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KEY ISSUES RAISED BY THE NGA WELFARE PROFPOSAL

AFDC, Work, & Child Care
’ Protections: How strong in key areas:

- - Maintenance of Effort. NGA weakens overall State requirements, including
contingency fund MOE and child care maich. Still allows transfers,

-- Contingency Funds. Pluses: more money and a Food Stamps trigger, Minuses:
weakened MOE, weak countercyclical responsivencss,

- Equal Protections. Provides a good opening, but more is needed,

. Child Care & Work. NGA is good in this area -- more money {t;zzz no match), mort:'
work flexibility.

«  Moedicaid. Governors provide some coverage, but unclear on details,

Child Protection

» Block grant option problematic; potential cost and State gaming implications.
SST Kids

. Compromise is fine, with some minor fixes.
Food Stamps

. Good news: elimination of spending cap, no cut in shelter deduction. Bad news: block
grant option, 4-month time limit.

Immigrants
. NGA is silent, but we still have significant problems.

Poverty

*  Poverty impacts depend on level of immigrant cuts.
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February 5, 1995

THE WELFARE PROPOSAL UNDER DISCUSSION AMONG SOME GOVERNORS

Lo

The emerging welfare proposal has very serious pmi:siems, In many areas, the
is inferior to the Senate welfare bill that many Congressional Republicans

favor and much less satisfactory than the tentative agreements reached in budget
negotiations between the White House and Congtessional Republican leaders.

E 2

The governors worked from the welfare conference agreement, not the more
moderate Senate welfare bill. In all areas where specific changes to the
conference agreement aren’t identified, the conference agreement wowld
be ratified. Large numbers of objectionable provisions in the conference
agreement would be swallowed whole.

The one main improvement in the agreement is the addition of 34 &
billion for child care.

In the other principal area where there is an improvement — more
welfare “contingency” funding for states in which poverty increases —
the improvement is a disappointment; it is smaller than the
improvement the Administration and Democratic Congressional leaders
would likely get in direct negotiations with Republican leaders of
Congress. The governors’ proposal ircreases the contingency fund from
$1 billion (in the conference repeort) to $2 billion over five years. This is
inadequate. In the recession of the early 1990s, federal AFDC funding
rose nearly $6 billion in just three years.

In many other areas, the prc;pQSai is unfortunate, and represents a less
favorable outcome than would likely otherwise be reached in negotiations between
the White House and Congressional leaders of both parties.

Food Stamps

*

The welfare conference report contains over §27 billion in food stamp
cuts. The proposed agreement accepts all of them. The President has
said he doesn’t want more than $22 billion in cuts here, a figure
tentatively agreed to in the budget negotiations with Republicans.

The proposal accepts in full the food ?;amp cut which hits hard at
farnilies with children that pay over half their income for rent and
utilities. This cut would significantly increase child poverty. It wasn't

- in the Senate welfare bill. Gingrich and Dole agreed to drop most of

this cut in a budget negotiations session with the President.

The proposal accepts the conference proposal that throws unemployed
adults who aren’t raising minor childeen off of food stamps after four
months without offering them a work slot. Tha President made clear o
Gingrich and Dole he would not agree to deny food stamps to indigent
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people who are willing to work without offering these people a work
slot. Gingrich and Dole agreed to accommodate the President on this
issue. Democrats on the Hill — including the congservative Democrats
in the Coalition ~ have been firm all year on this issue. But the
proposed govemnors agreement would give it away,

The food stamp program can’t survive as a national program if half or
more of the states take the block grant. If large numbers of states take
the block grant, ‘Mﬁmbers of Congress from block-grant states would

have a "free vote” to cut the national food stamp eligibility and benefit

structure anytime that mandatory budget savings are needed. This

would seriously injure states that do not wish to elect the block grant.

Lega! Immigrants

L]

Welfare

H

The proposal swallows all of the conference agreement cuts on legal
immigrants except that it exempts some elderly and disabled legal
immigrants who don’t have “sponsors” (usually relatives) from loss of
benefits. :

The proposal does nothing to prefvent:iasa of any benefits for legal
immigrant children, an issue the President is concerned about.

It includes Medicaid among the programs from which most legal
immigrants would be barred for some period of time, thereby increasing
the ranks of the uninsured and shifting costs. States and especially
counties and cities that run municipal hospitals would be hit by this
cost shift, The Administration has always exempted Medicaid from its
legal frrundgrant restrictions.

The proposal fails even to pick up the Senate welfare bill provision,
dropped in conference, that exempts child nutrition programs and WIC
from the immigrant restrictions. Many iounigrant children attending
school would be refused school lunches. Some poor pregnant women
who are imumigrants would be refused WIC, thereby increasing the
likelihood that their children — who will be US. citizens — will be born

at a low birthweight or with a disability.

The proposal fails to strengthen the weak conference provisions on
“maintenance-of-effort” which allow states to cut state funding by 25

" percent, allowing states to withdraw $28 billion in state funds over

seven years, compared to current law. The Senate welfare bill was
weak here also but was stronger than the conference agreement. This

2 B
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weak maintenance-of-effort provision is likely to pose a problem for
Demaocratic governors who face Republican legislatures that want to cut
too deeply in this drea.

. The proposal maintains the more restrictive conference version, rather
than the Senate version, regarding the number of families to whom
states are allowed to grant a hardship exemption from the five-year
lifetime time-limit. For what possible reason would governors not want
the added.{lexibility that the Senate version would give them? Why
would Democratic governors not insist on the Senate version here?

» The proposal does not address the problems caused by the conference
provision that allows states to transfer up to 30 percent of welfare block
grant funds to various other programs, inciuding services for the elderly
{who are 2 more powerful constituency). A likely result is deeper
benefit cuts for children and inadequate resources for work programs.
The Democratic position in Washington has been to provide
transferability to the child care block grant, as it is integrally related to
welfare reform, but not to other programs.

. The proposal adopts the conference agreement welfare block grant.
Under the proposal, states would not be required to establish any
program rules or to follow any rules the states did design. States would
have no obligation to provide assistance in an objective and equitable
manner. In addition, the federal goverrunent rould take no action if a
state werg operating a program funded by the block grant in violation
of federal law or the state plan. :

EITC

The proposal agreement calls for $10 billion in EITC cuts. This is rather
ouirageous; EITC cuts aren’t a part of the Senate or House welfare bills or of the
welfare conference report. Moreover, governors don’t administer the ETTC; it's part
of federal tax law. EITC cuts shouldn’t be here.

It's one thing to incinde $10 billion in EITC cuts as part of an overall budget
package that gets you all the way to budget balance and that contains a child tax
credit which offsets the EITC cuts so low-income working famnilies do not face a tax
increase. But this is not what the governors’ proposed agreement would do. The
govemners propose to cut the EITC as part of a stand-alone welfare agreement that
does not get to budget balance and that asks for no sacrifice from anyone else.

Undér this proposal, millions of low-income working families would have their
taxes raised. Yet no other revenue-raising provisions proposed by the White House
ar Congress — such as proposals to close some egregicus corporate lnopholes —

3
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would be included. Only the warking peor would have their taxes increased. (Note:
the President has proposed limiting the EITC cuts in an overall balanced budget
agreement to $5 billion. He has never favored including any ETTC cuts in & welfare
bill.}

581

. It is unclear whether the agreement retains the conference provision to
cut 551 benefits by 25 percent for various categories of disabled children.
This provision is strongly opposed by the Administration, Congressional
Democrats, and even many Congressional Republicans. It was not in
the Senate weifare bill. . And Congressional Republican leaders agreed to
drop it during the budget negotiations, -

. The tentative agreement fails to fix a provision of the conference
agreement that, over time, raises the age at which the elderly poor can
qualify for 851 from 65 to 67. This provision would primarily affect
poor elderly women who live alone, effectively cutting a hole in the
safety net insofar as they are concerned. This provision would
disadvantage states; many of these poor elderly women would
undoubtedly turn to their states for help.

Republican Congressional negotiators agreed to drop this provision in
the budget negotiations, But it apparently has not been dropped in the
proposed governors package.

Child Nutrition

» The conference agreement is left unchanged here. It contains more
onerous cuts in several child nutnition programs than the Senate welfare
bill did, including overly deep cuts in the program that provides
rutrition assistarwe for children in child care. The Senate welfare bill
included budget savings as large in this area as the conference report
but did so with less harm to children. Congressional Republicans
indicated willingness to compromise in tlus area during the budget
negotiations.
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: HOW THE NGA ?ROPOSA;L COMPARES TO THE CONFERENCE BILL
LRk Qe
: | NGA
- {Qver Conf.
Bul)
Qverall, the NGA addressss some of the concerns the President had when ke vetoed the Conference welfare bill. +7

The NGA welfare proposal saves s fittle more than the Administration proposal, but offsets greater funding for
States with deeper cuts in Food Stamps and immigrants.

AFDC, Work, Child Care, Child Protection, asd Child Support:

j
Child Care & Work ~ NGA would 2dd 54 billion in non-matehed child care sbove the Conference and make work
requirements more realistic by counting those leaving for work, allowing par-time work for mothers with young
childven, reducing outyear hourly participation levels to 25 hoursAveek, and counting fob search longer.

ontingency funds. NGA would add §1 billion and a second trigger based on food stamp caseloads. It would niot
require States to maintain MOE at 1060%, nor would it provide additional funds dwring a recession. With some
modifications this new contingenéy fund is a significant i mpmvemmz; without modifications 1t is warse than the
purrent Conference Report.

% Bonuses - The NGA proposes to increase funding up to 5% for Smﬁmamedemﬁemztuugets
The Cmf’emme Bill would sffow states 16 reducs their own speaémg as o “performances bonys.”

Medicaid - The NGA would retain some Jink between AFDC and Medicaid, but Tamilies States eyt off AFDC might
fose Medicald., The Conference weifare bill cuts the kmuﬁmid Yarde ]

Equal Protections — The NGA proposal includes 5 reqmrcmcnt that States establish fair and equitable weatment
criteria within their States, - .

Child Protection — The NGA proposes an optional block grant for child protection programs that grows with spending
in non-black gramt States, and would merge the discretionary programs and Family Preservation inte a new mandatory
block grant. The Conferencs bill wonld block grant four open-ended child prowsction entitfements and eliminate two
other mandatory programs. The Senate bill would maintain current law.

iate Funding — NGA would delete the special maimtenance of effort (M(}E} requireinents for contingeney Rmds and
matchmg requiresnents for added ohild care funding.  They would maintain the Conference bill's MOE for the base
dlock grant which, combined with find transfer provisions, effectively equals 2 0% to 45% MOE that varies by State.




FES-9B-96 13.37 FROM.OHB ID: BPARGE 373

! ‘{g"’ - B ' * NQA
{Over Conf.
j:5:1
Food Stamps:
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Spending Cap — The NGA would get rid of the Conference spendwg cap on Food Smamps; this s a major
inprovement.

Negative Featurer:  Thers are very wide differences bevween the Admindstration and the Goversors on Food Starmps
and few, if any, “champions”™ 1o push our agenda.

Block Grant - The NGA would keep a version of the optional block grant; it is possible that discussions today may
result in a bester option than the Conference bill, but significant improvements appear unliksly.

Level of Cuis - Currenly, the NGA slightly reducss the level of cuts in Food Stamps, The Confirence bill would
freeze the amount thar low jncome families and panticipants conld deduct as shelter expenses at the 1996 level, foremg
families fo choose between paying rent or eating. In addition, HR 4 includes 2 work sexpiirecaent for adults age 18-50
with no dependents afler receiving 4 months of benefits. However, States aren't required to offer s work/training slot
to someone before cutting them off of assistance. NGA drops the shelter cut, but not the time Hmit

$S1 Children’s Benefiis: %

Benefit Reductions. On a positive note, like the Senate bill, the NGA would maintain full cash benefits for eligible
children, dropping the two-tiered system in the Conference bill.  The Conference bill would out cash benefits by 25%
for three-quartery of the severely disabled children coming on the rolls. Under the NOA and Administasion plans,
current recipients affected by the tighter eligibility standards would receive benefits until January 1998, Under the
Senzte and Confercnce plans, their benefits would end a year enrlier.

Immigrants; : : N/A

Bage. HR 4 would make most legal immigrants currently in the country (inclugding those now on the rolls) as well s
future bomigrants ineligible for SSI and Food Stamps. [n addition, HR 4 would deny Medicaid o new entrants for
their first five years and enable States o deem sponsor's Incomes until citizenship. The NGA is silent on this issue

TOTAL WELFARE REFORM RESTORATION: o +9

Poverty:

Poverty — The Confirence welfare bill moves 1.3 miition children below the poverty line; the Senate welfare bill
moves 1.2 million children. Poverty effecis of the NGA. proposal would probably be & litde greater than the Senate
bill, {Iﬁmmﬁmm&yb&aﬂwxﬁdd@mmm%@mzmanéawmwmmmmmwm
considerstion.}
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SUSPENSION

{Policy Position offered by Governor Thompson and Governor Bob Miller)
WELFARE REFORM

The Governors believe thot our nation't leaders ore mow faced with an Mistoric opportunity
and smormous responsidility 10 restrucnsre the Fdoralstare parmership in providing services 10
needy families. We, the nation’s Governors, are commijted w0 achizving meaningful welfare
reform now, The continuation of the curremt welfare system iy umacceptabie.  Congress has
made sipnificant fforts toward moking changes that will chow siates the flexibility o buid
upon the lesions stater have learmed through o decode of experimemarion by welfare reform.
The Presidert has also voiced kis commitment to achieving welfare reform and has contintied
w grant waivers o stazes to fociioe mm We urge Congresy and e Presidery
ro join with the navion’s Governors in suppont of o bipartizan ogreerent that wifl reallocate

responsibilities emong levels of government, maximize state flexbility, end restucnure welfare &3

¢ wansitional program with & focus on work and self-sufficlemcy.  We believe, howeve, ihat
children must be provected d-mﬁﬁ:auz the restrucnizing process,

Stare oxperience in welfore reformy has demenstrated that theee elemunts are particulorly
erucial for Swceassful wzg'd;c reform:  welfare must be wemporary ond linked to worky both
porents must support thely childrew: and child care must be available to enable low.income
families with children 10 work  Addizionally, we believe thar block granis should be entitlemeris
10 states and enable staes broad discretion ln the design of ther own programs bared upon
mutually agreed supon gools. We also belleve that staies should hove acvess 10 supplementary
maiching federn] funds for thelr cash assimare programs during periods of eronomic downturn,
The conferznce aigmvm‘euf on HR ¢ the Personal Responsidility end Work Opporrunity Act,
incorporaied many of these glemenss, bur we also belipve further changes must be made 1w
create & sound und workable welfare reform bl The Notional Govermors' Association would
support the HR 4 conference ogreemen: with the changes lsted below with the exceprion of
the alien provisions. The absence of recommendarions on the respicion of benefls for aliers
shoutd nor be interpreted as :::p;;arz for the align provisions of the MR 4 conference agreement

Core Emplooment Support Sevives

o Add $¢ billion in funding 10 e genersl wniisiement for child care. This Junding would
not require ¢ nate maich.
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Fladbiiity in Merting Work Reguiremens
« Change the participorion rare caiculgrion to ke into accourt those wha leave rask
assistance for work as long as they remain employed.
« Reduce the mumber of hours of participation required in future years to 25,

» Pormiz sratey the opuos 1o limit the required howrs of work to 26 hours a week for
parents with a child under age six

« Alfow Jub search and job readiness 10 coumt as & work acviy for up to 12 weeks.
Contingency Fund for Swie Welfare Programs
» Add 51 billion to the comtingency fund

& Statzs zan mear one of mwo viggers (o access the contingenty fund:  the unemployment

migger in the conference agreoment or o new vigger based on food stamps. Under the
food stamp trigger, states would be ehigible for the contingency fund ff the number of
children in their food stamp caseload increased by 10 percent over FY 1984 or FY 1995
fevels.

o Eliminate the maimenance of ¢ffon requirement for the conningency fund
Peeformance Incanitives

o Provide coaskh bonuses of 5 percent amnucily to statey thar exceed spegified
employmentrelaied performunce iarget percemtoges.  These bonuses would ror be funded
oul of e block prant base

s Maintain the boaus for stares thar reduce oul-of-wedipek births contaired in the

]

conference agreement

Family Cap ‘

o Provide sigees with the ophon 10 restict benefis to additionsi children born or conceived
while the family is on welfare.

Cap on LXild Care Administranive Costs
e Raive the adminiszrasive cap on child care funds o § perceny,
Hardship Exerption

s Raise the exemprion 1o the fiveyear lifetime limit on benefits 1o 20 percemt of the
cascioad,
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Fair and Equitablt Treatwoni

-

o Add ¢ sere plan reguirement that the siote ser forth objective critenia for the delivery
of benefits and fair and equiredle peatment

Child Prowcsion Block Grant
» Mainain the open-ended entidement for foster care and edoption assismmcs.

o Provide a stare option to rake Joster care, adophion avsistgnce, dnd indrpendent living
funding ay o capped entitiemens with annual growth adjusment based on average
national caseload growth rate.  States mty mansfer any pertdon into @ Child Prowection
Block Grant for acrivites. such as early intervention, child abuse prevendon, and family
preservation,  Swates must coatinue to maintain offore at JOO percemt based on siase
speriling i the yegr pricy 0 aeeepring the capped enditlernent.  Stares musr mainain
prosections aud swandards under cumers law.  Stawes can reverse their decision on a
yearly buxik,

» Creste o enpithemeny Child Prowecrion Block Gramt of the remaining child welfare,
family preseremrion, and child abuse prevention and wreatment programy.  These
programs e not carreatly iadividual entiddernents. Swes must meintoin protecrions and
siandards under currest law.

S'uppw Securizy Income (351} for Chiliren

o Accept the provisions in the Senate-passed welfare bilf

o Change cffective date for current and new applicamss to January 1, 1998,
Foud Stamps | |

o Accept the provision in the Senate-passed welfare bill thar requthorize the Food Stamp
program in its curent unzopped entirlement form.

s Modify the income deductions as outlined in the Sgrae-passed welfore bill.
School Nutrition Block Gramt Demonstration
» Maintain the cuwemt entitlement for children.

w Schools would comrirue to receive per meal federal subsidies for all himches and
breakfasts under current eligibility critena,

o Additional subsidies for schools with high propordoms of free or reduced-price
pardicipanss wil be mabuiained
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o Statzs would continue o receive the propomon of edminiswative costs based on current
low bur in & block gromt.

o The state must develop a siate-based plon that inclides public inpur and describes how
the state will operate the program

o Al cther safepucrds described in the conference report will be maimtained
Provision Jor Territaries

o The Netionnl Governors’ Association spongly encowoges Congress w0 woark with the
Covernors of Puerno Rico, Guam, ,and other ierritories rowards allecaning eguitable

federal funding for their welfare program.
Earmed Imcome Tax (;‘rm .
s This is only an lssue within the contexy of budger reconciliation
v Limit the savings prom revising the EITC w 310 billion

» Add o srate oprion t0 advance the EITC,

Any chanpes in the above recommendations would nuilify 1Bl endorsement,
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PRESIDENT WILLIAM J, CLINTON
REMARKS TO THE NATIONAL GOVERNORSBSFEDSIATIDN 15
WASHINGTON, D.C.
FEBRUARY 6, 1996

[Acknowledgements: Governor Thompson for introduction; Governor Miller; governors and
friends. ] . '

Thank you for the invitation t6 address this most important meeting. During the past
few days, together, we have tackled the toughest challenges facing our nation. And we have
done it by reaching across [ines of party, geography and ideclogy, seeking common ground.

[ think we should begin by reminding ourselves that evers though we face some
historic choices about the direction of our country, this is a time of great potential. Because
of our strong partmership and the hard work of our citizens, America is strong and growing
stronger. We have the lowest combined rates of unemployment and infiation in 27 years, a
record number of new husinesses. And across the country, old industries are being revived
and new ones are being born - an auto industry that once again leads the world . . . 700,000
new jobs in construction . . . the world's number one manufacturer of telecormmumcations
satellites.

And perhaps most important, we are seeing Americans coming zogzézcr agam around
our fundamental values. The crime rate, the welfarg and food stamp rolls, the poverty rate
and the teen pregnancy rate are all down.

_ We all know that this new era of microchips and global trade presents our people with

vast new opportunities. But it also introduces new pressures and new challenges. While
more of our citizens are living better, {00 many of them are working harder just to keep up,
angd they justifiably wonder if they will be winners in this new era. |

. The central challenge we face as political leaders is to give the American people the
tools to make the maost of their lives while keeping the American Dream alive for themselves
angd their children,

We know what our challenges are. A few weeks ago, I outlined them in the State of
the Union: honoring the obligation we owe our children and building strong families;
renewing educational opportunity so we can compete and win in the 21st century; providing
economic security for families who are willing to work for it;taking back our streets from
drugs, crime and gangs; protecting our environment for today and for future generations;
maintaining America's leadership in the fight for freedom and peace throughout the world;
and reinventing government to make our democracy work better for the American people.

The cizzesti{m before us today is not whether we will meet these challenges. . but how.
How can we harness all the energy, all the dynamism driving this new economy to make sure



every American has a chance to make the most of their lives,

We need to meet these new challenges in an old-fashioned way - wgether. American
families don't hold purist views about how to meet our challenges. They don't think that
Washingion has all the answers, and they don't think that state capitols have all the answers,
either. They want what works. And what works is us, working together -- across party lines,
the national government and state governments, working toward conmmon ground.

It is clear from the experience of the past 30 years that centralized, one-size-fits-all
goverment - with top-heavy bureaucracies dispensing services from Washington -- does not
work and will not meet the challenges of our time, But it 15 also clear from the last 12
months that getting rid of government is not the answer, either. We cannot go back to a time
of fend for vourself. 'We cannot leave people standing on the platform as the train to the
future pulls out the station.  If we believe that our nation owes a duty to our parents and our
children; that we should provide opportunity to everyone who is willing to take responsibility;
that as Americans, we owe a duty to one another, then we cannot walk away.

’ To do this, we have 1o reform and reinvent the way Washington works. And that is

exactly what we have been doing the past three years. The government is now 200,000
employees smaller than it was the day I took office -- the smallest since 1965. We are
eliminating 16,000 pages of federal re'gulations And we have done more than any other
administration in a generation to work in partnership with states and cities, I szgncd the
Unfunded Mandates law, which was passed with an overwhelming bipartisan margin; we have
given more Medicaid and welfare waivers than all other administrations combined; we are
working with you to resolve dozens of issves under the Clean Afr Act. And Washington
should learn from 43 state capitols how to cut waste, and pass the line item veto that the
Congress promiged the American people.

And our nation must meef our challenges in new ways. The national government
shouid not try to do everything. But it must articulate a clear national vision, set goals and
challenge people from every walk of life to meet those goals, and give them the help they
need to be successful.  That mobilizes communities, businesses, churches, schools to face our
problems.

Our Crime Bill set a national goal of 100,000 more police on the street, but challenged
mayors, police, and civic groups to make community policing & reality. And 1 & m proud to
say that in communitiss across the nation, this approach is working. Owr Goals 2000
education reform set tough national standards, but challenged states and local communities to
meet these standards, And we are challenging every state 0 allow parents to chose their
child's public school, and 1o let parcnts and teachers set up charter schools that have: to meet
tough standards,

This approach -- all of us working together ~ is how we will solve our most pressing
problems: the budget; health care; and welfare.
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The budget deficit was a bipartisan creation and it will only bend 1o a bipartisan
solution, For too long, Congress and the President were putting into place fiscal policies thas
would never be seriously advanced by any governor who had o balance a budget. In the 12
years before [ took office the deficit sky-rocketed and the national debt quadrupled. 1 am
proud that we cut the deficit nearly in half, but we all know that is not enough. We have 1o
finish the job and balance the budget. And we will only do it if we work together, regardiess
of party, in a way that upholds America’s fundamental values.

Yesterday, I submitted a budget that reaches balance in seven years based on CBO
numbers. This is a budget that is good for America,

Today, 1 am signing legisiation that allows the government to meet its financial
obligations until mid-March, and protects the Social Security checks of millions of
Americans. This 15 g hopeful sign. But Congress still must act responsibly and pass a
straightforward, long-termn extension of the debt imit, No governor wouid ever put his or her
state's good name at risk, and we shouldn't either.

As you know, during the past few months, we've had more than 50 hours of
negotiations on how to balance the budget. This has been a difficult process, but behind ali
- the impassioned public debate, Speaker Gingrich, Majornity Leader Daole, and the Democratic
congressional leaders and | have achieved solid, quiet progress at the negotiating table,

Together, we have found about $700 billion in specific, itemized spending cuts -- all
certified by the Congressional Budget Office 1o be real, attainable and accurate. We both
agree on steps to slow the inflation of health care costs under the Medicare. We both agree
on how to provide Medicaid services more efficiently. We both agree on savings in welfare
spending by requining recipients 10 work, and by setting time limits for their stay on welfare.
We both agree t© hundreds of billions of cuts in government spending to create a leaner, and
more efficient national government.

" So, 1 say to the leaders of Congress: These cuts we have already identified are enough
to balance the budget in seven years -~ just pass it. These cuts are enough to afford a
modest tax cut for working Americans. These cuts are enough to end a legacy of deficits,
and 1o protect Medicare, Medicaid, education and the environment. We can continue to
negotiate; we can continue 10 talk. But take these cuts, balance the budget, and just pass it.
Just pass it.

A second area where we can found common ground, bipantisanship and a new way of
solving problems is how we provide health care for our people.

Whatever else we do on health care, we should change the rules of the game so that
working people never lose access to health care. Qur nation is the only leading economy in
the world where insurance companies are sllowed to deny citizens coverage or raise their
rates just becanse they're sick. People i_with pre-existing conditions like diabetes, high blood
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pressure or heart disease, can simply be turned down. Tens of millions more people simply
lost their health coverage as they move from one job to another. For working families that's
like walking on a tightrope without a net.

But there is bipartisan legislation that would protect these working families and require
insurers to cover men and women who have lost insurance because they change or lose jobs.
The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill is not government-run health care. [t impeses no mandates on
empioyers. Bat it gives working people the tools to protect themselves and their families and
1o take advantage of the opportunities offered by the new economy. It has 43 bipartisan
cosponsors and passed through its committee unanimonsly. It has the support of business,
doctors, and consumer groups. So, I call on the Congressional leadership today to stand up to
the insurance industry and schedule a vote.

But we know that in some vases government must play a direct role. For the past
three days, we've been discussing how 1o reform the Medicaid program and [ believe there
are areas of broad agreement between us.  All of us agree that we must reduce the growth in
what we spend on Medicaid, and that states must have more flexibility in how the program is
run. But let me be clear: three decades ago we made a national commitment that if you are
pregnant, if your child becomes disabled, if you are an clderly Amernican who can't afford
nursing home care, you will not be denied quality heaith care. 1t was the right thing to do
then, and it is the right thing to do today. We must not walk away from this commitment.

And finally, that same spirit of team work and bipartisanship should animate our
efforts to achieve real welfare reform. [ believe we are close to agreement on sweeping
reform that is consistent with the principles the American people dernand: requiring work,
strengihening families, inspiring responsibility, and protecting children, I look forward to your
final recommendations. [ am glad that govemnors in both parties agree that the hill Congress
sent me wasn't strong enough, and that we must do more to protect children and move people
from welfare to work. I believe that if we continue t0 make progress, we can put partisan
differences aside and end welfare us we know it

A balanced budget. Welfare reform.  Health care for working Americans. We can do
all these things - if we do them together. America was built on challenges, not promises.
And when we pull together to meet those challenges, we never, never fail. I believe we are
standing on the thresheld of a bold new-era. Now is the time to act on our ideals. Abraham
Lincoln said: "We can succeed only by concert. It is not, ‘Can any of us imagine better? but,
'Can we all do better?” Today, here, together, we must answer: Yes,
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SUSPENSION

{Policy Position offered by Uovernor Thompson and Governor Bob Miller)
: : WELFARE REFORM

The Govenors belleve ai our nadon’s leaders are now faced witk an hRistoric opportanity
and enormpus resporsihllity 1o rRucy (he Tederal-Sigwe portnesship £ providing sovicss 19
needy fumiiies, We the action’t Covemers, wre commitred o nehirving meannghal welfore
reform nepy,  The comtbmuation of e current welfare tystom s unaccepishle.  Comgress has
mage Hgnificant efforts weward making changes that will pllow swater ithe fleadidiy o butid
upon the lossons stares have leamed Brough & desade of aperimentaion in welfare reform.
The president has abo weiked Mg commionent to achinving welfare rform and has corgtrued
to grany waivers to states '» foviltan eperimeniaiivn.  We wge Congresy and the Presidunt
(0 Jom wfzax the nativns Governors in sugpont of o bipowissn pgreement that will regliocare
responsibilisias among levele of povernment, maximize suts fiexibility, and rextruciire wolfare os
a transional progrura with a foret on werk and selfonfficlency.  We belleve, Rowever, Hwi
childrar musr be gosiecred tRIOUPROUE DV TETINICUFING  Drovess.

State expeviencs in welfare reforms Aes demomsiraied thar thae cloments ok parvicuiorly
crucial for swevexssfil weé’a%z reform:  walfare must be temporary end linked 1o work; Lot
parents st fupport thely chuidren; ond CHUE curs st be sedilable 20 encble fow.income
Jamities with children pr work  Addivionally, we believe that block groms showrid be endiemznn
10 watey and enshin ttares trocd dicredon in e design of their ews progromg bared upon
mutually sread wpon goals, Wi alrz believe that aares should rave accsss W supplemencary
marching fedrnl funds Yor thelr cash assissance programns during periods of awonomic dovwnrm
The conforence agreemont on HR 4 the Feronal Resporswbilty oné Wark Opporwnicy Av,
incorporatrd many of these elements, bur wr slo beliove fvher changes must b mnde 1o
creite o swund #nd werkabls walfere reform bl The Netionef Goversors’ Avsociation wouwid
supremt the MK & conforence Speement with the chonges Hstad briow with e er;::epm af
die alien provisioss. The obsence of recommendations on the remriciiun f benefies for akiens
shouls rot be interpreted us ragpore for the alien provisions of the HR 4 conference apreemens:

Core Employmaent Support Servicet

» Aild 34 billion & funding to the gemgral entilement fov thild cave,  This fumging would
e require @ $iaie moh.
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Fair ond Egwitukis Treetmens

o Add a s pian requirenent that the o o1 forth objective srikma for the delvery
of benefiny and fobr and. equitabit meaent.

Child Protecrion Block Gramz
» Maiuamn she qaan.mdgﬁ entitlement for foster corw and adeprion essivancs.

o Provide @ e oprion ro tike faser care, adupiion assistance, and independent Hviag
fanding a5 o capprd entieoient with annual growss ddfusemint bused on average
nutional cuwseload growth rare.  Sraies may sangfer oty portion into g Unild Prowotion
Biock Grant for activites auchk a3 early intervention, (Rl Obwse prevention, and fomily
prestreaiion Staics must contttue 10 moimin cfforr ot 10D peeient based on store
spemding in tht WGr privr (0 accepting Hry cappEd entifepiens  Siates musr mpintain
proteciions and ymndards under carrent luw.  Sretes cam revevsr e dechtion on e

. yearly bagis,

w Crzae an endtlement (nild Prowston Block Gramt of the remaining child welfore,
Jomily pressrvation, oad child nbute prevention and meatmens programs.  These
programs are xod cumently dividual etizlemaens. Stat MU maiateia prosecrions and
srendards under current Row

Suppleacenal Soeurity imcoms (S5} for Children

+ Atcept the provizions in the Renamepeysed weffure bill

o Change effective dove for cwrsns and dew applicontr © Jumawry 1, 1958,
Food Swmps

 Aevept the provision brthe Senate-possed wefidre $0L thus recuthorize the Food Siomp
grogram in Mx enurvent mﬂc&ppgﬁ' enticlement form,

« MOdlfy e incoms deductions 8 guilined in the Senaic-parsed weifnre bl
School Mugrition Rinck Girans Dercrstrasion
¢ Muintsin the vumant entitlement for chibiees,

» NCAQOD wurld continge to seeive per med! federal subsidier for all hirches ang
dreakfany wnder current elipiniay oredis,

« Additional sxbridies for schools wik high proponions of free or reduced-price
partizipants will be mainusined
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MEMORANDUM MWM
To:  ALL GOVERNORS drha. Menahas, —

From: Guovwerpor Tommy Thempsos
Governor Bob Miller .
Governor John Engler, Lead Gavernor on Welfare
Govermnor Tom Carper, Lead Govemor on Welfure
Date: March 1, 1996
Re:  Modifications to the NGA Welfare Reform Policy ACTION REQUIRED BY 3/5/86

in the past several weeks, we have had many opporenities 1o discuss the Governors’ welfare reform
policy with members of Congress. Last week, we presented testimony before the Human Resources
Subcommittes - of the House Waye and Means Comuninee snd the Senaie Finonte Commiure.
Additionatly, NGa, staff along with our s:aff have done briefings for Congressional aides. and Whine
House and adramistration staff. Whils NGA's bipartisan agreement on weifare has met with positive
respoasss, we have also heard a number of concemns sxpressed repestedly sbout some of the ci-zmm
of aur proposal,

After careful thoughe and recommendation. we are asking you to consider modifications to four ureus
of the NGA welfare policy. We believe that making these changes would fessen the concerns of both
Demacrat and Republican members of Congress and substantially increase support for car propesal.
We do not believe that these chaages would, in any way, fundamentally alter cur welfore policy, W
urge your immediate supporn for thess four ¢changes.

Congress i interested in acting quickly on the weifare propossl and hus begun to draft jegisiaton,
We will need your response 1o these proposed chasges by close of business Tuesday, March 5,
Please fax your comments o Ray Schcppach at (202) 624-5825, If you have any gquestions please do
not hesiate to call us. You can direct quastions. us well, to Susan Golonka at (202) 624-3967 or Ray
Scheppach a1 (202) 624-5220,

1. Child care funding The NGA policy cslis for an additional §4 bithon in wwmaiwhed Tedersl
doliars for child care. Members of Congress have expressed concern that by providing these dollars
without 2 state match requiremnent, states could acrually reduce their own spending on child cure while
recziving additional fedaral dollars, In fact, we know from our own experiences that swuates generally
increase spending on child care as part of welfare reform efforts 10 provide the suppons necessaty w
move recipients into work. However. criticism of this component has been rather stroag and we
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belisve Governors could accept 2 mawch on these additional funds as a condition of remnnz
increased federsl commimmens (o child care.

Recommended modification., The additional funds above states’ base ullocation would
require a staze mawch based on the Medicaid match e and wouid be sllocated among statas
using the zurrent “arrisk” formula. In order to access the additional funds. a st musi have
spunt all of its basic stlecation and have mairained their FY 1994 level of state spending on
IV-A child care. (These requirements are consistent with provisions already in HR 4 for
allocation of child cars funding.)

A : ingency fund. The NGA welfare reform poliey
increased fundmg for zéza commgcncy fand, zddcd a w:omi food stamp trigger eption. and eliminated
the 100% maintenance-of.effort requirement for states (o access the fund.  This last provision ~
elimination of the MOE -~ has mat with considerable opposition. Similar 10 the child care issve,
members have voiced concern that states csuid decrease their own spending while receiving extia
federal deliars. Again, we believe that accepting the 100% MOE (which was, in faer, part of ocur
engunal design for the contingency fund), would not alter the basic intent of the fund 10 provide
additional feders] support 1o states during periods of economic hardship. This change would aiso
make the gash assisiance cemmgca@} fund consistent with the umbrelln fund in the NGA Medicaid
policy,

Recommended Modification. To recsive federal matching funds from the comingency fund,
in addition to meeting either an unemploymant of food stamp trigger. statss must alko meet 3
{009 maintenance.ofveffon roquirement, The MOE would be based on state spending in FY

1994 on AFDC. JOBS, AFDC.relzed child care and EA and would only apply in the vegr or
years the state used the fund, If, a1 the end of the fiscal year. 5 state had failed 1o mointain the
100% MOE, the state wouid be required to pay back the contingency funds it bad received.
Thesz conditions are conmained in both the Senate-passed weifare Bill and the HR 4
canference agreament,

3. Reversibility upder the optiona) foster care block grant. The Govarnors” agreement on child

welfare provides states with the option of recsiving their foster care and independent Jiving funds as
bieek grant. thereby atlowing greater Mexibility o use these funds for prevention pragramy such as
family preservation. Our policy would allow states 1o switch back and forth yeardo.year between the
biock grant option and the open-ended entitiement for foster care. This provision wias incluted o
enture that children bz protected in the evant of a significant increase in demand for foster care but
has led 1o critcisms that states would “game the systern” Administratvely and procedurstly,
however, we know it would be very difficulr for statas o make annoal swichbacks, Qn the ather
hand, allowing states that have elected the block grant to revoke the decision once and rewrn to the
open-ended entitierneat woukd protect children ang should alleviate criticisms toward states. This
one-time reversal is also the spproach taken in HR 4 for the optional food stamp bloek grant,

Recommended madification. Allow states that choose the optional foster care block grant 1o
eeverse their decision once and retumn to the open-snded entitlement system for foster care. A
¢« state would not be permined o' returm (0 the block grant.
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. ha) < 3tra HR 4 authorized a demonstration
?mgcct that wauld aiiow seven states to receive their sciwoi braakfust and Tunch funds as 3 block grant
for five years. The NGA welfars policy proposzs o modify the school nutnition demensirations by
preserving-the entitlement for children and allowing schools o continue o receive per meal feders!
subsidies. Rather than block granting meal funds, the NGA policy proposes 10 block gram
administrative funds, Dus to expressed 2oncerns. the NGA has re-examined the Governors™ policy
proposzal in this arez and has determined thak our policy sssentially describes current law, Therefore.
we recommend striking our recommendations around the school nurition block grant demonstrations
and propose the fellowing substitute:

Recommended Modiflcation, The Governors® policy supports the deletion of Section %14,
¢ the School Nutrition Optienal Bioek Grant Demonstration Program from HR 4. Title 1X -
Child Nuwrizion Programs,
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MODIFICATIONS TO WELFARE POLICY
STATE RESPONSE SHEET

- PLEASE FAX TO (202) £24-5828
Pleasy regpond by dlase of business Fuesday, March 8, 1996.

Store:

Govemor's signatgre:

Contact persenfielephons:

Yes, I suppont the proposed medifications to the welfare policy,
o N0, ] Oppose the proposed modifications 1o the welfare poticy.

Additional comments:
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GOVERNORS HOLD THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO 1996 WELFARE
AGREEMENT-

“Propased Medicaid and Welfare Budget Cuts Would Hamstring State Efforts”

Washington, [.C.—The nation’s governors will hold the federal goverament accountable for promises made in the
1996 welfare reform Iaw (0 susiain 2 productive federsksiate paripesship. In letters to House leadership, governors
dectared Lhat cuts in the House-passed budget resolution would seriousty jeopardize state welfare reform effarts and
Medicaid progrags--a breach of the 1995 sgreement forged among governors, Congress, and the president, The
1996 agreement gave governors increased flexibility and respoasibility for welfare in exchange for five vears of
guarssieed fevel funding, Medicaid programs, which bave siready contributed enormous budgetary savings, play 2
critical suppor role in weifare reform efforts by providing bealth care far the working puor. The resolution passed
by the Heuse contains more than $10 biltion fn cost shifts in welfare aod $12 billion in cost shifts in Medicaid.

“We nrge you in the strongest pussible tenns to upbold the historic welfare agreensent reached in 1996 amd reject apy
enis in welfare or Medicaid. We hope you and your colleagues will consider the negptive consequences of reducing the
federal contribution to these programs. These cost shifts and recent initiatives to reduce flexibility within the welfare
block grast dre a serious violstion of the wellare agreement resched in 1996, eroding the federal-state parfnership,” said
NGA Chairman Ohic Gov. George V. Voinovich and NGA Vice Chairous Delaware Gov. Thomas R. Carper.
“Goversors transformed welfare, lifting millions (o independence and seif-suificiency and dranetioally decreased the
rate of growth in Medicaid, creating a stronger, leaner program. The appropriate respoase to this success iso't to
hamstring state efforts and shun the federal governmeat’s responsibility to aphold the federal-state partnerskip.”

The governors are making their concemns known ag Congress breaks for its July 4 recess and members fravel back
to thely howme states. Both chambers are waiting to act on the budget resolution uatil the Congressional Budget
Office delivers #s re-estimate of projected surpiuses, Governors stressed that the pledges mude by members to
uphold the tegels of the 1996 welfare reform law should transiate inte action that considers o/f programs with
weifare reform implicatians. ‘

MEDICAID

Gavernors stroagly appose efforts to take an additional 812 biilion out of the Medicabd program over the next five
years. Medicaid aiready made 31 enermous cosiribution to budgetary savings through contrelied program growth
rates, In the late 1980s and early 19908, Medicaid spending grew at an ansual average of more thaa 20 percent.
Since 1995, Medicaid growth was comsained to approximately § percent. State reforms designed (o redice costs
while maintaining qualily made these caormons savings possible. These savings, combined with the far-reaching
reforms enacted last year through the Balanced Buadget Act, will reduce sctual and projected Medicaid spending by
mete thun 5100 billion by 2002, Goevernors warsed that Medicaid shou ki aot be subject 1o further cuts. Instead, the
cefrnzmns enacted last year should be giveo tine to tske effect.
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Pupn 2 Governors Hold Feders! Government to Welfare Bromises

“These cs will seriously Tamper state efforts to run high-guality, cost-effective health care programs for low-
wwome pregeant women and children, sensior citizens, and disabled individuais,” wrote NGA's Executive
Committee in a letter 1o House leadership. To achieve the $12 billion savings outlined in the House budgst
resofution, Congress will be forced to cap the federal goverament's suppon for the apes-eaded entitiement
program. which would ceselt in a2 nmiassive cost shifl to statex, or to radically reduce Medicaid's disproperiionate
shdre hospital program. which would fundamentally uadermine statewide systems of health care wocess for the
uninsured. The governors adamastly nppose a cap on federal Medicant speading io any form.™

WELFARE '

The House budget resclution would include more than $10 billian cut from the “lngome security” funding caiagazy
that focludes Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), a5 well as other welfsre-related programs, such as
the Soeial Services Block Grant, child care, child support, and child weifare, .

The cuts wounld oceur when smany states are warking to help the hardest-fo-serve populations gain traction in
moving from welfare to work. These challenges will require reliable funding to give citizens the suppont and tools
they need to become self-sufficient. In addition, many ststes are preparing {or future econamic downturns or
hardskips by creating rainy day funds.

CGiovernors dre worried that some House members are rationaliziag the auts by making irrelevant distinctions
hetween welfare programs. Several members nwude pledges on the House floor and in leters o the Nutional
Goverpurs” Association (NGA)Y I reitore cuts o TANF.  Althoagh governors appreciste these gestures, the
speeches and letrers fail to identify where zavings in the ambiguocus “income security” fundiog category would be
achieved. Governors stress that while cuis to TANF may be restored, lapguage in the House budget resolution
leaves several other wellsre sod Medicald programs vulnemblo to cuts, Thix is 4 gaping probiem that must be
addressed when House swd Senate budget negotiators meet aext month,

The letter {0 House leadership was sigoed by NGA's gine-member executive commitee-NGA Chairnma Ohio
Gov. Gearge V. Yoinovich, apd NGA Vice Chairmus Gov, Thomas R. Carper, Delaware; and (iovs. Roy Romer,
Colorado; Lawton Chiles, Florida; Frank O'Bannon, Indiape; Bob Miller, Nevada; David M. Beasley, South
Carolina; Michsel O, Leavitt, Utah: Howard Dean, MD,, Vermont; and Tormmy G, FThompson, Wiscogsin,

N
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The Honorable Newt Gingrich
Speaker of the House
232 The Capitol

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr, Speaker:

We apprecisie your racent letier expressing your support for the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Farilies CTANF) program as well as your willingness 1o siand by the commitment Congress made for
five years of gusranieed TANF funding a8 agreed to in the Persona) Responsibility and Work
Opporunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA). Nonetheless, the nation’s Governors remain
strongly opposed to any cuts in welfare-related programs as pant of this yoar's budget negotistions,
Sueh euts ars 4 violation of PRWORA—an agreament forped mmong CGoveiners, Congress and the
administration fess than two years ago.

With cnaciment of PRWORA in 1996, the nation's Clovernors agreed 1o & brosd package of reforms to
3 number of programs, a)l of which are erucial to srates’ ¢fforts In moving individuals from welfare o
work, Al the heart o&f this psckege way the TANF block gramt, which gave stams primary
responxibitiy for achieving true change in the welfans systom. PRWORA, also included reform in the
yreas of child care, chifd support, chiki welfare, food stamps, snd Tide XX/Social Serviees Binck
Grunt (SSBGY. We agreed to guaramteed fevels of funding for these programs along with increzsed
fiexibitity at the seate jovel Less than twa years Jater, in a4 serious breach of this contract with the
Governors, stares face the theeat of Congress renaging on the agreement. Funding levels are bzing
towered and flexibilty is being restricted,

We remain very concerned that the House passed a budget resolution that included an additional $10
billion in savings designated to come from the Function 600 Income Security category. As you know,
Function 800 includes TANF, as well a3 many of the ather PRWORA programs slready mentioned,
wuch as child care. SSBG and child support. In 1997, Congress passed o now law reforming the chlld
welfars and fosier care system that included several new state requirements. States’ efforts to meot
thase new regquirements could be hampered by cus in chilkd welfare funding.  Any atempt 16 pare
down uny of these programs is g seripus violstion of PRWOIRA and would undermine states’ weifare
reform efforts. As more {odividuals ieave the welfare caseloads, other assistance programs are key in
moving peopic from welfare o work and most importantly in preventing them from moving back inmo
weifare.

This year. we have slready scon reductions in SSBO through the recently passed transporation bill,
Not only did this bill cut SSBG funding jevels, but also limited srmes’ ability to wansfer funds berwesn
TANF and SSBG, a key componsnt of the weifare reform sgreement, The apricuftueal cessarch bif,



ags12/08 Pzii %28@1\{3%32 5‘? L%SSl DOMESTIC POLICY COL - Booa

GOVERNORS RSSOCIRTION 0\ ovich Sapmarnd €. Sebepp iy’ 55
m&mas Germorof Ohlo A Do
. Chalrmun
mﬂ :MI I( 3 Hei of the §
N N Themu R, c‘u'gg idd Novk Cr:;?:d Serent
Govetatr af Derware Wahlngon, 13.C. 200011312
Vi Lhudseas Telnplione {203} £24.3300
ot ¥y
X p 3
¥
3 .
* * 4 une 11,1998
~ The Honorsble Richerd Gephardt
Minority Leader
M-304 The Capitol

Washington, D.C. 205138
Dear Reprasentstive Gephardt:

We sre writing to reiterize the nation’s Governors strong opposition to any culs in welfare-related
programs 83 part of thix yesr's budget negotietions, Such cuts am 3 violation of PRWORA-an
agreement forged among Goverors, Congress and the administration lzss than twe years ago.

With enactment of PRWORA in 1996, the nation's Govemnors agreed ta & broad package of reforms o
a number of prograis, a1l of which are crucial wo states efforts in moving individuals from welfare 10
work. At the heart of this package was the TANF block grant, which gave uates primary
responsibility for achieving true change in the welfare system, PRWORA alaa included reform in the
argas of child care, child support, child welfare, food stamps, and Tirle XX/Social Services Block
Grant {3SBG). We agmed o guarantesd levels of funding for these programs along with incroascd
flexibility at the state level. Less than two years later, in a serious breach of this contract with the
Covernors, siates face the threat of Congress reneging on the agreement. Funding lavels ere being
lowsred and Nexibility I3 being restricred,

We tetnain very mnmd that the House passed & budget yesolution thal included an sdditional $10
Billion in savings dusignawzi to gome from the Function 600 Income Security catagory. As you know,

Function 600 includes TANF, as well'as many of the other PRWORA programs aiready mentioned,

such a3 ehild care, SSBG and child suppont. In 1997, Congress pagsed a new law reforming the child,
waifars and foster care system that included several new state requirements. States' effons to meet
these new requirtements could be hampered by cuts in child welfare funding. Any anemypt 1o pare
sown any of these programs is 3 serious violation of PRWORA and would undermine states’ weifare
reform sffors, As mors individuals leave the waifare caseloads, other assistance programs are key in

maving peaple frain welfare to work and most impertantly In preventing them from moving back into
welfure,

This year, we have alysady secn reductions in SSBG through the recently passed wransporation bill,
Not ¢nly did this bill et SSBG funding levels, but also limived states™ ability 10 transfer funds berween
TANF and 58BC, 5 key component of the walfare reform sgreement, The agricoltural sgsearch bill,
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*.'.*** June 11, 1998
The Honarable Trent Lot | ' Thbe Honorabiz Thomas A. Daschie
Majority Lesder : Minority Leader
United States Ssnate Unired States Senase
Washington, D.C. 20510 Washington, D.C, 20810
Degr Senatars Lot and Daschle:

We are writing (o reiterste the nation's Govemnors strong opposition [ any cuis in welfate-reistad
programs &3 part of this year's budget negodatons. Such cuis are & violstion of PRWORA~—an
agreement forged among Coverneors, Congress and the administration lesy than two years pgo.

With enactiment of PRWORA in 1996, the nation's Qovernors agreed to & broad package of reforms 10
» number of programs, 311 of which are crucial to states™ offorts in moving individuals from welfare o
work. Al the heart of this package was the TANF block grant, which gave stamms primary
respansibility for schisving true change in (he welfare sysiern. PRWORA also included reform in the
arces of child carn, child support, child welfare, food stamps. and Title XX/Scels! Services Block
Grant (§SBG), We agreed (o guaranteed levals of funding for thess programs along with increased
flexibility at the state level, Less than fwo yvears jater, in & serious breach of this Comuest with the
Governors, sises face the threat of Congress reneging on the agreement, Fuading levels are being
lowered and flaxibility is being restricted.

We remain very concerned that the House passed & budget resolution that included an edditional $10
billion in savings designated 1o come from the Funetion 600 Income Security category, As you know,
Functiop 800 includes TANE, as well a3 many of the other PRWORA programs already mentionsd,
such a5 ¢hild care, SSBO and child support. In 1997, Congress passed B new law refarming the child
welfare and foster care system that included severs] new state requirements.  States” efforts o meet
these new requiroments could be hampersd by cuts in child weifars funding, Any attempt 10 pare
down any of thase programs is e serious violation of PRWORA and would undemine sistes’ welfare
reform effonts. As more individuals Jeave the welfare caseloads, other assisuance programs ane key in
moving people from welfare to work and mast Impoartantly in preventing them from moving back into
welfare.

This year, we have aiready seen redictions in SSBQ through the recently passed wansportation bill,
Not only did this bill cer SSBG funding levels, bur also limited stares’ abilicy to transfer funds between
TANF and SSB, a key component of the welfare reform sgresment. The agricultural research bill,
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thal now awaits the President’s signature, reduces food stamp administrarive costs.  Govemnors view
this bill, 8. 1130, a5 a setious violation of the PRWORA agreement as jt restricts the use of TANF
dollars in the state. Funther, the Senaie budget resclution specified further cuts in administrative cosis
for food stamps and Medicaid,

PRWORA already made f1s comribation to 8 balaneed federal budger by establishing s fixed amaunt
of federal welfare spending over & five-year period through TANF and other programs, such as SSBG.
Furcher cuts in welfarc-related programs should be dropped from consideration in this year's budget
negotiations.

Governors are keeping their end of the deal. Az Governors who kave been deeply involved with these
1ssues, we Urge you in the strongest terms possible to do the same and snd the repeated attacks on -
PRWORA.

Sincerely,

//M..ﬂ &n

27g iﬁi::arge V. Voinovich Govarnor ‘r}ze

-’ . ttadie %@t Lawton C‘;zi&
Governor Bob Miller vernor David M. slay

. Q’;

Governor Michas! O, Leavin Governor Fommy 23 ’Z'hompmz
v
Cravernor Howsrd Dun M. Govemor Frank ¢ Bonnon

p———_ .
/m f <
%ha% Governor Tom m
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Nationw ¢iovernm’ Assnsiation
Fiall of ihe StAes
444 North Capitel Strest
Washingzon, OC 30001
Dese Sowernney, -

[ eocuivad your letier tsday ailtlining your appositien to (bo Houss budgol respiusion bevuuse
of o projaetsd fnding Invals G the Tamponmry Asgitunes for Naedy Pumilivs (TANY) program.
Masmnias tiere pppERrs 10 2 xome confasion In the medis, Jol o (sitoiute my position: | sesdiaady
support the TANE prognin watl will do averythitg in oy power m cxase that tho Emal Howae-
Senaw vonlercpor rayRnt fonds the program for e full five yoars.

Az you ke, [ gove you ry wed thet TANE fonding will ba guorantont for five years,
Rt nasiarod that | will mand by tar esmmirmany. Depmite :ha angings in O Hovse varsion of the
Sudget tasniunion, war wil) maddrags « and remedy = this ilhua I confirenca with the Schma.

£l wirk tngether 1D reforming Welfare waa otie uf e st betorls sssompiixaments of the
1045k Congress rnd sns 0 e pruudes: sucn e ofmyhﬁiﬂaiiw cavcer, [ wAl not i this s
iRoperdins our eagelug wid preductive working relationship,

T b this leta helps agauage sy conserns you may have abeut my inttation 10 NWppoit~

and fund — the TANF program.
| Wmﬁ ’

New Uingriah
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REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT
TG THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION

A i

The Mirage t‘icf'ei : . ‘ S e
Las Vegas, Nevada '

i

14:06 AM, PDT
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much for the warm
weicome, lmgzsz say, whenever { come back here, { feel ternbly
nostaigic.” 'm gager to come, | hate to leave, amf I aiways know
there's something that we don't entirely agree on. And aght
helore we came in here, | came into the Mirage and | saw Steve
Wynn and Governor Miller, and right before we walked in, we
walked thro ugh another room which is sef up jist tike this one —
8 cormmitten room - there wasn't a soul in there, Asnd { fwught,
ook, | know we don't agree on everything, but this i taking it | -
a littie far. {Laughter) | was delighied to sea the real
thing. Thank you very much,

1want to say that — to you, Governor Miller and to
Sandy and all your jeam hers in Nevada, Hiltary and | are vary
gratelul io you for many things, twi especially for whatyou've |
done on aarly childhood development. | congratulate Governor
Voinaweh on assuming the chairmanship, Asd fihank him for what
he has done for young children. ltis s wmarkable record in .
Ohin. And Governor Carper, congratuiations. 'mdefighltedtobe
joined hare by many members of the edministtalion who have baen
here before and will be heze when tloave.

And I would like {0 lalk zaday about 2 number of
things, but let me say that { have tried lo establish a better

* and a growing partnership with the NGA since | first took office.

f've been working ob one thing, really, which is to prepare our

SOUNtry 10 g6 infe this new century where every Ametican whais
responsible enough fo work for it has a chance at the American

Orearn; where out of our vast diversiy we build one America; and

where wo will continue 1o be the world's leading foree for peacs

and freedom and prospenty, with opporunity or alf ang . . s,
re&;}gnsnmmy from ail, en American commaunity of ali. .

The gavernors who have been Kind ‘encughi to sham )
with me work axpeneaces now going bagk nearly 20 years have = -,

r
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playad & major role in a lot of what  have tried to do, because

it saams to ma now. as il ssemed o me when 1 taok office -
although, | fesl more strongly about it now — that in some ways
our major challenge is to dovelop new ways of thinking and adling.
aboul ali of our problems, going beyond felse choices which are
imposed on us by fimited thinking and beyond old conflicts, It's
so much assier to keep fighting i the same old way than itis {e
imagine & now way of doing busingss,

. indeed, 8 great deal of ry tme away lrom démaestic

. issues is spent irying to pat people io stoy doing things that no
" one ghould have to ask them to stop doing. in Bosnia, people

lived together for decades in peace - within iwo months thay

wazra shooting af aach othar's children. In Ireland they're still
fighting over 6080.year-old disputes when the young people are
dying io get away fom 2. But people just cant escape the
habits of ol conflicts. Thank goodness, purs are more

_ constrained, but we have lo do better, ’

_And | must say, Governor, the best example that 1.
have seen of a now way of doing things | saw two days ago when |
wasg in Ngvada at Leke Tahoe, one of the most perfecily beautiful
targe lakes in the world, which is ioging about a {ool of its

. clarity every yaer because of pallution, And atLake Tahoe, i

saw the masl cunservative business people sitting with the maost
avlive anvironmeniaists on the seme page. They would say that
sama things. You couldn't tell after g point who was in what
group, because they have concluded that they cannof preserve
{heir economy and grow it wathoul algo presenving their
environmenl, .

And it was a marvatous thing. | couldn't tell who
was ¢ Republican or who was a Democrat. 1 couldn? tell who was
in the puidic interast envirsnmental group and who was running g
local business, becauss they have just imagined a future that is
differant from their past, And in large messure, that is what we
2l have to be doing because the Yme we're living inis 50
dramatically diffsrend.

- And we've Utied to do 4 little bi of that in
Yashington, They lald me when | got there we colddnt balance
the budget and reducs the defick and cut spending and st
invest more money in education ~ but wa did. They said that we
" couldn have an activist federal govarnmant if we ware.going to
cul the size af it and reducs regulations and give more authonty
to the states — but the government is 300,000 peaple smalier
than it was the day { ook office.. And 1 think it's clenr that
we've gol g differgnt king of partnasship hare. .

So that's the sort ¢f the ﬁiing I'm interesiad inin
ail these areas, Let me just say that the mostimportant test of
any endeavor, 1 guess, s results. I you ook at the economy,

twoE




wa 58id that we thought wa ?zad to cut the deficit, but invest
more in our peapla and thekr.future; and we had o open new
markets o Amencan produsts 8nd semrvices - and we'va (ot the
s!roagest GCOI‘IO!I'IY ina gsaerahon

tn crima, wo sazd we had w xaep be:ng inugh on

.erminals, hut we had i do some intelligen! things — that we

-

could have raasonable caslrictions on keoping guns out of the
hands of peopie who shouldn't have them, without interfering with
tha sight of Americans to keap and bear arms, and we hava dons
#. We said wa had to punish peopia more, but we had to give
children something 1o say yes to, and we 've had five years of
declining crime rate and last year the biggest drop in violent
crima in 38 years. And welfare, ali of you proved that you couid |
be tough on work and stit supportive of children and famities,

' that i was & false choice — and we had the biggest dmp #3

wattare rolls in history,

Today, | would like io talk about thfee things,
basicaily, One is finishing the job of balancing the budget; two
s foliowing through on welfare reform: and third, achzmng
nalicnal gxcellence in edugation,

First, with regard to the budget, we're now in aur
final stage of negotintions on the defails of tegisiation o
write into {aw a balanced budget agreement. We know now that the
deficit 1his year, when i comes in, will bg ovar 80 percent less
than it was in 1892, when | took office, in January of 83, And- -
some people are saying, well, we ought 1o just forget aboul it
the geonomy will keap growing and the budget witt be in balance
noxt year. That is dead wreng. 1t might be in batance ned year
or it might not, but if it is the deficit will start going up
again immrdiaiely. Why? Because a5 af of you know, you can'l

reform the entitiements in an annual appropriations basis, We

have over 5400 billion of savings in the entitternent programs in
this balanced budget agreement and $900 billion in sawngs over
10 years. .

Secondly, one of the things that keeps the economy -
going 1s confudence that we're serious about fiseal
responsibiiity. So il we walkad away from the budget agiresmant
we don't know what impact § would have on the stock markat and”
on individual investrent dacisions and on the other things that
kaep our ecammy growing., Soi thk it would be a mistake.

More :mzmnanL this is 8 zamarkab%e mudget. .
Because of the prosperity of our country we have an historic
oppuriunity 10 balance the budgel in & way that rellects our
valyes and strengthens our economy a$ well, a historic
gpportunity to pass a balanced budgat thal includes e larges!
ncrease in education since 1465, the largest increase in heiping
people go o college since the .1, Bill passed 50 years ago ard,
as Governor Miller said, the largest increase i health inswance
and heaith support for children since Medicaid was enatted in
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1965 - with a bipartisan vote from the Congress.

We have a chance 16 pass a balanced budget lhat will
move more people from wellare to work, thal protects the
environment, that extends the Medicaid trust fund for a decade -
although, to be sure, we will have 1o do more on thatin the
future. We have an opportunity to give the Amencan people 2 tax’
cut that is modestin the context of the sveérall econimy, but
siili will provide much needed relis! to middle class {amilies,
will support edacanon and will heip to grow this ecazzomy in tha
future, : .

Thisis an his?oric oppoﬁuni{ya fican be the
achievement of a generation. ¥ can anly happen with big
maiarities of people in doth Mouses and both parties
. coming together. And | believe wa're on the verge of achieving

it , .

We've worked hard over the past weskend trying to
work aut some of the fazst difficulties with which many of you are
vety fariliar, 1am pisased {0 say that we have reached :
agreement, that the Amefican people will get America's version of
Georgia's HOPE Scholarship — a $1,500 tax credit for the first
two years of coliege. There will be ather things in the
agreement that are well-known, bud it's clear to me that R must
have a ¢hild tax gredit available for working famifies who hoed
it ~ frore tnachers 1o techniciang, from ire fighlers to smail
business people across this country, # shouldinclade $24
biflion for £hildren’s health care. B should include a tohacco
tax to help pay for that health care. And it should preserve the
fiscal integnty of the budget. We need fo be able to say 1o
you, not justin five years, bul in 10 yvears, we will continua to
be able 1o keep thig budge! in baiance if we have g reasonably
successiyl economy.

Over the long-term, the policy of fiscal
responsibiiify i best economics: ‘Aackwe dare nolgo back o a
policy.of sustained structural deficils. We will be punished in
the international markets, and people in every stale in this
eountry ihal you reprasent will e hurt f we do that f think
we're going o do it - . .
i know that you hgive some concerns pver the
conlinuing debate in the children's heallh package., We're trying
ta work through thal. Let me just say that t am strving to
achieve two principles that 1 do not believe havetobein
confiicl. First of alt, 1 think there will be more flexibility
thar the staies have had in the past ever in the adminsiration
of the Medicaid program and {he now children's health program.
Ang thare will Da no new £osis o the states in the ch:!dfe:z 4
health program. - .

Bul it & mportan? aiso thal we have an adeguale
berefit package for chidten, recognizing that thare are some
problems thal childeen have in a way that is more profound than
aduits, including problems with vision, with hearing. with dentat

x
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hesith. | also think #'s important that the American peapie.
know If we're going 1o raisa this tax money on obadco that the

muney will aclually add children 1o the ranks of the insured and
not be used, in afdect, for peopls to be able to drop other
insurance schemes of children and put them on a public program,
or that the money would be spent on i?zmgs othet than adding
chitdren.
. So that's whera we are. | feel good about . And Lot
{ think we're on the fight irack. And | vdll be surprised and
. daeply disappointed if we do nol achieve an sgresment in the near
future that you will, hopefully, be quite supportive of and that
wili achigve sustamed big majorities from both Houses and bath
paries. : ..

The sscand thing 1'd ike 16 talk about briefly is
welfare reform. It has been one of my fop ;Jrini‘iﬁes for g long .
fime ~ s Dovernor M;Iier said, for al lzast 10 years, since my
predecessor, as head of the Governors Association, Lamar
Alexander, asked Mike Castie and to head a weifafe reform lask
lrce a decade ago. - . ] .

Since took off"ce we have given wazvezs to 43 )
states to help you laungh YOUr own welfare reform expetiments to
maks wolfare a second chance, not a way of life; to promate
independonce and farmily and work and responsibility, And about a
year ago, | signed the weifars roform law which has tough work
requiraments, time limits, parental responsitaidy, and imposes
sigrificant responsibiliies on you, while giving you more -
ﬁexrba ity to bs fu?iy {esmnszbie for ﬁxe program

‘{bere was a lot of debate about the ﬁme 1signed
the biti aboul whether welfare reform wéuld work, about whother
geodle would sclually move from welare 10 work or whether they
could. | woulkd submit to you that after four and a haif years ¢
that debate should be over, based on the avidence tha! you have
worked so hard lz) Amass. |

There arg now 3 million fewer people on welfare than
the day ttaok office and 1.2 million fewer people since | signed
the wettare reform bil fust a year ago. Nine states have sut -
their welfare rolls by more than 40 parcent in the ast four
years. Wisconsin and Wyarning have cul theit welfare relisin
‘half. This is the largest decrease in history. And we now have

- the lowes! percentage of our population on wellare since 1970,
And you sheisg ba very proud of your role iri that agh fevemnent,
Thatl is semething Americs can be proud of - the lowest e
‘parcentage of people on m;bhc ass:szance gingce 1870,
{Applause.)

MNeaw, 1 know there are 3 lot of reasons for that. .
The goot pconomy has taken some people from welfare 1o work,
There's been a 50-parcentincrease i child support goliections
and that's heiped. The minimum wage and ths eamed incomne 1ax

+



credit have mads work more attractve for pecple on the marging:
thal's helped. But make no misiake about it, our Council of
Econoric Advisors did a very Agorous'analysis of this, making
clear that 8 signilicant percentage of the peopie who had moved
from welfare o work did 56 because of state welfare reform
initiglivas and because of the new law. Sowe know it can work,

. Now, iat m6 also say [ know that a tol of you wera
soncaerned, as fwas, about some of thing things that were in the
welfare refcrm faw that ) felt should not have been there, and we
are moving forward in this budgel agreemant to fix thal. Among
other things, the most egregious culs in aid to legal immigranis
wili be restored under agreements wa have altgady reached with
the Republican and the Democratic teadersin the Congress. And
. there will be anather $1.5 bilfion for food stamps. which | think

is irpanant, amang other things, because if's importani for us
to rememnbar that mos! pegple on weilare ara single mothers and
their iltie childeen, but a ot of unemployed people long-term
in this society arg singte men, and we should not furget about
hem, .

>

And one of the ihings that | like so much aboul what
Governor Camahan has been doing in Missourt is the atempl tu
integrate the efforig o put single men inlo the work farce with
the effort to put peogls from welfare into the work forze. If we
can't do this now when our unsmpioyment is five percent
nationwide and when prosperty is virfually unitorm across the
couniry, but there are pockels of pecple who gre still
unemployed, when can we do it.

So | helieve that these restorations will help vou
i your efforts, And state officials were central to this budget
debate without regard to patty, and | thank you for vour helpin
getting that imo the agresment,

Bui there's also a iol more 1o be done. You asked
{o be cut loose from the tederal govarnmaents bureaugralic
strings, and we did that, But now you have conlinuing
responsibility that is graaler, and we have contnuing
responsibiity because iU's s4 2 national prenty. Soi
think we ought to take & 100k 21 how wa're doing ~'our
surcesses, our shortcomings and aur cendinuing challenges — in
four argas: jobs, child care, rangporiation and child suppori.

Firsi, how well are we doing in ¢realing the jobis

. thal are necessary 10 move peopls from welfare 1o work? H we
require peopis to work, they have (o be abie to vork: there have
10 be jobs there for them. Nearly all the state welfare-to-work
programs inglude the iraditional elements of job search,
training. education, cormmunity work experence, placermentin
unsubsidized jobs.. Buf now — | think this is remarkable — now

3% af the 50 states are doing what I would encourage svery state
tc do, using welfare checks to subsidize privale employment for
T periud of Hms,
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Almost every stale th Amenca ioday has more money
under the welfare program of the reform law than you would have -
# the old law was in place, bacause we pegged the block grant to
the time when wollare rolis were the highest and they've droppad
at o retord rata. So the 36 states that are doing this ) predict
will find much, much greater success in geiting private smployers
to ba willing to take a chance, becausa now that we've moved 3
milon people off the rolls, you know as well as | do that the
remnaining adults on the rofig, by and large, are the hatdest fo
piace in empioyment in the privale sector, need the most : .
training, need the mos! suppori, may have 2 false start of two,
and we cennot do ft unless we have privale sector support. So
for thase of you who have done this, { take my hat off to you.

" We aiso know that there wilf be some places in this
counity where the impact of welfare is 5o great and the present
absence of pavale sector syccassiul job creation is limited,
that wi have to do more. So this agreemsnt will include $3
bitiion to go to commundies and stales 1 help you create the
work opportunities in those sreas where the private secior will

: nolbe able ¢ provide tharn atone, And.| think thaz &'z good
thing. K ) .

We also have setured in this agreément from
congressional leaders @ privata employers tax credit o help hire, - -
long-lerm welfare recipients. And i believe il is drawn as '
- narcowly as we couid draw 2, $o that the fax credit cannot, in
effec!, be used for peopla other than those who are actuaily
moving from welfara to work. "And | hope that will help you to
rmeat your goals in each state. Pennsylvania and Massachusetls
are among the states that are already doing this.

Anid | aiso balieve, if b night say, that every one _
of these workers should earn the minimum wage. And | know
there's been some debate about that. I've heard already from
Gavernor Voinovich and Governor Miller what your position is, but
1 st wani to reaffem my view that when people go into the
-workplagce and they sarn the minimur wage they cught o be able to
earn the mirimum wage, they shiouid be eligible {or the samed

\incomme tax credit, That's whatl believe: Whether we can work
sommie resolution of some'of the other issues, | don't know, but |
feel vety strongiy about that

¥ t know right now that acco:dmg lo our analysis, the
fach that we raised the minimum wage and faisad the earned hicamas
tax credit is one of the reasons a lot of pecple voluntanly
trie<t 1o move from welfare to work, and | don't think we oughi to
do anything that wouid underming that ingenlive,

Le! me say 1hat we also have a we tfammzo-work '
partnership nationaily with CEGs of large, mediuén and small
businesses. And | want fo thank Governors Thampson angd Carper
for agreeing 1o co-Chair the adwsory counci of tha!
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parinership. | think & would be 2 good thing i every state had
a simitar partnership, North Carolina, | know, is one of the

. stales - g growing list —~ that have established them iocally,

My sxpernience hias been that private employers are
sctually quite eager 1o help us solve this problam. 1 we will”
hain them with some of thalr problems, | think that they will -
cary 2 iot of this load {or us because all of Amernica has a vest

" interest in sesing that weilare is a second chance, not a way of

e, ‘
MGHM Grand Moted here has hired over 1,000 welfare
recipients during the past few years. And the state of Nevada
has set a gosl for new casinos 1o sel aside 10 percent of all
their positions for former welfare recipients. And we thank you'

S

tor.thatl, . B

. The second thing that it seems 1o me we cughtto
look atis ohitd care. We ali know thal i's essential if
fow-income families are going 10 succeed at work and at home.
And | think we 3l agree that raising children will always be our
mos! important job. B's more imporiantthan our day job. tis
the most imponiant thing any society can do..And we can't have
people with young chiliren moving inlo the work force unless they .
know that ihey're children are going ¢ be well-cared-for and - *
safe and secure in a nournshing environment while they're al
wark, :

daw, we workad hard to add $4 bikon {o the walfare
reform low 1o increase child care assislance to you, And states
ara now receiving more federsi dollars, and about half the stales
over and ahove that are incraasing ther spending beyond whatis
reeded to receive these federal funds. And for those of you that
are doing ihat. | applaud you, And | think the siates with the
biggest drop in welfare ioads wouid say — | see Governor
Thompson nodding his hesd - t believe they would say that that
has baen critical in thair endeavors. Flonda, Wisconsinand 3
fow other stajes have added quite g bit mote than reguired under
the federst jaw.

Sorsa states are cresting seamiess child care systems
which peovide subsidies far ali workers below 2 cedain income
whather they were gncs on walfara ar not. That is a mode! that !
hope one day we'll be ablg to have everywhere in America,

The First Lady and | have worked on this - she,
particularly — for a long ime. We think every child should
have access to quality child care, and we think i€'s Lhe next
great frontier it we're going fo make sure all Americans can

. succeed at home and at work. ©On Octlober 23, we're going to have

the first ever White House conference on child care, to discuss

the strengths and weaknesses of the present system and what elss
we have to do. And | hope yous wilt all be invoived in.thai and

will have representatives there, '

The third thing we have to do is to make sure we

4
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have sdequate transportation for.those moving from welfare to
work, bacause the jobs, the training programs and the child care
canters are offen outside the nsghborhoods. § must say, |

thought tknaw a tot ahout mi#ara Zwt unul we actuatly got

into the taw hore, | was unaware tha! anly s parcent of the

peaple on welfars have cars, and that in many big ¢ittes, ne .

matter how fong paople are wiling to ride the bus or the subway,

- they will naver getto the available emryéeyei obs. Thal isa
stusning statistic, . . )]

Al the same time, thora are a 101 of subwibs where .
businesses need new workers, Ang Cangress, therefore, [ hink
should put in this new transportation bill the proposal ['ve made
tor $500 million to help states and localities devise -
ransportation stategies (0 move peopia from wellars to work.

"Some comwninities and states have already started. Kentugky has-
. an Empower Kenfucky infiative that uses the resources of four

" different Cabinsat offices and 4 lreg wansportation brokerage -
system 10 assure frangportation in all areas of the stale. And

this wilt probably be something that ali of us who come from

stales with karge rural populationg, where there are pecpia in

rural areas on wellare, will have to adopt. :

' Mictzig;an's ?ro}ect Zero p{ovédes Zra ngponation in
its effort fo put every able-bodsd person to work. in Wisconsin
- thig was a stunaing siatistic to me — onty 3.5 percend of the
peaple on welfare have cars. S0 the stale has 2 job ride
iniiative to van-pool literally thousands of cgnka cily
warxers o suburban 3&23&

ae

_Dther states are spending part of the we fare biock
grant you now hava on transporiation. And { would |ust gncourage
~ youlo do mare of £, and | ask you to please help me persuade
Congress to put this $600 mitiion in the new ISTEA till, because
it vl help you to do what you have 1o do to meet your goals of
empioyment, .

., Finally, I#t me say a word about child support. The
governors havé baen in the vanguard of insisting on more uniform,
tougher child suppon raguiremends. The jegisiaion that has -
beon passed and the efforts tha! we've made together have led io

. an ingrease of 50 porcent in child support collections between

" 92 and ‘86, And that is very good - that's billions of

dotiars, But with the unanimous support fom {his body we made

sure in the wetfars law there ware tough new maasures 1o help the

states yack deadbeat parents aoross stale lineg, . )
To date, howaver, a8 you $aw from the study that was

pubiished a few days ago, nol ali slates have put these measures

in place. This is one of the crifical staps to weifare reform.

And lhe more poopie who are ghiiged to pay for their children,

who can pay for their children, are unable to escape the

obiiggation 10 pay for their children, the more fnere will be

public meney to spend on productive ways 1o help the people who
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actuaily have 10 have fse%n_ So L woudd urge all the states to
pud In place these tounh, state-wide child suppart coliections
mechanisms as fully and quickiy as possidle.

Firally, ot re say ihat | have some cancern that

» tha savings from watfare, which have been very considerabia in
some states. Wil not be used on waifgre reform 1o move sk the
peapie whe can mave from weifare into the work force, We have
ipwared waltare rolis by $3 million over 4.5 years, and thats s

great accomplishment. Bul we know we've been helped by the other
things that | mentioned,

‘ Now, 1 know in some state capitals there are big
dabates about how (0 use extra money caused by the fact Hhat the
Btock grant was pegged (o the peak wetlare caselosd and the
-caseioad is much lower in youir siates. Bot | think if wa were to
revert thess savings to other hings away from welfare reform, 2
would be a big mistake that would come homa o haunt the states
the naxt lime there Is an economic down . We would -

" anybody who does &, | think, would really wind up regrafting it
the next time there's an economic down turn, .

And i you can get peopie — aven in an ecohomic
down turn; if people ose their jobs, if they have work
expenenta now, if we can get all these peopla into the work
fores now, then when they become ungmployed, as thers will always
e some paopls who are unemployed, they will be far, far more
likely to be unamployed 1ar & shorier period of Yrme and 10 get
back o productive work more quickly.

Maryland has decided o take the money thal they
fave from fowering caseloads and they're using a¥ of it for
chifd care, transponiation ardd fraining peopts. And | think that
that is the way to go. Alter a year'of this taw, we Know that
weifarg reform will work — wis know it will. But we know that we
have a ways 1o go 1o make a Sultura of dependency a thing of the
past. And so in these four areas, for all you're doing, |
appiaud you. Butlwoedd uige you, ali of vou, fo make sure that

. you've done everything you can in each grea.

Finatly, le! me.ask your haelp in one other area. A$
all of you know, and paricutarly those of you who served with me
kriow_ educalion has been not only the cenlerpiece of a tot of
what fn trying {5 do in this second term,if's been an obsession
of mine throughou! my public e, We have made & lot of
progress since the Nalion At Risk rapont was issued in the spring
on 1983, and goversers have led the way, Bulwe have a lot mere
i do,

In the State of thy Union address | asked every
slaie & adopt high nationat standards and, by 1689, 10
particnate in testing svaey dih-grader i reading and every
8th-grader in math 16 make sure the standards are being met.

%
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' Since lissued thal call, governors and education
leafzefs in six states have agreed to participate, And | Hhanik
" the governors of North Carolina, Maryland, Massachusetis,
Michigan, Kentucky and Wes{ Virginia — three Republicans and
three Democrats — along with the Department of Defense schoals
all over the world {or Siep;ﬁf?g up tu the chaiienge.

| wish Governar Weid were here for mg to thank him,
. bui | appreciate the lact that he's wiilmg to go 1o Mexico, &nd
{ hape we £an get him thare. (Applausa.l

Last week, Secretary Riley and | went 15 tha

. Nationai Azsociation of Elernentary School Principais where we

ware able to announce, thanks to the Coalition of Great City
Schopis, that 15 of the targes! schoo! districts in this country,
_ including schogls in six of the seven larges! cities in America,
have committed to adopt national standards and to participate in
the.prograrn. This will get us up 1o about 20 percant of the
chiidren in America who ate now commidted to be 3 ;za;’t ofthisin
1989, . .

~ Now, this Is an aszamshmg thzng Forthose of us
who have been at this for a iong ume, this five years age — ihe
idaa that 15 of the targest cilieg in Amaerica, which were written
off in terms of their schcol systern, would come up and say, not ¢
only do we ne! wish to be written off, we're willing 10 be heid

accountable, and if out kids arent measuring up, we want 1o know .

about it, is an astonishing development in modern history of
education reform and something we shouid alt be very, very
excited shoul and grateful for. o .

Now, 1 know there is some retuctance here, and |

* would just ke 10 deal with 2 couple of issues. One is tha

cifies wouldnt do it Tor 2 ivng Ime because they thought that

oul Kids couldn't do #. That's the bruth, They said America

has a higher percentage of poor Kids than other counires;
America's got a more diverse stuident body than other countries;
Arnerica's got all these problems in the way they work than other
countrigs, and on ang on and 0N - ::ma thase kids, they just have
100 many loads 15 hear.

My theory is that the Kids with too many loads 1o
bear need {o be held to the highest expectations and need a good

educglion more than anybody alse. And now we know we £an do i,
. The rasulls we got just 2 1ow weeks ago from the Third

international Math and Scienca Tests, which include 3 few
thousands kids from Amernca - bt they are 3 representative
‘sampie by race, by region and by income ~ had Tor the very first
lime on any international test — our 4th graders scored way
abgve the international average in math and sciense, way above
the internstionsl average. 1t had aever happened before, Buiwa
Know we £an do it now. {Appiause.) "i‘hai‘s the good naws,

The hsd news i, the kids in the 8th grade stil
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seorad balow the intemational average. And we know why. When . .
they reach adolascence, ihay - ell the problams of adolsscence - .
come to bear. They become mare vainerable to the gangs, the

guns, the drugs, all the other things. The middie schools in

many, many of our stales were organizad — many of them are (oo

big to be functional ~ they were organized when our sociely was

far more stable and ceherent thanit is now. |

We kriow thers are a fol 0f problams wo have to face,
‘but we don'l have to guess anymors shoul whethar our X?GS can do
it. We don't have - that's not — it's not an open debate, ‘
They proved that they could do this. And we owe 2o lhem, 5o .
- wa're not deing tham any favers by nol saying we'te prepared 10
be heki i miemaﬂgn 2 standands.

. The second reservation | think is that sormehow this

. ‘was a power grab by the federaf government to erode state's . .
consiiutional respemahmty for education or local controi of

the schoals.

Now, Sacretary — Governor Riley is going 1o be here ) )
" after | feave, and | know he's been hare, but lel me reemphasize :
— G basic role here & to pay or the development of this
test. And most of you now participate in the nalional assessment
" .of education progress - aver 40 states do, Wepanicipated in
helping to pay for the developmeant of thal test, butits a o
- niational 1est that is given 1o & tepresentative sample of L
sludents; i has sothing to do with tha federal government,
Thayre not govemment quastions, government standands, . : :
government anything. We helped them o develop the 1est, Thal's . ,
what we propose to do for all the kids st he 8th and Bth grade -
lavel - 104 10 have a federal standard, byt a nalional standard,

Governor Romer has besn wariiing ue that for years., '
When 1 handed ovar thedeadership of the standards movement and
he took it up, be's baen, | think, perhaps out most passionate
and certainly our most welldnformed advocals on thzs ssus %’zzr B
leng time.

But this is not a federal governmant power grab.
#t's a question of whether thers should be natonal gtandards,  © -
Neither is i incongistent with the fact that the Deparntment of
Education has actually given more say to states and local schoot
districts than our predecessars in how 10 spend federal funds,
Sa ¢ think that that is not accurate.

Noaw, the third and the legitimata concern that a ot
of you have is that you already have sometimes more than one . ' ‘
oiher testing regime. Thatis a legitimate concern. And so we :
have to work with you if we're going [0 ask you {6 patticipate is
_ this to try to'teconcila these things so thal you're nat
ovarburdened in terms of the administrative img, the time that
kids spendd, all (hat, | undecstand there are praclical
impiementalion issues that | consider legitimale. Bul § think we
can work through those.




i just heve to say, though, | do ot befieve that we
will e the leading sconomy in the world 50 years from now unless
wa can do a more uniform job of getting people out of high schoo! -
with excelient world-class educations, | do not believe (hat.’

You have to ask yourself whether you believe that. [ dont ,
believe that. _ L,

We've got the finest system of higher education in
the world. itwill conlinue 10 carry us a long way, but we
sirply have to do a better job in K through 12, And | believa
tniswill halp. And twant to implore you to work with us and |
try 1o work through the tegitimate administrative concarns you
. have of the duplication of 1ests and the ime and @i that
business. *Wa will do evarything we can o help with that, But!
think this is a terrific opporiunity for us and nNow we know wil
can o il . y

So those are the things | wanted {osay ‘about the
budget and welfare reform and.education: stale responsibilites
invoiving aducation end welfare reform, but high nationa!
prigriies; andg ¢ritical 1o move with thege forward into the 215t
carblry, : .

Just very bnaﬁy let me mention ong more thing. |
have Gean halped greatiy by two of your former colleagues,
Governgr Kean of New Jersey and Governor Winfer of Mississippi,
who agreed to he two of the seven members of our advisory board
ir this year-kung effort we'rs making to luok 8t the state of
race felations in Amefica, race reconciliaion and where we'rg
going inte the 21st century, | think all of us know there is :
stifl some unfinished business, represanted by the continuing
debates we have in Arnerica over affi mzahve action and other
issues. But what ! think has not been as clearly thought through
are the impiications of where we' re going raczaiiy as @ country.

Today, Governor Cayetano Y zhe governer of the only -
state in America that has no majority race. In Hawail, about 2
third of the peesie are'of European hertage, about & third of
ihe peopie are of Japanese hertage, maybe a liltle lower, both;
about 18 percant of Philipping hentage, abott 16 percent native
Pacific islanders, But within five years the state of Catfornia
will hive no majordy race, At uniess there is a dramalie
_ change in birth patterns and immigration palterns — | mean a

dramatic ¢change — within 30 to 40 years in our pation as a whole

there will ha no majority raca. We have 1 think about the.
ireplications of thig.

| just weicomned all the delegates from Girls Nation
and Boys Nation 1o the White Mouse. And both the delegates from
Girls Nation ~ Governor Carison from Minnasota -~ were Asian
Americans, in Nordic Minnesota. This country is changing in
- dramatic ways. Race, ethnicity and religion is convuiging the
-, rast of the world. 1 we can somehow nat ondy respect, but !
actually cetebrata our diversity and still have people say that



the mostimportant thing is I'm en Amencan and we have one

Amarica, this is an unbelievable opportunity for us in the new

" canlury. it can do as much as anything eise to praserve our
wotld lpadarship for the things that we care about and to make

Ametica really work.

, And so | would ask ail of you over the course of the
yegr, and maybe w'll take it heyond — we'll be trying ta getin
- touth with poople in every siate ~ | hope you will participate
in this. This will be a good, healthy thing for America. Butl
i also absolutely sssential to the function of this country as
we move into the 21st century, I we can't find @ way o say
it's good, whalever our ethaie heritage is and we celebrgte &,
but the most important thing is we are & parnt of ¢na Amaerica. We

can't achiove any of these other things we want {o achieve over
the fong run. o
And again ! say, if you think about what the

governors are shoul - getting nd of false choices, gelling rd

of phony debates, going into the Tuture « this is at the core’of
that. 8o the country is i good shape, we'te moving in the dght
diraclion. We've got ta finish the job of balancing the hudgsl,
fntiow threugh on wellare, put education on the front hurner and
learn o work and live together, |f we do that, then all of us
together will leave sur grandchildren an America that wilt be
greater tharn i is today,

Thank you very much. (Agplause)
END 1143 AM PDY
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July 28, 1887
Questions and Answers - 7/25 DRAFT

Waelfare to Work

Quaestion:
states

Answer;

Question:
state

Answer:
business

Question:
hotel/casino

Answer:
hotelicasing

The President said thst Pennsylvania and Massachusetts are among

that are giving tax incentives to employers. What exactly are they
doing?

According to a report from the National Governor's Association, under
Massachussits’ Full Employment Program, employers receive subsidies
of 82.50 per hour for up to nine months, Participating employers are
also entitled 0 an excise tax oredit of $100 per moth for each FEP
amployes hired, Pennsylvania rewards employers for participating in
thair Employment {ncentive Program {EIP} by providing up to $5100 in
state tax credits for each welfare recipient an employer hires. The
amiployer can garm 1,500 of the possible tax credit by paying for or
providing child care to the welfare recipients hired. The welfare
recipient must be employed for at least one year for the employer to
receive the financiat incentives.

In his speech, the President cited North Caroling as an example of a .

that is effectively creating public-private partnerships to move weliare
recipients 10 work. What is North Carolina doing?

As part of North Carolina’s Work First Program, the state is recruiting
leaders to hire people off welfare. Many county offices have contracts
with the lacat Chambers of Commerce 1o hold job fairs once a month
and meetings with chief executives.

The President also commended Las Vegas, Nevads and the

industry for their partnership in hiring welfare recipienmts, What exactly
are they doing?

Las Vegas, the state of Nevada, the Chamber of Commerce and the

industry have been working closely to get jobs for welfare recipients.
The State goal is for new casinos to set aside 10 percent of all jobs
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for TANF recipients, Several hotels have already met this standard,
including the new MGM Hotel {1,000 positions), the Stratosphere
hotel (2,600 positions] and the Silver Legacy Hotel (2,800 positions].
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Child Care
Question:  The President said that about half the states are increasing their
spending ,
beyond what is needed to match new federal child care funds. Which
states was he talking about?
Answer: The President commended states that are making child care a priority

hecause child

Question:
are

Answer:
important

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:
the first-

care is the most critical support for families moving from welfare to
work and low-income working families struggling to make ends meet.
According to an APWA, the 24 states that are already making this
financial commitment to child care are: Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas,
California, Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, lllinois, Indiana, lowa,
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New
Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, Tennessee, Vermont,
Washington State and Wyoming.

The President mentioned Florida and Wisconsin specifically - - what
they doing?
Wisconsin and Florida are examples of states that are making

investments in child care with state funds and/or by transferring TANF
funds.

What are examples of states that have seamless child care systems?
lllinois, Michigan, Washington

What is the White House Conference on Child Care that the President
mentioned in his remarks?

Last week the President announced that he and the First Lady will host

ver White House Conference on Child Care on October 23, 1997. The
conference will examine the strengths and weaknesses of child care in
America and explore how our nation can better respond to the needs
of working families for affordable, high quality child care. The
conference builds on the Clinton Administration’s long-standing
commitment to increasing access to child care and ensuring child care
quality.



Page 5§

lﬁaq&awpd

Transportation

Question:

Answer;
Paul

Ouestion:
doliars to

The President mentioned three states that have started to address the
transportation challenges of weltare retorm. Can you tell me more
about what they're doing?

Kentucky: As part of Kentucky's "Empower Kentucky” initiative, Gov,

Patton's is developing a new transportation system that will ensure
that welfare recipients all over the state can receive safe, timely and
effective transportation to work, job training program, and child care
and health facilities. This transportation system will integrate the
transportation programs of four cabinets -~ Children and Families,
MHealth Serviges, Transportation, arnd Families and Workforce
Development-- and extend service 10 areas of the state currently

underserved. The new system will inciude creating 8-14 transportation

regions across the state, contracting with a single broker/provider in
each region, and establishing a toll-free number for recipients to
arrange for transportation through their regional broker.

Michigan: Michigan’s "Project Zero” is a pilot state effort in five
counties to reduce to zero the number of public assistance households
without earned income. As part of the pilot, three state agencies are
partnering 1o address the transportation barriers faced by participants,
Michigan's Suburban Mobility Authority for Regional Transportation
provides bus patrons with a rids from their stop 10 their work site.
New employees are provided one month of free bus service. In
addition, the Urban and Public Transportation Program provides
vehicles to counties 10 assists clients in getting 16 work and child care
sites during off-peak working hours,

Wisconsin: Wisconsin developsd “Job Ride” in 1889 (o respond o the
emerging transportation need for wellare recipients. For example,
statewide anly 2.5 percent of tamilies recaiving public assistance own
autornobiles. The program sought creatad an innovative van pool to
ink low-income job seekers with jobs in outiving suburban areas. The
program served mors than 1,100 job plagements in Milwaukee and
Southeast Wisconsin and recordad over 72,000 trips 1o work in ifs
eight-vear history.

The President noted that some states are using welfare block grant

fund transportation. Can you give me an example?
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Answer:

million of the

Question:
rritflion to

Answer!
create an

i Connacticyt., Governor Rowland has committed o using $2.2

state’s TANF doltars for transportation services for public transit
operators across the State to provide new transportation services to
move welfare recipients to work,

The President said he recently proposed legisfation providing $600

help states and local communities move people from welfare to work.
Could you tell us more about this?

The Prosident is proposing to use the $600 million in new funds to
Access to Jobs program as part of the reauthorization of the ISTEA
transportation bill. This six-year competitive grant program will
support new, Hexible, innovative transportation servicas 1o get people
to whara the jobs are.

Investing in Welfare

Question:

Answer:

The President challeriged all states to follow the lead of Maryland,
What is Maryland doing?

Maryland has committed to maintain their investment in welfare

reform efforts -~

Question:

above and beyond what the new welfare law requires. Some of the
resources are going to demonstration projects in critical areas like
reducing teen pregnancy; but most of the money is going back 1o local
communities for them to relnveast in job training and support services
1o families like case management, child care and transportation.

{Background:  The welfare law requires states 10 maintain 80% {75%
for states that meat work participation reqguirements! of their FY 84
state spending on cash assistance programs. This is called the
Maintenance of Effort (MOE) requirement. Marviand has committed to
spending 100% of its MOE.]

The President said that some states have been debating how to

divert savings

generated from welfare caseload declines away from welfare reform
efforts. Which states have been considering this? As a former
Governor, doesn’t the President understand that states often have
competing needs for dollars and have to spend any savings where they
are most needed?
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Answer: Diverting welfare savings for other uses has been discussed in
many states. We
happen to have detailed information from the Center for Public Policy
Friorities {CPPP) in Austin, Texas, an organization that monitors
budgeting decisions in the State legistature. CPPP found that Texaes
will have 3 $§383 million TANF "surplus” due 10 declining caseldads,
Of this surplus, Texas used only about one-third on services for
welfsre recipients; the state used most of the rest of the federal funds
to replace existing state spending, il budget gaps, or purchass other
services.
[Contact person at the Center: Patrick Bresette at 512/320-0222.1
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Child Suppon

Question:
enacting the

Answer:
measures of

{Question:

Answer:

The President said that some states are lagging behind in
new
child support laws. Which states have not completed work on
legislation?

Currently, 26 states have enacted the new child support enforcement

the new weltare law. The main new enforcemeant 100ls are new hire
reporting, license revocation, centralized state collections, uniform
interstate collection laws and streamiining patemity establishment.
These new measures will substantially increase child support
collgctions,

Unfartunately, 8 states have not included some of the provisions of
the new faw. Those states are Alaska, ldaho, linois, Indiana,
Marytand, Montana, Okiahoma and Vermont, Bome of the measures
not adopted by the states are new hire reporting {flincigl, and other
significant measures that makes it easier for the states to seize funds
from paychecks and property owned by deadbeat parents. Not
including all the provisions undermines the states' ability 1o ensure
that children get the support they deserve and need. The President
today sent a very strong message that states have to act quickly and
pass these crucial child support enforcement provisions.

Whai about the remaining states?

The other states and territories have either not vet finished their

legisiative ssssions

Cluestion:
provisions?

Answer;
that do not

or, under the law, have some additional time {0 pass the new
gnforcement provisions. The President sent a strong message today
that states need to put these new enforcerment tools in plage or
children will not get the full support they need.

What will happen to the statgs that don’t pass the new

We are taking the passage of these provisions very seriously. States

pass the new enforcement tools will receive a warning from HHS to
comply with the law. |f the states still do not come into compliance,
they will risk losing federal funds for their child support enforcement.
The stakes are high here, but getling badly needed support to children
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Question:

Answer:
enforcement

Question:
government

Answer:
the deadline.

is our highest priority.
Is it true that the states could also lose their federal welfare funding?

'If a state does not have a fully compliant child support
program, it
risks a loss of its federal welfare funds. Child support can be crucial
to help families achieve self-sufficiency and get off the welfare rolls.
Parents, not taxpavyers, should support their children.
Didn’t GAO recently release a report which criticized the federal

for a lack of strong leadership and direction in helping states with child
support computer systems? Aren’t a lot of states going to miss this
October’s deadline for having their computer systems up and running?

As many as 9 states say they are concerned that they will not meet

There are several main reasons why states have had difficulties.
States have experienced contractor problems, States with
county-based child support programs, like these states, have
encountered jurisdictional problems between the counties and the
states. '

The child support system is a federal/state partnership. Within this
partnership, it is the states' responsibility to implement these
important computer systems. The law clearly places this significant
project in their hands. HHS has pushed the states to meet deadlines,
provided technical assistance and where necessary suspended funding
to states which were not making progress.

Woelfare Caseloads

Question: The President said in his speech that nine states have cut their rolls by
over _
40% in the last 4 years. Which states are these?
Answer: The nine states that the President was referring to are Indiana,
Massachusetts,
Mississippi, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Wisconsin,
and Wyoming.
Question: How many people are now an the welfare ralls?
Answer: Just under 11 million, down from 14.1 million in January 1993, a drop
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of 3.1
million or 22 percent.

Question:  Why do you say that we now have the lowest percentage of the
poputation on welfare since 19707

Answer: According 1o HHS data, 4.1% of the U.S. population was on welfare
in April 1987 -- that's 11 million people out of a total U.S. poputation of 267
million. In 1870, the comparable tigures were 8.5 million people on welfare
cut of a total U.S. population of 208 million,
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Question; Why do you think the caseload numbers are down?
Answer: In May, the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA)} issued a report to

explain some

Question:

of the reasons for the dramatic decline in the welfare caseload during
the last four years. According to the CEA's analysis, over 40 percent
of the reduction in the welfare rolls can be attributed to the strong
economic growth during the Clinton Administration, nearly one-third
can be attributed to waivers granted to states to test innovative
strategies to move people from welfare to work, and the rest is
attributed to other factors -- such as the Clinton Administration’'s
priorities to increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, strengthen child
support enforcement, and increase funding for child care.

If the welfare rolls were declining before the new welfare law, why did

he need to sign it?

Answer:

The caseload reductions show why the President signed the welfare

law -- they're the best evidence that welfare reform works. As you know,
this Administration granted welfare reform waivers to 43 states so they
could impose tough work reguirements and time limits and provide incentives
that made work pay better than welfare. The 22 percent decline in welfare
caseloads since January 1993 shows that these kinds of actions work. With
the new law, governors can expand these welfare reform actions without
having to petition Washington.

July 1st
Question:

Answer:

What is the significance of the July 1 implementation date?

In accordance with the welfare law signed by the President last

August, as of July

1 all states are now operating under the tough new work rules of the
Temporary Assistance of Needy Families {TANF) program. Welfare is
now a truly transitional assistance program that requires work in
exchange for time-timited assistance.

However, even before welfare reform many states were well on there -
way to changing their welfare programs to jobs programs. By waiving
certain provisions in federal statutes, the Clinton Administration
allowed 43 states -- more than all previous Administrations combined
-- to require work, time-limit assistance, make work pay, improve chiid
support enforcement, and encourage parental responsibility. Nearly 90
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percent of states have chosen to continug or build on therr weliare
demonsiration project approved by the Clinton Administration,
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White House Hiring

Question:

2000.

Answer:

The White House pledged 10 hire 8§ welfare recipients by the vear
Have any been hired?

Yes. The Exscutive Office of the President has already hired 6 wellars

recipients. {Note that the original commitment that the “White House”™ would
hire 8 people actually reflacted the full Executive Office of the President,
including OMR and the Office of Administration. To date, the White House
has hired 3 people, OMB has hired 2, and the Office of Administration has
hBired 1.]

Walfare Privatization

Question:

Answer:
privatize

How hard are you fighting Cangressional efforts t¢ change the law to
allow privatization of Medicaid and Food Stamp operations?

We strongly oppose these proposals, believing that allowing states 1o

health and human services programs would not be in the best interests
of program beneficiaries. As you know, we recerdly toid the state of
Texas that while certain program functions, such as computer
systems, can currently be contracted out 1o private entities, the
certification of eligibility for benefits and related operations {such as
obtaining and verifying information about income and other eligibility
factors) should remain public functions.

Minimum Wage and Workfare

Question:

Are you going to accept the House welfare provisions which

undermine the minimum wage and worker protections?

Answer:

We strongly oppose the House provisions on the mimmum wage and

worker protections., We believe that everyone who can work must work, and
that those who work should earny & least the minimum wage and receive the
protections of existing employment laws - regardless of whether they are
coming off welfare.

Iy addition, the Administration strongly believes that we must retain
the welfare law’s strict emphasis on work and oppose provisions o
permit States to count addibional time spent in activities such as job
search toward the work requirements,
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Question:
going 1o

Answaer:
the anti-

What is the Administration doing to ensure that welfare recipients
work don't displace other workers?
We are strongly supporting proposed legislation that would strengthen

displacement provisions of the welfare law. We are urging Congress,
at a minimum, to include in the welfare law the non-displacement
language from H.R, 1385, the House-passed job training reform bill.
We were successful in getting these protections added to the Ways
and Means and Education and Workforce Committees on the House
side; we must ratain these improvernents in conference. We are also
urging the confereas 10 accept the Mouse provision which ensures the
Federal Government will not pre-empt State non-displacement laws
that provide greater worker protections than Federal law,

Welfare to Work in the Budget Bill

Cuestion:

Answer:
The

What do the budget bills do to promote work?

The budget agreement contains two ¢ritical welfare 1o work inftiatives.

firstis a $3 billion Welfare 10 Work fund for ¢ities and states to create
job opportunities for welfare recipients. This proposal, a centerpiece
of the President’s second-term agenda, will help move one million
adults from welfars to work., The budget agreement also includas our
proposed enhanced tax crediv that would give companies that hire
long-term welfare recipients a 50% tax credit on the first $10,000 of
wages paid over two years. In conference, we are fighting to include
the House Ways and Means version of the 33 billion welfare 1o work
program, which directs more funds towards poor citigs, and 1o ravise
the proposed welfare to work tax credit to confarm ta the budget
agreement.



National Governors® Assaciation Speech
Quesiions and Answers
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

The President said that Pennsylvaaia and Muassachuseits are among statles
that are giving tax incenfives to ensployers, What exactly are they doing?

According to a report from the National Governors’ Association,

Pennsylvania rewards employers {or participating in their Employment Incentive
Program (EIP) by providing up to 35,100 in state tax credits for cach welfare
recipient an employer hires. The employer can earn 31,500 of the possible tax
credit by paying for or providing child care 1o the welfare recipients hired, The
welfare recipient must be employed for at least one year for the employer to
receive the financial incentives, Under Massachusetts’ Full Employmeni Program,
emplayers are entitied (0 an excise tax credit of $100 per monih for each FEP
employes hired; they can alse receive wage subsidies of 32,506 per hour for up 10
nine monihs.

In his speech, the President cited North Carolina as an example of a slate

" that is effectively creating public-private partaerships to move wellare

reciptents fo work, What is North Carolina doing?

The North Carotina Department of Muman Resources, North Caroling Citizens for
Business and Industry, and chambers of commerce around the state are
collaborating on an effort to encourage businesses to hire peaple off welfare, For
example, the Mecklenburg County Chamber of Commerce, in partnership with the
local social service office, has launched an aggressive campaign urging each of its
4,700 members to hire at least ane welfare recipient -~ a goal which, if achieved,
would cut the county welfare rolls by more than half.

The President also commended Las Vegas, Nevada and the botel/easino
indusiry for their partoership in hiring welfare recipienis. What exactly are

they doing?

Las Vegas, the state of Nevada, the Chamber of Commerce and the hotel/casine
industry have been working closely to get jobs for welfare recipients. The State
goal is for new casinos to set aside 10 percent of all jobs for TANF recipients.
Several hotels have already met this standard, including the new MGM hotel, the
Stratosphere hotel, and the Silver Legacy hotel.

Which 36 states are using welfare checks te subsidize paychecks?

According to a National Governors® Association survey, all states except Alabama,
Connecticut, Idaho, Iilinois, lows, Kaasas, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota,
Mebraska, Nevada, New Mexica, Tennessee, and Uish subsidize employment,

FHMT



Child Carg

- Question:  The President said that about half the states are increasing their spending
heyond what is nceded to mateh new federal child care funds. Which states
was he falking abont?

Answer: The President commended states tbatl are making child care a prioniy bécause child

' care is the most critical support for families moving from welfare to work and jow-
income working families struggling to make ends meet. According 1o a survey by
the American Public Welfare Association {1he state welfare directors), 24 states
plan to spend more of their own dollars than they need to in order 10 match the
new federal fundds. These 24 states are: Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, California,
Connecticut, Defaware, Georgia, Hinots, Indiana, lowa, Maine, Massachusetts,
Minnescta, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio,
Qregon, Tennessee, Vermont, Washington State and Wyoming.

Question:  The President mentioned Florida and Wisconsin specifically - » what are
they doing?

Answer: Wisconsin and Florida are examples of states that are making importans
investments in child care with state funds and/or by transferring TANF funds,
Wisconsin, for example, plans to spend 3158 million in combined federal and state

funds.
Question: What are examples of states that have seamless cbild ¢are systems?
Answer: fliinois, Michigen, and Washington all provide child care subsidies based on

mcome, not whether a parent used to be on welfare ar not,

Question; What is the White House Conference on Child Care that the President
mentioned in his remarks? .

Answer: Last week the President announced that he and the First Lady will host the first-
ever White House Conference on Child Care o Ociober 23, 1997, The,
conference will examine the strengths and weaknesses of child care in America and
explore how our nation can betier respond to the needs of working families for
affordable, high quality child care. The conference builds on the Clinton
Administration's long-standing commitment to increasing access to child care and
ensuring child care quality.
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Transportation
{DOT Saff Contact: Janno Lieber 366-4450)

CQuestion:

Answer:

- Question:

Answer:

The President mentiened three states that have started to address the
transportation challenges of welfare reform, Can you tell me more about

what they’re doing? '

Kentucky: As part of Kentucky’s “Empower Kentucky” initiative, Gov, Paul
Patton is developing g new transportation system that will ensure that welfare
recipients all over the state can receive safe, imely and effective transportation to
work, job tramning programs, and child care and health facilities. This
transportation system will integrate the transporiation programs of four cabinet
departmenis -- Children and Families, Health Services, Transportation, and
Familites and Workforce Development-- and extend service to areas of the stale
currently underserved. The new system will inciude creating 8-14 transportation
repions across the state, contracting with a single broker/provider in each region,
and establishing & toll-free number for recipients {0 arrange for transpontation
through their regional broker.

Michigan, Michigan’s “Project Zera” is a pilot stare effort in five counties to
reduce to zero the number of public assistance households without earned mcome,
As part of the pilot, three state agencigs are parinering to address the
transpartalion barriers faced by participants. Michigan’s Suburban Mobility
Authority for Regional Transportation provides bus patrons with a ride from their
stop to their work site. New employees are provided one month of free bus
service. In addition, the Urban and Public Transportation Program provides
vehicles to counties to assist clients in getting to work and child care sites during
off-peak working hours.

Wisconsin: Wisconsin developed “Job Ride” in 1989 to respond to the emerging
transportation need for welfare recipients. For example, statewide only 3.5
percent of families receiving public assistance own automaobiles, The program
created an innovative van pool to hiok low-income job seekers with jobs in cutlying
suburban areas. The program has recorded over 72,000 tnips to work inits eight-
year history.

The President noted that some states are using welfare bloek grant dollars to
fund transpartation. Can you give me an example?

In Connecticut, Governor Rowland has committed to using $2.2 million of the
state’s TANF dollars for transportation services for public transit operators across
the State to provide new transportation services o move welfare recipients to
work.

687



Cestion:

Answer:

The President urged Congress to enact his proposal 1o provide $600 mitlion
io help states and local commnnities meve people from welfare fo work,
Could you tell us more ahout this?

The President is proposing (6 use the 3600 million in new funds to create an
Access to Jobs program as part of the reauthorization of the ISTEA transportation
bill. This six-year competitive grant program will support new, flexible, innovative
transportarion services 1o help former welfare reciplents get to work.

Investing in Welfare

Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

The President challenged all states to follow the lead of Maryland.
What is Maryland dolag?

Maryland has committed (o maintain its investment in welfare reform eflorts -
above and beyond what the new welfare law requires. Most of the money is going
back to local communities for them 1o reinvest in job training and support services
to families like case management, child care and transportation; other Ainds will
support demonstration projects in critical areas like teen pregnancy prevention,

[Background: ‘The welfare law requires states to maintain 80% (75% for states
that meet work participation requirements) of their FY 94 state spending on cash
assistance programs. This is called the Maintenance of Effort (MOE} requirement.
Maryland has committed to spending 100% of its MOE |

The President said that some staies have been debating how to divert savings
generated from welfare caseload declines away from welfare reform efforts.

* Which states have been considering this? As n former Governor, doesn't the

President understand that states often have competing needs for dollars and
have 1o spend any savings where they are most necded?

Diverting welfare savings for other uses has been discussed in many states. We
happen to have detailed information from the Center for Public Policy Priorities
{CPPP} in Austin, Texas, an organization that monitors budgeting decisions in the
State legislature. CPPP found that Texas wall have 2 $363 million TANF "surplus” .
due to declining caseloads. Texas used only about one-third of this surplus on
services for welfare recipients; the state used most of the rest of the federal funds
to replace existing state spending, fill budget gaps, or purchase other services,
[Contact person at the Center: Patrick Bresette at 512/320-0222.]
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Question:

Answer;

Cuesiion:

. - Answer:

Question:

Answer

Quextion:

Answer:

By bow much have child support collections increased?

As the President noted, ehild support collections increased by 50 percem from
1992 15 1996 (from $8 {6 $12 bittion). )

The President said that some states are lagging behind in enacting the new
laws which will help collect even more child support., Which states are they?

The President today sent a very strong message that states have to act quickly and
pass these crucial child support enforcement provisions. To date, 26 states have
enacted the new child support enforcement measures of the new welfare law. The
main new enforcement tools are new hire reporting, hcense revocation, centralized
state collections, uniform interstate collection laws and sireamlining paternity
establishment, These new measures will substantially increase child support
collections.

Unfortunaiely, 8 states enacted legistation which did not include some of the child
support enforcement provisions, Those states are Alaska, ldaho, Hinois, indiana,
Maryland, Montana, Oktahoma and Vennont. Some of the measures not adopted
by the states are new hire reporting (Illingis), and other significant measures that
makes it casier for the states to seize funds from paychecks and property owned by
deadheat parents. Not inchuding all the provigions undermines the states’ ability to
ensure that children get the support they deserve and need,

The remaining 16 states have either not yet finished their legislative sessions

or, under the law, have some additional fime to pass the new enforcement
provisions, The President sent a strong message today that states need to put
these now enforcement tools in place or children wilt not get the full support they
need,

What will happen to the states that don’t pass the new provisions?

We are taking the passage of these provisions very seriously. States that do not
pass the now enforcement (ools will receive & warning from HHS to comply with
the law, Ifthe states siill do not come intg compliance, they will risk losing federal
funds for their child support enforcement, The stakes are high here, but getting
badly needed support to children 1s our highest priorty.

Is it true that (he states conld alse lose their federal welfare funding?

f a state does not have a fully compliant child support enforcement program, it
risks a loss of its federal welfare funds. Child support can be crucial to help
families achieve self-sufficiency and get off the welfare rolls. Parents, not -
taxpavers, should support their children.
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Question:

Answer:

Well,

Cuestion:

Answer:

Question:

Answer!

Question:

Answer:

Dide’t GAQ recently relesse a repert which eriticized the federal government
for a lack of strong leadership and direetion in helping states with child
support computer systems? Aren’t a lot of states going to miss this Oetober’s
deadline for having their computer sysiems up and running?

Eight states have told HHS that they may not meet the child support computer
deadline - California, Hawai, Ninois, Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, Ohio and
Penngylvania, as well as the District of Columbia. There are several main reasons
why states have had difficulties. States have experienced contractor problems.
States with county-based child support programs have encountered jurisdictional
problems between the cousties and the states,

The child support systens is 2 federal/state partnership. Within this partnership, it
i$ the states’ responsibility to implement (hese important computer systems. The
Iaw clearly places this sigmficant project in ther hands. HHS has pushed the states
to meet deadlines, provided technical assistance and where necessary suspended
funding 1 states which were not making progress.

The President said in his specch that nine states have cut their rolls by over
40% in the last 4 years., Which states are these?

The nine states that the President was referring to are Indiana, Massachusetis,
Mississippi, Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Wisconsin, and
Wyoming. Wyoming’s ¢caseload has declined by 66% and Wisconsin's by 52%.

How many people are now on the welfare rolls?

Just under 11 million, down from 14.1 million in January 1993, a drop of 3.1
mllion or 22 percent.

How is it that we now have the lowest percentage of the population on-
welfare sinee 19707

According to HHS data, 4.1% of the U.S. population was on welfare tn April 1997
- that’s 11 million people out of a total U.S. population of 267 million, In 1970,
the comparable figures were B 5 million people on welfare cut of a total U S,
population of 205 million.
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Question:

Answer:

Question:

Answer:

Why do yoo think the caselond nombers are down?

In May, the Council of Economic Advisors {CEA) issued a report to explain some
of the reasons for the dramatic decline in the welfare caseload during the last four
years. According to the CEA’s analysis, over 40 percent of the reduction in the
welfare rolls can be atiributed to the strong economic growth during the Clinton
Adminisiration, nearly one-third can be attributed to waivers granted to states 1o
test innovalive strategies to move people rom welfare to work, and the rest is
attributed to other factors -- such as the Clinton Administration's priorities to
increase lhe Earned Income Tax Credit, strengthen chlld support enforcement, and
increase funding for child care. .

If the welfare rolls were declining before the new wel{are law, why did he
need {o sign it?

The caseload reductions show why the President signed the welfare law - they're
the best evidence that welfare reform works. As you know, this Administration
granted welfare reform waivers to 43 states so they could impose tough work
requirements and time himits and provide incentives that made work pay better
than weifare. The 22 percent decline in welfare caseloads since January 1993
shows that these kinds of ations work. With the new law, governors ¢an expand
these welfare reform actions without having to petition Washington.

Neww Welfare Law

CQuestion:

Answer:

What is the significance of the welfure law’s July 1 implementation date?

In accordance with the wellare law signed by the President last August, as of July

1 all states are now operating under the wough new work rules of the Temporary
Assistance of Needy Families (TANF) program. Welfare is now & truly transitionat
assistance program that requires work in exchange for time-limited assistance.

However, even before welfare reform many states were well on their way to
changing their welfare programs to jobs programs. By waiving certain provisiong
in federal statutes, the Clinton Administration aliowed 43 states - more than sl
previous Administrations combined -- to require work, time-Bmit assistance, make
waork pay, improve child support enforcement, and encourage parental
responsibility. Nearly 90 percent of states have chosen to continue or build on their
welfare demonstration project approved by the Clinton Administration.
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Question: The White House pledged io hire 6 welfare recipicnis by the year 2000,
Have any been hired?

Answer; Yes. The Executive Office of the President has already hired 6 welfare recipients.
[Note that the original commitment that the “White House™ would hire 6 people
actually reficoted the full Executive Office of the President, including OMB and the
Ofice of Administration, To date, the White House has hired 3 people, OMB has

hired 2, and the Office of Administration has hired 1.]
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besry working with businzsses and carpora-
tigng inwerssted in hiviog welfase cecipions,
inchuding United Aiciines, AT&T, Macdiou,
UPS, and hospizals. The department and
carporanions are working to establish screens
ing criceria and referral processes, as well as o
match the skills and qualificarions of recipi-
eazs w employers needs.

In parenership with locat community orgasi-
zations, the deparument of human serviees in
QWA held TANFE communicty forumsin .
neardy all of the stane's ninery-pine counties
during winter 1997, Departmenc of husman
services staff invited local businesses to anend
tés ger thelr advice on how o make federal
welfare reform succeed. The Cedar Rapids
Chantber of Commeece and an associadion of
focal employers in wastern Jowa have ex-
pressed an interest in working with the de-
pastsnent to help welfare recipienss,

A welkaee reform initistive in MAINE en-
courages cach business to hire ond welfure
recipignt, It builds on the Governers' Plus
One peagram. 2n economic developmant
initiative that encourages all businesses o hire
an additional pesson to stimudate the conomy.
The gtace reporrs that the business commu-
niiry has beens respornsive o the program.,

WISCONSIN has sought inpur from gene
players through alf phases of implemencadon
of its comprehensive welfare reform plan,
W2, Examples include 3 Governor's business
advisory commirtee thae made recormmenda-
tiens on program design; 3 staee bureau dhat
is dedicared o employer scrvices; and a re-
quirentent thac each W.2 office maintain 2
community swering commires led by the
employer commanicy and respoasible for
idengfying unsubidized eroployment oppor-
russities, craating wage-subsidized jobs for
individuals who are net job ready, and pro-
maoting enteeprenuership.

favalvement of Chambers of Commsice

Stazes also are working with local chambers of
commerce to pramote wellareowotk effors
gnd reach ous w0 dic business communion

The San Frantisco Chamber of Commerce
in CALIFORNIA recently launched San
Francisco Works in cooperation with the

United Way of the Bay Acea and the Com-
mirtee on Jobs, This busiaess and communicy
inftiative will place 2,000 welfare recipients in
private seetor jobs by 2000 through 2 pecfor
mance-based, surcomes-driven conteacting

precess with communiry-based nonprofic
tramsing providers,

Is Z‘\iE’V&BAE{: Las Vegas Chamber of

7 gk
Cominerce has been helpful in s offors w
negotiate gabling industy hiring quotas for
welfare recipients. The state goal is for new
cuinos to set aside 1§ percent of all jobs for
TANF recipiens. Soveral horeds abready have
satisfred ehe goal, including the new MGM
Horel, the Stearosphere Hotel, and the Silver

Legacy Howl,

Nerh Carofina Citizens for.ﬁasin;& and
Industey in NORTH CAROLINA s working
wich chambers of commerce across the sare
and the North Caroling Deparsment of Hu-
man Resources (o reach pur 1o emplayers and
educate them on Work First and the need ro
hire Wortk Pirst parsicipanis. Businasses thar
arg hiring Work Firs: participancs include
baoks, botels, day care centers, hospitals, law
firms, and restagrans, The Meckienbarg
Caunry Chamber of Commgree, in cospera-
tion with the county depariment of social
services, is urging eash of its 4,700 members
1o hire Work Firsc pasticipanss. The campaign
stresses thac if every chambier member hires
just one recipient, die county’s welfare rolls
will decrease bry 64 percene. fr also emphasizes
the need to ramove barriers to eesployment,
such as the lack of unsporation, dhild care,
and skills.

in OKLAHOMA the Tulss Mecropslitan
Chamber of Commerce creared indusisial
Exchange Ine. (IndEx). Thiz nonprafic
corporation provides contracead services o
Oldahoroz firms while providing training,
education, work expetience, and long-term
smployment apportunities for ¢he eco-
nomically disadvasnsaged.

In SOUTH CAROLINA Goverior David
M, Beusley has signed partatrship agreemena

with more han 40 chambers of cammerze,

INCENTIVES AND SUBPORTS FOR THE EMPLOYMENT OF SWELFARE RECIMENTS
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approximately 1,849 welfare recipienss in
jobs. Of the 1,835 recipients whe ate work-
ing, zbout 264 are in suhsidized jobs. Pra-
gram apecators repats that che wage
supplement may ger recipicnts through em-
ployers’ doars, buc they do not believe cha
the wage supplement is die major reason
employers hire welfare recipicnu.

The Work Supplementasion ngran:n in
RHODE ISLAND offers a financia! incen-
tive to employers and gives them che opportu-
nity 16 use an outside organizacion as the
smployer of record. This reduces the cases and
risks 10 che emplayer during the work supple-
mengation period, The program is adminis-
terecd through 2 consortium tharinchudes she
Rhode Istand Department of Homas $er-
vices, the Rhode biland Departmant of Ens-
ployment and Training, the Providence!
{oranston job Tratning Pareneeship Agy
(JTPA} agency, and SERobs for Progress, a
community-based erganization. The JTPA
agency is the employer af record, and dhe
employer reocives $2.50 pes hour from a wage
pool as an incentive 1o hire welfare recipients,
The state continues Medicaid coversge for
participanzs in the Work Supplemencarion
Program, Employers are expreted to hice
individuals who sarisfaceorily complere the
propram: and provide medical benefies within
rwelve months of programs complecdion.

Under the Full Employment Program, eme
ployers in MASSACH USE'I"’?S, receive subsi-
dies of 32,30 per hour, for up 1o nine
months, for hiring welfure redpienss. Foran
addirional duee months, employers receive a
$1.50 per-hour subsidy and the state depasies
$1.00 for every howr the employee works in
an individual asset ageount (JAA] for the
employee.’’ TAA is a rerention 100l; recipients
have an incendive 10 smy in 4 job longsr o
maximize IAA funds, The employes ercas the
pareicipane az an cmpi&m* assuraing mepon-
sibilicy for workers’ compensarion, labilisy
insurance, snd Social Security gaxes. Program
administracors report that the employment
program has placed dmost 700 workess since

1995 and chac ic is especially antractive 1o
small businesses.?

As paze of 2 pilot wage supplemencation’
propram in MAISSISSIPPL, employess rective
a subsidy of $3.75 per hour, for up w0 six
months, for hiring welfare recipients. The
subsidy will inecrezse 1o $4.15 per hour Ocxo-
ber I, 1997, the effective date of the acw
minimom wage. Emplayers sobrmit a time -
record for each pardcipan: 16 the state, and
reimbursements to employers are paid every
two weeks, Welfare recipienis reaeive che same
fringe beagfis as other enuy-level erinecs
and continue to receive Medicaid during the
sheemonth periad.

In OREGON the J3BS Plus program offers
armployers @ wage subsidy of $5.58 per
hour-—the state minimum wage—for up 1o
six months for hiring welfare rectpiencs. The
participant is hired as a cemporary employec
at the wage the employer typically pays @
worker in the same position. As is the case
with any other temporary employee, the
employer is respansible for payrolf eaxes and
workers compensarion costs for the JOBS
Plus participant. Afrer the fiest thicty days of
the placement, the employer is required to
concribuze 31,00 per hour 10 the employecs
individual education account, Funds in the
account are availzble 1o the parricipant or
family members after the parcicipant is hired
for a permanent ussubsidized job. The educa-
tion account accords vatue ro puticipants
grewing with the job and suppores job reren.
tion. t, after four months, the employer &
not interested iy bizing the participant, the
emplover is required ta provide up 1o cight
hours per week of paid dme for the partici-”
pant 1o conwuct 3 job sarch for the remain.
ing rwo shonths of emplaymenc. Buring the
entirs placement period, rxipients ase paired
with a comipany stsff member who serees a3

their mentor to help them adjuse w their job

respensibifities and the company’s work envi-
ronmenr. Local employer implementation
councils recruit employess w particpase in

the program.

EFFERING FINAMNCIAL INCENTIVES TO EMPLOYERS

Ly
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$10,008 of 2 woeker’s anbual wages in the firey
year and 2 30 porcent credic in che second

year.

Btate Empioyver Tax incertives

Several stares offer seste rax credirs o employ-
c1s 1o encourags the hiring of certia job
seckers, In some staves, the credies apply only,
to employars whe hire individuals from that
particular ssee to promote job availabllicy
withi the state, Other stazes provide stiding-
scale tax credics; the 2aomount of the credit
increases for businesses paying higher wages,

In MARYLAND employers can zarn up w0

$5,100 in stare rax exedics by hiding Employ-
ment Opportunicy Crediv (EOC) workess
{i.¢., welfare recipicns who received benefits
for at least three mamhs prior o employ-
ment). The credic schedule for zalary paid is
as foljows: in the first year, 30 percent of
amounss up 10 $6,000, or up 1o $1,800; in
the second year, 20 percent of amaunts up 16
$6,000, or up o $1,200; and in'the third
year, 10 percent of amounts up o $6,000, or
up ro $600. There is no limit ca the pumber
af wotkers au employer may hise. Morsover,
helping with a workers chifd care expenses
ensitles employers 1o an additional credic of
up to $600 in the firse year, up ro $500 in
the second year, and up o $400 ia the
third yeas.

By participating in the Employmen: Incentive

Program (EIP), employers iy PENNSYLVA

NIA can sarn up o 35,100 in stave tax eredics”
for each person hired who Is reeeiving TANF
or General Assistance [GA). The direct cradits
are a percentage of the acrual wages paid ©

the employee for up to thiee years. The em-
ployer may earn 31,500 of the possible credit
if the employee pays for ot provides day care
for a child of thar employee, The employes
must be retsined for at jeast one year, In fiscal
1996, BG peruent of participating employers
were cotporations, whils 14 percent were
individual parinerships; 87 percent of resipi-
ents were wanten; and 65 percent received
AFDC, while 35 percent received GA. The

vax credin form has been straamibined v one
page, and the dexdiine for Bling for crodivs
has been adiusced to be more sealistic for

empleyers,

Maost stares zlso provide financial incentives
10 cncourage peoeral business expansion.
Thase indude tax reducniotis and examptisns,
indussrial developmenc bonds, dicecs loan
programs, sconomic developmen: grzms; aagd
custamized industial rrainihg ™ Although
thesc ineantves rypacatly are not geared wo
promiore the hiring of welfare recipicns, they
seek to improve the gencral business climate
and promote hiring in targeeed aras or for
tarpeted populacions. For example, the Busi-
ness Expansion Support Actof 1994 included
incentives for employets in GEOQRGIA, in-
duding wock supplemenation for welfare
resipients; a child care credit of up o 30 pér-
cent of the employer's direcs costs for provid-
ing or sponsaring care for employees’
chitdress; 3 rerraining tax sredit equal o

50 percent of rexraining costs, up to $500 per
full-rime employes: and a job cax credis for
businesses {n czrain industries thas locare in
areas meeding specific criteris.

Arother rype of financial incentive to em-
ployers is offered in the formms of pe-interes
loans or low-Interest loans,

Banks in MONTANA zrc working with che
Mentana Board of Investments and the Mon-
rana Depariment of Pubdic Health aad Hu-
man Services o promowe ennployment
apporgunisies for Families Achigving Eco-
romic Independence ia Monens (FAIM)
pardicipants. The pariners designed 2 one-year
pitor projec under which private for-profic
eraployers ean access no-interest loans if they
hire FAIM pardicipanss. (Excension of the
toans te the nonprofit secrar will be consid-
ered afeer the pilot period ends.) The program
makes available no-tnterese loans of berwern
$16.600 and $20,000 1o employers who need
sezources o cxpand their business or hine
additional seaff. To qualify for the loan, the
employer ageees o hire 2 FAIM pacticipant
into a2 permanent, full-dme job chat pays ac

CWFFERIRG FINANCIAL INCENTIVES TO EMBLOVERS
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Credit (EOC)Y is available to qualified cmploy-
ers for up to three consecutive years; g credit

" is talien against the first $6,000 hn wages paid
to a TCA cmployce.

Massachusctes-

e it

Massachuscets’ Full Employment Program
{(FEP) iz a4 newly ereated publie-private part-
nership to provide participating cmployers
with the moans to train g quality workforee
and to expand company eperations. FEP
offees employers a nine-month wage subsidy
at $3.50 per hour for cach employee hired
through FEP One dollar of the subsidy is
diverted by the commonwealth and main-
tained in an Individual Asset Accoumt (1AA)
for cach FEP employee, resulting in a net
reimburscment to the FEP employer of 82.50
per hour, ;
Participating employers are also entitled to
an cxcise tax ¢redit of $100 per month (up to
#1,200 per year) for each FEP employee
hired and cmployed in a regular unsubsidized
position at any time during or immediately
after participating in FEP. Any excise tax
eredit balance can be carricd over for up to
five years. FEP provides up to 2,000 wage-
subsidized positions throughout Massachu-
setts, with health insuranee and child care
#lso provided to FEP cmplovees.

Since its inecption, FEP has placed nearly
700 individuals. FEP emplovers include
ScrvieeMASTER, which has placed 40 FEP
-participants through a contract with Ameri-
gan Airlines’ Logan Airport operations, and
20 participants at Willowwood, a health care
facility in Western Massachusetts. FEP ad-
ministrators are quick to point out that small
businesses, such as the graphic design firm
Checkerboard, constitute the vast majority of
the 340 companies currently participating in
the program.

Michigan

Work First is a coilaborative effort between
the Michigan JOBS Comimission and the
Family Independence Ageney. At the local
level, 26 Michigan Works! agencies, estab.
lished under the JTPA and administered by
local Warkdorce Development Boards (WDB),
serve as points of eatry to provide hoth
participants and employers casy acogss to
information about jobs, training options and
other program scrvices, The WDBs have
replaced the WagonerPeyser Employer Coun-
cils, JTPA 8 Percent Loceal Planning Couneils,
and 8TW DPartuerships.

The WDBs, with 4 majority of private sector
members, are responsible for all workforee
development activity in their geographic
regions and arc in the unique position to
develop loeal policy and administer program
funds. WDBs have been functioning sinee
January 1996, Local eleeted officials make all
appointments to local WDBs and ensure that
all appointees to the board reflect the broad
scope of the mission of the boards. The State
Chamber of Commerce, in conjunction with
focal chambors, assists in the recruitment of
top-lovel managenent for appointments to
the board, The boards are intended to be
decision-makers, rather than simply advisors.

To ensure a membership that reflects the
area’s industry base, cach board is required
to have representatives from at least two of
the 10 largest durable goods manufacturers in
the area. The state also is now requiring that
at least ong full-service integrated service
center be established in cach of the 26 re-
gions, By July 1, 1997, a2 minimum of 49
integrated service eenters will be operating.

The Grand Rapids-based Meijer Corp.,
Flashes Publisher, and the Buperior Plastics
Corp. of Oukland County are just u few of the

i0



ners currently operate a program called Rural
Allied Mediecal anud Business Opportunities
(RAMBO? to train low-income and ADC
rceipients in the medical, business, and
construction trades. Informal discussions
between Department of Health and Buman
Services staff and the private scetor also take
place routinely at the local and state levels.

A Governor's Roundtabie, eomposed of lead-
crs from business, industery, labor, and gov-
crnment, was recently estublished to analyze
the job and training needs of thevarious
partners and to rccommond processes, strato.
dies, and resources for linking the unem-
ploved and underemployed with jobs that
pay a living wage, The roundtable will snake
recormmmendations concerning job creation,
tax incentives, unemployment ¢ompensation,
and education and training programs.

Nchbraska is also pursuing several ageney
restruciuring cfforts. The first involves the
consolidation of the various programs that
formerly made up the Departments of Aging,
Health, Public Institutions, and Social Ser-
vices, and the Office of Juvenile Services,
into a new Nebragka Health and Human
Scrvices System. The second invalves con-
solidating soveral human resource advisory
coungils, such as the Nebraska Job Training
Couneil and the Greater Nebraska Private
Industry Couneil, into a single state Humaa
Resource Investment Council,

{N&vada *

The governor held a meeting on Mareh 26
with representatives of the Departments of
Welfare, Education, and Transportation,
among others, Those gathered sought to
develop a strategy for eoordinating agency
efforts, and for better educating the business
community and the general populace on
welfare reform. The state has been particu-
larly successful in negotiating with the gam-
bling industry on its hiring quotas for welfarc

L]

recipicnts. The state goal is for new casinos
to set aside 10 pereent of all positions jor
TANF reeipients. The new MGM hotel met
this standard when it opened with 10,0060
employees, as did the Stratospliere hotel
(2,600 positions) and the Silver 1egacy in
Northern Nevada {2,800 positions}. The Las
Vepas Chamber of Commerce has been very
helpful in imipleinenting chis strategy.

New Hampshire

The New Hampshire Employment Program is
a vollaborative ¢ffort between three New
Hampshire agencies: the Department of
Health and Human Services, New Hampshire
Employment Security (NHES), and the Job
Training Council-Post Secondary Technical
College System: All employment-related
services arg provided at local NHES offices,
with local interagencey tcams eo-ocated at
cach NHES office. Each applicant for welfare
is referred to an employment team within 72
hours.

The Laconia pilot praject began to test this
interagency collaboration and new model of
case management in March 1995, In 1996,
the interagency collaboration was expanded
statewide. The Business and Industry Coordi-
nator is also developing an education and
marketing campaign for New Hampshire
employers, with a focus on small businesses,
and negotiating to have UPS offer its HABITS
mini-training session to seleeted welfare
elients.

New Jersey

New Jersey is pursuing a host of outreach
strategies to increase private-sector participa-
tion in welfare-to-work efforts. These include
dedieating two full-time staff within the stawe
Department of Human Services” Office of
Poliey and Planning to work with the private
sector, timplementing special job ereation and
developmeont strategies with the state Depare-

13
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(‘N()rth Caroling’

The North Carolina Departmient of Human
Resourees, North Caroling Citizens for Busi-
ness and Induastry, and chambers of coni-
meree around the state are collaborating to
educate emplovers statewide on Work First
and the need 1o hire Work First participants.
A wide array of businesses, of all sizes, arc
liiring Work First participants, including
Wachovia Bank, First Citizens Bank, Triangle
Bank, the Radisson Plaza Hotel, Purolator
Products, and Host Marriott, not to mention a
host of day-care centers, ho%p:iais law f:mﬁ,
and restaurants.

Mecklenburg Couoty’s 16-member Work First
Advisory Board focuscs on transportation,
child-care, and training issues. The board
surveyed 80 businesses that have hired Work
First participants to determine i they would
allow new participants to visit them to sce
firsthand what the work entails. The board
has also asked emplovers for written descrip-
tions of what these jobs require.

The Mecklenburg County Chamber of Com-
mieree, in partnership with the Mecklenburg
County Department of Social Services, has
launched an aggressive eampaign urging each
of its 4,700 members to hire Work First
participants, The campaign stresses that if
every chamber member were to hire just one
reeipient, the wellare rolls in Meckienburg
County would drop by 50 pereent. The effort
also stresses removing barriers to employ-
ment in the areas of transportation, child
eare, and training,

Ohio

The Ohio Department of Human Services has,
a number of programs in place to ¢ncourage
businesses to hire welfare recipients. These
include the following:

« Employment Tax Credic. Ohio’s enterprise

zone law includes a tax incentive provision
for employers who hire ceonomically
disadvantaged residents, ineluding thosc
on public assistance.

* Compnunitics of Opportunity Szzi}%dms
The Ohio Department of Human Services
will provide a wage supplement to employ-
ers who hire welfare recipients in five pilot
sites. The subsidies will equal 50 percent of
wages in the first year and 25 percent in
the seeond, provided the salary is between
$8 and $11 per hour.

¢ Onethe-Job Tratming. Employers who hire
recipients and give them training neeessary
for their jobs are reimbursed for up to
$2.,000 for cach person for training costs.
Emplovers are expected to retain suecess-
ful participants.

* Subsidised Empltoyment Program. Em-
ployers receive a flat subsidy of 8350 per
month for ¢ach recipient they hire. The
subsidy ean last up to nine months.

* Work Experience Program. Ohio included
funding for an additional 3,000 slots for
this program it it 1996-1997 budget to
help welfare recipionts develop nceessary
skills. The state also allows recipients to be
placed in private for-profit organizations.

* Prevaiing Wage and Collective Bargain.
ing Reforms. For the first time, Ghio can
waive prevailing wage and collective bar
gaining laws to hire welfare recipients in
public nonprofit organizations.

As a result of these programs and incentives,
RitcAid, Reweo, Joanne Fabrics, Eddie Rauer,
andd the Fabrie Center are all very aetive in
Chio's welfarctowork effort.

Oklahoma

In 1992, the Metropolitan Tulsa Chamber of
Commeree croated Industrial Exchange, Ine.,

‘a nonprofit corporation that provides con-

tracted serviees to Oklahoma firms while
providing training, edueation, work experi-
¢nec, and long-term employnient epportuni-

18
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STATE ACTIONS TO SUPPORT WELFARE TRANSPORTATION TO WORK

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS TO JOBS

One of the biggest barriers facing people who move from welfare to work is finding
transportation to get to jobs, training programs, and day care centers. Studies across the country
have shown that over the last decade employmient opportunities have become increasingly
dispersed. The suburbs now have twice as many jobs as the inner cities, yet the inner cities have
the greatest concentration of welfarc recipients.

The Access to Jobs proposal included in the Admintistration's NEXTEA biil calls for a six-ycar,
$600 million competitive grant program (0 support new, flexible, innovative transportation
scrvices to get people to wherc the jobs are. A kev element in our Access to Jobs proposal is the
local collaboration of stakeholders and the coordination of services across communities.

Some communities and states have started to address the ransportation challenges of welfare
reform. The following states should be acknowledged for their efforts and foresight in bringing
together state and local wclfare and employment agencies with the private sector and
transportation providers (o ensure that transportation is available for welfare recipients moving to

work.
4

® Kentucky should be honored for 1ts outstanding and comprehensive approach to
providing coordinated transportation. Under Gov. Paul Patton's (D) Empower Kentucky
initiative, four cabinet offices -- Families and Children, Health Serviees, Workforce
Development and Transportation --came together and combined transportation resources

Lo develop a new coordinated free ransportation brokerage system for all their

beneficiaries. This system, which Kentucky is now implementing, will assure that
transportation is available in all areas of the state, especially those previously
underserved. -

L In Connecticut, Gov. John Rowland (R) has committed to using existing TANF dollars
for transportation services. This step is forging new partnerships to provide welfare
recipients with the transportalion necessary to successfully transition from welfare to
work. The Connecticut Department of Social Services allocated.$2.2 million of their
Federal Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) Funds for public iransit
operalors across the State to provide new transportation services to move welfare .
recipients to work. The Capital Region Council of Governments in Hartford led a broad-
based coalition in developing a comprehensive two year welfare to work transportation

pilot plan.

] In June, New Jersey Gov. Christine Todd Whitman (R) announced a $3.7 million
transportation initiative o move Work First New Jersey participants 1o work. The New
Jersey DOT will be providing technical assistance and asking each county to develop a
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transportation coordination plan. Other elements of the initiative are:
. frcc one-month mass transit passes for welfare recipients;
. a planning fund to seed solutions to transportation needs;
. one county demonstration integrating emplovment transporation into the existing
network serving seniors and citizens with disabilitics; and,
. one county dcmonstratlon crcating a feeder network for short trip connections to

public transit.

North Carolina Gov. Jim Hunt (D) is a long-standing proponent of coordinating
iransportation with human scrvice programs. On a statewide basis, 68% of the total cost
of providing services to this state's Hork Firsi participants goes 10 buying transportation
services. North Carolina is providing technical assistance 1o counties to bring together
the transportation, social services and employment programms to address client mobility
needs and is encouraging the use of excess seats on school buses for employment

transportation.

In Michigan, Project Zero is a pilot state effort in five counties to reduce to zero the
number of public assistance households without eamned income. As part of the pilot,
three state agencies are partnering to address the transportation barriers faced by

participants.

Wisconsin's Gov. Tommy Thompson (R) has long been a leader in the welfare reform
process. Statewide, only 3.5 percent of families receiving public assistance own
automobiles. The State developed Job Ride in 1989 to respond to the emerging
transportation nced for welfare recipients. The landmark program sought 1o link
transit-dependent, low-income job seekers with jobs in outlying suburban areas not™
served by traditional fixed-route transit. Last year, this innovative van pool program
served more than 1,100 job placements in Milwaukee and Southeast Wisconsin; in its
eight-year history, 72,000 trips to work have been recorded.

On May 20 the President announced grants made to 24 states and one territory by the National
Govemors' Association, in partnership with the U.S. Department of Transportation, to develop
action plans addressing the rIanSportation needs of welfare reform. These grants will foster
additional state efforts to develop coordmated h"ansporlatlon strategies that support their welfare

to work efforts.

24 states and one territory are pal:ticipatin'g: Alaska, Arkansas, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois,
Indiana, lowa, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesola, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska,

New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, the Virgin Islands,
Virginia, Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.’

bJ
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Since transportation and construction jobs are among America’s best-paying, we wanl 10 open
oppartunities in these ficlds 1o welfare recipients and other disadvamaged people.  Given the
shortage of skilled construction labor and the aging workflorce (average age 55 and rising), this
is a particolarly good time (o target entry level construction industey jobs.

DOT’s On-the-Job Training {OJT) Program requires that Federally-funded highway projects
provide apprenticeships and fraining positions in higher-paving transportation teades, sueh as
carpeniry, concrete finishing, and (ruck driving. These help women, minorities. and
disadvantaged people move into America’s construction industyy. States determine the number
of raining slots on each projset.

DOT s On-the-Job Training Supportive Services Program (OJTSS) complements the OJT

. program by providing contraciors, apprentices, and trainecs with such services as recruiliment,
counseling and job placement, transportation, child care, and skills tmaiming. InFY 96 only 12
states used the funding allowable under this program.

NEXTEA would increase incentives for states and localities to provide job training in
conjunction with Federally-funded technology and construction projects. Further the proposed
legisiation would enable them to establish hinng preferences favoring in-state welfare recipients
and residents of Empowcerment Zones and Enterprise Communities on Federal-aid highway-

projects.

Some states have outsianding records in using the OJT and OJTSS programs 1o train and place
wornen and disadvantaged people.  Since 90% of welfare recipients are woinen, these pr%rams
hold promise for moving wellare recipierits into good paying jobs,

. Maing is 2 leader tn moving worinen into the construction trades.  Since 1988 Maine’s
Department of Transportation has trained over 350 women for jobs in the highway and
bridge construction industry. Over 150 women-- one half of whom were welfare
recipients -~ worked on three recent major demonstration projects.  Child care
specifically geared to construction work schedules is a key elentent to the program's
success. For example, the program, which requires a nominal contribution from the
employees, has contributed to a record high number of women working on the Portland
Bridge project. Women now account for 10 percent of the bwz‘dmg trades workforce in
Maine.

L The Rhode Island Department of Transportation (RIDOT) has revamped its OJT/apprentice
program to provide much more comprehensive training. Rather than assigaing training slots
0 specific Federally-funded contraets, contractors are éncourage 1o hire trainees for an entire
season. RIDOT has gepercusly increased the reimbursement amount for the Federally-
funded work. RIDOT i3 also establishing a Commercial Drivers License initiative to
provide training and employment opportunities for minonity women on welfare.
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State Examples

Examplies of Suues Investing in Welfaze: )

B £t

Maryland: Maryland hag committed to maintaining 100% of it Mainienance of Effort (MOE)
Oregon: Oregon intends 10 invest in ¢ase management services and employment tfaxinirzg

Indiana: I[ndiana plans o invest i Job placement services, rural ransportation and
promating father’s responsibilities in child suppont

Examples of States Investing in Child Carg:

28 states have reporned iiat they are Investing additional state money, beyaond what the law requires, in
child care, and 12 states report that they are transferring TANF funds (0 child care.

Florida: Setting a public/private fund for child care, starting with 57 miltion.

fHinais and Wisconsin: [itmoss is tvesting $100 mitbon and Wisconsin is investing 5164 miltion (o
reach low-ingome working families

Exanmics of Model Child Sappornt Programs:

Washington: Washingion has a strong and innovative program. One of the first administrative process
stales (executive agency vather than court-based decision-making), Wasbingion State has been a Jeader in
admiswanve enforcoment through lens, levies, and wage assignments. Washingion was also the first
state with new hire seporting for child support purposes: initial internal evaluations have shown ltio be
cost-ellective and satisfactory to employers.

Colorade: Implements cowny-admimistered child suppon program that was an early leader in centralizing
cotlectons (under private contract). The child support collections process has gone from oneimvplving
two government agencies in each of the State’s 63 eounties © a single focal point. Anunseientific
estinate is that lemaround time o handle payments and send them o the ceslodzai family has dropped 19 )
T or 2 business days from the previous 15 10 45 days.

Examples of States with Model Weifare to Work Programs;

North Carolina: North Carolina has made great efforts, as part of the State’s Work First Program, (o
recruit buginess leaders to hire people off welfare. Many coumnty offices have contracts with the local
Chambers of Commeree to hold job fairs once a month and meetings with CEOs.

' ; — e , ‘
North Carolinu and Louisiana: North Carolina and Louisiana have linked with their EZ/EC’s
{(Charlotie and Louisville} o coordinaie and maximize their efforts and resources.

Nevada: Here is Las Vegas the State and the private business sector {(hotel/casing industry) have been
working closcly (o create training progrars and hire welfare recipieniz. MGM Grand Hotel has hired
pver 1500 welfare recipients during the past scveral years {still checking on issues)
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Waushington: The Seautie Jobs Initiative is a comprehensive community sirategy o move fow-income
people into the workforce, through a partnership with thie city, State, foundations, corperations,
community colleges and other non-profit organizabons.

NOTE: There are so many good examnples - Missouri, Kansas, Geargia, etc. - depénding on what you
need. We can get you more and more detail.

Michigan: Michigan’s Project Zero is an example of 2 strategy that aims o reach everyone and is
demonstration early 5uCcess.

Utah: Utah’s Single Parent Employment Program (SPED), started under a waivey (Bush
Administration) includes every family m the program.

New York: Now York is propesing @ use soine of s surplus funds for cxpanded substance abuse
treatmen)
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The Pmenal Resmaszbihty and Work Oppeﬁumty Reccncx l;anon Act af‘ 1996

{P.L. 104-193) requires that each state submit a plan to receive a Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families {TANF) block grant. The law specifies what states must address in
their plan, including how they choose'to exercise various opiions. The secretary of the
1.8, Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) is authorized (o centify cach plan
as compiete if it contains the rcquzr&d clements. States ray amend their plans at any
tme, = .

Naticonal Governors' Association (NGA} Center for Best Practices staff have compiled
the attached sunmunary of selected elements in state plans from a review of the pluns
-submitied to HHS and updated information provided or verified by the Governor's
welfare reform contact in each state. A list of Governors™ welfare reform contacts and
state administering agencies is attached to the matrix, The ¢ategories of information
selected do not represent ail program and policy decisions confronting states. They
reflect basic information on Key issues that could be summarized simply and concisely.

"The matrix does not capture the complexities of some of these categories. Other resource
materials can provide additional detail on topics such as time limits, immigrant
provisions, and individual development accounts {refer to the welfare reform information
site on NGA's Internet home page at http#www.nga org for more information).

“The information reflected in the matrix is accurate as of July 21, 1997, Some information
was not available from certain states or, in some states, decisions had not yet been made
{as indicated by the notation N/Iy. The information in this matrix is subject to change
because of further policy decisions by Governors and state legistative action. In some
cases, the matrix identifics the Governor's proposal or plan, which is not necessarily
reflected in state law at this time. Several state legistatures are still working on welfare
reform legisliation. '

Before P.L. 104-193 was enacted, many states received waivers to implement some of the
elements identified on the matrix, such as time limits on assisiance, work reguirements
within a specified period, extended mansitional child care and Medieaid assistance for
longer than twelve months, family caps, and diversion payments. Therefore, the ‘
decisions identified in the TANF stale plans may reflect the continuation of gngoing
policies autherized under walvers and may be inconsistent with provisions of the new
law,

NGA appreciales the assistance of staff of the American Public Welfare Association and
the National Conference of Siate Legislatures in helping to continually update this
document.


http:http://www.nga.org

2 National Governors® Association Center for Best Practices, July 21, 1997

Summary

Number of plans. As of July 21, 1997, all fifty {50) states, the District of Columbia, the
.8, territories of Guam and the Virgin Islands, and (he commonwealth of Pueno Rico
had-submitted TANF plans 1o HHS, and all of these plans have been ceriified as
complete. Although the Virgin Islands receatly submitted a plan, the information could

" not be incorporated into the matrix at this time. Throughout this document, the District
of Columbia, the commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the territory of Guam are included
in the counts of states. ' '

Administering agency. Each szaic must designate in its TANF plan the pnmary agency
responsible for administering the program. Some states have identified multiple

agencies.

Effective date, The effeciive dates shown on the matrix reflec the daies that the
requirements of TANF became effective, as identified by each state.

~ Continue waivers? Before P.L. 104-193 was enacted, fony-five (43} states and the

Diistrict of Columbia had HHS-approved welfare reform demonstration waivers. Some
waivers were limited to selected counties within a state, while other waivers were
applicable statewide, Under the new law, states may continue of lerminate their welfare
reform demonstration waivers. The increased flexibility of the federal welfare reform -
faw climinates the need for waivers on many provisions. Thirty-one (31) states now
intend to continue some or all of their walvers, twelve (12} states intend to discontinue
thelr waivers, two (2} states are stuil considering the issue, and seven (7} states did not
have waivers. The remaining state will implement a recently approved waiver.

Time limit shorter than 60 months? The law prohibits states from using their federat
TANF funds to provide assistance 1o a family that includes an adult who has recerved
assisiance for sixty months, regardless of whether assistance is provided consecutively,
A state may exempt up 1o 20 percent of its average monthly caseload from this tigle limit
on assistance. A number of states have shorter time limits, but most of them also have
exfensicns or exemplions that are not detailed 1n the matrix. Some states have shorter
lifetime limits, while others have shorter time Hmits that can be charactenzed as periodic
limits, under which recipients receive a centain number of months of assistance within a
longer umeframe, with assistance continving up to a lifetime limit; work activity time
limits, under which recipients must participate in @ work activity to continue receiving
assistance after a certain time; or conditional time himits, under which recipients must
meet certain conditions 1o continue receiving assistance. Twenty-one {21} states indicate
that they will have time Limits shorter than sixty months and thiny-two (32) states repont
that they will have a sixty-month time limit.

Community service after 2 months? By August 22, 1997, states must require pargnts
of carctakers who dre not working after two months of receiving assistance to participate
in comrmunity service employment unless the Governor opts out of this requirement.
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Five {3} states intend 1o implement the commaunity service requirement after two months,

forty (40) states intend to opt out of the community service requirement, and three (3)

states will make 2 decision by August 22, 1997, The remaining states, as indicated by the

notation N/, either have not yet made a decision on the COMIMUNILY SErvice requzremcm
-or did not address this issue in their plan LT '

' S A TG YR - VLS4 MERRE S

‘ ‘Work requiﬂ:ment shorter than 24 momhs" The law.requires that parents or

{:m'claqus engage in work, as defined by the state, within twenty-four months of
receiving assistance or when they are ready, whichever comes earlier, Similar to the
sixty-month time limit, states may require recipients to engage in work before the
maximum time limit specified in the law. Some states with shorter work requirements
also have exemptions or extensions that are not detailed in the matrix. Twenty-one (21)
states indicate that they will require recipients o work before twenty-four months and
thirty-two (32} states intend 1o use the twenty-four-month period in the federal law.
However, a number of states who are not setting 2 shoner work requirement reguire, or
inteng 1w require, participants (0 engage in work activities as soon as possible rather than
waiting vntil the twenty-four month point.

DifTerent treatment for out-of-state families (i.e., interstate immigrants)? States
have the option to weat families from out of state differently than state residents with -
respect (o eligibility roles and benefit levels. Thirty-eight (38) states indicate that they
will treat intersiate immigrants the same way they treat state residents and fifleen (15)
states repont that they will ueat interstate immigrants differently than state residems.

Provide TANF to legal noncitizens (i.e., qualified aliens)? The new law requires states
1o specify whether they will provide TANF (o legal noncitizens {(i.¢., qualified aliens)
who were in the United States as of August 22, 1996, and te provide a description of this
assistance if they intend to do so. Fifty-one (517 states indicate that they will provide
TANF 10 noncitizens as the federal law aliows and 1wo (2) states will not provide beanefits
10 noncitizens.

Deny TANF to drug felons? Under the new law, individuals convicied of a drug-related

 felony are ineligible to receive TANFE or food stamp assistance unless a state enacts
legisiation 10 opt out of or narrow this provision. Some siates that have opted out make
continued receipt of TANF contingent on participation in a drug treatinent program.
Oiher sintes parrow the type of felonies to which this prohibition applies. Thiny-four

{34) states plan to deny TANF to drug felons and seventeen {17) states plan o opt out of
this provision. The remaining states, as indicated by the notation N/, cither have nor yet
decided to deny TANF to drug felons, or did not address this issue in their plan.

Transitional child care longer than 12 months? The new law ends the previous
entitlement {o twelve months of transitional child care and folds funding for this care inte
a new Child Care and Development Fund. Before'P.L. 104-193 was enacted, sixteen (16)
states had received waivers 1o extend transilional child care for longer than twelve
months for famibies leaving welfare for work. Twenty-nine (29) states now indicate that
they will extend child care for longer than twelve months, though a waiver is no fonger
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required, and twenty-four (24) states-indicate lha[ they will not extend child care for
longer than twelve months. :

Transitional Medicaid longer than 12 months? The law continues transitional

. Medicaid for twelve months for families that would lose eligibility because of increased
earnings and for four months when ellglblllty is lost because of increased child support
payments. Before P.L. 104-193 was enacted, eleven.(11) states had received waivers to
extend transitional Medicaid for longer than twelve months. Twelve (12) states now.
indicate that they will continue their waiver authority to provide Medicaid assistance for
longer than twelve months and forty-one (41) states report that they will provide it for
twelve months.

Drug testing? The new law allows states 10 test TANF applicants for drug use. No state
currently requires testing of all applicants or recipients. However, some states require
testing or screening under certain circumstances. Seven (7) slates indicale that they will
test or screen under certain circumstances and forty-four (44) states report that they will
not require such testing. The remaining slates, as indicated by the notation N/I, either
have not yet made a decision on drug testing, or did not address this issue in their plan.

Allow individual development accounts (IDAs)? States may allow TANF recipients to
establish IDAs to accumulale funds to pursue postsecondary education, purchase a home,
or start a business. Funds in these accounts are nol counted in determining eligibility for
federal assistance. Twenty-four (24) states indicate that they will allow recipients to
establish IDAs and twenty-seven (27) states report that they will not allow recipients (o
establish IDAs. Some states also have established an account limit. The remaining
states, as indieated by the notation N/I, either have not yet made a decision on IDAs, or
did not address this issue in their plan.

Family cap? Although the federal law is silent on the issue of family caps on benefits, a
numbcr of states have established a cap on benefits 1o recipients who have additional
children whilc receiving welfare. Twenty-two (22) states indicate that they have a family
cap and thirty (30) states report that they do not have a family cap. The remaining state,
as indicated by the notation N/I, either has not yet made a decision on a family cap, or did
not address this issue in its plan.

" Diversion payments? Stales may provide diversion assistance Lo enable families to
avoid receiving welfare assistance. Diversion assistance may be provided in different
ways, such as through a one-time, lump-sum payment and/or the provision of health care,
child care, and other services. Olher stales require applicant job search as a diversion
stralegy. Twenty-seven (27) states indicate that they intend to provide diversion
payments and twenty-four (24) states report that they will not provide such payments.
The remaining states, as indicated by the notation N/, either have not yet decided on
diversion payments, or did not address this issue in their plan.

Subsidized employment? The law allows stales to subsidize private sector and/or public
sector employment for recipients. Typically, subsidized employment refers to “cashing
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out”” TANF, food stamip assistance, or both, and praviding funds to employers who in
turn pay wages to recipients. Some states refer to this as “work supplementation” or

“grant diversion.” Thirty-six (36) states indicate that they intend 10 subsidize privawe
sector and/or public seetor employment and sixteen (16) states report that they do no
plan 1o subsidize employment. The remuining state, a8 indicated by the notation N/,
either hus not yet decided whether o svb&zézm emg}ii}ym&m or did not aédrcsc; this issue
in its plun.

Other employment strategies? Statcs are considering a wide range of employment
strategies, some of which are noted in their TANF plans. These strategies are too
numerous and far-ranging to include in the matrix. They include, but are not limired w:

s providing 1ax credits and other financial incentives w employers (Arizona, Florida,
Hawai, Indiana, I(ansas Kcmuci(y Maryland, Moumna Pcnnsylvmm Wzscomm
ard Wyoningy; : e
creating industry partnerships and customized employinent projects {Alabama,
Connecticut, Deluware, Hawai, Kansas, Kentucky, and Oklzhoma),

s éavdi}g}w g mteragendy task forces of hinkages, zygyzmﬁy armong welfare, workforce
T and ceonomic d{:%iepmcm cysiemx “for job ereation; job' dcvck}pna.m or em;}%%m’ .
. marketing (Delaware, Georga, Hawal, lowa, Kentucky, New Hampshire, and

Pennsylvanial;
« using workforce investment boards or councils (Michigan, New Jersey, South
/ Dakota, Texas, and Vermont);
» supporting enureprencurial programs or small business Ioans (Arkansas, Hawaii,
South Dakows, and Tennessee);
s convening an employer job semmit (Ilinois and Yermont);
working with chambers of commerce (Nevada, North Carelina, Qklahoma, South
Caralina, and Virginia);
* using one-stop carcer conters (Floridu, Missouri, Utah, and Wisconsin, and
designating personne] responsible for soliciting employers 1o hire welfare recipiens
{Missoun, Now fersey, South Carading, and South Dakota).

- -

.

[ ]

L ]

Contactls: Andrea Kane, 202/624-7857, akanc @nga.org
“Rebeeea Brown, 202/624-5367, rbrown @nga.org
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Selected Elements in State Plans for Temporary Assistance for Needy Families

Note: N/l means that information s not included o the state plan or thiat declsions have not yel been made,

Btate TANF Date pias | Continue | Time timiz | Comm. Wark Different | Frovide Deny Transi Traznsi- Drug Allow Famfly Diversion | Sub.
effective seeiifled wabeers? | shorter seevies kit £ teentoent | TANFw . TANFo | dopel thonal testing? individual | cap? pay- s ped
duie campinte than &4 Wfter 2 trent far legal nom § deug chitt rare | Medlosid Bevelop- T | menis? employ-

mes.? meos.? sharier Tarniting cltizens? felans? fnnper ionger meut freal?
than 24 ren thar 12 than 12 Arcounis?
' mas? ather wus,? - §oros?
N slates? .
Atahgma HWif98 E396G yes ne na %] i e yeo 6 20 e nstatihis | no B vo
T

Alaska TN &2 ng woiver | no o P 10 yes' . Enol o ro 1o aa B0 Ty yar -

Arfanana Wy i%4 11196 s 1Y na " na S ye3 ves-2yrs, | yes-liwe. oo yos yes yeg3 Mot | yeu

Ackansas | W97 6/26/97 'Y s no yes £ w0 yest no' N ny aa yes Py yes yes

mos. manth . .

1. TANF will be providad to noncitizens tn the degree sllowed under the federat faw.

2. Drug felons will be coversd under a siate prograsn.

3PANF will be provided 1o noncilizens 1 the degres allowed under e federat low.

4. TAKF will be denied o individuals convieted of felonied invelving e manufaciure o disiribution of drugs.

5. After twelve month of ransiidonal Medicaid. stme will shift children of former recipients 0 a new prograro that covars 3t children up 10 percent of she frderal poveny lovel,

T
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Bnke TANF Date plan | Condoue ] Thwe finsde | Coman Work Hitferent | Provige Deny - Traasi- 7| Yramsd brug Allow Faunity Piversion | Sub-
cffective tertificd waivers? | sharter service require: geafment | TANE 4 | TANF (¢ | danal tionad sexting? individust | cap? pays sidized
date complele . Hnn 60 wleer & meni tar legal naa- | drug child eare | Medicaid Develogp: ments? anploy-

. st mos,? shorter lammilics citirens? fefnog? longes funger . ment . ment?
than 24 fram than 12 than I Kegounts?
e ather rrs04.? mas.? ' .
states? iy

Calitornia | HASE {4396 bac ] w5’ N4 s 22 ys e ¥eL o - yes2d yEs-24 Nt yes-op to yes an yes

* mos. T, s, $5.00%

Colorado | 57 819 ao no P ng Eo s no? e e no s na ves - e,

Cunn. I 172297 ves s 21 nn yas-2} no yeox o yes vez. 34 ne o yas no e

eatigut P, B mes.. PGS,

monk
exiension

Dielaware | SFEMGT @151 ves-panizl § yes™ no 0 o oS yez yes-24 g2 no ey yus o yes
. £108, mos.

Districe of | 1396 AT pending ot ™ o0 o5 yes his Ry (] ne 7 . ne 7o

Columbis ’ .

6. Informacon seflects the Governor™s current proposal however, major state welfare reforn izgisiation is pending, | )

1. Governts proposes (o provide assistancs (o applicants for ong year and current recipients Tor twa years for each speli oF zid within o lifetime of sixly months.

8. Assisiance is provided conditionaily based on an assessmant that the client has positively moved toward rehabilitation. . :

3. TFransitional child care assistance will be providad iF income does pol exceed 130 paroent of the Faderal poverly level, Coumiss have the oprion o gzremd: chidd care ¥ incomo dors ant excesd

185 percent of the federal poverty level.
i Transisiannl child care assistance will be provided if incorne does iad 2xuzed 78 pervem of medisn family iscoma.
11, Siste will peovide (wenty-four sooaths of assinance followed by twenty faur months of workfare and » one-moath 2xisnsion; there i no time limit fo: incapsciated rcup:m;s
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Staim FANF faate plan | Continge | Fleve limil | Comp, Work Prffarent | Provide i3eny Transi~ ) Teansi. Prag Allow Family IHisersion | Sab.
tHeetlve vertified | | wabvers? sherter - sorvion FTOT I treatment | TANF 1n TANF 0 ozt {ioryat testing? Individuad § cap? pays sirkined
dats vomplcte than 89 after L mant fur egat otn- | drug chitd care | Modicald Develop- ments? * i employ-

mos.? oyt shorter families citizens? felpmt? Innger fonger et wang?
than 14 from than 12 than 12 Accounms?
Mg 2 ather he ey ? g, ?,
states? -
Florids \Vimh 1895 no't ek o yes- yese yes ne™t ys-H4 no e [ ¥ey vrs-Fmos, | oyes
iifstime immed- . s, .o
1osal of 43 iately v
rnos,
Lieargls [HY 1721557 g yes-A ym,  § o beduze | no' yos yes-uatil yes ag B0 no veL yes welt08 | yeswpind
: mined by st . . mes. Foe
&1 . publie 4nck
private
waors

Guam Mg W7 no wiiver | no yes o ne 1 yES ne A no ag NA a9y ne

Hawaii 9T WIS yei 0 ne no L yes #o ycsg‘ ro e i) o "o yes

tazho | WiT &EIT no wis- 24 no yew, o6 yes'* yei a0 o Ry no Bo’ w5 no

V4. State will continue tts Family Transifion Progeam demonsiration in Escambia Cnumy and the progrim's waluam .

1Y, State wifl use the shorter of the respevtive ime limits.

E4. S1ate provides TANF to drug fedons except 1o thoss convicied of felonies involving drug wrafficking.

135, State will cominue its wiver requiting immonizaiions for special disenses for preschool children as & condision of teceiving agsistnce,

{8 Seare requires recipients © work g5 soon as possible after making application for 2isistance. but no lawer than twenty-four months afier first receiving ssyistance.
17. Sz will provide TANF s nancitizens untit fuly | 1998, usless the megsure is exiended by the legisiatore,

18, St will guseantee chilid oace benefies if incame does nol exceed 75 percert of s1ate medisn incoms,

19. TANF will be provided (0 minor noncitizens residing I the Uniled Siates befoer August 22, 1996, Noncilizen parents will not be eligible {m FANF bt must mnel work requiremenis ;w the

dependent minor 10 be eligible,

2
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Stame TANF Dute plan } Condnue | Tlme fmit 1 Comm, Work Differenl | Provide Deny Transi- 5 { Teansi- Drug Allow Family {Hesrsion | Suds-
effective geriilied wiivers? shorter service requires iremtnent | TANF ¢ | TANF o | deaat tionul testing? Individual | eap? pay¥- sidized
dait compleie than 6 afier 2 menl far legel non- | drug ' § child care | Mediceid Teveiop. ' . | mrenEs? eenpioy-

man.? mos.? | shorter famities | citlrens? lelgns? loager longer ment ment?
ihan 24 from thas i3 than 12 Atcounis?
s, ? wher mos.? mes.? '
. stotes?

titinois it Him7 yE§ no*’ no 110y st yen yestt yestt nts B ves yes sy ro

indiana 1155 1171496 yeu yex-24 1w ba deter- | no no yest yos o s ne vex yes 10 be -yes

mos.** mined by detmeenined |
w297 )

towa 17 7T vy posy Y p— to ey o e 24 - oty - fio yes® no-bus

it mog, under
ety contidars
akiih

0. Swae will pravide 2 maxiemum grant of 3276 o families with my carnod incormg, regardiess of size.
2§, Families in which the yousgest child is dge thirteen or older may receive anly (wenty-Ionr menihs of TANTF, stherwise, the sixty- maih time limik ap;::im
22. For the st twelve monibs of Hinols residency, state wil) provide TANF w 2 family moving fron another st in ao greaier amoyal than the state from which the family moved,

23, Persons convicted of more serious drug felonies {ie., salling or lrni’i‘ckmg} sre ineligible for TANFE. Persons cosvicisd of besser drug felonies {iu, possession) are inchigible Tor two years
unless they are in reatrnent or afleronre.

4. Biate will puarantes chidd care beaefits for working families with invome up 15 58 pereent of stawe median income,
25. Time limit applies oaly to adulis, not childran,

26, Sume will fikely eliminawe wabvers belose July 1992

VT TANF will e ;:mvidcd 10 ntinchizens i a federat motch is available, )
2R, State will require lelons 1o participate smrisfactorily in » shabililation peogram or meet olher regeirements 10 demonstrae they are not using o possessing consoiied substy nees.
29 e will pse existing program aad son-TANF funds.

38, Sune will operste iea? piloy diverston pragrams in theee @ six countiss effective Ociaber 1, 1997,
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State

TANRF

DuLe pisn

Conglnue

Tirne Honit

Allow

pram. Wark Dillerent | Provide Dery Franai. Transd. Drug Fuily Diversion | Sub.
elTactive eertified waivers? | shorter serviee rripuire- treatment | TARNF 6 | TANFio 1 tlonel it tenifng? Indiviguns | cap? page shiired
datle complcie than 60 ofter 2 roent far egal aone | drug chitd cure | Medicaid Develgp: : wiwnty? erciploy-
weon? mos.? sherler familics cithrens? | feians? fongzi jonger ment raeni?
than 24 froan ithan i fhen 12 Accongits?
mog? other mis,? mps?
states?
Hansns 1196 1129096 ¥i§ o e S i ¥es yea o ey yes'! yes (] ) no
Kentuzhy | IVIROS | 186 | nowaiver | no ne no ne yes™ ¥ vas™ na - ey 1y yug yes-on-the.
i . m%ning"
Louistana | LH1GY HW? ey wiver  } openedd 13 3} oo yes .t EC no i LT " i [
ot withs
. iz H0 o,
Maine 1121096 LI ) 8o e ny o ey yos ) B iy e i yes-3 i, | es

31, Stste will sereen olf applicants fur subsiance ahuse ond will refer clieats 1o more pxiensive westing, if aecessary. A drug 1881 may be administered as pagy of the ex;aa.nded testing.

32, Stawe will submit plan amesdroeat 1o provide TANF (o optional alien grotp.

3Y. Effeciive Ortober 1, 1997, recipients with children befow agr thirteen may receive child care oy ong as their income does ant exceed 133 persent f the fcdcrni pawmy IR

34. Subsidy is not v “eash.oun” of recipiest™s bonelits.

gL
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Skate TANF Date plan | Cantinue | Tinee Emit | Comn. Wark HiTerent Fravide Deay Transi- Transh Prug Allow Family Diversiop § Sub.
ellentive certifiesd walvers? | shorter weevice requice- wwepbment ] TANF (@ | TANF 1w | Hooal lonal testing? fndividual | cap? pay- sidized
dute somiplele than &% aferr 2 ment for fepel oome | drug child enre | Medivnid Develap- syenis? eragHay

. mis, et shorier faumilies citzens? felons? lonpgee longer meni went?
than 24 from thas 12 than 13 Atcounts?
mas.? other mnon? g,y
stales?

Maeylund | 12996 1HT ao o e ap yes. ves yes Her 1y B> ne yes™ A yes-3mon. | tobe

delerminmt

LS YN IS st yes yeu- 2 eu yen-H4 ot i this | wen yos ey no v 8L This notst s ¢ oyes 5o yes-pubiic

mrhusseits mos. davs fot s : U timw ' and privae

within 68 sEE e mpi SEEIOFS
monhs’T reciplents :

Michigan | 1OVH96 330796 it e s e ma Y yes wy™ o woonly ac § no notwthis | ae no $ome nrens

itied. £ prijeet {me
- sty $hes uni
1 %Sti
Minnesata | %197 YT s v o ym.»é; yes s P np™ fo yey'’ [ re yes< mos. | no
s

33, If healsh sssessment indicases pewmta! substance phwse issue, clicnis gre referred (0 2 managed cuee organization for further screening sod wesmens, if apprapr;am

38, Benefits for addisionn] chibdren wilf be paid w a chitd-speciic account.
37, The provision epplies to cenaih nonexempt regipients.
38, Suwte will contimuie some wabvars, bt 3Lt szl deciding whether 1o continue glhors.
39, Receat begishation avthorized the State 1o pursue this issue, bul additienst legistation is wquf before different reatment for families from other states can be implemented.

40, Here fits must be poid through 4 third-garty poyse, and individuals must set perole requirements,

41. Once trangiianal Medicnid ends, tve siate can vse 106 porcent of state Tunde 1o "By i 10 Medicald coverage for individusls whose crployers do not provide covarsge.

42. Two-parent famitics are cequired 0 work immediately. Coumties have the optiss 0 requite single perenis (o wark sogncr than six menths,
43, Poyments will be mode 1 vendor, aag state will conduct random resting.

t
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Siale TANF Date plan | Continoe  § The Hmit | Comim, Work Pifferemt | Pravide Peay Transi- Traasi- Drug Altow Family Piversion § Sub-
effmclive | certified welvers? | shorier service reguire- treatrneal | TANF o | TANF o tivexl tanal tengfag? Todividusd | tap? LTS stdized
dute comgdeis than 68 *fler 2 ment for legaluon. { deug chiid gure | Medlonid Bevelops | ments? employy

. mes,? rns.? shorter farnilies. | zitirens? | felong? 'tenger touger ment mont?
thag 3¢ trom than 11 thag 12 Acsonnis?
os? ather st maos.? )
s5atrs?
Miss- FLtaayl S 134298 na =2 ne 0 At yes Y1 yes ni B Ao e s no yes
issippl *
Mixsinird HVESS | MG ) yesdf no e no yes ¥y yes 5 no yes B yes y&&
[

Montage § 116 21997 e #oe 3 e, | 6o yeu- no yes yes yes*® "o o o no ves yes

- Palrwgys inmed.
, Program; farety

X o,
3%
ity
SELVIGE
progay

Nebraska | 17158 K243796 s - ] yes-24 LY o oo i yes yin- 34 yes- 34 no 84 yes no i
mos. with- 0%, RS, .
Ot earned
: ”

44, Sliding-Tee child vare will likely e gvnilabie after the wansition peringd,

i

5. An individusl convicied of a drugorelited offense sfter July 1, 1997, qin be required u sihimit 10 2 random deag tesl as a cnadition of elgibility,

4b. Siiding-fee child core is svailable ufter the transiiion period.
47. No awee than sixty months of assisiance will be prov

#

ided, regardiess of ihe sourte af iacome.
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State TANE Date ghan | Tontloue | Tivee mit | Corm, Wark Pifferent | Provide Beny - Trangi- Transi- Drug Allow Fnnily Diversios | Sab.
elfentive crriified walvers? sharter service reauires treptment § TANF 1o | TANFw | tional fiounf tesling? indlvidual | cap? poay- sidized
L compiele than o0 Wlier 3 fHend {or tegat pone | drug child core | Megicaid Develope menis? eenploy.
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Jertey s, and private
BEEIDTR
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48, Smbe will conduat an assessment for individunls suspecied of having substssee sbuse problems, and it may then desermioe whether to subject them 1o o dmg e,
49, Child care assistance wil) be provided i income does oot exeeed 170 percent of she Jederal poveny level.

3. Butte provides # 50 percent wage masch primarily 1o private secior trainees. March is not 8 “ensh-out™ of recipienl's benefis.
51, Siste may experiment with individual devetopment accounts through » pilol program.

52, Transhuional child core assisiance will be provided on an unlimhizd begis o the exieat fonds aoe available.

53, State witl promote public and privaie secior subsidized employmant programs lo recipicrs but wikk oot use TANE dollars 10 subsidize smploymenl,
54, information rellects the Governoe's Corrant pr:);s:m% howewet, mejor state welfare reform legisiation is pending.
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55, inforenation reflects the Governor's curtent proposal; however, maior state welfare veform legiskion is peading,

56. In an ¢igven-county demonstrytion project, the state will use the lime Bmiy of the applicant’s former siaie in determining sligibitity.

57. Sune requires prenarsl deug sortening for teriain pregnant Medicaid recipients CYAMF and Heslthy Stan) in seven mendatory managed care coustics. [ Sorecning is positive, managad osre

provider miust refer recipianis to en awmborized aleohol and wber drug addiction provider for assesement and trealment,

$8. Work requiressent applies o parents with shildren ofder thaa gne vear.

4%, Child rare nssistance will be provided w0 working Tmmities bused on income., with no tme it
60. Sszie will provide tressizional child corg on & sixding-copayment basts, with no time Heshi,
1
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Siate TANF . | Daieplan | Continoe | Time Benit | Commn, Work Diftererd | Provide Deny Trangi- * } Transh Drug Ablow Family Diversios | Sub-
effective certilted waivers? shiorier service regnire. treatment | TANY io TANF tdenal tianal testing T fadividual | cap? pay- sidized
date romplede than &8 whine 2 rent Far logul non- | drug child eare | Medionid Devrinp. : meais) empiny-
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61, State may enduct drug testisg on x oase-by-case basis once an individest has been idemified 85 secding reatment foliowiag an initia] assessmant,

£2. State wilf afiow edvcntional savings acoommts, bin it e s13 docling whether s slow ather types of individual develapment accounts.
&3 TANF will be desied 1o tudividuals cosvictan of felonies involving the manufactore or diskribuiion of drugs.

64, Sizte will implement recently granted waiver for expansion of two-parent family ehigibiliny.

65, TARF will b sdenied 10 individuals convicted of feloaiss involving the ssbe or distibution of drugs.

66, Sinle will gusranice child cere H income does not excesd 185 pernen of the federal poventy lovel : ’ !

£7. State will provide health care 10 aduits and children wegivieg TANF and 10 uainsuced children in families with incomes up 10 250 pereent of the povarty fevel, State will aiw provide healih

case tg family child care peoviders of fow-income children add the providers' minor children,
68, State is aperating a piles graject for chirty peopls to encourage mitroemarprise development; the Hmitis $2,500.
£9. Stmne is implementing a diversine pilot project, Participanis receive three months of diversion znd waive their TANY eligibility for xix montbs.

70, 1f substance shuse wisessmen s ppplication indicates 2 polreiiz! problem, cliens are relorred o wesiment  Once tesment is succcessfull w**s;;;;cicd clienis mmay b wb}cct 10 rangdom drug

sting to enture that they are drig-free. .

S
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71, Biate will provide assistance for eighicen consecutive months contingenl on recipicats’ cooperation with certain tequircmenis.,
72 The state’s work requiremend is thinty months {or single parents and spouses of incapacitsied parents, (ificen moaths for unemployed parents, and five months for familics from other slales,

73. Suare will provide assisianes 1o deug lelons uis a1 leagd June 1998,

74, Tramsstitwal child core wilf be provided based on 2 shiding (o scale, with o fime limit.

5. Subsidized employment includes work supplementation aad public ond private aonprofit comanunity service employment.
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76. There is an annual reduction of ¢ percent after forty-eight months within sixty months.

7. Swne will provide TANE 10 drug feloss with cortain limitations.
8. Transitional child care will be provided il incame docs not excead 175 percent of the Tederal poverty jovel,
F0. Suse wall provvide iransiionsl ehild care on 0 sliding-copayment hasis, with no time Hmi,
80, Former TANF reciplents will qualify for ohild care sseistands acooading 1o 8 income-based, stigding fet scale, 1o the oxtent funds are availahls,

£
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Mater * Towls inclode the Bty wates, e Disirict of Celumbia. the commonwealth of Puzeo Rico, snd the teritory of Gogen.
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State Adminstering Agencles and Gaverners’ Welfare Reform Contacts

ZGH614-8485

Atabuama Colorade Cenrgla Hawa Maryhond Kizgouri New Jorsey 35is South Caroling Yermonl
Depi, of Human Dept. o Histias Dept. of Homan epe. of Hurean Deot. of Human Dept. ol Socisl Dept. of Human Dept. of Hunon Dege. of Socinl | Dept of Soeis
Resouttes Services Resources Serviom, Resonroes Services Services Hervines Sorvines Weliare
Manhe Nachmar | Tarol Hedyos Beark H, Cohen Doug Howard ¥evin Mahon Andres Routh Brians Bavaer Jazguelin Romer | Lindt 8. Mastin lane Klitghe!
13471421160 303866, 2001 HMHIEIT4 S14381.8009 A H¥I47-7338 STAIFPNL-323T 6091773187 Sensky H0T34.3286 R4 12800
Kartn Beye Susen Harriy &14/685407%
IBIE66. 3063 200/624-7728 )
Alaska Cpanectiout Hewaii K eaias Massechusetis hontana New Mexdco Hlkdaboma South Dakota Virginix
Daept, of Hualin Depr. of Socist Depr. uf Human Prepr, nf Sowizt Depr. of, Dlepe. of Pubtic Bept. of Homan {aept. of Hurnan Dep o Social Degpt, uf Suial
and Secisd Servicex Services and Rehabilitation | Transitinnal Health and Hupas § Services Services Servives Services
Services Sarvices Axsistanct Servicas .
Ruth Ravita Sesan Chandier . Buke Rodrigurz Busan Thempsan  § James %, Soon Jogudyk
Martha Sjewart LAT-A828 ORI A9 Jante Schlansky €ikabre Mcintire {aurie Exunger SOSIEITREN0 405/523-4704 Eflenkecker 807887743
2NE24.5858 ks Fosier ST HYTFIE-3400 AE44-3622 57733168 Teen Mauser
' BOUEG. ET2Y i WIRI- 1752
Arizone Detxaare Ydahs Kentueky Michigan Nebrasks New Vork Cregun Treanessie Washinglon
Sept. of Feonomie | Dept. of Hualth iepi, of Healih Cabing: for Farmily Dept. of Hegih Depit, of Socizd Dept, of Human Dept. of Humas Depl. of Sociat
Securiy aned Soist and Weifars Farmidies anid Indepoendense and Humsa Services'! Hesonroes Serviess sad Health
Services Chiklren Apency Services Servives
Beian MeNgi Lindy High Lisa Trving Seadix Hoback Linds Rudolph ot
B0 1318 Elaine Archangels 3 208/004-2106 Johu ). Clayun ¥athy Tobin Oigere Lvmnberges S184586.40°0 354561146 BES3 134T0 Fucsed} Lidmmn
MATTA4400 By Apng SOL5EA.DT00 SEA05-4727 ANEMIE-452) Atison Kaufman ’ Bict go i pdiiuts:
Sonnders Vioka Miler T
AOR334.555) 5265647130 )
Arkansas Frigtriet of Hiinels Lovitiana Minnesis Nevada Nevih Caroling Pesnsyivania Texas West Virginig
Bept, of Hyman Columbis Eaegn. of Heman Deps, o 50632 Daeps, 1 Homan Depi. 6f Human Dept. of Heman Breon, of Public Pepa. of Humsn Depi. of Heslih
Srrvices Dept, of Hurnan Services Sorvices Services Resources Strvices Wellare Snrvicey, g1 Hurman
Scrvices - Workforce Comm- § Hevaproex
o Dalon Robest Wrighe Susan Hoffman Hon Hook Anee Wilson Prier Loousis Hosils Clogd tugtem
SU1/6R2- 8650 Koate Mastwr g 2ITFTE {0 04r342.5889 61242977952 Andrelui FEHTLI-4524 FEHIILEME ' Koea: Bodleay
0243214 6475670 Ron Lindsey SO4IR5E-0059
51 U453-3198
Califoroia Florida fndinna Mubne Atissisigns New Hampshire | North Dakota Rhuske Istand Uinhk Wisconsin
Do, of Socis Diept. of Health, Family and Souia] | £ept of Human Dept, of Human Diept. af Hialth Dept. of Haman Dept. of Human Dept. of Human Dept. of
Soeviens, Dept, of | Dept. of Childiges | Serviem Sapvitas Senders eod Husnen Services Services Services Workfores
sl Services; sk Famdly Administralion Services . Bevaloprment
Oiffioe of Criminal § Seevives Dept.of Peier Walth Anng pdate Kevin Jverson Bhery Camparadli § Behlo Amnolg-
Instice Praning Labor gnd Crrii Withams 2077287195 Hames Kathy Sgambat EURTERS Bl 401464-2473 Williams 1. isan Rogers
Fanployyrasnt IrHDAEH ) G /3892520 SO A602 Clark Groene Q538400 GERFI5G- 3015
Sandrs Sowsey Sreariy Mucys Memitz ARUEYT 2080 . .
6654201 Roae
Karen Hopgan 312324622 .
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Wyoming Puerto Rics Civmin
Dot of Family Bepe of the D, of Publie
Rervices Family Mreaith and Social
Survices
RMary Xay Hill Jenmifer Gasty
M0EYLIE IRIFTIIHN Dennis Basfrigucs
___________ - 1801

§. Pending lepistation woudd create b new depaniment of remporary srd disability assistance.




Policy Briefing

July 18, 1847

Welfare-To-Work And Child Care
A Survey Of The Ten Big States

Margy Waller

[ess thara a year after Washington launched an hisforic exporiment inwelfare reform, state
dectsions about child care benefits are undormiining one of the key principles of reforn
that work must pay more than wetfare. A PPT survey of the states with the 10 largest
casoloads, comploted in garly fuly, shows that some states are diverting child care {unds
fron the working poor to w eMare z;up{enh jeapardizing the ability of the working poor
to siny off welfare rolls. This trend, if sustained, would represent o perverse twist to
welfare reform by penalizing the very familics who are working hard to stay off welfarc

A sound welfare policy should not anly require work, bat should also "make work
pay.” To reward work over wellare, states must offer supports, including child carge, health
vare, and transportalion subsidics, te enable (he warking poor to remair int the job markat.
The rigk for [ow-wage workers who Inck child cave for their children is abvious: without
samorne Lo walch the children, a parent can't go to work.

That is why the success of welfare roforen depends on the oxistence of accessible,
afferdable, quality child care for all low wage workers: those on welare, those moving
fram wollire to werk, and those who were nover on wellare. The bost way to achicve this

is ta create a syslom that does nol make distinchions hetween workers based nn theie
“eonnections o the welfage system. But just the opposile is occurring in states like Georgla
and Ohia, which are focusing on services 1o welfarg recpionts at the expense of othar low-

wags workaors,

Churistine ?@rguson’;« stury 1s illustrative. Ferguson, a8 Wal-Mart cashier eariing
$6.80 an hour in Union Towrship, Ohiu, lost bor child care subsidy when her county
wealfare department ran out of stale funds for the program and eliminated cligibility for

- assistance to 110 families like hers, those whose earnings are higher than 125 pereent of

federal poverty guidelines. Like other states, Ohio has saved maney as its welfare caseload
has fallen. But Ohio has refused to reallocate these savings [¢r ¢hild care to the working
,pror and has reduced overall state funding for ¢hild care this yea r, even as it has pacsed
some of those savings on as tax culs,

Meanwhile, Ferguson's child care costs have mcmaced from $65 a month (her
capaymient with tho subsidy), t0 $400 a month, "['m really glad [President] Clinton wants
to do this welfare reform - 1 (hink it's dme. But you're going to send someone back to
walfare if you take their child care.” she said.! Ironigally, if one of Christing's co-workaors
I8 a recant welfare racipient, she would be catitled to-child care -- oven it her income is
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identical to Christine's, , ) d

Lacking a federal model for work-based welfare reforny, slates are experimenting -
and the results arce decidedly mixed. A fow states have moved a long way inthe direction
of creating a undversal systev of child care for all low-wage workers; Hlinois has the best
model. Twe states, and possibly a third, will reduce state Funding for child care ths yoar,
while others have made a significant new slate investmenl as they attempt o reach more
families. Many states prioritize chikt care support to families currently recelving welfare
or transitfoning from welfare to work. Most states have created incentives to child care
providers wha fill gaps in delivery to infants and workers with a nontraditional schedule,

This ropert is a part of PPIs continuing effart to monitar thase experiments - arxd
detcrming I states are traly replacing welfare with a system that supports people who
work. It is critical for states to make that investient now, while caseloads are dropping,
the econamy is strong, and states have new resources for investment in the bridge to work,

It s all the mare critical because as work requirensents for welfare recipients increase
urgler the new federal law, the demand for child core assistonce o working welfare
recipionts will oo, If states meet the work requivements, and provide child care ta thase
working famiilies, it should not come at the expanze of reducing or eliminating funding for
warking poor families. It would be unfortunate i states use the fexibility provided by the
newt daw W maindain the inequities of the old system when they have the opportunity to
design a seandoss employmeat system for all entry-level workers:

This paper examines the decisions about child core that have, or are, being made in
the 10 states with the largest welfare poapulations. It beging with a review of the
circumstances that states find themselves in under the aew welfare law and the need for
child care as an integral part of the employment system {or all Jow-wage workers. Then
il roviews same of the major findings of the survey. Finally, the paper makes five
recommendations for developing a child cave system for all low-wage waorkers,

The B:&i‘kground

Newe Welfare Law Requires Work  Last year, historic logistation oliminated the guaranieed
system of cash assistance ko poar families and replaced it with black granis to states. These
black grants are based ana formula that requires the federal government to send states the
amount of money they received st a time when ff.%féioad:«- were at an all-time high.
Although stales are. permilled o reduce state spending, 2 House Ways and Means
Commiltee report found that the states now have 34 porcent mz.m, federal resources per
weltfare family than they would have had under the old pragram?

States nved 1o se these new resources to mova a steadily increasing number of

welfare recipierits into "work activities 1o meet new fderal guidelines. In 1997, 25 percent

of the welfare caseload must be working; 50 percent of the caseload must be working by
2002, Cascload w{izzcimn can help states mect the goals. Far example, if @ state’s caseload
this year is 10 pureent less than it was in 1995, the state can'maet th wuric partzc:zpa ion rate
by having just 15 porcent of the current caselond in work activities,
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Four Cliild Care Pragrams Become One Flexible Block Grant  The new law combined four
child care program, tavgeted to different populations, inte one {lexible block grant. Each
of these separate and categorical fFuding streams was added o the existing Chald Care and
Development Block Grart, now called the Child Care and Development Fund (CCDF). The
block grant provides states with $4 billion more in fedaral child care funds por year than

LR & 2]

has ever boeen spent before. However, the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates -

that if siates contine to spend the same amount on the working poor, there will be a 81.4
billion funding shortfall for children of wellare recipients.

Because of increasaed fedeval requirements for welfare racipionty, states feel pressure
to larget new child care funds toward working welfare recipients, in arder 1o awect
inergasing, work participation voles. Qver time, such a decizsion has great potential to
increase welfare rolls as waorking poar families lose jobs {or fack of child cave,

Infant Carc and Child Care for Third Shift, Part-Time anid Weekend Warkers does siot
Meet Demand, and Demand is fucreasing Comununities are generally not meeting current
demand far infant cave. A reporl from the United States Ceneral Accounting Otfice (GAGS
on e supply of infant care ko that the percentage of current demand that is met by the
known supply (excluding informat options) ranges from 16 to 67 percent. The report notes
that the gap is greatest in podar communities”  The new federal law eliminates the
gxemption from work requiroments for parenis with children under age three, and creates
an option far states W exempl parents of childeen under age one. Since the ol rule
accountad for as much as 75 percent of the exempt population, the new inw ereases the
meed for infant care.

Most child care providers are available only during traditionol work hours, while
poor working mothers in entry level positions aften need odd-hours chilcd care because
their now jobs do not have 9-40-5 work day hours. A recent GAQ survey of child care
providers i faur communitics found that the percentage of providers offering care daring
nentraditional haurs ranged from 12 percent to 35 percent.” Most sites affering odd-hours
care are providers who operate ehild care homes (private homes with fow slots, net ¢hild
care cenfers which have a higher capacity.®

The Child Care Crunch

Many studics cite the impartance of accessible and affordable qualily child care for
workplace suceess. A GAQ report fourd that if welfare recipients received child care
subsidies, work participation rales would increase from 29 percent to 44 pereent, al a time
when thore were no time lilmits and more flexible work requirements.® Researchers repord
thata przm:'zz 'y barrier ta work participation amoeng welfarc recipients is lack of child care
~arcess”. A GAQ study of participants in wellare-to-wark pro;_,rams in 38 stites found €0
:péreent of respadints reported that a lack of child cateéis 2 barrier to work.?

Welfare recipients who leave welfare for low-wage positions need the support of
‘child care assistance 10 retain the new jobs, A GAQ report on the impact of wellare reform
on child care needs, says that a former welfare recipient may be unable to keep a job and

H
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earn cnaugh to support her family without assistance, if her child care subsidy ends before
she has moved up the career ladder to self-sufficiency.® Two earlier reports for state
welfare departments founcd that at least twenty percent of mothers in transition from
welfare to work whe Tost child care assistaree retumed o welfare ™
The cust of care is a sigrdficant factor limiting access for lownwage warkers. Fanuly
child cage costs can be hard to estimate bocause they vary depending upon type and
quality of care, geographic location, and number of childrien tn care. A :ﬁziz'vcy Of the
Wisronsin welfare cascload fowd that for over two-lhirds of the caseload, the market cost
for child care would be more than half of minimum wage earnings.”” & U5, Census report
showed that child care cosls take anaverage of 18 percent of household income for families
below the federal poverty level, while non-poor families used ondy 7 percent of houschold
income for care.”? The sane report says that the average cost is $3,856 per year D
Mothers sha wani, but canwet afford, center or hopue-based ¢are must turn (o
family or frieads, and sometimes older children as core givers. Fifty-five percent of poor
parents use informal care arrangemenis, while oaly 21 purcent of ponpoor families do so.™
These options can be less e Jiable and stable than cwh. ar-based care, Vinally, now work
requiremants may decrease the availabl !Jiy of informal care arrangements when lamily
merbers wha were able to provide care have work requirements themselves,” ‘
Employers say child care problems make employces unreliable when parenls sic
foveed 0 stay hom, or fake work time, 1o deal with care problems. The Nationol
Conference of State Legislarares reports that 80 percent of emplayers surveyed found chilkd
care prablems farce parents to use work time'® A report from the Colorado Business
Commission oa Child Care Financing corcludes thal fost wark-time and reduction in
productivity dee (o ¢hild care problems results in a $3 lallion annual loss nationwide”
Making work pay requires a comprehersive ecmployiment system with many
componentis: child care, healih care, transportation, carned incame tax eradits, ete. This
gsurvey revicwoed only the child care aspect of the empl(.symem systems statos are
developing.

The PP1 Survey: States Hove Not Taken Full Advantage of New Block Grant
Flexibility

The Progressive Policy Institute (I'PD conducted this scavey in May, fune and July of 1997
to gather information about the decisions made in the 10 states with the largest weifare
casclond (Catifornia, Florida, Georgia, Hlinols, Michigan, New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
‘Texas, and Washington)., These states include almost two-thirds (65 pczz::cnf} of the
national cascload.™ In late May, PPl sent a written survey to cach state. A large group of
key informants from state administrations, statc eb;‘;latare and child, care policy
organizations partic apa{eé in (Slow-up telephone intesviews as stale iegr«}amrcs debated
the' passage of welfare reformy use Iows, While the survey resutts provide information
available lhroag%& the first week of July, several states had not finished wark, and others
anticipate changes or have lefl some issucs to the stalé agency. Before pagsage of the new
federal law, many states prged that foderal funding for child care permit creation of
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seamless systoms so that one sot of rules -« for eligibility and application -- would apply to
alt child care applicants. Stale administrators were frusirated by gaps in service and
artificial distinctions created by narrowly targeted and categorical funding™ 1o fact, the
expressec intent of Congross in passing the law was 1o treat all working families the same.
A welfare reform guide for Manbuers of Congrass on welfare reflorm noles that the purpose
of the law is to "eliminate gaps, disruptions, and paperwork caused by the old child care
system that established separnte child care programs for cach of these groups. of parerts.™

1t secemed likely that given more flexibility, slates would ehminate artificial
distinctions and finally create a system basing eligibilily on income. All poor {amihies
wauld be ofigiible for services, if they are working - whether in an unsubsidized low wage
job, 2 comuminnity service job or workfare position. Unforhanatcly, onty a fow states inthe,
PRI survey have done what was expected. PPL found that states so far have largely
declined to take advantage of the flexibility in the new law, and are focusing resources on
working welfare rautpionts o the detrimient of othec low-wage workeys.

Olio plans to siguificantly decrense stale funding in the face of gaps i service fo warking
poor; Hinors plans to fuerease state fiwsnding by 80 percend. Two states have reduced state
spending onchdld care assistanee overall: Ohio and Pennsylvania. Governor George Pataki’
of New York proposes to deorease Ss}?éi"idiﬁ}, by 54 percent, but the legislature proposes an
increase of 13.6 percent. In Pansylvania, the doerease is relatively smaii, endy 1 pereent.
The decrease [ Ohio amounts b neaely 11 percent of state funding for child care. Every
state surveved plans o provide state malching funds for all available fuderal dollars,
(hereby increasing overall child care spending. However, al a time when there is an influx
of new federal resaurees relative o welfare casclsads, itis difficult to understand why any
slate would reduce its general revenue funding for working families.

Two states plan to increase state funding by only 1 percenty Georpa and
Washington., Qther states have recognized the vatue of an increased investment in ¢hild
care. California and Michigan plan (o increase state spending o child care by 12 and 13
percent respoctively. Texas plans o 24 percent increase next year, President Clinton
recently recoguized Florida for is sigrificant new state investment in ¢child care - 40
percent overall. THineis is the big leader hare, increasing state funding by 80 percont pver
last year. : L

Half of the states prieritize available funding to familics connected to the welfare system;
three states guarantee funds for welfare familics and provide services to other low-wage
workers ouly if finnding permits. Fiveof the 10 states surveyad intend o provide assistance

to welfare recipionts and those in transition to work before assisting other lowawage
working families. This is surprising, given the number of slate administiators, governors,

and athers who have'said that such a'system is zzzhotezzﬁy incquitable given the relative .
simifarities between these families; and the mcezzlzve it creates to anter th{z welfare system «-

to crsure eligibility for ¢hild care assistance. L .
PPT's survey asked whether states intend to guarantee assistance for child carc to

any proups. PP defined o guarantee as a promise to all who mat o figibility ovitoria that
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child care assistance would be available, no matter ?}ow many families apply during the

year. (We did not ask whether the guacantes is an entitlement by staie law.; Two states,

Ohic and Georgia, plan to guarantee child care to welfare recipients nad those intransilion
to work, while making assistance available to other working poor, “if funding permits,”
- Texas will guarantee assistance only to lamilies T transition from welfare 10 work.

Three stales say they will “quaraniee” funding for trausitional assistance for onc year
after leaving welfare for work, four other states say transitioned familics are eligible for
assistance if funding perinits within budget Innits. The Georgia, Ohio and Texas child carc
plans “guarantee” transitional child care supporl for one year ofter welfare recipients leave
wilfare for work, However, if these former welfare recipients excecd newly oreated
meeine cailings, they will fuse assistance before the end of the year. |
Feour states will provide such trangilional assistance (o as many families as possible
wichys state funding Hmite California, Florda, New York, and Penpsylvania. In New
York, Governor Pataki and the Legislature have competing proposals; the Governey would
allow local welface admindstrators to sot an income cetling for cligibility {up 1o the siate
maximum), but would not rcqufre a lime timit. The Legislatire would Finit transitional
child care support to ane year, with an incoma ceiling. Florida proposes a two-year time
Fenit for transitiondng wélfare recipients. Californda has fwo transitional programs: one
Bas & bworyear time Tmdt and no income ceiling, the other program limits assistance baged
o ncon, but not fime, )
Michdgan, THinois, and Washinglon (beghnning this fall} cover reciplents in transition
to work as part of iy income-based programs. Transitional waorkers are treated just bke
other low-wage workers -- they ave eligible until they reach fher income cetling,

Ounly three stales have moved to create a seqmless systemn of child care support for all tow-
wagy workers; seven of the largest states have'so far chasen 1o keep the old system, Only
three states surveyed by PPL have moved to develop a child care system with eligibility
hased on income: o, Michigmand Washington, Households witl income boknww 50,
60, arwd 52 porcont of the respective state median income (8M1) are cligilile for child care

services. In Michigan, working welfare recipients wid get priority, bul the state does not

anticipate a funding shortfall. There is no tinve imit on assistance inany of these states

Some states create ¢ ’Q?i’(‘f{d‘fﬂ’!!iﬁ of services for w orkfug poor, but may ot be allfe fo meet
them. Tn order o campare the income Tevels that states vso to dotermine cligibility for
¢hild care suppart, PET converted the varying state standards to a percentage of state
median income, Some states choose Lo use SMI as thair yardstick for cligibility, others base
eligibility on 2 percentage of fedoral poverty guidelines. TP uses SMI to adjust for wide
.. costof living differences; allowing for a more accurate cross-state comparison of éizgzﬁzizty
chcml lwlimiits e use of the child care block grant to hauseholds with incomes
beluw 85 percend of slate median income. Nevertheless, the PP survey found income
cailings ranging from i high of 100 percent of SMI in one California program (u 5iNg sOMe
statv funding) (o a fow of 50 percent of SMI in IlExz}sz '
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Honvever, when H comes to child care for the working poor (08 in other categorics
whaore stupport is not guaranteed), it is ¢ritical to distinguish botsween cligibility for, and
access Lo, services, States with a high income ceiling may nut provide services 1o nany of
the Dxmilics below the cciling. In Uhe past, states oflen were forced to close intake for
services, andd many slates maintained long walling Hsts, ri¢ stale admindstrator
comménted that children would be in collepe before they reached the top of & waiting list,

Michigan (60 percent of $MID), [liinois (30 percent of $MID), and Washington {52
percent of ‘ZM 1y have set eligibility relatively low compared to other surveyed states - bug,
the stale legishtures in those slales have aliocated Funding that they believe will cover all
eligible fumilies likely to apply. Mlinois has increased state funding by a whopping 80
percent sinee last year. These states have moved closest to crealing a seamiess child care
pragram with priversal access far eligible familics, determining eligibility by income rather
than making artificial distinctions based on a vecent cormection to the welfare system.

Maost states Tave erealed incenlives for filling gaps in services to parenits of infants and
warkers witl nontraditional honrs, Six of the 10 states surveyed offer, or are consichring,
an incentive for child ¢care providers who supply odd-hours care or infant care. Usually
the incuntive is a highor rate of paviment {recognizing the higher costs of sach care). In
Calilormia, pmwdus with nontraditional hours get €0ntracluai priovity, Six states will
provide incentives for infant care: California, Florida, Michigan, Neéw York, Ohio, and
Washington, Theee stales will provide incentives for add-hours care: Californda, Florida,
and Ohie. Hlinais is considaring varipus incentives and three states are not carcently
plaudng o provide incentives targeted to creation of infant or edd-hours care: Geargla,
Pernsytvama, and Texas, Pennsylvania will ask for local hyput on whether to use new
fupds for inlant care ar nordradilional care.

States are also providing incentives to alleviate other shortages, such as care far
specte! needs and schaol-age children (Lefore and after schoal hours), Finally, some states
are eneouraging callaborative approaches for child care and Head Stirt cenlers. (While
there are alza m*my issucs rel fated to provider paymoent rates and liceasing that will affect
quatity and availability of ¢are, the PPT survey did not address these fssues, i‘rgynqd
enluinced rales paid as an incentive 1o create care for targeted popudations.)

Three stafes requeire parents to returi to work when their mfaut is three mouthis old; nine
. states fail to tuke full advantage of the federal option to exempt parents of children wder
age one. All states surveyad have a newborn work exemption. HHinois provides up (o one
year {or vach nowborn - the federal maxitmum.  Georgia, Ghio, Pennsylvania, and
Washington all creats a twelve-month lifetime exemption. Governor Palaki’s propesal
guarantees a three month exemption for the birth of each child, subject ta twelve month -
lifetime limil for the pmmf local welfare agimlmsrramm would have discretion to extend
the three month éxetnption.
Florida and the New York legislature provide a thm&monih exemption for cach
child, with o lifetime limit. Michigan requires parents to work wheran indant is thirteen
woeeks old. In contrast, Texas will retain jls aurent provision, pernitting an exernption fox
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parends of children under age six, unfil September 1997, when the exemptmn wiil be 02?3}
for parants of children under ape five, At this writing, the debate over this issue is raging
in Califarnia. While the Democratic proposal creates 2 one year exemption for now
parenty, Californin Governaor Pete Wilsan has praposed a twelve-week exemption

States have developed confuging family copaynrent requiremnents. All states requiresom

£amilics 10 pay part of the cost of their child carg; California, Georgla and Washington
have camplicated formulas for caloulating family child care copayments. Washington uses
a complix st of rules that require a family carning less than 74 percent of the fuderal
poverly lovel to pay $10.00 4 week, But unce the household income exceeds 74 pereent of
federal poverty, the weekly capayment will by the greater of $20.00 or 47 porcent of the
hoasehald ingome over A0 percent of the federal poverty level, Georgia's farmuia has
three sepavate c**al%uries for elipitility and tvo different copayments. From the worker's
perspective, o may nol be easy to figure out which of the three categories applics, or which
sources of income the state will count. In California, the copayment may vary deponding
on thae ariginal sotree of funds (ederal or state), a fact the worker is not likely to know.

Stutes have set reasonable copayments for families at e poverly level. Copayment rates
A important (0 an assessment of accdss to cave because if the family share of the cost of
child care is loo high (as a percantage of housshald incoma), the family wilf nat be able to
got care wven i thoy are eligible according to the state eligibility rules. The Child Care
Burcaa at the federal Depactment of Tealth and Human Services recomumends a
copayment of no more than 10 percent of the household income.

The state copayment formudas are complicated and difficult to evaluate for their
impact o fmilies, The best way (o compare what the family will be required to contribute
is lo ask each state sbout the cost of carg for the samc hypothetical family; we asked aboal
a fmnly with one parent and two children in child care with income at 100 percant of the
fedeeal poverty guidelines, $13.330. (\PI's survey did not ask aboul copayments for other
mcomn Keels o bouschold sizes and makes mo finding on the appropriatencss of
copayment levels for these other Family cizwnmmnccsj Only ong state reporied a
copaynmiont above the recommended Tovel Toxas has a copaymont formula that reqiires

tha family to pay 11 percent of household ncame. Al athee states surveyed have set
copayments for PPs hypothoetical family of three below the recommendod lovel,

PPI'S Five Action Steps for States

This survey highlights a problem that we bope will be addressed quickly by a determined
clfort of mationaland state leaders, T s a vital puinciple of PRI that welfare velorm shoutd
- not disadvantage the wc&rkmg paor. Many stale legislatures are still in session or will be
“mieeling again in the coming months; state legislators and Governors shauld re-examine
the state child care plans and climinate any artificial distinctions that have been made
butween working poor families. Success in these 10 large states would lead the way far
smafler states'and is eritically important because the big states represent nearly two-thirds
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of the national welfare cascload. Still it is important to note that some smatler states have
crvated sysioms of child care basing eligibility on houschold income,

1) Create a seamless system of child care. Az families move from welfare, to wark(are, to
Jow-wayc, unsubsidized positions - they should not tave to change child care providers,
worey about reapplying, or deal with a new sot of rules for assistance. A seamless system
fets families cross the br idge from welfare 10 work withowt disruplion in child care
services. Bmployers urge decision-maxers to inves! in child care because they know an
employee with child care difficultios will miss work, Children should be able fo count on
seeing the same care-giver and friends; parents shoukd focus on successfully making the
Eransil o, ’
Child care assistance systems should be falr and easy to understand. Inlllinais there
will be ane set of rules for all low-wage workers Zt‘gfii‘»’i{”ig, child care assistance. B,
-Califurnia proposes the kind of system that all states should avoid: depending upon the
source of the funds, and the state department adminislering the program - parents may
have different eligibility celteria, income ceilings, time linuils, and copayments, The state
will have to treat families in idenlical sihations differently, and it will be difficult for
parents to antivipate the impact of program regulations,

2} Base eligibility for child care on income, uot o current or recent receipt of welfare. All
tow wage workers need the cortainty of affordalle, accessibie child eare. Again, Hlingis
has the rightides, Crealing a system of care that bases ofigibility on fncoma lovel ensures
that warking welfare parents got assistance, bul not at the experse of other low-wage
workers -- especially thase who have long managed to avoid asking for welfare. Those
families transitioning from welfare to work will get child care - until their income reaches
the ceiling set by the state. Carefal monitoring to cvaluate the impact of the loss of child
care assislance when families hit the "¢liff of the incame cap will be critical. If states find
that thoe lavel is sal toa law or too high, Lhwy can adjust it Michigan and Waghington
propase a syslem that bases eligibility for chitd care on houschold vwome, although,
Michigar's plan has a priority for survice to wolfare recipients, Decision-makers in these
three states believe the altocated funding will be sufficiont to assist all familics below the
income ceiling. i
A systemy that determines eligibitity based on current or previous receipt of welfare
ignores the reality that lowswage workers are likely to retuen when informal child care
arrangements fail. In the first years of block grants, pressure on available funds will be
less, because work requirements will be at the lowest levels, In the corrend economy, many
familics who would otherwise be forced to rely on welfare are working in fow wage jobs.
Helping these families now may enable them ba stabilize and move up the career ladder
so that they do nol Ea]l back into the system when the econamy falters,

3) Make copayments affordable and wnderstandable.  All familics should have the

" responsibility of contribuding to the cost of care. But, eligibilily for child care that is not
affordable iz deceptive, Itis an emply promise to say that all low-wage working families
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will be eligible, if the copayment s set so high that families carmot afford to access the child

care.  The Child Core Bureau at the Department of Tlealth and Human Services

reconmumerncls a copayment of no mwre than 10 percent of houschold income, The national
average payment is 7.5 percend of houschold income for all families ™ )

Familics should be able to understand the copayment formula and casily budget for

child care expenses. Enlry level workers often have fludtuating schedules and paychecks,
se {amilies may have to caloulate heir share of the cost with some frequency.

4) Limit gaps in service by effering inceutives to providers and taking advantage of the
federal option to exempt parents of chiildren under age ene. Staies canenhanec the capacty
of the ¢hild care system to meet the necds of parents of infanis, as well as third-shifi,
weeckend and part-time workers by providing incentives to providers.

Communitios are generally not mecting current demand for infant care. Demand
for infant care will slso increase, as the exemption for parents of young chitdren is
narrowed signilicantly in most states. Another way to limit demand for infant care, reduce
costs and support families, is to take advantage of the work oxemiption for paronds of
children nnder age one. Since the national average subsidy rate for infant care is almost
32,200 more per yuar than the subsidy for toddier care, offering o work exemption for

© parents of infanis is & fiscally prudent stop to lake in a time of imited resoarces®  More
irvportandly, it is consistent with recent findings in the rescarch an child development, At
a Congressional hearing on July 10, 1997, Dy, Edward Zigler, Storling Professov of
Psychology at Yale University and Divector of the Bush Center in Child Development snd
Social Policy, stated, “Parcats and their new babics need titne together to establish the
rhythins of Life, to reach a level of sensitive athunemcent and fus becone secarcly attached.”

5) Use block grant funds and saviugs froms caseload reductions to build. the child care
systemn for afl low-wage workers. Ina weekly radie address, President Clinton noted that
all states have ended the old welfare program, and that cascloads represent the lowest
percettage of our population on welfare since 1970, President Clinton vrged states to invest
the resources available from cascload reduction in a system that will enable welfare
reciplents Lo get and keep work -- spedifically by providing child carc.

The PP survey.asked states about their plans to increase overdl] funding for child
care. All of the stutes indicated an intontion to use the tata! available fedoral matching
Jollars. Some states are transforring funds from the Tomporary Assistance for Neady

Familics {TANE} block grant to the Child Care and Devclopment Fund. As caseloads
contimue ta drop and while the work parlicipation rates are relatively low, stales canafford
to make translers fram the TANF block grant. States can trans{er up to 30 percent of the
TANF block grant, and assistance provided by the transferred dollars is not subject to the
federal five your lifetine limit.

Most states ape increasing state funding (PP's dgfnmtwn of slate funds ducs not
include transfers from federal block grants) for ¢hild care. The only exceptions are Ohio -
and tennsylvanino which will probably expericnce a decrease from the prior year's state
sponding. In Qhde, the state chase not & continue spending $10 million from caseload
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reduction savings that was incorporated.into the state’s budget for the prior year when
counties began to run out of funds for the working poor. Given Chio’s "guaranies” of
assistance Lo families with a recent connection to the welfare system, working powr funilios
will exprerience a raduction in available child care slots. Tn New York, Governor Palaki
proposes 1 5.4 percent docrease, while the legislature proposes a 13,6 percent increasc.
Pennsylvarda’s reduction is less than 1 percent of state funding,

Conclusion

The P survey on child care shows a trend for slates ko overlook the flexibility avarlable

to thern andd retain o child care system with gaps and inequities as if the fodera)

government weare still insisting on this flawed program design.  Unforlunately, this

tendency will punish warking poor generally by {ailing to invest new resourees in their

access to child care. Every now law has potential for unintended consequences; hurting

tow-wage waorkers would be an unfortunate outcome of the historic lepistation passed last

year. States have the resources to follow the lead provided by lliinois: Create a seandess

chikd care system for entry lovel workers and fund it adequately to ensure universal zccess

for all cligible families. Welfare reform requires many difficult decisions, and it hae only

e bu-ngigt}; monthy :;iZ‘zcE.-_ the federat low passed. _Although states have filod thgzir firey c}jiid, een

*“care planand many states have completed a legislative debate on this i$sue Jegislatogand © 77 &
Governors have an angoing opporlunily and responsibility o improve the siade
employment systent. We think they will. I the meantime, Congress should carciully
monitor slate aclions and make changes in the faderal law whan necessary.

Margy Waller is seiier aualyst for social policy for the Progressive Policy Tnstitute,
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muliplying $74.15 ( the average weekly cost for famdlics making child cace payments for any child undes
3 years okdy by 52 (wacks in the yeur] foc a total of $5, 853 B0 por yeur.

14, Child Care: szefzf Care ."S:zé&&dm. Inerease §itelihood that Low-teeome Mozh:rs Wil Warﬁt 3,7,

N Cmciwx and Mewer, 2.
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16, “Mare Pirms Offer Child Care Bonefits,” Repord on Preschos! Programs, 1993, February 10,1983, In
Shelley L. Smith, My Fairchikd, and Suott Groginsky, Zerly Chiftdhoad Cve and Lid weation: Ar Juresinat
thar Werds (Denver ansd Washington, B1C Nationa] Conference of Stute Legistators, 1997) 18,

17, Report of the Calorade Busingss Commission on Child Jire Finauridg, State of Colorado, 1995, 7,

IR, While statos have filed cow plans andir the welfare and child cove laws, some states have not
finalized the legislative and budget docdisions, This informatinn is vurcent as of July 1, 1997, Most siates
auticijute ongoing adjustmend of plans.

19, fegihnony Before (e Commities an Labor and Fhuwan Rewomrees, U8 Seaaid, Child Carer Recipianty
Feee Sevvice Caps amd Supply Shortages, HEHS-95-96 (Washington, D (L GAD, 19¥5) 4.

200, Mesbars Cuide to Duplainiag the Reo Welfare Lirw ts Constiturnts: What You Need te Knete dbeut Welfare
Reforn: 1997, 7. ’ .

21, S Barenwy of the Ulenmtis, VWIS, Wha? Dees it Cost to Mivd Cher PeesehoaiersT

22, Christirw Raucher, 1997, Chitd Care Needs i fie Wshingion Metropelitan Region {Metropolitan
Washingiun Councit of Governments Child Care Advisory Comuitilles) v,
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Chart B
How TANF Surplus was Spent by Agency Real services to
{Biennial Totals; Dollarsi n Millions) welfare
reciplents
To Free Up GR and Title XX : $147.70
To Free Up GR and Title XX tha following reductiveg
wore mache:
TW( : 3683
PRY $40.7
TOH: Family Pfamjfgw $28.8
Ftinge $i00
Depsetment of Human Seevices §20.94
Yo Continue Pricace of Providing $50 Child Support o $16.28 x
TANF Recipisnts receiving Support :
For Wellare Automation 32 85 x
. Community Care and Elgibilicy ’ $i88
Texas Worldorce Commission $102.84
HOBS Training Program for TANF Aecipieats (both $39 41 x
Maintainenace of currant slois and Exgansion)
Irvest in Lang Term Succoss $20.00 b 4
Contingarcy Fund for $OBS and Long.Term Success $10.00 xX
stracegies
Adult EdurationiLiteracy for TANF Racipients £5.00 X
[ Chils Care §52.23 X
Comemunities n Schools ' , £6.00
Texas Department of Protective mdmu!ary Services £31.87
{PS Resore Cuts/Meet Increised Demand $ig03
To Furd Foalthy Famiding : 3230 .
To Expand aexd Upgrade Sendcez o Runaway and At-Risk 31178 -
Yoush (STARS)
Child Care Regulation - 3097
Texas Mental Health and Mental Retardation b1 3.60
Chitdren's Meritat Heslth Plan $3.60
Texas Education Agenicy $10.60
Adult Education/l iteracy for TANF rocipients $4.60 x
Services to Teen TANF parents $6.00 X
Migsetinneous ) $17 45
Millanniym Conversion : 3i2.98
Fringe {Estimared) ’ $4.52
Contingency ) $28.29 .
Total Surplus - , $362.16 $£{26.32
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MORANDUM

M E

From:  Patrick Bresette

Ta: Cynthia Rice, White House : The Center for
Subject:  Utilization of TANF block grant funds in Texas Public Policy Priarities
Date: July 24, 1997

Cynthia:

Artached you will find four back issues of our Policy Page :ﬁat tracked and reported on the decisions
about the TANF block grant during the recemt fegislative session. The Policy Pages siart with basic
discussions about the block gran: and cutiine a TANF spending plan that we were promoting, They {ollow
the process through untl the final recommendations of the TANF Working Group of the Budget
Conference Committee. i you read them over you can get a sense of the deliberations and the way the
legislature and political leadership were viewing the TANF funds. We are currently completing a finyi
report on how the funds wore allocated and will be using the tables on the three pages following the
Policy Pages o illustrate just what happened, The first set of tables duplicate some information in the
PPs. Here is a basic description of what the tables show: '

A} Three small charts that show
a} derails of Texas' Maintenance of eflort (MOE} requirements under TANF and the Legisiative
Budget Board’s {LBB} MOE #s in the first budgert bill
b} caleulation of the TANF “surplus” due to daclmmg caseloads, and the original alfocation of TANF
funds by LBB
¢} projectad cassinad decline for the coming biennium.
B} How the surpius was allocated in the final budget with some indication i the final column about which
expenditures might actually be considered 1o be serving those for whom the TANF block grant was
intended.
Editoriol comment: Some of what was aliocated here will provide important services to
TANF recipients in times of increased pressure to move from welfare 1o work, but it could
have been much more. We feught hard for $50 million in real job training that would resulr
in living wage jobs. We ended up with the $20 million for “Invest in Long-Term Success”
which includes $12 million for rargeted job training, $6 million for job retention and re-
employment assistance and $2 million for “local Innovation grants,” This is still woelully low
and even the new funding for the JOBSprogram — essentially a job placemsnt service - may
parely keep pacs with new federal work requiremsnts,
C} Full allocation detail of the TANF black grant and the TANF MOE state funds. In mest line items of
this chart these two sources of funds are not the only revenue, -Also, some line items that lock fike
increases are actually places where the state GR is supplanted as part of the $147, 7 million GR and Title
XX swap shown in chart B. An example is family ptanning at TDH, Noone of this $28.8 mf%ﬁon s Aow
money, its just a swap of funding sources. . . .

PO
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Notes from the coming Policy Fage:
The windfall of TANF funds was used by the state in three ways:

1} To free up GR and Title XX
$147.7 mitlion or 37.5% of the surplus

Eelatad excerpt from coming PP:

When the House Appropriations and the Senate Finance Committees began considering-the TANF surplus
several major pressures welghed on their deliberations. Ovarshadowing everything was the Governor’s
property tax relief plan and the underlying assumption that $1 biliion in state reveaue was effectively “off
the table” for budget writers. Without access to these funds pressures on all areas of the budget were
erormous, adding real significance to 3 nearly $400 million “surplus™ of federal funds. The agencies
efigible for TANF funds also faced thelr own budget pressures. One of the agencies for wham TANF
funds had historically been spent {through the £A program) ~ DPRS — faced a $65 million shortfat in Child
Protective Services. The newly formed Texas Workforce Commission {TWC) now “owned” the JOBS |
program - another historical TANF expenditure. This agency entered che session in a triple bind. 1}
Aggressive new {ederal work participation requirements for welfare recipients would now be their
rasponsibility, 2) They faced this challenge with a chronically underfunded JOBS program. cur during the
74th session and facing a shoctfall in FY 97 just w maincain existing services, and 3). the agency entered
the session carrying sigrificant political baggage. In severdl regions lecal politics ‘hiag become heated over
formation of the local workforce development boards and many legislaters were finally becoming aware
of the major restructuring they had set in motion the previous session - leading to legislators being
apprehensive about the new agency. This was exacerbated by repeated fumbling by TWC during
development of their Legistative Appropriations Request (LAR) and 2 ¢ritical report by the state auditor.

2) Te purchase new sarvices and fill existing budget gaps in key programs
318915 million or 48,1% of the surplus

Of this, only $126.32 or 31.1% {of the rotal surplus) was spent on the poor families for whom the
block grant was intended. Additionally, $30 milfion of this $126.32 million will be held in
contingency and is not available unless other allocations are expended first and certain

parformance targets are met.
3} o set aside a contingency fund $23.29 miliion or 6.% of the surplus

Talking points U'm working on:

» " The state was given a unique opportunity to invest in the types of programs that could truly help
welfare recipients move from welfare to work. With ¢locks ticking on the benefits of all recipicats this

type of assistance is more important than ever,

s Unfortunately, less than a third of the surplus funds were used of this purpose and only $12 million will
be used for ceal job training designed o move welfare reciplents imo a tiving wage job.

¢ The chronlcally underfunded JOBS program recelved a much needed infuston of funds {nearly $4{}

million} but even t this, amount will barely keep pace with new mandatory federal work partaczpamn

. rates and will not improve the quality of the secvices which aré currently nothing ‘micre zhan ;ob
piacemem ©

» The state should not havé used the TANF funds as 2 way to free up ‘state revénue to gwe a.way 2 tax:

break. This Is directly counter to the purposes of the black grant and was a short sighted budget

gambit that did not take advantage of this unique funding windfall and a good economy to help

thousands of poor wemen and children on the path o self-sufficiency.
e blah, blah, biah

An Office of the Benedicting Rasource Conter
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An update on state and federal action from

The Center for Public Policy Priorities
%00 Lydia Street » Austin, Texas 78702 « 512-320-0222 voice * 512~ 320-{}22? fax
Bin. 39

Fobruary 8, 1397
Hazzse and Senate Budget Committees Consider TANF Surplus

As we have discussed in previous Policy Poges the new federal [ .7
weolfare law <reated a block gramt = Temporary Assistance for
fleedy Families {TANE} - replacing AFDC, Tide VA Emargency
Assistance  ard  JOBS, the job eraining program for welfare

A Primary Reason for the TANF Surplus:
Lawer Estimate of Cash Benefit Becipions

Year | Avg, Mumber of Cash Benefir Becipionzs

recipients.  Texas allocation of federal funds through this block per Morth
grant is based on spending in FY 1994, Becsuse the caseload 1994 TRR 312
dectined significartly since 1994 (see Table 1), Texas will receive 1993 3% "% o
more funds under TANF than needed te ontinue programs at their :

{999 16 X1 T

current levels {see Table 2). For FY {997 the TANF aflocation is
S48£.3 mufion, Texus' budgeted expenditures of TAMF funds in FY 'E::;::iim:;::;m wolidted i ehe (B8 Budge:
97, plus potendal ernergency appropriations foe TWC, TOHS, and =

TOPRS. jeave 2 surplus of 362 million, The TANF grant increasas shightly co 5499 million in FY 98 and $512 mikion in FY
99, When the LBB released its budget recommendations for FY 98 and FY 99 they held programs at current fevels and
therefore feft a surptus of $296.5 millien for the coming biennium. Adding this to the FY 97 surplus, there is an estimated
£358.2 mittion i excess TANF funds in the coming biennium, There is also the potential of excess state general revenue
as weil. 8ecause the state is required 1o maintain only 80% of its hnsmrscai stare spending to receive TANF. the (8B
Budget leaves $77.6 eeillion in "freed-up™ GR {see Table 3}

Yavie 2 How to Use the TANF Windiall

! F o
Texas' TANF Surplus under the LBB Budget Clearly the TAMF sueplis prasonts the Sorsse ard

{Dallars i Millions] (Tetals ray ast add due 1o rounding) i o i
6% 1967 | Fr 1998 [ FY 1996 House budget committees with impormamt dacisions

'ng TPy Svses | Se3 T e about how these surpius funds will be spent, The funds
| R ——— 550 $12'? 525.? should be spent directly on the types of servicos thx
e : e - will help recipients make 2 transition_to employment.

Toral Allocation $486.3  $499.0 | 5120 :

particularly now thac thare arg tdme kmits on benefits.

T y LB.B %z;ammeﬂdcz gfa?ﬁf;l T3 TS Unfortunately, the TANF funds <an alse be moved
otal Budgeted andjor Allocated 3 ’ around in Such 3 way as to free up state gomeral

TANF Unspertin LBB Budget $620 | $1357 | $I80S5 . e (GR) for other uses. There is a very real
Total TANF Surplus $358.2-T ganger thar TANF funds will be utilized as 2 method-of-
fingnce gambit to pul! funds away from the rypes of servicas needsd to make welfare raform succeed. Thestueis ata
critical juncrure. As the House and Senate budget commitess defiberate on the wse of TANF furds, they must be
encouraged to use the funds wisely. Varlous agendies have beon | Table 3

wor%mg on proposgls for usztzg additional TANF funds. Howegver, | Texas' Maintenance of ﬁffort Requ:mmenm

untl] lass week no one had pmsm:ed an overall p!m for theuseof . State Guners! Reveous (DioHars in MiHONS) .
the TANF surplus. On January 29th, tha Center for Public Policy EY 98 | FY 99
Priorities prasented 2 comprehensive plan for using. the TANF ' | Required 80% M-o.E 42514 | €351 %
block grant to the Senace Finance commireee. The progosal is Required 1009% M-o.E $314.3 | $314.3
guided by twa principles, 1} The TANF block grant myust be used LBB Budget Recommendations
to invest in services that will make wellore reform work. 2) Toral $393% | 32870
TAMFE funds should nex be used as 3 method-of-fnonce ol 10 - _
move state general revenye from semaes ro needy famikes to g:;:&c:l B"g;ﬂue 5"“"’*““8 $4z.1 $355

-o-£ Requirerments

gther par of the budgm

! fewlexters $IBY 3 renifion bvdgaced wxi flocseed lor FY 97 plus $35. 1 mdlscn w potomis aaveredy appeaprianeat o TWE, TENAS, sed TORRS,
An Offico of the Bcneﬁmtlmﬁ Rasourec Center
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Making Reform Work: The CPPP Proposal for Using the TANF Block Grant

11, Provide Temporary Assistance and Encourage
Child Support

A. Suppore Needy Families

s Continue I provide basic income  assistance
{formally known xs AFDC) ar current benelic and
eligibility levels.

B. Encourage Child Support

s Continug to “pass through” 350 of collected child
support payments to familiss recaiving cash assistance
and to disregard the $50 in calculating benefit levels,
This had been the operative policy until the recent
lederal walfare law,

€. Reward Cooperation

» To increase the rate of paternity establithments and
child support orders, provide a one-time incentive
payment of $100 for timely cooperation.

512 320 3222 P05

+ Expand the uss of Individual Development Accounts

{IDAs) to afiow racipients to save money for hausing,

educatian or empioyrment neads.

E. Provide a Ladder Up for the Least Job-Ready

e £xpand basic education and Hreracy servicas for
those who are the least job-ready. -

v Provide automastic refereals for cliants with the feast
skitls who may scon face time limits,

3. Proteet Childran and Strengehen Families

2. Build a Welfare-to Work System that Works

A Create a Ramp.to Self-Sufficiency

* Ailow those who begin to earn income 1o retan 3
small porvien of their benefits,

« Provide Earned Income Tax Credit (BITC) assistance
at TWC offices,

B, Expand Qpportunities for the fob Ready

» Provide intensive orientadon for recipients on TANF
time limits and work requirement at aligibilicy offices.

« {ive  automatic  sppointments  to employment
assistance for all clignts who are not exempt from work
participation,

¢ Increase case-manggemsnt activities for more ong-
or-one assessment and assstance to clients sesking
work,

* Combine job placement services (such as
first"} with other education arwd training opportunities
bath during job-search and whan chents work pare
time,

€. Maximize Federal Child Care Funding

o Use General Revenve gliocatred in LBB budger that
exceeds the state’s TANF Malntenance of Effore
raquiremems to draw dawn all agvailable federal ¢hild
care funding.

D. tavest In i.ongd'erm Suceass

kR quaiop ;o!:»remnuon servicss and re-employment
assssmca to ehsure that Clients stay employed.

# Target job training to high-wage jobs and offer non-
teaditional employment opportunities for wosten.
» Offer microentarprise  development  and

employment  assistance, particularly in’ eural

where {ew iobs may be available. -
¢ Utilize comnmunity colleges or technical training to
prepaca clhierty for swailable jobs,

“wersrk

seif.
areas

A, Protect Children and Strengthen Famities

e The CPPP propassl strengthens Child Protective
Services {CPS). It would fund investgations of chilg
zbuse and neglect, {oscer cara {{or chitdren not eligible
ta receive federally funded foster care}, and counseling
and other support services for children and families
referred 1o CPS, it also fully funds expected increases
in reports, investigations, ang seevices.,

B. Supporr Families Facing Economic Distress

» This CPPP proposal targets emergency aid to low-
income famifies risking dissofution primarily due to
economic distrass, Casewurksrs would have access 1o
a limited amount of money to purchase discretionary
itams or services necessary te prevent the removal of a
child or to hasten therr return home  Additionally,
thase larilies would be referred to TWC for priority
employment assistance,

4. Target Teen Parents to Keep Them on the Path
o independencs

of these “secund-chance”™ homes exist in Toexas,

A, Expand Sorvices for Teen Parents on Weifare

o Incresse services designed to keep teens in school,
prevent additionsl pregnancies. and gpromote a
suceesstul schogl-to-wark transition, | -

B. Fund Adult-Supervised Homes for Teen Mothers

+ The new federal law wouild deny TANE assistanceto-
any tean parent not living with their parent, other adylt
refative or an approved adult.supervised setting. Few
This
preposal would fupd supportive, adult-supervised
settings for these teens, particularly those at ruk of
losing TANE assistance.

Contingency Fund: ..

« Tha CPFP proposal uses no C;R abe:wa t!*m LBB buéget
but fully wilizes the TANF surplus for FY 98 and FY 99.
However, whatever funds are carried forward from F“i"‘}?
{estimaed to be $62 million) would be placed o a
contingency fund to meet possibly higher casgioads’ or
federal permlties for not meetding alf the stipolations of the
e dawe,

Copics of the full proposal (30 pages) are avaitable ]

by mall for a donation of $10. Call Lila ac 320.0222.

L PR,
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Senate Finance Committee

The House Appropriations Commicae and the | Members Phone (S12} | Fax (512
Senate Finance Committae will begin marking up the | Sen, Bill Rathff, Chair | Mt Pleasar 4636101 A75.3751
budget bill in the next few weeks, Allocation of the | gay Cardos Truan, Corpus Christi | 463.0120 | 475.3741
TANF block grart and the surplus will be among |y Chair
their top issues. It is eriical that the committes ["oom B o Vicwora sisoria 1435393
mernbers understand the importance of using the Serr Gomrato Barrieras 1 Avstn 830114 PTERTYCS
TANF Block grant 1o make weifare reform work. - -
. . Sen. Teel Bivirs Amaritio 4630131 | 475-3732
There is 5 real danger that the temptation 10 e the
TANF surplus to supplant other funds will cause ot J.E Brown Lake Jackson | 483-0117 | 463-063%
them to focus on short term budget shuffing rather Sen. Eduardn A, Lytio Brovensville 4630127 4630061
than investing the funds to support success for the | en. Mike Moncrief Fart Worth 453.00 12 4630326
needigst Texas lamilies. San, lane Nejsan Flower Mound | 463.0109 | 443.0923
Already, the governors’ budger has opened the door | Sen, David Sibley Waco 463-0132 | 9753725
te the type of refinancing sirategy that would quitkly | Sen. jeif Wentworth Sur Artonic 4630125 463.7794
draw TANF Runds away from their cesl purpose | Sen. Royce West Diglias 463.0123 | 463-0299 |
While the governor's budger does draw down ol | Son judich Zafiirini \aredi 463.0171 476.37%3
available child care funds and somewhate increases
funding for employment services. it largely utifizes
the TANF block grane as a method-of-finance wol for Members Phone {5t2) | Fax(313)
freging up stote general revenue and supplanting | Robect junell, Chair 4630472 463~ 1015
stave funds in several sreas. most notably ac DPRS. | Dianne White Delid, Vice Choir 463-0630 463-0937
Thiz refinancing may help them pay for the $1 billien | Kip Averitt 4410713 478.5830
doilar tax plan but it ieaves the most vulnerable | Garnor F. Sofeman 461.0524 $63-1160
Texans wthout of :}mj critical assistance NECEssary € | Honry Cuellar 4630658 €53.6796
become seli-supporting Before their time-limited 000 T 462.0598 2632397
arstance Tuns Ot Craig Efard 463.0502 4590149
What Can You Do? Charles A, Finncl 463.0526 4636003
There is a very narrow window of opportunity for | Peee P, Gallego 4830566 4631730
the House and Sconafe budger commirtees 1o make | Bob Glare 463-0580 843.3304
the right choices in spending the TANF block grant. | Sherri Greenbarg 4630700 370.0455
T"ney nead 1o hear this simopie messige., “‘Sp«end the i Pat Maggerty 4635778 463-53‘?{)—“
TANF bla;?c grant on job zrainéng aqd. szf“vi-‘fes 122 :-rzima‘&“g% L. Maflin 4630568 463.8095
reedy farmilies. Welfare reform will faitif we do not "Rt O e 463.0634 463-5898
use these fuads for their real purpose.” Additionalty.  m——mwm=— -
‘ tuan Hinojosa 463-0636 4630229
you could encourage them: to review the CTPPP
TANE block grant plan, Scort Ho?hb_erg 4630457 463-5896
We have been presenting our plan to legislators on Dan Kubiak 463-0500 2637967 ]
both committees, s@ they should be aware of our L34 fareno ] 463-0638 5329641
oropasal: In the Senate, it will be important to fex | A2 Mowery 463-0508 A53-8342
the chair ~ Sen. Ratliff — know that the 'use’of the  jim Pises 463-05156 463-3896
TANF funds deserves careful considerstion. in the | AlPrice | . 4630667 4538381
FHonssa, we have presérted our phan 10 'z jolne | Richard £. Raymond - . 453.0590 - | 463-1450
meeting o the  House  Appropriations | David Swinford 463.0430 463.B003 -
Subcommittees on Health and Human Services {Bob | Dals Titlery. 4510548 453.0596
Giaze. Chair) and Goneral Government {Talmadge Sylvaster Turnar 4630554 463.8380
Heflin, Chair}, w‘hebn they review the Texas Gary L. Walker 2610678 253.1966
Worldfores ?omm:sszm together on ?eb 10th. GE Wt W YT
These committees we central ¢ TANF dedisions, ,
| : You are encouraged to copy and distribute this edition of
# THE POLICY PAGE +#
Nz, 37 Page 3
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Meeds of TANF Recipients

MHouse and Sé;mte TANF Sp

The House and Senate aro discussing praposals for spending the $393 million’ Temporacy Assistance for Needy Families

(TANF) surphss,

ending Plans Fall Short in Meeting

Although both are good starting points, neither represents the final product.

We antcipate further

wark on thase pians, particularly in the Senate since the Financa Committee has not yet debated allocating TANF.

[ What the House and Senate TANF Plans Do

The House propasal dlocates only $220 million of Summary of House and Senare TANF Aflocacion Plans
the TANF surplus: ehe Senate $275  million. Haouze Y Senate £
Therefore, both leave funding to be allocared later | TANF Surplus $3911  t00% $333 1 ico%
aor held in contingency. Borh plans allocate 2 small | TANF Alocated $220)  56% 275 | o
portion of the surplus for services designed o move | TANF neaded for FY 97 533 8% 333 84%
wellore recipients o work, The Senate allocates g”’e’g“"‘}' Appropriations
only 16%" and the House 14%". {The Hause plan ANE Rermniog S0l . J6% 383 %
oes net fumd ary new iob raining,] Bodh plaps use .How Aliocated TANE was Hsed

T ' : ' ; To Replace GR & Tide XX $119 Jing £144 275
roughly a third of the TANF surplux 1o replace Expard Wellna-co-Work $55 5% 5od Teoe
general revenue {GR) and Title XX lunds 5o that | acsvivias
revenue can be used sisewhere in the budget. Ona | To Expand Other Sarvices® $21 £9% 341 119
positive note, 3 portion of these funds are used to | Te Marugin Current Policios™ 322 6% 326 €%
p;oVide ﬂ"'rﬁ_tﬁhiﬂg funds for child care, Addi(}naaﬁy' MS in Mikiany: Buanaial | otals abtve LBS Batizer)
other very necessary programs are funded with these dallars, such as community care,

Concerns about the House and Senate TANF Plans |

Several of the initiatives funded in the House and Senate TANF plans are laudable. such as the funding for child carg in
bath proposals, the House's investrment in adult basic education and literacy, and the Senate's investment in job training.

However, two issues raise concern.

{, HNeither plan sufficiently inveses in welfare-to-
work activities. Both plans fund the JOBS program for
welfare recipients to help Texas meet the federsd work
requirements.  However, this will primarily support job
placerment, net job training. Even thaugh both houses add
other funding for wellare-to.work aciivities, neither
Invests enovgh 1o meet the state’s rasponsibility eo welfare
{zmailcs facing five year {fetime limits.

2. Beoth plans use TANF funds as & refinancing tool,
Both use TANFE to replace state GR and Tite XX and then
use those furdds in other places in the budget. With
approximacely $1.5 bilion in state GR still svaiiable in the
House budget and 31 bilion in the Senate budgat, therd
are other revenuc sources o fill gaps in the budget. We
believe federal TANF funds should ba used primarily to
meet the challenges of the new federal welflare faw, '

CPPP's Priorities lor TAMF Spending above the LB8 Budgat |

.
-

i, Weilfare to Work Transition

l ]3 Lessen the Impace of Referm on Children |

Invest a¢ least 25% of the TANF surplus in wellare-10v
work ! activlt!am Wil help < Texas . meet the work
requirements-and help waifare families to become self-
sufficient as their welfarg time limits approach.

2. Respond to Legal lmmigrants' Loss of Services

Federal- welfare reform’s impact on childrer fikely tobe
. greas: {ime-timited welfare benefits, reductions in S51, foéd
stamps: child nutrition programs. and cuts to CP§ funding

sources, TANF jnvestmaent will help mitigate the impact of
[ reductions. - : Co

nvest $44 million 1o respond to the loss of $500 million in
benafits te xgal immigrants i FY 98-9%. Will minimize the
hurman ol on elderly and disabled immigrants, and the
massive cose-shift o cuies, countias, churches and

charities.

4. Fund Increase in Child Protective Samcm Meeads [

Naed for-CPS services i fikely 10 inerease as families
experierce berelit reductions.  lnvest TANF wo help
support ingreased need in child protection.

o AN € pham BEmnsdlotinea Wecaitverg Cenene
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CPPP Pricrities resulted from our analysis of the Congressional intent for TANF spending as defined i the new federss
welfare law and our work ta determine principies we believed should be foliowed in spending TANF,

r What Congress Intended for TANF ]

When Congress craated the new TANF biock grant, they
warted to give staves the flexibility to take a new approach
o welfare. Mowever, Congress clexrly expecred states o
use this flexibility re find insovative ways 16 halp welfare
recipigrits make the transition from waelfsre to work, Thig
is svidenced: by the fact thar Congress put in place
stringent new work requirements for TANF recipisne and
wark participation rates for states. Congress also put a
five-year lifetime fimit on recaipt of assistance, Clearly,
Cengress antigipared thar stMes would ke their new
responsibiility sariously and make grear offorts 1o wnsure
that farevties no longer needed to rely upon government
misistance in five years.

Additionally, Cangress autlined four purposes siates are (o
met in expending their TANF funds, These purposes
further demonstraza Congress’ expectation that states

Congress alse alfowed TANF 1o be: |} spent on peograms
previously authorized to use the funds (e.g. AFDC, JOBS.
and Chitd Protective Services funded by Emergency
Agsistance): 2] transferred o the child care block grant or
Title XX (a.k.3 Social Services Block Grant): 3) spent on
heating and cocling assistance for lowdincoma households;
or 4} held in 3 contingency fund for future usa.

The Purpoases of the TAKNF Block Gran:

- 1 provide assistance to reedy lamilics 5O that children may
ke cared lor in their homes) )

«ta e the dependency of needy parents on gavernmant
benalits by promoting b peeparation, wark and marriage:

* 16 pravent and reduce the inciderme of cut-of-wediock
preghancics: and _

= i3 encomrage the formacion and maintenancs of two-parpnt

would use this block grant to provide jeb training and o forrifies.
reduce reliance on government, banefis,
[ CPPP Principles for Spending uve TANF Surplus - ]

With enough money to fund innovative approaches to training welfare recipiernts, the flexibilicy Texas was given to
operate under its own welfare walver, and the responsibllity Texas has (o ensure welfare recipients are seff-sufficient
when their reach their five year limit, we befieve Texas must wisely use this TANF surplus to address the neads of
welfare families and others affected by the wellare legislation. YWe have established chrge principles for spending TANF.

|. Enbhance the Wellare-to-Work Transition. Texas
must invest in job training to ensure it meets the new
work participation rates,  But, more importantly. Texas
must assist weifare recipients in becoming seff.sufficient,
because every welfare recipient in Texas faces 3 five-year
fifetime limit on their benefits,”

1. Help those Affocted by the Welfaco Legisiation.
The welfare faw will affect many individuals. beyord those
receiving <ash assistance, specihcally Jegal immigrants;

disabled children: chifdiess, sdult food starmp recipients;
and sbused/neglected children.  TANFE funds should be
used to minlmize the losses to those who will be mos
adversely affected by the engcrment of the welfare law.

3. Don't Simply Fill Gaps in the Stare Budger. The
budget proposals bofore the House and the Senate
currently underiund many, very necessary programs, such
as Medicaid and zommursity care. However, we believe
that TANF thouldn't be used as a re-financing too! & fill
these gaps. parricutarly since both the House and Senate
budgets still have st least $1 billion in GR ivailable, Rather,
we beligve that TANF funds should be used to deal with
the challenges presented by the wellars law “and
particularly o assist welfare families in beeoming scif-
sulficient. Many only have five years before they lose cheir
benefits entirely. Now is the time to invest in them,

Comparison of Current House and Senate TANF Proposals to CPPP Priorities

i {Blonnigl Totah abgve LBB Budger: Doliars in Millions)

f. Welfare.co:Work Actm::ms : .

Tzrgewd Job Training aad job Retention Services ot ) o582 ‘$0 .- $20 ]
Seif.Sufficiency Fund . . | £30 0 portion of $30 -

to train clienty for speceiic jobs.

Simifar ro the Skills Development Fund. this fund would be used to train TANF clients. Employers and
training praviders (such s community <olleges or communit}f-ba&ed organizatians) would work rogether

The_Hgouse Proposal does not include funding for this initiative, The Senate Proposal indudes $2¢
rrriflion for fong-term iob training. some of which could fund the Seif-Jufficiency Fund, :
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Camparison of Current House and Senate TANF Proposals to CPPP Priorities

{Bignniai Torals zhove LBE Budges: Dellars in Millions} CPPP | Housn Sonate
portion of $20

job Retention and Reemployment Agsistancs $12 S0
job ratention and resmploymant services an help ensure recipients stay employed and mave on 10 more
seahle work, thus reducing the chance they will return o public gssistance. Funding would support pos:-
employment sarvices to TANF recipients {ranging from classroom training to intensive work with
empitoyers and clients to sddrass workplace problems) and reemplioyment services for these losing a job.
The_House Proposal does not include funding for this initiative, * The Senate Proposal inclades $20
mitlion (or long.term job training. same of which cauld fund retention and recotployment assistance.

l 48 $ portion of 20

Local innovation Grants
As local workforce boards take on the responsibility to place more wellure recipicnis in work activitiog,
there will be unique local job training needs, panticdlarly in rursl areas. This fund would provide grants wo
commaynitics o support innavative wellare-to-work proposals, including training for non.gradivional jobs:
microentarprise davelopment and seli-amployment assistance: or strategies 1o address barriers 1o work
such 3% transportation. .

Tha House Proposal inciudes ${ millien for Microenterprise development, a po{emial locsl gramss
pragram. The Senate Proposal indudes 320 mitlion for kmg-term job training, seme of which couljd
fund these focal grants,

Supperting the Transition to Waork 53 &0 &0
Many states have experimented with easing the transiton o work by allowing recipients te retain a
portion of their cash assistance as they begin to earn income, This funding would allow T[Z}HS 1o expand
an existing pilot project or use othar “earnings disregards.”

Heither che House Proposal nor the Senate Proposal includes funding ‘or this iniriative,

Expand the Current JOBS program g $43.8 § $43.8 $43.8
This is the hnze level funding needed for TWC ro begin to meet faderal work participation targets. It
funds more job placement activities ("wark first”). additionsl case managemant, snd new work
exparience initiatives. 1t alse funds child care in FY %%, HMowever, it provides no real job teaining for
TANF recipisnis.

Both the goum Proposal and the Senate Progosal include funding for this initiative.
Provide Additional Literacy and Basic Education to TANF Recipients. 59.6 9.6 $0.0.
This funding would increase basic education and literacy services (o the least {ob-ready TANF cliems, it
wauld be allocated to both TEA and TWC o lollow previous contracting arrangements for serving JOBS
chients but would also alfow TWC 1o contract direcxly with community-based arganizations,

| The House Propesal includes funding for this initiative, but the Senate Proposal does not. o weme
£ITC Assistance 31 % $0

As raciplents begin 1o work they will become eligible for the federal Earned lncome Tax Credit. TWC
would actively assist TANF recipiants who g 10 work with fiting for the tax credit, by conduc:!ag
ouereach and working with the IRS to provide free tax xsvistancy at caroer centers.

The House Proposal includes fundmg for this initiative, but the Senate Progosag doas not,
Respond to the loss of Sctvzccu 0 1mm|gmnts :

Cluzensﬁip Campalgn 0 Tl s s AR 'l
Texas will loge over 5500 mdizcm in SSZ and Fmé Stamp benefics for legai mmigrangs in the 98 99 bienniun due
to the faderal waifare law. Eiderly and disabled immigrants who achiave citizanship will continde 1o bé sligible
for thesa federal assistance pragrams. This CPPP Priority would use “freed up” GR to provide special argsted |
citizenship campaigrs for elderly or disabled immigrants, much like those propased in every stote with large
aumbers of immigranczs.  This will reduce the cost-shift 1o lacal goveramants for their care,

Temporary impact Aid Grants $20 0 0"
Many eidarly or disabled imrmigeants will be unable (0 naturalize befare thair benafics are cur off. and some will
have no family (o turn to for help. feaving only local govarnments and charities 1o turn 1o, Texas has no state
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Comparison of Current House and Senate TANF Froposals ro CPPP Pricritios
(Bisnnial Totals sbave LBE Budget Dallars in Milions} | CPPP | House | Senate
programs 1o pravide food or shelter to the eiderly and disabled. because Food Stamps and S5t have filled that
role, This CPPP Pricrity would use "freed up™ GR 1o fund an emergency shefter and nutrition gr‘ants 1o help
sommunities prevent hunger and homelessness among thess most vuirerable immigrants.,
* Meither the House Propesal nor the Senare Proposal included funding for these initiatives as of
3714797, 38 1067 by Sen. Zaffirini would create citizenship carnpaign and emergency fund, which may be

inciuded when the Sanate Proposal is amended,
Enhanced Transition Funding — Hunger Preventlon . $20 ! L3¢ 50

The $20 milkian proposed above must be targeted o help the most wulnerable eiderly and disabled, since the
loss of 831 benelits atone will total $260 million for zhe biennium, This CPPP Priority would use "freed up™ GR
to provida additional funding to make this fund available for emergercy grants w, a broader group of legal |
immugrant househekds, such as those losing all of their Faod Stamp benefits, ,

Naither the House Proposal nor the Senate Propossl included funding for chis initistive,
Lessen the Impact of Reform on Children

3. |
Support Families facing Exonomic Distress
§ Many experes foar that increases in child abuse and neglect will rasult as famifies face the 8CBASMIC
peessures presented by thae welfare faw. This funding targets those families, providing emergency aid 10
families risking dissolution primarily due 1o economic distress. Using OPRS current Concrate Services

j and Crisis Nursery programs as models. this lunding would allow CP3 1o provide assistance 1o famifies so
i that they car keep their child or have thair child returned to them,

1 Neither the House Proposal nor the Senate Proposal includes funding far this initiative

| Provide Adult-Supervisod Sestings to Teen Moms §5 S0 <0

The new wellare law prevents tean welfare mams from receiving beaehts if they are noc living with their
parers, anather adult refgtive or in an adult-supervised setting. This Bunding would sliow the stare the
aption of providing an agpropriste setting for teen pgrents st risk of josing their banefits. More
importantly. it would provide school-towwork transition services, parenting and independent fiving skills
50 that teen parents <an achieve self.sufliciency.

MNeither the House Proposal nor the Senate Proposal includes funding for thzs initiative

Protect the Sumimor Foad Service Program £i 4 $0 b o4
Congress reduced lunding for the Summer Food Service Program at the wvery time that the nead for i is likely
ta increase given the federal <uts 1o the Foad Stamp program.  This funding would restore the SFSP 2ut to
continue this vital food assistance in low-dncome neighborhoads, :

Neither the House Proposal nor the Senate Proposal includes funding for this initiative
Fund Increases in Child Protective Services Needs $57 s |
The original Legisiative Budger Board budget proposal falls short of meeting the incremsed demand for servicas
at DPRS in FY 98.99. This CPPP Pricrity would provide 357 million (346 million TANF, rgmaining from “freed
up” funding and new faderal funding) to serve needy children by allowing DPRS to meer the increased demand
{or CPS services, the Services to Rumaway and Ar-Risk Youth (STAR) program. and adminiscration.

Compared to CPPP's Przornties, the House adds $21.8 mifiion (35 million TANF, rematning from freod
up” GR, new faderal fundmg} and the Senate $39 million in {$27 miltionn TANF, remaining from "freed up”

Priority {eg. both fund expansion of the STAR program). However. neicher fully mesges cha CPPP
Priority of funding the Increased demand for CPS. (The House restores FY 97 services, but does not
provide enough funding to serve the increased number of childran projected to need services in FY 98
and 99, The Sensis proposal rustores FY 97 sorvices and almost fully funds the increased demand.

except it fally 37 million shortin investigations.}
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. The Process ‘ J
The House Proposal was inciuded in the HMouse Appropriations Cormmittee (ALY Appropriations BiYf which will be
voted on by the full House the week of March 17th. This propozad foft 3140 miion in TANF funds on the table,
Although the House will keep some of this $140 million in a contingency fund. Rirther recommiendations for spending
somse of this funding will likely be made belore the budget conference committes meets, -
Whar we have Been referring 0 as the Sgnate Propasal is really 2 proposal set forth by Senate Finance Commitiee
Chairman Bill Radiff. Members of the Senate Finance Comminee were asked to submit amendments to his plan by
March J0th. for discussion during the woek of March Z4th. Alter this comminee finishes their deliberations. the fuif
Senate wil vote on thelr Appropriations bill, includiag the TANF propasal,
The final decision on how TANF will be spent will not be made until the Mouse and Senute members convene in a
Budget Conference Committee o iron ouc the differences between their two Bills, This Committee has traditionally
met in lase April or early May. Since thers will be differences between the House and Senate TANF plans, further
debate on TAMF will pecur a8 that tme,

i What Can Be Done T

TAMF is still very much under discussion, House and Senate members are likely co debawe this topic until the
Appropriaciens Bill is passed.

Action:  Interasted advocates are urged o contact members of the House Appropriations and Serate Finance
eommitteas. {any one of whom gould be numed 16 the (onference Committes) and particularly Appropriations
Chairman Reb Junnell and Finance Chairman Bill Ratkfl, (please call for phone and/or fax nurnbaers),

Your Massage: Texas must seize the opporiunity affered by the new TANF blotk gramt and invest TANF in job traising
for TANF recipierts taday, 5o that thay are sell-sufficiens by the time they are ramoved from bernefies,

i, Texas should use its TANTF funds o
s invest in job training for welfare recipients;
» respond to the losses in services for fegat immigrants. particularly thosé who arg elderly and disabled:
s  mitigate che impact on wellare reform on children; and
» fund the incrensed need for Child Protactive Services.

1. TANF should not used primarily as a refinancing tool to il holes in the budget.
| Why Texas has a TANF Surplus |

Texas will be afiocated $393 million™ in TANF funds more than the stare needs to spend in FY 98.99 to rmaintuin wellare
and related programs at their currant level, Texas has this "surplus™ of TANF funds primarily because the TANF block
grant is based on the federsl sflocation for these programs in FY 94, g yaur in which the state had sagm{‘ icanty higher Ald
e Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) caseload than is projected in FY 98 and 99,

The {egislative Budgat Board's original FY 98-29 propesal—the starting point for budger defiberatons—did rot spend
this surplus because it shocated TANF furds based on how the money was historically spent, Thus, TANF funds were
primarily zllocated to: 1) cash assistance {formerly AFDC) payments: 2) the JOBS eraining program for cash assistance
recipients; and 3, Emergency Assistance, which funds the harefling and Investigation of abuse reports and fescer care X
CPS. Because the state's historical investment in welfare-to-waork pmgmms was quite limited, this apprcacﬁ teft $392
million in TANF fynds ynsperny,
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An update on state and federal action from

900 Lydia Street = Austn, Texas 78702 « voice 512-320-0222 » fax 512-320-0227 * www.Cppp.org
e No. 463

TANF Workgroup Begins Deliberations

Lase Thursday the TANF Workgroup met for the first tme 1 begin deliberations on the Senate and House TANF plang,
This Workgroup will decide how Texas will allocate its TANF surplus. While many important initiatives are contained in
both the Mouse and Senate plans. pressures to supplarnt goneral revesue with TANF funds and 10 hold aside & -
contingency fund threaten 1o dramatically reduce the TANF funds avaflable, Members of the Workgroup will comtinue
their efforts this week as they take up TANF spending at the Texas Workforce Comenission. The Workgroup members
need to hoar from advocates for low-income lamilies ths the TANF funds must be spant on services to needy famifics
and meaningful wetlare to work initiatives.

How Will the TANF Surplus Be Spent?

Texss has 3 unique opportunity ¢ invest & one-ume

surplys of federal funds in activities that provide s human “Where the TANF Surplus Stands
investenent for the future. This is the challenge befére the {dallars in mikions}

TANF Workgroup, Unfortunately, thegse resources are

already being eraded. Under current scenarios, just more TANF Sﬁfpius + $393.4
than one-fourth of the $3%3.4 million TANF surpius may L€$$ ™~ 97 Eme;ggr;cy

scrually be expended o holp needy familfies in the manner Appropriations . $330

Cangress intended. The first draw on the surphus funds is :
for emergency FY 97 peeds totaling approximately $33 Less TANF to Replace GR
million, The second reduction in the surplus comes lrom | and Title XX - $1546

the state’s datire to use TANF i35 2 refinancing tool & | Taral TANF Remaining $205.8
frea up state General Revenue {GR} and federal Tide XX X -

funds and use these funds elsewhere in the budger. The Possible Commgeﬁcy Fund - $100.0
Senate uses $154.6 million of TANF funds in this manner. | TANF ta be Spent 5105.8
it is likely that the TANF Workgraup will concur withs this ' —
amount.  This leaves only 3208 million to be spent on the true purposes of the grant, Initial discussions tn the TANF
waork geoup have suggestad holding up £ $100 millian of this in & tontingency fund. feaving only $10& million for spending
on TANF needs. Seversl members of the commitiee expressed concern that the $1G0 million dollar figure had no
emplrical justification, and both the House and Sanate olans expend considerably more TANF funds than the $106 milllon
which Is lsft behind. Debate in the Workgroup sbout the contingency fund will be central to TANF funding decislons.

Concerns about this Approach
{. $154 million is too much TANF to uss to “free up” GR and Titde XX, The House oply uses $(19 million for
this purpose. but the Senate uses $154 million. CPPP & concerned chat the TANF worle group will go with’ the

Sanate approach because it provides more GR for the rest of tha budget. CPPP befmves that TANF fumix shou?d be
used for TANF purposes as Congress intended, not (o ﬁll the stata’s budger boles, »

2. Haolding too much i 2 Contingency Fund limits the smount that can be spent on pressing needs. Having a
contingency fund is reasonable. However. the fund should not be based on an arbitrary figure but rather on an actual
assessment of potential need. A contingency fund with $100 million is 1o mugh. We believe the possibilty for the
state incurring penaities of exparicncing unexpecled raselond growth is highly unlikely. Every doliar held in
cortingency fung fimits the amount Texas can invest in 3 TANF récipient today to help her become self-sufficient
before she is removed from welfare in 5 years,

An O ice of of the Bemdlc:tme thmuz’ce Center
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1. lovestments in job training cannet wait, At a rinimum Texas must imvast enough (o mees the new fedardd work
participation targets. However, even at this lovel hundrads of thousands of TANF recipients will go without needed
education and literacy services and real training for jobs that fead (o sell sufficiency. Texas cannot wait o invest in
weifare to work services, The best time limits are those thar are never reached because the state bas assisted TANF
farnities in becoming self-sufficient before they are removed frem goveramaental assistance,

CPPP Priorities for TANF Spending

Both the House and Senate TANF plans contain good
ideas for spending the TANF surplus. For example, she
Senate proposes o train TANF dlients for jobs: te assist
teen TANF parents in becoming independent; and, to
support families referrad 1o chiki protecrive services due
to gwonomic deprivation, The House has many simiar
recommendations.  However, the TANF Work Group's
compromise plan will likely be less extensive than both
these plons  because neither feaves 3n  adequate
tomingency fund. Beouuse reductions are likely, CPPF —
using the Mouse and Senate proposals — developed a more
modast proposal with an adequate contingency fund.
CPIP 's TANF Pripritios ars 1o

i, Limic the use of TANF as a refinancing tool to
$140 million. Both houses faced pressure o use
TANF to swap ocut GR and federsi Title XX funds
because the budget & woelully underiurded and
because 31 billion is being held to fund a property tax
cut. CPPF believes the TANF block grant should be
wed 3 Congress interded, not to zolve Texas
budger protdems. However, we recognizte the
constraings facing the Budget Conlerence Comrstiee,

CPPP proposes a mid-range approach-—limit the use
of TANF 25 a refinancing ool to $140 miflion, rather
than the Senate’s $154.6 million,

1. Create a Koasoaable Contingency Fund, CPPF
believes the TANF Weork Group's discussed 3100
million TANF contingency fund is too high,

CPPP recommends decreasing the Cortingency Fund
ta $77 miflion and redesigning its use. As discussed by

3. invest in Job Teaining. CPPP concurs with the
significany irvestments in job training made in both the
House and Senate TANF plans.  However, funding
fevels for these wems are lkely to be negotiated
down.  Using reduced funding levels. CPPP st
racommends expansion of job-training for TANF
recipients that

*  oxpands the JOBS program o ensure Texxs
will meet (and probably exceed} the fadersl
weork participation targets:

»  funds mnwvative gramting programs, including
3 Seil.Sufficiensy Fung and local mnageation
grarts to broaden the training opportuniries
for TANF recipients: and )

¢ expinds basic educauon and literacy {or those
TANF recipiants needing remnedial assistange
as well a5 training to bacome employabie,

CPPP aiso recormmands earmarking $19 million in the
Contingency Fund for TW as discussed above,

4. Support Needy Children and Their Familiss,
Boch the Howuse and Senate recommended using
TANF to fund the Increased needs In Child Protoctive
Services, since TANF has hiscorically been used for
such services. ‘

CPPP  recommends supporting Ghid  Protecrive
Services with TANF funds: expanding services to
families referred te CPS due 10 economic deprivation”
1o ¢urh the anticipated growth in CPS caseload due to
the welfare legistation: and, providing services to teen
TANF parents.

Haouse and Senate mambers, the fund could
be used in the gvent of an emergency {e.g. 2 TANF»‘“‘”“ greup Ph. Ne. {§{2} Fax No. {312}
dramatic increase in  TANF  caseload). Rep. Dianne Delisi, Chair 4463.0630 463-0937
Additianally, CPPP proposes that the fund |Sen. Judith Zaffeiei, Co Chair 463-0115 4753737
alse -be used for positive purposes. | Rep Hugo Berlangs 463-0462 4635545
Spexifically, we récoramend $19 miffion be | Rep. Garnet Coleman 4630524 A53-1260
enmarked for the Texas Workforce | Rep:Harvey Hilderbran L363-0536 463-5896
Commission. to access if they can show | Sen. Mike Moncrie! 453-01 12 4620326
prograss i their job training efforts with | $en. jane Nelson 463-0109 463-0923
TANF cBoncs, San, Darvad Siblay 463.0122 475.3771
oIS PYITY Fage 2
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Comparison of the House, Senate and CPPP TANF Prioritics
{inciuding Articta X1; Dollars in Millions; Biennisl Totals)

P.O3

House Senate Lt o o
TANE Surplus $393.4 33914 $391 4
TANF Ailocated $311.3 $14q.4 $283.5
Lexs Estimared FY 87 Emergency TANF Allocatian $318 5330 $310
Umspent TANE. Availabie for Contngerky Fund $49.1 $15% $76.9
' Recomunendation for TANF Allocations
To Replace State GR and ¥ederal Title XX Funds $i20.0 $154.8° £139.4
Texas Deparsment of Health $0.0 5288 5848
Foxas Dapt, of Protecrive ang Reguiatory Survices 841.5 8473 44 6
Texsz Workforce Commission $783 378.5 $66.2
To Fund TANF Servdces 31918 $189.7 51429
Texas Department of Hoealth 0.0 6.0 869
To Eapand Fomily Planning 100 £6.0 18.0
Texas Departrmenr of Murman Serdces $i9.1 T822% $241
Fo Cantinue $50 Onitd Support Dysregord 3i63 i3 $16.3
For Welfate Aucomation $2.% $2.8 £2.8
To Suphart Transition 1o Work $0.0 $2.0 320
To Restore Summer Foed Sarvice Proprom Cuts 00 $1.4 300
Texas Depr, of Prowstive 204 Regulattry Secvicay $19.5 5.4 $360
Ta £xpond Cangrete Services foe £2.5 $i.0
To Expand Crisis Nursery $2.0 $2.8 $i.0
Adult Supervsed Scrtings for Teen TANF Porenis s$oo 5.0 $48
To Restore FY 97 Lavels and Meeot Ciient Needs in 519 $25.9 $£27.2
CPs, Child Cars Licensing, elc.
fo Restoee, Expand and Upgrade STAR Propram 1:35 $14.5 30.0
To Fund Healthy Fomitiey £ 36.0 3.1
Taxas Waorkforce Commission $i4:2 sia1.8 577.4
Te Exgaantd JOBS 369.1 $37.6 $42.8
o fnvest in Long Terms Success $sco sso0 0
To Expand JOBS Child Care $3.9 $2.3 500
To Expand Eorfy Chitd Care - $4123 $39 $0.0. -
FITC Assistanes 310 g0 0.0
To Expand Basic Education ored Literocy £3.0 350 $2.4
Communities in Schools $0.0 $20 0.0
Apprenticeship Training for TANF 00 $2.0 $2.0
' Texss Education Agency 1048 346 $34
Fo Expard Basic Edycation and Literecy $4.4 $4.4 524
Yo Expand Services to Teen TAMF Parants <$8.0 $0.0 $i8
Texas Deparenent of Commence 310 - $0.0 80
Microeaterprise Development 310 $0.0 $0.0
Texas Depet. of Mousing and Comemunity Affairs $00 $1.3 o
MHeating and Cavling Assistance $0.0 £13 $0.0

You are encouraged 10 copy and distribute this edition of
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May 5, 1997

(Corrected lems on TANF at OPRS  83/05/97 7:56 P}
TANF WORKGROUP TO PRESENT PLAN TO CONFERENCE COMMITTEE

No. 48z

The TANF Workgroup of the Budget Conference
Lommittes completed irs deliberations on April

24tk and produced 8 report  of  thew

recommendations fast week, The Warkgroup will
be presanting their recommendations 1o the full
Conference Committeg Monday or Tuesday of this

week, prior (o baginning discussions on Artiele il
The discussion in the Wuorkgroup over the lass

couple of weeks started with bringing the members
up 1o speed on the basics of the decisions they had

(o make and prasentations on the Mouse and Senatg

plans, Afrer hard work by the mernbers and staff
the fnal recommendations use TANF in three basic

ways: o free up general revenue, 1o invast in an
array of services ‘and o ser aside 2 reasonable

Sumaiary of TANF Workgroup Racommendations
tdoliars in millions}
TANF Surplus $393.4
Less FY 37 Emergency Appropriations - 3309
Total TANF Available 19981999 $362.5
TANF Used (¢ "Free-UP” GR $144.8
TANF Allgeated 1o Fund Services %1520
Availabig for Contingency Fund $65.7
Pending issues $35.¢

contingency fund.

Mostly Good News, Some Bad

When comgared to the {PPP priorities for TANF
spending, more TANF was used 1o free up GR than we
had hoped Tor and some important initistives ware ieft
unsfunded, byt overall the invesimgnts i welfareto-
work services were very positiva, We aiso believe that
the dedisiens about the contingency fung ware a wise
theice that bath aliows for funding 1o cover caseload
changes or penalties, and alzo allows acgess to the
funds for the possibility of further axpanding welfare-
towwork slforts. The table on this page summarizes
how ¢he TANF Workgroup aslocated the TANF
surplus. The table on the page three provides more
detail of individual spending decisions. )

*

$2 million Tor Transitdon to Worlc assistance {Fill-the.
Cap budgering or Earnings Disregards).

51 mitlion to provide EITC assistance {TWC
indicated this assistance could be provided within
their existing budget).

$1.4 miflion to restors reimbursement cuts (o the
Summer Foad Service Program {1t wag determined
TANF funds coultd not be spent an this item),

$2.5 million ra expand Crisis Nursery sesvices at
{IPRS. ’ )
32.5 million re expand Concrets Services at DPRS -
$5 miliion to provide Adult Supervised Homas for
TANF teon parents.

| First, the Bad News

lﬁmd Now the Good Meows

Among the items contained in either the House or Senate
plans which were not included in the workgroup
recammendations:

‘e 82 mﬂhon for Appreﬂtlce&b@ tra}mzzg for TANF
recipients.

* 31 miflion for a separ:m: M;croemcrpmw
Development Fund. However, funding for this
initiativa is induded in gne of the substrategies of the
“avest in Long Term Success” item.

+  $1.3 mition for Emargency Nutrition and Relief
services {(EMTERP).

= 36 million for Family Planning services,

] Amang the key items ingluded in the warkgroup plan:

$37.7 to expand the JOBS program to meet and
cxceed federal participation rates
£26 millian for “Invest In i.ang»?errn $uccz:ss
Srrategies” which nclodes:
2} §12 for the Sei.Sufficiency Fund 10 support
targeted {ob training
0) 36 million for Job ﬂetenm}n and Bez-employment
agsistanon
$2 million for Local tnnovation Grants (including
. Microenterprise development and self-
emcloyment assistancs]
530 mitifon in & Tontingency Appropriacion {or TW(
to intreass gartcipaton raes in the jJOBS pragram

<}

Ary Cffice of the Benedicting Resource Canter
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or to expand services under the “invest i Long Term
Success” srrategy.

«  F39.9 mitlion of the “fread.up” GR was ysed (0 griter
dowe $72.6 million in federal ¢hild care funds

¢« %6 million to cxpand services for TANF teen parents
thoraugh the Pregnancy. Education :md Farenting
program {PEP) ac TEA,

v $9.6 ro axpand basic aducation and liseracy services
at TWUC ang TEA.

+ 3163 1o continue the $50 dollsr pass through of
collected child support for TANF recipients.

« 3239 million 1o reswore Child Protective Servizes to
FY 97 tevels {decisions about funding ra meet
anticipated glent need are pending).

«  $14.5 erwilion to restore and expand the STAR
srograns at DPRS,

Farly discussions in the TANF Workgroup addressed
both the need for, and cthe appropriate ameunt of, a
Contingency Fund,
assumption of a $100 million Cantingency Fund. but
this aumber had not been based on any actua] analysis
of potential contingencies. After hearing updates on
projected caseload declines and the mited probability
of the state facing penalties, the Workgroup developed
an interesting approach to the Contingency Fund.
Thay have recommended rwe treagments of the fund:
1y A “"Contingensy Apprapriation” to TWC for use in
ncraasing participation rates ¢ the OGBS program or
expanding services undsr the “lavest in Long-Term
Success strategy. Access to these funds is comingent
upon the agency artaining speciic service targets and
submitting 3 written request which muc be approved
by the Governor's office and the LBB; and,

2) The remaining contingency funds are aczessible not
only for potensial caseload changes or penaities, but

512 320 3222 2.0

+ 33,1 mitlion to fund the Healthy Families Program

* %5 | miflion s additional child care services,

+ 32 miilion for Communities in Schapls,

| Pending Decisions

The Workgroup started with an |

The Workgroup decided thar differences betwaen the
House and Senate on additienal funding above FY 97

restorations at DPRS needed o Be discussed in the

Confarence Committes 35 2 whole dup 1o tw impary
on FTEs. A decision on an additional $38.7 million ior
thiz itemn & pending. Algo, it is estimated that a portion
of the costs refated ro the Millenaium Conversion a
TOHS fthis is the issue of the need to upgrade
computer systems to daal with the yeasr 2000 groblem])
may be paid for with TANF funds. A decision on this
$14.4 million is also pending.

Contingency Fund Issues

For access to these funds,

alse for program needs,
TWC, must lirst expend or cncumber funding in their
consingency appropriations. and again must submit 3
reguest and plan for approval ty che Governor and
LBB.

The Workgroup 15 likely to be questionad about how it
arrived 3t the amount for the Contingency Fund.
Some Canfaergss may or may not be comforiable with
the $65.7 million currently set aside. particularly il
pending decisions could reduce that amount 1o as lizte
as $30.6 million, An important detasl that might offset
somg concern is that even if pending decisions resulted
in a contingancy lund of $33.6 million. the $30 million
in contingency appropristions to TWC should really be

. tonsidered as part of the Contingency Fund amount,

This is because any allocation out of this contingency
appropriation must be approved by the governor and
LBB and could be held back if needed.

The TANF  Workgroup will present  their
recamsmendations to  the entwre Conlerencs
Committee which may sccept them as preserted or
modify any or all of the funding dedisions. It is likely
that tha Conference Commirtee will largely accapt the

recommendations, but individuzl members may be’

offering specific changes <o individual items oF even
othar proposais for ysing TANF. The Conference
Committee will also have to make degisions regarding
the pending items refated to meeting client needs at
CPS and funding for the Millennium conversion at
TOMS.

+ funding

The Workgroup's recommendations include some very

positive recommendadions, [ will be important to
encourage the Conference Committee members o
retain these doclsions. Unforwunately, many members
continue (o be nervous sboue sHocating significant new
to. TWC.,  Fortunately, the Warkgroup
memhers have becoame more <omiortable with the
zypes of strings being attached to TWL allocations and
there was an increasing realization that, like it or not,
weifare reform will succeed or fail at TWC, Wae will
be monitoring the Conference Committes
deliberations closely 1o see what, if any, changes are
made 1o the Workgroup recommendations. »

e e ™
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TANF Worlgroup Recommendations Campam-dv‘t’@ﬂéus’é‘ and Senate Proposals

$ummafy iDollass in Millions: Biasmial Totals)

House Senate TANF Workgroup
TANE Surplus $393.4 $393.4 3353
Less Estirmatad FY 97 Emwrgency TANF Aliccation %330 $33.0 3355
TANF Aliggateg $311.3 $344 1 $:96.8
Uaspent TANE: Available for Contingency Fund - 5491 59 $68.7
Recommendation for TANF Aflocations
To Replace State GR and Federal Tide XX Funds $154.6
Texas Deparumant of Heaith $5.40 .
Texas Dope. of Protecsive and Regulawzy Services 2375
_ Taxas Workforce Commission $78.5
To Fund TANF Services 31968 $189.7 21820
Texas Departrmens of Health 00 3640 o
To Estrond Farily Flonning 60 56,0 130
Texas Dapartrment of Murman Servicos $14.0 $22.% sigd
Ya Continue 50 Child Support Disregord 3163 £i8.3 3143
For Welfare Avtomotion 128 128 $2.8
Yo Support Tronsition 16 Work 00 3 3040
To Restore Surnmer Food Service Program Cuty 8.0 $i4 $c¢
Texss Dopt. of Protegrive and Regulatery Services s$i9.8 504 3345
Fo Eapund Concretz Serviceg 0.6 £2.3 300
To Expand Crisis Nursery ice $2.5 100
Adusit Supervised Sevtings for Teen TANF ﬁazems $0.0 $5.0 $0.0
Bastore FY GF Levets dnd Meat Clipns Neads $1.% 1249 €3¢
To Restore, Expend and Upgrade STAR Peaprom $14.8 $14.8 £143
To Fund Healihy Famifies 111 $0.0 511
Taxas Workforce Comemission $141.2 $101.8 srong
To Expond JOBS : 891 $17.4 £358.5
Feinge benufits for fobs Exparsion $2.2
Yo Invast in Long Term Success $50.8 £50.0 £200
Contingency Appropristion $30.0°
Te Eapand JOBS Chitd Care 339 2.3 $3.9
Yo Eapond Eordy Child Care 2.3 £3.9 $:2
EITC Assistance L0 i 300
To Expond Bosic Education and Literacy $5.¢ £5.0 $5.0
Cammunisies in hools $2.0 2.4 LR,
Apprenticeshin Trairing for TANE $0.0 $2.0 $0.¢
Texas Education Agency $10.5 4.8 $10.6 -
To Expund Basic Education ond Literacy 34.% $4.6 8.4
Yo Expond Services ta Teen TANF Porents $6.40 0.0 $4.0
Texas Deopartment of Commerce %10 0.0 $6.0
Micrownterdrise Develobment 5.0 0o 300
Texas Depe. of Housing and Community Afirs $0.6 $L.3 $0.0
- Heating and Codling Assistence «  x s $00 313 $0.0.
Pending Issues; _
Maering CHient Needs at DPRS .- $20.7
Seme Milfennium Conversion costs $i4.4

-

.
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Chart(s) A

Tabie }

Texas' Maintenance of Efort Requirements

State Goneeal Revenve (Dollars in Mitlions)

FY %8 FY 99

Reguired B0% M-o-k £250.4 | 82514

Required 195% M.o-E $3143 5 33143
LBE Budget Recommandations

Total $293.6 | 82870

Gaengral Revenue Exceading $41.1 $35.5

B0% M-o-F Requirements

Texas” TANF Surplus under the LBB Budgot
(Daotlars in Miibons) {Totals may not add dua to mandiﬁg)

Fy %7 FY 9§ ¥ 39 FY 98.99 Surplus
Bionaniurm

TANF Bloek Grant $486.3 $488.3 $466.3 59726

Supplermemal Granz $i3.7 3287 $384

Totxl AHlogations $486.3 4990 35420 SLOHLD

LBB Rocommendations

Toral Alocaced $385.1 $363.2 3515 7147

TANF Surplus $97.2 51358 $i160.5 $294.3 $393.5
Mirus FY %7 Emergency Aloaation $30.9 ' {3309
Ner TANF Surplus 33626
Table t

A Primary Reason for the TANF Surplus:
Lowar Ectimate of Cash Banafit Recipionts

Year | Avg. Number of Cash Benelic Recipieny
por Month

1994 786.313

1asg’ 543 885"

1999 523.217*

* Lareinod extimatc included in tha Geperol Apprapriationg Act,

Decrease Irorn 1994 to 1999 15 3396 decroase. Decline in #s is 353,494,

PP UBLICHED SRAUWA TCHRISFROB IS W ABLER £OC

fagn |



Chart 8

How TANF Surplus was Spent by Agency Real services to
{Biennial Tovals; Dollarsi n Millions) welfare
racipients
To Free Up GR and Title XX $147.70
To Free Up GR ang Tule XX the fsfiowing reducsions
wiare made:
rwi $48.3
PRY 3487
TDH: Fumily Plansing 328.8
Feinpe g10.¢
Bepartment of Human Services $ 20.96
To Continug Pesetice af Providing $50 Child Suppert o $16.28 x
TANE Recipients receiving Support
For Wallare Autorration 280
Cammunity Care and Efgibificy %88
Texss Woridoree Commistion $102.64
JEHE Tratning Program for TANF Redipiants thoth £39.41 X
Malntainenasce of current slots and Exgansion)
{avest i Long Taren Succoss $2G.00 x
Conunganey Fund for KOBS and Long. Ters Success $30.00 x
strategioy
Aduit Eduzatierdlitaracy for TANF Racipiernts $5.00 x
Child Coare $2.23 x
Comurunities in Sichoais £6.00
Texas Department of Protective aad REgulary Services 3$33.87
CPS Restore CutsfMeer Increased Demand $18.02
Tos Fund Haalihy Faridies 33:¢
To Expand and Upgrde Services 1o Ruraway and Ar-Risk $HLTB
Youth (STARS:
Child Care Regulation $0.97
Texas Mental Heaith and Mental Retardation $ 3.60
Children's Mentsl Healsh Plan 23.40
Texas Education Agency $10.60
Adult BducationfLiteracy for TANF raciplents 34,60 X
Services 1o Tean TANF parents $6.00 X
Miscellanuaus $17.49
Mitlenniurm Conversion §:1258
Fringe {Estimared) $4.52
_C:ntiugmcy ' $15.2¢
Taotal Surplus $362.16] '$126.32

YAPELET PR ICFERERALWATCHU 35 N0ET00 AT ARLEL EXK,
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Chart €
Allocstlon of the Federal TANF Block Graat and
Hrace Genaral Revenye Maintenance of Effore Funding
for FY ¢8.9% Bicnnium
{Biennial Towals: Dollars in Mikions)
i TANF [ GRMOE| Total
Department of Human Services $554.8  S351.B] 89934 Y%
TANF Sash Granms . $43300  $274.7 §7z17
To {ontinge $30 Child Suppost Distcgard for TANF Becinisms 6.3 $00 $:6.3 "
Elgibutivy Determinationf TANF portran $64.% 649 $i292
Wellore Aptsmution Enbancemenss 28 bk s 28
Commurity Tarc and Eligibitiny 14 $6: 2.0
TANF-rofared Adminsstrazion $12.2 $12.7 £35.%
Texas ‘Workforce Commission $2314.8 $69.4 304.2 15%,
JOBS Trwining Propeam for TANF Recipients £132.0 $23¢ 31456
fvest i Long-Terat Suecess, ipdluding: $20.0 sao §2a.0
Seif-Suffciency Fund, jab retentian services and focal ke ation prams
Cactingeney Fund for JOBS and Leng-Teen: Jucuest slrotepisy 30 LG4 3080
Anhdr Edwarioniiaerocy far TANF Regplents 050 b2 X; 5.0 )
Lhtd Care 5164 $208 $67.3
Cemmunities in Sl 4.0 80 58
TANF. cloted Adndaiztatian $:18.2 $0.0: Rinzo
Texas Deparirnent of Health $18.8 $0.0 $i0.8 9%
Fomily Pranoing $13.8 f0.a $28.28
Texys Education Agency ’ $id.8 $4.0 $18.6 1%
Serdces to Teen TANF parcaty L% 0.0 §$6.4)
Adull Educationibireracy for TARF recipients £5¢6 fa 84 £i2.4 "
Speciaf Popuicrons Operctions a.a see $0.6
TaniFureluted Admicisecation p{igs $6.0 300
Faxas Dapartenent of Protactive and Regulatory Services $187.2 $55.31  $ril4 13%
Chilf Pegtectin Services: L:06.7 $44.1 $is6.4
Restoriop Culs ond Meesisg Demand of Increoted Serviens
Yo Fund MHeulthy Farsibes £3.¢ 0.0 $1¢
To Eapand and Upgrade Services to Rungway and ARisk Yourk {ETARS) 206 60 $32.6
Adult Protectioe Seivicns ’ 0.0 p1iX4 $i0.0
MEAAE Iavestipations . $1.4 110 15.¢
Child Core Repudorion $i.6 $0.0 LS R4
TANE . relared Ageirustration aod Autemation $iia 4.8 514 5
Texas Deparemant of Mentaf HeatttvMaental Rotardadesn L% ¥ S 158 3.6 0%
Chifrees's Menital Heolth Plae $3.& 308 236
Misceiianrous Funding 5618 3240 $85.3: . 5%
Yeor 2000 Compiter Canveysions © 5139 0.0 $13.0
Fringe Berefus (Edtimated] . 348.4 $240 $72.3
 |Contingenay Fund T 4253 3o 4151 %%
Tousl, TANF/GH MOE . $1.0¥7.2  $504.4] 31,5818 100%
Basic TANF Block Grant : 55725 ¢ -
Estirnted Supplementad e $310.4;° ]
£Y 87 Corryforwesrd 3663
Total Geant/ Roquired MOE $1.877.2]  $502.8 :

In almast every case. TARE and TANF GR MOE are not the only funding sources for the listed program. {The
majer exceptions are TARF cash grams and the JOBS program).
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