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~ 2-year period immediately preceding the fiscal year, has submitted- 5/1 ?)4 /;L
" lo the Secretary.a plan that the Secretary has found includes the ' > }5
following: { - (?“
(1) OUTLINE OF FAMILY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM- , ,

*(A) GENERAL PR()g\l ISIONS- A written document that outlines
- how the State intends to do the following: .
*(i) Conduct a program, designed to serve all
polmcal subdivisions in the State (not necessarily in
a uniform: manner), that provides assistance to needy -
families with (or expecnng) children and provides
parents with job prcpaxatxon, work, and support .
‘services to enable them to leave the program and become
- self-sufficient. I
*(ii) Require 4 parent or.caretaker receiving :
assistance under the:program to engage in work (as
defined by the State) once the State determines the .
pastnt or caretaker is ready to engage in work, or once
the parent or caretaker has received assistance under |
the program for 24 months (whether or not consecunve)
whichever is earher
*(iii) Ensure that parcns and carcta.kers reccmng
assistance under the program engage in work activities
in accordance with section 407.
*(iv) Take such reasonabie steps as the State deems
" necessary to restmt the use and disclosure of
information about mdmduals and families receiving
“assistance under the program attributable to fun ds , S
provided by the Fggegj Government,. - _,,J ' Zn! 7 /?d er
‘(B)-SPECIAL PRO;VISIONS'- '
"(1) The document shall indicate whether the State
intends to treat faxmhes moving into the State from
another State dxﬁerentiy than other families under the
program, and if so, ‘how the State intends to treat such
families under the program.
*(ii) The document shall mdu:atc ‘whether the State
intends to provide assistance under the
.program to individuals who are not citizens of the United “.tateﬁ
and if so, shall include an Bvemew of such assistance.
1) The documcnt shall set forth objective -
criteriddor the delivery of benefitsand the
determinatiog of éligibility and for fair and equitable
treatment, includi 1g an explanation of how the State
- will provide opportimities for recipients who have been
advetsely affected/to beheard in a Stale L
adrmmstranvc or appcal provess. -
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.

) Determine the;ellglbllity of, and amount of assistance
for, needy famllles on the basis of objective criteria,
so that: families are treated fairly and equitably

)}  Provide an opportunity for a falr hearing before the
appropriate Stiate agency to any individual whose
request for assistance is not acted on with reasonable
promptness or ias to whom assistance is denied, reduced,
or termxnated! or who is otherwise adversely affected

~under the proqram
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6. Compliance with Céntingcncy Fund provlsmns .o

YMML(WMQ on 1t> /5 UW%

List of additional items for whlch the state can be assessed a penalty These are additions to the

list in section 409. (In all of these instances, it is understood that the penalty is limited to 5
- percent and varies according to tch amount of noncompliance - section numbers refer to the

House bill.) . _ , }

1. Compliance with Sccﬁon 407, Mandatory Work Requirements -? in particular, Engaged in
Work [Sec. 407(c)], Penalties Agamst Indmduals [Sec 407(e)), and Nondlsplacement {Sec.

4070 i ‘ |

2. Compliance thh Section 408, Prohxbmons, chutrements --in parucular, Noncooperanon in
Cluld Support [Sec. 408(a)(3)] anld No Assxstance for More than 5 Yea:s [Sec. 408(3)(8)]

3. Compliance vmh Scouou 411, Dam Collcctzon and chortmg

: |
4. Comphanoe W1th state plan requxrements (as deﬁned by the state) with respect to:

| I
A. Provision of assistance to needy fa:mhes as deﬁned in thc state plan.

'B. Equitable ucatment
I

5. (‘,ompliance with transferability provisions. o .

I

Note: Add “as deteﬁnined by the Secreta.ry” at the end of Section 41 S(a)(Z}
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widow's or widower's insurance benefits under section 202(e)-
or {f) of this Act).

(3) FOSTER CARE AND AROITION ASSISTANCE—Sections 472(h)
and 473(h) of this Act (relating to medical assistance for children
wn foster care and for adopted children).

{(4) REFUGEE ASSISTANCE.—Section 412(eX5) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act?” (relating to medical assistance for certain
refugees). . ’ )

(65" MISCELLANEOUS—(A) Section 230 of Public Law 9366
(relating to deeming eligible for medical assistance certain
essential persons)..

(B) Section 231 of Public Law 93-66 (relating to deeming
eligible for medical assistance certain persons in medical
institutions).

» (C) Section 232 of Public Law 9366 (relating to deeming
‘eligible for medical assistance certain blind and disabled
medically indigent persons).

(D) Section 13c) of Public Law 93-233 (relating to deeming
eligible for medical assistance certain individuals receiving

___mandatory_State supplementary-payments)—— - - -

. (E) Section 503 of Public Law 94-566 (relating to deeming

eligible for medical assistance certain individuals who would

be cligible for supplemental security income benefits hut for
cost-of-living inereases in social security benefits).

(F) Section 310{bX1) of Public Law 96-272 (rclating to
continuing medicaid eligibility for certain recipients of De-
partment of Veterans Aflairs penstons).

ADDITIONAL STATE PLAN REQUIREMENTS.~—For other provisions
aw that establish additional requirements for State plans to be
oved under this title, sce the following:

(1) Section 1618 of this Act (re%ating to requirement for
speration of certain State supplementatien programs). '
" (2) Section 212(a) of .Public Law 93-66*%* (relating to requiring

“mandatory minimum State supplementation of SSI benefits
srogram). ’
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PURPOSES OF THILE; AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS "
Sgc. 2001. [ 42 USC. 1397) For the purposes of consolidating

) " > . ant
Federal assistance to States for social services into a single graat,

) : - Y ar.
increasing State flexibility in us;;}gas&ccxagnsceisglféﬁegrcxég?& f:;:;dg (i::xlcghat
( state ;5 practic ;
aging cach State, as far 3; p er the |
sl irected at the goals o
achiévihg or maintaining economic self-support to prevent,
iininate dependency; . ) N
m?‘;)ci'clelireili‘;g ]or maigtaining self-sufficiency, including reduc
i wvention of dependency; - _ L
tm(g)ogrz‘:;vnting or remedying neglect, abuse, m;{:xglg;&zgg&n ;)E
children and adults unable to grgtect t}y}:}r‘:.o 3 ,
preserving, rehabilitating or reuniting fams {eb,t.t tional care by
(4) preventing or reducing inappropriate j;us Alducare Lare o
providing for community-based care, home-base ,

forms-of-less-intensive care; ANG. - — o e e m e

NI P 82— v T T e T e

e Vol If, [.L. 8566, P.L. 93-223, P.L. 566, and PP L. 96272,
e Vol 11 1L 8366, §2121a).

e i f Policy. Planning. and
?n XX of the Sacial Security Act i8 nd]gkbmsﬂ»red by the S{ﬁemgjaf:!}){cz{bmn &r\'ieiue.
"l l‘l Office of Human Developraent Services, f}cp&tmenl u Jlealth A Napter 1. e a2,
i m‘?, ars in the United States Cude a8 §§l3‘.¥1—}d§'l"e, subchap c§ 'T‘i‘t!e e T contained
gng'riﬁiioiglf( the Secretary of Henlth and Human Services relatiog 12
3+ i & (o pat 3 ;
i : i "ite 45, Code of Federal Regulations. i
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o nts Teceiving P al 1 1S4a0Ce. . e .
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e Vol H, PL. 78305, ¢ X

stration projects. . o
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i i .« the Social
prg:agw;i 11 P.L. 95-52), §1020), with respect to reporting of benefite received under

‘ & ng ipe W certain
N’g’:]%o?ﬂii vi. 00425, Tide V1, with respect o grants for awarding scholarshipe o ce

eligible individuals.
& Vol

meats for State and local

ination in fe«leialiy asgatad

i jsion from income mod
e Vol. I, PL. 100353, §§105%2) and 206(dX2), wath respect to exn:lugt.%r.\ T i

i ivi a1 UL
resources of certain payments lopf‘fr%ﬂm individuals. See Vol. 11, 31 -
reggpémtb(oth?izegtls ml)(‘tllf";‘? ‘;‘{(‘){{0&, with re;sp.ect o Ageat Qrange settlement payments exclude
fromecouoniab‘le i‘n::'ome and resourees uader Federal meansdested programs.

“This tuble of contents doce not appesr in the law.

1301



http:105U):.21
http:1(II}.3.53
http:r<:hablhtat~llg.or
http:achlevl~g.or
http:d.lr~c.te

1302 - SOCIAL SECURITY ACT— 2002(a) -
(5) securing referral or admission for institutional 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 be necessary to carry out the purposes of this fitle,

- "PAYMENTS TO STATES |

SBC. 2002. | 42 U.S.C. 1397a) (aX1) Each State shall be entitled to
payment under this title for, each fiscal year in an amount equal to
its allotment for suclt’ fiscal year, to be used by such State for.
~services directed at the goals set forth in' section 2001, subject to the
' requirements-of this title. : : o

(2) For purposes of paragraph (1)— » )

~__(A)services which are directed at the goals set forth in section
include, but-are not limited to, child care services, protec-
tive services for  children and adults, services for.children and
adults in foster care, services related to the management and

tation services, family planning services, training and related
-services, employment services, information, referral, and coun-
seling services, the preparation and delivery of meals, health
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 A
] (B) expenditures for such services: may include expenditutes .
or— L : . :
- (i) administration (including planning and evaluation);
(ii) personnel training and retraining directly related to
~_ the provision of those services (including both short-and
- long-term " training at " educational 'instituticils 'through
grants to such institutions or by direct financial assistance

. to students enrolled in such institutions); and

—=—= (iii)-con ferences-or-workshops;-and-training-or-retraining-- — -

through grants to nonprofit organizations within the mean-
ing of scction 501(cX3) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
or to-individuals with- social services expertise, or through
financial assistance to individuals participating in- such
conferences, workshops, and training or retraining (and-this
clause shall apply with respect to all persons involved in the
delivery of such services). - - . - L
(b) The Secretary ghall make paymenits in accordance with section
6503 of title 31, United States Code?, to each State from its allotment
for use under this title, e e oo
(c) Payments to a State from its allotment for any-fiscal year must
be expended by the State in such fiscal year or in-the succeeding
fiscal year. _ C C ' )
- (d) A State may transfer up to 10 percent of ils allotment under
section 2003 for any fiscal year for its use for that year under other
provisions of Federal law providing block grants for support of health

*Sec Vol. 11, P.L.83-591.
‘Ser Vol. [, title 31.

-
‘

SOCIAL SECURITY ACT—2003(c) 13
services, health promotion and disease prevention activities, or lo -
income home energy assistance (or any combination of these acti:
ties). Amounts allotfed to a State under any provisions of Federal I
referred to in the preceding sentence and transferred by a State {

- use in carrying out the purposes of this title shall be treated as

“they were paid to the State under this title but shall not affect tI
computation of the State’s allotment under this title. The State sh:
‘inform the Secretary of any such transfer of funds. : _

(e) A State may use a portion of the amounts described -
subsection (a) for the purpose of purchasing technical assistance fro
public or private entities if the State determines th:_at such assistan,
1s required in developing, implementing,-or administering prograi
funded under this title. o . .

" ALLOTMENTS - -

SEC. 2003, ( 42 U S.C. 1397b) (a) The allotment for any fiscal ye
_to-each of the jurisdictions of Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islan:

*main’t‘en'an‘ce“of‘t.he"hom‘eray'care"servicQS‘faradults,—transpora—f— ~—"|———and_the_Northern Mariana Islands shall be an amount which bez-

the same ratio to the amount specified in subsection (¢c) as t—
amount which was specified for allocation to the particular jurisd
tion involved for the fiscal year 1981 under section 2002(aX2XC) -
this Act (as in effect prior to the enactment of this section®) bore
$2,900,000,000. The allotment for fiscal year 1989 and each succer
ing fiscal year to American Samoa shall be an amount which bes’ -
the same ratio.to the amount allotted to the Northern Maria -
‘Islands for that fiscal year as the population of American Sam
- bears to the population of thé¢ Northern Mariana Islands determin . _
- on- the basis of the most recent data available at the.time su
allotment is determined. o ; . .

(b) The allotment for any fiscal year for each State other than t.
jurisdictions. of -Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, Americ
Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands. shall be an amount whi
bears the same ratio to— = - S : _ o

(1)_the amount specified in subsection (c), reduced by

(2) the total amount ‘allotted to
fiscal year under subsection (a), T e
~as the population of that State bears-to the population of all t-
- States (other than Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, Americ
Samoa, and the Northern Mariana Islands) as determined by 't
Secretary (on the basis of the most recent data availablée from t
Department of Comnierce) and promulgated prior to the first day
the third month of the preceding fiscal year.
(c) The amount specified for purposes of subsections
shall he— ; . o :
(1) $2,400,000,000 for the fiscal year 1982; -
_ 7 (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 after fiscal year 1989. -

T 'Algust 13, 1931 (P.1. 97-35; 95 Stat. 357).

those )urisdiEt‘i(‘)rTé_foF‘;
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STATE ADMINISTRATION, ~ - xvm or XIX pt.ll‘buant to s:;,ctxon 1128 1128A; 1156, 4
'SEC. 2004 [ 42 US.C. 1397¢c] Prior to expenditure by a State of B 1842()2), or I
payments made to it under section 2002 for any fiscal year, the State ' -~ (B) at the medical direction or on the prescription ¢ 1Y
shall report on the intended use of the payments the State is to . . physician during the period when the &hymclan is excla T
réceive under this title, including information on the types of R S under this title or title V, XVIII, or XIX pursuant to sect o
activitics to be supported and the categories or characteristics of e 1128, 11284, 1156, or 18420)(2) and when the person furn .
" individuals to be served. The report shall be transmitted to the - - E . ing such item or service knew or had reason to know of -
Secretary and made public within the State in.such manner as to . - : exclusion (after a reasonable time period aﬁser reason: o
" facilitate comment by any person (including any Federal or other X notice has been furnished to the person). &
public. agency) during”development of the report and after its™ ; - (b) The Secretary may waive the limitation contained in subsect B
completion. The reporf shall be revised throughout the year as may - (aX1) and (4) upon the State’s request for such a waiver if he i 2
be necessary-to reflect substantial changes.in the activities assisted . . | . that the request describes extraordinary circumstances to justify -
. under this title, and any revision shall be t:ubJect to the requxrements waiver and that permitting the waiver will contribute to the Sta ‘
of the pr evmus bentence _ V N abxhty to carry out the purposes ‘of th:s tltle ‘ ‘ ‘n
. . , : X
'LIMITATIONS ON USE OF GRANTS _ ' : B REPOKTS AND AUDITS ) 2
o ‘SEC _2005. [ 42 U.S.C..1397d]. (a). Except as.provided.in. Qubsectmnf, R S L SEC 2006. [ 42 US.C. 1397¢) —(a)-Each-State-shall prepare~rep(~ R
(b), grants made under this title may not be used by the State, or by - " . on.its activities carried out with funds made available (or transfer
any other person with which the State makes arrangements to carry for use) under this title. Reports shall be prepared annually, cover
out the purposes of this title— ~ the most recently completed fiscal year, and shall be in such f
(1) for the purchase or lmprovement of land, or thy purchase, . . and contain. such information (mcludm but not limited to
construction, or permanent improvemnent (uther than minor - information specified in subsection (c)) as the State finds necessar: -
remodelmg)of any building or other facility; : -provide an .accurate description of such activities, to secur
{2) for. the provision™of cash payments for costs o Gbsistence complete record of the purposes for which funds were spent, anc
or for the prowision of roomn and board (oth an costs of ~determine the ‘extent to which funds were spent in a man :
subsistence-dGring rehabilitation, room ard provided for a consislent with the reports required by section” 2004. The State s}
short 1 as an integral but subordisrate part of a sucial service, . make copies of the reports required by this section available
or femporary emergency sheltér “provided as a protective | - public inspection within the State and shall transmit a copy to
‘xewxce) . . Secretary. Copies shall also-be provided, upon request, to -
-(3) for payment of the wages of any individual a§ a social ' mterestcd public agency, and each’such agency may provxde its vi |
< service (other than payment of the wages of welfare recipients . | -on these reports o the Congress. -
. employed in-the-provision of child day care services); - ot ®) Each State shall, not less often than every t“'ﬁ years, audit :
e (4) for_the provision of medical care (other. than,faxmly 0y _expenditures_from_ amounts_received. (or*transferred-forause)-un_ S
‘ " planning services, rehabilitation services, or initial detoxification - _this title. Such State audits shall be conducted by an entity i1
~ of an alcoholic or drug dependent individual) unless it is an  ° _ - .pendent-of any-agency administering activities funded under:
integral but subordinate part of a social servu:e for which gr'mts - . ltle, in accordance with %mrally ‘accepted auditing princip -
may be used under. unq t]ﬂe - . : “Witlun 30 ddy"; followmg the COlnpletlon of each audlt the §°
(5) for social services (except services to an alcoholic or drug .|~ @ shall submit-a copy of that audit to the legislature of the State an
 dependent individual or rehabilitation services) provided in and 1 . ‘the Secretary. Each State shall repay to the United States amor
" by employces of any hospital, skilled nursing facility, intermedi- - - .ultimately found not to have been expended in accordance with
. ‘ate care facility, or prison, to any individual hvmg in such | title, or the Secretary inay offset such amounts against any ot
- institution; V . amount to which the State is or may become entitled under this ti
(6) for the provision of any educalwnal service which the State - . B (c) Each report prepared -and transmitted by a State under :
makes generally. available to its remdents without cost and - - section (a) shall set forth (with respel,t to the fiscal year coverec
- _‘without regard to their income; g o : the report)—
* (7) for any “child day care services unless such servxces meet.'f .- {1) the number of individuals who received services pmd fo
applicable standards of State and local law; : whole or in part with funds made available under this t
(8) forthe provision of cash payments as a servic xcept : . -~ showing separately the number of children_and the numbe
otherwfs?%mmded in this section); or ‘ adults who received such services, and broken down in each ¢
(9) for payment for any item or c,ervu:e (ol:her than an = - ' to reflect the types of services and circumstances involved; ‘
emergency item or service) furnished— o o (2) the amount spent in providing each such type of serv
. (A)Yby an individual or entity during the period when such ) ' showing separately for each type of service the amount spent &
individual or onuty is excluded under this txtle or title V . - child reup:ent and the amount spent per adult reclplent
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».  Performance Bonus The vetoed bill had meffectlve performance incentives. The

Conference provrdes $800 million in performance bonuses by 2002 whlch is consistent -
with Administration reccommendations. -~ l

EqualProtéetions’ 1 - o \

»  The vetoed bill had no provisions for the fair and equrtable treatment of individuals, or |

for State accountabthty The House added some general language on fair and equitable
treatment, but did not fully address concerns about individual protections and included
- no State accountablllty mechanism. The Senate mcluded stronger provisions for
objective criteria, equltable treatment, and fair hearmgs as well as Secretarial authority
to enforce the provisions. The Conference adopts the House prmnsrons thereby o
‘ weakemng equal prhtectlons and State accountablhty l o .
P , .

Medlcald o ﬁ B C S L

-+ The vetoed bill endf.ld categorlcal Medicaid eli glbrhty ‘for AFDC rec1p1ents The House
and Senate bills continued Medicaid eligibility for famrhes removed from AFDC due to
time limits and other eligibility changes, but had rnadequate transitional Medicaid for
those finding work. | The Conference bill strengthens the Medicaid protections by

‘reauthorizing transmonal Medlcald through 2002 |

8 Famlly Cap |

*  The vetoed bill requlred State legtslatures to vote exphcrtly to opt out of farmly cap
- requirements. The Conference prov1des complete State opt-ln ﬂexrbthty

B

Worker Displacement i ‘ L ;

, : a

e ‘The vetoed bill and the House provrded protections only agarnst full worker
.displacement by workfare jobs. The Senate added language to protect against partial
displacement by workfare jobs, and established State grievance procedures. The

~ Conference does not protect against part1a1 dlsplacement but does provide a State
grievance procedure o : !

FOOD STAMPS&CHILD NUTRITION R 2

».  Optional Food Stampe Block Grant The vetoed bill tncluded an optlonal food stamp
- block grant and expanswe waiver authority. - The House 'btll included similar *
provisions. The, Senate bill deleted the block grant and walver authority. The block
grant has been deletedt from the Conference bill and the waiver language has been
tightened. While these aspects have improved a good deal, the combination of waiver
authority and other State flexibility provisions may weaken and fragment some ef the
natronal program, standards underlying Food Stamps. | '

. Annu_aJ Cap on Food Smmp Program Spendmg The vetoed bill mcluded acap on food

stamp obligations based on CBO estimates at the time oﬁenactment Thls prov1sron has

been deleted from the House Senate, and Conference blllls
A . | N
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1
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LEGAL IMMIGRANTS ‘1 S ‘

$S1 CHILDHOOD DISABILITY SRR B

- T

~»  Shelter 12§du<:t10ni The Senate capped the shelter de}ductlon at. $342 startmg January 1

1997. The House froze the deduction at $247. The (i}onferenee caps the deduction at

~ $250in FY97 growmg to $300 in FY 2001 and beyond. The Conference provision
“would reduce food! stamp benefits by $3 billion over F years, w1th over 90% of program
cuts affectlng households with chlldren 1 ’ . B
«  Time LImItSZWgrk Regm rements on 18 50s. The Senate ltmlted Food Stamps

~ participation to 4 months out of 12 for able-bodied childless adults with an additional 4
months part1c1pat10’ln for those who work one month, and allowed States to exempt 20%
_of the caseload for hardship. The House limited participation to 3 months lifetime, with

no hardship prOVISIbns The Conference limits parttcnpatton to 3 months in a 36 month

period, with one addmonal 3 month penod for someone who loses a _]Ob and no

’hardshlp provxsmns L S ._]1,

o . t ' ’ .
«  Optional School Luneh Blgck Gran_t The vetoed bill mcluded an opuonal school lunch
: .demonstration block grant. This provision has been deleted from the House, Senate,
and Conference bills. 1

N

. ‘Bans The vetoed bill, the House bill and the Senate bIll all had prospective and
retrospective bans for SSI and Food Stamps affectmg about a million people

«  Medicaid. “ The vetoed bill had a five year Medlcald bdn for new immigrants. The
.House bill added a mandatory retrospective Medicaid ban The Senate hada
prospective 5-year ban for legal 1mm1grants The Conference agreement includes a
prospectlve 5-year ban. e » ‘
’ Cod
. 'Exemptlon The Conference bill does not exempt chlldren and the dlsabled causing
300,000 chlldren and 150,000 disabled adults to lose beneﬁts Various discretionary
o prograrns were exempted beyond the vetoed bill, such as Head Start and JTPA.
i
. chool Lunch. Vetoed blll requIred chlldren to- document legal status to receive school
"~ lunch. Conference prov1des access to school lunch WIthout documentatlon (ie., If a

chlld goes to school, school lunch must be prowded)
i A . |

-

. The vetoed b111 estabhshed a two- tlered ehg1b111ty systen\l that would have cut benefits -
by 25% for more than half of the disabled children comirig on the rolls. The conference
' bIll drops the two-tlered system and retains full cash benefits for all eligible children.
CHILD PROTECTION S
. The vetoed blll block granted child proteetlon enutlemen’t programs for serwces, ‘
trammg, and admlmstratton The Conference drops the block grant. *

1 B -
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Blpartlsamsm Advances
the Reform of Welfare

Senate crafts a kinder bill than the House version

he welfare reform bill approved
overwhelmingly by the Senate
Tuesday clearly is better than
the House Republicans’ much

harsher legislation. Both bills, how-

ever, certainly would do one thing:
end Lhe current version of welfare,

" which 'even the most compassionate

must admlt is quite different from the
program for widows, mothers and
children drawn up by President
Franklin D. Roosevelt.
Both  bills would require welfare
recxgxent.s to go to work. Most should.
bills would set a deadline for
getting off the dole, and that’s good as
long as states grant reasonable
e.xceptnons
The|two bills would shift welfare
funding to block grants and give
states Pgreater freedom in the use of
the money. States should be encour-

" aged to experiment—look at the suc-

cess of California’s GAIN workfare
program. But states should also set
high standards for assistance to poor
children and hold to them.

CHILD CARE FUNDS: The Sen-
ate passage of a revision of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children
was made possible by moderate
Repubhcans and Democrats. Biparti-
san compromxse a tool of good gov-
ernment remains possible in the
Senate. The House should take note.

The unusual Senate bipartisanship
beefed up funds for child care. That's
appropriate. No preschooler should

be forced to stay home alone because .

a parent traded a welfare check for a
paycheck

The coalition also squelched a
freeze on benefits for welfare moth-

- ers who would give birth to additional
; chlldren _That provision really made

little ! sense in a nation where 60% of
all pregnancies are unplanned.
Moderate Republicans and Demo-
crats| also teamed up to reject the
Houses prohibition of cash welfare
benefits for teen-age mothers. Cer-
tainly something needs to be done to
curb! out-of-wedlock births, but
den'ying cash benefits to the children
borni to teen-age mothers surely

|
|
|
|
|
|

‘would have done little except

encourage abortions.

The Senate s requirement that
states spend 80% of what they spent
in 1994 on welfare would fairly share

responsnbillty between Congress and.

the statehquses. States currently pay
about half the cost of AFDC. Letting
states off the hoak, as the House pro-
posals do, would substantially reduce
spending on aid and create a deficit if
the need remained the same or rises.
‘What then? Waiting lists?

The GOP dominates the. current
welfare debate, which is as much
about who will challenge President
Clinton in 1996 as it is about shrinking
welfare. Senate Majority Leader Bob
Dole of Kansas the GOP front-
runner, must placate the party faith-
ful while ‘avoxdmg gridlock. Mean-
while, his more congervative rival,
Sen. Phill Gramm (R-Tex.), seems
bruising for a battle. No presidential
challenger will gain if welfare reform
is delayed!

CLINTON ON BOARD: President
Clinton hds indicated he can live with
the Senate welfare bill. The debate,
however,' is not over. The battle-
ground will probably move next to a
conferenc’e committee to resolve the
differences between the House and
Senate, although some provisions
could get tucked into the budget rec-
onciliation bill.

. Republican unity, though solid in
the House, is somewhat frail in the
Senate. The chasm between GOP
moderates and conservatives should
temper the final bill. Political hard-
ball would stall the process, and could
even prompt a presidential veto—
althougkr Clinton would be hard-
pressed to veto a welfare reform bill
during a reelection campaign.

The . President wants welfare
reform. ‘So do Dole and House
Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.). Let
them find common ground, not only
for their own benefit but for the ben-
efit of needy children who deserve to
be treated as more than political
footballs r

j,
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|
HEADLINE: Chafee needs halp frow Democrats in his fight for welfare refara;
THOMAS OLIPHANT

BYLINE! By Thomas Oliphantﬁvﬁlobé'Staff
RODY:

WASHINGTON & guisy move by a gutsy ! senator has raised hopes that a
bipartisan path can be Fcund to genuine reform of the welfare system instead aof

pointless, punitive plots ﬁo keep playing pnlltics with it.

Twa weeks ago, John Chafee (R-R. 1.} led 3 group of five moderate Republlcans
in sticking their necks Qut for change that can both work and actually become
1au, , ‘

for further progress ta ha made, however, Democrats must do more than simply .
cheer on the GOP Flive {n their challenge to their party's far right. They need
to work with the moderates|to cobble 2 bipartisan majority togetner that can
control the Senate floor against a right-wing Fxlxnuster.

|
That means not just regzstmg the shredading of a natiocnal safety ﬁEt for the

poor, but accommodating mnaerate Republican destres to decentrallize welfare and
even to end its upen-ended entitiement status. In another manifestation of its
New Democrat governance pusture, the Clinton White House is already assisting
the effort to createz common ground, for which it deserves credit instead of the
gripes of kﬂee~Jeru liherals.

Chatee and his pals are. tryzng to protect frow all-put conservative attack
the welfare legislation appraved by the Senate Finance Committee. Specifically,
they have told Majority Leader Bod Dole they would "strenugusly Objeci”™ to any
changes that waulg require|states to do any aof three things requxred xn the
nean-spirited bill passed by the House earlier this year:

1. C3p benefits to familles by nann!ng payments to suppcrt agaitional -
children,

Z. Deny any bensfits tol children born to teen-age mothers.
3. Beny any benefits tol children whase pafernity 15 hat estanlished.

These are precisely the gnais of a coalition of Senatg right wingers led by
Lauch Fairclath of North Carolina, who has vowed to Fllxhuster anything less in
his crusade against "illegitimacy.”

In fact, it {s Faircloth's crusaae that is lllegitimate. As Chafee and his
colleagues made clear, tneke exists not a shred of ev!dence linking family size

LEXIS-NEXIS" ™" TEXIS-NEXIS" ™ "LEXIS*NEXIS
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sizel); without any, the rignt—wing praposals “Wwill only appear punitive bscause

{t ts the children who wlll be denied much-needed assistance thrnugh no fault of
their oun." i :

Chafee was joined in his move by Naacy Kassebaum of Kansas (who Chatrs the
‘Human Resaurces Ccmmxttee)L Jim Jeffards of Vermont, Arlen Specter of
Pennsylvania and Ben Nightherse Campbell of Caloradn, There are several others
In the wings. S

With a solid hlnck nf Democrats, they could forw an antifilibuster majority |

of the required 60 members. However, bipartisanship 1s & two-way street, ang
Democrats need to understand what reform as envlsaged by the mooerates Will have
ta entaxl At 3 minimus, 1t will mean:

1. Block grants to the states to replace the current system of wai¢ers tor
new state initiatives.

Z. &n eng to the automatic entztleasnt status of Aid to Families With
Dependent Children tnat guarantees benefits nationally to all uho qualify.

3. A time limit, most liaelv of five vears in totn, for the receipt of
benefits, | ’

For many lxnarals, the ekt1tlement issue 15 a major sticking point, but it
shauldn’t be, and it isn't for President Clinton. Tre fact is the value of the
federal entitlement is puny. Stingy states have kept benefits constant Dr eveh
cut them for 20 years, Calling AFDC an entitlement Is of dubtaus meaning to a
famlly in rexa: or Mississippi forcad Lo exist on s 150 a wmonth in cash.

Supparting Chafee and 114 group, mareuver, can advance gther welfare 1ssues
Iln which Republicans have alreaﬂy expressed an interest - notably some extra
funds far assistance in the event of recessions and to make work requirements
workable, as well as raquira&ents that states maintain their axisting ievels of
financial suppert as they refarm their pragrams.

‘ A year ago, Democrats respondea too late to efforts Dy Chafee and Others to
“‘push a compromise, fncremental version of national nealth—care reform; the
result was no reform at a114

This time around on Nelfare,‘his gutsiness deserves a serigus response. The
genter can nolg on this issue. After 30 years of endless shouting matches, while

poverty has spread ang the degradattsn of welfare subsistence has worsened,
fy-way-ar-nothing palitics hasn't a leg left to stand on,
 LANGUAGE! ENGLISH I

, o
LOAD-DATE? July &, 1995 i '
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WELFARE R’EF'OR'M

Q. Somc have complained that you're too eager to get a blll and too reluctant to threaten )
a veto. Would you veto the Dole welfare reform bill if it passes the Senate in its- '
. -current form? '

A I've made very clear that'I won't just sign any bill that comes along be‘cause‘its called
- welfare reform. Ive spent most of my adult life working on this issue. But we've -
- ' come a long way mlthls debate. A year ago, Congress was ‘talking about orphanages
- as the solution to tecn pregnancy. Now the Senate has Tejected that approach, and
Senator Dole's bill includes my -approach, which is requiring teen mothers to live at:
home, stay in school, and turn their lives around. Not so long ago; some in Congress
wanted to pass a welfare reform that didn't toughen child support enforcement. Now
‘both the House and Senate bills have ‘adopted every major.child support provision of’
~ my bill, and say to deadbeat parents If you don't pay your child support, we'll .
- garnish your wages, suspcnd yoiir-license, track you across state lines, and 1f
. necessary, make you work off What you owe. : SR :

~ We can do this. But first Congress needs to put ideology and partisanship aside and .
focus on the real test of welfare reform, which is whether it will move people from -
welfare to work. The Dole bill still comes up short on that test, and that's why the
Senate couldn't get welfare reform done this week. As soon as ‘they get serious about
really moving peoplc’ from welfare to work, they can get this doné. That means
making sure there's c‘:hild care so we can enforce tough work requirements. It means
rewarding states for puttmg people to work, not for just cutting them off the rolls.

“And it means makmg sure states put up some of their own money to move people mto =

- work, not just sendm ga blank check from one bureaucracy to another.
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MEETINGS WITH HOUSE MEMBERS ON HR 4 CONFERENCE
FOR WENDELL PRIMUS AND MARY JO BANE :

*Tim Hutchin- ‘10/13 1005 Longw- 9:00am | Mary Jo Mary B/
son Fri. i orth Geri
(R-AR) ;
Completed i
Deborah Pryce | 10/13 | | 221 Cannon | 1:00pm | Mary Jo | Mary B/
(R-OH) Fri. | Jim
Completed |
*Jim McCrery 110/13 225 Cannon ‘ 2:30pm | Wendell Rich/
(R-LA) Fri. Geri
Postponed 10/12
» 1
Peter Torkildsen | 10/17 120 Cannon 11:30am | Wendell Mary B/
(R-MA) Tues. : Marion
Completed
{| *Clay Shaw 10/24 2267 Rayburn | 2:00pm | Mary Jo Rich/
(R-FL) | Tue. * Wendell Marion
) | Call with HHS- -
Peabpevad || mames
Dave Camp 10/25 137 Cannon 10:00am | Wendell Rich/Jim
(R-MI) Wed.
Frank Riggs 10/25 | 1714 Longw- | 1:00pm | Wendell | Mary B/
(R-CA) Wed. orth : Irene
Rescheduled fax
10/25 confirm
*Sam Gibbons 10/25 2204 Rayburn 2:30pm | Mary Jo Rich/
(D-FL) Wed. Bruce Mary B/
” Tentative - S Reed Helen
*Barbara Ken- 10/26 201 Cannon 12:30pm Méry Jo Rich/
nelly Thu. : Marion
(D-CT) |
*William Clay 10727 ‘ 2306 Rayburn 1:15pm | Mary Jo Rich/
(D-MO) Fri. ' Bruce can | Jim
not attend ’

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
|

|

Member of Date Of Place Time Admin ASL Staff
Congress Meeting ' Official '
*Sander Levin 10/10 2230 Rayburn 8:30am | Mary Jo Rich/
(D-Michigan) Tues. ~ Doug
Completed
*Henry Waxman | 10/10 2408 Rayburn 3:30pm | Mary Jo Mary B |
(D-CA) Tues. :
Completed
Michael Castle 10/11 1207 Longw- 2:00pm | Mary Jo Mary B/
(R-DE) Wed. ! orth Wendell Jim
Completed {
*de la Garza (D- | 10/11 1401 Longw- Wendell Irene
TX) Wed. orth
Completed
*George Miller | 10/11 2205 Rayburn | 3:45pm | Wendell | Mary B/ .
(D-CA) Wed. Irene i
Completed
*Nancy Johnson | 10/12 343 Cannon 11:00am | Mary Jo Rich/
R-CT) Thu. Helen
Completed
*Harold Ford 10/12 2111 Rayburn 1:00pm | Wendell Rich/

| ®O-TN) Thu. Doug
Completed 1‘ ' ,
Marge Roukema | 10/12 2469 Rayburn 3:30pm | Mary Jo -Rich/
(D-NJ) Thu. ' Doug
Completed
*Blanche Lam- 10/12 1204 Longw- 4:00pm | Wendell Mary B/ y
bert Lincoln (D- | Thu. ' orth Doug
AR) ' I
Completed

October 24, 1995, 11:10 am

* Conferees
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MEETINGS WITH HOUSE MEMBERS ON HR 4 CONFERENCE

FOR WENDELL PRIMUS AND MARY JO BANE

Te—

Tuesday, October 17

Member Contact Date/Time Location Notes
Wendell Primus
Rep. Michael Castle '225,-4165 Wednesday, October 11 | 1207 Longworth | Mary B/Marion
R-DE Helen (scheduler) 2:00pm staff contact -- An-
Completed gela Campbell
-Rep.-Amo-Houghton—- 2253161 - - 1110~ Mary-BAim:
R-NY Annie (scheduler) scheduler checking
: with Mary Jo - leg
. dir; will call back
Rep. Chris Shays 225-5541 1502 Rich/Doug
R-CT Diana (scheduler) checking with Shays;
will call back
Rep. Peter Torkildsen | 225-8020 120 Cannon Mary B/Marion’

D-TN
Completed

Shantel (scheduler)

1:00pm

R-MA Nina (schéduler) 11:30am wants written con
firmation (fax --
225-8035)

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

will call back when
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

225-2095
Sylvia (scheduler)

Wednesday, October 11
3:45pm

2205 Longworth

Mary B/Irene

Completed

*Rep. Blanche Lam- 225-4076 Thursday, October 12 1204 Longworth ~ | Mary B/Helen

bert Lincoln Sandy Webster (s- 4:00pm A

D-AR cheduler)

Completed

--RepClay-Shaw——~-—|-225-3026——— —|-Friday, October-13-— |- 2267-Rayburn — | "Rich/Marion

R-FL Mary Kay (scheduler) | 11:30am tentative -- need to
confirm on Wednes-

Postponed 10/12 day, October 11

*Rep. Jim Nussle 225-2911 303 Rich/Jim

R-1IA Maureen (scheduler) will call back

*Rep. Jim McCrery 225-2777 | Friday, October 13 225 Cannon Rich/Geri

R-LA Christine (scheduler) | 2:30pm staff contact -- Angel

Postponed 10/12 Vellillo

*Rep. Dave Camp 225-3561 Wednesday, October 25 | 137 Cannon Rich/Jim

R-MI Tamara (scheduler) - 10:00am will call back at end
of week; next week
not good due to
Medicare mark-up

*Rep. Nancy Johnson | 225-4476 Thursday, October 12 - | 343 Cannon Rich/Helen

R-CT 11:00am Wendell to accom-

Mary Jo by herself. pany Mary Jo

October 24, 1995, 11:10 am
* Conferees




ﬂ ‘Member

Contact

Date/Time

Location

Notes

*Rep. de La Garza
D-TX
Completed

225-2531

Wednesday, October 11

1401 Cannon

Irene

*Rep. Lamar Smith
R-TX

225-4236

2443 Rayburn

Irene

*Rep. John Conyers,
Jr.
-D-MI -

225-5126

2426 Rayburn

Irene

Rep. Lincoln Diaz-
Balart
R-FL

225-4211

431 Cannon

Rich/Irene

Rep. Ileana Ros-Leh-
tinen
R-FL

225-3931

2440 Rayburn

Rich/Irene

Rep. Frank Riggs
R-CA .
Rescheduled 10/25

225-3311

Wednesday, October 25
3:00pm

1714 Longworth

Mary B/Irene

Ir
Mary Jo Bane ]

*Rep. Sander Levin
D-MI
Completed

225-4961

‘Tuesday, October 10
8:30am

2230 Rayburn

Rich/Doug

October 24, 1995, 11:10 am
* Conferees




Member Contact Date/Time Location Notes

*Rep. Nancy Johnson | 225-4476 Thursday, October 12 343 Cannon Rich/Helen

R-CT ' 11:00am

Completed

*Rep. Gary Franks 225-3822 Does not want a

R-CT meeting at all

Constance Morella 225-5341 Does not need a

R-MD meeting. She’s with

- S : - us-all the-way———

Marge Roukema 225-4465 Thursday, October 25 2469 Rayburn Rich/Doug

D-NJ 1:00pm

Completed

*James Talent 225-2561 Mary B

R-MI Waiting on Call
Back on Tuesday

*Tim Hutchinson 2254301 Friday, October 13 1005 Longworth | Mary B/Geri

R-AR 9:00am

Completed -

*Henry Waxman 225-3876 Tuesday, October 10 2408 Rayburn Mary B

D-CA 3:15pm -

Completed

*Barbara Kennelly 225-2265 Thursday, October 26 201 Cannon Rich/Marion

D-CT

12:30pm

| Waiting on Call

Back on Tuesday

October 24, 1995, 11:10 am

* Conferees




D-MO

Qctober 24, 1995, 11:22 am
* Conferees

1:15pm

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 225-4404
_R-MO . _ . o

*Rep. Sam Gibbons 225-3376 Wednesday, October 25 | 2204 Rayburn BR/Rich/MaryB/
D-FL 2:30pm ‘ Helen

Tentative

*Rep. Bill Goodling 225-5836 2263 Rayburn BR/MaryB/Geri
R-PA

Rep. Sherwood Boe- | 225-3665 2246 Rayburn | Rich/Irene

hlert

R-NY

Rep. Steve Gunderson | 225-5506 2185 Rayburn MaryB/Geri
R-WI

Rep. Thomas Petri 225-4215 2430 Rayburn Rich/Geri

R-WI

*Rep. William Clay 225-2406 Friday, October 27 2306 Rayburn BR/RichT/Jim
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The Honorable Gerald B. H. Solomon -
Chairman’ |
Committee on Rules
U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

I am writing to transmit the Admxmstratlon s views on actlons that the House w1ll take.to

comply with budget reconmllatlon instructions on Medicaid and welfare reform. -

As you know, the Pres‘ident has proposed'a plan that the Congressional Budget Office
(CBO) said would reach balan'ce in 2002. It protects and strengthens Medicare and Medicaid,
reforms welfare to make work pay; invests in education and training, the environment, and other
prioritiés to raise living standards and the quahty of life for average Americans; and targets tax
relief to help middle-income Amencans raise their young children, pay for postsecondary
education, and save for the future. It achleves all this without raising taxes on hard pressed

workmg Amencans

The Presrdent 1$ commltted to balancmg the budget while reforming welfare and retammg
the. Federal guarantee of Medncald coverage for our most vulnerable citizens including: senior

© citizens, people with dlsabllltles pregnant women and poor families and children. But, as

reported by the Commerce, Ways and Means, Educational and Economic Opportunities, and
Agriculture Commrttees the first reconcﬂlatxon package, H.R. 3437, does not meet those
objectives. o ; N e

"The Presrdent ‘wants real welfare reform But, as he has said repeatedly, he will not accept

‘any legislation that would bloé:k grant Medicaid, thus undermining its guarantee of health

coverage to millions of vulnerable Americans [ The welfare reform section of the.bill also
continues to raise serious concems:‘l‘ hus, if this bill is presented to the President in its current
form, he will veto it~ ‘ ' '

In addition, the Presrdent does not belxeve Congress should raise taxes on low-income

’workmg families, as this package would do.. HR. 3437 raises taxes on more than 4 million low- ...
“income working families -- mcludmg 7 million children -- by cutting the Earned Income Tax

Credit (EITC) and we are concerned that Cbngress may include more EITC cuts in future
reconciliation bills -- as much! as $18.5 billion more as called for in the FY97 Budget Resolution.

- These EITC cuts could total over $20 billion and are particularly ill conceived when con51dered in

the context of welfare reform which is trying to encourage work and make work pay.

l
4
|



- Moreover, if the majority includes the $122 billion in tax cuts, (permitted in the
reconciliation instructions), in|this package at the Rules Committee, the legislation will achieve
only about $2 billion in deficit 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 tax cuts -~ which purport to be $122 billion - are understated and -
m:sleadmg For one thing, the cost of the child tax credit mysteriously falls in the year 2002,
meaning that the revenue estimate for the credit i 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 rev?nues from closing corporate loopholes and other tax measures
from the last Republican offer; 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, Medtcz‘ud, and other important priorities and make it unnecessary to raise
taxes on 4 million families. Tﬁis financing 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 tax relief for those who need it most without making unnecessarily
deep cuts in these and other priority programs.. :

The Administration has the following spec1ﬁc comments on the Medicaid and welfare
portions of the packaoe as reported by House Committees:

l

| ‘MEDICAID

The President has made clear that Medic’aid reform must promote three basic principles: 1)
a real, enforceable federal guan[’antee of coverage for a meaningful set of benefits; 2) adequate and
approprlately shared federal and state financing; and 3) more state flexibility with beneficiary
protections, quality standards, ]and accountability. Unfortunately, the bill that the House
Commerce Commlttee approved does not satisfy these prmcnples '
; | _

~ The Committee's bill uf?dermines the, guarantee to meaningful health benefits for our most

vulnerable citizens. It repeals the requirement that States use the federal standard for defining =
disability and substitutes a provision 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 extensnons of mandatory Medicaid coverage for children ages 13 to 18 in
families below the federal poverty level, it ends the federal right of action for Medicaid
beneficiaries and eliminates requxrements for the comparability, statewideness, and adequacy of
amount, duration, and scope of benefits. Without such protections, these children and all
Medicaid enrollees have no real g guarantee of coverage and millions of children could see thelr
benefits cut back A , : ‘.

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. Transforming Medicaid's




1
-
federal state partnershxp toa Plock grant could force states to limit or deny benefits to millions of
families and children, people with disabilities, pregnant women and the elderly who depend on

Medicaid for their health and long term care. Clearly, that approach cannot, and does not, meet
_ the Presxdent s prmcnple of guaranteemg meaningful benefits for ehglble populations.

The Commlttee cuts overaH federal Medicaid spendmg by $72 bdhon It exacerbates these
deep cuts by raising the federal matching rate for many States, thereby enabling these States to
draw their total federal a]lotmlent with fewer States to draw their total federal allotment with
fewer State funds. The Pre31dent has demonstrated that we can balance the budget without this
level of cuts. ‘ i .

The Committee ,ap'pro{fed an amendment to maintain the current prohibition against .

' Ith and Human Services to waive
the prohxbxtnons on a state- by-state basis after two years. But, to prevent states from resorting to
these illusory financing schem[es for cutting the state Medicaid contribution, the prohibition must
remain permanent and unwalvlable The bill also unwisely repeal the limits on provnder payments
to dxsproportlonate share hospltals (DSH), enacted in the President's 1993 economic program. .
These limits have curbed states’ "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 bﬁing_spent on Medicaid. -

The bill also ends many longstanding family and beneficiary protections. With these
changes, families and beneficiaries may incur deep financial liabilities, and federal taxpayers will
have fewer assurances that théir tax dollars are well spent. For example, the bill gives states -
broad discretion to impose a‘n)‘/;level of cost-sharing on many Medicaid beneficiaries. It also
eliminates any quality assuranc':e standards or- monitoring responsibilities for many important
health care providers, mcludmg managed care orgamzatxons and intermediate care facilities for the
mentaily retarded. It contains no mechanism to ensure that changes in benefits and cost sharing
do not jeopardize the sufﬁcnency of coverage. As a result, millions of middle class families could
“have to pay considerable out of packet costs simply to ensure thexr relatlves are able to receive the

care the receive today. - } : ' ‘ ‘ e o

The Admmxstratlon be]‘teves we can give the states the flexibility they need to manage thelr
* Medicaid programs, while mamtammg 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 bdl fails to meet
these comm:tments Consequent)y, it remains unacceptable

' WELFARE

- |
As reported by its comnittees, the House's new bill, HR. 3437 makes important

:mprovements to the conference report on HR. 4. It incorporates a number of key changes that

(S




the Administration recommended and that were in the National Governors' Assocnatlon (NGA)
and Castle-Tanner proposals. | | 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 protect children and families, ensure accountability, and move people
from welfare to work. ‘

Improvements in H.R. 3437';

* We appreciate the Committee's 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 provisions.that were tough on
children and did too httle to move people from welfare to work. H.R. 3437 inc ludes important

changes to these provisions which move the legislation closer to the President’s vision. of true
welfare reform. We are pamcularly pleased with the followmg lmprovements

- Child Care. As the Presndent has insisted throughout the welfare reform debate chlld 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. Thebill also recoomzes that parents of
school-age children need child care m order to work and protect the health and safety of
“children in care. p ]

- o Food Stamps. The bil lf removes the annual spending cap on Food Stamps, preserving the
program's abxhty to expand during periods of economic recession and help families when
they are most in need. |

!
e  Child Nutrmon The bxll no lenger includes HR. 4's provisions for a child nutntaon block-
~ grant demonstration, Whlch would have undermined the program's ‘ability to respond
automatically to economxc changes and maintain nanonal nutrition standards .

s Chdd Protectlg We commend the Committee for preservmg the open- ended nature of -
Title IV-E foster care and adoption assistance programs, current Medicaid coverage of -
eligible children, and the national child data collection initiative.

e  Supplemental Secuntv [ncome ( SSI} The bill removes the propcsed two-tlered benefit

'system for disabled chlldren recewmg SSI, and retams full cash beneﬁts for all eligible

children. o
The bill makes otheriin%provemehts that will strengthen states' abilities to move people

from welfare to work. "It improves the performance bonus provisions by establishing a separate

funding stream. It increases the cash block-grant contingency fund modestly and adds a more

- responsive tngger based on the Food Stamp caseload And it adopts xemptions from the

time limit and grive-g ARe ' \ '
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We remain pleased that Congress has decided to include central elements of the
President’s approach -- time l’imits, work requirements, the toughest possible child support-
enforcement, requiring mmowmbthe:s to live at home as a condition of assistance -~ in this

legislation.

Concerns With HR 3437 |

The bill still lacks oth?r provisions that have earned bipartisan endorsement.
P ! :

° Size of the cuts. The \';eelfare provisions incorporate almost all of the cuts that were in the
vetoed bill -- $53 bill 10n (including EITC) over 6 years, under CBO's new baseline. These
cuts far exceed those proposed by the NGA or the Administration. Cuts in Food Stamps
and benefits to legal 1mm1grants are particularly deep. In-addition, unlike the
Administration's bill, HR. 3437 would allow states to substantially cut thelr own spending
on programs serving low-income families. 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 bill makes deep cuts in the Food Stamp program, including a cut in
benefits to househo ds{ with high shelter costs that disproportionately affects families with
children, and a four-month time Timit on childless adults who are not given a work slot,
but are willing to work. It also includes an(Gnacceptable)block grant, eliminating the
Federal nature of the p%rogram and jeopardizingtiremiirition and health of millions of
children, working families, and the elderly~ "

. Resources for Work, H.R. 3437 would not provide the resources states need to move
recipients into work. CBO estimates about $9 billion shortfall over six years in resources
for work under HR, 3{437 if states were to maintain their current level of cash assistance
benefits to poor families and children. Moreover, the Education and Economic
Opportunity Committee increased this shortfall and cut state flexibility by raising the
weekly number of hours that States must place recipients in work activities afid increasing”
the participation rates.

L - Legal Immigrants. The bull does not change the excessively harsh and uncompromising

immigration prov;suons of last year's bill. While we support the strengthenmg of 4

_requirements on the sponsors of legal immigrants applying for SSI, Food Stamps, and

 AFDC, legal immi gran'ts who work, pay taxes, and contribute to society should not be
denied access to basic safety net programs. The bill bans SSI and Food Stamps for -
virtually all legal immigrants, and imposes a S-year ban on all other Federal programs,
including Medicaid, for new legal immigrants. These bans even would cover legal
immigrants who become disabled after entering the country, families with children, or
current recipients. The proposal unfairly shifts costs to states with high numbers of legal
immigrants. Finally, the bill requires virtually all federal, state, and local benefits programs




_to verify recipients' citizenship or alien status. These mandates would create signiﬁcan‘f
admmlstratwe burdens for citizens and for state, [ocal and non-profit service prov1ders

. Medlcal Assistance Guaramee The bm does not maintain the ‘guarantee for medncal
~ -assistance for all thosei now eligible or who reach the five- -year time limit.

. | . } ' :
. Protection in Economic Downturn. The bill lacks adequate protegtion. for States in 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 penods
of increased need - : :

. Transfers to the Socnah Sgrwges Block-grant (SSBG). We are deeply concerned that the

bill provides the. proposed cash assistance block grant with transfer authority to the SSBG.
Transfers to SSBG could lead states to substitute Federal dollars for State dollars in an -
array of State social servnces activities, potentially cutting or even eliminating the effective

State maintenance of eﬁ'ort levels required for the cash block grant to\. JJ/
RV l

) Vouchers, The bill actually reduces State ﬂexnblhty by prohibiting states from previdimga—to

safety net for childres. | H.R. 4 contained no such prohibition, and the NGA opposes it. XJMKE!

We strongly urge the adoption of the voucher language in the Administration’s bill_ HR. L

3266 (Castle-Tanner)» : » ‘ . : f
: We are also concerned that the bill repeals the Famlly Pleser\/atton and Support program, 1l
wh;ch may mean less State spendmﬂr on abuse and neglect prevention activities.-  *  * f),/f»:
' fears

The Administration strongly supports several provisions included in S 1?95 as reported
-out by the Senate Finance Committee. These provisions include: allowing transfers only to the
child care block grant, zncreasunn the maintenance of effort requirement with a tightened definition
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 protect;on block grant.-
We urge you to include these provisions in H.R. 3437. :

The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses many of our concerns, and it would strengthen
state accountability efforts, welfare to work measures, 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.

The President- has sent }Congress a comprehenswe 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.
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We strongly support the recent blpartlsanﬂnmatwes from our Nation's governors and -
moderate Republicans and Democrats in both Houses of Congress. We also strongly support
bipartisan efforts of the govemors and the Castle-Tanner group to reform welfare without gutting
Medicaid. Congress should stop holding welfare reform hostage, and send the President a
bipartisan, stand-alone welfaré bill that does not eliminate the guarantee of health care for poor

children, the disabled; and the}elderly

The President and Coqgress share-the goal of a balanced budget, but we have grave
concerns about the approach adopted in this bill. The President and the Republican leadership
have more than enough savmgs in common to balance the budget and provide targeted middle
class tax relief. Congress sho‘ Id work with the Presxdent to give Americans the balanced budget
they deserve.

Sincerely,

‘Jacob’J. Lew
Acting Director

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. MOAKLEY, THE
HONORABLE JOHN R KASICH AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO~

)




EXECUTIVE OFFI Q E OF THE PRESIDENT
15-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."

p. 2, lst 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 bill 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 recommendation 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. ("The Admin strongl
supports several provisions included in $1795 etc.") :

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



P 3, size of cuts: In the lst 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 S0
this is the wrong Cflthlsm.

p. 3, Food Stamps, last sentence: Change "eliminating the Federal
nature" to "which has the potential to seriously undermlne 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 Comm 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 S5yr time limit."

p. 4, Downturn: Delete 1lst 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.
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June 27, 1996

.TO: - :
 Bruce Reed -
. Chxis Jennings
. Jennifer Klein -
John Angell =
‘Martha Foley -
- John Hilley
Barbara Chow
. Janet Murguia
Andy Blocker
Gene Sperling
Pauling Abemnathy ‘
George Stephanopoulos

FROM:
Lisa Kountoupes iy
OMB Legxslatxve Aﬁ“mrs

Attached please find the text of the Duector s letter commentmg on the first House Reconciliation
bill (Medicaid, welfare, taxes). I need responses back via E-mail (thzs was also sent by computer)
- voice mail (54790), or marked up text (our fax is 53729 and we’re in room 243) by 1170075
_h_tomorrow “Friday_June 28, FYT this text will also serve as a starting pomt fora srnilar Ietter o be

senttotthengte Thanks.

Ml
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date

The Honorable Gerald B H Solomon
Chairman

~ Committee on Rules :
U.S. House of Representatives

' Washington, D.C. 20515

I am wnunc to txanmt the Adnnmstratxon s vu:ws on actions that the House wﬂl
- take to oomply with budget reconcﬂlanon mstrucnons on Medx:md and welfare reform

. As you know, the Premdent has proposed a plan that the Congressmnal Budge:t Office
(CBO) said would reach balance in 2002. It protects Medicare and Medicaid; reforms
- welfare to make work pay; invests in education and training, the environment, and other
~ priorities to raise living standards and the quahty of life for average Americans; and targets _
tax relief to help middle-income Americans raise their youna children, pay for postsecondary
education, and save for the futuxe. ‘ ,

- The Presuient is oomzmtted to balancmg the budget whﬂe refomung welfare and
retaining the Federal guarantee of Medicaid coverage for senior ¢itizens, people with
disabilities and poor children. But, as reported by the Commerce, Ways and Means,
Educational and Economic Opportunities, and Agriculture Committees, the first reconciliation

. package, H.R. 3507, does not meet those objecnves Nor does this reconciliation package
help very much to balance the budget. : , ,

. The Pre:sidcmt wants real welfare reform. But, as he has said repeatedly, he will not
accept any legislation that would biock grant Medicaid, thus undermining its guarantee of
health coverage to millions of vulnerable Americans, Lf_n addition, the President does not-

10T Dbelieve Congress should raise taxes on low-income worhng families, as this package would
Q do.’ Thus if this bill 1s prmcnted to the Premdent in its current form, he would veto it.

Q P2 i _
W " H. R 3507 raises taxes on low-income worlqng families by cutting the EITC and we
" are concerned that Congress may include more EITC cuts in future reconciliation bills. The
' bill also requires low-income families to provide more documentation to receive tax beneﬁts
on behalf of their children than higher income families prov1de By contrast, the
Administration’s compliance proposals that do not require poor families to provide more
documentation than high income families; by adopunc them Concress also could offset most
-~ of the cost of dropping the tax increase.
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* Moreover, the r cxhatxon mst_rucnons prov:de for $122 billion in tax cuts as part
. of this package (althoug the House Budget Committee did not include them in the packnge
that it reported on June/19). Congress should not pay for tax cuts with excessive cuts in
Medicaid ;mf welfare, /If the majority includes the permitied tax cuts in this package, it will
have a bill that azhe\}&c only about $2 billion in deficit reduction. Indeed, that package
would increase the deficit by about $33 billion over the next threc years, producmg average
deficits of over 3130 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

1is 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 about total tax.cuts of $170-3185 billion.
~ The $36 billion from extending expiring provisions (from last year’s vetoed reconciliation

bill) and $26 billion from closmg corporate loopholes and other tax measures (from the last

Repubhcan offer) were not in the budget resolution. Thus, the majority apparently is ‘
reserving these revenues to pay for excessive tax cuts.  Rather than finance such tax cuts, the -
revenues could offset some of the unnecessarily deep cuts that Republicans have. proposed in
Medicaid and welfare as well as Médicare and other priorities.

The Admuustrauon has the: followmg spcczﬁc comments on the Medlcald and welfare
portions of the packaae as reported by House Commlttecs

‘MEDICAID

The ‘President has made cleax that Medicaid reform must promote three basic

| principles: 1) a'real, enforceable federal guarantee of coverage for a defined benefit package; )

2) adequate and appropriately shared federal.a.nd state financing; and 3) more state flexibility.
with beneficiary protections, quality standards, and accountability. Unfortunately, the bill
that the House Commerce Commlttee approved does not satisfy these pnnc:}ples ,

The Comxmttee $ bzll undenmncs the cruarantee 10 mwungful health benefits for our

- most vulnerable citizens. It repeals the federal standard for defining disability and substitutes
a provision that could Jead to 50 separate state definitions, leaving millions of peoplé 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 below the federal poverty level, it ends the federal right of action for Medicaid

beneficiaries and eliminates requirements for the compa:abmty, statewideness, or amount,
duration, and scope of benefits. Without such protections, these children have no real

Ouaran‘nee of coverage

Put simply, the bill would create a block grant Tt would not protect states from
unexpected increases in Medicaid enrollment due to an economic crisis, such as a recession.
Transforming Medicaid’s federal-state partnership to a block grant could force states to limit

378
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or deny benefits to millions of chzldren, people with dzsabxlmes, 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 populanons with a
meaningful benefit package. . : ~

For many states, the bill raises the federal contribution rate to Medicaid; and cuts the

level of state funds needed to collect federal matching funds.” The Commitiee’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.

3

The Committee apprqved an amendment to mainta'm the current prohibition against
provider taxes and donations, authorizing 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 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 hospitals (DSH), enacted in the President’s

1993 economic program. These limits have curbed states’ "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 being spent on-

;. Medicaid ‘forcino even deeper total spending cuts.

The bill also ends many longstandmg family and beneﬁcxary protec&ons With the
financing changes, federal taxpayers may end up paying for more of Medicaid, and have
fewer assurances that their tax dollars are well spent. For example, the bill gives states

‘broad discretion to impose any level of cost-sharing on many Medicaid beneficiaries. Italso =

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 sharmg do not jeopardize the sufﬁczency of cove:rage ‘

The Adnnmstrauon beheves we can give the states the ﬂeubmty they need to manage ‘

* their Medicdid 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 Americans. Despite limited efforts t 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 Administration recommended and that were in the National Governors’ Association
(NGA) and Castle-Tanner proposals. We urge the. Committes to build on these bipartisan .

improvements. The bill, however, does not address several issues of concern, particularly in

PAGE :
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- prdviding the resgurces a.nd moennves to protect chxldren and famﬂlcs, ensure a.ccountablhty
and move: peopl from welfare to work. W

<\° @13 *l ! e G Y
= MMW wheva S
We 2 recxate the Cornmmee s dfforts toprovide additional protections for chﬂdren BRI | ‘_: :

and families. achesc’Important changes [move the legislation much closer to the President’s ' o
vision of true welfare reform. We are particularly pleased with the followin )g improvements: ',
A H..._Rx:.u :m.a’ fon rz'\cdf'n M!Z-‘f' u‘ &S"/»—"‘h- +o MM

e Child Care and Work. ,The bill reflects a better understandmv of the resources and  Gom wsh i
flexibility that states will fieed to implement welfare reform, adding $4 billion for =~ . .
child care above the level in H.R. 4 -- which lacked adequate child care resources for

~ those required to move from welfare to work and law—mcome working fannhes at—nsk

~ of welfare dependency. : o SR

o= - = e"Food Stamps. - The bill removes the annual spendmg cap on Pood Stamps -
.. preserving the program’s ability to expand dunnc penods of economic recession and
: help families when they are- most in need :

e Child Nutrition. The bill no longer mc]udes H. R 4’3 provxswns fora chﬁd

* nutxition block-grant demonstration, whxch would have. undermined the program’s -
ability to respond automatically to economxc changes and maintain natzonal nutntxon
standards : S S -

. The Bill Yecognizes the importance of ¢
d mcludes ‘every major proposal for child suppo
‘ fesident’s bill.

enforcement to welfare
_enforcement reform i

® Child Pm;ggno ' We commend. the Commxttee for preservmg the open—ended |
nature of Title IV-E foster care and adoption assistance programs, current Medicaid RS
coverage of eligible Chlldl'ﬁ‘ﬂ and the nanonal Chlld data collectxon initiative. '

®S gpglemcn;z_; Secu;;;y Income (SSI) The. b111 Temoves the proposed two-nered

" benefit $ystem for disabled children recewmg SSI, and retains full cash benefits for
aIl eligible chlldren . N ,

: ‘The bill makey otheér 1mprovements that will str«:ngmen states’ abilities to move -
people from welfare work. It improves the performance bonus provisions by estabhshmo 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. And it adopts higher

« exempmns from the tlme limit and requzrements that teen mothers live at home a.nd stay in

hm\\w\% \M,L(,r%w'“ "{(NVH C‘&’b, +
‘Qoncemg(w‘lth B’R 3307 as regorted egany ", = lDe @homc oy e
o . o RARY oG"&.%SK‘\—\t.& -—»Q,n, \M(S\‘sz,&, te M \0\\\
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The bill still lacks other provisions that have earned bipartisan endorsement.

. Size of 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 -

theu" own sPendmg On _programs servmg low-income famﬂxes,seﬁipoun&mvﬁe———

© Food Stamps. .The bill makes deep cuts in the Food Stamp program, through a cut .
in benefits to families with high shelter costs and a four-month time limit to childless
adults who are not given a work slot. It also would let States replace the Food Stamp
program with a block grant Jeopardxzmg the nutnuon and-healt! millions of

e Im ;mgmts The bﬂl does not change the excessxvely harsh and UNCOMpromising

immigration provisions of last year’s bill. While we support the strengthening of

requirements on the sponsors of immigrants for $SI, Food Stmnp, and AFDC, the bill .

bans SS) and Food Stamps for virtually all legal immigrants, and imposes a 5-year Ay
ban on all all or.he:r Fedcral provrams mcludmg Med:cmd for new 1mn‘ugrants “‘Pheé’é*—~ ‘E‘PW&“‘”
o Even) ’ OmS-Gr3avic RN 7 N

MWMAMW The proposa! unfauly sh1fts costs 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 ~FheseTestrictions, €specially for school Tunch, WIC and publie JML M/L‘f
h@im“programs—produce negligible administrative savings while creating new
administrative burdens and obstacles to program partxc;pation

Tl Gl |

e Vouchers. WWWM actually reduces State
flexibility by prohibiting states from providing a safety net for children -- by not

L &5’\/ allowing them to use block grant funds to provide non-cash assistance vouchers for
L children in families subject to the ﬁve—year ume hm;t I—I R. 4 conta.med 10 such
pt‘Ohlblth _and CREFOE- bYW arr-leade A
thxs_duee&eﬁ» néﬂ-c NGA amsow W
a.,é,
e Medxcal Assistance G@m The b111 docs 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 protéction for States in
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~ the évent of economic dowritums- The contingency fund is too small and does not
- allow for further expansions (above the $2 billion cap) during poor economic
conditions and penods of increased need.

® Imnsfers 10 me Social Services Block-g_r_a___nt (SSBG) We(are#conoemed that the

bill provides the proposed cash assistance block grant with transfer authority to the -
- S8SBG. Transfers to SSBG could lead states to substitute Federal dollars for State [ A

dollars in an array of State social services activities, potentially cutting-er-even— Pf’+'~ [y

eliminating the effective State ma:mtenance of eﬁ’ort Jevels required for the cash block
grant , .

We also are concerned that the bill rcpeals the Family Preservatlon 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 work requirements by raising the weekly number of hours that States' must place

*———m————-rempxenwm work activities and. decreasing the period in which a job search may count
toward the work rates. - Along with constricting State ﬂCleﬂIty, these change:s 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 measures, 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 welfarc to work; more parental
responsibility; and protecnons for children. . o :

~ The Presidént has sent Congress a comprehenswe welfare reform proposal. It would
replace the current system with one that demands résponsibility, strengthens families,
-protects chlldren and gwes States broad ﬂexlbzhry and the neaded IeSOUICes to get the ]Ob

done. - , i o '
,we}ess}y—te—rcferm—ﬂw—we]fmvsym We stmngly hope for leglslatwn that builds upon g
these principles, and on the recent bxparﬁsan initiatives from our Nation’s governors and .
moderate Republicans and Democrats in both Houses of Congress Swe also strongly support

bipartisan efforts of the governors and the Castle-Tanner group; to reform welfare without -

GFW
gumng Medmxd " Mkmﬂu&\w&%,aé o
,TheAmencan -.~e=’ want a welfa hat-honors our valugs and-ensures fiscal
integrityythat promoips Work a1y espon ibility while prafecting ¢hildien; that suppo
amili€s who pldy by/the rplés dnd rewafds thbse whework hafd to supportt mselva;; and
af ensures accountabiltty §6r use of maxpayer-furids. In—chor—they-wantreal-welfire
seform. Congress should/send the President a stand-alone bxpa:usan welfare bilk that heean

/S!:gm does M\l“lfrm ?wa»(*u oC' e Q*« -—

, ~ The President and Congress share the goal of a balanced budget but we have grave
concxj:ms about the approach adopted in this bill. The President and the Repubhcan

P
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leadcrsmp have more than enough savings in common to balance the budget. Congress
should work with the President to give Americans the balanced budget they d&serve

Smcerely,

Tacob J. Lew
~Acting Director

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. MOAKLEY, THE -
- HONORABLE JOHN R. KASICH, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO

-
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. In February, the Natxon s Governors unammously endorsed proposala to reform our
welfare and Medicaid systems. We testified before you with our Republican colleagues
on our shared hope for bipartisan reform of the Medicaid and welfiare systems this year.
Since that time the Republican leadership has introduced S. 1798, a bill to reform the

. Medicaid and welfare systems. We submit writtan testimany to offer our comments on
this bill.

Medieald |

We want to say in the clearest terms posslble the bill before you does not reﬂect the
NGA agreement as It pertalns to Madicald. We know. We were the govemors who
' nsgotiated that agreement.

Before we discuss how S, 1795 differs in critical and substantial ways from the NGA
agreement, we must say that we are troubled by public statements that have been made
ebout this proposal. The congressiona! majority took our bipartisan work and spent more
than three months developing legislation, During that period there was no contact either
by members of the committees or staff with the bipartisan NGA, with Democratic
Govemors or our staff. While commirtee staff were drafting this bill, a bipertisan group
of governors continued to meet to develop the detalls of the NGA proposal. We reached
greater clarity on issues including the funding formula, the definition of disability,
policics on comparability and state-wideness of benefits and policies related to amount,

- scope and duration of benefits. The results of these negotiations are not included in S.
1795.

We understand and respect the Finance Comumittee’s responsibility and authority to draﬁ
Medicaid legislation. Our only objection is to the content of §.1795 and efforts to
describe that bill as the NGA proposal.

How the bill is lnconiistent with the NGA agreement on Medicaid

The most obvious failing in the bill is in the financing formula. S. 1795 essentially
recreates the block grants in earlier bills, thereby abandoning the NGA policy. The . -
funding formula is critical because a guare.ntee to provide covemge without sufficient
funding is a meaningless puarantee,

. The NGA policy calls for a base allocation 10 each state using 1993, 1994 or 1995 actual
Medicaid expenditures. The bill is inconsistent with the policy. The bill uses the 1996
numbers that appeared in the Medigrant bill. While these fipures were generated with the
input of Republican Governors, Democratic Goverriors were not invited to participate in .
this process. Many states have discovered that the figures in‘the bill do not match any
actual data for that state. Actual baselines must be used if the bill is to comply with the
NGA policy.
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The NGA policy says that the formula for growth must account for estimated changes in
each 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 bﬂl {s not based upon an
estimate of oase]ond or changes in case-mix. .

This is entuely inconsistent with the NGA pohcy which is based upon the principle that
federal funds should follow the people served by the program.

Secand, growth rates in the allocation to each state are sevcrcly constrained by ﬂoors and
cellings. These constraints provent states from actually receiving the funds associated
- with expected caseloads. The floors and ceilings so completely overwhelm the so-called

- “nceds-based formula” that states would not have their needs met at all. At least 15 states
are fully capped in advance. No matter how much the expected caseload might increase -
in Florida or Nevada, those state’s allocations will increase by no more than 7.22% per
year becange that is the program cap. Meanwhile, many other states are guaranteed a

- significent rate of growth (4.33%) even if they are losing population and caseload.

The NGA policy calls for an umbrella fiind that guarantses states a per-beneficiary
payment for actual enrollees who were not accounted for in the growth estimates. The
fund in S, 1795 is entirely different and inedequate. First, it is impossible for the find to
cover enrollees not included in the estimates because, as noted above, there are no
estimates of caseload in the bill's forrmula. In addition, the wmbrella only covers
unanticipated caseload for one year. If a state experiences a recession that lasts more than
oone year (not an uncommon event) the umbrella is of no use. It is inappropriate to require’

~ states o cover certain populations and then not provide one dollar of federal support for
people whose coverage i3 “unanticipated.”

The NGA policy says that dlspropomonate share hospital (DSH) funds will not grow for
states where DSH accounts for more than 12 percent of the Medicaid program. The bill

does not comply with this provision. Instead, even states with excessive DSH programs
will have the full growth rate in the formula apphed to their DSH funds. :

The dynamics of a capped medical assistance progrs.m are very differont from those of
the current Medicaid program. Under current law, if one state receives excess money,
either through the DSH program or other means, the burden falls on the federal taxpayer,
but not on other states. Under the proposed Medicaid block grant, states would be in

- competition for limited resources. Where the bill diverges from NGA policy and
provides a higher level of funding for certain states, those funds are taken directly from
the citizens of another state where thay may be needed sxmply to support a basm
Medicaid program. ‘

The NGA formula was crafted with great care to balance legiumate, competing needs.

S. 1795 fails to adhere to that formula, and has upset that careful balance. Because the
formula has been modified In a manner that will assist sertain states, some governors will
certainly support the formula in the bill. However, this committee should not interpret
support by those govemorsas a statement that S, 1795 is congistent with the NGA

‘funding principles.
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Committee staff has indicated they had no choice but to reject the NGA formula because
GAO could not generate state-specific funding estimates using the NGA formula, That
complaint rings hollow. The staff made no effort to work with us to clarify the formula.
We can only interpret this excuse as a cover for the staff’s desire to return to the block

- grant formuls negotisted in a partisan process and rejected by the NGA.

While closer to tha NGA proposal in some of its other features, the bill contalns cther
serious flaws in its design of the program. The NGA proposal says that the guarantees of
coverage and the sct of benefits “remains” for certain populations and certain services,
Some of the features of the bill so fmdamentally change the nature of that guarantee that
one cannot say that those guarantees remain > certainly not ia & form enything like what -
the NGA proposal contemplated. Specifically, permitting unlimited copayments and
deductibles, residency requirements, family financial responsibility, and other similar
provisions complctcly undermine the guarantee of health care services to our most needy
citizens.

. We raise these issues not bacause we do not trust states or because we balisve the federal

governiment needs to tell states how to administer their programs. Rather, we believe
these provisions are important to guarantee the continued commitment of the federal
government 1o this progrem. If states in difficult budget times can dramatically scale
back coverage while receiving the same amount of federa! funds, political support for this
program at the federal level will wane. We belleve there {s value in a fed&ally—deﬁned
safety-net, while we desire the flexibility to administer our programs in the most
appropriate manner. We believe that the flexibility to define away the guarantee of
coverage will undermine the program and harm all states.

There are some areas where Democratic Governors fought for a position in the NGA.
policy, but we were not successful. We knew that, to achleve bipartisan consensus, we
needed to give on some issues in order to gain on othera, As weread 8, 1793, it largely
reflects the negotiating position of the Republican Governors when we began bipartisan
discussions in November of 1995, Rather than retaining the balance the governors
negotiated, the bill picks and chooses issues, adopting the positions Republican
Governors felt were most critical, while rejecting the most important issues for the .
Democratic-Governors, Since S. 1795 strays so far from our compromise, we think it is
important to bring to the committee’s attention some of the issues where Republican
Governors prevailed. ‘

S. 1795 changes the federal matching formuls, creating the possibility that more than
$120 billion of state funds will be withdrawn from the Medicaid program over the next
geven years while states continue to draw federal matching funds. The bill eliminates the
guarantee of coverage for poor children age 13 to 18 that is being phased in under current
law. It eliminates the standard federal definition of disability that is used to establish
Medicaid eligibility. All of these provisions are consistent with our policy, but warrant
the same reexamination that you have undertsken with respect to the formula. If the
commitiee is going to consider legislation that is not based upon NGA pohcy, it should
»take a close look at each ofthzsc issues. /
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' Govcmoxs negoﬂated a Medicaid pohcy in good faith. This Congress hes rewrittenouz
‘ggreement and attempted to pin our bipartisan name on @ bill that was written without the
~ participation of a single Democratic Member of Congress or Democratic Governor. We
' would like very much to work with you on this issue. However, that work needas to

proceed on the same bipartisan basis the Governors used. These 1mportam issues will

A ncve: be resolved it partxsan polxucs guxde your work

, | Wélﬁnl

i

While serious and significant differences remain on how tor refcrm the Medxcazd systam
the same is not true for welfare. . ,

And although there is no doubt that welfare and Medicaid are inextrlcably linked in
practice, it has not been the position of the NGA that they must be united in one
legislative package. We believe that a strategy that insists on linking welfare and

Med1ca1d dooms bope of blpanisan ageemom end legislaﬁve success for reform of either

pmgmm
We belisve that the welfare utle of the chubhcan leadershtp s bill represents Slrong,

positive movement in the welfare debate. S.1795 is significantly berter than HLR. 4 in
- many respects and reflects the bipartisan agreement of chemors in many imponant
; areas.

S 1795 mcludes $4 hillion in addmonal resources for cl'uld care, Thc NGA bxpamsan

- welfare agreement recommended the: inclusion of $4 billion in additional resourcas for
child care. S.1795 supports governors in their understanding that adequate child care is:

critical 1o the success of welfare-to.work cfforts. - Access to affordable, quality child care
is the number one barrier to aelf-sufﬁcxency faced by mothers currently rmivmg

«beneﬂts ,

- g S 179 includes $2 billion for an economic conungency funds for states NGA
"' recommended that there be at least $2 billion in economic protection for states in times of

economic downtums and/or increases in unemployment or child poverty. §. 1795

supports the funding levels recommended by the NGA and ineludes a more responsxve

tn gger, consistent with the NGA agreement.
S 1798 includes additional resources for performance incentives for states. The NGA -

.proposal recommended the inclusion of incentives in the form of cash bonuses to states.
that exceed specified employment.related performance target. Governors believe that,

along with state sanctions for. pcor perfonnance, therc should be rews:ds for states that

' perform well.
- ‘Thsre are, however, some aress where §. 1795 daes not reflect the NGA ag'ecment

) S 1795 does not include the NGA recommendsuons oa how to measure wark
gpam:;panon. , :

H
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Govemnors belleve that in ordsr to measuze work participation states must count
individuals who leave welfare for work. If states are not permitted to count persons who -
leave the roles to go to work in the work participation rate, the work measure is flawed

and states’ sbility to suceeed aceording to prescribed participation rates will be severely
diminished. We urge Congres to revige the work participation caleulation to reflect the
NGA sgreement.

S.1795 caps the excess shelter deduction in the Food Stamp Program. Although the Food
Stamp Program is not within the jurisdiction of the Finance Committee, it is important to
note that 8. 1795 does not reflect the NGA agreement in this area.

NGA recommended that the cap on the shelter deduction included in H.R, 4 be rejected
by Congress. A ocap on the excess shelter deduction in the Food Stamp Program would
have a disproportionate impact on the poorest families with children and would result in
over a $1 billion more in savings from the Food Stamp Program. We urge Congress to
eliminate the cap on the excess sheiter deduction in the Food Stamp Program.

S. 1795 includes unnecessary restrictions on states’ access to the economic contingency

The NGA policy supports the $2 billion contingency fund included in S. 1795, however, .
S. 1795 includes additional restrictions on states’ access to the contingency fund not
supported by NGA policy. The contingency fund must be adequatsly funded and
appropriately responsive to states’ economic circumstances. 'We urge Congress to
eliminate the unnecessary restrictions on states ability to draw down assistance.

8. 1795 Includes a 20 pereent reduction in funds for the Social Services Block Grant
(SSBG)

States use a significant portion of their SSBG funds fcr child care assxstance for low

income families. It is oounterintuitive to include new money for child care in one

instance and snatch it awey in another. We wge you to reject the additional cuts in the
+ Sotial Services Block Grant,

S. 1795 includes new restrictions on states” abilities to provide services 1o families. ‘I'he
NGA supports time-limits as applied to cash assistance, The NGA policy does not
support the apphcancn of a time-limit on non-cash assistance. S. 1795 would prohibit
states from using the block grant for important work supports such as transportation
vouchers or job retention counseling. It would also prohibit state discretion to provide in-.
kind services in particular clrcumstances. We urge Congress 10 impose the time-limit on
cash assistance only.

Although we have used this opportunity to discuss some of the remaining issues on
welfare reform, our primary message on welfare continues to be that we believe

4 bipartisan welfare reform is within reach. Congress bas come a great distance on welfare
in the last year and 8. 1795 is consistent with the NGA welfare policy in many important
arcas. We urge Congress begin bxpaxt:san dxscussions on welfare and 10 move a welfare
bill as soon as possible
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It h&s always been our hope thet legxslation 0 refonn both the welfarc and Medxcmd
- programs could be enacted this year. The content of S. 1795 suggests that the governors’
. proposal on welfare is within reach; while our proposal on Medicaid is not likely to be o
. adopted by this Congress. We would be very disappointed to see welfare reform lostina . .
battle over Medicaid. Therefore, unless this Congress is willing to substantially modify
- its spproach to Medicaid, we would urge you to enact welfare reform i ine separatc bxll '
- and allow states to conu.nue our efforts to nnprove this program, ‘ ,
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RESPONSETO = - LRMNO: 5015
LEGISLATIVE REFERRAL = o o
MEMORANDUM - . FLENO 2583

if your response to this requesl for views is short (e.g., concur/no comment), we prefer that you respond by e-mail or
" by faxing us this response sheet.

If the response is short and you prefer 1o call, please call the branch -wide line shown below (NOT the analyst's line)
to leave a8 message with a legislative assistant, .

You may also respond by:
(1) cailing the analysVattorney's direct line (you will be connected to voice mail if the analyst does not answer) or

" {2) sending us 8 memo or lelter
» Please include the LRM number shown above, and the subject shown below.

To Melinde HASKINS  385- 3923
Office of Management and Budgel
Fax Number: 395-6148
Branch-Wide Line (10 reach legislative ass:siant) 395- 3923

FROM: - . - . (Date)

(Name)

‘(Agency)

(Telephone)

SUBJECT HHS Dzscusmon Paper on House and Senate Welfare Reform Bills (HR 3507, 8
1785)
The following is the response of our agency o your request for views on the above-captioned subject:
Concur A

No Objection

_ No Comment

See proposed edits on pages

A——T———

Other:

FAX RETURN of pages, sitached to this response sheet
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THE SENATE REPUBLICAN WELFARE BILL - . 179§

The Semtc Repubhcm welfere bill (H.R. 3507) us reported by the Pinance Committee contains several
‘provisivns which arc improvements over the conference bill, H.R. 4. The bill incorporates a number
of key changes made by the Natlonal Governors' Association (NGA) as well as other modifications,
including several that were not included in the House Republican welfare bill (H.R. 3507). However, ™
the bill does not address several issues that are of concern to the Administration, pamcularly in
providing states with the resources and incentives to protect chddxcn ensure accountability, and move
pe.oplo from welfare to work

Improvements to H.R. 4
Protecting Children md Families

Child care. Like the NGA pmposal the Senate Repubhcan welfare bm increases child care funding

* levels. The bill increases mandatory authorization by $4 billion over the conference bill and $4.5

billion above current law (under CBO estimates). The blu would also maintain the child care health
and safety protections oonmned in curzent law.

" Child Welfare. thms the conference bill block granted administration and- child placement services

: ~ funding and the NGA proposed an optional block grant, the Senate Republican bill retains current law

child protection programs.

SSI children. Like the conforence bill, the Senate Republican bill would establish & new disability
definition for children. Under this bill, the new definition would be effective immediately for new
applicanis and within one year for current beneficiarics. Instead of the 2-tiered benefit system
proposed under the conference bill, the Repubhcan bill adopts the NGA proposal for full cash benefits
to all eligible children.

C’anxmgency Fund. As under the NGA proposal, the Senate Republwan wclfiuc bill raises t.hc‘ cap on
the contingency fund fror $1 biliion to 52 billion to provide states with more protection in economic
downturns. The proposal also adds & new trigger mech.anim based on the Food Stamp cascload.

Exemptxons to the Cash Assistance Time Limit. The bill increases from 15% to 20% the propomon of
- the caseload that States can exempt from the S-year time limit on cash assistance, giving states the
ability to make more allowances for adults who are unable to work or find work.

Food Stamp Program. The funding level for the optional food stamp block grant is adjusted to prevent
“windfalls” to states who elect the block grant option. The adjustable cap on food stamp spending is
deleted, ensuring that sdditional benefits would be available when caseloads increase. States are
allowed to exempt from d.isquahﬁcatxon due to bardship up to 10 percent of able-bodied childless adults -
who are not working or participating in 8 work program and to penmit one month of job search or job

search training. The cap on the excess sheiter deduction is retained but set at a higher leve! than the
conference bill. ‘ ‘ .

Child Nutririon Program. The Senate Republican bill prohibits conditioning food assistance o
cltizenship or immigrant status. There is no option for states to receive school nuttition funding in the -

Tuly 12, 1996 1
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form ofsa block grant, Although reduced from current faw levels the reimbursement mates for the

: Summez Food Service Program and Family Day Care Homes are higher than the conference agreement

State Accountability

Objective Criteria. The Senate bill requires states to establish objective criteria for delivery of benefits

‘and ensuring equitable treatment. The language specifies that families in similar circumstances should

be treated equally and provides the opportunity for a fair hearing for those whose assistance is denied,
reduced, or terminated. In addition, it includes mechanisms 10 enforce these provisions.

I?u.'m’er: Unlike H.R. 4, states would only be able to transfer cash assistance block grant funds to the

~ child care block grant, This provisicn strengrhens states® commitment to providing resources to poor

families and chﬂdten

Regquiring Work

* Performance Bonus. Inswead of gimply rcdncmg state maimcnancc of effont requirements, the bl

provides $300 million in new federal funds by 2002 for states that perform well on employment-zelated

 criterla.

Work Requirements for Mothers with Young Children. Instead of requiring all adult recipients to work
35 hours per week, the Senate Republican bill recognizes that single parents with pre-school age
children need part-time options on work. Single-parent famllies with children under age 6 could work
20 hours per week. In addition, single parents with children under 11 who ‘are unable to find child care
are exempt from sanctions. '

Education Activities. The bill a!lows educatlonal activites to count for teens who have not ﬁmshed
_school to count toward the work requirement.

Ty

<

Izsues in the Senate Republican Bﬂl
Protecting Children and Fomilles.

Spending Cuts. Federal spending for poor families and children would be cut by $53 billion in the

Senate Republican welfare bilt — $10 billlon more then the level of cuts in the NGA bill and $15 billion
more than the cuts in the Administration’s bill.. The proposal doubl:s the cuts to ial services
block gran: (from 10 o @0 percen)

Medicaid. 'The bill does not maintain the guarantee of medica}, coverage for all those currently eliglble
or those who reach the S-year time limit, cspecially mothers (non-pregnant) and teenage children.
However, the Senate bill does require states to provide transitional Medlcmd coverage for fa:mlles

- leaving welfare for work. .

t

Safety Netfor Chi!dren Unl ike H R 4, states are not allowed to use block grant ‘funds to provide non-:
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cash assistance and vouchers to meet the basic needs of children in families who are subjected to the S-
year time limit. The bill also does not require states to provide vouchers to children lf they set time
limits- shoner than five years.

Comngcncy Fund. The Senatc bill docs pot provide adequate protection for states in the event of
economic downturns. The contingency fund is set at too low & level and does not allow for fusther
expansion (above the $2 billion cap) during poor economic conditions and periods of increased need.
By contrast, dunug the Jast recession AFDC beneflt payments rose by $6 billion cumuhuvely In
addmon. the fund is tempom'y and would be climinated after FY 2001. '

Food S:amp: The bill would make deep cuts in food slamp beneﬁrs over gix years. CBO estimates the
direct cuts in Title X et $xx billion over seven years, $xx billion more than the CBO estimate for the
Food Stamp subtitle in the Administration’s bill. (These estimates do not include the Food Stamp
effects from other titles of the bills.) In addition: ,

. The bill retains an opﬁon for states to replnee the Food Sump Program with a bxock gmm if
the state has fully 1mplememed an Blectronic Benefit Transfer (BBT) systom, has & payment
error rate less than six percent, or pays the federal government the product of 1ts total isguance
times the difference between its srror rate and six percent. A food stnmp block grant option

- would weaken the national nutrition safety net and eliminate the pmgmn § ability to respond to
economic changes.

. The bill retains the cap on the shelter deduction and freezes it at $342 afier January 1, 1997.
© - Food' stamp families who face relatively high shelter costs — mostly famﬂxes with children —~
- would receive fewer benefits.

. The bill limited to four months the oligibility of unemployed food sramp recipients aged 18-50
' without children — without giving those\who cannot find jobs the opportunity to work off their -
benefits. CBO projects that xxx,000 people who are willing to work will Jose benefits undor
this provision in the average monxh

L Imt‘gmrion -While the NGA bill was silent, this bill adopts the immigration provisions in H.R. 4,
theteby going well beyond the lmm!gudon bills passed in both the House and the Senate.

. “The bill speeds up the implementation date of the SSI and Food Sla.mp eligibility bans, makmg
: i; virtually impossible for most immigrants to attain citizenship befors losing benefits.

s ' This bill makes most legal immigrants ineligible for SSI and Food Stamps, even severely
' disabled children and adults, and elderly immigrants, who have never had 2 sponsor and have
no other means of support. The bill makes most legal immigrants emering after the date of
enactment ineligible for most federal means-tested programs for § years after entry, oven thosc
who have never had 2 sponsor and have no other means of support, end bocome severely
. disabled after entry. :

* . It requires virtudlly every federal, state, and Iow.beneﬁl program to verify citizenship and
. alienage status of every applicant, including all children under the school lunch program, WIC,
Materoal and Child Health Block Grant, Social Services Block, Head Sturt, and similar '
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expand the paperwork burdens

- regnant immigrant

“ women, for example, is likely to increass the number of babies born with low birth weight,
babies that will then nsed expensive neo-natal care. The bill also eliminates eligibilicy of legal
immigrants for SSI and Pood Stamps immediately at the time of redetermination, rather than
One year after enactment.

Chd Suppors. The bil climinates the $50 pass-through for child support payments.

NI In:er-stare migrants. The bil] also specifically allows states to provide lower bencﬁt.s to
applicanis/recipients mlgming In from other states.
7 SSI Eligibility. The bill delays SSI clig:bility unti] the first day of the first month followmg meonth of
; application. ‘

Sma Accountability

Federal/State Partnership. The Senate bill severely weakens the federal-stats partnership — the current
NO  system of matching has been the “glue™ that holds this partmership together. There also is not adequate
accountability for taxpayer dollars nor adequate protections against worker displacement.

State Maintenance of Effort. Under the Republican bill, states could reduce the resources they provide
to poor families and children. Although the maintenance of effort requirement is increased to 80
percent and the definition of what counts toward the requirement is tightened somewhat (compared to
the House bill), spending states can count toward the requirement remains too broadly defined. States
could count spending on child welfare. juvenile justice and other services unrelated to cash assistance,

if they previously drew down Emergency Assistance for such funds. In addition, states could lower
their maintenance of effort provuuon by up to 8 percentage points for exceeding employmem-related
perfonnance messures.

Reqidring Work /\JO
- Resources for the Work Program. Uulike the Admlnistradon 5 bll the Senale b:ll does not provide -
adequate resources for states to meet the work requiremients. He Senate bill increases the work

participation rates above the levels in H.R. 4 while providi 6 for states (0 meet these

more stringent rates. Based on HHS estimates (whith-a pically lower than CBO'for work program

costs), the Senate Republican bill would provide $10 bxlhon less over six years than is required to meet
. the bill’s work requirements and meintain the current level of cash assistance benefits to poor farilies.

Morsover, the Senate bill would result in a $0.5 billlon shortfall in child care resources (assuming -

states malntain their current level of cash assistance benefits and do not transfer amounts from the cash

,block gram to child care). Ao

Caseload Reducnons The Republlcan bllﬂﬁ?ﬁgﬁ_&nous aw and could sven give
states a perverse incentive simply to cut people off assistance. A state’s minimum work participation
rate would be reduced for every percentage point that the state’s total caseload dropped from 1995
levels, net of reductions due to federal law such as the S-year time limit. Thus, if a staie’s welfare
caseload dropped by 28 percent from its 1995 Icvels due solely to 2 favorable economy, the state’s
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minimum work participation rate would be reduced by 25 percentage points. The rate for this state in
1999 would drop from 30 percent to only S percent. In addition, countable caseload reductions would
also be net of reductions due to state [aws that diverted families from initially qualifying for AFDC ~
such as reducing benefit levels. However, caseload reductions due to any state jaws that affect the
eligibility of families after starting to reccive assistance — such as 3 6-month time limit - would be -
countable.

Provislons Maintained from H.R. 4

[ Inaddition to those outlined gbove. the Republican bill contins the same provisions as H.R. 4 in
scveral areas. These inciude: the family cap. the ﬂleghimacy bonus, the absence of personal
\ Q responsibility contracts, penalties on states, exemptions from the work requiremems for the families
() {v4% | with children under one, supplemental growth furd, allocation formula for block grant funds, rcacarch
md evaluation, and waivers :
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THE HOUSE REPUBLICAN WELFARE BILL - H.R. 3507 |

. The House chub!ican weifare bilt (H.R. 3507) as reported by the Ways and Meaos, Economic and
Bducational ‘Opportunities (ERO), and Commerco Committees contains several provisions which are
improvements over the conference bill, H.R. 4. The bill incofporates a number of key chapges made
by the National Governors’ Association (NGA) as well as other modifications. However, the bill does
not address severa! issues that are of concern to the Administration, particularly in providing states with
the resources and incentives to protect children, ensure accountability, and move people from welfare
to work. The Administration elso supports severel provisions in the Senate: Repuhhcan welfare bill (S.
1795) that were not mcluded in H.R. 3507.

lmprovelnentc to H.R. 4

- Protecting Children and quﬂs‘e; | ,
Child care. Like the NGA proposal, the House Republican welfare bill increases child care funding
levels. The bill increzses mandatory authorization by $4 billion over the conference bill and $4.5
billion above current law (under CBO estimates). The bill.would a}so maintain tha child care health

- and safety protectxons contained in current law.

Child Welﬁzre Whereas the conferance bill block granted administration and child placcmem services
funding and the NGA proposed an optional block grant, the House Republican bill retains current law
on open-ended entitiements without a block grant or a block grant option. It does block grant several
child weltarc programs :hat are discretionary or cnpped entitlements under current law, ‘

SSI children. Like the conference bill, the House Republican bdj would establish & new duabui:y
definition for children. Under this bill, the new definition would be effective immediately for new
applicants and within one year for current beneficiaries. Instead of the 2-tiered bensfit system =~
proposed under the conference bill, the Republican bill adopts the NGA proposel for fuﬂ cash bcm:ﬁt.s
to all eligible chﬂdren

‘Conr!ngency Fund, As under the NGA proposal, the House Republican welfare bill raises the cap on
_ the contingency fund from $1 billion to $2 billion to provide siates with more protection in ecopomic
downturmns. The propusal also adds & new trigger mechanism based on the Food Stamp caseload.

( Exemptions :o the Cash Asszsmce Time Limit. The bill increases from 15% to 20% the proportion of
the castload that States can exempt from the 5-year time limit on cash assistance, giving states the
ability to make more allowaoces for adults who are unsble to work or find work.
Food Swamp Program. (FORTHCOMING)
Child Nutrition Progmm. (FORTHCOMING)
Smte Accountnbﬂl:y '

I

. Dbjective Criteria. The House bill requires states to astabhsh objective criterla for delivery of benefits
and ensuring equitable treatment. However, the language does not clearly specify that families in
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sunilar circumstances should be treated equally or provide the oppormmty for a falr hearing ro: those |
whose assistance is denied, reduced, or temum:ed Moreover, it s not clw how this pmvislon would
be enforced.

_ Req’uldng Work

Pea‘bmmce Bomu Instead of sunply reducing state maintenance of effon reqmrcments, the bill
. provides $800 million i in pew federal funds by 2002 for states that pecform well on employment-related
criteria. .

Work Req:dremem for Mothers wi:h Yaung Children. lnstand of requiring all adult rec:pients to work
35 hours per week, the House Republican bill recognizes that single parents with pre-school age ‘
-children nced part-timc options on work. Single-parent families with children under age € could work
20 hours per week. In addition, amglc parents with children under 11 who are unable to find chzld care
are exerpt from sanctxom

Educarlon Activitles, The bill allows educational qctﬁvmes to count for teens whu have not finished
school to count toward the work requirement.

" Issues in the House Rtplvl.lancan'nﬂ!
Protecting Children and Families

Spending Cuts, Fedsral spending for poor famllies and children would be cut by 553 billion in the :
House Republican welfare bill —~ $10 biilion more than the level of cuts in the NGA bill and $15 billion
more than the cuts in the Administration's bill. In addition, unlike the Administration’s bill, the
Republican bill would also allow states to substantially reduce their own spcndmg on programs serving
low-income families. Thus, the d:fferences in spendmg on poor famlhee is much gremr than me
federul apending levels indicate.

Medxcaxd “The bill does not mainmln the guammcc of medical coverage for all those currcmly ehgible

or those who reach the 5-year time limit, especially mothers (non-pregnant) and teenage children. In
addition, the House bill as reported out of the Ways and Means Committee does not require states to
provide transitional Medicaid coverage for families leaving welfare for work. However, the House bill
a8 reponed out of the Commerce Comrmittee would provide transitional Medicaid coverage.

Safety Net for Children, Unlike H.R. 4, states are not allswed to use block grant funds to provide uon-
cash assistance und vouchers to meet the basic needs of children in families who are subjected to the S-

year time limit. The bill also does not zequire states to provide vouchers to children if they set nme
limits shorter than five years. \

Conringency Fund. 'l‘he House bill does not pxovae adequate protection fot states in the cvent of

- economic downturns. ‘The contingency fund is set at too low a level and does not aliow for further

expansion (above the $2 billion cap) during poor sconomic conditions and periods of increased need..
By contrast, during the last recession AFDC benefit payments rose by $6 billion eumu!auvely In
addmon the fund is temporary and would be eliminated afier FY 2001.
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Food Stamps. (FORTHCOMING)

Imndgranon While the NGA htll was silent, this bili adopts the unmngrauon provisions in H. R. 4,
ﬂwreby going well beyond the lmmxgtation blus passed in both the House and the Senate. .

¢ . The bill spseds up the unplemcnmlon datr. of the SS1 and Food Stamp eligibility bans, making
it virtually impossible for most immigrants to artain citizenship before losing benefits.

. This bill makes most legal immigrants meliaxble for SSI and Food Starups; even severely
" disabled children and adulis, and elderly tnmigrants, who have never had a sponsor and have
no other means of support: The blll makes most legal immigrants entering after the date of
enactment ineligible for most federal means-tested programs for S yeats after entry, even those
who have never had a sponsor and have no other means of support, and become sevcrely
digabled aftsr entry.

»

». It requires virally every federal, state. and local beneflt program to verify citizenship and

alienage status of every applicant, including all children under the school luach progeam, WIC,
Maternal and Child Health Block Grant, Social Services Block, Head Start, and similar :
programs financed by states and localities. This would greatly expand the paperwork burdens -
and would create greater future health and social costs. Denying WIC to pregnant immigrant
women, for example, is likely to increase the sumber of babies born with low birth weight,
" babies that will then need expensive neo-natal care. The bill also eliminates eligibility of lcgal
- immigrants for SSI and Food Stamps immediately at the time of redelerminarion, rather than
one year after enactment. .

Child Suppors. The bill eumimtcs the $50 pass-mrough for child support payments. |

Inter-state migrants. The bill also speciﬁcally allows states to provide lower benefits to
applicants/recipients migramng in from other states.

SST Eligibility. The bill delays SSI eligibility until the first dxy of the first month following month or
application.

State Accountabllity

Federal/Suate Pdnnersh:p The House bill severely weakers the federal-state partnership — the current
system of matching bas been the “glue” that holds this partnership together. There also is not adequate .

aocoumsbxlity for taxpayer dollars nor adequate protections against worker displacement.

 State Mamtemce oflzyorz Under the Repubhcan bill, states could dramu!cally reduce the resources

they provide to poor families and children:

. The mainienance of effort standard is set at 75 percent and spending states can-count toward the

_requirerent is broadly defined. States could count spending on child welfare, juvenile justice
and other services unrelated to cash assistance, if they previously drew down Emergency
Assistance for such funds. In addition, states could lower their maintenance of effort provision

’ (;rg@ ' by up to & percentage points for exceeding employment-related performance measures.
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e States would be able to transfer up to 30 percent of their cash assistance block grant to othet
. progcams ~ potentially teducmg the effective maintenance of effort requirement to 45 pement :
orless.

Use of Funds. States could use Federal funds for a broad range of purposes. including juvenlle justice
activitics and building youth prisons.

chuinng Work

Work Requlremn:: The House bﬂl as pnased by the Ways and Meam Committes established more
reasonable work requirements than H.R. 4. Iustead of requiring all adult recipieats to work 35 hours
per week, it would require single parents to work 25 hours and 2-parent families to work 35 hours a
week, In contrast, the House bill as passed by the EBO Committee would increase the number of
bours of work to H.K. 4 levels and the participation rates to levels that are even greater than H.R. 4.
Along with constricting State ﬂexibinty. a8 discussed beiow these changes would sxgn.lﬁcanuy increase
work and child care costs.

Resources Work Program. Unllke the Administration’s biﬂ the House bill does not provide adaquatc
resources for states to meet the work requiremenis. Based on HHS estimates (which are typically
lower than CBO for work program costs), the House Republican bill as passed by the Ways and Means:
Compittee would provide $7 billion less over six years than is required to meet the bill’s work
requirements and maintain the current level of cash assistance benefits to poor families.. The shortfall

in funding for work in the House bill as passed by the EEO Committee is even greatet — $10 billion
over six years - becausc of the increased work requirements it would impose. Moreover, while the
Ways and Means Commitiee bill provides sufficient child care resources to meet the work
requirements, the EEQ Commitree bill would result in a $0.5 billion shortfall in child care resources

. (assuzning states maintain their current leve] of cash assistance benefits and dc not transfer arnounts
from the cash block grant to child care). ;

hm!:aﬂon: on Job Search. Tue House b} as passed by th: EEO Committee would follow H.R. 4 and
limit job search to 4 weeks a year. In contrast, the House Republican bill as passed by the Ways and
Mcans Committee adopts the NGA proposal and allows job search up to 12 weeks a year.

Caseload Reductions. The Republican bill is sﬁﬂ@;t sericus about mquEZE;i; work-and could even give
states a perverse incentive simply to cut people off um work participation
rate would be reduced for every percentage point that the state's total caseload dropped from 1995
levels, net of reductions due to fedoral law such as the S-year time limit. Thus, if a state’s welfare

- caseload dropped by 2§ percent from I8 1995 levels due solely to 8 favorable economy, the state’s
minimum work participation rate would be reduced by 25 percentage points. The rate for this state in
1999 would drop {rom 30 percent to only 5 percent. In addition, countable caseload reductions would
also be net of reductions due to state laws that diverted families from initially qualifying for AFDC —
such as reducing benefit levels. However, caseload reductions due to any state laws that affect the
eligibility of families after mmnx to receive sssistance — such asa 6-momh time 1lmit - would be
comtable - I .
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| Provisions Maintained from HR.4

In addition to those outlined abave, the Republican bill contains the same provisions as H.R. 4 in
several areas. These include: the family cap, ths illegitimacy bonus, the absence of personal
responsibility contracts, penalties on states, exemptions (rom the work requiremeats for the families
with children under one, suppluncnml growth fund, allocation formula for block grant funds rescarch
and evaluation, and waivers. -
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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 C ’
Committee on Rules.

U.S. House of Representatives
‘Washington, D.C. 20515

‘Dear Mr. Chairrhan:

I am writing to transmit the Administration’s views on the welfare provisions of HR.
3734, the “Welfare and Medicaid Reform Act of 1996.” We understand that the Rules
‘Committee plans 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. : : S

It is among the Administration's highest priorities to achieve bipartisan welfare reform
reflecting the principles of work, 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 legislation that moves people from welfare to work, encouragés -
responsibility, and protects children. The Administration sent to Congress a stand-alone welfare
bill that requires welfare recipients to work, imposes 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 of the 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 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. And, the bill would still raise taxes on millions of working -
families by cutting the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). ‘



Improvements 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 protectxons for children and
families. In rejecting HR. 4, the President singled out a number of provisions 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 visior of
true welfare reform. We are particularly pleased with the following improvements:

.. 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 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 of school-age children need child care in order to work and
protect the health and safety of children in care. o~

. Food Stamps. The bill removes the annual spending 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(nb 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 assistance programs, current Medicaid coverage of
ehglble cIuldren and the natxona child data collectlon initiative.

. gplemental Secunty Income (SSI). The bill removes the proposed two- tnered benefit
‘ system for disabled children receiving SSI that was inc uded inHR. 4, and retams full
cash beneﬁts for all ehglble children.

L 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. ~

[ ] - Contingency 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% of hardship cases that reach the five-year time limit.



o

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
language, and ehmmatmg the child protectlon block grant. We urge the Congress to include
these provisions in H.R. 3734.

Key Concerns With 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 -- $59 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
Administration. Cuts in Food Stamps and benefits to legal lmnugrants are particularly
deep. The President’s budget demonstrates that cuts of this size are not necessary to
achieve real welfare refoxm nor are they needed to balance the budget.

¢  Food Stamg The-Administration strongly opposes the inclusion of a Food Stamp block
grant, which has the potential to seriously undermine the Federal nature of the program,
jeopardizing the nutrition and health of milfions of children, 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 chxldless :
adults who are willing to work, but are not oﬁ‘ered a work slot.

° Legal Immigrants. The bill retains the excessnvely harsh and uncompromising
immigration provisions of last year’s vetoed bill. While we support the strengthening of
requirements on the sponsors of legal immigrants applying for SSI, Food Stamps, and ‘
AFDC, the bill bans SSI and Food Stamps for virtually all legal 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 of legal immigrants. In addition, the bill requires virtually all Federal,

- State, and 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.



~ 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 penods of increased need. We are also concerned about
provisions that reduce the match rate on contingency ﬁmds for states that access the fund
for periods of less than one year.

State Maintenance of Effort. Under H.R. 3437, States could reduce the resources they
provide to poor children. We are deeply concerned that the bill provides_the proposed

- cash assistance block grant with transfer authority to the Social Services Block -
Grant(SSBG). Transfers to SSBG could lead States to substitute Federal dollars for State
dollars in an array of State social services activities, potentially cutting the effective State -
maintenance of effort levels required for the cash block grant.

Resources for Work. Based on Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates, H.R. 3734
would leave states with a $9 billion shortfall over six years in resources for work if they
maintained their current level of cash assistance. Moreover, the Economic and
Educational Opportunity Committee increased this shortfall and cut State flexibility by
raising the weekly number of hours that States must place recipients in work activities

and increasing the participation rates. The Economic and Educational Opportunities
amendments would also create a shortfall inchild 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.R. 4 contained no such prohibition, and the NGA opposes it. We strongly urge the
adoptlon of the voucher language that protects chlldren similar to that in the
Admxmstranon s bill and Castle-Tanner.

Worker Displacement. We are deeply concerned that the bill does not include adequate
protections against worker displacement. Workers are not protected from partial
displacement such as reduction in hours, wages, or benefits, and the bill does not
establlsh any avenue for dxsplaced 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 ﬂex1b1l1ty to set family cap policy.



. EITC. 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, In addition, the budget resolution instructs the
revenue committees to cut up to $18.5 billion more from the EITC. Thus, EITC cuts
could total over $20 billion, and such large increases on working families are particularly

ill-conceived when considered in the context of real welfare reform -- that is,
encouraging work and makmg work pay." .

We are also concerned that the bill repeals the Farmly Preservation and Support program,
which may mean less State spending on abuse and neglect preventlon 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 of our
concerns, and it would strengthen State accountability efforts, welfare to work measures, and
protections for children. It provides a foundation on which this Committee should build in order
to provide more State flexibility; incentives for AFDC recxplents 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 between 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 reform bill to replace the current
system with one that demands responsxbxhty, strengthens families, protects chﬂdren and gwes
States broad ﬂexnbrhty and the needed resources to get the job done. ~

~ Sincerely,

Jacob J. Lew
Acting Director

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO THE HONORABL‘E JOHN J. MOAKLEY,.
THE HONORABLE JOHN R. KASICH, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO
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- Dear Mr. Cha1rman: e

o

. ° EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
' ' OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASH'NGTON DC 20503

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici -+ . - -
Chairman, Comimittée on the Budget } R
United States Senate” .~~~ . T R

© Washington, D.C: 20510. .

1 am Wrrtmg to transmrt the Adrmmstratlon s views on S 1956 the “Personal

_ Responsrbtllty, Work Opportumty, and Medlcald Restructurtng Act of 1996 "

We understand that the Senate Repubhcan leaderslnp plans to mové to strlke the '.

Medicaid pr0v1s1ons of thls reconcrllatlon legrslatron - leavmg a welfare only brll for Senate o
v ﬂoor consideration.. : : A ,

We are pleased wrth thrs decrsron to separate welfare reform from prov1srons to repeal
Medicaid’s guarantee of health care for the elderly, the poor, pregnant women, and people .

B wrth disabilities. 'We hope that removing this "poison pill" from welfare reform:is a-

breakthrough that shows that the Republrcan leaderslnp serleusly wants to pass brpamsan

Enactmg b1partlsan welfare reform reﬂectmg the prmcrples of work famlly, and

' responsrbrhty, is among the Administration’s highest prrorltres For the. past three-and-a- half -

years, the President has demonstrated his commitmerit to enacting real welfare reform by -
working with Congress to enact legislation that moves people. from ‘welfare to work,
encourages responsibility, and protects children. - ‘The Admrmstratron sent Congress a stand-

. alone ‘welfare bill that requires welfare recipients to work, imposes strict time limits on -

welfare, toughens ¢hild support enforcement, is fa1r to chlldren .and is consrstent wrth the

" President’s commrtment to balance the budget

"The Administration is pleased that the bill makes many of the important. improver'nents ‘

to H.R. 4 that we recommended. -- 1mprovements also included in the bipartisan National .
Govemors Association (NGA) and Breaux Chafee proposals The Senate bill i 1mproves upon

_ the blll that the House is now eonmdermg We urge the Senate to build on these

1mprovements and to continue the bipartisan spirit drsplayed in last year’s. debate on welfare
reform At the same time, however, the Administration is deeply concerned about certain

- provisions of S. 1956-that would adversely affect benefits for Food Stamp households. and

legal immigrants, as well as-the need for strong State accountabﬂxty and flexibility. And, the
bill would still raise taxes on m11110ns of workers by cuttmg the Earned Income Tax Credit
(EITC) a '

welfare referm this year ~ o o o t : Ak
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'_Improvements Contamed mS 1956 IR ‘;1» -

We apprecrate the Fmance and Agrrculture Cormmttees efforts to strengthen

provisions central to work-based reform, such as child care, and to provrde addttronal

protections for children and families.” In rejecting H.R. 4, the Président singled out a"

,’ - number of provisions that were tough-on children and did too little to move people from .
- ‘welfare to work.® S. 1956 includes 1mp0rtant changes to these prov1srons that move the’

legislation closer to the President’s’ vision of true. welfare reform ‘We are parttcularly

*pleased w1th ‘the - followmg unprovements

’, Chtld Care. As the- Prestdent has 1n51sted throughout the welfare reform debate chrld}
care is essential to move people from welfare to work. The bill reflects-a better.
;understandmg of the child care resources that States will need to unplement welfare

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

' recogmzes that parents of school age chtldren need child care’in order to work.

‘Food Star’np The blll removes the annual spendlng cap on Food ‘Stamps, preservrng ’
~~'the program’s ahlltty to, expand during periods of economic recession and help -

families when they are most in need. We are concerned however w1th other Food

,Stamp proposals as dlscussed below. . :

1}

E Mamtenance of Effort The Admlnrstratlon strongly supports the Fmance Commrttee s

> changes to State mamtenance of effort (MOE) and transfer prov1510ns and beheves
.. these are critical ¢lements of bipartisan welfare reform. The Committee removed the
~ objectionable transfer authority to the Title XX Social Services Block Grant and other :
-programs and would allow transfers to childcare only. In addition, the Committee .

restored the 80 percent MOE level in. last year’s Senate b111 and trghtened the

o defrmtron of what. counts toward this requrrement S -

" TWork Performance Bonus We cormnend the Committee for gwmg States an’
incentive to move' people from welfare to work by providing $1 billion in work N
*program performance bonuses by 2003. This provision was.an important element of
... last year’s Senate bill and the Admlmstratton s bill, and w1ll help change the culture :
. of the welfare office. PP : AR

Conttngencv Fund The bill adopts the NGA recommendatlon to double the .
, Contmgency Fund to $2 billion, and add a more respons1ve trrgger based on the Food "
- Stamp caseload. Below, the Admtmstratron recommends further steps that Congress

should take to strengthen thts prov1s1on - N

) Egual Protectton " The Commrttee mcludes provrsrons that would require States to
- establish objective criteria for delivery of benefits and to ensure equitable treatment.

We are pleased that the Cornmrttee also’ mcorporates appropnate State accountablltty

) measures
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Hardship Exemptro We commend the Frnance Commrttee for followrng the NGA

’ recommendatron .and restoring- last year’s Senate provrslon allowmg States to exempt N '
up to 20 percent of hardshlp cases that reach the ﬂve -year time 11m1t :

{

' Transmonal Medlcald We are pleased that the Fmance Comrmttee has taken steps to
. ensure the continuation of Medicaid coverage for some of those who are transrtromng ’
-+ from welfare to work We are concerned, howevér, that States could deny this .

" transrttonal Medicaid to' many who would lose cash benefits for various reasons. In.

addition, we still have concerns w1th Medlcatd coverage for those on cash assrstance

R

asnotedbelow IR : , TS

” Worker D1splacement We are pleased that the blll mcorporates provisions agamst

'worker dtsplacement 1nclud1ng protectrons frompartial drsplacement as well as "

- avenues for dlsplaced employees to seek redress

ol

Chl]d Nutrmon The blll now’ 1ncludes many prov1srons proposed by the 4
~ Administration, and no- longer includes H.R. 4’s provisions for a child nutrmon
. - .- block-grant demonstration. In addition, the bill exempts the child nutrition program
*-.from burdensome administrative provisions.related to its ‘alien provisions. We believe.” -
" that the Senate could further i unprove the blll by mcludmg the Admlmstratlon $ '
E ‘.proposed 8 percent commodlty floor

1

' Chrld Protectton We commend the Ftnance Comrmttee for preservmg the Trtle IV E
~ foster care and adoption assistance programs (1nclud1ng related Medicaid coverage),, ,
-and other farmly support and ehlld abuse preventlon efforts

N pplemental Securtty Income (SSI). The bill removes the proposed two tlered

‘benefit system. for dlsabled children reeemng SSI and retalns full cash benefits for
~all ehglble children.: - ,

.We remam pleased that Congress has decrded to include central elements of the

President’s approach -- time. limits, work requtrements the toughest. possrble child support .

Key Coneerns Wlth S 1956

: enforcement and the requirement that mmor mothers live at home as'a condmon of
-assrstance - in thié 1eglslat10n ,

: " . [N
Lo [N
| . i ; \

Thé" Admrmstratlon however remains deeply concerned that S. 1956 stlll lacks other'

1mportant provrslons that have earned ‘bipartisan endorsement. -

, Stze of the’ cuts The welfare provrsrons mcorporate most of the cuts in the vetoed-

. bill - about $60 billion over six years (mcludmg the EITC-and related- savings in

Medlcald) . These cuts far exceed those proposed by the NGA or the Admtmstraho"n:' S



/

~ Cuts in Food Stamps and beneﬁts to legal 1mm1grants are partrcularly deep The
President’s Budget demonstrates that cuts of this size are not necessary to achteve real
"welfare reform nor are they needed to balance the budget

Food Stamg The Admlmstratron strongly opposes. the ‘inclusion of a Pood Stamp
block.grant option, which could seriously undermme the Federal nature of the, - -
. program, jeopardizing the nutrition and health of millions_of children, workmg
families, and the elderly, and eliminating ”the—program s ability: to respond to -

“ ' economic changes. The Admmlstranon also.is concerned that the bill makes deep
- cuts'in the Food Stamp program -including a cut in benefits to ‘households with high

~shelter costs that dtsproportlonately affects families with chrldren and a four-month
time limit on chrldless adults who are w1lhng to work but are not offered a work slot.

‘ Legal Imm 1grant The btll retams the excesswely harsh and uncompromlsmg ,
* immigration provisions of last year’s vetoed btll ‘While we support the strengthemng ‘.

of requiremerits on the sponsors of legal nnm1grants applying-for SSI, Food Stamps,

" and Aid to Families with ‘Dependent Children (AFDC), the bill bans SSI and Food

s _Medlcal Assrstance Guararitee. The Admmlstratlon opposes provrsrons that do not

Stamps for virtually all legal 1mm1grants ‘and imposes a five-yéar ban on most other -
~-Federal programs, mclutimg non-emergenoy Medicaid, for new legal imimigrants. .
. ‘These bans  would even cover legal immigrants who become disabled after entering . 4
. the country, families with children, and current recipients.- The bill would deny o
" benefits to 300,000 immigrant children and would affect many more children whose
. parents are-denied assistance. The.proposal unfairly shifts costs to States with high
" numbers of legal’ 1mm1grants In-addition, the bill requires most Federal, ‘State, and .
.local benefits programs to verify recrptents citizenship or alien status. These .
mandates would create extremely drfﬁcult and costly admmlstratwe burdens'for State, -
-~ local; and non-profit service providers, as well as barrlers to partlclpanon for citizens.
“Also, the Administration urges the Senate not to go in the harsh direction that'the =~
House Rules Committee did yesterday in reporting a provision ‘that would broaden the\
: ban on current 1mrn1grants from recewmg Medtcald coverage Lo T

o guarantee continued Medicaid eligibility when States ehange AFDC rules. We are

‘5=‘concerned that families who lose cash assistance for -various reasons, such as. reachmg

" the five-year 11m1t or-having additional children while they are receiving assistance,

~ could lose- their Medicaid -eligibility and be.unable to receive the health care-services .
~‘that they need. - In addition, ‘State flexibility to change: these AFDC rules could
~ “adversely affect Medlcald ehglblhty dotermrnanons mcludmg ehglblhty for poverty-

_“ related pregnant women and chlldren C
'Protectlon in Economic Downtum Although the Contrngency Fund is twice what it i
~was in the vetoed bill, it still does not allow for further expansions during poor ’
“economic conditions and pemods of increased need.. We are also concerned about




o provrsrons that reduce the match rate on contrngency funds for States that access the
+ fund for' perlods of under a year o

A

K

t Resources for Work S. 1956 would not provrde the resources States need to. move
recipients into work. The bill i mcreases the work mandates on States above the levels
in H.R. 4 while providing no additional resources for States to meet these more

“'stringent rates. Based on CBO estimates, _the Senate bill would provide $12 billion

7. less over six years than is required to meet the bill’s work réquirements’ and maintain

the current level of cash assistance to poor families. CBO notes that "most States |

would be unlikely to satrsfy this requlrement ". Moreover, the Senate bill would lead -

to a $2.4 billion shortfall in child care resources (assummg States. maintain their
current level of .cash assrstance beneﬁts contmue current law Transitional and At-Risk |

" child care levels and do not transfer amounts from ‘the cash block grant to child :
care) S S o »

‘ Vouche‘rs " 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:R. 4 contained no such prohibition, and the NGA opposes it. We strongly urge the

.adoption of voucher language, srmrlar to that in'the Admlmstratron s blll and Breaux- -

Chafee that protects chrldren

- "Chtld Care Health and Safety Protections. The bill repéals current child care health -
.. and safety. protections and cuts set-aside funds to the States fo 1mprove the safety and

: ;qualrty of care.. We strongly urge the Senate to restore these basic health and;safety =
protections, which were enacted with strong bipartisan support in 1990 and - .
maintained in-last year’ s Senate bill and are essentlal to the safety and well bemg of -
mrllrons of young chrldren : ~ )

. Famﬂy Cag . The Senate blll reverts back to. the opt-out provrsron on famlly caps
~ which would réstrict State flexibility. in this area. The Administration;, as well as the -
) NGA seeks complete State ﬂexrbrlrty to set farnrly cap pohcy L :
’, EITC The Admlnrstratron opposes the: provrsron ‘1n S. 1956 that raises taXes on over
four million low-income adult workers by ending inflation adjustments for working

L households w1thout dependent children, and thereby substantially cutting the real value -
. of their tax’ ‘credit. over time. Raising taxes on these workers is wrong. In addition,

the budget resolution instructs the revenue’ cornmrttees to cut up to- $18 5 billion more )
from the EITC. Thus, EITC cuts could total over $20-billion. -Such large tax '
increases. on working families are particularly ill- conceived when considered in the ’

‘ context of real welfare reform -- that is, encouraging work and makrng work pay.

We strongly support the blpartrsan welfare reform 1mt1at1ves of moderate Republtcans

~and Democrats.in both the House*and ‘Senate. 'The Breaux-Chafee proposal addresses- many.
of our concerns, and 1t would strengthen State accountabrllty efferts welfare to work

“~
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. “rneasures and protectlons for ehlldren It provndes a foundatlon on whxch the Senate should
‘build in ‘order to provide more State ﬂex1b1hty, incentives for AFDC recipients to move from

welfare to work more parental responsibility; and protections for children. It is a good
sfrong proposal that would end welfare as we know it. Breaux-Chafee provides the much -
needed opportunity for a real blpamsan compromlse and- it should be the basns for a qulck

'agreement between the partles

The Presmient stands ready to work with Congress to address the outstandmg concems i
, ‘so we can enact a strong, bipartisan welfare reform bill to replace the current: system’ with-

one that demands responsibility, strengthens farruhes ‘protects chlldren and gwes States
broad flexibility and the needed resources to get the job done

- Sincerely; RN

Jacob J. Lew N A
* ‘Acting Director L -

e

IDENTICAL COPY SENT TO THE HONORABLE J. JAMES EXON



Improvements Made to Underlylng 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 now eligible for coverage

No provision .

Senate Bill

Conrad amdt that allows réceipt 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
poverty

Wellstone amdt requring procedures
for states to address women who have

been subject to domestic violence

Conrad amdt eliminating food stamp

- block grant opt1on

Dodd/Mikulski amdts to retain current .

~child care health & safety standards

and increase the quality set-aside for
child care : '

Chafee/Breaux Medicaid amdt achieves
same result as strengthened House
provision

Daschle/Dorgan amdsts 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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. - Nepartment of Justice A
i : \“t'ﬁ
:  Office of Legislativg Affairs ﬁ? :

Office of the Absisiant Atomey Ueneral . Washington, D.C. 20530

Honorable Rlchard A. Gephardt
Minority Leadey

U.S. House ot Represeniuatives
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Leader:

. Thls presente the views of the Department of Justice on .
‘H.R.,BSOT, the "Personal .Respunsibility and Work Oppertunity Act .
of 1996. The bill raises gquestions regarding welfare and health
pollcy ‘We defer to the SecreLary of llcolth and Human Services
in that area and addreess below a number of constitutlonal and
othar. legal issues , ,

-- st al
on ency. Lrer

Section 103 of the bill amends Puct A of title IV of the
Social Security Act (42 .U.S.C. § 601 et seq.) to create a new
section 404(c), which would permit status to impose durational
regidancy requirementg for the receipt of welfare benefits,
‘Specifically, § 404{c) would allow a sStale to provide families
"that have 1ived in the state for less than 1z months with the
level of benefits, if any, that the fgmilies would have raceived
in their prinr states of residence. &imilarly, section 2003 of
the bill creates a new Title XV of the social Security Act, which
would allow states to impose durational residency requirements in
their Medicaid programg: new § 1502(b) (¢) peruits a state to
limit the duratian and scope of Medicaid benefits for residents
whe have lived in the state less than 1BU days Lo those bcénefits
Lhe residonts would have received in their states of prior
residence. See algo new section 402(a) (1) (B) (1) (reguiring ctate
plans to indicate whether the state intends to treat new state

. regidents differently from other state re91dents, and if so,
how) .

The 3uprcme Court has held that a stace 1mperm1591b1y
burdens the right to interstate travel when it denies newcomers
the "same right to vital government benefits and privileges , .

' .as are enjoyed by other residents." ﬁgmgxggA_ﬁg;;h_x;_mg_;ggng
County, 415 U.B8. 250, 261 (1974) (one -year regidency requirement
" for free nonemergency medical cars invalid as penally ou Ilght to

interstate Lravel); gee alggo Shapiro v. Thompson, 394 U.S. 618
[1969) (invalidating ore- year residency requirement for welfare
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benefits). This is true even where the state acts, as it would
here, pursuant to congressional authorization. See Shapiro, 2394
U.S. at 641. In a related line of cases, the Supreme Court has -
used a different rationule to come to tha game ronclusion, '
holding that distinctions baged on length of residence viclate
the Equal Protection Clause under rational basis review, Sae,
e.q., Zobel v, Williamg, 457 U.8. 55 (1582) (state lacks ratiocnal:
and permisgible interest in granting incrementally higher oil
revenue dividend payments to residents of longer duration).!

: - Recent lower court cases have invalidated lawe that, like-
those contemplated by the bill, limit new recidents tn the leval

of benefits they received in their prior states. Sge Mitchell v,

, 504 N.W.2d8 198 (Minn. 1%33), gext. denigd, 114 S. Ct.
902 (1994); Aumick.v, Bana, 612 N.Y.5.28 766 (1934); Greep v.
Andergon, 811 F. Supp. 51¢ . (E.D. Cul. 1993), off'd, 26 F.3d 95
(9th Clr. 1994), vacated on procedural arounds, 115 S. Ct. 10585
(1995) . But sece Jones v, Milwaukee County, 465 N.W.2d 21 (Wim.

3392). The argument that such laws might be descxibed as
"neutral" with respect to travel, insofa:s as they provide

- equivalent benefits to those available in the state of prior
residence, was rejected by those courts. Misghell, 504 N.W.2d at
201-202; Aumick, 612 N.Y.S.2d at 772-73; Green, Bll F. Supp. at

" 521. As noted in Gxaen, 811 F. Supp. 321, because thc coet of
"living differs between states, such laws might not always provide
nevw regidents with benefits equai to those previcusly reccived in
any meaningful senge. More fundamentally, however, two-tiered
‘benafits systems disadvantage new state residents relative to
clder state ragidents:

[Ulndar tha cases the relevant comparison is not
between recent residents of the State of Californiaand
rcoidents of othexr states. . . . It is because the
measure treats recent residents of California different
than other Cslifornia residents, and involves the basic
- necessities of life, that it placee a penalty on
migration. - '

~ 1 The majority opinion in Zgbel asserted that the righc (o
rravel was grounded in the Fqual Protection Clause: ¥In reality,
right to travel analysis refers to little more than a particulac
applicatiun of equal protestion analysis. Right to travel cases
have examined, in equal protection termsa, state distinctions
between newcomers and longer tarm residents." 457 U.S., at 60 .
n.6. In her concurring opinien, Justice O'Connor argued chat Lhe
right predated the Conotitution and was preserved by the
Privileges and Immunities Clause of Article IV. Justice Brennsau
suggested the riyht might derive from the Commerce Clause or the
Privileges and Immunities Clause of the Fourtgenth Amendment. -

2
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Jd. Under existing case law; this is tha dispos;tive comparison,
because it reveals “discriwminat(ion] only againer those who have
recently exercised the right to travel." See Zobel, 457 U.S. at
55 n.5; gee alpo Memorlal Hoppigal, 415 U.S. at 21 ("right of
interstate travel must be seen as insuring new residents the same
right to vital government benefits and privilegae in the state to
which they migrate as are enjoyed by other residents") . :

Accordingly, under this line of authority, the curational
residency requirement ¢f H.R. 3507 can be pustained anly if
narrowly tailored to serve a compelling governmental interest, a
burden that 1s extremely difficult to satisfy. See ghapiro, 394
1.8 at 6€27-638 (rejecting variety of budgetary and administrative
interests as impermissible or non-coumpelling) .

Depial of Food Stamp Benerjts to nglzen Childrepn of Upgualified
1

antlon 1044 of the bill amends seutlon 11 of the Food Stamp
Act of 1977 to add a new subsection 1l(e) (2) (B) (v), which would
require srates to ensure that all members of a household
receiving food stamp agsistance are either U.S. ecitlzenc or
permanent resident aliens. Specifically, this provision would
require anyone applying for food stamps, for lLerself or on bshalf
of & minor child, to certify that all members of the household
are citizene or legal resident aliens. In practice, this
provision wauld operate to deny the U.S.-born children of
families with undocumented alien members certain [uod stamp
bencfite for which they might otherwise be eligible if thelr
parents or siblings were not undocumented aliens.

Although Congress enjoys substantisl authority (o classify
un the bavie of alierage and, specifically, to limit the
eligibility of aliens for benefits undar federal prograums, gee

Mulbews v, Diaz, 426 11.8..67 (1976), that authority ende once
citizenship is attained. See hghngLJE;«g&_Bugg 317 U.S. 163,

166 (1964) (Congress' hrmad discretion to impose conditions
precedent to entry and naturalization expires once an indivlidual
attaius citizenohip by naturalization: "The simple power of the
national lLegislature, is to prescribe a uniform rule of
‘naturallcation, and the exercise of this power exhausts it, so
far as regpects the individual." (citing L
Stages, 2z U.S. (9 Wheat.) 73R, B27 (1824))). The Constitution
guarantees that every person born in the United States becomes &
citizen of Lhis country, regardless of his or her parentage.
U.S. Const. amend. XIV, ¢l. 1; gee alsp Upited States v. Wong Kiw
Ark, 16y U.S. 649, 92 (1898) (aifrizenship clause "affirms the
~ancient and fundamental rule of citizenship by birth within the
. territory"); Rouuerg v. Becllei, 401 U.S. 815, 829-30 (1971); la .
- Op. Atty. Gen. 154, 155 (1872) ("Rs a general rule, a person bo:u
in this councry, Lhough of alien prrents who have never heen
naturalized, is, under our law, deemed a citizen of the United

3
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States by reeson of the place of hig birth"). This precious
right of citizenship, once acquired, cannet be "shifted,
cancelad, or diluted at the will of the Federal Government, the
States, oxr any other governmentdl wndt, " Afxoyim v. Rusk, 387
U.S. 283, 262 (1967) :

A classification such as the one in § 11(e) (2) (B} (v)
effectively distinguishes among cilizen children on the basim of
an immutable trait -- their national ancestry. The Supreme Court
made the suspect nature of such classiflcatione ¢lcar in QOyama v
¢californis, 332 U.5. 633 (1948), where it invalidated a state law
restricting the ability of citizen childrsn of alicn parents to
own land. Concluding that discrimination between citizens on the
basis of their racial descent is justifiuble under "only the most
exceptional circumstances," 334 U.8, at 646, the Court applied a
strict scrutiny stendard of review to classilications baced upeon

~ancestry. See alge Massachugebts Bd. of Retiyemant v, Murgia,

427 U.S. 307, 312 and n.4 (197€! (including aucestry as a gucpect
claggification raguiring strict scrutiny); Graham v. Richardgon,
403 U.S. 365, 372 and n.5 (1871) l[citing Qyama for proposition :
that claseifications based on nacionality are "inherently 9uspect
and subject to close judicial. svrutiny“)

In the context of publlc assistance benefits, lowex federal
courte' and stare courts have applied strict scrutiny to reject ,
legislative schemes which operate to deny benefits to Lhe citizen
children of ineligible aliene. See Fuentes v. White, 709 F.
Supp. 1026, 1030 (D. Kan. 1989) (confirming that state pulicy of
denying food stampr and medical benefits to citizen children of
undocumented aliens vioclated the Equal Protectinn Clause);

;ntermggns;ia_ﬂsal:h_ﬂﬁzsﬁ_lﬂc v, Board of Commisgionexs of
Blaine Coungy, 707 P.2d 105i1, 1054 (Idaho 1985) (Donaldaon, C.J.,

specially concurring) (smame; den1al of medical indigency : :
benefits); Darcesg v Woods, 679 P.2d 458 (Cal. 1584) (same; AFDC
benelicte), gf. Lewis v. Grinkar, 965 F.2d 1206, 1217 (24 Cir.
1992) (noting that "serious equal protection guestions" would be
raised if federal statute ware construed to deny automatic
eligibility for Medicaid benefits to citizen children of illegal
aliens). &As the California Snpreme Cecurt rointed out in Darcges,
citizan children of undocumented aliens "constitute a discrete
minority" and "are classified nn the basis of an immutable trait
-- they cannot forsake their birth into an undeccumented tamily."
879 P.44 BTt 473, Citing a long line of Supreme Couxt cases,
including Qyama, which impose strict scrutiny for classifications
based upon nativual oxigin or ancestry, the California Court
concluded that strict scrutiny was warranted. Jd. GCompaxe Lyng

v. Intexnationsl yuign, United Automobile. Aerqepace, &
1 le W¢ rs mexica, 485 U.S. 360, 370

{provision denying fuod stamp benefirs to households in which one
member is on strike did not "affect with particularity any
protected class," and was therefore reviewed, and upheld, underx .
rational basis standard) .
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Because the c¢lasgification here operates to discriminate ,
against citizen, rather chan alien, children and doec zo on the
bagis of the national origin of their parente, we believe that it
would be subject to strict scrutiny. It is highly unlikely that
the compelling interest requirement could be satisfied in this
context, as no court faced with a similar classification has
found any proposed state juatification sufficient under this

standard. See, e.q,., Darces, 679 P.2d ul 473-74; Eucn;gg 709 F.
Supp. at 1030,

Indeed aven under a more 1en1&nt standsrd, this
clagsification would be unlikely to survive Luuﬁtitutzonal
scrutiny. As the Supreme Court explained in Webey v, Aetna
Casvalty & gurety Co., 406 U.S8. 164 (1Yy/2), where it invelidated
a starm statute that discriminated against illegitimate children,
penalizing a child is an imperm;ssibLe means of dllenpting to
affect tha parent's conduct:

[Ilmpngung disabilities on the illegitimate child is
“econtrary to the basic concept of our system that leyal
burdens should bear some relationship to individual

. -rapponsibility or wrongdeing. Obviously, no child is
responsihla for his birth and penalizing the
illegitimate child is an ineffectual -- as well as an
unjust -- way of deterring the parant. Ccurts are
powerless to prevent the social opprobrium suffered by
thece hapless children, but the Equal Protection Clause
does enable us to strike down discrimlnatory laws
relating to starns of birth where -- as in thie case --
the clasgification is justified by no legitimate scarte
intercest, compelling or atherwlse.

14, at 17J 7¢. Cf. Plvler v. Doa, 457 U.S. 202 (1982) ,
(invalidating state's genial of Publlc education benefits to

- undocuumented alicn children undey higher standard than ordinary
rational review; Supreme Court acknowledged "special
censtitul ional sensltivity" »f came, due to the state's
penalization of innocent minors and the importance of the public
benefits in yuestion). Similarly, ritizen children living in
“homes with undocumented aliens are neither responsible for nor

" able to contrul the alicn status of their parents or siblings.
In light of the constitutional standards reviewed here, punishing
the innocent cillizen children or siblings of undocumented aliens
seems an impermissible means to effectuate Congress's legitimate
interest in deterriny undocumented aliens from entering this
country

5;3 ABIBQIAIX 50 L;m;; Elgggbillty Qf Noncitl.zens

“Section 412 of the bill permlts states to establish
eligzbl¢ity gtandards for certain categories of aliens sesking
state welfara benefits. Section 422 of the bill authorirzes

,5‘
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states to apply so-called “income deeming" rules to restrict the

eligibility of otherwise quulifled alicno. Under such vruleg, the
income of an alien's "sponsor" would be attributed to the alien
for purposes of determining wligibility for state henafits.

“To the extant these provisione allow otates to discriminate
against legal aliens, they raise constirutional concerns.
Although Congress enjoys broad authcrity to classify on the basis
of alisnage and to limit the eligibility of aliens for benefits
under federal programs, Mathews y, Dimz, 426 U.S. 67 (1976), the
states are consrrained significantly by the Equal Protection
Clauee in their treatment of legual «liens. State denial af
welfare bhanefits to legal aliens is subiject tc strict scrutiny, a
standard that, as we have already noLed, is excccdingly Qifficmlt

to satisfy. @Graham v, Richardgen, 402 U.S. 365 (1971); ¢f,
is , 432 U.B., 1, 7 (1977) (atate claceification

~ based upon alienage invalidated under strict scrutiny).

The gQuestion arises whether congressional authorization
would be sufficient to immunize a gtate frow such an cqual
protection challenge. Graham suggests that it would not: in
Gxaham, the Supreme Court was faced with the artgument that a
gtate'sm durational residency reguirement for aliens was in fact
authorizad by federal statute. The Court declined to read the
statute in question "so as'to authorize discrimipatory treatment
of alleng.at the option of the States,” in order Lu aveid the
gericus canmtitutional questions” that would otherwige be
presented: :

Although the Federal Government admittedly has broad

conetitutinnal power to determine what aliens shall be -
admitted to the United States, the peried they may
remain, and the terms and conditions of their .

" naturalilzation, Congress doeg not have the power to

. authorize the individual States to vioclate the Equal
Protection Clause. ' . :

403 U.Ss. at 382 (éiting ghapire v. Thompson, 394 U.S. 613, 841
(1969)). ;

The fact that Graham involved state restrictions on ‘alien
eligibility for fedexal welfare benefits rather than statg
welfare benefits doee not, wae helieve, alter the Equal Protection
analysis applicable to such restrictions. Graham made clear that
strict scruliny should be applied to such classifications because
nla)liens as a class are a prime example of a 'discrete and
insular' minority for whom such bheightened judicial solicitude is
appropriate." 403 U.S. at 372 (citing Upited §Lates v. Carclene
Products Co., 304 U.3. 144, 152-153, n.4 (1938)).
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- Copgerns Related to Asget Forfeitures in the Food Stamp .
Program . . T )

Section 1054 of H.K. 3507 would prxovide for criminal asset
forfeitures in connectién with convictions obtained in food stamp
fraud cases. We have no objectiun te this propesal in concept..
Unfortunately, however, the bill fails to provide for givil {(as

~ opposed to cximinall forfeitures uf property under 7 U.S.C.
5§ 2024(4) ' - S

The abaence of the. availabilzty of civil forfelture for some

" types of property involved in food stauwy violationc is
- prohlematic. For example, only the defendant's property may be

forfeited in a criminal forteiture cawe. Property used by the
‘defandant but held by a third party cannot bes forfeited: :
criminally. In addition, the absence of vivil forfelturae will
make it impossible to use forfeitures in cases in which the

offendery has become a fugitive. ‘hat is because criminxl

forfeiture operates only upon the conviction of the defendant.

' Moreover, there are times when the criminal piusecution of sn

offendar is not necessary to vindicate the government s interest,
as long as the proceeds of and/or tna property used in thc
violation ~an be forfelted c;vxlly :

' Questnnnn of civil forfeiture aside, the enatutory scheme
envigioned by section 1054 of H.R. 3507 is, as currently drafted,
fundamentally flawed. 1If enacted in its current form, it would
without question generate much unnecessary llcigaticn and would, .
for thc ¥easons met’ forth below, ultlmately prove unworkable.

Tirot, the prnovision lack= basic proceduree necessary for
lmplementlng criminal forfeitures., That is, it provides woefully
insufficient guidance to the courts and the Executive Branch
regarding how criminal forfeitures under the Food Stamp Act ace

“to be conducted. We strongly recommend that section 1054
.incorporate the criminal forfeiture procedures from 21 U. 5. C.

§ 853 (Cllmlnul forfe;turnq for druq v;olaticns)

- Second, thc provision. indorporates the "innocent owner"

'defense presently applicable te givil forfeitures (g.g., 2i

U.S.c. §§.881(a) (€¢) and (7)) in a griminal forfeiture statute.
‘This poses the same problems that the Department's proposed

uniform innucent owncr prcvislnn ia designed to correct.

see,
e.g., lls:Royce, 43 F.3d 794 (34 Cir.
1994) (holding that procent innocent. owner defense in sacticn 881
precludes forfeiture from any person who acquired the property

after the offense giving risse to the forfeiture sction). If the
provmaicns of 21 U.8.C. § 853 are incorporared in section 1054,
ag we recommended above, 21 U.S.C. § R53(n} (6) would apply

standards that are appropriate for non- defendant thlrd party
claimants in crimiual forfeirurs prﬂraedlnqs

hidadd LRI N e .
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“Third, the provision contzins unusual -- and cbjecticnable - -
-~ features that place amwuuts realized from fond sramp b
forfeitures at the disposal of the -Secretary of Agriculture.
Such provisiong ave unprecedented and conflict dixectly with 28
U.S8.C. § 524 {c) {Department of Justice Assets Forfeiture Fund),
which places such amounts alL the discrctionary disposal of the
Attorney General for various forfeiture and law enforcement-
related purposes. 5ag 28 U.S.C. §§ 524 (c) (1), (4)(A) ang A ‘
a2y (A We strongly oppose this proposal. . Among other things.
it is 1ikely to encourage a "buunty hunter" approach to
forfeiture activities, gince the agency responsible for a
forfeiture would stand to benefit directly from it. We canrider
this highly inadvisable.

Section 377 of tha Administration‘s "Work First and Personal
Regponsibility Act of 1996" would provlde for both civil and
-eriminal aeset forfeitures in the Food Stamp program and does not
“contain any of the deficiencies diecussed above. We strxongly
urge adoption of the Adninistration's proposal, & copy of which
is enclosad for ready reference. - .

-MWW

: A8 the agency charged with giving effect Lu the provisions
-of the Child Support Recovery Act of 1892, which make it a
federal c¢rime to fail to make child support payweunts to a child
in another mtate, the Department of Justice has a direct interest
-in legislation designed t¢ enhance the tools available te states
to enforce child support ¢orders. We are pleased that H.R. 3507
includes all of the major child support enforcement liuprovemen:s
that the Presgidant has proposed. . :

. Wc are part*rnlarly supportive of provisions that would:
provide for the streamlining of state prccedures for establlshing
patexnity and child eupport orders, and for the modification of
existing support ordere; permit local agencies to access more
Jatabases, onhancing their ability to locate absent parents and
track their amployment% centralize casetracklng (e.g., through

215 oxdex to ensure that sensitive federally held
. information. complled strictly for criminal law enforcement :
purposes (g.g,, information inciuded in data bases within the
National Crime Information Cantexr) is not needlessly compromised,
we recommend Lhat section 315 nf the bill be amended in such a
way (or that the 1egxslative history make clear) that access by a
- non-¢riminal justice agongy to. any federal system of records
agtablished and maintained by a criminal justice agency itox the
purpoee of the. udmin;acxac;on of ﬂrwmlnal justice 1is not
permitted.
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expanslon of the Pederdl Parent Locator Service {FPLQ)).

improve the provisions ol current law mandating “fn1l faith and
credit" for child support orders issued in other states; provide
guidance to gstate courts un priority and recognition of child
support ordere where moye than one order has been issued; and
require that states ensct sLatutes providing for the suspension
of drivers, professicnal, occupational and recreational licenses.

‘ While we strongly support the child support snforcement
provisions of H.R. 3507, we would like to bring to your attentioh
preblems that we have identified in connection with our ongoing
llcigation responsinllitiea undu; current law in this aras.

Qur concerns are threefold., .of paramount 1mporcancn ia rthe
need to correct the decisicna of several courts that render the
Treasury vulnerable to becoming 3 "dwep pocket" for frustrated
support seekers. H.R. 3507, like the current statute, would
render money due from the United States subject to garnishment
"in like manner and to the same extent as i{f the United States

. were a privats person.,'" gSee, section 362(a) ("authority to

collect support {rom federal employees") (propoeed 42 U.S5.C.
§ 459). A problem with this language has urisen where the
employing agency fallsé properly to honor the garnishment crdey

- and pays wages directly to the employee, inste¢ad of withholding
such wages and surrendering them to the court., In similar
circumstances involving private employers, many siLates permit
plaintiffs to sue the negligent employer for punitive, as well as
compensatory damages. We have taken the position lu ¢ourt that a
federal amenmy cannot be sued under such circumstances at all,
Most of the courts that have addressed the issue have Laken a
middle road pnaition by holding, based upon the "private person'
clause (included in current law, as well as proposed suclion
4£9), that faderal agencies can be sued for compensatory damages
but not fines and penalties.  Seg Loftin v, Rush, 767 F.2d 800,

806-10 - {1ith Cir. 1985); QgT;enng vy, DeTienne, 815 F. Supp. 38¢,
397-98 (D. Kan. 1993); Youna v. Yound, 547 F. Supp. L, 3-5 (W.D.

Tenn. 1980); but <f, Green v. Green, 106 Wash. L. Rep. 1201,
1206 (Sup. Ct. D.C. 1978) ("Congress has not intended the yeuexal

iWe belicve that mquarterly reporting of all new hires to the
FPLS (to help establish a new National Directoxy ot New Hires),
ag propused in:gcotion 316 nf the bill, may not be appropriate

for all federal agencies, particularly agencies whoge personnel
files counlain espceially sensitive or classified Lnformatlon,,
such as the Federal Bureau of Investigation.' There are, in our
view, less iuntrusive ways to provide the information sought by,
the bill, and we therefore racommend that it be made clear that
the Secretary uf Health and Human Services and the head of a law
snforcement agency may agree to permit the agency to submit
information to Llie FPLS in a form and according to a txmetable
that la mutually agreeable.
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funds of the Treagury to be‘ﬁsed for child support and alimony
purposes.") . o : :

‘Garnishment statutes and procegures az¢ complex and vary
from state-to-state. Moreover, the federal government employs
individuals located in every state. It ls, tharefore, ‘
foreseeable that agencies will oc¢casionally make mistakes in
"attempting to comp?y with garnishment orde:rs.* Holding the
agencies liable for compensatory, or even punitive, damages f{or
those mistakes, however, would impose an unful: burden upon the
taxpryers and would force the taxpayers to pay for the =~
cbligations of delinquent parents. In most cases, where the
employer rubject to garnishment continues to work for the agency,

'no harm would result from the agency's initial fullure te comply
with a garnishment order; the garnishment would simply continue
longer. In addition, where a federal agency falls Lo yarnish,
the garnisher may still reach those payments by pursuing the
delinguent parent directly. Therefore, imposing compeusatory or
‘punitive damages upon the government would substantially burden
the taxpayers while providing no conecomitant substantial benefit
to the garnishnr. To clarify that money from the Treasury is not
available to pay compensatory damage awards, we recommend thal
any futura child suppor: enforcement legislation include the
following provision: K ’ : ' »

'SEC. . . AUTHORITY TO COLLECT SUPPORT FROM FEDERAL
: EMPLOYEES . . . -
’ * ¥ *

LIABILITY OF THE UNITED STATES. -- Notwithstanding any
other provigion of lsw, the United States shall not ba .
liable for failure to comply with legal process.

Qur second concern is the risk of confusion pyesented by the
definiLlun of moncy "subjest to process" to include "moneys paid
or payable."  See proposed 42 U.S.C. § 453(h). If money has
already been paid, thon it is ne Jonger in the possession of the

¢ A recent case in the Digtrict of Columbia, while
addressing comnercial garniehment, rsther than garnishment for
child support, illustrates the difficulties. In Firet Virginia
 Bapk'v, Kandolph, No. 95-0919 (PLF) (D:D.¢. Mar. 29, 1996), the
state Department received a garnishment order and began to -
 withhold payments. Shortly thcoreaftexz, the Department received a
notice that its employee had filed a motion to quash the
garnishment. Lhe Dépsrtment cmployees responsible for procéssing
the garnishment order interpreted an ambiguous District of
Columbia statute ro regulire that garnishman® cease pending a
ruling on the motion to quash. The district court held that this
was an incorrect interprelLation of the statute at igsue and held
the Department liable for compensatory damages.
!

P - - 10

YTom "o o
ATTFUNCHNAT WA wem rAM T COAMA CThA WAW EEAE aw s ma

o—— . ——— S (W i e — S o 7o WE— S S


http:9~rnishm.nt
http:Distri.ct
http:taxpRyp.rs

eTo M

number and dury station.!

‘o, WL-18-1996 14:55 T0:244 - B REED . PROMDADE, L. P12/14

United States and cannot be withheld in respcénse to legal
process. In addition, renderiny Llie United States responsible to

_surrender "moneys paid" contradicts proposed 42 U.S.C.

§ 459(a), which appiies only to woneys. "due from, or payakle hy,
the United States" to the employee. To correct this apparent
inconsistency, we suggest that the wurds "paid or" ba deleted

from proposed § 459(h).

Our third concern is the provision in both the current
statute and in H.R. 3507 that requires Lle geovernment to
"regpond' to legal grocess within 30 days. Sea proposed
§ 459(c). Some litigants have taken the pusition that "raspond"
mmans "pay irto court." In recognition of the fact that agency
payrolls are cumbersome and that withholdinyg valculations and
axemptions are confusing, we have taken the position that a2 more
reasonable interpretation of "respond" would be “lLegin to
withhold." Because 30 days is a reasonable amount of time in

"which to expect the employing agency to put the yarnishment order

intn affect through the automated payroll process, if proper

ldentifying information is received, we suggest thal Congress

stxrike the word "respond" in proposed § 459(c) (2) (C) and insert
"begin the procedures necessary to implement . the garnishment, if
propar identifying information is included in the garnishment
ordar, including, at a minimum, the employee's Social Security

-- Guban_and Haitian Entrauts' Access to Bepefits

We uxge the Congress to clarify that Cuban and Haitian
entrants, including parolees, are eligibls for means-tested
benefito under the mame terms and conditions as provided to
refugees and asylaes under H.R. 3507. In particular, Congrsss
should clarify that Cuban and Haitian entrants are sligible for
the same waivers from benefit restrictions as refugees and
asylees, We also urge the retention ¢f the law that authorizes
Cuban and Haitian entrancs' access to refugee asgistance
benuefits. , :

Under the tcecxmc of the Septamber 9, 1994, agreement between
the United States and Cuba which has succeeded in encouraging
safe, orderly and lcgal migratiomn, the United States has made a
commitment to facilitate the legal migration of at least 20,000
Cubang each year. A May 3, 19985, agreement provides for parole
consideration for Cuban migrants at Guantanamo. ‘ '

Cuban and.Haitian entrants, like refugees, do not
necessarily have close family ties or ~mployment offers in the
United States, and therefore, may lack the support systems
available to other lumigrants. While gond faith efforts are
baing made to screen out potential Cuban and Haitian entrants who
are likely to become public charges and tn encourage the early

gelf-gufficiency of these entrante upon arrival in the United

11
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States, some may still need the safety net of benafits for the
first five years atter entry. Requiring fully enforceahle
affidavite of support for all Cuban lottery beneficlaries in
HBavana would be contrary to the purpose for which the lottary -
program was designed (i.e,, to provide migration opportunities to
persong who may not have family Llies to the United States). The
elimination of benefits for Cuban and Haitian entrants might
result in our inability to fulfill vur wigration commitment which
could trigger an uncontrollad outflow of Lllegal migration from
Cuba.

The five-year waiver trom.the bar un benefits and the
-eomtinuation of refugee benefite -- cash and medical assistance
for the critical fixst 8 months -- would lessen the impact on
state and local communities across the Nation by helping to
ensure self-sufficiency and reducing the pouLential for long-term
- dependency . on public assistance.

. Finally, clarification is also needed to continue specific
benefits for certain groups of foreign nationals who under the
current Tegislative language would be restricted from coverage in
direct contravention of treaties to which the Uniled States is
elgnatory. We defer to the Department of State with respsct to
further details on how the leg;slat;on ghould be clarified.

-- Medicaid Congexn

Although we understand from press reports that the Medicaid -
provicions of thia legislation are to be dropped (and possibly
considered separately), we would like to bring a potential
problem to your attention. In particular, section 2003 of the.

- bill (adding new section 1557(b) (3) (B) (ii) of the Social security
Act) would provide cerraln remedies to address sltuations in
which nursing facilities receive federal monies under State plans
and “willfully and knowingly" submit a false certification
regarding nursing facility residents' functional capacity
aspessments. Requiring rhat such certifications be made
“willfully" makee the "intent" standard that the government must
demouvlrate so rcectrictive that it will be virtually impossible
to obtain civil penalties under this section. In 2
Unlted gSiatge, 114 S. Cc. 655.(1994), the Supreme Court held that
when Congress uses the term "willful" ir a statute, it means that
the government must show that the defendant had "specific intent”
{i.e., both kpowledge of the law that makes his conduct illegal
and Xnowledge that his conduct vinlated the law). Proving that a
defendant had knowledge of the law in the face of his contrary
testimony 15 an extremely difficult endeavor. The proper intent
standard ie the "knowingly" requirement set forth in section
1575 (b) (3) (C) (11) of the Socisl Security Act. in connectlon with

- civil penalties for manufacturers who submit false prlce
,information under master drug rebate agre-ements o
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Thank you for the opportunity to vumment on thie
lagirlation. If we may be of additional sssistance in connection
‘with this or ‘any other matter, please du nut hesitatae £o call
upor n&. The Office of Management and Budget has advised that
-there is no cbjection from the standpoiut of the Administrarion's
program to tha presentation of this report.

Sincerely,

Andrew Folis ' B
Assistant AllLurney Gencral

Enclosure
hr3507.1tr
7/18/96 | - o
8:30 AM : ‘ )
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'WELFARE REFORM CONFERENCE PRIORITIES

Senate Provxslons to Retain

Medicaid: Retain bipartisan Senate language ensuring that poor women and chxldren retain healtb :
care coverage under Medicaid. (kcep Chafee-Breaux Medicaid Amcndmem)

Welfare refom is about movmg parents from dependency to work and self sufficiency, not
reducing health care coverage for needy families. The Senate provision maintains Medicaid
Jor over I 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 should ensure that poor children, needy families, and dependent seniors have food
stamps to meet thezr ‘basic nutritional needs, even durlng tough economzc times.

Maintenance of Effort and Transferability: Maintain Senate prowsxon 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
famzltes from welfare to work.

Fair and Equitable Treatment: Keep Seﬁate language within the block grants on fair and
equitable treatment on eligibility for aid, including federal standards for fair hearings, appeals, and
safeguards 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)

Chzldren especially those at risk of abuse and neglect, deserve protection. Over 20 states

are under court order for inadequately protectmg chzia'ren so this is the wrong issue for a
block grant. : ,

Children's Package‘ of Improvements Missing from House and Senate Bills

Welfare reform 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.

F ood 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 Deductloanood Stamps: Calculate food stamp benefit levels for families with
children in the same manner as the elderly -- uncap the excess shelter deduction.

House Pr0v1s10ns toModify ‘ '
1) Repeal retroactive Medicaid cuts on legal immigrants who currently depend on Medwald 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.



Y

Congressional Positions on Welfare Reform

Block Grant -- Drop the School Lunch demonstration block grant :

Vetoed | Senate | House
H.R.4 | Bill Bill
AFDC, WORK, & CHILD CARE

State Funding/Mainténance of Effort (MOE) Issues‘

" Overall MOE - Raise level to 80% or higher - + +
Transferability -- Allow trahsfers'to child care 6nly; prohibit - + 0
transfers to Title XX Social Services Block Grant .~ :

Contingency Fund | ‘

Base Fund -- Increase to $2 billion and r;laké pennaneﬁi - + +
Recessions -- Allow further expansmn of fund durmg recessmns - - -

Work Program Issues. | |
WQrk PgrtxcuggL gn -- Tough but ﬂex1ble work requlrements ; 0 0
Performance Bongg -- Incentives for work - + +
Child Care -- Added resources and quality standards ; - | + +

Equal Protections - Requi}e States to establish fair and equitable - + ;

treatment provisions and develop State accountability mechanisms

Vouchers -- Five year ﬁme limit with mandatory vouchers ' 0 X X

Medicaid -- Health céiferage t;or welfare families ' - " + +

Family Cap -- Provide complete State flexibility - + -

Displacemenf -- Workfare not displacing jobs - 0 -

FOOD STAMPS & CHILD NUTRITION

Optional Block Grant -- Drop any version from Bili‘ s - + -

Annual Cap on Program Spending -- Drbp from bill. | - + C

Shelter Deduction -- Do not change current law - E - 0 -

Time Limits/Work Requiren;ents on 18-50s - States must offer > - o X

work slot before terminating benefits : :

- +

M indicates position generally consistent with Administration; (-) in.dicate's position inconsistent with Admihfstration;
(0) indicates partial support; (X) indicates position worse than vetoed bill. July 24, 1996 -
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LEGAL IMMIGRANTS
Bans - Drop Food Stamps and Sl bans
Medlcald o o
gg on gmgq Immxgm ts -~ Drop from bill
gn on g;gmng Immxgmgﬁ -- Drop from bxll

Exemptions -- Provxde an exemption for the dlsabled and children

CHILD SUPPOR’I‘ ENFORCEMENT

Reforms - Toughens Child Support Enforcement .

- |SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME

Children -- Drop 25% benefit reduction for most newly eﬁgiblc :

CHILD PROTECTION _

" Block Grant -- Drop foster care/adoptién assistance block grant

Vetoed | Senate
H.R. 4 Bill

- House

Bill .

(+)indicates posmon generally consistent with Adxmmstratlon {-) indicates position inconsistent thh Admmlstranon

{0) indicates partial support (X) indicates posmon worse than vetoed bxll July 24, 1996

Savings From Welfare Réform Proposals*‘ .

,Vetoed ‘ Hou.ég Senate Administration
HR.4 | Bil Bill Bill

Food Stamps . . ] s | s | s | sislm |

Jmmigrants R s2 | 29 | 23 -$6

sSIKids | si0 1 | % 87

Other . - 2 | 4 | so 56

gTc . - 1 s | s | s $5

Adoption Credit - Bl 'so. S0 | 452 $0

' Total | -$59 | -s63 | s58 | = .42

*G.-year savings in billions, CBO estimates; includes Medicaid effects of a stand- alone wclfarc bx 1, totals may .

- not add due to rounding




‘Democrats, lebbyrsts, some, Republlcans targetmg
Shaw's welfare bill By erlram E/ Grbson Fort

Lauderdale Sun-Sentmel

N WASHINGTQN ‘Democrats- and lobbyists are preparmg an
ambush for Rep. E. Clay Shaw Jr.'s controversial welfare -~
- bill as it rumbles toward the House floor. = - . .

" The fray over welfare wrth Shaw caught in the rmddle,

E R has only just begui,

: Opponents plan to take shots at the blll S. proposed ban-'

“on benefits to unmarried teen-age mothers its limits on .

" aid: to disabled” chrldren and its cap on wélfare spendmg

regardless ‘of need. L
We ought: to ‘be thmkrng about how we can help the

* .. least among us, not how harsh we can be on chrldren born
" “.out of wedlock and folks who need educatron training and
M _]Ob “ said Rep. Charles Rangel, D-N.Y,; a senior rnember, o

of the Ways and Means Committee. '

Florida Gov. Lawton Chiles has already entered the.

- welfare debate, last week urging Shaw; R-Fla., to change
. fundmg fonnulas so that growth states like Florida do not .
suffer more than its. fair share’ of welfare cutbacks.

The actron centers on a bill to overhaul the: welfare

' ’system which emerged last week from chamnan Shaw's’ .
- Subcomm1ttee on Human Resources After angry. debate, all :
‘erght Repubhcans on.the panel voted for, the brll and all

five Democrats voted against it. o
*The bill next goes to. the ‘full - Ways and Means ,'

o Cornmrttee ‘probably in early March where Democrats hope

‘ Congress

to force ma;or changes : .
~.Though' both parties favor. welfare reform Republxeans

probably will have to comprormse to get their. versron 1nto .

law. The bill still must pass the’ full committee,”

~ the House and the Senate and be signed mto law- by .
. President Clinton a harrowmg process sure to wear away
" some. sharper edges

. O this and many other issues, Dernocrats are- learrnng
how to counter-punch and Repubhcans are leammg how

* difficult it is to bring about ‘change.

Shaw, already the target of lobbyists: from all’ srdes
.wrll manage the bill as it ‘¢hurns’ through Congress. .

We ve got a system 50 out. of whack it's been cruel to; . o

people, said Shaw.-"It's encouraged out:ofwedlock ..

- births. It's encouraged people not to do well in school. -
- It's encouraged people not to, work "

‘But Shaw acknowledged that to. get “his’ brll through
‘there will be some changes

.- As it now stands, the bill would:

Cut off benefits-to unmarried mothers under age 18
Cut off’ benefits to parents who are. ‘not’ workrng after ’ X

. two’ years.on welfare

Cut off beneﬁts to farnrhes who have been on welfare .

~for more than five years.- A

over five years

“Cut off benefits'to legal alrens those who resrde here

o legally but have not become. citizens mcludrng food *

stamps and Medicaid. Illegal ahens are already barred L
.Ciat off Supplemental., Secunty Income beneﬁts to ¢

" . alcoholics and drug addicts. -

Trghten rules that determme whrch chlldren are p -

“eligible for disability aid: .~ - . . S

" Create a welfare block grant to ‘Gap total spendrng, _

* even if that' leaves the states short of funds to help
" 1nd1v1duals who quahfy
Total welfare’ spendmg would be capped at $15 3, brllron R

per year through 2000 an estrmated savmgs of §7 bllhon o

[P

(EDITORS NEXT 2 GRAFS OPTIONAL 'I'RIM)
"Shaw himself hopes to make some changes when the brll

ireaches the full committes.,

. He plans to add’ tough new enforcement tools to extract '

- .money from deadbeat dads That’ would mclude a natronal .

regrstry of parents who owe chrld-support payments a

)\\ .‘\‘

- for the state' s huge growth in population and needs :

- South Florida. | = N

. 3

A computenzed lrstmg of therr names and Socral Secunty

numbers so.morniey can be deducted from their paychecks

v ‘wherever they* go. About, $34 brlllon in chlld support gces
g uncollected each year, he said. S . o

“(END OPTIONAL TRIM) . ‘
~ Shaw also promrsed Chiles . he would- devrse a fu.ndmg
formula that does not pumsh growth states The governor.
‘has complamed that.a ‘nationwide. cap as now proposed would *
‘be especially severe in "Florida bécaiise it would not allow

(EDITORS NEXT 2'GRAFS OPTIONAL. TRIM).
" “In fact,'in all of the. formulas that deal now with - ¢ '
AFDC Medlcard
' you name it we are- going to be hurt,” Chrles told the ?
‘Florida congressronal delegation last-week. o

. The state's federal welfare fundrng would be cut 6] R
percent far greater than the natronwrde cutback of 25
percent; said Rep. ‘Karen Thurman, D-Fla. Those states -

who' would be ‘the big. losers are starting to come forward

and say,’ “Well, wait a, mrnute " she sard T .
(END OPTIONAL TRIM) 0 A ‘
‘While trvmg to resolve this concem Shaw also wrll be

pressed by Democrats, Republican moderates and advocacy -

~groups who think some of ‘the proposed cutbacks are-too . .

’harsh especrally those affecting disabled chrldren ‘

teen~age mothers and legal non-citizens. L

f Some of Shaw's fellow Republicans. are preparmg to

‘pounce. For example, Cuban-American Reps. Lincoln

Diaz-Balart and Ileana. Ros-Lehtmen both of Miami, are

pressmg within Republrcan ranks to’ elrmmate the proposed

cutoff of non-citizens, many thousands of whom lwe i’

(EDITORS STORY CAN TRIM HERE) :

" Another ﬂashpomt is the bill's' restrrctrons on,
beneﬁts to the disabled:” T :

Congressman Shaw Just voted to throw 200 000 drsabled '

. -children du'ectly into. the grinding maw. of poverty‘," said
Rhoda-Schulzinger, staff attorney for'an advocacy group, S
the Bazelon Center’ for Mental Health Law. . "

Shaw shrugs. off such criticism,: sayrng he only wants tor
trghten rules that allow too many people Wwho are not -

-

really needy to squander the taxpayers’ money

All thrs will come under drscussron but in the end " L i

. we w111 be able to: geta bill through Congress "he . ... ‘
S predrcted . ..

’
#
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. Moreoi/e'r AID contributes funds to Russia-related

, programs, of the World Bank, the European Bank for
Reconstructron and Development the United Nations ‘

‘ ‘Development Program, the. World Health Orgamzatron and E
other public. bodies. These orgamzatrons enjoy vast e
‘resources and, are capable of conducting therr own o
activities in the former Soviet Union.. S

A‘ ' The AID contracting process is arcane and often - . o e

: understood only"by those with long-term relatronshrps with : ‘

the agency. Thrs effectively screens out organrzatrons ‘ .

that don't have an inside track with AID. Tom Dine, AID's -
assistant coordmator for the, Newly Independent States, has.
- said publicly that if he could have one wish fulfilled it
would be to. abolish AID's contractrng office. S .
To achieve Ameri¢an foreign.policy goals, U.S. a1d to
Russia must be deliveréd quickly and. effrcrently
' ) Expenence teaches us this goal will not be dchieved if
. the-program’is administéred by AID. Sen. Jesse Helms'
recent proposal to creaté an independent Intematronal
Development. Corporation is a step in the night direction..
_ - But the best results will be achreved if Congress ¢reates
*'an independent board to. manage a1d to Russra and the Newly
" Indépendent States.” : ‘
Such a, board would be Jorntly nommated by Congress and
the' presrdent -and would include representatrves of
: govemment promment area’ specialists and the prrvate
sector. It could be modeled ‘on the Board of International
.Broadcastrng, whrch ran one of the' government's' more
- efficient. forergn operatlons Radlo Liberty and Radro Free
" Europe.- o
' Congress. should continue’ to support Russras economic
~“and, pohtrcal reforms. Whilé aid programs are far-from
B perfect they address vital U.S. security goals. At the - & :
same time, Congress should find ways to improve program R
»desrgn efficiency and delivery. These programs ‘are as o ‘
vital as their post-World War II predecessors n Gennany
_' and Japan,-and should be run as. effrcrently
e Anel Cohen is‘Henry :Salvatori Fellow i Russran and
Eurasian Studies. at the Heritage Foundatron in Washrngton
l END'AI?JC EDIT RUSSECON . ‘ ‘
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. Welfare Reform
Stalled in the Senate Once Again
| Lyn A. Hogan

The welfare reform debate, tempdrarily 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 Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) provides states with a radical
but responsible 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-wedlock = births and sanctions for
' nonwork—could not-have passed but has splintered. Repubhcan umty on welfare reform,”

making bipartisan compromise. more probable Another second proposal offered by Sen.
Daniel Patrlck Moymhan (D-NY), is a. defense of the status -quo and has gamed httle'f
support.-

PP GOP congressmnal leaders, ongmally pmsed to act on real work-based welfare
reform with Democrats in the.last. Congress, shifted to a 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 radlcal 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 strengthen 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.

Dolé/Pa'ckwood Creates Empty Work Requirements

The Dole/Packwood welfare block grant imposes the same tough work requlrements as.
the Democratic alternative. Yet, the Dole/ Packwood blll does not oﬁer states the ‘money or

the mechanisms to meet these work requirements.”

« The bill initially triples, the number of welfare recipients reqmred to enter the -
Work program, reaching 50-percent by the year 2002. Yet the bill freezes fund:ng at FY'1994

levels. for five consecutive years. This means Dole/ Packwood offers no real money t6 fund

increased enrollment in work programs or provxde child care for rec1p1ents reqmred 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. Further, the bill supplies new tools for linking recipients with private sector
job opportunities, including job placement vouchers, and pays those 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 communities

. for teen pregnancy prevention programs. And, instead of cutting teens immediately off

. welfare, Democrats glve 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 would 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 w:thout 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 passage,
- the Dole/Packwood bill, if properly amended, could be brought closer to acceptable
- legislation. President Clinton has indicated a willingness to work with Republicans to
craft a 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 systemthat 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 m'ovihg welfare recipients into unSubsidized jobs.

> Fzscal Accazmmbzlzty/Mamtenance of Eﬁort 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. Sen. 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 estabhsh a set-aside for

. teenage pregnancy prevention.

._4_'



Because the cost of actually reachmg the 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 means to fund the work requirements; or 3) simply cut hard-to-place
recipients off the welfare rolls, choosing to work with only the easily employable.
Even if Sens. Dole and Packwood backed up their work requirements. with the
needed funds, their plan still lacks mechanisms to move rec1p1ents 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 allows recipients to remain in vocational education for 12 of those 24 months.

]f)ble/Paci&Woodﬁﬁb”égn”I Make Work Pay More Than V}’elfare

Republican budget constraints make it inpossible 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 age'—and does not offer additional money for states to meet
increased work program enrollment rates.

Additionally, desplte 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. Co

Even worse, many Senate -Republicans have further dlscouraged 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 EITC will
be impossible becausé a full-time minimum-wage job cannot support a family.

Dole/Packwood AllowsStates To Cut Unwed Teens' Off Welfare

The Dole/Packwood bill includes punitive measures that allow states to cut off unwed '

teen 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 prégnancy problem after it happens, instead of laying out credible

'Committee On Ways and Means, U.5. House of Representatwes, 1994 Greenbaok (Washmgton DC:

Government Printing Offxce 1994).

!August 8, 1995 interview w:th Barbara Wolfe, director, Institute for Research on Poverty and professor
of economics and preventive medicine, University of Wisconsin- Mad;son based on research conducted .

by Prof. Wolfe and her colleagues
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, DolelPackwood Passes The Cost of Its Reform To The States

plans for teen pregnancy prevennon Therr proposal will more likely increase the
abortion rate, rather than arnehorate the teen pregnancy epldemxc

LI e
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By offermg no’ real money for chﬂd care and health care, and reqmrlng Statels to increase
fivefold the enrollment in the work program—agam without additionial funding—the’
Dole/Packwood bill is passing brlhons of dollars in unfunded mandates to states and
local governments.

‘A Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) study mdlcates 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 proportlons to the states

nd

under the guise of flexibility.

The House has already passed a similar weak-on- work short-on—reahty 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 prowdmg
assistance.to both unwed teen mothers and Zegal 1rnrn1grants - :

Democrats Move Forward v CL Lees Gt T

- v . ,.“4<,«

Yet, as Repubhcans have moved away from real work-based welfare reform, Democrats -

“have moved toward it. ' The crucial step was taken when President Clinton joined with
“Senate Democrats in endorsing the Daschle/Breaux/ M1kulsk1 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

Skills (JOBS) program, and replaces it with the Work First Employment Block Grant to
create an employment system that provides the means and the. tools to link welfare. -
rec1p1ents to private labor markets while still giving states nearly as much flexibility as
in a block grant.

The employrnent system encourages private sector organizations to compete with
the government in the provision of job placement and support services. For the first time,

*Preliminary estlmates from HHS, Department of Agncu ture, Department of Labor, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, and Social Security Administration analysis of the Work Opportunity

" Act 0f 1995, 104th Cong:, S. 1120, the Senate Repubhcan Leadershxp $ Welfare Reform Plan August 7,1995.

“Democrahc Pohcy Comrmttee Leglslatwe Bulletm me y.Self- Sujﬁc:ency Act ]04th Cong August 5,
1995. :
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*Second- Clz;znce Homes. Sen. Kent Cenrad (D-ND) would offer an amendment -

o - to provide funding: for states to develop adult-supervised hvmg )
LR arrangements, or second-chance homes, for ‘teen mothers who are unable
g s to live at home because of safety or abuse reasons e
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> Child Care Guarantee for thase on welfare who are required to 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 Alioeations._ 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.

»  4ob Training For the American 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 bill 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 Amencan 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’
should 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
bﬂl

| Lyh A. Hogan is social policy. analyst for the Progressibe Policy Institute.
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| 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 1ntended 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 status 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 i in principle; others

accept the more controversial premise that discouraging illegitimate births by cutting
off benefits to unwed teen mothers will break the cycle of welfare dependence. Still
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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 bu1ld1ng blocks for any strategy to "make 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
requirements. Still missing in the GOP proposal is any clear and positive national
blueprint for reform.

Thus, even in the supposedly focused 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 Republican package that will undoubtedly emerge
unscathed is the block grant funding principle: converting welfare-related programs
from entitlements to discretionary programs with funding levels arbitrarily frozen. In
the absence of any national commitment to fundamental change in 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 devolution.

Refocusing Welfare Reform on Work

Welfare reform is too critical a task 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 bridges 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 (PPI) Work First plan aims to convert welfare
into an employment system through three mam steps

(1) Abolish both Job Opportumtles and Basic Skllls (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 pnvate 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) all recipients of public assistance should perform some work, with
community 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 placement 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. Such 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 bypass federal and
state bureaucracies and place resources directly in the hands of welfare rec1p1ents
This approach supplies unprecedented flexibility to respond 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 existing 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, community service work—as soon as possible,



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 of family income.

The "Work First" Architecture

The first step in work-based welfare reform is to put work first, 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 than 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.



" 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 employment, 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 a bridge between this potential demand and
the welfare remplents 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 states 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 a new, single match rate set at 60 percent or the Medicaid match
rate, whichever is higher. The federal match rate for implementing job -
placement 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
unsubsidized 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. ,

o Applicants for aid would apply at a government 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)

@)

(3)

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. '

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 serious 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
'offer counseling, training, or other services. But everyone, even if they
are not ready for private job placement, should perform some

. community service work.

"~ 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
offenng 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 organizations 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



remaining 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 gwmg JOb placement vouchers directly to recipients, states could tap into
and build a growmg market for pubhc 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. cuttmg 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 more cost-effective than any short-term block-and-cut
approach that abandons federal respon31b111ty for welfare reform without supplying
incentives to work.

‘ States would 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 initiative in Riverside, California; temporary private
sector work experience supplied by employers and subsidized with income assistance
and a c¢:shed-out food stamp benefit; mlcroenterpnse training programs; and other
employn nt-based services.

In a full-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 dlrect competition with
private providers for voucher benefits.

Additional Elements of a Woi'k First Strategy for Welfare Reform
Aside from changing the incentives of the system from income maintenance

and education and training to job placement, several other steps are necessary to an
overall Work First strategy. First, we must make work pay more than welfare, and



recognize that any work-based reform of welfare is inconsistent with "on 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 men 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 famlhes The Clinton Administration in 1993 adopted the
right approach: a $21 billion expansion of the earned income tax credit, a direct
subsidy to low-wage workers. Other changes necessary to make work pay include
toughening child support enforcement, expanding child care support for the working
poor, and prowdmg health care subsidies to low -wage workers. '

Second we. must develop an empowerment strategy to encourage the poor to
- build personal 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 govemment churches, commumty 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.S. microenterprise

- ventures tap the latent entrepreneurial talents of poor people, espec1ally women, Who
face limited optmns in formal labor markets.

Third, we must improve child support enforcement, both to supply non-
.welfare streams of income to chllciren on public assistance and to reinforce the
responsibilities and benefits of parenthood espec1ally among fathers of chlldren 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, and offer access to the employment system -
(but not cash benefits) for those non-working fathers who are delinquent in their
child support payments. R - :

Fourth, we must adopt a comprehensive strategy to prevent teen
pregnancy—combining unambiguous condemnation of irrespensible child-bearing
-with community-based solutions that strengthen and support families and 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 morally 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 1mportantly, PPI envisions a shift in the primary responsibility for
reducing teen pregnancy from government 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 Work. First Employment System is designed to turn the
incentives of the current systen: inside out. 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 Sénior Fellow, and Lyn A. Hoga}z is the
Social Policy Analyst, of the Progressive Policy Institute. :



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 beneflts.

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 placed in a private
sector job; states would be given an option to adopt a
"grant diversion" 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 "diverted" rom the system.

Any fur. "5 used by states to endow job placement vouchers
would b- matched at a higher rate, plus states would
receive o : months worth of foregone federal payments
(i.e., saviags) 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 Fireworks On Floor

Chiding House Republicans for not
passing all 13 appropriations bills by
June 30— as is mandated by law but ig-
m 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 comments 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 30 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 13 appropri-
ations bills than the Democrats com-
pleted by July 4 in many years.

“Democrats have no grounds for
complaints about this July 4 adjourn-
ment resolution,” Rep. Lincoln Dlaz-
Balart, R-Fla., contended. .

‘While Obey was speaking during the
debate, Hayworth sat in-the front row
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 1mpohte
members I have ever seen in my 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 demanéed an
apology.

Obey agreed to apologlze 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 Confere‘nfc"e“-

House GOP leaders tentatively have
selected conferees on the immigration
reform bill and now are trying to resolve
} Jupiciary | internal disputes

‘ over the legislation
before the conference begins next
month, LEGI-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 Repubhcan A
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 Gallegly 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-write the 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 satd.

Republicans conferees will resolve
disagreements on the public education
issue before heading into conference,
the source added. President Clinton has
vowed to veto the final bill if the pro—
vision is included.

Meanwhile, a Democratic source said

- House Democratic conferees will include

Judiciary ranking member John
Conyers of Michigan, and Reps. John
Bryant of Texas, Barney Frank. of
Massachusetts, and Howard Berman
and Xavier Becerra, both of California.

Senate immigration conferees were
announced last month.
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Lott Leaves Door Open To Splitting Medicaid, Welfare

- The debate intensified Thursday
over whether Republicans should split
their Medicaid and welfare reform pro-
E posals, and Senate

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
recongciliation 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 should remain a federal
entitlement remams seermngly insur-
mountable.

In fact, the administration in a let-
ter this week-opposed the GOP Med-
icaid plan, which would end the fed-
eral guarantee 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 permanently to legal im-
migrants. : ., -

For their part, Reps. John Ensngn,
R-Nev., and Dave Camp, R-Mich., are
sending another letter to' Gingrich and
Lott — already signed by 94 Repubh-
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 reforms in both the wel-
fare and Medicaid programs has ex-
ceeded critical mass, we:are not swayed
by the view that the two programs must
be reformed 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 substantially greater 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 reforms 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.

“T 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.

| CongressDaily/A.M.'s Schedule

An aide to Tanner expected the ef-
fort could get 218 signatures easily, tak-
ing into consideration the roughly 94
members who already have signed the
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-
tle-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 Mlchlgan GOP Gowv.
John Engler.

Like the W1scons1n 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 reform 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. '

How To Gef Your Event
Listed In

CongressDaily/A.M. compiles its
scheduling information from LEGI- .
SLATE and Federal News Service.
Announcements of congressional hear-
ings-and other events can be faxed to
202-296-6110 to the attention of
“scheduling department.” Due to space

- limitations, CongressDaily/A.M. can-
not guarantee publication of all'an- -
nouncements. :
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By Cheryl Wetzsteln ', 1 \ o

'I'HE WASHINGTON TIMES *

This: past week, welfare reform
resumed its- place as one of ‘Con-

' gress most contentious and polm -

cally volatile issues.

. President Clinton has med to
embrace innovative SOluthl‘lS

"1 drafted by Republican govemors '

- but twice vetoed less-sweeping re-
, forms passed by the: Repubhcan-
led Congress.

The Repubhcan Natlonal Com-

_.advertising blitz questioning Mr.-
:Clinton’s commitment_to make
good on his 1992 campaign pledge

1 to “end welfare as we know it”

“The presndent s allies warn that |’

‘;the GOP’s federal overhaul does

" /not guarantee-a minimum lével of

- support for the poor during a deep
recession. Further, block grants in
" the GOPbill allow governors to use
. federal money: for welfare or other
programs: -’
. The toiling will contlnue untll :
Electlon Day; and expectations for

_ a meeting of the minds are ex- |
- tremely low. Congresslonal ‘hear- .

ings have begun anew on the Re-

: publican and Democratlc

approaches to reform.

Between now and: Election Day, -

. mlttee has launched a television:

"Hill to wrestle again :

with welfare reform
GOP wary after two Clinton Vetoes -

o On June 14 1994 to great fan-

fare, Mr. Clmton unveils his long- "

awaited ‘welfare plan in Kansas
City, Mo. . Welfare will. now “be
about a. paycheck not a welfare
check?” he. says.

" The Clinton plan targets young ‘

welfare parents, sets a two-year
time limit after which recipients-
must work, and creates a new
government-funded work. pro--

-“gram. It costs $9.3 bllhon over fwe »

years..
Repubhcans scorch the plan:
“It’s half-joke, half-fraud,” says -
Empower America co-dlrector
"William J. Bennett. It “may be the
tend of welfare reform as we know -

it,” snipes Senate Minority Leader. 5

Bob Dole, Kansas Republican.

‘e On Sept. 27, 340 Repubhcan
.congressmen and GOP hopefuls
- pledge to fulfill a “Contract With
America,” which’ 1ncludes welfare
_reform, 1f elected

. o0n Nov. 8, Repubhcans wm";-,;

control of both the House and the
Senate.- :

~e0On Jan. S, 1995 “the "
Republlcanlcontrolled House
-Ways and Means Committee holds -
the first of dozens of hearings on .
Contract. 1tems, mcludmg welfare
‘reform. .

Although GOP reforms —_ espe- :
. cially efforts to give statés control

‘of the school-lunch program — are -

‘ both partles willaccuse each other N bitterly denounced by advocacy -

" see WELFARE page A8

WELFARE

“From pageAI

of bad falth on welfare reform
Here’s a review of what has and
has not happened with this issue

o since the early stages of the- 1992

‘campaign for the presidency. -
OThroughout ‘his .1992 cam--
paign, Gov. Clinton wins app]ause -
and cheers with his prormse to
“end welfare as we know it Butas -
president, he: focuses .first .on
health care reform, leaving wel-

.fare reform, which he believes will
- cost billions of dollars to do, to &

task force.
® Spying a vacuum,, House Re-

_ publicans set up. their own welfare. .

task force and in November 1993

1ntroduce a bill with 162 co- .|.

sponsors.-The GOP plan saves $20 |
billion over five years, mostly by |
ending welfare to immigrants. .
- e Senate :Republicans offer a
similar welfare blll two- months'
later.. . ‘
‘oln h1s 1994 State of the Union
address, Mr. Clinton promises the -
Democratic-led ‘Congress he will

" | sendita “comprehenswe welfare -

reform bill” in the spring.
o In March, a draft of the White -

‘'House welfare plan is leaked and- .
| - hastily released; the plan’s$15 bil- °
| lion price tag attracts the most at- .

tention. .
‘e In Aprll a band of conserva-

. tive Repubhcans reject the House

GOP bill in favor of a welfare plan’
that converts more than 60 pro--
grams into a block grant and saves -
$7O billion over five years. :
oA month later, House Demo- -
crats known as the Mainstream .
Forum introduce a version. of wel-_
fare reform that is estimated to .

" cost $18- billion-over five years..

" fare plan is barely mentioned. "

groups, House Democrats do not .
‘mount a substantial challenge to
the GOP and the White House wel-

o In March, a jubiliant -House
passes, 234-199 a welfare reform .
bill that saves $120, billion over
seven years and makes sweeping
changes to ‘cash welfare, child-

" | support enforcement, child care,
-food- and school-nutrmon pro- .

grams and the Supplemental Secu- .
rity Income system. - ~

‘#In May, the Senate Fmance
" Committee rejects a welfare re-
form bill by Sen. Daniel Patrick

" Moynihan, New York -Democrat,

that costs, $7.9 billion over five

e On Sept. 19 the Senate passes .
welfare reform 87-12, with ‘sup-

“port from 35 Democrats.. beerals

., are appalled.

oA campalgn to deter Mr Clin-
_ton from signing GOP. weélfare re-
" form quickly commences, -and’ in

garly November, the Office of R

Management and Budget (OMB) - =

‘releases a report saying that GOP "~

welfare reforms could increase
- the number of chnldren in poverty
v by 2.2 mllhon over 10 years.

 Mr. Clmton heeds. thése w warn-
mgs although Democratic’ Sens.
John B. Breaux of Louisiana and

Joseph I. .Lieberman of Con-
. necticut dispute the veraclty of the
OMB findings. * -

e In November, the 42 member~

.Senate-House welfare panel
charged with merging the two
--chambers’ bills- announces that,
except for the school-lunch sec-
. tion, it is done with its work?

“But the school-lunch problem '

snags the bill for more than a“
- month, Neither GOP Sens. :Rich- -

!

" ard G. Lugar of Indiana nor James
‘M. Jeffords of "Vermont will en-

dorse the confererice report onthe
.bill with school-lunch reform and

Rep Bill Goodling of Pennsylva- '

nia, who endured. weeks of abuse

_over school-lunch reform, will not

" endorse it without the reform.-.

e Five days before Christmas,
“‘the school-lunch impasse is - re-
solved when Mr. Jeffords endorses
the bill in exchange for more child
care funding, The House passes

welfare reform 245-178, and . the’

. Senate passes-it 52-47. Estlmated
savings: $58 bxlhon over seven
years‘ vy

‘e On'the evenmg of Jan 9 1996,

when the Capltol isinthe mldst of -

‘the blizzard of 1996, Mr. Cllnton .
vetoes the welfare reform bill.
‘e For much of 1996, welfare re-

form appears hostage to the pres- ‘|*
! ldenttal political battle between

'Mr ‘Clinton and Mr. -Dole, .-,

- @ In'February, the nation’s.gov-
ernors pass bipartisan resolutions
about what they want in welfare .
and Medicaid reform. House and’
Senate leaders hold. hearmgs but

welfare reform ' appears '.to be .

“doomed .until “April, when the
.White House offers a new bill, and
last week, when thé House Repub—

‘licans introduce their latest ver- |- °

sion of welfare reform.

"years, and passes a bill written by . - )

- committee Chairman Bob Pack- .

. wood, Oregon Republican. .-

Mr Clinton says the Packwood"
reformis a “step in the rightdirec- -

tion. . . but still misses the point on'

| work and oon children” .
-Senate conservatives deride the -

Pa-kwood bill for sidestepping. il-
" legitimacy ‘issues and keeping a
."costly jobs ] program; eventually 24

" GOP conservatiVes abandon the .
Packwood bill for ‘their own wel- -

' fare reform bill.

..o In August, Mr. Dole, the ma- o

“jority leader, unveilsa new welfare = - -
bill with.31 GOP co-sponsors: But " .- -
the bill isn’t . embraced by GOP -
- conservatives, and Mr. Dole pulls " -

" it from floor debate. * -

. ®When the Senate retums m,.“

. September, - GOP conservatlves

.signal their sipport for Mr. Dole’s -

~welfare bill while liberal Repub-

licans thieaten to scuttle it it if ' ..
chariges aren't made. on health .

" care and child care..
After intense negotlatlons,

more child care funding is added, - -

" and the Dole bill now appears
poised to wir. bipartisan support,

especially after a Democratic al-
“ternative, drafted by Senate Mi- -
nority Leader Tom Daschle, is de- -

. feated Mr. Clinton uses a radio

—

e Washington Times

s

- « TUESDAY, MAY 28, 1996 -

-

address to say that the Dole bill is:.

“within striking distance” of ac-

ceptable welfare reform
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" May not butld chemlcal weapons plant

"
1

' By Davzd W Jones

THE WAS&INGTON TIMES'

A\

T

. . 'CAIRO — Pres:dent Hosni. Mu-
- barak .said yesterday he believes | -
°|. he has persuaded- Libyan-leader

Moamimar - Gadhafi  to -abandon

* plans for a chemical weapons plant .
in a mountainside outside Tripoli. .- -

“All right, I am not going to do
. it,” Mr. Mubarak quoted the Libyan

Ieader as telling him during talks -
* Sunday and yesterday in the Egyp-.
" tian capital. The two leaders may

meet again today.

" Mr.. Mubarak, ‘who made the -
revelatmn in“an exclusive inter- .

. view with The Washmgton Times,

| said he had conducted’ extensive
ta]ks with Mr Gadhaf1 about lns

' chemtcal—makmg eqmpment “had l

s

to

ing

g
D
5
S
g

[
x
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From page AI

well that there is.fo acmnty m -
*these tunnels” o

plans for the chemtcal wepons

-plant at Tarhuna,; about. 35 miles

southeast of the Libyari capital.

”ﬁGmnmannmmgnnhﬁ
- Egypt’s Mubarak : says

Tt ‘was - the first time either -

leader ‘has confirmed U.S. intelli- -~
gence reports that such a plant’ .
was unider construction. Libyahas. * . -
maintained the site was, being de-: :

veloped as an irrigation project,

-'As recently as this weekend, Col.’

Gadhafi publicly , dxsrmssed Us. v

-charges about the facxhty

‘., Defense- Secretary" Wlllxam' )

’ during a visit to Egypt~ -~
" in- April that Mr. Mubarak stillre- .° - .
_quired more proof. The United =
“States has threatened to-destroy * . -

Perry said

the plant, saying it could not allow o

beya to build such a facility. . t
Mr. Mubarak stressed that no -

;

yet been installed in-the network -

“of tunnels undér the mountam at
- Tarhuna. . |
e ’“Thereare tunnelsbutno mstal-
' ~"lations, no equipment,” the: Egyp-
- .-tian presidént told ‘The Times: “I -
v thmk the Amencans knew very )

seé MUBARAK page A7

Mr. Mubarak who values Mr

-gion, satd the Libyan leader “lis-
téns very' well,

tention ‘to .install” equipment for’,

- chemical production. I think he
: agreed wzth that and we are work-
ing onit, ,

i | explamed to hun the sxtuatxon

- nuclear facthty in the Negev Des- |
ert. Experts believe Israel may | -

have as many as 200 nuclear weap-
.. ons in its arsenal. .
- Mr; Mubarak saxd he was work-

. ing-on the nuclear issue with the

- although ../

- sometimes he needs to. be ‘told the -

" real picture of things.”. )

.1 spoke with him,’ told him to
“find a way to show there is no in-.

~

:it.would be-very difficult to'de- -

fend it,” and what do  you need

3 »chenucal weapons for? T had long -
-1 talks with him until he uhiderstood
. it-very, very well. Andlthmkhe
: wﬂl not go through with it”,

Mr Mubarak said Mr. Gadhaft :
told him: “All right, T am not going -
to do it, but why are they concen-

" trating on me and leaving nuclear /
" weapons'in Israel.?”

‘Israel refuses to oﬁ“teta]ly con-

., firm or deny it has nuclear arms,

though the Jéwish state is widely -

.. assumed to have developed such a,
T weappns program at the Dlmona .

. Jomt committees looking at_set-- -

. Israelis and with his Arab neigh- |
P © bors.’ Arab nations have called on |

" Gadhafi as a ‘bulwark against N
lamic fundamentalism- in-the re-

Israel to open up its nuclear pro-
gram to international mspectors

Mr. Mubarak said he and Mr.

Gadhafi also discussed interna- | -
_tional sanctions imposed on Libya
- after the bombing of Pan Am
Flight 103 in the skies overLocker-'
.bie, Scotland, in December. 1988..
Libya has beeri accused of shelter- |
- ing two men believed responsxble

for the bombing.

“1 told him, ‘I don’t thmk that SR
_anything will ‘happen until after | L

the elections,” Mr. Mubarak said,

. an apparent reference to the US
-presndenttal campatgn

' Mr. Mubarak said he told the |-

Libyan léader: “Nobody will look

:at this issue now.-Slow .down until

after the elections and see what

;wﬂl be done”

. Local press reports saxd the two,
leaders also discussed a varietyof | - .
- joint economic projects, adding |

the two will evaluate the work of
ting up a shared electrical net-

“work and a ratlway lmk between
their two countnes

. vl
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TALKING POINTS

We welcome the changes the Senate made to promote work and protect chlldren,
and we hope there wnll be no backslldmg in conference ‘Key improvements:

: Med1ca1d guaraniee for famllles on wclfare
- Dropping food stamp block grant optlon

; Mamtenancc—of—effort/transferablllty
" No child welfare block grant
’ Equal proteetlon ~

. Repubhcans need to declde whether they re gmng to work toward a blpartlsan ,
bill that can become law, or just play polmcs by trying to force a veto so they can
‘continue to make welfare an issue. There is. no room for extremism in this bill. The
House was wrong to add mean-—sp1r1ted provxslons like the Kasu:h amendment and the
couferencc should resist these extrem1st 1deas R - ; .

Our goal in welfare reform is to prom‘ote’work and protect.children The current
bills have been improved significantly in these areas since the President vetoed

~ the extremist Dole-—Glngrlch welfare blll in January Key 1mpr0vements smcc
veto: . , ‘ . o

%4 b11110n more in ch1ld care; ; retain safety standards
$2 billion in-contingency fund - : : :
-Higher state match, performance bonuses for placmg people in jobs
Dropped cuts in child welfare school 'lurich, and disabled children -

We have to contmne this blpartlsan progress in conference In partlcular, we
need to do everythlng ‘we-can to protect chlldren 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. -

. Repubhcans and Democrats must put politics  aside and work together to make the
most of this historic opportunity, and give the American people the best p0381ble
‘b1partlsan welfare reform bill to flx a ‘broken’ system : '
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. . . "
" Dear Conferee:: o

As you and your colleagues meet to craft a conference agresment on the Personal Responsibility and

Work Oppormnity Act of 1996, the National Governors® Association urges you to-adopt our bipartisan -

tecommendations to snable states to implement meaningful and effective welfare teform programs.

Governors strongly embrace the transformation of welfare into a transitional program leading to work.
" States, in fact, have taken the lead in developing innovative programs around work. However, we are
coneerned thar there are provisions in both the House and Senate bills that restrict state flexibility and
will create additional unfunded costs, We believe, too, that the work requirements and other
provisions in the bill must be reasonable and flexible to accommodate the varying economic
sizugtions and status of reform efforts that exist among states. ‘

+
v

. -Govermnors recommend the folIowmg. |

Hours of Wurk—-NGA poliey strongly supports Iimitmg the required hours of work for single .

parent families to 20 hours in FY 19971998 and 25 hours in FY 1999 and thereafter, According

to CBO, states will need an additional $13 billion above what is provided in the Senate bill to meet -

“the’ work requirements which include 2 35 hour work requirement in later years. Giving states the
option to limit the hours to 25 will make it more likely that states will actually be able 10 meet the
work participation rate. The House bill, which would require single parents to work 30 hours in FY
2000 and thereafter is closer to the NGA policy.

Work tttmhes defined—NGA supporns thc Senate provision that would give states the option to -

_provide educnuonal wraining to recipients and have their participstion count, in a limited way, toward
the work! panicxpmon rate. We urgs conferees to recede to the Senate provisions that would allow
states (o’ eount 30% of individuals engaged in educational activities for 24 months. For many
xndmduals basic educatmn. such &s literacy, is a critical first step toward getting a job.

NGA alao recommands adopt:en of the House language which does not mpnae an age limit on
education related to employment or secondary school for those who have not completed high school,

Work rates—NGA supponis the work participation rates that were contained in HR 3507/ 1793, as
introduced, which are five percent-lower than the current versions of the bills. Without additional
resources, CBO estimates that most states will have difficulty meeting the rates. NGA asks conferecs
to retum to these levels
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Counﬂng individuals who lesve welfare for work-NGA policy takes a strong position that states
should receive credit in the work participation rate for suecessfully moving people off welfare and

into employmem thereby meeting one of the primary goals of welfare reform. NOA urges conferees

to adld a provision to the confercnce agreement that would allow states to count &t least & ponion of
“these individuals, or to count them for & specified: moum of ime m the work rate calculauon

Job Saareh——'rhe NGA clearly prefers House language which a.llows jobs search and Jﬁb readiness to

. count toward the work parnicipazion rate for up to 8 weeks a year. NGA policy sitpports job search and

_job readiness counting for 12 wesks 8 ysar. NGA urges you to modify the House provision. however,
by striking the sentence which would have the effect of counting as a whole week of job search (and
thereby egeinst the 8-week limit), any time spent on job search——even one hour. Job search has
proven to be a cost-effective strmgy for moving peaple fram walfm to work and states should be
encouraged to pmvxde it.

Penalties on work rate ané other areas—NGA strongly urges conferees to delete the additional
penalties imposed under the Senate bill. The Senate bill would add an additional 5% penalty 10 the
existing penalty on states for failure to meet the work requirement. This would be applied
curmulatively for consecutive failure to meet the work requirement. This is unduly harsh, panicularly
given the stringent work reguirements, and 'will significantly reduce the federal funds necessary 1o
achieve welifare reform.

 We also'nrge conferees to strike the Senate provision which authorizes the Secretary to impose
penelties.on states for failure to comply with any provision i in Title IV-A or 8 state s plan. Thxs is a
broad expanswn of the Secretary’s authority .
}

Fair and Equitable Treatnent—The language in the. House bill, requiring s:ites o set forth
‘objective.critenis for the delivery of benefits and the determination of eligibility Is consistent with the
NGA welfare proposal. Some states are concerned that the language in the Senats bill requiring stales

0 “treat famﬂies with similar needs end circumstances similarly™ is ambiguous and may be contrary
.10 some! exxstmg waivers, may inhibit states’ ability to design prog;rams including personal
respons;bxhzy contracts, and could lead to unnecessary litigation. ’

No sancﬁons allowed for failure to partxr.lpate in work==Both bxlls prohibit states from sancuomng
families with chifldren under age 11 if the family proves that failure 10 participate in work was due o
lack of child care. These families will be counted in the work rate calculation, effectively penalizing

states and making it harder 1o mest the work rate requirements. The bills, as introduced, limited the

exception to fa.mxize: with children under age six.

Pro rata reduction in work rates—NGA enccurages conferees to add FY 1994 as a base year for

comparisons of net ceseload reduction so that states can choose FY 1994 or FY 1995, whichever is

higher. Without this modification. states that began their welfare teform innovations early and have

already had demonstrated successes may not benefit from this provision. We also urge you to allow

- an adjustment 1o net out effects on caseload size due to increases in a state's populauon Otherwise,
high growr.h states do not benefit equally from this provision. ‘ .
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Denial of benefits to Individuals with a drug conviction—NGA urges the confersss 10 receds 10 the'
House and strike the provision ip the Senaie bill that denies federal means-tesied benefits to-
individuals who have been convicted of drug use, possession or distribution.  This will be an
extremely costly provision, if not impossible, for states 1o enforce requiring an exchange of
_information and tracking that does not routinely occur now. States are very concerned about the
unfunded costs associated with this prov:smn L S \

¢
;

. Conﬂugency Fund - NGA asks conferees to strike a provision in the “reconciliation™ language of the
_ contingency fund that effectively reduces the federal maich that states would receive from the
" contingency fund uness states drew down from the fund in every month of the year.

Time Limit on Cash Oply— NGA suppons t tﬁc five-year time limit applying oalj S0 cash assistance. -
States should have the ﬂexxbnlity to provide transpomﬁon. Job retention counseling and oxher non-
cash services,

S B | | |
Cuts in ithe Social Services Block Grant {SSBG)—-NGA opposss the 20% cut in the SSBG
/ comained in the Senatc bill and urges conferees to recede to the House bill and limit the cut to 10%.
- Siates use a significant ponion of the SSBG for child- care for low-income families. :

" Regulauon E Exemption—NGA urges conferees to retain the provisions in both bills which provide

- 2 full Reguletion E exemption for all state and local elactronic benefits transfer (EBT) programs.

- NGA swrongly supports this exemption which is necessary for states to move shead with EBT.
Recently-proposed alternatives to a full exemption are not acceptable because they continue to create
a new entidement and unfunded mandate. :

: Lagal lmlmgrant Parmanent Bar on Mﬁdlcﬂd-—Smﬂ are gready concerned about the House
“language which permanently bars lesa! immigrants from reeewmg Medicaid. This represents a
szsmﬁcam cost shift o the states.

Food Stamp Work Reqmrement—-NC-A opposes the House provision whxch hrmts food stamps
receipt t0 3 months for non-working able-bodied individuals 2ge 18-50 without dependents. This
provision creates tremendeus demands on states’ information systems, rcqumng States o track an
individual's focd stamp participation history for as long as 32 years. .

The NGA suppons the Senate provision which would allow four momhs of receipt each year, with

- work required during the remaining cight months. NGA also supports the additional flexibility
provided in the Senate bill which allows states 1o count up to two months of job search toward the
work requirement and allows a 20% exemption of cases for hﬁrdslup reasons.

- Simplified Food Stamp Program (SFSP). NGA suppors the provision in the Senat¢ bill for
determining cost neutrality under the SFSP which aliows sdjustments for thanges in othcr public
assis:ance benefits and allows for a corrective action petied.

T AT



. P. 85/@5

D KoK : .

‘TUL.?E.‘ 1‘296 mleagsaarn L TRE™ wv;mwux:a HRSUWC LR LON . C ' ' . P 5/5
Pageé !
fuly 26, 1996

|

| N .
Food Stamp Wajvers—States support the provision in the House bill which broadens the waiver
authority of the Secretary of USDA to grant waivers under the food stamp program (o undenake
.mnovanve welfm reform strmgms, :

Sincerely. : . | ‘
~ o C Q ‘ | s
Raymond C. S:hepﬁach , o o ‘ - g

Executive:Director

L S

g - g i Ay T g S T ot ] s o @

TOTAL P.

NI

Y ‘
NI i S

e e


http:Schqpa.eh

'CLINTON PRIORITY

KEY IMPROVEMENTS IN CONFERENCE REPORT OVER VETOED BILL

VETOED BILL "

CONFERENCE BILL |

o "Guarant‘ecd Medicaid

‘NO -

YES

More Child Care $

o

YES (+$4 billion)

, Work Pgrforrnancc Bonus'$

NO :

’ "8‘6%"’5.‘ffaﬁrenahce of Effort-

SlNo

YES (+$1 billion)

o 'Chlld Care Health/Safety Standards :

. ! ..
e oL AR
*

Il 20% Hardshlp Exemptlon L

NO

{1:$2 Billion Contingency Funci'

NO

Limits on Transferability =

NO .

Equal Treatment .

NO

Pérsonal Responsibility Agreements -

NO. .

Opion for Vouchers -

, Food Stamp Block Grant

'NO

‘ Chlld Welfare Block Grant

School Lunch Block Grant Demo .

NO

25% Cut in SSI for Dlsablcd Klds

Foqd ,St,amp C.ap

| NO




" WELFARE REFORM'CONFERENCE PRVIORITIES‘

Note Assumes conferees have agreed to Senate posztzons on child protectzon and on Medtcatd
coverage for welfare reczpzents and current tmmtgrants

Provi isions to Retam'

Food Stamp Block Grant Retam Senate prowsmn by ehmmatmg the optlonal food stamp
block grant » ‘

Food Stamp Work Requlrements for 18-50s: Retain Senate provision to allow benefits for 4
‘months out of 12, give States flexibility to exempt up to 20%, allow job search for 1t02 months,
and prov1de relief for hlgh unemployment areas. :

" EITC Credit for Childless Workers: Retain House position to continue inflation 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 funding, and hmlt
' 'transferablhty of federal block grant fundmg to chlld care only e

' Chlldren s Prg_wslons '

Legal Immlgrants Exempt children from bans on SSI, Food Stamps and Medicaid. Protects
300, OOO children. Exempt mnmgrants who become dlsabled after entry.

Food Stamp Shelter Deductnon Delete the proposed cap on the excess shelter: deduction, so
that food stamp beneﬁt Ievels for famlhes w1th chlldren are calculated in the same manner as the
elderly : S ~ : o

Child Vouchers After 5-Year Tlme lelts chmre/allow vouchcrs for ch1ldren after the time
“limit. (-



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, - By contrast, 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

' AFDC but it recommends vouchers and a 25% hardship exemption from the time limit.

- Froin our perspective, the report overlooks several crucial points:

Child Support: The analysis does not take ‘into account the increase in child support
collections that will result from enactment of the welfare reform bill. This is a glaring -
omission. If all-parents paid the child support they should, we could move more than -
800,000 women and chlldrcn off welfare 1mmedlatcly =

Minimum Wage “The report does not take. into ‘account the impact that the pe'ndiﬁ‘g
increase in the minimum wage will have in reducing poverty —— both by raising
earnings for working families ($2,000 a year for 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 reduétion in poverty is taking place immediately —~ while the Urban Instltutes

- hypothetical increase in poverty is prolected f()r the year 2002

' vSen’ate Improvements: The study is based on the House bill, before the Senate ,
- improvements. The Senate bill has 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 requlrements, time limits, child 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 wclfarc and the welfare
system will have to focus on putting people in jobs instead of writing them checks.

. We also believe that work has mhcrent value. Over the long term, children-who grow
“up in famllles 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 povcrty ana1y51s ‘



. " WELFARE REFORM Q&A | -
| ADELANTE CON CLINTON PHONE CALL
| JULY 27,1996 :

tor

erl you' veto the Congressmnal welfare reform bills if they mclude bans on benefrts
for legal 1mm1grants? , L

Throughout this debate, I have been troubled by the deptli 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 criticism on this
‘provision —- the House bill's retroactive ban on Medicaid, which would throw current

- Medicaid recipients off the rolls. We belreve we can beat the retroactive Medicaid.
‘ban in conference. ]

- will you draw the line at d’eerrring, or can yoo.support aban?

I supported the Castle—Tanner welfare reform bill in the House whlch mcluded an.
_1mponant exemption for immigrant children. I also supported the Breaux—Chafee bill
in the Senate, which exempted the dlsabled T am working hard to get the Congress to
moderate these cuts.

Q. . Do yoo think Congress is unfairly singling out inrmiérants for blame?

People in public life should 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. -



Congress of the United States
Wiashington, BEL 20515

July 24, 1996

The Honorable Clay Shaw
esl Mr. Chairman
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Now that both the House and Senate have 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 several important issues
in the legislaticn.

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 and conflict with work programs that states are currently implementing. The
\Iational 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 determined 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 tc 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 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
assistance because of the time limits. The federal government should not prohibit state
legislatures from choosing to provide non-cash assistance for the needs cf children after
the time limit. The fiscal pressures facing states makes it unlikely 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 ehglblhty 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
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 uncompensated 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 ?,000 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 bemg enacted this
year. We are therefore troubled by reports that the savings from this bili wili 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 meamngful 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



@Zungrass of tbe ?ﬁmteh étates
: © W@ashington, BE 20515 -

July 25,1996

The Honorable Clay Shaw

Chairman .

Subcommittee On ‘Human Resources .
B-317 Rayburn House Office Bmldmg
Washmgton D.C. 20515

Dear Mr Chaxrman‘

\Iow that both the House and Senate have passed sweepmg 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 several important issues

' ‘in the leglslatxon ‘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 that should be addressed in a conference report.
These issues are based on the matxon to instruct conferees that was unanimously approved by
ihe House: . . :

1) Giving states the tools to move welfare recxplems 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 and conflict with work programs that states are currently implementing. The
Naijonal Governors,’ Association adopted a resolution expressing concérn about :
"restrictions on state flexibility and unfunded costs" in.the work requirements of H.R.
3734. The Congressional Budget Office determined-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 bemﬂr 1mplemented- .
across the country if welfare reform is to.be successiul

2) Protectmn for children. We are very concetned aboit provisions in H.R. 3734
. prohibiting states from prov1dmg any ‘assistance to children in families who lose cash
assistance because of the time limits. The federal gzovernment should not prohibit state
, 1eglslatures from choosing to provide non-cash assisiance for the needs of children after
the time limit.” The fiscal pressures facing states makes it uniikely 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 exemptlcn-'
~ to exempt the portion of the caseload that everyone acknowledges are not able to work -
- because of dlsabmty or other causes.

3) Mamtenance of Effort The Senate bill contamed 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 provisions on these issues is important in ensuring that Federal and *
‘state resources are devoted to moving welfare recipients to work and protecting children.



4) Preservmg Medxcald ehglhlhty The House bill contamed 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-income  families or increase the burden of uncompensated care on health
care providers. . ‘

5) Preservmg 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. We

also urge you to restore the excess shelter deduetlon for families with children. -

o 6) Protectxng health care prov1ders from uncompensated care. We dre concemed

" 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 a
‘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 quahtv of care for all Amemcans »
~ The Senate bill moderated the impact of these provisions by applying the ban ’

Aprospecnvely only. The confereace report should at & minimum adopt the Senate posmon s

on t}us 1issue.

7) Mamtam protectmns agamst chxld abuse The House b111 placed programs for child
abuse prevention into a block grant. The Senate eliminated this provision.” The
conference report should not put programs for child abuse prevennon into a block grant.

8) Applymg savings to deficit reduction. The savings in this-bill are almost certamly )
the only deficit reduction from entitlement programs that have a chance of being enacted
-this-year. We are therefore troubled by Teports 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 conference report ensuring that any savmgs

. ﬁ'om ‘the bill are apphed to deﬁcn reducnon ,

A conference report wh1ch addresses the concerns outlined above will receive strong blparusan :

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

; trong, workable welfare reform blll Lhat can become law

¢

Smcerely,




