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KEY ISSUES RAISED BY THE NGA WELFARE PROPOSAL 


AFDC, Work, & Child Care 

Protections: How strong in key areas: 

Maintenance ofEtIoo. NGA weakens overall State requirements, including 
contingency fund MOE and child care match. Still allows transfers. 

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

E-g,ual protections. Provides a good opening, but more is needed. 

• 	 Child Care & \-Vork NGA is good in this area w" more money (but no match), more 
work flexibility. . 

• 	 Medicaid. Governors providC some coverage. but unclear on details. 

Child Protection 

• 	 Block grant option problematic; potential cos! and State ganting implications. 

SSI Kids 

• 	 Compromise is fine, with some minor fixes. 

Food Stamps 

• 	 Good news: elimination of spending cap) no cut in shelter deduction. Bad neVIS: 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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FWwI'l/ 5, 1995 

THE WELFARE PROPOSAl UNDER DISCUSSION AMONG SOME GOVERNORS 

The emerging welfare proposal has very serious problems, In many areas, ~ 
proposal is inferior to the Senate welfare bill that many Congressional Republicans 
tavor and much less satisfactory than ~ tentative agreements reached in budget 
negotiations between ~ White House and Congressional Republican leaders, 

• 	 Th.e governOTS 'UIIltkai from the welfa,e Ctm/tmlce agreement, not 1M mO,e 
moderate Senate welfare /rill, In all atellS where specific changes to ~ 
conferenCe agreement aren't identified, the conference agreement would 
be ratified, Large numbe", of objectionable provisions in the conference 
agreement would be swallowed whole, 

• 	 The one main improvement in the agreement is the addition 01 $4 
billion for child care, 

• 	 In the other principal are. where there is an improvement - more 
welfare "contingency" funding for states in which poverty increases ­
the improvement is a disappointtnent; it is smaller than the 
improvement the Administration and Democratic CongressionalleacleB 
would likely get in direct negotiations with Republican leaders of 
Congress, The governors' proposal increases the contingency fund from 
$1 billion (in the conference report) to $2 billion over five years. This is 
inadequate. In the recession of the early 1990s, federal AFDC funding 
rose nearly $6 billion in jusl three yeatS. 

, . 
In many other areas, the proposal is unfortunate, and represents a less 

favorable outcome than would likely otherwise be reached in negotiations between 
the White House and Congressional leade", of both parties. 

food Stamps 

• 	 The welfare confen!nce report contains over $27 billion in toad stamp 
culli. 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 ~tamp cut which hits hard at 
families 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 .greed to drop most 01 
this cui in • budget negotiations session with the President, 

• 	 The propos.l accepts the conference propo ••1 that throws unemployed 
adults who aten't raising minor children 01/ of food stamps after four 
months without ojfrring them Q work slot. Tha ~ident mado dQar to 
Gingrich and Dole he would not agree to deny food stamps to indigent 
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people who are willing to work withoul offering these people a work 
sial. Gingrich and Dole agreed to accommodate the President on this 
issue. Democrats on the Hill - including the conservative Democrats 
in the Coalition - have been firm .11 year on this issue. But the 
proposed governors agreement would give it away. 

• 	 The lood stamp program can't survive as • national program if halt or 
more of the st.les take the block grant. !llarge numbers of staleS take 
the block grant, Members of Congress from block-grant states would 
have a "free vote" to cut the ""tionallcod stamp eligibility and benefit 
.structure anytime ~t mandatory budget s.Vlngs are needed. nus 
would seriously injure states that do not wish to elect the blod< grant. 

L.gallmmigrants 

• 	 The proposal swaUows aU of the conference agreement cuts on legal 
immigrants except that it exempts some elderly and disabled legal 
immigrants who don't have ·sponsors" (usualty relatives) from loss of 
benefits. 

• 	 The'proposal does nothlng to prevent loss 01 any benefits lor legal 
immigrant-children, an issue the President is concerned abuut. 

, 
• 	 It includes Medicaid among the programs from which most legal 

immigrants would be barred for some period 01 lime, thereby increasing 
the ranks 01 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 immigrant restrictions. 

• 	 The proposallails even to pick up the Senate weJlare bill provision, 
dropped in conference, that exempts child nutrition programs and WIC 
from the immigrant restrictions. Many immigrant children attending 
school would be refused school lunches. Some poor pregnant women 
who are immigrants would be refused Wle, thereby increasing the 
Ukelihood that their children - who will be U.S. citizens - will be bum 
at a low birthweigh! or with a disability. 

. . 
W.lf.... 

• The proposallaUs to strengthen the weak conference provisions on 
, "maJn\enance-of-eftort" which allow staleS to cut state funding by 25 

percent, aUowing staleS to withdraw $28 billion in state funds over 
seven ye...., compared to current law. The Senate welfare bin was 
weak here also but was stronger than the conference agreement. This 

, 
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weak maintenaru:e-of-effort provision is likely to pose a problem for 
Democratic governors who face Republican legislatw:es that want to cut 
too deeply in this iiIea. 

. 
• 	 The proposal mainlairul 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 lime-limit. For what possible reason would govemoIS not want 
the.added·flexibility that the Senate Version would give them? Why 
would Democratic govemoIS 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, including services for the elderly 
(who are a more powerful constituenCy). A likely result is deeper 
benefit cuts for children and inadequate resource. for work programs. 
The Democratic position in Washington has been to provide 
transferability to the child care block grant, as it is integraUy 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 government could take no action if a 
state were operating a program funded by the block grant in violatioll 
of federal law or the state plan. 

E1TC 

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

It's one thing to include $10 billion inEITCcuts as part 01 an overall budget 
package that gets you all the way to budget balance and that contains a child tax 
credit which offsets the mc cuts so lOW-income worldng families do not face a tax 
increase. But this is not what the governors' proposed agreement would do. The 
governors propose to cut the EITC as part of • stand-alone welfare agreement that 
does not get to budget balance and that asks for no sacrifice from anyone else. 

Under this proposal, miilions of low-income worldng families would have their 
taxes raised. Vet no other revenue-raising provisions proposed by the Whim House 
or Congress - such as proposals to close some egregious corporate loopholes ­

3 
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would be included. Only the working poor would have their tlxes increased. (Note: 
the President has proposed limiting.the mc cuts in an o"erall balanced budget 
agreement to $S billion. He has .never favored including any mc cuts in a welfare 
bill.) 	 ., 

SSt 

• 	 [t is unclear whether the agreement retains the conference provision to 
cut 551 benefits by 25 percent for vanow. 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 welfare bill..And Congressional Republican leaders agreed to 
drop it during the budg..t 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 SSI 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 concuned. This provision would 
disadvaniage states; many of these poor elderly women would 
undoubtedly tum 10 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 nutrition programs than the Senate welfare 
bill did, including overly deep cuts in the program that provides 
nutrition assistance 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 10 children. COl\gressional Republicans 
indicated willingness 10 compromise in this area during the budget 
negotiations. 

4 
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! , HOW THE NGA PROPOSAL COMPARES TO THE CONFERENCli! BJJ..L 

NGA 
(Over Coo£. 

SUI) 

Ovemll, the NGA addresses some ofthe concerns the President had when he vetoed the Conference welfare bill. +7 
The NOA wolfure proposal ..,es a Iiule more than the Administration proposal, but 0_greater funding for 
States with deeper cuts in Food Stamps aM immigrantS. 

AIDC, Work, ChHd Care, ChHd l'rotecfiOlJ, _ ChDd Sopport: 

.'fotiliY! tl!l!J!m: 

Child CW' &; l¥J:ld\- NGA would add S4 billion In llOIl-inarohed child ""'" above the Confet<nce and make work 
requirements mote realistic by oouming those leaving fur work. alJov.1ng parr-time work for mothers with YOWlS 
chil<hen, reducing outy= heurly participation levels 10 2S -week. and countlngjob sean:h longer. 

Contiogmcy funds. NOA would add $1 billion and a sewnd trigger based on f~ stamp cuekmds.. It would not 
require States to maintain MOE lit 100%, norwould it provide additional funds durillg a...-ion. With ~ 
modifications this new contingen¢y fUnd is- asignificant improvement; wiih<wt modj:fica:tiooo it is ~ than tho 
cnrrent Conference Report. 

1'orlimn1l!!C!l Bonuses - The NOA proposes 10 me..... funding up 10 5% for SlateS thlIt e.tteed employment tlrrgets. 
The Conference bill would allow states to redueo their own spending as a ''pe:tfottnMet bonus." 

MedieaW- The NOA would main ..... Iink betwoen AfOC and Medi<ai<i. l.M families S-. cut olf MDC might 
lose Medi<aid. The C<>nf= welfue bill cuts the AFDCiMedi<aid !ink. 

F;Quail'rot<o!j",,. The NOA proposal includes. requir=ent that States ..mblisb fair and equitable_<IlI 
criteria within lheir States. . 

Child Protection - The NOA proposes an optional block grant for child protection prog.rams that grows with spending 
in non-brook tptmt States.. and would merge the discretionary programs and Family Preservation into a new mandatory 
block grant The Confer~ bm wQuld block grant four: open-ended child protection entitlements and eliminate two 
other mandatoJy pro~. The Senate bin would maintain ctll'Tent law. 

Sl!!!e !'wl!!illll NGA wOl~d del"'" the spoolal malnten= of.!rort (MOE) requiJ:ement. ror contingency funds and 
matching re<juirements for added child care fundlng. They would maintain me Coo!......,. bill', MOE for th< ""'" 
bIocl<: grant whi<h, combined with fund 1mlSfer provi.ions, effectively "'lual,. 0% to 45% MOe _ varies by Slate. 
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Food Stamps; 

Positive Fptnres: 

Spood;ng j&p - The NGA would get rid ofth. Conf.,.n<e spending cap on Food SWmps; tIJis is. major 
improvement. 

Neptive Ftatum; There are very wide differenees ~ the Administrntion and the GovtmOI1: Qn Food Stamps 
Md few, ifmy, "cbM:ipioIlS" I<l push our agenda. 

Blool< Gran! ­ The NGA would keep a version ofthe optioru>l blook grant; it is p0SSl1>le that dlscussiom today may 
""uIt io. better option than lIle Confe= biII, but significant improvement> appear unlikely. 

Level ofCuts .... Cl.llT«Crtly~ the NOA slightly reduces the Jevel ()fcuts in Food Stamp;. The Conference bill would 
freeze the amount that low inoome familits an(! participants could deduct as shelttr tXpetISOS at the 1996leveJ. forcing. 
families to choose between paying rent or eating. 1n addition, HR 4 includes a work. requirement for adults age 18~SO 
with no <I~ after receiving 4 months .fbenefit>. However, StIIes.,...~ requim<! to oifer. wOIl:ltraining slot 
to someo.. bet"", cuttlng rIlem offofassistnnce. NGA drops lIle shelter cut, but not the time limit. 

+1 

Benefit ReductiQll$. On. pooitive note, liko the $enate bil~ the NGA would maintain full"";' benefits for e!lgiblt 
children, dropping'the two-tiered system in the Conference bill. The Conference bill would C\ll ...h benefits by 2.5% 
for three-quarters of1110 severely disabled children coming On the ro~ls. Under the NOA and Administration plans. 
<UIWDt recipients aflecte<I by the tighter eligiblllt;y smndard$ would receive benefits unIiJ Janumy 1998. Under lIle 
Senate end COOlkrence pi.... their benefits woul<I end • r- earlier. 

Immigmltr. NIA 

~ fiR 4 would make most Iego1 immignmts C\l.m!lldy in !he eounny (inclu<liJJ& _ now on the rolls) .. well as 
_ immignmls ineligible for SSt end Food Stamps. In addition, HR 4 woul<l deny Medicaid 10 new _ for 
their first five years and enable Swes: to deem sp¢rt$Ofs income until c.itizenshfp. The NGA is $i1ent -on ttili;: issue 

TOTAL WELFARE REFORM RESTORATiOl'/! +9 

Poverty: 

!'oye!Iy - The eo_welfare bill moves 1.5 miUlon childten below the poverty line; the Semite welfare bill 
mov<o 1.2 million children. Poverty eff_ofthe NGA proposal would pnshebly be a little ~ than the Senate 
bill. ('Iheso numbers may be adjuste<I dnwnwanl once CBO estima!<s Md new _ie_ptions .... _ into 
conol-') 
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SUSPENSION 

(Policy Position offered by Governor Thompson and Governor Bob Miller) 

WELFARE REFORM 

1M Govtmon lnliLvt rJw.t our 1I0tion'I kaIJo$ OTt "OW JacM. with an historic opportW'liry 

and t1IClmOW 1'tSponsibtJiry 10 I'fSUUCM tJu /tC.t:1'al..swt ptJIfIfership ill providing sevie,s to 

nu4:y famiJy.s. ,WI, 1M nal'iClt's Gowm~, I11'f wmmirttd to «hiMvir.g mumiAtfol w,lfare 

Telamt tlQ!£. 1"hL contfnualiOlf ct tht! a.tmIIl Wf!l{tuf .rystor'l i.s UNlCceptabk. COIlgrtSS haJ 

mr.ztU significant effints tuwald. maldng chturgts that will allew Sl4US tht flaibiJiJy to blliJJJ 

IIpmt :hI lusons sfllltU havt kantd through a dtcaU of aptrimUllJ100n U: wtlfar~ refOrm. 

The Prtsitk", haJ also iioit:ed hiJ cummitmuzt to achitvtng wI/art 1tform and hm contir:~td 

w gtfPU wai'IUS to stQUS to f«i/izQlt uptriJ'rt~ Wt: ~ Congrw tutd flit P,a~' 

r.o jam willi UtI: ltllli£m's GOV.rntm:f in suppon of Q biJumisan agnmlent thot will realk)«JtI 

. rnptmsibilitks fll'lWng levtls of govenu"tn!; ma.rimfu SU1.te paibiJily, MId ~srruc.we weJfo.re Qf 

0: zransitionai progrliJn wtrh I; ftXW Oft work an4 St/f-SilJ!'kImcj, We believe, howClta, thai 

chiltJrt1J muJ1 M prorf!cted rJ-JOUfnout me l'wrucrwing pNXw, 

StIJte apMmce in Wtlfon nj"omt· hIlS dtUMCnstrfMli that I~C tl~menu Mt partiClilar}y 

(fUcial for SI.lCClfSsfui wt/ftlTt"frmn: welfare must b, ttmpartu'f and linkd to work; botlt 

portnts must IUpport th.ti1' chtJ4nn; and. child Cart mwt be avaiJabie to eMblt! low·incam~ 

J~~$ wWt r:hil4fflt to 1o\IOJ'k. AIJ4iliDnoIIy. W~ btlitv~ char bhxk grMH should be ~milltl1fenlJ 

to Slaw Dnd mabk sr4IU (wad dUaaitm in tAt. tkJign of ~fT Ohlll prograntS basttJ upon 

,"klUaJ~ agreed. fJ.pan goals. w~ (JUO beltttle lhat Sl(J1U should how! QCce:u to supplt:mtnrary 

mtlf.chmg {edergj fi.mds far thtir cash assUtDllte prqgrtJ!1fS during puiodJ of tCOlIomic downturn. . . 
Tht c()"fv~ltCe agrufl1t1tf OiI"HR 4, rht hr$()IIQI RtspotUwi/iry t:md Work OppD11Unity Act,. 

inc:orpor(u~d mall)' cf tAut! tltmmu. btu we also ~litvt! furrhv cht11lgt:s musl be madt lO 

CTttJrtt U S(fI,tIJd tmd WC1kable wtlfare rt{Cmt bilL 1Ju Natit:mIJ/ GOVtrnon' .ASJ"ociation '/'IooliJ. 

supJX>rt th~ HR 4 cO!'lft!mv:. tJgN.t11Itnl with r~ churtgU list", inlow with the aceprimt of 

1M aliDt pt'(}\Il.rioru. 'l1!t a&smc. , f# ucomme~ on me nsmcrioll of btntfos fOT aiitttS 

• 	 Add $4 billicN in funding to rite genv(1.( u:tiUemtl'iJ for child cart, This jimding would 

net rtquire a !UJU march. 

-.1 ­

http:weJfo.re
http:srruc.we
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• 	~ tJt~ parricipalicn rOUt cakulfUion to ltlk4 i1Uo QCCOWU' Mose whe katie caJh 

Qssistll1t.C~ for work as long as lMy WfttJin empJn;ed. 

• 	 Redu.u the nwnbu cf /WU'S of ptlrtidptlriim 7t1[Wfti in fv;tun ~d1S tt> 25, 

• 	 Pmnit $taleS tM opciml to limit the ,.ind Jtwn of WClTk 10 10 h()W'S a wnK for 

paT4JW Wh tl c1tiJd under ag4 siL 

• 	 $ttJteS can mw <mt cf twO rrigges ro access I~e con.ringrm:y fund: the UJWI1plt:rymf!!1lt 

tr"fg:geP' in liit ConfmmCI agrwntm or tl ImV lrigge baud an frJod ~ps. UJJdo lItt 

food """'1' rrigg<J'. ''''''Is _Id be <ligibk f'" Ib, conlingt1l9' fUnd if 'h< I!JlJn.U .f 
,hiJdnn ill wir fr>od stamp "",.food In",md by 10 JW<tnl eve FY 1994 '" FY 1995 

lewtl.r. 

• 	 Prcvid4 cash bOil listS of 5 pt'Ctlll Qltnually 10 SCQrl!!S lhtU fX.c~ed specifi£d 

empiaymmM4laua ~rfomumu targd per«lIlagf!S. Thtse bonusu )6I()Uld liar bt: funded 

QUf of 1M bltx:k grant bast. 

• 	Maintain tht b()1WS for sttlltS that rtdu.ct ()ut.ofw~dl(Kk births contained in tht 

confertltCt! agr'ttmDtr. 

• 	 hOlJtde SlIlleJ "",irh 1M oplil:Ht 10 remia beufiu 10 tJildtlk"wl ~hi1tinn bom or cOfI.Cdvt:d 

w~ lM' family is t)!'l w4lfmc. . 

• 	Raise mt rumpricn to. tht ~ytOr lifWmt. limit on bm¢lJ to 20 pucurt of th, 

,..d<u14 

,2· 
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• .Add 	Q start plan rtqUirtmtrlt tJuzI th~ stCk Itl forM cbjtctiw! criJeria fr;r tht "livery 

of b'Mfi" twJ fair twJ tiplitab/< _ 

• 	Provide II ltalt opM'1f. to taU /osru ,art, adopdtm (JJSUuJl'U:i!, aNi intkpcn4.ult livlltg 

funding as a capped tnrirltnlDt1 with QMUltI rrowm 4djrmmm lNued on avuage 

narimtai castloM growth lGk. Sraw rruzy rrOJ1J'ftT an)' portion buc 11. Child Pr()l«tittrt 

Block Grone {(]II' acdvws, stICh as early intervt1Jlion. child abllSt pntVllllion, (J/lt'J famify 

prUfTVadort. SWIIS InlUI C~ld to f1UlintaUt fjforf (i' J()() ptrr.:mt bastd C'1f. uare 

spcN1.in.g in the yu:r pritJt IC tJ.cupMg eM ClJppt.4 UIlitltmun, Staru must mab'llain 

prmer;rWM 4nd IU1l1dmr1s u.ndo ~1U law. St41ts 'cVI revtrse their deci.:rion on a 

~a,1y btuit, 

• 	 Cret1tt an tJlMtman Child Prot«rIDn B10clt Gr41lf of tM fmroining child WtlflJTt, 

/amity prUtf"lIJritJh, 4Jtd child abust Jl'"YmIltnt and trtlotwt.tnt programs. These 

progranu o;re. IWl CWTOItly iMividuaJ mriIlfmtJtcs. S(JJUS must "U:intdin pr(Jttcr/(Jrr.$ and 

standards UMn Ctm'ml law. 

• 	Accept 1M provisions in tJu St!I'U1.UwpassM Mlt/ftln bilL 

• 	Chonge eJ!t~vt. date ft»' ~ and 1101 rJppJictPfJ.1 10 J41J1I4fy /, 1998. 

• 	 A.ccepl the pruvisialt ill rM StnlJU-passed welfon bill thO! reauthmize rltt Feed $tamp 

program in its CUI'1'tI1l ~ppci entillontnr form. 

• Modifl tM ilu:ome IltducrUms 45 or.nliNd in 1M Stnare·passtd wtl/ore bill. 

• 	Mailtlain 1M CW"1'I1tt ~ml for childrm. 

.• Scitocls wqulll COnMfd U} nc~iv~ per mcal fotkral sublidia fo, all wItChes 4Ni 

break/am umJu cunut digibilirj qiuri.G., . 

• 	AddJtitma/ ntb$idies for schools wilh high proponlons of frct or ,eductd~price 

panid(XlllU will b. nuzin_tt 
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• Slilits wou.ld c~ to rtetiyt the proponion of t1dministrativr costs basttJ. 

lJn.: bul in it blodc gro1f.L ' 

on C~}U 

" 

" 

Th4 S1ak must tkvd.op " SUJU·bas#.d. plan tit(Jt iN.lwJn public input mtd Ikscrlbts how 

lh~ Stall will C~4~ rJu prtJgrtII'fL 

AJI othC' StZfoguartl.$ ducribeiJ ill fht COllJm;tct. rtpoTt will be I'IIlJil'Itaitmi 

• 1M NO/ir)1iQ/ ~on' AmxWion Sl1'OIJgly OSCOUfDgu 

Goytmars of PutnO Ric~ Guam" and other lmitorits 

fod<r~1 {uMiJlg for ......../{on program. 

CfJl'tgrtSS to war" with the 

tow/lTdJ allocllling ~uilabie 
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WHITE HOUSE STAFFING MEMORANDUM uJ<L-1--l I. ~ ~\t-

DATE: 02/05/96 ACTIONlCDNCURRENCElCDMMENTDUEBY: ... 02/06 9:00 AM 

. 
SUBJECT: PRESIDENTIAL REMARKS: NATIONAL GOVERNORS" ASSOCIATION PLENARY 

SESSION ON 02/06 

ACTION FYIAC~~ 
VICE PRESIDENT McCURRY ~ 0 
PANETTA ~D McGINTY 0 0 
McLARTY NASH 0 0 ~.~
ICKES QUINN 0 0 

V· Y 0LIEBERMAN RASCO 

RIVLIN ~ SOSNIK bl- 0 
BAER STEPHANOPOULOS ~ 0g:/~CURRY STIGLITZ 0 0 
EMANUEL Q/'D STREETT 0 0 
GIBBONS C 0 TYSON C~ , 
GRIFFIN 0 GJ WALLEY 0 0 
HALE ~ CJ WILLIAMS 0 0 

HAAS, LarryHERMAN 0 0 D-""" :J 
HIGGINS REED. Bruc:;pz': ~D 
KLAIN ~ TOIV ~D 
LAKE 0 0 RAOD, Vickie g/ 

WALDMANLINDSEY 0 0 0 ~ 
EDMONDS V 

REMARKS: 
Please provide any comments directly to Michael Waldman or 

. Terry Edmonds no later than 9:00 AM on Tuesday, 02/06. Thanks • 

RESPONSE: 

StaH Secretary 
Ext 6·2702 
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PRESIDENT WILLIAM J. CLINTON 
REMARKS TO THE NATIONAL GOVERNORtM&P6IAJJ!lt' 35 

WASHlNGTON, D.C. . 
FEBRUARY 6, 1996 

[Acknowledgements: Governor Thompson for introduction; Governor Miller; governors and 
mends...] I 

Thank you for the invitation to address this most important meeting. During the past 
rew days, together, we have tackled the toughest challenges facing our nation. A.nd we have 
done it by reaching across lines of party, geography and ideology, seeking common ground. 

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

Afld perhaps most important, we are seeing Americans coming together again around 
our fundamental values. The crime rate, the welfare and food stamp rolls, the poverty rate 
and the teen pregnancy rate are all down. 

We all know thot 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, too many of them are working harder just to keep up, 
and they justifiably wonder if !hey will be winners in this new era .. 

The central challenge we race as political leaders is \0 give the American people the 
tools to make the most of their lives while keeping the American Dream alive for thnmselves 
and their children. 

We know what our challenges are. A few weeks ago, I outlined them in the State of 
the Union: bonoring the oblig.tion we owe our children and building strong faurilies; 
renewing educational opportunity so we can compete and win in the 21 st 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 fteedom and peace throughout the world; 
and reinventing government to make our democracy work better for the American people. 

The question 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 -" to~ether. American 
families don't hold purist views about how to meet our challenges, They don't think that 
Washington has all the answers, and they don't think that SIlIte capitols have all the answers, 
either. They want what works. And "what works is us. working together -- across party Hnes. 
the national government and state governments. working toward common ground. 

[t is clear from the experie.llce of the past 30 years that centralized. one-size-fits-aU 
goverrunent -- with top-heavy bureaucracies dispensing services from Washington -- does not 
work and will not meet the challenges of our time, But it is 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 yourself. We cannot leave people standing on the platfonn 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 wilIing to take responsibility; 
that as Americans, we owe a duty to one another, then we cannot walk away, 

To do this, we have to reform and reinvent the way Washington works. And that is 
exactly what we have been doing the past three years. The goverrunent 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 regulations, And we have done more than any other 
administration in a generation to work in partnership with states and cities. I signed the 
Unfunded Mandates law, which was passed with an overwhelming bipartisan margin; We have 
given more Medicaid and welfare waivers than aU other administrations combjned~ we are 
working with you to resolve dozens of issues under the Crean Air Act, And Washington 
should learn from 43 state capitols how to cut waste, and pass the line item veto that the 
Congress promised the American people, 

And our nation must meet our challenges in new ways. The national government 
should not try 10 lill evef)1hing, But it must articulate a c1earnadonal 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 
ptoblems, 

Our Crime Bill set a national g;"u of 100,000 more police on the street, but challenged 
mayors. poHce~ and civic groups to make community policing a reality, And I a m proud to 
say that in communities across the nation, this approach is working, Our Goals 2000 
education refonn set tough national standards, but challenged states and local commwtities to 
meet these staridards. And we are challenging every state to allow parents to chose their 
chiJd's public school, and to let parents' and teachers set up charter schools that have to meet 
tough standards, 

This approach -- aU of us working together -- is how we wiU 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 to a bipartisan 
solution. For too long, Congress and the President were putting into place fiscal policies that 
would never be seriously advanced by any governor who had to balance a budget In the l2 
years before I took office the deficit sky-rocketed and the national debt quadrupled. I am 
proud that we cut the deficit nearly in half, but we all know that is not enough. We have to 
finish the job and balance the budget. And we will only do it if we work together, regardless 
of party, in a way that upholds America's fundamental values. 

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

· Today) I am signing legislation that allows the government to meet its financial 
obligations until mid-March, and protects the Social Security checks of millions of 
Americans. This is a hopeful sign. But Congress still must act responsibly and pass a 
straightforward. long-term extension of the debt Hmit. No governor would ever put his or her 
state's good name at risk, and we sho~ldn't either., 

• 

As you know) during the paSt few months, we1ve had more than 50 hours of 
negotiations on how to balance the budget. This has been a difficult process, but behind all 
the impassioned public debate, Speaker Gingrich, Majority Leader Dole, and the Democratic 
congressionai leaders and 1 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 to bl: real. attainable and accurate. We both 
agree on steps to slow the inflation of health care costs under the Medicare. \Ve both agree 
on how to provide Medicaid services more efficiently. We both agree on savings in welfare 
spending by requiring recipients to work, and by setting time limits for their stay on welfare. 
We both agree to hundreds of biltions of cuts in government spending to create a leaner. and 
more efficient national government. 

So, I say to the leaders of Congress: These cuts we have already i4entlfied 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. 
und to protect Medi~are. Medicaid. education and the environment. We can continue to 
negotiate; we can continue to talk. But take these cuts. balance the budget, and just pas. it. 
Just pas. it. 

A second area where we can found common ground. bipartisanship 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. Our nation is the only leading economy in 
the world where insurance companies are allowed to deny citizens coverage or raise their 
rates just because they're sick. People 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 OT lose jobs. 
The Kassebaum-Kennedy bill is not government-run health care. It imposes no mandates on 
empioyers. But it gives working people the tools to protect themselves and their families and 
to take advanlllge of the opportunities offered by the new ,",onomy. It has 43 bipanisan 
cosponsors and passed through its committee unanimously. 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 cases government must playa direct role, For the past 
three days. we've been discussing how to refonn the Medicaid program and I 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 dear: three decades ago we made a national commitment that if you are 
preglWlt, if your child becomes disabled, if you are an elderly American who can't afford 
nursing home care. you will not be denied quality health care. It 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. I believe we are close to agreement on sweeping 
refonn that is consistent with the principles the American people demand: requiring work, 
strengthening faml1ies, inspiring responsibility. and protecting children, [look forward to your 
final recommendations, [ am glad that governors in both parties agree that the bill 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 to make progress. we can put partisan 
differences aside and end welfare as we know it 

A balanced budget. Welfare refonn. 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 
slllnding on the threshold 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?ffl Today) here, together, we must answer: Yes. 

4 




FEll-06-1996 09:138 F rEF au<SEL TO 4565557 p.e!· 
;;. .,. • ROM OFF ICE OF 0; . 

rt·· ?(~ I4JJ 
, . 

~~" 

\\s ~'~)\."-Q 

~,\,( 



TO 


SIlSl'ENSI9N 

(I'<>licy Po.ilion offered by Gov.rnor 1hom)OOll ","d """,nmr Bob Millor) 

WELFAlIEREFORM 

1M GoVml0J7 bdJeyt Nt QllT muttnJ'J ka&m 4N "OW !tUM wit. tm hinorlc opport:Aniry 

flrtd ~~ tt:> ,Jtt'D'lK"1iD't tM fdDaJ·StQU PfJTr.ru!J~l£ip fJl prd..-idin, UJ'Yieu '0 

,.,~ lamilits. Jt'e, du! 1Wt«m l' G~ IDT &l1mmitnd fD nt:hiJMng Mttmrngful wt!fare 

rtftJmt!Ull!:. T1w CDffIDuuuitm 0{ tin aumtt wt1ftut tyltcm i.s IIItlUct!pu:bk.. C~s Ji{lS 

mmJt sipfJklW ejJ'ort.r If./'M>am m~ e~ that wiD nflcw .fWtT W /lwtJiJitj to Dldld 

IJptm tJK leJ:tms SW#J ndW! lumtd. tJlroUfh If d«atk q c.lpmmamu14tJ V. .w:f/a" n{0I'n. 

1M t'rt#4oJl IUU abo YUked his wmmiDrttlfl 10 «hi1vbtr ONtlft/1'f; Ittfmm and ItaJ conrf1lutd 

to gran:I WDivuJ to ttdtn M fatiliJD1t apeimtnIarimr. We wrr Crmv-esJ #inti. litL Pr~tidt:n1 

to jDm wah tht Mtl'un's Gow~ U. ~ fI{ 1:1 blpatriu"t ngrtnnt:llt rhaJ wUJ re()11QCQtt 

r-e8p<HUibilws pmD'ti JlWb if ~ marimlzt uu,.: fluibiJitJ, and ratl1lclIUe' wel[a" as 

II tttmsilioMl progrum widl a f«w:t OIl wt»'k oltd J~ff.1f.I/lftknt:y. Wt bel/tilt. kOwtvtr) lhul 

eJ;iJJnn .rm:$t ly prt'Ile.u:d rJuoutftOJU tM .rmru(:uuing f'h'X-eu. 

Statlt ~I'IVJ; in W(1/aTI ~rxm luu ikf7U)ll.)l1ami rh4.l rirf'fe ele",et'Ill l2JiI p(U'riclIlntly. . 
Cl1JdaJ (Dr ~'~JsJkl wt1f~,qilmt: )<'41fan must ~ tEIffJI01'I1I" mu;I linkr.d 10 work; l;(Ilil 

pillVltS .. must' rurpt:m tilLir cJuld1tn: tiM child t:t,l~ IfUUl be avail4blc 11> Of4b1. 1(IW.mclJWl, 

fornf.l!.tS "Yilh .:hildtgt lQ work. A4diticmally, ler btlil'll' lMI bl«k trants shoub:f bt OIlic/.emenLl 

IO Slat.!! IUtd ,Mhb! ttt'llZS t1IOl1d 44f:mft;m in • duip of thar m.'" ?Dgrtmu b4f«i f1pM 

mutw:l1y agt«J I¥P' p4. Wt' 4J.tD IntUw rhnl .fltUt;r sluntJ4 IrllYt acuss f() supplernur.t4J'j 

marching f~ ju1flb JOt thtft ctUIt QUi.swnn ptvgrwru ilJ.ninr potDds of m"'Ql'ltK dlllolltlUm. 

The Wflf~wscc ~ 0/'1 HR ~ tht ppqmo/ R~ fJ1I4 Work 0ppurluniry Aer. 

intfnp(»(JwJ many (1j rhut tltmtt1tJ, but ""11 CisD beticvt j'wrJtv c1umgu mtlrt P, m.rnlf to 

c'cult: a RJtJ.nd m.d WMkaW, w.lfau rtft-I bill 11ft fr/JJJttmat GoVfrnors' A,r,llXiarum would 

tupf"'11T the HJ( >I ,~~I with tlu cht1nges limd. btl"", ~l,h ,hll' ";(uptitm OJ 

rhr 4lkll j»'O~'isltms. 1Ju dMnlr, If ~rMaMIU' (111 rhr 7UUicJ.iun <)f btruJin fC1' ali.Qls 

Jhould nor" lnrtrp1'tted WI ¥upport for m# aliL!n, tpol'itJolU of rltt HR 4 etmft:rMl;t agrttmfM: 

• Add 14 billion V; ~ 14 tJu pwaJ Vlr/fl..,."", frw chi14 CIV'€. This [tuuJing WCiJd 

1'((11 "'fUin a SIi11e mmdI.. 

http:fornf.l!.tS


TO 4S6S:S5? p.03 

• 	 .,fd,d tI PIUt plan I'ttpIwm'¢nl :Juu Ikl «tty. m {orIIl 'rJbjwiw: ~k:1'i,o ft» tnt rUlivoy 

of tnfW'.fiz.t 4Itiil lair and. ~ utlllmOlL 

• 	Providl Q ,mUI! C'priMt to .takt jimu CIn. IMkIption .wUtllcl, and ~r living 

jU,,,,J.ing as It fiJpPtIl ~llatkt1lmt ....kh (JlVtwtf grD'Wlh a4}umm:n;1 blUed <m (Sl'ffll8', 
l1olioMl wsdiXld fI'OlO<da Mtt, SrI,lU!S 1M)' Udllsfv any p<'JI'ri<»I i1<tt'J G (,,'Ili/d PrOWl;wn 

/JlIxk Gmllt few taCtMltts ~ IU uuly inf~Mn. auJ4 abw:~ prCW:tlMI\ and J'Wnily 

pfUuw,lIm Sfims mun NJ"rvwt to muiJftab; effon a, 100 p.ecw basttI Off ~au 

~iIl~ ill t1tt ytar priur ro a«~PMg lJu "appe4 mutltmuu, $lata mun wuri1tUJin 

ptor.ec;'.wu anJ I~ IDIiJq a.nrtIU law. $Uttd um m't~ tIItll atctJ1cm WI. a 

yurfy bali" 

• 	 Cita« o:Ut fJlQrl,mntl (;hi1d PtQrtctiorJ Bleck GraM nf 1M rtm4bting '/IUd ",,-clfiv" 

family prtlmtzttf)n, Dnd chiJ4 nblLU prtvtltU(llt aflll tnatM,,., p"optl.ms. '[Mst 

Jff~ 4n MI ammltr ~ thtidl'!lft1lU1. SfAtU mWf ~ prot«tW1l:f 4!ld 

ttl1!'JiUJTdJ under CW'1'Qf.t law. 

• 	 A"ept 1h4 pN~ iIf flu StltlW!*palSt4 '.tiel/an bill. 

• 	 Chl11fgt'1 tf!~ dolt f~ r;f.U'T(IU 4Ad II"'" 4ppli.cOJUJ W ''-IfflllMY 1, 1998. 

'9 	 Atupl w ~ in-'1M MJliDU.ptInM wll4tt MJI duu 1«lllrhorizt: IJu FiX:>II SUJmp 

P"ctttllt'! in io t'tlmw' iUKapptd UllificmtJlt form. 

• 	 :iclUXllJ ww/4 <a~1U Itt I'ff,W" ptr mta! f~dm.ll subsidier ftn all Imlcltts tlM 

tt'"1¢:m lltuf6 ~r tfiXibUi.ly C'itcriA 

• 	Atiditi()l'<ai ntDtidi,j 1m sthOPl$ wul: high pU'JprmiDtU ()f fru (Jt rttlu~al'fric:( 

pmriapanu will lit 11~ 

T .T 

http:tfiXibUi.ly
http:p"optl.ms
http:ptor.ec;'.wu


- -

lIAR 214 '96 02: 12PM P.l/5 

STATE OF DELAWARE 
Thom2$ R. Car~ WASHINGTON OFFICE 

Qm,rDOr 444 North C:apihd Street, NW. Suit_nO 
Waminetoft, DC 20001 
Phon~: '102l6Z4 ~ 7'1l4 

M,un: 1_ C.Um 
~.r DlrKtClr 

TO: 

FAXII; 

FROM: 

DATE: 

h OF PAGES, 

NOTE: 

Fax, 10Zl'14. 549' 

FACSIMILE COVER PAGE 

~;2ud 

~md?Jak. ­
...au:....'&u.""'~r...aCA.~:::::-__• Office of Govemor Carper, Delaware 

W~ 
5 _______ (INCLUDING COVER) 

Pleas. not.: The pages comprising this facsimile tra!llmission con,ain confidential 
infonn..ion from the WashingtOn Office of Govemor Tom Carper. This infonnation 
is iDtended solely for us. by the individual .atidy named .. the recipient thereof. If 
you are not the intended recipient, be aware that any disclosurt, copying, distribution 
or use of 'he contents of this uansmi.oion is prohibited. If you have received this 
tran$mission in uror. pbs. notify us by telephone immediately 50 we may arrange to 
retrieve this transmission a.t ao cost to you. 



_MAR 04 '96 02'12PM 

ToflUll\~ G, n ...... l>lllfL a..1t1 ....,J c. S~hl'N--h 
C~~UNl1Ir ofl1."'l*",,"'lfI En:,,,(,I< :J!..,,,r = Clu,;"""" 

}hl) 0; lh~ Sr~(f' 

&lib MlUtt ';-I~ :-':o1'\k Ci""pl :\,,,,u 
~l'lI.Ct(if~.w W""";"PM, D.C. ~OO()1·1~1; 
'l.'¢1 o..a;mu,1I T d(l'b<>u I;C.;!) o~~·S,\m\ 

liRGENT 

MEMORANDUM 


To: ALL GOVERNORS 

From: Qovcrnor Tommy Themp$¢n 

Governor Bob Millet 

Governor John En~er, Lei!!ld. Govern« on Welfare 

GovcmorTom Carper. Lead Governor on Welfare 


Daft: M.arch I, 1996 

Rt: ' Modificll!io.'I$ to the NOA Welfare Reform Policy ACTION REQUIRED BY 3151!J6' 


In (he ~ $everal weeks, we have had many opponunlttes IQ discuss the GovernOf1i' wdfare reform 
policy with members of Consress. Loin w«k. ~ presented testimony before the HlJmnn Re~ource!t 
Subl;ommittee of the- House Wil.y~ and Means Commi.ttee and the Senale Finotu':e Committee, 
Additionally_ NGA staff along with our Maff hIve: done briefings for Congres5>lonal aides. ~nd White 
House and adminimution staff. Whll~ NOA'$ biptu'ti~an agreement on welfare has me' with positive 
respOnsts. we have also hcard a numb¢r ot cone~m$ expressed repe;,w:dly abOU't some .of the d<m~ms 
of our proPQuJ, 

After careful th()U&ht and recomme.ndation, we ZIl't' asking )IOU to consider modificlliions to four iJh:<.1J1 

of the NOA welfare poliey. We believe thut making thcse Chan~1:5 would les:>en the concern~ Clf beth 
Democrat and Rtpublkan membe(5 of Congrt'S1 and substantially ioeuiJ-se support (.or our proposal. 
We do nl)t beJit've thM t!tese chan,e~ would. in any way. fundamenlally .,ltet Our welfare policy. WI! 
ur:;e your immediate suppOrt for Ibf51: fout chang:e!', 

Congress is intel'e$tcd in acting quickly on the wl!:lfaCe propoal and hu:;> begun to draft kgi::latioo, 
We will nelK! your response to Iht!se propo~ed. chllnges by clo:;e of bl.lsjnes~ Tu~sd.ay, March S, 
PleaSe fax' your eommelHS to Ray Scheppach at (2021 624-.5825. If you have any quc$lion:-: pl::~~c do 
nOI hesitate to call us. 'You cdn direcl qU":Mions, as wen, to Sl.Isan Gotonk.. 011 (202) 624·5967 or Ray 
Scheppach at (202) 624-5320. 

1. Child (an! funding. The NGA policy ealls for an additional $4 billion in unmalch~(l federal 
dolh:m; for child cart. Ml!:mbers of Cp"gfl!>$ have el.pressed concc:rn [hat by pcoviding the. ..~ dollars 
wit~Qlf! a ~tatt mateh reqairement. SliI!es could actuaUy reduce their own spending on child C;tte while 
rec:ei\lin~ additio.nal [edcraJ dollars. In fnct, we know from our own experiences thal state~ generally 
increase spending on child Cilre ilS part of weffare reform effortS to provLde tne 5uppom neCe5sary to 
move recipients into work. However. criticism of this component has been father mon~ and we 
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beHe...e Governors eould 4Ccepl a match on tnese additional funds as a condition of recl!iving 
increased tedeBl commitment (0 child cm. 

Recommt:ndtd modificatioD., The additional funds above Slates' base allocation would 
require a state mau:h based on the Med.icaid match nUt and would be .Uocated among 5tj,tes 

using: the current ""Misk" f<lrmull, In order (0 access the additional funas. .a sm,e rnus! have 
spent aU of its bulc allocaflon and have maintained. their FY 1994 level of state ~pe:ndint! on 
IV~A chIld care.. (These requirements are consi:ncTlt with provis.ions already in HR 4 for 
allocation of child care fundinz.) 

;t, Malftknsru:r=or:dfort WluiN:mml COl contingency fynd, The :KGA welfare reform polie!, 
lnc:r~sed funding fot the contin,ency fund. added a second food st.amp trigger cp-tion. and eliminated 
the 100% maintenanc:eoQr~ffort reqlJit'tmtnl for sUIt•• (0 aCceU the fund. This last proviSion ­
elimination of fhe MOE ~. has met with considerable opposition. Similar to the child care issue, 
members nave voiced c:on!;em th"t stattS could decreas-e their own spendin& while reeei"lng eltra 
federal dollars. Again, we believe that accepting the 100% MOE (whkh was, in fact, part of Out 

original design for the C:Qflling~ne)' fund). would not alter the basic intent of the fund to provide 
a.dditional fClJeral support to slates during periods of economic hardship, 'This change would also 
make the c:ash assi~tsnee contingc:nc;' fund consistent with the umbrelln fund in (he NGA Medir;aid 
policY, 

Recommended Modlfltation. To reeei\'e federal matching funds from the corningency fund. 
in addition to JneCtin, either <In t.mempioyment or food stamp tri&lJer, stAles must a!~o mt:et a 
I()(}% maintertanc:e..uf·cffort requirement. The MOE would be based on st:.te spendinji: in FY 
1994 on AfDC. JOBS, AFOC~felll1ed child care and SA and would only apply in the ye(lt or 
years ~be state: used the fund, if.;1t !he end of the fiscal year. a StalL had failed [0 maintain the 
100% MOE, the Stale would be required to pay bad; the comin;enc)' fund\l it bad n:cdvcd. 
These conditions are contained in boib the Senate-pau~d welra~ bill ilnd Ine HR 4 
eonfartnee agreement, 

3. Reversibility under t.m opJi(!Qal foster care block grant. The Gov~mon' agreemcnt on child 
w<:lfarc provides statell with the option of re!;eiving their foster Cafe and independent living ft.md.( u~ :.L 

block grant. thereby allowing srealer fle~ibi1i1y ttl usc: these funds for pre"'entron prosram~ ~uch a~ 
family pre,;ervlltion. Our policy would allow states ((J s~it(;h back and forth ye':.!r~t(:\~ye:ar between the 
block IfInt op(ion and the open..ended enli!lemenl for foster ~e. This provi5ion was il'lcJuocG to 
etlSure thaI children be prot«t#d in,the ellenl of .. si,nific.tnl increase in demand fot fosler care but 
has led to cri(ic:isMS Uw sttl.te~ wOLlid ",ame th~ sYl>tem," Administratively and proeedutaUy. 
however, we know it would be very difficuh rOt ~wes to make annual switdtbacks. On (he othet 
hand. illlo .....ing sunes th.it h\l....e elected the bro.;:k grant to revoke the decision once and retUrn fO Ihe 
open·ended entitlemenl would protet! children and should alleviate criticisms toward state:;. Thi:; 
9ne-time reverw is a.lso the upprooeh taken in HR 4 ror the optional rQOO stamp block grant 

RKOmmended modification, Allow states th.u choose the optional foster care block G'ranl to 

reverse their decision once <lnd return to the optl'l..ended entitlernem sys!em for foSter car¢:. A 
stale would not be permitted to'retum to the block grant. 
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4. School NUtrilion Opthrnal B!ock Gran. Demon:stl'ation. HR 4 authorized 'a dcmomtr.;ltion 
project that would allow seven states to receive their iChool breakfast and lunch funds as a biock grant 
for fjve years. 'The NGA welfare policY proposes to modify the scbool nutrition demonsmHionli by 
preserving-fhe entitlem:nr for dlildren :and allowing schools to continue 10 receive per meal federal 
$ubsidies. Rather than block pntina: meat funds. the NGA polic)' proposes to block *,ram 
aciminiStnitiw: funds. Due to ~J,pre5!(ed eoncems. the NOA has re-examined the Oovemor~' policy 
-proposal in this area an4 bas determined tilar our pol~c)' cS!C:ntially dC$Cribcs current law, Therefore. 
we retommend striking: our recommendations around (ht school nutrition bleo;k ,rant deMOr-.straiiom: 
and propose the following subltitule: 

Recommended ModiHcation. The Governors' PQliey supportS the dclc:fion of Sct;don 914, 
the" School Nutrition Optional' Block Grant Demonstrallon Program from HR 4, Titllt LX • 
Child Nutrition Pro,mm5, ' 
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MODIFICATIONS TO WELFARE POLICY 
STATE tu:SPONSE SHEET 

PLEASE FAX TO (201) 624-5825 
Please resrrond hy dose ofhU$ineu Tuesday, March S. 1996. 

St3te,:__________________ 

Govemot's signature::.____________ 

Contac.t pt"nonltelcpbone,;••_.___________ 

_ Yo, I suppOrt the prop.m:d modlfic.1tlons co the welfare policy, 

_ No, Joppose the proposed modifications to the wt'tfare policy, 

Additional -comments: 
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Washington" D.C 20flGt-1512 

Ttlrphonc {20Z) 624·5330 


FOR IM~lEDIATE RELEASE 
June 2.5, 1998 
Contact: Becky FleL~bauer, NGA, 202;'624·5364 

GOVERNORS HOLD THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO 1996 WELFARE 
ACREEMENT­

"Proposed Medicaid and Welfare Budget Cuts Would Hamstring Stale Efforts" 

Washing1on. D,C.-The naHon's governors witl bold the federal government accountable fOf promises made in Ibe 
1996 welfare reform law to sustain a productive fedcrnl·slate partneJ'Ship, In lencrs to House leadership, governorS 
declared Ibat cuts in tbe House-passed hudge! resolution would seriously jeopardi.z~ state welfare reform eHorts and 
Med.icaid programs-a breach of the 1996 agreement forged among governors, Congress, and the president, The 
1996 agreement gave governors increa::.ed flexibility and responsibility for welfare in exchange for five years of 
guaranteed level funding. Medicaid programs, which bave already contributed enormous bUdgetary savings, playa 
critkal support role in welfare. reform effotts ~y providing health care. for the wurking pOQr" The resolution passed 
hy !he HOllllC contains mere than S10 biltitm in cost shifts in welfare and S12 billion in cost shifts in Medicaid, 

"\Ve urge you in the strongest possible terms to upbold the historic welfare agreement rt'ached in 1996 and reject auy 
elliS in welfare or Medicaid. We hope you and yoor rolJeaguc-s will consider the negative consequence> of reducing the 
federal contribution to these programs. These cost shifts and !"«'Col initiatives to reduce flexibility v.ithin the welfare 
block granl ate a serious vtoffilion of the welfare agreement reached in 1996, erOOing the federal-slate paI1nership." Said 
NGA Chairman Ohio Gov. George' V. Voinuvicb and 'NGA Vice Chairman Delaware 00,,\ Thomas R. Carper, 
"Governors transformed welfare. lifting millions 10 indtpendence and self~sufficlency and dramatically decreased the 
rate of growth 10 Medicaid, creating a stronger. leaner program The appropriate reSpouse to thls suc.cess lsD', to 
hamstring slate effortS aDd shun [he federal governrrent's responsibility to uphold the federal-state partnersrup," 

Th(~ governors are making their concerns Icnowo as Congress breaks (Or its July 4 recess and members travel back 
to 'heir home slates. Botb chambers ale waiting to act on tbe budget resolution until the Congressional Budget 
Office delivers ils re-estimate of projected surpluses. Governors Illrcsscrl that the pledges made by mcmbt'rs 10 
upbold lhc Icnels of the 1996 welfare rcform law sbould translate into 1).(:t1oo thai cOUi>iders aft progrdffiS with 
welfare rdorm implications. . 

MEDICAID 
Governors strongly appose· efforts to take an additional $12 billion oo.t of tbe Medicaid program over the next five 
j'ears. Medicaid already made an enormons conlribution to budgetary savings through ~ontrnHed program growth 
rntes. In tbe late 1980s and early 1990s, Medicaid spending grew at an annual average of mote than 20 percent. 
Since 1995. Medicaid growth was comBined to appw)(imareJy 5 percenl. State reforms designed (0 reduce costs 
whiie maintaining qual1ty made these enormous savin~ possible, These savings. combined with the faHeaciling 
reforms enacted lasf year through the Balanced Budget Act, will reduce actual and projected Medicaid spending by 
mOle tbao $100 billion by 2002. Governors warned that Medicaid should 001 be subject 10 further cuts. Instead. the. 
reforms enacted last year should be given lime 10 take effect. 

http:increa::.ed
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·'Tuc.\c cuts will scriou~ly bllmpcr stale efforl'> to run high.quality, co.st-etIcctive h(".tiln care progr4nlS [or In\\,­
income pregnant women and children, senior citizens. and disabled indh·iduals," wrote NGA's Executive 
Committe!', in II letter !O House leadership. "To achieve the Sl2. billion savings outlined in tbe House budget 
resolution, COllgrC'Ss will he forced to ('"<iP the federal government's suppon for the open-ended eolitlemenl 
program. wbich would result in a massive cos! sbift 10 slates.. or to radically reduce Medi":'8id's disproportionate 
:iDilft' hllipilaJ program. which would fundamentally undermine ~Iatcwidt~ systems of health care f1C",'CSS for (he 
lIuin.'>ured. Th(' gov('tuors adamantly npflo$e a cap on federal Medicaid spcllding in any fotm.'· 

WELFARE 

the I-louse budget resolution would include mote than $10 billion cut ftom the "income security" funding category 
IDal includes Temporary Assistance fot Needy Families (fANF), as well as other welfare-related pragrlituS. such as 
lhe Social Services Blod Grant, child (~(C, child .support. and child welfare, 

The cuts would occur when many states am workiog to help the hardC$t·t(}-serve populations gain tradion in 
moving from welfare to work. These challenges will require reliable fundiog to give dlizens tlie snpport and lools 
they need to become self-sufficient In addition, many states are preparing fot future economic downturns or 
hardships hy creating rainy day fU,nds, 

Governots are worried ihat some House members are rationalizing the cuts by making Irrelevant distindioru; 
between welfare ptogrdttlS. Several members made pledges on tbe Hoose floor and in leners 10 the National 
Gov£fnors' Association (NGA) lu n~iore cuts to TANF. Although guvctnors apprcdalc these gcs1Url's. the 
speeches ~Ild letters fail to identify where savings in the amhiguous "income security" funding category would be 
achieved. GOVl;l'OotS stress thaI while CUIS (0 TANF may be restored, language in Ihe House budget rcso!uli"n 
leaves :.everaL oIber wt'lfarc and Medicaitl programs vulnerdhle to cuts, This i!i a gaping problem that must be 
;jddressed \\'hen House and Sen.ate budget negotiatorS meet next momh, 

The letter 10 Hotlse leadership was signed by NGA's nine-member executive comminee-NGA Chairman Owo 
Gov. George V, Voinovich. "ud NGA Vice Chairman Gov. Thomas R. Carper, Delaware; and Go\'5, Roy Romer, 
Colorado: Lawton Chiles, Florida; Frank O'Bannon, Indiana; Bob ~iller, Nevada; David M. Beasley, South 
Carolina; ~lichacl O. Leavitt. Ulah; Howard De:an, M,D., Verruonl; and Tommy O. Thompson, Wisconsin. 

-END­
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BhcucM OU:e::aw",.,,:JeD..""'" G.,,,,,.,,"""~ ."""""13'\1~ OWn,." 
Hall ofdw 5tact:lASSC'.ItOO'ION #C Notth Clplt~ SII'Uf 
W_I'IPfI, D,C:, lOCl!Il·aU 
T.,",h~M tatm ~••},OQ 

lune II. 1998 

The Horumblo Nowt Gingri<;b 
Spoalcor of ,ho 110... 
H,232 The C""I.ol 
VI~,",n.D,C,2051' 

We appreciMe your recent letter expressing your support fOf the Temporary AssisWl¢:e f¢t NCCldy 
Families (TAN!') program .. "",n •• your wllllnlll!." ,. ,rami by di. commit"""" C(II)gJtSS made for 
flve year, of guaranteed TAN!' rundina .. ~ '" in !he l'etsoIlol Responsibility and Work 
Opponunl<y R""'neilillliOll Act of 1996 (PRWORA). NQnOlhcl.... die tWion'. OaVCmotll ",main 
strongly opposed [0 any cut. in welfllfe..relAIOd programs M pari of this year's budget neptialions. 
Such c:uls art II. violation of PRWORA-an agreement forged among Oovernors. Congress and the 
administrallon Ie".! than two yean: ago. 

With .nactment or PRWOR.... in 1996, tho and ..', 0._alll!Oed ,•• broad package of m'ono, ,. 
;) number of ptogramJi, aJl of which are erucial to state.!' efforts in moving individuals from welfare to 
",.,k. AI th' h.art <if Ibis pacl<ase was til. TAN!' blad< gr..,~ wltleh sa"" s...... printAJY 
rl,!~p()T'lJo\ibihl)' for achieving [rue chlilllge in the welfare 5Y.m. PRWORA aJso Inc;1udeCt reform in the 
IolT1lil~' or child c;are. chUrl support. chiJd welfl'Ul::. food .slamps~ and Title XXtsoclal Ser'/tces Bklc:k 
OrW'lt (5580), We agrUel to guaranteed levels of funding for dtesc program5 aloog wjth incn:a.~rJ 
ne:dbility al [he fi:Ul\e level. Less than two )'eat$ lat«. in II: serious mach of this con~ with the 
Govemors. sones raee the thft.8( Df Con~ remesing on the agreement, Purtding le\lels are b:ing 
1Ow...d and fl••lblll,y Is boln. retltiolcd. 

Vic "'maln' ..ry ,on"""",d that the House passed • budget ",solution Ihet Il1"ludod .~ odditional S 10 
billien In $a~ings designated to come from the f~~on 600 Income Security ctUtgory. As you know. 
Function 600 include! TANF. as well .as man)' of the O1hec PRWORA program!! already mentioned. 
!<uch a.. child c:are. SSSO and child support.. In 1997. Congress pUled D new law refcrtning the: c;hlld 
wclfare and fosler c:are system thal included several new Stare requitemcnta. StateS' effOrts to meet 
t!'.cS&! new requirements could be hllmpClred by CUtlt 1n ch.ild welrare fundins. Any DUempt to pal'!­
down liny of these progranu is B serIous violation of PRWORA and woold undermine state!;' welfare 
reform efforts. As mott: 1ru:11viduals leave the werr(U'¢ casctoads. other assistance pl"Ogulrm. are: key in 
melVing people from welfare to work and most impolUntly in preventing them from moving bad into 
welfare. 

Thi. year. we have already sccn roducti_ In SSBO throtJsh the te<.,....Y paased tran.potWin" bill, 
Not oftly did this bill cut SSBO fUfldlns: lewels. but also limked ttll.t~s' e.bllity to JJ1lnsfer funds between 
TANF iII1d SSBO•• key CQml'Ol1ent or the welf.....(orm *S,.,,,,,"o,, Tho agrl,ultural ....It!'Ch bill. 
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Tho Hononobl. Rwhanl Gepb.a:dt 
Minority Leader 
lH04 The CtpilOl 
W••binJllOn, D.C. 205l; 

W. '"' writing to ftlilet&lO Ihe nation', Governors ItIOtl& QppoBition tg an)' alts in welfare-related 
programs as part of thill ycar'. bud!!"t negatia!ion.. Such CUll! .... violatilln of PRWOltA-an 
""".mo.t ro~ among Governo",. Congress atJ<l the Ildminismllion less thAn two years ago. 

Wit. enactment or PRWORA In 1996, !he n"i..,', Oovemcrs agreed '" • bnoad package or1'0",""" t • 
• number afpragrn.... aU of whieh ... """,ill to .wes' e/forts in moving Individual. from weir... t. 
",.rk. At Ihe heart or this package.,.. the 'rANI' blocl< gnont, whleh gave ....., primary 
responsibility for achiev~"g true chattgc in the weJfa.rc system. PRWQRA also included reform in the 
areas of child care, chikl support. c:mld welfare. food stamp'. and Title XXlSoc:iat Servk:es B10C'k 
Orlit'll (SSBO). We ~ to guaranteed levels of funding fer these programs. along with inc.reased . 
flexibiljty at the, state Ie:vei. l..es! than two Y"" later. in a moU5 breacb ttl this c;ontrac;t with lM 
a.vemors. 51.... fllC' ,I.. t.....t of Co.pa, reneglns on the agreement. Fundin, !evel..... being 
lowered and fl~xibmt}' Ii being reitrit:fed, 

We retnain very conc::mlcd that the House paued a budget resQlution thal included an additional S10 
billion In ""iOILS desl~ted to eome lrom lh. Function 600 Inoome Security c"'S"/)'. A. you know, 
Function 600 ioel.de. -tANF. e.; well· ... many or !he other PIl.WORA prognll\S aln!ady mentlonod, 
sueh ... child 'are, SSBO end child suppal1. In 1997, Congee" pa$$I!d ••0'" 18111 ...fonning ,h. cbild 
welfare _ foster CAN system milt included severa) new state requirements. Slates' df'ons to meet 
these new requirementS ieoukl be hampered b:t cuts in child welfare funding. Any attempt to pare 
down any of these programs i. a serious vio1tuion of PRWORA llnd would undermine scales' welfare 
refOrm effom. As more. ~ndividua1s leaYe the welfare c:a,eloads. cdtlllr U5i5~iU1ce prograiN are key in 
moving pecplf! from welfare to work and 1nQst importantly in preventing them from moving back Inta 
welfttre. 

This year. we have already 1eeh reduclion!: in SSBG ~htoUgh the teee:1uly passed ttansponation bill. 
No< only did this bllleu, SSW IIInding lov.b, but AI.o Umi..d awes' obili'Y \0 t"'Mfor funds between 
TANF and SSIIO.• key componen, of ,b. ",.llm ,.form agr<.m.... The agricultural resurch bill, 

http:weJfa.rc
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1_ 11. 1998 

The Honol1lbl. Tl'OlIt Lon Tho Honorabl. Thomas A. Dlw:hle 

Majority !.elide, Minority Leader 
V,IICcI S..... SoIW<l Vnilecl SIlUe5 Sc:nare 
WashingtOn, D.C. 20510 Washi_n.Il.C. 20510 

Dear Senators Lett and Daschle: 

W. are writing to ~iterate the nation's Ciovemon strong opposition to an)' alii in welfBtfNoelatcd 
proW"'" .. port of ,hi. y....., budget ..pied""" Such ........ violatio. of PRWORA-on 
"fII'«mon, forged ""••s Oov"""",, COIlPIO and Iho administratlon I... dmn two )'<lIn.IIIlO. 

With enac''''''", of PRWORA in 1996. the nation', Oovemon agreed 10 • bn>od package of !<farms 10 
» 'I'lumber of proaram!••nof wh~h are crucial to sta'es~ efforts in mQ'iing individuals from welfare 10 

,"ork. At Iho boat! bf this paekage was the T ANI' bloet grant, whioh go.'"'''''' prlJlla')' 
rupansibilicy for achie.ving true change In (he welfare system, PRWOR.A also included reform in tho 
areas of child cam. thlld support. child welfart:, food stamps. and Title XXlSoclal Stn-viC1!S Block 
Granl (5SOO). W. ag=d 10 s-= ..... , or lundin; Cor IheM _, al,,!,S with i~ 
fl/aibitily at [he state level, Lest. than two years later, in a ""aus bresh of thiB conuect with me 
(101o'emofs. 5ta{1;S face lhe thrat or Congress reneging on the qreem5nt. funding levels are being 
lowered arid flexibility is being mtricted. 

We remain vet')' eoncerhed that me Howe paue:d a budge'!. resolution that included an additianol 510 
billion in savings designated '(I come from the Punet10n 600 Income Security CAteSot')'. As you know. 
F",nc:ticlP 600 includs,·TANF. II! wen as matl)t of the Other paWORA ~ already mentioned. 
such as child care, SSBO and child support. In 1997, Congres,s passed a n~w law reforming the chilO 
.....lfare ani:J fosre:r c;a.re ;system that mcluded. several new 5:tate requireft"lefUS. StateS' efforu to' meet 
chest new requirementS' could be batnperod by cuts in child welf. ~nding, Any attempt to pare 
down any of lhe.so program5 Is a &tri0\lS viohnion of PRWORA: and WQuld undcnnine ~' welfare 
refQ!m efforts. Ar. more indi"'id~!.s leave the weltAt1 c:ueloada. orher assiStance: progr;uru AfIe; key in 
,l'I'IQving people from weMare to work and most Importantly in preventing them from moving back into 
welfate. 

This Yea!'. we have .....ady ..en tcdllClion' in SSIIO tbrough .ho recently passed !I1I""""""ion bill. 
N01 only did .his bill cu, SSIlG funding 1...ls, bu. a1.0 limited ...... ' abtUty 10 II'8".f.r fund!! between 
TA:r-n: .and SSBG. a ke)':r;omPQnent of the: welfare reform agteetm:nl. Th~ .Ilgrlcu'tural re5eBin::h bUt 
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, 
that now awaiU the President's signature, reduct! food 5t!1.mp adrninisuativc: CO$tS. Oovcmon view 
Ihls bill, S, ) Iso. ... serious violation of !he PRWORA agreement as. I< ....riets !lle use of TANF 
dollars in Ibe state. Fllrtbe7. the Senate. budgel resoludon spedfled further t;1Jts in administrative C:OM~ 
for food stampS and Medleaid, 

PRWOIlA .1t<41ly modo In contr!hetion to. _'""',federal bUdS'" by ostablishin•• fiaed .""""'. 
of fedarel welfare Ij!OIIdlng ''''''' • fl....year period through TANP and other propm., ,.ch as SSBG. 
Funlher ClItII In lIIelfate-'elllle<l progroms should be dropped from .0""_ In .hl, year', budge, 
nogotiation$, 

Covernors are keepins lheir ..d of !he deal. A. o.Yernors who have been deeply involved with .hese 
issues. we urge you In the mongcllu wms possible to do the a~ and cnd the repeated W4C:ks on. ' 
PRWOIlA, 

Roy Romer: 

/!;.J.. /J7,JA
Covernor lIob Miller ' 

~a~-.Zl· 
GovernQr MichuJ 0, Leavirr mmy 0, Thompson 

71~ !J.­
Oo\lcmor Howard Dean, M.D, 

- /~ ~;",-..
Governor Tom Rldse 
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For Immediate Release , July 28, 1997 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT 
TO THE NATIONAL GOVERNORS ASSOCIATION 

, , 
The Mirage Hote! 

La:; Vegas, Nevada 


I 
; 


11:05A,M, PDT 


THE PRESIDENT: Thank you lIery much for the warm 
welcome. I must say, whenever I come back here. I feel terribly 
nostalgic: I'm eager to come,l hate to leave, and I always know 
there's something that we don't entirely agree on: And right 
before we came in here. I came into the Mirage and I saw Steve 
Wynn and Governor Miller, and right before we walked in, we 
walked through another room which is set up just Uke this one­
a commiHee room - there wasn't a sou! in there. And I thought, 
look', I know we don't agree on everything, but this is taking it . 
a little far. (Laughter.) I was delighted to see the real 
thing, Thank you very much, 

I want to' say that - to you. Governor Miller a'nd to 
Sandy and all your team here in Nevada. HiUary and j are very 
grateful to yqu for many things, but especially for what you've , 
dOnQ on early'ctlUdhood developmenl. I congratulate Governor 
VoinoYlch on assuming the chairmanship. And I thank him for what 
he has done fof. young children, It is a ramarkable record in -, 
Ohio, And Governor Carper, congratulations. I'm delighted to be 
joined here by many members of the edministration who have been . 
here before and will be here when I leave. , 

'And I would like to talk today about a number of 
things, but let me say Ihat I have tried to establiSh a better 
and a growing partnership with Ihe NGA since t first took offIce, 
I've been working on one thing, really, which is to ptepare our 
country to go into this new century where every American whO is 
responsible enough to work for it has a chance at the American 
Dream; where out of our vasl diversity we build one Amenca; 'and 
where ~o will con~nue to be the world's leading force for peace 
and freedom and prosperity, with opportunity for all and , 
responsibility irom all, M American .community of aiL . 

The governors who have been kind 'enough to share , 
with me work experiences, now going back nearly 20 ye'ars. haVe 

•
" 


. I 



played a major rote in a lot or what I have tried to do, because 
It seems to me now. as it seemed to me when I took office ­
although, I feel more strongly about it J"IOW - that in some ways 
our major challenge is to develop new ways of thinking aod a'cting, 
about aU of our problems, going beYond fel~e chO'ices which are 
impQSod on us by limiled thinldng and beyond old conflicts. It's 
so much easier to keep fighting in tho same old way than it is to' 
imagine a new way of doing business. 

, 
Indeed, 8 great deaf of my lime away from domestic 

issues is spent trying to get people to'stop doing things that no 
one should have to ask them to stop doing. In Bosnia, people 
lived together for decades in peace - within two mont~s Ihey 

were shooting at each other's children. In I'reland they're stili 
fighting ovef 60o..year~old disputes when the young people are 
dying to get away from it. But people just can't escape the 

,habits of old connicts_ Thank go-odness. ours are more 
constf!)ifled, but we have 10- do better, , 

,And I must say, Governor, the best example that 1­
nave seen of a new VlaV of do-jng things I saw two days ago when I 
was in Nevada at Leke Tahoe, one of the most perfectly beautiful 
large lakes in the world, whiCh is 100iflg about a foot of lIs 
clarity every year because of ~llution. And at Lake Tahoe, I , 
saw the most conservative business peopie sitting with the most 
active eflvironmentaliS:ts on the seme page. They would say that 
same things, You couldn't tell after apoint who waS in what 
group, because they have eoncluded that they cannot preserve 
their economy and grow i[ without also preserving their 
environment 

And il was a marvelous thing. I couldn't lell who 
was e Republican or who was a Democrat. I couldn't tell who wa~ 
tn the public interest environmental group and who was running a­
local business, because they have just imagined a future that is 
different from their past. And in large measure, tllat is what we .. all have to be dOing because the time we're living in is so 
dramatically different 

And we've tried to do a little bit of that in 
Washington . .TheyloJd me when I 'got there we couldn't balance 
the budget 'and reduce the deficit and cut spending and stH! 
invest more monev in education - but we did. They said thaI we 

- couldn't have an activist federal government if we were:90ing 10 
cu,' the size of it and reduce regulations and give more authority 
to the states - but the government is 300,000 people smaller 
than it was the day I took office.- And I think h's clear that ' 
we've got a different kind of partnership here. 

So that's the,sort of the thing I'm interested in in 
all lhesa areas, Let me just say that the most important test or 
any endeavor, I guess. is results. If you \oo~ at the economy 

. .. 


" 

., 



we said that we thOught we had to cut the defiCIt; but irwesl , 

more in our people and their,future; and we had to open now 

markets to American products and services - and we've got the 

strongest economy in a generatiof!. ' 


In crime, we said we had to keep being tough On 

.criminals, but we had to do some IntelUgenl things - thaI we 


, 	 could have raasonable rastrictions on keeping guns out of tna 
hands of people who shouldn't have them. Without inter1erlng >Mth 
the right of Americans to keep and bear arms, and we have done 
it We said we had to p'unish poopla moore, but we had to give 
children something to say yes to, end we've had fIVe years of 

, declining crime rate and last year the biggest drop in violent 

crime in 35 years. And welfare, all of you proved that you could, 

be tough 'on work and still supportive of children and families, 

that it was'a false choice - and we had the blggest drop in 

welfare rolls in history, 


Today, I would like to talk about three things, , 

basically, One is finishing the job of balancing the budget: two 

is folloWing through on welfare reform: and. third. achieving 

national e1ceUence in education. 


First, with regard to the budget, we're now In our 

tinal stage of negotiations on the details or legislation to 

write into law a balanced budget agreement We know now that the 

deficit this year, when it comes in, will be over 80 percent less 

than II was tn 1992. when I took office, in January of '93. And' ' 

some people are saying, well, we ought to just lorgel aboO[ it, . 

the (;conomy will keep growing and the budget.wl be in balance 

next year. That is dead wrong. it might be in balance next year 

Or it might 'not, but if it is the deficit will start going up 

again iryimediately. Why? Because as all of you know, you can'l 


,reform the entitlements in an annual appropriations basis. We . 

have over· $400 billion of savings in the entitlement piograms' in 

lhis balanced budget agreement and $900 billion in savings ove"r 

'0 years" 

Secondly, one of the things that keeps the economy' 

going is c'onftdence that we're serious about ft$cal ' 

responsibility. So if we walked away from the budgel agreement 


/we don't know what impact It would have on the stock markel and' 

on individual investmenl deCIsions and'on the olher things thaI 

keep our economy growing., S? I think ii would be a. mIstake . 


. 
Mote important, thiS is a remarkable budget 


Because of the prospority or out country we have an nistoric 

opportunity 10 balance the budget in a way thai reflects our 

values and,strengthens our economy as well; a historic 


_ oppo:tunjty to pass a balancod budget thai includes the largest 
Increase in educalion since 1965, the largest increase in helpmg , 
people go to college. since the G.I. Bill passed 50 years ago and, 
as Governor Miller said, the largest increase In health insurance 
and health support for childr,en si,!ce Medicaid was enaCT,ed in ' 

'. 
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1965 - with a bipartisan vole, from the Congress. 

We have a chance to paSS a balan'coo budgetlha! will 
move more people from welfare to work, that prOlects the ' 
environment, that extends the MediCaid lrust fund for a decade ­
although, to be sui:e, we will have 10 do more on that In the 

. future. We have an opportunity to give the American people e tax . 
cuI thaI is modest in Ihe context of the overall economy, but 
stiU will provide much needed Telief to middle class families, 
wilt support education. and will help to grow this economy in the 

'future, 

This is an historic opportunity. It can be [he 

achievement of a generation, It can only happen with big 
majorities of people in both Houses and both parties 
coming together. And I believe we're on the verge of achieving 
~. 

} 
WaVe worked hard over lhe past weekend Irying to 

work out some of the lasl ditfrcuUies with which many of you ar'e 
very familiar, 1am pleased to say that we have rea~ed 
agreement, thal the Amencan people will get Amenca's version of 
Georgia's HOPE Scholarship - a $1,500 tax credit for the first 
two years of college. There Will be other Ihings in the 
agreement that are wen·known, but it's clear to me that it must 
have a child tax credit available for working families'who need 
il- from teachers to technicians, from fife fighters to small 
business people aCross 'this country, It should include $24 
billion for children's health,care, It should include a. tobacco 
tax to help pay for that haalth cafe: And it should preserve the 
fiscal integnty of the budget. We need to b~ able to say to 
you, not just in five years, but in 10 years, we will continue to 
be able to keep this budgel in bal~nce if we have a reasonably 
successful economy, 

Over the long-Ierm, the policy of fiscal 
responsibility is best economics: 'And we dare not go back to a 
policy.of sustained structural defretlS. We will be punisheo in 
the international markels. and people in every slale jn this \ 
country that you represent will be hun if we ,do that. I think 
we're going to do it .. 

I know thaI you have some concerns over the 
continuing debate In 'the children's health package. We're trying 
to work'lhrough that. Let me jtist say thaI! am strtVing to ' 
achieve two principles that I do not believe.have to be in . 
conflict. First of all, I think there will be more flexiblli.tY' 
than the states have had in the pas! ever in the administration 
of the Medicaid program and the new children's heallh program, 
And there will be no new costs to the states in the children'S 
hea!th program, 

But it is Important also Ihat we have an adequate 
benefit package for children, recognizing that there are some 
problems Ihal chUdren have in a way that is more prolound than 
adults, including problems with vision. with hearing. with dt:mtal 
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health. I also think it's important that the American people 

know if we're gOlOg 10 raise this tax money on tobaCco that the 


money will actually add children to tha ranks of the insured and 
not be used, in effec!, for people'to be able 10 drop other 
insurance schemes of children and' put them on a public program, 
or that the money would be spent on thlngs other than adding 
child~en" 

So that's where we are. I feel good aboul il. And 

1 think we're on the right Ire ck. And I wil1 be 'surprised end 


" deeply disappointed if we do not achieve an agreement in the near 
.future thaI you will•.hopefully, be quite supportive of and that 
,will achieve sustained, big majorities f(om both Houses and both 
parties. . . 

The second thing I'd like 10 talk about briefly is 
welfare reform, It has been' one of my top plioriltes for a long 
time - as Governor Miner said, for at least 10 years, since my 
predecessor, as head of the Governors Association, Lamar 
Alexander, asked Mike Castle and I to head a welfare reform task 
force a decade ago. 

Since! too'k office, we- have given waivers"to 43 
stales to 'help you launch your own welfare reform experiments 10 
make welfare a second chance, not a way of life; to promote 
Independence, and family and work and responsibility, Arid about a 
year ego, 1 signed the wolfare reform law which has tough work 
requirements, time limits, parental responsibility. and imposes 
significant responsibilities on you, while giving you more ' 
flexibility to be fully responsible for !he program, 

. There was a 101 of debate about Ihe time I signed 
the bill aboul whether welfare reform wOUld work. about whether 
people would actually move from welfare to work or whether they 
COUld. ! would submit to you that after four and a half years ' 
thaI debate should be over, based on the evidence that you have 
worked so hard to amass. ; 

There are: now 3 million 'ewer people on wettare than 

the day I took office and 1.2 m!lIion fewer people since I signed 

the welfare reform bin just a year ago: Nine states haVe cut 

their welfare rolls by more' than 40 percenl in the last four 

years. Wisconsin and Wyoming have cut thei! welfare rolls in 

half. Thjs is the largest decrease,in histoPf" And we now have 

the lowest percentage of our population on welfare Since 1970, 

And you should tie very proud of your role in that achievement 

That is something America can be proud of - the lowest ' 

'percentage of people on public asSistance Since 1970, 

(Applause.) 


Now, 1 know there are a ~ot of reaSOns lor thaI. ' 
The good e-conomy has l~ken some people from welfare to work, 
There's been a 50-percent increase in child support collections 
and that's helped. The minimum wage anr the earned income ta)( 



credil ha\le made work more Mrachw for people on lhe margins: 
thars helped. But make no mistake abOut 11. our Council 01 
Economic Advisors did a very rigorous'analysis Of this, making 
clear that a significant percentage of the people who had moved 
from welfare 10 work did so because of state welfare reform 
initiatilles and because of Ihe new law. $0 we know il can.work. 

Now, let me also say I know that a lot of you were 
concerned, as I was', about some of Ihing lhings thai were in the 
welfare reform law Ihall relt should not have been there, and we 
are moving forward in this budget agreement to fix thaI. Among 
other things, Ihe most egregious culs in aid to legal immigrants 
will be restored under agreements we have .already reached with 
the Republican and the Democratic leaders In Ihe Congress. And 
there will be anolher $1.5 billion for food stamps, which-' think 
is important, among other fhings, because it's important for us 
to remember that most people on welfare are single mothers and 
their little child(en, but a lot of unemployed people long-term 
in this society are single men, and we should nofforget about 
them_ ' 

And one of the things thall like so much about what 
Governor Carnahan has been dOing in Missouri is the aoempt 10 
integrate the efforts to put single men into the work force with 
the effort to put People from welfare into the work force. If we 
can't do this now when our t.memployment is rNe percent 
nationwide and when prosperity is virtually uniform across i:he 
country, bUllhere are pocketS of people who are still 
unemployed, w~en 'can we do h, 

$0 I believe thai Ihese restorations will I"lelp you 

in yo"!"r efforts, And stale officials were central to tl"lis budget 

debate without regard to party, and I thank you 10r your help in 

getting that into the agreement 


But there's also a lot more to be done, You asked· 
to be cut loose from the federal government's bureaucratic 
strings. and we did that But now you have continuing 
responsibility that is greater, and we nave continuing 
responsibility because it's stilt a national prionty, $0 I 
think we ought to take a look al how we're doing -'our 
successes, our shortcomings and our continuing'challenges - in 
,(our areas: jobs, child care, transportation and child support. 

First, how welt are we doing in creating the jobs 
. 	that are necessary 10 move people from weltare to work? If we 

require people to work. they have to be aWe to work: there have 
10 be jobs there tor them. Nearly allihe state welfare-Io-work 
programs include the traditional elements of job search, . 
training education. community work experience, placement in 
unsubsidized jobS .. But now -I think this is remarkable - now 
36 of Ihe 50 states are domg what I would encourage every state 
10 do, using welfare checks to subsidize pnvate employment for a 

. period of lime" 



Almost avery state in America today has I!lore money 

under the welfare program of the reform law than you wouJd have 

if Ihe old law was in place, because we pegged the block grant to 

the time when welfare rolls were the highest and they've dropped 

al a record rate. So the 36 slates that are doing this I predict 

will find much, much greater success in getting private employers 

to bS willing to take a chance, because now thaI we've moved 3 

million people off the roils, you know as well es I do that the' , 

remaining adults on the rOlls, by and large, are the hardest to' 

place in employment in the privale sector, need the most 

training, need the most support, may have a false start Of two, 

and we cennot do it unless we have pnvate sector support So' 

for those' of you who have done thiS., j take my hat off to y01.J~ 


We also know that there will be some places in this 

country where the impact of welfare is so great and lhe present 

absence of private sector successful job creation is limited,' 

that w'e have to do more. So this agreement will include $3 

billion to go to communities and states to help you create the 

work opportunities in those areas where Itlf3 private seclor will 

not be able to provide them alone, And,! think that Is'a good 

thmg'. 


We also have secured in 1hiS agreement trom 

congressfonal leaders a privata empioyers ts'x credit to help hire, 

long·term welfare recipients. And I believe il is drawn as 


, narrowly as we could draw It, so that 1he lax credit cannol, in 
effect, be used for peopia other than those who are actually 
moving ffom welfare to work. 'And I hope thaI 'Nil! help you to 
meat your goals in each state. Pennsylvania and Massachusetts 
are among the states that are already doing this. 

And I also believe,lf I might say, that every one' 
of Ihese workers should earn'the minimum wage, And I know 
there's been some debate ahOu! that I'Ve heard already from 
Governor VOiflOVi~h ano Governor Miller what your position is, 001 
I just want to. reaffirm my view that when people go into the 
wOfkplace, and they eam the minimum wage they ought to be able to 
earn the minimum wage.,they should be eligib1e for the earned 

"income tax credIt. Thafs what I believe;, Whether we can work 
some resolution of some'of the other issues, ! don'l know, but! 
feel very strongly about that. ' 

, \ know right now Inat according to our analysis. the 
faci tha~ we raised the minimum wage and raised the earned income 
tax credl\ is one of the reasons a lot of people voluntarily 
tried to move from welfare to work, and I don'! think we ought to 
do anything that would undermine thai incenlive. 

Let me say that we also have a welfare·to~work 


partnership nationally -with CEOs. of large, medium and small 

businesses.' And I want to than~ Governors Thompson and Carper 

for agreeing 10 co..chair the advisory council of thaI 
 , , 

\ 
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partnership. j think It would be a good thing if every state had 

a similar partnership. North Carolina. I know, is one of the . 

states":,", a growing list - that have establishe~ them locally. 


My experience has been that private employers are 

actually quite eager to help us solve this problem. If we will ' 

help them with some of their problems, I think that they will . 

carry a lot of this load for us because aU 01. America has a vest 


- Interest in seeing that welfare is a second chance, no! a way of 
life. 

MGM Grand Hotel here has hired over 1,000 welfare 

reclprents during the past few Vears. And the state of Nevada 

has set a goal for new casinos to set aside 10 percent of all 

their positions fOf former welfare recipients. And we thank you' 

for.that 


, The second thing that it seems to f!1e we ought to 
look at is child care, We ali know that it's essential if 
lowwincome families ere going to succeed at work and at hOme. 
And I think we aU agree that raising children will always be our 
most important job. Ifs more important than our day job. It is 
the most important thing any- society can do. ·And we can't have 
people with young children moving into the work force unless they 
know that lheyre children are going to be well-eared-for and, 
safe, and secure in a nounshing environment while they're at 
work,' 

Now, We worked hard to add $4 billion to the welfare 
reform law to increase child care assistance to you. Aod states 
are now receiving more federal do!lars: and abollt half the states 
over and above lhat afe increasing their spending beyond what is 
needed to receive these federal funds. And for those of you that 
are doing lhat. I applaud you. And I think the states with the 
biggest drop in welfare loads would say - I see Governor 
Thompson nodding his head - I believe they would say that that 
has been critical in their endeavors. Florlda, Wisconsin and a 
few other states have added quite a bit more than required under 
the federal law, 

Some states are creating seamless child care systems 
which pfo\ltde subsidies for all workers below a certain income 
whether they- were once on welfare or not.· That is a model that I 
hope'one day we'll be able to have ever)where in America. 

The First Lady and I have worked On this - she. 

particularly - for a long lime. We think every child should 

have aCCesS to Quality child care, and we think. irs the next 


. great frontier it we're gOing to make sure all Americans can 
o succeed at home and al work.. On October 23, we"re 'going to have 
the first ever White House conference on child care, to discuss 
the stren-gths and weaknesses of Ihe presenl system and whet else 
we have to do, And I hope y-ou will all be irlVolved in,lhat and 
will have representatives 1here. 

The third lhing we have to do is to make suie we 

, 
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. , 
have adequate transportation for. those moving ffOm welfare to 
work., because the jobs. Ihe training programs and the child care 
centers are often outside the neIghborhoods. I must say, I 

thought I knew a lot about'waltare, but until we actually got 

Into the law hare, I was unaware that only six percent of the 

people on welfare have cars, and that in many big crues. no . 

matter how long pacpla afe wilting to ride the bus or tha subWay, 

they will neyer get-to the avaJlable entry~leve! jobS. That is a 

stunning statistic. ~) 


At th'a sarno time, there are a lot of suburbs where 
businesses need new workers: And Congress, therefore, I think 
shoold put in this new transportation bililhe proposal J've made 
tor S6QO million to help states and localities devise· . 
lfansportation strategies to mov~)'peopie·tro.m welfare to work . 

. Some communities and states have already started. Kentucky has· 

. an Empower ~entuck:y initlative that uses the resources of IDU; 

different Cabinet offices. and a free transportation brokerage 

system to assure trans.portation in all areas of the state, And 

this 'Hilt ptobably be something that all of Us who come from 

slates with large rurai populations, Where Ihere ~re people in 

rural areas on welfare, will have to f1'dopt \ 


. Michigan's Project Zero provides transportation in 

its eHort to put every able-bodIed person to work. In Wisconsin 

- this was·a shmning statistic to me - onlY 3.5 percent of the 

people on welfare have cars. So the stale has a jOb ride 

inlbauVa to van-pool literally thousands or central city 

workers 10 suburban jobs. . 


Other states are spending part of the welfare block . 
gra·nt yOu now have on transportation. And I would just encourage 
yo.u 10 do. moro of ft, and I ask you to please help me persuade . 
Congress to put this $600 mllliOf'! in the new ISTEA bill, because 
it 'Hill heip you to do what you have to do to meet your goals of 
employment 

.' Finally. let me say a wo.rd about child support. The 
governors have been in the vanguard of insisting on more uniform, 
tougher child support reqUirements, The legislabo.n that has· 
been passed and the cHo.MS thai we've'made together have led to 

, an increase Df 50 percent in child s.upport collections between 
'92 and '96, And that is lIery good - that's billions of 
dollars, But whh the unanimous suppo.rt from this body we made 
sure In the'welfare law there were tough new measures to help the 
states track deadbeat parents across state,lines. ' 

To date. however. as you saw from the study that was 
pub:ished a few days ago, not all states have put these measures 
in place. This is one o.f the critic.a(staps to welfare reform. 
And the more people whO arc obliged to pay for their children, 
who can pay for their children, are unable to escape the 
obligation to pay for their children. the more tnere will be 
p>1blic money fo. spend on productive ways 10 he·lp the people who . . 

.. 
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actually have to have help_ So I would urge an the states to 

put in place these tough. stale...wide chUd support collections 

rn,echanisms 85 fuily and quickly ~s possible. 


Finally. lo! me say that 1have some concern Ihat 

the savings from welfare. which have been very considerable in 

some states. will not be used on welfare reform to mO<Je aU the 

people wtla can move from welfare into the work force, We have 

lowered welfare rolls by $3 million over 4.5 yearS. and Ihafs e 
 ,great 8ccomplishmant. But we know'we've been helped bytMe olher 

things that I mentioned. 


Now, I'know in some state capitals there ate big 

debates about how to use extra money caused by Ihe faCt that the 

block grant was pegged to the peak welfare, essoinee and,the ' 


. caseload is much lower in your states, But I think if we were to 
revert these savings to otllet things away from welfare reform, it 
would be a big mistake that would come home to haunt the states 
the next time there is an economiC down turn. We would ­

. anybody who does It, I think, would reatly wind up regretting it 
Ihe next time there's an economic down tum,' . 

And if you can get people - even in an 'economic 

down tum, if people lose their jobs, ~f they have work 

ex~rience now, it we can get aU these people}",o Ihe work " 

force now, Ihen when they become unemployed, as there will always 

be some people who are unemployed, they will be far. far more. 

likely, to be unemployed tor OJ shorter period of time and to get 

back to productive work more quickly. 


Maf)'land has decided '0 take the money that they 

have from lowering caseloads and theY're using all of it for 

child care, transportation and training people. And I think that 

that is the way'to go. Afier a year'of this law. we know that 

welfare reform will work - we know,it will. Bu! we know that we 

have a ways to go fo make a ,culture of dep'Cndency a thing of the 

past And so in these four areas, for an you're doing, I' 

applaud you. But I would urge you, all of you, to make sure lhat 

you've done everything you can in each area, 


Finally, Ie! me,ask your help in one other area. As 

all or you know, and particularly those of you who served wrth me 

know, education has been not only the centerpiece of a lot Of 

what I'm trying to do in this second term;rfs been an obsession 

of mine throughOut my publtc !lte. We have made a lot of 

progress since the Nalion At Risk. report was issued in the spring 

on 1983, and governors have led the way. But we have a lor more 

to do. 


In the State of the Unton address I asked every 

Slate to adopt high n'ational standards and, by 1999, to 

particIpate in testing every 4th-grader in read,ng and ovel)' 

8th-gradc( in math,to make sure the standards are being met. 




. ' 

Since I issued that call, governors and education 
leaders in -six stales have agreed to p3rocipate. And Ilhank 

· Iha goVernors of North Carolina, Maryland, Massachusetts, 
Michigan, Kentucky and West Virginia - three Repubhcans and 
three Democrats - along Wllh tM Department of Defense schools 
all over ttle world tor stepping up to the challenge. 

I Wish Governor Weld were here for me to thank him, 

· but I appreciate the fact that he's WlUing to go to Me~co. 'And 


I hope we can get him there. (Applause.) . 


. Last week, Secr'etary Riley a~ I went to the 
· National Associatior) or Elementary School Principals wh9're we 

were able to announce, thanks to the Coalition of Great City 
Schools. that 15 of the hugest school districts in this country, 
including schools in six of the seven largest cities in America, 

- have committed to adopt natIOnal standards and to pal'1.iopa.te in 
the, program. This will get us up to about 20 percent of the 
children in America who are now committed to be a part of this in 
1999 ' " ,

" , , 

NOW, this Is an astoniShing thing, for those of us 

who have been at this for a long time, this five years ago -the 


'idea that 15 of the largest cities in Amenca, which were written 
off in terms of their school system, would come up and say, not 
only ao we n01 'Nish to be written off, we'fe willing to be held 
accountable, und if our kids aren't measunng up, we want to know 
about it, is an astonishing development in modem history of 
education reform and something we sh'ould all be very, very 
exdted aboul and grateful fOL ' 

Now, I know there is some reluctance, here, and I 
, Would just like,to deal vvith a couple of Issues. One is U1B 

cities wouldn1 do it for a long time because they thOught that 
our kids couldn't do It. That's: the truth. They said America 
has a higher percentage of poor kids than other countries: 
America's got a more diverSe student bOdy than other countries; 
America's got all Ihese problems [n'lhe way they worl( than other 
countries, and on and on ana on ~ and these 1(1dS, they just have 
too many loads to bear. ' 

My theory is thaI the I(ids with too many loads to 
bear need to be held to the: highest expectations and need a goOd 
educaUon more than anybody else. And now we I(now we can do It. 
The results we got just a few weeks ago from the Third 
International Math and Science Tes1s, Which include a few 
thousands kkls from America - but they are a represenlative 
'sample by race, by region and by income - had for the vary first 
lime"on any international tesf- our 4th graders sco~ed way 
above Ihe internal/Onal average in math and science, way above 
the international average. It had never hapRened before. But wa 
know vie can do it now, (Applause) That's'the good news,_ ' 

The bad news is. the kids in Ihe 8th grade still , ' 

" 
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scored below Ihe international average. And we know why. When 
they reach adolascance, they - ell the problems of adolescence· 
come to hear. They become mors vulnerable to the gangs, the 
guns, Ihe drugs, all the other things, The middle schools. in 
many, many of our slales were organized - many of them are too 
big to be functlonal- they were organiZed when our society was 
far more stable and coherent than i1 is now.' J 

We know thera are a lot of prOblems we have to face, ' 
'bur we don'l heve to guess anymonfabOul whether our kids' can do 
it We don't have - that's no! - it's not an open debale', . 
They proved that Ihey could do this. And we owe it to lhem, So ' 

. we're 0'01 doing them 'any favors by nol saying we're prepared to 
be held to international standards. 

The second reservation I think Is that somehow this 
, was a power grab by the federal government 10 erode state's 

constitutional responsibility for education or local control of 
the schools. 

Now, Secretary ~ Governor Riley is going to be here 
. after I leave, and I know he's been here, but let me reemphasize 

- OUf basic role here Is to pay for Ihe development of this 
test. And most of you n'ow participate in the national assessment 

·or educalion progress - oller 40 states do, We,participate<l in 
helping to pay for the development of that tesl, but it's a 
national test that is given to a representative sample of 
students; rt has nothing to do with the federal government. 
They're not government Questions. 'government standards, 
government anything, We helped them to develop tha lest That's 
what we propose to do for all the kids at the 4th and 6th grade 
lallel - not to have a ff.idetal standard, but a national standard, 

GovernOr Romer has been working on that for years. 
When I handed over Ihe.leadetship at the standards movement and 
he took it up, he's been, I think, perhaps out most passionate 
and certainly our most wel!-tnformed advocate on this issue for a 
long time. 

But this is not a federal government power grab., 

It's a Question of whether there should be national standards, 

Neither is rt inconsistent with the fact that the Department of 

Education has actually given more say to states and local school 

dis1ricts Ihan' our predecessors in hOw 10 spend federal funds. 

So I tnink t'1at thai is not accurate. ' 


Now, the third and Ihe legitimate concern that a lot 

of you have is th~! you already have sometimes mOfe ihan one 

other testing regime. ThaI is a legitimate concern. And so we 

have to Work with you if we're going 10 ask you to participate in 

this to t~ to'reconcila these things so thai you're no! 

ov~rburdened in terms of the administrative time, the time that 

kids spend, all that I understand there are practical 

implementation isSues thai I consider legiiimate. Bull thjnk we 

can work through those. 


: 

, 

. ' 
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. .
I JUS! have to say, though,' do not believe thaI we 

will be the leading economy in Ihe world SO years from now unless 
we can do a more uniform job of getting people out of high school, 
with excellent world-ctass educations. I do not believe that. . 

You have to ask yourself whether you believe thaI. I don't 
believelhat 

We've got the finest system of higher education in ' 
the YIOrld. It will continue to carry us a long way, but we 
Simply have to do a better job in K Ihrough .12. And I befieve 

.this will help. And I wanl to implore you to work: with us a'nd . 
try to work through the legi'tjmate administrative concerns you 
have or the duplication of tests and the time and all that 
business. 'We will do everything we can to help with that But I 
think: this is a terrific opportunity for us and now we know we 
can do it. 

So those are the things I wanted to say abOut the . 
, , budget aod welfare reform ano,education: stale responsibilrues' 

'involving fx;ucation end welfare reform, but high national 
priorities; and Critical to mOve with these foryward into the 21 st 
century, 

Just verY briefly let me mention one more (hing. 
have been'helped greatly by ~o of your former colleagues, 
Governor Kean 01 New Jersey and Governor Winter of Msslssippj, 
who agreed to be !\NO,of the: seven members of our advisory board 
in this year~ong effort we're making to look at the state of ­
race lelations in America. race reconciliation and where we're' 
going into the 21st century. I think all of us know there is 
still some unfinished business, represented by the cootinuing 
debates we have in America oVer affirmative action and other 
iSSues. aut what Ilhink has not been as cleatly thought throug'h 
are the implicatlons of where we're going radally as a country. , . 

Today, Govern!:,!f Cayetano rs l~e governor of the only 
state in Amenca that has no majority race. In Hawaii, about a 
third of the people are'of European heritage, about a third of 
the people are of Japao.ese heritage, maybe a 1it1le'lower, both; 
about 18 percent of Philtpptne heritage, about 16 percent native 
Pacific !slanders, But Within five years the state of California" 
'Mil have no majonty race. And unless there is a dramahc 
change in birth patterns and immigration patterns, - I mean a 
dramatic change - withln 30 to 40 years in our nation as a whole 
there will be no majority race. We h'ave to think about the, . 
implications of this. 

I jus! welcomed all the delegates from Gitls Nation 
and Boys Nation to the While House. And both the delegates from 
Girls'Nation - Governor Carlson from Minnesota - were Asian . 
Americans, in Nordic MInnesota. This country is chaf!'Qing in 

. dramatic ways. Race, ethnicity and religion is convulsing the 
, resl of ihe w9rld. If we can somehow nol only resp.ect, but ' 

actually celebrate our diversfiy and slill have people say that. . 

, , 



.. 


tho most important thing is I'm an Arnencan and we have one 
AmeriCa, this 15 an unbelievable opportunity fOf us in the new 
century. It can do as much as anything else to preserve aUf 
world leadership for the things that we cate about and to make 
America really work. 

And so I would ask: all of you over the course of the 
year. and maybe we'l! take it 'beyond - we'll be trying to get in 
touch with people in everY state - I hope you will participate \ 
in this, This will be a good, healthy thing for America, But it 
Is also absolutely (tSSential to the function of this country as 
we move Info'the,21st century. If we can't find a way to say 
it's good, whatever our etnnie heritage Is; and we celebrate it, 
but the most important thing is we are a part of ono Amenca. We 

<:an't achIeve any 01 these olher things we want to achieve over 
the long run. ' 

And again I say, if you think aboot what the 
governors are about - getting rid of false Choices. gelling rid 
of phony debates. going into the future - this is ot the core'ot 
that So the country is in good shape, we'ce moving in the right 
direction. We've got to finish the job of balancing lhe·budget. 
fotlow through on welfare. put education on the front burner and 
learn to work. and live together. Jf we do that, then all of os 
together wililoave our grandchildren an America. that will'be 
greater than it is today. 

Thanl( yQo v!1ry mUch. (Applause.) , 

END 11:43 A.M. PDT 

" 
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National Governors' Association Speech 
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Questions and Answers ., 7/25 DRAFT 


Welfare to Work 

Question: 
states 

The President said that Pennsylvania and Massachusetts are among 

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

Answer: According to a report from the National Governor's Association, under 
Massachusetts' Full Employment Program, employers receive subsidies 
of $2,50 per hour for up to nine months, Participating employers are 
also entitled to an excise tax credit of $100 per moth for each FEP 
employee hired. Pennsylvania rewards employers for participating in 
their Employment Incentive Program (EIP) by providing up to $5100 in 
state tax credits for each welfare recipient an employer hires. The 
employer can earn $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 financial incentives, 

Question: 
state 

In his speech, the President cited North Carolina as an eX4!mple of a 

that is effectively creating public~private partnerships to move welfare 
recipients to work. What is North Carolina doing? 

Answer: 
business 

As part of North Carolina's Work First Program, the slate is recrui,ting 

leaders to hire peopre off welfare. Many county offices have contracts 
with the locaf Chambers of Commerce to hold job fairs once a month 
and meetings with chief executives. 

Question: The President also commended Las Vegas, Nevada and the 
hotel/casino 

industry for their partnership in hiring welfare recipients. What exactly 
are they doing? 

Answer: Las Vegas, the state 01 Nevada, the Chamber 01 Commerce and the 
hotel/casino 

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 mel this standard, 
including the new MGM Hotel 11 ,000 positions), the Stratosphere 
hotel 12,600 positions) and the Silver Legacy Hotel 12,800 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 
because child 

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, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, 
Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New 
Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio, Oregon, 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 
important 

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

Question: 	 What are examples of states that have seamless child care systems? 

Answer: 	 Illinois, Michigan, Washington 

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

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. 
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Transportation 

Question: The President mentioned three states that have started to address the 
transportation Challenges of welfare reform. Can you ten me more 
about what they're doing? 

Answer: Kentucky: As part of Kentucky's "Empower Kentllcky" initiative, Gov, 
Paul 

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 ptograms of four cabinets ~- Children and Families, 
Health Services, Transportation, and Families and Workforce 
Development~~ and extend service to areas of the state currently 
underserved. The new system will include creating 8-14 transportation. 
regions across the state, contracting with a Single broker/provider in 
each region, and establishing a to!!~free number for recipients to 
arrange ror 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 
partnerlng to address the transportation 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 assists 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 
automobiles. The program sought created an innovative van pool to 
link low-income job seekers with Jobs in outlying suburban areas. The 
program served more than 1,100 job placements in Milwaukee and 
Southeast Wisconsin and recorded over 72,000 trips to work in its 
eight-year history. 

Question: The President noted that some states are using welfare block grant 
dollars to 

fund transportation. Can you give me an examp1e? 



Answer: in Connecticut., Governor Rowland has committed to using $2 2 
million of the 

state's TANF donars for transportation services for public transit 
operators across the State to provide new transportation services to 
move welfare recipients to work. 

Question: The President said he recently proposed legislation providing $600 
million to 

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

Answer: The President is proposing to use the $600 mll!ion 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 transportation services to get people 
to ".I here the jobs are. 

Investing in 	Welfare 

Question: 	 The President challenged all states to follow the lead of Maryland, 
What is Maryland doing? 

Answer: Maryland has committed to maintain their investment in welfare 
reform efforts M~ 

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 to local 
communities for them to reinvest in job training and support services 
to families like case management- child care and transportation. 

{Background: The welfare law requires states to mamtain 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.] 

Question: 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 spen~ any savings where they 
are most needed? 
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Answer: Diverting welfare savings for ather uses has been discussed in 
many states. We 

happen to have detailed information from the Center for Public Policy 
Priorities reppp) in Austin, Texas, an organization that monitors 
budgeting decisions in the State legis!ature. CPPP fOl~nd that Texes 
will have a $363 million TANF "surplus" due to declining caseloads, 
Of this surplus, Texas used only about one-third 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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Child Support 

Question: The President said that some states are lagging behind in 
enacting the 	new 

child support laws. Which states have not completed work on 
legislation? 

Answer: Currently, 26 states have enacted the new child support enforcement 
measures of 

the new welfare law. The main new enforcement tools are new hire 
reporting, license revocation, centralized state collections, uniform 
interstate collection laws a(ld streamlining paternity establishment, 
These new measures will substantially increase child support 
collections. 

Unfortunately, 8 states have not included some of the provisions of 
the new law, Those states are Alaska, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, 
Maryland, Montana. Oklahoma and Vermont, Some of the measures 
not adopted 	by the states are new hire reporting (llIinotst, 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 to 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. 

Question: 	 What about the remaining states? 

Answer: 	 The other states and territories have either not yet finished their 
legislative sessions 

or. under the law, have some additional time to pass the new 
enforcement provisions. The President sent a strong message today 
that s'tates need to put these new enforcement tools in place or 
children wlll not get the full support they need. 

Question: What will happen to the states that don't pass the new 
provisions? 

Answer: 	 We are taking the passage of these provisions very seriously, States 
that do not 

pass the new enforcement tools will receive a warning from HHS to 
comply with the law. If the states still do not come into compliance, 
they will risk losing federal funds for tlieir child support enforcement. 
The stakes are high here, but getting badly needed support to children 
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is our highest priority. 

Question: Is it true that the states could also lose their federal welfare funding? 

Answer: If 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 taxpayers, should support their children. 

Question: Didn't GAO recently release a report which criticized the federal 
government 

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? 

Answer: As many as 9 states say they are concerned that they will not meet 
the deadline. 

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. 

Welfare 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 on the welfare rolls? 

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 
population on welfare since 1970? 

Answer: According to HHS data, 4.1 % of the U.S. population was on welfare 
in April 1997 -- that's 11 million people out of a total U.S. population of 267 
million. In 1970, the comparable figures were 8,5 million people on welfare 
out of a total U.S, population of 205 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 
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. 

Question: 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 requirements 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 151 

Question: What is the significance of the July 1 implementation date? 

Answer: 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-limited 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 child 
support enforcement, and encourage parental responsibility. Nearly 90 
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percent of states have chosen to continue Or build on their welfare 
demonstration project approved by"the Clinton Administration, 
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White House Hiring 

Question: 
2000. 

The White House pledged to hire ~ welfare recipients by the year 

Have any been hired? 

Answer: Yes. The Executive Office of the President has already hired 6 welfare 
recipients. INote that the original commitment that the "White House" would 
hire 6 people actually reflected the full Executive Office of the President, 
including OMB and the Office of Administration. To date, the White House 
has hired 3 people, OMB has hired 2, and the Office of Administration has 
hired 1.1 

Welfare Privatization 

Question: 	 How hard are you fighting Congressional efforts to change the law to 
allow privatization ~f Medicaid and Food Stamp operations? 

Answer: 	 We strongly oppose these proposals,. believing that allowing states to 
privatize 

health and human services programs would not be in the best interests 
of program beneficiaries. As you know, we recently told the state of 
Texas that while certain program functions, such as computer 
systems, can currently be contracted out to 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 minimum wage and 
worker protections. We believe that everyone who can work must work, and 
that those who work should earn' at least the minimum wage and receive the 
protections of existing employment laws regardless of whether they areMM 

coming off welfare. 

In addition, the Administration strongly believes that we must retain 
the welfare law's strict emphasis on work and oppose provisions to 
permit States to count additional time spent in activities such as job 
search toward the work requirements. 
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Question: What is the Administration doing to ensure that welfare recipients 
going to 

work don't displace other workers? 

Answer: We are strongly supporting proposed legislation that would strengthen 
the antjN 

displacement provisions of the welfare law. We are urging Congress, 
at a minimum, to include in the welfare law the non~disp!acement 
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 EdlJcation and Workforce Committees on the House 
side; we must retain these improvements in conference. We are also 
urging the conferees to accept the House 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 tne Budget Bill 

Question: What do tne budget bills do to promote work? 

Answer: The budget agreement contains two critical welfare to work initiatives. 
The 

first is a $3 billion Welfare to Work fund for cities 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 welfare to work. The budget agreement also includes our 
proposed enhanced tax credit 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 $3 billion welfare to work 
program, which directs more funds towards poor cities, and to revise 
the proposed welfare to work tax credit to conform to the budge1 
agreement. 
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Question: The President snid that Per1r1sylvania :Uld Ml'IssachuseHs are among states 
that are giving tax incentives to cmpfoyers. \Vhat exacUy are they doing? 

Answer: According to a report from the National Governors' Association, 
Pennsylvania rewards employers for participating in I heir Employment Jncentive 
Program (EIP) by providing up to $5,100 in slale tax credits: for each welfare 
recipient an employer hires, The employer can eam $1,500 of the possibJe tax 
credit by paying for or providing child care to Ihe welfare recipients hired. The 
welfare recipient must be employed for at least one year for the employer to 
receive the fmaadal incentives. Under Mfissachusetts' Full Employment Program, 
employers are entilled to an excise- tax credit of $1 00 per monfh for each FEP 
employee hired; they can also receive wage subsidies of$2,50 per hour for up to 

nine months. 

Questiop: . In his speech) the President cited North Carolina as an example of a sl~He 
that is eITectiveJy creating public-private partnerships to move welfare 
recipients to work. \Vh:lf is North Carolina dOlng? 

Answer: The North Caro!lna Department of Human Resources, North Carolina Citizens- for 
Business and Industry, and chambers of commerce around the stare arc 
collaborating on an effort to encourage businesses to hire people off welfare. For 
example. the ~·1ecklenburg County Chamber of Commerce. in partners-hip with the 
local social s~rvice office, has launched an aggressive campaign urging each of its 
4,700 members to hire at least one welfare recipient -- a goal which, if achieved. 
would cut the county welfare rolls by more than half. 

Question: The President also commended Lns Vegas, Nevada and the hotel/casino 
indusiry for their partnership in hiring welfare recipienis. What exactly are 
Hley doing? 

Answer: Las Vegas, the stale ofNevada, the Chamber of Commerce and the hoteVcasino 
industry have been working closely to get jobs for welfare recipients. The Stale 
goal is for new casinos to set as-ide 10 percent of aU jobs for T ANF recipients-. 
Several hotels have already met this srandard, including the new MGM hotel, the 
Stratosphere hotel. and the Silver Legacy hotel. 

Question: \Vhich 36 stfttes are using welfare checks 10 subsidize paychecks? 

Answer; According to a National Governors' AssOciation survey, all states except Alabama, 
Connecticut, Idaho, lllinois. Iowa. Kansas. Louisiana. Maryland, Minnesota, 
Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, Tennessee, and Utah subsidize employment. 

7f26197 



Question: The President s:'\id that about half.he states arc increasing their spending 
heyond what is needed to match new fedcrnl child care funds. Which states 
was he talking about? 

Answer: The President commended states tbat are making child care a priority because child 
care is the most critical support for families moving from weIfare to work and low~ 
income working families struggling to make ends meet. According to a survey by 
the American Public Welfare Association (lne stale welfare directors). 24 states 
plan to spend more of their own dollars than they need to in order to match the 
new federal funds, These 24 states are: Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas. California, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Georgia, Illinois, Indiana, lowa~ Maine, Massachusetts:, 
Minnesota, Missouri. Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey. North Carolina. Ohio. 
Oregon, Tennessee, Vermont, Washington State and Wyoming. 

Question: The Presidc.nt meotjoned Florida and Wisconsin specifically - .. wbat are 
lhey doing? 

Answer: Wisconsin and Florida are examples ofstates that are making important 
investments in child care with stale funds andlor by transferring T ANF funds. 
Wisconsil\ for example, plans to spend S158 million in combined federal and state 
funds. 

Question: \Vbnt are exnmpfes ofstatcs that have seamless cbild care systems? 

Answer: illinois, Michigan, and WaShington all provide child care subsidies based on 
income, not wbether a pareot used to be on welfare or not 

Question: \Vhal is the \\'hite House Conference on Child Care that (he Prcsident 
mentioned in his remarks? 

Answer: Last week the President announced that he and the First Lady will host the fif£t~ 
ever White House Conference on Child Care on October 23, 1997. The, 
conference will examine the strengths and weaknesses ofchild care in America and 
explore how our nation can better respond to the needs ofworking 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 
ensoring child care qoality. 
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Question: 

Answer: 

Question: 


Answer: 


The President mentioned three states that bave started 10 ~ddress the 
trllllsporiation challenges of welfare reform. Can yOIl tell me more about 
what they're doing? 

Kentucky: As part of Kentucky's "Empower Kentud ..)," initiative. Gov, Paul 
Patton is developing a new transportation system that will ensure that welfare 
recipients all over the state can receive safe. timely and effective transportation to 
>'lork, job training programs, and child care and health facilities. This 
transportation system will integrate the transportation programs offour cabinet 
depiJrtmenls -- Children and Families, Heulth Services, Transportation, and 
Families and Workforce Development-~ and extend service to areas oflhe stale 
currently underserved, The new system will include creating 8-14 transportation 
regions across the state, conlracting with a single broker/provider in each region. 
and establishing a tot!*free number for recipients to arrange for transportation 
through Iheir regional broker. 

Michigan; Michigan's "Project Zero" is a pilOt lH3lt effol1 in nve counties to 
reduce to zero the number of public assislance households without earned rncome. 
As part of the pilot, three state agencies are partnering to address the 
transportalion barriers faced by participants. Michigan's Suburban MObility 
Authority for Regional Transportation provides bus parrons with a ride from their 
stop to their work site. New employees are provlded 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 offamilies receiving public a.ssistance own automobiles, The program 
created an innovative van pool to link 10w~income job seekers with jobs in outlying 
suburban areas. The program has recorded over 72,000 trips to work in its eight­
year history. 

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

In Connecticut, Governor Rowland has committed to using $2,2 million ofthe 
state's TANF dollars for lranSpOl1ation services for public transit operators across 
rhe State to provide new transportation services to move welfare recipients to 
work 



Question: The. President urged Congress to ellact his proposal to provide $600 million 
to help stMes ..nd locaJ commnnities move people from welfare to work. 
Could YOII tell us more ahoW !his? 

Answer: The President is proposing 10 use the $600 million in new runds to create an ' 
Access to Jobs program as part oflhe reauthorization of the ISTEA transportation 
bill. This six-year competitive grant program will support new, flexible. innovative 
transportation services 10 help fonner welfare recipienls get to work. 

Investing in Wcl.fa.n: 

Question: 	 The President challenged all states to follow the le..d of Maryland. 
What is Maryland doing? 

Answer: 	 Maryland bas committed 10 maintain ils investment in welfare reform ellbrts­
above and beyond what the new welfare law requires, Most of the money is going 
baGk to local communities for lhem 10 reinvest in job training and support services 
10 families like case management, child care and transportation; other funds will 
support demonstration projects in critical areas like teen pregnancy prevention. 

[Background: The welfare law requires stales to maintain 800A (75% for states 
that meet work participation requirements) of their FY 94 state spending on cash 
assistance programs. This is called the Maintenance ofEffort (MOE) requirement 
Maryland has committed to spending 100% of its MOE.] 

The President said that some stales have been debating how to divert savings 
generated from welfare caseload declines away from weJfnrc reform efforts. 
Which staies hnve heen considering this? As a former Governor. doesn't .he 
President understttnd th':H states often have compering needs for dollars and 
have to spend any saving,,; where fhey nre most needed? 

Answer: 	 Diverting welfare savings for olher uses has been discussed in many states. We 
happen 10 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 will have a $363 million T ANF "surplus· 
due to declining caseloads. Texas used only about one~third ofthis surplus Oil 

services for welfare recipjents~ the state used most of the fest of the federal funds 
to replace existing state spending, fill budget gaps, or purchase other services. 
[Contact person at the Center: Patrick Bresette at 5121320-0222.] 
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Child SuvporLE.pfQrCffllcnt 

Ques.ion: 

Answer: 

Question: 

, ·Answer: 

Question: 

Answer: 

Question: 

Answer: 

By how much have child support colic-cOons increased? 

As the President noted, ehild support collections increased by 50 percem from 
1992101996 (from $8 to $12 billion)< 

The President said th.1t some slates are lagging behind ill enacClng the new 
laws which win help collect even more child support. \Vhich stafes 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 1001s are new hire reporting, license revocation, cenlralized 
state collections. uniform interstate collect ton laws and slreamlining paternity 
establishment. These new measures will substantially increase child Sllpport 
collections. 

Unfort\malely, 8 slates enacted legislation which did not include some of the child 
support enforcement provisions. Those states are Alaska, Idaho, Illinois, Indiana, 
Maryland, Montana, Oklahoma and Vermont. Some of the measures not adopted 
hy the states are new hire reponing (Illinois), and other significant measures tbat 
makes it easier for ihe slales to seiu funds from paychecks and propeny owned by 
deadbeat parents. Not including all the provisions undermines the slales' ability to 
ensure that children get the support they deserve and need. 

The remaining 16 Slates have either not yet Hnished !heir legislative sessions 
or, under the law, have some additional time to pass the new enforcement 
provisions, The President sent a strong message today that stales need 10 put 
these new enforcement tools in place or children wit! not get the fuU support they 
need, 

\Vhat will happen to the states that don!t pliSS the new provisions? 

We arc laking the passage of these provisions very seriously. States that do nOf 
pass the Mwenforcement tools will receive a warning from HHS to comply with 
the law, Ifthe states still do not come into compliance. they will risk losing federal 
funds for their child support enforcement. The stakes are high here, but getting 
badly needed support to children is our highest priority. 

Is it true thnt Ihe states could also lose their federal welrare funding? 

Ifa state does not have a fuUy compliant child support enforcement program, it 
risks a (oss orits federal welfare funds. ChUd support can be crucial to help 
families achieve self-sufficiency and get off the welfare rolls, Parents. not 
taxpayers, should support their children, 
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Question: 	 Didn't GAO recentry releitse it report which criticized the federnl government 
for a lack of strong leadership and direetion in helping states WiHl child 
support compu(er systems? Aren't ft lot of states going to miss this October's 
deadJine for having their com puler systems up and running? 

Answer: 	 Eight states have lold HHS that they may not meet the child support computer 
deadline ~~ California, Hawaii, I11inois, Maryland. Michigan, Nevada. Ohio and 
Pennsylvania, as well as the District ofColumbia, There are several main reasons 
why states have had difficulties. Slates have experienced contractor problems" 
States with county~based child support programs have encountered jurisdictional 
problems between the counties and the states, 

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

'Verfall'! CaselQacts 

Question: 	 The President said in his speech 1h:U nine states have cut Iheir rolls by over 
40% in the last 4 years. Which states are these? 

Answer: 	 The nine states ihn! the President was refening to are Indiana) Massachusetts, 
Mississippi. Oldahoma, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Wisconsin. and 
Wyoming, Wyoming's caseload has declined by 66% and Wisconsin's by 52%. 

1I0w many people are now on the welfare rolls? 

Answer: 	 Just under 11 million, down from 14.1 million In January 1993 j a drop of 3.1 
million or 22 percent. 

Question: 	 How is it that we now have the lowest percentage of the population Oil' 

welfare since 1970? 

Answer: 	 According to HHS dala, 4,1% of the U.S. population was on welfare in April 1997 
~- that's 11 million people out ofa total U.S, population of267 million. In 1970. 
the comparable figures were 8.5 million people on welfare out of Ii total U.S. 
population of205 million. 
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Quc5tion: 	 \Vhy do )'on think the C'lIselolld numbers are down? 

Answer: 	 In May. the Council of Economic Advisors (CEA) issued a report to explain some 
of the reasons for the dramalic decline in Ihe welfare caseJoad 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 CJinton 
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 
atlributed to other factors -- such as Ihe Clinlon Administration's priorities to 
increase the Earned Income Tax Credit, strengthen child support enforcement. and 
increase funding for child care, ' 

Question: 	 If the weJf:lre rolls were declining before the new welf;tre Inw, why did he 
need to sign it'r 

Answer: 	 The caseload reductions show ~ 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 limits and provide incentives that made work pay betler 
than welfare, The 22 percent decline in welfare caseloads since January 1993 
shows that these kinds ofactions work With the new law. governors Can expand 
these welfare reform actions without having to petition Washington. 

New \Velfare Law 

Question: 	 \VJtat is 1he significance of the welfare 1;1W'S July 1 impletnentalion date? 

Answer: 	 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 ofNeedy Families (TANF) program. Welfare is now a truly transitional 
assistance program that requires work in exchange for time-limited assistance. 

However, even before we[fare reform many stales were weI! on their 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-Jimit assistance~ make 
work pay. improve child support enforcement, and encourage parental 
responsibility. Nearly 9{) percent ofstates have chosen to continue or build on their 
welfare demonstration project approved by the Clinton Administration. . 
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ll:hifC House Hiring 

Question: The White House pledged io hire 6 welfare recipients by the year 2000. 
Have 'any been hired? 

Answer: Yes, The Executive Office of the President has already hired 6 welfare redpients, 
[Note that the original commitment that the "While House" would hire 6 people 
actually reflected the full Executive Omce of the President. including OMB and lhe 
Office of Administration, To dare, the White House has hired :; people> OMS has 
hired 2, and Ihe Office ofAdministration has hired I.] 
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be~o working with businU5C5 and CQrpora­

lions inu:ratcd in hiring. wdfilfC" recipient<;, 
including United AIrlines, AT&T. Mmlolt, 
UPS, aod hrupitak The depanment and 
corporations are 'A-'Orking ro establish SCT«"n­

ing cri(erla and referral processes, l.IS well as ro 
much me skills and qualifu::ations of rtcipi· 
eoa w employer.;' n('(cls. 

In JUn:nership with loc:al community or~i~ 
7.arion5. the departmenr of human servIces in 
IOWA held TANF communiry forums tn . 
nearly all of me ,st.:nc's ninety·ninc counties 
during winter 19<J1. Depmmen( ofhurnan 
services staff invited local businesses to ;mend 
to, gel rhdr ad"'ia: on how to make {eden.! 
welfare reform succeed. The Ced;tr Rapids 
Cb.unber of Commcc« lind an 3S$l)Cia[ion of 
Jocal employers in western Iowa have a­

pressed an interest in working with fhe de­
p;mmcm to hd.p welfan: recipiuu.s. 

A welfue refo.m initini'o'e in MAINE en­
coura~ each business to hire on<:: welf:tre 
recipient, It builds on {he GovCrnor~' Plm 
On<:: program, an economic development 
iniriativt m,n encounga all bmlm:sscs (0 hire 
3n additional person to stimulate me conomy. 
The $tate rcpom that the businw commu· 
ni()' has been responsive to the program, 

WISCONSIN has rought input from em~ 
pleycrs through all pham of implemc:nution 
of its comprehensive welfare reform plan, 
W.2. Examples include a Governor's business 
advisory commirttt mat nude recommenda­
tions on program design; a $('.a(C bureau mat 
is dedicured f<) emp/eyer services; and.a tf:. 
quirement that each W.2 office maintain a 
rnmmuniry mering committee led by the 
employer rommuni(}' and rcsponsible for 
identifying unsubldiud employment oppor~ 
runities, cruting W2ge-subudi:ted jobs for 
individuals who arc' not job {cady, and. pro­
moting emrcprenuen:hip. 

1o..1.....,..I.f _be,.., eo,.",.... 
Sates also arc worlcing wim loal clwnbers of 

comnl(rC( to promote welme.to-wotkdfom 

and reach OUt to the bwim::$S communi(}'. 

The San Francisco Cbamber of Commercc 

in CALIFORNIA recently laund\ed San 

Francisro Works if! coo~r:uion wim the 

United 'Way of the Bay Atea :lnti rot' Com­

mince on Jobs. This business and cllmmunicy 
init13tivt' wlll pla;;:c 2,000 welfare recipicnts. in 

private sector joh$ by 2000 through a ~rfor. 

manct'-based, omcom~driven contracting 

pfc;'C~~ with rommuniry-based nonprofit 

(raining providen, 

I~ NEVADAdie w Veg~ Chamber of.. . -,­
Commerce b:t5 been belpful in ~:atc mom to 

negotiate gambling indu~t()' hiting quOt:t5 fo~ 
welfare re:cipienl$. Tbe mxe goal is (Of new 

ca.liinos to set aside 10 percent ofall jobs for 
TANF n:cipitnr:;, Sevrral hOlds already have 

sariditd me goal, including tht new MGM 

Hotel. me StrafO~phere Hotd, and rhe Sil~r 

Legacy Hotel. 

North Cuolina Citi1.t:n~ for.Butincss and 
,-....---- --, 

Indu.my in NORTH.CAROUNA is worklng . ---­
with charn~rs of conHnt'fce 4Cfos.s Ihe lItate 

and rhe North Carotina Department ofHu­
man R,¢soutces to reach OUt to employers and 

eduate them on Work First lind rhe n«d to 

bire Work Firs( panicipant$. Busi~ thar 

an: hiring Work Finr partieipantS indudt 

banks, horeb, day care a:mers, hospiu.ls, law 

firms, and ~Uutams. The Mecklenburg 

Counry Chamber ofCnmme!'«, in coopera­

rion wirh rhe coun()' depanmtnt ofmcial 

servl,ccs.;S urging each oflts 4,700 mtmbers 

to bire Work fim participants, Tbe ompaign 

m~ that ifevery chamber member hires 

JUSt one redpitnt. tb¢ couneY's wdfare rolls 

will <.k:aease by 64 percem, Ie also emphasizc; 

(he need to remove barriers to empillyment. 
such as me lack of U'anspon.adon, child care, 

:lnd skilb. 

1n OKLAHOMA tbe Tulsa Menopoli,an 

Chamber of Commtrce created lndumilil 

Exchange ine, (IndEx), Tbis nonptllfi( 

corporacion provides contracted services to 

Oklahllma firms white providing tIain'ing, 

educ.arion, Wllrk e~perience, and long-(efl11 

emp!oymenr opportunities f"r the eco~ 

nomi~ly disadV<1Tltaged. 

In SOtITH CAROUNA Governor David 

M. Beaslq has signed partnership agr«menu 

with more than 40 chambers ofcommcft;C. 
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appHlXimatdy I.H49 welfare rccipienc: in 

job~. Of the 1,035 rccipil':nt5who afl': work­

ing. about 264 arl': in .rubsidiztd jlJbs. Pra~ 
gr.am operators report that (hI': ~gt: 

supplement may get recipiems through em­

ployers' do<lrs, bue they do oot bdieve dUI 

me wage supplcrru:m is the major r~n 

employers nire >.vdfa(e recipientt. 

The Work Supplementation Program In 

RHODE ISl..AND olTers a financial iRGCn~ 

rive [0 employen ..nd gives them the opportu­

nity to use an outSide organization.as the 

employer of record, This reduces the COSts and 

risks to the employer during the work supple­

menr:lIi(ln period. The p~m is adminis­

tered through a consortium thiH indudel the 

Rhode wnd Depmmem <If Hum:rn ,$(>r­
vices, me Rhode island Dep.mmem of Em­

ploymem and Training. the frovidcncd 

Cranston Job Truning Partnership An 

OTPA) agency, and SERlJobs for Progre.sr' a 
¢)mmunlty-based organization. The )TPA 

agency h rhe emplQj'Cr of record. and the 

empl<l}'ef receives $2,50 per hour from a wage 

pool as an incentive to hire wc:lfue redpknu, 

The state cornlnucs Medi6.id coverage (<lr 

partic1pams in tM Work Suppie:menr:uion 

Program, Employeu :ore expected to rure 

individuals who Mtisfactorily complett: the 

pro,gram :ond provide medical benefits within 

rwdve monm$ or program completion, 

Under (he Full Employment Program, em­

pJo~rs in MASSACHUSE'I"ts: r«eive sumi­\_-- --' 
dies of 52. 50 per hour. ror up to nine 

month$, for hirin,g welfare rccipleolt. For an 

addirional thrc:c: months. employers rec;.civc a 

$1.50 per-hout subsidy and the State deposits 

$1.QO fOf every hour ili.c employee works in 

an individual ~( account {fAA) for the 

emplo~l! fAA is it rcrention tool. recipients 

hll~ an inccntive to my in i job longer to 

maximize 1M funds. ~he employer trc:a.rs the 

pllrdd~nt as an employee. assuming rcspon­

libility rOt workers' compensation. liability 

insurance. and ~cial Security taXes. Program 

.dministratOrll report mat me employment 

pl'OgflUn has placed almost 700 wooo::l1 sin« 

1995 and m;H it i$ ~ially attnl.Ctive to 

&nu11 businwesY 

As patr <If a pilot ~ge supplementation' 
prO,Gf.tm in MISSISSIPPI. employer.( r«<:ive 

a subsidy of $3.75 pef hour, for up {O ~i, 

monm~. for hiring welfare rccipiems. The 

$ubsldywill increase to $4.15 per hour (1;:,(0­

bet I, 1997, me effective date of the new 

minimum wajJe, Employers: ,ubmit a time . 

record for each participant to the SGue, aru:! 

reimbul'$(metl[s to employers are paid every 

two weeks, Wdfare recipients reuivc (he same 

frioge brnefLt5 as orne. en~ry-Ic-vd tr.1ifieci 
and continue to reuive Medicaid during me 

six~month period. 

Ifi OREGON the JOBS Plus program oiTen 

employers a W;l,ge sub$idy of 55.50 pet 

hour-the sP1tt minimum wage--for up to 

51s months. for hiring welfare recipientS. The 

,P'lnkipanr is hired as a (cmporary employee: 

at the wage tM employer ryp;;::;a!ly pays ;;' 

worker in (he same posi~i<ln. As i~ the case 

wirh iUly other temporary employee, eM 

emptoytl is responsible (01 ~yroH rues and 

workers' compensarion COSts (or rhe 10aS 
Plus participant. mr me first thirty days of 
the placement. tM employer is required to 

conuiburc II ,00 per hcm to the employee'!> 

i.ndividual education ac«lum. Funds in the 

acroum ;Me av;,llahle [0 the participant or 

family membc~ after rhe p.tf(icipam ili hitt:d 

fof a permanem unsu~lud job. The eQuca­

tion account accords v:tlue to pmlcipdms 

growing with me job and supports job reren­

tion. tr. after fout momhs, the employer is 

not interested in hiring me participant, rhe 

employer is uquired to provldc up to eight 

hours per week or paid time ror clu: panici: ' 

p.nt to co~uct a job &eatro f<lt me remain­
ing rwo months. ofemp!aymem. During the 

wtire placement period. r«ipients are paired 
wim a company miT member who servC$ ¥ 
their mentor to help them adjUSt tlJ meir job 

responsihilities and the cc>mpany's work envi­

tonmenr. Loa! employer implem~mlon 
councils recruit employer.s to participate in 

the program. 

OffDUNC fiNANCIAL INC£NTIVESTO Ii.MrlDYEkS 
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$10.000 of a "''4rker's ann!.!;al wages in the first 
year and a 50 percent credir in the 5ec()nd 

year_ 

Swta Employer Tax Jnccnlives 

Severa! Stares ¢free state [ax credits to employ­

ers to encourllgl! the hiring of certain job 
secken. In liO~ srai;eS, the creditS apply on!y, 

to employers who hin:: individu:tls from thaf 
pnticu!ar nare [0 promote job avaib,bility 

wtrhin the state, OthCt Sta(CS provide didjng~ 

s.otk taX creditS; the amount ()f the credit 

increas« f"r businesses paying higher wages, 

In MARYLAND employers can earn up to' 

$5,100 in .!:[!ne fU crediu by h~ring Employ~ 
menr Opporrunity Credit (EOC) worl«:rs 
(i.e., welfart recipients who received benefits 

for at least three months Pr!()f to employ­

ment). The crOOlt schedule for :Wary p,aid is 

as {"Ilows; in the first rae, 30 percent of 
amount'S up r¢ $6.000, Pr up (0 $ J,BOO; in 

rtu: litcond year. 20 percent of amounts up to 

$6,000, Of up to $1,200; and in ~me third 

year, 10 percent of am¢unts up fO $6,000, Qr 

up to $600. There is no limit to the number 
¢fworkers an emplQyer may hire, MortOVel, 

helping Wittl a worker's child care expenw; 
entitles empl())'ers to an additional credie of 

up to $600 10 the fin;( year, up ro $;00 in 

(he second year, and up to $400 in rhe 

third year. 

By pan'iclpatiog 1n the Employmeo! fnCl':nuVl! 
Program {EIP}, employen inPENNS\'LVA-::~·" 
~ , '---' ~!A.can' earn up EO $,,100 in State tiiClO:iits'· 

for each person hired whc 15 receiving TANF 

or General Assistance {GA). The dir«t credits 

are a pefcentag<! (If the aO:";A1 wag<::> paid to 

the: employu f<H up to three years. The emw 

ployet /lla}' earn S 1 ,500 of the possible credit 

ifthe employer pays for or provides day c::are 

for a child of that employee. The emp£oyee 

must be retained for.at lust one year. In fl.SCill 
1996, 86 percent (If panicipating employers 

wete corporations, while 14 pefCCOC were 

iodividual partnerships; 87 percent of recipi­
ents wefe women~ and 65 percern r<Cciv«l 

AFDe. while 35 percent received GA. Th 

raxcredir furm has bccn stfe2mlined to one 
page, and ,he deadlme for filing ror credits 

has been adjulited to be mo~ realistic for 

employers, 

Most srare5 "!50 provide financial incenti...:s 

to encourage general business el:pansion. 

Th~ include tax reduaions and e~mpnons, 

industrial development bonds. direct loan 

programs, ~nomic dCVl':!opmeOl, grants, lind 

customized industrial rnining.1-I t\lrhGUgh 

these incentivcs typically are not geared to 

promote tbe hiring of welfate redpients. they 
,seek to impr()vc [he genera.! bminess climate 

.and pm,mote hiring in targeted il.f'US Qt for 

targeted populations, For example. tlle Busi­

ness Exprmsion Support Act. of 1994 induded 

Inctntivl!S for employers in GEORGIA, in~ 

duding. work supplemencul()cdor welfare 

recipients; a child care credit of up [0:50 pit~ 

cenr of the empioy.::r's direa COSts for provid­

ing Ot sponsoring' ca;e for employees' 

dlildren; a remuning tax credit equal 'f() 

50 percent of teu~ining costs, up to $500 per 

full-time employee; and II j()b ca;o; credit for 

'businesses in certain industries dtat locate in 

arus mccong specific criterll!, 

AruHne.r ~ of finandal il1centive [0 em· 

ploye~ is offer«l in the forms of no-interest 

loans Of low·IntereSt loans, 

Banks in MONTANA arc vrorking wi:rh [he 

Montana Board of Investments;t:nd the Mon~ 
tana Department of Public Health ilnd Hu­

nun Services (() promote employment 

opporrunities f(lf Families Achieving: fu:o... 

nomic Independence in Montana (FAlM) 

participants. The partners designed a one-year 

pilor projec:r unrler which private fQr~profJx 

employm can aeCes.s no-inre~t I.oans ifthey 

hire FAI¥ pardcipanrs. (ExreruKl:O of the 
loans to the nonprofit sector will be GOnsld~ 
t:tro after the pilot perktd ends,) ~ program 

nukes amiable n(}>inten:st loans ofbefwecn 

$10,000 and. $20,000 to emplQyeI$ who need 

r~urces to expand their business- or hitt 
additional staff. To qualjfy for the 10m, the 
empfoyer agrees to hire a FAIM particlfWlc 
into a permanent, full~time job dw: pays lI.[ 
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Credit (EOC) is available to qualified employ­
ers (or tiP to three consecutive yearsi a credit 
I':;; tak~n against til.;.; first $6,000 in wages paid 
to a TeA employee. 

~~;,::' 

Ma:-;.suchu$ctts' FuU Employment J)rogram 
(FgP) is a newly created pubHe-private part· 
ncrship to provide participating employers 
with the means to train a quality workforce 
and to cspand company opcnltions. FEP 
offers employers a ninc~month wage subSidy 
~It $J.SO per hour for each employee hired 
through li'l~E One dollar of the subsidy is 
dh'crted by the commonwealth and main­
tained in an Individual Asset Account (JAA) 
for each F~~P employee, resulting in a net 
reimbursement to the Fgp employer of ~;t50 
per hou~. 

Participating employers arc also entitled to 
an excise tax credit of $100 per month (up to 
$1,200 per year) for each FEP employee 
hired and employed in a regular unsubsidizcd 
position at any time during or immediately 
after particjpating in FEI~ Any excise tax 
credit balance cart be carried over for up to 
five years, ~'EP provides up to 2,000 wage­
subsidized positions throughout Massachu­
setts, with health insurance and child care 
also prOvided [0 Fgp employees, 

Since its inception, FEP has placed neatly 
700 individuals. FEP emplo),,)rs include 
ServieeMASTER, which has placed 40 FEP 
particjpants through a contract with Ameri­
can Airlines' Logan Airport operations, artd 
20 participants at Willowwood, a health care 
facility in Western M ..,sachusetts, FEP ad­
ministrators are quick to point out that small 
businesses, such as the graphic design finn 
.Checkerboard, constitute the vast majority of 
the 340 companies currently participating in 
the program_ 

MichigOll 

Work First. is a coHaborativc effort between 
the Michigon JOBS Commission and thc 
Family Independence Agency. At the loeot 
level, 26 Michigan Works! agencies, estab­
lished under the JTPA and administered by 
locnl Workforce Development Boards (\\lDIl), 
scrve as points of entry to pro\-;de hoth 
participants and employers easy access to 
information about jobsj training options rmod 
other program services, The \VDBs have 
replaced the \\'hgner~Peyscr Employer Coun­
cils, JTPA 8 Pereent Local Planning Councils, 
and STW Portncrships. 

The WD13s! with a majority of private sector 
members. nrc responsible for all workforce 
development activity in their geogmphie 
regions and arc in the unique pOSition to 
develop local policy and administer program 
funds. WDBs have been functioning since 
January 1996, Local elected officials make all 
app<)intntents to local WDBs and ensure that 
all appointees to the board reflect the broad 
scope of the mission of the boards. The S~ate 
Chamber of Commerce, in conjunction with 
local chambers, assists in the recruitment of 
top~lcvc1 nlllnagcn1ent for appointments to 
the board, The boards are intended to be 
dceisjon~makers) rather than simply advisors. 

To ensure a membership that reflects the 
area!s industry base, each 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 one fuU-service integrated service . 
center be established in each of the 26 re­
gions, By July 1,1997, a minimum of 49 
integrated seniee centers will be operating. 

The Grand Rapids-based Meijer Corp" 
Flas,hes Publisher, and the Superior Plastics 
Corp. of Oakland County are just n few of the 
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nefS currently operate a program c~lIcd Hum} 
Allied Medical and Business Opportunities 
(RAMBO) to train low-income lind ADC 
recipients in the medical, husiness, and 
construction trades. Informal discussions 
between Department of Health and Buman 
Sen-iccs staff and the private sector also take 
place routinely at the local und state levels. 

A Governor's Roundtable l composed of lead­
ers from business) industry, lahor, und gov­
ernment) was recentiy established to analyze 
the job and training needs of the various 
partners and to recommend processes, strate­
gies, and resources (or linking the unem· 
ployed and undcrcmploy'cd with jobs that 
pay a living wage, The roundtable will make 
recommendations conccrning job creation, 
tax incentives, uncmployrncnt compensation, 
and education and training programs. 

Nebraslm is also pursuing several agency 
restructuring, efforts, The first involves the 
consolidation of the various programs that 
formerly made up the Departments of Aging, 
Health) Public Jnstitution~, and Social Ser· 
viees1 and the Office of Juvenile Services, 
into a new Nebraska Health and Human 
Services Systcm_ The second involves con­
solidating several human resource advisory 
couneHsl such as the Nebraska Job Training 
Council and the Greater Nebraska Private 
Industry Council, into a single state Human 
Resource Investment Council. 

The governor held a meeting on Mareh 26 
with representatives of the Departments of 
Welfare, Edueation t and Transportation, 
among others. Those gathered sought to 
develop a strategy for coordinating 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 welfare 

recipients. The state goal is for new casinos 
to sct aside] 0 percent of ::Ill POSiti()11S for 
TANF recipients. The new MOM hotel met 
this stu11da.rd whell it opened with] 0.000 
employees. as did t11<.: Stratosphere hotel 
(2 j 600 positions) and rhe Silver Legaey in 
Northern Nevada (2,800 positions). Tbe Las 
Vegas Chamber of Comineree has heen very 
hclpfu! in implementing this strategy. 

New Ilnmpshire 

The New H<1mpshire EmpJoyment Program is 
a coH~lborative effort between three New 
Hampshire agencies; the Depttrtmcnl of 
Health Hnd Humrm Services, New Hampshire 
Icmploymcnt Security (NIlES). and the .Iob 
Tntinjng Council~Ibst Secondary Technical 
College System: AU employment-related 
services arc ·provided at local NHES offices, 
with local interagency tcams co·locateu .at 
each NHF.s office. E-ach applicant for welfare 
is referred to an employment team within 72 
hours. 

The Laconia pilot project 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'Hampshirc 
employers, with a focus on small businesses, 
and negotiating to have UPS offer Its HABITS 
mini~tnlining session to selected welfare 
clients. 

New Jersey 

New Jcrscy is pursuing a host of outreach 
strategies to increase private-sector partiCipa­
tion in welfare-to-work efforts, These include 
dedicating two fuJI· time staff within the state 
Department of lIuman Services' Offieeof 
Policy ~md Planning to work with the private 
t:'cctor j implementing special job creation and 
development strtltcgics with the state Depart­
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The North CaroJina Department of Human 
Resources, North Carolina Citizens for Busi­
ness and Jm.lustry, and chambers of (.>()m~ 
merec around the state arc collaborating to 
educate employers statewide on Work First 
and the need to hire \Vork First participants, 
A wide ,array of busincs..~, of all sizes, arc 
hiring Work First participants, indudinA 
Wachovia Bank, First Citizens Ranl{, TTlangtc 
Bank, the Radisson Plaza 110tcl, Purolator 
Products, and Host Marriott, 110t to mention a 
host of day-<..'arc vcnters, hospitals, law firms, 
lJnd rcstaumnts, 

Mecklenburg County's 16-mcmbcr Work r"ir~t 
Advisory Board focuses on transportation, 
child-care, ~tnJ tmining issues. The hoard 
surveyed 80 businesses that have piroo Work 
First participants to determine if they would 
aHow new pnrtieipants to \isit them to see 
firsthand.what the work entails. The board 
has also asked employers for ......Titten deserip~ 
lions of what these jobs require. 

The Mecklenburg County Chamber of Com, 
merec, in pnrtncrship with the Mcc1denburg 
County Department of Social Services. has 
launched an aggres.sive campaign urging each 
01 it,,"t 4,700 members to hire \\brk First 
participants. The campaign stresses that if 
every chamber member were to hire just one 
redpient, the welfare rolls in Mecklenburg 
County would drop by 50 percent. The effort 
also stresses removing barriers to employ­
ment in the areas of transportation, ehild 
care, and training, 

Ohio 

The Ohio Department of Human Services ha.<>\ 
a number of programs in plaec to encourage 
businesses to hire welfare reeipient.~, Thcse 
include the following: 

• 	Employm..:,-'nt TtlX Credit. Ohio's enterprise 

zone lttw includes tJ tax ince'ntivc provision 
I{)r employers who hire economically 
disadvantaged residents, including thosc 
on public assistance. 

• Communities of Ot:rportunity Sub~'idies. 
The Ohio Department of Ht;man Servic0s 
will providc !l wage supplement to cmploy~ 
ers who hire welfare recipients in five pilot' 
sites. The subsidies will equal SO percent of 
wages in the first year and 25 percent in 
the second, provided the sabry is between 
$8 and ~11 per hour. 

• On-tile-Job Training. 	Employers who hire 
recipients and give thern training ncecs. ...ary 
for their jobs arc reimhursed for up to 
$2,000 (or each person for training costs. 
Employers are expected to retain ~ucecss. 
fuI participnllt.S. 

• Subsidized 	Employment Program. Em­

ployers receive a flat subsidy ~f 5.150 per 

month for eaeh recipient they hire. The 

subsidy can lflst up to nine months. 


• 	Work Experience Program, Ohio inclu'dcd 
funding for an additional 5,000 slot." for 
this program il1 its 1996-1997 budget to 
help welfare recipients develop ne~ssary 
skins. The state alw allows recipients to be 
placed in private for~profit organizations, 

• Preoailtng 	HUge and Collective Bargain­

ing Refonns. For the first time, Ohio can 

waive prevailing wage and collective bar"­

gaining laws to hire welfare recipients jn 

public nonprofit organizations, 


As a result of these programs and incentives. 
RjtcAid. Revco, Joanne Fabrics. Eddie Bauer, 
and the Fabric Center arc all \'Cry aetive in 
Ohio's v.rclfarc-to-work effort. 

Oklahoma, 

In 1992, the Mctropolltan This" Chamber of 
Commerce created Industrial Exchange, Inc., 

"a nonprofit corporation that prOvides con­
tracted services to Oklahoma linns while 
providing training, edueation j work experi­
ence, and long-term employment opportuni­

15 




7~t-1997 7: t9PI>1 FROM ~OT OST oAS POLICY 202 493 2005 P. 11 

Dept- oGTrctV1spa(~ 
C:J&lIV1D U~ 3~fo _lj'-fSO 

Attachment II 
7117197 

STATE ACTIONS TO SUPPORT WELFARE TRANSPORTATION TO WORK 

TRANSPORTATION ACCESS TO JOBS 

-One of the biggest barriers facing people who move from welfare [0 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 employment opportunities have become increasingly 

dispel':'ied. TIle suburbs now have twice as many jobs as the inner cities, yet the inner cities have 

[he greatest concentration ofwclfarc rccipients. 


The Access to Jobs proposal included in the Administration's NEXTEA bill calls for a six-ycar, 

$600 million competitive grant program to support new, flexible, innovalive transportation 

scrviccs to get people to wherc thc jobs are. A key element in our Access to Jobs proposal is thc 

local collaboration ofstakeh,olders and the coordination ofserviccs across communities. 


Some communities and states have started to address the Lransportation challenges of welfare 

reform. The following stat~s should be acknowledged for their efforts and foresight in bringing 

together state and local welfare and employment agencies with the private sector and 

transportation providers to ensure that transportation is available for welfare recipients moving to 

work. 


• 	 Kentucky should be honored for its 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 


. to develop a new coordina1ed free Lransportation 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. ' 

• 	 In Connecticut, Gov. John Rowland (R) has cO.mmitted to using 'existing TANF dollars 

for transportation services. This step is forging new partnerships to provide welfare 

recipients with the transportation necessary to successfully transition from welfare to, 

wo'rk. The Connecticut Department of Social Services allocated.$2.2 million of their 

Fedeml Temporary AssiStance to Needy Families (fANF) Funds for public transit 

operators across the State to provide new transpoI1ation services to move welfare. 

recipients to work. The Capital Region COlUlCil of Govenunents 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 to move Work FirSI New Jersey participants to 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: 

• 	 free one-month mass transit passes for welfare recipients; 
a planning fund to seed solutions to transportation needs; 

• one county demonstration integrating employment transportation into the existing 
network serving seniors and citizens with disabilities; and, 

• 	 one county demonstration creating a feeder network for short trip cocmections to 

public transit. 

• 	 North Carolina Gov. Jim Hunt (D) is a long-standing proponent of coordinating 
transportation with human service programs. On a statewide basis, 68% of the total cost 
of providing services to this slate's Work Firsl participants goes to buying transportation 
services. North Carolina is providing technical assistance to counties to bring together· 
the transportation, social services and employment programs to address client mobility 
needs and is encoura·ging the use of excess seats on school buses for employment 
transportation. 

• 	 In Michigan, Project Zero is a pilot state effort in five counties 10 reduce [Q zero the 

number of public assistance households without earned 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) ha..<.; long been a leader in the welfare reform 

process. Statewide, only 3.5 percent offamilies receiving public assistance own 

aUlOmobiles. The State developed Job Ride in 1989 to respond to the emerging 

transportation need for welfare recipients. The landmark program sought to link 

transit-dependent, low-income job seekers with jobs in outlying subwban areas not·· 

served by traditionaJ 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 (he President announced grants made to 24 states and one territory by the National 

Governors' Association, in partnership with the U.S. Department of Transportation, to deVelop 

action plans addressing the lransportation needs of welfare reform. These grants will foster· 

additional state efforts to develop coordinated transportation strategies that support their welfare 

to work efforts. 	 .. . 

24 states and one territory ~ participatin·g: Alaska, Arkimsas, Connecticut, Delaware. Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Maryland; Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, 
New Jersey, North Carolina, Ohio. South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, the Virgin Islands, 
Virginia. Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming .. 
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TRANSPORTATION HIGHWAY CONSTRUCTION JOBS 

Since transportation and construction jobs are among America's best-paying, we want to open 

opportunities In these fields [0 welfare recipients and OIher disadvantaged people. Given the 

shortage of skilled construction labor and the aging workforce (average age 55 and rising), this 

is a panicularly good time to target entry level construclion industry jobs. 


DOT', On-the-Job Training (OJT) Program requires that Federally-funded highway projects 

provide apprenticeships and training positions in higher-paying transportation trades, sueh as 

carpentry, Concrele finishing~ and truck driving. These help ,\-\'Omcn, minorities. and 

disadvantaged people move into America's construction industry. Stales detemline lhe number 

of training slots on each project. 


DOT's On-the-Job Training Supportive Serviccs Program (O.l1'SS) complements the OJT 
. program by providing contractors, apprentices, and trainees with such services as recruitment, 

counseling and job placement. transportation, child care, and skills training. In tY 96 only 12 
st~tes used the funding allowable under this program. 

Nr:..yrEA would increase lncentives for states and localities to provide job training in 

conjunction with Federally-funded technology and constmction projects. Further the proposed 

legislation would enable them to establish hiring preferences favoring in~s!ate welfare recipients 

and residents of Empowcrn1cnt Zones and Enterprise Communities on Federal-aid highway' 

projects. 


Some states have outstanding records in using the OJT and OJTSS programs to train and place 
women and disadvantaged people. Since 90% of welfare reCipients are WOinen. these programs 

. hold promise for moving welfare recipients into good paying jobs, 

• 	 Maine is a leader in moving women into the construction trades. Since j 988 Maine's 
.' . 

Departmcnt of Transportation has trained over 350 women for jobs in the highway and 
bridge consU'Uction industry, Over J50 women-- one half of whom were welfare 
recipients -- worked on three recent major demonstration project~. Child care 
specifically geared to construction work sehedu1es is a key element 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 Jo.pe~cenT ofthe building trades workforce in 
Maine. 

• 	 The Rhode Island Department ofTransportation (RlDOn has revamped its OlT/apprentice 

program to provide much more comprehensive training. Rather than assigning training slots 

to specific Federally-funded contraets, contractors are entourage to hire trainees for an entire 

season, RlOOT has generously increased the reimbursement amount for the Federally~ 


funded work. RIDOT is also establishing a Commercial Drivers License initiative to 

provide training and employment opportunilies for minority women 011 welfarc. 




St~l[e E"amplcs 

Maryland: Maryland has committed to maintaining 100% of it Maintenance of Effort (MOE) 

Oregon: Oregon intends to invest in case management services and employment [raining 

Indiana: Indiana plans lO invest in job placement services, rural transportation and 
promoting father's responsibilities in child support 

Examples of SIJJCS Investing in Child Care: 

20 states: have reponed (ilm they are invcsting addilional slate money, beyond wh,ar the law requires, in 
child care, and l2 slates report that they arc transferring TANF funds 10 child care, 

Fl()rida: Setting a public/privatc f'-md for <;hi!d care, slarting \vilh $2 miHicHL 

Illinois ~Hld Wisconsin: Illinois 1S bvcsting $100 million and Wisconsin is inver-tlng $160 million!o 
rcach low-income \Vor}~jng f:lluilies 

Examplcb of Model Child SUpl!Qll Progr."l.ms: 

\Vashington: \Vashingwn has a strong ;md innovative progr<Jffi, One of the first administrative process 
states (executive agency Hllllcr than courl-based decision~making), Wasbington State has been a leader in 
adruiniSlrath'e enforcement through liens, levies, and wage assignments, Washinglon was als\) the first 
slale with new hire .reponing for child support purposes: initial internal evaluations have shown it to be 
cost~effec{ive and satisfactory to employers. 

Coloradu: [mplemeais county~adffiinis(ercd child sUPpOrt program that was an early le(lder in centralizing 
coilections (und¢r private cOn!racl), The ehild support collections process has gone from one.invnlving 
t\VO government agencies in each of the Slate's 63 eounties (0 a singJe focal point. An'unseientiflc 
cstimate is that turnaround time 10 hundle payments and send them to the cuslodial family has dropped t6 
1 or 2 business days from the previous! 5 to 45 days. 

J;~Jl:mpJes of Slalcs with MQiiel W~lfare mWorJ0'rog[~IDS: 

North Carolina: Nonh Carolina has made great efforts. as part of the Stale's Work Firs[ Program, to 
recruit business leaders to hire people off welfare, Many county oflices have contracts with the local 
Chambers of Commerce to hold job fairs once a month and meetings with CEOs, 

. / 

North CarQ1in'l aud Louisiana: North Carolina and Louisiana have linked with their EZ/EC's 
(Charlotte and LoUisville) lO coordinate and maximize their efforts and resources, 

~e\'ada: Here is Llls'Vegas Ihc State and the priV'ate business sector (hotell~asino industry) have been 
working d\)scly in creale Iraining programs and hire welfare recipienl.S. MGM Grand HOlel has hired 
over 1500 welfare rccipiems during IhC past several years (still checking on issues) 

http:Progr."l.ms


\Vashiugton: TJle Se<HOe Jobs Initiative is (l comprehensive community str"ategy to move low-income 
peopk into the worklorce, lhrough a partnership with (he cIlY, Stale. found::ttions. corporations, 
communlty eo!leges and other non-profit organizations. 

NOTE: There are so many good examples - Missouri, Kansas, Georgia, etc. - depending on what you 
need. We can get you more a'nd more deraiL 

Michigan: Michigan's Project Zero is an example of a strategy that aims (0 reach everyone and is 
demonstration eady success, 

Utah: Ulah's Single Parent Employment Program (SPED), slartcd under a waiver (Bush 
Admini:>lra{ion) includes every family in the program. 

New Yorl<: New York is pfP[1()sing (0 usc some of its surplus funds for expanded substance abuse 
treauneiu) 

, , 
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National Governors'Association Center for Best Practices 

Summary of Selected Elements of State Plans for 


Temporary Assistance. for Needy Familie:s 

As of July 21, 1997 


. '/: : 
. ,:: ... 'introduction:,., .c:..., . " 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation ACI of 1996 
(P.L 104-193) requires that each state subrilit a plan to receive a Temporary Assistance 
for Needy Families (TA.'1F) block grant. The law specifies what stal,es must address in 
their plan, including how they choose" to exercise various options. The secretary of the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (HHS) is authorized to certify each plan 
as complete if it contains the required elements. Stares may amend their plans at any 
lime. 

National GoVernors' Association (NGA) Center for Best Practices staff have compiled 
the attached summary of selected elements in stale plans from a review of the plans 

· submitted to HHS and updated information provide4 or verified by the Govcrnor"$ 
welfare reform contact in each Slate. A list of Governors' welfare reform contacls and 
state administering agencies is attached to the matrix. The categories of information 
selected do not repre..o;ent all program and policy decIsions confronting states. They 
reflect basic information on key issues that could be summarized simply and coneisely. 

· The matrix does not capture the complexilies of some of these categories. O[he~ resource 
materials pan provide additional detail on topics such as time limits, immigr.lOl 
provisjons. 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 informal ion reflected in the matrix is accurate as of July 21, 1997, Some infonnalion 
was not available from cenain states or, in some states, decisions had not yet been made 
(as indicated by the nOlation NI1). The infonnation in this matrix is subjcct to change 
because of fun her policy decisions by Governors and Slate legiSlative action. In some 
cases, the matrix identifies the Governor's proposal or plan. which is not necessarily 
reflecled in state law at this lime. Several stale legislatures are still working on welfare 
reform legislation. 

Before P.L 104-193 was cnacted. many states received waivers to implement some of the 
clements identified on the matrix, such as time limits on assistance, work requirements 
within a specified period, extended transitional cbild care and Medicaid assistance for 
longer than twelve months, family caps, and diversi~n payments. Therefore, the ' 
decisions identified in the TANP staLe plans may reflect the continuation of ongoing' 
policies amh9rized under waivers and may be inconsistent with provisions of the new 
law, 

NGA'appreeiales lhe assistance of staff of Inc American Public Welfare Association and 
the National Conference of State Legislatures in helping to continually update this 
document. 

http:http://www.nga.org
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Summary 

Number of plans. As of Joly 21, 1997, all fifty (50) states, the District of Columbia, .he 
~.S. territories of Guam and the Virgin Islands, and the commonwealth of Pueno RJco 
had·submitted T ANF plans to HHS, and all of these plans have heen certified as 
complete, Altho.ugh the Virgin Islands recently submitted a plan. the information could 

, not be incorporated jnto [he matrix at this time. 1l1roughout this document. the District 
of Columbia, the commonwealth of Puerto Ric<?, and the territory of Guam are induded 
in the counLIi of slates. . 

Administeringagency. Each state must designate in its TANF plan the primary agency 
responsible for administering the program, Some States have identified multiple 
agencies. 

Effective date. The effective dales shown on the matrix reflecl the dales'that the 
requiremenrs ofTANF became effective, as identified by each state. 

Continue waivers? Before PL. 104~J93 was enacted. fony-five (45) states and the 
District ofCoJumbia 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 or terminate their welfare 
reform demom;(raiion waivers. The increased flexibility of the federal welfare reform 
law eliminates the need for waivers on many provisions. Thiny-one (31) states now 
intend to continue some or all of their waivers, twelve (12) states intend to discontinue 
their waivers, two (2) states are still considering the issue, and seven (7) states did not 
have waivers. The remaining slate will implement a recently approved waiver. 

Time limit shorter than 60 months? The law prohibits states from using their federal 
TANf- funds to provide: assistance to a family Inal includes an aduh who h;is received 
assbaance for sixty months. regardless of whether assistance is provided consecutively. 
A State may exempt up to 20 percent of its average monthly caselood from this time limit 
on assistance. A numhcr of states have shoner time limits, but most of them also have 
extensions or exemptions that are not derailed in the matrix, Some states have shorter 
lifetJme limits, while others have shorter time limits that can be characterized as periodic 
Jimits,' under which recipients receive a certain number of months of assistance within a 
longer limeframe, with assistance continuing up to a lifetime limit; work activity time 
limits. under which recipients must participate in a worle activity to continue receiving 
assistance after a certain time; or conditional time limits, under which recipients must 
meet certain conditions [0 continue receiving assistance. Twenty..one (21) states indicate 
that they will have time limits shorter [han sixty months and thirty-two (32) states report 
(hat they will have a sixty-month time limit. 

Community serviee after 2 months? By August 22, 1997. states mUSf require parents 
or caretakers who are not working after fWO months of receiving assistance to participate 
in communilY service employmenl unless (he Governor opts our of this requirement 
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Five (5) states jntend 10 implement the community service requirement after two months. 
forty (40} states intend to opt oUI of the community service requirement, and chrce (3) 
states will make a decision by August 22, 1997. The remaining ~tates. as indicated by the 
notation Nil. either have not yet made a decision' On the community service requirement, 

. ordjd not audress this issue in their plan. "\ . . . 
Work requjrement shorter than 24'months? The law'requires mat parents or ,.~ .. 

. caretake,rs engage in work. as deflOed by the state. within lwef1ty~four months of 
receiving assistance or when they are ready, whichever comes earlier. Similar to the 
sixty~monlh lime limit. states may require recipients to engage in work before the 
maximum lime HIDiI specified in the law. Some states with shoner work requirements 
also have exemptions or extensions that are not detailed in the malrix. Twenly~one (21) 
slates indicate that they will require recipients to work before twenty~four months and 
lhirty-two (32) states intend to use the twenty-four~month period in the federailaw. 
However, a number of states who are not setting a shoner work requirement require. Or 
intcng [0 require. participants to engage in work activities as soon as possible rather than 
waiting muil the Iwenty-four month point. 

Different (rw(men( for oo(-of~siate familia'll (i.e., interstate immigranto;),? Simes 

have the option to treat famiHes from out of state differently than state residents with, 

respect toeligibillty rules and benefit levels. Thirty~eight (38) states indicate thallhey 

witl treat interstate immigrants [he same way they treal slale residents and fifteen (IS) 

slales repon that they will treat interstate immigrants differently than stale residents. 


Provide TANF to legal noncitizens (i.e., qualified aliens)? The new law requires slales 

to specify whether they will provide TANF to legal nonCitizens (i.,e.• qualified aliens) 

who were in the United Slates as of August 22, 1996, and to provide a description of {his 

assislance iflhcy imcnd to do so. Fifty-one (51) states indicate that they will providc 

TANF to noncitizens as the federal law aHows and two (2) states will not provide benefits 

to noncitizens. 


Deny TANF to drug felons? Under the new law. individuals conv!cled of a drug-related 

felony are ineligible to receive T ANF or food stamp assistance unless a state enacts 

legislation to opt out of or narrow this provision. Some states that have opted out make 

continued receipt ofTANF contingent on participation in a. drug tremment program. 

Other Slates narrow the type of felonies to which this prohibition applies. Thirty-four 


. (34) slales plan lO deny TANF lO drug felons and sevenleen (i 7) slates plan to Opl out of 
this provision. The remaining states. as indicated by the notation Nil, either have nOL yet 
decided to deny TANF fo drug felons. or did not address this issue in their plan. 

Transitional'child care longer than 12 months? The new law ends the previous 

emitJement to twelve momhS of transitional child care and folds funding for this care into 

a new Child Care and Development Fund. Before'·P,L. 104-193 was enacted, sixteen (16) 

States had received walven. to extend transitional child care for longer than twelve 

months for famjhes leaving welfare for work. Twenty-nine (29) states nOw indicate that 

they wiH extend chlld care for longer than lwelve months, though a waiver is no longer ' 
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required, and twenty-four (24) states·in.dicate that they wjIJ not extend child care for 
longer than h~elve months. 

rransitional Medicaid longer than 12 months? The Jaw continues transitional 
Medicaid for twelve months for families that would lose eligibility because of increased . . 
earnings arid for four months when eligibility is lost because of increased child support 
payments: Before P.L. 104-193 was enacted, eleven.(] 1) states had received waivers to 
extend transitional Medicaid for longer than.twelve months. TweJve{12) states now. 
indicate that they will continue thdr waiver authority to provide Medicaid assistance for 
longer than twelve months and forty-one (41) stales report that they will provide it for 
twelve months. 

Drug testing? The new. law allows states 10 test T ANF 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 indicate that they will 
test or screen under certain circumstances and forty-four (44) states report that they will 
not require such testing. The remaining states, as indicated by the notation Nil, either 
have not yet made a decision on drug testing, or did not address this issue in their plan. 

Allow individual development account., (IDAs)? States may allow TANF recipients to 
establish IDAs to accumulate funds to pursue postsecondary education, purcha<;e a home, 
or start a business. Funds in these accounts are not counted in determining eligibility for 
federal assistance. Twenty-four (24) slates indicate that they will allow recipients to 
eSlablish IDAs and twenty-seven (27) states report thaI they will not allow recipients to 
establish IDAs. Some states also have established an account limit. The remaining 
stales, as indieated by the notation Nfl, 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 or states have established a cap on benefits to recipients who have additional 
children while 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 Nil, either has not yet made a ~ecision on a family cap, or did 
not address this issue in its plan. 

. 
Diversion payments? States may provide divcrsion assistance to 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. Other states require applicant job search as a diversion 
strategy. Twenty-seven (27) states indicate that they intend 10 provide diversion 
payments and twenty-four (24) states report that they will not provide such payments. 
The remaining states, as indicated by the notation Nfl, either have not yet decided on 
diversion payments, or did not address this issue in their plan. 

Subsidized employment? The law allows states to subsidize private secror and/or public 
sector employment for recipients. Typically, subsidized employment refers 10 "cashing 
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OUl" TANF. food stamp a.'iS1Slance. or both. and providing funds to employers who in 

[urn pay wages to recipients_ Some st~(es refcr to this as "work supplementation" or 

"grant dive1'$jon:' Thirty-six (36) states indicate thm thfty intend to subsidize private 

sector and/or public sector employment .md slxteen (16) ,states report that they do not 

plan to sub:;idizc employment. The remaining state. as indicated by the nouulon NIl, 

either has not yet decided whether to subsidize employment, or did nO! address this issue 

in its plan. ., . , .. ' '" ,', '. 

Other employment stratl."gies? States, are considering a wide range of employment 

strategies. some of which are noted in their, T ANF plans. These strategies are too 

numerous, and far-ranging to include in the matrix, They include, but arc not fimired to: 


• 	 providing tax credits and other financial incentives to employers (Arizona. Florida, 
Hawaii. Judiana, Kansas, KenLUcky. Maryland, Montana. Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, 

and Wyoming): ,- ,. . . ~ ;. . • '.
M 

• 	 cfCating industry partnerships and cUf!wmized employment projects (Alabama, 
Connectlcut, Ddawarc, HawaIi, Kansas, Kentucky, and O~ahoma); 

. _, ~ ..pevcl<?ping interagency task forces or ,linkages. typically among.welfare, workforce: '.~. . _ 
-~ 	-~.~."""" ' •• " • ~_ •• , "<~"," " .... ,'. ',' ••'- '~"'_->f'.'•. ~ ~~,.. ",v.'->"_~:o.f"_'~<'::H ••;t"""
'.:' " - and economic devclopmcn[ systems: for job'creation; job ucvelopnicnt. Of eillploycr, :r.'· :'".~'~ ": .- _',:-,-,""_.-": ..r, '" 

. marketing O:>Clllwarc, Georgia, Hawaii, lowa, Kentucky, New Hampshtre, and - " 
Pelln;;yl vllnia): 

• 	 using workforce invcstrt1Cnt boards or councHs (Michigan, New 1crsey, South 

I Dakota, Texas"and'ycrmont): 


• 	 supporting cntrcpreneurial programs or small businc$sloans (Arkansas, Hawaii, 

South Dakota, and Tennessec); 


• 	 convening lin employcr job '>ummit (Illinois and Vermont); 
• 	 working with chambers of commetce (:t-.;evada, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Soulh 


Carolina. and Virginia); 


• 	 using one-stop career centers (Floriclu. MtssourJ. Utah, and Wi.sconsin); <:Uld 
• 	 designaling personnel fesponsible for soliciting employers 10 hire welfare recipiems 


(Mis~(ju'rj, New Jersey. South Carolina. and Sou!h DakOta). 


Contacl<: Andrea Kane, 202/624-7&57, akanc@nga,org 

Ih:tx:cca Brown, 202./624-5367, rbrown@nga,org 
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Seleded Elements in State Plans for Temporary Assisram'e for Needy Families 
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I;,t Stale will cominue its Family TrBtlsilion Prosro.m demon~lration lI'l Esc:lmbi:l COUlHY and the Pf?iUm', ev~lu~ljo..1. 
13. Slate will me th(': shorter of the ~spre;:liw: time limiUi. 
14. Stale prl)\-io:ieS TANF to drug (cloM (':xcept 10 those 1':-Onvlned of felonies involving drug Iraff«:l.ing. 
15. S!~te will continue il! wtliver requiring imrmmiUllioo. for ~~jal dite~se$ tor preschool children a~ a rondition Qr receivlog auimru:e. 
16. SU1(,: requires m;ipienu to work as tioon as p(mible ~fte[ making llpplk~lion for lU.5iSlarn:e. but no later man lwefl\}'-four months: arter fi,~[ receiving 6sistance. 

17_ Sllue will provide T ANF tQ noncitizens I.l!uil july I, 1998, UllksJ the meaSure i~ extended by the legislll.tIlIC. 

I!L State wi!! guarantee child care benefil5 if ittCotne docs not e)l(:«d 75 percent of Slate metii:ln income, 

J9. TANF will be provided 10 minor l10ncilllens miding in the Uuiled Sialel befole August 22. 1996, Noncililtn PQn:ntS will rlOl be eligible fOr TANF bUl must rrn::el work rcqulrememl for thl'! 

dependent minor 1.0 be eligible" . 
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20. State will provr~ a mu]rnum gran! of 51'7610 families wlfh no earned income, reg,arolell of s.ize. • 
21. hmilit:l in wllich Ine YCllngell cnild is cge thirteen or older m:'lY rettivc on!)' twemy·foUl meml'l$ of T ANF; «her"'is~, Ihe m.ty-montn lime lirnh applies. 
22. For the nut twelve momhs of lUinois residency, !IlHe wUl provide T ANFto ,1 famil), mo.;tng from anolher Slllle in no greater IlmOl.lrl\ Inan the stille from whi¢h the family moved. 
23. Per~ons convicted or mere Kri{l.a drug; felonies (i.e., ~lIing 01 trarficking) Ale ineligible for TANE P~rton5 eonvicll':d of lesser drug f~lonies (i.e., possession) are ineligible for two ~ar$ 

unless they are in treatment or aflmllfe. 
14. Slate will guarantee enikl cllre broelilS for working families wilh incOme up II) 50 pt:teenl of Slllte median income. 

15 Time limit IlpplieJ. Q.nly 10 adulu, not f;nildren, 

16, SI~le will likely elimiJUlte waiw:u before luly 19'91. 

27. TANF will be provided to noncitizens if a federal mau:h is Ilvailable. 

2lL Slal~ will require [elOO$IO participale UIi$CaclOrily in lil Rhllbilltlllil)n pmgram or meet olher requirement~ 10 demonm:ue tn~y lire nI)l using or po~.~e..sing coflu"1,"!lIed lllbslnnces, 

29_ Slate willl,lK exiYing program and noll·TANF runds. 

30. StlIlt will operDI~ lQ(:jlf pilot diversIon pHl:2;"rlIm5 in Ihree (0 'IX <.:ounlie~ effecti",!: October l, 1997" 
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31. St~!e wi!! screen 311 dpplica:l\!S fot substance iithusc iitnd will refer diem! to more elh:nSlve testing. if neceSS:lry. A drug test may be admini5lerW as pM of the expanded (esling. 
31. St3tt will wbmit planln'll!r'ldrnem: 1& provide TANfl' to oplional alien group. . 
33. Effe.;live October I, 1997, reeipienn with children below age Ihirleen may receive child care us long as lheir income does Ilot exceed 133 percent of the rederal poveny level, 
34. Subsidy is not n "tash·nut" of recipknl'l benefits. ,, 
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JS, If he.allh assusmem indkale$ potential $ubSlallCe abu« i~~ut, diem! art referred 10 a m3Mg(,A cau org:mjl~~ioo for fUflh~r lCreening and Irt~uTlen(. if appropriate: 

30, Bentfils foe llddil!{)nal children will be paid!O ~ child·specific Oi~~OiJIlL . 

37, The provision applies 10 certain I'lortenmp!: [t(:ipienu. 

3S. Stale will continue some "'flyers. but it it till! ti«iding ",'belhet 10 continue others. . 

39. Rt«:nl.leg:i1llllon uUlhoriud the SllIle to ptmue Ihi~ iuue, bUi uddllionallegisf:uion is required before diffeai1'1! lfe.1lment for families from OIher S~~"5 can be implemenlaj. 
40. Htnefiu. muM be paid thr(lugh a Ihird'p~ny payee. and l!1divitluols rmut Il'lC(!t p;role !tqu;remeflt~. 
41. Once lrlll'lsilion:! Medicaid endl, Ihe Stale c~n use 100 perce!1t of ~tn~c flmd§ 10 ~buy in" 10 Medicaid ccverage for indJvidull:/5 whose employers do!1Ol provide covuwge. 
42. TwO--p~rerH farrulies aN: reqllired to work jmmedialdy. COlllllies have the optior. t(l fttitJire single PlU'¢fllS to WOI k sooner lnan si:l, Olonlhs. 
43. f'nymel\l§ will be made to vendor, _tid Slate will conduct random fts:lllg. , 
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48. ~late will conduct al\ aS$leS$mcn( for individuals sllspecud of h:tv]ng subtllH'Ke abuse problems. arod it m~y Ih~n <klerruine ..... !Yelher to >ubJoct them 10 II drug lest. 

49, Child care l$!i:l!am:e will be provIded if rncome does (lOt elfceed 170 percel'lt of lhe ledeui poverty level. 

SO. SUle providts a SO pucent wnge I'lUIlch pdm:u:ily to priv3le seclor Iu,inees. Match is (lOt a "cosh-ou(' of ftCipienl'$ benefi!s. 

51 Sl:tlc m;lY e~puiment with individtal devdopmcnl aCCOUl'lt5 Ihroogh a pilol program. 

S2. Tu.!Uitiolla! child eliTe auisulnee will be provided on 1m unlimited b~uit 10 lhe e:neilt fUfllh are available. 

53. Sl~:e will pfml'lOU~ public and priv31e seetor $ubstdi.::erl emplO}merll programs 10 redpicnls bill will fIOt use TANF dollar! to 5ub~idize emplo>mr.nL 
54. Infot1lUlton n:necu the OO'MmQ£'s curreOl propO}:l.l; h¢we~er. mojer \t:!le wr.lbrc reform legis}..tiOn is pendil'lg. 
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61. Slate may corn:Iuct drug testing on a case-bjl-~.ue basis pm;e an jndj~idujl illS bun identified as needirlg Irc,atrncnl following [In inilicl a.!CS$ment 
62. Slate will a!low educl!.lh:mnl savings IICcm.lli.ts, bUI it is slill deciding whe1hcr to allow other Iyp~ of indhl1dual development aCtollotS. 

63, TANF will be denied to individuals cnr!victed of felonies involving the maouf.acture or clil.lrfbulioo of drugs. 

64. Stllte wifllmpleme!1t recently granted .".'tjver fot e-,,:p:ln~iun or two-palenl famity eligibJiay. 

65, TANF wi!! be denied to individuals convicted of felonies lovolving the slle Of distribution of d!ugs. 

66. SIM¢ will gulltall1ee child care if iru;ome doe~ !lot exceed 185 percent or lhe federal paveny level, 

67 State will provide health care to adult! and children receiving T ANF' and 10 ulll/lSured children in famJlies with incomes up to 250 p~rcenl of dle pove!ty Iellel. Slate wiil alw pro~ltle heallh 


cue (0 family child tart providers of low·inrofllt' children arid the providers' minOt' ~had:ef\. . 
68, SllItt is operating a pilot project for thirty P«Iple (0 encollrage micmentcrprise development; the limit is $2.500, 
69. Slal' h implemcnting a diversiOn pilot projccL Pil-;!idp;mt~ reccive three months of dJV(:nion and waive lbcir T ANF digibi lily fOf ~i:t mom!!; 

10, If sub,\!~ru::e abuse IUscnmerll ill I!4'plicaJion indkales a pOU!llii~1 problem, chena are ref erred to Ireelmen: Onee n~rttnlcn> IS 5uccc~sfu!ty completed, clieot! m~y be ~ub)eet 10 fOlldom drug 


~.~.m .._~_ ..__ ' 
• 


http:IICcm.lli.ts
http:case-bjl-~.ue


!6 National Governof~' AJ;5ocimion Center for Rest Pr;;u;ticc" Jtil Y 21. 1997 

Stale 

SGvlh 
Oako!:! 

Ttl1ne~s« 

T'~ 

. -~---. 

""'" 

Vermont 

~. -- ­
Tt\J'lF Date plan Qlntlnllf T1mtllmit C6mm. Won. LSfftftot f>l'i:Ivfdi!' Dt'IIy fUn:st. , Tn:nd. !>ru, Allow f.·limny n!"or~on 
~rrrdi"f' tuUntd l'I'aIN!l'lI~ shnrkr «:f"!« r«julr~. IfHtmenl TANf'tt) TANF I .. U.....11I tional 1f.$lJl1g1 In1!lvIdllsJ cap! pay·
d~tf ('Qmp!~tt thll!l 60 aftet 1 ment (~ Itgal ru:m­ 'ro, (hUd HN MtdlHld Den1{>p' m~ntJ:? 

m!)S.? MM.? Shotlfr (amUle!; tllberu~ (mm~1 IQn~r {ongfr ~., 

than l~ r~ IhMl It than U AttmllIls! 
ml)$.~ (jthn mo~,'1 m\l~? 

stotM'.' 
t-~; -

IUII96 1211/96 ye<l-JWIial "' >" " " ", "n "' 00 "" "' '" 

}'eJ;~is ~~~~ 
._-_. 

--~~- -- ­ --­ 1-.­ -~-loij{,}6~~ 12120196 '" " 'ye~. "' >" ,., )1l~·1 H yel'<!1! 
"' '" '" " IH(I,,~ 'm~. ~,. -.lifrdlm (If 

60 mQ~.lO 
hlely 

. 
llJ{ll% II~ ,.. ye<;.lZ, 24, "' ",. n, '" ,,, ~ts·lg ye<;·1 S " ,.. " ,.. 

"'" 16 
iml'l'!¢d. mos. roi 1!ltCt. for 

rom,; i~ltly JOBS JOBS 
lireum~ of ,,(lb~!~en ~£il<:ntnrt 
60 100',- . 

9;130196 12I13.t'96 ,.. yci.36 00 ~e,. ~ y~~ ~ yn;,.Q.~~el! yes·24 M '" M yu_3 !llO%. 
mo~. im.med· on ;"oom:; ,,'''.

;!.!d~ M01(m: 

lim;t 

m;Tf .-~- urnkr'­9110196 
._-_. .. 

~~---! !i18t96 ,.. 
"' " '" ;~ '" }-eli' y~s-16 00 "' "11105. fOf COI'I~h.t«• 

..... i.er atlOr> 
demon· 
vut!QM 

.. __c__ ____ _~_ __c___ ___ ~mbm 

Sub· 
Shlhed 
tmploy· 
men!? 

)u·publte 
:11'111 plh"e 
,et\ors 

"' 

~·public 
and priv~le 

="'" 
. 

" 

)'es;r- ­

~~~~--

71. St.alC: will provide aui.J.I.:mce (Or ¢~jhteen consecutive months cominj;tl'll on redpienu' cooptralion whh certain ~qu!t~rm:fln, 
72. Tl"R: lute's work requiremeo( II thirty monll'll [ar sinGI~ paren!! ~nd spoose.~ of incll.p~cita!ed p.JrcnIS, rif\~n m(lIUrr.\ for unemployed parents, Bnd fi~ momhs fO! familiu ftom other '1~le5, 

11 State will provide ~nim.nce 10 dnlg felolU umlllllle4$1 lune 19913­
74. Transitional child -care will be provided based on a sliding (ee scalf!, with I'!{) time limiL 

7S. Subsidized ernploymer'll im:lude" work supplementation and publlc ~nd private nonprofl~ MITif!lIlnily s.ef'>'ice employmt'n\. 
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76. Thele b an 3fll1ual r~ductiQn of 10 percent ~fle{ fony-e:ig;lu roonth1 w<lhin tilly monlhs. 
17. Stll'le will pl"OYide TANP 10 drug (tkml with certain limil~liOla" 


n, Trll'n!ilion:lll child C3!l: will be provided if i!'\C(lme doer. nOI exeeed 115 p<:r<:enl or the federal povcrly level. 

19. Slll'le will plovid~ lransitioOJlI child (Aft 011 • $!idilig-cQp2Y11lCOI hni~. with no time limit. 
80. Fonnt! TA~F .c:cipienll will qualify (01 child tate l!SSiSHlntl! acc;;mJioS 1l);10 lru:nme-msW, slidil'lg,f« #.Cak,!o lilt ~telll f\lod~ ~¢ avall11hk. 
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«l,.allAlaska K.nas MlWldlu$I!t\s MDDtana NC:'W ~kdro OkJabama South Dakota ' Virginl.CMnectkut 
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Policy Briefing 
July lB, 1997 

Welfare-To-Work And Child Care 

A Survey Of The Ten Big States 

Margy Waller 

[,,,'.'::;:5 !hH11 ,1 ),(',;)1" ,)fll..'I' \,\1(lsh: ngton lau nc.:hcd J n hjf,lol ic t~xperj rncnt in \,"(!l{lin,,' n.::lWIll. f.t.Hf: 

de.:ision':l ~1bnut child (.'lre benefit;; :1re undcrmininf; OI'te of the key principles (if fl::'ft.)rnl; 

th:1t work mu~t p<1y more than welbr('. A PPI sun'ey Of tll(' s!,~Ip.s wi!h the JO I,:lfgest 
('.~s[~Joz,ds, cOfl1plN('ti in early Jllly, shows th:l{ somt' stat("S ;lre diverting child (.'ire fonds 
from the wi"wkinS pc)()r to \...elfnn: n:cipient;:;, jeop..1rtlizing the abiJHy of the ....;'orking poor 
to !:!wy (.ff h'eH,lre roBs_ This r:-c'nd, If 511:5tainc'ti" woold rl}1rrscn~ J perverse twist !ll 
\vdf.w: reforll1 by rll.:nnlizir:.g the v€ry f,Yrni!iC'$ who aft:' wOTldng h<1rd to stftr df wd fan.:.'. 

A sound welf,'lrl::! policy should not only require work, but should ill~o "m;1k€ \",rt)fk 
P.Tf." Tc.! ft.':l';"ltd Wt)rk over wl::!lrfln.:, ~tiltc:S Tl1wH offer support'S, including chlld (iln.', hc.'f11th 
caft:, "lJ1d tf.1nSpL1rtallon subsidi(~s, to en.,ble lhl..: wl1l'king poor to remain in th(~ job 1j'urket, 
The ri::.k (Of Im\·~WJ31.' wurh:.Qf'S who J<1('k cmld cue fot their chndren IS obvious; \viththlt 

$c.1ll)('\\ilk: to wah.:h, tliC: chi Idren, a parent can't go to work. 
Th:lt i!'i why the SUCC0SS of welfare reform depl::!l1d-:; on tb.:: C'xistence or ?"::(\:'!i~:;iNt·, 

"f((.rd,)bte, qu.1liiy child C.1n~ for .':!!llow wage workers: those l)1\ wclfMc, thof.e l1wving 
fron) Wl,J(.ln.: to work, ilnd those who wt..:n..' n(~V(:r 0/1 \.\'(:Uilre. The best W;.ly to achic,,·\.: !hi::: 
j!, to Cl'€.~le a SY~{l'm that d()e.~ not make distllll.'tlOfl<' between work(-r$ b,)sc'd fin t!"h"'i( 

-COt'll K~cti9liS t~) th(~ welfare syskm, nut j\l~l the opposite is occur;-ing in st::tt(~s like GeqrgI" 
<1nd Ohio, which (ll'e focusing on services to w<:'lfdfc nxipient~.it the expell$C' iJf l...)thL~·r kw:. 
W,lg(' Wt)rk('l'~. 

Chri5!in.:: P~Tgu5()n'~ ~h_l1'y i~ illustrative. F(>rgt1~un, i) W;d-M..Ht t:a~hie[ earnjng 
$6.80 <'In hour in Union Town..-;hip, Ohiu, jtt~t h(:r child care ~ub~idy when hl.'r t:\Junty 
wdf'II'C'del-"4.1rtmcnl r.\t\ out of sl(ltl! funds ror the program ,nnd eliminak'd c:-ligibiHty for 
assistancl...· to 110 f('l.milk'~ like h(!rs~ those whose earnings Me highl.:'f th;ln 125 }1CI'c~nt of 
fi?der<:ll p<werty guide1in~. Like other slAtt'S, Ohio fw$ saved money .:1!'1 its we)(are case!oad 
hAs (,dfen, nll t Ohiu has rcfu~ed to reallocate these sJy~ngs f~r child Cilrc 1l) thr working 

,p,?or .and ha~ rcdut;€o overaH state funding'for d'~ld cinc this ye.~r, ~,ven a$ it has 'p'\f'. . .:;ed 
SOIH« of those ~'\V'J1R5 on as ta..x cuts, 

~".tnwhjlc, Fl~rgU$Oii'S child (:;IfC costs have'increased from $65 a month (her 
cnp.lyrncnt with the! ~uh;idy)! to $100 a. month. "['m really glad [President] Clinton want!) 
to do this wclf,1TL.' reform - I lhink H's lime. nut yOU'f(- going"to s(:nd S0(1)~\mc bOlCk to 
wdf,'lrc jf you t,1 kc theif chjld (are," she- saiLl. \ fl'c.H)IC<'tlly, if one of Chrbtin(.."s co~wNkl~r;:, 
i~ i\ re/'t~nl we! f:ln~ r.....;ipient. ~lw would be entitled tc),child ,c.'lrC ~* ("vc:n If h(>r inc0t:nc is 
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idcnfiC'li to Chl'istine's, # 

lacking a ft.>deral model for work.. b,1scd welfare reform, states me experimenting -­
and lh,~ results arc decidedly mixed, A ft.:!w states have !1l(l\'cd a long Wily in tht' direction 
of cr....~tltiJ1g ..1 un.ivers"j :;y:::;h:H1 of child Gir£: for all low-wage workers; Illinois h(lS the best 
mudd, T\'\'o st;1tcs, .1:1d pos,'>ib!y a third, will red ~l(l~ st''ih:: funding for chHd care this Y~'(lr, 
\\.·hil<:! CollIers hJ"e mad(:~l.sigt)j(kant new slilte investmt.'nl \l~ they attempt tl,) ri:!<ich mor~ 
{;unilip$, M~my slah;'!- pri(''1riti7.c chHd t:;lr\" ~upi-x.rt to f<~miUc!-; currently receiving ""'cdf,, rc 
or tr;m:-;itkmillg frO}11 welfJre to work. Most st.\(es h:1Vt' cft:iiled incentives tu child C;He 
providers whl~ fm gil ps in d ..">li\'{~ry to infant". and worker:,; with a I1011tritditiofl.al s...:h..::dult:, 

Thi'S fcpOrf is a part of PPJ'~ continuing effort tu 111t,)T\itor U1t,15t: ,;xp1,:~rin)enIS -- (lnd 
deIC'nnin(' if SI;'ll~S <1re truly r~pladng welf(lre l;I.'ith a sys~cll1 th(i.{ supports people who 
work, It I::' criticnl ((11' Sfates ttl mElkt:' that investlHl?nt now, ....'h1h,;- casclo<lds are dropping, 
lhe economy is strc1ng, i:\nd states h.lve new n?$Olil'C€'-:' (or inveslrne:l{ in the bridge" to work. 

It is flU the lnOl\~ crilical b<'''C(I use (IS work n:\.lliirt'm~nt;:; for welfare f(.'Ci p:t.>nls incre,l~t' 
unf.h:r lht, new fcdcr:l! l~,\,<i, (he.: dCl11.1nd for child C,1ft; ,1:;~h:(;lnce 10 working wl'l(.:m.) 
n..,<:jpi(..:l1t~ v"'in {00. ff stiltl!~ meet the work rt~qllirem ...~nts, ''lnd provide child Cd rt~ to ~lh.1Sl· 
lV(lrkins f,);1lilic~, it ~:houid not (·om(- at thl? cxp(~n£~ of n:~du(ing or elirni n,lt1 ng funding for 
working pn0f f;llnilies. )t wOllld be uruortL1!1Jte 1£ state:' u~e the flexibility provIded by the 
nC\\< In\\' to nHtlnl,lin Ih<:> ineqLliiies of the old $)'!>tem ""hen Ihey have the opportunity h) 
d!'>:;;gn .1 :;(~<11HJ,;:S~ QJ'npl(lyOl~ot ::'y$h~Ol for aIt (~IHry-l~~vli!l w(')rKl'fS: 

This p<lper eXi'mines the decisions about child (Me tht."!t h.'1\·e~ or are, being m~ld(' in 
th(~ 10 stilt('~: with Ih...• largest ""drar!: p"lplllMions. It l">\:'glns witb a l"l'vj(.'W of the 
Lircum~HlnL~~:; that ~tat(!5 find themselves in ltndor th\: now wclfan'? It',\1/ ~lnd th(! n(!(!d for 
chUd Gll"i.';1:5 tm integral part of the emplnyme.nl syslern for aU)o\v-wnge workers, Then 
it n.~vi,,·w~ suml' uf the major findings of UK' surv~y. Fil'kl11y, lilt' p,'pcr mAkes five 
recomml?nd<ltiOtl~ f"'f developing a child (~H'e $),sten1 fo1' (Ill kl""~wage workers. 

The Background 

Nell' \l\kfjllfl.' Law Rt.>t]lIirtls lVork L1St yC:Jr~ hi~tt.lric ki!,i:;!,ltint) diminat(~ th(> g\I.1r~'nt(',xl 
5j"$;!em nf {:.,sh ~v:.~jMi1 nre hi j.1t.1M f,)1nilics and rl,.:pl~l(C·d It wit 11 b)(1!,.·k gr "nis to stiltCS. 'Th:'Sll 
blo(:k gf~H1g .~ 1'(' b.l8..l(i on ~1 (OnJW 1.1 th:'It n:qlli r(>~ th.:: (,::,,1cr;'11 g(l\/l~mmcnt to s('nd $l~t,",!~ tht). 
an1mmt \11" mont~y thl..."'Y rC'cl'"!ivcd at a timt.~ \;\;h(:11 c.~:;QJoilds \vcr(' Jt ;'w 3H-timc high. 
Alrht;ugh stnk':; are. permitted to reduce stale sJ.:}ending, a tlouse \-V1"Iys and M('.mt."> 
C0fl1t11il!ee report found tl1Jt the states now h:Jv(! 34 percent mOre k>(leral rcsourcx,~ per 
'Wcff.lr(~ (amily th':'lll they wuuJd have had under the old pl'Ogrflm? . 

- Sl<ltl'S nt'cd 10 use thes~ new r~urce!i> to mov~ a stc~l-dily incH.!\l:;ing numbcr of 
wt.:!hm,: ff..'Cipieflls into "work activities" to m'¢'1,H ·n~w f~lcf;:tl gtiideHne5. In 1997i 25 percent 
of the wdfarc·"'eioad must be working; 50 percent of the ca""load Ill'''! be working by 
2002." C;'lSl-!t.\a(t'n'Cluctinn'can help states meet the gOjlb. Ft.r t:xi\mple, if II st.7!h:'s cas.cJoad 
this ye"r is 10 pl~n"'~nt k"Ss thinl it was in 1995, th(l st.1t~ citn'mt:r.:t Hie wllrk p(lrticip.":ttion rJ:t(~ 
by having: just 15 pcrc(.'t1t of lhe current (3seinad in wtJfk ilctivitie:s, . 
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FOllr Child CMf Programs Become O,,,FI.,,lble Block GraHt Thenew lew combinc·d iour 
child (arc prut;r(I!ll:;. l£lrgeted to difh.:n:nt popul;ttiuns into l111l' L1~xible block grant En(hr 

of thc$c SL'P-tlrtlll' and c;ltl...'goricJl funding streams w~lS added to the cxb:ting ChIld C:ll'l' tmd 
Dcvelupment Block ~1\lnt, now caHed IheChild Care and Development Fund (CC[)f). The 
bkn'k grant providtS Sbtl.~ with $4 billion more in fct.i('r<lll..:hild GlrL' funds pCI' yt'M lIwn 
h;lS f!Vf'r Ix·C'n. spent before. Ho\\:ev€r, the Congressional Hudgd Office {CBO) t:stim.1tcs 
thilt if sl:llf:S continue to spend the S;lmc ilmount on the working po()r, tlH.:rc will be a $1.4 
billi0H fund in}; F;hnrtfall tor child ren of w€lf~r(' recipient::. 

B..:C(11.1;'l· of increa~(:d fcdcl'ill n.:qvin.:m~nl5 for ~elf<lr(! r(:cipi('nb, stille::; fecI pressure 
to t<i.fg<2"t new child Cilrc fund:; toward working wdfcllT recipient:;, itl l1rdi:r lo mec;l 
int"fei1Sing \O;ork p~lrtkipiltion rilll';;. Over thne, such a dt~6siun hils gre,1.t pot£:'l1!.ial to 
incrl~il-sc w..:-lf.1fl:' rolls.:'ls working pOl.1r fMnilies luse jobs for t<lck of child OH'e, 

In/Illlt Care alld Child Care /01' 77rird SlIi/t, PI)r/~Tim£ f111l1lVrckrnfi t\'orku..; does 110t 
IHeft lkmaud, fwd DL'uwmi is IIlCft'(lsiug Co:nlJi.unities .ut~ }";t:f'lt':r;'111y IIi)! ml'C'!il\ij curr0'nt 
dem ..llld for infi1!lt Cill"l...', A repl1rt {rom the Unite...1 St.ltcs C(~ncr(ll AtJ,,:oullling Office (GAO} 
un the supply of i::fMlt t:<uc fl.11.md thililhe percentage of CUfl'ellr (ktn~'Hld th~'t i::; met by the 
kn(.1\.,'n supply (cxcludinf. infl1mlJ! options) ra!)gcs from 16 to 67 percent The report not('s 

3that th.: g.1p i:-. gr~.1t(·St in 1"0..11' <ommunitil2s.. The new federn} 1;;\\' (dimincltC5 1111'.' 

€xenlptifHl h\lHl w,'lfk n:qulf(,rH(:nts for l-l;l(l'fils wilh children under age thJ\?c" :1nd cr<2"t....~ 
In opti<,.1n for Slilh:s 10 exempt p,,:'enls ol cbiJdren under ElgQ one. Siller tlk~ old wit' 
(h.:cm:nh;d for <l~ nmeh il~ 75 pL'n.:cnt of t;"'.e eXf/mpt poputation, the new !;:lW innl..\l::l'$ thl' 
n..,:d for jnf~lnt care. 

Most child c~u« PI'OVldl'!'!) :m? JV,1i1Jblc only during lJ'J.ditioJ1<.l1 wtlrk h01.HS, whik' 
plwr wl1rkillg motbe~ in entry level positions often nef.!d odd-hours duld care b(~CilU::::(' 
their HCv,,' jnb!"i do nol l1ilv€ 9-lo·S work d(lY hours. .fI.. flX{,nt GAO survey of child cate 
providers in four communitks found that the pen:entage of providers (.1ffl·rin}~ C~1fC during 
nunlr~ditj(m(Jl h(lUfS fang('d from 12 pcfcenl.lo 35 per..::ent.~ Most sites offNing odd·hour:; 
C.I'Ir..: ,; r..: pn.)\.'idt~r." '''''ho OpCl'il t(~ child till\."' hOn11.!:"i (privi/!e hom.;.>::. with f,wJ $hJt~J, n..ll child 
cart' C('ntcfs \..,!hich hilV;'; a hight'f '"prtdt)'.!Ic 

The Child Care Crunch 

Many studk's die the impt.1rhmCl' of accessible and ;tffonJ.'lble qu.:~lily child Cill't: fl.ir 
workplace success, A GAO report found that if welfare n~dpiulits received child (.:iH('! 

Sllbsidies, work particip.:l.tion ral~$ would increase from 29 pcrct>nt h,) 44 percent, ,,[ a time 
when then..' Wefe no time liinits and more flexible work req\lir(·menls."; Researchers reporl 
tl1{lt (I prim~uy barrier t..1 work participation amc'IOg wdfMC recipienls is IJck of chHd. caf(~ 
a",~,,7" iI" GAO ~llldy of portkipiln" in welfare-to-work programs in 3K '''''tcs found 60 

:pcrccnt o( J'espi.:mticnt5 rClXlrted that,J l~ck of child care'i;l; 'a bMrier to \""ork." . 
W(.'lf~re re\'::irjent~ who kaye welfare flIt' low.'wa~Q positilln::: n(~(;'d th~ support of 

'child CMe dssi:::l;~ l1e('>'lo rctJin tht~ n(.~w jobs. A GAO r~poTt on the'impact of w~lf"re reform 
on child (.;ml: needs, :""Y:" thrlt il fonner welfare recipient tnl'!y ~ uI't."1bl<: to keep a job and 
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earn enough 10 support her f;;mily without assist.mce, if her child cl'lre subsidy ends befort, 
sh,,) hA~ 1'1"11)'..'&.1 up the career ladder to self-suffi(iency." Two e;lrlier repurts for st.lt,,· 
...... Clfi'l;\:: dcpm·tm~'nt::; foumi that at lcast twenty percc.'nt of muthers in trmt<;1tion from 
wQl(t1r<.' to work whu Jos[ child (,;M() :l5sis!,1]:';:':: r<:tuJllcd l~' \."'e!f,~!"t:.lo 

ThL' cust or (Me is d slgn':'(icnnt :.l(lor limiting ilCfCS<\ fur low-\\'~ig\.: \.vork('t's. E'lmily 
child C:lt\: CiJs!~ C,ll't be hilfd to t:stim . .'ile b~'C<H;se they vary depending llpon t}'Pt;' and 
qU,"llity of (<"Ire, ljl:ogr<\phk ](")(.111011, and ollT'nbcr oJ children in carc, A !'tlrV(';y l,\f th' 
Vvisc<,msi n weU.lfc l>lsc1oad ((lund th.H [or O"'{:{ ['No~thirds of thL' Gl~~lo,.'''ld{ IhL~ m~'tkct (;(l$t 

for child CMi! w(l1! fd be mort' thnn lldif of minimum ",,'age earningo;.l\ A U 5, Census report 
shov.\.:d th.11 child C3re cosi:; tflkc .]11 avcfnge of 18 per...ent of household income fur f<1mili6 
bdl.'w :h..•k>der.,1 p('>vcrty k~'I.'eL while non-pool' famllies Ll$l."ti only 7 pl"!rct?m of hlll1sd'lOld 
inO . .11l1e (or c,Me,l1 Th~: !>JrrtC report says th.,t the n\'erag~ cost is $3.85(; per yt'MP 

t\.'h)lht'r~ \",.:/)(1 "'.rant, bllt (Minot <1f(ord, cenkr or homc'-b~lsed t:;ue n1u5t turn to 
f.;)mily or friellds, JI1d ~(lm¢tifile:; <.\ldcl' childrt:'l1 ~~ (.HE givers, Fiftr~fh'l' p(·rcent of pOOl" 
p.,,'(:nt<; tt;:;e inJLlrT 11<1 1l~'-tf'e "1'rJ n~(,:'~ll~ni:;, \"'hjl(- ~)qfy 21 percent of nonpO(lr fJ tnIIit>;,; do 'S0.1': 
ThC's.-.; 0rti"llt.:; can bt> !ei:lS n.~liahl.;: And $tnble th,lIl ccnt\~r-based (,<ire:, 1-'inillly, nCh-' work 
rt;qtlin'mr:nt:;:. mar dccl'cJs(> the ilVilifilb;tity of inf('lrn'..11 C.U(' nrrangement$ \\,'hen Llm!!y 
m~~mbcrs whe \\.·('r(~ ~lble to pro\'ide C,lre h('!v(: Kork r&1ujn~me;H~ them:;~h'(~s:"~ 

Empl".Tl'crs say chnd l'MC pmbl~plS ol{lkc emp!tly~~l'5 unreliilbh.: \"-:hcn p~'rt'nb MI..' 
f<.I1''':0d h1 st.,)' ht)lH;'~, or tJke work time, to defl! with care problclll$, The Nation,11 
Con(l;.ll'l'nC(' of State L-egh;!f1turcs r(:por[s Ihnt 80 percenl of cmpk,}'ers sUl'\'(')'cd found child 
CrlrQ problems fort.'t: parent:" to U$(' \york timeY' A rcport from the CQlorado BU$incss 
Commi~::;)un l)11 Child Care FimH\cing concludes th"l lost \',!ork~time find l'eductlon in 
prod~,~·tjvity due to child C"lf(~ problems rCSlllts in a 53 billion ;'J)ntlalltJ;:.,~ natiom·,.ide,l: 

M<.1king work pay rcguirt5 a cnmjJcehen"ivc (;mpklym~nt sy$t~n1 with mnny 
components: child (';Uf:, heJl!h cm\~, tr.;tn..c;portation, ctlmed incoll'l(: tax cn:-djls, etc This 
SUrvQy rcvit'w~'d ollly the child c,lre aSpt!ct of the employment systems S~<ltcs ;Jre 
devC'loping. 

The Pl'l Survey: States Hove Not Taken Full Advantage of New Block Grant 
Flexibility . 

TI'w Progr,-~;:;i\!C' 1'oticy tnslituk (PF[) l..."'OnGuctt..'J thi~ survey in May, JU1'\t': <1 nd July o! 1997 
to gather iniL)I'HMtion aooullhe ded:;;ions made in lhe 10 ~1(lh.'S '''''ith the largt:'~l wclf~1(C' 
ca:;l'kl;u.i (Califnrni;l, Floridil, Georgi;!, Illinois, ~lkhigan, Nc\".! York, Ohh..l, PcnnsyIVJnl;1, 
Texa" and Wa,hingl<m). The$C states include .lmost two-third;; (65 percent) of the 
IWltional cfiscloJd.1

1$ In I<lte Ma'j> rPI St."TIt a writt¢nsurvc'j to (:'ilch S~~ltc, A large group o( 
key informJlnb fr;.;m, ~tLltC ~lqmjnistratiOl1£. sti.lt~ lcgi5Ll~(.{re$~ iln~ dulq, CB!'(,:'. polity 
orgaOi7.iltion$ jXlrlkipi:1led' in (ollow-up h:h.'phohc interviews C!:; stfl {c Jegi!'\lil tUrC$ de~'ted 
the'.p..1ssagc cif ~"cHaI'l..; rdorm usc Ll ......S, While 'the- ;urvcy T('~t11t~ pro\:i~ie inr(lfmati(m 
aV<iHii bIt' Ih.rough the fir.;t wt.'i!k o( J\11y~ sG'vtri:11 Slc1tC'$ bad not nnlshed work, ilnd 'others 
antj~~ipJ t(' chJnge . .:; or havt' 1t'f{ :.'0111<': issues to th(~ st.1l~ agency. ~dorc paS$8gl..'! of th\.! new 
(~dcr"l !;tw, m,lny stiltes: UJ'g~'<.l tkd fQdt~ral (undjn.g for child C<1!\'! pC:~liljt (f(!'.1tlOll of 

-4­

http:cfiscloJd.11
http:e!f,~!"t:.lo


sel'lmk~~ systems so thlll' one set of rules -.. for eligibility and ilppliciltion -- would apply to 
aB child GHI",.' {lpplkani:;, Stab: ('Idmirustmtofs wel'l~ frus!r;lled by gilp:-; jp s('rvic.: a:ld 
artifidal distiT'.('~ion:-> cl'I.!il!t.'d by narrowly t~1:g(:lCd and categorical funding,'''' In fad. thl.! 
cxprc~~cd inh:nt ('If C("lrlgn:,...~ in pilMing the law W,)$ to trefli 311 working farnilies lh€ S.1mc. 
A w(.,1 f,'1"(' rdunn guk1(~ for tvf(.mlb('r$ of Ct1ngr~~~ on \,;eHare re[l}:111 But\::> Ihal the purp,)s<.., 
of thi~ lav,1 is to "i!liminate 8'lpS. disntplions, and. paperwork caused by th,." old child ('are 
syskm 1hJ t e:-;tabli~hed !>CP<1!,'1tt.?- d'lild c<trl.! prugrtlms fur C'<'.<ch of tJ1C:$(: gTl)UP'~ of p>;lr(."'t1:i:5."j' 

it seemed IlbJly thin giV(:/1 more flexiblHty, slates \vodd eliminate .ulificiaf 
distinction.'; .lnd finJlly ere.,te a !'ystl?Jn basing eligibility on incom~_ All poor falniHes 
wt."Iu!d b<.: eligihle fnr $l~rviccs, if they arc workilIR"~ wh~lher in.ln 11l15ubsidjzed low ""';.gt" 
job, a L~l)1m1Jni;y servicl::! job or \'I.'nrkfarc po::iilh.m. Unforh.milh.:ly, only 1:1 kw :;tat(,,'~ hl the, 
PPI survey h,lV(J don,,! wh,H was l..'xpcct!;'!d. PPl (nunL'l th,1t states so fM hJvt: largC!ly 
dec.!ined to take ;?Idv;ml(lge of lhl? flexibility In the neVI: law, rind inc focusing rCSomCe~ on 
working \V.:lf'll'(! n.::dpicnt'S 1(1 tilt,,'; delrlment of Nher !t)h'-w,1gC ,,·orker:=.. 

OlIio pla11s to s(~Hific(mt1y draease stale jWItlingin tlle fliee ofgt-lpj ill sen1lcc 10 11)orkhlg 
llPOI'; IlIiHo;:; JI/flll$ to illcrcdSc stdiC {finding by 80 pl.'rCclll. T\,·o St..1tcS :1,we r0c1.uced statio! 
s~ndjnb onchild C:He assist.1HCeOV(:'C;;U: Ohio i!nd P~nn::;ylvania. Govl..~rr')'.1rG....~orgt? P(ltaki' 
()~ r\i\.''.\' Ye:'k propl.)S\~$ W dCC1\\i$O sp0nding by 5.4 pl2rc('nt bui the It!gisbt:'lfB propose!; an 
inG1:;'3Sl' of 13.6 pucl.'!nL In P(.'nnsylvimia, th(: d('Crcil$C is !C'lilti'\'01y sffiJlt o:uy 1 percent. 
Th(, dQcn.:;J~C in Ohio amounts h"l neJdy 11 pl!r<:ent of st,!!\? funding for d1ild care, Eve:y 
S!;1[C surveYl.!d pi,1BS Lo provide ii{nte m,;)lching: fund:. for <lH a':,li]abh.' k<JHtll d;)llnr~, 
(hereby inc!'(.:'<l:-:ing oVl;.'raU child C~1r\! spending, Howt;.'\'er, all1 tim!..' when there is an influx 
of new fL'dcl'Ji fQS.lurccs rclJUvc lCI 'I,v'eJ!Jrc· CJ:;c.l!)"ld:::, it i:.; difficull to und...'f;;(,lnd '.,,·hy ,1ny 
~!;*' wOllJd rt:.!duct· ilt> g(.'lx'r.ll n.".'t.!J)tl(l fI"mdins for working f.-HniIiQ~. 

Two !O.tatcs pi.:1Jl to inCl'():H;~ 5tate funding by only 1 p~rC€nl; Georgia and 
W,,~l:ingtt')n. Othcr $t~d(.:s hilVl~ rt'(.'{)~r,j7.~d the v<tlue of an incri'a~e:d im'eSflnent in child 
(.'In'. C;Jlifornia and Michiil,ml plan 10 incre(l$l' slate spending (m (,'hi!ll em\' by 12 Mnd 13 
perccnl ft~~p(!c.tiv('ly. Tcx<:1~ phlfl5 t1 24 p~rLent jnC're,-l~e next ;reM, rre~jdent Clrnh.YI. 
recently r~cogniz('d Florida for its significant n~w stilk invcstrnent in child carc ~. 40 
perct..'l1! {l'\'m.:lIl. fIlin()ir, i~ tne'! big [(!Jd<.:r \'H'!f0, inc:rf:lJ~ing !=;t~ltC funding by HO pC!"t'cont (,:we:r 
Ia~t yeaI'. 

Half of l1u-' sttltt~S ,wioriti:r. auni/nulc funding to ft1.milics C0JJ11ectcn to thc wc1fn.rc systcm; 
threc statcs guarantee funds for welfnre fnmilies nun provide servi,'c:5 to other lcw~w(lgc 
u)crJ.;ers ollly if[wllfiug IJcrmits. FiVe of the 10 stlltes Si.lfvcY(ld intend to provtd~ ,;\s::;i~ti1nce 
to weH~r(" recipients and those in t((}'Osition to work bcftmt ;'\:>si.sting olhi.:'l' low-wN;C 
working fanliHe£. Thj~ is. $urpri$ing. givun til<.' n~lfnber of st;ltc <1dmi!iistr;Jtor~;, govcrnot5, 
and (.ltht,.'T:;i "Yho'lmve's..1id)h.'t su~h a'system j~··jnJ:tc{ently in5X}ultCiblc givtm thE.' relative -: ' 
simil:'rrtics bctwC<.:n thesc families:'and the Incentive it cr~atcs 'to ent.1(tho 'welfare s}'.sh:m '. 
to rnsurt' eligibility foi child t~."\rc: as~if.tancc. .'" . 

l'l'l's survey 41sk~d whl'lher states intend to gua~antf:c assistance for child care to 
any gl\HlpS. PPI defined a gtHlt;,nhX' tIS: a prumise to.,11 wl1fl met oliglbiiity crih:'ri~l th~t 
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chill~ c:t rC (lSSiS[{111CC. would be aVJil(lbh:, no matter h0W man.y familics npply d\;ring the 
VEl':,!'. (\Ve did !10t i'l:-;k w hdhcr the gUil r{lntt"f' i:; ')11 en!ill~ment by slaLe IJw.) T\o,:o !:it;)!..::), 
Ohio ,~!ld Ge;)f,l:!,iFl, plan to gUil rar'ltcc child eM!:' to \velfar(' n2dpic-t1ts 11 nd those in I :'.1 n'.'i lJOt1 

to \<..<irk" while making iissi£:tancc Jv')ilabll:: to z,ither \".'orking poor, "il funding permits," 
T('x.1$ "",ill gUJr.Hih:l' iiSS1St2111I...<.:' ;)nly :0 famiiies i:-: !r.lns.HiL,;') fr(lm welfan.: [0 \'\lork. 

Thri'l: stales say they T.tdll "gunnwtce" ptnding for ImHsitit:mal t15sistt111CC for mu' year 
(lfti'( lrllvillg welfare for worki four other stl1 tt"S say trmtsitio1}((l fdmilics arc eligible for 
(lSSiStl1l1t"C' ifjUluUng permitS withill budget limiis, The Georgi"'1 Ohio i!r1d Texas child (fln..: 

pbn~ "gLl;.. r~1ntC(/· tr~n.:"itionaJ child l'M'C supporl fur lm(: yl~<lr <1ftcr welf.lte reci tlient;:; If:.'3 \'(1 

wl'lfM'.~ for work H:owi:'\.'~.'r, if these former WClf.HC recipient:'i excf.!o:.:d n('wly Cl'c/ltcd 
inCI'lUK' cciling~, tht'Y ,will Jusc (lsslsf~1n(c t'lefoH.' tho:.: cnd of the year. . 

Four 51.1tl';'; will provide such !fansHional assIstancE' t();;15 M,;1:1Y f;,i rnil;cs <l~ pCl5$oible 
Wi\'lj]~ :St;ltC f~tn,jjng limits: CalifornLl. Horid:l, Ne\.\' Yurk r11)(fl'cnnsyh·.111i,1., In NH,' 
York Governur Pat,,\ki nnd the Lcgi~l.,turt: havl"compC't:ng propo5t1.1s; thl' Governor WOll:d 

"lI()w lncal t'l.reff.lre .1.drnini~~ril!prs to Sl~t Jl~ in::,)me ceilini:. fllV dlhlbility (up iolh€' StlHl' 

11l.1xlm:1l11), but ......,lI111d not require i1 linle linliL Th(: I.(~gi~~ature wculd hnir tf,'\nsit/01i.)l 
cbild ((In ..' ~\;pp(Jrl to ()ne yea.!>, with,,11 incom..:: cciling. fiuril1;\ pWp05CS. n tWJ-ye;:H time 
Hm!! f,)r b'ansitinn,ing welf,:;rl' rl'dpk:~ts, C,lifornia h!'ls l\\'(l tmnsltioli,1[ pmgrJm:;: om~ 
li,')s i,\ ~WO-rC,lr tmh.' lifni! ~md no incorHJt ceilintJ" the other program lirr,ib <1;:;::;i!:>tilJ1CC' b.1scd 
on innlflt(', but not iin:i(!, 

Mic:ug.JIi, l1!il1llis, and \!\:~~>hinglon (btlglrming fhis fall) cnver recipients u) transition 

to work as part or lhdr rnccHnvba~ed progullns. Tnm5ition.11 "'\lurkers .:'In: trcdll'd just like 

othN lo\,,,,'-wagl? \.\·orkt:r, -- till'Y ilfl; c:igibJe until they n'>~1ch tl1l: income Ceil mg. 


Only three stat(s1iavc moved to CY€'lltc" semul('::is sy,:;telll of dlild Cflre SltppOl't for all "HV~ 
wage wurker,;; s("Ven of the lurgc:it states llnv("so far chosen to keep tltl' old system, Only 
thfl~(' st.1tt'S <:,urv€.'yc'd by prI have moved to develop a child care syslt'm with i..:ligibUity 
b.15<..,d un incon)-<..': Hlmof!;, Mkhig:;m and W.1.Fhingh)n. Hnus~holds with income bL'li.,\\v 50, 
60. iHh.i 52 percent of the- rC~F,ectfve state median income (SMl) ,lfe ellgil1lc for child CJf(' 
set-vices. In f\-1ichig<tt11 working \,,;Jfilrc redplt.'r.ts wiH get priority. but the slate does not 
;lJHidp<11C- <1 fund in); $;horHall. 'nlere is no tim!! Hrnit un J%lst<1m:e in an\' ll-f these ~t.;1tl~S". . -

SOHft! :;ttltc5 CYCllfi' 1':t}1l:ct(ftions of st'J1.'ict's f<)ru'orki1l8 poor, but Hlay Hoi Ut> IlUIt' If) meet 
thew, In ordt'T to c('\mp~wc 1hz,' lrkXmH.! If.,y...·l·ls that s-t~}~e~; l150 to dehmnine cdigihilHy fo], 
child G1r(' support PI:'1 convorted the varying st.1te standards to a perc-Qntagc of state 
rncc~i(ln income, "Some states choose fo usc SMI ~s lhdr yardstick for eligibilit"j, ~lh(..'rs base 
eligibil ity on a pcr(>nt'ge of fedora I poverty guideline,. PPf use, SMI io adju't fOf wide 
~o;1 of livingdj[f('j·(,l~C<'$i allowing for a more a("(Urate a'05:;,-state~ompmi,on of cligibHlty. 

. _ Ft'd-l'n!11<'lw'lin1its Ll1t! .u~e of the child (,M~ block grilnt to bi.1usoh'oIds with lncom.c5 
~'low 6~ percent o{ state median income. Neverlheless, the P~I survt'y found in(Ol1l€ . ~ 
c\!iJing:~: rangingJron.\:! hign of 1QO percent oC s~·n in ant' Cali (l..1rlu:a prUer.1m (u&ing tiOfi)C 

~ti-1h,~ !1.1nding) to a h')w of SO 1-;ercent clSMl in Illinois. " ' 
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Ho\\'c\'cr, when it comC'S to child CMe for the working poor (~;s. iii otl\('[ categorics. 
wlh.'n: ;;upport is I~ot gual'anl.t'cd), it is critici\J to distinguish bctV'{ecl1 t'ligibilit)' ('.lYE .'1nd 
access to, se:rvio.'$, Start'S with a high income:: l'eiUng mi.ly nut provide servin:$ to n'\,ll)Y of 
tnt.' f:llniHC'o; b010w th(:' cl.'!ling. 11'1 1I1(' Fit"" :it..1t,~S often v,:en: (()1'ced to dose in(;Jkc for 
~en·jCt'S. ,111(1 Illany stah::, 1H"int.'1ined long w.aiting iiSt!', 0;;(' staLl' ndn11nistrator 
('01l1Ilicntl,·d th:tt chHdn.-'n woulrl be in colleJjc before they reacbl',d the top of i1 \·.ailing list, 

Mkhi;.pn {60 percent (if 3M!), II1inoi;:. (50 pc-reen! of 5,\11), aNi VV.1:;t)ington (52 
p~rnmt ()[ SrvH) h;1\'C set t'ligibility rel(l lively low cotnparL't1 to oth..,.'!' 5urvcycd St.H~S·· bul, 
the st.ll/,;' kg-l~l;'turtls in thJse s[(ll(~s have ;dk1c,1t€'d funding (hf.t they believe: will CtlVCr all 
<:l1gibll' f'lmilies likdy to apply. j]Jlnois 1'l.1$ increased ~t;'ltc funding by a ,,,,'hopping 80 
pe;'(L'l"'It ~in..:c la=,I )'l'<lr. TIleSt' st~'\tes h~w{~ 11im'cd do~est ttl Cl'e!!ling '" Seamk$5 child GUt: 
pro,s.r,1l'11 with uni\'tJrS.11 ih:Ct'$~ (oJ' eligihle (amilks. determ~rung eligibility by inco1':1(; r,lfher 
lh.]!) Jl1.1king ~11'tifict.;)1 di':>tin(!i('!t'l~ b~l<:;t:d UI1;l rl~cent conn(:(tion to the \\'dfMl: srr;tcm. 

M05t stu tt!s "t11JC c"rfiflcd iH(;PlIt;Vl':3 for [ifll'Hg gaps ill srn;jccs to parcH Is ~)f infnnti ami 
wo,kt'r;; -with 11 (III f rtftli firm'l! II OUI'S. Six {'"If the 10 '3t\\tes sl.lt"vt.:)'cd offef, ; If ,l r(: (,'\.111sid \~ri llg, 
an incentive /"(11' child (";1 n,~ providers who supply odd-hours carl..' I)r infant til re, Usu<'IlIy 
fhe inct.'tltl\'J; is.l !lighcr ratt' or p,lyment (recognizing the higher COSl:; of SlH.:h (,:'In:). ir. 
Califlln,i:1, providers ' ...·ith non[r,iditiol1tll hout's get contr.:\clU('I! priority, Six states will 
pr(h·idc in(t'ntivc$ fOf infrlnt (Me: CillHomia, Florida, Michigan; New York, Ohiu, l"lnd 
W,1$hin~t()n, Three st;'!lcS wiH pro\,jd(.: illCet1!i\'c~ for ()dd~huurs- ~ar(;': C,l}ifol'nj;'t, Fk1riJe, 
and Ohio. HIintl):::; Is con.;kkring V;lriOll~ incenlives an.d Ihn:(; st,"\te5 an:' not clIrrenlly 
p!;u,ll:ng to pro\'ide: inct!ntivl'S tMgell:.'d tl) <.,'J'-c<111on of ir,fant or udd .. hotlt"s C(lfe; Ceorgi,"\, 
IJcnnsylv."tni,l, rind Tex"s. P(:nnsyiv:miJ will it!>k for local input On ,,,,"-hetht'T to use new 
[tlJ)l;.:- for in!",)!li C(il't.' l1r nonlradHkllltt! care. 

St;ltCS <If(' ,11$0 providin1j" irl(entiv~ to n!lcviate other Sh{lrlag('~, sw:h {l.S Cnl\,~ fl1r 
SP(t'i,,1 t10C'd;-i ot'ld S(',h,){)l~age childrc:l (befllre and a!{er school hours), FinoIly, some statc~ 
arl' ctwnurJgil11,: collaborative ilppmachl's (or child erne and Hefld Stllrt cenlers. {\·Vhile 
there ilrc ;.h;o mi.lny ISSUl:;; r..::li.lk"l..l (I,,) provider p:'l.ym(·nt rates and licensing Ih;Jt \,.,,1lI.1fiecl 
Qtl,11ity .)pd {lv,-1ibbi!ily of ("He.- the PPJ survey did nt't Jddrt~5 these iS$llb, bt.:Yl1Hd 
enl'l:lll(y:d r,"'\(I.'::> p<"ld .lS c.11l jrl.1.:enliv(: to c:realc C"'l't~ for largt'trtf popU!;1\iuns,) .' 

Tbrn' statf'!' r('(luin' parents to return 10 work wltt'J1 tlMir iaflllil is tltrec mouth!> old; l1ine 
stil/t:'S fail to tukrl full a,lvalltllge of tJu: [C'daal optiOf1 to C',rI:H1lrf ,urrffzls of rltildrclr m:der 
118e DUC', All st,ti;'~ Su I'vcyc:d h.1V':: a newborn work exemption, Hiinois providc5 up to One 
year [Qf <"',fKh Jh.::wborn •• the fcd~~ral maximum. Georgia.. Ohio, ?(~nn...;ylvilni"'; and 
Waf,hingh)n all creatt' ~1 twdv~~monlh lif(.!'timc exemption. Governor Pal(lki's proposal 
gUMantm's a thr<:Q month exen)plion for t~e bi~l{of each chnd~ subj«t t<.,1 twelve, month' 
Hfetime Hmit for the pll'rcnt; IOc...1J welfare administrators would hDV~ discretiun to' extend 
till' tlln.1<.1 montl) eXeinpllt1[L . 

Flond;') ;md the New York~k'gislJtLlriJ providtl athrCt."\ornonth exemption for c(lch 
<:hild, wilh no lifetime linlit. Michigan rt>qui~"5 par(!Ilts to work when an infant is thirteen 
wt'(,k~ old. In contr.i~t. Texi1s wlll rctnin it.. ctirr~nt provision, permitting an execnpOon r(1'{' 
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• 
p,'rCnl~ o( children un,der age six, until September 1997, when the exemption wH\ he only 
('.If PFlJ'':'I,ts"of child reo under Jg~ five, At this w rHing, the debtl h.~ O\'cr this ~ssut.' is rt'lging 
in C;lIil(lrnid, \/llhile the Dl..'mOcr,1tic proposd crcates J. one j'~,'<r exemptJon for new 
p':l1'lml~, C<iEfornlil Gnven,101' Pete \Vilsllll r.i1~ proposed a t\....·el\re-week exernp!lon. 

Stales h!H!(,; dcu<'1oj1cd coIl/using family ~-opayllfl'Ht rl'lluil'l'IJll'lIts, AIl stdtcs reqltirc'SOn1l..: 
(Jmilk~$ t(l p('l), p,ut of thL' I..~ost of their <.:hild ('Me; CflIi furnli'lF G('orgi;) and 'v\til:ihinglon . 
h~wc c,1mpJ iC.1tL'd forl11ula:-i fnr cakulaling (amiiy child L'~lre cop,1yments. \.v.1~hington U:iC5 

" complr:x ~I..:t of rules that require <i family ('~1.rr.j:'.g k~s than 74 pL'rccnt of th..... f..:dt'ral 
p\.wcrly lc?vci t(1 }-\1)' S'l 0,00 a wr.;.:t.::k. But lInCe the househu!d ino;..\me excet."<is 74 plx('lmt lif 
(l",h,:1'!11 F'ovcrly, the v,'cekly Ct1p.lyment o;.... :1l !..x' th(: gf(:i\t(!r of $20,00 or 47 p"·n:-(.'nt of I.ht: 
h(1tl~ch(J!d iJl(:~'Il\(,.' over 10(1 ,F~\:r(L'nl of lhi.' federal poverty level. Georgia's formUla has 
thr,,'(,,' ~ep'1r,1tt.' categories fol' eligibility .i1nd tw~") different (Op3yments. From the \....·orker':; 
pl'rSvvl'tivl.:, il m.('ty' nor be easy to figure out w11k11 of the three categorles ,'ppll('$, (.'f whki: 
SOli f((,S of in(ornc the state will counL fn Ci\H!ornia, lht> cop~,}'n1ent in<>y vary depend ing 
on ilh~ ol'lgin.ll ~;)ll(lr(\: (,If fund:; (;(.'d;,,'ra} or state). a flK! the worker is nui likely to kn01\1. 

Stutes hlH'l' .set rCI15'ol1nvle (OPllY1!ll'HtS for f(lHfi!ic~ at tftc poverty level. Copcyment rates 
,11'(1 imp0rt~1nt to ,Hi (1$SCSSmCH~ of ;,iCC('S;3 to L,m.: ~GIl..1S\: if the family shan: of tht! Cost of 
chikl G1fe is too high (as a 'perc~ntag€ of hOllsehnld inc,1me). the family will not be abll..' to 
get CM(: eV\.';!1 if Ilwy fIn' eligible according to the sl;1te eligibility n~lt:>s. The Child CHl.' 
Bun.::!:'\u ,:,t th.,:; fcdl.!r,d Df!~Mrtm(:nt of 1 k:i<lth and Hum.-1n S\:rvices n~(Lll1lmel1d$ a 
c\')}'~ly11'K'l1t of lW mort: {han 10 percent of the hourehold inCOOh?, 

Tht.' statl' Lop11.ymenl fOl'mul.i.s are compHc;1ted and difEicult to ('vaIU~1h~ for tlldr 
jmpact (ift f'1milies, The b;,,:5t WtlY to c;"unpan: what the family will b~ fequir~d to Ct1l1h'joutc: 
i~ 10 ask each Sl.;ltf!' ~ibout th~" l\1$t <"if \\lr<;: for th(' same: hypoth(:ticfll fimlll y; we ab};;cd cbuo I 
a [ilillHy wlth one J,>ilrcnt and two children in chHd CMe with income at Ino per..·.(~nt of till' 
f ....ckr.l1 j.x1't'erty gltidclinc~, $l.l.330. (PPI'$ sUTV>;:!y did n", flsk .ablHll ('~JPZl.ymei1ts fOf Ol.h":-f 
in",::onh": k:vd::::. or hl'lJ~t:hold ~izcs and nl<ak..,>s no Hnding on the appnJpri,ltenCS$ llf 
cop;,ynwnt Ievds for these oth~~f f~lInjly dr..'lJmstfll1(\..:$.) Only one sl;lli.:' repllrl€d _, 
COp.1yllh>ni tlbOVl' the H.'Comrn<:nded 1(:v('J: T(!X.1~ h~$ a COp<lynt0nt formula th,'ll }'(,,'qilirL's 
tht': {.1m!l}, to pill' 11 percent of hous~hold llKl..,m(', AI: o~ht'r $t'.IteS $llfvt.'y(;'d have sct 
cop,i),ments flW PPi'~ hypo1hcfic;l1 family of three beLow the l',::c1..)mmeru.:IDd I{wd, 

PPI'S five Action Steps for States 

'l11is sur,'oy highlights .. problem tl~1t we hop" will b<: "ddrC$Cd quickly by a determined 
df\.\f1 of {"",{ion,,) mHJ st!lk'lead(.·n;:. ,It is a vit~1 prindpl1.~ o( PPI thnt welfare );t:[orm shouM 
lIot,l.JhxidY'tmMgc the working 11l'¢L Mal'Y slnlC' lcgi~lature!li are sti11 in $c$Siol1 (.Jf wHll'e 

'meeting again in the ooming month.':;; st..l,t,~'lcgi$lalors and Governors ~ht1uld rC-CX"H1'line 
tht' st.H(! t·hild cr.rc plans il:nd eHrninalC? any artWdal distinctiuns Ihat h;we been m;tdc 
bdwccn working poor familitts. Succ~s in thi!~~ 10 l<ll'gc !IOt.Hes would lead the wnv [m 
smnf1cr ;;ttlt{.'S' aiut is critiC'lllfy ImpMt..mt because- th~ big S;ti)ll.~ represent ne<1rly tw'o-thrn.h; 
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o{ ihl..' n.1!i0l1Jl ,,",'elf.He casdotld. StiH it is il11PNt,ll1l to note th,ll some smalk~r Sltltes h.1VC 
Crt'iill.:d -"y:-:;kll;s of child l~~r(" bils:ng eligibility lin hou:'idmJd inCOl1H':: 

1) ('rente t1 sctilHli!_..... systt'1ll of c1IiM (nrc, A~ {,1:11fHes m(.,)\Ic (r()r.:t wclf.,fC, to workfAre, In 
lwv-\vilgc, unsubsidized po;;ith')ll~ -- they should not hJ\'(: to chflng(~ child (j1fC pro\'iCkrs, 
\'\/orry ;llx)ut n;applying, Of deal with il 11(H'" jd {)f rulcf> (or assi~h'nce. A 5':,' mle~:-;; syst(~m 
Jet~ fMni!je~ cross the bridg(' (rom welf<H~ til work with(lLti disruption in child c;Ut:~ 

scr\iiccs. Emplo)'<'fs urge dc(ision-Il1JkefS to i!lVt.'~l i!1 child Cafe bCGHlSL' they knOW,lfl 
cmplOY('l~ with child care difficulties wHi miss \f,:ork. ChHdl'en should be able to count em 
st:!cing the SJm~ C1rIt-giHff and fliel1df:; pan..nts: f,hi..iuld ((1('11$ on SlJ(Ct~s!;(ully rn<lkillg lht: 

Child ("lre ~,%jSt.;U1C(, sy~tcms should be faIr ,and e.l~y to tlnderj;tand. In III inois thert: 
1.,\-'iIi bl'! nne ~C't nf nlJe~ (or ?Ill low-wage \VOl kers r~(eiving ch.i!d care assi;;tanc@.. But, 

. Calirllrni" prupo::e:, the kind of s},stl'm th<lt alJ st"'!l'~ slw\1]{.1 avoid: dl'r.'r:din~ upon thl' 

s()urcc~ of the fund::: .. ,1n..1 the st.lte dep<lftmenl admini:"lcring the program ~~ p.;1fents In.))' 

han: diff02rent ellgiblilty Cfiterj~1, income ceilings. time limits, (\nd copaymt?nts, Tbl.:!' sl;He 
\-,,'i:l h,iVl' to (1"\:,.11 f,)n..,iH~:;:; in idl!nlical sihlitt1on:-, diff(:nmtl)', and it \~..ill be difficult f(')!' 

p;lrvnt~: h..l ;1!lLi..,:ip:I~~; lhQ im}\H,:t of progr21f1l r..:·g\,Jbtit)n~. 

2) Btl::;(' cligiuililY fOf child ('(fre ou iu('omr, 110t 011 curren'! or rrCC'Ht r;?t:;!ipt o/weljffl'f!. A.ll 
/0;:0' wage ulorkC/'5 HUt! the certainty ofutfvrllffuJt:, tln"('s$iuit' child Cliff:. A~iiir\ minO!:' 

ha~; th....· riljhl ide;l. Cn.~;l.llng a s:yf.tl'n\ of t."1:'() thM ba~fc:' f'figibility nn 1n('(lmc: Ic:vel i'n';Ufe~ 
tll;lt working W(Jf.1rC r"lr(:;~ts get .1SSiStifJK€, bla not <'{ tilt! expen5:>e uf uther ltw:~\..·i'tgt' 
v,,'orker~ -- e~peciaily tho:;e who h.we long mill)("Igt",'U ttl \lv,.)ld "$king fOf w.:J(~I'e. Th05t~ 
f~ll11ilic:~ tr,1tl,·:j[ioning {n.111l welf.1re 10 wor;; .....:irJ St.lt child t.\1r..:: ~- 1,.1 ntil their income re;:\C'he~ 
th{~ n~i[jllg set by the 5tate, Careful monituring to 0\,.1h.l ..Hi! the impact of the loss of child 
car....' ifssj~lan(e when ffllllilil2.s hit the "cliff' (If the incom0 cap wiH be erHicaL If s!aft>!' find 
th.ll lill! l€vr.J j:; ~ct too low or too high. lllkY I,,:all (HJjtl~t it. Michigan .me! \V;l~hington 
propose .1 system !hal b.lsC'~ eligibilHy for rhl11..1 (MO:' OTt hoos(·hoid lI)com\?, although 
Mi(hig'ln'~ plan lus ([ priorily {I.,lr !:'1..~rViCl~ to wdf.ue n:'('ipients, D€('j:>ion~nlaker:; in these 
Ihrcl! sl ..lie:o:; be!i,,~\-'e the ~1[Joc.1{ed flll1ding will be suffi...:icllt tl..l as~iSI aH tdmHks bclu'v\.,' the 
ilKllJlk' ('eilins-

A sy~;tL'nl t h.lt dUt)l'mrnl.'O:'; digibiHty b:1t:tJd on l"'llrrl..'nl Uf Pfl'viuu:;. fl'Ccipt of wt:llJre 
ignore:; tht: rC~11ity thJt I{w,....wagt? workers; aw likely" h) return when inform;';) chiId (arc 
ilrr;ll1(.cmt'nl~ faiL In the first years of block grants, pressure on available funds ""iH be 
Icss, bcc.'lu:;.e w()tk rcquiremt~nt$ will be t~t tht: lowest k\'\':ls. In the tl1ffCllt economy, many 
famiJi ....-s who would othC'fWisc be forced tu rely on welfare are working in low wage jobs. 
Hdping lhe5~ Lam.iHes now mily cfk1blc them b) $tabiliz~ and mOve up thif car(.!cr ladder 
sn that du,,.y do not fall b~ck into the system when thl~ economy fafter's, 

3) Make cOJJllYlIleuts (If/ordllblf and uNdeJ'stmlt,1ablc. All familic~ should have the 
• responsibility of cuntributing to the cosl of -can!, Out e.1igil1ilily for child c:ar(' th.1t is not 

affol'dnl1lc i;:; d"ccpti~'e, I! is an empty pt'Omi~(' to sn y thJl aIllr..1w-wage working brnilics 

·9· 


http:1"\:,.11


"_JUL-1B-97 12: 1:'5 PM 

will be digiJ;/t!, if the copayment is set 50 high that ("milies CtUU10f afford to access the chlld 
car\!. Thl,: Child C'H'e Utm.:au at the Dcpartmt:of of Jleahh and Human SerYices 
recl.1n1ITICnds a copaY111en( of no n10n.' th.an 10 percent of household incom..~. The nnliol1al 
o'lvcrar.e p~!ynl~nt is 7.5 perCent of hou::;;.!hold incOn1('" {N aJJ ("milic~ 21 

Fctmili~:; should b(: a.ble to understand the copaym(:nt furm'll).:l ~nd c<1sily budget for 
child c.1rc expenses. F.nlry level workers nften have flul.'luating schedules ~md pay~hecks, 
~(J (.1miIk:s may have b,) cakllbHe their ;;hllre of the (us! with some frequl;!ncy_ 

4) f.. imit gap:; ill service by offering iuceutivcs to ~1raviders aHa taking ntftHmtage of the 
federal aptian to exempt pnrents ofcJJildrcn under age one, SlatC$ can enhance the capacity 
t)f the: child (,lie systt!m. to meet the needs of parent~ of infAnt'>, tiS well as third-shift 
w(",(",kend and part-time w,wkers by providing incentiv(.2$ to pn"widcrs. 

CornlHunith.~~ are gcn..:r,nUy not mccting currentdcln''1nd for i.nfanl c~re, Dem;'lnd 
ftW inf,HII care wiI! ,",Iso irl\.:rl~"I5e, as the exemptiun lor parents of Y{)Ullg chHdren is 
l/(!l:fOwcd sign.Hicallny in n1(.JSl ~tntt.~. Another way to limit demand lor infJnt car..,~, reduce 
Costs and support farnUi~, is to t;"ke adY(lnlagc of the wurk cxem.ptkw\ for p,'\rcnts of 
children under Jy,c: one. Since the natiunal avc[,(lSc sub::;idy rate for infant care is almost 
$2,200 mot\.: per Yl!,Jr than the :>ubsidy fl)r toddl~r (~)fC, o((cr[l114 .' wl,lrk cxcrnption for 
pal'~flts ,if inf<HHS i.s i' nsc~ll1y pnu.:h:nt step tu lake in a time (If limited rl:sLlurcCtJ'.:U More 
import;)nlly. it b COfL,>jstcnt with rcc\!nt findings in the rescnl'ch on child development, At 
~l Congn:ssiOll;)l hearing on Jtl1y 10, 1997, Dr. Edward Ziglcl'~ Sterling pl'Or~sor of 
PsyciJ(.llogy at Yale Univer:;ity and Director of the Bush Ccntt'f in Child DlJvelopment <lnd 
Soej.,)! I\)licy. :,;.{alcd, "Pan::nl::;. and th.:ir nc\'V babies need tim~ toglJther tI.l e5t.:\bHsh the 
rhythm$ of lif(,,', tu Tench a l~v.cl of serl5itive attunemcnt and hJ become secordy attal~hc,d." 

5) U;.;e 1Jlo{:k grant fU1ufs and saviug." from (tisc1oad reductions to build. the child cfl.re . 
SySlf!tll for tltllow-wnge worf:crs. In <1 wc'ekly radio addff':ss, PrC$ident Clinton noted th~t 
all sUlte~ hilve endl-i.i lhe Qld welfare program, and that c~l~doads represent (he lo ....n.,:.st 
pen.:cntagc of our population on welfare since 1970. President Clinton \lrgcd states to invest 
tht.' rC50Un:es .w,)ilable from casclQad reduction In a system that will en~bic welfare 
r('cipicnts to 8~t ~ll1d keep w("wk -- spccifiG1l1y by providing: child C~'rc. . 

TIll..' PPI !;>Ulvcy.asked state;; about their plans if) inCre;J5C oven:\ll funding for child 
carc. AU of the stal.t."S indiCtltcd an intenHun to uSC the lotal ilvail(\blt: federal matching 
doll.us. Some states J.r(,,~ transferring fun~s from the: TcmpOf<n'y A~~istancc for NL.'\-dy 
FnmHicti frANF') block grant to the Child Clre and Devdopment Fund. At:, caseloilds 
c\.1nllnul: to dn)pand while the work pmticlp.,ltion rafi.,'S arf! relatively low~ stale~ em afford 
to l1'ul.ke tri:lnsfcrs fr..1m thi! T ANF block g-mnt, Slates can transfcr up to 30 perc(..'nl of the 
TANf block grant..l1nd i1~iS[AA(,,"~'! providl-d. by th~; tran.'~Jcrr~d dollar!"> i~ n.ot ~ubj4N."'t: to lhe 
kdernl five yem liktil11€ limit. 

Mo~t ~("tL"" are incr~"lSing: state funding (prI'!> definition of :-;:kitc funds dtJL'S not 
il'k::Judt! tr.lllsfcrs (rom federal block grants) for cbild carc. The only CXl"CptjnrlS, arc OhIo 
and ttcnnsylviln.i;] which will protx1bJy experience fl d...:('re<'sC' f1"Olll the prior ycar'~ state 
spcnding. In. Ohin. the stat.: chl.)se Ctt?l h..l continne sp(mdlng $10 million from c(\S{'klad 
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rednction 5.1'.-ing£: that W;1\.S incorporated. into the state's blldgc:~ for the prior year when 

counties begi'ln to run, out of funds for the working pour. Given Ohio'.s "glli)t"\lnlee" of 

i'lssistante It) fan111ies with iI l"co...'nt connection to (hI;! welfare system, worku'Ig pout' falllili(:$ 

will c>:pi.~rkn('c i1 n,:ductiLiIl in ~lv.1i1"blc child ,-,;lre sklt::;. In NI..~w York, CI..Wl:rI10r P,\l.1ki 

proPO!;(:'s ::l 5.1 perc~nt d('(:W..LC;c!~ whilt:' the 1t:'£,islatuTt:' prop(Jst'~ a n.6 pen:i.:'nl ill~~rc:.1:;(:. 


PcrU1sylv,:Hll,i'S reduction is I~~!.> th.ll1 1 pt.'T(cnt of stflh: (lIllding, 


Conclusion 

11it? 1"'1'1 survey on child care shows a tn:nd for :)111 t('s to 01/\:r1ook the fk,xibility ,warlnblc 

to tht.'m and ft.'lain ,) child can: $y:;tl.~m with g.1pS ~md incquiticf. J~ if th(~ f,y-IN,11 

gO\,drttnent WN~ $till insistin.g on this flawe...i proAcam design, Unitl!'llltli'll€'ly; thi5 

tendency will punish workinij pOtl~ gt'n~'ri!!1y by (ailing tIJ invL'st n ..~w f\$tlUn.:cs in their 

al"'e~S to l"bHd (uc. Every new law has potential for unintended cOl1seqllent:es; hurting 

low.wage. workc~rs would be an Unft')ftunate out('ome of the hio:;tork ieAlsl:Hh):l p(t$SL'\.i last 

year. St:1tcs have the resources to foHow the lead provid{!d by Illinois: Ct!:'i1 tt' .1 s(;';unl0Ss 

d)ild (,lr(' systen) (vr l)ntry level workers and fund it ad,-~u.'1t€ly h) en'iure u ruvt?n;a! aC(o?$$ 

for 'Ill t:ligiblt,., famHit:s. \'Velf.:;rc r~form requires. many diffkt.llt decision::;, an.d it h~ls (inly 


,. ht1.'Il,dgl!~ n~onths. ~jnc~· the f~'(k'~i.~ l;lw passed. , Altho,ugh S~~HCZ h.1ve fik"ci th~i r fitf.t cl,1i1d. ,'.' '."~:'.:. ,.. 
, < care plan'and m,~ny ~tates hct\lc·colllplt.?ted '" leg:i51ativ€ debate on this iSsue" lE'gis1ator.~ and . 

GL')vc-n1:0rs hav;: {in ongoin~ opportunlly (\n<1 responsiblHty to improve the .stah..' 
en'pJoymcnt system. vVe th.ink tlk:y wilL In the meantime, Congress should CiiTC>[uEy 

monitor s.tat~ actions and m.lkc changes in th~ f~deraf taw \vh<:n f\~C$sa ry, 

Ma.rgy VlaJla i$o sC'Hior llIwlystfor social policy for tire Progrcssine P~Ucy Iustilutc. 

The au Ihor would like to (hat/I.· PPJ}Jr('l.:itt~·ttt lVil! Mlfl'shaU, eXt'Cft; i"(){) dirc~t(lr Chuck A!.~im1, ~(k'itil 
1}()licy n:~carcJl (//1(l/y~'J Abk Miisldu and W(iuy oOrer ptai[wt'mver5 [Of their ilmlts/n[ul COnWJf·ll.s 
ami i.'dilitlg. Abbt: f!.-fil.;it,:ill COlldll('t('ti tiff illtfrpif'W5. 

\1ok'vtf­.­
SS~ 

(;Ji S l?Ci rt\ kss 
G~; \&~ S'fS-/ems i 
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Chart B 

How TANF Surplus was Spent by Agenc:y !Real services to 
(BienniaE Totals: Dollars! n MiUions) wetfar'e , 

recipients, , 

T0 F,.e~ up aR .J..nd Title XX .147.101 
, To Free Up GR ~ Tide: XX; thra following reductionS I 

~remade; i 
, , , 

/We S68.3: 
AA5 S4R7 

TDH,' f<lmily P!tmni!li? ,28.8 
Fringe $10.0 

Dep.artmcnt of Human :ServiC'::-1 . , $ 20.96: 

T(] Continue f'rKdcc; of Providing $SO Child Support to 
i 

516.281 )( 

iANF Recipients receiving'SYppon , 

For Welfare AlJ(om:ltiofi $2,80 )( 

Community Care <Ird Eligibility $1.8S 

Teus. WorJ.iQf't:e Comrninion $102.64 
.._­

JOBS T r3in'ng Program [0-- T ANF P..edpienu (borh 539 <\ I )( , ,,Maint,,;ncn;;CC of cvrrcnt $10t'> ;;nd E;o,p"ns.lon) 

Ir,ye$( ill Long Term SU':CC!.$ 3:20.00 )( , 

i 
Co~(in&et"r Fvnd (or JOBS.aM Long.Term SU(CE!Sg , $)0.00, )( 

, slr:l(egl/!$ , 

Adult EduQ!'(!oI'\fLiteruc), for TANF Recipients $5.00 )( 

Child Care $~.U )( 

Cornm\Jr,;!lQ~ in Schooh $6.00 

Te!ta~ Oel?:l)('tment of Protective and ftEJtulary ScNkes i S33.87 . i , 

CPS Renore Cuts/Meet In<:n:.;).$ed Dcmand $16.0, 

To Fund Healthy Faf'(lIlle$ $ 3.10: 

To Expand and Upgr.1de S~f"\1ice$ to Runaway -:lM At.Risl.: I $11.78 . 
'(0\.1(" (S'rARS) : , 

, 
Olild Care ReglJr'l1ion $0.91' ,, 

:TeX:ls Mental Hc;aI't11 and Mental Retardation $3.60 I 
I Children'! Memal He,')j,h Plan $3.6(1 , 
llC:KU Ed~a.ti.Qn ~get1q $10.60: , 

Adult EdlJQtiotVtheracy lor TAN;:: recipients $<.601 )( 

Services to Tcen i ANF parents $6.00 )( 

Mis«tlan~$ $17.4' 

Millenrlium CQIW&('SiQn $12.981 
.. 

J=ringe (EStlfTI:lfed) $4,52. $25.29Col1tlngcncy 

Total Surplus $362. 161 $126,32 

. 
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M ElM 0 RAN DUM 
from: Patrick Bresette 
To: Cynthia. Rice, White House The Center for 
Subject: Utilization of TANF block grant funds in Texas Public Pelky PriOl"ities 
Date, July 24. 1997 

Cynthia: 

Attached you wilt find four back issues of our Polley Page that tracked and reported on the decisions 
",bout the TANF block gram during the recent legislative session. The Polky Pages start with basic 
discussions about the block grant and outline a TANF spending plan that we were promoting. They follow 
the process through oneil the final recommendations of the TANF Working Group of the Budget 
Conference Committee. If 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 finnl 
report on how the funds were allocated and will be USing the tables on th~ three pages following the 
Polky Pages to illustrate JUSt what happened. The first set of tables dupli~ate some information in the 
PPs. Here is a bas:, description of what the tables show; 

A) Three small charts that show 

a) derails of Texas' Maintenance of effort (MOE) requiremeors under TANF and the Legislative 
Budget Board's (LBB) MOE #s in the first budgQt b:n 

oj calculation of the TANF "surplus" due to dQdining c3seloads, and the original ;J!loc.ation of TANF 
funds by LBB 

c) prOjected caseloac deCline for (he coming biennium, 

S) How the surplus was allocated in the final budget with some indication in {he final colu~n :about whkh 
e,::penditurcs might actually be considered to be serving those for whom the TANf block granr was 
intended. 

Editorial commcfH: Some of what was allocated here will provide important services to 
TANF re<:ipients In times of increased pres-sure to move from welfare to work, but it could 
have been much more. We fought hard for $50 miltion in real job training that would resulr 
in living wage jobs:. We ended up with ,the $20 million for "InveSt: in longtTerm Suc.cess" 
which includes $12 million for targeted job training, $6 mil!:on for job retention and re­
employment assistance and $2 million for "local Innovation grants." This is still woefully low 
and even the new fundtng for the JOBS'program - essentially a job placement servic.e - may 
barely keep pac.e with new federal work requirements, 

C) Full allocation detail of the TANF block grant and the TANF MOE state funds. In most line items of 
t"is chart these tWO sources' of funds are not the only revenue,' . Also, some fine items that look flke 
increases are ,aCtually places where the $tat~ GR is supplanted as part o( the $147,i mlflion GR a'1d,Title 
XX sWap 'shown in chart B. Ai. example is family planning at, TDH, None of this $28.8 O1llllon,'s new 
money, ItS. JUSt a S\0V3p of fundlng: sources. . , 

.­
An Office of the Benedictine Resource Center 

y,\PUfluarutl\.'Cf'toEAAL\£toc~\YANn~ITE,DOC 
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Notes from the coming Policy Page: 

The windfall ol.TANF funds was used by the s~ate in three wa]"$: 


1) To Ire."p GR and Title XX 


$147.7 million or 37.5% ofthe surplus 

Related excerpt from c9ming PP: 

When the House Appropriations and the Senate Finance Committees began considering· the TANF surplus 
severa: malor pressures weIghed on their deliberations, Overshadowing everything was the Governor's 
property tax relief plan and the underlying assumption that $1 billion in state revenue was effectively Qofr 
the table" for budget writers. Without access to these funds pressures on all areas of the budget were 
enormous. addJng real Significance to a nearly $400 million "surplus" of lederal lunds. :The agencies 
eligible lor TANF funds "Iso faced theIr own budget pressures, One of the agencies for whom TANF 
funds had hjstoric"lIy been spent (through the EA program) - DPRS - faced a $65 million shortfallln Child 
Protective Services·, The newly formed Te-xas Workforce Commission (T'NC) now "owned" the JOSS. 
program - 3""lother historical TANF expenditure. This agency entered the session in a triple bind. I) 
Aggressive new federal work participation requirements for welfare recipient$: would now be their 
:esponsibility, 2} They faced d"';s Challenge with a chronically underfunded JOBS program. CUt during the 
74th session and fadng a shortfafl in FY 97 lust to maintain ex.isting services. and 3}. the agency entered 
the session carrying Significant politiCal baggage. In several regions local politics 'had become heated over 
formation of the local workforce development boards and many legislators were finally becoming aware 
of the major restructuring they had set in motion the previous session - lea-ding to legIslators being 
apprehensive about the new agency. TIlls was exacerbated by repeated fumbling by TWC during 
development of their Legislative Appropriations Request (LAR) and a critical report by the state auditor. 

2) To pun:hase new senic:es and fill existing budget gaps in key programs 

$IB9,15 million or 48.1% of the surplus 

Of this, only $' 26,32 or 32, I % (or the total surplus) was spent on the poor (amiUes for whom the 
block ,grant was intended" Additionally, $30 million of this $126,32 million will be held in 
COntIngency and is not availabJe unless other allocations are ex.pended first and c:ert3.in 
performance:! targets are met. 

3) to set aside a contingency fund $25.29 million or 6.%?( the surplus 

Talking points I'm working on: 

• 	 . The state was given a vnique opportunIty to invest in the types of programs that could truly-help 
wclf3.re rec:ipients move from welfare to work. With ,locks ttcking on the benefits of all recipients this 
type of assistance is more important. than ever., 

• 	 Unfortunately, less than a third of the surplus funds were used of this purpose and only $12 million will 
be used for real job training designed to move: welfare recipients into a Hving wage jOb. .. 

• 	 The chronkafly underfunded JOBS program received a much needed infusIon of funds (nearlY··$40 
mWlofl} but even ttil~, amOUrlt witJ bare,ly.keep pace witr' new mandatory federal work pa:rt;c~p~!ion 
·rates and will not improVe· the quality of 'the services Which are ·curr~ntIY; noching 'm'o·rc ihan·'lob 

. 	 . 
placement. 

• 	 The state should not have used the T ANF funds as a way to free up 'state r<wenue to give away a t.ax . 
break, This Is directly counter to the purposes of the block grant and was a short sighted budget 
,g3mbit that Oid nOt take advat1t3ge of this unique funding windfall and a good economy to help 
thousands of poor women and children on the path to sclf-su((tdem:y, 

• 	 blah, blah, blah 

-
 An Office of the Benedictine Resource Center 
YJI'USUC"\PU6L!C >J'EoERAl\6l OCK\T ,o,NF\V">)-iITf,DOC 

http:wclf3.re
http:c:ert3.in
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Ho~se and Senate Budget Committees Consider TANF Surplus 
As we h:tve di$cussed in previous Policy PagtH. the new federal 
weffare bw created a block grant - Temporary ASSlstanc:e for 
Needy FamHies (TANF) - replacing AFDC, Tide IV·A Emergent:;y 
Assistance and JOSS. the job training program for welfare 
re<.ipient$, Texas· alloc3tion or (eder;,! funds through this block 
grant is blsed 0f"I 'pending in FY 199"1. 6e<:3use (he cMelo<KI 
dedined significantly since 1994 (see T3ble I), Texas will receive 
more fund~ under TANF than needed to ~ontinuc programs at their 
t:;urrent levels (see T3ble 2). F~r FY 1997 the TANF allocation is 
$486.3 millIon. Texas· budgeted e:w:penditures of TANF funds in FY 
fJ7, plus potend3! efTlergen<y appropriations for TWC. TOHS. and 

IT.lblr ( 
~--

A Primary" Realiion for the TANF Surpius:: 
towo;!r Enim;lte of Cash Benefi( R~!plc:rHs 

Year A....g. Number of Cash 8enefit Reopients. 
per MOflth 

I 199"1 786,) 13 

1998 $35.986­

I 1999 S08,OS2~ 
.~~-

, # C"l~!""" ~~I;"!C!':- ,'" ,~~,~; i, ,I,,,, cO' S~;:'l:t' 
R~">,,, 'f'~,'II~l"'''~ 

TOPRS.leave a surplw> 0($62 million, The TANF .grant int:;reases sl:ghtly '0 $'\99 mil\iOf"l in FY 98 <l,nd $512 rnil:ion in FY 

99. When tho L6S released itS budget recommendations for FY 98 and FY 99 ther held progr;lms at current' !~vd, and 
therefore lert a sUI'plus or $296,5 million for the corning bIennium. Adding this to the FY 97 surplut, ~here is af\ cstim;!t(~d 

$158.2 million in e)(cess TANF funds in (he earning biennium. There is also the potentia! of c:w;cess state general revenue 
35 well. 8e<.ause the stm-e fs required fa maintain only 80% of its historical state spending to re<ejve TANF. {he LBB 
8udget le:.wes $77.6 million in "freed-up·' GR {see Table 3}. 

How to Use the TANF Windfall 
Cle:trly rhe TANF !lurpil;s pn:::sents the Scnzre ar.d 
House budget cornmittl!es with important d~dsion!; 
about how these surplus funds will be spent. The ftmd$ 
~ be spent directly 0'1 the types: of 5erVlct)s t03.1; 

will hEllp redpiems mnke 3 transi"t"ion .. (o employment. 
partkiJbrly now thilt there are time limits or; benefits. 

LaS Recommended Allocations 
Unfortonately, the TANF funds can also be rrH?ved 

, 

T ota! Bud~ted ..ndlor Allocated $<24.< 

T ANi! Unspent in US Budget S62.0 $135.1 I $160.5 
$)6).2 I $)51.5 I 

nrO\J!"\d in such a way as to free up nate general 
revenue (GR) for otMI' uses.. Than~ is a. very real 

TOtal TANF SurplU$. $358.21" danger that TANF funds wJ!i be utilized as a mecllod-of­

Tab!!! 2 I 
Texas' YANF Surph.l$ under the LBB Budget . 
(Oo!l~ in MiUioflS] (T~tal~ n'I:.\y 00( add due (0 roundi'lg) 

. FY 1991 FY 1998 FY 1999 

TANf' B!ock. Grant $.486,3 $<86.3 $AeU 
Supplement:!! Grant 

.Total Allocation 
$0.0 

$486.3 
112.7 

H9M 
$2S.7 

$512.0 I 

{iMfl~ gambit to pull funds away from the type of services needed to make w(';lfue reform succeed. The Stare is <It ,1. 

crith::ai' juo<:wre, As the House and Senllte btJ:dget committees deliberate on the vse of TANF funds.. they m"wsc be 
encouraged (0 U~ the funds wI$ely. Varlou:J ~endes have be~(IO ~.Table J . '.., 
·working on pt'opo,ms fof' usirig addlttonal TANF funds, However. : Texas' Maintenan<.e of Effort ReqUirements 
unfit laSt week no one had pt'f;nenred :an ove~11 pl,M for th9 I)$e of 
the TANF surplus, On January 29th, the Center' for Pubii< Policy 
Pn«ltles. presented a comprehen$Nc plan for using. the TANf' 
block grant [0 the Senate Finance committee, T"ht.: proposal is 
guided by two prindples; I) The TANF block grant m\l$C be \lsed 
to inveSt in services that will make welfare r~form work. 2} 
TANf funds should no; be u~ 3S a melhod«of-fiMflt:;e tool to 
move: $tat<l gen~ra! revenue from services to needy fnmilies to 
other pM\S of the bpdger. • 

State General Revenue (D()Il~n: 'In MiUlons}'::, ., .. 
FY98 ·'F,Y.99 

ReqUired etl% M·o.E. ·$151.' SlS 1.4 

, R.equired 100% H-o-E $314.l $31<4.3 
.~-

I lBB Budget .~QcQmmendati6I'a 

LTota! $293.6 $287.0 

i C.ilcr.lf Re"~nuc E,-;<:eed!ng $42.1 SlS.S, . 
; 80% M-o-£: ReqU!rement~ 

An Offi.:;o of the 8en~dictine Resource Center 
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Making R~form Work: The CPPP Proposal for Using the TANF Block Grant 

11. Pr-<wtde Temporary Assistance and Encourage 
,ChUd Sup ort 

A. Support' Needy Families 
• Continue to provide basic i"l<:ome assisnnce 
(formaU)" known -:u AFDC} at corren! benefic and 
eligibility levels, 
8. Encourage Child Support 
• Continue to "pass through" $50 of collected child 
support payments to familie,. receiving cash assluance 
and to disreg:!l'd the $50 In r.::alwilltin,g benerit levels. 
This had been the oper3tive polky until the ('Kent 
rederal welfare law. 
C. Reward Cooperation 
• To increase the rate of paternity establishments and 
child 	 support or-deI'S, provide a of'le~{im(! incentive 

a ment of $100 for- timel coo eration. 

2. Build a Welfare*to Work System that Wor-ks 


A Create a Ramp.to SeJf-Suffidency 

.. Ailow those who begin to earn income 1'0 retain a 
small portion 01 their benefits. 
• Provide Earned jnr.::ome Tax Credit (EITe) assistance 
nt T"VVC offices, 
B, Expand Opportunities for the Job Ftaady 
• Provide iNcn'.iive orientation for recipients on TANF 
time limIts and work requirement Olt eligibility office!L 
• Give automatic appointments to employment 
asslstan.:e for all diems who are not exempt from work 
partidp ation. 
• Incr-ease case-management activities for more one~ 
on-one assessment and Assfstance to clients seeking 
work, 
• CombiM job placement $erviC4\r$ (s'Jch as ~work 

flrsc") wit-h other education and training opportunities 
both during job·search and when dients work part 
time. 
C. Maximize Federal Child Care Funding 
• Use General ~venue allocated In L.BB budgct that 
exceeds the state"s iANF MalnHtnanCe of Effort 
require~ents to draw down all avallilble federal <hild 
care funding, . 
O~ InViUt: in Lo'"g" T err., Suc:c:ess 

·.,'C)Q:Y:~lop· jOb·.,.~tention sef"'l:'1c$t and (Q-employrrumt 
assisau,.:e to ensu're that client' stay employ~" 
~"Ta'rget job training to hlgh~wage job. ~n~ offer non­
tnldit'ional employment opportunlUQs for women. . 
• Offer- microenterprise development an<l sel(* 
~mployment a~siS(<lnce. particularly in' r-ural areas 
where few lobs may be i\vailabtc. 

• Expand the use of Individual De"'elopmenr Accoun(s 
, (lOAt) 	to allow re:cipients [0 save money tor hou'iiog, 
ecduc:!.ti.on or employmeOt needs. 
E. Provide a Ladder Up for the Lea~t Job~Ready' 
• Expand b3;~ic education al'1d !:terar.::y servio;,'.i for 
those who are the least iob~ready. 
• Provide automatic referrah for clients wl(h the least 
skills who ma soon face time lim!ts. 

1. Prote.:t Children and Strengthen F3mm~s 

A. Protect Childr~n and St~ngthen Families 
• Th~ CPPP proposal str~ngtheos Child Proteccive 
Services {CPS). It would fund inves(lgatJoos of r.::hild 
OIbuse and neglect. foster care (for children not eligible 
to receive: feder'ally funded foster core}, :md couns'illing 
and other support l>E'rvices (or children and families' 
referred to CPS. it also fuily funds expected increases 
in reports, inveStigations, and s£rvices. 
8. Support' families Facing Economic Distress 
• This CPP? proposal targets emergency. aid to low~ 
income (ammes risking dissolution primarily due co 
economic distress. C<'!seworken would have: access to 
a limited omount of money to purch<l);e discretionary 
items or services necessary to pfevent the removll' or a 
child or to hasten the'r return home. AdC:;tionally. 
these faMilies would be r-eferrcd to TWC for priori(y 
employment assi:ttance. 

4. Target Teen Parents to Keep Th.om on the Path 

to Independence 


A. e.pand Sorvic~ foro Tfiletl Parents on Werfaro 
• In<:rease serviccs designee to S<.eep teens in school. 
prevent addition:!! pregnandes. and promOte a 
sucr.::essful school~to~wor~ transition, 
8. Fund Adutt-Supervised Homes for Teen Mother:>: 
• The n@w federal law woold deny TANF ass.istanr.::e:to· 
any teen parent not living with their parent. o{hqr adult 
relatIve or an approved adult-supervised setting. Few 
of these ~se,ond·chance" homes c1(i:u in Tens. This 
proposal would fvrd supp0r:tive, adult~supervised 

settJf\gs for these tecns, particufilrly thelll!: at risk of 
losing T ANF assiStance. 

• ThG CPPP prop'osaf use, 00 OR above thA LBB budget 
but fully u61i.:z:es the·TANF ttJI:'p!U$ for FY 98'and,p( 9'9. 
HO'W'ever, whatever fund's are carr-ied fOf'Wud from FY <n 
(est!m<ttoo to b~ $62 million) would be placed· i.~" il 
contingency fvnd to m€c[ poSSibly higher c:aseloads' or 
r~der31 pennlties (or not meecif'lg aU the stipulations of th" 
ne-.v law. ­

• Utilize community coUeges or- tc<hnkal training to ICopiC5 .of the full p,.oposal (30 pages) are availableprepare di~nt$ for av",ifable jobs, 
,~maiHor a donation of $10. C:J.!J Lila a~ 32Q.0222. 

Page 2' 
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What's NOltt 
The House Appropriations Commicree and the 
$onate Finance Committee will begin marking up the 
budget bill in the next few weeks, Allocation oi (ha 
TANF ~Iock gr.1r,t and the surplus wi!1 be <VT'\ong 
their tOP itsues. It is criri<al that the committee 
members understand the importance of using the 
TANF block grant to make welfare rC'form work. 
There is a real danger that the temptation to U$C' the 
TANF surplus to 5tJppianr other funds will cau~e 

them to focus on shon term blldget shult1ing ratner 
m30 investing fh€ fonds to support success for (he 
neediest Texas (amities. 

Already. the governors' budget has opened the d.oor 

draw TANF funds aw;,y from their feJ;1 purpose_ 
\-\I'Me the governor's budget does draw down all 
available <Mild eare funds and somewhate increase!! 
funding for' employment s~rvices. it largl1!ly utiliZes 
(tIe TANF block gram as a metJWd-of·{incnce tool for 
fr~ up state general rC\lenue <'Jnd supplantir:g 
st:tte funds in several areas, most notably a( DPRS. 
This refinancing may hlillp them pay tor ;:he $) billion 
dollar tax plan but it lea'o'es the most vulnerable 
Texalls wlthou( of the critical assistance necessary co 
be<;orne ~etf-suppo"ing before their time-limite<! 
assistance runs OUt, 

What Can You Do? 
There is :1 very n:lrrow window of opportunity for 
the HO,Jse and S(!nat~ budget committees to make 
the right choices: in spending the TANF blod( grant. 
Tfley need '\0 hear this simple mess:1ie. "Spend the 
TANF block granc on job training and services to 
needy (runilies. Welfare reform will fail If we do not 
use these fund!; for their real purpose," Addi~ionilily. 

you courd encourage them to review the CPPP 
TANF block grant pian. 

We have been presef"l{ing our pi,," to legi$latOrs on 
both comMittees. SO they should be aware of our 
proposaL In the Senate. it will be important to let 
the chair - Sen. Ratliff - know that the 'O,,<f or the 
TANF funds: des~rves caro(ul consk1er3(ion. In tho 
~. we' ha';'e pf"ese'ntcd our plan (0· a joInt 
meeting of (he H9use Appropriation" 
Subcommittt:'W!s on Health and Hum<ln Service:.. (Sob 
Glen, Chair) Md General GO....(frnfl'le11c (Tefm<Jdg41 

Heflin, Chair" when they review the Texas: 
Worldorce Commission together on Ft'b, 10th. 
The'Se committees are central (0 TANF dedsions. 
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House and S,,;'ate TANF S ndin Plans Fall Short in Meetin Needs ofTANF Reei ients 
The House ..od Sen~ne are discussing proposals for spending the $393 million' I~mporary Assistaoce for Needy F:5milies 
(TANf) surplus. Althc.Jgh both are good starting points. neither rep:-esents the final prOduce We "nt!cipate tunhcr 
work on these olans, particularly in the Senate since {he Finance Committee has nor yet debated alloCl.t;,,};: TANf. 

L What the House and SenaU') TANF Pla.ns Do 

The House proposal allocates only 5220 miliion of 
the TANf surplus; the Senate $275 milEon. HOtJUI % i Senate % 
TI1erefore. both leave funding to be alIooted later 
or held in contingency, Both plans allocate a ,malt 
portion or the surplus for services designee (0 move 
welfare recipients {o _ork. The Senate OlllocJtes 
oniy 16%"' and (he House 14%~. {The House plan 
does.os?! fund any new job {ra.ining.) Both plans use 
roughly a third of the TANf surp!vl to rep:ace 
general revenue (GR) and Title XX (unds so that 
revenue can be used elsewhere in the budget_ On a 
positive note. a portion of thflse fonds are used to 
provide mtt1;ching funds fat child c.are, Additionally. 
ocher ve nec.essa ro rams are funded with these dollars. such lIS communir.LY~c~,~,.",-,--------------c 

Concerns about the House and Senate TANF Plans 

~Re.I:lc"GR&T.dex.x $119 31%: 
'foExp<tndWe1f.l\la-to_Work SS5 14% 

Activi(i(!$ 

.TO" ExpanQ Othllr Set"ke$" $22 . 6% 
$22 : 6% . 

$144 

$"" 

SAl I 

$26 

.37% 
16% . 

11% 
6% . 

Several of the initiatives funded in the House and Senate TANF plans are laudable. such as the funding for child care in 
both proposals. the House's investment in adult b;u:ic ecucation and literacy, and (he s.en::i~e's investment in job tr;'\ining. 
However. two issues r~i$e concern. 
I. Neither plan sufficiently invests in we!fare~to- 2. Both plans usc TANF funds as a refinancing tool. 
work actiYities. Both plans fund the lOBS program rOf" 80th use TANF to replace 5t<1';"e GR and Title XX and then 
welfare recipients (0 help Texas meet the federal work use those funds in other places. in rhe budget, With 
requirements. However, this will primatily support job apprOXimately $1.5 billion in state GR still available in the 
placement, net job training. even though both houses.add House budget and $1 biltion (n the Senate budget. th-erc' 
other tllnding for we!fare-to~work acrivities. neither are Other revenue sources to fill gaps in the budget. We 
Invens t!lnough to meet the SUte's responsibility to welfare believe feder;'\1 TANF funds should ba used primarily to 
families fadn five ear lifetime limlu; meet (he <;;hallen es of the new federal welfare Inw. 

CPPP's Priorities for TANF Spendin. above the LeB Bud et 

, .. Welfaro Co Wcrk Transition ..I /i Lesst!ln the Impact of Reform on ChiklN)n 

lrivest; a~ least ,25% of the TA.NF .surplus 10 welf.ar(H.o~. Federal"welfue reform's impact on chlldren likely. to' be 
wo'rk:" icclv·lI:!es. . Will help' Texas· """t the work . grCat: (j~llmitCd wel(ar~ benefia, r"aductioM 1M SS!. fOOd 
requlreme~t5·a~d help welfare·tammes to become self~ stamps: child nutrido"n programs. and cuts to CPS funding 
su(f~cient ~ thair welfant time limits appro.!ch. "sources. TANF !nvestment....nll help mitigate the impact of 

reductlom.. 
r- .--:-:---:-,
,4. Funcllncreasc in Child Protective Services NeedsInvest $44 milliQn to respond to the loss of $500 million in 

benefits (0 legaJ immigr<lnts in FY 9B-99. Will minimize the Need for· CPS services is Jikel.,.· to increase .u r;'\milies 
human "{otl on elderly and disabled immigrants, and [Me el<perience benefit r<:<:lvctions. Invest TANF to h~lp 
r'Il:uslve cost~shift to cities. counties, churches and support 'm;;reased need' in child pI·ot<:ction, 
charities. 
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cppp Priorities resulted trom our analysis of the Cons:ression<'lr intent for TANF spending as defined in the new federfll 
welfare law and our work to determine principJl7s we believed should be foflowloUl in spending TANF, 

Wh<lt Congress Intended for TANF 

When COf'lg:-ess creared the new TANF block gr;mr, they 
want'l'd to give states the flexibIlity to take a nev.< 2lppr03Cn 
to welfare. However, Congress dearly expected states to 
use this flexibility to 1ind inno....-ative W3y5 (0 help welfare 
recipients mal..::e the tranSltton from welfare to work. ThiS 
is evidenced: by (he fact thar Congress pu~ in p!.:lco 
stringent new work requirements for TANF recipients and 
work ptln:idpation r<ites for st:::ltes. Congress also put :1 

fjve*year lifetime limi{ on receipt of ousist:}Oce. Cle:irly, 
Congress antkipared rh .. ! st3tes would t(lke their new 
respomibility seriously :md mnke great efforts to omoure 
thilt famaies no longer needed to rely upon government 
;;Usist.!u"'Ice in flv~ years. 

Additionally, Congress outfi'"led four pu~pose5 s,..te, are (0 
m~t in expending their T ANF funds, These purposes 
ftJrth~r demons:trare Congress' expectation th:}t ~tates 

,""ould USQ this block grant to prOvide job training and to 
reduce reliance on government benefits. 

Congress also 31lowed TANF to be: I) spent on programs 
previously authorized co use {he (unes (e.g. AFDC. JOBS. 
and Child Prot.ctive Se(">lKCS funded by Emergency 
A,ss:lstance); 2) tr3nsfer red (0 [he <:hild care brock grant or 
Title xx. (;'1.k,a Socia! S~rvkes Block Grant}: 3) spent on 
heating ¥ld cooling <l$s:isrance for low·jn;::ome households; 
or 4} held in a contingency fund for future tls;a. 

The Pur' set of ~he TANF Btock Grant:'~I 
• te provide ;Jssisuo<e to ~y fan,jlJots to (h2lt ;;hlldrcn may I 
D~ ,.VM for in (!'lei, homes: 

.. (0 cnd the d~denc:y 0/ needy pnfCnt~' on govcrnment ! 

I 
i bCflOfio; by promoting fob pn::paration', work ;)nd m2lrrl::ige: ~ 


: • to prli!vem :lnc reduc(> the Inciden<:e o~ ou[.of- ...."cilock ! 

p'~cnan<iC'~: :lnc 


,. to en.:;ou('\!:C' the (orm~[ion and maintel'\"'ru;;~ of tWQ-pMcnt 

, f;lmilies, 


CPPP Principles for Spending the TANF Surplus 

With enough money to fund innovative ,approa<:hes to training welfare reCipients, the fiexibllky Tex;'l.'S was given to 
operate under its own weJfare w;v"er. <me the responsib:lity iexas has to ensure welfare recipients an~ s<:lf*Nffidenr 
when their reach their (l"e year limit. we believe Texas must wisely US9 this TANF surplus to addr~S5 tfle needs of 
weffare families and others affeCted by the welfare legislation. We hav"" established chree principles for spending TANf. 
I. Enhance the Wtdfare~to-Worlot Transition. TeX;;l$ 

must invest in ,iob trainhg to ensure it meets tfle new 
work. partjeipatlon rates. Sut, more import,mrly, Texas 
must assist welr:ire re<:ipien(S; In becoming sell· sufficient 
becaose every welfare r1'!ciplent in.Tella5 faces a five-year 
lifetime limit on their benefirs.~; 

2. Help those Affected by the Welfare Le>glslatl0n. 
The ':"'elfare law will aff€:ct many individuals, beyond {nose 
receiving: quh assistance, specifically j~gal immfgrnnts; 
disabled children: chiJdle1s. ,adult food stamp redpienu; 
and abused/neglected children. TANF funds should be 
us~ to minimize the ioues to those who wijj 'be most 

J. Don't Simply Fill Gaps in the St.:).te Budget. The 
budget proposals before the House and t"'e Senare 
currently underfund many, very necessary programs, su<h 
as Medicaid :tnd community (are. However, we believe 
that TANF "!houldn't be used as a n::.finandng too! to flU 
these gaps. panicularly lince both the House and Sen3(C 
budget.$ still have ..t least $1 billion in GR a";~ilable, Rtlther, 
we belh;we {hat T ANF fonds t;hould be used to (1('al with 
the challeng"s pr~ented by (he welfare 1.21..... '-and 
particularly to assi.st we/fare families in becoming sclf· 
sufficient. Many only have five yean befon: they IOSQ {~jr 
benefiu entirely"' Now is th(l: time to InveJt in them, 

I atfec(ed en3,(frment of tM welfare law. 

to this fund v$(!:d to train c!lents, Employers .and 
training providers (such 31 community colleges or community-based organizations) would work together 
to train clientS for sp"dfic iobs. 
ThQ Hou$S£ Proposal does nOt inclUde funding for this initi3t!ve, The Senate Proposal includes $2Q 

fund the Fund. 
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- Comparison of Current Housf! and Senate TANF Prop0'liail;. to CPPP Priorities 


·\8iennial TOfJb ,.bove LeB SlJdtcC Co!l",~ in HiUiQotlS) I CPPP I House! ' S(!nat~ 


Job Retention and Roemploymef1t Assistance I $12 I $0 J portion of $20 

Job retention ::md r1J!?~plotrn~l1t servicE"!IO can help ensure recipientS 5tily ~mployed and move on to more 
,stable work. rhus reducing the chance they will return fa public aSSIStance. Funding would suPPOrt PO:l't­
employ~ent services to TANF re<:ipiems (rllnging from dassroom training '0 intQnsive work 'With 
employers and c;ients to ",ddres$ workplace problems) and reemployment serViCes ror those losing n job. I 
The~~.e Propos~l does not include fundin& for this !niriative .. The S,nate Proponl includes $20 , 

million for long.term job training. some of which could fund rete"ltlon 3nd recmp!oymem :;lils;_~ta,.,cc. 

$1 I PQrtiOf'l of $10; loca! lf1novatlon Grants I $8 I 
As !o;;;:af ......o ..kfon.:e boards take on the responsibilit), to place more welfare recipients in work activities. 
there will be uniq:Je loul job training needs, particularly in rural areas, This fund would provide grants to 
comm\.Jni(ics to support innovative 'Welfare·tn·work propos3ls. including training for non-traditional jobs: 
microenterprise cevelopment and self-employment <lssistance: or str:negies to ;,'Iddress b;)rriers to work 
such M tr af'\sporttltioo. 

,The House Proposal includes $1 million (or Microenterptise developm':!('It. a potential local gr<lnu , 

pmgr.,n, The Senate Propos.' indudes $20 million loc long·term iob ,,,ining. some 01 which could I 
-fund these local gr:tnts, 

, Supporting tke Tran$ltio,?~,? Work I $2 I .$q_~_L $0 
Many Sl<HeS h3ve experimented with easing the transition to work by allowing rc<:ipients to retain a 
PQrtion o. their c:J:sh 3ssist~nce :;1$ they begin to earn income. This funding 'Would allow TDHS to expand I 
an eXisting piloe project or use other -earnings disregard~." , 

,
Neither (he Hou$(l PrOeOSQ/ nor the Senate PrO~2'5.a1 includes fUr'ldif'lg for this iniriative. 

-
Ex and the Current JOSS 1"0 ram $43.8 J $43.8' $43.8 

This is the base level funding needed for iWC to beg~n (0 meet federal work P<lnic1f);1tion targets. It 
funds more lob placement activities ("'Work first"), additional C;lSC managemcm. Md· n~w work 
experience initiativcs_ It also funds: chil<l care in FY 99. H()'Wever, it provides no real job training for 
TANF recipients . 

. Both the ouse: Pro osal and the Senate Pro 

Provide Additional literacy and Basic Education to TANf Red lents. $00. 

Thi'li funding would increase basIC iOlducation and literacy 'er~ces (0 the least lob-ready TANF cliena. It 
would be allocated (0 both TEA and T'wVC to follow previous contr;\cting arr;l.ngements for serving JOBS 
dients but would also allow TWC to contract directly with commLln!t)'~based organizations. 

Th4 House PrQoo'Sal includes funding for thj~ initiatlvo. but the Sfoat~ .~roposal does not. 

flTC Asslst.nce I $1 I $1 L$O 
As recipients begin to work they wUi becomo eligible for the federal Earned Income Tax Credit:. TWC 
would actively assi't TANF rec:ipiono: who go to work with flfing for (he tax crt:dit. by conducting 

. outreach and working with the IRS t:<? provide free tax Ilni$tancQ at cal"oor center'_ . 

I for this but the 

Texas 1lose fn i in bIennium duc 
to the (Meral 'Welrnr\l law._ Elderly 3rufdisabled immigr'ann wno ad1~ c:iri:r~n!Oh!? will continue to be ollgible 
for these federal assistance programs. This CPPP Priority would use ~freed up" GR to provide special targeted . 
dti'lenship <ampwgn3 (or elderly or disablqd immigr;ants, much like those proposed in every S.Ulto with large 
numbers of i ThiS will reduce for their care. . 

Of disabled Immigrants 'Will to naturali:rc 
. I turn 

Aid Grants $0' 

somew!il 
h"",-'l nO state 
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programs. to 01" to i 3nd 
roJc, This CPP? Prion(y .....ould use "freed up- to fund an em(!'rgency shelter and nutr;tion grants to help 
communities prevent hunger and homelessneu among these most wirerable immigrants . 

• Neither the Hous.E! Pro22!!! nor the Senate PrQeosal included funding for rhese initiatives as or 
3114/97, SB 1067 by Sen, Zafffrini would t:rtate dtizenship campaign and emergency f~nd. whic.h may be 
indueled when (he 

The proposed muse be to mOSt 

Joss of SSI benefits alone will total $260 million for (he b'er"inium. This CPPP Priority wQuld use "(reed up- GR 
to provide additiontll funding ~o make thi:5. fund available for ~mefgel'l(1 grants to. a broader ,group or l(!,gaf 

i immigr.1nt households, such as those losing all of their food St:imp benefJrs. 

Enhanced Transit;on Prevendon $20 $0 $0 

i 

Nejther the 'r.cllud"dunclin, 

experts In child abuse and negler.:t will as famili~:5. {he eCQnomir.: 	
, pressores presented by thQ ....elfare law. This funding targets those families. provjding emergency aid to 

families risking dissolution primarily due (0 «onomie distress,. Using OPRS' curren. Concret!! Sc;I'vir.:es 
and Crisis Nursery programs i\S models. this funding would 3.110..... CPS to provide :tuistance to families so 

, that they r.:ar keep their t:hiJd or ha .....e their child rerumed to them, . 
i 	 110r 

Teen 
law prevenu teen welfare moms receiving 

pUenT, another adult relative or In an ildult~sopervised setting. This runding would allow the s(";'J.te the 
option of providing an appropriatE' setting for teen parent' at risk of losing their henefiu. More 
importantly. it would provide school.co-work tr;msition servil:e:5., parenting and independent living skills 
so that teen parents can achievo se!r·:liUfficiency. 

reduc~d 

to increase given the feder,Q1 <utS to 'he Food Stamp prograrrL 

continue thili vita! food aSSiStance in low~jncorne neighborhood!'. 


~~!!:'he 

li'j'i j 

The original Legisl<ltloJe Budget BOArd budget proposal falls $hoM. of meetIng: the m<re:ued d~mand seNlces 
at DPRS in FY'18w99. This CPPP Priority would provide $51 million ($46 million TANF. rom;ain1ng from "ko(!d 
up" funding aM new federal funding) to serve needy children by allO'h'ing DPRS to mE!9t the incrc:oued dQ1'\1and 
(or CPS $ervices, the Sen.ices to A.utlaw~.y:&nd A[~Ritk Youth (STAP.) prlJgillm. Mid administration. 

Compared to CPPP'$ Pri~rides. the Hoose adds $21,8 million {$S million TANF, remaining (rom "freQd 
up" GR. new f~deral funding) and the Sena:t~ $)9 million in ($27 million TANf. remalning from "rr.oed up" 
funding. and new federal runding). Both hou-sez add fund, for OPR.S programs not indudetd in,die CPPP .' 
,Priority (e~, both' fund expunsion of the STAR progr.am). However. n(!lther fully mel?u,the CPPP 
Priority of funding the Inaeased demand for CPS" (Th~ House ~stores FY 97 $ervicl?s. but does not 
provide enough funding to seM the Iftcreul?d number or childr9n projectQd ro need servi<es in FY 98 
and 99. The Senate proposal rostore, f¥ 97 -s~es and :!!Imost fully funds the incre3$ed demand. 

____~~~~;,~1~,'1I1~'~$~7~ I~~'~h~o~r~'~.~~~~~~__________~__________________________________ 

" ". 
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Theprt)~c~·='~'______________________~~_________l 
The House Proposal was inc:ud'id in the House Appropriations Committee (HAC) Appropriations Bill which will be 
vOfed on by the full Hoose the ~k of Mar~h 17th. This: propma1l~rt $140 million in TANF funds on the t:olble. 
Although the' HOU$e will keep some of this $! 40 million in II contingency fund. further recommendations for sp~ndjng 
some of ~his funding will likely be made before the budget conference committee moets. 

What 'NO] have been referring to as the Sgnat.e Proposa.l is rearly a proposal set (orrh by Senate Finance Commit{e€ 
Chairman Bill Racliff, Members of the Senate Finance Comminee were asked to 'liubmio: amendments to his plan by 
March 20th. for discussion during the week of M;:tn:h 24th. Alter thi!i committee finishes cheir delib<:fatioM. the full 
~nat~ wi1l vote on their Appropriarlons: bill, tndvding {he TANF proposal. 

!he flna! decision on how TANF will be spent will not be made until {he House and Sen:.lte members convene in a 
Budget Conference Committee to iron OU( the differem:es between their twO bills. ThiS Committee has traditionally 
met in late April or early May Since (here will be difference$ belw(!en the House and Senate TANF plans, further 
debate on TANF wiil occur ,at (hac time. 

_____________________.~~===-What Can Be Oone ____________________ ~L- . ~_ 

: 
TANF «s still yery much. under~ discussiQn. House and Senate members are like~y co debatl? this topic until th~ 
Appropriations Bill is passed. 

Actlon: Interested advooCl!.(~s are urged co contact members of the House App(opr;a~ions and Senate Fironce 

commiuees, ,(an.y one of whom cotJd be "'lamed to the CO:1fereru:.e Committee) and pnnicularly Approprinrions 

Chairman Rob Junoell and Fina.nce Chairman Bill Ratliff. (please call for phone and/or fax nt:rnbers), 

Your Mcssage~ Texas must seize the oppon:unity offered by the new TANF block grant and invest TANF in job training 

for TANF reciplent5: tgd::t'X, SO d1<:lt they are self·sufflcient by the time they :\:re removed'CrofT' benefrts. 


J _ Texas should use its TANF funds (0; 

• invest in job training for welfare redpients: 

.. respond co the losses in services for leg-at immigrants. parncuku-Iy ~hO'lie who ;l,e elderly and disabled; 

• mitigate the lmpacr on we!(ar~ ~form on ehildref'l; and 

.. fond the Increased need for ChHd Proteccive Serviees:. 


2, TANF should nor used primarily as a refinancing tool to fill holes in (he budget. 

I Why Te1lits h~. it TANF Surplu!.....-. 

Tex"';' will be allocated $393 mimon~r, in TANF funds more than the state needs to spend in FY 98·99 to maint.un welfare 
-<md relared programs at their current level, Texas has this "surplus" of TANF funds primarily bee:ause the iANF blocx 
grant is based on the feder;:tl ~I!oc..atiol'l for these program1 in FY 94. a }"Jnr in which the state had signific ..ndy higher Aid 
to Famj!i~ with Oepend<mt .Children (AFOq caseload [han is proi;au~d in FY 98 and 99. ..., 
The legislative eudget Board's Qriginal FY 98-99 proposal-the starting point for budget dellberatloos--<lfd not spend 
this surplus because it allocated TANF funds based on how the money was histo<icaily spent. Thus, TANF funds·wc·re 
primarily allocated to: I) cash assistance (formErly AFDC) paymef'ltS: 2) the JOSS training progr(l/Tl for cash assistance 
recipients; and 3), Emergency AssistanCe. which fi.lnds (h~ handling and invotstigation of abuse reports and (oster <:are a( 
CPS. BGt1lUse the state's historl~ investment in welfnre.-t¢-work programs was quite limited, this approach kiln $393 
milUoo 10 TANF funds vnspent. 

You are encouraged to 'opY and distribut.e this edition of".,:.'". .;, .,' * .XtfE.POLtC.-r PAGE * 
• Thl_ im:llftks 1J $2<1(, mlll....n;" TANr. tllnd~ ,~hkt\ w<r<: Ilr>I ~!ll....;,"<;:d In 1110; FY '111.«1 I.'RR:\.11."1 ~1\C1 !15~1.1 milllvtl In l-Y ''T'f TANt' ~t'o'l'bJ.\. S.T' ro!lll~' IIi 
th<: I'Y 91 rundillil i~ ":,<pct.u,1 I" tie 1I4'P'IIt\ti"u:illlI :w (tN:r:'••m~~ FY \11 ~1~1IIj,,1I1I;oill. • 
ii n..:~ .:'<pendiujr.:~ <;:Jtl';tl"i nUl"! _Ir:tre-lo·"'..rl.: ;d"k<:1<, I~.... ('U!I"!Pi<.'. ",,' H........, rml"....f ~·'I~mh l'IIrv;(C'J: 10. h;(Il"!;. Hf...t\lhy ~";.Imili,;,.•nd d..:: ~Tt\r- rrt>;:rJltl. 
Th~ SaiJt1( ';~I'-md~ wm,l:- r>!:I"!!1'I\::!• .'1.<\R :m.J ('~ In II"I<\.{ fll<: !nu.:M-C( ~1>.J<:!~kd if< lq,,,,l\ ~!\<l im 1',,';,:.:11"1";' 
iii ·I\ic~ ':AVt",lilut,; '1'~;n!jJir'~ ;un(rll p<'licill}. ~ll.;h 1Il' UI< ~~(I dlild ~l'rrmrt ..!'Sf(1!11'u ( .. I A I'll,," ('I.:Cinlcnl'. 
h Til,. j:!I.'!~~"I~£<, d.:'c~ "'It i!).:i"dc U1>= ""\< 'I;\l~ ;c.....(al r .. ·WI\u~ <;.( l"""oJl"".;, for chih.l ~."". 
~ S« /l'.t ai><Nc. 
,.; 1,'"<:\, I;;m 0("'(\1 JO!-'. .'Ithcir ",.dl~\f~ r<;;!(li1:hh h"'" ilw lilclim" liul" 
,.j, ~ ~I "hn..~·. 
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li\:-**THE POLICY PAGE *** 
An update on state and federal action from 

The Ce.nter for Public Policy Priorities 
900 ; Srr_' I Texas 76702 • voice 512·)20.0222 • fax 512·320·0127 • 

No,46<1. 

I I TANF Workgroup Begins oeliberations 
last Thur'Sday [he TANF Wo(i(group met for the firn {irn.:! to begin deliberations on the Senate and House TANF plans. 
This Workgroup will decide how Texas will allocate Its TANF 'Scrplus. While many important initiatives <!Irc cO!"ltained in 
both the HO\.lse and Sen<lte plan&, pressurQs to supplant genorai reyenUe With T ANt! fund:> and to hold ~de a 
ccntirge::ncy fund threaten TO drarnat:c<llly reduce ~he TANF runds available. Members of the Workgroop will continue 
lhe'r efforts thiS" week as they take up TANF spending ;;I.t the Texas Workrorce Commission. The Workgroup members 
nEed to h(!::tr from advOC<lt~$ (or !ow~iOcome fnn,ilies th;:u the TANF funds ~ be spent 00 services- to needy families 
and meaningful welfare to work initiative!>, 

I 	 . 
How Will the TANF Surplus Be Spent? 
T e:.:as has n u;1lque opportunity to iovest a one·t:Jr,;)c 
s-urplus of fMeral funds in activities that provide a humao 
investment for the future. This is the challeng€ b;:;f6re the 
TANF Workgroup, Unfortunately. these resource'S are 
already being eroded. Under current s-cenarios, iuS{ more 
thun one·fourth o( (he S393A million TANF surplus mily 
actually be. expended to holp ne.edy families in (he manner 
Congress inteod€d. The first draw 00 the surplus fundj is 
for emergency FY 97 needs totaling approximately $33 
million. The second reduction In the surplus comes from 
the stare's desire to use TANF as a refinancing tool to 
frel! up nate Genera! Revenue (GR) and federal Title XX 
(unds and use rhesQ funds elsewherQ in [he budg€[, Th9 
SMate USijS $154.6 million of TANF fuod:< in this rnilnneL 
It is likely thilt (he TANF Workgroup .....ill concur with this 

Where the TANF Surplus Stands 
(dollan in millions} 

TANF Surplus I + $393.4, 

Less FY 97 Emergency 
Appropriations - $33.0 
Less TANF to Replace GR 
and Title XX • $154.6 
Total TANF Remainin!! $205.8 
Possible Contin~ency Fund . $100.0 

TANF to be Spent $105.8 
" .. 

I, 

amount, This leave's only $206 million to be spem on the true pUrp01it:S 01 the grant. Inhial discussiens tn the TANF 
'Work group hilve SUU&ted hording up co $100 million of thiS in;) contingency fund, leaving only $106 million for sp<:f\dlng 
on TANF n~d$" Sev~ral members ef the committ~ expressed conCern that the $100 mlllien dollar figure had no 
emplrif;aJ justification. ilnd both the HeusQ and Senate plilOS e:.:pend considerably more TANF fund); than the $106 million 
whkh Is left behind, Debate: in the Workgroup abOUt thQ contingency fund will be centra! to TANF funding dedslons,' 

~ncerns aboJt this Approach 

I. 	 $154 mimon is too much TANF to uw to "free up" GR and Tltlo XX~ The HoUse only uses $119 million for 
this purpose:. but dw Senate U$¢$ $154 million, C:PPP'is concerned c;hat the TANF Yrork group will go wlth,the 

, . . .' . ," 	 . '. . 
$Gnru:o :tppn::.i~h because it' pro\rides more GR for the rest of th" tnJd~t. CPPP believd that TANF funds shOuld be 
used for TANF purposes as Congr'essintended. not to nl! the state's budget hcles;, 

2. 	 Holding too much In a Contingency Fund limits {he :1mOUnt that on M spc:nt on pr~ssing needs. HaVing a 
contingency fund is r"'asori3bl~. However. the fund should not be b35ed 00 an ~rbitrary figure but rather on l\n OlCtual 
assessment of potQntial need. A contingency fund with $tOO miltion is tOO mu<:h. We believe the. passlbUry for the 
state incurring penaltIes or' ell:pericncing unexp~cted casclo.nd growth is highly unlikely. Every dollar held in 
contingency fund limit'!; th~ amount Texas can in ....est in., TANF'redpien( today to help her b@corne sel('':IAJfflcient 
before she is r~rnoved from welfare in S years. 

--"~--------------------------An Office of the: Bcn(!dl~tine. Re.soun:.e Center 
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1 	 InV<!st~nts In job trolining cannot w.it. At 3, minimum TexiUO mmt IOvBSt cnotJgh (0 meet the ne..... fedef<ll .....ork 
p3l'ticipa(ion targets. Howe~r;e"en itt this 10v~1 hundreds of thousands or TANF reclpient$ 'Will go without needed 
education and Utf!racy service.:; aod rea! training for jobs that lead to se:1r sufficiency. Texas cannot w;\lt [0 inves.{ in 
welfare to ..... ork services. Th~ be$( time!imit,: ar~ those fhat are never reached because ,the state has ,(js~isted TANF 
familJes in Mcoming seJf~$ufficient before they are removed from governmental assistance, 

I 	 I CPPP Priorities forTANF Sending 
Both the House and Senate TAN,F plans contain good 
ideas (or spending the TANI= surplu,. For example, the 
Senate proposes co train TANF clients for job~; to auin 
tef!n TANF pnrents in be<.oming independent; and, to 
support families r~ferred to child protective services due 
to et:onorni<: deprivation, The How~e has many similar 
recommendations. However. the TANF Work GrouP'li 

compromise phm w!1I lii<efy be less exfrcnsive th<ln both 
these plans because neither leaves an ~dequate 

contingency fund. Beca!..."Se reCluCtions are Ii~e!y, CPPP ­
using the House and Senate proposals - developed a rrol:lre 

mod<m proposal with .an adequate cootingency fund. 
CPPP 's TANF Pr:or!ties ilre to: 

L 	 Limit the usc 0' TANF as a refinancing too! (0 

$140 million. Soth houses f<lced pressure to use 
TANF to swap out GR and teeera! Tid\} XX funCls 
beuuse the budget is woefully underfundec and 
be<:ause $1 billion is being held to fund a property tax 
cut. CPPP believes the TANF bfock grant should be 
used ;IS Congress intended. !lOt (0 solve Texu· 
budget prcblem$. However, we recognile the 
cOf'!S(rai,rs facing the Budget Conrerence Committce, 

CPPP propo!;cs a m;d~rilnge approach--limlt the use 
or TANF:as a ref'inandng rool to $140 million, rather 
than the Senate's $154.6 million. 

2, 	 Create a Reasonable Contingency fund. CPPP 
belicves dm TANF Work Group's discussed SIOO 
million TANf <:ontingenc::y fund I, t~ high, 

CPPP recommends decrcasing the Contingency Fund 
to $77 million and redesigning iu use, As. dJ,cus«od by 
House 3!'ld Senace members. the fund could 
b~ used in (he event of an ~rnergen~ (e.g. a 
dram~ic increase. in TANF c;ase[oad), 
Addillooally. CPPP proposes that the fund 
;uso .. be Lised for positive pU~Ms. 
sp«:iftcally. we recommend 519 million b<t 
earmarked . (or the Texas Workforce 
Commission. to access. if they an show 
progres'5 in their lob training effortS with 
TANF dients. 

3. 	 tnve5t In Job Trainiftg, CPPP concurs with the 
~ignifkant investments m job trafnlng made in both the 
Hou~e and Seni\.I;C TANF plans, Howevlilr, funclng 
levels for these items are likely to be negotla(cd 
down_ Using reduced funding levels. CPPP still 
ra<.omrnends expansion of job-training for TANF 
recipients that 

• 	 oxpands the JOBS program (0 cnS<..ire Tex~ 
will rnee~ (:>Ind probably f}xceed} the r13der~1 

work panidpatien targets: 

• 	 funds innovative granting programs, induding 
a Self·SuHiciency Fund and local innovaticn 
grar:t5 to broaden the trainirlg opporJ;uni{ies 
for TANF recipients: and 

• 	 expnnds bMic eduCation aod literacy for thcro;e 
T ANf: recipiBI1rS needing remeC'li."ll assistance 
as well as ,raining 1:0 become emplOY3ble. 

CPPP il,SO recommenc's enrM<wklng $19 million in the 
Contingency Fund for TWC as discussed above. 

4. 	 Support Needy Children and Their families. 
6eth the HOl6e and Senate recomfT'lended using 
TANF to fU"ld (he increa"ie:d needs in Chile Prorective 
Servkes, since TANF has historically been used for 
such s~rvice'i, 

CPPP rE!commends supporting Child Protective 
Services with TANF funds; expanding services to 
families referred (0 CPS due ~o economic deprivation 
to curb the anticipated growth in CPS caselead due to 
the welfare legisl;:.tion: and, providing services (0 teen 
T ANf parem;s 

TANFw"",,,",,u. Ph. No:~(SI21 rFax No. (512) 
46].0630 463·0'!37Reo. Dianne Delisi. ChaIr 

Sen. tJdld; Zaffirim, Co-Chair 46l·011S 475·3737 
463·9$45ReD, I-Iuoo a..-Iarnm 463-0162, 

463·052' i ,46)-1260Reo, Garrlet Coleman 
463·5896Rijo; Harvev Hlfderbran 461·0536 
461-llJ26,Sen. Mike Moncrief 463-1l112 

Sc:n, lane Nelson '63~OI09 i 463·0923 
S.n, David Sib~ ~ 463·0122 I 475.3721 

.. _-_._--_._-	 POll e 2 
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, 
C~mparison of the House, Senate and CPPP TANF Priorities 

(il'Cltlding: Artida Xl: Dolran: in Mimons; Bl~nni31 Totals) ..-.----~~. . 
cpppSenatoHou.. 

$39) ...$)93.4 $393.4TANF SurDh!$ , 
$144.1TANF Allocated S3IU naB 
$33,0Ltu Enimarod Pf 97 ErT\(!rgency T ANF Allocation $31.0 $33.0 

$49,1 $IS.9 $76,9Unspent TANF: Avallab!e for Contingency Fund 

Recommendation ror TANF Allocations 

To Replaefe State GRand F~erlll Title XX Fuod$ S120.Q $154.6
1 $139,6 

Texu Department or Health $0.0 528.B' 528."­
T(r~35 D~pt. of Pl"Qtecrille 210C Regulatory Scf"Yke$ $41.5 $41.6"'73I 

, 

Texas Workforce Comtrus~ior. $18.5 $78.S $0•.2 
, To Fund TANf Service$ , i $191.5 $189.7 $143.9 _ .. 

Te;QS Dep;\('tMCl1t of Healt!; :S6.{)$0.0 $6.0 

I T(} &pdnd Familf Planning $0.0 56,0 .$6.0 
, Texlon Departtr;(rfH 01 Human S(!f"Itices $19.t . S2:LS S2l, !iI 

Ta ContifllJe SSG Child Suppon Di~(egcrd S{6.3 Sitd $16.3 
for Wer(are Al.;,ornallon S2.8 , 

I S2.B ~2.8 

, ToS!,IPPQrt Trans/!ion (0 Work 50.0 Sl.D $2.0 
, 
, 

To Resrore Sommer F<XJd Service Program GIS 
, 

SO.O SIA i 50.0 
Tex3.'i Dept. of PrCte,tivo atlO ReglJlatory S(\t'V!ce~ $19,5 $SI.4 $36.0I 

To Expo~d Com:reu: Service! SO.O 52.S , SU> , 
To E.r;xmd Com Nursery 

, 
$0.0 $1.0 
SOO $4.0 
{(,9 S17.2 

$1 •. 5 S14.5 $0.0 
$3.1 $0.0 53. ! 

$141.2 $101.8 577.4 

Aduli Supert'ised Scnings far Teen TANF PCf'l;'nu 

T(} Restere f'( 97 levels end /YkC( O-cnl Nee;j~ In 

CPS, Cliild Can; Licensing. etc. 

To Rej!Qf(. £XPl3lldond UpgtlJde STAR Pro£lem 

10 fvrwi Healthy families 

, 
TQ &fX1Ftd )OBS , $69.1 $37.6 $f2.0 , 
To (nvest in Long TtYro SUCCe~ 550.0 SJI.O$50.0 
To upandJ08S Child Care 53.9 52.3 50.0 

$123To bpand t.lJrir Child Ccr~ $0.0. "H9 
, 
, EIre MsiHlJ'rtCe $ t.OJ1.0 SO.O I 

TO' f.i<plJ'nd Basi<" educ<Jfion and lJcelocy $50 $5,0 $2,4 
i , 50.0 ICommunia"s in s<'hocl~ 50,0 52.0 , 

~(I(iceshJp Tr0'nitlg (or TANF $0.0 52.05/.0 
, 

$10.6 $.\,. $3.4Texa Eduattion Ag('!net 

$4.6 $VI 

.To E.xp(;niServicM Co Teen TANf PMeflts 

.to Expand Sasic Ed;x:ation en'! Utelocy $4.6 

$0,0 $1.0<S6.0. 
$0.0 SO.OTe,:as Oepin;tm!n[ of Commerce $1.0 

, 
$0.0~ JI.O $0.0Mk'-O(!mt!tpf~e De",etoprm;nt 
$0.0$1.3Te;(3l Oept, of Hovsing aM Community Affair"l , SO.O 

, 
, , $0.0Heating 'ONCoofing Ass/ttQ!1ci!!' S/l,O 51) 
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TANF WORKGROUP TO PRESENT PLAN TO CONFERENCE COMMITTEE 

The TANF Workgroup of the Budg+)t Conference 
Committee cOf(',pleted irs del;ber:uions on April 
2'1th afld produced 3 report of theu' 
reCommendation, last week, The Workgroup will 
be presenting their recommendatlOn!; to (he (ul! 
Conferenc. Comrninee Monday or Tuesday of this 
week, prior to beginning discussiol"'s on Article '1 
The discussion in the Workgroup over the Int 

couple of weeks staned with brjnging the mf:mber$ 
up to speed on the ba~ics of the decisions they h~d 
to make and presentations on the House and Senntc 
plans. After hard work by rhe members and scaff 
the final recommendarions u~e TANf in three basic 
w:'!ys: to free up general revenue, to invlilst in an 
array of services and to set aside a reasonable 
contingcmcy fl.Jnd 

~ Summary of TANF Workgroup Recommenda.tions 
(dol\:.vs in miHiom) 

, T ANF' Surplus $393A 

! less FY 97 Emergency Appropriations - 5)0,9 

Total TANF Available 1998·1999 
, 

$362.5, 

TANf Used to "F'ree~UP'· GR $144.8 

TANf Allocated to Fund Sef"Vicc!> 5152,0 

Availabie (or Contingency Fund I $65.7, 

Pending Issues . $35.1 , 
, 

I 	 Mostly Good News, Some Bad 

When compared to the CPPP priorities fol' TANF 
spending. more TANF was used to frOle up GR. than we 
had hoped for and some imponant initiatives were i"'l, 
\Jn~(uflded. bfJt overall the in .....estments in welf<lre~ro· 

work. services were very positi",e, We also believe chat 
the d(!CiSiOns about the <:ontingen<:y fUf'ld were a W1Se 

choice ,hat both >l,l!ows for f\Jl''1ding to cover caseload 
chnnges or pen;)lti~s. and ;)150 aUows aCCess to the 
fl.Jnds for the possibility of further expanding welfare· 
to·work efforts. The (able or; this p3ge $,ummari:!es 
how (he TANF Workgroup <)I!oc.aced the TANF 
:lurpfus. The table on the page three prO\lid~s more 
detail of indi\lidual spending ded:wions. . 

'[!£ntl the Sad News 
Among ttle item$ contained in either the HOI)'$e ()I' S~nate 
plalu' which wero not induded in the worqro\lp 
reco';;,iiendations: 
• 	 $2·million for Apprenticeship training for TANF 


rec;ipieriu, 

• 	 $1 million lor a separate Microenterpf'ise 

~vt)lopment Fund. However. funding (or thh; 
initiative is if'dudec in one or the 5ub'Suat(!,gies of tho 
''In...~t''' Long Term $\lc<:ess" ttom. 

• 	 $1.3 million for Em(!rgoncy Nucritior'l and Relief 

service! (ENTEFtP). 


• 	 S6 million for Family Planning ~(!rvj(:es. 

• 	 $2 milHon for Transiti()r'l to Worl( a$~istan<:c (FiH·tM­
Gap budgeting or Earnings Disregards). 

'" 	 S I 'million to provide Ene assistance (TVIC 

lndicared this assi5tanc~ <ould b~ provided within 

their existing budget). 


• 	 $1.4 million to restor'c reimbuf!';cmerH cutS to the 
Summer Food Service Progr;;m (It w:)s detar,.,ineC 
TANF funds could not be spef':[ on thisJtem). 

'" 	 $2.5 million fO expand Crisis Nun:ery servic~s at 

DPRS. . ' 


• 	 $2.5 mtl!ion ro expand Concr~te Scrvice$ at DPRS. 
• 	 $.5 million to provide Adult $uperm.cd Homos for 


TANF ~Gn p:]r~I'\fS. 


lAnd Now the Good News 

Among {he key items; !!'!~ ffl. the wmkgroup plan; 
, $37.7 to expand the JOSS program to meet and 

c:"xc:eed' (edlQ:raI partiCipation r;1[<=$ 

•. 	 $20 million for "Invest In long*Te~m SUCCI'!'SS 


StrateglC"S" which Includes: 

.a)., $12 for the $elf~Suffkjency Fund '0 support 


t;u~t(!d job tralnlng " 
b) :$6 million for Job R~tention and Re~employment 

ass15tan<;C! 
C) $2 million for LocAl Innovation Grants ('I,eluding 

. Microen<:erpris(! development :lfld self· 
employment :asSjst3nce) 

530 million jn a Contingency Approprianon for TWC 
to increase p<lr~i(:ipatior' rates in thc JOBS program 

http:uperm.cd


. 
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or co expand ser-vi<':!:!$ under the "\n~s{ In Long Term 

Success", :str;l(egy. 

.. $39,9 million of the "k(HUj.Up~ CR .....:as Oi.ed lO draw 
dow!' $72.6 mi!lion in federal Child c1I.re rUf'ds 

.. $6 million to c:xpl'lnd services {or TA.Nf (een parenr~ 

thOfcugh the Pregnancy. Education and Parenting 
progriln'l (PEP) at TEA, 

• $9.6 to ll!lrp:lnd basic education and literacy service,s 
at TWe and rEA_ 

• S 16.3 to continue the SSO dollar pass through of 
collected child "upport for T ANt: reCIpients. 

'" $),9 million to reSlore Child Protective Services to 
FY 971evets (de(j$ions "bolJt r;';nding to meet 
anticlp3ted client need are pending). 

• S! 4.5 miHion (0 res~ore and expand the STAR . : DPRS 

512 320 3222 P.os 

.. $), I million to fund the HOilLchy Families Program 

.. $6.1 million In 3dditiooill child <art! services. 
• $2 million for Communities in Schools. 

!Pending Df:clsions 
The Workgroup decided {hat dlfferen<:es b~tween (he 
Hous;e and Senate on additional funding above FY 91 
'reHor'iltion" at OPRS needed IO be dIscussed in t.he 
Conference Committee as a v.thole due fa the if'r'pJ.Ct 
on FTEs. A decision on an additional 520.7 million ior 
thi~ item Is pending. Also, it is estim:1ted {hilt a portion 
at (he costs related £0 the MlUennium Con.,rersion at 
TOH$ (this is tht: issue of (he need to upgrtide 
computer systems to deal with the year 2000 problem) 
may be paid for with TANF funds. A dedsion on this 
$14."l million is also pending, 

I Contingency Fund Issues 

Early discussions in the TANF Workgroup addressed 
both the need for. and the JPpropriilte amount of. a 
Contingency Fund The Workgroup nartcd v.tith <:In 
a5Sumption of a $100 million Cantitlgency Fund, but 
this; number had not been based on any a.ctua! analysis 
of potential contingencies. After hearing updates on 
proje<:ted ca5:efoad dedines and the limfted probability 
of the st.;tte !.1dng pcn~!t;es, the Workgroup de.,reloped 
an int~rescing approach to the Contingency Fund, 
They have re<:ommenc'ed tWO treaJmems of the fund: 
I) A "Contingency Appropriation" to TWC fot use in 
increasing participation rates 10 the JOBS progrn(Tl or 
expanding services under the ~Io ...est in LOJ'lg.Term 
Su<:cess strategy" Access to these funds is contingent 
upon the agency attaining specific service (argea and 
submitting a ""'ritten requclOt whi<::h must be approved 
by the Governor's oUke and the LBB; and, 
2) The remaining contingency funds are accessible not 
only for, poten(ial ;:;~5eload changes or penalties, but 

also for program needs. fo"- access to these funds. 
TWC. must firSt expend or Gllcumber funding In their 
<:ontingency appropriations. ~nd ag<)in must s~!bmit a 
request and plan for approval by ehf;: Governor ~nd 
LBB. 

The Workgroup is likely to be questioned about haw !t 

arrived at the amount for the: Contingency Fund. 
Some Conferce!'l mayor m:ly not be comfortable With 

the $65.7 million currently s<.!t aside. particularly Ii 
pending decisions could reduce chat a.mount lO as liule 
as $)0.6 mEllon, An important dc(all tha( might o(fser 
some concern is that even if pending decis:ons resulted 
in a <:ontingency rund of $30.6 million. the $30 million 
in coneif\gency appropri:3tlom to TlNC ~hould r~al!y be 
considered I!~ part of (he Contingency fund 3mount. 
This IS because' any allocation out of this <:ontingency 
appropriation must be approved by th-e govQrnor and 
lBB a(ld <ould be held ha<:k if needed. 

I What's Next 

ThE TANF Workgroup 'Wilt present their 
recommendations to the entire Co"ferenc~ 

Committee which 'may accept them as presented or 
mOdify any or all of the (unding deosions, It is likely 
that the Conferenal Co.mmitt~~ wll! largely accept the 
recommendations. but indivlou31 members may be' 
offering sp«ifi<: changes (0 individual items or cV(!n 
'Other proposals for using ',ANE The ConFerence 
Committee wlll also have to make d~isions regarding 
the pending Itoems related to meeting client needs at 
CPS and fUl'lding for the Mill~nnium conversion at 
TDHS. 

The Workgroup's recommendations: fndude some very 
positive recomm\'!.!nda(ion~. It ""'ill be important to' 

encourage the Conference Committee members to' 
retain (hese- decisions. Unfortu""Mely. many mernb<;rs 
continue. to be- nervous about alloc:.ating s!gniOcant ntllw 

.; funding to: TWC, Fortunately, (he Workgroup 
members have become more comfortable with [he, , . 

types of strings being attached to TINe allocations 3fld 
there was an inc;relUing rcaliution that. like it or not, 
""'elfare reform will lOuct;:eed or faU at 1"NC. We'; will 
be monitoring the Conferenc. Committee 
<:'elibe:r~tions closely to see what. if any, cha(l~s are 
m"de to' the Wol'kgroup recO'mmendations. 

, 

http:if'r'pJ.Ct
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TANF W0r!<group Recommendations Compan!d to:House and Senate'P .... poials .' 
I, 

" iI 

Recommendation (or TANf Alhxadons 

SO.O 
SO.O 
$0.0 
B.9' 

Sl4SJ , 

$ 

US.S 
52.2 

$20.0 
$30.0' 

$1.9 
$2.1 
$0,0 
$5,0 
52.0 

$4.6 

Ocp:tl'Tm<':nt ~f Human Scrvic:()'l 
To CO(l(inui'" He CMd $upporr Disrcgord S16.3 
For Welfare Avtomo,iofl 12.• 
Te Support Tromition W WOrk S2.0 

Rcruxe , 
DC:pt. of and Reguhuory 551.4 

50.0 12.S 
10.0 52.S 
10.0 $5.0 
SL9 $26.9 

$14.5 $14.5 

$69., $17.6 

SSO,O $50,0 

13,9 SI'] 
511.) $),9 

$1.0 $1.0 
$5.') $5,0 
$0,0 $2.0 

)4,6 S4,Q 

Comm~ce 

To &pr;nd CM(,fete S(O~i<:es 
To bp<:nd Cri~ili Nvr~err 

Adult $v~rvijt:d Se((ir,gs {Of Teen TANF Parent$ 

Ro!$fOft' FY 97 Ltyc& dnti Meet (/ien( N«d5 
To R~!tort:. &ponti 400 Upgr4de S1AR Progrom 

To bpbnd JOBS 
Fdngt be.l1efi(~ (Of Jobf &pen$iOn 

To Inve.n in Long 113'(rTl Success 
Contingency ApplOpru,clon 


To upendJOBS Child Core. 

To EJpcnd EClly C11i1d Car!' 

EJ1C /.JisjHdnce 


To &pond Bosie Edvt:aOon and ulerm:y 

Cemmunities in SchoolS 


Ten$ Education Agency 
To ~pqt1d BaSte E.dUOlticf'l- o,.d literaCy 
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Chart(s) A 

Table) 

Tens' Maintenance of Effort R~qulremenu 
State General Re"~m.'e (Dollars in MillionS) 

H.B 1 FY9. 
,$2.s1.~ I SlSJ ,4 , 

Required 100% M·o-E 

ReC:<.Jlr~d 80% M·o·E 

$llO 1 53",3 
,LBB Budget Rccommf!ndatiQn'l , 

r QtJl $1<3,6 5287.0 , 
,,

General R.e"enuQ 'E.lC<.eedirtg I, S42.1 US.S 
,: eO% M·o-E Requirement" , 

Texas' TANf Surplui under the LBB Budget ,
(DolI:lt') in MI,lions) (r~tals may flot lIdd duo to roundinf.) , 

fY97 FY •• , FY99 FY 98w99 ' Surplus 
, Bi.nnnium ; 

TA<"J~ Sioek Grant $466.31 $48b.3 $41)6,3 $972.61 , 
Supplemental G~m 

, 
$IV $25.7 $38.4: i, 

Tou! AlIQC:;Hio(\ 
, 

54B6.l $499.0 $$12.0: 51.011.0 ,, 

LSB R(!(ommendation,. 

Total Allocate(.! , $389,1 $363,2 S3SU $714,7 , 
T ANF SurplV$ , $97.2 $135.8 $160.5 1296,3 $393.5, 

Minus FY '97 Emergeru:y All«atio\'1 530,9 (530,9) 

Ne! TANF S.orplus ..... 1 $)62.6 

"hblel , 

A Prim;try Reason for the TANf Surplu'5: , 
lower Euimate of Cash Bef);aflt Recipi<:nts 

Ye<lr ; A"g, Number 01 C;a,ih Senefi( Redpi<:flU 
i per Month 

19904 7e6.J I J 
1998' 5",,"3,885­

.999 523.217" 
I '" C<lI1l/l)nd ur,m<:rt<: fudll<k<1 if! OUI G,f).fDi Aee~e!.j':limu Ad. , 

Decrease from 199-4 to 1999 is 33% d&ere.1Ue. Oeclfrw: in #l il263.096. 

r,.,.- , 
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Chart B 


How TANF Surplus was Spent by Agency IReal servkes to~ 
(Biennial Totals; Dollars! n Millions) welfare I 

1 f'cd~ien~~ ; 
To free Up (iR and Tide XX $147.70' 

To Free Up GR and Tide XX; the fo/towing reduction, 	
, 

,
w"rc rn<lOO: 

!We $68.3 
i $40.7:PRS 
, 

$28,8TDH: family Pfonning 

Fri'lge $10,0 

O-cpartmeoc o( Human S(!'P"Vkeli '$ 20.96' 
i,To Continue Prl.C!lcc of Pro"';<ling $$0 Child S,JPPOrt to S16.28 X,, T ANF Recipient:. r<.!celving Support 

..~~--, $2.80' XFor Wcl(:n~ AutOfr;,),ion
I 

$! 88 


TeX3)'. Worldor<:e Commhsion I $102.64 


, Community Care ~f\d E!fgibi!i~t 

, .,OBS Tr;,Jnir1,Pm ram for TANF R.eC'1plen" 'both 	 5)93 X , 
MJ.in~;n(!MCC of current ~!otti and Expaf>$(on) 

~, 
l:we$~ in long Term $UCCc.u 

Contmger:1;y Fund (bY JOBS and Long-T er'T\ Mcess 
$ttiltt"g:es-

Adult Educati>C>n/lirerOlcy for T ANF RecipientS 
~-. 

Child Care 
i -
, Comm,J0,tIQS in Schools 

:T<exl1s Department of Pr'otecC(vo and REgulary s.:rvi~ 
0-'" 

CPS RestOfO Cots/M~t Incre;ued Oemar.d 

T<) Fund Healthy Famdies 
" 

T<> Exp:md ;;:tnd Upgrade Servoccs to Runaway ;11'(1 At~Risk 
, Youth (STARS) 
r" 

Child Car-a Reg~~rion 

Tens Mental ~e;dth and Menul Actardation 

. Childreo's Mental HeOl!th Pbm 

:Tellas Eduation A2eney 

Adli.c Edwcationilireraey for 'T'ANF f'odplen(s 

Services to T~n T ANF parettU I 

MisC4liUaneous 

MiI!eMivm C01'\~ion 

~ringe (Estirnautd) 

iCOl1tingfitley . 

'Total Surplus 

. 
i 

$20.001 X 
, 
, 

$30.00: X l 
, 

$5.00 X 
$2.23 X 
$6,00, 

$13.87 

$18.02 

$3.10 

S11.78: 

$0.97 

$3.60 
, 
, 

$].60 

$10.60 

$....0 X 
$6.00, X 

$17••' 

$12.98 

$4.52 

$25.29 

$362.16 '$126.32 , 
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Chart C 

IUlot;ul~h of tho: hd~rnl TANF BIlK'" G,...nt ar'll~ 
$/,uc GenerJi! Re,<,*nue l'1ainc:elUtK:e of Effor( Funding 

(Qr FY 98.9') 61enl'llum 

TANF 'GRMOE TQtal 

,Oepartmel1t of HUm11'\ Sftl"o'kes 
 $551.5 


TANF (h.h Cram. $453.0 

To: C~tin<1'! S50 Chil<.f S;.iptXHt D!s;'CfCI,d (PI TANF Rel:ipi~nlf 116J 
[1tt,lNlitT Dc /(!fmlmJt;oo/TANF por!;"n S04,tt

i,Wd{m(' AIJMmm:!Qi'l fnMrl(,f'le,ltl su: 
CC~lr Car<: ,Hid E.1~g:bU!T~ 

I , TANF·,d,w.:d Admjn"5Im~ion 

5/,91, 
II;U: 

$0 , 

S11. 7 

ii.a! 
SlS ]' 

;Tc"'~J WQJ'l(fon::<: CommlniQn 

JOBS r"';l\,ng Pt¢pl(l(f'f {O( TANF Ruipient5 

U14.11 

$137.0 

$69.4 

SiS (, 
304.2 

J16S.6 

19%; 

, 
kif·Si.l/li(I(,'lq fjl(lf;J. j<>b re leMoan H'r.-i(t'$ a(l<1 {(>,ol UJlo(\.;:nioll (flInH 

i 

II1~H in u,.-,y. T<:II!' S<.:ae>~: !(I,fu(1;"C: $20.0 

Camin~/l<:r F!.IFld fl)( )085 (!fit! lMg·Tun: s..(~tH ~tr('fer"t\ , $]0,0:,, ArlllJr £dUCulicniLneMq {r:r TAN! Rtopiems , $5 oj 
, O"fdCm~ .H6,<'>',, 

Caltlfll<ln;!iu 111 $(1'<J011 'S60' 
TANF"eialed Admlni,VrmiolO SW.2 

Texas Department of Health $111.8 ,~OI1l!J% ~?n,~f. 128,8 
Tex;u £du<::1ltion Ag~f!(Y 114,6

i
:)("''''''1 to r"t'rl TANf j'Km:;nh , $6,0 

$lS IJ) $901.l 51" 
127·(2 1n71 , 

SO.O: t 16.3 

, 
,$01.9' ff29.7, 


$00 S:t/;?; 


soc $10,(/ 
, 

$0,0 SJ!W; ,,$0.0 SS 0: 
,S'lO.;; $67,J; ,,

$0,0 $6,0 
100 $10 ].0 

$0,0 S:Z8.8 ,% 
$0.0 S28.8 
$4.0 iHU, 1% 
SO.O S(',O; 

,.$13.0 SI3.Cj'(ent 20Q0 Computer Cofl~.I$IOI'I:; S(j'~1 
')72.] ,S48,' $24.0 

. $2S.3 S<tOf $25.1 
F"/,,,y &~En lE$,{(IMtedJ 

".,Conti" Fund ,, 

Ut17.2 'SS04.4 SI,S81.6Total. TANFJGRHOE I.~ 
$912..5BIISie Tp.Nfi Block Cr~ 

$39.4 
'£66,) , 

Eltimtt(e<! Su lement~ 

fY9'1Cru ol"Wvd ,$502.9;Total Gf'::mt/ Required HOE $1 ,~"".2: ,
~In almost eWlry (;\se. ,ANF ana TANF GR. MOE are fl¢t the only funding ~O\JI"'(;-e, for d'IC 1 S 'E' Progr:l111. (The" d 

Ad"U CdvwHonlLirerCiCY tel TAN( f('dp.'el'lfl S8.0 
Sptcmf Pnp<.iClf'OM ~(ctio"" S"!lOI , TANF.tt(;Jted AdmlfldfrOlton fU.D 
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