in the overlll funding l~vel for the 
block grant. 	 . 

TransreAblUtyorFunds Amonl BIOsh Grants 

"nIc nex.ibUit)' a.ccordcd by block Fane enables states to desip programs and poliCies within broad program 
mas UJa' address the partlculllT needs and priorities of their states. As sta.tes plan how to utilize these funds. 
however mey mI.,. dIscover the need to increase spend.ing in one area (such as child care) and reduce 
spellding in other 8RaI (such as .~a5h assistance). Unfol"tUnatcly the block grlllt funding allo,ations cannot 
auromatically adjust for the.se chanses in state policies. forcing states to spend federal dollars inefficiently. 
Permiuin! i,ates to transfer funds between blo;k STants enables states to make adjustments consislen£ with 
their program prioritiss and avoid wasterul spending. Without tnmsferability block grants would 
institutionalize: cxistina s,tate spending 'patterns that mlty ~ inconsistent with a state's inmnded innovation 
a.nd reform. For these rolSOns states should be p~rmit1ed 10 transfor up to 30 percent of funds between any 
bJock grants created by tbe Senate. 	 " . . 
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We would also Uke to sUlpn Beveral t=ehnlcal ehanges to me bill. The Finan~e Committee bill 
inadvertonuy applied Title I's five-YCllar limit on assistance and the work requiremenu to certain groups for 
whom sucb resuic::tions are not appropriate. These groups includ~ welfare cases where only children are 
recei-ving aiel. cases where a relative such as a grandparent is eating for the chUd, families where the pWlInt 
is totall), and permanently disabled. and working famUies who are receivIng no welfant at all but only child 
cere a5ldstaftce. We would like to work with )'01.1 to enSlJre that in the final bill these groups are eKcluded 
from workrequirements and from the five-year limit on aid. 

Finally, we uk that there be a panalty.fl"l!!e window of time for States to impl;mcnt any new cash asslstanee . 
block grant..The block gnmt would necessitale sweepin, changes jn state lesislatiOi'l and regulations. and in . 
staffing. computer systems. and adminiitritivCI procedures. Under the Family Sel/·St.{ficiency Act states .. 
could incur penalties of well over IS percent of their block grants. in one year. We are coneemed thai' 
witbOl,U an adequate implementation timcfrarne (ree of penalties, many states will btsubject to an immediate 
and substanctal loss of b10elc grant funds. ·We reconvnenci, therefore. that any penalties within Title 1 b~ 
suspended for the first year after the iS$\Iince of final regulations by HHS. 

We believe that adoption of chose recommendations would significantly improve the feasibility of a block 
grant-basad welfare system. We thank you for your consideration of our views and look forward to working 
together on welfare reform.. 

Sincerely, 

Q~~·AA.R~d C. Sctieppa.cb WiIliamPound 
E"e!:utive Director Exec::utive Director 
National Oovemors' Association Naiional ConfereneCII of Stlte Legislatures: 

a.~~h>lct 
A. Sidney JohnsVn III -- . 
Executive Direetor 
Ameri~an Public Welfare Association 

TOTRL P.04 
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'" . , POSSIBLEWE,LWm AMENDMENTS 
i' ' 

, 
1. Ma~n:tenan:ce of Effort 

:' 

a) 'require. atate.s·to. devote the same .number of state doilars 
for 'the pufpoaescovered by the blocj{grant (lS in the baae 
period (1994 L. . . " 

b) if a) los,es t the fai~-back positionis .t;hatp.c'of."~sed' by 
.the National Governors' Association. States that maintain 
their 1994 fiscal effort '.4Ouldhave accessta' additional ; 
federal dullars'•. 'Tog-et this. money (which .would be Gapped), 

· sta~es would "have to -'coni~'up with. the stat'e:match~ In 
a.ddltion, states -maintaining :their ~1994 effort cou::I.d· , 
participate .in the Rainy Day.Fund.·ln aneconomicdowntl,lrrit. 

'. if the.unemp19yillellt rate increases by 2 " in a quarter over 
tl?-e annual rate of either ot the two previous' years, . the: 
state,.wouldbeable·to accessaddi,tional f~deral funds on a 
matching basis.' 

.'. . 

I i _ • 

, \ 'Each !;tate~s,bloc:k grant would grow baoed on the rate of . 
·incraas~inpoor .children, or if data. .on poor children is 
unavailable on 'a ti!pely b~sj;s lon' the ba;sis of total '.,' '. 

· children .. These increased ,fwidawouldoIily, be available t.o 
states that maintained their HJ94 level of spe.ndi,ng . 

.' I' .. 
~, ' 

:3. ' T~n,·parent8 

,'Teen parents ,'wouid. 'be required .to live at 'home ,(or with.a 
responsible a~ult.)· and .a,t'tend· school ~ 

4. Block ,Grant for war;;' a~tivities 

There .should he a. separ~te blo'ck gra.:(lt for .:JOBS funds a~d, .' 
day.care - ,the activities that, h,~lprecipients move 
toward,independence~' . 

~-,' . 

. 5. Demon a Lrations and Evalu?tions 

The Departmep.t of Health'andHWnan,Services should.receive 
fund,ing t?'complet'e the evaluations of initiatives 

, :lau.nched under current waivers, and also,Lo fund 
studies of the new app:t-oCtchs's'states:take under'the 

j 



I' 

, 
,'block' grant.: 

", As part of ~this effort, tne Department should fundscil11et;.een 
pI:egnancy prevention,demonstrations., , 

'6.Fost~ Care & Adoption Assi~tance 
)' 

, / 

Tbis'~ubd.i;~g 5houl~ 'remain'an entitlement.' 

7.'Ava:LlabiLLty, ~fDay Care 
,\ .. 

States wo~ld not be allow8cf'to, force ,welfare recipients to' 
go to wor~:~' or tCldroP them qffthe,rdlls as a result of a' 
t~F3.1imit, unlf;~ss day care, is' available. 

I' 

a. 'Equal Treatment 

States: :would, be.cequired, to 'treat ,all eligibies equaily., ,In 
other 'words,' states would be free to decide who is eligibh3 r 

but' onc~'they have made writ decis~~n, tltey would have to, 
treat all thosesati:sfyi~g ths/criteriathe sanle., 

,\. 

, ,. , I 

'( 
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paIOnITY WELFARE R~FORM IDEAS 

1. Work incentive'block'g,rant. 

(The consolidation of AFDCrclatcd bonofit:D, child care, and 
training ,funds into a single block grantnleans few ,dollars ,will 
be available to enable st~tes to meet .fedE~ral work requirements. 
We h~v~ Lhe opportunity to· ma.ke '''phony'' 'Wc)rk requircmcnta. "real I' 

by setting aside funds for the incen~ives and supports necessary 
to move people into productive work.) 

A. Establish. a capped entitleme.nt to fund 'child care' I 

services for low income families' participclting in work, educat.ion 
and tri:ilulu~ activities, or making the trcmsition from wclf~rO: to 
work" 'and. for low income working families at .risk of welfare. 
Use the Title IVA At-Risk child ,Care, program Cis the legislative 
framework fox' Lb;: -i:u:::w capped entitlement, and fund it, at CDO 
baseline for the Title IVA .::fOBS Child CarE!/, Transitional Child 
Care and At-Risk Child Care PLUS $XOO million each year. 

B. '. Establish a capped entitlement to fund work and work­
related activities, (work, education, a:md 1~.c:i::i.l.ullJ,9). and child care 
.services needed/to support families participating in work 
programs and other low-:-income working fam:LJ,.ies. 

The overa+l funding level in thE~, AFD.C block grant would 
be reduced from $16.8 billion to $14.5, bi:Llion in each year., 
under the capped entitlement:, the following \ ::5u.ml:> ",111 be , 
available: 

FY 1996 $.:l.2=> billion 
" 

,'.
FY 1997 - $ billion . 
FY 1998 $==. billion 
FY 1999 $_ billion 
FY 2000, - $__ billion '/ 

, 
The blank amounts above will be estimated' early next week to 
correspond to the level 'of effortnecessa:~for states to meet 
the participation' requirements under the 1rJork program, including 
child 'care services under the Packwood Ma:rk. 

2. State Match/Maintenance ot effort . 

. , 'States who fail to maintain state funding levels equal tot994· 
spending levels ,will lose federal Iunding at a rate equivalent to 
the federal medical assistance percentage (FMAP).·" For example, 
if a state with a 50% match 'rate reduces t.he level. of state 
spending by $1, federal block grant'tunds to tbatstate WO~ld 
decrease by $1. . 

http:entitleme.nt
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3 • . ",fai1u..r:t!! LO rneet work rewirement s trj,ggers 'maintenance of' 
effort. 

If a statt!! rAlls· to meet the work participation rates' for a 
year in which it has not maintained :.ts 1994 stat~' fiscal 
effort, federal -funds will be reduced an amount equivalent 
to the Medicaid mC:l.Ll.:h .t:dLe times the llumbeJ: of dolla:t.-J5 the 
state's fiscal effort falls below itl!; 1994 level ~ . . 

4 '. 	 Ch.ild Care guaram:.ee for those.t-t!!gu,..lp;~U L.o· work-. 

A.. Add a. limitation to the cash assJ.stance block grant that 
would prohibit states' from .r:t!!y,u..i.J::lug low income parents to 
participate in work activities, or fJ~om 'terminating' their 
cash assistance u,nless.child care service,sare provided to 
them. 

!:>'. . Child prot.ect'!ve services. 

a. ~reserve(;hild ?replacement.and Admlnlstrat'lon:cost.s as 
components ,of the IV-E ,foster care alld adoption assistance 
entitlement ~ These funds provide cr:Ltical services to . 
children in placement and !acilitateadoptionor . 
reunification, whe;-e appropriate. I1: is. import;ant· that 
thes.e funds increase with caseload g~:,owth. .,. 

o b.' Require that states tneet basic sa::ety, . health, 
developmental and educational needs (,f the children' in the 
Child we·lfare system 'and maintain acc:ount.abilit.y for st.ate 
performance. 

(There should be separate child protE!ctions for the 
entitlement part (IV-E) and the block grant component.' With 
respect .to IV-E, the 'basic protections in current law (Sec. 
471) need to be retained. These should be entorced thr.0ugh 
a monitoring system, that emphasizes I:echnical assistance I 

st:ate self-as~essment and graduated penalties. With respect 
to the block grant, the focus should b~ on quality of· . 
services, training~ ,development of cc,mmunity-based . 

'prevention services, and timely respc:mses to reports of 
abuse or n~glect.) 0 . 

6. 	 Supplemental Security Income (Childrl!m). 

• . 	 Strike alI provisions included in thl! Senate Finance mark 
. ,relating to children wi th disabiliti/~s. 

• 	 Replace.with the prfnciples e~odied in the recommendations 
~et forth by Senator Moynihan, Senatc,r Conr~d, and the , 

'Commission 	on Childhood Disability~ Theserecommendations 
tighten the eligibility standardswh:Lle maintaining cash 
benefit entitlement for children, 

http:guaram:.ee
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7. 	 AFDC/ss:r interaction. 

• 	 SSI benefits to ,children shall not, be counted as income in 
determining a family':= eligibility f()r blockgr.:lnt aooio­
tance. ' 

• 	 Special time limit provisions for bl()ck grant ussist.:mce 

shall apply' to families with ,child (rEm) 'entitled to SSI 

benefits. " For. these' families" assistance under, the block 


, g:r:clnt 	 shall continue uninterl.-upted, until' two years after the 
last child's ,entitlement to ,55I ends SC) long as the family 
is otherwise eligible.' However, in no', case shall the period 
be less thal'l five years. ' 

• 	 ,Other restrictions '(either sp~cified in the bill or elected 
by, a State) on assistance under the block grant program, 
such as the prohibition against cash assistance for'families­
whose mother was under 18 and unwed, shall not apply when" 
the <.:h.ll<.l(.teh) is entitled to 55!. 

• 	 Include in the work/training requirements a provision which 
requiresSt'ates to e.x.empL. i::I. pCl.t'e.tiL. w.LL.h r.l <.:hlld (..)u 55I 'cL'(..)!lI 

such requirements if the State and the parent agree that 
this is in the best interest' of the (::hild., 

8. 	 Exemption from the time limit. 

·Progr~m participant~·wil1 be granted exemptions from the ,time 

limi t in the following limit~d circumstanc:es: 


(a) 	 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 area:s where 
the rate of unemployment is between E;. S%', and a. 5%.' States 
must exempt from the time limit persons who l~ve in areas· 
where the rate of unemployment exceeds 8.St. 

nAreas"are jurisdictions defined by the state for wh'ich the 
,!:;ureau of Labor Stac.istics .. calculates an unemployment rate. 
'An area may be a labor market area, <:!Cunty I oity I 

metropolitan area, or officially des:Lgnate~ Area of 
Substant.ial unemploymenc.(ASU}. An area may be more than 
one geographically contiguous politl<:al subdivision (e. g . I 

several rural counties).. Areas can also be Indian . 
Reservations. . States may redefine "areas" once a year, 
coinciding with .the open s~ason for J~U designation .. 

. , (b) The ,participant is' needed, in. the' homH to. care for' a child 
with a disability or other familymetrtber with a d;(sability, 
as .determined by the state; 

, . 
(c) 	 The participant has a disability', as determined by the 


,statei or 
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Cd} , 	Th~ ,tJi::t.t;U.cipant ha:s a' child under thc:~ age of 'six months. 

9. 	 Block Grant 'Adjusters' 


(See original list) 


" ' 

..,: 
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Welfare Reform Ideas 

Adjustment Mechanisms: 

1. Adjustment for poor children and partial 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 % rise in the CPt No state's block grant 
would be reduced below its base level even if 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 
esti mates.] 

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 (c) by 0.5% for each 1% increase. in the CPt [State 
block grants could decline as a r~sult of population losses or dramatic Improvements in 
economic conditions.] 

3. Benefit leve/adjustment: Do 1 or2 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 slnce 


. 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 Adjustments: One could do 1 or 2 above without the cost of living adjustments. 

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

2. Continued federal/state match: Require states to providb a state match using the current 
formula for AFDC. States are able to draw down benefits up to the maximum determined in 

. legislation. 



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. Work 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 speI1t 
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--Inany 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 in 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) if 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 adjustments: 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). 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 Cpr. 

4: Other Combinations: .Many other combinations from above are possible. 

Making Work, WOI'k 

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 .1. 

requirements and performance bonuses linked to this block, not the child assistance block. 
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, . 2. Workable work standards: Three type~ 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 received benefits for less than 2 years enrolled in at least 20 hours 

of job placement, 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. Peiformance bonus for high levels of work: A separate bonus fund would be set up with. 
additional funds starting at $200 million and rismg 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 high bonus. Or subsidized work opportunities at greater 
than 30 hours per week could qualify for a higher. bonus]. 

Child Care 

1. Child Care Guarantee: Restore the current law entitlement guarantee (in title IVA) that 
chi ld 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). 

I a. Restore guarantee. Restore Title IV A JOBS/Child Care and Transitional Child Care 
entitlements as additions to the Packwood Block Grant. 

lb. 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). 

Ic. Child Care Bonuses or Reimbursements. As part of the bonus fund described in 3 
above, include a bonus in mcreased child care when work standards are exceeded. Or 
one could create a bonus for every person who ,I'eaves welfare for work above a base 
level. 

3 



· .. ' 

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, Transitional Child Care and the At-Risk Child Care 
program -- all under the jurisdiction of the Finance Committee). One could couple these 
amendments with child care guarantees under 1. above. 

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

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

4 
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TABLE 8 

P[-eliminary Analysis 
Spending Per Poor Child, by Title 
Under H.R. 4, Fiscal Year 1996 

(Millions of Dollars) 

State Title I 

AFDC 

Block Grant 

Title II 

Child Protection 

Block Grant 

Title III 

Child Care 

Block Grant 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delaware 

Dist of Col 

Florida 

Georgia 

Guam 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

IVfinncdota 

Mississi p p i 

Missouri 

Montalla 

Nebraska 

$328 
$3,049 

$934 
$364 

$1,573 
$846 

$1,566 
$1,111 
$2,042 

$617 
$840 

NA 

$2,083 
$517 
$788 
$735 

$1,297 
$903 
$693 
$376 

$1,173 
$1,276 
$2,013 
$1.,413 
$1,253 

$302 
$756 
$939 
$758 

$83 
$433 
$218 
$199 

.' $392 
$342 
$354 
$307 
$461 
$148 
$122 

NA 

$328 
$126 
$343 
$268 
$364 
$310 
$238 
$147 
$344 
'$485 

$542 
$356 
$306 I 

! $52 
$246 

$258 
$293 

$148 
$246 
$159 
. $99 

$87 
$168 

. $159 

$289 
$117 
$102 
$187 

NA 

$150 
$135 
$112 
$154 
$179 
$192 
$143 

$92 
$106 
$228 
$248 
$92 

$186 
$85 

, 
$1.54 

$149 

$255 

I 

- ... ­ ... .. 
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TAnLE 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 III 

AFDC Child Protection Child Care 

Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant 

Nevada $661 $133 $119 

New Hampshire 
 $1,275 $451 $241 


New Jersey 
 $1,273 $189 $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 $174 

Oklahoma 
 $691 $108 $182 

Oregon 
 $1,289 $278 $234 

Pennsylvania 
 $1.290 $519 $164 

Puerto Rico 
 NA NA NA 

Rhode Island 
 $2,166 $445 $222 

South Carolina $364 $89 $103 

South Dakota $639 $213 $158 
Tenncssee $607 $119 $191 
Texas $352 $122 $121 

Utah 
 $827 $174 $254 


Vermont 
 $2.067 '$628 $277 


Virgin Islands 
 NA NA NA 

Virginia 
 $758 ' $158 $184 


Washington 
 $2,136 $216 $303 

Wcst Virginia 
 $819 $89 $119 

\Visconsin 
 $1,469 $353' $164 


Wyoming 
 $1,138 $165 $252 

i$1,071 $310 $147I,National Average J:I 
, , 

, ! . 
* Estimates are based on state allocations asdetermined by [I[[-ISIASPE 

staff, llsing obligations data for AFDC benefits and administration, JOBS, 

ane! Emergency Assistance. Estimates of child 'poverty population 

were supplied by the U.S Bureau or the CeilslIs, and lISC (ilfee year 

averaged CPS data (I <)91 - 1993) lJencillnarkcd to 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 stat~ 
spending in the following year in order to continue receiving federal funds under .the 
block grant.· 
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OfffCG of the Assistant Secretary 
for LeglSIaUon

" 

Wasl'lln"ton, O.C. 2020' 

TO: 	 MARYJOBANE 401-4678 

DAVID ELLWOOD 690-7383 

BRUCE REED 456·5557 

CAROL RASCO 456-2878 

EMILY BROMBERG, 4014678 

ANN ROSEWATER 401-4678 

'WENDELL PRIMUS 690-6562 

SUSAN BROPHY, 456-6220 

PAUL CAREY 456-2604 

JANET MURGUIA ,456-6221 


'KeN APFEL 3~5-5730 ' 

JEREMY BEN-AMI' 456-7028 ' 


, AVIS LAVELLE ' , ',690-5673 

MEUSSA SKOLFIELD' ,690-5673 

JOHN MONAHAN 69Q..5672 


FROM: 	 HHS/ASLSTAFF (Jim Hickman 690-7627) 

. DATE: 	 ' M~y 22, 1995 

PAGES: ' 	 6 (including cover) 

SUBJECT: 	 Responses to R~ests for TechniCal Assistance from Senate Staff 

o 	 Comments on Possible Welfare Amenaments; , 

o 	 Comparison of HR 4'to, Administration's Child SUpport Enforcement 
Provisions; 

" . 
o 	 Federal and State 'Spending Under Cur.rent Law--Maintenance of Effort ' 
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COMlVIENTS ON'POSSmLE WELFARE AMENDMENTS 

1. Maintenance' of Effort 

LangUage could be interpreted as rcquiri.ng states to GO.l1linue 94 Oellefil fuucling h:vcls 
for benefits only, This could be problematic if caseloads decrease (for whatever 
reason). states. would be forced to give benefit increa.~es to those remaining on the 
ca.seload. " . 

Alternatives include: . 
(1) requiring states to maintain contributions at the 1994 level of benefit funding, but 
permit using any not needed for benefits (due to. for example, caseload reductions) . 
for work activities;. . . 
(2) allowing states to transfer any benefit monies not needed for benefits to othet 
block grants. such as day care for the working poor; 
(3) requir.ing states to participate in funding benefits ;!t the 1994 match rate, so that if 
federal funding decreases. so can state funding. 

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 th.e 
Rainy Day fund in addition to the relative level. 

2. . Block Grant Growth 

As a, point of information, we are currently looking 2:t possible proxies for·tbe fate of. 
increasc in poor children, c.g., increase in children l":ceiving food stamps. 

4. . Block Grant for Work Activities 

Other support services may be needed to help recipieIltsmove towilrd. independence. 
For example, some recipients require transportation assistance to obtain or keep a job; 
this can be provided under current law. . . 

,5. -Demonstr;ations and Evaluations' 

see commeJ)ts below 

http:rcquiri.ng
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, 7 . Availability of Day Care, 

11 Availabilityu, of day care needs to be better defin¢.. Affordability and access n~ 
to be considered. - - ' 

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 ~ith teenage children? While ir would he 
reasonable to have different expectations for differently situated families, this 
approach might prevent that. . 

Research·of the State Redesi~n of AFDC. AFDC Work ProJ1ams,and Child Support 
Enforcement under Block Grants ' . 

. We agree with the overall approach. but we .believe that the funding for Puture 
,Studies (B.) may be too high. One-quarter of dne percent of the funds provided for 
block grants that replace AFDC would be a more realistic amount to fund those' 
studies. 

We ~vould recommend that the funding mechanism bt: structured in such Il wily that it 
is. authorized as an entitlement (like SIPP money). rather than subject 'to appropria­
tion. (It .should also complement, not compete with. the SPD.) , 

While we agree with the formula method for determining funding levels~ we think 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 a position to provide a service to states in giving them information 

;about what works and what doesn't, so we shouldn't be in the position of competing 
with them for funds" ' 

. We believe the Federal studies CR. 3.) should also address implementation issues as . 
well as effects. ' . 

~,. . 
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COMPARISON OF U.R. 4 To ADMINISTRATION~S 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT PROVISIONS 


... 	 H.R. 4 eliminates the SSO child support pass-through for AFDC families 

, .. H.R. 4 eliminates all state flexibility in detennining how child support income should 
'be treated under the cash assistance block grant' , ' 

.. 	 H .R. 4 deDi~s assistance to children without paternity est3.bli~hI:d even when ,the 

~other has, fully met all cooperation requirements' 


.. H.R. 4 <ioes .not increase the guaranteed level of federal financing for child support. 

Without a:.i:J. increase in federal flIJaIlCial participation (FFP) (from 66 percent to 75 


. percent) many states will not have enough ~ources tc;> improve performance 


II- H.R. ,4 does not require the UFISAbe adop~ ,verbatim, thus reducing the 

effectivep.ess of interstate child sup~rt enforcement 


, . 	 .' , 

H'~R:, 4 does not create a National Commission on'Child Support Guidelines -- a 
principal recommendation of the U.S. Commission (tn Interstate Child SuppOrt 
Enforceqtent ' . 

... 	 II.R.. o4 qoes nat provide for chiJdsuppOlt assurance deJllonstratiollS 

.. ' 	 H.,R. 4 40es not provide, for denial of passportS to noncustodial parents, with 
substanti;il arrears ' ' ' 

... 	 H.R. '4' makes no provision for payment of late charges o.nd interest on child support 
arrears 

• 	 H.R. 4 requires a state-based 'rather than a national-based W4 reporting system. 
Such a system would be more expensive and less efficient. Employers would not face 
stringent penalties for failure to report. 
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a:::. II Federal Siale 

AFDC 
" Benefifs £12,512 S10,301 

Admin $),680 $1,635 
EnfergcnC}' Asslo $782. $782 
JOBS $845 $519 
Child Carel) $1',000 $725 

0 t .. .... , I •• " ... '" n,,,,r- ,\, Of.1I1) ,,. U;O 1:1 JlI .),"UoL 

li?Y 1994 Ilumbers !Ire tlCiLl81 expendilures 

FederaJ Imd State Spending- :Under Currenl LRw, FY 1996 - FY 2000 

Fed~ral State/2 Federal .SCale fed~ral State Federal - Slate . Federal Stale 

$12,928 -SIO,979 $13,475 $11,186· Si 14,024 SII.642 $14,565' $12,091. . SI5,I15 $12,548 
$1,770 $1,743 £1,835. $1,523 $1,899 $1.576 . $1,964 Sl,630 52,027 S1,683 

$974 . $833· $1,042 $865 $1,008- S837 $1,051 $872 SI,I18 S928 
$1,O~O $554 $1,000 $830 $I,COO $830 $1,000. $830 - £1,000- $830 

- $1,2.54 $773 .$1,318 SI,094 $1,377 $1,143 - $1';429 .S',186 $1,483 Sl,23 I 

Co, ., n", 1ft., .. &1P'il ". t n ,...:,,, tttr AnI\, . "".1\ "('\0 "'''':,'''''0 " ... " ·I\(VI Cf\ ,£ L' I n ""'n ;"A') ~ 11'1 " ... noPl',7LU .p' .... ,OOI " lU.U/V "'~"":7:7 _ . .pI 7.JUU ...,.u,u.r..u, .:i'~~ •.vv;, \P'V,VIU ..p~\I.I"'.1 "",.,.e;.u 

.ORAfl 


21 All estimates of fl!ture slltie spending are based on slale spending in FY 1994, which are based on Ihe FY lSo94 matching rates 
,)1 Child Cn~e includes Transilional ch ild care, A [-Risk child care, & JOBSIlV A child .care. 
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~ 

FY.t994 F\' t~)" Slatl: Shnre Five'Vear Five VellrDRAFT , 
~'tdcrat Stall! 11$ )'en:cnt 0 r . Federa! St~tc 
Shardl Slmrl! TOld Spcndi1l): Sbare 'Share: 

A!.AnAMA ~iol'l $~"; " !)IH!. .MI~ $~O~ 

ALASKA $66 $65 49.62% S381 S376 
AIUZQNA $230 ' SD2 36.46% $1,322 $758 
ARKANSAS ' SGI S26 30.07% 5351 $15] 

, (:AUF9RNr" $3,668 ~3.lil9 49.73% $21,081 ~20.Sj4 

COLORA 1)0 $132 $113 46.01% $159· $Q48 
CONNtCTICUT ,$248 $245 49.72% SI,422 $J,406 
DELAWAlU: $30 $29 4'9.19% $17.~ $16R 

DISTIUCT OF COL S96 595 49.55% 5354 $544 
FLOIU:QA S581 $492, 45,8711o " $3,340 $2,829 
GEORGIA 5366 $243 39.S7% S2,IOS 51,396 
GU.L\M 110 $4 28.0Z·~ , s,s9' . $23 

HAWAII $97 594 49.23% SSS9 $542 
IDAHQ $34 $18 34.39%'.' $193 $101 
ILLlN0IS $585 $574 49.52% ' 53.363 53,300 

,INDIANA S229 $151 39.78% " SI,317 $870 
roWA S'134 $8Z 38.04% ' 'S710 ,5473 
KANSAS Sill $83 42.59% $639. $474 
KENnICKY S189 :'eI7 .31.44%. $1,087 $495 
LOUISIANA $169 $67 28~:>5-Y0 , $974 Sl~5 
MAINE S7S $49 .38.61%. 5450 5283 
MARYLAND 5246 52j;' 49.07% SI.414 $1.363 
MASSACHUSETrS S489 $480 49.54% ' $1.810 52j759 
MICHlGAN 5786 $622 44.19% 54,516 S3,576 
MINN~SO'rA . $286 $240 45.60% SI.644 SI,37g 
lIrl!SSISSJl'l'I SS6 $2S 24.09'''' ·$492 S161 
MIssduRI $233 Sl(iO' 40.73% 11,336 '$918 
MONTANA S4S 52! 31.63'Yo 5261 SI2t 
NEBRASKA $60 S37 38.45% $343 $2]4 
NEVADA $36 534 48.74% $207 $197 
NEW IlAMrSIURE $44 S42 49.32% S2S0 5243 
NF.W.JERSEY ; 

5414 5402" 49.3t% $2,371' , $2.312 
NF;W MEXICO $12.9 S.U 28.66~11a $143 S2.99 
NEW YORK $2,333 $2,299 49,64% 513,405 $1.3,212 
NORTJl CAROLIl'iA $348 5202' 36,76'10 • "SI,m $1,)62 
NOltTH DAKOTA $26 512 32.43% $14S S71 
omo $184 SS22 39.96% ' 54,505 .$2,998 
OKLAt{OMA $166 SSI 32.92% ' $954 s468 

'ORECON SI87 5t26 40.26% SI,072 ' $723 
rENNSVLVANIA $654 $545 45.4(;% SJ,1S(i $3,131 

rVER'ro RICO $75 $29 28.,1% $432 $169 

RHODE ISLAND ' 594 $81 46.20% . $541 $464 


$48 . SOUTH CAROLINA $106 31.20''' 5606 5275 
SOUTH DAKOTA $24 $12 .•. 33.69% 5136 . 569, 
TENNE.SSEE S211 .SIIO 34.33% $1,212 S633 
TEXAS S517 $JIS 38.q7'Vo $2,.970 SI.826 
liT.... II $84 $)4 28.11% $484 SI'9~ 

VER.i\;fONl' $49 $34 41.16% ·S281 $196 
YIl~GiN ISLANDS S3 $1 29,27% $20 $& 

VIl~GIJSIA SI77 $172 , 49.37% 51.015 $989 
WASJUNGl"ON $435 S36i 45.79% $2:590 S~.112 
WEST VIRGINIA SI!7 $42 26.2Z';{' . 5672 5239 
WISCQNSIN . ,$331 $21$ 40.49% 51.903 SI,295 
\:v YO IV.! IN<; $23 '$ [-1 n.2fW:. 

,,~f 

$133 S7? i 

NATlONWmE TOTALS 	 SI6.~l9 $1:;.9(>1. 4S.36''{, $96.656 589.238 

516,819 $~.656 ' 


l'cl'Cc:ntll\:C <lr 54.64% IlSJr,·x,; 54.64% . 45.36"/.. 
TotMI Spc:nllinl.l 

If Includes Ule fullowing programs: ArDe bcncli!!<. administr<llicn, PAMIS, emergency A.~sist:lncc. 
JOOS, JOBS child care. At-Risk cnild <;are. &. 'rrall~ili("'lll child wrc. 
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.,-..: ,'. TABLE 8u 

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

(Millions of Dollars) 
State 

. 

Title I 
AFDC 

Block Grant 

Title II 
Child Protection 

Block Grant 

Title III . 
Child Care 

Block Grant 

Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Dist of Col 
Florida 
Georgia 
Guam 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massach usetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 

$328 
$3,049 

$934 
$364 

$1,573 
$846 

$1,566 
$1,111 
$2,042 

$617 
$840 

NA 
$2,083 

$517 
$788 
$735 

$1,297 
$903 
$693 
$376 

$1,173 
$1,276 
$2,013 
$1,413 
$1,253 

$302 
$756 
$939 
$758 

I 

$83 
$433 
$218 
$199 

- $392 
$342 
$354 
$307 
$461 
$148 
$122 

NA 
$328 
$126 
$343 
$268 
$364 
$310 
$238 
$147 
$344 

"$485 

$542 
$356 
$306 

I $52 
$246 
$258 
$293 

$148 
$246 
$159 
$99 
$87 

$168 
$159 
$289 
$117 
$102 
$187 

NA 
$150 
$135 
$112 
$154 
$179 
$192 
$143 
$92 

$106 
$228 
$248 

$92 
$186 

- _. $85 
$154 
$149 
$255 
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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 II Title III 

AFDC Child Protection Child Care 

Block Grant Block Grant Block Grant 
. 

Nevada $661 $133 $119 

New Hampshire $1,275 $451 $241 

New Jersey $1,273 $189 $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 $174 

Oklahoma $691 $108 $182 

Oregon $1,289 $278 $234 

Pennsylvania $1,290 $519 $164 

Puerto Rico NA NA NA 

Rhode Island $2,166 $445 $222 

South Carolina $364 $89 $103 

South Dakota $639 $213 $158 

Tennessee $607 $119 .$191 

Texas $352 $122 $121 

Utah $827 $174 $254 

Vermont $2,067 $628 $277 

Virgin Islands NA NA NA 

Virginia $758 $158 $184 
Washington $2,136 $216 $303 

West Virginia $819 $89 $119 

Wisconsin $1,469 $353' $164 

Wyoming $1,138 $165 $252 

National Average $1,071 $310 $147 

* Estimates are based on state allocations as determined by IIIHS/ 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) benchmark'ed to the 1990 Census. 



POSSIBLE SENATE AMENDMENTS 

Cash Assistance 

t 1. separate block grant for child care. (1'Io~v~ 

J2. separate block grant for JOBS- 3~Jblock grant growth ~~~W 
b) ~l.. laud,., ,.., 1G'c"- Co~tntSn­- 4. need-based block grant~~~) 

.­ 5. maintenance of effort C~) 
6. incentive to maintain effort: NGA ~ 

• 

7. child care. guarantee f"r those required to work t;,o~ ,. 
... 	 \'~~) 

8. exceptions from time limit: high unemploy. areas , .	~~''r;4~~ disabled 


t) ~"bJ",J~ -ifnI. · 
~ '1 ' ' . s~-uz;;;.d~, . ') ~ .~ .~, 

9. 	 teen),arents reSidenCy~reql.rement ~~-~ ­
{Grr.rll4l. 6Y fly, . ,? - - J_. 

~r. 
pregnancy
, 

preventl.on
. 	 TI~ 

L . teA t'""10. 	
'1 

........ . 

. 	 ., -\,~ • ~II'J~ ., 

13. anti-displacement ..... "'~. AM .0 f~' 

M-G 

1'1-'> ' 

. 11. 

12. 

http:preventl.on


- 14. equal treatment-ivt'la/l .. /3~*05S~ ­
~l aM. . cUl~O - 15 'l~)ed local mandates ~ J M ~.~ 

16. evaluation? . C~ ~CIItA-oO.1-. ~ 
17..re& ~\6t.tD.v. -~ivYJ -J.A! Jo. /NlI'lJ:.). 
Ip. ~.NfHAtJ.-~·~ 

health/sa ety s~s 

1. substitute Moynihan/Conrad children provisions 

2. SSIbenefits not counted as income in determining 
eligibility for cash assistance· block grant. 

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

5. exempt parent of SSI child from work requirement 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. 

8. retain.Medicaid for legal aliens. 


