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Notes on GajJ; Child Nutri1:ion not's,\added 

NOTES 'ON GOP "12/15 OFFER 

'CHILD NUTRITtON: 
, " 

The" of'fer adds back 1.7 billion to child nutrition. This 
, make:s their offer roughly equal to the Admin~stration' 

proposal. 

EITC:'" ' 
Thed.d:rent EITC includes a higher cr.adlt, for "tw6+~child 
families than for one":'child families. The GOP COtmter:"'offer 
'would add a separate tier for three+ child families to 
reduce the'number of families with net tax increases under 
'the" combination of EITC, child ,taxcredit, and standard 
deduction bhanges. However, the number of families with 
children hurt by the tax policies in total would continue to 
exceed 2.5 million. 

TJlr~e'-child families would get the EITC 1ncreases ,E;'ch~ciuied 
under current law unless their income exceeds $24,000. 
(Under the Conference bill, theirEITC would be reduced at 

",$i4,000 for one-parent families, and $17,000 for two-parent 
families.) $2 billion." 

child Care: 
Furiding would De increased by $1 billion, for a totaL 
increase above baseline of $1.8 billion. It" is not" ,clear,,, , 
what years this funding would be available, nor what effebt, 
it would have on 2002. 

"p~~f6rmarice bonus: 

" ' There 'would be a $500 million performanc~ bonus;It 


st'ructure and timing is not clear. 


Contirigency funding: 
The coritingency fund would be restored to its Senate level. 
CBOwould not score any out lay effect for this change. 
HOW'EVER; it is not clear whether the offer would include the 
Reconciliation language under which funding contLnuesin the 



. baseline after 2000, or the stand-alone welfare bill 
language that alters the normal baselirie construction rules 
to reduce 2002 by about SO. 4 billion (plus another SO. 4 
billion r'eduction in the population growth provisions) • 

. T:dinsition provisions .. 
Allows States to stay in AFDe through the end of 1996. Given 
CBO's revised baseline, this probably modestly chea'p~r than 
the curreh.tbill. 

·SSBG 
Adopts the Administration/Coalition proposal to reduce it 
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10%, 'r'ather than 20%. 

, Chiid PrdtE!ctidn., 
Offers to block grant the programs at CBO baselirl.e. Fiinding 
would 'not respond to caseload increases. 

SSt 

Give States $1 billion for services and equipment for 

disabled children. 
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kEYmMs 
',:, WELFARE REFORM 

'12.18.95 

*it'MediCaid: Restore coverage 

**SSI:'R'est6re Sen'atestructute (and add $) 

*Child welfare: Strike foster care block grant 

, F()od st~irips: *'EUn\iriate cap' , 
Restore House EBT option' 

Inifuigrants: Over i5 or *disabled exemption ($) 

"'Work: ~*coritirigdlCY trigger 
" SO%MOE 

**More child care $ (title xX $) 
*Perl. bonus 

,20% hardship 

Pan.;;,timeexemption, 


title xx: ,Addback (or put into child care) 
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NEGOTIATING STEPS: WELFARE REFORM 


1. Coalition bill: conditional entitlement. Uncapped matched 
reimbursemen.t to states for spending on temporary employment 
assistance benefits and administration. Work First block grant 
to. be used for work", diversion and emergency assistance funded at 
a level equal to JOBS funding plus the 95 level for EA. Any 
s~vings from baseline put into the child care block grant. 

2. Modified block grant. Self-sufficiency block grant to be 
used for the management of state designed self-sufficiency 
programs, included work, diversion and emergency assistance 
programs and the management of both self-sufficiency programs and 
temporary cash assistance. State cost-sharing at FMAP. States 
can transfer funds into child care. Cash benefits funded through 
federal state matching structure, . with eligibility rules defined 
by state. Savings from capping the self-sufficienqy block grant 
put into the child care block grant. 

3. State option cash benefit block grant. As above', but states 
have an option to receive cash benefit funds as a block grant. 
States could switch back to a mq.tching structure' on a quarter's 
notice. states could transfer funds from ·the benefit block grant 
to other blocks only if they certify that they are providing 
ben~fits in an equitable manner to all those who meet the state 
defined eligibility rules. No .contingency fund or population 
adjusters for states who choose the block grant. . 

4. Two block grants with state option for matching benefits. Two 
block grants: the self-sufficiency bock as above plus a cash 
assistance block grant set at the 95 'benefit level. Small 

'contingency 	fund to repond to national economic downturns. No' 
population adjusters. States have the option to receive cash 
benefit funding under a matching structure, w~th ~onditions as 
above. 

5. Two block grants as above with no op-out option. Population 
adjusters and contingency fundslapply to .the benefit block only. 

6. One block grant combining self-sufficiency funds and cash 
benefits, with population adjusters and contingency funding 
.applying tb the whole block. . . 
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MEMBER vl' (: COALITION HJ RES 22** VOTED FOR 
BUDGET"" BOTH**1r 

ANDREWS YES YES YES 

BAESLER YES YES YES 

BALDACCI YES NO NO 

BARCIA YES NO NO 

BARRETT YES NO NO 

BE I LENSON YES NO NO 

BENTSEN YES NO NO 

BEVILL NO YES NO 

8ISHOP YES YES Yl::~ 

BREWSTER YES YES YES 

BROWDER YES YES YES 

BROWN YES NO NO ... ... ­

CARDIN YES NO NO 

CHAPMAN . YES NO NO 

CLAYTON YES NO NO 

CLEMENT NO YEC NO 

CONDIT YES YES YES 

COSTELLO NO YES NO 

CRAMER YES YES YES 

DANNER NO YES NO 

DEFAZIO NO YES NO 
1--------..-_........... • "M' ,,_~.~ ... .. . .. .__.."-,, .._" .... ~ 

DE LA GARZA YES NO NO 

nTC":'KS YF.S NO NO 

DINGELL YES NO NO 

DOOLEY YES YES YES 

ESHOO YES NO NO 

FAZIO YES NO NO 

FLAKE YES NO NO 

FORSE YES NO NO 

GEREN YES YES YES 

.. 

. . 
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GORDON NO YES NO 

HALL, R. YES YES YES 

HALL, T. YES NO NO 

HAMILTON YES YES YES 

HARMAN YES YES YES 

HAYES YES NO NO 

HOYER Y8S YR~ YES 

JACOBS NO YES NO 

KLECZKA NO YES NO 

LINCOLN YES YES YES 

LIPINSKI NO YES NO 

LUTHER YES YES YES 

MARTINEZ YES NO NO 

MATSUI YES NO NO 

MCCARTHY YES YES YES 

MCHALE YES YES YES, 

MCNULTY NO YES NO 

MEEHAN YES YES YES 

MINGE YES YES YES 

MONTGOMERY YES YES . YES 

MORAN YES YES YES 

MURTHA YES NO NO 

ORTIZ YES NO NO 

ORTON YES YES YES 

~AYNE Y~S YES YES, 

PETERSON, C. YES YES YES 

PETERSON, P. YES NO NO 

PICKETT NO YES NO 

POMEROY YES NO NO 

POSHARD YES YES YES ...'-, 

RICHARDSON YES NO NO 

ROEMER YES YES YES 

" 
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SABO YES NO NO 

S.~WYER YES NO NO 

SCHROEDER . YES NO NO 

SCOTT YES YES YES 

SISISKY NO YES NO 
,

SKAGGS YES NO NO 

SKELTON YES YES YES 

SPRATT YES YES YES 

ST£NHOLM YES YES YES 

TANNER YES YES YES 

TAYLOR YES YES YES 

THORNTON YES NO NO 

TORRES YES NO NO 

TRAFICANT NO YES NO 

VENTO ' YES NO NO 

VISCLOSKY YES YES YES 

VOLKMER , YES NO NO 

WARD YES NO' NO 

WILSON YES NO NO -
WYNN NO YES NO 

* 68 Democrats voted for the Coalition re r-oncilation alternative 
(H .R. 2491) on October 26. 

** 47 Democrats voted for the ,continuing esolution (H . ..1. Res. 
122) on November 16,. 

*** 33 Democrats voted for both bills. 

I 
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KEY ISSUES 

'-.- ,.­

1. No cuts in overburdened child protection system. _ _, 
-2., Maintain entitlement for all3.spects of foster care and adoption assistance program. 
'3. 'Maintain protection's for individual children in the system. 
4~ Maintain flexible funds for research/innovation. 

TIER A ~ SUPPORT THE SENATE: 

Maintain current law. 

Issues: 

€onsistent with the Senate position. As Director Rivlin wrote in the October 18 Statement of 
Administration Position on the welfare reform conference, "The Administration strongly 
opposes the child protection block grant and program cuts in the House bill, and .supports the 
bi-partisan Senate decision to keep those programs intact. It Further Administration positiori 
was laid out ,in the President's veto message concerning reconciliation. When listing the 
reasons for his veto, he wrote: "The costs of excessive program cuts in human terms -­
~ .. [to] abused and neglected children' -- ... would be grave. It ­

, ' 

Agreeing to cuts in child protection' programs undermines the Administration position that the 
conference bill is not real welfare refQrm. 

TIER B - INCREASED FLEXmILITY: 

Expand the number of child welfare demonstrations beyond 10; 

Promot~ consolidation of state plan requirements (IV-B, IV-E, and CAPTA); 

- ' 

Provide some limited method of transferring funds from Title IV.:E to IV~B, based on 
performanct?; , 

Options to provide that eligibility for foster care is not contingent on current AFDC 
eligibility. 

Issues: 

Consistent with the Administration position of promoting flexibility, positive changes could ' 
be made that would improve and simplify the child protection system. These changes would 
have the goals -of accountability for outcomes, partnerships with states, and promotion of 
administrative simplicity. ' , 

These changes would not in any way infringe or experiment with the child protection safety 
net. 

, I' 

December 14, 1995 (9:47am) 
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TIER C~ NO SAVINGS GROWTH CAP: 

Per capita child placement/administration growth cap, at a level that would not. 
necessarily produce budget savings. , . 

Issues: 

. Including a per-capita child 'placement/administration cap would be consistent with the 
Administration's approach for Medicaid. However, the cap could disadvantage states that' 
have not yet made large investments in child placement/administration activities. 

This option could be considered in combination with the Tier B package. This would create 
a flexibility/fiscal reform package. 

TIER'D -- REVENUE GENERATING CAPS ON CHILD PLACEMENT AND 
ADMINISTRATION COSTS: ' 

. Least harmful way to cap growth:, . 
. state-by:-state per capita growth cap on child placement/admin 

state-by-stite 10 percent growth cap on child placement/admin 
lower match rate for child placement/admin . . 

. Issues: 

This option is' entirely inconsistent with the AdminislIation position on real welfare reform. 
The President and other senior officials have said repeatedly that real welfare reform is not 
about cutting services for abused and neglected children. Child placement/administrative 
funds are used for critical protettion activities such as recruiting and training foster: and 
adoptive parents, training child protection workers, and assessing the need for children to be 
placed in foster care. 

However, this option is far superior to a block grant, ,which could devastate the essential' 
protections for the treatment children in the child protection system, and which would 
seriously undermine the current structure for protecting abused and neglecting children. 

Dec,:mber 14, 1995 (9:47am) 
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REPUBLICAN WELFARE BILL CHILD SAnTYARD ADOPTION' 

TALICIN'G POINTS 


o 	 Real welfare reform is not about.cutting help for abused and 'neglected 

children, or making it harder for children to find a loving adoptive 

home. While Republicans claim that they have maintained the current 

foster care and adoption assistance programs, the conference bill 

slashes resources sharply and undermines the ability of states to 

protect children's safety, prevent child abuse.and neglect, and'r~cruit 


safe and loving foster and adoptive homes. ' 


o 	 The conference bill block grants and cuts funding for child protection 
programs by $4.6 billion over sev,en years, or 21 percent. At a time of 
major changes in the safety net for families, it is doubly dangerous to 
cutback resources that protect the safety of abused and neglected 
children. In 1993, nearly 3 million children were' reported as alleged 
victims of child abuse and neglect, and reports involving over 1 million 
children were substantiated. 

o 	 These cuts would come at a time when'the'demands on the child· protection 
system are great. Placements in foster 'care have been·rising rapidly: 
between 1983 and 1993, the number of children in foster care increased 
by about two-thirds. Preliminary findings from the National Incidence 
Study of Child Abuse and ,Neglect show that between 1986 and 1993, the 
number of abused and neglected children doubled. 

o 	 The conference ·.bill makes it harder f~r states to p,romote adoption and: 
to .find' loving and safe foster and adoptive homes for children who 
cannot be safe in their own homes. Currently, states are guaranteed 
partial reimbursement of their expenses. f9r recruiting and training 
foster and adoptive families. The conference bill ends this guarantee 
and caps and cuts state funding, making it harder for states to find 
foster homes.. and adoptive homes for .hard-to-place children with special
needs. ., 	 . 

o 	 'The conference bill would further weaken state, child welfare systems 
that are already strained to the limit, by cutting funding that now 
·supports critical community-based services .and local caseworkers who 
workdirectiy with children•. Courts .in 22 states have found 'that state 
child welfare systems are unable to provide children with basic 
protection. As was highlighted in the wake of the death of Elisa 
Izquierdo, there is an urgent 'need for resources to provide adequate 
training to child protection workers, and to ensure that ~orkers can 
provide attention to children'most in need. The $4~6 billion cut would 
strain exactly those needs. 

o 	 The conference bill could jeopardize the ability ,of. states to pro.tect 
the safety of children in case of unpredictable increases in abuse and 
neglect, such as those produced by the crack epidemic. While the 
conference bill would guarantee resources to'the States to pay for the 
foster care placements themselves, it fails to ensure the resources 
required to make the placement happen: recruitment and training of 
qualified staff to work with the children, .families, and. the courts; 
case managers to plan services for children'ssafetYi training and 
recruitment and training of foster parents. 

O. 	 The conference bill repeals targeted funding to prevent abuse and 
neglect by strengthening families· and supporting cOllllllunities. The bill, 
repeals critically-needed funding for community-based approaches to 
prevent child abuse and neglect, strengthen families, and prevent, 
unnecessary placements in foster care.. 

o 	 The c,onference bill repeals funding to help teenagers in foster care 
gain the skills live on their own. Without this program, many of these 
young people risk homelessness and unemployment. 

December 14, 1995 (9:47am) 



Options for' Limitii!gGrowth in IV-E Cplld Placement a~d Administrative ExpenditureS 

In general, there are three types ofgrowth that could increase costs for states over the next 
several years. 	 They are: ' 

Increased 	 This involves states spending more on child placement per child. One would' 
Activities 	 expect states that currently have low child placement/admin. claims compared 

to the size of their caseload to fall into this category, because they may make 
investments in this area .. (What states are just starting to make 
investments?) would be a good'example. 

Increased 	 While we are not seeing as rapid increases in the caseload as we were a few 
, Caseload ,years ago, the number of children in foster care continues to rise at about 5 

percent per year. A few states are seeing much more rapid caseload increases. 
Since January, Connecticut's caseload has increased by about 20 percent In 
addition, Illinois has'routinely seen its caseload increase by between 10 and 20 
percent, which is well above the national trend. ' 

Increased 	 Certain fixed cOsts for states are likely to increase rapidly. A good example 
Fixed Costs 	 of this is states ~at in FY 1995, made large investments in developing and 

installing computer systems. In FY 1996, these states will have large new 
operating costs to run their new computer systems. Connecticut, Delaware, 
Iowa, Kentucky, Montana, Oklahoma, and Texas ~e in ,~s. situation. 

The effects of any sort of limit of the growth of N -E child placement & administrative 
expenditures must be considered in the cOntext 'of these three types of costs. Following are 
three options for limiting the growth in Title IV-E child placement and, administration. Each 

" of these options is assessed as compared to the types of growth described abov~. 

December 14, 1995 (9:55am) 
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" Option 1: 'Capping Growth of Total Payments at 10 Percent for Each State 

Description " 

Senate OBRA language includes this option. ,Total payments to each state for each fiscal 
year would be limited to no more than 10 percent of the state's previous year payment for 
child placement and, administratiQn, including the operating costs of SACWIS (and excluding 
tlie SACWIS development costs and training). For example, a state that claimed $10 million 
in FY 95 would be allowed to claim up to $11 million in FY 96 and $12.1 million in FY 97., 

:!?Stimated Seven Year Savings 

CBO estimates that this, will save $960 million over 5 years and $1.5 billion over seven 

years. They have reached this estimate by examining paSt statepgrowth in the progmm, 

projecting though annual growth rates onto baseline nation projections, and counting as 


, savings any amounts over 10 percent annual 'growth inany state. 

" . . 

Impact on potential types of growth: ' 

Increased activities: ' 
, , States that invest funds in child placement serVices would be limited by this cap. The cap 

does not differentiate between those states that have high spending in PY 1995 due to 
previous investments, and' states that have not yet begun to make these investments. 

Increased ,caseload: " 

States 'are given no protection against iQcreased' caseload~ under this proposal. If caseloads 

increase because ofoutside events, states would not be able to access additional Federal 

resoujces for child placement and administration. ' 


increaSed f"IXed costs: 

No allowance is made for states with increased fixed costs., It could take several years 

before a state's spending no longer exceeded the cap ifthe state'in FY 1996 or FY 1997 has 

a significant increase in its fixed costs. ' 


... ' 


Other issues: 


'The strengths of this proppsal are' that it sounds reasonable; it dOes not discourage investm~nt , 
for those states that are below their cap, and for states below the cap, it makes no change in 
the' structure, of the program. ' 

, , 

The main disadvantage i~ that ins not sensitive to any of the potential types of growth 

described above.' ' , 


December 14, 1995 (9:55am) 



..
, 

. '. 

Option 2: Cap Per Capita-Growth of Payments at x' Percent' for'Each State 

Description 

Under this option, growth in IV-E child placement and administrative expenditures would be . 
limited to a per capita increase over the previous year's expenditures. That is, states could 
not increase their per W-E foster child placement and administrative claims more than x 
percent each year over their claims in the previous y~. For example, at a 5 percent cap 
level, if a state was now claiming $3000 per year per foster child in IV-E child placement 
and administrative costs, it would be limited to claiming $3150 in the folloWing year. This 
option limits the amount of child placement and administrative claims states can make, but it 
~ushi?ns states against large unforeseen growth in the caseload. .., . , 

Estimated Seven Year Savings: 

Using a methodology ,similar to what CB,O used to ass~ss the effects of the 10 percent fixed . 
cap, it is'estimated that a cap set at 5% per capita increase over the previous year's 
expenditures (before application of,the prior-year cap) would save almost $500 million over 

. five years. . ' " 

, Impact on potential tmes of growth: 

Increased acti:vities: '.' 

States that would .invest funds in child placement services would by ~imited by this cap for 

only one year." However, in future year~, this investment would be inclucied under the state's . 


. . ..... -, '" . 

cap. 

Increased easeload: 

State caps rise automatically asa function of increases in the caseload . 


. ' Increased fIXed costs: 
States that increase fixed costs would be limited by this cap for only one year. However, in 
future years, this investment would be included under the state's cap .. . ,. , ., 

Other issues: , 

As compared to an inflexible cap, this proposal protects states that experience ,unforeseen and 
uncontrollable growth in their foster care caseloads,and makes some allowance for the 
relative pace of states. in .' investing in their systems.. . ' 

Themaindisadvanm.ge to this option is that if a state's Caseload decreases, its child 

placement and administration cap would also decrease. 


i ' 

December 14,1995 (9:55am) 
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Option 3: Reduction in IV-E Match Rate' 

Description 

IV-E child placement & administrative costs are now ,matched at 50 percent. Reducing the' 
match rate would provide savings while maintaining the ability of states to increase daims as 
needed due to growth in the foster care system or changes in child placement and 
admihlstrative costs." ' '."'" "" , 

Estimated' Seven Year Savings 

If the match rate wer~ reduced to, 44.1 percent, this ~ption would save $1.,6 billion over' , 
seven years.' This is about' the same level of saving's as the cap proposal included in' th,e ' 
Senate Reeonciliationbill. By adjusting the match rate; other Savings levels could be 
achieved. 

Impact on potential OO>es of growth: 

Increased activities: 
States, that invest funds in child placement services would continue to receive Federal match 

" for'their investment. However, lowering the match rate requires states to use more of their 
own funds for these investments. ' ' , 

, Increased caseload: 

This mechanism would proVide additional federai resources for child placement and 


,administration to states with caseload expansions, although at a rate less than current law. ' 


Increased r.xed costs: 
This mechanism automatically provides more funding to states with increased fixed costs, 

, , although at a rate less than current law. 

Other Issues: 

The main advantage' of this option is that it maintains an uncapped entitlement to the states 
and protects them as ,foster care caseloads,change and child placement and administrative 
costs increase. 

'The main disadvantage is that it immediately takes money from all states, rather than just 
limiting the high-growth states. States will be, forced to replace the, IV-E child placement and 
~dministrative dollars with dollars from elsewhere in, the system--not an easy task as Federal 

.' funding is cut across many programs. In addition, it opens up the possibility of taking 
further reductions to the match rate. , " 

December 14, 1995 (9:55am) 
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CHILD CARE ISSUES 

", . 
. ' , . 

,The, conference agreement significantly increases the need for 
child care while reducing ,resources for chIld care service,s and 
jeopardizing the safety of children.in care. 

RESOURCES TO MEET WORK REQUIREMENT: 

Several key elements of the conference agreement substantialty 

increase child care costs. over the Senate bill, which also needed 

additional resources to enable states to adequately meet the work 

requirements. These provisions need to be. reversed and 

additional resources are essential if states are'going to be able 

to· meet the work requirements and continue 'providing child care' 

for the working poor. . . 


1: ,Part-timework. Families with young children need to 
be allowed to work 'part time .in order to make the transition 
from welfare to work. This also eases the need for child 

'care 	resources as states try to meet work requirements. .The 
conference agreement· eliminated the provision giving states 
the option to allow mothers .withchildren,under six to 
fulfill the work requirement through part-time work. It is 
essential to reinstate this state option. 

.2. Counting leavers. The confer~nce agreement eliminates 
peopl'e who leave the welfare rolls due to employment from 
the calc\llationof work participation. This has the eff~ct. , 
of requiring even more families on w~lfareto participate in 
work for ,states to meet the participation requirements, 

. significantly increasing the, need for child care. It is 
essential to give credit irithe work participation rate for 
people who leave the welfare rolls due to employment. 

3. Addressing the shortfall in child care funds. In 
addition to reinstating a state option for part-time work .r 

and revising the work participation rate to include 
individuals'leaving the welfare rolls for work, additional, 
resources for child care are essential if states are even 
adequately ~o meet the work requirements and continue to 
serve the working poor, an increasing portion of w~omwill' 
be those making the transition from welfare to work. ' 

HEALTH AND SAFETY: 

The Conference agreem~nt, unlike the Senate bill, endangers the 
s'afety and well-being of' children in' care by eliminating the 
child health and. safety protections contained in current law and 
maintained in the Senate bill. Developed with broad bi-partisan 
support and approved by President Bush in 1990, these vital 
protections impose no federal standards but require states to set 

http:children.in
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their own standards in .three areas critical to the health and 
safety of children in care.· . The three areas are: .1) building and· 
premises safety r 2) prevention of i·llifectious diseases ; and 3) 
minimum health and safety training for providers. . . 

. . 
As more and more children will use care outside ,of their own 
homes as their parent(s) participate in training or work, 
transition into the workforce or strive to maintain their 
participation in the labor..force, the pressure on child care. 
settings and resources will.be intense. It is essential to 
ensure that states set their own standards in the areas outlined 
above to protect the health and safety of children in care. 

QUALITY: The. conference agreement also reduces the funds 
available tostates.to improve the quality of child care. These 
quality improvement funds help states train child care.providers, 
conduct criminal background checks on providers, help providers 
meet health and safety requirements, and conduct other activities, 
which address the quality of care·for children. Increasing the 
funds available to states ·for gual'ity iInprovement activities is 
high priority. 

http:tostates.to
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lUilCom:;ILJ:ATION CONl"ERENCE SILL ENDANGERS CHILD CARE SERViCES 

o The conferenoe agreement significantly increas.s the Deed 
for child'care while reductng resources for child care ser?iCGB 
and j eopard.i:dng the safety of childreD ,in care. 

o According to an BRS preliminary enalysis, the conference 
agreement proVides 814 billion less for child care services over 
the next seven years than is required for states to meet the 
bill's work requirements. 

o At the same 'time, the cOAfereuc:ie agree:m.ent cuts by $1.2 
bill.1011 over five ,years the child care fUnds p:r:avic!eci UDder the 
Senate,b~11 to help states meet the work requirements. Further, 
the conference agreement 'would set a seven year cap on funds 
authorized under the Senate bill for child care services for low 

. income working families. 	 ' 

o D••pite :reduoed .child care flmds I, the, oonferenoe agre~BDt 
,eliminates 	the ,flexibility that the Senate bill wOuld'provide to 
states to help parents with young clUldreD meet the Work 
requirements. It would eliminate the ,state option to exempt 
parents with children under one from working, and would not allow 
parente with children under six to work part-time. 

" ,0 The eorifer~C!e a.greem.ent endangers the .afety, ana. well­
being of children in car~ by el~ating the child health and' 
safety protectiou.s ecm.tained in ,aurrent law and maiJ1.taiDed in the 
Senate bill. These vital protection~ w~re developed with broad 
bipartisan support and approve4 by President Bush in 1990. They 
are not federal standards, but basic protections set by the 
states, to provide for': the prevent ion and control of infectious 
diseases ,( including immunization), building and physical premises 
safety, a~d min;Lmum health and safety training for child care 
providers. 	 ' . ' " , 

, 0 The C!01lference agreement significantly re4uc,es the funds" 
available to the states to improve the quality of chi'lei care. 
Despite numerous reportsr~ising concerns about the quality and 
safety of child care services, the conference report undermines 
current state efforts to improve child care services by 

"drastically reducing the funds'available for this purpose. 

'0 Further, the conference agreement eliminates the assurance 
that pare:ntswill be provided with basic information about the. 
health and safety of child care fae~lities, or about complaint 

, procedures. 	 " 

o 'The bill 'reduces the amount, of funds available to more than 
500 federally recognized Tribes which currently provide critical 
child care services to children as their parents struggle to move ' 
towards economic self-sufficiency. 

(11/17/95 - 5 PM) 
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TO B~uce Reed 

FROM .: Mary Bourdette 

SUBJECf: Chilo Ca4e 

Rich ask.ed me eo provide you wi t.h an 
child care funding and health and safety p 
Republican line on this. 

Hopefully ~his is both clear and comp 
me a call if you want anything. Thanks fo 

planation of the 
visions given the new 

ete, but please give 
all your work. 
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requirement through part~time (20 hour·) work. By striking 
this provision, the conference agreeme t increases child 
care coPts in FY 2000 and beyond -- ye rs in which welfare 
recipients are required to work more t an 20 hours. In FY 
2000, the elimination of this provisi alone increases 

·chlld.cd.Le costs by more than $1 bill' n over the Senate 
bill: from FY 2000 to FY 200.2. it inc ases child· care costs 
over the Senate bill by approximately 4 billion. 

2) narrowing the Senate definition of "work participant ll so 
that states would not be allowed to c nt leavers as work 
parr.icipants. Thuc: states would have increase the size of 
their work program ·and provide child are to more 
participants in order to meet the new {and otherwise lower} 
parClcipd.Lion ratco in the conference agreement. This'and 
other. changes that narrow. the Senate' definition of "work 
participant" increase child care cost over the Senate bill 
by an estimated ¢5.4 billion over fiv years, and by 
approximately $8.3 billion over seven years. 

1) stretchlng over 3. seven year peri the $3 billion that 
the Senate added for child care servo es over five years. 
While the Senate bill provides state with ~12.900 billio-q 
in FY 1.996 through FY 2000, thp. conf ence agreement 
provides states with ~11,630 billiQn ver this period. The 

. 1 conference amount also is a slight c from the HHS current 
lawbase11ne Lor this period. 

(Note: It is true that the conferenc agreement provides 
slightly more funde for c~ild care t an the Senate bill over 
.seven years ($17 billion v. $16.9 bi lion). Both amounts 
also are a slight cut from the HHS c rrent law baseline for 
this period.) 

c. As a result of the chan e outlined ab 
agreement provides $l4.S billion legs f9~.~~~~~~~~~~= 
oyer the next seven ears than HHS ealcul 
states to meet the bill's work re treme 
care funding short!all ($14.6 billi.on} 
sho'rtfall· ($6.9 billion) in the-Senate 

I· 
/ 

£0'd l.SSS9St76 01I 

I. Compared co th~ Senate bill, the confere 
significantly increases the child care cost 
work requirements, while reducing resources 
services during Lhe first five years, 

A. The hild care costs of meetin the work 
greatly 1ncr~~Bed over the Senat~ hill by: 

. 
1) eliminating the Senate provision 9i 
co alluw mothers with childr~n under s 

.ce agreement 
required to meet the 

for child care 

re uirements are 

ing states the option 
x to fulfill the work 

http:billi.on
http:chlld.cd.Le


I 

I 	 ' 

II. The conference agreemenL endangers the afety and wA1'-being
of c~ildren in care by eliminating the chil , health and safety
protections contained in current law and m ntained in the senate 
billl 

I 
I 

A. ~asic health and safety protections fo children in federally
subsidized child care -- designed by the s tes -- were developed
with1brQad bipartisan support (including ~ n Governor Clinton)
and ~pproved by President Bush in 1990. T se are not federal 
standards" but a requiI:t:ment that otates s their own standards 
in three areas:, 

11. 	 bui..Lding and prE:cuises safety -- Ii e fire prevention and 
safe 'water. 

2. preventing 1nfe~Lious diac~oes mmuni?,;:lJ t. ions 

3. minimum health and safety training for providers -- like 
first' aid. 

i 
Whl.'le the Senate bill maintained these imp rtant provisions of 

I 
curr~nt law I the confe:.t:~nce agreement rape Is thA.requirement
that! stateS set basic health and safety st ndards for children in 
fede:rally subsidized care. The conference greement does require
stat1es to certify that Lhey have child car licp-nsing 
requiirements. Yet the conference agreemen specifically allows 
stat!es 'to exempt various types of provide from licensing 
re~irements, while also ~pecifically pro biting ~hem from 
differentiating between subsidized and un bsidized providers. 
Thus under the conference agreement, fede 1 funds may be used to 
pla~e children in some ~yp~s of fed~r~lly ubsidiz~o care (such 
as family day care) that is exempt from a state health and 
saf~ty standards. (Note: Most states now empt some non-
federally subsidized family d~y care provo ers fr.om all 11censinq 
or regulat ions. )

! 
B. Another provision of l.he bipartican Ie islatinn enacted in 
1990 set aside funds for the states for v rious quality , 
imp~ovement activities. These funds allow states to train 
providers, help them meet ~afety requirem nts, c.onnllct criminal 

Ibackground checks, etc. ,The conference a reement cuts the amount 
set/aSide in the Senate bill for these ac ivities. 

I, 

170'd LSSS9S176 
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FEDERALCHtLD CARE PROGRAM LEVEL 
HQUSe AND SENAtE WElFARE mus. CONFERENCE REPORT 

(dolla ... In mlnloRII)
'---._- --- ­

HHS BASEUNES (1) 	 . 
AFOCIJ08S (8/ltiHement) 

TCC(~ 


At-Ai'" (cwed~

Child Care and Development BJock Gran {dfIIarlflonlryt 

CNId OeIIelopmentAssodata Scbo\anIh)p (~ 
Dependent Cat'EI P1at'Inil'l9 and Development Grant(~ 

t=:. 

HOUSE WfAlfa", 8111 
Chlkt Cara Block GIan' (2) (d&cIfIloIlIIYJ 
Child Care Program LWei Relative to e...tlne 
PERCEffT CHANGe IN PROGRAM LEVEL 

, 

SENATE W.,.SIII 	 .. 
Tolal Federa' Child Cafe Pfo9tam. Leve&. (3) 

11tIe 1 • Set-Aside rCfIPI*J ~tJ 
rille 1 • Addt60nal FundJng (~.•,.,.".,) 
lltte 8 • Child en and Dtw. BJoc:i Gtant (~ 

, I -e ".Iattve to Baeetlnt 
PERCENT CHANGE IN P ,-"..... 

5 Year 7 Yea,
1", 1988 1999 200Q 2001 BOa Total Total1"' 

S2.23O $2,'28 52.415 12.&00. $2.888 .~"'1 S2.'iS8 
$ta4 $184 $829 $86J $911 $945 S918 
$220 $234 $248 $260 $272 $293 $3'4 
$300 $300 $300 $300 $300 $300 $300 
$002 $993 $1.023 $1.055 ",088 $1,118 51.149 

$1 $1 $1 $2 $2 $2 $2 
$13 $14 $'4 $14 $15 $15 $15 

$2,093 12,093 .$2.093 $2.093 $2.093 $2,093 52.093 
($13n ($233) ('322) ($407) ($495) ($$78) (S865) 

-6% -·10% ·13% -16% ·fD% ·22% .24% 

$980 $980 $980 $980 $980 $980 $980 
$800 $000 StIOO $600. $GOO $0 . $0 

".000 $1,000 ".000 ".000 ".000 ".000$1,000 
$3SO $2501 $165 seo ($8) (S881, (1778) 

tA% 11% 7'% 3% -0% ·26% -28% 

CONFERENCE R."o" 
$2,170 $2,240· $2.320 $2.400 $2,500 

Sec. e68B (dltcIetIoIIl1'1I 
~ Chilli Care B~odc: Grant 

$1,000 ·S1.ooo $1.000 $1.000 $1.000 
f) $1.170 $1.240 $1.320 $'/;4~ $1,500.Sec. 418 (QIJIHId tntMllmiltlO
f) 

CS60) ($86) ($95) ($1 )0) (P81ChId Cant Program Level Relative to auenne 
-i 
-i ..:1% . -4% -4% --4% ..:I-A.PERCENT CHANGE IN PROGRAM LEVEL 
) 
) 
) 	

Notes! . 
1. FY '996 curreri HI'Vic:IIlDudget 
2. The House ~ bill (TIlle III) ............ bIIrd ee.. 81od1 Grant ••• dllaetlonaly program _)lid to aMII.1 approptaUona. 

3. 	Tht SMale wel1'ate blJl provkIet uelel VIIfth 17.8 biIIkIn In diN cere funding Owl five ye...... a ~ tftIIIIemIIfIt (TIIte I). arlO 

eUlhofil. '5 bIIIiaII fOf \tie ItIte8 (I t bIIIonf).aJ) utII'Iefthe ChId ea.. 1M DewJopn'leal Block Gran, .. dIsntIoNr , imdlnQ 
$\i)jed to *""ua' approprlellonl (nile VI). 1lIe cap,*, III'\IfIItImenf funding lnIlIuda. a .... 8 billion ftve.year c:HIcI CIInJ ....-.Id. 
(a'IocMM at 1980 m~ar). plYl an ~ J3 bIIon fat the tv. ~J*IOcIFYttee - FY2mO. SubIed (0 fId1eI 
dattftahion. :hI. labtalftocala" the" I:IIIbl ~ caeoo rnI\IIOrIIyellf) OYet !he fMt ,... pe!fo(I. 

$2.825 
$1.000 
S1.825 

($46) 
·2-'\ 

$2.745 
$t,OOO 
$1;745 

(S13) 
.0.... 

$12.0&9 
$4,127 
$1.234 
51.500 
$5.121 

$1 
$70 

$10.405 
($1,5"') 

-13% 

"7,488 
16.050 
$1,tw1 
$2.100 
$7.~ 

sa 
$100 I 

. I 
$14,651 I 

($2.837) 
"16% I 

I 

52,580 52,680 $2.580 $2,580 $2.680 $1.980 $1.980 '$12.900· . S18.860 

$4.900 $8.880 
$3.000 $3.000 
$5.000 '7.000 

5841 ($828) 
7% ...", 

$11.630 $11.000 
$5.000 $7.000 

-$6,630 $10.000 
(1429) ($488' 

-4% -3% 

i 
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COSTS OF WORK AND RELATED CHILD CARE ABOVE fEDERAL FUNDS PROVIDED 
r.;;- ­
j) 	

­
f) ---:------ -	 5Ye.r 7 Y..,. " f) 	 -FY96- -FVD7---F-Y98_ EnD FYOO FY01D 	 FY02 Total Total
() --_.;t 
n 	 SenateS'" 


Block Grant Funding tor Work I' $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 
 50.9 $0.9 $<4,3 $6.1
Block Grant funding tol Child Care 	 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.6 $1.0 $1.0 $7.9 $9.9 ­
Work Costa AbOve Funding $0.6 $0.6 $0.7 $1.2 $2.6 $2.6 $2.3 $5.8 $10.6
Related Child Clre Costa Above Funding 	 ($0.3) ($0.2) - 50.1 $0.6 $1.9 $2.6 52.3 $2.0 $6.9Combined Work & Child Care Coata Abo\le Funding - $0.3 $0.4 $0.8 $1.8 $4.5 $5.3 $4.6 $7.7 $17.6 

f- HousaBIII 
Block Grant FUAding for Work 11 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9' ,$0.9 SO.9 $4.3 
Block Grant Funding for ChIld Care 3' $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 $1.2 

56.1 
$6.0 $8.4 

Work Costa Above Funding $0.6 $0.6 $0.6 $1.2 $1.7 $1.7 $2.7 $4.7 $9.1, $0.1 Related Child Care CO$" Above Funding 	 SO.1 $0.5 $1.1 $2.8 52.7 $3.7 $4.6 $11.0
'Comblned Work & ChWd care Coata Above Funding -$0.7 $0.8 $1.2 $2.3 $4.5 $4.4 $6,3 $9.3 $20.1 

, 
Confe18nce R.port 
Block Grant Funding for WorK 21 SO.S $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 '$0.9 $4.6 $6.5
Block Grant Funding for Child Care 41 , 

I 
$1.2 ~1.2 $1.3 $1.4 S1.5 $1.6 $1.7 $6.6 $10.0 

Work Coa.. Above Funding 50.5 $0:6 $1.1 $1.1 $2.5 $3.2 $3.9 $6.4 $13.5R 	 ,A_ &L 11:.U'lltInft . e..1ea \inJlU'"" .. ,,,,, 	 .1 
$0.1 $0.3 $0.7 $1.2 $3.3 $4.2 $4.8._ A $5.6 $14.61'1'\0Combined Work & ChUd Care Coata Above Funarnu 	 $1.9 $2.8 $5.8 $7;3f 	 SO.1 $12.0 $28.1 

~ Nore; 
1. Block Gmnl Funding for Worlc una., 1M Senate and HOI/s. Bills I'IIHn:s blo<M gntIIt funds which reRecf FY19fH slalfNftportftd ffldera' flKPendlru,.. on JOBS (j865 mllion/)<e8Q, 

2. Block Gran' Fuming (or If1,kIfJ( ulldef the Co.n(8"6~ R:"port equa" $926 ml1J~ar. nus amount r&plfI_itts bloclc grant lund& lor Ut8 MIOtff {)n1{JrBrn, given Mat $18(8$ ..eooWe B folal cash m.. assist8flCe bJodI gan. amDllllt equal to the (IID.'otst of FY"'9., FYU9S Of the aWlflllli6 of FY19'2·1=y1994 SllJrtH8port9Q tedfHai f'lK,Hmdlrt'ff#s on prog.mms indtldtw:1 /n .he bfoclf rll8nl. 
...-I 
...-I 3. 'Hou. 81oc1c G.·ent Fundi?g lor AFDC Work-Retated Clird Care (lleluDes thtpotflon fifl8Cting FY 1994 bfldf18f (Mhl'Jrity Child Csre end DBveklpfHn' 8/od1 Gran' spendin{l 

lI) 
(~K/mSfe/y 1813 miJIiOfllj'eBf;. This anBtYS;J spumus tha' statas oonHnfH to spend this amoll'll o( I'f'IOIItJy on chIld care lIssi,,'al109 or low-iflClOmt; WO",";"" 'amities. 

:n 4. Conl9mnce RtJpOIt 81oc1l Grant FUlJd;ng for I.FOC Work-RBIBted Child Care e)(ctud9s the $1 bili0n/y6(.J( 'discretionary funding in the Chid Care 8be1! Gf8l1f. This anafySis:n 
rl 
1 assumes that sralls $pfHId !hi$ money on child ell,. assi$tance lor IDW:-itloome wonting familie$ nt1W selWd ..lIIde( 'he !:Jrild Cam tJnd DfJVt#opm9f1' Block Grall' PlOgf8m. 
"­
51 
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• ImPIJations of Provision in Welfare BiU~e-COUPlingMediCaid fr~~ AFDC Eligibility' 

DeSCri~tion ofprovision. The draft conference agreement on welfare refonn (free-standing bill) 
inc1ud6s a provision (section 114) that would sever the link between current-law AFDC . 

I 	 , . 

eligibility and Medicaid eligibility. The provision states that: 	 . 
r' ,.. . ,. . 

• . 	 iStates are not required to provide ,Medicaid to persons who would ha~e received welfare 
assistance under the AFDC eligibility rules in effect prior to welfare refonn; and 

• I States may not have. more generous Medicaid eiigibility criteria for any given group than 
they did as of the date of enactment of the welfare refonn bill; nor can their criteria result 

I in Federal Medicaid spending that exceeds what such spending would have been had 

Iwelfare ref~nn not passed.. ' . ' . 

Implidations 
, I 

I ' 
• 	 I The pi'ovision effectively repeals the Jy{~dicaid entitlement for AFDC-related groups. As 

a result, persons who would be eligible for Medicaid ~ on the:basis of current-law 
AFDC eligibility would lose their Medicaid entitlement',unlesslegislation were enacted to 
specifically protect their eligibility. Persons who are AFDC·eligible but who are also 
eligiblefor Medicaid under other rubrics (e.g., poverty-level children and pregnant 
women) wouldnot lose theirMedicaid eligibility. '. 

• Leaves Med1caid eligibility for persons receivi~g welfare assistance under reform up to' 
States. Medicaid eligibility for those receiving welfare assistance under the new.system 
wQuldbea matter of State discretion. 

, 	 , 

• Even ifthe offending language in the free-standing welfare bill were struck, changes to 
ritle XIX language would still be needed to preserve Medicaid eligibility for the AFDC 
population. 'Since the Medicaid link is to current-law AFDC eligibility, if welfare refonn 

, were enacted, Title XIX would also need to be amended to establish that Medicaid 
eligibility is categorically linked to the AFDC-related eligibility criteria in effect prior to 
enactment ofwelfare refonn. 

I 
I 	 ' 

POSSIBLE LEGISLATIVE SCENARIOS 
I 

I. I
I 	

Free-standing welfare refonn bill passes; no reconciliation bill. 
I , .. 

Und~r this scenario, under which Title XIX is not amended, the Medicaid entitlement' is 
noIi~theless effectively destroyed for persons who would have received welfare assistance under 
currJnt law. This is tbe same unacceptable result that has caused the President to promise veto 
ofaAy ~eco~ciliation bill that included a Medicaid block grant. 

To jnsure that current-law mandatory and optional eligibility categories are preserved, Title XIX 
would have to be amended so that Medicaid eligibility is categorically linked to AFDC eligibility 



(or eligibility criteria) in~ffec~ 'prior to enactment of the welfare reform bill. 
l' • . • 
I ' 

II. !Free-standing welfare reforin bill passes; Medicaid block grant passes. 

Under fhiS sce~ario: Stat~s ~ould have broad flex!bility on Medicaid eligibility .. However, the " p~ 
, block grant legIslation reqUIres that they cover children under ~ge 13 an!pregn3.I!twomen m;der' LA M-JI....­

the poverty level. Therefore, although many poor women and children would lose their AFDC- f 1-v. rr ­
reiatealeri~ilj1ITty for M~dicaid, 'they would be "picked up" again under Medicaid by the block Q rt 
grant requirements for coverage.' , jL" * • '.'Iff, •

'I " , :-~~~~~~~ 

'J:IF iFr~e-standing welfare reform bill passes; Medicaid per capita caps pass. (r-i<J~~I-o~':~:;;- ­
i ' ~I>I~ ~1I1~~ 

Under this scenario, as inScenarlo I, Title XIX (on which the Presidenfs per , capita cap bill io co~.,' 
builds)! language that establishes categorical Medicaid eligibility based on AFDC eligibility' ., ~r . 
would rave to be changed to refer to the AFDC eligibility (or eligibility criteria) in effectpriorto 
enactment of the welfare reform bill. ' . , 

l 
I 
I 

' 
Who Would Lose Coverage Under Welfare Reform 

ThOSe~hO are eligible for Medicaid solely be~ause they receive AFDC would be withQut·· . 

coverage. Some poor women and chilqren ~ould retain Medicaid due to poverty and pregnancy 

related/eligibility, rules: . ' 


,', 
, i ' 

Those rho lose M~dicai~ coverage are; , 
i, ,.' 
, , ' 

o Kids between 14 arJ,d 21 who are eligible for AFDC (this group will shrink each year as 
kids under age 19 below 100% ofpoverty become a mandatory coverage group) 

, , ­
o Non-pregnant adults who are eligible for AFDO' 

o Foster kids over age 13 ' 

o iKids living with caretaker relatives over 100% of poverty 
I 

iThoseLa ma;ntain Medicaid coverage:· . 

o Kids under age 13 and below 100% of poverty (this group will expand each year until 
'all kids under age 19 are,covered in 2002) 

o Pregnant women under 133% ofpoverty 

- ' 

~'U.OI\(~ I;~ . 
A~p~~~, 

No e.J<M/~~~ U1 
WI~'J~~ 

I ' 
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:Preliminary Estimate ofAFDC Kids Who Lose Medi'dlid Coverage 
I 

Cate$ory AFDC Kids 
I 

Total;EligibieAFDC Kids 
I 

24.3 million .. 

Totai!Recipients AFDC Kids 19.8 million 

Eligi~le Kids < age, 14 who keep coverage
I ' 

10:3 million 

Recip,ient Kids < age 14 who keep coverage
I 

8.5 million 

Eligi~le Kids). 14 who lose coverage
I 

14 million 

~eciJ,ient Kids> 14 who lose coverage 11.3 million 

I, 
'\ 

~The group of kids who will receive Medicaid expands each year until 2002, when all kids under 
age 19 hav~becorne a mandatory group. ' ' ' 

Preli~inary Estimate of AFDC AduItsWho Lose MedicaidCoverage 
! . . '. . 

C~teg9ry , ' AFDC Adults 
1 

Total Eligible AFDC Adults 5.8 million 
, . I ' . 

1 
Total Recipients AFDC Adults 4.6 million 
, 1 

I ' . 
1 'million Pregnrt Worn'en who keep co·verage. during 

. ,pregnancy <185% FPL ' 
I 

Pregmfut Women who keep coverage during' 400 thousand 
pregnahcy<133% FPL .

,I 

Eligibl1e Adults who lose coverage 5.4 million
I . . 

Recipi6nt Adults who lose coverage 4.2 million 
I . , 
I 
I 
I 

-
" 

j 
1 

I 
I 
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---WELFARE TALKING POINTS 12/21/95 

THE WELFARE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT: 

IT SURE ISN'T WELFARE REFORM 


The President has been clear about what 'a real welfare reform bill 
must include: provisions to encourage work, demand responsibility, 
and protect-children. Despite their latest effort to make their 
bill look reasonable, the Republican conference report still hurts 
children and ~eakens the incentive to move peopl~ from welfare to 
work. The Republican leadership may have produced a back room 
,budget deal, but it sure isn1t welfare reform. 

Here's why: 

Walfare reform should move pec)ple from welfare to work, not make 
more work for the Salvation Army. While some of the rough edges of 
previous bills have been smoothed, Republicans are still using the 
words "welfare reform" as a cover to push extremist budget cuts 
that are too tough o,n children. Cutting aid to disabled children 
is not welfare reform. Cutting programs that serve aband(::med, 
abused and 'neglected children is not welfare reform. Cutting 
programs that feed hungry children is not welfare reform. Welfare 
reform .is abQut being tough on work and responsibility , and 
investing in the child care single mothers need to go to work. 

The Republican measure plays politics with welfare reform. Instead 
of building ,on the bipartisan progress made in the Senate, 
Republican leaders drafted the conference report in secret, without 
the participatiion of a single congressional Democrat. . This isn't 
welfare reform -- it's a back~door way for Republicans to sneak 
through budget cuts President Clinton has already vetoed, and an 
affront to those in both parties who genuinely want real reform., 
If Republicans want to reduce spending, they ought to come back to 
the budget talks and start negotiating in good faith. And if they 
want to reform,welfare, they ought to join Democrats in supporting 
proposals that are tough on work and on parents who refuse to pay 
child support -- not tough on children. After all, their agreement 
,with the President was to balance the budget in a way that reflects 
our priorities' -- on of which is welfare reform. 

It eliminates the quarantee of health care for millions of women 
and children. As currently drafted, the welfare reform conference 
agreement would eliminate the quaranteeof health insurance for' 
single parents on welfare -- unless they're pregnant -- a~d for 
their children who are older than 13. It also eliminates the 
guarantee of a transitional year of health coverage when parents 
are leaving welfare for work. These provisions are fundamentally
counterproductive, since many. poor women now choose welfare over 

. work simply because they or their children need health care. And 
they retreat on our commitment to health coverage for vulnerable 
Americans. 
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It reduces assistance to disabled children. Rather than designing 
a policy to ensure that benefits will only go to truly disabled 
children, the conference report is designed solely to reduce 
spending. Overall, the proposal would reduce or deny assistance to 
hundreds of thousands' disabled children each year when fully 
implemented. .And some of these children may lose both their health 
insurance .and the'· cash 'assistance that helps them with needs 
Medicaid doesn't cover. . 

It reverses ~ourse on day care. Even with the funds that have been 
added, the conference agreement still falls short on the child care 
that single parents must have to move ,from welfare to work By0 

eliminating the Senate provision allowing mothers of young children 
to work part-time, the conference agreement increases' states I . 

costs, makes it harder for women to go to work, and makes it more 
difficult for states to meet work requirements. And by repealing 
important health and safety protections, it endangers all children 
in day care settings. 

It puts abused and neqlectedkids at increased risk. A time of 
dramatic change in the welfare system is not the time for radical 
experiments with our child protection system. The conference 
report would put vulnerable children at .risk by reducing and 
capping funds for foster care, adoption assistance, 'and child abuse 
prevention programs. While the senate decided on a bipartisan 
basis to keep those programs intact, theconfer.nce agreement would 
limit the funds available for activities like recruiting foster· 
parents and investigating child abuse. 

It shreds the nutrition safety net. When the American people talk 
about welfare reforin~ they mean fixing what· s broken -- not 
tampering with successful programs like school lunch' that have 
nothing to do with moving people from welfare to ~ork. The 
nutrition provisions in the conference agreement would weaken the 
national nutrition safety net, jeopardizing the health of millions 
of children, senior citizens, and working families. ,Slashing the 
school lunch program and Food stamps isn't welfare reform -- it's 
budget cutting, pure and simple. 

It canlt work. The latest welfare 'bill is particularly 
objectionable given Republicans' plans to raise taxes on working
people by severely reducing. the Earned Income Tax Credit. The 
Republican leadership will never be serious about welfare reform 
while they're decimating the primary work incentive for low-income 
parents. Along with child care and health coverage, the EITC is' 
vital to make people move from welfare to work. 
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'Welfare "Compromise" Produces APackage 
Far More Severe Than senate Bill 

. I 
! 

" As details emerge about the wel.f.ue provisions being negotiated between the 
House and Senate, it is becoming clear that the package will be much harsher than 
the Senate wel£a.re bill and in some areas, more severe than either tiuit House or the 

. Senate provisions. 

The House welfale bill included $92 billion in cuts in me8ns-tested programs 
over seven years {excluding Medicaid savings}. ,The Senate bill, while still exacting 
deep reductions in key low-incoD\e programs, included cuts of $65 billion. It now 
appears the coDference committee will produce a bill that goes nearly two-thj.rds of 
the way toward the House spending reductions, with cuts totaling roughly $82 
billion. Coupled with :reductions in the Earned. Income Tax Credit, non-health 
means-tested entitlements will be cut a total' of $114 billion over seven years under 
the conference agreement. 

The $17 billion in additional cuts compared to the Senate welfare bill are likely 
to come from such"areas as deeper eu.ts in, the SSI program for disabled children, . 
deeper Food Stamp benefit cuts, and deeper cuts in benefits for legal 'immigrants. 

The Ad.:rninistration recently releaSed an analysis of the likely effects of the 
House and Senate welfare bills on the extent and depth of child poverty. The ," 
analysis found that the Senate welfare bill would push 1.2 million children into 
poverty while the House welfare bill was projected to push 2.1 million children into 
,poverty. Both bills alsO wowd push already-poor children deeper into poverty. The 

, Senate bill would widen the poverty gap .-..: the aanount of money :needed to lift all 
poor f~es with children exactly to the poverty line - by .more than 25 percent. 
The House bill would widen the poverty gap by more than 50 percent This means 
the welfare bills would inCRaSe the' severity of child poverty by ane-quarter to one­
half. As the welfare package crafted by the conference tummittee moves farther 
toward the Hause package, the impact on ,child poverty will move in the direction of 
the House bill- moving more dtild.ten into poverty and driving alrea4y-poor 
children still deeper into poverty. 

While final details are not available". the following is a summary of some of the 
key ateas in which the conference ~~ welfare package will be more severe , 
than the Senate-passed provisions. 

777 North CapitDl StreeL \"fE, Suite 70S, Washington. OC 20002 Tel:,20v.0\08-108O fax: 202-408-1056 
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While .6nal details are not available,. the following is a Sl..1lrIDlaI'Y ,of SOIIlE! of the 
key areas in. which the ~e commi.ttee welfare package will be more severe than . 
the Senate-passed provisiOns. 

, SUpplemental Security Income Benefits for Disabled Children 

The conference agreement sharply reduces federal Supplemental Security Income 
beneJits for large groups of disa'bled low-income dWdren. The depth of cuts in the 
c:onfe:rence a.gteeEnent are reportedly close to those .in the House bill. 1'he House bill cut 
SSI benefits for disab1e:d. dWdren by $14 ~ over seven yeus. Under the agreement: 

• 	 By 2002, only a smaD. fraction of Iow-incoD:'I£ disabled childJ:en Who would 
qualify for SSI un:Ier C'UD'eN: law - probably no mote than 20 percent ­
would continue to qualify for full benefits. The other 80 petO!I\t would 
either have their beneJits cut 2S pexcent or receive no benefits at all , 

I • . By 20~more than 3001000 !ow-i&"lcome chiJ.&:Uen who otherwise 'would 
! 

qualify for SSI would be denied 'benefits completely. (This'is a CBO I 

estimate.) The biD would adUeve this result by narrowing the types of 
disabilities that woUld. emble a child to quaUIy for SSL In some inStances, 

, the same disab.i.lily' that would qualify an adult for SSI would be in­
sufficient to qualify a child for benefits. 

• 	 In addition,. SSI beDe.6t levels would be redUced by 2S percent for the large 
majority of the child:rE:n who would not be completely removed from the 

, program.. 	Roughly'7SO)JOO children would be $ubject.to these reductions , 
by fiscal year 2002; these are children with disabilities su.c::h as' cerebral 
palsy. Down ~,m.uscular dystmphy, cystic fibrosis, or AIDS. The 
current federal SSI bene6.t level is $4S8 per month" about 74 pettent of 1he 
federal poverty line for one peISOn. The legislation would reduce benefits 
to these children by $1,374 per year; these benclits would equal 55 pe.n::e:n.t 
of the cme-per.son poverty line. 

Food Stamps 

1he,c:onf'eIence agreement severely v.;eakens the food stamp program .. the nation's 
priDwy nutritional safety net for low-income individuals and families. Although CBO's 
official cost estbnate has not been reIeasedr it appeaIS that the c:on£Uerace package ' 
reduces food stamp benefits.by approximatdy $31 billion aver the next seven yeus.1 

1Approximately $2 billion oE these savings would, be used for purchases of 
agricultural commodities for d.istribution to hungry individuals and famUies and for 
.the administrative costs of distributing those commodities. The $300 million per year 
'. 	 (COlUinued...•) 

2. 
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.. 	 The House welfare bill would have red~ fo~ stamps $38 billion over seven yeatS; the 
Seaate welfare bill would have cut $28.5 billion over the same period. 

When fully implemented" theSe Cuts wOuld :ceduce food stamp assistance by. 
approxiInately one-fifth. This would be the equivalent of redw:i.ng the average food 
stamp benefit from the c:uaent level of i'8 cents per person pee meal to about 62·cents 
per Jlleal. The great majority of these cuts would come &om across-the-board reductions 
in bendits that would affect all recipients, including faJnilies with children" the workil'lg: 
poor, the elderly, and. the disable.:L ~ than two pen:ent would come &om reining in 
mud. and. abuse, tD~ penalties on ncipients who violate program ~uirem.e:nts, or 
.reductians in administrative costs. 

. 	 . 

The House biD elUDinated or slwply reduced six features of the fonnula used to 
ca1c:Ula.te food stamp eligibility and 'ber1efi.ts that adjust foe inflation; the Senate hill . 
incozparated oaly two of these freezes. The ~ agreement adoptEd five of the six 
House proposals. In addition, the canfe:ence agreement imposes a rigid cap on the 
value oE benefitstbat could be paid. If it appeatecl that expenditures were likely to 
exceed this cap.. fudher 3tTOS$'-the-board benefit reductions in tld4ititm to those in this 
legislation would be required. Although the cap could ~ adjusted for increases in 
caseload" it would not be adjusted lor food plia: inflation. 1his could. make any.other 

, inBatioft adjustm.ents in the food stamp program irrelevant: if a. drought or flood. caUsed 
.food prices to inaease sharply, this cap would effectiVely prevent lood st.unp bme5t 

r levels from responding. ' 

The legislation also severely weakens the food stamp program's abllit;y to serve as 
a safety net for people who become unemployed due to recessions, plant-closings, etc. It 
would cut off bene.6.ts after four months to u.nemployed people between the ages of 18 
and 50 who are Willing to work but unable to find jobs unless they were disabled or 
taking care of a dWd If these people Wete unable to find employment, they would 
rema.irt ineligible for the :next eight months. The House bill would haVf!! terminated 

, benefits to this population after three months; the Senate bill had a six-month limit. 

The conferen::e ageement would seriously weaken a leatme of tun'ent law that is 
designed to prevent poor families with chil.dren from having to choose b~een paying . 
rent or utiliqr bills and buying food fox 1hei:r families. ThIs pt'O'YiSion was the centerpiece 

, of bipadisan anIi-hunger legislation $pOllSOred by, among others, Senate Budget 
Committee <llairtnan Pete Domenici and. Rep. Bill Emerson, the second-ranking member 
of the House Agriculture Committee. It ensures that money a household needs to pay 
high shelter costs is not counted as if itwere ava.iIab1e to purchase food when c:akulaling 

l(_.continued) 
spent on these comxnodity progtam.S. will represent an inae.ase of 375 perc:ent.O'\fe:t' 

the levels Congress appropriated this sutnalet for these programs.. These amounts, 
however, will still meet only a minute, fraction of the increased need created by the 
redlJcti.ons in food. assistance and other safety net programs in the am.£e.rence ' 
agreement. 
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the household's food stamp benefits. Under the confereN:e agreement, families burdened. 
with high shelter. costs could face a ~ting or eating"" ttiIem.z:aa. 

,I ChRd Nutrition 

! The confetettce agreeme:d: apparently would weaken the major dUld nutrition 
! pwgrams by ol'fering states the option to convert them jntu bloc:k grants.' States could be 

, ! attracted to take a block grant dUJiitg good .econ.omic times. fundirtg would be 
i.nsuf6cient to meet il'Icr:ea.sed need when an eamomic doWDtum hi!: and the number of 
low-irlc:ome dU1dren needing feee or reduced-price meals increased. It .is unclear 
whether these ~ grants would require states to provide free meals to poor c:bildren or 
to meet .current nutritional standards, which requite sdtooll1.1I1Ches to supply one--third 
of chiJd.rer(s daily nutritional needs. 

Child Care and cash Assistance fur Families with Children 

• 	 Weakened sWe RerpIi,.~t to CoKtftlndl' Sftlte Fllftdsfor CIISh 
Assisttmce. Wo.rk, iDuI. CJril4 Ozre. The conferenc.e report weakens an 
already-weak ~~,ptovision in the Senate bill. Under 
that b~ states would have been required to maintain at least 8D peza::nt of 
their 1994 expenditute level for programs folded into the welfare block 
grant. The mnfere.tlce agreement .scales this back to 7S peICent. Over the 
next five years.. states would be able to reduce state funding for these 
programs at least $17 billion below the 1994 level without losing a dollar in 
federal block grant .funds. 

• 	 2D Hour Work RetfJI:inmeat Option fQ1' Mothns 'ZVith rOfDlg ChiLirea 
~d. .Under the Senate bill, states were given the option of , 
requiring mothers with children under six to participate in work programs 
for 20 hows a week .rather than 3S hOUlS a week. 'Ihe conference 
agreemellt appeaxs to eliminate this. statE option.. Eventually, mothers with 
very young children woUld be required to participate in work programs for 
35 hours each week. {The option to limit the work requirement In 20 hours 
,for these J1\Others was induded in the Senate bDl to reduce the child. care 
buniens that states would lace when trying to meet the stiff wad:: 
requirements in the bill Without this optian, it wiD. be even m~ difficult 
for states to meet the work requirements.) 

• 	 FizeJl Chil4 C4re R.estnll'aS S~tl Ord OrJer Athlitiopl YetU'S. The 
Senate welfare bill il'lduded $3 billion in child care fund.ing in addition to 
the funds included in the block grant. Under the Senate bill.. states had to 
draw'down the $3 billion over Dve years. The cxmferel"lCl! agreement now 
would allow states In draw these resowces down over seven yea:zs. While 
making the child care funding f#~ as the Administration had 
called for~ no additional ¢W.d care resources were added. 'Dte same dollars 
were simply spread over additional years. 

4 
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Legal Immigrants 

In same respects, the conference agreement would reduce benefits for legal immig­
rants in a more severe matVIet' than eitbet' the House or the Senate bills. For example, 
under both the House and Senate bills, poor-legal immigrants aged 75 and. over who 
have been in the country at least &ve years could continue to qualify for food stamps. 

. (Ihe House bill allowed an exemption £tom an of its immigrant restrictions for legal 
residents aged 7S or above who have b~ in the. United Stales for at least five ~ars.) 
The conference agreement chops the exeDtption for those aged 75 and over -and makes 
them ineligible for food stamps reF,dless of how poor they are or whether they have 
any other means of support. Such individuals would lose eligibility for SSI as well. 

_ The conference also rqected a Senate provision exempting school lunch. other 
child nutDtion programs and WIe &om the restrictions on immigrants. The Supreme 
Court has held that even illegal immigrant children. c:annotconstitutionally be eltcluded 
&om the public schools. Under the confel~a~t,many legal and illegal 
immigrant children attending school would be dmied school lunches. It these dUldren 
are hungIy, they cue likely to have difficulty concentrating and could become disruptive 
in class. .Their ed~tiMw and those of other children in their classrooms, could suffer ~s 
a result. 

The ronIerence also denied Me ben¢its to poor pregnant ,immigl'ant women. 
This could increase costs over me long-term. An extensive body of n:seann 
demonstrates that WICs prenatal nutrition assist:ance is effective in lowering the 
incidence of hlw birlhweight and, ~us, reducing M.ediaid costs after birth.. Once these 
women give ~Meclicaid or other govemment programs could end up paying 
substantial S'llmS for services the children would need if they are bom at a low 

-bir1hwe.ight. _(The children will be US. citizens because they have been born on U.s. 
soil) 

Recognizing these problems, ~ the Senate welfare bill and the immigration bill 
approved by the House Judirialy Committee last month exempted school lunch.. Wle, 
and other child nutrition programs from immigrant benefit restrictions. 'The conference 
rejected the provisions of the Sel1ate welfare bill and the House Judiciary Committee's 
immigration bill on this matter. 

The Centa" aD Budget and Policy Priorities is a nonpartisan research. organization and 
policy instib1~ that eondudS research. and analysis on a cange ofgovtnUDent policies and 
progJamS. with an emphasis on those afFed:ing low-·and middle-iru:ome people. It is supported 
primarily by foundation gnmlS. 
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TOP 10 -- WELFARE REFORM INTERIM CONFERENCE AGREEMENT 

Children, Problems: 

1. More money for SSI kids 
2. Smaller cuts in child nutrition 
.3. Smaller ~tits in child welfare 
'4. Over 75 exception for immigrants 
5. Tighten food stamp state option and soften 'overall food stamp cuts 

Work Problems: 

L More child care money 
2. More contingency fund money; softer trigger, 
3. Pedormance bonus that rewards states with money,' not just lower MOE 
4. 20% hardship 
5. Personal Responsibility agreements 

6 
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Proposed Changes in 'Welfare ,Reform Provisions 

Child care ' 
Option 1:' Adopt ~hilcl care provisions -&om Coali1:ion plan, wbidt. CODSOlidau: dUld gre 

assistangC in a ,si:Dgle program while maiDtaiains the guara:r:ttee ofassisl8nCe'tO all 
indi-ridusls who need child !I;8IC assistance to participate in a work program. Qf' to obt3m 

,and keep a job while OIl welfare anel in lhe first :year after leaving welfare. 

Optiaa 2.. Increase mandatory child c:a:re funding tmdc:r the block grant in1he coD:('~ 
agree::a:rmt by 51.S billion ovm: sew:u years. the increase in fimding in each year should ' 
be proporticmal to the work participation Iafe in me biD.. 

FandiDg for work program 

OptiOD 1: Adopt capped entitlr:mc:Dt for w~k}xogxams in the Coaliaoa. plan pmvidiDg 
$9 billion ova' seven years to states to meet work rcquitements. 

OptiOIl 2! Increase fimdiDg for wel:fm-c: bloc;k grant by atl amOlDlt relative to incre.ues in 
work participation rates. 

Persooal RespoaQ.bility CoDtraet 

Adopt provision in Coalition plan requi.riDg aD. Wd.fare Oeneficia:rics sip. _ iudividual 
msponsibility ~ctwhiQh rc:quires thc:m to ~ actions to mow toward w~ and act 
in a respoDsible mm:me:r and provide s:mcd01l5 fur ia.di:¥i.d.uals, who violated their coJl.'fn.c.t.. ' 

Contiageacy fuDd ­-
IDc;reaso COIltingenc:y flmd levels to SI.4 billicm aver 5e\'aJ. years for states with 

, tUlemplaymcnt O'\'e:t 6.5% for three IDDnths~ , 

Maia~ eldon 

Require states to continue to spaid at least 100;0 afl99S spending levds on block grcm.t 
far seven yean.;. instead. ofthe 7S% maintenance ofeffort requirement for five yeiD ir 
the cordi-nnes agreement. , ' 

;" ~ .. ,~ . ,~,.:' \.,,~ '''', , : ~: ~ 
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Performance Bonus 

Provide $1 billion 0'Yt:f seven ye.sn; for high penOIma'Dce states inslad ofthe reduction in 
~tenance of611 provisions in the conference agreement. 

ChD.d NU'hitiDD . 

Restore ha1f ofchild nUtrition savings by elimjnath1g'all provisions except :mcans-1estillg 
ofchild and adult day c::ate food program.' '-.: 

Foster Care 


Remove foster care administrative expenSes from block grant. 


-
-
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November 14, 1995 
10;00 a.m. 

Conference Agreement on H.R. 4 -- Welfare Reform 

Title I: Block Grants for Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families 

Provision Status or Offer 

1.. Object.ives 

2. Short Title 

3. Sense of ,Congress on Family 

4 • Grants to St.at.es 
A. Purpose· 

AGRBBD Combine House and Senat.e 
language as follows: 

"To rest.ore the American family,

enhance support and work 

opportunities for families with 

children, reduce out-of-wedlock 

pregnancies,' reduce welfare 

dependence, and control welfare 

spending" 

AGREED combine House and Senate 

titles as follows: Personal 

Responsibility and Work 

Opportunity Act of 1995 
AGRBBD House recede; provision 
to appear in section 100, as in 
House bill . 

AGRBBD Pollow House and Senat.e 

language to read as follows: 

It (1) provide assistance to needy 
families so that children may be 
cared for in their own homes or 
in the homes of relatives; (2) 
end the dependence of needy 
parents on government. benefits 
by promot.ing job preparation,

,work, 	and marriage; (3) prevent 
and reduce the incidence of out­
of-wedlock ~regnancies and 
establish annual numerical goals
for preventing and reducing t.he 
incide~ce of these pregnancies;
and (4) encourage the format.ion 
and maintenance of two-parent 
families" 

1 of 29 
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B. Eligible State/State Plan 
(1) State plan 

a. 	 Provide cash 

b. 	 Statewide 
program 

c. 	 Work by parents 
d. 	 Work n.tles 
e. 	 Interstate 

f. Privacy 
.g. Illegi'timacy 
h. 	 Teen moms 
i. 	 Community, 

service 
j 	. New provision 

on noncitizens 

(lB) 	 Strat~gic plan 
(2) 	 Certify child 

support program 
(3) 	 Certify child 

protection program 
(4) 	 Certify IEVS 
(5) 	 Certify lead state 

agency 

AGREED House recede with 

modification that State plan

will be filed every two years. 


AGREED Replace with new 
paragraph based on language from 
both the House bill and Senate 
amendment as follows: 
na~ conduct a program that 
provides assistance to needy
families with children (or
pregnant) and provides parents
with. job preparation, work and 
support services to enable them 

. to leave the program and become 
eelf-sufficient;" 
AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD House recede' 
AGRBED Senate recede 
AGRBBD House recede with. a 
modification so that the 
provision will read as' follows: 
IItreat families moving into the 
state from another state, if 
such families are to be treated 
differently than other families" 
AGREED Senate recede 
AGREED House recede 
AGRBBD House recede 
AGREED Senate recede 

AGRBBD Add new provision that 

requires states to explain

whether they will provide 

welfare to noncitizens and, if 

so, to provide an overview of 

the benefits 

AGRBBD senate recede 

AGREED House 'recede 


AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD senate recede 
AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that public and 
local agencies have 60 days to 
submit comments. 

2 of 29 
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(6) 	 Certify that State 
will subm~t reports 

(7) 	 State spe:qding 
estimate 

cel Indians 
(9) 	 State ,plan available 

to public 
(lO), 	 Secretary determine 

plan 

C. 	 Payment~ to States 
(ll Entitlements 

a. 	 ,Block grant 

b. 	 Illegitimacy 

c. 	 Population
Growth FUnd 

d. 	 Emergency
Assistance Fund 
Job placement 
bonus 
Performance 
bonus 

g. 	 High
performance
bonus 

h. 	 OUtlying areas 
--Cash 
--Medicaid 
~-JOBS 

I. 	 Indians 
'--Cash, 

* * JOBS 
(2) Definitions 

" , AGREED Senate recede 

AGREED Senate recede 

AGREED House recede 

AGREED House recede 


AGREED House recede 

AGREED Follow House and Senate;' 
House recede to senate on 
statement of no entitlement 
AGRBBD Senate recede on 
incentive payments, House recede 
on calculation of ra'tio. 
,.AGRBJm See package offer 
at(4) (e) (2) (a) below 
AGRBBD See package offer 
at (4) (C) (2) (a) below 
AGRBBD Senate recede--see f. 
below 
AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that a States' 
maintenance of effort is reduced 
if the State has one of the most 
successful work programs or has 
shown significant improvement 
over the previous year. 
AGRBBD Senate recede--see f. 
,above 

AGREED House recede 

AGREED Identical provisions 

AGRBBD House recede 


AGRBBD House recede with 

modificatio~ that eligible

tribes may receive direct 

funding beginning FY 1997. 

AGRBBD House recede 
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a. State grant 

b. 	 Grant amount 

c. 	 Illegitimacy 
'ratio 

d. 	 Definition of 
State 

e. 	 Indian 

(3) Use of Grant 
a. 	 In' general 

b. 	 Set-asides 

c. 	 Interstate 

4 

AGREED House recede with the 
following modifications~' 
(1) States would receive the 
greater of the a"erage of FY92­
94, PY94 or FY95 expenditures on 
AFDC benefits and 
administration. emergency 
assistance,and JOBS; 
(2) Population growth fund 
listed under (4) (C) (1) (e) is 
capped a.t $800 million and will 
apply only ,to fiscal year 1997 
through 2000; 
(3) ,Eliminate emergency aset. 
fund under (4) (C) (1) (d) ; 
~cap Contingency fund listed 
under (4) (C) (8) at $800 million 
over S years; 
(S) Establish all child care 
funding into a single block 
grant that includes $7 billion 
in discretionary money for 
working poor and $10 billion in 
mandatory money for TAMP 
recipients (allocated based on 
what the State received in FY94 
and the current "at-risk" child 
care formula). Allows ~O, 
transferability ~mong the two 
cltt-ld-care lunas.' 
AGRBBD See package offer at 
(4) (e) (2) (a) above 


AGREED House recede 


AGRBBD House recede so only 50 
states eligible for population 
funds 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBED House recede with 
modification that information 
technology and computerization 
needed for tracking and 
monitoring recipients is not 
counted in the 15t 
administrative cap.
AGRRRD Senate recede on set 
aside for child care and 
performance bonus; House recede 
on Indians 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
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d. 	 Tr~efer funds 

e. 	 State reserves 
f. 	 EBT 

(g) Job 	Placement 
(4) 	 '§tate Maintenance of 

Effort (cost
sharing) 

(5) 	 Timing of Payments 
(6) 	 Penalties 

General rules 
a. 	 Misspending 
b. 	 Failing to 

repore '. 
c. 	 Not using IEVS 

d. 	 Not cooperate 
on child 
support 

e. 	 Family planning 
f. 	 Limit federal 

authority 
g . 	 Late paying 

loan 
h. 	 Corrective 

compliance 

(7) 	 Federal loan fund 
(8) 	 Conti~ge~cy fund 

(9) 	 Added child care 
funds 

Personal contraces 
(1) 	 Terms 
(2) 	 Penalties 

E. Work Requirements 
(1) 	 Work.Activities 

(2) 	 participation
requirements 
a. 	 Rates 

b. 	 Raee reduction 

AGREED Senate recede with 
modification that money can not 
be transferred into or out of 
child care block grant. 
AGRBBD House recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGREED House recede 
AGRBBD House recede with 
modification to change the 
maintenance of effort from 80t 
to 75t. 
AGRB8D Senate recede 

AGREED House recede 
AGRBBD Houee recede 
AGRBBD Follow House and Senate 
language but use 4t fine 
AGREED Follow House and Senate 
but use 2t fine 
AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD Identical prov1s1ons 
AGRB8D House recede 

AGRBBD House 'recede 

AGRBBDHouse recede with 
modification eo delete redundant 
provision. 
AGRBBD House recede ' 
AGRBBD See package offer at 
(4) (C) (2) (a) above 

AGRBBD (See package offer at 
(4) (C) (2) (a) ~ve 

AGRBBD S~nate recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD combine House and Senate 
work activities; Senate recede 
that vocational training will be 
limited from 2St to 20t of a 
State's caseload. 

AGRBBD Senate recede with the 
following modifications: 1996­
15%, 1997-20%, 1998-25%, 1999­
)0%, 2000-35t, 2001-40%, 2002 
and thereafter-50t 
AGRBBD House recede 
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c. 	 Exemptions for" 
families with 
children under 
age 1 a.nd 
battered 
individuals 

d. 	 Calculations: 
--Fiscal year 
rate 
--Monthly 

rate 

--Engaged in 
work 

e. 	 Child care 
guarantee 

(3) 	 2-parent families 
a. 	 Rates 

h. 	 Creditable 
activities 

(4) 	 Penalties . 
a. 	 on individuals 

"Pay-for­
Performance," 

b. 	 on 2-parent
families 

c. 	 Limit federal 
authority 

d. 	 Failing work 
requirement 

(5) 	 Education & training 
(6) 	 Research 
(7) 	 Evaluate new 

approaches on work 

AGRBBD Senate recede on battered 
"individuals and House recede on 
exempting families with children 
under ," age 1 from the work 
requirement. 

AGRBBD Identical provisions 

AGREED House recede, except 
senate recede on counting people
who have worked their way off 
the rolls in the previous 6 
months .and including sanctioned 
individuals in the numerator. 
AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGREED House recede 

AGREED Adopt the following work 
participation rates: 1~96 e Sot; 
1997 - 7S'i 1998 ~ 7St; 1999 and 
thereafter 90t. 
AGRBBD Combine House and Senate 
work "activities; Senate recede 
that vocational training will be 
limited from 2S' to 20' of a 
State's caseload. 

AGREED House recede with 
modification that' the burden of 
proof to demonstrate an 
inability to find needed child 
care for a single parent with a 
child under age 6 rests ,with the 
parent. 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede with a 
modification to substitute "no 
officer or employee of, the 
federal gove:r:nment" for IIneither 
the' DHHS Secretary nor the 
Treasury Secretary". 
AGRBBD Senate recede; House 
recede to correctiVe action 
provisions 
AGREED Senate recede 
AGREED combine House and Senate 
AGREED House recede 

6 of 	29 



NOV 14 '95 . 02:54PM SENATOR BREAUX 


(8 ) 	 Annual ranking of 
states on 'work 

(9) 	 Annual ranking of 
stat.es on 
illegitimacy 

(10) 	 Work for parents 
with older children 

(11) 	 Work/school for 
noncustodial parents 

(12) 	 Delivery of work 
'activities 

.~ Displacement of 
~ workers . 

F. Prohibitions 
(1) 	 No minor child 
(2) 	 Aliens 
(3) 	 Teen moms 

(a) 	 No cash aid 
(b) 	 Second chance 

homes 

School required 
(4) 	 Family cap 

(5) 	 5-year limit 

(6) 	 Not cooperating on 
'child support 

(7) 	 Not assigning 
support rights 

(8) 	 If paternity not' 
established 

(9) 	 Fraudulent receipt 
of welfare 

(10) Fugitive felons, 
. probation violators 

(11) Absent children 

G. Income/resource limits' 
(1) Resource limits 
(2) Income limits 
(3) Earnings, 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRKKD House recede 

AGRBBD Combine House and Senate 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senat.e recede 

AGREED House recede 

AGREED Combine House and Senate 
AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD House recede 
AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that money is 
authorized but not appropriated 
AGREED House recede 

. AGRBBDSenat.e recede with 
modificat.ion that States can 
opt-out 
JlGRBBD House rece~t:h • 
modification of a 1St hardship 
exempt.ion and clar y that a 
battered individual may qualify 
for hardship. 
AGRBBD House recede with 
clarification that a parent's 
share of the welfare benefit 
must be denied for 
noncooperation (States may deny 
the entire family). 
AGREED Senate recede 

AGREED Senate recede with 
modification that it is. a St.ate 
option 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGREED Senate recede 

AGRBED Senate recede 

AGRBBD Identical provisions 

AGRBBD Identical provisions 

AGRBBD Identical provisions 
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(4) 	 EITC 
(5) 	 Child support 

(6) 	 Other cash aid 
H. Procedure & policy rules 

(1) 	 Statewide 
administration 

(2) 	 single state agency 

(3) 	 State cost sharing 

(4) 	 Aid to all eligibles 
(5) 	 Hearing 
(6) 	 Administrative 

methods 
(7) 	 No benefit below 

$10, rounding 
(8) 	 Preeligibility fraud 

detection 
'(9) 	 Correct erroneous 

payments 
(10) State appeal process 

,I. Quality control/audits 

J. Data 
( 1) Reporting 

requirements· 
(2) 	 Estimates 

(3) 	 Other reporting 
requirements 
a. 	 Administrative 

funds 
b. 	 State spending 
c. 	 Noncustodial 

parent
d. 	 Child support 
e. 	 Child care 
f~ 	 Transition 

services 
K. Reports required by HHS: 

(1) 	 Data processing 
(2) 	 Poverty , 
(3) 	 Alternatives 

AGREED Identical provisions

AGREED House recede. 


AGREED Senate recede. 

AGREED House recede, 

AGREED House recede with 
modification that public and 
local agencies have 60 days to 
submit comments, 
AGREED House recede with 
modification from 80\ to 75\, 
AGRBBD Identical -- no provision 
AGREED Identical --no provision 
AGREED Identical --no provision 

AGRBBD Identical --no provision 

AGRBBD Identical --no provision 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede with 

modification, that money runs 

directly from Treasury) . 


AGRBBD Combine House and Senate 
data 	reporting requIrements. 
AGREED Follow House and Senate 
provisions; add language
clarifying that Secretary may, , 
in the case of states that use 
sampling methods,' challenge the 
sampling plan as scientifically
invalid. 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

·AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGREED Senate recede 

AGREED Senate recede 
AGREED House recede 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD House recede 
AGREED House, recede 
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(4) Grandparents 
(5) State progress 

L • 	 Research &; national 
studies 

M. 	 Waivers 
N. 	 Census studies 


(1.) SIPI' 

(2) Grandparents 

O. 	 Private/religious 
charities 

S. 	 Transfers 
A. Child support penalties 

, B. Assistant Secretary for 
Family Support 

6 • 	 Conforming Amendments the 

Social Security Act 


7. 	 Conforming amendments to 

other laws 


8. 	 Continued application of 

current Medicaid standards 


9. 	 Effective dates 
10. Miscellaneous 

A. 	 County authorit.y for 
demonstration projects 

. B. Collection of 
overpayments from federal 
tax refunds 

C. 	 Tamper-proof Social 
Se,curity card 

D. 	 Disclosure of receipt 'of 
federal funds 

E. 	 Job opportunities for 
low-income individuals 

P. 	 Demonstrat.ion proj ects to 
expand school use 

G. 	 Secret.ary submit 
legislative proposal for 
technical and conforming
amendments 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 


·AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that $15 million be 
appropriated a year. 
AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGREED House recede 
OPBN House recede with . 
modifi'cation that state 
constitutions are not overridden 
and other technicals. 

AGREED .Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 


AGREED Drafting issue 

AGREED Dra~ting issues 

AGREED No longer applicable due 
to revisions in Medicaid law. 
AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD House rec~de 

AGREED House recede wi'th 
modification to eliminate Title 
II funding. 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRKBD House recede 
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Title 'II: Supplemental security 
Income 

1. . Denial of SSI t.o drug
addicts and alcoholics 

A. 	 In General 

B. 	 Representative Payee
Requirement.s 

. C, 	 Referral of 
individuals ·with a 
secondary substance 
abuse condition t.o 
s~ate substance abuse 
agency for t.reat.ment 

D~ 	 Effective date 

E. 	 Funding for treatment 

F. 	 Reapplication (this 
provision is linked to 
IIDft above) 

2. 	 SSl benefits for disabled 
children 

A. 	 Restriction on 
eligibility for 
benefits 

(1.) 	 Comparable
severity repealed 

P.1V30 


AGREED Identical provisions 

AGREED Houae recede, but add 
.provision to minimize 
administrative cost to the 
Federal government 

AGRBBD House recede, but add 
provisions to minimize 
administrative cost to the 
Federal government and clarify. 
that States are not required
to,provide treatment 

AGRBBD (1) House recede on 
effective date for new 
applicants (date of enactment) 
(2) 	 House recede on effective 
date 	for current beneficiaries 
(1./1./97) 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede, but 
modify Senate provision so 
that 	recipients disqualified
under, the new provision who 
reapply within 1.20 days of 
SSA's notification would 
receive redetermination 
decision' by January 1# 1997 

AGRBBD House recede 
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(2) 	 Disability 
definition 

(3a) Annual Report on 
medical listings 

(3b) Discontinue IFA 

(4) Limit maladap~ive 
behavior 

(5) Eligibility for 
cash SSI benefits 

(6) 	 Effective date 

(7) 	 Notice 

B. 	 Block grants to States 
for children's 
disabilities 

C. 	 Provisions on SSI cash 
and service benefits 

(1) 	 Disability 
reviews 

a. 	 CORs for 
children 

AGRB., House recede, but add 
provision providing for any 
final rule affecting 
jurisdiction to be Submitted 
to committees of jurisdiction 
4S days in advance of their 
effective date 

AGRBEDHouse recede (but see 
E" 	 below) 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBDNew'provision: children 
meeting a definition of 
personal assistance would 
receive 100 percent of 
benefit; all other children 7S 
.percent. Children receiving
benefits 'as of the effective 
date 	of this new provision 
would continue to receive 100 
percent of cash benefit. 

AGRBBD (1) -House recede on 
effective date for new' 
applicants (date'of enactment) 
(2) House recede on effective 
date for current beneficiaries 
and redeterminations (1/1/97) 

AGREED House recede 

AGR.JmD House recede 

AGREED House recede; add 
provision requiring evidence 
of needed treatment for 
continued representative payee 
status 
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b. 	 Reviews for 
children 
turning 18 

c. 	 Reviews for 
low-birth 
weight 
babies at 12 
months 

d. 	 Effective 
date 

(2) 	 Assets and trusts 
of children 

a. 	 Disposal of 
assets 

b. 	 Dedicated 
savings 
account 

D. 	 conformin~ ,amendlnents 

E. 	 Improving child' 
disability evaluations 

P. 	 Temporary eligibilit.y
for cash benefits for 
children in some 
(U209(b)R) stat.es 

G. 	 Reduct ion of cash 
payable to 
inst.it.ut.ionalized 
children with priva~e 
insurance 

H. 	 Added account.ability 
requirements for 
parents 

I . 	 Regulations 

3 • 	 Examination of mental 
listings 

4. 	 Payments to outlying areas 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGREED House recede; modify'
Senate provision to require' 
evidence of needed treat.ment 
for continued representative 
payee status.' 

AGREBO House recede on 
effectivedat.e for CORs 

AGRBBD Senate recede with 
technical modificat.ions 

AGREED.House recede with 
technical modifications 

AGREED Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senat.e recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGREED 
I 

House r~cede 

AGRBBD Refer t.o Title I 
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5. 	 Repeal maintenance of 
effort for state 
supplemental programs 

6. 	 Denial for 10 years for 
fraudulent receipt of 
benefits 

7. 	 Denial for fugitive felons 
and probation and parole 
violators 

s. 	 Limited eligibility of 
noncitizens for SSl 

9. 	 Annual Report on ssr 

10. 	Study of disability 
d~termination process 

11. 	GAO study 

12. 	 National Commission on the 
Future of Disabiiity 

Eligibility for SSl 
benefits based on Social 
Security retirement age 

P.14/30 

AGRBBD House recede, but 
Senate recede on effective 
date (date of enactment) 

AGREED Refer to Title I 

AGREED Refer to Title I 

AGRBBD Refer to Title rv 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGREED House recede 

AGRBBD House rece~e 

AGRBBD House recede, but 
funding will be subject to 
appropriation and no automatic 
effective date; other 
technical modifications 

.AGRBBD House recede 
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Title III: Child'Support 
Bnforcement 

Subtitle A: Bligibility for 
Services; Distribution of 
Payments 

1.. References 

2. State Obligation . 

3. Distribution 
A. Distribution Rules 

--	 General 
rule 

Post-welfare 
arrearages 
Pre-welfare 
arrearages 

Indians 

.B. Continuation 
of Services 

C. Effective date 

4 • Privacy Safeguards 

.5. Right to Notitication 

AGREED Identical provision 

AGRBBD Modify House language 
to confine mandatory services 
to children receiving foster 
care payments 

AGREED Senate recede with 
effective date change to May 
1, 1996. 
AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede with 

modifications on 

implementation date. 

AGRBKD Senate recede 


AGREED Identical provision 

AGREED Senate recede with 

modification 


AGRBBD Identical prOVision 

·AGRBBD House recede on 
requirement that parties to 
child support case must be 
notified of hearings; Senate 
recede on requirement for 
hearing 

Subtitle B: Locate a:a.d Case Tracking 

6! Case Registry 
A. Contents 	 AGRBBD Identical provision 
B. Linking of Local . AGRBBD Identical provision 
c. ~tandard data elements AGRBBD Identical provision 
D.. Payment records AGRBBD Identical provision 
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E. Updating and monitoring
F. Information comparisons 

7. Collection 	& Disbursement 
A. State Disbursement Unit 
8. Operati'on
C. Linking local units 
D. Required proced~res
B. 'Timing of disbursements 
F. Use of automated system 
G. Effective date 

8. Directory of New Hires 
A. State plan 

B. Establishment 

c. Smployer information 
D. Timing of ~epOrt 

E. Reporting format 

F. 	 Civil penalties 
-- Fine 
_.. Anti-fraud 

G. 	 Int.ry of Hew Hire 
Information 

H. Information comparisons 

AGREED Identical provision 
AGREED Identical provis~on 

AGRBBD Senate recede ' 
AGREED Identical provision
AGRBBD House ,recede 
AGRBBD Identical provision 
AGRBBD House recede 
AGRBBD Identical provision 
AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede with 
modification that states with 
New Hire reporting laws as of 
date of enactment can continue 
their programs and all states 
must conform to federal 
requirements by October 1, 
1996 
AGREED House recede 
AGREED House irecede with 
modification that States have 
the option of establishing a 
time earlier than,20 days but 
no state may exceed the 20 day
limit after October 1, 1996. 
House recede on allowing
businesses that report
electronically to report by 
every 15 days. 
AGRBBD Senate recede with 
clarification that the use of, 
an equivalent form is at the 
option of the employer 

AGRBBD House recede 
AGRBBD House ~e~ede 

AGRRRD House recede 

AGRRRD Senate recede with 
modified effective date of May 
1 1998 
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I. 	 Transmission of 
information 

J. 	 Other uses of 

infontation 


9. 	 Income Withholding 

10. 	Locator Information 

11. 	Expansion of Federal Parent 
Locator Service 
A. 	 Expanded authority 

S . 	 Reiml:n.u:"sements 
C. 	 New Components of FPLS 

(1). Federal case 
registry 

, , 

(2) 	 National directory
D. 	 Information comparisons
B. 	 Fees 
P. 	 Restriction on use 
G. 	 Information integrity
H. 	 Quarterly wage reports 
1. 	 Conforming amendments 
J. 	 Authorized person for 

information regarding
visitation rights 

.12. 	Social Se~rity Numbers 

AORBBD House recede with 
modification that states 
report to Federal direetory
within 3 days 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRRBD Senate recede 

AGRSBD House recede with 

modification that non­

resident parents would not 

have direct access to FPLS 

information (requests must go 

through the child support 

agency or the courts to ensure 

protection of custodial . 

parent) 

AGREED Identical provision 


AGRRBD.Senate recede 


AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede with ' 

modification that noncustodial 

parent request must be treated 

with the same priority as 

requests from noncustodial 

parents and State must ensure 

t'hat no information may 'be 

given to an individual 

suspected of abuse. 

AGRBBD House recede 


Subtitle C: StreamliDiDg aDC1 VDiformJ.ty of Procedures 

13. 	Uniform state laws AGRBBD Senate recede with 
modification of compromise
language 
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14. Full faith & credit 

15. Administrative enforcement 
in inters,tate cases 

16. Forms in interstate cases 

11. 	Expedited procedures
A. 	 Administrative action 
B. Substantive rules 
C. 	 Automation 

P.18/30 


AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD House recede with 
modification to replace
advisory committee with 
requirement that Secretary
consult with state IV..D 
directors 

AGRBBD House recede 
AGRBBD Identical provision 
AGRBBD Identical proviSion 

Subtitle D: Paternity Bstahlishment 

18. 	State Laws on paternity
A.Bstablishment until 18 
B. Genetic test ing . 
C. Voluntary paternity 

(1) 	 Simple civil process 
(2) 	 Hospital program 

(3) 	 Paternity services 
(4) 	Affidavit 

D. 	 Status of signed
acknowledgment 
(1) 	 Legal finding 
(2) 	 Contest 
(3) 	 Reacissic:m 

E. Bar on eourt proeeedings
F. 	 Admissibility of testing 
G. 	 Presumption of paternity 
H. 	 Default orclers 
t. 	 Right to trial 
J. 	 Temporary support
K. 	 Proof of cost.s 
L. 	 St.anding of fathers 
M. 	 Filin~ in state 
N. 	 National affidavit 

19. 	OUtreach for Voluntary 

AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGaiBD House recede 
House recede with modification 
to give states the option of 
establishing "good cause ft 

exc:epti<;)ns 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD House 'rec~de 

AGRBBD House recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGREED Senate recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD Senate rececle 
AGRBBD'Senate recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD Follow House and 
Senate bills but clarify that 
Secretary, after consulting
with st.ates, list common 
elements that states must 
include in their form 

AGRBBD Identical provision 
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Establishment ' 

20. 	Cooperation by welfare AGRBBD House receae 
~pplieants 

Subtitle B: Program Administration and PUDding 

21. 	Federal Matching Payments 

22. 	Performance-basea Incentives 

A.. 	 Incentive adjustments 

B. 	 Conforming amendments 

C. 	 Calculation of paterni~y 
establishment percentage 

D. 	 Effective aate 

23. 	 Federal Reviews. Audita 
A. . state agency activities 
S. 	 Federal activities 
C. 	 Effective date 

24. 	Required Reporting 

25. 	Automated Data Processing
A. 	 In general
B. 	 Program management 
C. Performance indicators 
D., Information integrity. 
E. 	 Regulat iona 

AGRBBD House rec~de 

AaRBBD Modify House and 

Senate language as 'follows: 

1) retain 66' ·federal match 

and current incentive 

system; 

2) require Secretary,

in consultation with state IV­

D directors to develop new 


, ince~tive system that provides 
additional payments to states 
(i.e., payments in addition to 
66' match) based on . 
performance, and report
details of new syste~ ,to Ways
and Means and Finance 
Committees by JUne 1,' 1996; 

. new system,must be revenue 
fteutral 
AGRBBDSenate recede 

, AGREED Follow House and 
Senate but add state optioft on 
using all births ift state in 
,denominator and marital births 
plus number of paternities
established in numerator 
AGREED,Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGR.BBDldent'1ca~ provision 


AGRBED House recede 

AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD Ident,ical provision

AGRBBD Identical provision

AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD Identi~alprov~sion 
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P. 	 Implementation time 
G. 	 Federal Matching rate 
H. 	 Temporary limits 

26. Teohnical Assistanoe 

27. Reports by Secretary 

AGRBBD HOUBe recede' 
AGRBBD Housa recede 
AGRBBD Follow the House and 
Senate but increase the 
funding from $260 million to 
$400 million 

AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD House reeede 

Subtl.tle P: Bstablisbment and Mod.ificationa of Support Orders 

28. 	National Guidelines 
Commission 

29. 	Simplified Process 

30. 	Consumer Reports 

.31. 	Nonliability for Depository
Institutions 

AGRBBD Senate reoede 

AGRBBD House reoede with 
modifieation that states must 
send eustodial parants notice 
at least once avery 3 years
informing them of their right 
to a review 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGlRRD House recede 

Subtitle G: BDforcem.ent of SUpport Orders 

32. 	Federal Income Tax Refund 
A. 	 Changed Order of 

Refund to Pay Federal 
Debts 

B. 	 Elimination of dispari ­
ties in assigned and 
unassigned ~rrearages 

33. 	 IRS Fees' 

3'. 	Collection from 'ederal 
Employees 
A. Consolidation. 
streamlining 
(1) 	 Federal employees 
(2) 	 Federal agencies 
(3) 	 Designation of agent 
(4) 	 P~iority of claims 
(5) 	 Pay cycles . . 
(6) 	 Relief from liability 
(7) 	 I.egulationa 

AGRBBD House racede 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRRBD House 'recede 

AGRBBDIdentical provis~on 
AaRBBD Identical provision
AGRRBD Identical provision 
AGRBBD Identioal provision 
AGRBBD Identical proviSion 
AGRRRD Identical p'rovision 
AGRRRD Identical provision 
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(8) 	 Money subject process 
(9) 	 Definitions 
B. 	 Conforming amendments 
C. 	 Military pay 
D. 	 Effective date 

35. 	Child Support & Armed Forces 
A. 	 Locator information 
S. 	 Granting leave 
C. 	 Ret~r.ed pay 

36. 	 Voiding Praudulent Transfers 

31, 	Sense of Congress on Drivers' 
Licenses· 

38. 	Work Req\1irement:. 

39. 	Definition of Support Order 

40, 	Reporting Arrearage to 
Credit Bureaus 

41. 	Liens 

42. 	Suspension of Licenses 

43. 	Denial of Passports 

44. International Enforcement 
modification 

45. 	Denial of Federal 

Means-Tested Benefits 


46 •. 	 Indian Tribes 

47. 	Financial Institution Data 

48. 	Paternal Grandparents 

Subtitle H: Meclical Support 

·49. Technical Correction to 
ERISA 

50. 	 Bnforcement of Health Care 

P.2V30 

AGRBBD Identical provision 
AGRBBD Identical prOVision 
AGRBBD Identical provision
AGRBBD Identical provision 
AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD Identical provision 
AGRBBD Identical provision
AGRBBD Identical' provision' 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Kouse recede 

AGRBBD ,Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Identical provision 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede with 
to conform with. language
provided by the National Child 
Support Enforcement 
Association. 

AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD Senate.recede 

AQRBRDHouse recede 

AGRBRD House recede with 
modification to make state 
option. 

AGRRRD Identical provision 

AGRBKD House recede 
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Subtitle I; 	 Bnhancing Responsibility ano Opportunity for 
Roa-Residential Parents 

51. Access and Visitation 
A. In general 	 AGRBBD Identical provision 
B. Amount of grant 	 AGRBBD Identical provision 
C. Allotment to states AGRBBD Identical provision 
D. State administration AGRBBD Ide~ti'cal .provision 

Subtitle J: 	 affect of Bnactment 

52. Effective Dates 	 AGRBBD Identical provision 
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Tit.le IV, No1:Lcitizens 

1. 	 Stacements of AGREED senate recede 

national policy 


Subtit.le A ~- ,Bligibility for Pederal Benefits Programs 

2. 	 Illegals ineligible
for federal benefies 

3. 	 Nonimmigranes,
asylees, parolees
ineligible for 
federal benefits 
A. 	 Ingeneral 

B. . 	Excepted programs 
C. 	 Aliens paroled

into U.S. 

4. 	 Bligibility of 
lawfully presene 
noncitizens 

. A. In general 

B. Bxcepted programs 
C .. Excepted classes 

(1) Refugees 
(2) Over 75 

AGREED House recede with 
modification that illegals may
continue to receive: shore-eerm 
disaster relief, emergency medical, 
immunizations and testing/treatment
for communicable diseases. 

AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that noncitizens that 
work illegally in the United States 
are not eligible to receive Social 
Security benefits. 
AGRBBD Houee recede 
AGRBBD House recede 

,AGRBBD Houee recede with '. 
modifications: '(1) current resident 
noncitizens (and those arriving
after enactment) may not receive 
SSI and food stamps until· attaining.,
citizenship or working long enough 
to qualify foz:' Soc'ial Security I (2) 
States have the option of providing
benefits in the TANP, Medicaid, or 
Title XX programs and noncitizens 
have no entitlement to benefits; 
(l)new entrants are denied from all 
federally means·tested benefits for 
five years after arrival into the 
US except for programs outlined in 
above. , . 

. AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD Identical provisions 
AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that recipients can 
receive benefits after qualifying
for Social Security benefits 
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(3) 	Veterans 
(4) 	 For 1st year 

(5) 	 Disabled 
(6) 	 Asylees 
(7) If worked 10 
years 
(8) If battered 

D~ Effective date 
E. 	 Reapplication 

s. 	 Notification 

,6. 	 Verification and 
Information Sharing 

AGRBID Senate recede 

AGREED House recede so that aliens 

excepted only until January 1, 

1997) 

MUBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede . 

AGRBBD House recede . 


AGRBID Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGRBBD House recede 


AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

Subtitle B -- Bligibility for State and Local Benefits Programs 

7. 	 Ineligibility of 

illegals for state 

and local benefits 


8. 	 Ineligibility of 

nonimmigrants for 

state and local 

benefits 


9. 	 State authority to 

limit eligibility of 

immigrants for state 

and local benefits 


Subtitle C -- Attrib,utioa of 

1.0.' 	Requirements for 
affidavits of support 
A. When required and. 

enforceability 
(1) Executed aa 
contract 
(2) Affected 
progra11\8 
(3) Qualification 
of sponsor 
(4) Time limit on 
reimbursement' 
(5) Length of 
sponsorship
period 

B. Porma 

AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that provides States 
the option of denying benefits to 
illegal noncitizens. 

AGRBBD House recede with 
modification that provides States 
the option of denying benefits to 
nonimmigrants. 

AGREED House recede with 
modification that provides States 
the option of denying benefits to 
noncitizens. 

IIlC01IIe and Affida.ita of su.pport 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGREED House recede with added 
exemptions for education loans 
AGRBBD Identical provisions 

AGRBBD Identicai provisions 

.N]DBSD Senate recede 

AGREED Senate recede 
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c. 	 Statutory 
Construction 

D. 	 Notification of 
change of address 

Eo. 	Reimbursement 
procedures

F. 	 .Jurisdiction 
G. 	 Definitions 

(1) Sponsor 

(2) Means-tested 
public benefits 
program
(3) Pederal 
poverty line 
(4) Qualifying 
quarter

H. 	 Clerical amendment 
I. 	Effective date. 

11. 	 Attribution of 
sponsor's income and 
resources to 
sponsored immigrants 
A. 	 Federal benefits 

B. 	 Amount of income 
deemed 

C. 	 Length of deeming
period 

D. 	 State and local 
benefits 

AGREED House recede 

'AGRBBD House rec~de 

AGRBBDSenate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 

AGREED House recede but Senate 
recede on 200t income requirement.
AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGREED HoUse recede-see ~1 above 

AGRBBD House recede' 

AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD Senate recede 

ABRBRD House recede with 
modification that post-secondary 

. education is included in exempted 
programs retrospectively only; 
senate recede on battered 
individuals. 	 ­
AGRBBD Senate recede 

AGRBRD Senate recede 

AGRRRD House recede 

Subtitle D -- General Provisicms 

12 . 	 Def in1tions 
A. 	 In general
B. 	 Lawful presence 

C. 	 State 
D. 	 Public benefits 

programs .. 
(1) Means-tested 
program
(2) Federal 
benefit 

AGRBBD Senate recede 
AGRBBD House-recede with 
modification that eligibility is 
determined by specific classes of 
noncitizens not whether they are 
"lawfully present."
AGREED Senate recede 

AGREBD Senate recede 

AGRBBD House recede 
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" I 	 (l) Federal means­ AGRBBD senate recede 
tested public
benefits program"
(4) State means­ AGREED Senate recede 
tested public 
benefits program 

13. 	 Construction AGREED Senate recede with 
clarification that the'bill is " . 
silent on elementary and secondary
education benefits. 	 " 

Subtitle B - - Conforming AmendlDeDta 

14. Conforming amendments 	 AGRBBD Technical and conforming 
to 	assisted housing amendments that depend on 

underlying policy 
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Title V: Reduction iD 
Federal Government 
Positiolle 

1. Reductions 

2. 	 Reductions in Federal 
Bureaucracy 

3. 	 Reducing Personnel in 
Washington DC area 

House recede with a modification 
that.reductions will take place 
over t.wo years 

House recede 

House recede 
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Title VI: Housing 

1. 	 Ceiling Rents House re'cede 

2. Definieion of House recede 
adjusted income for 
public housing 

3 '. Failure eo comply House recede 
with oeher welfare 
and public assistance 
programs' 

4. 	 Applicability to House recede 
Indian housing 

s. 	 Implementation House recede 

,. 	 Demonstration Project House recede 
for 	Elimination of 
Take-One-Take·All 
Requirement 

7. 	 Fraud under means- House recede 
tested welfare and 
public ass'iseance 
programs 

8. 	 Effective Date House recede 
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• 

Title XII: Miscellaneous 

1. 	 spending federal funds 
according to laws for 
spending state funds 

2. 	 Eliminate housing
assistance for fugitive
felons and probation
and parole violators 

3 . 	 . Sense of Senate 011 
enterprise zones 

4. 	 Sense of Senate on 
inability of non­
custodial parent to pay 
child support 

s. 	 Food stamp eligibility 

6. 	 Sense of Senate. on 
unfunded mandates in 
welfare reform 

7. 	 Sense of Senate on 
competitive bidding for 
infant formula 

s. 	 Sstablishing national 
goals to prevent teen 
pregnancies 
A. 	 Goals. 

B. 	 Prevention 
programs 

9. 	 Sense of Senate on 
statutory rape 

10. 	 Sanctioning for testing 
positive for controlled 
substances 
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AGREED House recede 

AGREED House recede 

AGREED House receae 

AGRBEDHouse recede 

AGRBSD'House recede 

AGREED senate recede 

AGRRED'Senat~ recede 

AGREED House recede with a 
modification to eliminate 
an "additional 2'" 
AGRBBDHouse recede 

'AGRBSD House recede 

AGRRBD House recede 
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.. 
11. 	 Abstinence education House .recede 

12. 	 Scoring AGRBBD House recede 

13. 	 Provisions to encourage AGRBBD senate recede with 
electronic benefit technical modifications. 
transfer 
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Title 
COlllmittee 
Subtitle and 
Section 

'2123(11) 

2174 

Subtitle C 
Welfare 
403(<1)(3 ) 

403(b)(2) 

405(b)(1 ) 

.j 

.., 
. '",,­

~',i 

EXTRANEOUS PROVISIONS, RECONCILIATION 1995 
VII 
Finance, Medicaid and Welfare \ . 

" 

, Subject 

',­

Individual Entitlement 313(b)(1 )(A) 

Supplemental Grant ror Population I 313 (b)( I )(13) 
Increases illCc11ain States 

Treat Interstnle Immigrants. I 313 (b)( 1 )(A) 
Under Rules of Former State 

No assistance ror More Than I 313(b)( I )(A) 
Five Years 

Extraneous; 110 budgetary impact. This title shall 
not be construed as providing for an entitlement 

Exlraneous; costs, Provides additional grants to 
states with higher popUlation growth anuavemge 
spending less than the il<ltiollal average. 

Extraneolls; no budgetary impact. A Slate may 
apply to a family some or all of the rules, inclutling 
benefit amounts, or the program operated by the 
family's former slate if the family has resided in the 
current stale less than '12 months. 

Extraneous; does not score. States may not provitlc 
assistance fur more than 5 years on a cumulative 
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EXTRANEOUS PROVISIONS, RECONCILIATION 1995 
Title VII 

" Comlllittee Fimll1ce, Medicaid alld Welfare ... 

Subtitle and 
Section Subject Budget Act Violation Explanntion 

basis; call opt to provide it for less than 5 years. 

406lb) St~lle option to Deny Assistance For 
Out-oJ"-Wedlock 13irlhs to Minors 

313(b)( I)(A) Extraneous; does not score. States may deny 
assistance for a child born out-or-wedlock to an 
individual who has not attained 18 years of age, or 
for the individual. 

406(c) Slate option to Dcny Assistance For 
Childreil 80m to Families Receiving 
Assistance 

JIJ(b)( I )(A) Extraneous; does not score. Slates may deny 
assistance for a Illinor child who is born to a 
recipient of assistance. 

406(f) Grant Increased to Reward States 
That Reduce Out-of-Wedlock births 

JI3(b)( I)(13) Extraneous; costs. Provides additional runds to 
'stales thal reduce out-of-wedlock births by at least I 
percenl below 1995 levels, and whose rates of 
abortion do not increase. Secretary can deny the 
funds if the State changes methods of reporting 
data. 

418 Performance BOllllS and High 
Performance Bonus 

313(b)(I)(B) Extraneous; costs. 5 Slates wilh highest 
percentage performance improvement receive a 
bonus. Note: this is paid for with previous year's 
penalties so some might claim it is deficitneulral. 
However. it is a separate and discrete section. 

7202 Services Provided by Charitable, 
Religiolls, or Private Organizations 

313(b)(1)(A) Extraneous; no cost impact. Allows slates to 
provide services through contracts with charitable, 
religious, or private organizations . 

.',. 
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Title 
Committee 
Subtitle and 

! Section 

7207 

Subtitle D 
SSI 
Chapter 5 
7291 

Chapter 6 
7295 

Subtitle G 
Other welfar 
Chapter I 
7412 

budget. 

EXTRANEOUS PROVISIONS, RECONCILIATION 1995 

VII 
Finllllce, Medicaid and Welfare 

Subjcct 

Disclosure of Receipt of Fed Funds 

Repeal of Maintenance of Effort 
Requirements Applicable to Optional 
State Programs for Supplementation 
ofSSI 

Eligibility for SSl Bencfits Based 
on Soc. Sec. Retirement Age 

Reuuctions in Fedeml 
Bureaucracy 

Abstinence Euucntion 
ill Welfare Reform Legislation 

" " 

Budgct Act Violation 

3 I 3 (b)(l )(A) 

313(b)(1)(A) 

3l3(b)( I )(A) 

313(b)(I)(A) 

313(b)(I)(A) 

Explanation 

Extraneous; no cost impact. 

Extraneous; no cost impact. Savings accrues to lhe 
state 

Extraneous; no cost impact within the 7-yt:nr buugct 
window. 

Extraneous; no uirccl spending impact. 

Reduction is on the discretionary side of the 


. Extrancous; 110 direct spcnuing impact. 
Authorization of appropriations. 

\:--. 
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Title 
Cummittee 
Suotitle and 
Section 

Subtitle J 
COLAs 
7481 

EXTRANEOUS PROVISIONS, RECONCILIATION 1995 

Vll 
Finance, Medicaid and Welfare 

Suoject 

SuS Regarding Corrections of 
Cosl or Li~ing Adjustments 

" 

" 

lludget Act Viulation 

313(0)(I)(A) 

Ex plana tioll 

Extraneous; 110 tJireel spcnding impact. 
Finds lhat the CPI overstnles the cosl ofliving in the 
US, and lhatlhe overstalemenl undermines the 
equitable administration or Federal benefits. 
Expresses the Sense or the Senate lhal Federal law 
should be corrected to accurately renee! fUlure 
changes in the cost of living. 
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LEADER: lUND RSTAND THE .CHAIR IS PREPARED TO 
APPO NT CONFEREE'S ON BEHALF OF THE . 
SENA E FOR H.R. 4, THE WELFARE REFORM 
BILL•. 

CHAIR: 11iELERK WILL REPORT THE CONFEREE'S 

CLERK: ROTH 
DOI.E . 
CHAF E 
GRALEY 

. 
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FRO 
CON 

THE COMMITTEE ON LABOR:, FOR THE.' . 
DERATION OF TITL.E V1 AN·D ANY 
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ADDI ONAl fTEMS WITHIN THEIR 
JURI DlcnON, fNCL.UDING THE; CHU.DABUSE 
AND ROTECTION ACT TITLE . 

FRO THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, FOR 

THE ONSIDERAll0N OF ITEMS UNDER tHEIR 

JURi DiCTION; 

" ! 



·1. 

THE SEC R E'T A R Y 0 F HE A L T HAN D HUM A N S E R V ICE S 


WASHINGTON. D.C. 20201 


OCT 26 1995 

The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt 
House Democratic Leader 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515-2503 

Dear Mr. Leader: 

We take this opportunity to advise you of the views of the Department of Health and Human Services 
(HHS) on H.R. 4, a bilI "To restore the American family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare 
spending and reduce welfare dependence." 

The Administration believes strongly in the need for bipartisan welfare reform legislation that 
promotes work and protects children. We continue to have major concerns with specific provisions in 
both the Senate and House bills .. The Administration's views on the final legislation adopted by the 
Congress will ultimately depend on'whether it promotes the key goals of work, family, and 
responsibility, and whether it continues to provide fundamental protections for children. The 
American people want a welfare reform bill that promotes opportunity and demands responsibility; 
that gives young parents the tools they need to enter the workforce; and that maintains a national 
safety net for our most vulnerable citizens: our children. While we are committed to passage of a 
bipartisan welfare reform bill, any legislation must be based on these common values. This letter 
discusses our concerns in these critical areas. . 

I. Promoting Work 

Real welfare reform is first and foremost about work. The system must provide the incentives and 
resources for states to get the job done. Real work requirements must be backed up with real 
resources for job placement, education, and training to help people get jobs and keep them. The link 
between child care and work is especially critical. A reformed system must provide work-based 
incentives for states, caseworkers, and welfare recipients themselves. States should be rewarded for 
moving people from welfare to work -- not for cutting them from the rolls. 

(A) Child Care 

Ensuring that resources for child care are available is a crucial underpinning Of any program that is to 
be successful in moving parents from welfare to work and ending welfare as we know it. Therefore, 
the Administration strongly supports the child care provisions in titles I and VI of the Senate Bill, 
which include $8 billion in separate, earmarked funds for child care services over five years in 
addition to the funds authorized in the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG). These 
provisions, which also have bipartisan support from the nation's Governors, recognize the critical 
importance of child care to parents' success in finding and keeping work, as well as the need for 
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parents to know that their children are cared for in a safe, nurturing environment while they work. 
As benefits become time-limited and work requirements are strengthened, it is absolutely essential that 
additional child care is made available so that more parents can work. 

To this end, the Administration strongly supports the state entitlement to child care funds approved by 
the Senate (the new section 419(a) of the Social Security Act (SSA». We finnly oppose the House 
bill provision that cuts child care funds below the level states need to maintain their current child care 
conunitments. We also strongly prefer the Senate bill provisions that require states to maintain 1994 
levels of Title IV-A child care spending in order to access their allotment of the additional $3 billion 
appropriation (the new section 419(b)(3) of the SSA), and that designate federal matching funds at the 
Federai Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) for state expenditures in excess of 1994 levels. The 
Administration is concerned, however, that the Senate language requires the additional $3 billion 
made available for child care to be subject to reauthorization and pay-as-you-go funding rules (section 
419(b)(4) of the SSA) after FY 2000. We believe that to assist states appropriately in meeting child 
care needs, these funds should be. included in the baseline. 

The Administration strongly supports the work provisions in the Senate bill that (1) prohibit states 
from penalizing parents who refuse work when child care for a child under age 6 is not available 
(modification to section 404(d)(2) of the SSA); (2) provide states the option of not requiring a single 
parent with a child under age 6 to participate in work for more than an average of 20 hours per week 
during a month (modification to section 419(c)(1) of the SSA); and (3) provide states the option of not 
requiring an individual who is the parent or caretaker relative of a child under 12 months of age to 
engage in work (section 404(b)(5) of the SSA). These provisions recognize the important links 
between child care and a parent's: success in working. Moreover, because of the demanding level of 
the work requirements, these provisions would lower child care costs and thereby reduce the cost shift 
to states that would otherwise occur if states were to meet the work participation rates. 

Additionally, the Administration .supports the provisions in the Senate bill that maintain funding for 
services to working poor families, many of whom are able to stay in the workforce only because of 
their child care subsidies (title VI). We strongly support the Senate provision (section 658T of the 
CCDBG Act) that assists states in operating uniform programs and helps protect children. Further, 
the Administration strongly prefers the Senate provisions (section 602) that retain the essential current 
state efforts to ensure quality child care and continue the requirement that states set health and safety 
standards for child care. We oppose the modification of section 658T of the CCDBG Act under title 
mof the House bill that allows states to transfer up to 20% out of the CCDBG to support other 
programs. 

In addition, we recommend that steps be taken to ensure that the full amount authorized for CCDBG 
is appropriated. ; 

(B) Maintenance of Effort 

States should be required to maintain their stake in moving people from welfare to work rather than 
be given an incentive simply to cut people off. The Administration strongly supports the intent of the 
Senate bill to give states an incentive to continue their conunitment to provide the resources necessary 
to support work and to help needy families with children. 
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Without a requirement to contribute to programs for poor families, several factors will give states an 
incentive to significantly reduce their funding. States will have an incentive to reduce benefits and/or 
create harsh time limits to discourage in-migration from other states, thereby encouraging a "race to 
the bottom." In addition, because of the interaction between AFDC and Food Stamps, states will 
have an incentive to lower cash benefits. Because Food Stamps are funded"completely by federal 
dollars and increase when AFDC benefits fall, decreasing benefits would result in more federal 
money being brought to the state.; Finally, state funds for cash assistance, work, and child care 
programs for poor families with ~hildren are likely to be squeezed out by more politically popular 
programs as states face broad reductions in federal funds for a variety of public services. Given that 
the effort to put recipients to wor~ will require an investment of resources beyond what is available 
through the block grant, the maintenance of effort provision is a necessary tool for the success of 
welfare reform. 

While the Administnition strongly supports the intent of the maintenance of effort (MOE) provisions 
in the Senate bill (modifications to section 403(a)(5) of the SSA), we believe the language needs to be 
strengthened to ensure that the intent of the Senate is carried out. The Administration recommends 
dropping the proposed section 403(a)(5)(C)(i)(V), which permits the use of any state expenditures that 
meet the overall purpose of the temporary assistance program to count towards the maintenance of 
effort requirement. This provision would allow expenditures in a broad number of areas and for a 
broad range of state residents to count towards the MOE requirement. It would be difficult to enforce 
and thus would weaken the effectiveness of the provision significantly. 

The provisions in the Senate bill that prohibit states from using funds "supplanted by transfers from 
existing state and local programs" is difficult to interpret and would also .be difficult to enforce. . . 

Because there are fiscal implicati9ns for states (in terms of potential disallowances and access to 
additional funds), it is important that procedures be in place to ensure compliance by states with the 
statutory requirements in this area. 

The bill language with respect to transfer from other programs is difficult to interpret (section 
403(a)(S)(C)(ii». It is not clear that this or other language in the bill would exclude state and local 
expenditures on general governmental activities that serve different or broader population groups than 
those historically served by the AFDC and JOBS programs. The Administration recommends that 
states be allowed to include only those expenditures for cash assistance, child care assistance, 
education, job training, work, administrative costs, and other use of funds allowable under section 
403(b)(1) that were also allowable expenditures under parts A and F of title IV as in effect in fiscal 
year 1994, with the exception that all state funds spent on work activities should be allowable if they 
targeted only welfare recipients (Le. not activities available to residents of the state generally). 

Finally, in considering what is an allowable expenditure under title IV-A for MOE purposes, the 
Administration recommends that assistance and services under the Emergency Assistance (EA) 
program be excluded. In recent years, a number of states have used the EA program to claim title 
IV-A funds for expenditures on questionable and tangential activities. Only activities directed at 
meeting the basic living, employment, and child care needs of low-income families should be 
included. 
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(C) 	 Contingency Grant Fund and Allocation Formula' 

The Administration strongly believes that real reform means providing resources that allow states to 
cope with changes in economic and demographic conditions - not merely shifting increased costs to 
states and taxpayers. States should be rewarded for moving people from welfare to work and 
protected in the event of high population growth, economic downswings, or other unpredictable 
emergencies. 

The Administration prefers the Senate's contingency fund provisions (the new section 403(1) of the 
SSA), which allow eligible states to draw down additional federal funds based on their Federal 
Medical Assistance Percentage, once they have exceeded one hundred percent of their FY 1994 state 
expenditures for AFDC-related programs. The House provision would allow eligible states to receive 
only federal loans, which must be repaid with interest within three years. 

The Senate provision is preferable because the contingency grant fund would provide direct aid to 
states, without the repayment stipulation. Since states would require aid during downswings in their 
economies, there is no assurance that states. would be able to repay a federal loan within three years 
as required by the House bill. The possibility of defaulting on the obligation would force states to 
choose between taking a loan in order to serve those in need or cutting benefits and restricting 
eligibility to conserve available funding. This is an unfair choice to impose on states, particularly 
when they experience dramatic increases in need. 

In order for any state to qualify for additional funding provided via the contingency fund, the dynamic 
growth formula or the loan fund, the Administration recommends that the state be required maintain 
its fiscal year 1994 level of state spending on the welfare programs contained in the block grant. This 
will ensure that no state' would receive additional funding unless they fust fulfill their obligation to the 
poor children and families in their state. 

To further improve the Senate's contingency fund, the Administration recommends four specific 
changes: 

(1) 	 The basejunding level should be increased. The $1 billion included in the Senate's 
contingency ·fund would not provide an adequate cushion to states that experience population 
increases, economic downturns, or other emergencies. To illustrate this problem, between 
1990 and 1992, a period which encompassed the most recent national economic downturn, 
federal AFDC spending grew by about $6 billion - much more than the $1 billion provided 
by the Senate over 7 years. As one way to address this disparity, the funds already set aside 
in the bill to cover additional Emergency Assistance (EA) expenditures by states should be 
dedicated to expanding the contingency fund. EA is a small component of welfare spending, 
and many states have claimed EA funds for activities that are not directly related to 
supporting needy families with children. A better use for these resources is to move them 
into the contingency fund to help ensure that states are capable of providing assistance to 
deprived children when need increases. Since the $800 million in the EA funds have already 
been scored by CBO, shifting them to the contingency fund would create no new costs while 
substantially improving their effectiveness. 
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(2) 	 A trigger based on the number of children receiving Food Stamps should be added to the 
contingency fund. The contingency fund in the Senate bill includes only a trigger based on 
state unemployment. Unemployment rates, however, lag substantially behind periods of 
economic difficulty for the poor. Those with low skills and low-wage jobs are at 
the bottom of the economic ladder and tend to be the first ones to experience hardship when 
the economy slows. Their need for assistance increases significantly before there is a large 
change in overall unemployment rates. As a result, AFDC and Food Stamps caseloads are 
better indicators of economic need among the poor. For this reason, the Administration 
supports an additional contingency fund trigger which more directly measures child well-being 
and child poverty. 

The trigger would employ the number of children on Food Stamps as a proxy for child 
poverty, and would be indexed to the number of children receiving Food Stamps in FY 1994. 
For each year of the block grant, a state would be eligible to draw down contingency fund 
monies if the number of children receiving Food Stamps within the state was at least a 
specified percentage higher than the number of children receiving Food Stamps in FY 1994. 
The threshold percentage should be set in such a way - with regard to current economic 
conditions and caseload forecasts - that the cost will not exceed $1.8 billion (the combined 
amount of the current contingency fund and funds now set-aside for EA expenditures). In any 
one year, states qualifying via either the unemployment or the child Food Stamps trigger 
could draw down federal funds which equal up to 150 percent of the increase in children 
receiving food stamps. For example, if an eligible state experiences a five percent increase ~ 
the number of children receiving Food Stamps, relative to FY 1994, then they could draw 
down up to an additional 7.5 percent of their current fiscal year block grant. The maximum 
funding that any state could receive from the contingency fund would be 20 per~ent of their 
current fiscal year block grant, regardless of the increase in child Food Stamp recipiency. 
Some states can receive monies under the dynamic growth allocation and can use this money 
to meet increased need. These additional grants should be subtracted prior to determining the 
amount of money available from the contingency fund. Tying eligibility for contingency 
funds to the number of children on Food Stamps would make assistance to states more 
directly responsive to increases in poverty associated with economic downturns, population 
growth, or natural disasters and is strongly urged by the Administration. 

(3) 	 If the national economy were severely troubled and the contingency fund were depleted, 
additional funds should be made available to states in need. Under the current Senate 
contingency fund, states can only draw down resources from the fund if the fund has not been 
fully obligated. States that experience economic slowdowns later than other states could be 
precluded from contingency fund resources if other states have already claimed the full 
amount of the fund - even if the conditions in the state are the consequences of a national 
downturn or recession. For this reason, the Administration recommends a provision that 
would allow additional funds to flow to eligible states when the national unemployment rate 
equals or exceeds 6.5 percent. With this provision, any state that qualified under the 
individual state unemployment or Food Stamps triggers would be able to draw down up to 20 
percent of their block grant allocation, regardless of the number of states that qualify and seek 
assistance and regardless of the amount remaining in the contingency fund. Because the 
national unemployment rate is not projected to rise above 6 percent in the next seven years, 
this provision would create no new scorable costs to the bill. 
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Such a provision would e~ure that states have access to contingency funds when child 
poverty increases during national recessions and would to some extent remove the penalty 
against states that experienCe downturns later rather that sooner .. In addition, to alleviate the 
burden on states likely to be strapped for revenues during national recessions, the 
Administration recommends that state loans, or portions of state loans, from the rainy-day 
loan fund be forgiven and ~epaid by the Secretary of the Treasury when national 
unemployment exceeds 6.5 percent. Together, these provisions would ensure that states have 

. an adequate pool of federal resources from which to draw when economic slowdowns occur. 
(As another option, the bas'e amount of the contingency fund could be replenished by a certain 
amount for each tenth of a percentage point the unemployment rate exceeds 6.5 percent.) 

(4) 	 Additional funding should be made available to states that experience extremely severe 
conditions even if national unemployment does not exceed 6.5 percent. Under circumstances 
in which the base level of the contingency fund is fully obligated by states and contingency 
funds are no longer available, states that experience extremely severe conditions and hit a 
higher set of triggers should also be able to draw down up to 20 percent of their block grant 
allocation even if the national unemployment rate remained below 6.5 percent. This 
modification would take into account states that suffer extreme regional downturns when the 
national economy has not experienced major difficulty. To qualify; (1) state unemployment 
would· have to exceed an average of nine percent over a three-month period and 120 percent 
of the unemployment rate for the same period in either of the preceding two years; or (2) the 
average monthly number of children on Food Stamps over a 12-month period would have to 
exceed 110 percent of the comparable average for the immediately preceding 12-month 
period. The exact percentages are illustrative, but we believe change should be made in a 
way that provides important crisis "insurance" without increasing estimated costs. 

These changes would create a new contingency fund that is much more likely to be able to respond to 
growth in child poverty rates and to provide additional assistance to states when it is needed most. 

(D) 	 Reducing Cost Shift to States 

The Administration believes that strong work requirements - moving welfare recipients off the rolls 
and into jobs - must be a central focus of welfare reform. However, the Administration also 
recognizes that it will take substantial resources for states to meet the participation rates when they 
reach higher levels - particularly given that under both bills individuals must participate 30 hours per 
week in FY 2000 (and more in later years) in order to be counted toward the rate. 

Given the demanding efforts and high costs of meeting the work participation rates. the 
Administration prefers the method for calculating the participation rate contained in the Senate bill 
(modifications to section 404(b) of the SSA). The Senate provisions that allow other activities such as 
Jeaving welfare for work or being sanctioned to count toward the rate reduce the probability that the 
cost of the work program would be shifted to the states. The Senate provisions give states "credit" 
for achieving desired results - beyond the requirement that individuals participate in work activities. 
Including those who leave welfare for work in the numerator of the rate will give states an incentive 
to move recipients into work as quickly as possible. 
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The Administration also supports the Senate bill's allowance of vocational training to count as a work 
activity (section 404(c)(3». Research shows that programs that include this type of activity have been 
effective in increasing the employment levels and earnings of welfare recipients and reducing welfare 
dependency. 

The Administration is opposed to, the provision in the House bill that allows states to use caseload 
reductions that result from state-initiated changes in eligibility criteria -- such as setting a two-year 
time limit - to reduce their required work participation rates (section 404(a)(1)(B». Because 
terminating benefits is less expensive than operating a work program, the House provisions would 
create a strong I 

incentive for states to meet their participation rates by throwing people off the rolls. This policy 
would c:;tuse more hardships and would not result in a 'real work requirement. In order for work 
requirements to be meaningful, 'states must be given both the incentives and the resources to get the 
job done. . 

Finally, based on the recommendation made by the National Commission on Childhood Disabilities, 
the Administration supports a policy that at least one parent of a disabled child receiving 
Supplemental 
Security Income (SSI) payments be exempt from the work requirements. Given that disabled children 
have special needs that may require a great deal of attention, it is appropriate that these parents have 
the option to care for the child themselves. 

(E) Performance Bonuses 

Real reform is first and foremost about work - and the system must provide work-based incentives 
for states, caseworkers, and welfare recipients themselves. States should be given an incentive to put 
people to work - rather than simply.cutting them from the rolls. The Administration strongly 
supports the provisions in the Senate bill that provide bonus payments to states for performance on 
job placement and other employment-related measures (the new sections 403(f) and 418 of the SSA). 

We do recommend, however. thattechnical changes be made to clarify the operation of the 
performance bonus system. If possible, the Administration also recommends that the performance 
bonus not be taken directly from the block grant. 

(F) Personal Responsibility Contracts 

Personal responsibility contracts will ensure that recipients are moving toward work and self­
sufficiency from the very first day. The Administration strongly supports the provisions on personal 
responsibility contracts contained in the Senate bill (modification to section 405(a) of the SSA). 
These agreements between the state and each family receiving cash assistance would ensure that 
welfare becomes a reciprocal obligation between the state and the recipient. By signing it, the 
recipient agrees to take the necessary steps to become self-sufficient within a time-limited period and 
the state agrees to provide the services the recipient needs to achieve this goal. The Administration 
recommends that states be given fl~xibility to design these contracts in ways that best meet their 
needs. 



...... 

Page 8 - Letter to Conferees on H.R. 4 

II. Protecting Children 

Given the magnitude of changes b~ing considered to programs serving poor families, the 
Administration believes it is imperative to maintain a national safety net for children, especially the 
national nutrition safety net. Assistance to abused, neglected, and disabled children should not be 
slashed under the guise of "welfare reform." True welfare reform should make it easier for poor 
children to grow into productive adults - not harder. Needy children should be assured basic 
protections wherever they live. In addition, the Food Stamp, child nutrition, and WIC programs, 
among others, have successfully narrowed the gap between the diets of low-income and other families 
and have had profound impacts on the nutrition, health, and well-being of millions of children, 
working families, and elderly. The Administration strongly opposes the Child Nutrition and WIC 
block grants in the House bill. 

(A) Child Protection 

The Administration strongly suppo,rts the Senate position maintaining current child protection and 
adoption policy and strongly opposes the Child Protection Block Grant created in the House bill (title 
n). Reported child maltreatment and out-of-home placements both have been increasing sharply. 
Courts in 22 states have found child protection systems that are failing to investigate allegations of 
child abuse and neglect; failing to make adequate efforts to avoid unnecessary placements; and failing 
to take the actions needed to achieve permanency for a substantial number of foster children. We 
must not walk away from our commitment to abused and neglected children and those at risk of 
maltreatment. . 

Unfortunately, the House bill addresses these increasingly serious problems through block grants that 
eliminate basic protections and cut funding by 12 percent below baseline over the next five years. 
This could lead to more uninvestigated maltreatment reports and children left in unsafe homes, setting 
back states' efforts to improve their child abuse prevention and child protection systems. The House 
bill also eliminates key incentives and subsidies for families who adopt children with special needs, 
jeopardizing important efforts to ~d permanent homes for thousands of vulnerable children. 

The Administration supports the Senate approach because it sustains the recent improvements to the 
child protection system, including increased flexibility for states to experiment and a new focus on 
prevention, and it reauthorizes and strengthens the Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment Act (title 
XI) in order to ensure streamlined and simplified administration of child welfare programs .. 

(B) SSI Children 

The Social Security Administration will be presenting the Administration's views in a separate letter. 
However, because SSI changes have an impact on the Medicaid program, we have included our views 
on these proposed changes here as well. 

-While both the House and Senate bills go too far in the changes they would make to the SSI 
childhood disability program, we generally favor the Senate SSI provisions (sections 211-213). Under 
the Senate's provisions, cash benefits and, as a result, categorical Medicaid eligibility would be 
preserved for all poor children with disabilities who have a medically determined physical or mental 
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impainnent that results in marked :and severe functional limitations. We strongly urge Congress to 
reduce hardship to disabled children now on SSI by exempting them from these new, stricter 
eligibility rules, 

The Administration opposes the House provision prohibiting states from disregarding SSI payments in 
determining the amount of cash assistance for a family under title I. As a result of this measure, a 
child's SSI payment could prevent a family from qualifying for assistance or reduce the benefit it 
receives, forcing the family to use'the SSI payment to meet the basic needs of other family members. 
Such a policy would contradict the purpose of the SSI program, which is to assist the aged, blind or 
disabled recipient. We favor affording states the flexibility to disregard all or part of a child's SSI 
benefit in determining the family's eligibility for cash assistance under title I. 

(C) Time Limits 

The Administration has consistently recognized that time-limited benefits that are followed by work 
and that protect children are key elements' of transforming the welfare system. Currently 20 states are 
testing varying approaches to time limits under waivers granted by the Clinton Administration, and 
each ensures that families are protected when work is not available. The Administration strongly 
supports time limits that assure appropriate exceptions and extensions for those who, despite best 
efforts and through no fault of their own, cannot find work. We also recommend that children who 
are denied assistance due to a time limit continue to receive Medicaid and nutritional assistance. It is 
critical that both federal and state policies that establish time limits also ensure that children are 
protected. 

i ' ' 
The Administration strongly prefers the Senate provision that permits states to exempt up to 20 
percent of the caseload from the time limit (the new section 405(b)(3) of SSA). Parents affected by a 
five-year time limit are precisely those least likely to find a private sector job. Only one-third of 
those parents who would reach a five-year time limit under the current system have a high school 
degree; a recent study found that three-quarters of the jobs available in low-income areas require a 
high school diploma. 

The Administration urges that, in addition, states be given the flexibility to exempt parents of disabled 
children receiving SSI payments from the, time limit, in recognition of the extraordinary demands 
placed upon them, and that these exemptions not be counted against the 20 percent limit. The 
National Commission on Childhood Disabilities similarly recommends exempting parents of children 
on SSI from the time limit on cash assistance. 

The Administration also strongly supports the provisions in the House bill that allow states to provide 
non-cash assistance to children who lose their benefits due to the time limit (section 405(a)(6) of the 
SSA). Some families cut off by the time limit are likely to turn to homeless shelters and food 
pantries, at substantial cost to state, and local governments and already overburdened religious and 
non-profit institutions. The House, provision would allow, but not require, states to provide assistance 
to these children in the fonn of vouchers (usable only for particular goods and services) or direct 
payments to providers of such goods or services. (The provisions in the House bill also apply to th('se 
whose benefits have been affected by the family cap and minor parent provisions.) 
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llI. Promoting Parental Respo~ibility 

Goverrunent programs should reflect the values of work, responsibility, and opportunity. But in order 
to end welfare as we know it, we must have real, fundamental change that helps move people from 
welfare to work, encourages responsible behavior, and sends a strong message to the next generation 
that people should not have children until they 'are ready to care for them. Welfare reform means 
requiring parental responsibility, not punishing children for their parents' mistakes. We must take 
strong action to address the problem of teen pregnancy, but we should not give up on teenage parents 
and their children. 

(A) Minor Mothers 

True reform should make it easier for poor children to grow into productive adults - not harder. 
Teenage parents should not be denied assistance - instead, help should be conditioned on their staying 
in school, living at home, and moving towards self-sufficiency. The Administration strongly supports 
requiring young parents to act responsibly and providing them with guidance to become better 
parents. To this end, the Administration supports the minor parent provisions in the Senate bill (the 
new section 406(d) of the SSA). These provisions would require teen parents to live in adult 
supervised settings, while ensuring that they are protected from remaining in abusive situations, and 
also funds .. Second Chance" homes for those who have no other option. Conversely, the 
Administration strongly opposes the House provision that requires states to deny cash assistance to 
teen mothers (the new section 405(a)(5) of the SSA). There is no evidence that such a provision 
would have a significant deterrent effect on out-of-wedlock childbearing among teens and certainly the 
denial of aid to teen mothers would do nothing to encourage them to stay in school and prepare for 
work. Moreover, at a time when we are seeking to provide states with greater flexibility to taiior 
their own welfare programs, the federal goverrunent should not mandate who mayor may not receive 
assistance in each state. . 

(B) Family Cap 

The Administration opposes placing policy mandates on states such as the mandatory family cap of 
the House bill. It supports the provisions in the Senate bill (modifications to section 406(c) of the 
SSA) that give states more flexibility, not less, on this issue. Family cap provisions are currently 
being tested under waiver authority in several states. Preliminary results from the evaluation of the 
New Jersey family cap policy are not promising: the small differences found were not statistically 
significant. This research fmds that during the first 12 month period of implementation, 6.9 percent 
of AFDC mothers subject to the family cap gave birth to an additional child, whereas 6.7 percent of 
AFDC mothers not subject to the family cap gave birth to an additional child. The Administration 
does not believe that these results and the mixed evidence from earlier research warrant the 
mandatory implementation of such a policy. However, as these results are preliminary and there is 
much more to learn about this policy's impact, the Administration supports allowing states to decide 
for themselves whether to implem~nt a family cap policy. 



Page 11 - Letter to Conferees on H.R. 4 

(C) Child Support Enforcement 

The Administration is supportive of provisions in both the Senate and House bills that incorporate all 
of the major proposals for tougher child support enforcement that the Administration demanded. 
These include streamlined paternity establishment, new hire reporting, license revocation, uniform 
interstate child support laws, and computerized state collections. 

The differences between the bills ctte, for the most part, technical in nature. In general, the 
Administration prefers the Senate version, which is somewhat more comprehensive and corrects some 
of the technical drafting errors tha,t were in the House bill. Among the major issues of concern to the 
Administration are: 

• The House bill contains a provision that would subject 3.2 million children to reduced benefits 
because paternity has not been established, even if the mother has cooperated fully in paternity 
establishment efforts and the state was at fault for not establishing paternity. The 
Administration opposes that House provision. 

• . The Administration opposes the provision in both bills to eliminate the $50 pass-through for 
child support and is concerned that the House language prohibits states from passing-through 
and disregarding any child support payments. 

• The Administration strongly supports the House provision that adopts a "children fIrst" priority 
for all child support arrangements paid to the family after they have left welfare. This provision 
increases the econoinic security of families that have left welfare and helps prevent th~in from 
returning to welfare. The Senate bill does not adopt a "children first" priority in.all C;aSes. It 
allows the state to have fIrst prioritY for child support payments owed for the period before the 
family went on welfare. . 

The Administration supports the House provision requiring states to meet the level of performance 
assumed in our proposed 1994 Welfare Reform Act to be eligible for the level of incentive payments 
assumed when that bill was transmitted. The Secretary shOUld have greater flexibility to:deyelop this 
incentive formula than either bill provides. to ensure payments reflect program perforrn3hcFand cost­
·effective operations. The Secretary. would seek states' input in developing this formula. ,: .., .; 

j ••- • '\' ·?Zo· 

(D) Abstinence Education 

Welfare reform must send a strong message to young people that they should not get pregnant or 
father a child until they are ready to take responsibility for that child's future. The Administration 
supports efforts to combat teen pregnancy through an appropriate expansion of abstinence education, 
targeting sexual predators. setting national goals for reductions in teen pregnancy. and enabling states 
to provide second-chance homes for young mothers and children. The Administration does not 
support the so-called illegitimacy bonus in the House and Senate bills, which some believe could 
promote abortion and which is un~orkable in its current form. 
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IV. Ensure Protections for Legal Immigrants 

Both the House and Senate bills go too far in cutting benefits for legal immigrants, and shifting costs 
to states with high numbers of immigrants. Deeming has been shown as an effective way of holding 
sponsors responsible and we suppc:>rt strengthening that responsibility as reflected by the extended 
deeming provision in the Administration's welfare reform bill last year. The Administration strongly 
opposes the Senate provision that :would discriminate against U.S. citizens by denying benefits to legal 
inunigrants even after they became naturalized citizens. We also object to the basic principle behind 
the Senate provision that would establish a class system for legal inunigration by requiring sponsors' 
income to exceed 200 percent of poverty . 

The legislation would be much more acceptable to the Administration if the following features were 
present. Immigrants who become disabled after entering the country and the aged over 75 should be 
eligible for benefits. Benefit restrictions should not apply to discretionary programs and such 
mandatory programs as Social Services Block Grant; the administrative burdens on these programs of 
verifying everyone's citizenship is' considera,ble, and the budget savings are negligible. Refugees and 
others who come to the U.S. to avoid persecution should be given adequate time to naturalize before 
being subject to benefit restrictionS. Finally, the Administration has serious reservations about the 
bill's application of these provisions to the Medicaid program. 

(A) Immigrant Ineligibility 
( 

The Administration .opposes proposals to make noncitizens indefinitely ineligible for assistance from a 
wide range of means-tested programs, leaving them with virtually no' access to the social safety net 
until they become citizens. As will be discussed below, necessary curbs on immigrant use of means­
tested programs can be accomplished by revising sponsor deeming provisions and making sponsor 
affidavits of support legally binding. This will ensure that more legal inunigrants who are in need of 
support receive that support from their sponsors (rather than fromgovemment programs), but will 
also provide the most wlnerable with access to basic subsistence programs. 

The House bilI makes most immigrants ineligible -- until citizenship - for the five major needs-based 
programs: Medicaid, food stamps, SSI, the AFDC block grant and the Social Services bl9Ck grant 
(section 403). The House bill applies to both current and future immigrants. 

The Senate bilI makes most noncitizens entering the United States after the date of enaCtment 
ineligible for their first five years in the country for most needs-based programs that are wholly or 
partially federally funded (section 505). Under the Senate bill, each state may determine whether 
noncitizens will be eligible for federally funded means-tested assistance after the five-year ineligibility 
period ends (section SOl). We defer to the Justice Department on the constitutionality of allowing 
states the latitude to determine whether or not to make classifications based on alienage. 

If a blanket ineligibility rule is adopted, it should be time-limited. At the very least, any such broad 
ineligibility rule should contain exceptions for certain classes of persons (most notably refugees, 
asylees, CubanlHaitian entrants or .other victims of persecution, aged persons over 75 years of age, 
and persons with disabilities) and exceptions for certain services (most notably emergency medical 
care, WIC, child nutrition, foster care and adoption assistance, disaster relief, soup kitchens, 
immunizations and Head Start). All of these proposed exceptions appear in one or both of the current 
bills (other than CubanlHaitian entrants which we believe must be an oversight). We understand that 
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the Secretaries of the Departments of Education and Housing and Urban Development (HUD) will 
submit letters that further explain problems this provision creates. Finally, a broad ineligibility rule, 
if adopted, should not apply to legal immigrants who are currently receiving benefits. 

(B) Deeming and Affidavits of Support 

The Administration believes that changes in the deeming rules are appropriate, but both the House 
and Senate proposals would unduly broaden both the scope and the duration of deeming requirements. 

The Administration favors a policy in which deeming would be employed only in those programs that 
currently deem: AFDC, SSI and food stamps. The House bill would require sponsor deeming in 
each of the few federal and state qeeds-based programs for which tQe House plan does not make 
immigrants totally ineligible (secdon 421). Under the Senate bill,each state may determine whether 
noncitizens will be eligible for federally funded means-tested assistance after the Senate's five-year 
ineligibility period for future immigrants ends. If a state allows alien eligibility, in the Senate plan, 
deeming would be allowed in all such programs (section 502). Alternatively, a state could choose to 
ban noncitizens beyond the five years, making deeming an irrelevant concept. As already mentioned, 
allowing states the latitude to make classifications based on alienage may be subject to constitutional 
challenge; we defer to the Justice Department on this issue. 

Broadening the scope of deeming could endanger public health and safety and would greatly 
complicate the administration of programs that do not currently deem. The Administration is 
particularly concerned about both the bills' application of deeming provisions to Medicaid. If 
deeming is expanded beyond the current programs that employ it, at the very least, as iii the Senate 
bill, emergency medical services, short-term emergency disaster relief, the school lunch programs, 
child nutrition programs, immun.izB.tion programs, Head Start, HUD housing assistance, WIC. and 
other programs that are not means-tested and that are determined by the Attorney General to be 
necessary for the protection of life, safety or public health should not be required to deem. 

With respect to the time period for deeming. the Administration believes that extending the current' 
deeming periods (tbreeyears for AFDC and food stamps and five years for SSI) is appropriate, but 
that the extensions proposed in the, House and Senate bills are problematic. In this area. the Senate 
bill is more objectionable than the House because it provides that a future immigrant would be subject 
to deeming-even after attaining citizenship-until working for 40 qualifying quarters (sections 502(c) 
and 503(a)(2». Deeming beyond citizenship would create two classes of U.S. citizens. We believe 
such a policy probably would be wlnerable to constitutional challenge. Deeming should not extend 
beyond citizenship. Further, the Administration believes that the new deeming rules should be 
applied only to persons who first apply for benefits after the effective date of the legislation. 

, 

The Administration strongly urges :that the current exemption from deeming for persons who become 
disabled 'after entry into the United States be retained. Both bills would eliminate this exemption. 
The Administration strongly supports making legally binding the affidavit of support signed by a 
sponsor. and believes the affidavit should be binding for the same period as deeming. We object to 
the provision in the Senate bill. which would make the affidavit binding until the immigrant has 
worked in the United States for 40 Social Security qualifying quarters, even after the immigrant had 
become a citizen, for the same reason that we object to deeming beyond citizenship. 
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The Administration also believes that the current deeming formulas, which deem a portion of {he 
sponsor's income to the immigrant, should be retained. The provisions in both the House (section 
421(a» and Senate (section 502(b» bills, that call for deeming 100 percent of a sponsor's income to 
the immigrant, could endanger the ability of sponsors to support themselves, their families and their 
sponsored immigrants. " 

(C) SSl Eligibility 

The Department defers to the Social Security Administration to analyze the issues surrounding 
eligibility of noncitizens for SS!. :Receipt of SSl benefits, however, conveys access to Medicaid, and 
we are troubled by the provisions in both the House and Senate bills that would make most elderly 
and disabled legal immigrants, inCluding those currently receiving SSI benefits, ineligible for both SS} 
and Medicaid. As discussed more fully above, we believe that the appropriate approach is a revision 
of deeming policy, not eligibility policy, and that the new policy should not apply to Medicaid and be 
applied only prospectively to new SSI applicants. 

If there are to be broad eligibility exclusions from SSI, there should be exceptions for certain 
categories of persons (most notably refugees, asylees, Cuban/Haitiari entrants or other victims of 
persecution, persons over age 75, persons with disabilities, veterans and active duty U.S. military 
personnel, and persons eligible for title II social security benefits). These exceptions appear in one or 
both of the bills. Further, any br~ad eligibility exclusions should not apply to current recipients. 

(D) 200 Percent Limitation on Sponsors 

The Senate bill (section 503 (f)(1)(D» would impose a new restriction that would allow only sponsors 
who earn more than 200 percent of poverty to sponsor their relatives toc6me to this country. The 
House welfare bill does not have a similar provision. The Administration strongly opposes the Senate 
provision and prefers the current policy. If enacted, the Senate bill provisions would prohibit a large 
number of Americans from reuniting with their family members. More than a third of all Americans 
have incomes below 200 percent of poverty. 

(E) Verification of Legal Status 

The Administration opposes the Senate provision that imposes verification.of.legal status requirements 
on programs that do not currently verify such status (section 507(e»." The four major assistance 
programs (AFDC, Medicaid, SSI and food stamps) currently verify status, and the Administration 
strongly believes persons who do not lawfully reside in the United States should not receive such 
taxpayer-funded benefits. However,if additional programs are given the obligation of verification, 
the ac;lditional administrative costs to local service deliverers would be significant; funds would have 
to be diverted to administrative costs from provision of services. There is no evidenCe that such 
procedures would be cost-effective or conducive to public health and safety. The proposal in the 
Senate bill to require verification even by those programs for which ill~gal immigrants will remain 
eligible (e.g., emergency medical care, disaster assistance, child nutrition, WIC, school lunches) 
seems to be particularly wasteful of scarce resources. 

In addition, section 507(c)(2) defmes persons "lawfully present" for purposes of benefit eligibility. 
We support the goal of establishing a uniform defmition of alien eligibility in affected programs. We 
encourage Congress to examine and adopt the definition of eligible alien the Administration proposed 
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in its welfare reform bill introduced last year, the "Work and Responsibility Act of 1994." We also 
urge that this defInition apply only to the four primary needs-based programs - AFDC, SSI, 
Medicaid, Food Stamps - allowing for state and local cash and medical general assistance programs 
also to use this defInition. 

(F) State Option to Deny Benefits to Legal Immigrants 

Both the House (section 413) and 'Senate (section 501) bills would allow states to determine whether 
to make legal immigrants eligible for state benefit programs. States are understandably concerned 
about picking up the burden of care for immigrants. Nonetheless, states should not be allowed to 
prohibit access to the types of programs (e.g., emergency medial care, disaster assistance, child 
nutrition, school lunches) that the Jederal government has determined should be available to 
noncitizens. In addition, states·should not be allowed to bar certain noncitizens (most notably 
refugees, asylees, CubanlHaitian entrants or other victims of persecution. persons over age 75, and 
persons with disabilities) from state benefit programs. 

(G) Reponing Illegal Immigrants. 

The Administration has deep reser.vations about the provision in the Senate bill that requires the 
states, the Commissioner of Social Security and the Secretary of Housing and Urban Development to 
repon to the INS, at least four t~es a year, identifying information their programs have obtained 
about illegal immigrants (section 506). This would be a major and, we believe, very unwise change 
from current law, which generally prohibits heal.th and welfare workers from reponing illegal 
immigrants to law enforcement agencies. Manyiinmigrant families are of ~ed status~consisting of 
citizens and immigrants, both legal and illegal. ·:If the lnission of health and welfare agencies is 
revised to require reponing of suspected illegaliIiunigrants, many su~h fanliiies would refrain from 
seeking services, even for their citizen members; including children, who are fully entitled to benefits. 
This "chilling effect" would be harmful to the overall health and welfare of the affected families and 
their communities. The requirement would undepnine the mission of humail service agencies by 
placing greater administrative burdens on them and. more fundamentally, by destroying the basic 
sense oftrust between recipient and provider that is central to such services. 

v. Effective Operations. '., 

(A) . Evaluation Funding 

The Administration strongly supports provisions for research and evaluation on welfare programs 
(modifIcations to section 410 of the SSA). The House bill contains provisions which require and 
encourage evaluations, but it provides no funding for these activities. We prefer that the evaluation 
funds be appropriated in the normal manner, however,it is imperative that adequate resources for 
evaluation be provided. 

. i 

These resources are essential if we are to conduct research that will help states identify effective 
approacheS to reducing welfare dependency and to examine the effects of the welfare reforms on 
children and families. Because of the significant changes made to the welfare system. it will be 
critical to learn from the innovative approaches undenaken by the states and understand the effects. 
benefits, and cost-effectiveness of different strategies. In addition, to encourage the continuation of 
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section 1115 waiver evaluations and ensure a reasonable return on the state and federal investment 
made in these projects, the federal government should be in a position to increase its contribution to 
these projects. The results of thes.e important studies of state innovation will provide timely 
infonnation on the outcomes and cost-effectiveness of programs emphasizing time limits and work­
focused employment strategies. Finally, evaluation will provide important resources for identifying 
and disseminating "'best practices" from state welfare programs. 

The Administration supports the provision contained in both the House and Senate bill which provides 
$10 million to enhance data collec~ion on welfare recipients and other low-income populations. 

(B) Federal Staffmg 

Regarding federal staffmg, the Administration strongly supports the House bill which contains no 
specific mandates in this area. The Secretary of HHS already has the authority and responsibility to 
adjust federal staffing as necessary to ensure accountability and effective implementation of provisions 
in these bills. 

(C) Secretary's Responsibility and States' Fiscal Accountability 
, 

Both bills envision great flexibility: for the states and contain general prohibitions on the Secretary's 
authority to regulate the conduct of states. Presumably, the Administrative Procedure Act and 
underlying audit legislation continue to require that reasonable standards be established and published 
concerning the procedures and guidelines that will be applied in implementing those requirements of 
the law that impose responsibilities upon the Secretary, e.g., computation of bonuses, supplemental 
grants, and penalties. The Administration is concerned that, while states will have maximum 
discretion to operate their programS, fiscal accountability for use of federal block grants must be 
preserved. The Administration strongly supports the provision for a program-specific audit of 
spending in the Senate bill {modifiCations to section 408 of the SSA).To improve states' 
accountability, however, HHS also should retain authority to ensure states' compliance with work 
participation and other programma~ic requirements. 

(D) Data Collection 
,f. 

The Administration supports the provisions in the Senate bill (modifications to section 409 of the 
SSA) that require data on the assistance provided and the families served to be collected on a 
disaggregated basis (where a.set of characteristics is collected for each case). In contrast to the 
aggregated data required by the House bill. this method of collecting data allows for a comprehensive 
understanding of the interactions between the characteristics of the caseload and the assistance 
received. For example, both the number and characteristics of individuals becoming employed could 
be examined if data were collected ,using the Senate method, while only an overall number of 
employed individuals would be available if the House method were used. While aggregated data 
allows basic statistics to be computed, it does not allow interested parties to gain an in-depth 
understanding of program operations or to learn about ways in which the program could be improved. 
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(E) Additional Emergency Assistance Funds 

Under the Senate bill, the family assistance grants, after reductions for tribal set-asides and 
perfonnance bonuses, would be increased for states that amended their EA state plans during FY 
1994 (modifications to section 403(a)(2)(A) of the SSA). The state allocation of up to $800 million 
over five years to cover additional EA expenditures would take into account each state's proportion of 
total EA payments made to the eligible states for FY 1995. The Administration opposes this EA 
bonus for selected states. A better use of these funds would be to augment the contingency fund for 
states that have greater assistance :expenditures due to economic downturns. 

States have in recent years dramatically expanded claims under EA, producing a concurrent expansion 
in federal expenditures. Much of this expansion is attributed to states' shifting program costs from a 
broader and broader range of state expenditures. Recently, for example, some states have begun 
claiming federal EA funds for benefits and services provided at state or countY-operated correctional 
facilities or group homes. Establishing state allocations under the block grant based upon FY 1994 
expenditures for programs under the block grant is based upon relative federal expenditures at a 
particular point'in time. Letting states that amended their EA plans receive an additional bonus, 
however, rewards them for recen( cost-shifting and arbitrarily advantages states that happened to have 
amended their EA plans during FY 1994. This provision also allows these states to attempt to enlarge 
their proportion of the EA bonus pool and, thus, their individual state allocation by claiming 
additional FY 1995 expenditures retroactively. (States have two additional years to claim 
reimbursement for expenditures in a particular year.) Under the Senate provision, these EA bonuses 
would be paid out for five years. Shifting the EA bonus funding to the contingency fund would ensure 
that this additional funding is made available to states where the economies have worsened and where 
there reaUy is more net spending on assistance for needy families. 

(F) County Demonstration Projects 

The Administration has serious reServations about the provision in the Senate bill (modifications to 
section 413 of the SSA) that allows counties that meet specified criteria to operate a temporary 
assistance block grant program. If implemented, this provision would create large administrative 
complexities. Many cities would be operating their own welfare programs and,in some cases, a 
single city, such as New York, could be operating several different programs, one in each of its 
boroughs. Each operating entity could establish its own rules regarding benefit levels, services 
provided, duration of time limits, definitions of eligible family, etc. 

VI. Other Issues 

(A) Eligibility for Elderly in the SSI Program 

Changes in eligibility affect the SSI program administered by SSA as well as Medicaid. The 
Administration opposes the Senate provision (section 251) that would pennanently link the eligibility 
age for SSI to the eligibility age for Social Security retirement benefits. Not only would this change 
raise the age for cash benefits from 65 to 67 gradually from 2003 through 2025 under current law, 
but any future changes in Social SCcurity automatically would affect SSI. The Administration is 
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concerned about the resulting effect on the Medicaid eligibility age. The Administration is opposed to 
making such a fundamental change in the eligibility criteria of the SSI program, especially considering 
the potentially more far-reaching ~ffects on eligibility to other programs, without consideration and 
debate. 

(B) Drug Addicts and Alcoholics 

The Department defers to the Social Security Administration on the provisions prohibiting eligibility 
for SSI benefits for drug addiction and alcoholism. While the Administration favors the House's 
substance abuse treatment funding ,levels, it would be preferable to put the funds into the Substance 
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant (as is done in the Senate bill), rather than into the 
Capacity Expansion Program and medications development research as is done by the House bill. In 
both bills the treatment money is ~irectly appropriated by this legislation . 

. (C) Waiver Policy 

The Administration supports the language in the Senate bill permitting a state with a waiver, granted 
under section 1115 of the SSA or otherwise affecting its AFDC program, either to continue operating 
its family assistance program under the waiver or to terminate the waiver (modifications to section 
41'2 of the SSA). This provision would give states the flexibility to continue some waivers that were 
granted as part of a demonstration project, while terminating others. As discussed above, the 
Administration also supports inclusion of the Senate language encouraging states to continue operating 
under waivers and to evaluate the impact of such waivers. The Administration recommends, 
however, that ,the waiver provisions in the Senate bill be amended by dropping the provision to hold 
states harmless for cost overruns due to terminated waivers. 

(0) Displacement Provisions 
, 

The Administration strongly supports the provisions in the Senate bill intended to prevent work 
program participants from directly displacing other workers (the new section 404(e) of the SSA). 
These displacement protections should be modified to cover contracted workers and should ensure that 
work programs do not preclude the employment of individuals not participating in work activities. 
The President's welfare reform plan. the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994 (WRA), included 
language (section 484(a) of the SSA as amended by the WRA)that addressed this issue. In addition, 
the Administration strongly recommends the inclusion of language calling for states to establish an 
impartial and expeditious procedure for resolving displacement complaints. 

Welfare recipients may be available to employers at a lower cost, because their wages are subsidized 
or·they are working in exchange for their grants. Anti-displacement provisions are needed to protect 
employees, regular or contracted, from being unfairly replaced by welfare recipients. 

(E) Accountability for Governmental and Nongovernmental Agencies 

Under the block grant structure established by the House and Senate bills, a broad range of 
nongovernment organizations could be engaged in providing significant amounts of taxpayer-funded 
public assistance to the poor. The Administration is concerned that there be safeguards to ensure 
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program integrity and accountability for federal funds We would suppon stronger measures to guard 
against possible program abuses, including regular audits of nongovernmental organizations, 
provisions to safeguard confidentiality, and provisions for competitive bidding. 

(F). Consulting with Local Government and Private Sector Organizations 

The Administration strongly recommends adoption of the provision in the Senate bill requiring the 
state to consult with local governments and private sector organizations in designing its Family 
Assistance program (modifications to section 402(a)(7) of the SSA). Such consultation would be 

I 

critical to developing a Family Assistance program that is responsive to the panicular needs and 
circumstances of different local az:eas and that helps recipients in each of these areas to move from 
welfare into private sector emplo~ent. 

(G) Disclosure of Receipt of Federal Funds 

" 

The Administration opposes the p~ovision in the Senate bill requiring an organization that receives 
federal funds under the bill to disclose that fact in any advertising intended to promote public support 
for or opposition to any policy of a federal, state, or local government (section 110). This 
requirement, which does not apply to recipients of federal funds under other programs, nor to federal 
contractors, represents an arbitrary and inappropriate mandate on these organizations. 

Together we have made progress in this welfare reform debate. Now Congress has an historic chance 
to, reach a bipartisan agreement to end the current welfare system and replace it with one that is tough 
on work, tough on responsibility ,and fair to children. A bill that honors those values will be 
acceptable; a bill that is weak on work and tough on children will not be. The Administration calls 
on the conferees to put politics aside and help give'the American people a government that honors 
their values by making welfare a second chance and responsibility a way of life. , 

. , .. 

The Office of Management and Budget has adviSed that there is no objection to the transmittal of this 
report from the standpoint of the Administration's program. ' 

Donna E. Shalala 
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c. REFORMING WELFARE 

America~s welfare syst.em differs vastly from the program begun over sixty years ago: The 
average face ofa welfare recipient in the fledgling AFDC program. which assisted only a half million 
people in 1936, may have belonged to a middle-aged widow raising her children alone on a Texas 
family farm. Today's faces often are those ofyoung children who have borne children, and ofparents . 
who have never married. : . . . rv & /..> tL ,...,/~ 

. . .' , . S'f rt.2f-s ~.;.,.(
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~erable groups, 1I1e Administration has made steady progre~s QR 'etra~gmg ifawed aspeets of 
. welfare. In 1993, the President's economic plan succeeded in giving tax cuts to 15 million working 

$ ?~..es through the Earned Income Tax Credit (BITC), which rewards w9.rA~ over welfare. A record 
\ \ 10 illion in child support was collected in 1994. The Administrati0'Wanted some ~hree dozen 

'. tates freedom to experiment with welfare initiatives to move people from welfare to work and 
protect children. 'Helfarc reUs seem te have responded fi\vora"bty to these changes, sluia1ciRS by 
a9QQt 9R8 millieD recipients trom September, 1994 to September, 19~ ~....,.c.! f. If 
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Supplemental Security IncoIrte (SSI) For Disabled Children and Others 

The proposal tightens eligibility standards for ,childhood disability benefits; retains full cash 
benefits for all eligible children; applies tightened eligibility requirements to children now on the rolls, 
so that children found ineligible would start to lose benefits in January 1998; trims the cash benefits 
ofchildren in families with relatively higher incomes; eliminates eligibility for SSI on the basis ofdrug 
addiction or alcoholism; adds resources for more continuing disability reviews; and' provides tools for 
the collection of SSI overpayments. 

Food Stlmps . _~~~rlL~.JJ,;:..j~.t~ .J-t fr>-jf~/. fl.l {'-'-~ 
The proposal keeps tboiUAdamefttBl stntettlf8 eftfto..ieed Stamp PI08Iatn, allowingit..to 

respond to th,e changing circumstances ofthe f~lies-tslrv~lL~ . . H...c..... 
, 13spijiiitaJ W~ 

ore specifically, theR,rogram is indexed .to inflation; all energy assistance counts as income; 
a work requirement makes aaults 18-50 with no dependents ineligible for Food Stamps after six 
months of each year unless they work 20 hours a week or participate in workfare or training. 

(EJigibiJity,...b9w8J,'ea:, continues if aState fails to supply a training or workfare slot)New integrity 
measures will crack down on fra~dulent Food Stamp trafficking and. reduce program waste. 

Child Nutrition 

. The proposal better targets f~d subsi~ies for Family ?ay Care Homes,}<rounds down meal 
reimbursement rates to the nearest cent, and makes other trunor changes. . 

I • 

[Title XX-this section may be removed. 

The President's plan cuts the Social Services Block Grant by 10 percent, beginningin fiscal 
1996.] . 

Benefits for Legal Immigrants 

The proposal tightens sponsorship and eligibility rules for SSI, Food Stamps and AFDC for 
non-citizens, forcing sponsors to bear greater responsibility for those they encourage to come to the . 
U.S. by deeming sponsors' income until citizenship. 

It also preserves eligibility for Medicaid; maintains the exemption for the disabled and the very . 
elderly from deeming; and establishes a unifonn definition of eligibility across the. AFDC, Food 
Stamps, SSI and Medicaid programs. 

The Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) 

The President's plan continues the scheduled expansionoftheEITC for the working poor; 
.improves error and fraud control~ and protects working families near minimum wage who have no 
other income. ' 



In tot~l, these provision~ irhply that states could, by hiw, reducet eir spending' 
~ubstanthtlly under the MOE and transfer provisions while federal spen ing on AFDe and child 
care programs would continue. M~!tate~ would not reduce spendin but there is no reason : .. ' 

why states should be allowed to e4uce spending while federal support cOlltinties at roughly. 
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TO: Carol 

FROM: Bruce 

RE: AFDC-UP and the Byrd Rule 

DATE: May 21,1993 

HHS's screw-up in delaying the two-parent AFDC-UP program just gets 
worse. Now I'm hearing from sources on the Hill that Republicans in the Senate 
plan to strip that change from the bill because it violates the Byrd rule. 
Naturally, they also plan to embarrass the Administration in the process, and 
claim that they're stopping us from trying to postpone welfare reform. 

I asked Wendell Primus if this was true. He hadn't heard about it, but he 
admitted that the change HHS proposed probably does violate the Byrd rule, 
because it has no net revenue impact. 

I asked him to come up with a strategy to avoid embarrassment. I see two 
options: 

1) Persuade CBO that these changes do have a revenue impact, so they 
don't violate the Byrd rule. Of course, if we try that, we either have to claim it 
costs money (and find more revenue) or claim it saves money (and assume the 
states will make up the difference). 

2) Encourage Moynihan to strip out the provision, with our blessing, before 
the Republicans have a chance to. Despite Wendell's insistence that Paul Offner 
thinks the HHS changes were sound policy, Mandy Grunwald (who is Moynihan's 
political consultant) told me that Moynihan sent her a copy of the Times article 
about the changes with a note that said, "Treason!" 

Any advice? 
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Dear Colleague: c:.NTRAl~ 
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I believe we can enact bipartisanwelfare ~efonn this year. We have come a long 
way since last year. Now, with the changes made in the Finance Committeelast month, 
we are within strikingdistance ofI'eal welfare refonn -- refonn which is tough 0n work 
and good for kids. A few key issues remain, and I intend to offer and support' 
amendments. to address these concerns during Senate consideration of the bill. 

First"let me say that I believe the best alternative is .the Work First welfarerefonn . 
bill which I will co-sponsor with the Democratic leader Tom Daschle. UilderWo~k First, 
assistance is conditional and limited to five years (shorter at state option). But child care 
and health care are guaranteed, and . families who follow the rules will be guaranteed . , , ' 

assistance. 
. .;..~" 

While the Work First bill is my first choke, I believe the GOP bill has been much " .. 
improved. In the bill reported out ofthe' Finance Committee, states will decide how much 

. to spend reforming welfare, b,ut improved maintenance of'~ffort and transferability.. . . 
. provisions will ensure that federal funds aren't used simplY·~t6.·replacecurrentstat.e and 
. local spending. The Finance Committee bill will encourage'states to be fair to families, 

treating families of similar need.s and circumstances similarly'-.And, importantly, the bill 
preserves current law protections' for abused and neglected chitdren,the most vulnerable 
ofall children.·~';,·,,;;·;········ .'. . 

, 

During Senate consideration ofthe welfare bill, I will offer an amendment to 
ensure that needy children receive at least some assistance for five years. I am also a . 
strong supporter oftime limits as welfare cannot be forevei-!But I want to make sure 
innocent children are protected. Thus, I will offer on the fl.ooi'anamendment which 
failed ona tied vote in the Finance Committee. Under this provision,~hich was partof 
the biparti$an Centrist Coalition budget proposal, time limits 'shorter than five years 
would apply to the parents only. States with time limits shorter than five years would do 
their own assessment of the needs of children whose parents reach the time limit and' . 
would provide non-cash, in-kind assistance for those children to help meet their basic 
needs. Let me stress that states would have complete flexibility'in detennining the 
amount and type of such in-kind assistance. I believe this is a very reasonable, centrist 
proposal that will allow states to design their own welfarerefonn plans while protecting 
innocent children who didn't ask to be born. .' ., ..." ...... ' 

':.~:~.' .. " ~7,:,··~ '" , 
,.. ",..' 
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I also plan to support some additional reforms. First, welfare reform should not 
. change Medicaid eligibility. There is now a.bipartisan consensus to set aside Medicaid . 
reform and address weltare retorm alone. We should therefore ensure that the welfare 
bill does noteliminate health care coveragetoranyonenow eligible. The bill which. 
passed the Senate last September with 87 votes preserved this Medicaid coverage, .and I 
believe this bill should as welt" Second, we should sustain our nationalnutrition safety 
net by ensuring the food stamp program remains responsive to economic conditions, 
instead of allowing non-responsive block grants. Third, we should.retain the current 
federal 'guidelines for child care health and safety standards. Fourth, we should ensure 

. that proposals totighten legal immigrants' eligibility for benefits do not provide an .. 
unfunded mandate by shifting costs: to state and local governments or denying assistance' 
tor those who become disabled after entering the United States. . . ~ . 

. I hope my colleagues will join me in a bipartisan effort to reform our nation's 
welfare system. [fyoiJ have any 'questions or would like more information, please don't 

'. hesitate to call me or Cynthia Rice of my,staff (224~9741). 

Sincerely, 

JOHN BREAUX 
United States Senator" 

lB/cr.. 
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Lisr ofCIumses Made with Legislative Counsel . 
iD Welfare R.Corm BUI Since Maikup . 

Ways and..MelDl and OpportuDitics CommiUees 
July 1996 

. 	 . . 
1. 	 p. 11. Dropped DeVf language in subparagraph (v); compromise with Opportunities 

2.. p.22. Perfonnanee bonus. On line 32, change 5200,000 to $100,000; on line 35, 
change' $12000,000,000 to 5500.000,000; 011 p. 23, line 14, change 51.000,000,000 to 
S'OO,ooo,OOO. 

3. p. 23. Added. CastIelT8!Ulet" authoriDZiOJl of13 billion for work pl'UlI'am; 
compromise with Opportunities 

4. p. l I. Panlclpa!iop. standards. Insert the 'particfpatioD standards from· the 
Opportunities Committee: 

. 	 1997 . 25% 

1998 30% 

1999 3S% 
2000 40:% 
2001 45% 
2002 S~AI 

S. p. 34. Modified hours of work to 30 in 2000 IUd after; compromise with 
Oppottunitic1 

.. . 

6. p. 34. Modified. jobs search to 8 weeks in a year. no more than 4 o( which can be 
consecutive; compromise with Opportunities 

7. p. 36. Cba.npd. language 011 lOal5 who can coum toward work pmicipation 50 that 
just recipients count and aae is not taken into aeeount; compromise with Opportunities 

8. p. 36. Change age trom 6 to 11 under which a ,ingle pan:nt CIIIIlot be punished 
for failure to find child care if the pamlt proves child care is not &\'Iilable . 

9. 	 p. 48, line 13. Medicaid transition: 
--change provision to pfcNide 4 months of traDSitlcm co~se if famUy left cash 

welfare ~allse of increased income fiom child support (conforma to ~t law); . ' ... 
..·insert the wordRcash" on line. 19 .to clarify.tbat transition benefits ale confined 

to families that received ~ assistance 'L1ndcr the block. pIlt . 

10. p. 48. Medicaid: traftSitiOll required only if family was on cash assimne.t!.Insert 
the word "~"·befOre nassistanc:ep on line ·19. 

01tl/c0'd a33~ 
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11. p. 48. MedIcaid: traasition. Clarify that families .receive 1 year of t:ra.nsitlon 
medicaid' ifthe family left w~ beeause of iDareasod carDin. ad 4 months if 1h.e 
family left we1fae beeause of Increased child support; cl'Ols-refcreuce ,the Title XIX 
sed:ion that contains these proviJiOns. i . " 

I 
12.p. 49. Medicaid. wbile 011 IV-A. This section will n•• to be rewritten along the 
lines of the policy 1ft H.R. 4.. SpeeifieaDy, -my fiamily that rou1d qualify for afate IV­
A benefits on the date of paRI. of this legislation would continue to qualify for 
medicaid in the future, even if the state changes its IV-A qtwifications after the date 
of enactme:nl. Slates should be alloWed to inflate their incdme qualificaticms annually 
by an amount equal to the 'rise, if any. in the CODJumcr pri~ index. . 

I ' 
13, p. 49, lines 7-8. MedicaiclRemove the parenthedcalleferenceto Title XV (no 
longer needed b=ause Ti1le XV will Dot be included. in the :welfare bill) " 

14. p. SO. Give Secretary " the authority to reduce the peual~ for miss~g the work 
participation standard if the state is baving a recessioni comPromise with Opporbmiues 

, 

15. p. SO. Add laDguage to establish an optionili!ldividuall mpo!!Sibility plan; 

compromise wilh Oppolttmities . [ 


16. p. 120. SST tmclmical; alter: language to make clear thai new MediQl 
Improvement Review Standards apply to disabled chi1dteo l'fbo are aJteady receiving 
SSI based on a listiDJ-level award;"~ from ~on. 

1t .p. "121. SSI t=hDfcal; substitute "finally acljuclil:ated" for pending claims, and 
include statutory d.efinitjo" of "final adjudication" to assure that new disability standard 
would apply at--aU Itvels of adjudication. mcludi:q courts; ~ &om. AdmiDistration 

. I 

18. p. 162, 1me 9. Child support. Add: "except that in cJ. described in subsection 
(a){l)(B), the Slate disbursement wit shall cmly be required ~ keep records of 
payments made to and distrl'huted by the unit after the effective date of this SCdio:a..1t

; 
Irequested by states because they often do not have records from the past. 

. 19. Typos in c;hild support s=tion: l 
....p. 112, line 14. -"subsection" misspelled 

I 
. 

-po 112.. liDe -16: "reprdless"·misspeUed I 

20. p. 196, WS 22-29. Good cavle aD paternity est4blishm~t. States wmt us to 
drop the good cause exemptions on paternity establishment sO that they will be able to 
try to get everyone to ackDowlc:dp patemity. I".· 

21. p. 21S, liDe 32. Child support. Cumm policy is that states must rrNicwAFDC 

i, 

wo~~ SS:9t 966t-6t-lnr01 



orders r:ver:y 3 years and, far non-AFDC ;is., every 3 years if ei1hct parent requests I ' 

review. The IlllltJU&ge in 466{aXI0) ... to require tbatOftce a ~t has RCtucstcd 
a review, the state MU$t continue reviewinS every 3 years. States WBut to drop all 
automatic reviews. In non-AFDC cues, they would review only if either parent 
requests the review. In AFDC casisw they would, review only if either parent requests 
a teYiew or the swe eleaa to conduct the review. 

I , 

. , I' " 

22. p.21S. Child support delinquency penalty. At the end of Chapter S on "Program 
Administration anel Funding") insert a Dew SectIon 4347 that establishes a 100/0 penalty 
against delillqucnt 'fathers. At the end of each year that a noncustodial parent is ' 
delinquent. states must impose a: 10% pmWty 011 the amount of delinquency. When 

, 	the family has been repaid all delinquent chitd support, _d when the state has been 
'repaid for the amount of public assistance, if Illyt Jiveft to the family I the lIoncustoc.tiaI ' 
parent must then pay the delinquency pemdt1es to the state. These penalties are to &e 
evenly split betweal the fedeRl govemment and the state. 

23. p. 250. NOI1~I.Drop lineS 2.1-l.S ami ~ with: "(C) Public health 
assistance for immunizations with respect to immU11i.zable diseases and for taDn, and 
treatment of symptoins of communiw,le diseases whether or not, such SYdtptoms are 
aaually taused by a communicable disease.If; to make consistent with immigration bill. 

24. p.239. Add. Head. s~ AJTPA to exemptioufOr ~i COftlpmm.iStl with 
~tia .' 

25. p. 271~ dtop lines 19·3l. Nonciti7.ens. Ends the requirement that nonciuums 

applying for student loans have a cosipto!y; ,requested by Opportunities 


, 

26. Restore'the title OD persoanel reductiou that was included ill H.R. 4 as Title V 
, 
I 

27. p. 288, line 30. Chilcl protection. Insert language clarifying that no money from 

Part B can be spent 011 foster care or adoption malntenam:e payments. 


" I 	 , 

28. pp. 304 & 30S. Medicaid: foster care and adoption. We may not neec! any 

chartge here. The pDlli:;y stays the same: children receiYina fMtcr care or adoption 

maiDtcnmce payments under TItle rv·,E are categorically eligible for medicaid. We 

win need to elimfnate the refer~ to "Tltle XV" on p. 304, line 20 a p. 30S, line 

32. 

29. p. 351. Add.,the Abandoned lD1i.Dts As$istance Act of 1988,· to child protection ' 

title; reqUested,by OppanuDities 


30. Child pt'Dtectinn. Drop' gll.llmilJl ad litem provisiOll~ agreement with,QpportuaUtilS 

Committee (this' proviaion was ~ in ourblll so DO change in the Ways and Means 


01 : 



, '. 
q,. ~ ._....... 
. , 

, . 

bnI is necessary) 

31. Subtitle G (foster care): adO interetlm.ic adoption.section ftom H.R." . 

32, p. 356. Require day care match at 1994 or 1995, whichever is higher; compromise . 
with 'Opporeunities 

33. p. 362. Inm'Ue ebild care .quality liCt-eside from 3% to 4%; compromise with 
Opportunities 

34. p. 369. Drop Secticm 4904 OIl dea.W of £IC based. on disqualified Income. 

35. p. 371. Drop SecUon 4905 on modification of AOI as used ift computing the mc 

36~ p.. 372. Drop Section 4906 on JDQt1ification of:£Ie phaseout 

welfan\fiuldc 
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Additicmal Cumla to the Welfare Retbrm Bill Smce CommitiI=e Markup 

July 1996 


1. p. 54, line 2. Add "and may reduce the pCDa1ty. if the· $1m experiences an economic 
dowutlmllcadiDs to aigDi5QUJtl1 hip WHmlployDicatD 

2. p. 126, Dn"p1hc $l00 mi11imi appropriation for SSI· CORs 

1. p.221. flXty,po Q8ID.OI1Dt" 

4. p. 260. AM Medicaid (to SSI aDd. food itlmps) as a program for ""mch noncitizeDs will 
become iaeJisi'ble; current n:cipieats are grandfathered for up to one JAr; .remave Medicaid as 
a. proFaDl over whick SVdu .Juwe the optiOll to Nlllrict eIi&lbWt)' 

S. p. 363. aum,r: rcfctc:nee to 402(i) onlu. 3310 403{n) 

(5. p. 367.ChiDge llsubparajraph {J)ft to 'Isu~hs (f) and (g)n 

7. p~ 36&. .Chan&e' 2(f) 011 line 32 to 2(h) 

I. p. 379. Chaap au for l'eJ'Ott ill Persotmel title ~·1u1)' 1, 1996 to July 1. 1997 

01 
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Modification to H.R.• 38aS. (Castle Agreet'Cle:n.t) 
,July I':" 19'6 

. . 

1. Revie!t of Imp1,mentat~pn 9£ ata,- Wgrls Zm5lIams. Three years 
afc:.er enactment, the Committee Oft· ways antI Means anci t:."e 
committee OD PiBance shall conduct hearings and other appropriate
activitie. to review how the states a~e implementing, the work . 
participation atandards, t~e hours of work requirements, and 
other de~R{ls of the work prog~am. Based on this review. the '. 
Committ.e•• may introdu.ce legislation u appropriate to remedy any 
problema with ,the state work progr.u. . 

2. Limitation en 6m9YDt Tr'O.fextple to Titl. XX Prpqrams.
Statea may transfer up to 30t .Qf thalr annual share of the block 
grant under Title IV-A in1:o othe~ block srant8; lJOwever, not more 
than ~/3rd of this amount may be transferred inte.the Title XX 
block grant and all fund. 80 transferred IftUst be spent on 
programs and .services for chil.dreo OS" 1:.heir f4lmiU.es. 

3. ~tlt' 1P1P4i OB B§YODa 5-X!irLimit. Bathing in the federal 
legislation restricts a .tate fromprovid1cg •••1lftance using. 
at.t.e funds to families that have exceeded the S-year limit on 
federal benefita ·und.~ the IV-A program . 

. t.· lSlin;opansc of Iftpr.t. 'the maintenance of effort requirement
is sot but the,requirement 1. redueed. to 'St for each year a· 
given .tate meets the work' participation requirelftl!nt8 of Secti.on 
407 of the bill. 

5. hdicaid ~ntj.D91nt on Sati.fvinq lerk Ieczuire_ltt.. If IV-A 
recipients fail to mee~ any of the work requirements of the :t>111, 
atatea may terminate their medicaid health, insurance. 

we1f&J'e\jeny 
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SeIf.£nntm,AmenclmoDt. to New Test, 

Made ia Ordel' tor B.L 8487 " 

At the ad of ieef:i0l1 401 of tbe &e.ial Seew:ity Aet., 

118 prupulSe4 to be added by sa.tian 410S(a)(1}, add the 

1b~' 

1 "(U ltRVlBW'O).'l T1IPI.JI.Ja)fto:,A..fJON 0.' S'lAtH WOBE 

1. l~_.~ac &Jeol")W'1999, t.W: Crmmla.e .. 

3 W&l' atld KC\IWIIt or ,u.u. HOUle of ltepNaat&ti\re8 aM. tha 

4 Co.aniu. '1m l"inaee" Of the 80.&0 ahIll' hDl4 he&riDp 

, IIl4 eapce ill. other 8.J1PlVpriat.e aetmtiea' ta 1'89iMr the 

6 implementation of tbia eeetion by the ~ u.d .a.D in­

, '7 viat.bt Cb'8n1Ol1 of,the 's.. to ~ beftn .. re­

, ,.gudizIf IDS impl~L 'Rased. 0Jl IIIIRh hiariJap. 

9 IIItll Commftteta D2q- mtllOdDae nch 1.p1etlon .. IIlIl1 

10 beappropriat.e t8 ~ Uf1 ~1ritII1.btt StaW pu­

t J' .~ opcU84 pW'Iwuzt til "'..lon.' 

Ttl SM.t.i.cm 4r.O&(a) ~ tho Sot.W.l SeearitT Act, lilt pI'O-' , 

poI8Ci. ., De edc1ed by IICtiou '10$(&)(1). strike para­w. (I) uul imsert Qe fDDmriDar. 

12 "(2) I.al:rr.A.nox UN ..Ut0VN'f TBA'N8JZBARf.R 

13 TO '1'lT1& Xl: PJ;OGlI.AlIA.-NotwitbstandiDg pa.mr 

14 gr&p'h (1), DOt m-. t.hall'l. ot tJ:re total ~t 

N.f t7. , IIIrUI J.fI'Ll 

TT/QV\'.-! 
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" 
. 2 

1 paid tD a s.. .uDder :tAil part tor .. ti8eaJ," that . 

2 ,'- 11_ to carr.r ou.t ~ PlQII'ImI PUft1l1AJlt til pro­
. .. "'. 
".' > 

:l visit\U at 'law apeeiSed iD pan.;raph (l) mAY be 

4 " lI8Id 'to cIny out State pl'OpUlI pu..ftiuart to title 

S xx. 
6 "CS} .A.rfI.aU.'..t.m..BBl'llZS..o:­

" . "CAl 'J)r <D1fDAL.-bcpt' u proviW Dl 

8 ahp.....plI CD) ut c.hUs, Pll'agtapll, 8Z1J 

9 'UlOWlt pat4 to a,&ate 11Dtfer,tl:riB part that is 

10 ued to CIIZ!7 out IL RbU_ prOgram paI'InWIt tD 

11 a ~iIioD of Ja,r IpcclSec1 Tn p&ra&raph. (1) 

12 aIa&U not ~ lDIJ'jecl, W,the nquireIData of thiI 

13 'part, bu., Iball 'be abjeat to the reqajrementa 

14 that ~ to J'tJCItaoal fond. ~ f1iNetly 

IS ade the Jft~ of law to e4ft'1 _t the pro­

J6 cram. 
11 "(B} b'cImo)J lUII:IA'rING N m.'LB, u: 
18 .P.BQfJlW[S.-All amOll'11ta paid t.o a State __ 

19 tl1ia put tW 810 1I8Cd to 8IIft'1 out' State pro­

20 p-aJDII iJIII""UWL l.u, UIJ.. XX ehaD be WIeld ~ 

21 tbr prolfllU and Sfl\'ica to cllildreD or thaiJ. ' 

II ,familia. 

, ~.", , 

T 
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At tJlj e'IId' of aedioI1 408(1}(B) at tJtA IbiaI Seem­

, rity All,. &s ~ to he lidded: by -.4108'(4)(2), 

,addtM~ 

1 "(l!) !tl:L1I 0,. l'lttlUU·u:tA'l'1ON.-T.bi8 

1 put abal,l not be ~ to p!'\lhihit Ul1 
, , . 

3 St&ta !!om es:pP.Miftr St&t. faDfla DOt ori(pmt. ' 

4 . ilc with to. )"l~ ~.at QJl IN-flU 

$, ' fer ehi1di'8Il ur fuWies tb&t l:ta\-e beeome meli. 
I 

G &ibIs f(\J' JIItAItaIBe under the State pragnt.TIl 

, 1 flmded ,U'II.dI.l' tl\ia ,at bJ :re&8QG of aabpua. 

8. ' paph (A). , 

In .man 409{a)('1)(R) of u. Soeial ~ Ast, 

u. PfOPOI8d ta bt aaa.d. 'b;r ..on 4103(&)(1), ast.rike 

flau" (il 6Dd imieit· tb8 ~., " 

9 

10 tB.I:tl 
, 

IlP.P1i«Ule ~: JDeMn. for e. 
GIl 

. 

,nn 1991 thro. 2001, 80 po*ut 

12 (or, if the Sta.1.e meetB the ~ of 

13 seet10ll 407ft.) for the fiacal )IMr, 1& per­

14 cent) re4DreC! Of approJ!lt'iaJ.) ilL ~ 

11' 

. , . . 

15 amttwitl\ lUbpuqr&ph (C)(ii). 

. b. 

...... I,... .... J (,Y':::I':l').l 01 
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.(1) in pel~ (1), ~" "lluuuatt. (4)" and 

. . 

iuert ~ (6)"., 

(J1 in J1R~ (8), ......'qd" at the ead, , 

CI) iD palIIftl.pi. ttl, atrib the period at tDe 

iW ucl i.aIfert .t; ud.", ad 

(4) insert abr 'PIIIII'IPIl(4) tbe toUowrai: 
.' I IC(5) ,. Rtat.e ma,. _in'*t mtdieal ae'lt.aBe4t 

·1 • 

2 lUIder thia tifJe lM' III iDdAidaal becaue TIle iac1mcl. 

, ual· _ to meet· u1 ~ Impaaec! JNI'IUIlt 
, . 

4 Ul uetiOll 407 it theiDdilidulwu eJiat"18 tar the . 


S mec1ieal uaiatuae 


6 &l(A) OlIo the buill fit .receip, or _iWN.ft! 


1 .~ a 8tate proJrIm fIUaded 1U1Cler 'put A of 

a title tv. car 
9 . "eB). ~ flo ~ (l)t 011 the 

.10 buia 1JIaJ, Lhe .i.uW~.idul ..c.. a. ~ 
11 . for receipt at aid ar ...,.,. 1II1d.er till tIfat4 

12 plan 1J!'d.. put. A . of till! TV (as ia etr.t on 

13 July 18, lS16). 
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