
~. 

. . 

2·year period immediately ~receding the fiscal year, has submitted· 
:.10 the Secretary,aplan that the Secrp.tary ha~found includes the 

following: '. I, . 
'(I) OUTLINE OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM· 

'(A) GENERAL PR9VlSIbNS- A written document that o~tlincs 
, how the State intends to do the following:. . ' 

'{i) Conduct a progra"" desig.ned to serve all . 
political ~ubdivisio~ in the State (not necessarily in 
a unifonnJ'!l31U1er)~ ~t provides assistance to needy 
families with (or expecting) ch.ildren and provides 
parents with job preparation, work,·and support 

.seM~es to enable tbk-:m to 1PAVe the program and become 
I, ' , f> 

self-sufficient I ' 
'(ii) Require apar~t or caretaker reCeiving 

~sistance under the;,p~ogram to engage in work (as 
defined by the State) once the State determines the 
pSltint or caretaker i~ ready to engage i" work, or once 
the parent or caretaker has received assistance under " , 
the program for 24 fuonths (whether or not consecutive), 
whichever is earlierl ' 
'(ill) Ensure that p~enrs and caretakers receivfng 

ossistanee undet' th~ program: engage in work ::tctlvities 
in accordance with section 407.

. . I • . 

'(iv) Take such reasonable steps as the State deems 
necessary to restrict the use and disclo~ure of 
infomultion about ihdividuals and families receiving 

.assistance under the program attributable to nlnd.1\ 
provided b the Fie Government I 

'(B)-SPECIAL PROfISIONS.. 
•(i) The documen~ shall indi~te whether the State 

intends to treat farD;ilies moving. into the State from 
another State differ:ently than other families under. the 
program, and ifso,:how the State intends to treat such 
fWniiies under the program. . 
"(ii) The document shall indiCate,whether the State 

intends to provide bsistanceunder the " ' . 
.program to individuals who are,notcitizens o£the Unitt".d State!;. 
and ifso, shall include an bveiview ofsuch assistance . 

The document shall set forth objective 

r the deliVery ofbenefits and the


DI " 

..'. 
critCrla: 
detenniBau ofeligibility and for fair and equitable 


e t! 1c.. 
 .treatment. inci .:g an explanation. ofh~w the SfJ.\tP. 

. will provide oppo: ·ties for recipients who have been 
adverSely,affectedltoHbe ard in a State ' . ' " " ' 

',-,,' administrative or ~ppeal pro , 
! 

.. I 

! 
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q~l~./ 
(A) L::t==-. 

. ,
-'-.../ ! 

. Determine ,the ;eligibilityof, and amount of assistance 
for, n~edy familiea on the basis of objective cr~teria, 
so that:.' fam:i.l~es arE! treated fairly and:., equitably. 

I '. 
Provide an opportunicyfor a fair hearing before the 
appropriate stiate agency to any individual whose . 
request for assistance ~s n9t ac~ed on with reasonable 
promptness or las to whOm 'assistance is denied~ reduced,' 
or terminated,: or whn is otherwise adversely affected 

'. under the program. 

I. 



r~~ un -:> " y~~ 

List o:fadditional items for wI-lien the state can be assessed a penalty. These are additions to the 

. . I .' . 

list in section 409. (In all ofthe~ instances, it is understood that ~ penalty is limited to 5 
percent and varie~ HCCOnliug to tlie amount ofno~mplianee - section numbers refer to the 

House bill.). . r !. 

1. Compli~ce with Section 407, Mandatory Work Requirements .J in particular, Engaged in 
Work [Sec. 407(c)]~ Penalties Ag~nst Individuals [Sec.407(e)]. and Nondisplacement {Sec. 
407(f)]. . i ' . 

I., , . 
2. ~mpliance with Section 408, rrohibiti~ns; Requirements -- in p,articular; Noncooperation in 
Child.support [Sec. 408(a)(3)] atNo AsS1Stan,ce for More than S 'Years [Sec. 408(a)(8)]. . 

I 

3. Compliance with Section 411. :Data CollcCttion and Reporting. 
. _I ' 

, I I 

4. Compliance with state plan requirements (as defined by the state) with respect to: 
. i· I 
A. Pro~ision ofassistane~ to needy families as defined in thb state plan. 
B. Equitable treatment. I. . I 
\' I 

5,. C..ompiiance with·transferabi1i~provisions. 

6. COmpliance with CQntiilgency ~ provisions. , I 

. ,i·
Note: Add U as detennined by the,Secrewy~' at the end ofSection 4;lS(a)(2). 

, '. I 

'I 
I ' , 

, ' 
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.::.V\...lt\L .:>.t:.......U 11I't'Y AV1'-9 19J1(b) 

widow's or widower's insul"anc.e benefits under section 202(e) 
or mof this Act). . . 

(3) FosrER CARE AND AOOl"flON AESlSl'ANCE.-Sect.ions 472(11) 
and 473lb) of this Act (relating to medical assistance for children 
in foster care and for adopted children). 

(4} REr'UGEE ASSISTANCE.-$ection 412(eX5) of the Immigration 
and Nationali ty Actm (relating to medical assist.ance for certain 
refu~ees). . . . 

(5),,';4 MISCEUANEOUS.-(A) Section 230 of Public Law 93-66 
(relating to deeming eligible for medical assistance certain 
essential persons).. 

(ll) Section 231 of Public Law 93-66 (relating to deeming 
?lig~ble. for medical assistance certain PEtrsons in medical 
InHtltutloO a ).• . '" ,

.:"' .(9 Section 23~ of Pll~lic Law 93~ (rel!lt.ing t.o d~oming
ellgtble for medIcal assIstance certaan bland and disabled 
medically indigent persons). 

(0) ~ctiQn 13(c) of Public Law 93·233 (relating to deeming 
eligible for medical assistance certain individuals receiving 

__ ma:ndatory.,state.supplementar.y~paymentB),--
(E) Section 503 of Public Law 94-566 (relating to deeming

eligi~l~ for medical assist-ance eert:ain, individuals who would 
be (~hg1?lt;l fo~ supplemental ~cunty .lncome. benefits but for 
cost-of-hvlIlg mereases an S<lClal security benefits). 

(F) Section 3l(){bXl) of Public Law 96-272 (relating to 
continuing medicaid eligi~mt.y fo~ cert.ain reeipients of De­
partment of Veterans AfTrurs pensIOns). 

ADDITIONAL STATE PUN RE(~IREMEN1S.-Fof other provisions 
\II tJlat establish additional requirements for State .plans 00 be 
oved under this title, see the following: 

(0 Section 1618 Of. thig Act (relating to requirement for 
)p-eration of certain St.ate supplementation programs). 

(2) Section 212(n)of.public Law 93-66m (relating to requlrlllg· 
mandatory minimum. State supplementation of SSI benefits 
Jfogram).
~'---.-".--".'.' 

-"-V"\"'1I;-1':L-:-ll;"1~4::-- .' . . _ 
e Vol. 11. rL S~.I'.1.. 93-2.:lJ, P.L. !M~"'66. and P.L. %-212. 
.. Vol II. 1'.1, 93·(;6, ~212la). 

r;:A'f~ 

.~~ 
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PU" , he ur oscs of consolida.ting 
SEC. 2001: [42 U .S.C. 1~97) Fo~ t se~iC!s into a single grant, 

Federal. aSS1:itance t? ~!.atA::s for. socl:ciai service grant.::!, and~ncour-
incl"easll\g St.at.e fleXlbIllty 10 USirg bie under the conditions an that 
f\g1ng each State, as .far a~ pruc .lea . oals of­
.. lat.c, t .: ~ ..~ d.lr~c.te? at t~~~mic self-support to prevent, 

achlevl~g.or mam 810
1
•
ng ~c . 

reduce, or el.llmnate d<:p~n.de:ncy" If-sufficiency including reduc· 
(2) achievwg. or m:un !'lldmg, ~e , 

v: t.ion or preventlon of depen .elley, leet abuse or e'KplOit.ation of 
~ (3) preventing or reme1Klll~ n:~ote~t then: own interests, or 
t, children and a(lt:l~s ~na e .0 ·t'n famiHe"" 

. \' preserving. r<:hablhtat~llg.or r~ulll ~o~riate in~~titutiona1 care by 
~ (4). p.re\'entmg or rn .uc~~g, 13

app e h~me-hased care, or ot.her 
proVldmg for como:ulllty ase car ,. 
formsoHess·intcns,vecare;and. ----_.. --- . ­

._.__"_"__' . . .. _I b lh~ ocr-tee of Policy. I'laJ\nIilj':. lUId 
'1"11' XX o[ t\~. Sorial ~cuntJ Act IS ndm..".U'r~ Y I fll lLIl and Huwa.n Scr\',c<'3 . 

I..r. .II.~· Office ;'I'~I ~m~" J)£:v,·loplnenl &,vic,"l, D<:Pt~~~en L.:h' ~~N XX ,ha)!l~r 1, 1'itte 42 
'f;~I~ ::tX"apl'cari> in IIw United Stllt(:~ nJd~ 3 " ~§I~'YI~";'i:~:~ei..titlg 10 Ti1.te XX are (.untaUlcd

HPo. hlioll~ "f the s.!{·r~t"ry 01 He"S,!; anol um.Ul. . 
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~ V~l. II. P.l~. 19-;l96. ~17(1'). "Ill re5p'?c.,.. . 
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·1302 . SOCIAL SECVRITY ACf- 2002(a) 

(5) securing referral Or adl11ission for inst.iluhonal care when 
other forms of care are not appropriate, or providing services to 
individuals in institutions, 

there are authorized to be appropriated for each fiscal year such 
sums as may·~ necessary to carry out the purposes of this title: 

PAYMENTS TO .\)l'A1'E\} 

SEC. 2002. I 42 U.S.C. 1397a) (aXl) Each State shall be entitled to 
payment under this title for e~ch fiscal year in an amount equal to 
its allotment for sudf fiscal year, to be used .by such Stat~ for 
services directed at tl\e goals set forth in section 2001, subject to the 
requirements of this title. . 

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)­
J ~ (A) services which arc dire.cled at the goals set fort.h in s.ection 


q~ mclude, but arc nut limited to, child care servic(~s, protec­
..J.l tive services for· children and adults., services for .children arid

a.¥\U; adl~lts in foster care, services related t:o the management and . 


- -- - -mamten·ance 'of-the· home-;-day-careservlces-for-adults;-transpor----- --:--.. 
talion services, family planning services, training and related 

·services, employment services, information, referral, and coun­
seling services, the preparation and delivery of meals, healt.h 
.support services and appropriate combinations of services de­
signed to meet the special needs of children,· the aged, the 
mentally retarded, the blind, the emotionally disturbed, the 
physically handicapped: and alcoholics and drug addicts; and 

(8) expenditures for such services: may incl~de expenditures.
for- ,~, . . 

. (i) administrat.ion' (including planning and evaluation);: 
(ii) personnel trairung and retraining directly related to 

the provision of those services (in~ludil\g botll shor~~~d 
long-(eiln ': training at' educational 'ihst.itiitioiis . t.hiough 
grants to sllch .institutions or by direct financial assist.ance 
[,0 st.udents enrolled· in such instit:utions); and . 

·(iii) 'confercn(:cs-or-workshops,and-truining ur-retrairiing-· __ 
through grants to nonprofit organizations ';"'t.hin the mean­
ing of section 50HcX3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954) 
or to individuClls with· social services expertise, or t.hrough 
financial assistanct? to individuals part.icipat.ing in. such 
conferences, workshops, and training or retraining (and'this 
clause shall apply with respect to all persons inyolved in the 
delivery of such services), . 

(b) The Secretary shall make payments in accordance with section 
6503 of t.itle 31, United States Code·, to each State from,its allotment 
for use under this title... .. , ...' , 

(c) Payments to a State from its allotment for an}"fiscal year 1l1ust 
l>e expended by the State in such fiscal year or in· the succeeding
fiscal year.,.· . 

(d) A. State may transfer up t.o 10. percent of .it.s allotment under 
secl.ion 2003 for any r1~cal year for- it-a use for that year under other 
pr()visions of Federal law providill~ block grants for support of health 

. 	 '- ~ , ­

._--_....-~...­
'S<:c Vol. 11. P.L. 83-59'. 

'Se~ Vol. II. title 31. 
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services, health . promotion and clisease' prevention activities, or 10. 
,Iincome home energy assistance (or any combination of those actio 

tle$). Amounts allotted to a State under any provi~ions of Federal h I\) 
I 

referred to in the preceding sentence and transferred by a State {. . I 
(0 

. 
use ill carrying out the purposes of this title shall be treated as 
they were paid to t.he State under this title but shall not affeCt tl· ~ 
comput.ation of the State's allotment under this t.itle:The State sh: m 
inform the Secretary of any such transfer of funds. ' 

!Sl(e). A . State may use a portion of the amounts described .. 

.subsection (a) for the purpose of purchasing technical assistance frtl ~ 


Wpublic or private entities if the State determines that .such assistan, .j> 


is required in developing, implementing,··or administering prograJ 3: 


fUlided under this title. . ., . 


ALLOTMENTS '. 	 TI 
AJ 

SEc: 2003. [ 42 U .s.C. 1397b] (a) The allotment for any fiscal y<' o
z:

t.o each of the jurisdictions of Puerto Rico, Guam,· the Virgin Islanc _ 
and-the_Nor.thern Mariana tslancl!Lfih_all bean amount which be~ 
the same ratio to the amount specified. in subsection '(cras-f~--:-­
amount which was specified for allocation to the particular jurisd. 
tion involved for the fiscal year 1981 under section 2OO2(aX2XC) 
this Act (a~ in effect prior to the enactment of this sectionS) bore 
$2,900,000,000. The allotment for fiscal year 1989 and ,each succe. 
ing fiscal year to American Samoa shall be an amount which .bec· 
the same ratio. t-O the· amoUnt allotted to the Northern Maria 

. Islands for .that fiscal year as the population of AlIlerican Sam 
bears to the populat.ion of the Nortllern Mariana Islands determin 
on· the basis of the most recent data available at the, time su 
allotment is determined. . .. . . , 

(b) The allotment ·for any fiscal year for each St.ate other than l.. 

jur,isdictions of ,Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands,Americ 

Sanloa, and the Northern Mariana Islands shall bean amount whi 

bears the same ratio to- . . .. 


(lUh!!'J!.mou_n.tspecificd in subsection (c), reduced by .. 
(2) the tot.al smou nCallottea--totnose--juriS<iictions-fortl~ - - ­

fiscal year under subsect.ion (a), . 
·as 	the population of that Stat.e bears-to the population of all r 
States (other than Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, Americ 
Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands) as determined by· t 
Secret.ary (on. the basis of the most recent data available from t 
Department of Commerce) and promulgat.cd prior to the first day 
the third month ofthe preceding fiscal year. 

(c) The amount specified for purposes of subsections (8) and 

shall be-- . 


(1) $2,400,000,000 for the fiscal year 1982; .. 
(2) $2,450,000,000 for the fiscal year 1983; , 
(3) $2,700,000,000 for the fiscal years 1984, 1985, 1986. 19 

and 1989; .. 
(4) $2,750,000,000 for the fiscal year 1988; and . . . 
(5)$2,800,000,000 for each fiscal year aftedisc.al.year 1989. 

\J
'Aiigus! 13, 1!1-~1 [p.t.. 97..35; 95 SIal. 357/ . 
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SrATE ADMINISTRATION 
, 

XVIII. or XIX pursuant to ',scction 1128. 1128A; 1156. '-lIB42(j)(2). or ' ..SEJC, 2004. [ 42 U,S.C. 1397cl Prior to expenditure by a State of 
I\) 
II 

(B) at the medical direction or on the prescription ( payments ma()e toit llDdersectiQn 2002 for any fiscal year, the State r.o
physician during the period when the physician is exclushall report on the intended use of t,he payments the S'tate is to I

.1, under this title or title V, XVln, or XIX. pursuant to sect r.oreceive under this tit.le, including, information on the oftypes 
activities to be support~d and the categories or characteristics of 
.individuals t.o be served. Thercport shall be transmit~d to tile' 
Secretary ar}d made public within the State in; such manner as to 

1128. 112M, 1156, or 1842G)(2) and when the person fum r.o 
.ng Buch item or service knew or had reason to know of en 
exclusion(aft.er a reasonable time period after reasom (S) 

not-ice has been furnished to the person). • , . facilit.ate comment by any per::on (including any Federal or other J::>.
public, agency) during~'development of, the report arid after its' I. (b) The Secretary may waive the limitation contained in subsect­ ~ 

completion. The repor\, shall be rev.lsed throughout theyear as may' (aX!) and (4) upon the State's request for such a waiver if he fi 
be necessary- t.6renecl subst.antial changes· in t.he activities assisted that the request describes extraordinary circums.tances to justify 

3:.j 
» 

under this t.itle, and any revi~{ln shall be subject to t:he reqilir~Dlents \"'::liver and that permitting the waiver will contribute to the Sta 

of th~ previous sent~nce. -!. ability to carry out ~he puq:ios~sof this title. . . 


. .~-" 
UMITATIONS ON USE Or' GRANTS REPORTS AND AUDITS 'g 

.'._SE~L20o.5, L 42 U,S.C .. 1397dl_(aU~xcept~~s -pro\;ided-in.subsection-' . -----. Soc. 2006 .. [ A2U .S.C. 1397el -(a)-Each.State.shallprepare·r-epc- - . -~-.-
(b). grants made under this title may oot be'used by the State, or by - :. , oojtsactivities carried out with funds made available (or transfer . 
any other person wit.h which the State makes arrangements to 'carry for use) under thi~ title. Reports shall be prepared annually, cover 
out the purposes ofthis litle- . " . the most rec9ntly completed fiscal year, andshali be in such f( 

(I) for ~he purchase or impr?vement of 'Iand, or t.he purchase, ~d con~ain, 8u,:11 in(ormation. (including but not limited to . 
construct-Ion. 'or permanent Improvement (other than minor mfon~atioospeclfied m BubsectlOn (c» as the State fmds necessar; . 
!!Wl0deling) of any building or other facility; - _ provide anaccuratc description of such activities,' to seCurl 

. (2) for. the provis' of cash payments for, Cf)Sts 0 bSistenu complete record. of the purposes for which funds were 'spent, .ruu 
or for the pr ','lOll of room' and board (oth .- an costs of 'determine the extent to which· funds were spent in a man ' 
subsistenc: uring rehabilitation, room atd provided for a " consistent, with the reports required by section: 2004. The St.a~ 8) 
short 1 as an integral but subor' e part of a social servi.ce, mak~ ~oP)es C?f th<: r~porli required' by this sectio." available 
or ,empol'ary emergency shn ,er provided as a protect.lve' . pubhc IflspectJO,n wIthm the State and ,shall transmlt a copy to 
:;el-vlc.(!); , Secret.ary. Copies shaU ;.Usa ~'be' provIded, upon request, to . 

(3) for payment of the wages of any individual as asucial intcrest<:d public agency, and each such agency may provide its vi , 
, service (ot.her t.han payment of the wages of welfare recipients' . on these reports to the Congress. ,.,' ...' " , 

'" employed in the provision of child dar care services); (b) Each State shall. Dot less often than every two years, audit 
_."._~) _~or_the _p-rQ.v.iliion. _tlLmedica _care..Jotl)er. . than_ family ___. __.expenditures.fronLamounts_received..(or-transferr.ed-for- use ).u11--' 


planning servi.ces. rehabilitation ser\'i~es! ~r init.ial detox~fic.ahon ' this tiUe, Such Stat.e audit.s ,8~all ~e con~u~~ed by an entity it 

of an alcohohc or dnlg dependent mdlvldual) unles$ It IS an ' pendent 'of any· agency admml~termg act.IVItles funded under' 

integral but subordin~Jepart of a social servic~ for which grm~~s .. . , tit~e. ,in accordance v.?th generally .a.ccept.ed auditin~ princiJ 

may be used under thIs title;. ;. ' - WIUun 30 days followmg the c()mpletlOn of. each audit, the S 

.. (5) fc)r sociuJ services (ex~cpt ~ervices to an alcoholic or drug '. ~hall submit, a C()py of t.hataudit to the legislature ofthe State an 

deI)Cndent individual or rehabilitation services) provided in and the Secretary, Each Slat~ shall repay to the United States runol 

by employees of filly hospital, skilled nursing facilit.y.intcrmedi-lI:ltimat.ely found not t.o have been exp<:nded in accordance with 

ate care facility. or prison, l<J any individual ,living in S1.1ch hUe, or the Secretary may offset such amounts against any ot 

institution; , . amount to which the State is or may become entitled under this ti 


(6) for the p.-ovision of any e.ducational service which the St.ate ' (c) Each report prepared and transmitted by aSt.ate under: 
makes generally. available to its residents without cost and ' s~ction (a) shall set fort,h (with respect to the rlScal year CQvere( . 

. -without regard to their income; '_ the report)- . . '. , 
(7) for any 'child 'day . care sE;lrvices unless such services meet,,' (1) the number of individuals who received services paid fo 

(j
Plicable standards of Stat.e and locallsw; . .' - whole or in' part with funds made available under this t 

,(8) fo'N:he provisi!ln.of cash pa)"Bl.gnts as a servii:lNexcept .a:s-" sbo'wing separately the number of children_ and the nwnbe 
othcrwi~~ded.in this sedion); or~ ,"'"",, -J adults who received such services, and broken down in each ( 

(9) for,' payment. for any item or service <other t.han an to reflect th(.! types of services and circumstances involved; 
emergency item or servjc~) furnished- (2) .the amount spent in providing each such type of sen :u 

.(~),by all. indivi.du~ or entity during thc.pe~;od when such,. sh~Wlng ~e,parateJy f()r each type of service the am~~nt spent ~ 
mdlVldual or t~llt.lty IS mccluded under thiS title or title V. cluld reCIpIent ruld the amount spent per adult reClplent; 

http:indivi.du
http:provisi!ln.of
http:servi.ce
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II, 	 I 

q, • 	 PerfonnaIice Bonus. The'vetoed bill had ineffectiveperfonnance incentives. The 
Conference provid~s $800 million in perfonnance bqnuses by 2002~ which is consistent 
with Administration recommendations. '. I'.I' '. .'I 


Equal P~otections I . 1 

'l.' 	 . _, 1 ~ " 

• 	 The vetoed bill ha~ no provisions for the fair and equ~table treatment of individuals, or '. 
for State accountab~lity. The House added some gen~rallanguage on fair and equitable 
treatment, but did riot fully address concerns about individual protections and included 

. I '.. ,I 	 '" 

no State accountabi;lity mechanism. The Senate incluqed stronger provisions for 
objective'criteria, equitable treatment, and fair hearings, as well as Secretarial authority 
to enforce the provi'sions. The Conference adopts the!House provisions, thereby , 
weakening equal pr~tections and State accountability. I . ' 

, ii" , 'i' 
Medicaid ;.' I " , , , 	 . ' I 
'. ',The veto,ed, bill endJd categorical Medicaid eligibility for AFD,C recipients~ The' H,ous~e if 

and Senate bills continued Medicaid eligibility for fan\ilies removed from AFDC due to ...,-.:­
time limits and othe~ eligibility changes, but had inade~uatetransitionai Medicaid for ' 
those ,finding work. iTheConference bI,'1l strengthens the ,Medicaid protections by j' 
reauthorizing transitional MedicaidJhrough 2002. 'I ' '\ 

, I " ,", ", I ­
Family Cap" i , ' " 

J , ',', ,: I ,', 

• 	 The vetoed bill required State legislatures to, vote expliCitly to opt out of family cap 
req~irements. The Cjonfertrnce,provides complete Stat1~pt~in flexibi}ity. , 

, .' 

Worker Displacement "\ i' 


, 	 I, ,'I 

'. ' 	 The vetoed bill and t~e House provided protections only against full worker 
,displacement by workfare jobs. The Senate added langoage to protect against partial 
displacement by wor~fare jobs, and 'established State grievance procedures. The ' 
Conference does not protect against partial displacement, but dO,es proyide' a State 

• 	 I ' " I" ,
gnevance procedure. I ' " 	 ' , ! . , ' " 

FOOD STAMPS & CHILD JUTRITION 	 '1 ' 
, I 	 1 

• 	 Optional Food Stamp~ Block Gr~t. The'vetoed bill inc~ud~d an oP~ion~l food stamp 
block grant and expan~ive waiver authority. ,The House ibill included similar ~' 
provisions. The'sel)a~e bill deleted the blockgrant and ~aiver authority. The ~lock 
grant has been deleted] from the Conference 'bill and the ):vaiver language has been , 
tightened. While these: aspects have improved a good de(,\l, the combination of waiver 
authority and other St~te flexibility provisions may weaI<;en and fragment sorp.e of the' 
national program, standards Underlying Food Stamps.' \ ' 

, ,:' , 	 I 

• 	 ,Annual Cap on Food Stamp Program Spending. The vetoed bill inCluded a cap on food 

stamp obligationsbase~ on CBO estimates at the time'ofieitactment. This provision has 
1." 	 I 

been deleted from the House, Senate, and Conference bills. 
, I' , , , I 

I ,
I 
I 



I 

\ 
1 

. " I 	 'I,,,' 	 " I' , 
• 	 Shelter Dedu~tion1 The Senate capped the shelter de,duction at$342 starting January 1, ' 

, I 	 ' , 

1997. The House froze,the deduction at $247. The Conference caps the deduction at 
$250 in FY97 gro~ng to $300 in FY 2001 and beyohd. The Conference provision 

, would reduce food: ~tamp benefits by $3 billion over r, years~ with over 90~ of program 
cuts affecting hous¢holds with children. : ,,', ' ,

,I 	 'I ,: ," 

• " Time LimitslWorklReQuirements on1S-50s. The Seriate limit~d Food stamps 
participation to 4 rrlonths out of 12 for able-bodied clhidless adults with ali additional 4 
months participatiolp. for those who work one month, bd allowed States to exempt 20% 

,of the caseload for hardship. The House limited parti~ipation to 3 months lifetime, with 
no hardship provisibns. The Conference limits participatjon to 3 months in it 36 month 
period, with one additional 3 month period for someone'who loses ajob, and 'no 
hardship provisions~ " , , ' \ ' 

, 'I, 	 I, 
• 	 Optional School Lunch Block Grant. The vetoed bill included an optional schooUunch 

,demonstration biocR grant. This provision has been d~leted from the House, Senate, 
and Conference bi11~. 1
'I, 	 I 

, LEGAL IMMIGRANTS, \",'I 

" 	 I , 

• 	 Bans. The vetoed biU, the House bill and the ,Senate b~ll all had prospective and 
retrospective bans fd,r SSI and Food Stamps affecting ~bout a million people. 

• 	 Medicaid.. The vetobd billhad a five year'Medicaid b~ for new immigrants. The 
, House bill added a ~andatory retrospective Medicaid ~an. The Senate had a 
prospective 5-year b~ for legal immigrru:ts. The Conf~rence agreement includes a 

prospective 5-year br' ',,' ' .. ,; , '\' " , 

• 	 Exempti~ns. The Conference bill does not exempt children and the disabled, causing 
300,000 children and! 150,000 disabled adults to lose b~nefits: Various discretionary 
programs were exem~ted beyond the vetoed bill, such air Head Start and, JTPA. 

I 	 . ' 

• School Lunch. Vetoed bill required children t~{documerit legal status to receive school 
l " 	 I" " 

lunch. Conference pr~vides access to school lunch wi~houfdocumentation (Le., if a ' 
child goes to school, ~choollunch mustb~ provided). ' 
" ' 	 I . 


! 

SSI CHILDHOOD DISABILITY , 	 , 

• 	 The veto~dbill establil~hed a-t~o-tiered eligib;lity' syste~ that would have cut benefits 
by 25% for more than :palf of the disabled children comi#g on the rolls. The conference 
bill drops tqe two-tier¢dsystem and retains full cash benefits for all eligible children. 
'i 	 j 

CHILD PROTECTION ' , it" 	 , Ii ' 
, I 	 '" 


• 	 ' The vetoed bill block granted child protection entitlemen~ programs for services, 
training, and administration. The Conference drops th~ ~lock grant. 

, '" 	 . i 

i' 

I 
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B~partisanism Aldvances 

I . . I. 

-the Reform of Welfare' 

kenate craH.- a kinder bill than thJ House version 

T
I !/W.. I 

he, welfare reform bill approved would have done little except 
overwhelmingly by the Senate encourage ~bortions. 
Tuesday clearly is better than The Senate's requirement that 

the House Republicans' much states spend 80% of what they spent 
harsher legislation. Both bills, how- in 1994 on ~el!are would fairly share 
ever, certainly would do one thing: responsibility between Congress and 
end the current version of welfare, the statehouses. States currently pay 

'. which ~even the most compassionate about half the cost of AFDC. Letting 
must admit is quite different from the states off the hook, as the House pro­
progra'm for widows, mother~ and posals do, would substantially reduce 
ch\ldr~n drawn up ·by President spending on aid and create a deficit if 
Frankl,1n p. Roosevelt.. .' the need remained the same or rises. 

" ~o~. bills would req.ulre welfare What then? Waiting lists? 
reclple,~ts to go to work. Most ~hould. The GOr dominates the. current 
Both 'Mls would set a deadline for welfare debate which is as much 
getting off the dole, and that's good as about who will' challenge President 
long ~s states grant reasonable Clinton in 1996 as it is. about shrinking 
exceP9ons. . '. welfare. Senate Majority Leader Bob 
Th~ Itwo bills would shift welf~re Dole of Kansa'B, the GOP front-

funding to block grants and give runner,.mUst placate the party faith-
states !greater freedom In the use of ful while lavoiding gridlock. Mean­

. the money. S~tes should be encour- while, hisl more conservative rival, 

. aged to exp~rJmen,t-look at thesuc- Sen. Phil I Gramm (R-Tex.). seems 
cess ~f California s GAIN workfare bruising for a battle. No presidential 
program. But states should .also set challenger will gain if welfare reform 
high s,tandards for assistance to poor . d I dl
children and hold to them. . IS e aye : . 

CHILD CARE FUNDS: The Sen- ~LlN~J':l ~N BO.j\RD: P~esld~nt 
ate passage of a revision of Aid to Clinton has indicated ~e can live With 
Families with Dependent Children the Senate_ welfare bill. The debate, 
was made possible by moderate however.~ IS not over. The battle-
Republicans and Democrats_ Biparti _ ground Will proba.bly move next to a 
san compromise, a tool of good gov- conferenc,e committee to resolve the 
emment remains possible in the differences between the House and 
Senate. The House should take note. Senate, ~1thoug~ some provisions 
Th~ unusual Senate bipartisanship cou!~ g~Uu~ked mto the budget rec-

beefed up funds for child care. That's onClhatio~ bill. . . . 
appropriate. No preschooler should . Repubhca~ unity, though. sohd In 
be forced to stay horne alone because the House, IS somewhat frail In the 
a parent traded a welfare check for a' Senate. The chasm between GOP 
paycheck.. moderates and conservatives should 

The coalition also squelched a temper the final bill. Political hard-
freeze on benefits for welfare moth- baU would stall the process, and could 

. ers who would give birth to additional even prompt a presidential veto-
children. That provision really made although Clinton would be hard-
little 'sense in a nation where 60% of pressed to veto a welfare reform bill 
all pr~gnancies are unplanned. during a reelection campaign. 

Moderate Republicans and Demo- The. B1resident wants welfare 
crats! also teamed up to reject the reform. So do Dole and House 
HOUB~'~ prohibition of cash welfare Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.l. Let 
benefits for teen-age mothers. Cer- them fin~ common gr,ound, not only 
tainly somethIng needs to be done to for their own benefit but for the ben­
curbi out -of - wedlock births, but eiit of ne'edy children who deserve to 
denying cash benefits to the children be treat'ed as more than political 
horni to teen-age mother: surely footballs! 

I 

I 
i 
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HEADLINE! . Cha.fee. needs help frOM Democra.ts 1n his f1ghtfor welfare reform; 

THOMAS OL IPHANT , 1 

.' ~ 

I •• 

BYLINE-: , By 'fhollas Oliphant,! GlObe Staff 

BODY~ '. . I. .' . 
WASHINGTON A gutsy move by a gutS}t senator has raiSed hopes that a 


b1partisan path can be fowidto ge-nuine reforll\ of the welfare system instead of 

pOintless, punitive plots to keep playing politics with it. . 

. ! 


Two weaks ago, John Ctlafe:e n~-R.I.r led a group of flve moderate RepublIcans 

in sticKing their nE).ells out for ctlange that can both work and actually become 

law. . 

I 

tor fu.rthEr progress to!ue lIIade, hOl~ever, Democrats lnu'st do lIore than silllply· 

cheer on the GOP Five in t~e1r challenge to their party's far right. They need 

to work with the moderates I to coogle a blpart isan MaJority together tt~at can 

control the Senate floor a~alnst a right-wing filibuster. 


I 
That means not just resisting the Shredding of a national safety net for tHe 


poor,but accommodating mo.erate Repu~llcan deSlres to decentralize welfare and 

even to end 1ts open-ended Ienti tlement status~ In another lIani festaUon of 1t5 

New Democrat governance po.ture, the Cllnton White House is already ass1stlng 

the effort to' create CQ••O~ ground, for which 1t deserves creOlt instead of the 

gripes of knee-jerk Ilbera~s. 


: 

Chafea and &lis pals are I tr}ling to protect froll all-out conser-vative attack 

the welfare legislation approved by th£ Senate FInance Commlttee. Spec1fically, 

th~y have told MajOrity Leader Bob Dole they would I(str£nuousl~' Object II to any 

changes that woula requtre1states to dO any of ttlree things requ1rQd 1n the 

mean-sp1rttea b111 passeo by the House earlier this year:
I . 

1r • Cap beneft ts to faA1tt1Es fly banning payments to su~:iport actct1 t10nal 

children.' . 


2.. Deny any bene fi ts tol children born to uen-age mothers. 

i ' 


3. Deny any benefits tal chilarenwhose paiernity 1S nat ~stabllshed. 
. I' .' 

T~5e are preCiSel}' thel goals of a coalition of Slinau right wingers led by

lauch Faircloth of Norttl Carolina, WI'lO tlas vowed to filibuster anything less in 

his crusade aga1nst"illegl1tillacy.1I . 


I .. 

In fact, it is FaircloUl'S crusade that is l1legitimate. AS Chafee and his 


colleagues made clear, the~e exists not a shred of eyidence linking family size 


LExiS~NEXtS: truy, "lEXiS1;NEY(iS,n fall1l~~~NEXIS· 
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! 

S1le'); wi thout any J the r1ght-wlng proposals "1,1111 on1,)'. appear punt t1 ve because 

it 1s the children who w11~ be den1id much-needed assistance through no fault of 

the 1 r own. If,I , 


, I 

Chafee l.as joined in his move 	 by Nancy Kassebaum of Kansas (who chairs the: 
'Hulllan Resources Conuu ttee) ~ ..11m Jeffords of Vermont I' Arlen Specter of ' 

Pennsylvania and Ben Ntgflthorse Campbell of' Colorado~ There are several others 

in the wings. , ' " \ " ' , , 


Witll a solid block. of Democrats, they could for. an anU f1l1btuter lIajority' 

of the required 60 membersJ However, ~1partlsanshlpls a two-way street, ana 

Democrats need to understa~d what reform as enylsaged by the moderates will have 

to entail. At a mirlmuffl, it will mean: . 


, 'I 	 ' ' 
1,Block grants tD the states to replace the CUfl'ent system of waivers for 


tli?tJ state initiatt\'is. 


2. An enll to t'1£ iutomat.ic entitlement stitus of A1d to families With 

Dependent Ctllldr@n ttliilt gualrantees benefi ts nationally to all IIlho quaIl fy. 


, 	 I 
.], A time lillit, most l1k.elyof f1 ve years in toto, for the, receipt of 


benefi ts. 1 


For many liberals, the: ebUtlement issue is a major sticking pOint, but it 

shouldn't be, and 1t isn't ~or President Clinton. The fact 1s the value of t"e 

federal ent1 tlEIIlEnt is punyl Stingy states have kept. benefits constant or even 

cut them for 20 years. Calling AfDC an entitlement is of dubious meanlng to a 

family 1n Texas or MiSSiSS1ppi forced to Exist on i 150 a Month in cash. 


Supporting Chafes and tl1J group, moreover, can advance other welfare lssues 

tn Which Republicans hive a~r£ady expressed. an interest - notabl~1 some extra. 

funds for aSSistance in the i@vent of recessions and to make WOrk requirements 

Ivork.able, as well as requlreaents that states malntain their eXiSting levels of 
f1nancial support as they re:form tlle 1 r programs. 

, I , 
A year ago, Democrats responded too late to efforts by Chafee and ethers to 

'push a comprom1se, Increment~l version of natlonal ~ealth-care reform; the 
result was no reforJlI at alL I 

TMs time arllund on 14elfa~e, 1115 gutSiness deserves a serious response .. The 

C~tlt{!1" o:an MOl a 011 thiS 1.5su~. ~.fter .10 years of endless shouting matches, while 

povert~· has spread and the d~gradat10n of welfare subsiStence has worsened, 

my-way-or-noth1ng politics h~snlt a leg left to stand on. 


I ' 
. LANGUAGE: EN5LISH 	 I ' 

ILOAD-DATE: July 6, t995 
.\ 

I 
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WELFARK REFORM 

, ' 
,I,

I ' , 
, Some have complairted that you'rl,': too eager to get a bill: and too reluctant to threaten 

,a veto. Would you Iveto the Dole welfare reform bill' if it passes the Se~ate' in its' ' 
,current form? ' . ' ' . , , ',' 

A. I've made very deaf that I won't just sign any bill th~t comes along because' it's called 
welfare reform. I'v~ spent most of my adult life working on this issue. But we've' 

','come a lon~ way in this debate.' A year ago,Congress W?s talking about orphanages 
l

as the solutIOn to tern Rregnancy. Now the Senate has rejected that approach, and 
Senator Dole's bill includes my approach, which is requiring teen mothers to live at 
home, stay in school, and tum their lives around. Not so long ago; some in Congress 
wanted to pass a wellfare reform that didn't toughen child support enforcement. Now 
both the House and Senate bills have adopted every major.child support provision of' 

. I ' , , " 

my bill, and say to qeadbeat parents: If you don't pay your child s.upport, we'll ' 
. , garnish your wages, 'suspend your'liCense, track you across state lines, and if' 

necessary, make y01 work off w~at you ,owe. ' 

,We cando this. B~t first,Con~ess needs to put ideology imd partisanship aside and 
focus on the real test of welfare reform, which is whether it will move people from . 
welfare to work. ~e Dole bill still comes up short on that test, and that's why the 
Senate couldn't get welfare reform done this week. As soona~nhey get serious about 
really inoving peoplt from welfare'to work, they can get this done. That means ' 
making sure there's Jhild care so we can enforce tough work requirements. It means 
rewarding states for putting people to work, not for just cutting them off the rolls. , 
And it means making sure states put up some of their own money to move people into 
work, not just sending a blank check frOni one bureaucracy to another. 

, I 

I 
I 
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MEETINGS WITH HOUSE MEMBERS ON HR 4 CONFERENCE 
I 

FOR WENDELL PRIMUS AND MARY JO BANE 
I 

I 

J 


*Tim Hutchin­
son 
(R-AR) 
Completed 

10/13 
FrL 

I 
: 
I 
i 
I 

1005 Longw­
orth 

9:00am Mary Jo Mary BI 
Geri 

Deborah Pryce 
(R-OH) 
Completed 

10/13 
FrL 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 

221 Cannon 1:00pm Mary Jo Mary BI 
Jim 

*Jim McCrery 
(R-LA) 
Postponed 10112 

10/13 
FrL 

225 Cannon 2:30pm Wendell Richl 
Geri 

Peter Torkildsen 
(R-MA) 
Completed 

10/17 
Tues. 

I 

120 Cannon 11:30am Wendell Mary BI 
Marion 

*Clay Shaw 
(R-FL) 

Peo-tP-tuL 

10/24 
Tue. I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 

2267 Rayburn 

Call with HHS­ ' 
names 

2:00pm Mary Jo 
Wendell 

" 

Richl 
Marion 

Dave Camp 
(R-MI) 

10125 
Wed. 

137 Cannon lO:00am 'Wendell RichlJim 

Frank Riggs 10125 
! 

1714 Longw­ 1:00pm Wendell Mary BI 
(R-CA) Wed. i orth Irene 
Rescheduled fax 
10/25 I confrrm 

"'Sam Gibbons 10125 
I 

2204 Rayburn 2:30pm Mary Jo Riehl 
(D-FL) Wed. Bruce Mary BI 
Tentative " 

" 

Reed Helen 
'~.;' . 

"'Barbara Ken­
nelly 
(D-CT) 

10126 
Thu. 

I 

201 Cannon 12:3Opm Mary Jo Riehl 
Marion 

"'William Clay 
(D-MO) 

10/27 
Fri. 

! 

i 

2306 Rayburn 1:15pm Mary Jo 
Bruce can 
not attend 

Riehl 
Jim 

I 

October 24, 1995, 11:21 am 
'" Conferees 
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MEETINGS WITH HOUSE MEMBERS ON HR 4 CONFERENCE 
FOR WENDELL PRIMUS AND MARY JO BANE 

I 

Member of Date Of 
Congress Meeting 

*Sander Levin 10/10 
(D-Michigan) Tues. 
Completed 

*Henry Waxman 10/10 
(D-CA) Tues. 
Completed 

Michael Castle 10111 
(R-DE) Wed. 
Completed 

*de' la Garza (D­ 10111 
TX) Wed. 
Completed 

*George Miller 10111 
(D-CA) Wed. 
Completed 

*Nancy Johnson 10/12 
(R-CT) Thu. 
Completed 

*Harold Ford 10/12 
(D-TN) Thu. 
Completed 

Marge Roukema 10112 
(D-NJ) Thu. 
Completed 

*Blanche Lam­ 10/12 
bert Lincoln (D- Thu. 
AR) 
Completed 

Place Time Admin 
Official 

2230 Rayburn 8:30am Mary Jo 

I 
I 

2408 Rayburn 3:30pm Mary Jo 

I 1207 Longw­ 2:00pm Mary Jo 
I orth Wendell 

I 

1401 Longw- Wendell 
orth 

I 2205 Rayburn 3:45pm Wendell 
I 

I 
I 

343 Cannon 11:00am MaryJo 

I 2111 Rayburn 1:00pm Wendell 
I 

I 
2469 Rayburn 3:30pm Mary Jo 

I 1204 Longw­ 4:00pm Wendell 
orth 

I 
i 

ASL Staff 

Richl 
Doug 

Mary B 

Mary BI 
Jim 

Irene 

',', 

Mary BI 
Irene ~: 

" ~'. 

Richl ," 

Helen ;'[: 

:p 
.':,~ 

,,' 
Riehl ; 

Doug 
.', 
;j 
:!~ 
.'? 

·Richl .'-~i 

Doug :i~ 
., 

Mary BI 
Doug 
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MEETINGS WITH HOUSE MEMBERS ON HR 4 CONFERENCE 

FOR WENDELL PRIMUS AND MARY JO BANE 


-~- -~-.............. -.. -.. --_........ _.. ­

Contact Date/Time Location NotesMember 

IWendell Primus I 
Wednesday. October 11Rep. Michael Castle 225-4165 1207 Longworth Mary B/Marion 


R-DE 
 Helen (scheduler) 2:00pm staff contact -- An-
Completed gel a Campbell 

-,- ­ ----~---- ----~-- 1-1-1O~-,---225-3161-'--­ -Mary-B/Jim 

R-NY 

Rep. AmoHoughton-­

Annie (scheduler) scheduler checking 
with Mary Jo - leg 
dir; will call back 

225-5541 1502 Rich/Doug 

R-CT 

Rep. Chris Shays 

Diana (scheduler) checking with Shays; 
will call back 

Rep_ Peter Torkildsen 225-8020 Tuesday, October 17 Mary BlMarion' 

R-MA 


120 Cannon 
Nina (sch~duler) 11:30am wants written con 

tirmation (fax -­
225-8035) 

225-3265 Thursday, October 12 2111 Rayburn "'Rep. Harold Ford Rich/Doug 

D-TN 
 Shantel (scheduler) 1:00pm will call back when 
Completed she knows the sched­

ule for Ways and 
Means mark-up of 
Medicare bill -­
maybe Monday 

October 24, 1995, 11: 10 am 
... Conferees 



Member Contact Date/Time Location Notes 

*Rep. George Miller 
D-CA 
Completed 

225-2095 
Sylvia (scheduler) 

Wednesday. October 11 
3:45pm 

2205 Longworth Mary BlIrene 

*Rep. Blanche Lam­
bert Lincoln 
D-AR 
Completed 

225-4076 
Sandy Webster (s­
cheduler) 

Thursday, October 12 
4:00pm 

1204 Longworth . Mary B/Helen 

-Rep;-Glay~Shaw--- -.-­
R-FL 

Postponed 10/12 

~225-3026 . --­

Mary Kay (scheduler) 
-Friday~-0ctober~B·-- ---­
11:30am 

-226""-Raybum ---­ -Rich/Marion 
tentative -­ need to 
confinn on Wednes­
day, October 11 

*Rep. Jim Nussle 
R-IA 

225-2911 
Maureen (scheduler) 

303 RichlJim 
will call back 

*Rep. Jim McCrery 
R-LA 
Postponed 10/12 

225-2777 
Christine (scheduler) 

Friday, October 13 
2:30pm 

225 Cannon RichlGeri 
staff contact -­ Angel 
Velli1lo 

*Rep. Dave Camp 
R-MI 

225-3561 
Tamara (scheduler) 

Wednesday, October 25 
1 0:00am 

137 Cannon Rich/Jim 
will call back at end 
of week; next week 
not good due to 
Medicare mark-up 

*Rep. Nancy Johnson 
R-CT 
Mary Jo by herself. 

225-4476 Thursday, October 12 
l1:00am 

343 Cannon Rich/Helen 
Wendell to accom­
pany Mary Jo 

October 24, 1995, 11:10 am 
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Contact.Member 

225-2531 
D-TX 
Completed 

*Rep. de La Garza 

225-4236 
R-TX 
*Rep. Lamar Smith 

225-5126 
Jr. 

-D-MI 

*Rep. John Conyers. 

225-4211 
Balart 
R-FL 

Rep. Lincoln Diaz­

225-3931 
tinen 
R-FL 

Rep. Ileana Ros-Leh­

225-3311 
R-CA 
Rescheduled 10/25

IMary Jo Bane I 
*Rep. Sander Levin 

Rep. Frank Riggs 

225-4961 
D-MI 
Completed 

Date/Time 

Wednesday. October 11 

Wednesday, October 25 
3:00pm 

Tuesday, October 10 
8:30am 

--_.- --_.­

Location 

1401 Cannon 

Notes 

Irene 

2443 Rayburn 

2426 Rayburn 

431 Cannon 

Irene 

Irene 

l~-

Rich/Irene 

2440 Rayburn Rich/Irene 

1714 Longworth Mary B/Irene 

2230 Rayburn Rich/Doug 

October 24, 1995, 11:10 am 
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Member Contact Date/Time Location Notes 

"'Rep. Nancy Johnson 
R-CT 
Completed 

225-4476 Thursday. October 12 
l1:00am 

343 Cannon Rich/Helen 

"'Rep. Gary Franks 
R-CT 

225-3822 Does not want a 
meeting at all 

Constance Morella 
R-MD 

225-5341 

_. --­ ...-------------­ ..­

Does not need a 
meeting. She's with 

.. us·aUthe-way-. ­ .....­-----

Marge Roukema 
D-NJ 
Completed 

225-4465 Thursday, October 25 
1:00pm 

2469 Rayburn Rich/Doug 

*James Talent 
R-MI 

225-2561 Mary B 
Waiting on Call 
Back on Tuesday 

*Tim Hutchinson 
R-AR 
Completed 

225-4301 Friday, October 13 
9:00am 

1005 Longworth Mary B/Geri 

*Henry Waxman 
D-CA 
Completed 

225-3876 Tuesday, October 10 
3:15pm 

2408 Rayburn Mary B 

*Barbara Kennelly 
D-CT 

225-2265 Thursday. October 26 
12:3Opm 

201 Cannon Rich/Marion 
Waiting on Call 
Back on Tuesday 

October 24, 1995, 11:10 am 
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Member Contact Date/Time Location Notes 

Susan Molinari 225-3371 Will be involved in 
R-NY several mark -ups 

next week 

Deborah Pryce 225-2015 Friday, October 13 221 Cannon Mary B/Jim 
R-OH 1:00pm Waiting on Call 
Completed Back 

Rep. Bill Emerson 
R-MO 

225-4404 

~~-~~~- ---­ -~~~-- ~~ -~- -~---~ 

*Rep. Sam Gibbons 225-3376 Wednesday, October 25 2204 Rayburn BRiRichlMaryB/ 
D-FL 2:30pm Helen 
Tentative 

*Rep. Bill Goodling 
R-PA 

225-5836 2263 Rayburn BRiMary B/Geri 

Rep. Sherwood Boe­ 225-3665 2246 Rayburn RichlIrene 
hlert 
R-NY 

Rep. Steve Gunderson 
R-WI 

225-5506 2185 Rayburn MaryB/Geri 

Rep. Thomas Petri 
R-WI 

225-4215 2430 Rayburn RichlGeri 

*Rep. William Clay 
D-MO 

225-2406 Friday, October 27 
1:15pm 

2306 Rayburn BRiRichT /Jim 

October 24, 1995, 11 :22 am 
* Conferees 
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date 

The Honorable Gerald B. H. sllomon 

Chairman' I 

Committee on Rules 
 I 

U.S. House ofRepresentativeS 

Washington, D.C. 20515 ! 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to 'transmi,t the Administration's views on actions that the House will take. to 
comply with budget reconciliarion instructions on Medicaid and welfare reform. 

I 
As you know, the .President has proposed' a plan that the Congressional Budget Office 

(CBO) said would reach balan'ce·in2002, It protects and strengthens Medicare and Medicaid; 
reforms welfare to make wbr~ pay; invests in education and training, the environment, and other 
priorities to raise living standa~ds and the quality oflife for average Americans; and targets tax 
relief to help middle-income A)mericansraise their young children, pay for postsecondary . 
education, and save for the future. It achieves all this without raising taxes on hard-pressed 
working Americans. 

The President is committed ,to balancing the budget while reforming welfare and retaining 
. I u.. ". 

- the,Federal guarantee ofMedicaid coverage for our most vufnerable citizens including: senior 
I ' 

citizens, people with disabilities, pregnant women and poor families and children, But, as ' 
reported by t,he Commerce, Ways and Means, Educational and Economic Opportunities, and 
Agriculture Com'mittees, the first reconciliation package, HR. 3437, does not meet those 
objectives. 

. The President wants real welfare ~eform, But, as he has said repeatedly, he will not accept 
any legislation that would blobk grant Medicaid, thus undermining its guarantee of health 
coverage to millions ofvulne~able AmericansUhe welfare reform sectio~ of the bill also 
continues to raise serious concernq-hus, if this bill is presented to the President in its current 
form, he will veto it: /" '" 

, In addition, the President does not believe Congress should raise taxes on low-income 
working families, asthis pac~age would do., HR. 3437 raises taxes on more than 4 million low- , 
'income working families -- intluding Tmillion children -- by cutting the Earned Income Tax 
Credit (EITC) and we are concerned that C'ongress mayinclude more EITC cuts in future . 
reconciliation bills -.,. as muchl as $18,5 .billion more as called for in the FY97 Budget Resolution, 
These EITC Cl.lts could total bver $20 billion and are particularly ill conceived when considered in 
the context 'ofwelfare reform: which is trying to encourage work and make work pay. 

I· ' , 
I 



I· 

Moreover, if the majo}ity in~ludesthe $122 billion in tax cuts, (permitted in the 
reconciliation instructions), inl this package at the Rules Committee, the legislation will achieve 
only about $2 billion in defici~ reduction. Indeed, that package would increase the deficit by 
about $35 billion over the next three years, producing average deficits of over $130 billion for six' 

" . 
years. 

In addition; the taxcu~s :..- which purport to be $122 billion - are understated and' 
misleading. For one thing, th6 cost of the child tax c'redit mysteriously falls in the year 2002, 
meaning that the revenue estil~ate for the credit is too low or part of the credit itself disappears. 
For another, the level of permitted tax cuts is actually higher. Not only does the resolution omit 
$35 billion in revenues from extending expiring provisions in last year's vetoed reconciliation bill, 
it also .omits $26 billion in revenues from closing corporate loopholes and other tax measures 
from the last Republic,an offei~ The resolution appears to reserve these revenues to pay for higher 
tax cuts. Ifincorporated in this resolution, these revenues could offset some of the unnecessarily 
deep cuts in Medicare, Medidid, and otherimportimt priorities and make it unnecessary to raise 
taxes on 4 million families. T~is fmancing arrangement could produce total cuts of $250 billion in 
services and coverage. Again,: the President's budget demonstrates that we can balance the 
budget and provide targeted dx relieffor those who need it most without making unnecessarily 
deep cuts in th~se and other pl;iority programs .. 

The Administration ha~ the following specific comments on the Medicaid and welfare 
portioris of the package, as reported by House Committees: 

. i 

. MEDICAID 

The l;>residenthas mad~ clear that Medicaid refo~m must promote three basic principles: 1) 
a real, enforceable federal guarantee of coverage for a meaningful set of benefits; 2) adequate and 
appropriately shared federal a~d state financing; and 3) more state flexibility with beneficiary 
protections, quality standards, land accountability. Unfortunately, the bill that the House 
Commerce Committee approved does not satisfy these principles. . "­

I 
The Committee's bill undermines the. guarantee to meaningful health benefits for our most 

vulnerable citizens. It repeals the requirement.that States use the federal standard tordefining . 
disability and substitutes a pro~ision that could lead to 50 separate state definitions, leaving 
millions of people with disabilities at risk of losing their coverage. Moreover, while the bill 
continues current law extensions of niandatory Medicaid coverage for children ages 13 to 18 in 
families below the federal pov~rty level, it ends the federal right of action for M,edicaid 
beneficiaries and eliminates requirements for the comparability, statewide ness, and adequacy of 
amount, duration, and scope ofbenefits . Without such protections, these children and all 
Medicaid enrollees have no re~1 guarantee of coverage and millions of children could see their 

benefits cut back. I 

The bill would create a block grant. It would not protect states from unexpected increases 
in Medicaid enrollinent due to ~n economic crisis, such as a recession. TransformingMedicaid's 



I 

federal-state partnership to a block grant could force states to limit or deny benefits to millions of 
families ~nd children, people ivith disabilities, pregnan't women and the elderly who depend on ' 
Medicaid for their health and long-term care. Clearly, that approach cannot, and does not,' meet 

. the President's principle ofgu:aranteeing meaningful benefits for eligible populations. 
I 

, The Committee cuts dverall federal Medicaid spending by $72' billion, It exacerbates these 
deep cuts by raising the federal matching rate for many States, thereby enabling these States to 
draw their total federal allot~er1t with fewer States to draw their total federal allotment with , , ' 	 I ' , ' , 
fewer State funds. The Presid~:mt has demonstrated that we can balance the budget without this 
level of cuts. 	 ! 


I 


The Committeeapproyed an ame~dment to maintain the current prohibition against 
provider taxes and donations'lauthorizing the Secretary of Health and Human Services to waive 
the prohibitions on a state-by-state basis after two years. But, to prevent states from resorting to 
these illusory financing schembs for cutting the state Medicaid contribution, the prohibition must 
remain permanent andunwaiv1able, The bill also unwisely repeal the limits on provider payments 
to disproportionate share hos~itals (DSH), enacted in the President's 1993 economic program., 
These limits have curbed stat~s' "recycling" of federal Medicaid funds through DSH hospitals. 
Their repeal, along with weakening the prohibitions on provider taxes and donations, could lead 
to fewer "real" state dollars b6ing,spent on Medicaid, ' 

, I 
The bill also'ends many longstanding family and beneficiary protections. With these 

changes, families and benefici~ries may incur deep financial liabilities, and federal taxpayers will 
have fewer assurances that their tax dollars are well spent. For example, the bill gives states' 
broad discretion to inipose an~level of cost-sharing on many Medicaid beneficiaries. It also 
eliminates any quality assuran4e standards or monitoring responsibilities for many important 
health 'care providers, including managed care organizations and intermediate care facilities for the 
mentally retarded. It' contai~slno mechanism to ensure that changes in benefits and cost sharing 

do not jeopardize the sufficien~y of coverage. As a result, millions of middle class families could 


, . have to pay considerable out df packet costs simply to ensure their relatives are able to receive the 

care the receive today. . I ' 	 , ',' ., ,~'. .. '" 

• I 

The Administration bel,ieves we can give the states the flexibility they n{,:ed to manage their 
Medicaid programs, while mail1tai~ing a strong federal:..state partnership built on a foundation of 
shared resources, accountability to -the taxpayers, and national protections for the most vulnerable 
Americans: Despite limited efforts to improve the bill at the committee level, the bilI' fai,ls to meet 
these comn1itments. Consequ~ntly, it remains unacceptable. 

, WELFARE 
I 

, I 
As reported py its comlnittees, the House's new bill, H.R. 3437, makes important 


improvements to the conference report on H.R. 4, It incorporates a number of key changes that 

I 
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i 
, j' 

the Administration recomri1ended and that were in the National Governors' Association (NGA) 
'I 	 ' 

and Castle-Tanner proposals. i We urge the Committee to build on these bipartisan improvements. 
The bill, however, does not address several issues of concern, particularly in providing the ' 
resources and incentives to pr6tect children and families, ensure accountability, and move"people 
from welfare to work. 1 ' 

Improvements in n.R. 3437: 
i 

We appreciate the co~mittee's effo~s to strengthen provisions that are central to work-
based ref0fm, such as child ca~e,and ,to provide some additional' protections for children and ' 
families. In rejecting H.R. 4,. ihe President singled out a number of provisions that were tough on 
children and did too Jittleto move people from welfare to work. HR. 3437 includes important 
changes to these provisionsw11ich move the legislation closer to the President's vision.of tru~ 
welfare reform. Weare particularly pleased with the following improvements: 

, 	 '. I , 

Child Care. As thePr~sident has,insisted throughout the welfare reform debate, child care 
is essential to move pepple from welfare to work. The bill reflects a better understanding 
of the child care resou~ces that states will neeo to implement welfare reform, adding $4 ' 
billion for child care above the level in HR, 4. The bill also recognizes that parents of 
school-age children ne~d child care in order to work and protect the health and safety of 
children in care, .. [ . . , . 

" 	 .•• 	 Food Stamps. The bill! 

, 
removes the annual spending cap on Food Stamps, preserving the 

program's ability to expand during periods of economic recession and help families when 
they are most in need. I, 

I 
. I. • . . . , " " 

• • Child Nutrition. The b.il! no longer includes H.R. 4's provisions for a child nutrition block-
grant demonstration,~hich would have undermined the program's ability to respond 
automatically to econoinic changes and maintain national nutrition standards. . 

• 	 , Child Protection. We Lmmend the COinmittee for p;eserving t~e' open:.endeej'nature of ' .. 
Title IV-E foster care ~nd adoption assistance programs, current Medicaid coverage of 
eligible children, and tl~e national child data collection initiative . 

. i 	 ' , ' , '.
• Supplemental Security IIncome (SSI). The bill removes the proposed two-tiered benefit 

system for disabled chi\drenreceiving SSI, and retain~ full cash benefits for all eligible 
children. .'.' ' 

. i 

The bill makes other'irnprovements that will strengthen states' abilities t() move people 
from welfare to work. 'It impr6ves the performance bonus provisions by establishing a separate 
funding stream. It increases thb cash block-grant contingency fund modestly and adds a more 
responsive trigger based on the Food Stamp caseload. And it adopts Igher xemptions from the 
time limit . : ' . ~~l-<. 
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We remain pleased tht Congress ha~ decided to include central elements of the 
I 

President's approach --.time limits, work requirements, the toughest possible child support· 
enforcement, requiring minorlmotheI:s to live at home as a condition of assistance -- in this 
legislation. I ' 

I 

COlleCt"IIS With HR 3437 

The bill still lacks oth~r provisions that have earned bipartisan endorse~ent. 
I 

. 	 . I

• 	 Size of the cuts. The "o/elfare provisions incorporate almost all ofthe cuts that were in the 
vetoed bill -- $53 billion (including EITC) over 6 years, under CBO's new baseline. These 
cuts far exceed those pI:oposed by the NGf\ .or the Administration. Cuts in Food Stamps 
and benefits to legal itnmigrants are particularly deep. In addition, unlike the 

I 

Administration's bill, H.R. 3437 would allow states to substantially cut their own spending 
on programs serving I?w-income families. The President's budget dell{'onstrat~s that cuts 
of this size are not neqessaryto achieve real welfare refonn, nor are they needed to 
balance the budget. 

I
• 	 Food Stamps .. The bill makes deep cuts in the Food Stamp program, including a cut in 

benefits to households!w}th high shelter costs that disproportionately affects families with 
children, and a four-month time'limit on childless adults who are not given a: work slot,, 
but are willing to worK. It also includes an unacceptable lock grant, eliminating the 
Federal nature ofthe Jrogram and jeopardizm . trition and health of millions of 
children, working fami'lies, and the elderly. 
. . 	 I . . 

• 	 Resources for Work. H.R. 3437 would not provide the resources states need to move 
I' 	 .. 

recipients into work, CBO estimates about $9 billion shortfall over six years in resources 
for work under H.R, 3:437 if states were to maintain their current level of cash assistance 
benefits to poor families and children. Moreover, the Education and Economic 

I 

Opportunity Committee increased this shortfall and cut state flexibility by raising the 
weekly number of hou~s that States must place recipients in work activities arid increasing 
the participation rates.! 

. 	 I 

• . Legal Immigrants .. Thb bill do~s not change the excessively harsh and uncompromising 
immigration pro~ision~ ofl~st year's bill. While we support the strengthening of 

, requirements on the spbnsors oflegal immigrants applying for SSI, Food Stamps, and . 
. AFDC, legal immigranb who work, pay taxes, and contribute to society should not be 
denied access to basic ~afety net programs. The bill bans SSI and Food Stamps for .' . 
virtually aU legal inlmi~rants, and imposes a 5-yearban on all other Federal programs, 
including Medicaid, fol- new legal immigrants. These bans even would cover legal 
immigrants who becol~e disabled after .entering the country, families with children, or 
current recipients. The proposal unfairly shifts costs to states with high numbers oflegal 
immigrants, Finally, tlie bill requires virtually all federal, state, and locill benefits program~ 

5 
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"to verify recipients' citizenship or alien status, These mandates would create significant 
administrative burden~ for citizens and for state, local and non-profit service providers. 

• 	 , Medical Assistance GJarantee, The bill does not maintain the 'guarantee for medical 

'assistance for all thosel nbweligible or who reach the five-year time limit. ' 


I 
• 	 Protection in Economib Do~nturn. The bill lacks adequate prote<;:tion. for States in the 

, event of economic dOWnturns. The contingency fund is too small'~:md does not allow for 
further.expansions (ab?vethe $2 billion cap) during poor economic conditions and periods 
of increased 'need.. ' . " .' . 

• 	
I . 

Transfers to the Sociali Services Block-grant (SSBG). We are deeply concerned that the 
bill provides the. propo;sedcash assistance block grant with transfer authority to the SSBG. 
Transfers to SSBG cotlJld lead states to substitute Federal dollars for State dollars in an 

I 

array of State social se:rvices activities, potentially cutting or even eliminating the effective 
State inaintenance of e'ffol1 levels required for the cash block grant. . ~ 

• 	 Vouchers. The bill JU',"y reduces State' fle~ibility by prohibiting states from";':~idillg a ~ 
safety net wr "hilereR. IH.R:. 4 contained no such prohi~ition, and t~~ NG~opp~ses it. J,..lt.... 
We strongly urge the a:doptlon ofthevollcherlanguage In the Administration's bll~H.R. ~ 
3266 (Castle-Tanner).!, , ', ~J......../" t:::::,P, 

, I . ' ~~ 
We are also concerned,that the bill repeals th~ Family Preservation and Support program, (l...., 

which may mean less State spending on abuse and neglect prevention activities. .: Jy"....~ 

The Administration stlnglY supports several provisions included in S. 1795, as reported /("Mf 
.out by the Senate Finance COI~mittee. These prov[sions include: allowing transfers only to the 

I 

child care block grant, increasing the maintenance of effort requirement with a tightened definition 
, 	 ' I 

of what counts toward, this requirement, improving the fair and equitable treatment and 
, enforcement language, prohibiting sanctions for families with children below 11 for failure to 
.participate in work if due to lack of child care, and eliminating the child protection block grant.· 
We urge you to include these provisions in H.R. 3437. ' - . 

. ' I" 	 " 

The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses many of our concerns, and it would strengthen 

state accountability efforts, w~lfare to work measures; and protections for children. It provides a 

foundation on which this Comlnittee should build in order to provide more State flexibility; 

incentives for. AFDC recipients to move from welfare to work; more parental responsibility; and 

protections for children. :' ",. , 


The President· has sent !congress a comprehensive welfare reform proposal. It would 

replace the current system with 

' I 
one that demands responsibility, strengthens families, protects 


. 

children, and gives States broa'd flexibility and the needed resources to get the job done. . 	 I ' ' " 
t • ,. 	 • 
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We stron~lysupport tre recent.bipartisan~nitiatives from our Nation's governors and 
moderate Republtcansand Democrats In both Houses of Congress. We also strongly support 
bipartisan efforts of the goverhors and the Castle-Tanner group to reform welfare without gutting 
Medicaid. Congress should s~op holding weifare reform hostage, and send the President a . 
bipartisan, stand-alone welfare bill that does not eliminate the guarantee ofhealth care for poor 
children, the disabled; and the1 elderly. . . . ..' . 

The President and Co~gress share the g9al of a balanced budget, but we ,have grave . 
concerns about theap'proach ~dopt~d in this bill. The President and the Republican leadership 
have more than enough savings in common to balance the budget and provide targeted middle 
class tax relief. Congress shobld work with the President to give Americans the balanceq budget 
they deserve. . 

Sincerely, 

Jacob J. Lew 
Acting Director 

IDENTICAL COfIES1SENT TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. MOAKLEY, THE 

HONORABLE JOHN R. KASlCH, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO . 
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E X E CUT I V E OFF ICE o F THE P R' E SID E N T 


l5-Jul-1996 04:07pm 

TO: Lisa Kountoupes 
.TO: Kenneth S. Apfel 

FROM: Bruce N. Reed 
Domestic Policy Council 

SUBjECT: Comments on HSE Rules letter (welfare) 

Here are my edits: 

p. 1, 4th graph, last 2 sentences: Current draft gets the 
priorities wrong. Rewrite to say, "At the same time, however, the 
Administration is deeply concerned about certain provisions of 
H.R. 3734 that would adversely affect benefits for food stamp 
households and legal immigrants, as well as with the need for 
strong state accountability and flexibility. II 

p. 2, 1st full graph after 5 bullets: Delete this graph, and turn 
the elements in this graph into 3 more bullets, each with 
headings: 

* Work Performance Bonus: We commend the Committee 'for 
giving states an incentive to move people from welfare to work by 
providing $1 billion in work performance bonuses. This provision 
is an important element of the Administration's bill, and will 
help change the culture of the welfare office. 

'* Contingency Fund: The bi'll adopts the National Governors 
Association recommendation to double the size of the Contingency 
Fund to $2 billion, and add a more responsive trigger based on the 
Food Stamp caseload. Further steps the Congress should take to 
strengthen this provision are outlined below. 

* Hardship Exemption: We commend the Committee for, following the 
National Governors Association recommenq.ation and the 
Senate-passed welfare reform bill by allowing states to exempt up 
to 20% of hardship cases that reach the five-year time limit. 

p. 2, at the end of the improvements section: Move up'the 
paragraph from p. 5 about Senate improvements and put it here, as 
the last graph of the improvements section. (liThe Admin strongly 
supports several provisions included in S1795 etc,. ") 

p. 2, last line: "Key Concerns with HR 3437" (not Key Problems) 



p. 3, size of cuts: In theIst sentence, change "almost all of the 
cuts" to "most of the cuts". Delete the 4th sentence ("In 
addition etc.") -- we support Castle-Tanner and Breaux-Chafee, so 
this is the wrong criticism. 

p. 3, Food Stamps, . last sentence: Change "eliminating the Federal 
nature" to "which has the potential to seriously undermine the 
Federal nature". 

p. 3, Legal immigrants: Rearrange 2nd sentence to read "While we 
support the strengthening of requirements on the sponsors of legal 
immigrants applying for SSI, FS, and AFDC, the bill bans SSI and 
FS for virtually all legal immigrants etc." Delete the 4th 
sentence. 

p. 3, Medical Assistance: We need to clarify this pOint 
doesn't the Commerce Corom bill fix part Of this? I would suggest 
·something like, "In contrast to the vetoed bill,. this bill does 
follow the NGA recommendation to provide Medicaid assistance. to 
those who receive cash benefits under the new program. However, 
the bill does not maintain the guarantee for med assistance for 
all those'currently eligible or. who reach the 5yr time limit." 

p. 4, Downturn: Delete 1st sentence, and rewrite second to say, 
"Although the contingency fund is twice the size of the vetoed 
bill, it still does not allow for further expansions etc." (We're 
not really arguing for a larger fund -- just a softer cap) 

p. ,4, SSBG: In last sentence, delete "or even eliminating" 

p. 4, resources for work: Combine '1st and 2nd sentences as 
follows: "According to CBO, HR 3437 would leave states with a $9 
billion shortfall over 6 yrs in resources for work if they 
maintained their current level of cash assistance." 

Thanks. 



--------

..JUrl-"'2?-9S 1? 03 FROM. 
10. PAGE 1/9 

·.June 27, 1996 

· TO: 
,

BruceReed ­
.. " ~"Chris Jennings ,, 

· 1enniferKieIn, 

1ohD. Angell -

MarthaFoley· 

lohnBlUey 

BarbaIa Chow 


. 1anet Murguia 

Andy Blocl<:er 

GeneSperling 
Paulin~ Abema.thy , 
Georgo Stephanopoulos 

F.ROM: ' 

Lisa Kountoupes ..,..VI,J'_ 


OMB Legislative AfWrs " 


Attached please find the teXt ofthe Director's letter" conmienting on the first House Reconciliation 
bill (Medicaid, weIfure, taxeS). I need responses back via E-mail (this was also sent by computer). 

. '. . .. ~-' , voice mail (54790), or marked up text (our filx 1$ 53729 and we're 111 room ~)J~Y 1'1:;OO-a:m'J 
"=-tomorrow,-Fnaay~ttID.e:ID FYI this te>..1: will also serve as a starting point for a simil"3rlaterto be 

sent to the Senate. Thinks. . ' . 

,.;. ,­
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date 

The Honorable Gerald B. H. Solomon 

Chainnan 

Committee on Rules 

U.S. House of Representatives 

Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 
. " 

I am writing to transrrut the Administration's views on actions that the House will 
, ,take to comply with budget reconciliation instructions on Medi~d and 'Yelfare,refonn. 

As you know, the President has ,proposed a plan that the Congressional Budget Office 
(CEO) said would 'reach balance in 2002. It protects Medicare and Medicaid; 'reforms 
welfare'to inake work pay; invests in education and training, the environment, and other . , 
priorities to raise living standards and the qual,ityof life for average America.ns; 8l'!.d targetS 
tax telief to help middle-income Americans raise'their young children, pay for postsecondary 
education, and save for the future~ , ' , ' 

The President is committed to balancing the budget while reforming welfaie and 
retaining the Fede17il guarantee of Medicaid coverage for senior citizens, people, with 
disabilities and poor children., But,as reported by the Commerce, Ways and Means, 
Educational and Economic Opportunities. and Agric~lture Committees, ~e fust reconciliation 

, package, H.R. 3507, does not meet those objectives. Nor does this reConciliation package 
help'very much. to balance the budget. 

The President wants real welfare reform. But, as he has said repeatedlY7 he will not 
accep~ any legislation that would blOck grant Medicaid, thus underminiIig its guarantee of 
health covernge to millions of vulnerable Americans~ U!.t addition, the President does not' 

t-J0"\" . believe Congress should raise ~es on low-income working families. as this package would 
~-:~C- doJThUS, iftbis bill is presented to the President ~ its cUI1l!nt form, he would ve:o it. 

P- ,H.R. 3507 raises taxes an low-income working families by cutting the EITe, and we 
are concenled that Congress may include more EITe cuts in future reconciliation' bil1s~ The 

, bill also requires low-income families to provide more documentation to receive tax benefits 
on behalf of their children than higher income families provide. By contrast, the 
Administration's'compliance proposals that do not teqtlire poor families to provide more 
documentation than high income families; by adopting them, Congress also could offset most 
of the oost of dropping the tax increase. . 

http:America.ns
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Moreover, the r ciliation instructions provide for $122 billion in tax cuts as part 
of this package (althoug the House Budget Committee did not include them in the package 
that it reported on-June 19). Congress should not pay for taX cuts with excessive cuts in 
Medicaid ~welfare If ,the majority includes the permitted tax cuts in this package. it will 
have a bill that achieJes only about $2 billion in deficit reduction. Indeed, that package ' 
would increase the deficit by abOut $33 billion over the next three years, producing average' 
deficits of over $130 billion for six years. 

Further, the size of the tax cutS is misleading. For one thing, the cost of the child tax 
credit inexplicably falls in the year 2002, meaning' either the revenue estimate for the credit 
is too low or part of the credit itself disappears. For another. the level of permitted taX cuts 

, 	'is actually 'higher. In fact, Republicans have talked apout total tax,cuts of $170-$185 billion . 
. 	The $36 billion from extending expiring provisions (from !a.~ year's vetoed reconciliation 

bill) and $26 billion from closing corporate loopholes and other tax measures. (from the last 
Republican offer) were not in the budget resolution. Thus. the majority ,apparently' is ' 

·_·-,·-:-resefVi.ngthese revenues to pay for excessive tax cuts.. Rather than finance such tax cuts, the 
revenues could offset some of the urmecessarily deep cuts that Republicans have. proposed fu 
Medicaid and welfare as well as Medicare and other priorities. 

. ' 


The Administration has the' following specific comments on the :Medicaid and welfare 

portions of the package~ as reported by House Committees:' " 


.' MEDICAID 

The President has made clear that Medicaid refonn must promote th.ree basic , 
principles:' 1) a'teal, enforceable federal guarantee of coverage 'for a defined benefit package; 
2) adequate and appropriately shared federaland state financing; and 3) more state flexibility' 
with beneficiary protections, quality standards, and accountability. Unfortunately,the bill 
th,at the House Commerce Committee approved does not satisfy these principles. ~. 

The Comrriittee's bill undermines the guarantee to mearungful health benefits for our 
. most vulnerable citizens. It repeals the federal.standard Jor defining' disability and substitutes 
a proviSion that could lead ,to 50 separate state 'getinitions, leaving millions of people with 
disabilities at risk of losing their guarantee, to coverage. Moreover,' while the bill continues 
'current law extensions of mandatory Medicaid coverage for children from 13 to 18 in 
families b,elow the federal 'poverty l~weI, it ends the federal, right of action for Medicaid 
beneficlaiies and eliminates requirements for, the comparability, sratewideness, or aIpount) . 
duration, and scope of ~enefits. Without such protections, these children have no real ' 
guarantee of coverage.,' , 

Put simply, the bill would create a block grant. It would not protect states from 
unexpected increaseS in Medicaid enrollment. due to an economic crisis. such as a recession. 
TransforiningMedicaid',s federal-state partnership to a block grant could force, states to limit 
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or ~y benefits to millions of children, people with disabilities, and the elderly who depend 
on Medicaid for their health and long-term care. Clearly, that approach cannot, and does 
not, meet the President's principle of guaranteeing coverage for defined populations with a 
meaningful benefit package. . . . 

For many states, the. bill raises the federal contribution rate to 'Medicaid~ and cuts the 
level of state funds (leeded to collect federal matching. funds.· The Committee's deep cuts ­
$72 billion - combined with the potential for even deeper cuts by the states. could produce 
total cuts in services and coverage of $250 billion. 

. . . 

The Committee approved an amendment to maintain the current prohibition against. 
provider taxes and donations, authorizing the Secretary of Health and Human Services to 
waive the prohibitions on a state-by-stat.e basis after two years. But, to prevent states from 
resorting to these illusory financing schemes for cutting the state MediCaid contribution, the 
prohibition must remain permanent and unwaivable. The bill also unwisely scraps the limits . 

--on provider payments to disproportionate share hospita1s·(DSm,.~n~~tegjn the President's 
1993 ecOnontic program. These limits have curbed states' ltrecycling" of federal Medicaid 
funds through DSHhospitals .. Their repeal, along with weakening the prohibitions on 
provider taXes and·donations, could lead to fewer "real" state dollars being spent on· 
Medicaid,' forcing even deeper total spending cuts. 

The bill also ends many longstanding family and beneficiary proteCtions. With the 
fInancing changes, federal taxpayers may end up paying for more of Medicrud. and have 
fewer assurances that Jheir tax dollars are well spent. For exampl~, the bill gives states 
broad discretion to impose any level of cost-sharing on many Medicaid beneficiaries. It also . 
eliminates any quality assurance standards or monitoring responsibilities for many important 
health care providers, including managed care organizations and intermediate care facilities 
for the mentally retarded. It contains no mechanism to ensure that changes in benefits .and 
cost sharing do not jeopardize the sufficiency of coverage. 

. . . - '.­
. The Administration believes we can give the·states the flexibility they need to manage 

their Medicaid programs. while maintaining a strong federal-state partnership built on a 
. foundation of shared resources, accountability to the taxpayers, .and national protections for 


the most vulnerable· American~. Despite lhriited efforts to improve it at the committee state, 

the bill fails to meet these Commitments. Consequently, it remains unaCceptable. 


WELFARE 

As reported by its committees, the House)s new bill, H.R. 3507, makes important 
. improvements to the conference report on H.R. 4. It incorporates a number of key changes ' 

that the Ad,ministration recommended and that were in the National Governors' Association 

(NGA) and Castle-Tanner. proposals- Weuige the Committee to build on these bipartisan . 

improvements. The bill, however, does not address sever'c:l.l issues of concern, particularly in 
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. ~sl.M.s. ~~ \OoI~'~__ ,.~\;;;.~_..~~~~ 

, providing the . w.ces and in~tivesto protcit childr~n and ~milies, ensure accountability, 
and move peopl from welfare to work.. ~ . . . 

,<\O~,,~, 'M' ~\.-\:o '. k 
1m in H.R. 507. ~ ~tJ.--~ ~~~~~) c,L..'\1 ~ 

We a reciJIte the Committee;. lorts· tok",?de.,lddltionaJ. pJ;Otections for children .. I;.: 
and families., .':Pftese:Iinportant changesl;~ve the legIslation much closer to the President's 
vision of true welfare reform .. ·We are p~cularly p:eased wi~h the followin$ imp:ovemen~: " . . 

1k.1k ~"U"A'.J ''''. riJ!.J,~ Jtt2.~ c1tJ CAr~ IS es~( fo ~h£ 
• ~~~ Care and WOI~. l\.Th.e'bill, reflects abetter understanding, of the r?s~urces and fn:m,. w-h Lv-; 


flexIbility that states WlII need to Implement \velfare reform, addmg $4 blllion for , 

child care above the level in H.R. 4 -- which lacked adequate child'9aIe resources for 

those required to move from welfare to work and low-incom~ working families at-risk 

of welfare dependenc:y.· . . . " 


.... ··---·· .. ;.-'.Food Stamps.'The bill remove-s the annual spending cap on FOodSt.arOps,. .; .. 

. preserving the program's ability to expand during periodsofecon9mic recession and 

. help families when they are most in need. 


• Child Nutrition. The bill, no longer ~c1udes H.R. 4'sprovisionsfor a child . 
nutrition· block-grant demoristration~ which would have, undermined' the program's'·· " 
ability to respond automatically to economic changes and maintain national nutrition 
standards,'. . . 

Qiiki;;iinfQi~~~li~b~il~l~eco~gqizes the importance orc rt 
d Includes ev~ry rn.ajor proposal for child suppo 

resident's bilL 

• Child ·Protection.. We commend the Committee for preServing the open~nded 
nature of Title IV-E foster care .and adoption assistance programs, current MediCaid 
coverage.of eligible children, and the national child data collection initiative. 

'''' , 'I, " ' • 

• SUl1Qlemental Security Income (SS1), The. bill removes the proposed two· tiered ' 
benefit system for, disabled children r~iving SSI, and retains full cash benefits for 
all eligible children. . . , . ' . . 

. " The'bill mikd~er improvementS that will strengthen stat~' abilities to move " '" 

people from welfare !fork. It improves the performance bonus provisions by estab¥shing a . 

separate funding stream. It increases the cash block-:grant contingency fund modestly and 

adds a more responsive trigger based on the Food Stamps caseload.. Arld it'adopts higher 


. exemptions from the time limit an.d require~ents. that teen mothers live at home and sta¥ in 
. school. .,....wt..~. ?\..t....~ ~~~~~\,. 4- L ~J.\. ~f>~-­

~\\II-~ ,~..,,"'-~, L h~~~I +­
&;onceros With HR 3507 as reported ~l,~\""'\~ ~ ~ \l;:)~ A.~ ~ "'-'I "­

c..r.-~, ~~~\t'-'-~ - o.,~ ~.J~.t {--. ~ \0\\\. 
4 
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, . 
The bill still lacks other provisions that have earned bipartisan endorsement. 

• Size'yf the cuts. The welfare provisions incorporate all of the cuts that were in the 
vetoed bill - $53 billion (excluding Medicaid) over 6 years) under CBO's new 
baseline.. These cuts far exCeed those proposed by the NGA or the Administration. 
Cuts Food Stamps and benefits to legal immigrants are particularly deep. In addition, 
unlike the Administration's bill, H.R. 3507 bill would allow states to substantially cut 
their own spending on programs serving low-income families.,.-.Gempoullding the 
impaGt eA poor ehtidreft 8fl1ll famiJie~•. 

. . 

• Immigrants. ,The bill doeS not change'the excessively harsh and uncompromising 
immigration provisions of last year's bill. W11ile we support the strengthening of 
requirements on the sponsors of immigrants for SSI, Food Stamp, and AFDC, the bilL 
bans SSl and Food Stamps for virtually all legal immigrants', and imposes a 5-year ~. ~.L' 

____~ban~o~n all other Federal programs, including Medicaid, for new immigrants,""'"Thes'ir(L&-. ~~ 
~ ~Ot1I~ oover iffl~ts w.h~ eeeefH8 ,disableeaftef ~teri~ the eouft~ '. - ­

...jami:l:ies With Gh~, or Cl:.lrreRt rec.ijUeAt.s. The proposal unfarrly Shlfts cosrs to . . ~ 
states with high numbers of immigrants. Finally, the bill requires virtually all 
federal, state, and local benefits programs to verify recipients' citizenship and '. . 
alienage status; Abese resuictions, especIally forscfioollunch, WIC and pubfi:c wkL,~f1 
health programs, produce negligible administrative savings while creating new· . 
achninistrative burdens and obstaCles to program partiCipation.' 

. .~ t:.-~1( . .' ". .' .' 
• Voucher.s. WeaFs pa.rtl.culatly cOncerned tl:aat H.R. 3507 actually reduces State 
flexibility by prohibiting sta.~es from providing a safety net'for children -- by not 
allowing them to use block grant funds to provide non-cash assistance vouchers for 
children in families subject to the five-year time limit. H.R. 4 contained no such 
prohlbitior;,...aae we emmet 'dftderst81ld WIly· theRepablica:hleaGersbjp has moved in 
thjsd~OfI .....tt~ N~A ~~oVl.."\" " . . . ,.' .. 

Gr-A­
• . Medical Assistance Guaiantee. The bill does not maintain the guarantee for 
medical assistance for all those now. eligible or who reach the five~year time limit. 

'" . 

'. Protection in Economic Downturn. The bill lacks adequate protection for States in 

5 
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the event of economic downturns. The contingency fund is too small and does not. 
allow for further eXpansions (above the $2 billion cap) during poor economic 
conditions and periods of increased need. ., . 

• Tt'"d.flsfers to the Social Services Block-grant (SSBG). We are concerned that the 

bill provides the proposed cash assistance block grant \vith transfer authority to the , 

SSBG. Transfers to SSBGcould lead states to substitute Federal dollars for Srate. J~ 


dollars in an array of State social services activities t potectially CQttiag Sf' even p.,+..... r<.-- -- J 

~ the effeCtive State maintenance of effort levels required for the cash block . 

grant. 


We also are concerned .that the bill repeals the Family Preservation and Support 
program, which may mean less State spending on abuse and neglect prevention activities. In 
addition, the Education and Economic Opportunity Committee cut state flexibility to meet the 
bill's workrequirements by raising me weekly number of hours that States; must place 

'------recipients-in work activities and..decreasing the. periodin_wbi~h a: job search may count 
toward the work rates.' Along wim constricting State flexibility, th6$e changes would .. 
increase, costs in the work program. . 

The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses many of our concerns.· and' it would strengthen 
state accountability efforts, welfare to work m~ures. and protections, for children. It . 
provides a foundatioo on which this Committee should build in order to provide.more State 
flexibility; incentives for'AFDC recipients to move from welfare to work; 'more parental 
responsibility; and protections for children. 

The Preside'nt has sent Congress a C9mprehensive welfare reform proposaL It would 
replace the current system with one that demands responsibility, strengthens families, 
'protects children, and gives States broad flexibility and the needed resources to· get the job 
done. 'It- reReets tbe priticiples held by tRQ&8 is &tit! 6ttt ef CQAgreu l~e have worked 

-tirelesslyte'refOrm theweifrue system. We strongly hope for legislation that builds upon 
these principles, and on' the recent bipartisan initiatives ·from our ~~~n's governors and 
moderate Republicans and Democrats in both Houses of Congress . .YWe also strongly support 
bipartisan efforts of the governors and the Castle.,.Tanner 'groupl to refol1l1 welfare without 

gutting Medicaid er :Faisiag taxega. . ~\L- ~~L. ~'_l. , 
" .~ . """"'1 "'-r) . , . 

. The American OOQ:ete--wat~..u~faR:-btH41~.ftotror:rrnm~~an 
integri' t pro .ot S work 

y b)l the 

The President and Congress share the goal of a balanced budget~ but we have grave 
concerns about the approach adopted in this bil1. The President and the RepubHcari 
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leadership have more, than enough savings in common to balance the budget. Congress 
should work with the J;>resident to give Americans the balanced budget they deserve. 

Sincerely, 

'Jacob J. Lew' " 
Acting Director 

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. MOAKLEy:nrn 
HONORABLE JOHN R KASleH. AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO 

" , .' ,,' 

..,' 

" 
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, In FobfU8ly. the Nation·s OovemoI'S unanimously endorsed. proposals to reform our 
welfare anel Medicaid systems. We testified before you with our Republican colleaiUCs 
on our shared hope for bipartisan reform ofthe Medicaid and welfare systems this year. 
Since that time the Republican leadership has introduced S. 1795. a bill to refonn the 

, Medicaid and welfare systems. We submit written testimony to offer our comments on 
this bill. ' 

MedIcaid 

We want to say in the clC81"C8t terms possible: the bill before you does not reflect the 

NGA agreement as It pertains to Medicaid. We Jaiow. We were the govemors who 

negotiated that agreement. ' 


Before we disouss how S. 1795 differs in critical and substantial ,ways .from the NGA 
agreement,we must say tha.t we are troubled by public statcmeDti that have bee~ made 
about this proposal. The congr~.I!sional maj ority took our bipartisan work and spent more 
than three months developing legislation. During that period there was no contact either 
by members ofthe committees or stlffwith,tbe bipartisan NOA, with Demooratic 
Oovernors or our staff. While committee staff were drafting this bill, a bipartisan group 
of governors continued to meet to develop the details of the NGA proposaL We reached 
greater clarity on issues including the funding formula. the definition of ~isability, 
policies on eompuability and state-wideness of benefits and policies related to amount. 
scope and duration of benefits. The results ofthese negotiations are cot included in S. ' 
1795. 

We understand and respect the Finance Committee', responsibility and authority U) draft 
Medicaid legislation. Our only objection is to the content of S. 1795 and. efforts to 
describe that bill as the NGA proposal. ' 

, Bow the bill is incollliltent witb the NGA alreement OD. Medicaid 

The most obvious failing in the bilUs in the financing formula. S. 1795 essentislly 

recreates the block grants in earlier bills. thereby abandoning the NOA policy. ni 

fuDding fonnula is Q'itical because a guarantee to provide coverage without sufficient 

funding is a meac1ng1ess guMantee. ,. " .,' .' .,.'" , 

,The NGApolicy calls fot a base 'allocatioD to each state usm'g 1993. 1994 or 1995 actual 
Medicaid expenditures. The .billla inconsistent with the policy. Thl: bill uses the 1996 
numbers that appeared in the Med.igrant bill. While tb.eseftgures were generated with the 
input ofRepublican. Governors, Democratic Governors were not invited to p&nicipate in ' 
this process. Many states have discovered that the fiiUICS in'1he bill do not match any 
actual clata for that state. Actual baseline. must be used if the bill is to comply with the 
NGApolicy. ' 
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The NGA policy says that the formula for growth must account for estimated changes in 
elCh state's caseload. The growth portion of the formula in the bill is completely 
different. It has two serious flaws. First, the formula in the bill!s not based upon an 
estimate of oasoloBd or cbmges in case-mix. 

This is entirely inconsistent with tb§ NGA policy which is based upon the principle that 
federal funds showd follow the people served by the proaram. 

Second, growth ra.ta in the allocation to each state are severely constz,'ained by floors and 
ceUin,s. These constra.i.nts prevent states from ac~Y receiving the fUndi associat.ed . 

.. 	with expected caseloads.The floors IlJld ceilings so completely ovezwhelm the so-called 
''needs-based formula" that states would not have their neel1s met at BlI. At least ] 5 states 
are !Wly capped iD. acivance. No matter how much the expected caseload might increase 
in Florida or Neyada. those state's alloc:a:tions will inerease by no more than 7.22% per 
year beause that is the ptogramoap. Meanwhile, many other states are guaranteed a 
significant rate of growth (4.33%) even if they are losing popula.tion and calcload. , 

The NGA policy calls for an umbrella fund that guaranttes stateII I. pcr-benefioilllY 
payment fOl actual emolleel who were not aeoounted for in the growth estimates. The 
fund in S. 179S is entirely different and inadequate. First, it is impossIble for the fund to 
cover enrollees not mQlw1ed in the estimates be~usc. as noted above, there are no 
estimates of casel0a4 in the bill's formula. In addition, 1M wnbrella only ~vers 
unanticipated caseload fOI one year. If a state experiences I. recession that IUts more than 
.ODC year (not an uncommon event) the umbrella is ofno use. It. is inappropriate to require . 
states to cover certain populations and then not provide one doUar of fc:deral support for 
people whose coverage ii "unanticipated.n 

The NGA :policy sa)'11 that disproportionate share hospital (DSH) funds will not grow for 
states where DSH accou.nUl for more than 12 percent oCthe Medicaid program. Tho bill 
.dol!! not comply with this provision. Instead, even states with excessive DSH programs 
will have the full growth rate in the formula applied to their DSRfunds. 

The dynamics of & capped medical assi$tanQe prosram arc very differont from those of 
the current Medicaid proarllDl. Under cwrent law, ifone state receives excess money, 
either tbrouih the DSH prDsram or other m~s. the burden falls on the federal taA."Payer, 
but·not OD other states. Under the propesed Medicaid block grant, states would be in 

,competition for limited resoUl~es. Where the bill diverges from NOA policy and 

provides.& hiSh=r level offunding for certain states, those funds are taken dlrectly frgm 

the citizens ofanother state where they maybe needed simply to support a basic 

Medicaid program.' . 


The NOA foimula was crafted with great c:are to balance legitimate, cornpetin& needs. 
S. 1795 falls to adhere to that formula, and has upset that caret\1l balance. Because the 
fonnula hu 'been modified In. B manner that will assist oartain states. some governors will 
,certainly support 1lJ.efonnula in the bill. ijowever, this committee showd not interpret 
support by those govemorsas a statement that S. 1795 is consistent wi1b the NGA 
.funding principles. 

..,', 
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Committee staffhas indicated W)' had ftochoice but to rejec~ me NGA formula 'because 
GAO could. not generate state-specjilc t\1Jlding estimates usine the NGA formula. That 
complaint rings hollow.· The staff made DO effort to work with us to clarify the formula. 
We ,an only interpret this excuse as a cover for the stairs desire to return to the block 
grant (onnula nogctiatcd. in a pamsan process and rojl:ctcd by tho NGA. 

Wblle closer to the NOA proposal in some of its other feattJ.:rCI!I, the 'bill contain.s ether 
.rlo'Us fl&w/ii in i1l design cfthe program. tbNGA proposal sa),s that the guarantees of 
~overaieaDd the set ofbeneflts 4're.m.a.it'ls·, for cmain populations IlJd ·certain services. 
Some ofthe features ol'the bill so t\mdamentall)" cbanp the nature of that pa.ramee that 
one CB!iD.ot say that those guarantees remain .... ocrtainly not iA a foim anythiDglikc what .. 
the NGA p:cposal contemplated. Speeific:a1ly, permitting unlimited eopayments and 
deductibles. residency requirementlJ, family financial rclponlibility. Imd. other similar 
provisions c:ompletcly undermine the guarantee ofhcalth OlUe setVi~ to Out most needy 
citizena. 

. We raise thes8 iall'Ue8 not b=oause we do not 1Iust states or because we believe the federal 
government needs '1:0 tell states how to administer theu-programs. Rather, we believe 
these provisions are important to guarantee the contlnuecl eommitment of the federal 
governmen.t. to this program. If&1&11& in c!iffi,ult budaet times C&I1 dramatically scale 
back coverage while receiving the same amOunt offecieral funds, political support for this 
program at the federal level will wane. We belleve there is value in a fedenlly-defioed 
safety-net. while we desire the flexibility toa.dministerour prosrams in the most 
appropriate marmer. We believe that the t1.exibility to defil1e away the guanmtcc of . 
coverage wll! undermine> the proarim me! harm all statcs. 

There are some areas where Demoeratic Gcvcmors fought for a. potition iI1 the NGA 

policy, but we were not s\JCCOssful•. W. know that, to achieve bipartisan C01'18em'US, we 

needed to Idve on some issues in order to gain on others. As we read S. 1795, it 1areoly 

reflects the negotiatinl position ofthe Republic8.J1 Governors when we begllJl bipartisan 

discussioDS In Novem.ber of 1995. Rather tban retain1.ng the ba1.ance the govemora 

n.gotiatid,the bill picks and choosl8 issues, aCop\ini the positions 'RepubUcan 

Governors felt were most criti,al. wb.lle reJeetlng the most importarlt issues for the , 

Demo"atic:.Govemors. SiDceS. 1795 .trays 10 far from our coMpromise, we think it is 

iluportaut to bring to the committee's attention some ofthe iuues where Republican 

Govemorsprevailed. 


S. 1195 change. the fedefal ma.tcbing formula, c::reatinS the possibility that more than 
S120 billioD. ofmte funds will be vvithdrawn from the Med.i,aid program'oyC1' the ncA."'t 
seYen Ylars while states continue to draw fed.eu1 matching funds. The 'bill eliminates the 
guarantee ofcoverage for poor children age 13 to 18 that is being phased in UDder current 
law. It eliminates the stand.arci federal definition ofdilabUity tha.t is used to establish 
~edicaid alisibilit)'. All of'.these provisiDnsar~ consistent with our policy, but warrant 
!he same reexamination that you have u.nd.ertakCD. with respect to the formula. Ifthe 
committee is S0ing to eonsider leaislation that is not based upon NOA polioy. it should 
take. a cloae look at each oftbese issues. 
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,	Oovc:rnOlS neaotiated a Mecii;aici polley in lood.faith. This Congress has revwrltten our 
~oement and attempted to pin OUf bipartisan name on a 'bill that was written withoUt the 
particlpatloft of a single Dcmoeratie Member orCongress or Democ:atic:: Governor. We 
would like very much to work Vilith you on: this Issue. However, that work needa to 
Proceed on the same bipartisan basis the Governors used. These important is~s will 
D!=VCl 01; resolved ifpartiBaD p01iti~ guide yourworJc.. , 

" , " ,. " 

Welfare 

While'serious and. SilIlifigantdifrerences remain on how to 'reform the. Medicaid systsm, 
the same is not true for welfare. , 

And although there is no doubt that welfare md Medicaid are inextricably linked. m 
p,ractJce. it has not been the position olthe NGA that they must be united in one 
legislative package. We believe that a strategy that inldsts on linkins welfare and 
~edicaid dooms hope of blpatttsan agreement end legislative S1leceSS for reform ofeither 
program. 

We believe that thC welfare title oftho Republican leadership's bill represents mOni. 
p.o~itive movement mthe welfare debate. S.l79S 1s Significantlybetter than H.R.. 4 in 
~lUly respects ad reflectS the bipartisan aareement ofGovernors in many important
¥eas. . 	 . . 

SJ795 includes S4 billion in additionalreso'W'CIs for ohild ca:e.Th.e NOA 'bipll1isan 
welfare aareement recommended tile inclusion of S4 billion in additional resources fOr 
~hiid care. S.1795 supports governors in their understandini·tbat adequate child care is· 
critical to the success ofwe1fa.rc·to.work efforts.· Access to affotdable. quality child care 
is the number one barrier to self'-suf.f1cienc)" faced 'by mothers currenti)' rec6iviftg 
·benefits. ' . 

:. ~.179S includes S2billioD for aD economic contin&ency:funds for states. NOA 
, '~commendec1 that there be at least'$2 billion in economic protection for states in times of 
e~nom.ic dOWllturnS and/or iDcrcuosin lmeruployment or. child poverty.. S. 1795 

, ~pportB the fwlding levels recommended by the NGA and ineludta a more responsive 
~gger. cocsiltentwith the NGA agreement.. 

S. 1793.in.clUdes additignaJ. resources for performance mcentivos fol'. state.. '1lle N(JA 

. proposal recommended the inclusion of incentives in the form of cash bonuses 'to ltates . 

.that ~edspecitied employme.nt..relatcd, pCrfOl'Illl.!U:C target.· Govemors believe that, 

alons with state sanctions forpoorpertonnanc:., there should be rewards for sta.tes that 

.perform well. 	 . . 

.There are; however, Some areas 'Where S. 1795 does not reflect the, NOA agreement. 

S; 179,5 doos not ~h"Qe the NGA n:commenciatioas 011 how to measure work 
.. participation. 

http:employme.nt
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Governors believe that in ardar to mouure work participation 81ate8 mUSt count 
individ.uals who lea¥e wel.fa.re far work. Ifstates are not pOrmiucd to count persons who 
leave the roles to go to wo:k in the work participation. rate. tho work mauure is flawed 
and states' &hility to sueeeed a.ceording to 'prescribed participation rates will be severely 
diminiShed. We u.rae Congress to revise the work participation calculation to reflect the 
NGA ¥eernent 

S.1795 caps the excess shelter dodu~on ill the Food Stamp Program. Although the Food 
Stamp Program is I10t -within the jurisdiction ofthe FiDaD.ee Committee. it is important to 
note that s. 1795 does.DOt reflect the NGA agreemcm in this area. . 

NOA recommended that the GaP on tho shelter decluction included in H.R.. 4 be rejected 
by Congres3. A cap on !be excess shelter deduction in tho Food Stamp Program would 
have a diArlfoportionate impact 011 the poorest families with children and would result in 
avera $1 billion more in savings from the Food StaDtp ProSnun. We urge Congress to 
eliminate 'tho cap on the entcess shelterdeduction mthI: Food Stamp Program. 

S. 1795 includes \U'mecessaryrestdctlons on states' access to the economic contingency 
tlmd. 

The NGA policy su.pports the $2 billion Clolitingency fb.nd included in S. 1795. however, . 
S. 179S inaludes additioDalrestrlctions on states' ae=SI to the ,ontingency fund not 

supported by NGA policy. lbocoD.tingency.~d mUit be adequately t\mded and 

appropriateLy responsive tostatos' economic circumstances. ·We Ul'geCongress to 

eliminate the unnecessary restrictions on states ability to draw down assistance. 


S. 1795 Includes &.20 ~l'eel1t reduction in fUnds for the So;ial Services Block Ormt 

(SSBG). 


States use a significant portiol1oftheir SSBG funds for c:hild care assistance for low 

inoome families. It is QQlJ:ltcrintuitivCl to include new money for child eaR in ODe 


instance and snatch it away in another. We urie you. to reject tho additional cuts in the 

Social Services Block Gra.ul- . 

S. 1795 includes aew res\rlctions on swe.. abilities to provide services to famili~B. The 
NGA supports time-limits as apl'ltccl to c:ash asaistlDr;e. The NOA policy does not 
support the applic8doD ofa time-limit on non-cash assistance. S. 1795 would prohibit 
states from uslni the block &rant for important work supports su.ch as trwp0l'Wlon 
vouchers or job retention c;ounlCling.· It would also ptOhibit state dls~ction to provide in-. 
ldnd services lD. pafticular ci.reumstances. We urge Congress to impose the time·limit on 
cub assi~ only. . 

Altho\lSh we have used this opport:wUty to discuss some of'the rema.ialng issues 011 

welfare reform. our primary message 011 welfare continues tb be that we believe 
. bipartisan welfare refozm iawitbin rcach. Conaresl bas come a area.t distance on welfare 

in the last year and S. 1795 is consisteDt with the NGA welfaro policy in many important 
areas. We urge Congress begin bipartisan'discussions 0.0 welfare 8r3d 10 move a welfare 
bill as 800n as .possible. 

http:FiDaD.ee
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It hu always been our hope that legislation to reConn both the we1firc an'cl Medicaid 
, prOar8.ms could be enKted this year. The CO!1tent of S. 1795,suggests that lhe Sovemors' 
proposal aD welfare is Within rwh, while our proposal 011 Medi,aid is not likely' to be 

, adopted by this COnsrCSB,' We would 'be very disappohlted to .ee welfare reform lost in • ' 
baUle over Modiwd. Therefore, unless this COI1jlOl' is willms to substantially modlt)' 

, its approach to Mcdicalcl, we wouldurae you to e.n.a.ct welfare reform ina separate bill 
, ,',and allow states tocc.ntinue our efforts 10 improve,this program, . ' . ' ' .. , ' ," 
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THE SENATE REPUBLICAN WELFARE BILJ~ - S. 1795 

The Senate Re.publican weifare bill (H.It. 3S07) B8 reported by the Pinance Committee contaio.s aeveril 
'provuiull5 which arc improvements ovcr'tho eonfcrclICc biD, H.R. 4. The bill ineorporates a number 
of key cbaDgcs made by the National Govcmon' Association (NGA) as'well u other modlftcanoDS. 
including several that were not Included In the liouse Republican welfare but (H.R:. 3501). However]' 
the bill does not addreaa leveral issues that are of concern to the AdminiStradon, particularly in 
providing starea with the resources and incentives to prot"t childrcn. ensure accountability, and move 
peoplo from welfare to work. , .' . . . .' 

Improvements to B.R. 4 

ProtectIJIg c:Jr.Il4na and FIIIIIlJU, 

Child CIJI". Like cheNOA propOsal, the Senate Republkan welfare billlncreases child care funding . 

levels. The bill mcreaaes mandatory authorization by S4 ~illlon over the conference ~m a.mi $4.5 . 

billIon above current law (UDder CBO estimJ.tes). The bill: would alsO maintain the child care health 

and'.fely protections contained in current law. 


ChlId Welfo,.,. Whcrwthe conference bin block srantedadtninistration and 'child pla.c:emciU services 

fuDr1ing and the NGA proposed an optional block ,rant, abc Scna!C RcpubJican bill retains wmmt law 

child protection prosrams. 


SSI children. Like the conference bill, the Senate l.r;pubJlcan bill would establish a new disability 

definition for children. Under lhis bill. the new deftDition wouJd be effective immediately for new 

applicanrs and within one year for QUaent bcbeficWics.Instcad of me2-tiercd. benefit syrtem 

proposed UDder.the conference bUl, the Ilepubliean bill adopts me NGA proposal for full cash benefits 

to all eUslble cblldren. \ 


Contingen.cy Fund. As under lhe NGA proposal. Ibe Seule Republican welfare bUi raises 1110 cap on 

the contingency tund,ftom $1 billion 10 52 billion 10 provIde states with more protecrion in economic 

downturns. The proposal also adds a new trigger meclLanitm based on the food stamp caseload. 


E%tmptioIU to the Cosh Assistance 7lme Umtr. 'J'he billlncreases from IS" to 20% the proportion of 
. the caseload that States can exempt from the S-year time limit on cash assistance, aiviDa statcatbe 

ability 10 make more allowlnca for adulrs who are unable to work or find'work. 

Food Stomp ProgrtJm. The fundiD& lc:vei for the optional food stamp bloek srant is adjusted. 10 prc:wem . 
"Windfalls'" 10 srates who elect the block aram option. The adjustable cap on food stamp spending Is 
deleted. ensuring that additional benefits would be available when caseloads increase. States are 
allowed to exemp~ from disqualifie.ation due to bardabip up to 10 percenl of able-bodied childless idwu . 
who are not workiDg or pafticipatiDg in a work program and to permit one month of job search or job 
search training. The cap on the excess shelter deduction is retained but set ata htgher level than the 
conference .,ill. .' 

Child NlIlritiDn ProlfYZm. ne Senate Republican bill prohibita cO:ldirioniDg food assistance or 
citizenship or immigrant ItatUS. There is no option fOr states to r~ivc school nutrition funding ill the . 
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fonn of a block srant. Although reduc;:ed frurn current law levels. the reimbursement nICs for the 
, SUmmer Pood Service Program and Paintly Day Care Homes, are higher than the conferen~c agreement 

SIIIIe AccolUlt.GbiUly 

Objective Crlttrltl. The Senate biU requires staleS to establish objective criteria ,for deliv,1')' of beoefits 
and ensurlna equitahle lreatment. The language specifies that famUles in similar ein:umstanccs should 
be treated equally and provides the opportunity for I fiir hcarina ,for those whOlliC assis~ce iii,denied. 
reduc:ecl, or tenninated. In addition. ic lnclude.s mccbaniaml \0 enforce Ibc:sc: provlsloDB. 

'TrrIMjers. Unlike H.lt. 4. states wou1d omy be able to transfer QISh assistance block grant funda to the: 
, chUd care bJock grant. This provision strengthens sWU' commitment to,provldiDg rcsources to poor 

families and children. 

Refilm, IVOM " 

Perjo1'11'ilJl'lCt BoNa. InstNd of simply rcducms state mal~ of etfon requlrc:meDl8. the bUI 
provide!l $800 million In DeW federal fun.dJ by 2002 for IUles 1hat pcrfOlJDWellOIl employrocJ1l-related 
~~. ' , 

Work ReqJlirerMlItslor Mothers with YOWlg Children. Instead of requiriDg all adult reeipienr.s to work 
3S ,hours per week. the Senate Republican bUl recoanizes that 6ingle parenti with pre·sdlool age 
children need put·tlmc options OD work. Single-parent famlliea with children UDder aBe 6 could work 
20 bours per week. In acidition, single pareft1,S with children under 11 who'uo unable to find dUJd care 
are exempt from IILDcdons. 

EdllcaltofJ AClivlties. The bill allows educational activities to count for tMDS who have not fiDilhed 
scbool to count coward the work requirement.:

0--0-v--' '80/0 ' . ' , 

Julies Ia the Seaate RepubliCID BW 

PI'Ot,cting ClJlJ4nR IIIUI FomllIu. 

Mldlt'.tJid. The bUl does not maintain the gUa1'8JlCee of medical ~ovorale fOl all dlose c;urren1ly eligIble 
or Ihole who reach the S-year timc.limlt, especially modters (non-pregnanE) and leenage children. 
However. the Senate bill doea require /illites to provide transitional Medlc:aid coverage for families 
leavins welfare, for work. 

. , 

Safety Net/or Children. Unlike H:R. 4, states are not alJowed to use block gl'llnt'funduo provide non-
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cash assistance and vouchers to meet the basJc: aeeda of children in ramllics who are subjected to the S· 
y~r time limit The bill also doelS not roqutrc at.alCS W provide vouchers to childreD if they act time 
IlmitBlhonc:r than five years. 

COnlinlency Fu.nd. The SCDate bill doce Dot provide ad.equate protec;UOD for lWei in the event of 

eeooomic: doWDturns. Tbe contingency fuDd ia set at too Iowa level and doea DOC allow for fwthor 

expanslon (above the S2 btllioD cap) durma poor economic conditions and perioda of b:ImIued need. 

By contrast, du~ the last reQC8Sion APDC beneftt paym.eIltS rose by $6 billion cumuJativoly. In 

addition, the fund is temporary and would be .UmIDpt 4KI after Py 2001. 


FODd slamps, The bill would make deep cUU in food SIIIIIp benefits over ail years. CBO eatima1eS ~e 
direct cuts ill Tide X at bJt bUlion over levea yean, So biUion more tban the CBO esti.mate for the 
Food. Stamp subtitle In .lle AdmInisuadoll" bUI. (These estimates do DOt include the Pood Stamp 
offaces from other lid. of 1bc bUll.) In adcUd.on: 

. 	 ,

• 	 ne bill retainB an option for 8bIW to replace the Food Stamp Program with a blcc:k SlaDt if 
the &&ate bas fully lmplementod a.n BJecuonic: IkDeRt Tr8.DBfer (BBT) 'ystem, bas a payment 
error rate less than six percent, or pays me foderaf·govcrmncnt the produci of 111 total'isswu:Ice 
times the dlfl'enmce between ita error rlto and six percenl. A food .5timp' block gram option 
would weabu the natioaal nutrition lItfety nel and. eJimiDAte dle prognm's abDicy to respond to 
economic; dumalS. 

• 	 The bill tel8W tile cap on the ahelter d4K1~tioll and freezes It at 5342 after Januuy 1. 1997. 

PoodBtamp faJniUCB who face relatively hIsh shelter eoOStS - mostly 'families with cbi1dRn ­
wou.ld rec::oive fewer benefili. . 


• 	 The bW limited to four mondu tho oUci,bUity ofuncmployed food stamp recipier:a aged 18-S0 
without cbUdren - without givins tbo.se\who cannot firKI jobs the oppomllllly to work off their 
beDefil&. CBO projccu that lCIX,OOO people who are~llling to work will lose benefits under 
tbls pro'v'illoD iu the averaac1110Dlh. 

. Immigrarton. .Wblle lbe NGA biUwas aUent. this bill adoptS the,' immigration provi&ioDl in H.R. 4, 
Ihereby going weU beyond die lmmigration bills passed in boch the nOUN and dlc Scrwe. 

• 	 The but speeds up the impJemeawion date of the SSI and food Stamp ellglbWty bans, making 
it v,ll1Ually impossible for most immigrantS to attain. citizcnship before IosiD8 benefits. 

• 	 This bill makos most logallmmigrams ineligible for SSI II.1d Food Stamps. even severely 
dilablod children and adwts, aru1 elderly ~, who bave never bad a sponsor aDd have 
no olhc::r means of IUpport. The bill maba IDost legal imm1granrs entering after The due of 
enactment Ineligible for most federal meaas-cesled proarams for 5 years after c:nuy, oven those 
who have nover bad I sponsor and' haVe. no othar means of support, and bocomo severely 

. disabled ~r entry. 	 . 

'. 	 It require, virtwtlly every fedcml. Stale. and IOcal.benefit program to verify citizcDship and. _ 
alienaae .tau of every applicant, including all cbildren u.nd.er the school lunch program. WIC. 
Materul and CbUd Health Block Gram, So~ial Services Block.. Head Stirt, and similar ' " 
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programs fU\lnced by states and localf~cs. This would ,read e paperwork burdens 
. and would create grealer future health and IOCtal coste enyiDg WI "" regnant lmm1grant 
women. for example, is likely to increase the I1UDl.bCr 0 cs om WiLh low birth wcigbt, 
babies mat wID then need expensive neo~zwal care. The bUl also eliminates eligibUlcy of legal 
immigrants for SSI and Pood Stamps lmmodiatcly It the.time of redctemUnation, rather Ihan 
ODC yeuaftcr enactment. 

auld $lIppon. The bill eliminates the S50 pus-through ror thild support payments. 

rJ 0 /ll1leT-$l(Jre nUgrtlntJ. The biIJ also specifically allows ,taleS to provide lower bencfita to 
applicamalrecipienlS mlgratins In from otber states. . 

? / :~":::..~. The bill delay. SSleligibWtyllDlUlbe Ont day of ~ first moDIII tolloWiIIg moDIII of 

Slat, AccounlDbiUty 

FeduallSttzte Partnership. The Senate billaeverely wwe'ns the federal-sta1epartnership ~ the c::urrcnt 
system of matching bas been the ",Iue· that holds dlla panoershlp together. There also is nol adequat~ 
accountability for ~xpayer dollars nor adequate protections against worker disp)a<:cment. ' 

StDze MoinltMllce of~ort. UDder the RepubUcan bW, lwei could reduce the resources they provide 
to poor families and children. Although the main1enance of effort requirement is increased ED 80 
pel"CCru aDd. the definition of what courua·lOward the requirement is tightened somewhat (compared to 
the Ho~e bill). spending states can count toward the requlremelll'remains too broad1y defmed. States 
could count spendq on child welfare. JuvenUe justice and other services unreWod 10 cash aSsistance, . 
if Chey previously drew down Emergency Aui~D2 for 5Uch fuDda, In addition, stateS could lower 
their maintenance of effort provision by up to 8'perceruap points for exceeding employment-related 
performance measures. 

ResolUces for. the Work Program. Unlike the Admin1suatlou's bU Ute Senate bill does DOt provide 
atiequate resources for Slates to meet the workrCquirCJ1'lCnts. bllllncreases the work 
partiCipation rateS above the levels in H.R. 4 white vidina nO resour for .tatca to meet these 
more Itringent rates. Based on mIS estimates (w lower than CBO'for work prosnm; 
~stB). the Senale Republican bill would provide $10 billion IC&5 over six yean than b required to meet _ 
the but's work requirements and. maintain the CUlRDt level of ~ash ualstince benefits to poor families. 
Moreover, the Senate bill would res~t in a SO.5 billion shonfall in child care resources (uswning 
ItatN maintain their CWTem level of cuh USiSWlCe benefits and do not uansfer amourus from the cash 
.block gram to chlld care). 

. f\/'O 
Ctu~/oad Red"a;ons. The RepubUcan bilf'lL"still DO'·serioUB about re~ and cO\lld even give 
states a perverse incentive simply to cut people off assistance. A Itato's minimum work participation 
rille would be reduci:d for every percenr88e poinllhat tho ltaw'. total eueloaddroppcd from 199' 
levell. nel of reductions due to federal law su,h 88 rhe S-yoi.r time limit. ThUIi, if I Slate's welfare 
Cl.scload dropped by 25 percent from irs 199' levels due solely to a favorable economy, the state's 
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minimum work participation rate would be reduced by 25 perceDt&ge pOints. The rare (or this Ktine in 
1999 would drop from 30perceDt to only S percent. In addition. countable caaeload reductions would 
also be nel of reductions due to state laws tha.t diverted families from initially quaUf)irlI for AFDC ­
such as reducins benefir levell. However, cueioad reduc:;tioD5 due 10 any awe laws that affect tbe 
eligibility of families.after sr.a.ning to rec:cive 8!sistancc: - such as a 6-month time llmlt·- would be 
CoQrltable.· . 

ProrisJODI MalatalDed from B.R. " 

In addition to mole outlined above. the RepublicanbilJ CODmw me same provisiollS II H.R. " in 
several areas. These include: 1he family cap. the U1e8~Y bonus, the absooce of pet1ional 
respolUibUity contraC1&. penalties OD sweat c:.xemptiODI from the work. requlromems for the famWea 
with childron under olle. 8upplememal Jro\Vlh fund. allocation formula for block Brant fundi, research 
aM evaluadon, and waivcn. . . • 
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THE HOUSE REPUBIJCAN WELFARE Bn..L - H.R. 3501 

The House R.epubllcan welfare biU'(H.R..3S07) as reported by the Ways and MelDS; Economic a.ad 
Bducatlonal'Opponunities (EBO). and Commerco CommitcCCl c:ontains several provisions which are 
improvements over the conference bUll H.R.. 4. The bW incOtpOfaw a nW'D.ber of ~y cballgos made 
by the National Governors' Association (NOA) as woll as other modifatalioPS. However, the bWdoea 
not address several issues that are of concern to the Administration, plnicularly in providins st&tes with 
the resources and incentives to protect children, ensure ~untabillty. and move people from welfare 
co work. The Adminisrration also supports several provlsiona in the Senate· Republican welfare b111 (S. 
1795) 1hat wert DOt included in H.R. 3507. 

Improve.eat.. to B.L 4 

" 

Child care. Like the NOA proposal. th=House Republican welfare bill increases chUd care fuDd.ing 

levels. The billinereues maDduory authorization by 54 tiillion over the conference bID and $4.S 

bWion above QUfCZlt law (under CBO ealiJll.ales). lbe b1[.would a.Jso maintain dlc'child ca~ health 

and safety prolectioas comained in current law. . . 


Child W"ifare. Whereas rhe conference biU bloek granted adminlsuation and ebUd placement acrvlcoa 
funding and tho NGA proposed an optioDll block grant, the HOUie RepubJk:an bW retains C:UrRDllaw 
on open-ended entitlements without a block srant ora block grant option. It does block gnmt ,everal 
chlld welfare programs that ~,e discretionary or capped entitlements under current law. 

SSt children. Like'lbe comerence bill. the ,House Republicari bID would eatablisb a new disabUity 
definition fOf children. Under this bill. lhe nowdeflnidonwould be effective immediately for DeW 
applicams and wlthin one year for current beneficiaries. Instead of the 2-tiered benefit Sy8~em 
proposed under me conference bill, tho RepubUcao. bill adopts the NGA proposal for full cult benefits'0 aU eliglblo· children. . . 

Conrtngency FuNl. As under the NGA proposal, the House Republican welfare bUt raises the cap on 
. the contingency fund from $1 billion to 52 bWioJllO provldestates wllh more protection ill economic 
downturns. Thepropoaal also adds a new triuer mechanism based on the Pood StBmp c:aseload. 

Exemptions to the CtLsh A,rsistQIJce nme LimIl. The bill increases from 15" to 20$ the proponioD of 
the case:load that Statel can exempt from the S·year time limit on cash asabtanc:e. giviDs stalCi the 
ability to make moro allowaace& for adults who are uublc '"' work or fmd work. 

Food. SImnp progrcim. (PORTHCOMlNO) 
,I 

" 

Chtld Nutrition Program. (FORTHCOMING) 

St.GlB Ae~ou.fllDbUt.t, 
, " "I 

ObJ~ctl\le Crireritl. The House bill requirel states 10 utabliGh objective ~ritcrla for delivery of bcoofitl 
and. ensuring equitable treatment. HoWever: the language doel no~ elCarly spc.;ify that furdlica in 
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similar circumstances should be treated equally or provide the 0pp0nunity for a fair bearins .cor those 
whole uaistallCe is denied.. reduced. or tenninaled. Moreover. it is nOl clear how this provision would 
be enforced. 

Befi/.l1'ln, Work 

p,1j'OrmtUlce BoIIW. Instead of simply reducing awe maintenance of effon requi~ment8f .the bill 
provides $800 million in DeW federal fUnds by 2002 for states thai pufonn well on employmen.t-related 
~~ . . 

Work Reqld,en,nllJor Mothers' wldt Yowzg Chlklren. lRslBld of requirilll all adult reciplenti to work 
35 boun per week.. the House Republican bUl recognjzes thaJ single parents with pre-school age 

.ch.lldrell m:cd part-time optioDS OD. work. Single-parent famUies whh cblldrel1 under age 6 could work 
20 hours per week. In lIddiIiOD, aiqk parents with cbi1d.ren uDder U who are unable to fmd child care 
arc exempt from SanClion5: • . 

EdacDrlon Aaiviltu. The bill allows educational acUvitiei·fa coum for tecnI whu have not fi.D.iJhod 

schOol to CO\ID.I coward the work requirement.' . . 


lull. in the BOUH Republican BDl 

Protsclllig ChlJdnn tI1I4 FtIIIIllUI. 

SpendJ.ng Cuts. Federal spending for poor famUles and cbUdren would be cut by 553 billion in Ibe 
House Republican welfare bID - $10 billion morelhan tbe level of cuts In Ibe NQA bill and $15 billion 
more than the cues in the Admlai&tration', bilL In a4dition. unlike the Ad.miDisa'Btion·s but, the 
Republican bUl would also ,allow &rates to subsWltiaUy reduce their own spcDdinS on programs serving 
low-income familief. Thus, the differences in 'pending on poor famUiea is much greater than rhe 
feelen.l apencliDglevcla indicate. ' 

Mldicllid. The bUl does not maintain die gU8llUltee of medical cove,..,e for all those currently eligible 
or those who reach tho S-year time limit. cspecia11ymothelli (non·prcglWll) and tceDagech.Udren. In . 
additioD. me House bill as reported out of the Ways and Means ColM2laee does not require'lta.tclIO 
provide ttamitional Medicaid cover.,e for familiesleaviDg welfare for work. However, the HoUle bill 
II reponed out of the Commerce CoIlUlllctee would provide uansitional Medicaid coverage. 

I . 

&llll, Net jor Childrt:n~ Unlike H.R. 4. ItatlS u:e DOt allowed to use block srant funds to provide nOD­
eash asaisraDcD and vouchers to meet the bui~ needs of children in families who are subjected fa the·s.. 
year tbne limit. The bOl also does not require awes to provide vouchen to children if they let time 
limits .borter than five ycar&.. 

Conrin,elft:y~. The House bill does no\ provide adequate protection for IWes in dle event or 
e~o1lOmic downturD8. Tho QOntinge~y fund is set at too Iowa level and does nOl allow for further . 
expansion (above the $2 bllUon cap) during poor economic eondltions and periocls of mcreue6 aeed... 
By QODtrast, 4urins the Jut reeuSion AFDC benefit payments rOle by 56 billion cumulatively.· In 
addition. the fund is temporary.and wowdbeeliminatcd after ~ 2001. . ­
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Food SItlmps. (FORTHCOMING) 

l;,."u,ratioll. While the NGA bUl was silent. this bUJ adopts the immigration provisions in H.R. 4. 
thereby aoiDg well beyond the immigration bl~ pasSed, 1ft both the House and the Senate. , ' 

• 	 .. The blllipoeds up the implementation dare of the SSI and FoodSwnp ellalbUlty bl.DB. making 
it virtually impossible for most immigrants 10 aualn citizenship before lo&ing benefilS. 

• 	 nus btU makes mosllesal inunill'8.DtS lnellSible for SSI and Food StamPSi evell severely 
disabled children and adults. and elderly immigrants, who have never had a sponsor and have 
no olber means of suppan: The blJl malee, most legal imrniarants entering afeer the date of 
enactmelll inellaihle for most federal aBu-tosted programs for S year, after entry, even tbose 
who have never bad 8 sponsor and have DO other mClilDS of suppon. and become scverely 
disabled after eatry. . # . 

., II requires virlUally every federal. state. and lo:a1 ~DefiC program to verify citizenship aDd 
alienage StatUS of every a.ppli~t. including all cl1.ijdrcn under me school lua.ch program. WIC. 
Maternal and Child Healm Block Grant. Socia) Services Block. Head Start, and similar 
programs finaDccdby Inates and localities. This would greatly expand the paperwork burdens 
artd would creare greater furuce heallb IDd social cosl'S. Denying W1C to pregnant i.J:runian.nt 
women. for example. is likely to increase the DUmber of babies bom with low binh weight, 
babies that will then need expensive neo-oaII1 CIIlI. The bill a]80 eliminalOB eligibility of legal 

'immigrants for SSI and PoodSwnps ~iately at che time of rec1elCnninatioD. radler than 
one year atier enactr:.Mnt. " 

Child Support. '1be bUl eliminates the S50 pas..through for chUd support pa)'I11cnts. 

lnJeNtOle rnlgrtJllts. The bill also specifically allows states to provide lower benefits to 
appliC&Dts/recJpleD.1S migratiq in from odler states. 

SSl Eligibility. The bill delays SSI eligibility untU Ibe first day of the first month following month or 
application. . 

Slat, Accollnt4bUlly 

FederallSlQ/e Ptll't'Mrship. 'l1\e House billilverely woa.kcm the fcdcral-state partnership - the current 
8f.tem of matching bas ~n the "'slue" that holch thisparmership together. TJ;lere also is not adequate .rof accountabilitY for taxpayer dollars nor adequate protecdoDS llainst worker displacement. . 

. . ~ 	 : . 

Stat, MabtteflllltcI ofEJlon. Under the RepUblkan bill. Slates could dtamadca11y redu~ the resources 
they provido to poor families and children: . 

• 	 The mainlCnancc of effort standard is sd at 75 perceot and spending state.scao-eoWll toward the 
. requirement is broadly defined. States could COWlt spending on child welfare. juvenile Justice . 
and other aetvk;e~ Unrolated co c:.asb assistance. if they previously drew do,.,n Emergency 
Assistance fot such funds. In addition. awes could lower their n:i.alntODAllC:co! effonprovision 
by up to 8 percentage points f(wexceecUng'employment-reJated porfo~ mcasurea. 
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• 	 States would be able ro uansfer up to 30 porcent of &belr cuh asslstanco block Ir&Dl to other 
proirams - por8nlially reducing the cfftCtive mafntonance of effort requl,rcment to 4S percent 
or less. 

U.lfl ofFundi. States could use Federal funds for a broad range of purposes, ~ludinc juvenlle justice 
a.ctivitic:s and buUding youth prisoos: 

It.tubin, Work 

Work RequJrenuUlu. The House bill as passed. by UK Ways and Meant Committ.eo e.stabllshed more 
reasonable work requJremems ch.u:a H.n.. 4..hlSlc:ad of requiring all a4ult recipients to work 3S hOUlS 
per week, it would rtquire sin,glc parcRUtO wort 2~ hours and 2-parent families to work 3S hours a 
week. In CODUUt, the Ho~ bill as pwed by the BBO Committee#would increase the nwnber of .. 
hour. of work to H.ll. 4lcvels and the participation rates to lcv!=ls thaI ate even greater c'ha,q H.R. 4. 
Alooa with constrIcting State tlexibUlty. as discussed below. these clwIaes would aiplficantly increase 
work. and child care costs. ' . , 

Rllources Work PTogmm. Unlike the AdmiDlsU'ltioD's bW, Che House bill d.oes DOt provide adequate 
resou.rces for stateJ to meet tho work'requil'emenl8. Based un HHS estimates (which are typically 
lower thin 00 for work program costa), the House Republican bW u passed by the Ways and Moans· 
Commirtee would provide $7 bUlioD loss over sIx years I'han is required to meet the btU's work 
requirements and maintain Ibe current·level of cash usistanc:.e beDefits to poor families.· The shortfall 

· in funding for work In the House bill III passed by lhe EED Committee is even groarer - $10 billion 
oyet aii:Jt yean - because of the increased work requlren:aeDts it would impoae. Morcov~r. while the 
Ways and Meaas Conunittee biU provides sufficient child care resources to meet die work 

. requiremeDtS, che SBO Committee bID would reaulc in a SO.S bUllon sbortfall in child eare tesources , 

· (usuming states maintain their current love] of cash usistance beDefilS and do not transfer amounts 
from the cash b10ckgrant to c:hild care). 

LimJlDtlOIU on Job Search. 'Ibe HOUle bW as Passed by'theBEO Committee would follow H.R. 4 and 
limit job searcll to 4 weeki a year. In comasl,. House Republican biJJ u pwedby die Ways m1 , 
Means Committee adopta tbe NGA proposal and all~ job aearch up to 12 weeks a year. 

CA8eload'ReducnolV. lbIlepubliCan bill is stUl~;abou~:qu~1Dd could even give 
Italel a perverse incentive simply to cut people o~., A LlO" __ urn work participaUon 
rate would be redQced fO,r every percentage point that the lune'5total C8scload dropped from 1995 
levels, aet of reductions due to fod.ctallaw such IS the S·year time limll. 1bU.s. if a ltate's welFare 

· ~toad dropped by 25 pereent from ItS 199' levels due solely to a favorable economy, the state', 
rniDimum work panicip.aion nto would be reduced by2S percentage points.' The rate for this atate in 
1999 would drop from 30 percent 10 only S pcrccDt. III addition, coWlllbJe caseload fc4u~ODS would 
&110 be net of reductions due to state laws that diverted families from illitiaUy qualifyiQg for AFDC ­
such as nxluc:ing benefit levels. However. cueload redllCtiOns due to any state laws thai at"fcct the 
eli8ibilicy of families after stanina to receive Uliatance '"":' such a.s Ii 6·molllh time limit - would be 
countable. I 
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Pi'ot'bloDB Malntal.ned from H.R. 4 . 

In addition to those outlined abnve, the Republican bill contains the same provisions &I H.R. 4 in 
several areas. TheJe include: dte family cap, the 11Io,llima~y boD~, Che absence of personal 
respoaslbiUty coDtracts. penalt.ies on 8tatca, eximptioN Crom the work requirements for the families 
with children under one, flUppl~Dtal8lUwtb fund, alloeatlon formula for block gran' fUnds, te&Carch 
and .valll&siol'1, and waivers. ' 

. I 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503 


July 16, 1996 

• 


'The Honorable Gerald B. H. Solomon 
.-~-

Chairman 
Committee on Rules 
U.S. House ofRepresentatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

.Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to transmit the Administration's Views on th~ welfare provisions ofH.R 
3734, the "Welfare and Medicaid Reform Act 6f1996." We understand that the Rules 
Committee plat:ls to separate the welfare and Medicaid portions of the bill and consider only the 
welfare provisions on the House floor. 

We are pleased that the Congress has decided to separate welfare reform from a proposal 
to repeal Medicaid's guarantee of health care for the elderly, poor, pregnant and people with 
.disabilities. We hope that removing this "poison pill" from welfare reform is a breakthrough that 
indicates that the Congressional leadership is serious about passing bipartisan welfare' reform 
this year. 

It is among the Administration's highest priorities to achieve bipartisan welfare reform 
reflecting the principles ofwork, family, and responsibility. -For the past three and a half years, 
the President has demonstrated his commitment to enacting real welfare reform by working with 
Congress to create legisiation that moves people from welfare to work, encourages ­
responsibility, and protects children. The Administration sent to Congress a stand-alone welfare 
bill that requires welfare recipients to work, i~poses strict time limits on welfare, toughens child 
support enforcement, is fair to children, and is consistent with the President's commitment to 
,balance the budget. 

The Administration is also pleased that the bill makes many ofthe important 
improvements to H.R 4 that we recommended -- improvements that were also included in the 
,bipartisan National Governors' Association and Castle-Tanner proposals. We urge the 
Committee to build upon these improvements. At the same time, however, the Administration is ­
.deeply concerned about certain provisions ofH.R.- 3734 that would adversely affect benefits for 
food stamp households and legal immigrants, as well as with the need for strong State 
accountability and flexibility. And, the bill would still raise taxes on millions ofworking 
families by cutting the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). - . 



Impr~vements contained in H.R. 3734 

We appreciate the Committees' efforts to strengthen provisions that are central to work- , 
based reform, such as child care, and to provide some additional protections for children and 
families. In rejecting H.R. 4, the President singled out a number of prqvisions that were tough 
on children and did too little to move people from welfare to work. H.R. 3734 includes 
important changes to these provisions that move the legislation closer to the President's vision of 
true welfare refonn. We are particularly pleased with the following improvements: 

• ' 	 Child Care. As the President has insisteQ throughout the welfaretefonn 'debate, child 
care is essential to move people from welfare to work. The bill reflects a better 
understanding of the child care resources that States will need to implement welfare 
reform, adding $4 billion for child care above the level in H.R. 4. The bill also 
recognizes that parents ofschool-age children need child care in order, to work and 
protect the health and safety ofchildren in care. 

• 	 Food Stamps. The bill removes the annual spf:!nding cap on Food Stamps that was 
,included in H.R. 4, preserving the program's ability to expand during periods of 
, economic recession and help families when they are most in need. 

• 	 Child Nutrition. The bill no longer includes the H.R. 4 provisions for a child nutrition 
block-grant demonstration, which would have undermined the program's 'ability to 
respond automatically to economic changes and maintain national nutrition standards. 

• 	 Child Protection. We commend the Committee for preserving the open-ended nature of 
Title IV-E foster care and adoption assistaI!ce programs, current M~dicaid coverage of 
eligible children, and the national child data collection initiative. 

• 	 Supplemental Security Income (SSD. The bill removes the proposed two-tiered benefit 
system for disabled children receiving SSI that was included in H.R. 4, and retains full 
cash benefits for all eligible children. . . 

• 	 Work Performance Bonus. We commend the Committee for giving states an incentive to 
move people from welfare to work by providing $1 billion in work performance bonuses 
by 2003. This provision is an important element of the Administration's bill, and will 
help change the culture of the welfare office. 

• 	 ' Contingencqr Fund. The bill adopts the National Governors Association (NGA) 
recommendation to double the size of the Contingency Fund to $2 billion, and add a 
more responsive trigger based on the food Stamp caseload changes. Further steps the 
Congress should take to strengthen this provision are outlined below. 

• 	 Hardship Exemption. We commend the Committee for following the NGA 
recommendation and the Senate-passed welfare reform bill by allowing states to exempt 
up to 20% ofhardship cases that reach the five-year time limit. 
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,We remain pleased that Congress has decided to include central elements of the 
President's approach -- time limits, work requirements, the toughest possible child support 
enforcement, requiring minor mothers to live at home as a condition 'of assistance -- in this 
legislation. ' 

The Administration strongly supports several provisions included in S. 1795, as reported 
:by the Senate Finance Committee. These provisions include: allowing transfers only to the child 
,care block grant, increasing the maintenance of effort requirement with a tightened definition of 
what counts toward this requirement, improving the fair and equitable treatment and enforcement 
ilanguage, and eliminating the child protection block grant. We urge the Congress to include 
these provisions in H.R 3734. 

Key Concerns \Vith H.R 3734 

The Administration however remains deeply concerned that the bill still lacks other 
important provisions that have earned bipartisan endorsement. 

• 	 Size of the cuts: The welfare provisions incorporate most of the cuts that were in the 
vetoed bill-- SS9 billion over 6 years (including the EITC'and related savings in 
Medicaid) over six years. These cuts far exceed those proposed by the NGA or the 
Adlninistration. Cuts in Food Stamps and benefits to legal immigrants are particularly 
deep. The President's budget demonstrates that cuts of this size are not necessary to 
achieve real welfare reform, nor are they needed to balance the budget. 

• 	 Food Stamps. The~dministration strongly opposes the inclusion ofa Food Stamp block 
grant, which has the potential to seriously undermine the Federal nature of the program, 
jeopardizing the nutrition and health ofmilfions ofchildren, working families, and the 
elderly, and eliminating the program's ability to respond to economic changes. The 
Administration is also concerned that the bill makes deep cuts in the Food Stamp 
program, including a cut in benefits to households with high shelter costs that 
disproportionately affects families with children, and a four-month time limit--on childless ' 
adults who are willing to work, but are not offered a work slot. ' 

• 	 Legal Immigrants. The bill retains the excessively harsh and uncompromising 
immigration provisions oflast year's vetoed bill. While we support the strengthening of 
requirements on the sponsors oflegal immigrants applying for SSI, Food Stamps, and 
AFDC, the bill bans SSI and Food Stamps for virtually ai'llegal immigrants, and imposes 
a,five-year ban on all other Federal programs, including non-emergency Medicaid, for ' 
new legal immigrants. These bans would even cover legal immigrants who become 
disabled after entering the country, families with children, and current recipients. The 
bill would deny benefits to 0.3 million immigrant children 'and would affect many more 
children whose parents are denied assistance. The proposal unfairly shifts costs to States 
with high numbers oflegal immigrants. In addition, the bill requires virtually all Federal, 
State, an~ local benefits programs to verifY recipients' citizenship or alien status. These 
mandates would create significant administrative burdens for State, local, and non-profit 

, service providers, and, barriers to participation for citizens. 
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• 	 Medical Assistance Guarantee. Even after the proposed removal of the Medicaid 
reconciliation provisions from H.R. 3734, the Administration opposes provisions that do 
not guarantee continued Medicaid eligibility when States change AFDC rules. 
Specifically, we are concerned that families who reach the 5 year time limit or additional 
children born to families that are already receiving assistance could lose their Medicaid 
eligibility and would be unable to receive the health care services that they need. 

• 	 Protection in Economic Downturn. Although the contingency fund is twice the size of 
that contained in the vetoed bill, it still does not allow for further expansions during poor 
'economic conditions and periods of increased need. We are also concerned about 
provisions that reduce the match rate on contingencY funds for states that access the fund 
for periods of less than one year. ' 

• 	 State Maintenance ofEffort . Under H.R. 3437, States could reduce the resources they 
provide to poor children. We are deeply concerned that the bill providesJhe proposed 
cash assistance block grant with transfer authority to the Social Servic,es Block ' 
Grant(SSBG). Transfers to SSBG couid lead States to substitute Federal dollars for State 
dollars in an array of State social services,activitie~. potenti~ny cutting the effective State " 
maintenance of effort levels required for the cash,block gran,t. 

• 	 Resources for Work. Based on Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates, H.R. 3734 
would leave states with a $9 billion shortfall over six yearsin resources for work if they 
maintained their current level ofcash assistance. Moreover, the Economic and 
Educational Opportunity Committee increased this shortfall and cut State flexibility by 
raising the weekly,number ofhours, that States mustplace recipients in work activities 
and increasing the participation rates. The Economic and Educational Opportunities 
amendments would also create a shortfall in 'child care funding. As CBO has noted,' most 
states would probably accept block grant penalties rather than meet the bill's 
participation rates and truly refocus the system on work. 

• 	 Vouchers. ' The bill actually reduces State flexibility by prohibiting States from using 
block grant funds to provide vouchers to children whose parents reach the time limit. 
H.~. 4 contained no such prohibition, arid the NGA opposes it. We strongly urge the 
adoption of the voucher language that protects children similar,to that in the' 
Administration's bill and Castle-Tanner~ . 

• 	 Worker Displacement. We are deeply cOI1cerned that the bill does not include adequate 
protectioris against worker displacement. Workers are not protected from partial 
displacement such as reduction in hours, wages, or benefits, and the bill does not 
establish any avenue for displaced employees to seek redress. 

• 	 Family Caps. The House bill reverts back to the opt-out provision on family caps which 
would restrict State flexibility in this area. The Administration, as well' as NGA, seeks 
complete State flexibility to set familycap policy. 
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• 	 EITe.. The Administration opposes the provisions in H.R. 3734 that increase the EITC 
phase-out rates thereby raising taxes on more than four million low-income working 
families, with seven million children. Inaddition, the budget resolution instructs the 
revenue committees to cut up to S18.5 billion more from the EITC. Thus, EITC cuts 
could total over S20 billion, and such large increases on working families are particularly. 
ill-conceived when considered in the context ofreal welfare reform -- that is, . 
encouraging work and m~ng work pay." 

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

We strongly support the bipartisan welfare reform initiatives from moderate Republicans 
and Democrats in both Houses of Congress. The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses many ofour 
concerns, and it would strengthen State accountability efforts, welfare towork Illeasures, and • 
protections for children. It provides a foundation on which this Committee should build in order 
to provide more State flexibility; incentives for AFDC recipients to move from welfare to work; 
more parental responsibility; and protections for children. It is a good strong bill that would end 
welfare as we know it. Castle-Tanner provides the much needed opportunity for a real bipartisan _ 
compromise and should be the basis for a quick agreement betw~en the parties. 

The President stands ready to work with the Congress to address the outstanding 
concerns so that we can enact a strong bipartisan welfare reformbiIl to-replace the current 
system with one that'demands responsibility, strengthens families, protects children, and gives 
States broad flexibility and the needed resources to get the job done.' , 

Sincerely, 

Acting Director 

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. MOAKLEY,_ 

THE HONORABLE JOHN R. KASleR, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO 
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EXECUTivE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT.. . . . . 

OFFIcE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON'. D,C, 20503" 

THE, DIRE<;:TOR Jllly 18, 1996' 
, J 

The Honorable Pete' V ~, Domenid' ' 

Chairman, COrriI:nittee on the Budget 

United States Senate: , ' 


WaShington', D.C; 20510, 
, ' 


, ' , ': ' 
. " I 

, , , Dear, Mr. Chairman: 

, I am writing to transmit the Administration's views on ~; 1956, ,the "PersomiJ 
Responsibility, Work Opportunity, and Medicaid Restructuring Act of 1996." 

. . '. .'.' '. . 

, , Welinderstand that the Senate Republican leadership plans to move to strike the ' r 

Medicaid provisions of this reconciliation legislation --, leaving a welfare-only bill for' Senate 
flooi consideration:. ' , , ',' '! ' , 

, We are pleased with this decision to s~parate welfare reform from ,provisions to repeal' 
Med.ica:id's' guarantee ofhealth care for the elderly~ the poor, pregnant women, and people ' \ 
with,disabilities.W~ ~ope that remo~ing this "pois~m pi1f'~ from welfare reform:is a' , 
breakthrough that shows that theR,epublicanJeader::;hip seriously wants' to pass bipartisan 
welfare: reform this ye~r~ , ' " " 

, Enac~lng bipartisan 'welfare reform reflecting· the prirtciples' of work, ,family: 'and " 

responsibilityAs' among the Administration's highest priorities. For the, past three-and-a-half 

years, 'the President has demonstrated his commitmerit to enacting real welfare reform' by , \ 

working with Congress toen!lct legislation that moves people, from 'welfare to work, 


, , encourages responsibility, and protects children.' ,'The' Administration sen,t I Congress a stand­
alone 'welfare bill that requires' welfare recipients to work, impqses strict, time limits on " 
welfare, tougheps child support enforcement,' is fair, to ,chiidreI),. and is, consistent with t~e 
President's ,commitment tobal1mce the budget; , ' , ' 

, ' 

,The Administration is pleased that the bill make~ many 6f the import(J.nt imp~oyeinents. 
\ ' 

! 

'to Ii.R., 4, that we rec,ommen<ied -- improvements also included in the bipartisan National ' 

Governors' Association (NGA) and Breaux'-Chafeeproposals. The Senate billimprove§ upon " 

,the bin that the House is now considering. ' We urge the Se~ate to ,build on these ' , , 

impro-yements, andio continue the bipartlsanspirif displayedii1last' year's debate ~n welfare 

refom.' At the same time, however, the AdminIstration is deeply \ concerned about certain 


, provisions of'S . .1956 th~t would 'adversely:affect benefits for Food Stamp households ~md , 

legal immigrants, as well as'the need for strong State accountability, and flex'ibility. And, the, 

bill would 'still raise taxes on millions of v,:orkers by cutting the' Earned Income Tax Credit 

(EITC). ' ! , ' ", ' . ' , 

,." . 

',. 

-' ' 
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.Improvements Contain~dinS.' 1956 

We, app'reciate the Finance and Agriculture Committees' efforts to strengthen ',) 

provisions central to work-based reform, such as 'child care, and to provide additional ., ....: 

protectioJ?s for children and families.' In rejecting H.R. 4, the Pr:esid~nt singled out 'a', 
" number' of provisions that were tbughon children and did too little to move people from, 
'welfare to work. \ S. 1956 includes important changes to these p,rovisions that move the. 
legislation closer to the Presiden,fs~ vision.of true, welfare reform. 'We are particularly 
pleased with' the' following i.Ii1provements: ' 

. " e,' Child Care. As the.'President ,has insisted throughout the welfare 'reform debate, child, 

,care is essential to move people 'from welfare to work. The bill reflects· a better, 

. understanding of the .childcare resources that States will need to implement w'e'tfare 

reform, adding $4 billion for child care abQve the level in H.R. 4. The bill also 

, recogn'ize's, that parents of school-age children need child care' in order to work. 
" ~ ! , '.' ,'" " 	 '. 

e 	 .F~od Stainps. The biil removes llie.'a~ual spending cap on Food Stamps, prese~ving" 
, 'the program's ability to expand during periods qi. economic recession and help ", 
, families when they arc::'m6st in neeq. 	 We are concerned, hpwever, with ,other Food' 
Stamp proposals, as discussed below. ' , 
.' i: ~.'" 

e 	 Maintenance of Effort. The AdministrMion strongly supports the Finance Committee's" 
I' .; • ,. I " ,'" 	 . ~ I 

. changes to Staj:e maihtenanceof effort (MOE) and transfer provisions and beli~ves " 
'these are critical elements of bipartisan welfare'refomi. The CoI11inittee removed the ' 
objectionable trans,fer authority to the Title 'XX Social Services Block Grant and other ' 
programs and would allow transfers to child'care only. In addition, the Conunittee 
restored ,the 80 percent MOE level in, last year's Senate bill .l:md tightened the 
definition:6f what counts toward this requirement :, ' , , ' 

, 	 . , ", . . , 

, e 	 'WorkPerfo~ance 'Bonus., We commenc;l the Committee' for giving States an' 
, incentive to move' people from welfare to work by provicling $1 billion in work 
,program performance bonuses ,by 2003., This provision was ',an important ele:me~i ()f. (' 

,,' ' last yeat's Sena.'te bill and the Administration's bill, and will help change the culture 
of the welfare office'. ". . ", If' ' 

',. , . 

e "" Contingency Fund.! The, bil1~dopts theNGA recomlni;mdation to double the' 
, , ' 	 Contingency Fund to $2 billion, and add a more respdnsive trigger based on tlie Food ' 

Stamp caseload. Below ~-the Administration recofnm:ends' further steps that Congress 
s~ould take to strengthen this prcivision. ". \'. 

1, 
e 	 . Equal Protections: The COffi!llittee includes provision~ that Would requite States to 

establish objective ,criteria for delivery of benefits, and to ensure equitable treatment. 
, 	 " 

We are ple~sed that, the' Co~ittee also: incorporates appropriate State accountability, 
. measures.' ' ' . " ' , 

'\ 	 2 
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• 	 Hardship ExemptiQn. ,We cQmmend the Finance CQrhmittee fQr fQllowing the ,NGA" 
, ; , 	rec~~endatiQnand restQring.hls~year's Seriate prQvisiQn ~llQwing States to exempt 

up to' 20 percent Qf harqship cases (hat reach, the .five~year time limit. 

• TransitiQnal Medicaid. "We are pleased: that the Fin,ance CQmmittee has ta~en steps to" ' 
ensurethecQntinuatiq~Qf MediCaid coverage JQr sQl]le Qf thQse 'WhO' are transitiQning , I 
frQm welfare to' wQrk. ,We arecQncemed, hQwever,' tliat States CQuid deny this" ' 

, transiti6nal'Medi~aid to" many whO' WQuJd ,~Qse cash benefits fQr variqus reasQns. In, 
1 , additiQn, we still have cQncernswith l\1edicaid cQverage fQr thQse,Qn cash :assistance, 

as nQt~d beIQw:" , , ' ",~' ',' ; 
. ", . ' ~, 

"

• 	 WQrker' Displacement. We are pleased that the bill incQrpQrates prQvisiQns against 
wQrker displacell1ent, including protectiQns: frQm'partial displacement as well as ,\ '" ' , , 

avenues fQr displaced emplQyeys to' seek, redr~ss. 
, . 	 ' .' 

, • Child NutritiQn. 'The ,bill nQW' includes many provisiQns prQPQsed'by the: " , ' 
AdministratiQn~ and J).Q"longer includes H.R. 4's prQvisiQns fQra child nutrition 

, blQck-grant demQnstratiQn. In additiQn,' the bill exerriptsthe child nutritiQn program 
, JrQm, burdensQme administrative provisiQns relateito' its,'alienprQvisiQns·. ' We ,believe' , 
, that the Senate CQuid further imprQve, the bill by including the AdministratiQn's 

,proposed 8 ,percent cQmmQdity floQr; , " " ' 
,. '. 	 . , 

, ' Child' P~QtediQn. We cQmmend the Finance CQmmittee' fQr preserving the Titie 'IV~E 
I• 

" fQster care and ,adQPtiQn 'assistance prQgrams (i~cluding related Medicaid coverage), . 
, and other family support and child abusepreventiQneffQrts. " ' 

Ii, 	 ' Supplemental Security Income -(Ssn. The, bill remove~ theprQPQsed tWQ~tiered ' , 
'benefit system. fQr disabled children receivingSSI, and, retains full cash benefits for 
all eligible, childreri.; , , " 

," , 

, We remain pleased that CQngress has dec'ided' to' inClude central' elements Qf the 
President: s' apprQach, -- t4lle,liniits,: wQrk requirements", the tQughest. PQssible child support . 

, enfQrcement, and the requirement that minQr mQthers live at hQme as' a cQnditiQn Qf 
,assistanc~ -- in this, legislatiQn; 'I ' 	 " , 

, '/ ' 	 . 

Key Concerns' With S. 1956,: 

The'Adpi.iriistratiQn, hQwever, remains deeply,cQncerned that S. i956 still lacks other' 

:~ " 

impQrtant provisiQns that have earned bipartisan endQrsement. ' " ,,' " 

• , •• 	 , I 

• Size of the' cuts. The welfare provisions incQrpQrate most Qfthe cuts in 'the vetQed­
.i 

bill -- about $60 billiQn Qver six years (inc1U(~ing theEITC and related savings in 
Medicaid). ,These"cuts ,far exceed thQse proPQsed by the NGA Qrthe AdministratiQn: 

, . 	 .~,. 	 .' 
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Cuts in FoOd Stamps, and benefits to legal immigrants are particularly deep. Tl:le ' 
President's Budget demonstrate~ that cuts of this size are not necessary to achieve real 

~ 

welfare reform, nor are they needed to balance the budget. 	
. , 

Food Stamps. The Administration strongly opposes the inclusion of a Food Stamp'• 
blockgnint option, which could seriously u~dermine the Federal natUre of the, 

" program; jeopardizing the nutrition and healt1:t oLmillions, of children, working' 
famiiies,and the elderly, ap,d eliminating lhe-program's ability-to respond to ' 
economic changes. "The Admil1istration als~o is' concerned that the bill- makes de~p 

, cuts 	in the Food Stamp program, including acut in benefits to 'households with high 
" 	 ,I ' 

shelter costs that disproportiomitely affects families with children,and afour.:.month 
time limit on childless adults who are willing to work but are not 'offered a Work slot. 
'\ '" . . . .' . 	 '. .' 	 ' 

, " 

• 	 Legal I~ignints.' the bill retains the excessively harsh andunco~promising 
iriunigratidn provisions of last year's vetoed bill. ,While we support the strengthening 
of req-qiremerits on the sponsors of legal~igrantsilPplying-for SSI, Food Sta~ps, 
and Aid to Families with [Dependent Children (AFDC), the bill pans SSI ahd Food 
Stamps for virtually all legal imffiigrants, and impos,es a five-year. ban on most ,other 

, 'Federal programs, in~ludingnon-emergency MedicaiQ,for new legalimrriigrants. 
These bans' would eVen cover legal imniigrants who 'become disabled after entering' 
the country, families with children, and current reCipients." The bill would deny 
benefits to' 300,000 immigrant children and wbuld affect many more childtyn whose 
parents -are denied ~ssistance. The -proposal unfairly shifts costs to States with high , 
numbers of legal'immigrants. 'In addition, the bill requires most Federal, State, 'and , 

. ,local benefits programs to' verify recipients' citizenship or alien status, ' The&e, . ' 
mandates would' create extremely difficult and ~pstly administrat~ye burdens' for State,' , ' 

, ,. r local; and non-profit serviCe' provip.ers, as well as barriers to participation for citizen~. ' 
Also, the Administration urges the Senate 'not to go in t~e hars,h direction that the , ­
House Rules COI1J1I1ittee did yesterday in' J<:?porting a provision that would broaden the', 
pan on current immigrant~ from receiving Medicaid coverage. 

, " 

'. , Medical Assistance Guararitee. Th~Ad'ministrati6n oppos~s provisio~s that do ~ot 
,guarantee continued Medicaid eligibility when States changeAFDC rules. We are 

"'concerned that families who lose cash assistan~e for -various i~asons, such as, reaching 
the five:.year limit or'having additional Children while they ,ar~ recej,ving assistance, 

',' ,could lose their Medicaid,eligibility and be,umible to redeive the health care,services ' 
;-,' 

,that they need: ,In addition, 'StateflexibiIity to change' these AFDCrules could" 
, adversely affect Medicaid eligibiiity deterininations, includingeligibility.,for poverty­

, ' related pregnant women and children. ' , " 
. I , ' 	 . 

• 	 ,Protection in Economic Do~nturn'. Altho~gh the Contingency Fund is ,twice what ~t ' I 

. was, in the vetoed 'bill, it ~til1 does. not allow for further expansions during poor . 
··ecQnomic c~mditions and periods of increased need. ·We' are' also concern~d about 

, ) 

4· 

. ,: 

' .... 
I, 



provisiofls'th~t reduce the match rate on' contingency' funds for State~ that 'access the' 
fund for'periods of under a year. , , ' - . ',' ,'., ',' 

• 
 , Res'~urces for 'Work~ S. 1956 would notprovid~ the resources States need tamove ' 
, 	 . ,,~,' . . . 

recipients into work. The bilf increases ,the ,work tpaqdates on States above t~e' levels 
in H.R. 4 whiJe providing no: additional resourc~s fo~ States to meet these more. ' . 

. 'stringent rates. Based on CBO estimates,~~ Senate bill would provide $12 biilion 
less over six years than is required to meettlie bill's work requirements' and maintain, 
the current level of cash assistance to 'poor families. CBO notes that "most States , 
would be ,unlikely to satisfy this requirement" . Moreover, the Senate bill would lead 
to a $2.4 'billion shortfall in child care resources (assuming States, maintain their , 
current level of,cashass'istancebenefiis, continue current law Trarisitional and At-:Risk 

I' , cliild 'care levels, and do not transfer' amoun~ from 'the cash block grailt to'~hild 
care). I, 

. 	 \' 

. . \'

• 	 Vouchers'.' The'bill actually reduces State flexibility by prohIbiting States from using, 
, ,block grant. funds.to provide vouchers tochildren whose parents reach the time lin;tit. 

, H:R. 4 contained no such pr9hibition, and the NGA opposes it., We, strongly urge the 

, adoption of voucher language, similar'to that in Hie Administration's bill and Breaux-

Chafee, that protects 'children: .' ' , 

• 'Child Care Health and 'Safety Protections. The bill repeals current child care health 
, and safety,' protections and cuts set -aside funds 	to the ~tates to improve the safety and ' 
quality of care. , We strongly 'urge the Senate, to restore these,basic healthand"safety , ' 
protections, which were enattedwith strong bipartisan support in 1990 ,and 
mailltained in,lasryear's Senate bill and are essential to the sa~ety and well-being of 
millions of young ,children: " , " 

• 	 Family Caps.' The Senat~ bill reverts backlo the opi-outpro~ision on family cap~' : 
which would restrict State flexibility, in' this area. The .Administration;' as weU as the ' 
NGA, seeks, co~p~ete State flexibility to set"fap-lily cap policy . ( " . 

• d EITC. The' Administration opposes the' provision 'in S. 1956' that, raises taxes on over 
fgur million low-income adult workers by ending inflation adjustments for working 

',households wfthout dependent children, and thereby substantially cutting ~he real value :' 
,of their tax: credit over time., Raising taxes o'n these workers is.wrollg. In addition" 

the budget resQliIt,ion instructs the revenue ',committees to cut up to,$1&.5 billion more,' 
fr()~ the EITC. Thus, EITC cuts could total over$lb'billion.,Such large tax " ." , 
increases, on working families are particularly ,ill-conceived when cO'nsidered In the' · 
context of real welfare, reform -~ that is, enco'!lrag~ng ,work and making, work pay. 

We ,strong'ly Silpp~rt' the. bipartisan welfar~ reform initiatives of moderate' RepUblicans 
, "!' '. 	 ". 

and Democrats -in ,both the House and Senate .. The Breaux-Chafeeproposal addr~sses'many 
of our concerns, and it would strengthen State accountability efforts,' welfiu~ to work, 

j, ' ' 	 ,. 
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, measures, and protections for children., It provides a foundation on which the Senate should 
bUIld in: order to provide more State flexibility; incentives for AFDC ,reCipients to move from' 
welfare to 'work; more parental responsibility; and prQtectioils for children. It is a good, 
strong proposal that would end welfare ,as we lqIow it. Breaux-Chafee provides the much, 
needed opportunity, for ~ r~al' bipartisaricompromisej and, it should be}he'basis for a quiCk, 

'agreement betwee,n the pa~ies. , ,'", , " " " ' , , " " " 
" 

, The President stands r~~dy to work with Congress to addr~sstheoutstailding concerns 
, so we can enact a strong, bipartis!lnwelfare refpnnbill to replace ihecurr~ntsystem' with, 
one that de.!1l~nds responsibility, strengthens families,protec~s children, and, gives States, 
broad flexibility and the' needed, resources to get the jo~ done. 

/ I 
\. I. 

Sincerely; 
) 

\~'~""" , ' \ , 

, " , ',' ',~: 
, " 

, , , 

Jacob J. Lew: ," ' I, 
r ' ' Acting Director 
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Improvements Made to Underlying Bill 

Compared to House 


House Bill 

Kasich amdt restricting food stamp 
receipt to 3 months in a lifetime for 
single individuals between 18-50 

No Personal Contract 

No corrective action plan for states 
with increase in child poverty 

No specific provision for women 
subject to domestic violence 

Allows option to block grant food 
stamps 

Same (amendments adopted in the 
House Opportunities Committee) 

Adopted Castle/Tanner provision to 
guarantee Medicaid to all categories of 
people no~ eligible for coverage 

No provision 

Senate· Bill 

Conrad amdt that allows receipt of 
food stamps for 6 months of every 
year for single individuals ·18-50 

Harkin amdt requires Personal 
Contract 

Kerry corrective action plan required 
for states with an increase in child 
pov~rty 

Wells tone amdt requring procedures 
for states to address women who have 
been subject to domestic violence 

Conrad amdt eliminating food stamp 
block grant option 

Dodd/Mikulski amdts to retain current 
child care health & safety standards . 
and increase the quality set-aside for 
child care 

ChafeelBreaux Medicaid amdt achieves 
same result as strengthened House 
provIsIOn 

Daschle/Dorgan amdts to retain child 
care setaside at 3 % for Indians and 
exempt tribal reservations from the 
time limit in areas with high 
unemployment 
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u. s. n~l'IartmeDt of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Wn.dt'"tlfHl. D.C. 20510 

Honor~ble R~char4 A. Gephardt 
Minority Leader 
U. S. House ot Repre5Jen\.lI£c.iyes 

Wash1ngton, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Leade];'; 

This presents the v~ews of the Department of Justice on 
H.R.,3507, the "PereonalRI!H.Lo',-ll1Sib!lity and Work n~portunity Act: 
of 1996.,11 The bill raises questions regarding welfare and health 
policy. 'We defer to the SeCt'~Lc!tl:Y of Ucc,l th and Hum.. n Services 
in that area and address below a number of constitutional and 
other legal issues. 

-~ Qgnet;tutiopal Cpncern6 

,Quritiona~ Ras1denc~ReguirementB 

Section l03 of the biJ.l amends Pl:U't A of t'3.t:.le IV of r.he 
Soci~l ~p.curity Act (42.U.S.C. S 601 et seq.) to create 3 new 
section 404(c) I which would permit stat~~ to impooe durationrt1. 
rQsiaancy requirements for the receipt of welfare banefits. 
Specifically, § 404{C) would allow a staL~ to provide ,famili~~ 
that have lived in the state for less than l~ month. with the 
level of benefits, if any, that the !~mili.~!::1 would have rectiliv",",rl 
in their prinr states of r'esidence. \Similarly, section 2003 of 
the bill creates a new Title XV at the Social Security Act, which 
would. allow *t-,.-.t:es to impose durational residency requirements in 
their Medicaid programs: new 5 1502 lb) (4) pe:r:mlts eo state to 
11mie the durAtinn and scope of Medicaid benefits for residents 
who have lived in the state less than l8tJ days \..vthose bc:inefits 
l.be ,reeiciOl'lt£ wouln have received in their states nf prior 
residenoe, ~~ also new section 402 (a) (1) Ct;) (1) (.n:;quid.ng otat. 
t>lAl1.:5 eo indicate whp.ther the state intends .to t:-reat new state 
residentS,differently from other state residents, al1u if ~O, 
how), 

The Supreme Courth~s held tha.t a sta.te impermissibly 
burdens the right to interstate'travel when it denles llewcoroero, 
the "Sil.m~ right-to vita\l gnvernment benefits a.nd privileges . . 
as are enjoyed by ot.her :resident•. "l1emoru,rb Hoap .•Y. MCll.'iC(Ql1a 
CQun~, 415 U.O. 2!)O, 2E>l, (1.974)' (on~-ye~r residency requirement
for free nonemergency medJ.cal care 1,nval~d S,B penalty 011 right to 
interscace L.cavel) I ~ all.Q sba:g;L.ro._'l- Thompson, 394 U. S.' 618 
(1969) (invalidating or..e-yearresideney requirement: for welfArE; 

r.onltt _.'.._......._..- .~ ...' - - .. - '- .- '-"- - --,-----_._'-,. 
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, 
benefits). This is true even where the state acts,' as it would 
here, pursuant t.o cong:Z;'t:!!I:I&ional authorization. ~ Shapiro, 394 
U.S. at 641. In a related line of cases, the supreme Court has 
used a different ration~l~ to come to the same ronclusion, 
holding that distinctions based on length of residence v,iolate 
the Equal ,Protection Claut:le under r~tional b...i~ rp.view.SJ!Ie, , 
e.....9..:..i zgpel v. Williams, 457 U.S. 5S (1982) (state lacks rational,
and perinies1ble int.erest .l.n g,,·a.nting incrementally hi.gher oil 
revenue dividend. payments to residents of longer duration) ,1, 

, Recent lower court cases have invalidated laws that, like' 
thOle contemplated by the bill, limit new residenta t~ the level 
of benefits they received in their prior states. iia Mitchell x. 
Ste;fen, 504 N.W.2d 19~ (Minn. 19'3), ~~, den!sd, ll4 S. Ct. 
902 (1994); Aum~ck V. :Bane,' 612 N. Y. s, 2d 766 (1994) 1 ~eeD ...,. 
AnderAQD, 811 F. SUpPa Slb,(E.D. CC;tl. 199;)), Qf£lg', :'U; SO,3rt 95, 
(9th Cir. 1994) I yacitl'g on procedural groundi!1 115 S. Ct. 1059 
(1995). But see vsmes v. M11:«aukeeCultlltx, 4BS N.W.:zd 21 (WiFL 
,~q~). The argument that, such laws might be described as ' 
IIneutral li with respect to travel, 1nso!d..t as they prov.ici• 
• qui~alent benefits to those available in the state of prior 
residence, w~s rejected by tbose courts. ~it.hell, 504 N.W.2d at 
201-?()2'; Al.m4icJs., 612 N.Y.S.2d at 772-73; ~~, 811 F. Supp. at 
521. As noted in Green, 811 F. supp. 521, lJeca.use the ooet of 
livincr rHffere between states, such la.ws might not always provide 
new residents with' benefits equaJ. to those px'tiviouely received in 
any me~n1ngful senae. More fundamentally, however, ewo-tiered 
'benefits 	systems disadvantage new sta.te resldenLo relat~ve to 
older ~~ate YAsident&: 

[U]ndQrthfll'l cases the releva.nt comparison is not 
between recent residents of the State of Califo,'ul.a.' and 
rco~d.nta t:'Ir (")ther states. . .. It is becaus8 the 
measure treats recent residents of Ca.1.ifornia c:1:l.£r~ ..re11t 
than othe~ C~'ifornia residents, and involves ihe basic 

, necessitles of'life, that it; places a penalty, on 
migration. ' 

1 ~ha majority opinion in Zobel asserted that the r1gh~ LO 
t.ravel Wa.D groundad in thl? ~'1\laJ. Prot~ction Clause: II In reali.ty, 
right to travel analysis refers to little more than a part1cul~~ 
appliCatiun of equal prote~t'nn analysis. Right to travel cases 
ha.ve examined, in equal protection tel'ms, state distinct.ions 
between new(.;umers and longer tP.T"Tn residents ,II 457 U. S., at 60 
n.6. In her concurring opinion, Just.ice O'Connor argued tha.t. I..h.!l 
right preda~ed the conat1tution,~nd was preserved by the, 
Privileges and Irnmunit1,es Clause of Article IV. JUstice ldrenntlU 
suggested the :t'J.':jht mighti:iGr.1.vlt f"'()~ the Commerce Clause or th@ 
privileges and Immunities Clau.e of the Fourteenth Amendment. 

2 
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Id;. Under existing case law, this is the dispositive comparison,
because it re11eals' "d.t.scrim.i.L}a~ [1.onJ6nly ags.inIJ t ' those who have 
recently exercised the right to travel." .~ Zobel, 457 U.S. at 
55 n.S; ee also Memor1~1 USJCU?itU, 415 U.9. at ,~, ("right: of 
interstate travel must be seen .as insuring newres:ldents the same 
right to vital government btwldfit15 and privilegcu in the state to 
which they migrate as are enjoyed 'by other residents"). 

Accordingly, under this l.ine of a'.lthority, the o.urational 
residency requirement or Ii .iL 3507 can be· gu.c'eld.nad 6nl y if 
narrowly tailored to serve a compelling governmentel interest, a 
burden that is extremeLy 41ft1culL to satisfy. iA2 abaDiro, 3g4 
TT.Sat 627 .. 638 (rejecting var1etyof budgetary and administrative 
interests as impermiss1.ble or non-\,;umpelling) , 

08.,i81 of Food ~tamp B;netits co Citl,:GI:::l1 Ch;ildroi) of UnQuaJ i fieg 
Al~RnAJ 

l=:foI!C":tion 1044 of the bill amends' section 11 of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1971 to add a new subsection 11 (e) (2) (B) (v) I which woult; 
requir~ ~t.ates to ensure that all members of a household 
receiving tood stamp assistance are either u.s. citizcnc or 
permanel"'lt-, res1cient aliens., Specifically I this provision would 
require anyone applying for fOod stamps, tox' hel."self or on behalf 
of a minor ~hild, to certify that all members of, the household 
are cit1zeras or legal resident aliens. rn pracLlce', thie 
prov1eion wou'd operate to deny the U.S.-born children of 
fami~ieB with undoeumentedalien members certain [uod stamp
benefits for whieh they miqht otherwise be eligible if their 
parents or siblings were not undocumented aliens, 

Although Congress enjoys substantial authority t.u ,~'la.e~,fy 
un the bo.cie of alif'mage and, . s'Pecif:lcCllly, to limit the 
eligibility of aliens for benefits under fe:ieral progrl:l.lIlt5, ~ 
M£ll"hel1:o X. :Q~a" 4:t6 IT.S. ·67' (1976) I tnat authority ends once 
citizenship is attained.. Se~ Schneid,r ~, RuSIs, :;-1'1 u.s. 163, 
166 (1~64) (Congress· bT~ad discretion to impose conditions 
precedentt.o entry and natura.lization expires once an 1ndivldual 
atta1ut5 -:it:1.zenoh:i.p .by nat.llT.'alizstion: I'lThe simple power of the 
national Legislature, is to prescribe: a uniform rule of 

.na'Curall~c\tion, o.nd the @y.p.rr:ie,e of this power exhausteit I so 
far as respects the individual." (cit:ing "'bprn y, :§Artk of 'Q.l~l:a4 
~tat:~s,.22 U.S, (!) Wh&at.) 71R, B2? (lS24»)). The constitution 
guarantees that every perilon born in.the United Sta.tes becomes c!I. 

citizen of Lhi. c:ou.ntry, regarnlp.ss of his or her parentage. 
tJ. S. Const" amend. XIV, c1. 1; ,iee a152 Uijitilcl JitAt.eer v. wong }(!In 
A,t5, 16~ U.S. 64', (j!>3 0.S98) (eit.i.zenshipclause "affirms .the 
aneient and fundamental rule of citizenship by birth within the 

. territory"); Boyer; v. BelA.i, 401 U.S, 815, ~2~-30 (1971); 14 

. Op, Atty. Gen. 154, 155 (1872) ("As a general rule, a person 90LL1 

in this country,' Lhough 6f alien 'pfll"fI!n'Cs who have never, been 
naturalized, is, ,under our law, deemed a citizen of the tJniced 
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States by reason of the place of his birthll). This precious
right of citizenship, onceadqulL~d, e~nnet be "shifted, 
canceled, or diluted a.t the will of the Federal Government, the 
States, or any other governmentctll.ndt." AfJ'q'(J.n'! V.;R.L\!iK. :;87 
U. S. 253 I 262 (1967). . " 

A claas1ficatian such as the one in § 11(e) (2) (B} (v)
effectively diltingui8hes among cil..lzel"l ehilcirc:n on the bas~ A of 
~n immutable tra1 t - - their nat-ianal ancestry.' '!th~ Supreme Court 
made the suspect nature ot sucn clasl:>lrlcatione eJ.c:lI.r in Qyam~ 
Cal1fQrnia., 332 u.s. 633 (1948), where it invalidated a state law 
restricting the ability of citi2en ch,11u.t.tm of alien pa:t:ant8 to 
ow,", land. Concluding that discrimination between citizens on the 
b*sie of their racial descent is jUBtit1~~le under Honly the m6at 
Qxt:'IJIIr>r:.1onal circumstances," 314 U.S. at. 646, the Court applied a. 
strict scrutiny standard of review to clas~lricationa b~ced upon 

. anc@stry. .s.e.a aw l:1iU.~usettB Bd. of Rs:tiremgDt v.... Murg1g., 
427 U.S. 307, 312 and n.4 (19761 (including cuu.;1t8try a&9.Q oucpect 
classificflltion requ:l.ring striC!t scrutiny); fi!abam v. R1ch,rdaon, 
403 U.S. ·365, 372 ana n.S (1971) (citing Qyama fCL PJ."opos:l..tion . 
that claasli fi cations based on nat;!.onali ty are II inherently suspect
and subj ect t.o close judicial, scrutinyfl) . , . . .. 

In the context of public assistance benetits, l()w~r federal 
courts' anel .at .;ar.Po courts ha·",e· applied strict scrutiny to rej ect . 
legislative schemes which operate to deny benefits to.L.he citi&cn 
children of in'?'1gible aliens. ~ Fuentes v. Wh~tti, 709 F. 
Supp. l02G, 1030 (D. Kan. 1989) (confirming thee state ~licy of 
denying food IiJtamJ:'l1:! and med1calbenefits to citizen children of 
undocumented aliena violated the Equal ~rotection Clause) i 
IntermQUD~I~n HeAlth Care. loe. v. Board of ~QmmissioDe;B ~ 
~laine County, 707 P.2d l05l, 1054 (Idaho 1985) (Donalason, C.J:., 
g~ecially concu~rin9) (~~me; denial of medical indigency 
benefits) i ~.JOOdB, 679 P.2d 45e(Cal. 1984) (Samel AFPC 
:beut=!l~l!!I) i ~ Lewia v. r:;r;nu~, 965 F.2d 1206, 1217 {2d Cir. 
1992} (noting that "serious equal .protBotion questions" woul<1 bl# 
ra1Be~ 1f £eder~l statute W~ye construed to deny automatic 
eligibility for Medicaid benefits to citizen ch11dren of illegal 
aliens). As the C.::tlifornia Supreme Ceurt.pointed out in Darce;t, 
citizen children of undo~umented aliens "constitute a discrete 
minorityll a.lIa "are cl~8si'fied nn the basis of an immutable trait 
-.;, they. cannot forsake their hi:rthinto an undocumented tamily." 
679 P.~d at. 473. 'Citing a long l:iTlp. of Supreme Court cases, 
including 0Umi,which impose strict scrutiny for ela!9ificat1ons 
based u.pon nat1uua.l o~dgin or ancaSltry, the California Court 
concluded that striot scrutiny ,,,as warranted. ~ ~Qmpa;t'e Lyng 

.v. Intcrnit10nal Ulli,;m. :tlni,ted Mtc.'mohile. A~rospa!Se, " 
As,~culturll Implement Workers of Amerj,c§" 485 U.S. 360, 37,0 
(provision <1enyln~ roodst~mp benefir. ~ !!.o hou8ehold~ in whi.ch one 

member is on strike did not "affect wlth particularlty any . .. 
protected clIlSs," !uul was therefore r~"i eWE'!d, and upheld, unde:r. 
r&tional basis standard). 

.4 
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Because 'the claaiification here operates to di~criminate 
·against citizen. rather chan a.lien, (';hlldren arid cioec soon the . 
basis of the national origin of. their parents, we believe that it 
would be subject to strict scrut1ny. It is highly ~nlike1y that 
the compelling interest requirement could be satisfied in this 
context, as no court faced with a similQ~ ~las.1fication haa 
found any proposed state juat1ficationsufficient under this 
standard. See. e~ Qix'cg, b79 p.2d ~L 473 .. 74iG'ucntes, 709 F. 
Rllpp .. a.t 1030. . 

Indeed, even under a more lenient standard, this 
classification woUld be unlike",y to surv1ve(;uuflIt.1 t.utional' 
lierl.1t. i ny. As the Supreme Court explained in Weber Vd Aetna 
~iSll@lty &; Surety Co., 406 U.S. l64(l~:rt2) I whe~'1:! it invalidated 
a seat~ SJtatute that discriminated aga,j.nst illegiti'mate children, 
penalizing a child is an impermiss1.b.L.e means of ClLL\!::l\\:Jrting to 
a.ff~ct. t.hlt parent I 8' conduct:' . 

'. [I] mpr.u:;-i.ng d1s~bilit:ies on the illegitimate child is 
. contrary to the basic concept of our system that. l~ydl 

bu.:rc1cma F;hould bear some relationsl1ip to individual 
. responsibility or wrongdoing. Obviously, no child 11:' 
r~8ponliib'~ for his birth and penalizing the 
ille~itimate child is an ineffectual --as well as atl 
unj\.1lit ... w~y of deterrinq the parent .. Courts are 
powerless 'to prevent the socia.l opprobrium suffered by 
thoc. hapl••9 r:hildren .. but the Equal Protection Clause 
does enable us ~o strike down d~ecriminatory laws 
re;lo.ting eo Sltat"n~ of birth where... as in this case - ­
the claseif1catio;n !os ju.stified qy no ;Legitimate stat.e 
interest, compelling nr otherwise .. 

~ ~C 17~-7G. ~ Plyler v. DQe, 45' U.S. 202 (1~82) 
(invalidating state's denial'of public education benefits to 
UndOCu.llIl!:llted alien ehildrQri. \lMn~r higher standard than ordi:lary
rational review: Supreme Court acknowledged flfJpecial 
conltit'ULlonal 5en3itiv ity" of ~.:=tAP!, due to the statels 
penalization of innocent minors and the importance of' the public· 
benefits iu qu.••t.ion). Simil;trly, r:i.tizen children living in 
homes wit.h undocumented aliens are neither· responsible for nor 
able to ConLLol the al~cn etatua of ~heir parents or .ibli~~~. 
In light of the constitutional standards reviewed here,punishing 
the innocent c1L~zen children or .ibl~~gA of undocumented aliens 
seems an impermissihle nlea.ns to effectuate Congress 4 s legitimate
interest in decerz·lLlg. u.n<.ioeumantG,d alie~F. from entering this 
country. 

State' AutD.Qr~tytQ LimitEl1gibl1itY QfNoncitW..D.I 

:Section 412 of the bill permits stat~a to establish 

eligibility standards fo~ certain o~t.gorie~ of aliens seeking 

state welfare benefits. Sect10n422 of the bill authori~es 
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sta.tes eo apply so:-called "income deeming" rules to restrict the 
elig1bility of otherwise qu~lified alieno. Under 8uch T.ules , the 
income of an alien's' "sponsor" would be attributed to the alien 
for purposes of d.etenn1nin9 t.$ligibility for Qtata, b~1:lAfi,t9. 

e' 

'To'the extent these provj.lSlOlll!I allow otates to d.i.~r.",,;'rninata 


against legal ali&ns, they raise constitutional concerns_ 

Although Congre.eEl enjoys broad .'u.thot'ity to clliuilcify on t:h~ bllsis 

of alienage and to limlt the eligibility of aliens for benefits 

under federal programs, ~athews ~ 010;, 426 U.S. 67 (197/;), the 

states .are constrained signifi=antlyby the Equal Protection . 

Clause .in their treatment of legal .liens. Dtatedanial of 

welfare benefits to legal aliens is subject to strict scrutiny, a 

standard. that, as we have already HVL-=:d., is exceedingly 6iff;'~l)lt 


to satisfv'- Qraham VI Richards9D, 402 U.S ..36'5 (1971); ~ . 

Nyquist Y I Maw. let. I, 432 U. s. ~, 7 (1~77) (etate claoeification 

h.2lfllled upon alienage invalidated under strict scrutiny) . 


The question ar1ses whether congressional authorization 

would be sufficient to immunize a ecate h'<')111 such an. equal 

proter.t'. i.on challen~e. Graham suggests that it would not! in 

Graham. the Supreme Court was faced with the .Lguroent that ~ 

state- I R durational residency requirement for aliens was' in f,aot 

authori.2@d by federal statute. The Court. dec11u~u to .l."ead the 

st.at",t:.. i T'1 quest ion II so as' to authorize discriminatory treatment 

of aliens .at the option of the States, ,. ill order t..u ovoid the 

uee.riOUiJ e"'T'1~titutional questions" that would otherwise be 

presented: . 


Although the Federai Government admittedly has broCtu. 
oonstitution~'. power to determine wh5t aliens shall be 
aam1tted to the United ~tatesr; the periOd they may 
rcm~in, and thp. terms and conditions of their 
naturalization, Congress does not have tne power to 

,authorize the innividual States to violate the Equal 
Protection Clause. 

403 U.S. at 382 (citing ShaRiro v. Th9mpson, 394 U.S. 6~8, ~41 
(1'69) ) . 

TIlt!! fact that Graham ~ Twol.vedstate .reetri.ctions on :al'ien 
eligibility for" huleril welfare benefits rather t.han stat..e. 
welflu:e bt:ul.efits doee not. WP.. helieve. alter the Equal Protection 
analYSis applicable to such restrictions. Q'Dham made clear th~L 
strict scrut...i.ny should loG) app.l~.p.d to such classifications beeauss 
"'[a} liens as a cla.es are a prime example of a I discrete and 
insuJ.ar' m1no.,:.ity for whom G'w<;h hf'?i ghtened iudi Ci81 solicitude is 
appropriate. " 403U. S. at 372 (citing U'nited_$t.Ates v. Caroler,& 
~,oducts ~, 304 U.S. l44, lS2~151, :n.4 (1938),). 
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COQ;erns Rllt.ted to Asset Forfei,tures in the Food St&mP .. 
rro,,:r...m 

Section 1054 of 'r! .FL 3S07 would p:ce>vidtt for crimi n~l asset' 
forfeitures in connection with conv,ietions obta~nedin food stamp
fraud cases. We have no oOject..lv,Li to this pre>poaalin ~ont"::ept., 
unfo.tunately, however, the' bill fa:lls' to provide for civil' {as' 
opposea to'e,rimitUaJY forte1:ul'tu,; of prope.rty unci.:::- 7' U, ~,C"!. 
§ ,2024 (go) • ' " . 

,Thfi! absence of the, availability of oi·v11 forfeiture for some 
types of property involved. in tood sl;.~mli violationc is 
prohlemati,C. For example j only the defend-ant' a 'property may be 
forfeited in a criminal forteiture cay~. ~roperty uoed by ~h~ , 
'defAndant but held by a third parr.yc::annot baforfeited' 
criminally. In addition, the absence or civil forfcit.UX'GI wil:'m.k. ;~ impossible to use forfeitures in cases in which the 
offend.er has become ill fugitive. '.l,'hat is b~t;.;!!I.U'6e er'imin3.1 
forfe-itwre operates only upon the conviction of the defendant. 
Moreover, there arE: times when t.he criin'inal JrlLu&ecution of .sn 
offen.dQr iF: not necessary to vindicate the govcarnment's interest', 
as long as the proceeds of and/or the p.ropert.y u.tied in the· 
violationo~n be ,fo~feited eivilly; '. 

~~ 

, 'QueSltion~ of' civil forfeiture asi~e, the statutory scheme 
envisio,ned by sec:ti'onl054 of M.a. 3507 is, as CU;t'L'\;lL~tly drafeod, 
fund~rnentally ftawed.lf enacted in'it5 current form, it would 
without question generate much unnecessary 11t1gat1041 aud would., 
for the reasons l'lfl!r.. forth below, ultimately prove'unworkable. 

l'irot, the prr:w1sion .lacks basic procedures necessary for 
implementing criminal forfeitures. That is, it provIdes wuefully 
lnsufficicntguidanC'~ t-.~ the courts ,and the Executive Branch 
regarding how criminal forfeitures under the FOOd ~;'eamp' Act CilL'e 

,tr..> be conducted. We ~t:r(")ngly reeommend that seet10n 1054' , 
,incorporate the criminal forfeiture procedures fro~ 21 U.S.C. 
, aS3 (crimino.l forfeit'l.'rA~ for drug violations) . ' .' .., , " 

.. S~cond/ th~ provi~ion, ~ Tir.orporates the" innocent owner U 

defense presently applicable·to £iill forfeitures (&...SL.., ~l . 

U.S.C. §§ ,B6~(a) (6) 3.%ld (7,) in F1 ~inu fcrfeiture statUte . 

. This poses' the same problems that t,he Departm.ent I s pt'oposed. . 
uniform iIUlUCel'1t owner provisioT'l' i,e. designed. to correot.·~ 
.L:..SL.,United State~ y. One 1273 &QIJ:s'RoYC§l, 43 F ,3d 794 (3d (';1r. 
1994) (holcU.u1f t.hat pracent. 1nnocp.nt. owner defense in st!ct.ion eal 
precludes· forfe.1ture,from any person who acquired the property 
after the otteutlle giving ri8. t..othl=! forfeiture action). If the 
provisions of 21 O. S. C. , 853 ll:'S 1ncorpcl.'a.ted in section 1054, 
as we recommend~t.l above, 21 U.S.C. § A53(nl(6) ~ould apply 
standards tha.t are appropriate for non-d~fendant third party
claimants in erim:l.1!41fol·fciturg procAp.cii.ngs. 

7 


_ •...0-'___,._,._'__ 

.... --- ... _- - .. - .._.. - .................­

http:1nnocp.nt
http:ftawed.lf
http:offend.er


-JUL-18-1996 '14:55 TO:244 - B. REED FROM: DADE, J. P. 9/14 

Third. the provision contains 'unusual and object1on~ble
features tnat pla.ce amvuuts realizod f~om f~od ~r.Flmp 


forfeiture~ at the disposal of the ,Secretary of Agriculture.

Such prqvisions a.re unpreCt:lUellted and oonflict. dirF,l~t-,ty with 26 

U.S.C. S 524(e) {Department of Justice Asseta Forfeiture Fundi, 

whieh places such amountB ~L che d:!.scrctionarydispOR~l of the 

Attorney General for,variouo forfeiture and law enforcement­

related purposes. liU 3BU.S.C, §§ 524(c} (1), (4) (A) ~nd 


, (12) (Ai. We strongly oppoae this propqsal." Among other things,
1t is likely to encourage a "OUULJ.ty hunter" 3.pproach to 
forfeiture activities, 9in~e the agency responsible for a 
forfeiture would stand. to Denefi t uh'ectly from it. WG r.:"o:nF'li der 
this highly inadvisable. . 

Section 377 of the Administration' s "Work Firat and Personal 

Responsibility Act of 1996 11 woulc:1 prov!uc for both civil and 

eriminal asset forfeitures in the Food Stamp program and does not 


'contain any of the det1ciencies cliscuss~d Above. Wo ctl'ongly 
ura~ Bdoption of the Ad~inistration's proposal, a copy of which 
is enclosed for ready reference. 

-- ~nil4$ypport EnforcemjUt 
, . . 

A.the agency ch.arged with g1ving·eftect La the p;rOV1.3J..ons 
-a£tha Ch-ild Support Recovery Act of 1992, which make it a 
federal crime to fail to make chila supP,?rc payt!l~Ht:s to a child 
in ancthl&r. Ar.ate. the Department 0'£ Just: ie.has a direct interest 
in legislation designed to enhance the tools avail~Lle to 3tatcc 
to enforoe child support orders. We are pleased that N.R. 3507 
includes all of' the m.jor. child support enforcementliuprovemen:Q 
thnt th~ PrQsiOp.nt has pro~osed . 

. We 3.ra part~.~1l1arly supportive of provisions that wo~ld: 

provide for the ,streamlining of state prccedures for establ!t;hi1,\g 

paternitya.nci child Fmpport orders, and for the mod1fication of 

existing support orders I permit local agencies toaecess more 

dAtabasee, Qnhancin~ thp.ir ability to ,locate ab~ent parents and 

track their employmEmt;!; centralize c:asetracking (~, through 


2'Iu ox-d'er ,to eniure th~t_ .~ensitlve federally-held. 

information compiled strictly for criminal'13W enforcement 


.purposes (~; in.formation inr.1uded ,itl data bases withir~ the 

National Cr!me Information c~nter) is not needlessly compromised, 

we recommend L:hat eection 315 e-f t-.hebill be amended in such a. 

way ,(or that the legislative history ,make clear) that, access by ~ 

non-criminal. justice 8gQncy to,. any f.ederal system of records 

established ana'maintained by a criminal justice agency tor ~he 

purpose of t.he, Cf.Ul11inistro.tion of criminal justice is not 

permitted. 
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, i 

expansion of the Federal Parent Locator Service (FPLS})';
improve the provisions o[ (;urrent lew mandating "f1l'1 f&ith and 
credit" for child support orders issued in other states; proV"ide.
guidance to state courtl:f un. priority l:I.nd r.cognir~t'ln of child 
Gupportorders wher~ more than one order has been issued;. and 
require that states enaot ~L4tute. providing for thp. Ruepension 
of d+ivere, profes$~onall occupational and recrea:ional licenses. 

While we strongly support the ohild support enforcement 
provisions of H.R. :;::>07, we wuuld 11.)(1a to bring tQ YO'.n" IIlttention 
problems that we have identified in connection with our ongoing
litigation responsibi11ties uniltu: current l.;l.w in' tM.• ari!i\~. 

Our concerns &re Chraetold. ,or paramount importanoe ;~ r.he 
need to oorrect the decisions of several courts that render the 
Treasury vulnerable to' .beeoming Ii "~.h:n!~.tI pocket" for fru.trai::ed 
support seekers. H.R. 3507, ,like the current statute, .would 
render money due f~om the United Stac~~'~ubjec~ to garnishment 
!Iin like manner and to the same extent as if the United States 
.. were a private person. II, Wtl, sect1()H ~52 (Il) (l1::tuthority t.o 
col1 ect support from federal employees 11) (proposed 42 U. s.C. 
§ 459). A prob~em with this '.Language has "-1.1Se1:1 where the 
emplnytng agency fails propsrly to honor the garnishment order 
and pays wages directly to the employee, 1ns\:;~c:l.d of withholding 
Qucb wagp.sand surrendering tbem to the court. I~ similar 
circumstances i::lVolving private emp.Loyers I many 1::1 L.clr.tee permit 
pla,1ntiffFi to sue the negligent employer fox' punitive, as well as 
compensatory da:mages. We have taken the poe11:iorl Iu ~ourt t.hnt a 
federal a!J'~:nl"!y oannot' be sued under such circum;;tances at all. 
Most of thecourte 'that have addressed' the :Lssue hav~ t.~X:el"1 a 
middle rOild phFl1.tion by holcUng, based upon the "private person"
clause (included in current law, sa well as proposed ~~~Lion 
4S!» ~ that f.d/;'!YlIl,l agencies can be sued for compensatory damages
but not fines and penalties .." See Loftin v, Rush, 7157 r.2d aoo, 
SOC-10' (11th Cir. ,QS5); QeT~enne V, DeTienn~, 815 F. SUpPa 394, 

'397-98 (D. Kan. 1993); :Young y. Young, 547 F. Supp . .1., 3-5 (W.D. 
Tenn. 1980), RMt c.f- G~een ~. Green, ,106 wa.sh. L. Rep. 1201, 
1206 (Sup. Ct, D.C. 1978) (IICongress has not intended tne g~uel.·al 

l~e believe that ~l~~terly reporting of all new hires to the 
FPLS (to help establish a new National Directory ot 'New Hires), 
as proilulSed in '"cotion ~1£; nf. the bill, may not be appropriate
for all federal age.ncies, particularly agencies whose personnel 
fl1es couLain especially senFiitive or classified information, 
suoh &8 the Federal Bureau of Investigation.' There are, in our. 
view/less intrusive W&ys to provide the information sought by,
the bill, and we therefore recommend that it be made c.iea.r ,'that 
the Secrecary of Health and Hum~,n ~E!rv1ces and. the head of a law 
enforcement agency may agree to permit the agency to submit ' 
information to Lhe Fl?LO in a form rind a.ccording to a I:imetable 
that is mutually agreeable. 
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funds of ..the Treasury to be' used for c~ild support and alimony 
purposes. II) • 

Garnishment statutes and procedure» CIL.l.~ complex end vary 
fr~m state-to-state. Moreover, the federal government employs 
individuals located in every state. It: 1&;, therefore, . 
fnreseeable that agencies will ocoasionally make mistakes in 
attempting to comply with garnishment ord~Ls." Holding the ' 
RO'p.T'lC':ies liahle f·or compensatory I or even punitiva I damages for 
those mistak@., however, \Jould.' impose an unfttlL ).:,u~·den upon the 
taxpRyp.rs and would force the taxpayers to pay for the . 
obligations of delinquent parente. In most ca~~~, where the 
6mploy~p. Rubject to qarnishment continues to work for the agency,

'no harm would result from the agency's ~ni~1al f~llure to comply 
with at cr~,..nishment orderi the garnishment woula Simply continue 
longer. In addition, where a federal agency falls Lu ga:L"ll.ieh, 
~h. garni!'lhl."Jr may still reach those payments by pu~suing the 
delinquent pa~ent directly. Therefore I imposing oomVt=Hsa,tOl."Y or 

'pun:itive daTT'l~gp.s upon the ~overnment would substantially burden 
the taxpayers while providing no concomi,tant substimt.ial Lt:nefit 
to th~ ~a~ni~h~T. To clarify that money from the Treasury is not 
available to pay compensatory damage awards, we recommend theil.. 
any futu:ra child. Rllpport enforcelTlent legislation include the 
following provision: . 

SEC. . AUTHORITY TO COL~ECT SUPPORT FROM FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEEQ. 

* "* * 

LIABILITY OF THE UNtTED STATES, Notwithstanding_ny 
other provision of 19w, ~he United States shall not be ' 
liable for failure to comply with lega~procees. 

Our second concern is the risk ofc.onf1.lsion presented .by ttta 
detinil.J.Ql1 of money IIsubjec;:t. tr, process" to include f'moneys paid 
or payable."·~ proposed 42 U.S.C. § 4S9(h). If money haa 
alread.y b,=~n paid" thQn it is. no )n7'lger in the possession of the 

. , ' 

4 A recent case in the Distri.ct of Columbia, while 
addressing comnlc!u;cial gQrnishment I r9thp.r than garnishment for 
child support, illustrates the difficulties. In First virginia
13aals'Y;" Kandolpil, 'No. ~S-091,9{PLF) (o~r,'),~. Ma.r. 29, 1996), the 
st.ate Department race!ved a. garnishment order and began to ., .', 
withhold payments. Shortly thc:reaft.(u:, thp. Der:partment received a 
notice that its employee had filed a motion to quash the 
garnishment. 'l'he De~!;.l:t\l\er.t cmploysea re~I'lnnsible for processing 
thegarn1shment order interpreted an ambiguous District of 
Columbia statute to r~Qul~~ chae 9~rnishm.nt ~ea6e pending a 
ruling on the motion to quash. The district court held that this 
was an ipcorrect 1nte;r.p::·I;::Lc:..tion of the. statl..\tA B.t issue and held 
the Department liable for compensatol"Y damages. 

I 
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United States az)d cannot :be withheld in response to legal 
process. In addition, render1u!:I Lb.e United St."l:.es rasponsibJf'I! to 

. surrender II moneys paid II cont radicte proposed 42 U. s. C'. 
S 459 (a), which appJ.1es only 'to [(IOIleY8, "due from, or payable by, 
the united States" to the employee. To eorrect this apparent·
inconsistency, we suggest that. the:: words "peaid. orl' be deletad 
from proposed S 4S9(h). 

Our third concern is' the provision in both the current 

statute and in H. R.. 3507 that requirel::lLl!e 9QVel.-nmen'; to 

'1 respond'. to legal process within 30 days. ~ proposed 

• 459(<;=). Some litigants have taken th~ i>v:i:iition t.hat "raapond ll 

mlll1lnS "pay ir..to court. II In recognition of the fact that: agency
payrolls are cumbersome and ehat withholding ~dlculat1onB ~nd . 
~YAmptions are confusing, we have taken tha position that a more 
reasonable interpretation of I'respol\d" would 'hI;! "be9in to 
withhnld." Because 30 days is a reasonable amount of time in 

'which to expect the employing agency to put thl;! jdcil:niehmenl:. order 
into AFfect throuqh the automated payroll process, if proper
identifying 1nformat1on is received., we suggest thctl Congress 
.trike thp. word "resoond" in proposed § 45'(c) (2) (C) and insert 
"begin the procedures necessary to implement· r.he gL\z'tdt:ilunel"\t I if 
prope%'; idf:?nt.1fying infon::ation .is included iJ'l· the' garnishment
order, including, at a mlnimum, the employee'S Soc1al Se(";uL.i.ty 
,number, and r.l1.11",Y station. II 

-- Cyp~n and Haltian Ent~mlts' Acc~Aa-to Benefits 

We urge th~ ~nngress to clarify that Cuban and Haitian 

entrants/ including parolees, are eligible for means-test.ed 

benefitc under th. ARme terme and conditions as provided to 

r~fugees and asylees under R.R. 3507. In particular, congress 

should dl~rify ~hat Cuh~n and Haitian entrants are el~gible for 

the' same waivers from benefit restrictions as refugees ana 

G.~y·leel5 We alISO urgQ the rll!tention of the law that authorizes
I 

Cuban and Haitian entrants' access to refugee assistance 
loen~rltB. 

U.uUlli';l.- the tc::rmc of the Septlllmber 9, ~994, ag:-eement between 
the United States and Cuba whichha.s succeeded in encouraging 
sate I o:nl~J:ly and lc::g~l migrat io'l"l, the United States has made a 
commitment to facilitate the legal migration ·of at least 29,000 
Cubans each year. A Moy 4, 19~5. ft9Tp.ement ptovides for parole 
consideration for Cuban migrants at Guantanamo •. 

Cuban and, Haitian entrants, like refugees, do not 
necessarily have L:lol!e.family ties or Amr'lloyment ,offers in the 
United States, and therefore, may lack the support systems 
aV'ailable to other' 11lll\ligrant". 'While ~C\nrl.lfaith efforts are 
being made toO screen ou.t potential Cuban and Haitian entrants who 
are likely to become .I,J\lblic Cho.rg8P and tn p.ncourage the. early, 
self-sufficiency of these entrants up'on arrival in the united 

11 


_.._,-_.-.- ,- - - .. -,---_. 
bltAA ...... ,. ..... .. _ ..... 

http:means-test.ed
http:Se(";uL.i.ty
http:St."l:.es


'JUL-18-1996:14:S5 TO:244 - B.REED FROM: DADE, J. , P.13/14 

StAtes, 60me may still need the safety net of benefits for the 
first five years atter entry- Requiring f~llyQnforeeab'p. 
affidavits of support for all cuban lottery beneficiaries in 
Havana would be contrary t.o t.h~ !JuJ.:pose fo:r which the lr"t. t,lI!ry , 
program was designed (~t to provide mi;ration opportunities to 
persons ,who may not have fam1ly \...1.I:SS tel t.he United St.at.as). 'T'he 
elimination of benefits for Cuban and Haitian entrants might
result in o~r inability to fulfill u~r migration Qom~itm@nt whi.oh 
could triqqer an uncontrolled outflow of illegal migI'ation from 
Cuba. 

The five-year waiver trom ,the ba:t' un ~~l1efits a.nd t.he 
. continuation of refugee benefits -- cash ana. medical assistance 
for the criti.cal first e months -- woultl lessen the impaot on 
s;tat,fII! and local communities across t.he Nat.ion by helping to 
ensure· self-euffid.ency and reduc1r.g the puLen't.il:ll for long-term 
dl3p~:nnp.ncy.on public assistance. 

Fl:n~lly. clarif1cation is ,also needed to continue specific 
benefits for eerta1n groups of foreign nat.ional;! who Ul"laer the 
Qur:rent lp.gislative language would bereatricted f~om coverage in 
direct· contravention of treat.ies to Wh.i~h t.he Unil..o;u,etatee·ie 
81gnatory, We defer to the Department of State with respect to 
further details on how the legislation should be cli:iLl!l.e.d. 

-- M;di~aid Cone.tn 

Although we understand from press reportsthacthe M~ulcaid· 
prov1cions of ~hiA legislation are to be dropped (and possibly
considered separately), we would like to bring a potential 
problem to your attp.ntion. In particular, section 2003 of Che. 
bill (adding new section 1557(b) (3) !B} (ii) of the Social sec\.I.J!'lty 
Act) would ~:roviQQ cer~ain remedies to address situations in 
,wh1ch nu.rsing f ....eiliti·es receive federal monies under ~t:at:e plClUlil 
IlInd "willfully and knowingly" submit a fa.lse certification 
regarding nursing facilit.y resiQents' ,functional capacity 
I-I:U;n!lsemenl;.e. Requir1n!) th~t such certifications be made 
"willfully" malees the '''intent'' standard t.hat the government must. 
demom:ll..l· ..t:.e so rcc;trietive th~r. it will be vj,rt:ually impossible 
to obtain civil penalties under this section. In BatzJ.jlt v. 
ynlt;ed SbAS,. , ~l,4 S. Ct. tiiSS., (1'~94), the SUJ)%'eme Court held that 
when Congress uses the term "'Willful'1 iT. a statute, it means that 
the gOV8l::'ume:l1t muat ohow that tbF.'\ np.fendant had JI specific intent." 
(~.e" both lcnQ~le4ge of the lti! that makes hi. cona.uct illega.l
ADS Xnowledgtoi that hie oonduct viI')' ~\",ed the law). Proving that a 
defendant had knowledge of the law in the face of his eont.rary 
testimony '1s Clll extremely difficult p.ndeavor.. The proper intent 
standard 1e the "knowingly" requirement set forth in section 
1575·(b) (3) (C) (11) . Qf the Dooisl S&cl.lr:lt,y Act. in connection with 
civil penalties for manufacturers who submit false price 

,infor:mCit1on unC1er IIIClsteJ!' drug rebate ag''''''~ements. 

12 
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.. .f' • 

Thank: you for the opportunit.y t:o L:omtnent on this 
1@o:iR1ation. If we may be of additional ass1stanoe. in connection 
with th~s or 'any other matter, please ~" l'JOt hellit.*-:a eo:" r:~J.l 
UPOr'l lUll:. The Offioe of Management and Budget has advised. that 
there is no obj action from the Stanc.1pCJ.l.ul: of the hd.mi.ni.IlCra.t'1 nil.' S 
pro9ram t.O the presentation of this X'9port. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Fois 
Assistant ~LLorney Genoral 

Enclosure 

hr3!:i07.1tr 
7/18/96 
8:30 AM 
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WELFARE REFORM CONFERENCE PRIORITIES 

Senate Provisions to Retain 

Medicaid: Retain bipartisan Senate language ensuring that poor women and children retain health 
care co,verage under Medicaid~. (keep Chafee-Breaux Medicaid Amendment) 

Welfare reform is about moving parents from dependency towork and self-sufficiency, not 
reducing health care coverage for needy families. The Senate provision maintains Medicaid 
for over 1 million children and 4 million women. 

Food stamp Block Grant: Retain a federal ,safety net for food and nutrition by eliminating the 
optional food stamp block grant. (keep Conrad-Jeffords Amendment) 

We shguld ensure that poor children, needy families, and dependent seniors have food 
'stamps to meet theirbasicnutritional needs, even dur!ng tough economic times. 

Maintenance of Effort and Transferability: Maintain Senate provision to ensure that States 
continue to spend at least 80% of current funding for welfare families, and allow States to transfer 

, up to 30% of federal block grant funding to child care only. 

Under the new block grant, States get tremendous flexibility, but we must be fiscally 
responsible and ensure that States continue to invest their own funding in helping move 
families from welfare to work. 

Fair and Equitable Treatment: Keep Senate language within the block grants on fair and 
equitable treatment on eligibility for aid, including federal standards for fair hearings, appeals, and - safegu~ds against fraud and abuse. 

We should maintain federal protections to prohibit discrimination. 

Child Protection: Retain Senate provision eliminating child protection block grant. 
. (keep Rockefeller-Chafee amendment) 

Children, especially those at risk ofabuse and neglect, deserve protection. Over 20 states 
are under court order for inadequately protecting children, so this is the wrong issue for a 
block grant. , 

Children's Packa&e of Improvements Missin& from House and Senate Bills 

Welfare r40rm should put work first without putting children last. These changes will 
provide further assurances that children's basic needs will be met during welfare reform. 

, . 

Food Stamp Cut: .Reduce level of food stamp cut. 

Vouchers: Require/allow vouchers for children after the time limit. 

Legal Immigrants: Exempt children and the disabled from the food stamp, SSI and Medicaid 
bans for legal immigrants. . 

Shelter DeductionIFood Stamps: Calculate 'food stamp benefit levels for families with 
children in the same manner as the elderly -- uncap the excess shelter deduction. 

House 'Provisions to Modify 
1) Repeat retroactive Medicaid cuts on legal immigrants. who currently depend on Medicaid for 
basic health care coverage. 

2) Strike the Kasich amendment, Which imposes a lifetime limit of 3 months of food stamps for 
unemployed adults, between the ages of 18 and 50, without children. 



, 

Congressional Positi~ns on·Welfare Reform 

Vetoed 
H.R4 

Senate' 
Bill 

House 
Bill 

AFDC, WORK, & CHILD CARE 

Stat~ FundinglMaintenance 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 

Base Fund -- Increase to $2 billion and make permanent 

Recessions -- Allow further expansion of fund during recessions 
. t 

Work Program Issues 

Work Participatiori -- Tough but flexible work requirements 

Performance Bonus -- Incentives for work 

Ghild Care -- Added resources and quality standards .. ' 

Equal Protections -- Require States to establish fair and equitable 
treatment provisions and develop State accountability mechanisms 

Vouchers -- Five year time limit with mandatory vouchers 

Medicaid -- Health coverage for welfare f!UDilies 

Family Cap -- Provide complete State flexibility 

Displacement -- Workfare not displacing jobs 

-
FOOD STAMPS & CHILD NUTRITION 

, 
Optional Block Grant-- Drop any version from bill , . 
Annual Cap on Program Spending-- Drop from bill. 

~ 

Shelter Deduction -- Do not change current law 

Time LimitsIWork Requirements on 18-50s :.. States must offer " 
work slot before terminating benefits 

Block Grant -- Drop the School Lunch demonstration block grant 

-
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(+) indicates position generally consistent with Administration; (-) indicates 'position inconsistent with Administration; 
(0) indicates partial support; (X) indicates position worse than vetoed bill. !uly 24', 1996 . 
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Iyetoed ISenate I, House 
H.R.4 Bill Bill 

LEGAL [l\~MIGRANTS 

Bans -- Drop Food Stamps and SSI bans 

Medicaid 

, Ban on Future Immigrants -- Drop from bill 

Ban on CurrentImmigrants -- Drop from,bill + + 
" .., .. \', 

Exemptions -- Provide an exemption for the disabled and children , 

CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 

Reforms --Toughens Child Support Enforcement " + ',+ + 

SUPPLEMENTAL SECURiTY INCOME 

Children -- Drop 25% benefit reduction for most newly eligible + 

CHILD PROTECTION 

Block Grant ~- Drop foster carehidoption assistance block grant + + 

(+) indicates position generally consistent with Administration; (-) indicates position inconsistent with Administration; 
(0) indicates partial support; (X) indicates position worse than vetoed bill. July 24, 1996 

" Savings From Welfare Reform Proposals· 
" 

Vetoed 
H.R.4 

House 
Bill 

Senate 
Bill 

Administration 
Bill 

Food Stamps 

Immigrants 

SSIKids 

Other . , 

EITC 

Adoption Credit 

-$25 

-$22 

-$10 

-$2 

$0 

$0 

-$27 

-$29 

-$7 

+$2 

-$2 

$0 

-$24 

~$23 

-$7 

$0 

-$5 

+$2 

-$18/ :l-I 

-$6 

-$7 

-$6 

-$5 

$0 

Total -$59 -$63 -$58 ' -$42 

*6-year savings in billions; CBO estimates; includes Medicaid effects of a stand-alone welfare bill; totals may, 
not add due to rounding , " 
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Dem,'ocr,a,t,s, 10, b.byists, .,so~e, R,e,p'ubiI,i,'era'n','s 't'a,rg:e't.·n'g' ,',", ' 't" d' I'·'· . f'th'·"" ,'" '" ,, , ' " , c~mp~ eqze, . Ist~ng 0' ~lf mimes and Social :Security , 

Shaw's :\Velfarebill By Wil~iam 'Eo' Gibson 'Fort "numbers so,money can be,?e9ucted from their paycbecks 


'.' Lauderdaie' Suit';S~ntinel, ' " , ' "wherever they'go. About $34 J?ill ion iIi ,child support goes 

" '".WASHINGT.ON"be~~c~atsandlpbbYists a;e preparin~'~ri uncol1ecte~ each year, he said, ' ,', "" ' 

" am,bush for Re'p, ,E. Clay Shaw Jr.'s controversial welfare " ", ,', (END OPTIONALTRI,M) "" , 
biB as it rumbles toward the House flob'r: -,~",' ',Sha'Y also' prmnised Ghiles,he wou,lddevise a funding' 

, '.' ,'Tl:ie 'fray ovei- w(;;lfare, with 'Shaw c'~ught in the ~iddlefoI1ll:ula ,th~~ dqes not punish growth states; The governor 
,has only just begun:', ,"',", " " ' , ' ',' has coIJiplai~ed'that a nationwide, cap, as now proposedwotud ' 
" .opponents plan tb take shots at' the, ·bili,~,proposed:b~in.' be especially 'severe in,'Florida because it ~ouldnot allow, ' 

, . 'oni?enefits to unmarried teen-age mothers, its li~its ~n , for the state's huge groW:tli in'P9Pul<ition and needs,' ',' '" ., 
" aid,to disable,:i'children and its cap'on welfare spending '(EDITORS: ~XT 2'GRPfS OPTIONAL TRIM:), 

regardless ·ofneed.' ' , " , " ' '," :. "In fa,ct, in all of th~ ,f()rnlulas that deal now with 
'.. . .;W~ ought: to be thiD.king ab~rit how w~ can help the ", AFDC, Medicaid , ' . 

" ...least among us, not how harsh we ca~ b~ on childfen'born ,'you name it we are going to be' h,urt," Chiles told tIle' 
'J', ' ': out of wedlock and folks who need: e~ucatio.n, trai~ing and ,Florida congressiollal pelegatlon last 'week: ' ," , "" '" 
,.!itob," said Rep. Charies Ra~gel,D-N,y.:a senior rnember ' " Thest~te's fedetalwelfare funtling'would be cut 61', 
, ,of th~ Ways andlVfeans COnuhitte~. ' , , " percent, far greater.tha,n the Iiationwid~ cutoack: of 25 

Florida Go.v. Lawton ChIles ,has alreadyeIitered the, ptfrce~t; said Rep. ~aren Thu~an:, D-Fl~. :, Th~se states ' 
,~elfaredebate, 'last wee~,.urgillg ,Shaw; R-Fla:" to chang~ who. would be the big ,IQse~s ,are starting to ~ome forward, 
;funding formulas so that groWth states.like Fh:>rida do not and' say,'Well, wait a, minute'" 'she said ' ' 
suffer .more than its fair. share' of welfare' cutbacks. ,~ND ()PTIONALTRIM) , " " ,,' , 
, , The,acti9n centers on a bilH9 overha~lth~:weffare ,While trying to resolve this concern', Shaw.als~ will be' 
system, which'emerged last week from chairman Sh~w's' pressed 'by be~oc,ra~s, Rep,ublican ~openites and advocacy 
Sut>c?Inmittee,on Human Resourc~s: After angry,debate, all' ':gr9up~ who thuik some of'the proposed cutbacks are too ' .. 
eig~t Republicans on. the:panel vpted for .the bill,and all " ' harsh:, especil,llly y~ose affecting dis~bled ·children, . ." 
fiyeDemocrats voted' against it.' ' , , teen,-age mothers and legal non-citizens. " ", ' " ,

," ':rhe bill ne~t go~es to, the 'fullW~ys and Mean:s ,,' Some of ~hawis fellow Repllblican~are pr~paring' t~, 
, Committee,'p~obably iIi early ,March, w~ere Demo~rats hop~', pounce. For exampfe, G~1:Iai1~An:lericanReps. Lincoln 
, to force major changes. ," , , / " .' Diaz-B~lart and Ile,anaRos-Lehtinen, pothofMiami, are 
': ',.T~ough· both' parties favor welfate ref6rm, Repub1i~aIls " ' , pressing within Republican ranks 'to' elimi~a te th~ prop~s~ 

proba\:!ly \Vill have tq compromise to get their. versi6n into cuto,ffof non-citizens!,.many thousands .of whom five in: ' 

law, The bill still mus(passthefull committee,' " South Florida. . ' "", ' 

the House and the Senate and be' sisned into law by,' \ ' . (EDIT()RS:: STORy'CAN TRIM HERE) 

President Clinton a hairpwing process sure to wear away "~Another flashpoinf.is the bill's' restrictions, oni ' 


'. ' some sharper edges. " , " " , benf.l:fits to the:disabled: ',' " " , ,'; , ' 

" . ' On t.his~nd many oiherissues,Democratsarelea~i~g , '''CongressmanSha~ j~st voted to thr6w 200;000 disabled 


, , h~wto count~r-puneh, and Republi~ans are learning howcl:iildien directly into, the grinding maw, of poverty:; ~aid ' 

, dlfficu!t it is to bring about change. ':' , ",' Rhoda' Sphulzinger; staff att~iney for'an adv?cacy" group, 

, 'Shaw" already the target 'of lobbyists'frorh all'sides the Bazel(;mCenter for Mental Health Law."·.', ' ,
:will ,manage the bill' a; itc~ums'ihrough 'Congress. ','. \ . "Shaw' shnigs, off such cri~i'iism, 'Sa)ling'lh~'~nly,wa~~s to':~ 
,:' ,!,e've got a', system so 0'41. of ,whack it's been cruel to ' tl~4tenrules that a1l9w too many people, who are not' , 

people," said Shaw. ,"It's enc,ouraged' out~of~wedlocic '; . reall~ needy ,to squand~rthe taxpayers' money.' " 
births. It's, encouraged people not to do well in schooI.' " ,~'All this will come, under discussion, but 'in' ,the end 

, ! 
It's encouraged people not to, work." we wi}Lb~ able to: get a bill through Congress,", he > 

'But Shaw ~cknov.:le!iged that to' get his 'bilJ through ' ,':predicted.· . ' ,,', 

Congress, ",there will be somechanges.!" , ",' , 


. ' As it now stands, the bill would:', " ,i 


'..... -:~ ...... ----~;- ..............~-----:'~--..; ­
C~t offbenefit~,to u~arri!?d mothe~s, under age 18" , 

" C,ut~!f'benefitstop:arerits who ~re'not';v:orkirtg after' 
t~o years, on' welfare. ", '. \, ' ' , ' ' .' ' 

, , ' , 

" Cut, off benefits to families who have, been on *elfare:' , " 
, for more than five years,~ , " " "'.c', '. , . ' 

. ", Cut 'off benefits'to leg~l aiie~s' those who resid~' h~re '. 
, iegally but ha~e ~ot beco~e, Citizens' including fo"od' 
stamps and Medicaid. Illegal aliens are~lready parred., , ' 

. Cut off SuppleIl'}.ental.Secitrity Income benefits to 
. alcoholics and drug addicts,: ," , 

" '\ '" ,,' .. " ,\,Tighten r,ules that determine which,chiidren ~re '" 
.,r. 

eligible)or'disabi.lity aid, .' .,' , " ' 

, '" Crea~e:a w,elfare bip,ck grant tOCl:!p'total~pending, , 


evenif t~atleaves the 'states Sl10it of fundsJo 4elp " 

, individuals whq ,qualify, ,'" , , '" ' 

. Total ~elfare'spendirig.,..youldbe capped at $15.3.bilhon 


i, .... ' pen year through 2090 . an ,estimated savings of $7 billion ' " 

I" 

over ,five yeins. " . ' t,' " .' 

,(EDITORS: NEXT, 2 GR~FS OptI.oNAL TRIM)' , " , " , /'" 

, ' Shaw himself hope~ to make, some changes when the bill 
" 

reache,s tlie'fulLcommittee.,' , 
( '" 

;:<,'". He plans toa,ddtough~~we~f()r~ement tools to extra~t " '\ 

.moIjey from deadbeat dads. ThatwQuld.include a national 
, ,;egistry of p~rents ,who owe' child-support payments a"" \, . 

'\ , 
, 
. , " ' 

J 

,'~ '. 

/ " 

< ')"
...: '.' 
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M~reo~er, AID contributes funds to Russia~related 

programs of the World Ba~, the Eu~opean'Ba~ fo~-. 

~econ~iruction andD~v'e'lopment: the Unit~d I;Jati~ns ' 

Develop~ent Program, the. World Health Organizatjon ap.d·· 


. ,.T·other public. bodies. These org~nizations enjoy vast 

'res~urces and. are 'capable of conducting' their o~n 


. :')activities in the' fOnTIe~Soviet Union. 

" . The AID contracting process' is arcane and often 


\lnderstood only by those with long-term relationships with' ' . 


. the,agency. This' effectively screims" out organizations' , 

'. that don't h~ve ~i1 inside track with AID. Tom Dine, AID's 

assi~ta~t coo~dinalmfor the. Ne~ly Independent State'~, has 

said publicly that if.he cOllld nave one .wish fulfilied it " 

would be to.ab~lish AlP's ~ontnicting office. ' 


• ',ITo achieve American foreign-policy' goals, U.S. aid to 

Russia must be delivered quickly and. efficiently, . .' , . 


, Experience teaches us this goal will n~t be achieved if ' 

, .' the' pn)gram' is ad~inistered by AID. Sen. Jesse Helrri~' . ..! 


recent proposal.to create an independent Internationll.l 

Development Corpo~~tion isa step in the right directioI1" 


. But the best results will be' achieved if Congress creates 

~n ind~pendent board toman~ge aid to Russia, a~dthe: Newly 

Independent States. I . 


S,ucha, board would be jointly nominated by Gongr~ss and 

the' president 'and would includ.e representatives 'of 

government, pro~inentarea' specialists ~rid ih~ priyaie 

'sector. It could be ~odeled'on the Board of Intern~tional 
,. Broadcasii~g, whIch ran one of th~ 'government's' more 

~ efficient foreign ~peraii(jns, Radio Liberty and Rll.dio Free ' 
Europ'e.- ' '. ' 

, Congress. snould continue' to support Russia's economic 
. -a~d p~litical' reforms. While aid progrllI~s a;e (~r-from 
.. perfect, they address .vital U.S, security goals. At th~ . , ' 

same time, 90rigress ~hould find ways to improve P,Togram 
"design, effipiency and delivery. These programs 'are as 

vit~r ~s th~ir post-World War IIpre'ctecessors in Germany" 

and:)apan,. and should' Qe run asefficien'tly . 


. Ariel Cohen isHenrySalvaiori Fellow, in Russian and 

EUrasi~n S,tudies at the Heritage Foundation in Washington .. 
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Backgrounder 
August 9, 1995 

PROORESSIVE POfICY 'IIs",urE 

Welfare Reform 
Stalled in the Senate Once Again. 

Lyn A. Hogan 

The welfare reform debate, temporarily stalled in the Senate, offers the country two clear 
choices: passing the buck or putting people to work. 

As the Senate set aside the debate Aug. 8, there were two leading proposals, one 
Republican,one Democratic. The Republican block grant proposal crafted by Sen. Bob 
Dole (R-KS), offers states flexibility but abandons real work-based welfare reform for 
budget cutting ..The "Work First" proposal advanced by Senate Democrats Tom Daschle 
(D-SD), John Breaux (D-LA), and B~rbara Mikulski (D-MD) provides states with a radical 
but respon.sible plan that will move welfare recipients into private sector work. 

The proposal crafted by Sen. Phil Gramm (R-TX)-now broken into a series of 
.amendments. primarily. addressing. out-of-wedloc)<. births and sanctions for 
. non~ork-could not.hayepassed.but,ha:~;sp~i~:ter.ed ..Repub~i~~i}~nity"on ,welfare reform,' 
making bipartisan ~ompromise:more·probable. Another'sec9I)~rproposal, offered by Sen. 
Daniel Patrick Moynihan (D-NY), i~ a.~defense ,qf .the stq.t.us·. qt;i.o' and -ha's' 'gained litHe' 

. . . . . '..' .. . .: '. .' ".' ..:: . " .. ' '. . .. ' '. : :: 
suppor.t '. ..... . .:" .... "", . . . . 

·GOP congressional. leaders, originally poiseq to act on real work-based welfare 
reform with Democrats in thelast.Congres·s, shifted toa block grant approach this year 
not to encourage work, but to generate short-term budget savings, satisfy GOP governors' 
demands for flexibility, and avoid making tough decisions. 

Democrats, on the other hand, are coalescing around the most radical proposal 
. ever offered by their party. They have bucked the status quo in favor of a new welfare­
to-work system that will begin to truly move recipients off the rolls and into work-the 
real test of reform. . 

Sens: Dole and Packwood claim their bill will st:rengthen family, reduce the 
welfare rolls through work, and save money doing so, but in reality, none of these·goals 
will be accomplished. Let's take a .closer look at its shortcomings. 

. . 
DolelPackwood Creates Empty Work Requirements 

The Dole/Packwood welfare block grant imposes the same tough work requirements as. 
the Democratic alternatiye. ~et the Dole/Packwoo.d bil~ does not'offersia't~s thenlOney or 
the mechanisms to meet these work requireinents: . . .' ,. '..... '.' .. ':. . 
. '. ..' The Qill init~q.lly triples, the number of w!2lfare rec.ipients !equired to enter the 
work program,r~aching 5.0.percel1:t:hY,the yearfU02,.Yet.tlze bWfre~zesfil~dinga! ~Y:1994 
levelsfor five consecutive years. This meaI,1s Dole/Packwood offers 'no real money to fund 
increased enrollment in work-programs or pioviqe child' care for reCipients ·requited to 
work. .".' .. :. '. .. 
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states would be held accountable for results because they would receive, performance 
bonuses for placing and keeping recipients in real jobs, while states that fail would be 
sanctioned.Furt~~r, the bill supplies new tools for linking recipients with private sector 
job opportuiUties, in,cl,udingjob placement vouchers, and pays tjzose ,organizations .only for 
results. Finally, recipients must engage, in ,.work. activities_·as soon as they receive 
assistance-as opposed to the 24-month waiting period Republicans allow. 

The Democratic alternative also makes work pay more than welfare. By extending 
transitional Medicaid and transitional child care from one to two years and guaranteeing 
child care for those on welfare required to work, the Democratic alternative makes it 
realistic for states to meet their tough work requirements. 

Moreover, Democrats offer a tough .but sensible approach to preventing teen 
pregnancy (rather than punishing it) by providing grants to states and local commuruties 
for teen pregnancy prevention programs. And, instead of cutting teens immediately off 
welfare, Democrats give unwed teens and their children a second chance to improve 
their lives by creating. "second~chance homes"-group residences in.which young teen 
mothers would live under adult supervision with their children, while meeting their 
social and personal obligations for receiving welfare support: Democrats w()uld fund 
these homes with close to $100 million a year starting in FY 1996 and extending each 
subsequent year. 

The Democratic alternative can achieve these system changes without passing 
unfunded mandates on to the states. The Democratic alternative sensibly cuts waste and. 
fraud from the welfare 'system, making needed reforms in the food stamp program, the 

,Supplemental Security Insurance program, and in rules governing 'noncitizens' eligibility 
for welfare, saving $21 billion while still adequately investing in putting people to work. 

. However, if the Democratic alternative fails to muster enough votes for passqge, 
the Oole/Packwood bill, if properly amended, could be brought closer to acceptable 
legislation. President Clinton has indicated a willingness to work with Republicans to 
crafta bipartisan welfare reform initiative. If the following amendments or modifications 
are added to the Dole/Packwood bill"welfare reform will still move in the direction of 
real work-based system'that can be supported by both parties. 

... Work Bonus. Sens. Joe Lieberman (D~CT) and, Breaux' would offer an 
amendment to establish a job placement bonus system that will reward. 
states for successfully movmg welfare recipients into unsubsidized jobs. 

Fiscal Accountability/Maintenance of Effort. Sen. Breaux would offer an 
amendment that ties the size of a state's block grant to the level of a state's 
financial contribution to the programs required by the block grant. 

... Teen Pregnancy Prevention; S~n. Lieberman would offer an amendment to 
establish a national clearinghouse on teenage pregnancy, set goals to 
reduce out~of-wedlock births, and require states to establish a set-aside for 

, teenage pregnancy prevention. 
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Because the cost of actually reaching th,e tough work requirements is so onerous, " 
states are left with three basic choices: 1) purposefully fail to meet the work' 
requirements and, instead, take a 5 percent penalty; 2) significantly reduce benefit levels 
or raise taxes as a,rpeans to fund the work requirements; or 3). simply cut hard-to""place 
recipients off the wdfare rolls, choosing to work with only the easily employable. 

, Even if Seps, Qole qnd, Packwood back,ed up their work req).1irements. with the 

heeded funds, their plan, still lacks mechanisms to move recipients into work. Their bill 


, offers no incentives to states for job placement; rather it only imposes sanctions. Nor 
does the bill take steps to actually change the culture of the welfare bureaucracy-,the 
ingrained caseworker mentality that places income maintenance ahead of work and self­
sufficiency as the principle goal of the welfare office. Further, despite their tough work 
requirements, their bill doesn't require recipients to work until 24 months have passed, 
and even allo,:,",s recipients to remain in vocational education for 12 of those 24 months. 

[)ole/Pack-wood'Ooesn?i'Make Work'Pay'More Than Welfare 
'. t 

Republican budget constraints make it impossible to make work pay for welfare recipients 

by withholding real money for child care and health care benefits. The Dole/Packwood, 

bill does not guarantee child care to those moving from welfare to work-even though 

60 percent of Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) families have children 

under five years of agel-and does not offer additional money for states to meet 

increased work program enrollment rates. . 


Additionally, despite the fact that 20 percent of AFDC recipients claim they 

remain on welfare to receive health care benefits/ Dole/Packwood does not extend 

transitional health care for those who leave welfare for work. 

.', Even· worse, many Senate ,Republicans have further discouraged work by 


demanding significant cuts in the earned-income tax credit (EITC)-a tax credit designed 

to supplement the wages of the working poor. Real welfare reform without the EITCwill 

be impossible because a full-time minimum-wage job cannot support a family. 


Dole/Packwood Allows States To Cut Unwed Teens Off Welfare 

The Dole/Packwood bill includes punitive measures that allow states to cut off unwed 

teefl mothers and their children without giving those teens a second chance to improve 

their lives. Also, the bill offers states options to curtail teen pregnancy, but does not back 

those options up with a comprehensive, funded plan. Dole/Packwood only really 


, addresses the teen pregnancy problem after it happens, instead of laying out credible 


lCommittee On Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, 1994 Greenbook, (Washington, DC:, 

Government Printing Office, 1994). 


2August 8, 1995 interview with Barbara Wolfe, director, Institute for Research on Poverty and professor ' 

of economics and preventive medicine, University of Wisconsin-Madison, based on research conducted 

by Prof. Wolfe and' her colleagues. 
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plans for teen pregnancy prevention. Their proposal will more likely increase the 
abortion rate"rather than ameliorate the teen pregnancy epidemic. 

,J-•• ,,' .' •• 

. Dole/PackwoodPasses The Cost of-Its Reform To The States 
• '. t '. ";. I,"-'. ,"''Pc..• "~ ,; '.'t:' '.[ .\~; 1 " "." rl.• '~". 'i J ,;;'~••, .J.!;..,....... ..... 


By offei"ing'no'teal-money: for child care 'and :healthtaie·,.'Andrequiringrstates 'to increase 
fivefold the enrollment in the work program-". again without additiortal funding-the 
Dole/Packwood .bill ispassing'billions of dollars in unfunded mandates to states and 
local governments. " 

A Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) study indicates that over 
seven years, states would be required to spend an additional $23.7 billion on work 
servIces and child care but would receive $21.2 billion less in funding from the 

. Republican leadership's Temporary Family Assistance Block Grant? Govs. Mel Carnahan 
(D-MO), Tom Carper (D-DE), Howard Dean (D-VT), and Roy.Romer (D-CO) agree: "As 
governors on the front line of welfare reform, we view the current Republican proposals . 
coming out of Congress to be largely a cost shift of enormous proportions to the states 
under the guise of flexibility. ,,4 " " "". 

The House has alreaq,y passed a similar weak-on-work, short-on-reality welfare 
block grant. In addition to the criticisms laid out above, the House bill is heavily laden 
with conservative prescription, including provisions prohibiting states from providing 
assistance. to b~thunwed teen J:'!lothers and legal immigrants. ' 

. : .;, ~ , i . .: ; ,; " ,JDemocrats Move Fot:ward~: "',"'. l·•• ·:~' :·.·.i"'·; :. ;"" 
'. .' 

, '!,"< ') , .. " , 
\' 

Yet, as Republicans have moved awayfrom ·realwork.:.based welfaie~reform, bembcrats 
have moved toward it.:The crucial step was taken when President Clinton joined with 
Senate Democrats in endorsing the Daschle/Breaux/Mikulski Work First proposal. 

The Senate Democratic plan-which takes its name and much of its substance 
from the Progressive Policy Institute's March 1995 proposal--eliminates AFDC and 
creates in its place Temporary Employment Assistance (TEA). TEA makes cash welfare 
payments temporary and conditional on rapid movement toward full-time, unsubsidized 
work The plan also abolishes the Family Support Act's Job Opportunities and Basic 
SkillsUO:BS) program, Cind replaces it with the Work First Employment Block Grant to 
create an employment system that provides the means and the tools to link welfare· . 
recipients to private labor markets while still giving states nearly as much flexibility as 
in a block grant. 

The employment system encourages private sector organizations to compete with 
the government in the provision of job placement and support services. For the first time, 

3Preliminary estimates from HHS, Department of Agriculture, Department of Labor, Department of 
Housing and Urban Development, and Social ~curity Administration analysis of the Work Opportunity 
Act of1995, l04th Cong., S. ]120, the Senate Republican Leadership's Welfare Reform ~lan: August 7, 19~5.. 

. 4Democratic P~.1iCy ~o~ittee Legislative B~lIet~, i:Q1~i;;5elf-5ilff'iC~;IlCY Act, 104th .Cong:,"~ugust 5, 
1995: 
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'Second-Chance Homes. Sen. Kent Conrad (D-ND) would offer an amendment 
to provide fut:J.ding: for states to develop adul~-supervised living' 

, 'arrangements, or second-chance homes, for 'teen mothers who ar~ imaple 
"; ,to live at. home because of safety or abuse reasons." .' ',', . ~-,' , ,~, . 

,'",'" ':"i' ;,{. " :! ." ,~,' .. 

II; 'Child Care Guarantee for those on widfare who' are required t~ work. Sens. 
Edward Kennedy (D-MA) and Chris Dodd (D-CT) would offer an 
amendment to restore the child care guarantee for recipients who are 
required to work. The amendment will provide full funding for this 
mandate, paid with offsets. ' 

... Child Care Allocations, Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-UT) ,would offer an amendment 
, to restore child care programs by moving child care funds from the block 
grant into separate, identifiable child, care programs. 

... ~Job Training For the Arnerican Worker. Sen. Breaux would lead the fight to 
strike'language from Sen, Nancy Kassebaum's (R-KS) Workforce 

:Development Act of, 1995 included in the Dole/Packwood bill. If 
unsuccessful, . Sen. Breaux would offer an amendment to the 

. Dole/Packwood bili to require states to set up 'a system' of skill vouchers 
for job 'training' to aid, dislocated workers, Such action from Sen. Breaux: 
would guarantee job training to American workers dislocated because of the" 
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) or the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)-a guarantee now in jeopardy as 
job training funds for American workers are shifted into the welfare 
system. 

This Senate debate poses a fundamental choice: real work requirements and real 
system change or budget cutting and no real work. Work as the overall goal for reform' 
sllOuld not fall victim to partisan battles. The President has indicated that he may sign an 
amended Dole/Packwood bill. Passage. of the amendments laid out above can set the 
tone of the House /Senate conference committee and present the. President with a viable 
bilL ' ' 

Lyn A. Hogan is sodal policy analyst for tile Progressive Policy Institute. 
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POLICY BRIEFING 


March 2, 1995 

WORK FIRST: 
A Proposal to Replace Welfare With an Employment System 

By Will Marshall, Ed Kilgore, and Lyn A Hogan 

With each passing day, it becomes clearer that welfare reform cannot be 
achieved by the old Democratic prescriptions or the new Republican nostrums. Thus 
far, neither side has produced a plan that meets the goal overwhelmingly supported 
by the American public: helping welfare recipients achieve self-sufficiency through 
work. This conceptual paper is intended to fill that crucial gap. 

President Clinton's 1994 welfare reform proposal set the right goal but did not 
chart a clear path to reach it. By imposing a two-year limit on unconditional cash 
assistance, the plan ended welfare's stat1:lS as a permanent entitlement and created a 
powerful incentive for its recipients to work. But the White House blueprint did not 
include a practical means for moving welfare recipients into jobs: Instead, it 
maintained and even expanded the existing welfare bureaucracy, pumping more 
money into education and training programs that have largely failed to connect 
welfare recipients to the world of work and responsibility. While the Clinton plan 
offered states significant new latitude to pursue previously tested reforms without 
going through the cumbersome waiver process, it did not go far enough in 
empowering the states, the private sector, and welfare recipients themselves to find 
imaginative new solutions to welfare dependence. 

Though GOP leaders dismiss the President's proposal as insufficiently bold, 
they cannot even achieve agreement on the objective of welfare reform. Republican 
efforts to craft legislation Will either succumb to internal divisions-·or achieve unity 
at the expense of genuine reform. In either event, Congress needs a clearly focused 
alternative that builds on public support for work-based welfare reform and supplies 
the resources and incentives to make it happen. 

A Republican Retreat 'From Work-Based Reform 

Some Republicans support work-based welfare reform in principle; others 
accept the more controversial premise that discour~ging illegitimate births by cutting 
off benefits to unwed teen mothers will break the cycle of welfare dependence. Still 

The Progressive Policy Institute 518 C Street, NE, Washington, D.C. 20002 202/547-0001 



other GOP leaders, especially among governors, oppose any national reform of the 
welfare system, contending that states should take the lead with a minimum of 
federal guidance. Meanwhile, all three Republican perspectives on welfare reform are 
cramped by short-range federal budgetary concerns, including the need to generate 
savings to pay for promised tax cuts and defense spending increases. 

The welfare block grant proposal announced in early January.by House and 
Senate GOP leaders appeared to endorse the Republican governors' strategy for 
reform, explicitly abandoning any national goal for welfare reform other than 
reduced federal spending ,and total latitude for states. Moreover, the .proposal 
repudiated national work-based reform by freezing federal funding for welfare­
related services such as food and nutrition, child care, and employment and 
training--all key buildihg blocks for any strategy to "m.ake· work pay" for welfare 
recipients. 

But the various House committees charged with implementing the overall 
block grant plan are steadily subverting the promised state flexibility by inserting a 
mixed bag of negative prescriptions, including the Contract With America's ban on 
aid to legal immigrants and unwed teen mothers, and weak and ill-defined work 
requireme;nts. Still missing in the· GOP proposal is any clear and positive national 
blueprint for reform. . 

Thus, even in the supposedly foc\lsed and disciplined House, Republicans 
cannot produce a logically compelling or internally consistent welfare reform 
package. The amorphous legislative product will likely be "block grants" without 
flexibility, and an assault on benefits for immigrants and illegitimate children that 
may not survive the Senate-with only a rhetorical nod toward work without any of 
the resources or mechanisms needed to make work available. \ 

The one element of the Itepublican package that will undoubtedly emerge 
unscathed is the block grant funding principle: converting welfare-related programs 
from ehtitlements to discretionary programs with funding levels arbitrarily frozen. In 
the absence of any national commitment to fundamental change iJ;f the welfare 
system, this step represents little more than a shift of power from federal . 
bureaucrats to·state bureaucrats, done on the cheap. The dismal result is likely to be 
phony welfare reform, achieved through phony devoilltion. 

Refocusing Welfare Reform on Work 

Welfare reform is too critical a U;tsk to be sacrificed to Republican disunity on 
goals, or Republican expediency on cost. But the President's 1994 proposal, welcome 
as it was as a step toward work-based reform, is an inadequate alternative that 
supplies too few btidges between welfare recipients and private labor markets, and 
too many detours into income maintenance or ineffective education and training 
programs. 
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The Progressive Policy Institute (PPD Work First plan aims to convert welfare 
into an employment system through three main steps: 

. (1) Abolish both Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS}-the primary 
federal education and training program for welfare recipients, created by the 1988 
Family Support Act-and Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and 
substitute a Work First employment system that would establish as national policy 
that: (a) unsubsidized private sector work is the goal for public assistance recipients; 
(b) immediate work experience, not participation in education and training programs, 

. is the best preparation for permanent employment for the vast majority of welfare 
recipients; and (c) aU recipients of public assistance should performsome work, with 
commuITity service as a fallback. In effect, the time limit for income maintenance 
would be zero .. 

(2) Pool AFDC and JOBS funding, calculated by the current formula but with 
a single match rate, to create a performance-based grant that offers financial 
rewards to states that succeed .in placing and keeping welfare recipients in full~time, . 
unsubsidized private sector jobs. 

(3) Give states financial incentives to convert a portion of their employment 
system dollars into job pl~cement vouchers that welfare recipients-as well as . 
fathers of children on welfare who might 'contribute to family support through 
work-may use to purchase welfare-to-work services. E)uch services would comprise 
job placement and support, rather than education and training. By putting 
purchasing power directly in the hands of welfare recipients, vouchers would help .' 
stimulate a competitive market for job placement and draw private as well as public 
investment. 

The PPI proposal promotes real devolution of decision-making on welfare 

reform, not phony devolution by block grants. Our more radical alternative 

transforms income maintenance and education and training programs into a single 

flexible, performance-based grant that allows states to design individual benefit 

packages targeted to what each recipient needs .to quickly enter the workforce. It 

also strongly encourages the use of job placement vouchers to bypassfederal and 

state bureaucracies and place resources directly in the hands of welfare recipients. 

This approach supplies unprecedented flexibility to r·espond to local economic 

conditions and program characteristics; moreover, it also gives the federal 

government a potent lever for reinventing social policy in ways consistent with the 

broad .public consensus for programs based on work and reciprocal responsibility. 


By abolishing the existip.g AFDC and JOBS programs, this proposal also 
simplifies.the task of work-based welfare reform. Able-bodied recipients would no 
longer be entitled to cash assistance or specific education and training services for 
any length of time. By requiring recipients to pursue private sector job 
opportunities-.and where necessary, cotnmunity service work-as soon as possible, 

3 



the new system renders such action-forcing devices as time limits less significant, 
and perhaps even redundant. The presumption would be that the proper time limit 
for income maintenance or education and training prior to job placement is not two 
years or five years but zero. In addition, the proposal would allow states to begin 
addressing the "missing link" in welfare reform-.absent fathers-by offering job 
placement services to noncustodial parents as part of an overall effort to create non­
welfare streams offamily income. 

The "Work First" Architecture 

The first step in work-based welfare reform is to put work {irst, changing the 
current system's incentives to make permanent employment in private sector jobs 
the paramount·and immediate goal for every able-bodied recipient of public 
assistance, with serious community service work as a fallback option when 
necessary. 

Many existing reform plans would expand education and training by 
increasing funding for JOBS. Yet careful, intensive studies conducted by the 
Manpower Demonstration Research Corp. and other reputable research groups have 
concluded that education and training programs produce only marginal results, at 
best modestly increasing earnings and decreasing welfare costs. A recent General 
Accounting Office report on JOBS also .concluded that it is not well focused on 
employment instead concentrating more on participation requirements than on 
getting recipients jobs. The research also shows that programs that stress work and 
maintain strong ties with the private sector produce better results. For example, 
Riverside, California's work-focused Greater Avenues For Independence (GAIN) 
program accounts for 19 percent of all job placements while serving only 4 percent of 
the state's caseload. 

Private organizations are reinforcing the case for emphasizing job placement 
over education and training. Examples include nonprofit organizations such as 
Project Match in Chicago, as well as America Works, a for-profit company that has 
placed more th.?n 5;000 welfare recipients in private jobs at various sites around the 
country. The Work First system envisions a healthy competition in welfare-to-work 
services among public as well as private . entities. Other options might include 
temporarily subsidizing private and public sector jobs with cash and food stamp 
benefits paid out as a wage as Oregon has done in its JOBS Plus program, and 
converting job training funds to loans for microbusinesses. 

The Work First Employment System is based on the premise that the vast 
majority of those receiving welfare are capable of working if given the opportunity. 
Too many welfare recipients are shunted through ineffective education and training 
programs, or, worse,. given nothing but a check and the option to sit at home. The 
system must change. The Work First system requires that everyone who can work, 
will work. 
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The Work First philosophy assumes that labor markets can absorb welfare 
recipients if the right supports and links to employers are in place. According to 
Gary Burtless, a prominent labor market economist with the Brookings Institution: 

With roughly 7 million jobless workers, even at full employinent, is it plausible 
to expect employers could offer an additional 2-3 million jobs for AFDC 

. recipients forced to leave the welfare rolls? Surprisingly, most labor 
economists probably believe the answer to this question is ."Yes.!! 

Employers can accommodate a new supply of low-skill, low-cost labor. But we 
need an employment system that builds abridge between this potential demand and 
the welfare recipients that can supply it. 

The following elements make up a Work First Employment System: 

• 	 The new employment system would replace the AFDC and JOBS programs, 
converting funding for those programs-with additional federal money 
allocated by Congress-into a single flexible, performance-based grant that 
allows' s~tes to design individual benefit packages targeted to what each 
recipient needs to quickly enter the workforce. . . 

• 	 The new system would give states flexibility to design systems that put 
maximum pressure on welfare recipients to seek employment, but it would bar 
them from preemptively disqualifying any category of recipients currently 
eligible for aid, including teen mothers and immigrants. However, states 
would have the latitude to make receipt of assistance conditioned on 
compliance with its rules (e.g. sanctions for nonwork, time limits, etc.). 

• 	 The pool of money to be used for the employment system would be allocated to 
states using anew, single match rate set at 60 percent or the Medicaid match 
rate, whichever is higher. The federal match rate for implementing job . 
plaGement voucher programs would be set at a higher level to encourage states 
to pursue vouchers over other strategies, thus increasing the match rate for 
dollars put into vouchers. States would receive a cash bonus equivalent.to six 
months of federal funding (i.e., savings) for each welfare recipient placed in an 
unsubsi"dized full-time, private sector Job for six months. They could reinvest 
this pool of savings in job placement vouchers or other incentives such as cash 
bonuses to recipients who find and stay in private jobs and to caseworkers who 
excel in job placement. 

• 	 Applicants for .aid would apply at agoven:iment office and be evaluated by a 
caseworker or case team to determine individual needs. A screening process 
would divert those deemed immediately employable from the Work First 
system. No unconditional aid would be granted. At any point, a recipient who 
turns down a private sector or community service job would be denied access 
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to further employment services. Severely disabled applicants deemed 
unemployable would be moved to the Supplemental Security Income program. 

(1) 	 Those with short-term, one-time emergencies and immediate 
employment prospects would receive Temporary Emergency Aid (also 
called "grant diversion"), Applicants would receive a one-time cash grant 
to cope with an emergency such as car trouble or overdue rent. If these 
recipients are determined, to be in need of further assistance, they will 
enter the Work First Employment System at a reduced or zero benefit 
rate for a number of months determined by the state as adequate to . 
repay the emergency grant. Modeled after Utah's grant diversion 
program, this approach aims to prevent people from unnecessarily 
entering the new employment system. . 

(2) 	 Those not diverted would enter the employment system. States could 
require those entering the Work First system to engage in intensive job 
search before taking advantage of placement and :sUPPort services. 
Recipients would sign an "employability contract" charting their 
individual paths to self-sufficiency through private sector work. A 
relatively small percentage of recipients will not be job-ready: people 

'who can't read, those with s~rious drug or alcohol problems or a 
temporary disability, and mothers with children aged 16 weeks or 
younger. All but the last category may be referred to programs that 

I offer counseling, training, or other services. But everyone, even if they 
are not ready for private job" placement, should perform some 

. community service' work. 

(3) 	 The Work First employment system would offer job placement services, 
but not cash assistance, to the fathers of AFDC children (on the 
condition that, once employed, the fathers meet their child support 
obligations). In addition, mothers could agree to give their place in the 
system to fathers, in a step that may encourage families to stay together 
·or reunite. . 

• 	 A state could choose to refer recipients to either private intermediaries. 
offering job placement and support services or to state employment offices 
offering similar services. 

• 	 Private nonprofit and for-profit intermediaries and state offices would offer 
subsidized private sector work experience, job placement, and support services 
as needed, always with the goal of moving a recipient into full-time private 
sector work. Placement and support orgairizations would receive payment in 
full for performance only; for example, once a recipient has been placed and 
retained in a full-time, unsubsidized job for six months, one-third might be 
paid to the intermediary upon three months of job retention, with the .. 
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rem'aining two-thirds paid upon six months of job retention. State employment 
agencies could provide job placement and support services in competition with 
private intermediaries. Job placement.,organizations, whether private or 
public, would have a strong job development component as well as follow-up 
support services to help people stay in their jobs. 

Job Placement Vouchers 

. By givingjob placement vouchers directly to recipients, states could tap into 
and build a growing market for public and private agencies providing placement and 
support services. 

Job placement vouchers can reduce. costs, improve service delivery, shrink 
bureaucracy, and most importantly, empower low-income and unemployed Americans 
by giving them the resources to choose their own providers where and when they 
need a particular service. The job placement voucher proposal is aimed at 
significantly'-cutting long-term public costs by moving those on public assistance into 
productive pnvate sector jobs. A strong federal commitment to a feasible job 
placement strategy is much mo~e cost-effective than any short-term block-and-cut 
approach that abandons federal responsibility for welfare reform without supplying 
incentives to work. 

States woul4 indIvidually set their voucher rates and develop a list of service 
providers eligible to redeem the vouchers,-including placement agencies and private 
employers. The list would be made available to welfare recipients who enter the 
employment system and have completed 'intensive job search, Recipients would use, 
the lists to make their service choices. A voucher would offer recipients quick access 
to placement and support agencies such as: America Works in New York; the Good 
Will Job Connection in Sarasota, Florida; high performance, state-run job placement 
programs such as the GAIN initiativ'2 in Riverside, California; temporary private . 
sector work experience supplied by employers and subsidized with income assistance 
and a c,~3hed-out food stamp benefit; microenterprise training programs; and other 
employn::mt-based. services. 

In a fuU:.fledged application of the voucher approach, state welfare 
bureaucracies could be transformed into agents for job placement in two ways: by 
performance incentives accompanying federal funds, and by direct competition with 
private providers for voucher benefits. 

Additional Elements of a Work First Strategy for Welfare Reform 

Aside.from changing the incentives of the system from income maintenance 
and education and training to job placemerit, several other steps are necessary to an 
overall Work First strategy. First, we must make work pay more than welfare, and 
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recognize that any work-based refonn of welfare is inconsistent with lion the cheap" 
approaches that make public assistance more attractive than private sector jobs. 

The current system offers most recipients a package of welfare benefits worth 
thousands of dollars more than a full-time minimum wage job. Asset limits and 
welfare reductions for earned income penalize work and savings. To ensure that 
work,. not welfare, is the rational choice for m~n and women alike, even entry level 
jobs must always pay more than the package of available welfare benefits. Raising 
the minimum wage, however, is the wrong answer, since most minimum wage 
earners do not live.in poor families. 'The Clinton Administration in 1993 adopted the 
right approach: a $21 billion expansion of the,earFled income tax 'credit, a direct 
subsidy to low-wage workers. Other changes Flecessary to make work pay include 
tQughening child support enforcement, expanding child ca:re support for the working 
poor, and providing health care subsidies to low-wage workers. 

Second, we must develop an empowerment strategy to encourage the . poor to 
, 

. build persorial capacities and assets, replacing the paternalistic welfare bureaucracy 
as the primary source of income in impoverished communities. To encourage asset­
based policies, we must promote saving and remove barriers to asset building, such 
as welfare's limits on how much people can earn or save, and housing rules that 
raise rents as incomes rise. Individual Development Accounts (IDAs) for low-income . , 

families are a particularly promising device. Like Individual Retirement Accounts for 
the middle class, IDAs would be tax-favored, annual contributions used only for 
college, home ownership, retirement, and small business start-up. Individual 
contributions could be matched by goven1ment, churches, COmnlunity groups, 
businesses, and unions. 

With adequate asset levels in place, we can pursue policies such as 
microenterprise that promote self-employment by making loans for small business. 
Based on successful lending projects in developing countries, U.R microenterprise 
ventures tap the latent entrepreneurial talents of poor people, especially women, who 
face limited options in formal labor markets. . . 

Third, we must improve child support enforcement, both to supply non~ 
. welfare streams of income to children on public assistance and to reinforce the 
responsibilities and benefits of parenthood, especially aIllOng fathers of children on 
welfare. 

America's poor children deserve the support of both parents. Yet government 
estimates show that families actually collect less than one-third of the. court-ordered 
payments to which they are entitled. Toughening child support enforcement and 
allowing mothers to keep a larger share of child support payments should 
dramatically increase collections. This will reduce public welfare costs and give 
mothers another source of income, so that even part-time work may be enough to lift 
them out of poverty. PPI's Work First strategy would require mothers to establish 
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paternity at birth as a condition for receiving public assistance, improve collection 
and enforcement of child support orders, arid offer access to the employment system 
(but not cash benefits) for those non-working fathers who are delinquent in their 
child support payments. ,,,' 

Fourth, we must adopt a comprehensive strategy to prevent teen 
pregnancy-combining unambiguous condemnation of irresponsible child-bearing 
with community-based solutions that strengthen and support families an.d reinforce 
community values. 

PPI urges leaders in public and civic life, as well as in the media, to launch a 
national campaign to spread the message that it is Il,1orally wrong for teenagers to 
have children they cannot support financially or emotionally. We would reinforce 
that message with policy changes that end unconditional public assistance for 
unmarried teen mothers, hold fathers accountable to their children, and ensure more 
swift and certain punishment for sexual predators. At the same time, we should 
replace welfare's perverse rewards with a new set of positive incentives for young 
men and women to avoid premature parenting and finish high school. 

Most importantly, PPI envisions a shift in the primary responsibility for 
reducing teen pregnancy from governmeIl:t to community institutions. For example, 
we propose creating a network of community-based second chance homes that would 
allow teen welfare mothers and their children to live in safe and supportive '. 
environments and provide the structure and discipline they need to finish school and 
raise their children. This would provide an alternative to teen mothers' setting up 
separate households or remaining in their parents' homes if those homes are unsafe 
or unstable. But it would stop short of punishing teen mothers by denying them 
public supports altogether, as House Republicans have proposed. 

Conclusion 

Genuine welfare reform can occur in this Congress, but only if the debate is 
refocused on work-based reform and practical ways to link-welfare recipients with 
real-life work options. The Worl. First Employment System is designed to tum the 
incentives of the current systen.:. inside put. It would make private sector work the 
primary objective for both recipients and states, giving states accountable 
performance standards but great flexibility in achieving them. If implemented in the 
,context of an overall Work First strategy, the new system could help deconstruct 

welfare and build a new empowerment strategy for poor communities and their 

citizens. 


Will Marshall is President, Ed Kilgore is Senior Fellow, and Lyn A. Hogan is the 

Social Policy Analyst, of the Progressive Policy Institute. 
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Changes in Federal Law Needed ·for a Work First·Employment 
System 

• Existing AFDC and JOBS programs would be abolished 
and replaced by a single performance-based grant offering 
financial rewards to states that succeed in placing and 
keeping recipients in private sector jobs. 

•. All who would be eligible for the AFDC system under 
current rules would remain eligible, including teen 
mothers and legal immigrants; states could offer 
noncustodial fathers job placement and support services 
but not cash benefits. 

• States would receive funds previously available through 
AFDC and JOBS under a new match rate of 60 percent or 
the state Medicaid match rate, whichever is higher, as long 
as a Work First system is designed. 

• Those deemed eligible for help would enter and remain in 
the employment system until they are pla~ed in a private 
sector job; states would ~e given an option to adopt a 
ttgrant diversiontt program of a one-time emergency 
payment to those with immediate employment 
·opportunities needing only temporary assistance to see 
them through their emergency. States could require a job 
search before offering placement opportunities to 
recipients who are not ttdivertedtl !rom the system. 

• Any fuI. ":; used by states to endow job placement vouchers 
would b' ~atched at a higher rate, plus states would 
I'eceive :.:' : months worth of foregone federal payments 
(i.e., Savi.llgs) for each full-time unsubsidized job 
placement, as long as each recipient is placed and retained 
in the job for six months. 

• . States could at any point require community service work 
from recipients enrolled in the Work First Employment 
System. 
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July.4 Recess Resolution Sparks· FireworksO.n Floor 

Chiding House Republicans for not 

passing all 13 appropriations bills by 
June 3D-as is mandated by law butig-
IIIIF POLITICS I nored almost every 

year - Democrats 
Thursday night forced and lost a pro­
cedural vote they hoped would embar­
rass Republicans. 

House floor debate on the motion 
was often heated, and even was stopped 
for a time to sort out an argument be­
tween Rep. J.D. Hayworth, R-Ariz., 
and House Appropriations ranking 
member David Obey, D-Wis., over 
disrespectful cornments and actions they 
made to each other. 

Repeating a protest they also lodged 
last year, Democrats refused to take up 
by unanimous consent the resolution 
adjourning the House for the week-long 
July 4 recess. 

Under a provision of the 1974 Bud­
get Act designed to prod the House into 
passing the appropriations bills in time 
for the start of the new fiscal year Oct. 1, 
the House cannot adjourn for more than 
three days after June 3D unless all 13 
spending measures have been approved. 
So far, the House has approved six of 

the 13 FY97 appropriations bills --:- Mil­
itary Construction, Foreign Operations, 
Agriculture, Defense, Interior and VA­
HUD and was slated to complete the 
seventh, Transportation, late Thursday 
night before leaving town. 

There is a similar requirement for 
passing a budget reconciliation package. 

However, those rules routinely have 
been ignored in previous years. 

Top Republicans tried to convince 
Democrats this week to voluntarily 
waive the rule, but Democratic leaders 
refused. In response, the House Rules 
Committee passed a rule Wednesday 
night for bringing up on the House floor 
the adjournment resolution that waived 
the Budget Act requirement. Democ­
rats objected to the rule, but lost the vote 
on it 248-166. 

Democrats argued Republicans are 
going down the same road that caused 
last year's federal government shutdown. 

"We are voting on this recess rule 
because once again the Republicans 
have not done their job," said House 
Rules ranking member Joseph Moak­
ley, D-Mass. "Our Republican col­
leagues barely managed to fulfill their 

responsibility last year. It looks like they 
may not be able to this year." 

Republicans, however, noted they 
have finished more of the l3 appropri-: 
ations bills than the Democrats corri~ 
pleted by July 4 in many years. 

"Democrats have no grounds for 
complaints about this July 4 adjourn­
ment resolution," Rep. Lincoln'Diaz­
Balart, R-Fla., contended. 

While Obey was speaking during the 
debate, Hayworth sat in·the frontiow 
needling him; Angered, Obey said that 
every time anybody says something Hay­
worth does not like, he starts shouting.· 

"You are one of the most impolite 
members I have ever seen in niy service 
in this House," Obey said to Hayworth. 

Hayworth demanded that Obey's 
words be "taken down" - a move that 
strikes the language if it is found to vio­
late House rules - and demanded an 
apology. 

Obey agreed to apologize, but only 
if Hayworth did. After prodding from 
a number of Republicans and a half­
hour delay, Hayworth offered·a luke~ 
warm "regret" for his actions, whiCh 
was matched by Obey. 

House Leaders Plan For Immigration Bill C·onferen~e·· 

House GOP leaders tentatively have 

selected conferees on the immigration 
reform bill and now are trying to resolve 
IIIIF JUDICIARY I internal di.spu~es 

over the legislatIon 
before the conference begins next 
month, LEG/-SLATE News Service re­
ported Thursday, quoting a House Re­
publican close to the negotiations. 

Little public movement has oc­
curred for some time on the immigra­
tion legislation. The House approved 
its bill March 21 on a 333-87 vote; the 
Senate passed its version May 2 on a 
97-3 vote. Still, leadership aides late 
last week indicated Republicans ex­
pect to pass the conference report in 
July. 

According to the House Republican, 
House GOP conferees will be led by 
Judiciary Immigration and Claims 
Subcommittee Chairman Lamar 

Smith of Texas, the bill's sponsor, and 
Judiciary Chairman Hyde .. 

Rounding out the GOP delegation 
will be Economic and Educational 
Opportunities Chairman Goodling 
and Reps. Elton GaUegly of Califor­
nia, Bill McCollum of Florida, Bob 
Goodlatte of Virginia, Ed Bryant of 
Tennessee, and Sonny Bono of Cali­
fornia, said the source, who stressed the 
roster still could change. 

Earlier this week, Senate Democ" 
rats expressed their frustration over the 
lack of official action on the bipartisan 
legislation - and accused Republicans 
of delaying. the start of conference pro­
ceedings in order to re-writethe bill with 
special interest groups. 

. The House Republican source re­
jected that claim. He said private, pre­
conference meetings routinely are 
scheduled by both parties. 

. GOP leaders are working through 
several difficult provisions dividing 
members, including language in the 
House-passed bill that would authorize 
states to deny access to public educa.,. 
tion for children of undocumented im­
migrants, the source said. 

Republicans conferees will resolve 
disagreements on the public education 
issue before heading into conference, 
the source added. President Cliilton has 
vowed to veto the final bill if the pro­
vision is included. 

Meanwhile, aDemocratic source said 
House Democratic conferees will include 
Judiciary ranking member John 
Conyers of Michigan, and Reps. John 
Bryant ofTexas, Barney Frank. of 
Massachusetts, and Howard Berman 
and Xavier Becerra, bOth of California. 

Senate i):IUTl,igration conferees were 
announced last month. 



4 • National Journal's CongressDaily/A.M. June 28, 1996 

LoH,Leaves Door Open To Split.ting Medicaid, Wel.fare 

.. The debate intensified Thursday 

over whether-Republicans should split 
their Medicaid and welfare refonn pro­
~. S'UDGET I posals, and Senate 
E~____---'. _ Majority Leader 
Lott indicated it may not be a foregone 
conclusion that the two issues will re­
main tied. 

Earlier this week, House Speaker 
Gingrich and Lott said they decided at 
the GOP governors' insistence to keep 
welfare and Medicaid reforms combined 
in their first budget reconciliation bill. 
The House is expected to take up the 
reconciliation bill soon after the July 4 
recess, and the Senate is slated to take 
up the bill the week of July 15. 

Nevertheless, Lott Thursday con­
tended: ''We're going to continue to look 
at what our options may be ... At this 
point our intent ,is. to. keep welfare and 
Medicaid together.~' 

Prompting the disagreement over 
combining the two issues is the fact 
that President Clinton and congres­
sional Republicans are much nearer 
agreement on welfare matters than on 
Medicaid - where the philosophical 
split over whether the health program 
for the poor shQuld remain a federal 
entitlement remains seemingly insur­
mountable.. 

In fact, the administration in a let­
ter this weekopposed the GOP Med­
icaid plan, which would end the fed­
eralguarantee of healthcare coverage 
to the poor, and the decision to link it 
to the welfare proposal. But the admin­
istration was non-committal on support 
for the Republican welfare bill, while 
pointing out the measure still would 
drop an estimated ·1 million children 
below the poverty line and deny Sup­
plemental Security Income and food 
stamp benefits pennanently to legal im­
migrants. :, 

For their part, Reps. John Ensign, 
R-Nev., and Dave .Camp, R-Mich., are 
sending another letter to' Gingrich and 
Lott - already signed by 94 Republi­
cans --:-expressing their belief that "sep­
arating the bills.is clearly in the best in­
terest of the American people." . 

"While we all. agree that the need 

for immediate refonns in both the wel­
fare and Medicaid programs has ex­
ceeded critical mass, weare not swayed 
by the view that the two programs must 
be refonned together or not at all," En­
sign and Camp noted in the letter. 
"Even if one of the bills is signed into 
law this year, our nation's governors 
will have substantiaUygreater flexi­
bility to make the local changes we all 
support." 

Referring to the administration's re­
sistance, Ensign and Camp added: "All 
the talk in the world about reforming 
the American welfare state is useless 
unless our refonns are signed into law, 
or the veto of the president is overrid­
den by Congress. We have worked too 
hard to bring about changes in the wel­
fare program as a group and as indi­
viduals to risk its final passage." 

Two weeks ago, Ensign and Camp 
collected more than 50 signatures from 
Republicans on a letter supporting sep­
aration of the two bills, according to an 
Ensign statement. 

House Ways and Means Human 
Resources Subcommittee Chairman 
Clay Shaw, R-Fla., who signed the lat­
est Camp-Ensign letter, Thursday spec­
ulated the pressure to split the issues 
also is coming from within the leader­
ship. 

"I think the majority of the leaders 
want this separated. I know the major­
ity of members want it separated," Shaw 
said. "We're working very hard to get 
them separated." 

Shaw said one option would be to 
split the two measures in conference. 
Another strategy being mulled among 
the leadership, according to GOP 
sources, would be to send the Medic­
aid-welfare reconciliation bill to the 
White House for its expected veto and 
then send the president a separate wel­
fare bill. 

Meanwhile, Reps. Michael Castle, 
R-Del., and John Tanner, D-Tenn., 
sponsors of the House bipartisan wel­
fare bill, filed a discharge petition Thurs­
day that would execute a rule to bring 
their bill to the House floor and allow 
for three substitutes. 

An aide to Tanner expected the ef­
fort could get 218 signatures easily, tak­
ing into consideration the roughly 94 
members who alrea~y ~ave signed tl:1~ 
Camp-Ensign letter, which just was cir­
culated Thursday. 

The discharge petition would es­
sentially force a separation of the Med­
icaid and welfare bills. Using the Cas­
tie-Tanner measure as the base bill, it 
would allow for one Democratic sub­
stitute, one Republican substitute and 
one from the sponsors of the biparti­
san bill. 

Separately, Camp and Sen. Spencer 
Abraham, also R-Mich., Thursday in­
troduced legislation to approve Michi­
gan's welfare waiver request announced 
Wednesday by Michigan GOP Gov. 
John Engler. 

Like the Wisconsin waiver request 
passed by the House earlier this month 
but not yet taken up by the Senate, the 
Michigan bill would allow the state to 
bypass the normal federal approval 
process for its 76 waiver requests. 

At a press conference, Abraham said 
due to Clinton's veto last year of wel­
fare reform, "Congress has no choice 
but to promote welfare refonn by ex­
tending waivers to states, like Michi­
gan, who have already demonstrated 
their competency and success." 

The Michigan plan contains many 
of the same provisions as the Wiscon­
sin plan, including mandatory work 
and minor parent live-at-home re­
quirements. 
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IHill to wr"estl,e 'ag'am. '~F~~~!r~~~~~;~ts~5~e~~1~ 
· A campaign. to deter Mr. Chn-, ' · h' "l.c. . '~' ' ton from signing GOP. welfare r~­
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, , GO~ ',~ary after two'Clintonv~t~s: 
" 'I ' ' , '" . .

'.OnJtine14, 1994, to great fan-
By.~heryl Wetzstein ' fare, Mr.Clinton unveils his long-
THE~H!NGTON TIMES' • awaited 'welfare plan in Karisas 

, This past Week, welflire reform' City, Mo.. Welfare will. now "be 
resumed its~·place'as one ofCon- about a, paycheck, 'not a welfare 

'gress' most contentious andpoijti- check:' he,says. , ',', " , " I 

, 1 .. ' ' The Clinton plan targets young 
.cally vo atile Issues. . welfare,. parents, sets a two-year' • In November, the 42"member' 
;; President Clinton has tried, to time limit after which recipients' ,Senate-House welfare panel 
embrace innovative solutions must work, .and creates anew. charged with merging the , two 
drafted by Republican governors, government-funded work, .pro-' "chambers' bills, announces that, 
but twice vetoed less-sweepingre-gram. It costs S9:3 billion over fi~ '. except for the 'school-lunch sec­
forms passed by.the·Republican- years.. " ' ,', , ' " tion, it is done with its work,! , 
led Congress. : " ' ' , Republi~s, scorch the plan: . But the school-lunch problem 

i, , The Republican National'S~m~, "It's half-joke" half-fraud:', sayssriags the bill for more than a' 
'mittee. ~as la~~ch,ed a, . t,e~eVlslon "E~~ower "America, co-director.. mon,th: N«rither G<?P Sens. :Riph-',' 
,ady~rusmg . blitz ..questlOrung Mr," William J; Bennett. It ,"may b~ the ard G, Lugar of Indiana nor ~amesI, 
.Clmton's c.ommltment, to make : end 'of welfare reform as, we know M. Jeffords of'Vermont will en­

"I good on h,is 199~ campaign ~l~,dge it:~ snipes Senate Minority Leader. '_,___'_. " '--:-:-:-~-..-:-:~ 
· to "end .welfare a~ we kn~ It. -',,' Bob Dole, Kansas Republican. . .dorse the conference report on tije 

. " ' .'", . --'-,;--.. 
Thepr~sldents allies warn that, 

;the GOPs federa). ~verhaul does 
,nO,t gu~ra,nteea mlmmu~ le~l of 
, suppo~ for the poor 4urmg a det:P 
recesslon..FurthE7r, block grants In 
the GOP bill allqw governors to use 

, federal money'fo~welfare or other 
programs; . 
. The toiling will'contln~e until' 

Election Day, and expectations for 
a meeting of the, minds are ex-, the first of dozens of hearings ~n, Stmate'p8ssesit 52-:47. Es~mated 

, tremely low. Congressional hear-: Contract items; including welfare savings: S58 billion over seven 
ings have begun anew on the R.e- : reform. " , . '. " " .... ' "year~.,',' i,' ." ", : , .' 
publican and Democratlc'Although:GOP reforms - e~pe- '. On the evenmgof Jan. 9,1996, 

'approaches to reform. ,dally effortS to give states control when the capitol is .in the midst of 
BetWeen now andElectiol)D~ ~~~the~chool-lunchprogram-are -~~", " 6'- --'Clinto-',

both parties will accuse each other )bltterly denounced l?y adv~cy.' .the bhzzard 01199 'fiMr. bill n 
'. ,.:'.',. ,groups, House Democrats do not. ,vetoes t he we1.are re orm, . : 

see WELFARE, page A8 ' ' i· : . mount a substantial challenge to -:. For much, of 1996, ~lfare r~ .---,--;....1 the GOP and the White House wei- ~orm .appea~s.hostage to the pres­
" ".:WE,'Lt:::"A ''01:'' 
C~ 

'From page Al :,', 

~f bad' faith on welf~re reform. 
Here's a review of whafhas and 
has not' happened with this issue 
since the, early stages of the 1992 
campaign for the' presidency. ',' 
'. Throughout' his .19.9~ cam-' 

paign, Gov. Clinton'wins appla~se 
and cheers with his proIilise, to 
"end welfare as we know it." But as 
president, he' focuses first"on I 

health' care reform, leaving wel­
· fare reform, which he believes Will 

, cost billions of dollars to do, to a . ,Wood, Oregon Republican., ' . '. ' 
task force. ' , ..' Mr. Clinton says the PackwoOd' 

• Spying a vacllum, House Re-. refurm is a "step in the right direc­
" publicans set up their own welfare. , tion ... but stiUmisses the point on' 
task force and in November 1993 . work and on children." 
introduce' a bill with 162 co'-,. ,·;Senate 'Conservatives deride the' 
sponsors.~The GOP plan sa\~s$20' ,Packwood hill for sidestepping,il~ 
billion over five years, ,mostly by" legitimacy issues and keeping a 
ending welfare to.immigrarits. ...' 'costly jobs program; eventually 24 

• Senate 'Republi~ns 'offer.a 
siniilar welfare bill, two' months 
later.. ,· ' . " 
i. In his 1994 State of the Union, 

address, ,Mr. Clinton pro~ises ti?-e' 
Deinocra~ic-ledCongress he will 
'send it a "comprehensive welfare' 
reform bill" in the spring. 

• In March, a draft of the White' 
House welfare plan is leaked and, 

· hastily rel~sed; the plan's'SlS bil-' 
lion price tag attracts the most at~.. 
tention:. .'. '.' 

.• In April, filband of g>nserva­
, tive Rep~blicaBs reject the House .c~riges aren't made, on health . 

GOP bill 10 favor of a we).fare plan 
that copverts more than 60 pro-' 
gra~s into a.block grant and saves , 
S70 billion over (ive years. ," 
,\, • A month later, Hous~ Demo-" 
crats known as the Mamstrea~ 
Forum Introduce a ,version ,of wel- '" 
fare reform that is estimated to, 

'. cost SlS·billion'over five 'years:, 

'GOP conservatiVes abandon the 
Packwood, bill for 'their own' wel­

' fare reform bill. 
. ,. IIi AugUst, Mr. Dole; the' ma~ 
\jority lead~r,unveils a new welfare , 
billwith,.31 GOP co-sponso,rs. But, 
the bill . isn't embraced by G0P 

. conseryatives, and Mr. Dole pulls 
'it from floor debate. . " , 

• when the Senate returns in 

,September" GOP conservatives 


I ,signal their support for Mr. Dole's, 
'·.welfare bill while lib,eral Repub~
Hcans threaten to scuttle it it' if ' 

fare plan is barely mentioned .. ,' ,lden~ political battle between 
..• In March, a jilbiliant: House·Mr. Clinton .and Mr. 'I?ol~. "',, 
passes, 234.199, a welfare reform, ' .In Feb~ry,~e nations,~ov­
bill that saves S120, billion over ernors pass bipartisan r.esolutions 
seven, years and makes sweeping about w~t .they want m ,welfare .. 
changes to' cash welfare, child~ and l\1:ediC8ld reform. H~.use and 
support enforcement, child care, Senate,leaders holdh~gs but 

' ,food' and school-nutrition pro-., we~fare, refo.r~' a~Pears ,to be 
"gramsand the Supplemental Secu- , doo.med ,until' April, wht:n the 

rity Income.system. ". . .White House offers a new bill, and 
'. In May, the Senate Finance ,l~st we~k, when th~ ~ouse Repub­

'.Committee rejects a Welfare re- h~ns, mtroduce, their latest ver­
form bill by. Sen. Daniel Patrick , slonof welfare reform; 

'Moyriihan,' New York, Democrat" 
that costs, S7.9· billion over five . 

. 'years, and passes a bill written by : ' 
'i:Oniinittee Chairman Bob Pack-. 

• On Sept. 27, 340 R~publi~ ,bill,with school-lunch reform and, 
.,congressmen and GOP hopefuls .Rep, Bill Goodling of Pennsylva, 
,pledge,tofulfill a "Contract With nia, who endured· weeks of ~buse 
AmeriCa:' wliich'includes welfare, over school-lunch reform, will not 

. reform; if elect~d.' , , ',' ' : endorse it withouuhe reform.. 
',. On .Nov. 8,' Republicaris win ";', • Five days before Christmas, 
controlo(both ~e House and the 'the schooHuilch impasse is' r~­
,Senate., .'., " " ' solved when Mr. Jeffords endorses 

Ii 0 n J a it·. 5, .1995,' the', the bill in exchange for more child 
Rep,ublicanico~trolle~', House care funding. The House passes.

,WaYS'and Means Committee holds ,welfare reform 245-178,. anc;l, the 

'care and child care., , . : . 
'. 'After 'intense negotiations;_ 
rl)ore child care funding is added,. " 

. and' th~ Dole bill now appear~ 
poi sea' to ,wir: bipartisan support, 
especially after it Democratic lJl-" 

'ternative, drafted by Senate Mi- ' 
nority Leader 'Ibm Daschle, is de­
feated.. Mr. Clinton uses'a radio ' 

, address to say that the Dole bill is ' , 
"within striking distance" of ac~ . 
ceptable welf~re reform. ' " 

Management and Budget (OMB)" 
.releases a report saying that GOP 

:~~~~;::~~il~~~in":'~r:~ 
I' by 2.2 million over',tO years . . '.' , 

i __ , • __.... ,__ ., 

" Mr. Clinton heeds, these warn­
ings although Democratic Sens. 
Jo~ B.Breaux of Louisiana and 
Joseph I., Lieberman of Con: 

,necticut disimte thewrllcity of the 
OMB findings. ' . , 

, .~­
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,'Oadfudieoriciliatory, 

.Egypt's;Mub~ak ~ys' 
May no~ bu~d' cpeinieal w~a~ns plant '.' 

, 	 ­
" ' By David W. Jones' , .plans fortJte' :cMmical wep?ns • 
. " 	 'plant at 'Thrhuna,' aoout.35 mtles, 

I 
THE WASHINGTON TIMES , ' . ' , southeast of the Libyari capital. 

, . CAIRO - President Hosni M:U-Itwas • the 'first time' either. , 


., '\baraksaid 'yesterday he' believes :' leader lias confirmed u.s. intelli~" . 

he haspeI'suaded' Libyan' leader gence repOrts that. such a plant" . ./. 


Moammar . Gadhafi. to abandon was uri.der constniction. Libya has. 'I' 

··plansfor a chemiCal weapons plant' maintained the site was. being de-· 


· iri,a mountainside out!>ide 1Hp6IL:, wloped .as an irrigation project. 

''All right,l am .not going to do As recently as thisweeken4, Cor " 


, 
, it:~ Mi. M iibarak quoted the Libyan ,Gadhafi publiCly ,dismiSsed, q.S,· " 
,.. Ieader as teUinghim during talks ., ·charges about the facility.. , .. ' , . '." .. 

I " Stiridayand yesterday in the Egyp-, " Deffmse· Secretary, William - ( 


, tianeapitaLTbe two leaders may . Perry said dUring a visit to Egypt· 

· 
. meet again today. ,. . ". in April that Mr. Mubarak still re­

: Mr.. Muoarak,.who made the ' quired more proof. The United " I • 

. revelation . in 'an exclusive . inter-·· States has threatened to ,des¢oy 
. view with The Washington Times; the plant,. saying it could not allow , 

· said he had conducted 'extensive. '. Libya to build such aiadlity.. ,. \ I,• 

. talks ,with Mr. Gadhafi about' his Mr. Mubarak stressed .that no 

" : 'chemical.~~king eqti{pmeni-ila(i' ·i~ 
yet been installed in,the l,letwqrk: 

'of tUnnels under the mountain at . 
<[,rb~;. " ,. ,.,> ., 

.. " , "There are tunnel!> but no instal- ! ' i.' 
,. 'lationsj,no equipment,"the:Egyp.;" , , 

. tian preSidElDt told·The'Times: '~I " 
'., .think, the. Americans 'kil()\Y' :very , 

:";:.',. " ,~:~,,~,,' ',- .. ' ..... ,~,'. '. 	'I "\ 

, steMQBARAK: page A7·:, ...... .' 

,., .. ARAK':MUB'... ';, .. J .... ~ . 	 ,:~~~IW;:~~~e~e~ ~~;r ~~~ , 
. .' h8ve as many as 200 nuClear Weap­

./ I': From page Al .' \ ". 9ns in its arsenal., . , 
.':~n tha' 'th' ' .. ;. f" ". 'ty .. ' MiMubarak said he was work~ 

, WI:'.U· ~ e~e IS. no ac;tiVl m . ing :on the nuclear issu~ with. the 
thetre tunnels.. .. ..i'· , Israelis and'with his Arab nelgh-. 

Mr. 'Mubarak. who :values' Mr. : bors.: Arab nations have .Called on 
. Gadhafi as a bulwark againsns-, ."Israel to open up its nuclear pro. 
laIriic ,fundamentalism' in 'the 're- gram to international inspectors. 
gipn,S)rld th~ Libyan leader "Us:- :Mr: Mubarak said he and ·Mr. 
tens. very ,well~ ,aIt.hough '/Gadhafi . also discussed interna-. 

'r". 

l 

' ..·somef:!.me~:he Ile~ds te~ to!d the: 'tional sanctions imposed on Libya 
.01; ,. . real picture of thin~s. . after the' bombing of Pari Am 

,"I spoke with 'him, told him to . Flightl03j.n the skies over Locker-' 
'find a wayl'o showthere is no in- "bie,'ScotIand,m DeCember, 1988.. 

, ,
tentionto .install equipment for, Libya has beeri accused of shelter~ 

-~., . . ,chemical proo.uction. I ~hink he ' ingtwo men believed respon~ible 
agreed with, that 8Ild we a,re ~ork- ; for the bombing. .1, 

; I. ing on it: ,:": '.' .···1·told hiDi '1 'don't think that' 
"lexPlain~dtohiinthe,sltUation . anything.will'happen until af~r 

',' .. it.would be,verydifficwt to'de- ·'·the elections:' Mr. Mtlbarak smd, 
,fend, it,' and what do. you need..' an apparent r~ference tl? the ·U.S, 

f. ,chemiCal weapons for? I had long· 'presidential'campaign. ". .. 
" ~tswithhi.-ntu'1tllheutderstood, " Mr. Mubarat< said 'be told the, 

It,veIy, very well. ;An~ I. t?,ink he Libyan leader: "Nobody Will look
will·not go through ~th It. ...at this issue noW,'Slowdown until 

....... ,. ' ".Mr: Mubarak said.Mr. Gaclhaii· after the' elections and see wliqt 
tOld him: "Allright, I amnot going.'. :~ ~e done!' " . . . 
todq it, but why are ~ey concen7 , . Local press reports said the two, 

/ .. trating on me and·leavmg nuclear leaders 8lso diScussed a varietY of 
\\;'e8pons'inIsrael.?" . '.. " , joint economic projects, adding 

Israel re1uses to' offi,cially con~ the two, will evaluate. the .work of 
firm or deny it taas nuclear arms, . jpintcommittees" lookirig. at.set­
though the 'Jewish state is widely ting tip a shared electrical net­

, assumed to have developed ,such a,. . "vork and a railway Iinkbetween 
'" ,weapc;>ns program at the Dimona- their two countries.'" ", 
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TALKING POINTS 

We welcome tbe cbanges tbe Senate made to 'promote 'work and protect cbildren, 
and we bope tbere will b~' no backsliding in conference .. Key improvements: 

Medicaid, guarantee 'for families on welfare. 
Dropping food stamp block grant option 
Maintenance-of-effort/q-ansferability , 

.. 	 No child welfare block grant ' 

:&iual protection . 


. Republicans need to decide wbetber tbey're going to work toward a bipartisan 
bill tbat can become law, or just 'play politics by 'trying to force a veto so tbey can 
continue to make welfare an issue. There is .,no room for extremism in this bill. The 
House was wrong to add mean-spirited pro~i~ions like theK<lsicli amendment, and the 
conference should resist these extremist ideas. " ,!, 

Our goat'in weifarerefo~ is'to promote work and protect cbildren.· Tbe current 
bills bave been improved'sigpificantly in tbeseareas since tbe President vetoed 
tbe extremist D~le~Gingricb welfare bil~ in January. Key hnprovementssince 

, veto: 

, $4' billion more in child care; retain safety standards 
$2 billion in'contingency fund .1 

. Higher state match, performance bonuses for placing people in jobs 
Dropped cuts in child welfare, scho'olluIich, 'and disabled children 

We'bave tocontfnue tbisbipartisan progress in conference. In particular, we, 

need to do everytbingwe',can to protect cbildren. We can achieve real welfare ,. 

reform if it is bipartisan, and if it is tough on work and, responsibility, not tough on 


,children. When it comes to protecting our children; we cannot afford backsliding. 
Republicans and Democrats must put politics aside and work together to make the 
most of this historic'opporturi~ty, and give the American people the best possible 
bipartisan welfare refonn bill to fix a broken system. .' , 

,\, : 

'I •• 
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",,'1'11'1:\' \', \'oil1l"vich ....... 't'ft~ \,."r1h·: ~!I.lt·! 
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I < 

Dear Conferee:' 

II; Welfan Reform Cutmosa 

As you and your (;olleagusl meet to craft a cQDfen:nc:e apmem on Ibe Persorial Responsibility and 

Work Opporamhy A~t of 1996. the National Oo\'emol1' Astociation urges YOlllOadOpt our bipan,llan 

recol1'lJMndalions to .nable states to implement melftlnsful arid 'effective welfare reform prcs:rams, 


, Ogvcmors strCn&ly ernb~ce the tr&nsforrnuion of weIfale intO a tranSitional program leading to work, 
. Stares, in fat.!. have taIct~ the lead in doveloping innovative prosramt aroUnd work. HowcYer, we are 
(;oncemed that there Ire provisions in both the House and Senate bills tbar resmt state ile~ibUity and 
will create additional unfunded eost~. We believe, too. thaI the work requirements· and other 
provisions In the bill must be reasonable and flexible to accommodate the \taryinB cconomi, 
situations and itatus of reform ef(ORi that exist amon, Stalel. . 

. Govemon re(;omrneftd the following. 

Hours of W~k-NGA poliey IItronlly supports Umltillt tIM required hours of work for sinale , 
parent famlllls tD'%O hours In FV 1997·1998 and 15 hOUD ill FY 19" and thereafter. According 
to CBO"stal!S will need an additional S13 billion above what is provided in the Senate bill (0 meet < 

,the' work requirements which indudea 35 hour work requirement in later yeUi. 01vlng stares'the 
opricn to Jjmit the hours '£0 ~ wUl l'tIIke it more likely fhat states will actually be able 10 meet the 
'\/.Iork participation race. The House bill. which would require smele parents to work 30 hours in fY 
2000 and [hereafter is closer to, the NOA policy. . 

,
I . 

Work aCtit'ities det1ned-NOA supports the Senace provision chal would live ltates the DplifJn to . 
< provide ciducacional trail1in& to racipients and have th~ir paniciparion count. in a limited W8)'. toward 
the worJc: parttcipation rate. We urge conferees to recede 10 the Senae. 'provisions that would allow 
states to; count 3OIJ&of indivitiuals engaged in edl.lcationaJ acUyities for 24moolhs. Por many \ 
individuals, basic education, suell as literacy, is a critic:al flTSt Step toward sening a job. 

, 

I " . 


NGA allo raeom.mends adoption of the House language which does not imPose an age limit on 

education related to employment or secondary schoal for tb. who have nOl I:ompJeted high school. 
, 

Work rates-NOA S~5 the work par!lcipation rates mu wore conlAin~in HR 350715 179S, as 

inuodueed. which are fivepcl'tent-lower than the cummt versions of the bills. Without additional 

resources, CBO estimates that most states will have difficulty mcetinl the rates. NGA Isb confere05 

to return 10 these lcyels. ' 
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Couatinl indh1duals 'Who lelve welfare for work-NOA policy takes a sirong position that Statu 
shouJd receive credit in tne work pll'tiioipatian rate for successfully moving people off welfare, and 
intO ern&>loyment. thereb)' meetin, one of the priinar)' .0&15 of w~ltue reform. NOA titles conferees 
co add aprovillon to the eonr,renee apment that would allow states to COlmt at least "ponion of 
these individuahi. or to count mem for a specified 'amount of time in the work rate cal~ularion., 

Job Search-The NCiA cl!:ar!y J'ref&l1 Houie language which allows job searc~'and job re~djnes,. to 
, count toward the work paniciparlon rate tor lip to 8 weeks II year. NOA policy sizppons job search and 
,job reaciinea! countin,for 12 weeks a year. NGA urles you to modify theHoIIse provision. hnwe\'cr. 
by Itrik.ioi tbe seDtencI which wOllld have the effect of counting as II whole welk of job $ellrth (and 
thereby asainst the 8-Week limit), /lily lUnc spent ~n job search.....-even one hOUT. Job 5entch ha5 
proven· to ~e a coat-effeetive strategy for moving people from welfare to work and Slates s),culd be 
anc:ourased to provide it.' , 

Penaltiei oDwork ..ate and other arui--NGA. slrOnS)y urps c:onferees to dehne the additional 
penalties imposed under the Senate bill. The Senate bill would add III additional S'h penatty ltl the 
existing penalty on States: tor failure to meet the work requirement. This would be applied 
cumulatively for consecudve failure to meet the work requirement. 1bil is unduly harsh. panicularly 
iiven the stringent work requiremenn, and '","ill lignificanrly riduce the federal funds necessary to 
aChieve weJfare reform. 

, We also :urge conferees to strike the Senate proviaion whicb authorizes the Secretary to impose 
perWtie.s:on states for failure to c:ompl)' with e.!:!l provision itt Tide IV.A or i staCt~'s plan. This is a 
broad expansian of the Secret.a.r)'·5 authority,· 

~ 
Fair and Eqwtablt Treatment-The J~auage in the House biU. requiring ItaleJ; [0 set fonh 

'objec:t;ve;criteria for the delivery of benefits and the det=mnation of cliaibilicy is consistent wlth the 
NGA w,ifare proposal. Some states, arc con,emed that the Jlnsuage in the Senaze bill requiring Stal.Cli 

to "t~at families with &imilar needs and ,ircUlnSUlnces similarly" is ambiguous and may be contral')' 
, to lome; exiRing waivm. may inhibit states' ability to desisn programs including personal 

responsibility COi'ltrac.1S. and could lead to unneeessary litigation, 

NQ sanelioDS allo~ed for fail.. ,.. to participate in work-Both bills prohibit sLites from sanctioning 
famiiies with cbild.ren under ale JI if the family proves thar failure to participate in work was due '0 
lack of child ~are. These families will be counted in the work rate calculation. effp.ctively penalhdn.g 
states IUd making it harder to meet the work rate ~uimnents. 'The bills. as introduced. limited the 
exception to families with childnm under aBe si,,, 

Pro rata reduetloD in wOrk rates-NOA encourageIi conferees co acid FY IP94 as a base year Cor 
comparilORS of net eeseJl)ad roduc;tion so that swes can ch,osr::FY 1994 or FY J995, whichever is 
higher. Without this modifICation. States that began their .....eJflU'e reform innovations early and hl\'e 
already had cicmonfCrlned SUccesses may not benefil from this pro\'i5ion. We also urge you to allow 
an adjustment to net aut effects' on caseload size due to increases in a state's population. Otherwise. 
high srowth stales clo not benefit equaUy from chis provision. 

1, 
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Denial of beDefill to lftdh1dllala with a drug conYietloa-NGA U1Jcs tbe confer!e5 to recede 10 lhe 
Hou$e and· suiJce the provision in the Senate bill that denilS faderal means*lOsled benefits to· 
individuals who bave been c:onvicted ot, dIU! !.I5f. possession or Qiltn"bution.· Thi5 will be an 
extremely cosdy prevision, 'if not impolSible, for swes 1Q enforce requiring an exchange of 
infonnation and tracking that does not routinely occur no\\'. States are na concerned about 1he 

,unful)ded: COIU ~sociated with this provision.· . \ 

, Cantluleney Fa.- NGA 
. I 

asks eonfereestO strike a provision in the "recon'=iliation" language of the 

contingenc), itlnd that effectively, reduces the federal nu;b thai statel wOLlld receive from the 

,ontincency fund unless states drew down from Ihe fund in e\lery month of the year. 


nm« LImit on Cub Oa.b'- NOA supporq the fi\'e.)'c&r IimIlimit appJying 0111, '0 c.tuh GUiJflJltet~. ­
States should have chc flexibility to provide transportation. job retention counselln, and o,ther non· 
cash 5el"Yiccs.- . . , . 

I 
·CUb ill ithe Soda! Semcea Bl~ Grut (SSBG)-oNGA opposes tho 209J cut in the SSBO 

~ta1ned in the Senate blll and urge. tooferce.stD recede to lbe Hoult bill and limit the cut to 10%. 

States use a IigniPieanl ponion. of the SSBG for chUd-clie for low.income families. 


t 
ReplaUon E Ex'lhptio~NOA urge.s conferees to retain the proYiaions in boll! bills which provide 
a luU Resu1atlon ! exemption for all SUlll and local electronic benefits II'lnsier (EBT) prop-mat 
NOA strongly supporu this ex.emption which is necessary far swes to move ahead wIth EST. 
R.ec:ently-proposcd altlmarives to a full eJlemptiqn are.nOl ac:"ptabl. beA:ause they continue to create 
a new entitlement and unfuncie.d mandate. 

. Legal Immigrant Plnuuent Bar OD Midieald-Statci are pad)' concemed about the HOUle 

language which p~rmanentJy bars le,al' immigrants from receiving Meclic.aid. This replIIsents 8 
, significant cost shift to the tta,.s. . . 

.EPODSIAMPi 
Food Stamp Work Requirement-NOA OPpOse& the House provision which limiti food ,tamps 
receipt to 3 month! for non.working able-bodied indl\1iduals age 18-50 without dependenu: This 
pro'Yision creates tremendous demands on Stites' information S),IIJm'\S, requiring states to· track an 
individuaJ's food stamp participation history for aslODg IS 32ycars.. 

The NOA suppens the Senate pro\'ision whil:h would a.llow four months of recolpt each year. with 

·work required durinl &he ramainin& eigh1 months. NOA also supports the additional fluibility 

provided in the SeDate bill which allows staleS to coun~ up to twO months of job search toward the 

work requirement lind aUows a 20" e){emption of cues f~ hydship reuon.s. 


. Simplified. Food Stamp Procram (SrSP). NOA IUPP0ftS the 'provision in the ~nate bill for 
determining ,ost neutrality under the SPSP which allows adjuslmeDts for chules in other public: 
assistance benefits .and allowsfor a corrective action period. 

. ! -. , • 

, I 



JUL-26-1996 18:55 *** 
, .... ......;..... .::>CI c:,.g-c:,,;v-I'I I"..' . I.. \;o\JVt.I'(J'IU/'(~-~JJ"U.LON 

Pap4 I,
lu1y 26, 1996 

FoocISt8mp Waiyen-Swessuppolt the provision in the House bill which broadens the waiver 

aurhority of !he Secrewy of USDA to srant waj..,e.ra under the food· slamp prcFI"am 'co undenuke 

innovaciv" welfare refonn stralegies, . 


Sin~rely. 

Gf..a-cDI..Q 
Raymond C. Schqpa.eh 
£xec:ulivc.=tlirector 
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KEY IMPROVEMENTS IN CONFERENCE REPORT OVER VETOED BILL 

...'!: '. 
,CLINTON, PRIORITY' CONFERENCE BILL VETOED BILL , ' 

..
! .. 

I, ' 

Guaranteed Medicaid . NO ". YES 
. I•. ,'j .J ' ' 

NO YES (+$4 billion) More Chilq Gare $' 
, ' 

, . 

YES (+$1 billion)Work Performance Bonus . $ NO. 
". ' 

. 
-"80%" Maintenance of Effort, NO YES 

' ,, 

YES 
, ,~ 

·r ,.NO','Child Care Health!Saf~ty Standards 
" 

20~ . Hardship Exeinpti~n NO '. YES
'" 

.. . 
0 

. ' 
" ~ , .:$2 Billion Contingency 'Fund .NO , YES 

" 

" " 

.. 
NO 

" 

., 
, , . Limits on Transferability , YES 

.. 
" 

'. 

Equal Treatment·, , ' . NO YES 
.. 

NO ,­Personal Responsibility Agreements YES 

" , 
"•YES'Option .for Vouchers ' 

. , 

YES 
: 

Food Stamp :a'lock Grant NOYES 
" 

," 
, , " 

Child Welfare Block Grant YES NO 
L. ' ' .. 

NOSchool Lunch Block Grant,Demo ',YES 

" , .. , , ; 

25% Cut in SSI for Disabled Kids YES 
" 

'NO 
, . 

NO " 

YES.FoQd Stamp Cap '" , , ." .. 

, . 



. WELFARE REFORM'CONFE~NCE PRIORITIES 

Note: Assumes conferees have agreed-ro Senate positi~nson child protection and on Medicaid 
coverage for welfare 'recipients and current imrTJ.igrants. 

Provisions to Retain' 

Food Stamp BlocK Grant: Retain ,Senate provision by eliminating the optional food stamp 
block gnmL 

Food Stamp Work Requirements for 18-50s: Retain Senate provision 'to allow: benefits for 4 
months out of 12, give Statesfle~ibility to exempt up to 20%, allow job search for 1 to ~ months, 
and provide relief for high unemployment areas. 

EITe Credit for Childless Workers: Retain House position to continue infl~tion adjustment of ' 
the credit for childless workers~ like the rest of the tax, code. . 

State Accountability: . Retain Senate language on fair treatment, including'national standards for 
fair hearings, appeals, State accountability, and safeguards against fraud and abuse. Retain 
Senate provision to ensure that States, continue to spend at least 80% of current fuI)ding,and limit 
. transferability of federal block grant '~ding to child care only. . " ' 

. Children's Provisions , : 

Legal Immigrants: Exempt children from bans on SSI, Food Stamps and Medicaid: Protects 
300;000 children. Exempt irn;rt?igrants who become disa~led after entry. 

Food Stamp Shelter Deduction: Delete the proposed cap on the ,excess shelterde'duction, so 
that food stamp benefit levels for families with children are calculated in the .same manner as the 
elderly. .' " . 

Child. Vouchers After ,5-Year Tillie Limits: Require/allow vouchers for .children after the time 
. limit. (. . " . , 

,1. ' 

,.1 
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TALKING POINTS 
URBAN INSTITUTE STUDY 

, 7.26.96 

The Urban Institute has released.a poverty analysis of the House.welfare reform bill~ 


contending that it would move 1.1 million children below the poverty line when fully phased 

. in~ . Bytontrast, their estimate was 2.1 million for last year's House bill, 1.5 million for the 
'vetoed bill, and 1.2 million for last year's Senate bill which we supported. The report 
attributes most of these impacts to cuts in Food Stamps and legal immigrants, rather than 
AF[)C, but it recommends vouchers and a25% hardship exemption from the time limit. 

From our perspective, the report overlooks several crucial points: 
. . 

Child Support: The analysis does not take 'into aCcount the increase iri child~upport 
collections that will result from enactment of the 'welfare reform bill. this is a glaring , 
omission. If all'parents paid, the child supp<;>rt they should, we could move more than 
800,000 women and children off welfare immediately. 

Minhnum Wage: -The report does not take,'into 'account the impact that the pending 
increase in the minimum wage will have in reducing poverty -- both by raising 
earnings for working families ($2,000 a year fot a full-time worker) and.by making 
work considerably more attraCtive than welfare .. OMB estimates that through the 
combined impact of the 1993 changes in EITC and Food Stamps and the pending 
increase in the minimum wage, we will have, moved 1 million children out of poverty. 

, This reduCtion in poverty is taking place' immediately -- while the Urban Institute's 
, hypothetical increase in poverty is projected for the year 2002. . 

Senate Improvements: The study is based on the l:Iouse bill, before the Senate . 
. improvements. The Senate bill h~s about 10% less in budget cuts than the House bill. 

Value of Work:, The study assumes that welfare reform will do little to change 
behavior. We believe that work requirements, time limits, cliild care and health care -. 
- in combination with a higher minimum wage and the EITC,-- will change behavior . 
dramatically. Work will become far more attractive than welfare, and the welfare 
system will have to focus on putting people in jobs instead of writing them checks. 

, We also believe that work has inherent value. Over-the long term, children·who grow 
up in families and communities where there is work will be far better off than children 
who grow up in families and communities where' there is only welfare -- even if the' 
children on welfare look slightly better off in a static poverty analysis. • 
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WELFARE REFORM Q&A 
, ADEIANTE CON CUNTON PHONE tALL 

" JULY 27,1996 

I 1 

Q. . 	 Will you veto the Congressional welfare reform bills if they include bans on benefits' 
for legal immigrants?' , , 

A! 	 Throughout this debate, r have been troubled by the depth of cuts in benefits for legal ' 
immigrants.' The House welfare bill would actually take'Medicaid away from legal ' 
immigrants who are already in this country -- literally throwing people out of nursing 
homes. That's just wrong. [NOTE: You should focus your ~riticism on this 
provision -- the House bill's retroactive ban on Medicaid, which would throw current 

, Medicaid recipients off the rolls. We believe, we can beat the retroactive Medicaid 
~an in conference.] 

Q. 	 Will you draw the line at deeming, or can you support a ban? ' 

,. 	 , 

A. 	 I supported the Castle-Tanner,welfare reform bill in the House, which included an 
important exemption for immigrant children. I also supported the Breaux-Chafee bin 
in the Senate, which exempted the disabled. T am working hard to get the Congress to 
moderate these cuts.' , 

,. 	 , 

Q. ' 	Do you think Congress is unfairly singling out immigrants for blame? 

A. 	 People in public life ~hould be:working to bring this, country together, not looking for 
. ways to divide us~ That is why I am so offended by the Gallegly provision to let 
, states· ban illegal aliens from schools. I am' pleased that many prominent Republicans 
and every'major law enforcement organization are standing'with me. If Congress ' 
sends me the Gallegly amendment, I will veto it -- because it's the right thing to do. 

, , 

,', 

, " 

',', 



QCongre55 of tbe 1!lniteb ~tate5 
iaasbington, 1JB<Il: 20515 

July 24, 1996 

The Honorable Clay Shaw 

esl Mr. Chainnan 

Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

Now that both the House and Senate have passed sweeping welfarerefonn bills, we are very 
close to an historic overhaul of welfare programs. As you begin your work on the welfare 
refonn conference report, we wanted to share with you our views on several important issues 

,in the legislation. 

i) Giving states the tools to move welfare recipients to work It is critical that any , 
welfare refonn bill provide states with the flexibility and resources necessary to operate 
successful work programs. We are concerned that the mandates in H.R. 3734 are 
unrealistic and conflict with work programs that states are currently implementing. The 
National Governors' Association adopted a resolution expressing concern about . 
"restrictions on state flexibility and unfunded costs" in the work requirements of H.R. 
3734. The Congressional Budget Office detennined that there would be a $12.9 billion 
shortfall in the funding necessary to meet the work requirements in H.R. 3734. CBO 
assumed that most states would choose to accept penalties instead of attempting to meet 
the work requirements and indicated that states would be forced to restrict eligibility and 
reduce benefits in order to offset the increased costs of meeting the work requirements. 
The Opportunities Committee recognized the problem states would face in meeting the 
work requirements when it authorized $3 billion in discretionary funds for work programs, 
but it is unlikely that these funds will ever be appropriated. We must provide states with 
the flexibility and resources necessary to continue the reforms that are being implemented 
across the country if welfare refonn is to be successful. 

2) Protection for children. We are very concerned about provisions in H.R. 3734 
,prohibiting states· from providing any assistance to children in fa.'l1ilies who lose cash 
assistance because of the time limits. The federal government should not prohibit state 
legislatures from choosing to provide non-cash assistance for the needs of children after 
the time limit. The fiscal pressures facing states makes it linlikely that states will be able 
·to provide vouchers with state funds if they are prohibited from using any federal funds to 
provide vouchers. Allowing states to exempt twenty percent of the caseload from the time 
limits will not address this issue because states will need to utilize this hardship exemption 

. to exempt the portion of the caseload that everyone acknowledges are not able to work 
because of disability or other causes. 

3) Preserving Medicaid eligibility. The House bill contained language added as pmi of 
the self-executing rule preserving current eligibility standards for Medicaid coverage. The 
Senate adopted a similar provision with strong bipartisan support. Maintaining this 
provisions is critical to ensuring that the bill does not result in a reduction of health care 
coverage for low-income families or increase the burden of wlcompensated care on health 
care providers. 

4) Preserving Food Stamp safety net The House bill contained an optional food stamp 
block' grant which will jeopardize the national food stamp safety net. The Senate adopted 
a bipartisan amendment eliminating the food stamp block grant. The Senate also 
unanimously adopted an amendment ensuring that individuals who are actively seeking 



employment through a structured job search program will not lose food stamps as a result 
of a time limit. We urge you to adopt the Senate provisions on both of these issues to 
ensure that the food stamp safety net is preserved for the less fortunate in society. 

5) Protecting health care providers from uncompensated care We are concerned about 
the impact that denying Medicaid to non-citizens will have on the health care system. The 
House bill would deny Medicaid to all legal immigrants, including those currently in the 
country, until citizenship. This will effectively deny Medicaid to ?,OOO individuals. 
However, health care providers will continue to be morally and legally obligated to 
provide care to these individuals, resulting in a $9 billion cost shift to health care 
providers that will affect the availability and quality of care for all Americans. The 
Senate bill moderated the impact of these provisions by applying the ban prospectively 
only. The conference report should at a minimum adopt the Senate position on this issue. 

6) Applying savings to deficit reduction The savings in this bill are almost certainly the 
only deficit reduction from entitlement programs that has a chance of being enacted this 
year. Vie are therefore troubled by reports that the savings from this bili win be used to 
fund a tax cut before Congress has enacted savings to achieve a balanced budget. We 
urge you to add "lockbox" language to the conference report ensuring that any savings 
from the bill are applied to deficit reduction. 

A conference report which addresses the concerns outlined above will receive strong bipartisan 
support and, more importantly, will ensure that welfare reform is successful. We remain 
hopeful that a meaningful welfare reform bill can become law this year if the issue can be 
separated from partisan political concerns. 

We look forward to working with you to develop a strong, workable welfare reform bill that 
can become law. 

Sincerely, 

.The Royal Order of Flying Pigs 



" ,(ongrtss of tUt 7SnitdJ, stattS :' . . , - '., 

.a5binltton.,J)~ 20515 

July 25, 1996 

The Honorable Clay, Shaw 

Chairman 

Subcommittee On Human Resources , 

B-3l7 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, D.C. 20515' , 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Now that both the House and Senate hav~ passed sweeping welfare reform: bills, we are very 
close to an historic overhaul of welfare programs. As you begin your work on 'the welfare 
reform conference report, we wanted to share with you our views on seveqilirilportant issues 
,in the legislation. The Senate bill made important improvements in the areas of equal ' 
protection, maintenance of effort and transferability, and child protection that must be 
preserved. In addition, there ,are, several ,issues tl;1at should be addressed in a conference ,report. 
These'issues are based on the motion to instruct conferees that was unanimously approved by 
the House: , ' 

1) Giving states the tools to move welfare recipients to work It is critical that any 
welfare reform bill provide states with the flexibility and resources necessary to operate 
successful work programs. We are concerned that the mandates in H.R. 3734 are 

'unrealistic an~ contlict with worK programs that states are curr~ritly implementing. The 
Natiunal Governors,.' Association adopted a resolution expressing concern about 
"restrictions on state flexibility and unfunded costs" in the work requirements of.H.R. 
3734,. The Congressional Budget Office det~rmined, that there would be a $12.9 billion, 
shortfall in the ,funding necessary to ,meet the work requirements in H.R. 3 734.CBO , 
assumed that most states would choose to accept penalties instead of attempting to meet 
the work requirements and indicated that states would be forced to restrict eligibility and 
reduce benefits in order to offset the .increased costs of meeting the work requirements. 
The Opportunities Committee recognized the problem states would face in meeting the 

, work requirements when it authorized $3 billion in discretionary funds for work programs, 
but it is unlikely that these funds will ever be appropriated. We must provide states with 
the flexibility ,and resources necessary 'to continue the reforms that. are being implemen,ted 
across the country if welfare reform is to, be successful. 

,2) Protection for children. ,We are very concerned about provisions in H.R. 3734 
prohibiting states from providing any 'assistance to children in families who lose cash 
assistaIfce because' of the time, limits. The federal government should not prohibit state 
legislatures fr.om choosing to provide non-cash assistance for the needs of children after 

, the time limit.' The fiscal pressl,IIes,facing states makes it unlikely that states will beable 
to provide votich~rs with state funds if they are prohibited from using any federal, funds to 
provide vouchers.' Allowing states to exempt twenty percent of the caseload from the time 
limits will not address this issue because" states will need to 'utilize this hardship exemption, ' 
to exempt the portion of the caseload that everyone acknowledges are not able to work 

, because ofdisabilio/ or,other causes. 

3) Maintenance of Effort The Senate bill contained a somewhat stronger maintenance of 
effort provision and greater protections ensuring that federal block grant funds are used for 
the purposes of the program by limiting transfers to the child care block grant. , 
Maintaining the Senate ,prov.isions on these issues is importantiri ensuring that Federal and 

, state, resources are devoted to moving welfare recipients to work andprotect;ng children. 



. 
. " 

. \,' ," 

4) Preserving Medicaid eligibility. The House bill contained language added as part 'of 
the self-executing rule preserving current eligibility standards for Medicaid coverage. The' 

, Senate adopted a similar provision with strong bipartisan support. Maintaining this 
, provision is critical to ensuring that the bill does not result in a, reduction' of health care 

coverage for low-inc,ome' families or increase the b:urqen of uncompensated care on health, 
care provlders., ' ' " , ," ' 

5) Preserving Food' Stamp safety net. The House ,bill contained ~' optional food stamp 
bl6ck grant which will jeopardize the national food stamp safety net. The Senate adopted 
a bipartisan amendment eliminating the food stamp block grant. The Senate also' 
unanimously adopted an amendfl1.ent ensuring that individuals who are actively, seeking. 

'employment through a structuredjob search program, will not lose food stamps as a result 
of a time limit. We urge you to adopt the Senate provisions on both of these issues to 
ensure that the food stamp safety net is preserved for the less fortunate in society. We 
also urge, you to restore, the excess slJ,elter deduction for families with children. 

,6) Protecting health care providers fromuncompensate~ care. We are concerned, 
about the impact that denying Medicaid,to non-citizens will have on the health care 
system. The House bill would deny Medicaid to all legal immigrants,inc1uding those 
'currently 'in the country, until citizenship. This will effectively deny Medicaid ,to " 
thousands of individuals. However, health care providers will continue to be morally' and 

, legally obligated to provide care to these individuals; resulting in a $9 billion cost shift to 
health care providers that will affect the availability and quality of care for all Americans. 

, The Senate bill moderated the impact of these provisions by applying tiie ban ' 
prospectively only. The conference report should at a minimum adopt the Senate position, ' 
on this issue: , ' " , : "'" ' ,',' , ' 

7) Maintain protections agai~st !child abuse' The House bill placed' programs for child 
abuse prevention into a blo,ck grant. The Senate eliminated this provision. ' The , 
,conference report should not put 'programs for child abuse prevention into a block grant. 

, " . . 
8) Applying savings to deficit reduction. ' The savings in this bill are almost certainly', 
the only deficit reduction from entitlement programs that have a chance of being enacted 

,this 'year. Weare therefore troubled, by 'reports that the savings from this ,bill will be used 
to fund a tax cut before Congress has enacted savings to achieve a balanced budget., We 
,urge you to add "lockbox" language to the cpnference report ensuring that any savings 
from the bi~l are applied to deficit reduction.' , 

A conference report which addresses the concerns outlined above will re~eive strong bipartisan" 
support and, moreimportantly~ will 'ensure that,welfare reform is successful. We remain " 
hopeful that a meaningful welfare reform bill can become law this year if the issue can be 
separated from panisan'political concerns. We look forward to working with you to develop Ii 

. strong, workable welfare reform bill that can become law. 
.... • j '. ~ 

J " 

~incerely, 


