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The- nation' j Oovemors want lD Up1"CH oW' lIlOlil cppos1tjon to a proposal 1ftlt. \1 bc:m;: Idvone~d by 
your adminiSlrluion Ie il'npa.se fede:f'll Tc:mpotlt"J Auimnee to Needy FamiJies. (fANS? I"fqr.lirem(MI~ 
on Se'Pl1.a1C $lil. mainttlUtlet-of-effOlt (MOS) ~lfa.r'e PJOInltM. We belitltl this propogJ dlr,;1'!'U)'III~!I 
the cafll(ul Alr.meRI wor:kM tHU among Oovemon. COft.ereSt~ and )'CUr adminiiCPlion dl,l!ing lu~\ 
)lI&f' f wclflU'e: rcform dclibertticuu. It will Urn« If.to inno'411on and trca1lvit) and imperil wccels{ul 
weltan ",fgrln. We: urp)'O\l tD witb4raw the- pt"Opoau, 

n.. Nttional aO~t!rnort' Assoeietign (NQ"') '* stron,fy opposed (0 your ~miniJ.tTation·. prop.onllo 
limh state iiuiblJil)" in 01. I.lR of $tate MOE rvnd~ MYClr'ld' those: )imluuJon, ~tHTently in Ihe 101 ...., 
Oo,.,mgrs rupponc:d a welrllta blol:< GroU\! bee.,u!! w& bc:ll.v.d it wou.ld provide the r1cdbilil)' Jlat:$ 

l\eed to' ennUe '1oI;~.ssflll prosramr; th.en wllllO-dl.Q \ioi'C!tar6 dtpend:tnq and \ru:rcuo .$elf..surficlency, 
The unClt!'$(Uldll';l that $tale. ",Cllkj Mve lft;tC:r t1p:jbility In the use of their own ctatt MOE: dcll:lrs 
than ~n.lh. uw of the fe4e1'lJ TANF clelM w.u lnU:;ral10 Govemon' suPPOt'l ot 'Wc::lfa.n: ~'O'rm. Thh 
flelibUit), wi!1enab\c: natu to desicn ~JTlm$ to: su~. the part1c.ular l".eods of theIr POPUIIl:Clon~ und 10 
ellsure th... I'" mQ~ vutf\Cubl. r.. mUie.~ 411 Pl'Qtctled, It. mnintenanc.-of-ef(Qrt reqwrement ..... ;t:. 
lnellltU:d: to JUumntn II. millim"lm h::"tt~ or stu. lp;f1dlnt: on need.y (amiliClc, nol to impole prc\i:'rip.-ivc; 
(eden! reqwnrncnl$ on the !"I.$e of,thole. doUan. 

The policy l'Jid~ ftotD ttl. U.S, Dc:partman\ of Hcalr.h and HIlI'TW'I Suvic:e. dated JmUlry l I. 1997. 
provided \l!har "'0' believed to be a reuonll..b!e aJ'Id 1IC~\lf1te intct"p11luuion of tne. $tAllJte, The: guidill1CC 
reetJ:nlU:d Ihilt s1;1e main!(nun:t>(lf·e1fo!'\ dollars used LO $ftvC el1glble fAmilies in .e.parJte st;ll,: 
p""irilm~ m t\Ot \0 be ent1.lmbcf¢d by ted'.ral requinl"\fI-rUi MO r'Clu1CtionS. Howe\l~r. yQlolr 
Il:dlT.ini~rlliQn would 1iu lO revetn inal interpret.aion whh .. legi.lalive prapoaa.l to' reqWie that uU 
,we MOB SPlndint-=\lCn if in , "PUlte SUte; progro.m.-be subject to fedl:l'1l wuk., ~hi14 IlJppcn, 
and daa l'CfIOIltn; nrquire;menb, Oovermen befIC"C dill JiralQDI' ,\ate ttc-dbiUty In scpan.14 !We and 
MOE. progra.m.s wO'Uld bfU.k ~he .ZlftmJ1"I1 that Cl>tlJfUI. aftd )rwr admlf'list~iQ" m~d= with 
OO\'emors on "¥(lfue reform. 

Oovemors shwld ~ &lVIlO I dlanee to impfemenl \lfelrare reform wIthin thO curma plU'WTllren. .ot the 
IIW. We balieve it is &rOssl)' purnauw to IInne! nata na"ibillty and innovation when IfAlCJ h!;Jl/t 
onl,Y JUIl bcf\lll. 10 implmcn: the. law. If. down lh6 P'CIlld.. \he. .~hrJn1$nli;:m or Congr;u rinds !hill 
Sl,l •• have GO'ptCd prctgam, or poli;ieS' that appe.u contrary to the Intent er the lAw, tn4ft OovefnCNi 
wl;luld be happy to wert. with III p41"tiu to addrtn the ~lobl.m.. 
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We 1ft un.watt! of an)' sWt$ ctee.ing ~ state Pf'OIfM'lJ to "game" the worl.: requil'omcnt or 
siphon off the federal .hare or ehild support cOllordOJlL 14 fae[, ttltu appur ~o be movins """T)' 

camiowly In lhc creaxfon of tep!'ltt p~ How¢vet'. Qov¢tr1()!'$ are intet"!$ted. il'l pI'Cserving: the 
option to crute ~ ltaro MOE p1OJrIll:l$.1f funuo cimuratanc;es and Dud, ,ugcat. tA&1 il would 
be tha bin WI)' to 5 ....... p&1"tirulv dil:Dts orptovidc putiad.u xrvteas. 

Those...,.. !hat ......Mid...... " ..Ii", "'l"I'""''- _ .... doinl so €or my legiUraa", and 
&pptopri.at:D n:ISOl'.I$. Swes.ue l::O~' U!csc proplnS as a wa)' lO ,c:t"'c the most vumuable 
fam.iUes.wi i.ndiJidUBl' for whom i. ~nt)'-f:ivI!!. thb1)'~ 01 thitty..five 'hO\2f pr wuk ~ Rquimnetlt 
ft'liPt not be .. rnlisdc or .von QDSI:raWt 1'QIl. '!'his miaht inclu.da famlliO$ with alctm,. Clr disabled 
c~ or disabled childree.. l'ictinu of dotM$tic: vio~ and individual, nffillng .utxta.nce abuse 
nmne:nt blfaro golnl to work. StAtU may also de.cide to terve meividvlb: who are ineligible (or 
f.dfr1l T.a..NF IS$istAnc:t. mh as ltpi irnmlgrml$, in sepa.~ nalO program;, It W0\I1d bo a broad 
stretch of federal authority '0 require nne, to ImpQ$O the !eCleraJ work re.qu,jrcmel:lts on individutls 
who are lIoteVCft eligible lC teee\\'c fcdenJ doUau. 

Tbt fleJtib.iHty eumntly in the law wIlt eftlble ,we.s 10 COllsilie.r t VIrility ¢f mfJovaQvc 1Ippre-acbes 
with VteU MOE "pondine, :For example. mttJ MI\.,)' ¥lam IQ ~tI: • nUl «amed income c:~it (RIC}, 
However. fC'luiril'lS tht &I!Ic;nmeru of thUd .s~Ott rip &net uac;)titJ, hoWl of work fer fantilles 
teecivin,a: an 5lC would bt bwdcnsome and c;only t4 NttS. Impotin, federal requUCn'£l)lJ wiU han 
w very unfortUMte rnvlr of curbiQ( iQnQVl.tlve &tid cmttl.vc nate solutions, 

We would aho liu. to nJ$&, rtl:l!ed. issue ~Q"tIJ;emln& lhr: c.ont1ngenc:y furrd. YOUllulministrar.lol"l'$ 
UTlWJ..l'nnttd cO!ltern atOUnd stpltiltt $WC proanms has ted adndn!$1,nuion officials to oppose NGA's 
recommendation ror fLXln: the con:initlle:), runll. The iru:lu;ion of a 52 bilJj,,1'I I::ontingeney fund \Io'j,S 

an Jmponant elemtm in (jovc1't!cn' IUPPOI'l fer wdt&tC reform.. COhgte.n and' yOW' 4dminiSttiOlion 
also pyc: urOq support to the eontin.,e.I\CY fund, rdltcdn. blpartiUll asreemern that both the f~enl 
and ltaCe governments sbould ;hue lh~ eo" of meed!!., i~ fltcc15 Qurin, periods 01 ccOTlomie 
dQWntum, 

NOp-. lIo.,....et. it ....ry conccmed. r.htt ctN.\n ~Yi~iol'ls to. the welfare llw will make It difficult f¢f 

flUes U) aeceu the \:;mtiflpney fun:s durina perloth of l¢onorzUC: hardJh1p. Lhlfcby defeatllli lne 
purpotc Dfthc fUM. SpeclfielHy.meu is .. problem wlth tH de!inil;cn of what state s~ndinB counls 
lo~rd the 100 percent mainlenan~.cf1f(ort requircmont that ltales must meet in ordet to drfw dowl') 
the adcfitiQI\a!matc;hin: doll.., •. Even if a1il.ttc', spc:ndins equaled 100 p.."'1'teTlt MO! (or the bl1i; 
TANF hlock grant, th.t stale: m!;h1 net be e1iliblc for the conunge.n:y fund. beeaus: the ddtnltion of 
MOE Uftdcr che eoatinJUlc), fund i+ mue.Jt JliIJ't'Owt:!' thtn tho de:flnltion under TANY. As a rt.w.lt. tl 
will b. very di:ffil;ult fot sta!4; tQ mee( the IO:citeria-eVCI'l while in... esting if', hith levels of.rpa.ndiT1:i 01'1 
....1tare prognna-lf they 1Il"••Ut), MOE spendill.g in .cp~te programs. as is permitted under 
TANF. 

Gove:mots an: ~tnm4ndini thlt the c:ontineenc), f\l:nd MOS rtqui~ment be changed to milTtlT the. 
TANF MOE wi1.h respect ~o qllalified .taiC sptt:din;, U1lfortunately. your adminlltratiOQ errol!fOl.Isly 
beU.~ th&l: th, c:wrent. ttlCre rutrlctivc MOE ~u!remetH far the ~lltin,cnc:)' fund \11111 b. a 
di.incenti...~ CO rt.&les to create: "we-<:.ttlly funl:1ed program, aod i.5 opPoline- our recom.mendadon. 10 
WlJCturinl li\cir wclfm: program,. nQ\V.evcr, most !tm!J arc not weipini acC&U to tM eo~tin.JelU:Y 
fund ~et)' heavily but rath.r ITC givi1'll1'ticnty to iilcsign1ng prop-atm th&l: ""ill ellUl. t.~.m to lI\eC\ the 
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Vll')illl nud. or their c:licnl$ in the nro.rt a.pprcpriltC manner. 1f tho MOB lan;vtgc for the 
COllungency twnd is ~ 1rlodificcl. the result wil: not be t.v..et lliepnte Stale p!'OJramS' but rather fe\\'tf 
ItIlCJ _ are .bIII' to acc:u tbe ~npfley fUnd. to hel;> ..ui~ nocdy famil~ wrina pcrio& of 
UODCJnIc;: downtwn. w. u:rp)"Ott t.o WSIhdI1l'ol' yOW" 6,poIiUcm to oW" proposed moditie-ation to 
tb_ coDtlqency fUnd to rJlac', may be: indu4td i:a the w«.lfUoc ntorm tI:Id&AIcai cor.recdom bro. 

w~ af'O ccnccme.d !hat the Mrlcn'J "Governors ~.. Dot adequately ,onwJ= prior to the 
cnovncemll'll of tho UmioJlUldcm's propoul C:OrU::CnU: mtmt=l1illee-o!..efi'on mel "pe.nue ItlJt: 
ptoll>'UN, TIll. '"'potai .... no, pul (."....m In th. 'pin, .r pllUltl,.1Iip or ...w. tbe ,oill of 11'J!I<Ing 
welta1c _arm ••utaa. AI. I fenner GoVtmOf. you ltnow ttlu sWCI b&vf bHn ,~ the fcr-..fTon~ in 
dowlgpinl irmo\'1ti'IQ: md. SIlCt:ffifulltn!eJ'et to move indivi¢u.alJ. from wcl1are to work, GoV~OI1 
are _,ly eoro.mln,1i lQ wcU'art: l"Ifonn and we urp rw to work. wUh us ~ n:mke it .. cv.cceas. 

Sin;orely. 

~ /(~
Govern eorge V. VciMvlcb 
' .... of hi. 
Viee Cba.i.tro.aP 

e~ 
StUll qf O¢lawue 

Co4Aad Gonmor OI'!I Walfarc ~form 


CC! 	 DcMl Sb~Semwy. Depattrmnt of H.alth and Human S.rviecs 
Bruce bcd. Oomtlotie Pol:cy Ad\tilor 
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The Henorablc WitUam V, Roth. k 

Clu>ir 

SOflDta Nnlll'lr;c Conunlt\e, 

1l90irk)(en SCnG1COm.::e 9vildiMi 

Wa«ningtol1. D.C. 20:110 

Dcar S..nuor Roth: 

, Thc nallon' JI Onvcrntl~ ..v1l"1 I" ¢;II Jtteu aut mon~ ~l\il('IAjljon in the Cli'funn Ad:mlnj'(lmtton' ~ pro)'X)l<hl 
t" imrut-II r~~cr'l) T~mfl(lr".l~ A... >j<tl;I""~· ,'nr N~'\:,;j)· F,miili~), frANF} Nq,.ino'lTh:r,llI "J1 "cpa"'lh' ;((.)1,' 

."aln~entll'u.""'Gf..cfJ'OI'I (MO};;,l pr~~t"Jm, W¢ l,I1'I~rl'tnnrJ tn!: oominisu'ltion ..... If! ba lillt'lmll:h\!,t til Yll l1 
far your con,!del".uion a l4Ia1l1~l\ie pr9polol thot woutd IIvcfcly ttl'l'lh nat. flcxibility in V;CH~l<: 
n:form. Tha prQ,Pebl would dilMande the carefUl agumont worked t)Ul amen, Oov~rl'lC!r.". 
Conlre'S). at'V~ the edmlnittrltion durin, lut year's wtlf.~ reform deliber.uiof\S. W. u," fot your 
CMtinIXd /(\lpJ'lt1" ror th~ f'r..lIlvwmi: f"" wt'lrnre I'CfOfm h,lltt#d hut rnr bftO urfC )lC'lU 10 01'lt:X,:o";- lh~ 
nrJl'nhlhttlllion'" .:ff!\l'b Ul ~n,1,·t I<uch il !'I11'P'\'<aI. '4'twlh..::r it b'! 11'1 lb.: ~onU:XI tif il weHar.: rcfm'lU 
(l!!~llait.;:>J com.(tiom' bitl or j!Ul'1 O(;,\110{!l.!r hlgilllUllv, ... ~hiclt:. 

Tht' zo.:aticmru CQ'Vcrnor" Aaioc:iAliort (NOA) is lU'Otaly oppcJt.d to Ih.ll4minbrratlo/1'$ 1':II'Q~,:a! h'l' 
limit ~w;e flOKlbililY in lne UlC of .Hilte MOE fUl'\lib be)'OI'lO IhcS't !imilution. ,;ul"l"tntly 11'\ lh~' 1;1 .... 

O(H'crl1t'1n I<u1'lpnncd U \l·t'lr;tfi: ~Ier;k ~l'im\ h~c;u.\I:.t' we hdi<:~..!d It .... auld provide dw ilu.iMlil)· )l'I\~. 
n~,,1.1 III l;r.:alf..' .,uc!"'(!,,·flJl pmt:t,mt\ Ina! wlll r"UW:l! \\'dflll'~ d.:r<-'ud·.'tl::;' nnd 'ma::J"~ IO\:lr')'1.lrrldl.'II~'f. 

Thl! I)ntf'llr"I~f1din, 11\", }tUI':- W()ultl havt &telltcr n"'lclb \illY In till.!" \)S~ or their 0..... 1'$ J:liJl~ MOIi d~\Il;lr" 
~ht.>l\ in: tn. \I~ ()r (edcn.1 TANF dQlIllrli WU$ i"te:jr.ll IQ vovcmg,$.' suppon of wdillt"e ~funn. Thh 
flexibility ..... l1I.r.llble St!:U:,s to desi:n prQlf41'M to lctvr the pa.nlc1.I.lar needs of tbAir popU.1111i(lnl'i and 1('1 
en;l.uro InaL Cht tnOi.\ yulr.etablo fotmiliel! ;r. protected. A m~l"te"W'lce·or~effott rcquirem1.)"'t YllI'; 

ine}ud",a tn J1:1.,:lrHI'l\\!(,'\ mimmlll11 !~\'l!1 (If "\:JII." sf'~l'\dif1p. (\11 needy r;l1'nllicll. ,,~ l(' iln(l<~1.l f'lf... ,~~:rljlli\·" 
r.nj.:ra! 1'\l"~I!rCnll,,"'il); un Ih!: \1~1.' or Lh<,~c dplhlf·... 

TM polk)' ;tlidul1ct ff()«1 1M U.S. OePflrtmcm of Hc.tltb ond Hwnum $el¥,clli ".ted: JIUIUIlI'}' 31. I~n 
provided whoJ.t we belicYid to bill ~Ql\llblo tnd u;'utit4 inl.Crprell,Ltiem of the stU~Ult, T'he: ~iualt~~· 
recogn!Jt4 lh:n Slllte mllntel1;",e·or~errO" dollar! I,Ised' to sorvc elislbt. r.trnil1ell in lI'p;sratlt Mll\i! 
pf('\~tatM <Ire "01 trt be ."Cl,ltnl'leret1 fiI t-:d~f:tl 1\'qulrtl"lC!Ml" and re.url;Ii(lns, KOWolVC'f. InL' 
llcimil'lI,'ltl\ljol'\ I.\mtltllikc 11;'1 n;o"I:!~ Ihn! hm~l'pn;ialitltl wilh n II1~i"hlllllC propl\<"lli) :uqHil\' \II;!! l~ll 
1<1:.111< MOl: lJ(pltnrJint;~\'.;n ir 1" U iOCplU'ate ~uU~ ?,rtll,l:tufu-b¢ "Ubj~l \0 feder~l w\.lrk. chl;u ~tlt>]lIW\. 
;llld <Uta tifponi:'ll:; rcql.lirernenlt, OOYirnotfo belleye thOi llmitifli ,tUC fluibHhy In Ji.~rahl )i1;UI!' 

.MOE ,rccr'Qtl'l5 wovld bruk thO' _Cl"nmcnt \h'l Con't\:u Dna rUe administration ml1de witk O(l:'¥lImnr.'! 
01'\ wel(,ue 1Cform, 
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Gc;¥etflOrl ahO\lld be: pven I QIDCe to implomtnf \Itelf1JD tMtmU withiA tile CUt1"e:It paruneum cf W ' 
law. It 11 aroslly ~ to mttiet nate 1l:exJbUhy 8lId: inf!oVUiou whw Nt.es hA'Yc onI)' just b:gun 
to Impleman, lheltw. If. d..... r.h....... Co...... or Ihe ~•• find 'Chat II.... h... adoptod 
PtotNrM Of policies: that -r.pear c~ to ttie intent of me law, th¢tI Governors would be happy '0 
WOl.l: with Ill! pmlcs to Id_1II< problem. 

'W; '" unawa.:r. of any JW.aJ CRtUq a:pmto IfDJ proenms to "ptIXI''' tbe work mqui.rc:mcnt or 
.iphon off tho ,.denl _ of cIW4 "'fPC" collm!o... lD ho~ I!&W appear to be moving "''l' 
«UtiQ'lllly m Ute cro.t!oa of stpwtt projf"l/:Os. lic>wevlt. Oovemors ve- inW'fstcd.ln ~g the. 
o.ptioD to Clute "puate MIIW MOB ptOpn:&I. if future: cl:cumstan~ aDd neW ''JUts, tlw it would 
be tM ben WIY to tentt p:atticulu elitnu or provide PWCWIr eNtc:.es. 

Tboae .tatet th.u ltC ~si¢erlng c:mtinl ~puato .we procrams au l!oinJ so for very legitimate UQ 
lIppropriatc reason.c. SW'l:s an ecruiderin,a lhele poo~ "'. a way to se~ the most vulnerable 
lo.mi1.ics and tndividuW tor wbeom .. tVo'mty4\ve, thllty or thirty~flvc bo\U' per wed: work roqvu1men! 
miGht UO't be a realistir: woven de1iRblo gQal Thi! mliln include famUloi with ol::!erl:y or disabled 
~aret.aken or disabled ¢b.i1drm. victims of dom:.slk vlok=e.l!'Id ind.ividuals ntotding sub$taDe.: aoU$C 
tn:atmetl.t beJ'0t4 ,pini to work. State'l may abo 'd:cddrr to !Ulty6 irldj~ldu.al. who ~ in.c.Hliblc far 
te.1cral TA."" as.iitAl'l¢'e. su~b t! l,p} hr.m!greu. :n SOPUlite 'tAlC pta,&'MLllli- lr would be ~ broad 
itl'f.tcn of federal authority to n:qw.re abtes to impo.lie the fodaal work l'DCluitcmCI'H,s on indfYi;.ua!s 
who are not even eligibl.e to reel'" !edenl dollan:. 

Tbo fle::rdbility ~ fA the law will enable .caulS to consider ,i variety of irwIvat$'lio appf'(.l.lChes 
with LIlaiI'MO! spandin&. For enmple. stalet may want to c:re_ I. r:tate cvncd. hlt:On'IC ~Adit (EIC). 
Howewt, roqW:in, tl), ..ni~t of duld SUPPOd ri(btl Illd tracking hOUTI of work tor fa.rciUes 
roc.hint an EIC wovld be bwdwome and eostly to stales. Impcsin:: t.edatal teQ.ui.r~mmu wm hlve 
the vcry unf~ NlUlt of ewbu,1 innovative and c~lliv¢ stUb sollAgoJl•• 

We. would abo like to rmc. a r.latcd inua eotu:enltng: th.e eontingoru:y lund, The adminuU1ltion's 
unW&.n:'U1£d. c.0'I'tU.m wouud "PlJ'l~ state prognmi W led it to oppose NOA", rccomtnenda.t:on fo, 
!l.xlnJ the eontin~ fun\!, Tho irll;:l\aio/l ct a S2 biUlolI contineoocy (uDd '\Vat an import:U'1t steme'ot 
in Oovo:mm' JUl'port for wclru. ro!O!m, Con~" and the adrninUtration &l.so 'pve 'StroDe NPport to 
the ('olltingellcy ful'lci. refle.etms blpartisu agrocU'lCnt that both fbc f~eral and ua<e govemt'M:f)\.I: 
"ltOUJ.6. Jbate the c::o:ct 'Jf m"tin, tntreaU';l; need! autin. periOM ofec:onomic: dowttum. 

NGA.. t\gwever. i. very cone'fr••d that certain pr'OVlsiOl'.5 in th& welfare llw will make it diffieult fOT 
states to acces, !:he (':oI'.l'lio$l1'lc), fund durin, period. of eeol'tOl'C1c hmbhip. m.reby defeating the 
ptJl'pou at the fund.. Spoeifieally. there Is • problem with the dcfi.n.hi¢n of what ~ spendinr eotWtS 
t.O\l;ard tho 100 puc:ent mAintcnaneH!·ef(Qt'l reql.dremcnt that states ~U$t meet in order t.o drttw dQ"," 
the add.iliona1lnltc:l'.ma doUan. Even if .. $tatc'l s~ndini equtletd 100 pert:ent MOE fer th~ basic 
TAN? block ,ttant. that st.W: mi;r.t not bo cUzible fot til. ~ntinpn;r fund beeaute. the det\n1:!on of 
MOB \.'ndtt che Conti0itAty fUM is much narrower thlll the dcCl.niti.on undu TA..."'F. As & result, it 
will b. V«y diffiQult for RaW ;0 rnw: t.~e: mw:ria--t:van whU= hwtstinl high le....ls of s,p¢nding: CIa 
welfare proSlWN-if thety bnlle IlnY MOE lpenciwg I.n _para'_ prosrlltn$. u is permitted under 
TM'F. 

http:dcCl.niti.on
http:add.iliona1lnltc:l'.ma
http:irldj~ldu.al
http:eNtc:.es
http:ve-inW'fstcd.ln
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Govcmora are l&COr:wen~ dW the ~ fl.UlQ. MOE ttquiromtmt be chaagtd tOe mirroT tnt 
TANI'MOE wllb IUpocl I. qUolificd SWi> """,<!los. Tho odminiitlOll•••mm.....ly boUov.. thar <he 
curre:u.. more n'triCti~ MOB rcq.mlUlt tor tho c~ f'llI'IIJ will be a di.linCOllQVC 10 St8tet to 
¢l'UtC: ~)' funded: P<lJrIml and Is OP.POMl ow rI~ton, In iU'UCtllrl:l, their welfare 
propms. bowovet'. mon stateS art, m ....dcbJ,ttg ""It to fbe contingelKY Alnd wI) heavil), but 
Bthc All pvlnr priority to de!ipin, pr~ that will enabl. them to I'IlUt the vax)'ioa nMib of 
Iboi< clJtn.. ill 1110 """. approp:l,.. ......or. If Ill. MOB Ianguap for "'" <OI!tinp!I<y fwld i! nO! 
!IIO<lifiod. ... reGIlt will .....{c,.,,, _ ..... pte_ but _ fewer , ......... 1m able II> 

~n the ¢cuUnpacy fu:nd.ln Q1'dcr to h,lp UCI1y fa.lTGJics dW. potriods ct e=nomie. downturn, we: 
W'JII:' you to lMhtde ou.r propo.oiil mo4.1t'~on to rhe eowpney ~ in 111)' wtlfare re!mm ueMica.l 
~fbill thu lhe Pinuu Comrir.e:c tOMiden. 

The nation', GovcmofJ lie deeply committed. to woIf.ue reform ud have bee at the forefront i:l. 
dcveJopia! ittnOVCvc and ~st:I:'UeJi~ w mov. i.!IdividualJ ff'Qm welfan to work. W~ look 
tot"WVd to ccntinalnl' to work with Conpes& and bos:* }'till will cppo-u an)' proposoll that wO',l14 
\1.nd.ermine mtes' ability 1Q make we~ reform I 'U"US. 

Sll!eDtOlY. 

00..",", Bob MIll" ~ r~ (xtvtmo ~ V. Vobaovicb 
S\ale of'N.vad,a Sta140f C) 

Cbaimwt Vk,Ch_ 

eT~ 
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I "" ----___-; 
<:''''(1 fa ;2.,'" T , "'0 
i'~ If~ I t'J..::r It; u.....L. 1'-­

\~<~~ (0...9 

.... _ foct;i willi an bl110111: oppot<1IIIIlY 
sad ...,IUIO,", to...",.1hlUoy" ............. IU _ ...... ,.,..ualIlp III pRMd.,& .._ I. 
t1ictdy f.aQdUe:i. WCt 1he Dltfon'a QoYenI.OII. all COfDlZIiltc:d. to '"~ Jf\Q.trttllfnl welfare 
........ TI!. """lin.,••• Of W /IIIfUl W!1DNlI!'IItlII II UDiallflibie. CIlnarlS& lw made 
d,!Dl!la., illlifli Ili\IiiI! ~ I!IIftJII WI WIll 1111191111111 till! IIaIbIllIy 10 build upon tIUJ 
'uas stltca have learned. ~roup. decade ot~Cl'JtaliOD in w.cUare reform. 'llte Prc&kSicnt 
lwtlso YOiCcdbb OQtII.mllmCltto adIlmn,-uue re!Ctmud has COlUaute 10 graftt ,"\"'0" t.o 
SUUri to r..cwu.te ~UOLWe wp COo.jt'Cll ud the ~t U) jobl with cho uUDa', 
GovemorI iAluppon ct I bipatUaaa apmc:nt that will r'WtocaIt: r.po1IItbillt!a ItnOq:leY;1\: 
ot COVCrament, ~.tate tledbiJlry,ltl4 rcttlW:UIr6 weltaft II a U'l",JUoZl.&! pmJ:f1nt whh iii 

toe.. Ill! ....'k 1114 ocIr4_0",. W. b'l .... b_. u..••M..... ""'I be p..._ 
IhroqbOutlilera_,,_ 
JlMI!mmeNadON 

Statt: ~~= in 'Wcllatc rt!Of1I\ .. 4emonlmUid tbtl three CII.em;nu ate particularly 
<llldAl"'" 'u"""",", _ ..n:to"",,,,,Ita....... bO _potll)' ..... lbWdlO _ bolb pIl'IIOU 
III"" ,apport thc~ dIIl~reo; sad dIlld cant mUll lie IMUlbt. .....ble low-\""'III.IIIIIII...'lrith 
._.. WOlle. A4<1lriQ!lt!It..... blUM tW block ...... ,lIOaId be ",uu..-u to ...... AD<! 
eubla Ita. broJ4 4IIcm1on in I1Ic WJI8 of tbelt 0WJl pt'CIt'IIU bued upon mutcIUy ~ 
\lpon JOlla. We 11&0 belitYe that IlItCIlhCUld hJVe .c:cc.ss \0 IUpple&CbW'}' matc:bin8 fodcra.! 
luadi for Iheir aWl lAUtll'lte prDgt'Ua' dur(ng periods of CC:Onomie ~tum. 'ID eollf~ 
Ipmc:r:lt on. HJL". Lhc PerlOul ~P04*lbaityand Wgrk OP90rtllalty AI:.t, ilI:o;r.rporatod mall)' 
.r il.....I.....b•••t M ab. boIi"", lutlb.. ,bit\g61 iI\\il1 b6 MU. 10 l:I&t1A a sound In~ 
workable wetrlra reform ~1J1. nus NilIol'Ill OowrIlOn:' AssadltlOIl would .uppon the HA 4 
cotlfmooe Asreement 1&.11b a.e Wnp Uiua below, 't'he al:rlence of ~mmendetioDl on the 
ftCU'ktkIft of beaefiu;; Cor aliens 'Mullt 110: bc:.jlllUpreltA as JOPpa" tor or opf!O'ition to 1M 
ltieft puMsloTll Q1 the HA.• IZOl'Ifer.,..QCe IgracmenL. 

3O.l.1 eo,.. tmploymtJlt SupponSU\licu 

• 	Add S4 biUion In fUJUHni to U~e SCl'ltni Ul;litiemel1l tor dlild care. Pund/P& a.bo'1C a 
Stl1e'J 1w.c alSocatlQn 'IIIOuld rc.q-ulre. nlte tMu:h. 

)O,l.l J'lodbUit)' in Meetlnl: Work llequit'tmm&c 

• 	01&* ~h:c partkipalk>ft nile calculation to take into IeCOmu thost ..,bc luyc (;ai)f, 

JSSlttln" for work u 10118 1$ tM:y remaln 'mp~ 
• 	 Rcdu'-C tl\(! number DIholl" or pirt(dpa.lion required tn fu\u~)'earl 1.0 twenty~ti"'t. 

• Pcnnlllta{ej dlt option (0 limit lh<: requUt4 3to1lC"f of w::n-k 10 twf:III:)! hQut$: 8: week (or
parenti 'tI.1U'I. thUd below 'Jon 

• 	AJJOWjobIClN'h acdJob rcad1nW10 C01.ll'ltu. wor~ aaivtry for up t6 lWr:tveWeda. 

;JG.l _I. 
'Illo ~_ilia.0.. OIIiOO" _ 
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3iU.3 

30.3.4 

:».2,$ 

lO.2.6 

302.1 

JQ.2.A 

JO.a.t 

30':"10 

3&.2.11 

~"04lorS""W""I'n>Jn'" 
• 	A4dSlbWklQtotb.c_~fUad, 
• 	 Allow staw to 111_ oao of two u1.uert \0 ~ Ita&: CDa~ Iud: Lbc: Une:mplDf~ 

m,mt a1&,pf Ut 1bo r:oD~ Ipme01 Or. tteW tnJPl' buN 011 foo4 .tamps. UDder 
the f«)(Inamp triJae.r, '111. t/Owd be: dJ,lblc fct thec:ont.i~ flmd if the number ot 
clliI4... in thflt _ IIlIIIp cuelOll4 .,,''''''' by 10 l"""'" "'" _, 11194 or Ii>­
..11m ~!.<. 

• 	 As m tll.c H.R. .. Q)Rtt:reDcc ~crn. toq\l.in: lWeI I.e mcci a 100 pcrGCfIt __......r_r<qW<m••• 
P__I__ 

• __110.",.. of 5 ,..,.." w1llll1Y l'D ...... 1IIaI_ .pecified .",pI_'. 
rotaUid po:tormanc:t ~.I pcn::cnup. Tlu!U boaUMI would !lOt til fI.IDde4 VUt ot tbeb_......,_ 	 . 

• 	 M&iDtiiD the boovs col:'ltallHld lD lU wntcftac:o ~l for IIaUII tbat redfK.llt O\It-ot. 

....."1 Cap--­
• ,PrcM4i ''la~.. with the apllo,'I) 10 resn1a beMBu CD aclcUtloaal chDdreQ 110m or eoaceJ\ICd. 

_ Ill< flmUy".' wei,.,., 
Cap 01\ CIIl.Id COn4d..lnlItraIMCGlIt 

, • R:alIe tbead.mil:tlsU'ati'!;ocap (H! d:Jklcare fw'l4t 10$ pMQUIl 

IIatllOlpI'.mlpUao 

• ltaiscI tlacCllCZl!pUo!l 10 the ~w:crume llI'IIir01l bo.IJ,d:tIJ CO 20 pcn:a:l gftbc::ueloall 

FlIlr .... II;oI..bI.T......... 
• 	 AO¢. Sllte pJan t*iuitc:mc.ot 1hI' ,he swa Jel torth objeClM CI1tetia !Dt tk cleli~ o( 

beK6l1 M4 ftir u4 eqvil.ble trllHaClll 

Qln4 Pm_ Ill.... 0..... 

• 	 Mail'l1.1lfl tU ope.tl-tndad t:ntRlem:OQI tor tMIfCireand adoptloft WU:Uliltce. 

• 	PtovtOe a It!.lf, OPllcft to ~ !asw Q,«; adoptiott utUtlacc;, aM tndcpendcDt tWin& 
filadtqu .a:ppc:d etuillCtncnt with ,anul ~~UNIfI buccI OD .-cRCe D.ltiot'l­
all:lJld""d '"""'" ",te. S..... mill' ...""" 10)' ",l'D • 0Jl<I """-100 B_ 
Onat for auMtlC:IJ Jd .. tiny lI~ioa, fJ1J14 abu&e pnM:nt.ic1l, I.Nt famUy prcaer. 
</SUoL Stlfa m\l,lt O/)fltlrlile \0 mala_.aon &1)00 ~t baud CI\ ltate lpe4ilift.& in 
the )'UtptiOf to .u:ceptJlI' the" capfl'di tAdtlamalL SII;,a IIntu fthnAiD prGteaiou aM 
llUd.\td$ IlII.der CUl'J"e'M law. Slit,. t:l.1l t'e'YIII$ lbetr !le.cQioft OD:QI aftd. mUfIl to me' 
op-IlI-«1ded ofttlllcmentl)'Utm Cot 'OI~t cue 

• 	 Crute In entllle.mem ODI1 P;Otul.iOri BlOCk GrMt ttolll the remaining child welfere. 
Clmlly PlUelv.Itlon. 8Ildi cb11d. .blllt: preYQltiou 11:4 ueaunent prolRl'Dt. lbcu proStams 
arc: no! tumllt1)' tI'lCh1<lu.a! -e,ntiUe:mt:I\1J. Silta. tft\ll\ maintain pralCCtlilM • .,d u.ao.dar4$ 
Un4eftu~fllllw, . 

Su,pleme:ntDJ Seeuti.,. lftt!OtM (SSJ) forCbUdnn 

• 	Aa::iep.t lbo provisiona in the SCnllt1~pwt4 welfare bjU, 
• ~ange Ihe eff«tJ\.-e dak for tllrreM and new appUCIJ'ICI to JanUAry 1.199& 

r....Sl.iJaI" 

• 	A~pt the provislclI. ill the SeMite-PUSe4 wel.tItN bill that rtAUf1ioriUs the Food stamp 
program in ill ,tUTenl o.lIQ1Pprd cunJclemthtf'om\. 

• 	ModI", t1\o iru:ome dc:du~01lJu 0U11ift~ Jft theSeDate-pueed welfare bill. 

http:t*iuitc:mc.ot
http:toq\l.in


:>O.:I.U _l<....tIon _0....'1>1:.._ 
• De:1teICCtKm 914. the: SCllool HutriUOll OpUooal9k:1:k Glut DcmoMtrallon Propm. 

:>0.:1.13 _ .... III<1-". '!lit 1'/4.10IIII1 0""'........ _,Ioo"""'lIr .."'."',.. Ceng.... to 

work ..n1l:ilba OO¥!l'fICti otPfoltno asco, O&llll':ll, ud gtber =rtlones tounl! aUoeatlnA: equ.!table 
IedonllwtW!ifD'tK~ ..ella", pr."..... 

3O.2.U Eamcdlncome'taw:Cttdll (ElTC). "Ib.II i10ruyan 1.a1Ml'ldtbltl the eonu:nofbudge1 rca;rnclll,iiuo'O. 

• limit the IolY1nJjl trom rr:viS1ftj; the me to SlD &QUop.. 

• Add ...tlUl Optl08 to artw10Clt theEJTC. 
l'l.J CondlUo. vlS..,J>o« 

lVty WIlIC8 in the abo", tIalDUI'lImd&dona would ftuU1lY Ihli e.n!!Qnic:mcn1. 

r... JlmIud (rJftai.. WIn....MuIiII, 1_I1'1III",",..ring 1998)­
_/ltd w;",.,.M"IfII, J!196, ...!ted"'_1996 
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BARRON'S 

... ~11;w-,,,' ~f;~~;~:;~~::'if.",,< tt.., h;",: ,w <loln,J; 
af",i<l tllt'n' "<iI' eli! ~h"ulih rrCvnn; tit" Admi:nblrl' 
tIDn iJ; afruill UWN;~illlw tQ(I mucil, mut 00th ,iOOII 
"llIld,'!' if \11t' """'" ;m""rn"t mAke bo-tter ~ skJ.. 
$1V lilQn 1;1"''''' . 

Sam<> l';'Jl<>nenb nuy he g'f!nui~!y :df'll~l that poor 
j"~ ,,"wM b.! nf>~ecw! if t}w tl'lltrlll. giW(>nll'!'Wnt 

'!""t~'t I:'''anlnlt',''lh<!ir bendi!4, l'nlwlent Ciintoo 
_"I>\Ike !"r tMIll (;ut ~Ull11ner: 

He ~hall"r~ llI<, N,.I.i"",Jl O<Aenmr:&' Jui&ociati<ln. 
",un,ng: "11'$ a.'v.1l:Y_ """"fIer to cut ~O«"-eifare 
than w rnm'e t1wmti.wllri<. It wllI &lwJt.,. bedwaperw
rowff bt-r><lflt,., than w /igIft (iUt. bow w~ theo 
.....,.cl\,.-j by mminR l./wm to) WNk.~ 

iI.'hrn ~r"'I\UI of welf!l.l"e Mi<'!'fIlI$ ih~y want tn 
pro~me lh .. !t'<lIflI.l guJtl'ante~, what!Jwy ern! up Pr<" 
M !"'in" are !~ I$IlnIntA>ell or intd:loo, rnw.., 1m' f\ ­
.un11l1.'. wllntffi to l'l:i"ruI!l wncfit lhut..n-" the ,1.1\.1> 
ro ,nio.;i<llw pri\'ate.~ j4b8 fut Pl'l)fI!~ gettltliI off 
w~!fare. A fO!<l.'ruI regulatioll pr""un1,8 any ;;u<:b ...t.. 
~id.v flnliiVAm (nlm rlilIpJlid:tJgtm)' ei<J,cting _kef IIny_ 
10 hf'!T. Th" <''I1!p"ny linn thp '!WI;> have 1(ll'eJ1ily !bllt 
a nt'll i"l. [><Ill t"""r, ITMltt-'<i fr,r the w<'It..rl' I1!ciplcnL 
O\lt:~ r~.lkll.l ;,11... r<:'!jlluilll( a f<!tlrni. w~, WlIl' W 
c\wrn!:he prM-.Lm In ,;mmt Jlri\l~w,iWdm'job!; -.ruJ1 
m'll di:>p1acinl( ;ut}' fw!.ill¥ w'Orlwnl hut not crnti:llg 
l.uW ";wv,-" job1.. 

'n,,: We nlt"l'" ~y bow gmpid and un~ milt 

i...'~ Wh~t CMlhlj hll.inel\~ is It u! the f.,ll'I1l! govern· 

n"'tIl h'l'<' ~ sIlt!" ,,"'l a hW\ina~R '.w)rk t>Jgc1.Mt- to em· 


. pl"y U jjr,4itu:(· p!'rM<l? And h~w '!ar~ tho froenl ~'. 

..r~nwnt "TIle ,.,'Inlbtkm& wrl'l'trict Jljd! , ~. 


II<'>' an? 
nw lin.o.WW. If th.'N iI> ml aMWP:l', \$ UllIt It'~ pm1!y 

ft~I"f1Il moo~y tlW'~ i;l.>inl( ~ fUR !.LIT! II'~ wb;;idy, 
ami h" III><> m... if'" ~"'hl rul<,s. 

That'~ 'lll!h ,,'nHW! r~rierllli:.m r"t' Jtru. [n tho: ,,101 
(,·.Io·r8iiJ<!ll. \wtoc""!1w Uth Amemkowflt ""WI ~U'ct,-+:,'d 
lik.. 1<II1y, tilt' ~U!,.,. {'IT.;!>! do r~arly IInythinJl: "r noL·... 
w" at alL TIlt' CU.-..1ilulian,.,. ~ i:l1'lS7 !l:"J'I'f< tid> 
~toIt{». <mly a (t..wr41ln!"''''''':~ uf" ropublkan (orm <>f 
gG\VI'tl='nL Th<-- l1Ith AI,,,,,,,lmimt, lM't and fl1O>ol m'­

~ aoritt:~t 
mi.i;ht Im\"e bfi!n HP)lT'"~ ({!I' the Gn!lIl. rkjll'1:!Wtm. 
IJt>!oogh fn<lViIl.!J: mon('y ~W~hlnllWl mver eft. 

n.n~ lIS WiI~, re<ll'J1ll ~tooJd redIStribute it 
!'rom wmthY,lIl.t1-<!& 'W poIlr &taW, 'vm ('V('n from 
.~tby palu fJ( _ !\(ate to pu<OI" p:u1.I nl !hI!' WlW 
fiUle, Thl!' atwmpr. to ,10 goo<l thll WllY J:l';joyed .itl", 
."",.rt-

Th~ righl/l of at.lli<':& 111M! f1!1l int<> rl/$reflU1-o! 1:wlc1l_ 
of \hl' lontr failure of the redilnJ ~nt l<i enl'1!J:'rV 
the C'AJwtitut!«.al guar:r.n4'e Q( • repub.l:it!&». tllO'll u! 
ROVl!rnm!!nt 00 beMlf (1{ blacK cltiteM in Southern 
IIU~ When fltaI.oi!$' righl.8 wu II tode WIlI'd t~~ 
~tion and 0JIJIl'DII'inn, W principle <'<>I1Id oot be usN 
fIN' any W\lnhiltr pnrp"6\\ • 

1:'11 tirrit ill ~,'e If !herr are w<ltthitr PUfll'J6f!5, Ind if 
thlt $'tales lIN" rf'tily W put th!ir ~hta ttl work for tid>.ir 
citlU'ru<. !.ct". at'W'pl the clWIt'n¥t' th&~ Miehig,\h G<:r.-• 
Juvn Englff wlK'<i: '"CoM:! l1li the grant and hMt w< 11/;'­

"""nl.ll.ble." ' 

·A TmtcofFret'ctFm 
Perna,,", fort\l,n:.Iwly,:h~ """",,,nt welfrtri! and Moo. 

iNIld oletmw tlI'tvll IIVtrloo~ hm>o' math ~ .t.Il.tt!t 
no,.. h.a~ to d~ their own~.That lrwd<l'l'l'l 
l!~~ ten\WUlly, \iJlde; a grudging r~raI ,.;~. 
~,bUi it ellt.tA. 

In this sy~km, :he (NIttid Il\lvi'rnm1'nt,dt!lM$ 11 
",inimuro p"'!(fllm lind t1:.t ~tliUls!!>aIl it up wttJ:. JIdrli• 
th,r.ul bf>m.4\tn. P(\/' ~xamp!~, r:.w:ry l~ pt(II-1dtl:'! M..-d­
kal,! p&r'icipanll! wrth a pff>lrriptkm ~ bt'nftll, ev~n 
UxluKh r,..Jer-a! rnlt$ do I»t Tt'<ju!re it. ~tn though 
<,.~ltr)· analyllis ~. tMl ~~t l'(l4am i'Jl impnJperly 
ulxainal n'oi'ltk'lltkm ill tire nIOSt ptr'VIISiH' fraud rItl tM 
~~_ W\l-!(ur.' t~'''''fi6:<rG wnn..~ ~I>I() va!'y "1ddy 
f"'~11 sw.t<: Iv ~t1!tr. 

In J'lxn't Y"""', th<' fedQl'1d grM.Yt:r:;~nl ~a, al~Q al­
1<11\'",1 ~lIiIte\ tn Ue mo:rP r~~tl'i~t:h". IlIA r.'A'rei: mf1T~ 
IWMfnU:!. Grid\'{' tlWl 'v.a",er~ pmj.ll':lm, tho> 'l.Iit.6may 
dl'l'~~1P a1te~ti>e< tu du' "ne U'lJ(! (,>denl "'4, c;( run· 
IIi!>;:! Il wf'ifar., [)t M«li;ruri pr<JlO'1.m, llnll tlwn ~!lPly t" 

, . 

'.. 

l\OOIbl r « f*Upw 
tilM'to let ather 

wh\'J) Ne'~; IN'N!)' 
wnhtllin its .....·11 1« 

from IIPpruwd redtnll1~, and e:!.clI 
"'lII"eI' tak~ _rnl inchCli « pllperw;-.ri<. 

A fhlstt'4tMi Ne;o- .IM'Iley GiJ~, G~n1l!.' Whl\.m~n 
"')'$ it'& IIIQW, rontusi'l( omd eoun~""t.!"'a "And 
Mre we are with _I.hlng that, tt M toR!l('t'\!.w..~ CII' 

timatc. ea.n !IA~e OW' ~ and ~..tres $2;'> 
Itiil!ioo It yellT, all w~b iii «tIally !MIle ~ ¢IT ili<' 
wel!arn roIbinwifOOdjobltkattbey~ kl't'f1 alldk<>np 
them in the m&lMttt.un..W 

(l1W. William Weld "r MasrIII<:-nlllle*J1\ i!o II lut mOTf' 
blunt: "The f\;.Js lIa\ttt lliot cfswpk! ruk::l.1 toollll. (hvy 
'-C drug IIddicta &nd akobDlka 'llla,hfyinjO if)(' vntJlk 
~. They hu... ki& 1I.1»!l¢tl'l~ mand !Il)', ,t Iwc~ 
a~cntit di~. T~ tr<>ubIc paying at"'fi. 
tioo.' '!'My gf'i Ia.'(l\ll,\o'~r.:funded _"II«'. AJ'\ll ~",",'~ 
not fI. tt!ai ""FN1". VI k~~1' th<i' phoo~ \lUI, If [ rooM 
mWl~ that l<{'fi'!tfl at thP stat<' !e-v~l. I "",;;,1 ,~,.~ $11) 
mllUun a year, Awl thal,'. true in 1I!Jl1"" llffiIlOO llw 
l,'QI.IlIb'y.~ . 

Waivus do tlVen~y pn:>d:lJte thw,I/.'''''- At 1ew,t:lS 
lUte. n.v-e I'«'ci~NJ ~me kind ¢f waiwr frem $"'''~ t'>!­
~ Qfl thW welfare ..-..I M,.fk"id plVj(11Ul\ll. 

But 1M: wanw pnx.'t'S<! sUll hr<l,oUAillmo. "Oflderirtl. 
Cmi(omW- _ f"'Ct'utiy g'I'IIllt£o1 11 \I,'ai\i,''- :" "U1!\\' th<' 
,tat\! W ~ew;e ~Ming paymenll! 1<> )t\n\t /I)"'-h~r~ 
"'M hav~ more enild!"('1l wffik. on "elfaF\'.lml ,lPnio>rr ~ 
"lIiver til ~ 1M _ polity Oil \("'1111);(' _lfllN'

""""".The gG'lCmon!' eam~ W'ft1'1' Ut.' tw..t ehtnN' 
(or sta~ til Itlrl 00 ...ith their ~XP<''''''''IIt,<;, It o{f..r.l 
W""hil!~ piAitlrillrnl :he tx-sl ~nantP t" pt un 1>11h 
their c~mpOliKIl~. It "ffen< y.~lr~1\' ~Il,j ),l<'d!!",;" 1'I'<:'1'i-­
er.(t. - "or! ,","'11 tII.\fl'l,,'/"r.l - tht, b..~l ~,~"""" t,,;tM om 
',I,lth Vtelr !:\I'es.• 

,.....,..",../; 1Joor.... 1'>'<>'l\ ... r.""'..'l .. ~b«-""" 
~••1 .. ~(....·'''''''-..,.'''''''', 
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. , , 

February 22, 1996 

, , 

The Honorable I..eon Pan~tta 
Chief of Staff ' ! 
The White Hous~ " 
1600 Pennsvlvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, OC :20500 ' I 

, . I 
Osa, Leon: ; I 

On behalfbf the ,Jmergency ICampaign to Protect America's' Childre+, Parents, Families,' w~ are 
delivering more 1han 60;000 postcards to the President urging him not to $ign JI!l¥ blll that dism.r.ttles 
America's SO-year old safety nstand make. millions of American family members -- esPecially our chil~,en 
and elderly -- more vulnerable to Pdvsrty, illness. hunger, neglect, or abuse'. A copy of the postcard is 

. , I,
attached. ' , i ' 

; . : ! 

The first t~ns of th,i:iusands o~ America"s who sent these postcards knbw Congressional prop6sals 
to end guaranteo/s of suti~istence bdnefits and slash the nutrition, health an~ child walfare safety net will 
hurt rather than Ijelp our nation's children and elderly. The welfare and Medicaid proposals offered b'i' the 
National Governilrs' A$$ociation ale worse than the block grant proposal~ the President has already 
vetoed. They would eliminate cash ~'istance, child protection, food stamp, ~nd Medicaid guarantees and 
allow states to ",!all( aw"lY from the r obligations to help children and other ?eedy citizens. We urge the 
President to reject these flawed ariti child and anti-senior proposals which wiftleave more children poorer, 
hungrier, sicker, ~nd at .greater risk f abuse and neglect. No proposal that leaves children worse r~ther 
than betler off should become the Jaw of the land or the legacy of this administration. . 

We urge the Admtnistration ~ot to enter into any agreement on the debt ceiling that incorporates 
these anti-child ami anti'senlor pro~ogals and to hold out for real welfare reform that returns parems to 
work while prolecting g"arantees t+ cash assistance, nutrition, child protection services, and child :care 
with health, s~V, and ·quality standards. 

; . ; I , ' 
Warehousing children is inco':'siatent with the Goal. 2000 school readiness gael. Eliminating health 

care' for 13- to 1 S-year hid. undorniines any purported campaign to prevent teen pregnancy. I hope you 
will protect rather than hurt childreh and edolescents. , I 

1. Sincerely yours, 

"',...". , 

V0-­
Marian Wright Edelman 

MWElemb " 
ce: Evelyn WebermEln, Deputy ChIef of Staff 

Alexis Herman, Director of Public Liaison 
, . 

Doris Matsui, Deputy Director of Public liaison 2S EStreet. ,'J\N , 
W<l.$hingtQtl, DC 10001Senator .Chris Dodd ' Telephone ;(02 f,ZI}J).?1l1 
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TALKING POINTS fOR DISCUSSIONS WITH DEMOCRATIC GOVERNORS ~ 
o It would not be helpful for Democratic qovernors to attend a 
press event with Republican Congressional leaders and Republican 
governors to announce the introduction of a combined Medicaid­
welfare reform bi11 that is supposed to reflect the National 
Go....ernors l Association (NGAj proposals. This press event is 
tentatively scheduled for Monday. March 25. 

Q Demcra:tic governors could rightly argue that they never agreed 
to link Medicaid and welfare reforms in a sinqle packaqe. 
Moreover I 'Democratic governors could express their serious 
disappointment with the overtly partisan nature of the announcement 
since the success of the governors' process has depended on the 
spirit of bipartisanship. That means a process which also includes 
Congressional Democrats and the Administr~tion every step of the 
way. 

o Regarding Medicaid, it would ba' useful for De~ocratic 
governors to point out that the bipartisan governors' discussions 
are not finished and that the Medicaid language in the Republican 
proposal does not necessarily reflect the viaws of all governors 
(e.g., numerous provisions of the Mediqrant II are included). 
Democratic governors are committed to working with Republican 
governors, bipartisanship leadership on capitol Hill, and the 
Administration to craft a Medicaid proposal which 9'uarantees health 
coverage to needy persons, protects state taxpayers, and increases 
state flexility. This is not the time for partisan posturing. 

o Regarding ,.;elfaro. it would be useful for Democratic qovernors 
to confir~ that welfare reform prOVisions in the bill truly re~lect 
the bipartisan governors' proposal which 'Was endorsed at February's 
NGA meeting. since development ot the governors' welfare reform 
proposal is mcuh farther along than the Medicaid discussions, there 
is no reason to delay passagQ of real welfare reform. It is time 
for a bipartisan group of qovernors to work with Democrats and 
Republicans on the Hill, as well as the Administration, to pass a 
welfare bill which embraces the principles of the NGA proposal. 

TOT8~ P,02 
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Insert for te8tin~ny: 

Addition 1 {p.1S ... after ItFewer children· live in pove:rty·j:: 

Food Btam~ rolls have gone down. Teen pregnancy rates have gone 
down. AT", r,)o;" A..mfl: t.';mJl'; • ..-:hi1n Bnppo"1'; "'r,\ll~etions hAve ~on. 'l.tPt "g
t.he Administ.ration has improved state collection .ffortB~ t.he IRS's 
IRA; 7.1Il"''':'' of inf."ol't\q t~x ref\\nd& .. lI.nd the ~b11ity of th,Q Federal 
governmen: to make Federal employees accountable for the support
they ow. ~h.ir en)ldren. . 

Add 2 (;;.ft;:~n.. n'olW flP bQ£f1nrl:.ns with "Over th~ lault t:.l'irOQ yaartl, WQ 
have w:>rked with governors, .. II) : 

This Administration has encoura9~d state, to find innovacive waye 
to mOVQ PQQple f.Qm welfare to work and proroote pnrent~l 
~esponslb1lity, and these efforts Are already making a difference 
for more th3n 10 million rccipicnto Chl~OUihout the country. 
States, led by govern,lrs of both partiesj are now demanding work; 
timo-limiting ~ocictGnCOi requiring tccn3 to stay in school and 
live at homei and strengthening child support enforcement. III 
3hoX't I ·~tndcr l':::-c,;id<mt Clinton' e< leaderohip! wel::ere il.t b~ing 

refo~rned one st4tel~~~~;.n~ ..,t,U ~. (~~ . 
Presidtnt Clinton ~a~sQj dramat.ica:'1y eX-pallcf.. the Earned Income 
Ta:;-; Credit to make worl( pay over .....elfare, This p:l;'og.am, whi-en 
President Reagan eaid Wh9 the most pro-family. prQ-work initiative 
l.ind.ertake::l by the tm.:1ted States in the Itust 9t1:ne:ral:.-ic:m., meant tho$t, 
in 1994 1 familiee with children with inco':nfts of under $28,000 paid 
abou.t. $:1.,300 lcC!lIS in income t:ax than they \tIOU~~ have if the. laws 
hadn't been changed in 1993. 

http:p:l;'og.am
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Free the states to fix welfare • • • 

By Gerald WItltbum 

C
,m!!ress shu\lld get off the 
dime now lim! pass national 
welr(lTc re(ornt It Is no secret 

thaI' 111001 Amcrk;m~ were com­
fnrtabh: with the p,u'ameters oflhe 
refl)tll1 agreed to r'("(:(lntly by a1l.5l} 
~I)Vert1(lr5. And we ~hould rwl 
expect this vrellidcn! tQ veto anoth­
er welfare reform hit! this year. 

The drumhetu for '>\'ellare reform 
i ... resonating in ~ry corner ofIhis 
country. And, if);'UU lislen, thereare 
nn! ,Ii lot 1)( poople clamQring to 
rnaintaln an Aid to Families with 
Bcpcndctll <'1l1ldren (M1JC) pr0­
gram that does not work. 

Congress should react now to the 
clear public mandale insisling Ibat 
we end Ihe CUl'T'eut etlvirorunent of 
indeflnite entitlement that C41rries 
....·ilh it 1111 e?lpe<:lauOfl of 00 little 
from so many of thooe wOO ~ 
accessed this entrapping program. 

In enacting a h"\(orm. Congress 
shoold expect nmnmum efihrt fmm 
thQl>e en the \Wlfare rolls who are 
able-bodied. It should requirewtlrk 
of those who can work. And Con­
gress should expl'X:t responsible 
Iwhnvior by Ihu:>(: who reaeh out to 
~overnment for help; it is only rair 
to the taxpa)'i'r will) IS picldng up the 
tnti. 

In re.:::elll 1110l1Ihs, Borne states 
have been uudging wt'lfare recipi­
ents toward wurk nnd more pro­
ductive Ilf\d responsible ~.ln 
Massachusetts. early lut year, <kw. 
Willi<lm Weld s~e-d lbe b:roodes.t 
reform enacted anywhere. The 
AFDC caseload in the COO1m<JnM 
weallh dropped nlmQ1lt 16 percent 
l(lst year, a larger reduction than 
that experienced by nny other slate 
Its sileo The state entered 1994 with 
almost 6,000 two-parent welfare 
rnm(lieg"- both Pi/lrents at heme 
ami. most often, neither WMking. 
The Weld administratioo pur in 
place a new program fil'Q:uiring 
work or community set"Vke of lit 
least one p$rent. The result? 'J?d!Ir. 
fewer th:ln 2,000 two-p$nmt ralm' 

Ger(.lld Whit!mm (~ .'mt:retary uf 
hraltll and Iwman se~vice$ in Mass­
achu,wmJi. 

lies coUect wflfare In MlII.5sadn,l. 
lIetts; fewer thfln 600 or the 6,000 
families woo were on the mUs in 
1994 are still receiving checks. With 
welfare reform in the air, more p0s­
itive behavior is occurring, and It is 
true all acros..~ America. 

Experiments requiring Work and 
the st'.arcli (Ilr work - priortn going 
(m the welfare rolls ~ in Utah hlI~ 
bad impressive resuhs. A demon· 
stration prqje(t in two Wisccnsln. 
counties limiting benefits to 24 
months has reduced caselGadsmore 
than 45 percent. long beCDre any 
individuaJ'!-i>enetrus have run out. 

1tI Michlgfln, where at least part· 
time work fs required of able-bod,­
ied ~iplents, the AFDC caselaad 
dropped 13percent last year. And in 
lltdlarta. where red:pients hawbeet! 
called i:ntowetf~ cffl«:s to execute 
indivWual"pe1'$Cffl&l responsibility 
CMtracts" with the governmen1 
under whidt lhey agreed tooertafn 
behaviors: in exthaii~ for betteliu. 
the a!ielMd dmppetl a11nDlrt 24 per­
cent last year. . 

Creativity <m the :State level b 
paying I>ig dividends. Setf-sUlli­
ciency lind self-esteem an= up. The 
-level of work Is incre.aaJng and with 
it movement away from dependen­
cy- the gTeate$t good wccan facil­
itate in the l~ run (nf children 

AFDe that- we ate 
~lltlW. 

kn.acted iii the RtJo.­
1le\I'eltperiodtDprolec:t 
kids, the 1l:Iltion'a wel· 
faniprogramhasbeen 
a dimud fai1tIre for a 
long time. It bu 
served m entrap gen­
eratiaWII of young
mothers and chi.ldn:tI 
tooofteninlM!3witb­
out self-esteem. job$. 
mM"tiage or produc­
tivity. . 

It is time ttl fUrtbet 
intervene in these 
cycles of dependency. 
And the proposal-SO 
gtlveru·ora have. Robert Maille}' is aformer Wash­

• ndvtutoed in Omgress fngton jo«rnalisl und is 110\1! pre$!; 
wllI pennit states to do secretary Jor DC. Coum;iI Chair­
juSt that.. . man Davli! ClarkA­

within Ihis population. 
,It is not Ute "dive to the bottom" 

that we have been seeinR. In Mass· 
achusetts, for Instance, the lower 

• Af'OC CJl~eIQads. mean that dollars 
urlierpaid out in ca~h beneftmean 
now be reinvested inchild care;Mr. 
Wald has proposed a child care 
(uodmg im;;relse~atrnoet $50 milw 

lion ~year..
We do flOOd toguard agaitt$tunre-' 

ali$tle e:xpectatian. Poverty is not 
going to qutcldy . .exit out' central 
cities. But important 8001$ <:an he 
achievtd. What are they? • 

_Wecruundshou1ddivertaslg_ 
niflcant percentage of those wbo 
eorne on welfare from ever ~ 
Inc the system in the first place. 

• We cruutop wbsidWngbehav~ 
lorthat filet In the fare orappropriw 
ate societal values. Runilie:II wbo 
cannot $Upp(lrt the d!i!drell they 
bave should not be given more 
money when they trap EM!ft more 
chUdN!!ll in welfare. Requirina
minors to live at home and stay 10 
Bcltool is tons overdue. And it i. 
timetnrequire,noteoooursgewor!L 

• And we e.anreduce the !eugth 01' 
time redplentl spend on weltare, 
Replacing AFDC's inddlnlte e:nti­
t1ement with a ~limited t:ransf. 
ticnal pl"tlgl1U'U willpermitusb>aI8" 
nincantly IIharteQ the typical 'within a 'Reek or one another. One 

.eidlt-year recipient'S 
relationship witb 

but don't lose sight ofthe kids 

By Robert Hainey 

In Ihe big debate OWl' ~lfare,lhe 
politicians, eolumniSitl, activists 
Md others are having their 6aY, 

but little, ifany1hlng. i!J bcinghean:l 
from tholle at the eetlter uf the 
debate-- theclti1drcn. What iJeont< 
monlycalled "welfare" tn the Uni!­
ed States is Aid to Almities With 
Dcpmdent Children {ArnC}. Dor­
ing the early 19505 and M into the 
mid 1900s, 1 wa! one.of those 
"depenclentchildmn" growing up in 
Roxbury, Mass. 

When I was born in August of 
1949.mymotherwu3S.A:ruryears­
later. afterthe birth ofroy sister, my 
mother lofrtberjobbeeause $be 100):; 
extended leave mcare fur ber moth. 
et'. My grandmDther, Wbo bad sev­
eralheaftbproblem;!lincludingdia, 
bett:&andhlghblood~liwd 
with us until berdeotb in J951. 

. After brealting upwith my ratbet' 
lntheearty195Os,mymotherl'.Tled 
to make a liCe with my stflpfather:
'!be telatronship failed, end after 
lailingtDftndanothersteadyjob,she 
turned to welfare. J vividly remem­
her the times we .would nm out of 
ntOneybefure"the check".nived. 
My Dirter" binhday and my birth­
day both fDlJ at the flnd. of A~ 

year when "'t.beclleclt" feD brt.we 
I,:etebrated our birthday dinners 
with bakmcy and eggs. 

Detmnincd to put food on the 
table, my mother decided to get a 
job - but It had to be «Ie that did 
Mt require her employer U! pay
Social Security or to dedw::( any 
~ tax. By wuJ'k:ing, my tooth­
er ran the' ri!lll: of Iasina: all AFDC 

'benetlts. S<I rather than auOWing ustI>:ithoot a decent meal and 
ctc ,she did "day3" WOrlt;. She 

thelwme:s ofweaJtby Jews 
ald Ittd.lans in BrookIi%le. Newton 
and Wdles1ey. ~ for abou1 $4 a... ality'. Mtd what infonnationis need· 
day. "'Carfare" - money tor public 
transit ar" ride tv 8 bus smp-was 
prm.idedbythe~gef)et"OU:.trl'Utt-

" . 
" 

ilies: My mother used the wages to· have full heaUh bene fils and with 
help pul my sister and me through their earnings I,:ould eontribule (0 
CatlwHc gnurunaJ'and high schools. the o.l6t ofday care. They would also 
Now my lIister's daughter attends a be taxpaying members ()f tbe job 
private school in Newton, Mass.. maf'ket. 
and with the hetpofthe family and Washington and other jurlsdic­
God, is boond fnr college.· ~!ions mat du not limit the stay on 

My mother's determinatioo 
instilled io my siste:r"aud me a 
strong work uthic. Thrnughout our 
lives we have held one 01' two jobs 
each to provide fur our ramilies.. 
That is why thiS former child of 
AFDC saytl, if you are going to 
severely limit welfare benerits, 
allow the recipients to keep the 
moneytheyeamwithoutanypenal­
ty. The District ofColumWa isseck­
ing a waiver fnltn the federal goy. 
ernment to relax penaUies on 
earned inccme. Under the propos­
at. no.penaJtie5 are placed on the 
first$tOOcamedamonSOpoercent 
of the remsi:ning wages earned by 
'M!ltare recipients. 

Almost two dozen states have 
alreadyestabliShedsimilar"demon­

. str.rt:ionprojects."Marytands"Fam­
ily Investmellt Program" does not 
count the income ofdependent chi!. 
dn:n in determining AFDC eligI:bil-
Ity. Connecticu'l'll "Reach fur Jobs 
F'im" al10ws a working AFDC recip. 
lent to keep all wages Ufl: to the fed-
em! povuty line ba.!tedoo the fami·Irs si:le. AFDC cash payments arc 
lunited to 21 months, but~ 
anl;awi1ablefuTgoad>fhllhdlbrt$to 
Ilnd~ 

rntile 199O$there are many ritin· 
imum-wage jobs. but Ill:OSl: do not 
provide the beidth benefits nee-ded 
by ~rybody,'espec::i:elly workers 
wiUI children. Wby not allow weI­
fare M:!ctpients to obtain jobs and 
use the money-to bUild nesteggs? By 
applying for jobs and internctlllg
with l)QtentialempkJyei:s.teeipient:s 
would learn firsthand what is 
~ of1hem. SUCh a5 pu:nctU- • .pubIic.assisance checks are not 

ed fOt job applications (1l' ~" 
AddltiomtUy, they eoo!d leam the 
politics o[ etnpioyment, such a5 
leaving ml entry positioruJ at one 
firm tQtlbWrtahigherpayingjob.t 
another comp<my. Private trtfmey 
could aJso pay for $Orne job training 
in place of creating morc RQVem· 
menl programs. Recipi.ents wmt1d 

AFDC wuuld ~ to Mopt temli­
natioo gmdelines mat would be fis. 
any responsible yet give recipients­
tlmple til"ttC 10 establish themselw-~ 
in III job and crest!! a "cst egg. 

Ofwune the positive upect'I of 
such n plan rely oti the individual. 
Those who want better lives would 
useitll5t1:springOOard. Thbesure, 
otherS wooJd use the extra cash to 
Pt'(!(! up bad habits, $w;h D$ alcohol 
and drug abW;e, 

Some pos$ible safeguar4s could 
includt' rMdom drug testing and 
finarn:ialcoun1le1ing.A.nDtberma,lor 
sat'eguard4gbilmat:ruse:wouldbeto 
require savings accoup,(s. Each 
reciplent WOUld set aside:.ro pen:ent 
toSOpen::ent(l(hi:sorherlnunUdy 
wages depending on how long the 
person receives cash benefits. 
Funds ooutd only be witlldrawn to 
pay fur edllcation, buy a hQlllI.:, start 
a business or for family emergen­
c~IlwouIdma.ln!.ybethenestegg 
or cushion when the recipients are 
no!ongereligibleforca5hJ:lill}"ltlet;tS
from the government. California, 
IoWa and Virgtnis are llI'tWlli the 
states that fi{JW encourage savings 
or"SelfDewlopment" accounts for 
AFDCrecipiettts. " 

ManywiUrejecttlli:Jideau"dOu. 
ble dipping," but it h8ll been shown 
that people whodo not wanttowork 
will find ways to beat the system. 
Thcywillrnovefromstaletustateor 
falsify whateVer tt¢Ords they have 
to to get a clwck. 

Ontheotherhll.nd.there~intel-
ligent,. hard-worldl'll people who 
have tanen on bed tinles: lftheiT 

cut. these met! and ~will find 
jobs and use the money tn. feed, 
clothe and educate thtir ehlldnm. 
nrenwhenthetimecnmesrQt"'t~ 
checks" to stOp. people who haw 
depended on AFDC will h __ve 
achieved self·retiance. They may 
alsn make it unnecessary fOr MOth­
er generation of children to be 
dependent en public~, 

,
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IUnsophisticated us 


every few 
reciting 

the 

1.VOU'dll'1 5."iY woc>t. Surely my
rellow i;olumnisl is overst;;lting it 
a bil when he says that our pre­

scnt fon~shnrlc!led, manic selection 
I~nl!;ess for picking 'presidential 
candidates in all the world "has lobe 
ahout the wurst" 

On, it's brainles.~ all right, with 
lhe candh.lotes running about debal-

I)' way to 
choose the bestRichard 
man to be presl-

Grenier dentorthcUnited 
Slates? Or even to 

bcacrutdidatc? TIlenwncy crunch is 
MlfSC than ever: There's no lime to 
think. And naw.looking at the weak­
ness of the field, the hyper-acceler­
aled pace makes illmpossib!e for a 
1m!.! starter to gel ill the met:, , 

Is Pat Buchanan an anti-Semite? 
As child in the 19JOs did his family 
li5tcn to rabid Righl.wing "Radiu 
Priest" Father Coughlin? Or, did 
lhey listen In "Amos and Andy"? 
bnrnigl'8.tim:l. Protective tariffs, Iso· 
lationism. TIle same sort of ques­
liohS and cat;.;h 11hrases over and 
()Vcr., 

On Ihe other hand. l SUPprl."se we 

, Richard Grrnicr i!t a cclimll1isJjiJr 
-llle Washillxton TImes His columnIIappear!> hj>t'C .1Iw"'likiYalld Fridoy. 

1-	 --- ­

, 
brought it on ourseJves; aU this 
hurly-burly and rushing around, 
this impatience to know the results. 
this lIlar~I of the trorl~ calJed pop­
ular democracy. ~ Washing· 
ton, a true gentleman - as por­
trayed in Richard Brookhiser's 
superb new "«"ounding Father" 
(Free Press) -wooldn'thaveputup 
with it. Suchvulgarlty.

In fact, nobody would put up with 
- it but us. After all, of the world's 

grent Western democracies, only 
the United States is a fedt'lrated 
republic with these vulpr populist 
inclinatitms. 'The rest are eithercon­
stitutlonal monarchies (complete 
with titles of nobUIty) or haw par­
Jiament.ary systems jn which the 
monarchical traditions of the pre­
ceding regime are preserved more 
than most Americans realize. . 

In FrallJ;:e, for example. they can 
SMtlt vive Ie republique as muchas 
they like, but the whole society l! 
sluJt tltrough with eHtist; arlstucrat· 
ic tradition. from the judiciary to 
their presidential presS confer· 
ences, which are like' roiat audi­
ences. Under the·parUamentary 

-system. of COW'$C, there is no $Ueb 
thing asa "primary" election. Deep 
withih the caverns of its politica1 
undentanding, ~'Ou see, your party 
has picked out your candidate for 
yot.!. This might not be Very democ­
l'lII.tic, but is neat and aboveel1 quick. 

Meanwhile, on the other side of 
the English Channel. a whole coon-
try is in a frenzy over whom the 
prirlces.'Il nfWales slept with - and 
indeed if she shbuld still retain }tel", 
right to the title princess of Wales. 
France, by contrast. has taken tile 
posthumous :revelation abotn Fran· 
cois Mitterand's vie intime serenely. 

.. 

And Crt the Side chIle lale presidenl 
(widow.mistress,illegitimatedaUgh­
ter), everyone has: behaved with a 
decorum that was positiVely regal, 

Even more tban other great 
European n1Qnan:hies. of course, 
France hIlS never COtJSidered viola­
tkm of the Seventh Commandment 
("Thou shalt notcnmmit adultery") 
very serious for it-It leadi1'l8 states. 
men.1\.vomontltsagoat MitterMd's 

. funeral, for all the world -Uke 

!i:urnpe's great royal' funerals, 

everyone was assembled dressed in 

bla<:k: tl1e late President's widow, 

Danielle; his !ongtime official mis­

- tress, Anne Ping-eat; their daughter 
Maz.1rine (illeg:itirturte); histwol5Ol1$ 
(legitimate), and aU otbermembren _ 
ofthe family,legitimate and illegit­
imate. Pbotograpns of everyone 
embracing everyone else were car. 
tied by the entire French press.' 
. DanieUe Mitte~t of courie. 

was ready with her DOIJK, "En 7buUl 
Libem'" ("In All Uberty"): "'I knew 
I was married to a seducer. I had to 
make the best ofit." sbewrites_ "'My 
husband excelled in the art of 
seducing the girts who came 
through here." 

But she 1!! mo:re than foqpving., 
She is his defender. "I think the 
French," sbe writes, ''and indeed' 
many people round the world have' 
had enoughofthis hypocrisy olean­
formity. We m~ admitthaltl persOn 
is capable of laving someone and 
lovingthem passionately and then as 
the 'years pass. loving them d1£!er­
cady, perhapsmored#eply.butthey· 
still fall in love with someone else.lt 
is bypocrisy to critieizetbat." 

It's bard to imagine Bill Clinton 
writing that in his memoirs. Loving. 
Loving passionately. But with the 
pas&1ge of time loving diff-erently, 
perhaps; more deeply, being permit· 
ted thereby to ltM! somebody else. 

See what r mean abOUt America? 
Not sophisticated, 

By Arnold Belchman11day marks the the 43rd 
snntYersary of the death or 
Josef ViS$8rionovich StaHn. 

the greatestmUf'derer in aU history. 
March S, 1953. we nnw learn from 
hitherto secret Soviet archives, is 
illso the day, had Stalin lived, that 
SovietJewsweretobearrestedand 
deponed to Siberia, to Kazakhstan, 
their-extinctlon to have followed as 
a matter of course. 

And today on this grim anruver­
sary, wewitnessina truncated Sovi­
et Union a resurgence of the Com· 
munfst Party, once condemned by 
Boris Yettsin and then outlawed in 
1992 by Russia's Constitutional' 
Court. 

RwWal'l movIng backward from 
democnrtiz;atlon and privaHzatirttl 
under the spur of a Communist 
Party. 1be party leader. Gennadi 
Zyugariov. who has every chance of 
becoming president oFthe Russi,'tn 
FederationattheJune 16presiden­

. tial elections:: 
• Admires the quality of Stalin's 

rule between 1944 and '1953. that 
period of Soviet history during 
which intellectuals and Jews were 
categorized as ''rootless costMPQli­
tans" and when the only Soviet 
growth lndWU:rie$ were arms and 
slave labor camps. 

_Admires the sbort-Uved regime 
of Ybri V, Andropov (he of Korean 
Air UnesOO7 infamy) and the harsh 
rule or Czar Alexander 111. . 

• 	 Hopes to "reconstru(:t" the 
." 

Arnold Betchmon,. d research[el­
low (1t the HOOW!1' ItL~titution. Is (J, 

washington 'I'imes robtmnist 

- , - " ••• .,. ·,.... ·U........ ""'....~t,;J 
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Stalin lives, 43 years later 
Soviet Union and the Warsaw Pact. 
HQW will he go about realizing this 
ambition? Dep!'lmint sayeth n01. 
• But then there is the ,,!her Mr. 
Zyuganov- the one who goes toan 
international meeting at Davns. 
Switzerland, to persuade Western 

.economists and finanders of his 
moderation and accessibility. Per· 
haps Shakespeare's words describe ­
Russia's newshiilingstar. "Thatone 
may smite, and smile, and he a vi!­

Russia is moving 
backWardfrom 
democratimtion and 
privatization under the 
spur ofa Communist 
furly. 

._, " _o­
f don't think: that the democratic 

West -sufficiently realizes the seri ­
oosnes.s Qf the Russian crisis and 
what it can mean for peace and sta­
bility in Central Europe and the 
NATO alliance. Recent visitors to 
Russia 1 have t&ked In nrc anmi­

, paling $eriOu.~ problems in the June 
elections. including eiecWrUli:heat­
ins:. There are peQple in Russia in a 
position to know who believe that 
Mr. Yeltsin aetual1y lost the 1993 
referendum. but snatched his victo­
ry by significant fraud in the coun· 
tryside. 

Use of computers in the presi­
dential elections could, paradoxi­
caUy, incr(':llSe the chances ofJhlud 

-----------~--------------~----

, 
because the question would arise: 
Who controls and guards the eom­
puters? 1'he FSB (initials of the new 
secret police) is conttolled by Mr_ 
YeJtsin's ~e. It's like Lenin'S BoL­
shevikslogan..:-ktokgo-whodoes 

.what to whom? 
The legitimacy of the count and 

election would be questioned. What 
would hapPen if Mr. Yeltsin. first 

. elected inJunel991, won hyhookor 
crook? What if Mr. 7.yuganl)V won? 
What if Vladimir ZhirirtO\'Sky, the 
Fascist-Communist leader, gets a 
big percentage of the presidentiaJ 
vote? The post·elel;:tion cry of 
"Fraud!"amId unteasha niini-dvil 
war and with it The Question of the· 
Day - "Who Lost Russia?" 

Before he reached his lofty emi· 
nence AS 8c(:ret¥.Y of State, Henry 
Kissingerwrote ilift+....the purposeof 
American policy is to encourage a 

, more benign evolution of SQviet 
society ~- the {Iriginal purpose of 
ccnteinmer;t was. after all, to bring
about the domestic transformation 
of the USSR." 

Was It beyond the- powers of 
American foreign policy to influ· 
ence the evolutioo of the post~. 
et polity in the: direction of a civil 
society. that is a society ruled by taw, 
not by party ideology or perst"lnaJ....... , .

wutm. 

Whatever the answer, we can 
agree tlmt a 'Communist Russia 
still armed with 3,000 or 4,000' 
nudear weaVUn5 Is a dangerou$
Russia. Which leads to this· cori­
clusion: No matter how the presi­
dential election in Russia turns out, 
NATO must act swiftly to expand 
its structure tn ensure thnt the 
world will not degenerate ·into a 
new cold wal'. 
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NOTE TO: Bruce Reed 
Elena Kagan 
D~ana Fortuna 

FROM: John Monaha9F 

Attached1 "FYI ]5' a copy of the National Govern 'A .. 
pans for the Temporary Assistance for Need or~. SSOclatlOn's summary of the state 
Department either has certified as com let y :amlhes (TANF) program that our 
presentation of the major elements Ofs~atee;l~:~~:~~~IY reviewing. This is a nice 
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CENTER ON BUDGET 
AND POLICY PRIORITIES 

Ftbnw'y 18, 1996 

GOVERNORS' WELFARE PROPOSAL WOULD PERMIT STATES TO WITHDRAW 
SIGNIFICANT STATE RESOURCES FROM PROGRAMS FOR POOR'FAMILIES 

The welfare propos.l approved by the National Governors' Association (NGAl 
would increase federal resources available for income support, work and child care 
programs .s compared to the welfare conference agreement: But it also would enable 
states to withdraw substantial state resourCeS from these programs without losing any 
federal money, States would be able to withdraw from these programs or to divert 
to other uses some $S8 billion between 1997 and 2002, 

The NCA proposal calls for adding $4 billion in ledetal child care funding. $1 
billion in federal "contingency" funding for states experiencing increases in poverty. 
and substantial additional federal funds lor job performance bonuses to states, States 
could receive these additional ,eSOUIces while reducmg srate funding to 75 percent of 
what the st.te expended in 1994 for AFDC. work, and child care programs, A state 
also would be permitted to divert up to 30 percent of its federal welfare block grant 
dollars to other programs, 

If all states provided the funds necessary to receive their full federal block 
grant allocations but nO more than that - that is, if stale funding equaled 75 percent 
of each state's 1994 state expenditure level - and if stales also transferred 30 percent 
of their federal block grant funds for other purposes, the total amount withdrawn 
from cash assislance and welfare-te-work efforts for poor families with children 
would total $58 billion, While not all states would follow this <ourse and the total 
funds withdrawn thus would be less than $58 billion, the amount lost to these 
programs can be expected to be very substantial, 

Mas! of the proviSIOns that would enable states to withdraw or transfer these 
funds were included in the welfare conference report. But the governors made 
changes in the welfare <:onference report to make it easier for states to withdraw state 
funds - and more likely that states would do '0, The provisions in the NGA 
proposal that would enable states to withdraw or divert funds are considerably more 

~ expansive than the provisions contained in the Senate welfare bilL 

NGA PToposal Embraces Weak Maintenance-oj-Effort ProZ1i.ion 

Under current law, the federal and state governments share in the cost of 
providing AFDe benefits and funding welfare-to-work programs. Stales contribute 
between 20 percent to SO percent of the cost ot providing AFDC benefits to poor 

117 f10rth capitol Stteet Nt, SUite 105. Washington, OC20002 Tei: 20'2406-l080 Fax: 202-408-1058 
Robert QrE'.C15tdn. I!.w.;utill'e OImc::tor ._,., 
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families and operating work programs, with wealthier st.tes contributing a higher 
proportion than poorer states. . 

This structure provides states with an important incentive riot to reduce state 
resources for these programs; under the current matehing structurel if a state 
withdraws $1 of state resources from AFDC or work programs, it loses between $1 
and $4 of federal AFDC funds. This incentive structure has provided a 
counterweight to potential efforts to save state money by cutting AFDC benefit levels. 

Under the block grant strucrure endorsed by the govemors, however, this 
matching structure would be eliminated. States would receive a block grant with 
essentially fixed funding. Block gr.nt funding levels would be based on state 
expenditures for AFDC and work programs in 1994.' To receive its full block grant 
allocation, a state would simply be required to contribute state funding for work, 
income support, and child care programs equal to 75 percent of what it spent on 
these programs in 1994. 

• 	 If every state expended only what was requlred to receive its full block 
grant allocation, state funding would fall $28 blllion below what the 
Congressional Budget Office projects states would provide under 
current law. Compared to current law, this represents a 30 percent 
reducnon in state funding. (This $28 billion figure assumes that the 75 
percent maintenance·of..,!fort reqUirement is in place in each year 
between 1997 and 2002. As the welfare conference agreement is drafted, 
it appears there would be no maintenance--of~effort requirement in 2001 
and 2002, suggesting that a state would receive its full federal block 
grant in those years whether or not it put up any state funding. It is 
uru:lear whether this is a technical drafting error or a policy decision to 
sunset the maintenance requirement. This analysis assumes this was a 
drafting error. If there is no maintenance requirement in 2001 and 2002, 
states would be able to withdraw substantially more th.n $28 billion in 
state resources.2

) 

• 	 As long as a state provided funds for these progra.ms at no le.s than 7S 
percent 01 its 1994 funding level, there would be no financial incentive' 
for a state to provide any addition.1 state dollars. II a state were to 
provide $1 above the 75 percent "maintenance levct." it would secure no 

t To be precise. block grant allocations would be b~ 0I1 the hi$he5t of a statO!'s 1994 spending 
bid, 1995 spending level, or average spending level for the three-year perio? from 1992 through 1994, 

1 If ther41 is no maintena.rl£e-oi-effort J'cqulrO!tnenk irt 2001 attd 2002, states could wIthdraw an 
additioNl $21 biUlon. bnnging the total potential withdrawal O'f state funds to' $49 billion dtai.ng the 
period from 1997 through 2002. 

2 
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additional federal funds. Similarly, il a state withdrew $1 of state 
resources, it would not jeopardize any federal funding so long as the 
state met the 75 percent maintenance requirement. The disincentive to 
cut benefits that the current matching rate structure provides would no 
longer exist. 

The 75 percent "maintenanee-;'f-effort" provision L, part of the welfare 
eoni.rence report. (The Senate welfare bill contained an 80 percent maintenance 
requirement.) But the governors changed the maintenance requirements in the 
Congressional legislation in one key respect. Both the Senate welfare bill and the 
conierence agreement contained a provision which required that state funding must 
equal 100 percent 01 the state's 1994 expenditure level for the state to qualify for 
"contingeney funding." The governors deleted this requirement, enabling states to 
receive contingency funds while cutting their own state expenditures to 75 percent of 
their 1994 leveL 

• 	 The 100 percent maintenance-ol-effort requirement attached to the 
contingency fund in the welfare conierence agreement provided the 
bill's only incentive for states not to withdraw substantial state funding. 

• 	 Removal of this requirement would enable stales to receive federal 
contingency funds when poverty and unemployment climbed, while 
Withdrawing slate funds at the same time' 

Child Care Funding 

The governors' proposal also provides an additional $4 billion in lederal child 
care funding. Stales would not need to provide any additional state funding to 
qualify for these federal funds; states would still face only the overall requirement to 
maintain 75 percent of their 1994 spending on income support, work, and child care 
combined. 

•I 
 Wilh the addition of this $4 billion in additional federal child care resources, il 
is likely that many states would spend less state money on child care than they 
would in the absence of these additional federal funds. Some of this additional 
federal child care funding is likely to supplant state resources. As long as a slate 
mainlained overall spending al the 75 percent maintenance level, it would face no 
negative repercussions from allowing some of these added federal child care funds to 
repJace slale child care resources. As a result, the addition of the $4 billion in feder.! 

:; While states would need to trultch the federal conlirtgV'lC)" h.m.df, the axnount of state :rn.atch.i:ng 
funds. required would generally be far less than the amount of funding a state could withdraw if there 
is no requuetl\ei\t that states maintain 1994 funding levels to receive contingency fu.nds. 
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child care resources is likely to result in • net addition of substantially less than 
$4 billion in overall child care funding. , 

FinaUy. the NGA proposal adds federal resources for "job performance 
bonuses," It appears that all states that meet the performance bonus criteria would 
receive a five percent increase in their block grant aUocation. regardless of the extent 
to which the states may have withdrawn state resources from income support, work, 
and child core programs. NGA has not provided details on the «iferia that would be 
used to determine which states would qualify for job performance bonus funds. As a 
result. it is unclear how much the NGA performance bonus would cost. If every 
state qualified for a bonus. the provision would cost $5 billion between 1997 and 
2002. 

If the performance bonus were structured in a manner that rewarded states 
that placed a significant proportion of their caseload into jobs, a state tha, withdrew 
substantial state resources and operated an income support and work program for 
only a srnal! proportion of needy families could be rewarded with a performance 
bonus if it succeeded at moving a significant percentage of those it served into jobs. 
Such a state could receive a bonus even if large number. of those families that were 
not served by the program were unable to find work and were left destitute.' 

NGA Proposal Would Permit Stat.. To Divert Billions of 
Federal Dollars Away from Income Support and Work 

The governors' proposal. like the welfare conierence report, also would permit 
st.tes to transfer up to 30 percent of their federal welfare block grant funds to several 
other programs. including the Social Services Block Grant, the child protection block 
grant. and the child care and development block grant. This prOVision is much more 
expansive than the transfer provision in the Senate welfare bill; the Senate bill 
allowed welfare block grant funds to be transferred only to the child care block grant. 
The transfer provision in the governors' proposal would place in jeopardy roughly $5 
billion per yea, - or almost $30 billion between 1997·2002 - of federal block grant 
dollars that could b. diverted from income support and work programs. 

The provision that would allow welfare block grant funds to be transferred to 
the Social Services Block Grant is particularly significant. States currently pay for an 
array of social services largely with state dollars; the cost of these services 

• The govemors' proposal ta(ks sufficient detail to deten:nine whether the job perfum\at\ce bonus 
would even be desigrll2d in a way that would reward states with successful weliare-ttrwork programs, 
Previous job performance bonuses proposW, including the joh bonus in the wel1ate conference 
agreement, have been poorly designed and (ot.tid fflWaJd sta~s that did not have effective work 
programs but instituted harsh tiJ:.ne limits or had strong e:ono::rties. 

4 
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substantially exceeds the modest funding provided under the federal Social Services 
Block Grant. As a result, a state could save substantial state money by diverting 
funds from the welfare block grant to the Social Services Block Grant and using these 
resources, in lieu of state dollars, to fund social service programs. There is likely to 
be pressure to divert welfare block grant funds to various social services; in many 
states, social service providers have organi2ed themselves into effective lobbies. 
There usually is no lobby of equivalent potency for welfare recipients or work 
programs. 

Adding to the concerns about this diversion authority, welfare block grant 
funds diverted to the Social Services Block Grant would not even need to be used for 
services for needy families with children. Resources under the Social Services Block 
Grant are used to fund organizations providing services to an array of groups, 
including the elderly and disabled. Social Service Block Grant funds pay for services 
that include in-home care for the elderly and disabled, juvenile justice services, and 
substance abuse counseling and treatment. Moreover, the income limits for services 
supported under the Social Services Block Grant are typically well above the poverty 
line. 

The governors' proposal also permits the transfer of welfare block grant funds 
to child protection services. At present, 22 states are Wlder court order to improve 
child protection services because of inadequate past performance in this area. A state 
under a court order could transfer welfare block grant resources intended to fund 
income support and work programs, shifting these resources instead to child 
protection services so fewer state dollars have to be spent to comply with the court 
order. 

The Bottom Line: States Could Withd,aw Up To $58 Billion 

Taken together,_ the weak maintenance-of-effort provision and the 'provision 
allowing states to divert federal block grant dollars to other purposes would place 
$58 billion in federal and state funding for income support and work programs in 
jeopardy between 1997 and 2002. Under the governors' proposal, states could 
withdraw or divert these resources and still have access to their full federal welfare 
block grant allocation, plus an additional $4 billion in federal child care resources, the 
additional $1 billion in contingency funds, and the additional job perfonnance bonus 
funds. 

As noted earlier, it is unlikely that every state would reduce state spending to 
the full extent allowed under the governors' proposal. But evidence is already 
accumulating that many states will withdraw significant resources. New York's 
governor has proposed a 26 percent c~t in cash assistance benefit levels for poor 
families with children in that state. California's governor has proposed steep cuts in 
benefit levels and the impOSition of time limits much harsher than those the federal 
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welfare legislation would require; the proposal that Governor Pete Wilson is pushing 
has been estimated to drop the amount of funding that CaUfornia is contributing to 
90 percent of the stale's 1994 expenditure level. In addition, in a number of other 
states - including Louisiana, Nebraska, South Carolina, and Virginia - governors 
have proposed lime limits much shorter than the maximum five-year time limit 
included in the NCA and Congressional proposals. Reductions in benefit levels and 
the institution of very short time limits both provide ways for states to save money 
and withdraw state funds from programs for poor families with children. 
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TO REED P. el/01 

onk:. of ~ Anl_t_... , Saef.tuy 
for tttgitiatronDfPARTMENTOF HEALTH It. HUMAN SERVICES 

W••hlnoton. O.c. 20201 

February lS, 1996 

The Honorable E. Clay Shaw, Jr. 

Chairman, Subco~ittee on Human Resources 


Cummlttee on WdYS • Means 
HoUse of Representatives
Washington, DC 205l5-6351 

Dear Mr. Shaw: 

Thank you for the invitation extonded by your gtaff for a 
Departmental witness to testify February 20 concerning the 
National Governors Association's (NGAl welfare reform 
rQeommendation~. We share your ctrong intorost in the NGA 
proposals, and look forward to learnin~ additional details with 
respect to the policy and budqetary implications of their 
aqreement* 

As you may know, Secretary Shalala recently accepted an 
invitation to Appear before tho Senate Committ~e on Finaneo 
February 28 concerning both the Medicaid and welfare reform 
recOlll1llendations put forward bY the NGA. Because of our 
c~itment to have tho SCorctary epeak fir~t boforq the Congress 
on these issues, ,vo are unable to' send a designated witness to 
your hearing the previous week. We would be pleased, however, to 
have a Dopartmontal witnoca tGstify at any time &ubGequent to th~ 
Secretary's initial presentation, either on the NGA proposals 
specifically or on welfare reform issues more qenerally. 

Thank you aqain for your c;raoious invitation. We,l 
forward to vorkinc; closely with you in crafti ipart 
welfare refor. le9i$ln~ion. 

co: The Honorable Harold E. Ford 
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'Governors' Plans on Welfare Attacked 

Civil Rights Groups Say Minority Children Would Suffer Unduly 

By ROBERT PEAR pasah;, 'They said that "genuine wei· presttant women and Cllildren young-
WASfuNGTON, Feb, 1.3 _ eMl fare reform" must provide fooTe et than 13 in low-inCome families, 

r;"hts grou~ today assailed prol'Vl5- educatiOn, training and child care. . The civil rigtltS groups made these 
~ <" r" Th j l'" b d m"--' observatiOns and assenlons aboutals. endorsed by the nation's gover- i1l r cr wClSfflS, ase on ..,..w 

"-, j" II IIU-,I the governors' plan:....._ last week to give states vas! WN re IglOUS as we as po ... 
,-'" d ,.." If ~'" 1ftl would eliminate the FederalnewauthontyoverwtlfareandMed. groun s.. cou $",we orts 00 pu>;>" 

kA '.... _,_ Ih gh guarantee of cash assistance to poor 
leaid. 'The,' said that "African-Amer. to...., go"'emors ..ropus""" rou

"" I l. f children I.n ~imes of need, 
lean children will be disproportion- Congress, l,A,Ingressinna eo. ers 0 qlt would allow states to cut their 
ately harmed" by the changes, both parti;;s bave welcomed the gov- own welfare spending 25 percent 

In endarsj"" the pro""sals. mem- ernots' proposals, but the concerns 
.... t'" without penalty, 

bets of the r\ational Governors' As- of minority groups may Influence 41ft would allow States to takt: Fed, 
s!)¢iatlon assened that they could be: lawmakers, .especIally in this elec-' eralll'Klney fot foster care and adO]>­
ttusu:d to protoct the Interests of tion year. Both houses of Congress !ion assistance in the form of block 
poor people, Gov. Tommy G, Thomp- pian to h<tld hearjr;&s on the propoS- grants, even though Child welfare 
son of Wisconsin, a Republlcan who , .als next week. agencies in 22 states are now under 
is chairman I')f the assoCiation, sald The c1vtl rights advocates said court supervision because they failed 
then: "G<wemoTS really understan<! they trusted the Federal Govern-' to priMik adequate protec~ for 
the programs better than people on ment more than the states to care (lr abused and neglected ct}lldren, 
capitOl Hilt I would 00pe they defer poor people. . . glt would cut at [east $25 billion 
to our judgment." . from projected spending on food 

But the civil nghts groups said stamps and "undermnre the national 
-today that the proposals. reoom-' nutritional safety nct." letting states 
mended unanimously by the gover- Model proposals for, take toodstamp money In tMform of 
oors, "would'make more children block'grants. 
and famUles poor and deopen the Medicaid and aid to qlt would eliminate cash assist-
dep-rivation of already impoverished ance tor hundreds of thousands (Ii 
children." Their comments came in the poor have some children with dlsabUities, 
a joint'letter to CG.'lgressional lead- Mr. Henderson sald that the "co· 
ers and at a n'ews conference today, detractorS. alitlOn of t:tlpsclence" assembled to-

About 12.9 million people receive ,day W<lUId lobby Congress to reject 
Federal welfare benefits ..The num- the goveniors' proposals. 
ber has declined lO percent in the The proposals would generally re-
last tw'o years, The latest data show But Raymond C. Scheppach, exec- quire people to work after receiving 
that 3S.3 percent of recipients were uti:ve director 01 the National Gover· welfare for tWO years. and they 
while. 36.6 percent were black, 18,5 ' nors', Association, said: "{ just don't would cut off cash assistrulCe alter 
percent were Hispanlc,!U percent agree with the criticism that you fh-eyears, The Rev.H.Michael Lem­
were Asian-American and 1.3 per- can't truSt the states to cover tow- mons, executive direclor of the Con­
cent were American Indians, The income individuals. All evidenee is ta gress of National Black Churches, 
racial and ethnic background of the 'the coouary. Under Medicaid, many said It would be morally wrong to 
others was not reported. states cover populations and benefits impose such penalties it child care 

Nearly one-third 01 all black pee- beyond those required' by Federal and job opportunities were not avail­
pie are poor, having incomes below law, And states have always bad able. 
the official poverty level ($11,82J for enormous discretion to set 'welfare. President Clinton offered a com· 
a family of three in 1994). . payment levels. What makes people prehensive bill to overhaul welfare 

Wade Henderson, dlrectnr of the think they'll aet more irrespoos!bly prOgrams in June 1994, but Congress 
Washmgwn office of the National in the future?" showed little iuterest in his propos­
Association for the Advancement of Lee Partridge, a spokeswoman for also In the absence of a new law, the 
ColOred. people, said: ,"Many Afri- the National Association· of State Cilnton Admmistration has alltlwed 

~ ~s . remember that Medicaid DireCtors,' sai(!, all States· 37 states to expenment with pro·. 
'states' lights' were code words for voluntaI1ly ca\fflred presCription, grams requiring or eneouraging weJ­
the slates' denial of basic civil rights. drugs even though they were not fare retilliants to work. " 
We are .concerned that this hiSUlry required tG do so by Federal Mtdic- The civil rights groups' said Con-
not~'in the context of welfare aid law. . gress should evaluate those experi­
rctorin:"· _', The' governf,>Is would give each roems before pasSing legiSl.ation l;} 

TOO National Council of Negro state a lump sum of Federal money make wholesale changes in weltare 
Wtlmtf!,,the National Blact Cal,lcus fot cash aSsistance [0 the poor. Their policy_ Governors say they must be 
nf State Legislators and the Congress Medicaid· proposal would provide allowed to redesign their ~elfare 
of National Black'Churches joined' slml1ar block grants for health care programs without obtaining approv­
the N.A_-\,C.P. ill opposing the pro- but W1)tllii guarantee coverage for a1 from Washi:ng;on for each c~~ge. 

\ 
\ 
\ 
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Forbes's Ads Credited for Role in Outcome but Not in Helping Him ., 

~', By ~UZABETH KOL8E~1' 
"(lE;S MOINES, Feb. 13 - By some 

a'etounls, Steve Fornes's U mlllloo 
advertISing campaign here was a 
cdlO$sal waste ot mot.tcy. By others, 
it wan the most decisive factor In the 
IoWa caucuses; the decIsion JUSt dtd· 
ft't happen to go Mr. Fotbe$'s way. 
:'I\t dawn this morninA. mo!tl of the 

C'dlldklates were already haUway 
'aCross: the countrY in New. tirunp· 
shire. and the national press corps 
wds .pack!ng up ttJ gO' borne. The· 
fJIIoIitlcal commerelats~ whim had 
~n crowding Q1It the seed cnrn ads, 
were finally off the atr• 

. inti! the- anaiys'$ and the pollti­
dans were sUiI pondering the results 
off,fonday night's caucuses,trylng to 
fl.!lure out why the vote had gone the 
\lfay it did, One questitm that re­
mained very mUM a matter of dis­
pute: what was the impact of the 

. millions and mlUimul ¢! dollars the 
owulidates spent (ffl adVertJslng? 
j"n genera:!, mere Si.*moo to be a 

snnse of relief here that the answer 
tQJhls qllestlnn was not obvklus. The 
a@ount spent OIl advertising dkl not 
lU! any direct way. traitslate Inw 
vi\tes. meaning that the caucuses' 
ctQwn-home Image had at least sur­
V.lyed another election. , 
•.Mr_ Fnrbes had led the pa(:K In 

5J¥mding but brought up the rear til 
~rms or t!mespent In the state build­
ing grass-:roots support. He flnlmed 
a,,,dlsappointillg fourth In Monday 
~t'll caueu~ behlrut StJj9tor Bob 
l?9Je ofKansas. PatliCk J_ Buchanan, 
ilic ccnservatJve tomm~lltator, {loo 
r~'mer GQv, Lamar AleX<1ru1er of 
r~pllessee, For each vote he re­
c,illved. Mr, Forbes had spent about 

on advertising, a fJgure that 
s med to confirm the notion that II 
s't~g caueus showing stlll depi:mds 
~if a Slrtlng local organlz.ation. _ 

4O'The l;auruses, at least fur '96, are 
stm a ground campaign," said Oen, 
nlS GoJdfor<l. a professor of pruitical 
~cii at Drake UruversHy here, 
v'Jl.nd. yet. deSPI~ his fourtlt-plnce 
mewing, it ts hard Ul argue thaI Mr, 
F3rl)es's advertiSing had no impact, 

. artd few here (10 Al'l Me Forbes hIm­
se1f,n(lIe8, It few months ag!l, he was' 
just· An,"tmtnrlsk" in the i lee.. and• the flat lax was 11 Ilonissue: It w~S!;ln 

Campaign Spending Per Vote: Who Got.His Money's Worth 
Mooey spent by [tach candidate 81 Iowa using eaci1 campaign stall's eSlimates to. date.. , 

MONEV SP£NT AI fl:msl 
PlRVOIl: flF,Ct;MD' '$26.65 $3'.40 538.17 $47.05 

.$> <£? ~ 
. 
i rf> 

M'._ BUOOAHAHCAMlUlATE 

VOfES~fl(P?mfDl-'22,5t2 

0.... 

25,378 . i 
ooMA~ 
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the strength of his MV1!I'tlsing cam­
palgn that he became a household 
name here an4 Itll.' flal tax a major 
Issue of dilbate, ' 

"My Inltinl tetlUnK was Forbesha<l 
atr(.>ady won the Iowa Catrtuses. Irl 
tM $l?flSie ,that t!my elve unknawo 
people visibility," sal4 Steffen 
Schmidt, a professor Of political Jlct. 
ence at Iowa Slate Unlverstt}'. 
"F-nrbes just did It through money." 

Afler' any ete<:t!oo, It Is difficult, It 
naf Impossible, to son out the tela­
live lmp(lttance of the various fac, 
tors that went Into Ute campaign, 
lnclv(ljng advertising, (lrganliatI01J. 

$G3Ct,l69, or more than three times as 
much, Mr. Forbes ted the spending at 
WHO. buying $190,149 worth of time. 
Mr. Dote was nt'xt wIth $1l9,22S, and 
Setlntor RJclUtr<l G l.ugar of Indiana 
third. wlUt $lllS,l1J. 

Paradoxically, it was praisely the 
initial succesS (If his advertisins. 
some argued «>day, .IDat mnde Mr. 
Forbes so vulnerable in Iowa, " 

"I think that Ste~ Forbes In large 
measure wal>"a vkltm of his own 
SUrCe5:1r," siilkl Thomas Whitney, a 
Des: Moines lawyer and former 
chiillrman ol'the Iowa Democratic 
Party. "He dld, I think, exactly what 

and news c()v~rage" What-Is dear' he planned In do, and he dId It sue­
about t/vJ, caueu:ml'llhls year, U:lOugh. 
is that the candidates, at least, 00. 
l!eYed !hal advcnislng would playa 
greater role than ever before. 

In previous yeaTS, candidates did 
not begin to advertise in Iowa unlll 
after New Year's: t1Us year, the tlf;$t 
cQmmerela!s, from Mr, AleMnder, 
and Morry Taylor; a wealthy Indus-
Irillllst, began in the summer. 

The cOmpafJson In spendIng Is 
cQI.IIlUy dramatic. III 1[l92, the Iowa 
eaucuses were [MSlly uncontestoo; 
one of the -candldales tor tbe f.lerru;.. 
cratlc nomination was one of the 
stale's senators. Tom Harkin, to 
whom 1M contest W<I$ ~ 

In ms:, 11 candidates emn~ed 10 
Ihe two panles' caue~ At one 
Iowa tefevlslon stalron, WHO. the)", 
eal NBC arWlrue,. they $pent a tutal 
of $183:.$13 on adV€nislng., 

ThIs yeur, seven Repu~:IJtans ad· 
vertlsed on WHO, togelher spendIng 

«tssfully. Then he g<>t hurt In the last 
tW(l Wfflts. Not (In)y did Ibn (1llwrs 
gaJ"lg up on him. but he also gol hurt 
by luwa pride. You had a Jot of folks 
bealJng the drum, saying Steve 
Forbes may ltreparably"hann Ihe 

.caUCItSCS. and pe<lp!e.didu't Ilke It" 
The ncgatlve'ads wlltinu\!d UlltU 

the {fnd, n time Whetl tradit!1m would 
have hod posillve ones offering rea· 
sons to vote for it candidate, 

"Im't the COIlventional wisdom 
that you finish ynur campaign by 

. golng positive?" Mr. Schmidt said. 
"Forbes never-did that, J.lnd I can't 
understand thai," 

In tad, people close to OW Forbes 
GlIrl\;Nllgn aclmowl'!f.lged today, the 
dosing strategy had been a mistake. 
And Mr. Forbes spent muth of {he 
day filming new. tm'lre upbeat ads to 
air In New Hampshite~ 

Even if Me. Forbes's Ii 'gUtive ad 
t~mllaign did not W<lrk tu liis advall­

$131.10 
'1::12,21 

~~ 
JfiP' CJ ....... ,.... 

9.001 3,576 

tOTALMONEYSf'tm..- S6(X},OOO .. $\lOO.OOO $5.000 $800.000 $t.l00JXX> $IlSO,1lOO 

<Eslimal6$ tOi F....be.',; ~.are ba$':!d 00 I\OOWn ~e~lJIes. 

tage, though, it may have l\elpe:d 
others. The attatks on Mr, Dole un· 
doubtedly caused' some voters to 
haWl second tho\lghts' aoout the 
front.rturner; Mr. Dole's attack$ Oil 
Mr> f.-ru1:tes. In turn, may have 
pl,lshed these vb{ers t{l,\l (hlnl caruH· 
date,lIke Mr. Alexander or Mr. Bu· 
cbanalt. , 

"Forbes rut into Dole's lead very 
nicely," said SUvmw Wuelts(hil!'r, 
chairman of the Wapello County Re· 
pllbllcan Party. Hut many allhe VOl· 
ers who left Senatar Dole, he sl,lld, 
fNlintually ended liP choosing ·Mr. 
Buchanan. 

Mr. Forbes's and'Mr, DIlle'S ex­
I:hange of naSly'ads ,!flay have had 

$724.&4 

I 

$401.50 

I,..... .T~Y\01l 

9.816 !,300 

$4,000.000' $1.000JXX) 

IHlOI11er unintended side effect: 1\ tle-/ 
pressoo turnout While the stal(>'s 
Republican Icaderl'l had been pre­
djc~lng thal more than 130,000 pooplc I 

would aueud the caucuse$, less thlln 
100.000 actually dtd. Aides to Mr., 
Forbes had IlIWllYS prodl-cted that a, 
blgh turuoot WDUW beneflt them, ; 

"Never in lhe hi$lory of Ute cau-; 
Cllses bas there ~n so much &t1£n­

. Hen, so mut:b publicIty, such It bar-' 
rage urging pecp.le to nUend," Mr. 
WhItney said. "Su why wasn't tllere 

. the IUHlout projected by fhe Republl­
• can Party? llhlnk llllillge measure 

(hars hecllu~e peuple found It was It 
r{'allUm·off thl'lt everything had gm­
tell so ~gntive." 

THB NEW YORj( TIMBS 
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March IS, 1996 

'Governor Bob Miller 

,State Capitol 

Carson Clty, NV 89710 


, , 

Dear Govemor Miller. 

I understand that some concern bas been expressed by you and 
other Democratic govemors regardlng the timing of enacting welt..e 
and Medicaid reform this year. I want you to know that my strong 
commitment to the National GovemoN' Assodatton (NGA) bipartisan 
proposals to reform welfare and Medicald continues. 

It W"," my uruIerstandlng from our February 22 hea;tng at which 
the governors testified about the NGA proposal. that time is indeed a 
critical factor for Congress to consider. It was noted at the hearing that 
states are already well into their budget cycles and reform is vital to 
getting control over state budgets. In response, I promlsed you and the 
other govemors that we would work as quickly as possible to meet the 
governors' request, 

Introduction 01 the legislative pacl:age on or about Maich 2S is 
dictated by the reality of the congresSional schedule, This allows time 
ior review of the legislative la.rtg11!ie by NGA and full consideration of 
the committee processes in both the House of Representatives and the 
Senate. To comple,e legislative action by mJd-May, it is unperative 
that Introduction occur soon. From your own eXperience, you 
understand how the remaining congressional schedule will be 5everely 
limlted beyond mid-May. 

In regard to th.l!n....ge between Medlcald and welfare, I agree 
with President Clinton that, "many people stay on welfare .. , because 

, they do not want to put their chlIdren at risk of losing health care ...". 
Medicaid reform is an integral part 01 welfare reform and the two 
cannot really be separated. Moving people from welfare to work wUI 
nol be successful if welfare families lose their health iMurance when 
they gain employment. The Medicaid propooal that you helped to craft 
recognlzes thi!llmportant connecticn, It gives the states the necessary 
flexibility 10 design programs thAt can provide a heolth care safety net-­
as you move people from welfare Into the workforce, 

http:itt;l""llkT'3.Nl


tUUl/UU, 


The progress you and .tll of the governors have made is 
tremendous. As you noted at our February 22 hearing, the governors 
have been working oul differetl«!S and identifying principles in order 
to reach consensus 01\ bOth welfare and Med!c:al4 for six months. From 
the most r...-en! meeting the governors held in Chicago, it !. my 
UI\d..,tanding that 81.lC<le5S I. indeed very close at hand. ,., . 

Let me restate once again my appreciation for all you have done 
on wel!ere reform. Please be assured that I remain committed to 
delivering a legislaliw package which IN!eIS the goals, principles, ""d 
framework of the bipartisan NGA proposal this year. 

Sincerely, 

WIlI.ilun V. Roth, fr. 
Chairman 
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THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF'MAYORS , 
1(lJ:) lZ\'N SlUin'. NOR1'H'lJB5T 
W~t'ON.D,c.20006 
nLEf'HON'I! (2ot) i93-7}JO 

PAX (202) 19)02352 
1t>n(20t)~s 

February 7. 1996 

I
The Pres dent , 
The Wlli l!~use 
Wash' .C, 20500 

I 

tional Governors' ASSociation is to be commended fur 
reinvigaratini the tJebatc on welfare reform and suggesting :lome important 
cDmpromise positions. The increased funding fot c!:ild we is critical to . 
moving ,people from welfare to work. ' Tbe flexibilitY propusedJor meeting 
work requirements makes the provisions of the CQnfere~e agreement much 
more realistic. I"",ea.ing Ihe hardship exemption to 20 pw;erii of the 
welMd will help ~ eMU'" ...;,lance to a number of poor children. 

The governors' pl1lposal, )lOw"ver, sliil fall. far ,hort of prorecting the 
needs of our most vulnerable cirizens, particularly our children: 

• 	 The proposal repeal! the ila>ic entitlement of poor children and !hell' 
t'amilies u> income assistance,

• 	 It compromises the entitlement status of food stampS and child nutrition 
progf"aff13 by appearing to altow the st;a."eS to establish block grants for f 

the$e proven I"rograms, it abo n:;,ake:$ deep cut:; in the food Stamp 
program.

• 	 It provides the 'tares the option to convert foster care. adoption 
assistance and independent l!ving funding from an open..ended 
entitlement. Into a child protection block grant. . 

• 	 It cUtS the P..arnerllnconre Tax Credit. Which helps [Q make work pay, 
by $10 billion. 

• 	 It is silent on the immigrant assistance: ptovisions in t.ie t:onference. 
agreement which would shift considerable COSts to local governments 
a.nd create administrative nlgb'.ma:cs for program operators, 



IGA 
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While ~I. nation', mayors helievojthat our welf.... aystem must be reformed and 
while we apprecia.tc the hi-partisan effonjthe governors have tnade. we urge you to reject 
any welfare reform proposals which do not 2..Ileviate the ecmc::ems listed above. Liko the 
welfar. ",form legislation which pas,ed tl\e Congress, the governors' proposal would .hlft 
""ts :u,d liabilities anj create new. unfunded truUIda",. for local governmen!S, as well as 
pcnaliu low Income 'fmiliea, i . 

We look forward to continuing tO~k with your Ad1inistration, the Congress and 
Stale: and loc:al government officials on po}itive welfare refotrh. which convcm the current 
system into one which moves ~rents from weltare to work abd at th~ same; time protects our 
Children. • ;' l' 

t 

11---slncerel Y'4­
I J 

!
l' 

... ~, 
Norman Rice

1 L ~yor of Seattle 
i President 

II: 
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, 	 February 7. 1996 

The Ho~ora~le ~Ob.rt Dole 
Majority LeOde1 
Untrcd States Sepale 
The Capi'o! S·2~O 
Washing,on, D.C, 20510 

De., Senator Dole, 

The National GOVi:tl1orsl AMociatlor, is to be cotnm~nded for 
reinvigorating the debalO on welfare refonn and suggesting SOme imporWlt 
compromise po!ittot'l.S. The increased fundIng for chUG. care. 1, criticaf to 
moving people from welfare t. work, The fl""iblllty proPosed for 'meeting 
work requirementJ mak~ t:.\e provisions of the conference a.greement mlJ{;h 
more realistic. Increasing 'he hardship exempt!on ., 20 percent of \he 
case10adjwUl help to ensute assistance to a number of poor children. 

The governors' proposal, however, still falls far 'hort of prot::cting the 
llecds of,our most vulr.erable dtizeilS, pardcuJarly our children: 

• 	 1jle proposal repeal. the basi. entitlement of poor child",. ""d their 
families to income aSsistance. 

• 	 It compromises the entitlement :status of food stamps and ~hild numtlon 
programs by appearing '0 allow the ,tates to .stablish block grams br 
these proven pr()grarr.s, It 21so makes deep cuts jll the food stamp 
program.

• 	 It provides the states the option to convert roster cart, adoption 
..,si,tance .nd independent living ~Jnding from an open-ended 
entitlement into (j, child protection block grant. 1 
It cutS the1Earned hlCorne Tax Credit, which helps to make work pay, 
by SIO billion. 

• 	 It is sllentfon 'I.ft.e :mmigrom as~htaOce provisions in the conference 
agrccmcJ'l~which would .shift cofllSlderable COSts to local governments. 
~d createl.nd~.inIStratlVC nightmMes for program operators 

I : , 	 .' . 

I 
, 
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•• 
While the nation', mayor; believe that our welfare ,ystem Hi"", be reformed and 

while we appreciate the bi..partiSan effon the governors have. made. we urge you to reject 
any welme reform p[op~a1s which da not alleviate the concerns 1i~ted above. Like the: 
welfare reform regulation. which passed the Congr~s. the governors' proposal would. shift 
costs and l!.abilities and create new unfunded manda!e! for local governments1 as we!! as 
peualiu low income families. . 

We look forward to continuing to work with Congress, the Adminlsmotion ar.d ,_ 
and local government officmls on positive welfare reform which convertS the current system 
into one which moves parentS from welfare \0 work and at the same tima protec!S our 
children. 

SinCerely, 

Norman Rice 
Mayor of Seattle 
President 

.. l ,, 

TOTAL P,0$ 
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COMPAIUSON OF WELFARE REFORM MAJOR PROVlSIONS 
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HOUSERILI. SENATE RILL CONFERENCE BILL (lI.R. 4) , NGA PROPOSAL 
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Block grants ;\FOCi l-:A, and JOBS into It 
single capped e~tillement to stait:~. 

-

Famil1e..'1 who have beea Qn the rolls for S 
culU\llativc yeatS (or less at ~ option) 
would be ineligible for cash aid. Sffite':r 
WOIJ.Id be pertnitted to exempt up 10 10"4 of 
the caseload from the time limit States 
woold be permitted wprovidC''II 
benefits ~ families thut have reathtd their 
time limits. 

A staWs requiml wodi partitipatioo rate 
would be set al t(I"A. in 19%. rising to 50% 
by 2003. For 2-parent families. the 
participation rate would be 50% in PY 
1996, rislng to 90% in IT 1998. 
Individ\la1s must work an ave:rnge of 20 
hours 1'« week in FY t996., lncmasins tt) 
35 hours in FY 2002. 

. 

A child QUe b!nck grant would be 
authorized.t $2.1 billion annuaIl)' as 
dtsCletionary spending for FYs 1996 
throUgh 2000. Overn.ll, chUd care would be 
cut by $1.95 him,on over 7 years (new CEO 
baseiine). 

, 

81od; gnnts MDC. EA, lOBS. and child care 
into II single capped entitlement to statts, The 
block grant provides IIlllCparate allocation 
specifically for child~, 

Families who bavc been on the rolls for 5 
cumulative ~ (or Ie$!( atsta1e option) would 
be ineligible for cash aid. Statts would be 
permitted 10 exempt up to 2:0'10 (lfthe caseluad 
hom the time limit. 

- ---~-.-- ---- ~ 

A sate's: requiU<i work plUiieipaliun film 
would be set 11125% in 19%, rising to 50% by 
2000. The bill allows U'lothen with children 
under 6 to V{Otk part-time (20 bcrurs PeT week) 
through 2002. The bill also allows states to 
exempt familles witt! children tmder 1 from 
work ryquiremmts. 

'., 
. 

'Prom-FY 19% through 2000, $8 billioo woUld­
be available as a capped entitlement to states 
for wild care assi.stance. An addrnonal 51 
bilUon per year is available in discrel:ionlU)' 
spend.iiig under CCDBG. Overall, a $755 
miHioJ) inllreas.e in m~atory funding OYl!t' 7 
years (new CBO lmsetine). Recipjents cannot 
be sanctionaI for oot working ifwid care is 
unavailable. 

. 

Btock grants AFDe, FA. and JOSS into 
a single capped entitlement to states. 

t'amilie~s woo nave been on the lolls for 5 
cumulative yean; {or le\.~ at state ()plion) 
would be meligibJe for tash aid. Statts 
would be pennitted to at:1llpt up to 150/0 
()f the caseload ftom the time limit. States 

_aIC..pemUrtedlO..pnlVitk-.illlDCf.!Sb benefiU:~, 
vouchers to families that are time limited. 

A Slate's required work partit.ipatiou rate 
would be St:t.t 15% in 1996. rising t(> 
5()"A by 2002, States have the oplion to 
exempt ringle patents with thildren uooer 
age 1 from worK requirt~nl. No part-
time work option f{lr mothers with young 
cl\ildreo. 

. 

neliltfcootains a tOilil of $7 billion m ' 
discretiOnary funding and SIQ bJnioo in 
U1.lIIldakJr)' funding, Ovemli, (naeases 
mandatory e1uld care funding over 
current law by S1.9 bi!lion over 1 years 
(new CBO baseUne). 

, 

Blo-ck grauts AFDC. FA, and lOBS into 
II single capped entitlement to statt'.$. 
The blot;!'; grant pr()vides a $tparate 
allocation specifically for cbild care. 

FamilieS who have been on the rolls for 
5' cumulative years (or less at state 
option) w(wld be ineligible fur cash aid. 

. States would be pel'mitred to exempt up 
to 20% of the c:ase~oad from lhr. time' 
Jim'-t. _Stares are pl':ff!1i~~<!JQ_vrQvidc 
nOocam benefits volJthe~s to families_ 
thai arc tmle limited. 

A ~St;\ie'sreiauiUd WQr/i: participation rate-
would be sn at 15% in 1996. rising to 
50% in 2002. The rcsaiulton aUuws 
IlWlheni with chiklten uoder 6 to wmk 
pl'1rt-time (20 houl'S per week) through 
2002. Recipients most work an lIiVtrllge 

.of at least '2:5 hours per ""eei;:, The 
u:s.olutinn al$:o allows Slatlllf to exempt 

, fllmilles with thlldcen Uflder 1 from \VOlt 
req~liremen(s; thanges the panicipatian 
rate calculation to take into /itcounl 
those who leave cll$h assistance for 
work; and allows job search and job 
readinesi to count as a wotk activity for 
up to 12 weeks.. 

lbe rcsalution eflJltains a totnl of $1 
billion in discretional), funding and SI4 
billion:in mandatory funding: an im;:rease 
of $4 billion over the conference «'port 
and $5 billion ovcr the Senate bill. 
~l, irn:rease~ mandatory child care 
funding over cutrent law by $5.9 bilJiQu 
oller 7 years (new CBO baseline}. 
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IiOUSE BILL SENATEBlLL CONFERENCE BILL (JI.R. 4) NGA PROPOSAL 

Economic State5 with high unemployment c{)tlld $1 billion would be appropriuud for FYs The bill includes $1 billion for grants to Adds $1 billien to the proposed funding 
Continge!N:y 
Grant Fund

• 

borrow from a $:1 billion national Rainy 
Day 10M fund. Funds would baw: ((I be 
""';d. 

19~2002 for maternAg grants \Il stales with 
bigh Wlemployment tale1i. An emergency loan 
fund Qf$L7 billiol\, and. S830 milUon gnwl 

S4at~s with higb unemploymwl {state 
must m.atcl;); $800 mlllion grant fwid for 
SUIte$ with high popuhUion growth, 

for the I»nting(!ru;:y fund for a tolal of S2 
billion, States can lIleet one of",,'o 
trigge~ to access ~GOuuflgency fund; 

fund {Of Iow-bendit, high population-growth beneflls lower than 35% of the naticmtl the unertJployment trigger in the 
$tal1:S ~'Outd a.bo, be available. , average, or above avtnlge growth and confllfeIlCC agret1ncnt and a new trigger 

below avuage Arne benefits (no stste baso:<! on food $lamps. Under the second 
match); and SJ.7 billion 10m ftllltl trigger, Slates would be eligible fOf the 

-
contingency fund lfthelr food $t;l.I'np 

- caselottd increases by 10% over FY 1995 
eaRload levels. 

Perfurmutu::e No pcrl'ormam::e bonus ESabfisht:.~ It perforI!li16«' b<mus set·aside No cash perfQnnance bWlus: Provides cash bonuses of5% annually to 

Bonus 10 wilhin the bid grant fOf states, but does not stat:es thaI exceed $pecified ernpioYlUeIlt-

Reward Work . udd addiliooal resources. lelaled pcrfOTlllll!l(!C U'Il'get pe=/llge$, 
{Approxlmately $2 billion plus.) Thcs.e 

. bonus¢! would be in additioll to block: 

- gnntbllSC, , 

'iiim-Uy CflP States could not usefeden\1 funlh to 
Pfovide cash benefits to children bum wbilc 

. 
No fed~11i1 mll.»date to- lkny assistance; Oplion 
fOf stl!.te.roon;u in Admini.'lttation bill. 

States wQt!ld be requimi to deny cash 
br:Aefits 10 children born to welfare 

No f<deRI mandai< ..d,ny ",i"",,~
op1ioo for slnlc actioo lIS in 

I 
parent is receivins u;;iStance. recipients unless: the stale legislalUre Administn;tion hill. 

explicitly votes tn provkle benefits, 

Child Support h1ciUdcs major romprdlm'livc child' 
suppali enfort:ement mc.-;surcs prop0sc4 by 

Same I.I.'l the House bill; Ul<:1~de$ all Clinloll 
Admini:.1fl11ioo proposals. 

Same: ItS the House bill; includes all 
Clinlon A~nwistralion proftOS31s. 

" ---_. 
Same II! lhe House and Sellate bills; 
hlCludis 1111 Ciintull Admini~lrali"n 

the Clint;)tt Administration, induding 
pillemity establishment,. state: e<mlnll 

plbposals. . 
registries ofchild support orders, and 
unifl'.mn ~ur~ fut i.tltcrstnte cases, and . 
pen.:dli~ such as license [e\-vcstiol), . 
Eliminates 1he: $50 pa.$$-lhrOugb of child -
support to cuh assistance reciplents. . -

SSIFor (.'hildrCll who are now eligtbJe for SSI SSI and Medicaid eligibility would be SSl and Medtcaid ehgibilil)' wQUld hi: Same as the ScnatcbilCEjf«tiVedat~ is 
Children under !he medical 1istit1g:s would contmue: mtrit1ed to those ehildrcn who meet the restricted to eh,ldretl "'to mm Ute defmed emil Janilary 1. 199&. 

to receive c:as.b bmdits and Medicaid For medical listing; lDdividuai Funttional m~ica1listiog. lFA and refe.rmru to 
applicants after c.nadment. cash balefits A5.ttssment (IFA) and references to maladaptive behavior WMld be: 1'CJX:akd. 
would only be available for children who ma~aptive behavior wuwd be repealed, EUeetive January I, 1997, for !;urrenl , 

meet the medicallis!ing and m tecipi~nts and new appli.;:rnu, a 2·tiered 
jnstitutiOll.llfu:ed or would be bendit system would be establIShed. 
institutionalized if !hey do not teceive . CtUtdren wbo need pc.rso::m] M$istancc in 
pffiOoai assistance servKeS uqujm.i 
be<;ao$e of their disability. AU ehi!d.tu 

. order to remain at homt would rnceive 
100% !,lfthe benefit Childreo who meet 

. woo meet file medical listings would ~ 
eligible for servw \lAW III Me bloclc 

the listings but nol ttle personal assistance 
criteril.t would receiv¢. 75% ofthe benet'lL 

, gnmt funded at 75%ofthc amount , 

trthawisc pltr-ble in at$b beaer~. There 
would be no;gu:ar&lltee ofsetY1(eJ uod« the 
block gnmt. -

- - ­ ~---.. -_._.. 
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•~ HOUSE BILL SENATE BILL CONFERENCE BILL (H.R. 4) NGA PROl'DSAL J"ill States woa.ld be cequirw to maintain &0% ofNo requirementt States would be n:quired to maintain 75% No provisiM 
FY 1994 spendl.ng ooAPDC and related 

Maintenance 
of FY 1994 spending on AFOC and01 Effort 

ptOgrnms: for FYs 1996-99. related pruguuns for FYs 1996-2(01), 

I 
Includes (l(i$onal rcsponslbitity rontract$ forNo personal responsibility COlllntCt No pcrsunaJ re$JXlnsibility C<lotract No provision 
welfare recipients, under whiclt benefits woold 

Personal 
Responsibility 

be reduc.,m for failure t(t comply_Contract 

i 
NQ~block grants proposed. Comaio! program No mandalo!')' dtild nutrition block:Replaces cllild nutrition progtatll$ <JpCIuttd P,ovides for schooJ lunch block grant 

outside ofscho<ahr, WIG, and oommodity 
Cbild 

CUll amounting to $4 billion over 7 year~ grant'>. but permits up to 1 school dmonstrntion, under \\-llith the CW1'enlNutrition 
distribution progranu with Ii block: granllo rwtrition block: grant demonmrnti'lils. cntit1mtent for clllldren. is maintained; 
stales. CrUle5 a separate block grant to WIC remains & separate program. Chiid "tates wt,luld continue to' receive the 
,tatcs for ~ba;."ed d1ild nutrition nutrition Spending would be reduced by proportion of .mmhtistratiy:e costs based 
programs, 1'be:lc prov1s.ions would mult in about $6.3 billion bver 7 years. on wrrent law but ill It. btOl:k grant.. 
cuts ofS 1 0 billioo ov/,';f 1 years. . ,1 

Mainia-ins the eotitlement fQ¥ directBlix:k grams din:t;t bemlits end :M.aintWns cum:nt entitlement for .toster cart: Mairuainsdie wtitlement for dife:cl I'" Child 
and adoptiun paymett1$ and [or administrativeadministration p7ognW15 used to ra:ruit payments to families: ItIld block gran1$''" payments ro families and pro\'ides a state , 

adoptive pa«;nts and inytstigatc .child 
u Protecti<ln 

programs. N<1 funding n;d:uctions, illlminiSlfation progf'l:l.lJlS. Overall, option to take fO~1era..re. aC:llpli(luand Adoption 
abme, Cuts funding to states by S6.J reduce& mandalOl')' funding by $400 a5.-'Iistance, and independent living '"gj 

'" billkm. OljIJiQQ over 7 yearn, I plogrnm as til apped l:lltith:mcnt., 
: 
~ Stales tha! take the option musl c(mtlnu¢ 
: to maintain cffOrt at I{}(}%. States must 

mllintain prot«li<ntS and standards under 1 
current law. States- crul revcm their 

-

. 

decision 011 til yearly basis. 

Stnt:eSWQuld be prohibited from providing In order to r«cive assistlJioo, unmarried minor Same as the Sellatc bill Sameas the Senate bill 
(:0lSh benefit$' to minor molhc.rs. 

Teen Parent 
pam'lts would be requited to live with an adult ~ PrQvisioO$.... or to an udult-supctv1sed setting am! 

~ 
~ participate in educatfunru or llaining actiyities, 

" ~The~Semste' bill would reduce f(lljeruJ fundingTbe Hoos¢ bill would reduce ft\di:mJ The cotiie~"bill wOllId reduce fedcni.i Maintl1w!he Senate language which'" Food Stamps'" N funding fef food stamps by $4G billion over for food Jlamps by $24 billion over 7 years funding rot food stamps by 121.5 billion ~iWlhorizts the food stamp ~ in 
N 7 years, and would cap federal program (new CBO scoringJ Able-bodied childless 'OVer 7}'«1S- (new COO $COring). Able- its: eurrept uncapped entitlement form." 
il n;pendirures regatdlcs~ of growth (old adulu between 18 and SO would Ix: ineligible h£died childless adults between 18 and Also adopts Sepale language on ln~mc 

CEO stOring), The bill would limil jOf food stamp~ after 6 motIths unless they SO would be requiroo 10 particip3lc in deduetions. {Rcsolution will lGW1:r food 
maximum benefit illCfeascs to 2% per yt'.ar, wort: balf-time or patticipale in a 'NOrt or worifilJe or employment and (nUDing st;unps sllVrngs,) Able-bodied childless 
regardle:s:s ofthe incrm;c in food Co~1s. It training tlll;:livil}'. Sta1es would haw: the cption ptogram as a coodi1inn of eligibility. An , adults between 18 arul50 ","vuld be .•'" 

to recdve f(lod assiSfiU'lce as a capped blockw"uJd terminate bendits for non-disabled optional food stamp b10ck grant woold be requir~ to pattidpaie in wortfare Of~ 

~ chiklle5$ indi\'iduaJs bCtwun 18 and 50 grant StaJes thnt chOO$e to implemt:nt It block Il:vailable 10 StateS thllt have It fully cmpiuytnCnt and tTIlining progtAlti as 11 . years oid lJllless they ere woflung at Ita$!; grant wvuld be required to usc 80% of thf; imp!eman1ed EBT system or row certain conditioo of tligibility. An optional 
half·time or in a work program. Optional (\1tlds f{lc nutrition GSSisUlllce; the mn;,.ioiJlg accuracy standards. Swes choosing fO(!{! stllmp bJ<X:k grant W{ltlld be'" ,'" food SlAIllP bJocltgrant would be available funds c:ould be qsed for .adminisatatht costs Of block gmnts would be n'lGuired to meet aVllilnbfe to $1lIte$ thlll have a fully 

,'" to stales that operate a staleW:ide EST tnnsf<:m:d to work-related programs .. specifiul rtTIWrements, and would have implemented eUT system (If wet ." N to restrict betiefitslo illegal irr.migrmt'll. ccrt;rin lItcutaey standards. SWI..'S 
choosing block gr1lllts wuu!d be required" """"" 
to meet specified ~itements. 

http:molhc.rs
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Effedive October 1995. individuals with an 
adrliclioo mstefiaJ to the rmding af a 
disability would no longer be eligibk for 
SSI and would lwle their Medicaid 
e1i,glbility_ $100 million for !:lim of FYliI 
1991~2000 would be appropriated fur 
pro'fiding substance abuse treatment aru:l 
funding mediatiun development res.ean:h. 

E.ffettivc Jmusty J997, individuals with an 
addiction material to the filldwg ofa di$tlbility 
woold nO' longer be eligible for SSI and would 
kne thcit M(.'dicrud eligibility. Othu dUabltd 
indivtliuaJs on SSI with a subslanc.e abuse 
condition would be requirt:d to participate in 
lTelllTllent as <I ~dilion of c:liSlbility Md 
would be required to hi1Ve their benefits paid 
through II representative payee. S50 million 
fur ..'1iclt ofFYs 1997·93 would be 
epproprinted for SUite programs f(l{' dmg 
addicts and alcoholics through The SubstlUtCt 
Abl.l¥ Prevention nnd Treatment mock: Gmnt 

.' ..,;... 
, CONFERENCE BILL (H.R. 4) NGA PROPOSAL 

No provislQIU No provisions 55) tor Drug~ 
~ 

Addicb and," 
~ 

AltohDiks 

HOUSE BILL SENATE BILL 

NOTES: 	NGA proposals ~su~ze4 from dr.lft ofNGA policy position~ document implies areas with 1\.0 explicit NOA provision would follow the c()nfcreftCe bill language. 
Some sp¢;rtding Icvcl$ fIR; not directly oomparnble becau$(; COO ooseline was changed in December 1995. 
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The Emerging Governors' Welfare Package 

February 5, 1996 

TIle enclosed memo concerns the very serious problems with the emerging 
governors' proposal on welfare. In many areas, the proposal is to the right 01 the 
Senate welfare bill and well to the right of the agreements that had began to be 
reached during the budget negotiations. 

I think that the likely effects of such a proposal, were it to be enacted, would 
include: a very large increase in poverty among children and considerable anger 
among many Democratic Members of Congress where work would have been 
undercut and among many Democratic constiruencies. 

777 riorth Capitol Street, I'lf. Suite 705, WaShington. DC 20002 Tel: 201·408·1080 fax: 202-.408·1056 
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THE EMERGING GOVERNORS' PROPOSAL ON WELFARE 

On the Democratic side, the negotiations appear to have involved largely Gov. 
Tom Carper, with little involvement of other governors. Unfortunately, the 
Republicans, led by Engler, are stealing the Democrats' pants. In most (but not all) 
areas, the proposal is well to the .right of the Senate welfare bill and of the tentative 
agreements re.ched in budget negotiations between the White House and Republic.n 
leaders. 

• 	 The governors worked from the welfare conference agreement, not the Senate 
welfare bill. In all areas where specific changes to the conference 
agreement aren't identified, the conference agreement would be ratified. 
Large nwnhers of objection.ble provisions in the conference agreement 
would be swallowed whole. 

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

• 	 In the other principal area where there is an improvement - more 
welfare "contingency" funding for states in which poverty increases ­
the improvement is a disappointment; it is smaller than the 
improvement the Administration and Democratic Congressional leaders 
would likely get in direct negotiations with Republican leaders of 
Congress. The governors' proposal 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 19905, federal AFDC funding 
rose nearly $6 billion in just three years_ 

In nwneroUS other areas, the proposal is very Wlfortunate. 

food Stamps 

.. 	 The c:orueren<:e report contains over $27 billion in food stamp cuts, The 
proposed agreement accepts all of them. The President has said he 
doesn't want more than $22 billion in cuts here, 

• 	 The proposal accepts in full the food stamp cut that hits hard at families 
with children which pay over half their income lor rent and utilities. 
This cut would significantly increase child poverty. [t wasn't in the 
Senate weI/are bilL Gingrich and Dole agreed to drop most of this cut 
in • budget negotiations session with the President. 

• 	 The proposal accepts the conlerence proposal that throws unemployed 
adults who aren't raising minor children off of food stamps after four 
months without offtring them a work 5101. The President made dear to 
Gingrich and Dole we can't deny food stamp' to indigent people who 
are willing to work without offering them a work slot. I'm told 



• 

o 

• 

o 

o 

o 

Gingrich and Dole agreed the President was right about that 
Democrats on the Hill - including the Coalition - have been firm all 
year on this issue. But Carper would give it away. 

Perhaps most serious 01 all in the food stamp area, it retains the state 
option lor a food stamp block grant. Furthennore, there is a report that 
the governors agreed to substitute the Senate welfare bill provision in 
this area far the conference provision; this is one of the few areas where 
the Senate bill is much worse than the conference bill. The Senate block 
grant provision would effectively allow states taking the food stamp 
block grant to use federal food stamp money for variolls non-food stamp 
costs now borne by stateS. As a result, a majority 01 states indicated last 
fall they'd take the block grant if the Senate version prevailed. 

The food stamp program can't survive as a national program il hall or 
more of the states take the block grant. II large numbers of states take 
the block grant, Members of Congress from block-grant states would 
have a "free vote" to cut the national food siamp eligibility and benefit 
structure anytime that mandatory budget savings are needed. 

The tentative agreement would mean that over time. the entitlement 
would largely be lost in both AFOC and food stamps. The elfect on 
child poverty of losing both entitlements would likely be quite severe. 

The proposal swallows all of the conference agreement cuis on legal 
immigrants except th.t it exempts some elderly and disabled legal 
immigrants who don't have "sponsors" (usually relatives) from loss of 
benefits. 

The propos.l does nothing to prevent loss of any benefits for legal 
immigrant children, an issue the President mentioned to me he is 
concerned about. 

It includes Medicaid among the programs from whkh most legal 
immigrants would be barred for some period of time, thereby increasing 
the ranks of the Wlinsured and shifting costs. Cities would be hit hard 
by this cost shift. The Administration has always exempted Medicaid . 
from its legal immigrant restrictions. . 

It fails even to pick up the Senate welfare bill proviSion, dropped in 
conl.rence, that exempts child nutrition programs and WIC from the 
immigrant restrictions. Many immigrant chlldren .trending school 
would be refused school lunches. Some pOOl pregnant women who are 

2 

Legal Immigrants 
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immigrants would be refused WIC, thereby increasing the likelihood 
that their children - who will be U.s. citizens - will be born at a low 
birthweight or with '. disability. 

Welfare 

• 	 The proposal maintains the very weak conference provisions on 
"maintenance-of""ffort" that aUow states to cut state funding by 25 
percent, allowing states to withdraw $28 billion in state funds over 
seven years, compared to current law. The Senate welfare bill was 
inadequate here, too, but was a bit stronger than the conference 
agreement 

• 	 The proposal does not fix the conference provision that allows states to 
transle, up to 30 percent of wellare block grant funds to various other 
programs, including services for the elderly (a more powerful 
coru;tituency). A likely result is deeper benefit cuts for children and 
inadequate resources for work programs. 

.. 	 The proposal maintains the more restrictive conference version. rather 
than the Senate version, regarding the number of families to whom 
states are allowed to grant a hardship exemption from the five-year 
lifetime time-limit. Here, aiso, the certain result is more poverty. 

ElTe 

The proposal agreement calls for $10 billion in EITC cuts. This is outrageous; 
EITC cuts aren't a part of the Senate or House welfare bills or 01 the welfare 
conference report. Moreover, governors don't administer the EITe; it's part of federal 
tax law. EITC cuts shouldn't be here. 

It's one thing to include $10 billion in EITC cuts as part of an overall budget 
package that gets you all the way to budget balance, that contains a child tax credit 
which offsets the EITC cuts so low-income working families do not lace a tax 
in<.:rease, and that contains 510 billion in EITC cuts in returl for lessenmg other cuts 
affecting poor lamilies with children. But this is not what the governors' proposed 
agreement would do. The governors propose to cut the EITC as part of a stand-alone 
welfare agreement that does "0/ get to budget balance and that asks for no sacrilice 
from anyone else. ­

Under this proposal, millions of low-income working families would have their 
taxes raised. Yet no other revenue-raising provisions that have been proposed by the 
White House and Congress - such as proposals to dose some egregious corporate· 
loopholes - would be included. Only the working poor would have their taxes 
increased. 

3 



CEPP ~ 	4567431 

5S! 

• 	 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 55! 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 concemed, This provision would 
disadvantage states; many of these poor elderly women would 
undoubtedly tum to their states for help, 

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

Child, Nutrition 

• The conference agreement is left unchanged here. It contains more 
onerous cuts in several child nutrition programs than the Senate welfare 
bill did, including the program that provides nutrition assistance for 
children in child care, The Senate welfare saved as much in this area as 
the conference report but did 50 with less harm to children, Vanous 
Senate Republicans have indicated they would like to see changes made 
in this are. as a result of negotiations with Democrats, 

Medicaid Coverage for Children 

Left unresolved is whether poor children and families who would be eligible 
for AFDC under current law will be assured of health care coverage through 
Medicaid. Both the Sen.te and House welfare bills maintained coverage for thes. 
families. By contrast, the conference report allowed states to d,op coverage, The 
document indicates the governors have not yet resolved this issue, 

Conclusion 

If approved by governors on a bipartisan basis, the proposed agreement would 
represent a master strategic stroke by Republicans, as they would have enlisted 
Democratic governors in supporting a proposal to the right of the Senate welfare bill 
in numerous areas and even farther to tha right of tha agreements that had began to 
be worked out by the White House and Congressional leaders during the budget 
negotiations. 



I AdO~O~OHd NOI~VA~3S3~d 

A~ thing~ currently ~tand, the topic~ for the roundtable Pre~ident. 


Clinton holds ...,ith the" governors on Monday morning, Feb. 29 for 

two hours will be medicaid, welfare reform, and 

education/training. Each of you lS a lead on one of these. 


Needed this week are: political intelligence memo, questions we 

might give governors that we want to make sure are covered by the 

governors with the suggested answers for POTUS, background 

briefing memo for POTUS. These should be done in cooper.ation \'lith 

any other executive branch "officials appropriate. Marcia or Emil!' 

can give you the timeline of when they need the materials, but we 

should try hard for COB Tuesday for initlal pieces, esp. the 

questions we want to make sure are asked by governors (\-lith 

answers) and then any updates as the \-leek, then meeting itself 

unfolds. 


Let me kno\-l if you hav~ questions, things we need to discuss. 

Thank YOU! 

.-----~~ 



PHJNE NO, 

STATEMENT OF WILL MARSHALL 
PRESIDENT, PROGRESSIVE POLICY INSTITUTE 

At a time when both parties in Washington had all but thrown in the towel on 
efforts to reach Ii balanced budget agreement Ot enact welfare refonn legislation, 
the nation's Governors came to Washington and unanimously agreed on proposals 
to reform both welfare and Medicaid programs, Federal officials from both 
parties should quickly agrae to the Governors' proposals as a framework for 
bipartisan action on these two issues,' 

The Governors' welfare proposal is a significant improvement on the bill vetoed by 
the President in January, and is in eome respec\:8 superior to the bill that pllll••d 
the Senate with strong bipartisan support, More importantly, the 'Governors 
dramatically refocused a welfare debate that had lately become snagged on the 
wrong issue by those who demanded maintenance of a legal entitlement to 
federally guaranteed cash assistance. We agr•• with the Governors that 
11continuation of the current welfare system is unacceptable,1I The Governors' 
proposal supplies the key structural changes needed to transform the current 
income maintenance system into an employment system--includlng PPI'. idea of. 
job placement bonus for states-·and also provides enough funding to give these 
reforms a strong chance to succeed, ineluding an additional $4 billion for child 
care, We are also pleased the Governors proposed to seele back reductions in the 
earned-income tax credit for the working poor to no more than $10 billion, 

The Governora' Medicaid resolution occupies a middle ground between proposals to 
maintain today's ever-mare-costly entitlement, and to abandon minimum coverage 
entirely through a block grant, '!'he Governors would give up the stat••' eurrent 
ability to receive federal MediCftid payments on an unlimited baais, but in . 
exchauge for the tools they need to hold down costs, Furthermore, the neediest 
recipients, including, those on welfare, would be guaranteed access to cara, 

Neither of these proposals is fully developed or without flaws, but they represent a 
crucial atep towards bipartisanship that the Governors' rederal colleagues should 
emulate. Most of all, in picking up the challenge of national leadership on tllesa 
two iSBues, the Governors have provided an eloquent answer to those in 
Washington who claim they cannot be entrusted with greater responsibility for the 
health and welfare of their citizens, . , 

For more information call: Lyn Hogan, social policy analyst, or Lisa David; press 
secretary, 202-647·0001 I 

I 
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Social Security Act, or by tepoaling that program and replacing it with a new title. We 

oppose ropoal - and advocate reform _. of Title XIX. The potential Unintended consequences 

of repealing and replacing this program are Slagsering -- for states, beneficiaries, providers, 

and the fedend government. The Congress can eddr<:ss Illl1nY of the most pressing <'OlICems 

about any Medicaid reform plan by ameoding the current law. 

From the beginning of the current Medicaid debate, the P",sident has maintained that 

Medicaid must be a ftnaneed through e federal-Slate parlnwip that ensures federa11i.tnding 

and provides a real, enforce.ble guarantee of coverage for a d.rmed package of health and 

long-term can: benefits. The President's plan proposes unprecedented new flexibility for the 

Slatts in how to operate \heir programs, pay providers, and use managed care and other 

delivery arrangements, "tll. retaining Ol1d revising key standards related 10 quality and 

1ieneticiary financial protections. The President's proposal would achieve those objective. in 

• way that would also help oontribute to a balanced budget by 2002 -- and should serve as the 

basis for prompt Congressional ",,\ion. 

the President mede in the State of the Union address. Welfare caselo.as have d""lined by 1.4 

million sin .. March of 1994 -- • decline of 10 percent. A iarger percentage of those still on 

welfare are engaged in work and related ru:tivities. Fewer children live in poverty. And over 

the last thr.. y ...... , we bave worked with governors and elected officials to give 37 StIllesthe 
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flexibility to design welfare rcfonn strategies that meet their specific needs. JJwJcr PreiidcRt Q_ . . 


~~CCllii'ntea's-leadershJp;-welfare;rning reformed One state iii • time. e 


Yet, as the President said in January, we should tak!' advantage of bipartisan consensus 

on time limits, work requirements, and child support enforcement to enact national welfare 

reform legislation. The President has consistently called for bipartisan welfare reform and the 

Administration applauds the way Republicans and Democrats carne together to put fonh the 

NGA recommendations. As you may recall, the President started us down this road when he 

brought together a bipartisan group of congressional leaders, Governors, and federal and local 
I (l.st '/,,«r.,_

officials to discuss welfare' reform at the Blair House oveF-two-yearS--ago;­

We all want welfare reform that promotes work, requires responsibility, and prctects 

children. Real welfar~ reform is fIrst and foremost about work: requiring r~cipients to make 

the tIansition into the work force as quickly as possible and givi.cg them the tools they need 

to enter and succeed in the labor market. This will require a change in the culture of welfN'c 

offices ~ that every action provides supFOtt and encouragement for the transition to work. 

The President, as part of his balanced budget plan, has proposed. balanced approach 

to welfare ref;)nn that achieves these goals. It replaces welfare ~;th a new, tim~ited. e 
conditional entitlement in return for work and gives States 11ew flexibility to de!;ign 'their o\\u 

approach to· welfare reform. Within two years, parents must go 10 work or lose their benefits, 

and after five years, benefits end. The plan provides vouchers for children whose parents 

16 
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rw:h the time limit, and protects States in the event of economic down= or population 

growth. It also has tough child support enforcement measures and pre$CIVcs the national 

commitment to nutrition IWistaace. foster care. and adoption usistan"J P('of? se V'v ! VI. ('1 
S+(.,;!.€.~' al1.h'l -h> (.01"'''0. i1> JrcW1v\~ C'tL-U-lol.ckO 

• 

The Administration will continue to judge legislation adopted by \he Congress on 

whtthet it promotes the koy goal$<>f~ responsibility, and family, and~­
-<:QIlIinuos """ ecmmibnent ~te&ldren. And. following the example of the NOA and 

the Senate last fall. we strongly hope for legislation that will be endorsed by a majority of 

Demoerats and RepuhlicaIl$ in both chambers of Congress. 

The NGA proposal makes numerous modifications to the confer""c. welfare bill -­
m t\ri v,t-- , 
..........,cor which, if edopted by til. Congress. would make that measure better than or equal to . 

..c,tll si·",..d·)£\,,-~ ",",e't I d 
the Senate bUt. Some of NGA's recommendations pQiC serious ijrohlws b<.p.>- • 

I Yo r re'>''' ,10 

On the positive side. the NOA proposal reflects an understanding of the child <Ol' 

resourceS states will need in implementing welfm reform. By edding $4 billion for child 

care aboye the level in the conference report for H.R. 4. the NGA proposal acknowledges that 

single parents ean only find and keep job. if 1heir children arc .ruely eared for. The 

additional investment is essential to ensure that tbUd care resources are available for those 

.required to move from welfare to work 8l\d -- equally important _. to ensure that child oare is 


available for low income working families at-risk of welfare dependency. We .... troubled, 


however, tbat the NGA proposal fail, to include Senate provisions for ensuring safe and 
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d oV, ,us t r-<'(p" ,,--e., 
healthy child <:are, and that the increas«l federal spending is .lfs.. 1»; Ill. potenllai f~"­

a ..'-h\ +::..­
~~~t.iQn in the states' wutribution te ehild care ~ina· c;' - (YI lit te[,.,.O 

By lidding Si biliion to the H.R. 4 continge.,ey fund and allowing states to draw fun<Is 


ifpovetty rises, the NGA propo$aJ propetly recognizes that Slates may Cl<j)Crience unexpec!<d 


changes in population or downturns in their econolll)'. In the event of a national econonll(; 


do_ however, ...... $2 billion contingency fund might be exhausted quite rapidly.
""',.M. 
During the lil$t recession, for example; AFDC benefit payments rose from 517.2 billion in 

'c-- \(\C-UO-iU, r.,fe .... 'i!A..t. bt\$C ''If',;,''' /v1 V1U?.. 
1989 to $21.9 billion in 1992..( S4.7 billion ....' 3 )'IlOI'S. A provision should be added to the 't"" 

/l-(n'-' 0 
bin allowing States to dtaw dO.....l1 mak;bing doUars dwi.ng a ruti"nal recession even if the $2 

biDion in me contingency turullllIs been expended. 

Unfortunately. the NGA proposal al.>'O would eliminate th¢ requirement in the Senate 


bill that states meet their fuJI 1994 level of effon in order to he eligible for the contingen.cy 


fund. The removal of this requirement would allow a state to draw dO,\\ll additional federal 


dollars while actually reducing its own contribution to the farr.i1:r assistance program. It is 


difficult to understand wby • state in need of contingency fund dollar.; to meet the demand for 

ctliov/<d

assista:1ce would simulUtneousl,. be $it to cut its ov.n spending on poor fn.milies below th?: 


19941evel. We support restQrtng the contingency fund maintenance of effort provlsion 


contained in H.It 4. 


IS 


http:contingen.cy
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The NQA proposal also properly rtCognizis the importance of child support 

enforcement to welfare reform. UIst y_, the President insisted that welfate reform include 
. 

tho toughest child support enforcement refOlm$ in this country's history. Since then, 

Republicans and Democrats have worked tollether in a bipa/lisan spirit and included all of tho 

IIlI\ior proposal, for child support enforcement reform that the President ",!uested: streIImIinod 

paterruty estIiblishment, new hire reporting, uniform interntate child support laws, 

computerized statewide collections, and drivers license revocation. We applaud the ofl'orts of 

tho NQA and the members of thl' Comrruttee for their bMd work on the child support 

enforcement provisions. It has been bipartisanship at its best. 

0" Food Stamps, the NOA proposal mikes two important improvement. '" the H.R. 4 . 

conference bill. First, it does not impose a funding cap on the Food SiamI' Program as the 

conference bill did. A cap on food =1' spending would jeopardize the ability of the Food 

Stamp Program 10 get food to people who need it· Second, the NOA proposal protects 

families with relatively high shelter costs •. mostly families with children .. by adopting the 

The NOA proposal also mikes substrultial iroprovements to the performance bonus 

provisions in the conference agreement by establishing. sopara!<: funding stream 10 pay for 

bonuses •. rather !han aUowil1& states to reduce their maintenance of effort I,makes 

modifications to the work requirements to· mike them more feasible and less costly for stAtes 

to meet. In particular, the Administration is very supportive of provisions that allow part-time 
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work for molli= with pre-school age children >nO !bat reouce tile maximum numb... Qf I",,,,. 

per week from 35 to 25. 

, 

Iooome rex Credit We oonnot be .erl... about ...If.... reform ifWI> erll'i'le tile primary 

work incentive tor low-income parents. Along with ohil<l"",,, aud h<>oIth ~., the 'ElTe 

is vital to helping people move from welfare to work 

Finally, the Administration is supportive of scveral provisions that th' NGA adopted 

£rom the Senat......fiB;:..~ hill ~- a 20 percent caseload exemption from the time limit for 

state option to implement a family eap; and rtquiremerus that teen mothers Iive III Jl(')me &f.d 

silly in school. 

Th. Fed....I·St.le Pll"IIlenbip 

While the NOA prutx>~ improve, on the c:ottfcrcnCo! bill in. Q. number of wa)'6. the 

AdministratiO::l bas serious *ncems about several provisions. Wblle it is critical that states 

Mve the flexibiUtl' to design programs to meet their specific needs, it is equally essential tMt 

the federal government ~ accountability in the use of tal( dollars aru! make certain the 

safety net for poor children I. mairttained, The federal-stato match system under current law 
(J. r- t- (l f 

h.. always been the usI"'- that hoM••hi. I'8rtnmblp lOiether aru! was fho:.r.<n&...""'I--~_ 
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prifteiplo .~welfare reform plan the Admiiustration proposed as port of its balanced' 

budget plan. 

A lICfious 00= about 1110 NGA proposal generally is that 1110 federal-state 

pIIl'tnel1;hip is severely weol:ened. As I bave already mentioned, the Administration prefer. 

the provision in the Senale bill which requiI<s 80 percent maintenance of effort of the 1994 

level, and • requirement for • 100 percent maintenance of effort for ."".",. to • contingency 

fund. We also oppose the NGA provision allo"ing a state to transfer up to 30 percenl of its 

cash assistance block to other progmm. such as Title XX, the Social Services Block Grant 

Since most stat •• spend considerable state dollars on social services, this transfer effectively 

permits substitution of federal dollars for State dollars. 

The problem is ...cerbated in the Governor;;' proposal by the fact that the additional 

$4 billion in child <:are funds requires neither a Stat. =h nor even mainteJWlCe of the FY 

1994 !evel of ._,effort 00 child care. 

21 
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- /'Lu,L., -k P"OJld-il [If',,,ln,r • acc<J<I"",.t.',/,t:;_ 
<'tV' +£l"i il'<t~.-- ,\ 0 II it ~'t t' ,I ~ $ rec "~~r 

Finally, the NGA pt<lposal ~ M! ~de Il<leq_ 'C()«tII1tabm" r", ""'l"I,0' --"- ,_ 
'(.1--€( hctnS, 

-<loll"" '" _ ~ refol'ftlS at tht .- !evel will ~!d ,eal,ewl~ Provisions should be 0_t' "is t-

added thel provide fvr """,unlAbilily instate plan implcmenlalion and require a program }VO. - .­
, e,i' rl~wl\(.'11;9 

specific aodit within foderalllUideUn... 

Protecti••• ror ('1!IIdre. 

The N'GA proposal also contains several provisions which mreatrn the saler, net ror 


poor chilJren_ Federal and SUIte child protection programs rrovide an <ss<ntial sarety nel for 


the nation', abused, neglected and adopted children, and children in foster care. As we 


embark upOn hold new welfare reform initiativcs" it is critical to maintain 3 strong cbild 

plOicctiotl :system for th~ c:-."trCmcly vulnmlble children. Unlike the Senate's bipartisan 

approach to child prl)tection, the [\;~A proposal jeopardizes this essential ~a{ety nl:4 by 

allowing Slate, to repl"'" CutI..! entitlements for adoption, foster c",-e, indcpcadon, living on" 

filmily pre.seivation with ;,lock grants. With di!lUrbinsly uneven ,lat. perl'omumee in tbis 

ore., i! also i, troubling tho: th. NGA', proposed radesign of the nation', clUld protec:tion 
- tv 

tysrem fails to indude m('{'ll~"i~ to enforce protections vital for the lives and> well..being of V 
1\ 

ab~d ar.d nc,gh;l:LeU cluldten. The NGA ptOp(i5tl\ al3b WQuid blocl( ~t important 

programs focusad on prevention of cblld abuse aod neglect_ If the sYStem Includes no 

targeted pte,'ention funding, crisis-driven deeisioo,making may deplete «soUrces for 

prtvention. 

22 
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011 b&w.lf O~ -Itf ~{Ct'e,kl1 of . . 
{ 	 /ufl.e. I'd like tv ~Isf,u~~a (tw 1S)Uf!) 

Ellod Stampi and Child Nuttjtion. While th.! NOA agreement does include some rtlo,~ ~ ~c., 

improvements to the conference report', provisions On Food Stamps, the NGA proposal did nvlnh 0II 

not ge as far as it should, and serious conWIIS tcIIIl!.in. pr~¥O~( 

• 	 The NOA proposal continues to provide a state option for a Food Stamp blook grant. 

The nutrition and health of millions of children, working families, and elderly could be 

jeopardized if many states took advantage of this option. as they might under the terms 

containad in the proposol. Although the Administration is committed to simplification 

and increased flexibility in the Food Stamp program, we are strongl), opposed to a 

• 

burden of caring for Lltousands of people who have lost nutrition assistance. 

The NGA proposal weakens basic nutrition S".andards in the school meal programs, 

Good nutrition is essential to children's health and education success. Our national 

nutrition Standards. dtveloped over the past 50 years, work, but the proposal would 

23 
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• 	 The NGA proposal retains the conference bill's prov;,ion fOI school nutrition block 

grant demonstrations. The block grant demonstrations would undermine the program's 

ability to respend automatically to """Mmic changes and to maintain national nutrition 

sUindard•. 

Gu=tecs of rair Wg equitable trWq, The NOA propesal docs ccntamJ a requilement 

that states set forth and commit themselves to objective criteria for the delivery of benefit. 

anJ fair and equitable treatxnent. This is an improvement over the conference bUl. which 

contained no guarantees that states would corrunit to objective eligibHity and other criteria and 

promptly and equitably serve those who met them. To ensure tJ...., applicants and recipien'''' 

are not subject to atb1~·y treatment - for example, being placed on waiting lists ~~ state 

plan~ should he explicit. thealtt"cofiWn cer.run elements. and tilt iIhI, bind the states to tr.eir· V 

commitments. Among those commitments should be applications, e'ligibiHty and sanctions 

criteria. and proeedlJIcs and time frames for decisions. More:>ver, stalewideness and equity 

across r.mill., in each state must be the go.l. Applicants!llld beneficiaries sh~uld be told the 
. /('~¥" 

reasons for decisions Of. their 4fIes. Mistakes in the administration of the program should be 

con·cctable. Once these objective. are ",e~ applicants, recipients and other taxpayers in each 

state 1.\111 Wlderstand the benefits and C{)uoomitant resp:msibilities und~r their state plans. 

Only then shullld ffilcr.u.,furujffi!J'4l9Vo· I. tho _s. ..9"",------- ­

Restrictions On Benefit$ To Immigrants 
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. doe." not-(ui d..--u~ 
The recent NOA proposalllOithe< Wj)pOtI$ "0' oppode immigrant provisiollS 


included in the H.R. 4 welf"'" refonn conference bill. That bill would bave banned mOSl 

I'" ( lu ~(~ 'i '14 tlnlll, \e{l ,tk.; ~ \ Mv I"J / ,,~vI d" I .y. ('\Jl


..!!!sal immlgrants"from =iving means-tested benefits. ." . 

-/II(d bilt " '. 


--proposal Illsa'would exclude illegal aliens from all clilld nulIifioD benefits, creating an 

unprecedented local edministrativc burden and ultimately denying benefits 10 millions of 

eligible children. This prov;s;on would require all 4S million students enrolled in 

participating schools to document their citizenship to participate in the federally-supported SeC,,·,., 

IUlIch program, placing an enormous administrative burden on local school systems. 

The Administration opposes deep and unfair cuts in benefits to legal immigrants. 


Instead, the Administration strongly supports strengtbening and enforcing sponsor 


respons;biHt), for"immigrantst by extending deeming pro\'isions until citizenship. It is 

F.lcularly important to note that the NGA, in its letter to the welf... conferees dated 


October 10, 1995, specifically S!iPporied the deeming approach of the Administration and 


opposed the banning provisions in H.R. 4. We are. deeply concerned that the legal i.mmlgrant 

. It'o-v.n(;,

provisio"" of H.R. 4 will repr'''''''t Wl enormous cost s~jft tt::.,-i*ll'<'fs, -karnlng!/tall: . 

, - --'...:+0 Ce.-h:ti 1-1 
and local governments solely responsible for assisunce to legal intrnigrants. ..l 'het -" " a I'> co 

F..,~ i;,'-A i 
) -hL'f"t's 

In short, the NOA welfiue proposal "'presents an important bipartiWl step forward in 

enh';:",ing the ability of the states to reform welfare by promoting work, c;neO\l!'agjng porental

T-4 (\ ~ <!c.t S -+D i?-e.. I Vll l' reV<'.cl 


responsibility and prote<:ting children. It fall. sMl\ of Oft ....eptable bill, llQW""";~ 


important ways. We look forward to WOIl<ing in • biparti.... way to build on the 

2S 
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improvements that have been made and to achieve wei!.", reform of which we can all be 

proud. 

But in conclusion, Mr. Cbainnm, let me restate the .Administtalion'. commitment to 

enact both • balanced budget and medicaid and welWc refo"" legislation. As the President 

bas said, budget cutting shouldn't be wrapped in • cloak of reform. Let's pa!S needed 

Medicaid and wellilre refolmS. Let', cut the delicit. But let'. not mix up the two and 

pretend that one is the other. 

I know the President .hates my hope that with the leadership of this committee, the 

same level of bipartisan cooperation "ill exist again on the critical issues of Medicaid and 

welfare refonn. 

Because when we are all long gone and the his!ory books of this period have been 

written. what will they say about our role in the this great debate? 

Did we give the :American ptopte a government that honors their values and spends 

their money v.isely? 

Did we balance the budget and shift responsibility away from Washington without 

bre.aldng our historic promi.e. of health .are to _iors, children. and people with disabilities? 
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Did we enact real welfare refOllIl .' DOt by punlslllng !nnoceIlt chlldr1:n, but by 

eoco""'llill& work and respoJlSibility'/ 

Did,we give our citizens the tools they need to be bQlh good parentS lIlIII good 

worla:ro'/ 

Did we move forward on common ground with 8 commOn vision? 

Quite simply, did we do the riibtthing' 

ThAt i3 the iChol1onStl facing this. Adminimtion~ this Committee, and thi<i C'.t.merltct"_ 

And, that is Ibe' cbalJenge w. must m",' IOg.thU, 

Again, I want to thank this. Committee for giving me the opPOt'lUnity to teotify today 

and I I""k forward to "••wering your questions. 

27 




In total, these provisions imply that states could~ by law. reduce their spending 
substantially under the MOE and transfer provisions while federal spending on AFDC and child 
care programs would continue. Many states would not reduce spending, but there is no reason 
why states should be allowed to reduce spending white federal support continues at roughly 
current levels. 



IV: 


principle Qf the welfare reform plan the A4minislration proposed •• p!II'I of its l>aIaru:cd 

budgCl plan. 

A ......U3 00IlCI0rn -boll! the NOA proposal gcnorally i< lbal the fed<ral·state 

~p is ....rely ~""ed. A. I have already mentioned, the A4IlI1ni,tration prof." 

the "",vision ill tho Senate bin which require. SO percent maintenance o{ effort of the 1994 

fund. W. _ oppose the NOli. provision .U<>Win8 • st41< tQ 11I"mOl' up to 30 pot<OJlI of ito 

cash WislIlJlCC block to oUl.r prolJTlllTl.S wch as Titlt XX. tho Social Services Block rJflJlt. 
Siru;e most ataleS 'Pend eansiderchl¢ Slate dollars on social ..rvice.> this uansrcr eff.ctively 

penni.. lW&.1itution of ftdoI.1 doU",. rV! SIal< 1Ml.... 

n.. problom i..._rbaled in the Go_' propotal by the foct tbot the edditi.... 

$<I b!lllcn In ebild .... fund. requires neither • Stall: lDJIIelI nor even mainteruuICC of the FY 

sf"~.~1' 
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AS ADOPTED 211i/!Hi 

II'EUARE REFQl/M 

1"M GoVentOl'$ In1ieve thm DUT n.adon's IitIJliJ!n 1ft now ftJJ:t:.d. wiIh an histmi& o~ 

aNi etICImtaus tJtxponsi.bility 1.0 restnH:tll:n t1u foJoal~ pGrtne$Np in providing Ul"V~s I" -, ". 

needy fal't'lJ.1ks, W.t', l~ M/itm'$ GcvemOJ"J", an ccmmirltd to lldtiMitg m~liJlintfuJ welftl1'e 

rqorm ~ The O')n.IirwaJjqn of tM CW1e1'tT welfare ~fm it unac:ccpUlbll!. Congn!u has 

made significara efforts lCWtUd m.tJ.kiJt.g changa tho.: will alJow, statu the /lezibiJiry TO build 

fJPfm rhe lessons SUl1.tS have l£am.t.d Vut}ugh 12 ~ qf apmm,:n1alicln in welfan TFj'orm. 

The Prcsidcf/J has alsQ "'Qia.d his C017U'1'liDmr.1 EO aciJUtving ~lfan rc/orm QM has continued 

10 grlUlJ waivers 10 #lQr(!t fO iociJiJaJt c.xptrimoumian. WI ttrgt: Congru.r and ~ l+tsilWu 

ro join with r.h.t! nation's Govmrars in suppan of a biparrirdN Qgrt!cmeltl lIu2t will 1'Mllocatt:. 

resporuibiliJia among I.t:vets of gmwnrr.em. manmi.t.t s1ilJ.e. f1a:ibUity. ottd rct:l'U£DD'c "Wtl/(U't as 

a t;ransilitmul program ~ a ji:K:w on work aM se/f..xuflU::iuu:y_ We helieVej hOl'\o'wtT, tiwf 

chiMTm n1.Il-f't be prote(wi ThroUghouf f~ T~ring prc<tss, 

SUZie upuicrJu in wei/an T~Qrm. has dt!nttm..fUQU!4 rhaI rht« tIemcnts ore pmti.t::uklrIy 

aucit.tl for mUMs/ul wdlart rqantJ: Wt/f(Jlt must bt lemparary and I.i.n.la!d ID wor/c; both 

patents mUST support Iheir dri.lt:in:n,- muI d!i.IJi r:.tm! mu.st be (fWJiltibJ~ U> lIMble low·inC:Dmt 

familie.s wil.h t:.hiI.dTett to worIc.. Add.itio1!ally. 'Nt be/U:1It ,luff b/o<;/< grants shtnl.ld be eJ"I.li.tkmen1.<; 

to sImes aM eM,,}t SUutS broad disC'1f!'ti(:m in lIt~ dssien of their OWn ptvgromr basM upon 

mutually- agreed upr;m goc1J, W£ also beJie."c Iiui.r Jt.a18I" should Iu1ve access 10 suppkmomrry 

matching federal fimds for theit- CQ.th assistanu pr0f7l1ms during pqiods of ecOt1cmic dOwMWn. 

The: cnr:ferenG/; agreem.J!n~ Cfl HR 4, rhe' Penonai Rcp()lUibilil), and Work Oppof'lllJ1iry Act, 

UtwrporaleiJ many of these eiemenr.s, lr•.lt we also bdUw ftu'dta, cJumgu mu.ff lHr mat1t: (1) 

em:/( G scWfd anti workabtc wdfarc rtform biJi. The NatirJn.d GuvUfW1"S' Associalicm W(1U/d _ ~ 

$UpptJn the HR 4 conjm!l1ct agteeml!nf wi1h the changes iisu:4 ~i(Jw, The absmet of 

rccommeruuuitm.s On the remicti,1'I of bf!fSCfos for aliens should not 1M int.erea as SUpport 

fro Dr oppo"5iIU;m (0 IJu:. alUfi prc~-i..d(,Jns of the HR 4 con{UOJce ~greclnenr: 

• Add $.4" billian. in ftm4ing 10 the gtiiaal cnriIll!11U!nt for child cm~ This fumling would 

IWI reqwre a JUlIe mau:r.. 

• Change (he par.icipaIion rale c.a1.aIlmiDn w cake tnrc ilCc.oUlIl tJr.OSi! 'WM leave .cnsh 

assistance fOr ..,.ark as iang as tJu:y remain employerJ. 

http:theit-CQ.th
http:shtnl.ld
http:aucit.tl
http:gmwnrr.em
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• 	 ReLiua thI; It!11'1tbfT of hours uf pn.nicipatin"- rcqui.n!Ji. in fuhue yean in 25. 

• 	 PtmUl JflI'tU th( oprion to Jimlr the rt.qUired hour'f of won: w 2() hours a 'lNttk for 


pQ1ttt1S wi1h 4 chilli l,m4a /Jge ril;. 


• 	AI1mv job stmt:h and job rtI.IJdiJw:s to cou.n.t as Q WCTk activity for lip W /2 wU'ks. 

• Add J1 bi11ion w W con.ting~ncy fund. 

• 	Srm~ can mUl one of twa mggu.r to aaas , rht cOJUiltgency ftJ-ttiJ.: tM WtemplUJ'"«!fLI 


lJigger in the wnjf!FOJ£e agreemetll ()f a n~ lriggt!r based on !oed siamps. UrtMr rh~ 


food .ftmrrp :riggn. SUlll!.t, would bl! (ligiblt lor w umringe1tQ' fUnd if the ttumOu of 


childrtn !n wir f~Qd sfomp cait/Odd illC1'ttased t7 10 ptrcen1 ov-tr FY 1994 ()l' FY 1995 


J~",i1s, 

• 	 Providt: uuh bonuseS of $ perc~lH 4ntfuaily to siatl!S thai l!Icud $Jueifi.ed 

cmpla'lm~flHelato1 pa/mmaMce ~ pt:rren1IJgt.s. These borwse$ wtJu1l1 net be fUlUkd 

(JUt of 1M' .blnck gt'tUfJ bl"L~c. 

• 	 MlIilttailt the bon.uy for naTe] lnar r(auce ollt..cf-wedlock. births- containt:.d in lht 


confnmet f1gfumenL 


• 	ProYidJ: staleS with die opnon fO resnUt benefits I.O atkliJiunal c/tiMTen bom or eMuiYM 


wJiile the fo.mit; is On wlfl{mp.. 


• 	 Raise 1M exemption t() [he five-year lifetime limit Ol't behEfits 10 2() pqcCll of the 


cosa()aa. 


Fair am! Equil.ahle rrtnImeJtl 

.. 	Add a sUJU: ploll lcquin:mou Iilot the stall! set f()flh objective oilerin fro' lhe di!tivery 


oj bmtfiu and fait anti equ.iuJble I.TCa.tmcnL 


http:Jueifi.ed
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• 	~ Q $t(Ik. Qptioo W tflkt! fatter c~ tuibpricm ~ flnQ inti.t!pouimt livjng 

fundin~ Il.1 a fYJp~ CItliut:m<JU with ONUUl/ gruwtJt atijkSlJ'tfm1 bawl on llw:Tr1ge 

n.IJ1iiJlUll ca:sdoad grc:wlA r12r~ SUZUJ nu:zy mms{u 0JJy pqrtitm into (J. ChillJ Prmeaion '" -, 

Diode Gmnt for aaivitit.s rudt as uzrly int€rvDtdon, child cbust prcvmdan. IZJld famlly 

prestrVi2!itm. Sum.!! must ccmri1uJ.t W -JtUJi,nfain <!fort c21 zoo pUCCJ1t baStd on SWi! 

spnuiDtg in dv. )"'11:1' pri£ff to occt:pting lh~ capped I'ft1ii1ItmmL SUu.t must maiIttLliJt 

prottcrion.s ar4 SUl1ward.! under ammt law, SUIles C4h revtrse their d.,isicn tm a 

yearly basil. 

• 	 Cre(lU ftII: Vltitlement Child Protcttinn. Blot:k Gum.t of the rtmaimnc child wel/tJrl. 


family preS-l!fVatiafi. IUW child abu$~ ptel?~ntj()n and ITtUUrru:nr pmgrOl'YtS. These 


pfcgrams ar~ not t:1.IIf'UIUy individual uuitJemtl1JS. Slate 11lUS7 fn4i1win prorecrums IJNi 


~ under CW"1"C1'It 1.i3'>f!. 


Supp/emou.aJ Sta.rrUy IIt&Ome (551) f6r ChiIIiren 

• Ac«pr tM prtWisions ilt 1M Senau-p(1$std welfare bill. 

• 	 Chonlf4 qre~ dale for CI01r!!f1I IWi new applkanu to ltJJJJJ4rY 1. 1998. 

• 	Acupt the provision in the Ser./Jte-pasJt:d welfare bill tluJl ttauthotize the Ft>QtJ Stnmp 


program in its C.JJ'Tem un(apped lmitlement fOrm.. 


• 	Maintain tk cunen.t CIltitlcmcl11 [OT cJo.i/drcn. 

• 	 Schools would cOmituu: to n:cciv(: per mecU {idual subsidies for all umchu and 


bn:JJJ..1asts IJJ'lJ'k;r currrnJ eligibiJi:y C'it1!:'fW.. 


• AddilioltDl ntbsitiies fa' schooll with h:gh proporri()'tu of fru Of reducu.,.price 
, 

panicipams will be mai.n..u:.ihr:d.. 

• 	 Stalt;S would conrinu£ fO l-a.dlle {he proponion of administrative: COSIS based ()h cu""n 


law llUl in a Mod; i,.'TanL 


http:Supp/emou.aJ
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.. Tht.! sliJ.U IfWfl t!J:velnp l1 stnte-bCJt'~ plmt that incWu pub!i.& inpw o.nd descri.ba how 

the sJaJI! wiII opera1£. th.t: program.. 

• 	 The NaIkmaJ Go\'emars' ~ Slnmgty 1!1I.l'.au11Jf1t.S Con.grr.ss 10 warlt: wit;,. rhe 

Govunors of P/J.CTW Rico, Guam. and Dtha tI!1'fitories JO'Nanis olJOC(1ring tqJ4irable 

fodmJl fivu1i.n.c jor Uu:ir welfarl! progt<Jm. 

• Limit the saving:s from T(Vising thr. ErrC fO 110 bilIiDn. 

• 	Add a SltJU: option to (ldv1lF./;e the ElTC 

http:Con.grr.ss
http:descri.ba
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(Policy Position offered by Governor Thompson and Governor Bob Miller) 

WELFARE REFORM 

11u: Govcrnon believe. th4t our nation's kt:dtr$ an now faced with 12" hi:stcrit opportunity 

oNi """"""" ~ ED ,"""""'" tM t<dQdI.stllk _hip In pmviding 'vffl:<s (. 

nud!j~. .Wt., 1M MMIl:r Oov~t tJrt. ~ to QcJtiey1.ng melJJtingful kldllU~ 

rqorm ~ 17u: cQlttiJuu::ti()1t '" rht current wdfi:rrc rjftOn U WUlCcquahlL Congress has 

m4d.e >ipific- I!ffr>tU toward malting ,"""", !hal will .11cw Sf",,, th' f/<zibili1y '0 build 

up<»t tilt! lus()IU st4W hAw INnwJ. tJvougJr. c: d«adt of apciment4til.m i1t wtlfm nfori1t. 

Tht! ~sb:knl Jw tJiso Wiiutl his comntirmtltr to achil.viItg Wfl/IM rqorm and hal conMuui 

ra grt:llU waiVUI I,Q n4U$ 10 pciJilme txptrimmt4riorL WI! W'gt! Congnss and tlu haidoll 

U1 join, wah th~ lfLllion's Govm\m':s bt ruppott of IJ bIjxutUIPt IJgrtmrt!.1l1 rJuu will 'fftll1OCC.tc 

raponsibititits anumg l4wlr of govtmmutl, 1tUUimize .rum fie:ribUiry, tl1Id. mtruC1.Ult! wtlfau. as 

a tr42lUitit:mal progrtun ~ IJ fOOiJ on work oN!. self~SIl.!!fdDl'Y. We: bd~f huwew!t. thaI 

chiId!m mus:r be prOl«Ud riuoughout t1JL 1'Ut1tla:.uing pt'O<m. 

SUite ~ ill wdf~ rejt:pm hll$ tkMO!'tSt1'i:!U!d that Writ tlmzl!1US Me p(llfi(U.lo.rly 
, 

cruriDl for- sr.m:u$ftd wt/fm, rtfomt: wtlfan mtlst bt ttmporary and ~d to w()f/c; both 

pNUllS I1UlSt suppcn tki1 chil4rfn; 4nd child ClU~ nual be awtilabk to (Mba Iow~inccme 

familiu wUh chiJ4Tca 10 Mr(Irk. A.tI.d.ili.otuilly, ~ tu:licve char black gnmts shouJd be ~ 

to statu l'J1'JIi MObk muu broad ~ ill eM dtsig1I cf rhrir QWIt progrmru based upon 

ntuntally tigrwl' upon ~ Wt also ~~ th4l startS shaufd h(J~ 4Ct;UJ to S"U.pplutt~nra'Y 

matching federtil furuts for tJuir Ct1J1t assirlaJ'lU progrt::mJ during puirxiJ of eCQnomic downrum. 

Tiu ,onfrnhC~ ~t'",t1t1 0f'I. . HR 4, tht PcnOlUlI Ruponsihiliry ond Work Opponunirj Act 

becmp(fl'I1Ild ml11rj of tJuts~ tlmttll.IS, bUl :we also btlint fivrhtr ehaflfU muSl bt mrnk fO 

cum Q sowtd. aM .""orkQblt wlfan rrfomr. bill The NatimuJI Gawmcrs' AJ'sociaticm would 

ntpport flu HR 4 co'fvt1Kt: t'IgrI!mt.tn.t wirh tht dumgc lisctd btlow 'With lltt: Q;Ct'pMrt of 

1M aliot prmtirion.t. Thl ab5~n« of 1'(t:omImNmtiotu OIl rile Ttsrriction of b~nlfin fOt aliens 

shcrulti not bt' inttrprttui (JS rupptm {oJ' 1M alitn provisions t:Jf the HR ., con/uMce ag1umBIl: 

• Add $4 btllion in {wIdUIg to .tJ:~ gt,nual ,ntilltnwu for dUJd carc. Thu {wuiinC would 

n!)f require t: slate mllcch. 

d­

http:tlmttll.IS
http:fftll1OCC.tc
http:QcJtiey1.ng


FEll-06-1996 00'38 FRCM "'FICE '" CHIEF CCWSEL TO 456$551 P. 01 
", 

• 	 Chan.gf! 11ft pOJ1U.fpI1!iiJn ra« cfllatfarion to faa iNo aCCOU1U mest who kaye cmh 

QSsit~t (Of' tII'a'k as ltmg as tlte'j rencllin onptoyed.. 

• 	_. u.. munl>u of how, of pamdporitm ~ .. fUM< Y'= 10 15. 

• 	 PIt'l'mU statU tht opriclt lQ limit 1M W/UinvJ ht:M:r of W(Tt/( to }I) hOUl1 a week far 

_ wid> a <hiId ..... ag< sir. 

• 	 StauJ can mat ont'! of twO friggm' rc 4'UJs lhe CtNfri..ngmey fund: 1M WUmplC}'mVII 

lriggo ill dtt CCJr/eroru agr«IfIL1U or a NW rri.ggu bastd on food Stamps. UIUW Me 

food .Mmp trigg<r, SUIteS .....u I>< llliglbk tOT u.. ~ fwId. if '"" numbu or 
chiIdroi in da~ir food :ramp ~~ by 10 pDCmt tJvu FY }994 or FY 1995 

1t'Vei.s. 

• 	 hovide cilsh DOlfUSU of S pucellt annually 10 staus lhd.l tzt:tu sptcifltd 

tmpla,mmt.rd4ud. pefomuurJ:.e t#J'gn pnctntagtl. ~n b01UtS(.f would nor M fuNkd 

out of "" bl«k grl!1l! bas•. 

• 	 lJJjlnrain fhl! /;01'1"6 for ~taks thaf reduce ~1,of~~lXk binhs umratntd in tht 

confct1'U Ggrun'iDtt 

• 	 Provw lfDtd with tIu! optian 10 I'tJ1ricr btnt!jiu to ~ dlildnJt born or COl'f.C:~Yi:i'l , . 

• 	 £(a.zu w atmplitm to tht fivt-)W1r lifetime limit on bI!1tejih to 20 Mrc~nt of the. 

castloiui.. 
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• 	Add a mru plan. r~mml tluu fbe statL Stt forth t>bj«ti\l~ critoiD for the dtlivay 

of btn<fizr mrd fair mrd <qUilabi< 17<.""" 

• 	 Mtlin.lailt tkt apen...mdtd mtilkirtenl fer frJJur CflJ't tmd cdoprion. Q.Ssistanct. 

• 	 .Pro14dt a staU <'ptit»t. to 1Mt! fOSlD' C1l1t., 4doptiott assistan.c:t, and indLpoui.mI living 

jUrttiiMg as a capped. mt.Wonmt witit QMuai growtJs tldjultmtllt based 01'11 avuQgt! 

1fQrional ctUtload growth rate. Statu may uarufu Q1rj portion into a ChiU PrClUtion 

Block Gram for acrivilies melt as Ui1'Iy inrDVt'J'llion, child. abuse pr~ aM family 

prt!.Servaliott. Suues 1f'UI.SI ,~( to maitu'4in ~ al 1()() JH!1UnI baud 01'1 SUlk: 

JpuuJing in rile ~D.1 priDr to acuptUtg 1M lapp" tJUitJnntnl. Sraru musr mainulln 

prottcrions 41Id $1IUtdan1s wuJu (tsIWU law, St~1tJ can rCVf!l'Jt ~ir decision on a 

yeaTly basis. 

• 	 Create all Olthlonetr Chilli ProucriLm Bl«k Gnvlt of the remaining child wdftue, 

family Ph!stIVQ1Wn, _ chiJ4 abuu prtytlllloll tJn4 tTeOf"WIf programs. Theele 

programs Q1'( III)! ClITCtto/ ilfdividu4.l ~tidonmt.J. SttlUS mn.st moUtftlilt J)'Ottcrians aJfd 

sli:lJTlJmds wrdr:r CU1'1'tItf law. 

• 	AC'~Pl tIu JIf"O'Iirions in l1u Suuu4.paslM klt!Jftft2 bil1 

• 	 Chd4~ eJf«tivt (/,oN fOr CU1T'W" tmd lU'W appJicQ1US 10 J4nuary /, 1998. 

• 	 ,AcCtPl tir.t provlricm in ru Sot.au:·passea 'N(Ifar~ biIJ tlwl reauthorize ,tit Food Slomp 

pogrom in ia "'"VII 1UlCapp<d tnlitImwu form. 

• 	 S,htH>l$ would conriltut /0 rtceivt pt:r ~(JI fedt:rai IWIsiJfics for all lunches and 

lln!llkfttru 'UnMr c.urrvtt tl.igibiJiJy (1'iJuia.. . 

• 	AddiriOll41.J rubsidits. fOT schtn>Js with high proponion! of free or r~du'td-price 

particip<ws wiI1 be "",inl-';' 

. ; . 

http:1f'UI.SI
http:indLpoui.mI
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• 	Srmu W(JU/d c~ ro m:eiW! rltt propcrriOIt of adminimativ~ costs based on CUrrtnt 

law bur in a block p11tl. 

• 	 TIu: st~ mu.rr ~ Q stfJu-bas«i pia,. lhat ilrclwks public ihput'twi dtscrib~s hOYll 

rhe sttJU will opmue rh~ program.. 

• 	All mho saftgumds d,uaibtd. in 1M COltfrrmcf! rq,m will be mainuUnM., 

• 	ThL! National Go~' .tnoci4li.on SD'Ongfy ou:~ C01tg1'eJS 10 work with 1M 

Govcmcn of htno Ric4. Guam•. tW1 owr le.rriloriD fOWtJ1ds allocaring eqtdrable 

f~1~ frK wir w</fot< progrttm. 

• Limit ,he ,.~ from ,...,.,.., 1M EITC to $10 bill;"1l. 

• 	 Add a SUZIe oprion. 10 GtJ.W:JIfU the EITC. 
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Bob Greenstein 

Governors' Welfare Proposal 

February 6, 1996 

Enclosed is our analysis of the final governors' proposal on welfare, Since 
yesterday, the proposal has improved in some areas but grown worse in another key 
area, Overall, the propusal continues to pose serious problems, It is more adverse 
than the Senate welfare bill in areas such as food stamps, Medicaid coverage for 
AFDC families and children, child protection, and child nutrition, 

In addition, the welfare block grant is structured in such a way as to make it 
more likely that states will withdraw state funds than was true under either the 
Senate weifare bill or the well.re conference report, Accordingly, the risks of • "race 
to the bottom" may actually be greater under the governors' plan than under the 
Republican Congressional proposals, 

777 North Capitol Street. Nt;:, Suite 10.5. Wi;lshington, DC 20001 Tel: 202-406·1080 Fax: 202-408-1056 
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THE GOVERNORS' WELFARE PROPOSAL 

The welfare proposal approved today by the National Governors' Association 
contains very serious problems. In a number of areas, the proposal is inferior to the 
Senate weI/are bill and much less satisfactory than some tentative 'greelnen!s reached 
in budge! negotiations between the White House and Congressional Republican 
leaders, 

The governors worked from the welfare conference agrcement~ not the mort? 
moderate Senate welfare bill. In all areas where specific changes to the conference 
agreement aren't identified - other than issues related to immigrants, on which the 
proposal takes no position - the conference agreement provisions are included in the 
governors' proposal. Large numbers of objectionable provisions in the conference 
agreement are included ill the proposal. 

The governors' plan does indude additional federal resources in two areas ­
child care funding and the contingency fund, But these changes may not be as 
positive as they seem at first blush, Details on how this $4 billion itt federal child 
care funding would be prOVided to states aren't available, Depending on how this 
proposal is structured, it could lead to a reduction in state child care funding and the 
replacement of some state child care funds with federal funds. 

More important, the change in contingency funding turns out, upon dose 
examination, to m.ake the legislation more problematic in this area rather than less so. 

• 	 The governors' proposal increases the amount of "contingency" funding 
provided to some slates in which poverty riws. The contingency fund 
would be increased from $1 billion (in the conference report) to $2 
billion over five venrs, , 

• 	 While increasing the contingency fund, however, the governors' 
proposal eliminates the reguirement that states maintain 100 percent of 
their 1994 state funding level for income support, work, alld child care 
programs in order to qualify for contingency funds, This requirement 
was included in both the conference agreement and the Senate welfare 
bill. It is the one "carrot" in the legislahen designed to discourage 
states from withdrawing state resources from programs for poor 
families and children, 

• 	 Removal of this requirement increases the risks of a "race to the 
bottom," And with no incentive to maintain state funding at 1994 
levels, the amount of resources states could Withdraw could easily 
exceed the $1 billion addition in federal contingency funding, II all 

777 :-!orth CaPItol Stree:L NE. Suite 105, Wast1!nQton. DC 20002 Tel; 202·4015·1080 Pax: 1.02·408·1056 
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states provided the state funding needed to receive their full federal 
block grant .llocation, but I\{) more state funding than that, they could 
withdraw $28 billion over seven years compared to what CBO projects 
they would expend under current law_ 

• 	 Removal Qf this requirement also would enable states to receive federal 
contingency funds when poverty and unemployment rise while 
withdrawing state funds at the same time.1 

In this and in other areas, two dominant features of the governors' proposal 
stand out: 

• 	 The proposal provides billions more in lederal money for states while 
allOWing states to withdraw substantial state lunds, 

• 	 In a number of areas involving basic benefits and services for poor 
children, however - including food stamps, Medicaid, child protection, 
and child nutrition - it is harsher than the Senate wellare bill, For 
example, it cuts food stamp benelits several billion dollars more than 
the Senare welfare bill did, 

Inm.ny areas aflecting poor children, the proposal represents a less 
favorable outcome than would likely otherwise be reached in 
negotiations between the White House and CongreSSional leaders of 
both parties. These adverse o~tcomes result in part from a decision by 
the governors to base their proposal on the vetoed welfare «",ference 
report rather than on the Senate welfare bill. 

Food Stamps 

• 	 The governors agreement contains 526 billion in food stamp cuts, higher 
than the $24 billion In the SeMte welfare bill and the $22 billion 
tentatively agreed to in the budget negotiations between the President 
and Congressional Republican leaders, 

• 	 The proposal accepts the conlerence proposal that throws unemployed 
adults who aren't raising minor children off of food stamps after four 
months without offering awn a work slot. During the budget negotiations, 
President Clinton made clear to Speaker Gingrich and Senator Dole that 
he would not agree to deny food st~mps to indigent people who are 
willing to work without offering these people a work slot, Gingrich and 

I While states would need to ma.tch the federal c::ontittgency funds, the amount of State matching 
funds involved would gene.rally be le~ than the amount nf funding <It state could withdraw if there i=t 
no requirement that stlltee; Inai.ntain 1994 funding levels to receive contingl;:ncy funds. 

2 
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Dole agreed to accommodate the President on this issue. Congressional 
Democrats, including the conservative Democrats in the Coalition, have 
been firm all year on this issue. The governors' agreement would 
accept the harsh conlereneereport approach, which is virtually certain 
to lead to increased hunger and homelessnes •. 

• 	 The governors' proposal accepts the optional food stamp block grant. 
which the Administration has strongly opposed. This elimina'es the one 
nalional "floor" under poor children Moreover, the load stamp 
program is unlikely to survive as a national program if half or more of 
the states take the block grant. If large numbers of states take the block 
grant, Members of Congress from block·grant states would have a "free 
vote" to cut the national lood stamp eligibility and benefit structure 
anytime that mandatory budget savings are needed. This would 
seriously injurB states that do not wish to elee! Ihe block grant. 

• 	 The welfare conference agreement. the Senate welfare bill, and 
Administration proposals would all give states the option to replace 
federal food stamp rules for welfare lamilies with a stale's own rules. 
This would enable states to simplify administration by using a single set 
of rules for cash and food benelits for welfare families. 

But the welfare conference report has a ",atch." Under the regular food 
stamp program, a family's benefits rise when its income declines. 
Under the welfare conference report. this would no longer be Irue in 
states that elect to conform their rules in food stamps and welfare. In 
these states, food stamp benefits for wellare families would be froze!! if 
the state instituted an across-the-board reduction il1 cash grant levels. 

The Senate welfare bill would have allowed states to align their food 
stamp and welfare rules without imposing the condition that food stamp 
benefits may no longer rise when welfare benefits fall. The governors, 
by not changing the wellare conference report in this area, adopt its 
approach. This approach will likely result in large numbers 01 poor 
children recejving too little food ?!Ssistance to meet minimum federal 
standards for an adequate diet. 

Welfare 

• TIle proposal fails to strengthen the weak conference provisions on 
"maintenance-ai-effort," which allow states to cui state funding by 25 
pt:rcent and to withdraw $28 bilhon in state funds over seven years, 
compared to current law. The Senate welfare bill was weak here, too, 
but was stronger than the conference agreement. As mentioned above, 
the governors' proposal eliminates the stronger 100 percent 
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maintenance-of-effort requirement that was linked to contingency 
funding in both the Senate and conference bills. 

• 	 The proposal does not address the problems caused by the conference 
provision that allows states to transfer up to 30 percent of weltare block 
grant funds to various other programs, induding services for the elderly 
and for programs with more powerful constituencies. A likely result is 
deeper benefit cuts for children and inadequate resources for work 
programs, 

• 	 The proposal adopts the conference agreement welfare block grant. 
Although the governors' proposal indudes language calling for states to 
set objective criteria for the delivery of benefits,this language means 
little since the proposal would not allow for any federal enforcement of 
this prOvision. The federal government could take no action il a state 
were operating a program funded by the block grant in violation of 
either federal law or its own rules for fair and equitable treatment. 

• 	 VVltile the governors' proposal recommends Bever.l positive 
improvements to the design of the work participation rates, it leaves 
unchanged the perverse incentive in the conference agreement that 
would enable states to partially "get out from under" the work 
requirements, The conference agreement would create an incentive for 
states simply to terminate poor families from assistance as a way of 
meeting the states' work participation rates. States taking such action to 
terminate families and cut their caseloads would have their work 
participation requirements eased. (The conference bill places some 
limitations on a state', ability to use, for this purpose, those caseload 
reductions that result from changes in state eligibility rules. These 
limitations; however, are drafted in a manner that makes them dose to 
unenforceable.) 

Medicaid 

• Under current law, families receiving AFDe are assured of receiving 
Medicaid. Under the governors' plan, a substantial portion of the 1.6 
million AFDC children over age 12 - and of the more than 4 million 
AFDC parents - could lose Medicaid coverage. States would be 
allowed either: 1) to provide Medicaid coverage just to those parents 
and those children over age 12 who are eligible for the state's new 
welfare block grant program, which could have much more restrictive 
eligibility criteria than AFDC; or 2) to provide Medicaid to those who 
would 	be eligible for AFDC under currem law - but those states that 
have above-average AFDC eligibility criteria would be allowed to cover 
only those parents and children over 12 with incomes below the 
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national average eligibility criteria. The national average AFDC income 
limits are far below the poverty line. Either way, large numbers of 
parents and older children could join the ranks of the uninsured. 

Child ProtectIon 

• 	 The governors' proposal to allow states to convert all child protection 
programs to a block grant - induding foster care and adoption 
assistance - raises serious concerns. In the absence of further detail, it 
is unclear what services and assistance states would be required to 
provide to abused and neglected children. While the governors arc 
requesting additional flexibility in this area, some 22 states are now 
under court order for failing to meet current child protection standards. 

SSI 

• The tentative agr~ment fails to fix a provision of the conference 
agreement that, over lime, raises the age al which the elderly poor Can 
qualify for 551 from 65 to 67. This provision would primarily affect 
poor elderly women who live alone, effectively cutting a hole in the 
safety net insofar as they are concerned. This prov.ision would 
disadvantage states; many of these poor elderly women would 
undoubtedly turn to their states for help. 

Republican Congressional negotiators agreed to drop this provision in 
the budget negoti.tions. But it apparently has no! been dropped in the 
proposed governors package. 

Child Nutrition 

• The conference agreement is left unchanged here, except for 
modifications in the optional school food block grant. It contains more 
Onerous cuts in several child nutrition programs than the Senate welfare 
bill did, i"eluding overly deep cuts in the program that provides 
nutrition assistance for children in child care. The Senate welfare bill 
induded budget savings as large in this area as the conference report 
but did so with less harm to children. 
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Tommy G. Thompmn Rd)'monJ C. Sd'~prdCh 
Governor of WiICons in be'Uliv~ Dir~c{Or 

Ch.,irm.,,, 
H~ll of lhe Smc5 

n"b Miller 4-14 N(Hth C,pilol Street 
Governor of Nevada Washington. D.C. 20001-1512 
Vice Ch.lirm~11 Tdcph()n~ (202) G24-5301l 

October 5, 1995 

Mr. Bill Harrington 

Commissioner 

United States Commission on 
Child and Family Welfare 

Post Office Box 5345 
Tacoma, Washington 98415 

Dear Mr. Harrington: 

I appreciate your sending me the information that you shared with Congress concerning welfare 

reform and the fatherhood issues. You raise some interesting concerns about the role of fathers 

in building strong families, and the need for welfare policy that is not anti-family, especially 
. regarding the role of fathers. 

The National Governors'Association (NGA) policy, which YOLl cite, expresses the nation's 

Governors views abolLt paternal involvement in the ramily, especially child-rearing. When both 
parents are actively engaged in a child's life that child has a better chance of success. 

Governors have played and will continue to playa leading role in developing and implementing 
comprehensive welfare reform and strengthening the family. The significant role that fathers 
play in the family, especially rearing children, will not be overlooked. 
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SUSPE?\SION IS THE FOR.'1 OF 
A SUBSTITUTE 
(Offered by: Governor Dean 

Governor Thompson 
Governor Camaban 
Governor Carlson 
Governor Carper 
Governor Engler 
Governor Romer) 

PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE THE RESTRUCTURING OF THE 
FEDERAL-STATE PARTNERSHIP 

Governors believe that the "ext two years present an enormous oPPol1Wliry to restruer",r. 

the federa/.state relationship. The Governors urge Congress to take advantage of th,s 

opportulJiry both to examine the aUacation of responsibilities among the levels ofgovernment 

and 10 maximize state flexibility in areas Of shored responsibiliry, However, ehe Governors 

believe that children must be protected throughout this process. 

As the federal govemmem begins to move toward a balanced budget the pressure to reorder 

federal priorities and curtail federal granl$ will increase. Alr.ady, "urnerous proposals for 

program consolidation and reduction are on the table, 

While fed.,al budget cuts are ".eded, the Gov<rllon are concerned aboul the cumulative 

impact on the states offed'1'(l1 budgetary decisions. 'TIt. federal budget must be balanced by 

true savings, not by Shifting cosrs to the states. 

Governan recognize the special responsibiliry of government at all levels in meeting ,h. 

needs of children and famili.s, Governors have taken the lead in carrying oul these 

responsibilities in tho past, The Governors believe thaI the federal govemm.fIt mUSI maintain 

a financial role. in assisting states a"!i localities to c()11liJwe to mett these responsibilities. 

• 1 • 
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AU Oovernur, recoKllize th~ impartance of a federal ro/e mfinancing in~oml assisulllce to 

families and children However/ Ihe cQlItinuaticn o/the currfnt welfare system is unacc~ptl1bie. 

Tinkering und €.'han~eJ at lh! matgin will not be sufficient. Congress sho~lld create a new, 

simpler. and mort respo'iJjyt fmral role, 

CQY(f1'u;;rs have ~ol )'8t reach9d com/MUS on whether ctJ.(h ana other emttiemem 

assistance ~h()uld remain availablf os fedtral entitltmenn In n.eedy families or whether ir should 

be converted to a state ffilitJemtnJ block gran.t, (j()vemntl df1 agree. howeYer. lhal in either 

CQje states should hayc Ihe flexibility to enact weI/aft reforms without having to requesr federul 

waivl!!3. Whil~ Govcrnors recogniz' the fegitimatei:nrere,(t "1 the federal government in ~-tttling 

broad Pf'()grtl'" gOtlU i1'l COf)PffatiOIt with $taus and territories. rh/!Y also believt: thai states 

should he free from preS'riptivt !1t1~rtlJ ltandard... including key aspects of tht: wet/are system, 

Juch us work nquiremfltu, b(mejitf to tttn parents and ff) legal tmmigranu, und rime limits on 

benefits· 

Governors belleve ,hat block grantJ as diuusscd in this section. should bE enrtrlemel1n to 

,flafes Qnd ncr d!Jerdicmary Jirrmr programJ. The CO\'tJmOfS vii"" ally block gm".r propnsal as an 

opporruntry for the Congf'W and the Prwcnt 10 proviiJ. ""ded flt±ibilily fo, state.(, not as a 

pri.m.af'j means UJ n:duce the federal budget deficit, Th. block grant should include Q clear 

scalemen! ofpwpuse in,lwiing goals for tM block gN11t and the mel1$ure.s lhat will be used to 

judge the effh;tivtmess oj1M use ofblock grants. Tn., block ginnu must recngnize rhe nation's 

imert.n in 

• S,rviCCl to chiltiren, 

• mU'Iintfrom welfare fCwork, and 

• reducing {JU!.o/~wedlock bfrrhs. 

U:nder this wncept, shere should be no nticronumagernt>,1f and state." .~houJrJ be required 

only lu ensure. that the funding rqceiv#d is used t" prD'IIit1e servicu for poor children und their 

.,. 
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families. While SUl1es would bt: requifltd 10 d¢sclwe rheirproxram iii a Stale plan and fO provide 

perifidic repnm It; the public:. th~ plans would nor b(! subject to federal approval Of ff:d~ml 

rp.virion. Finandal and complium;e Uf.ltitlS would be cOJiductta to ouure that moneys were 

property ,flletlt, and SlilteS would be requirtd to PCfY back any mirspmr funds. S~,~fic program 

nUlcnme datQ wtJi be collecred by tht xtukJ attd pubUdy reponed. 

Block gaur ftmding should be guaranteca eyer ft've yeQf'S al lsrels Qfl,ed 10 among the 

.)ilJ,ieS, COllKTCSS, a,td tltt AdminiJtratiox. GOl'emors will work with l~e Congress and The 

Admini.!lrQckm to provide appropriate budge1 adjustments thai rscognize agreed upon nanonal 

priurititj" iltfiaciQn, and demand for service]. 

In ftfUm fol' Ihi! bread fioxibJiiry, sunes would consider nn i~irinlllll()!ml!m haud on rhe 

avuagc ofscwlral prior years. Fgd~,al funru would bt t1U1nmancolly available under a capped 

en.titlement $l'1'UCtu1'l1 wzead of beil1g rubjtCr to t1M.Ud/ ditcrerionary approprlattoru. Thert 

would be no mainunanCi of effort provisions and sUlZe.' wnu.ld be allowed to keep all suvingy 

so long (JS Ih~ federal all()Cation KillS spent. Unapl':nd.'-!l /tJi.traJ fundJ would remain a!laUabl~ 

to statc.t 10 maximiz, ftmbiJiry on,d (0 encourage the creation of a "ramy day" fUnd und 

would not be sui)j'" 10 nall()CQnon by tltt !I.dual govtmmetlI, 

To provide jor significant changt.S in the C)"Jk:ui t:COffomy an.d for major l1att4ral disas:crs, 

an addition.al amount should be set aside ea~h year for automaric and timely distribution to 

srares thaI tttperien~ hfgheNhan..average unemplc;ymtllt. a major disaster, or olher indlcators 

ofdistr,!! in tMir .ttQ11J. 

dn ln4iyi4ual Ellltdemm( Prazrum 

If the fedef41 &oYcmment pr4J.'rves rhe ftdtral entultmem of all needy fumilies 10 

QJn.stalfi:e, the CO'YCTlt01'S bsI1A" rh«' cu,."m AFDC pmgrom should be replaced by '" liew 

national program that rsillbifshl's denr pniu:y (')bjectivts and cenain minimum sta'idardsj but 

pr()vides statu with broad flrnhdity to design k4'j program e-lffflr!f!lS. 

. ; . 
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Iim~·Limited djd to ,aamilW Wilh Dependent Chi{dr/W. Assistance in the form of cash 

grams to families aNd children should 1M aWl/'table /01' (J time·limitttd period during which 

a'liviti~J that art designed to make the transition from welfoNl to klOrk take place, 

Sodal ~QHtrgd,. The e.":ptcrationr and rlJ/wnsibilih"tf of both thl: rflr.ipienr and th,. 

government should be clellrfy dtfintd a1ld inr:entivfll and lfll1t:Mm JhooJd he de'figned [() en,tufe. 
thaI thOSB respon.sibilitift are cam'td Olit. Statts rhlluM ht grt111.tf.ti hmad flexihUity in defining 

thl compon6nll of the 1«101 con triter, including 7IUluirl!m~mJ to begin work before lhe 

ma:rimmn time i.r exhaustrd, Rectipt of Q_ni.fttJttce .fhGuld be conditioned upon ongoing 

camplianef with th, social contran 

S"QQOr! $eMce.t Stale programs could im;lud~ (lJ appropriate, thf tducatiol~ rraiJtm& 

11M .~uppnrt smices necessary to help parti,ipuftlJi bewme st:{(·sufficiem. Such stfiliceJ should 

he funded euher as a componeru of the j'U':Uffl< support praqam or utrough broader block 

grams. 

LQtjI: nan AlSinanc'l Continued fed~ra~ state, county, ami [()Cal assi.rfanc~ under the 

fluliul1a! prQXTam afUr the rimewlimiud period should be dependent upon d nquirtment ofwork 

or wurk-relaled Q(;livmes unlm lW job, communUy service work opporttmity. or communiI)' 

s~rvlce plaGement J.s 4wziJabk. Federal funds ,,«uivalent to Ihe asstrtam:_ poymel1t Jhcult1 be 

available to the states to support the creation of Mlfitd work. States should be allowp.d If) 

create work directly and thtrJuglt subsidw tt; tit. privaJt SttlO(. The on-going jilUlf1.da[ needs of 

ciJild,..n mwl b. addtc.rJ.d in ••y dm.·/imittd ",!1m. 

FI¢biliQi. Stalu OpfJOSI p"scripti'llt federal mtlnagemmr of the Aid to Famili.e$ With 

LHfHndvtl Children program. F,.deml guidzlbtes should be YeQJonably gtnt:n.ll ilt nan.-rd af,a 
stater should have hroad jratutory aurhority to adjusl btne(lt levels and 10 determine: Ihe form 

nnd cnndilion Of G!slsrance. This flexibility should be in the ferm of allowable IJpri(;n.t (Jnd 

should. nat require /werul wQilters or pltm approv(JL 

http:gtnt:n.ll
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Stales should have the ability to extend assislance as needed, with full federal financial 

participation, for a limited periad beyond the federal nandand on a case·by case basis in onder 

to ensure that recipients complete education or job training prograrru, complere treatment for 

substance abuse or other physical or mental impairments, or resol",e emergency siruan'ons such 

as homelessness. 

PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION 

The Governor.; believe that maximum budget savings are passible only if the concept of 

flexibility is extended beyond the income assisrance program, The simplificarion of the current 

categorica~ nonentitlemem federal grant·in.aid system must also be a Congressional priority. 

Governors have argued that such simpi/fi<:ation would both increase administrative efficiency 

and encourage state and local effons 10 de.elop mOre effective programs. 

The hislory of block grants is long, going back al least to genera! revenue sharing and the 

broad block grants of the Nixon era. Block grants were also an important part of the Reagan 

"New Federalism" of the 1981)s. At that time the consolidation of programs also came with 

:funding curs. While block grant proposals have generally begun with a theme ofsimplification 

and consolidation. the actual legislation has often retained significant federal resrrictions. 

Equally important. ov., time rhe federal government has tended 10 establish additional 

set-asides and piace new rlUrricrions within the bi1xk grtznts that have been established. Future 

reform must recognize and address these problems. 

Goverrwr.; be/illv. that such consolidarion must: 

• Recognize the narional ;merest in protecting and serving children. 

• Include a cle.rdejinitian of nationalpurpose and narional objectives. 

• Avoid sel..utd.s or otherprescriptive conditions for the fUnding. 

• Include significant transferability 1>/funds between th. blockgiants. 

• Free/ad. cost-shifts to the states. 

• Be consistent with the way in which Slate govemment deli".,. services to cititens. 
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• 	Incorporate distriburUln formulations ,onsist6nt with the distribution implicit in existing 

caregorical gronts. 

• Allow the flexibility needed to maximue efficiency and to minimue the expansion ofstote 

government employment, 

Block grams provide a vehicle for th. federal government to assist states and localities ",eet 

high priority domestic needs thai they would otherwise be ullable or unlikely to accomplish. 

RESTRUCTURING MEDICAID 

Governors have significant policy relating to the restructuring of 'he Medicaid program and 

to health care reform overall. Because of the close link between income policy and health 

policy, Governors will be berter able to achieve welfare reform if the policies proposed by the 

Governors in the area of health care art tnacted. Governors recognu. that Congress is 

considering subsrantial C"IS in ,he jederal contribution to the Medicaid program. Governors 

believe there may be potential for saYings in the acute care portion ofthe Medicaid program and 

direct NGA staff to develop the option of restricring future program grawth in exchange for the 

federal government assuming responsibility for the long·term care program. 

Governors believe that there is some potential to attain sa:"iI'IgJ in. lhe acute care portion of 

the Medicaid program and they are willing to consider reasonable rsstrictions on future program 

growth. However, $Uci! restrictions mwt b. accompanied by significant flexibility in program 

delivery including flexi.bility in serting eligibility and bentjits levels, much greater USe ofmanaged 

care, and greater opportunity to define reimbursement methodologies. Governo", also believe 

that there are savings to b. realized in long-ttrm care, including the use of alternatives to 

institutionalization and adoption ofSttategie.s that will improve the cos/ effectiveness of nursing 

home Care, The Goyemors look forward to working with Congr'" 10 address acute and /f)ng 

term ctJrt. casu. 
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Preamble: DemocratIC GOIIQrnors agree that the current walIare syslem encourages 
dependency end needs reform, We agrea with the publIC lind with welfare 'eciplllnts 
that a reformed welfare system must be transitional, not a "way of life' and must be 
based on work, 

Oemocratic Govarnors support national efforts to fundamentally reform the wellare 
system, At; Oemocratic Governors continue to Implement raforms at the state level, 
national reform Is needed to ensure a contlnuad faderal financial commitment and 10 
allow g,aalQ( slal9 flexlbllity In tailoring laderal programs to Indlvtdual states' needs, 

Democratic Governors reoogni~ that children born to childrGn are mora likely 10 grow 
UP In poverty and become long-term dependant on public assislllnOll. Democratic 
Govemors' messaga to kids is thatthera Is a brighter future for them if they delay 
sexual activity and pregnancy, Our messaga 1$ OOe 01 hope and opportunity 10 
children, 

DemocratiC Governors recommend the follOWing seven principles In national weHare 
reform eflorts: 

l}En:sure DersQnal aod financi.ol rosDQo9jbjljty 

Support requiring "contract of mutual responsibility" for welfar. recipients as a 
condition of receipt of AFOC, Contracts could include conditioning receipt of AFOC on 
attendance at parenting education classes, completion of high school, attendance at 
family planning classes, and chlldhcod Immunization 

Fieldbiiity on liming of contrae1 implemenl1ltlon and coverad population 

FlexibUlty on specific elements of the contract 

Support requiring full recipient cooperation on paternity eSlabUshment and 
oppose albltrary denial of benefits 10 coopemting recipients 

Support efforts to Improve child support enforcement tools, such as improving 
Intorsl1lle collections and unijorm recognition by all ,"SlGs of child support orders 

2) loerease economic gogorlunjly 50 that parents are wodsloa 10 5UlXlOrllhajr children 

Reduce mllar. bureaucracy and paperwork and redirect fBsources so that wellare 
recipient. can prepare for work. go 10 work. and stay at work 

Remove dlslncBntiVGs to work In current W9~are system 

http:financi.ol
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Suppotl child care assistance for recipients making !ransUlon from weHare to work as 
well as for working poor 

Support incentiveS to create lob. in the private ."etOr 

Statea have demonstratGd a commitment to restructure welfar" 10 make it a work 
focused program, and want more flQxlbll1ty to conlinua to be the pioneers on weHare 
reform 

llIt's not replace one bureaucracy with another (j.e. welfare bureaucracy for a public 
worka bureaucracy) 

Support assistance to low-income working lamilies (for exampla, Earned Income Tax 
Credk and child care) 

Remove bureauQratic obstaclee to obtaining child care 

Support shifting resources from malnlsing people on welfare to encouraging welfare 
recipient. to work 

3) promote Ie!lIirsl fiscal respoosibility. not abdication of fed&ral reSllOlls;biliIX 

·Meeting the needs of Iow-inoome families is a joint feaeral-.tate responsibility 

Support continued federal comm"ment to individual entklemenl for fGderal welfare 
programs, inoluding AFOC and Food Stamps because Iha financing structure ensures 
shared federal financial commitment ana provldos slablilly In timM of recession 

Oppose mandated block grants for AFDC and nutrHIon programs 

Oppose elimination of benefits to legal immigrants, many of Whom are laXpayars 

Oppose Bilotta to balance the federal budget through gimmickS which shift major costa 
to state and local faxpayers 

4) prevtol cblldl'llll from haylna children 

..SupPOrt national campaign to discourage teenage pregnancy 

Support demonstration grants to slates lor pilot projeets on taonaga pregnancy 
prevention, teen parenting, and teen father involvement 

Support requirement for teens to complete their high school education (or equivalent) 
In order 10 receive AFDC 
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SuPllOO reQuirement for leens \0 live at home or with a responsible aduft 

5) Help Pllrents and their cblldren stall l"lIelber 

Oppos& tearing families apan by forCing parents 10 lillie up their children simply 
beCause they are poor 

Support removing disin08ntives to marriage 

Support ellmlnallng requirements for two-parent families that discourage both parants 
from worIclng 


Support allowing families to save monay (e,g. Individual Development Accounts) 


til Make welfare transRjooal assistance. oot a way at Ide 

Support flexibility for states to plaCE! time-limits on AFDC cash payments 

ZlCoOlral coslS through less red laDe and paperwork 

Restore federallncentive$ for initiatlvl>G thai streamline Ibe welfare system and prevent 
fraud and abuM 

Chango the system from ooe that foeusas on compliance with myriads of rules and 
regulations 'to ooe which focuSQ. on the goal of welfare recipients working 

Make It easier for stales to taka the Initlallvo by streamlining Bnd slmplifyinllthe federal 
waiver process 



DEMOCRATIC GOVERNORS' 

WELFARE REFORM PRINCIPLES: 


Democratic Governors believe the current welfare system ,needs fundamental reform. As 
Congress debates reform proposals, lawmakers can look to states with Democratic Governors 
for instruction. Democratic Governors across the nation have already put in place reforms that 
emphasize personal responsibility, promote self-sufficiency, provide economic opportunity and 
keep families together. 

These Democratic presc~ptions for reforming the welfare system represent practical responses 
to everyday problems. The Congress should recognize these achievements and empower states 
to continue to experiment with new solutions to the problems of welfare. At the same time, the 
Congress should recognize that the financial commitment to help people make the transition from 
dependency to self-sufficiency should remain a shared responsibility of the federal government 
and the states. 

As Democrats, we believe that efforts for reforming the welfare system should be guided by the 
following principles: 

1) Ensuring personal and rmancial responsibility 

A) By allowing states to require responsibility contracts as a condition for 
receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children. 

These contracts could require AFDC recipients to attend classes on parenting 
skills, complete high school or a GED, attend family planning sessions and have their children 
immunized. The contracts could also impose a family benefit cap to bar additional payments for 
children conceived while the parents were on welfare. . 

B) By requiring AFDC recipients' full cooperation in establishing paternity. At 
the same time, we oppose the arbitrary cut-off of benefits to recipients who have fully 
cooperated in an unsuccessful effort to establish paternity. 

C) By supporting efforts to improve child support enforcement. 

. -.' 
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2) Making work more attractive than welfare 

A) By providing opportunities for welfare recipients to prepare for work. go to 
work and stay at work. 

B) By reducing welfare bureaucracy and paperwork and redirecting resources in 
order to strengthen work programs 

C) By removing the current system' s disincentives to work 

D) By supporting child care assistance for recipients making the transition from 
welfare to work. 

,E) By supporting incentives to create private-sector jobs for people who have been 
on welfare 

F) By supporting assistance (such as the Earned Income Tax Credit) that helps 
keep low-income working families off welfare 

3) Making welfare temporary and transitional, not a way of life 

A) By supporting slate flexibility to impose time limits on AFDC cash payments 

4) Helping famInes stay together 

A) By supporting removal of eurrent disincentives to marriage 

B) By eliminating requirements that discourage both parents from working in two­
parent welfare families 

C) By allowing working families on welfare to save money 

D) By opposing proposals to require parenlS to give up their children 

5) Discouraging teen-age pregnancy 

A) By requiring teen-age parents to live at home or with a responsible adull 

B) By requiring teen-agets on welfare to complete their high school education (or 
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its equivalent) in order to continue to receive AFDC payments 

C) By supporting a national campaign to discoorage teen-age pregnancy 

0) By supporting grants to states for pilot projects on preventing teen~ 
pregnancy, teaching parenting skills to teen-ageTS with children and encouraging involvement 
of teen-age fathers in rearing children 

6) Controlling costs and saving taxpayers mOIll!Y 

A) By restoring federal incentives for initiatives that streamline the welfare system 
and prevent fraud and abuse 

B) By making it easier for states to initiate projects to streamline the system 

C) By changing the focus of the system from compliance with a myriad of rules 
to promotion of the goo! of putting welfare recipients to work 

7) Promoting federal rlSCal responsibility 

A) By recognizing that providing for low-income families is a financial 
responsibility shared by federal and state government 

B) By supporting retention of the federal commitment to an individnal entitlement 
for federal welfare programs in order to ensure a federal financial commitment and to provide 
funding stability in times of recession 

C) By opposing mandated block grants for AFDC and nutrition programs 

OJ By opposing elimination of benefits to legal immigrants 

E) By opposing federal budget balancing plans that shift major costs to state and 
local taxpayers 

, ' , .. ~,~--........ 
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Policy Position 
Adopted Jan"ary 31, 1995 

PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE THE RESTRUCTURING OF THE 

FEDERAL-STATE PARTNERSHIP 


Gov~mon b~icve Ih~1 the nal two ye~r.t presem an ehonnous oppolfUnity to rutrUctuTe 

Ihe I.dual-slate reullwnship. The Governors "l8e Congress to take advanlage 01 thu 

opportunity both to _mine the .Ilocaticn of responsibilitin among the levels ofgryV(:mment 

and to maximize state flc:ibility in areas of shartd resporuibility. However, rile Govemon 

beli.tNe that child,." must be protected throughout this proceJs. 

As the federal government begills to "love toward 11 balanced budget the pressure ro reordv 

federal priorities and curtail federal granl$ will increase. Already, numerous proposals for 

program C01lSaiidaticn and reducticn are on tlte table, 

While federal budget cuts are needed, the Governors are cencemed ~bout the cumulative 

impact on'th, Slates of federal budgcr.", decisions. The federal budget,must be balanced by 

tnlI savi"&,,, iiol by shifting costs to th. states, 

Govem~rs ritcognize the special resporulbilil)! of government at all' levels in meeting the 

needs of children and families. Governors have, taken lhe lead in canying out there 

respollSibilitks in the past. The Governors believe tltat the feaeral government must maintain 

a financial tole in assisting states and localities co continue to meet these responsibilities, 

WELFARE REFORM 

All GOvemOIS recognize the importance of afederal role in financing iMome assistance to 

familw and children. However, the continuation of In#! current welfare system is unacceptable. 

Tin.kering and changes at>the margin will not ~e suffident. Congress should create a new, 

simpkr, and more responsive federal role. 
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GO'Jemors have nol yet reached consensus on whether cash and other entitlement 

assistance should remaill available as federal emitlements to needy families or whether irshould 

be converted to a state entitlement black grant Governors do agree, hOWiWJIj that in either 

case states should have Ihe flexibility to enact welfare reforms withQut havmg 10 request federaJ 

waiver.f. While GOllem.ars recognize the legitimate intefeSl of the federal government in setting 

broad program goals in cooperation with slares and territories, IMy also believe thaI states 

should be free from prescriptivefederal standards including key aspect! of the welfare system, 

~uch as work requirements, benefits' to leen parents and to legal im'migrants.. and tim. limits 011 
. . 

A Stale El'lrirJeme/!l Block Gram Prowam 

Governors believe that block grant! as di.!cussed in lhis section should be entitlements 10 

Stales and Ml discretionary granrprogmms, 1M Governors view any block grant proposal as an 

opportunity for the Congress and the President to provide neelkdflexibilil)l for states, nOI as a 

primary meallS to reduce Ihe federal budget deficit, The block grant should include a clear 

slate"",,,t ofpurpose incb;dillg mul.aUy agreed upon goals for the block grant and the measures 

that will be w;ed to judge the effectiveness O/Ihe use of block grants, The block grants must 

recognize the nation:r interesr in 

• services to children, 

• moving from welfare to work, and 

• reducing out-of·wedlock biJIhs. 

Under this com;ept, there should be no micromanagemenr and ,scales should be required 

only to 4ft$ure that the fUnding received is wed to provide services for poor children and their, 
families. While Slates would be required to describe rheir program in a stateplan and 10 provide 

periollic repons to the public, the plans would not be subject to federal approval or federal 

revision. Financial and complilmce audirs would be conducted to ellSure that moneys were 

prop.~ spent, and states would be nquired 10 pay back .ny mi.!spenl funds. Specific program 

ourcome data will be coiieClod by the stales and publkfj reponed• 

.,. 
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Block grant funding should b. guaranteed Over five years at levels "gned 10 among the 

states, Congressl and rhe AdmInistration.. , Governors will, work with the C;ongress and the 

Administration 10 provide appropritlte budget adjustments that recognize agreed upon notional 

prion"ties, inflation, and demand for services. 

In retum for this broad fluibility, states would consider an inirial al/orment based on rhe 

avtlrage ofseveral prior years. Federal funds would be tJU/otnaticallY available under a capped 

entitlement sl1Uaure instead of being SUbject to annual discretionary appropriatiof!S. . There 

wauld b. M maintenance of ef/OI1 provisions ond stares would be allowed to keep all savings 

so long as the federal allocatio~ was spent Unapcnded 'ederal fund.!; would remain available 

10 states to mu:timiz. flexibility·ond /0 encourage the creanan of a "rainy day" fund and 

would not be subject to reallocatit", by the 'ederal government. 

To provide for significant changes in the cye/ical economy and for major nallmll disasters, 

an additional amount should b. set aside each year for auromaric and rimcly distribution to 

stales that experlencl! highe,..rhan.avcrage unemployment, (l major dis~ster. or other iitdicatorj 

0'distress in rheir Slat'S. 

An lndi\ddual Enrirlemw l'rQ:rtl1ll 

If Ih. federal government preserves the federal ..titlement of all need)' families to 

assistance, Ihe Governors believe the eu.rrent AFDC program should b. rtplaced by a new 

narianal program thor establishes c/tJ>T polity objectives and cerlain minimum standard.!;, bur 

pr{)Vldes states with broadJkxIbility to design key program elements. 

Federal polfey objective.< and Slandards could includ. but should nor exceed the following' 

:rune-Limited Aid III Families With Depend.,,! Children. Assistanc. in the form of cash 

grants 10 families and children should be available for a rime-limited period during which 

(lelivides ,hat are designed to make the tro"'ilion from welfare 10 work take place. 

~ial Contlllcr, The expectations art.d responsibiliries of bOlh the recipient Qr:d the 

government should b. clearly defined and mcentives and sanetio", should be designed 10 ensure 
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that those responsibilities are Ctlmed out. States should b. granted broad flexibility in. definir.g 

.the. components of the social contract, including requirements 10 begin work before the· . 

ma.rimum time'is exhausted. ReClipt (If assistance should be conditioned upon. ongoing 

compUance with the social contract. 

SUI2llO!! SWCM State p;ograms could include, as appropriat.. the edUCtltion, training, 

and support services n.cessarylo help pal1icipanlS beee"", self·sufficient. Such selVices should 

be fUnded tither as a component of me income support program or Ihrough broader blook 

grants. 

LO!!~ Ttmt'&WlMce. Continued federaL stale, county, 'and local assistance under th. 

notionalprogram after the time·limited periad should be dependent upon arequirement of work 

'or wark ..rtlated activities un.less no job, 'community .strvice work apponunity, or community 

setv;,;e placemellt Is, available Federal funds equivalent to the "ssutanco paymenl'Should be 

available to the states to "upport the creation of needed wark. Srates should be aI/owed /0 

creole work dlr<ol/y and Ihrough su/;sidils to the privare S«lar. The an·going finanolal needs of 

children must b. addressed in any time·limited system. 

Elexihlljry. Slates appose prescriptive federal management of the Aid 10 Families Wiln 

Dependent Children program. Federal guidelines should be reasonably general in nature and 

Slates should Itave broad slaMary aUlhority 10 adjust benefit kvels and 10 determine the fonn 

O1Id condition of assistance. This flaiiii1ity should be in the form of allowable options and 

should nol "'1',;,. federal waivers orplan approvaL 

States should have the ability 10 exlend assutano. as needed, with full federal fina""",l 

participation, for" limited period b"}'ond the federal standard on a case·by case basts in order 

to ensure that recipients 'o.mptete educaticn qr job training progrQmr~ complete treatment for 

substance abuse Of ather physical or mental impairments, or resolve emergency situlJno,l1s such 

as hamelesSlfers., 

., . 
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PROGRAM CONSOLIDATION 

The Gov.mors believe thar mlllimum bud,,,, s.villlJs are possible only if tlte concepz of 

flexibilily is 1I:X16Ided beyond lite incom••S!~-rQ"ce program. The simplification of the Cutrent 

cal'goricol, Mnentitl.mUlI federal granr·in••id.syst.", must also b. 0 Congressiollill priority. 

Governors have argued that such simplification. would both increase (t~islrative effiCiency 

and encourage stat. and local efforts to develop mar. effective programs. 

The histolY of block grants is long, gomg hack all.o,r to general revenue sharing and th. 

broad bloc,.. granlS of rhe Nixon era. Block grants were also an importanl part of the Reagan 

"New Federalism" of the 1980s.. At that time the consolidation ofprograms also cam. willt 

:funding CUIS•. While block grant prapasals have generally begun wilh a theme ofsimplificano~ 

and co"solidation, the actUal I.girlarion has often retamed significant federal rerrriclions. 

Equally imponanl, over lime lhe fideral govemmenl has tended 10 <stab!ish additional 

set-asidts and pia.. new restrictions within th. block granlS Ihat haVt bee.. established. Future 

reform mUS'l recognize and ~ddresr mt'.se problems. 

GOllemC7S beli8'J,'e thaI $uch consolidation mU$t: 

• Recognize the nation.al imereS! in protecting and sendng children. 

• It1.clu~ a clear definilion ofnational purpose and national objeclives. 
. . 

• Avoid sel-osUJes or olherprescriprive <ondirions for the funding, 

.. Include signific~n! "''''sf,rability offunds between lhe block grants, 

• l'm:lude cosr-shijts to'the staler. 

• Be consistent with the way ill whl'ch sr(Jle governmenr 4elivers .~e:vices to citizens. 

• Incorporate distribut'iDn fomtulatians consistent with the distribution implicit in existing 

categoricalgranls. 

o Allow th.flexibility ....dod 10 maximize efficiency ana to minimize the expansion ofstale 

goyemmtl1t employment: 

., ' 
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Block grants provide (J vehicle for the federalgovemmem 10 assist slares and localities ""'<t 

high priority domestic needs that they would otherwise be "ntlbl. or unlikely to accomplish, 

RESTRUcnJRJNG MEDICAID 

Governor< have significant pcllcy "'lating to the resrructuring of Ihe Medicaid program and 

to health' can reform overalL Because of Ih. close link between irlcome pclicy and heallh 

poliq, Gl)YenuJrS will b. better able to achieve welfare refom. if Ihe pclu:ies proposed by the 

Governor.r in the area of health care are enacted. Governors' recognize .hal Congress is 

considering substantia,1 CUIS in the federal comribution io the Medicaid program, Governors 

belie.. there may be palentUi1fOT savings in the acute care portian ofth. Medicaid program and 
, . 

direct NGA. staff,lo !levelop the option ofmtricting future program growth ,in tXeht:Utge for the 

federal governmen1 assuming respoTlSibiJity for the Iong·term care program. 

Governors believe thor rhere is somt pOlel'ltitlll() DtTain savings in the acute care portion of 

the Medu:aid program and they are wi!ling to eOTlSidu reasonable restriaioflS on future program 

growth. However, such restrletioTlS must b. accof'l{Xlhied by sign/ftcam srarurory flexibility in 

program delivery including flexibility in setting eligibility and beneflts levels, much greater use of 

111(JlIag~d care, and greater oppottunityto define reinibummtnt methodologies, Governors also 

believe that there art ,ffJvings to be realized in long-term cart, including the use 0/ alternanves ~o 

,nsTirutianalization and adoption ofstra<egies that win improve the cost effectiveness Of nursing 

home care, The GovemoTS'look forward to ..OtIcing with Congress to address acute and long 

renn care costs,' 

EQurrABLE TREATMENT FOR TERRITORIES IN NATWNAL WELFARE REFORM 

Governors believe the writories should be "eated equitably in tilly w.lfare reform proposal 

brought before Congress, 
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PriDcipies '" Guide die _ctur!nz of die FecleraJ.ShItAoPutoenhip 

Gooomors bcW:w !bat tho next two ~ p_ ... ...,rmoua cppommily to __ !he 
__",larjonsbip Tho Oovemon lIIi" Coops.s 10 talco adv1In1agc: oflhis opportunity both 
10 _1hc anoOatioo of_ibilili.. """"'II 1hc:i ...... of~ and 10 maYimi: ..... 
flexibility in ...... ofshaRd _ibUity. 

Ju!he fbkroI __bcgina 10 """'. toVIlItd • bal••eM bud,got tho p ..... "'" 10 .-fedetaI 
prioritIa and cuttaiI fedetaI ........ will iDe.,.... Already. Dumetm1S proposals fer _ 
-.01_and'-... on thotahle. 

While &deal budpt cutI are needed, the Govemon arc ~ about ~ C'llmutnriw impact Oil 

!he _ ofll:dend l>udpary deci.ions. Tho _ budget ..... be b.1ancwl by tlUe savinp. DOt 
by obiflina ..... to 1hc _. . 

Gooomors .-..ogoi",!he special n:opcosibility of __ at oJ! ""-.Is ill tnoetiD,& !he _ of 
dIiIdn:zo and flImilioo. Gowmms be.., -. !he lead ill ....-ryios out those _ibilitia in tho 
Past. Tho ClovanorI be.... thai tho _ ~most maintalJ1 alinanoial role in .... isWJg 
...... and looaIitia 10 1lOIIIin..1O.- those """I"'"'ibililies. 

G<m:mono ..,.,.,.,....d thai c~ am priorlty 10 tcS!nI<:t1lrill tbc __p_p in 
1hrao .....: refonnina Ihe _ oyI!m>, con...u..s ~ _titJCrOmt prosmmi 10 block 
gJlIDtr, and tcS!nI<:t1lrill Medicaid. 

weir... Ral'orm 

All Oovanon m:<lgIIiz.e Ihe ilnpott:Itu>: of a _ role in financing """""" assisIance 10 filmiJies 
and cbildrea. However, Ihe oantinuatian of1hc __ system is '''''''''I''"ble. TmIa:rins 
and dJan&l!I at die nwgin will not be sumcimt. Coops.s should ..-.ate. new. simpler. and more 
reopoasi.vo _ role. 

(kM:mon havcllOl yet IOIIOb<d 00IISCIlM on wbcthcr cash usistmce should remain available as a 
fedetaI .,uitl...- to .....!y flImilioo or wbcthcr it lIhDuld be _ to • _,.mtJe..."s bloCk 
pam. Gooomors do qree. how...... tbat in either """ """'" sbould ha"" tho !lcxibility In _ 
woIfaro l1IfbnnI without having to rtqueSt ftdetal w.Uvm. WhUc Gowmms recosNn! tho 
Iqpnmille __ ofdle _ ~ in selling broad progtlW gcaJl iD cocpcraIioIlwith 
....... and _.lhoy al", be1iew:!bat _ should~pti", _ t\aOcIaJ>ls 
iI:w:IudiD& by ospoclS of tho _ syst<:m, SUJ:h as worl< . • balditJ 10 leO!! pan:atI 

and to kpI inonigrlWs. and lime limita 00 beocfita. 

If ~ """"'" -.I ~ existing cash ...iswu:o progr.llllS to block gJlIDtr, Ihi:a 
Gooomors bcW:w tbat those blook ........ should be 0IIIilI....... '" ....... and DOt ,cIisorcti"""'Y 

1 
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F1IIIl J!Il'III1II'IS. UDder Ibis """""PI. tba< should be DO mi.~ ami. __be 

""!IIiRd oa1y to IIIIIIUR Ihalthe Iimding rocciwd i. wed to provillo ..m- h poor c:hiIdr= ~ 

WIIilo. """"" WC>.lId be roquircd to doscribe their program in • stili> plan ami. to provide periodic 

'rIIPOlta to tI>c pu~ tho pIam wcuJd ... be subj"'" to 1l&ral appl<Ml. or 1l&ral miJiaa. 

r....uci.l_ WC>.lId be c:ooduc1l:d to ensurelhal_ wm properly "I'ClIt.. ami. _'MRIld 
be ~ to pay bade 1liiy miospcz>t fimds, 

lilrctum fOr Ibis bmad flexibility, _ wcuJd _toan initiolllllolJ.-~ OIl the '-' of 
..........J. prior _ with .-ic1I:d jICW!h in fiItum y<aB. FedmJ fimds ~ be a"""""ti<oJIy 
available II!ldot • ""I'P"'l outitlcm<nt stIw:tunl instoad of bcinB ""bje<:l to 8DIIIIIIl dlsClOlioaaly 
~. 'IlI<lc wcuJd be .......,..".."" ofeffilrt provisiotu ami. _ would be allowod 
'to Ir:cop all aavinp so kmg as the total 1l&ral all<><arion was spent. Unexpend<d 1i:iIo:raI fimds 
should ........ ....,.;IabIc to ...... to maximU.o flexibility ami. to ~ the maIion of. ''rainy 
day"1IuId. 

, . 
• ,i, To PlO"idc Il>r .flcant ~ in the eyclioaI """"",,,y and fur lIll\ior _ dis:Istm1I. ... 
" 	 ,aMitimal'_should be set asido cad! year fOr 1lI1nman" distribution to _1hat ~ 

, ", '~_ """"Ploymeut, • major disaster, or olher iDdicalDn .rdimcss in their _, 
" 

Hthe 1i:iIo:raI ~t ""*"'"' Ihc 1l&ral entitl"""",t of alllIIled.y IlIInilios to ...istanco, die 
_ bc:IicYc Ihc _ AFDC _ should be n:plaecd by • _1IIIli...1 _ tbaI' 
......._ clear JIQIioy obj«:li... and c:onain minimum staDdards, but provide< _ wit!> _ 

" 	

l!eiIbiIityto <Iosip. by _ ckrnmts,
" 

" 

' ­.. Timo:J imj!od CuI! Auj!la!lGe, AssisIan<e in die form of ...1o gtlIIIU to famil'" and obiIdrea 
, ' _ 1>0 lMilabIc Il>r • _limitccI poricd duriDg whidI activities tbaI an: dcsi,gucd to maJcc the 

Ullnsilioc _ """-Iluo to worit take pb<e, 

SoeiaI CouIm!:t 'The~... ODd r;spoIW'bililiao of both Ihc recipient aad Ihc government 
.....111 be <IeatIy _ ani! ineeoli"", ami. _ should be dcai,gucd II:! eDSUl'1O tbaI tIwse 

" ...p.m.n,DiIl.. .,. oarri<d out. Swes should be grnmcd broad fle>dbility in dcf\ni"8 Ihc 
"""'I""'" oftho sooiaI contra<:t, includiJ1g requiremeu!s II:! begin work bcfi:Irc the _ U­
.. ..m.....ed. RIICOipt of............. should be conditioned up"" ""8Oin8 """'PWmee with the _ 
~ 

SlIiII:ron Soryir,q!. Sw. progroms could include, .. 1IpptCpriaII:, tho cdu-. 1JIIinin& _ 
...pPoit ..m- .......ry II:! hdp participanu become ..1f..uffi.ient, Such..m- should be 
fimdodeilb« ...""""""'" of the income support progr.im orthn:Jugh bmadcrb!oci:ax-. 

1mB TmJI AIJjs!!mJ;c. CooIinueol 1l&ral, ItllIe, <XlWIty, ami. Ioc.aI ...i..."", II!ldot the .ari ..... 
pi............. Ihc _Ilmitcd poricd should be depeodentupon • f"l_ of""'" or worit· 
reIaIod. aotivm.. unlcs.t 00 job. cornmu.niIy servi<c worit opportull.ily, or CCI!!DIU!Iity ser.;.. 

" 	 2 

, ". 
" 
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pbo;omeat is ......wah.., Fcdctallimds cquivaIcot '" Il1o ...ur.... paymem s.IumJd be available '" 
, ..._11> support Il1o ..-of_ ..ode. s_ .1Iou1d be alIow<d to ...... ""'"' IIiRdly 

8IlIIl ~ suboidico '" Il1o pn.... =tor, Tbe ...-some financial """'" of cIIildn:il must be 
,Idob_ ill mytimc-limitcd ryllCm, ' 

, 
" 

, . 
'S1Id... IIhI:wd ha... Il1o ability to ~ ...istanGe .. _, with i\dI fi:dcnII _ial 
~ li:Ir • J.imiu:d period beyond Il1o fedeta1 SlaDiIazd on • c:asc.oy .... basis in onkr '" 
........ that toeipicota compt... oducaIiOll .r job 'Cl1Iining 11_, campIeIc _ li:Ir 

IIIIiltfaooo _ or ..physical or _tal imt>airm<oU. or """'.. _ sinllllionllW:h .. 
i..ndnuncs., 

'. 

, .~ ", ' 
• .~::., .': < 

.', , " . 

\ . '.' " .. \. 'IIIio Go:woiJ>:n _ tbat maxirmIrn burlget sa>iDg! an: possible oo!y if1he """"'PI of1Iexibility 

'~ I .',. is .......... beyond 1he _ uai_ progmm, Tbe oimpllfiean... of Il1o .-~ 
· t ,', :.;:· , ivJnentitIcomaIlI!donI grant..;.,.,wj _ ..... also be. CortI;remooal priority, Govemms have 

"," , " , " argw:d tbat _ .implifioatiOll _ bod! m.r.... odmiIlillUllli.. e!licien<y 8IlIIl """"""i" _ 
'""., . " :':iIx! Iooal cft'orIo to de<Ielop ""'''' dll:otM: 11_. 

Tbe m-y of bIocIc granl& is !on&. going bad< at IWI to ~ rev.... lha.riJlg 8IlIIllho broad 
bIocIc grants of 1he Nixm era. Block graIIlI were also an important part of Il1o Rl:agan "Niow 
FedonJiam" of1he 19SO" Altbat tUnc the """soIidati.. ofp_ also ..... with oiprificam 
fIw!ina: cw, 'While ..... block grant proposals havo beg\In with • tbcmo .r simpllficalioo. ami 
oooaoIidati.... Il1o aauaI 1cgi.1aIi<m has often _ .ignifl..... fedeta1 __, l!qualIy 
iinponmtt, <Mlr ..... Il1o fedeta1 B"""- hal teoded to Cillablish addilional ....sides ami plate 
DOW ~ wiIhin the bleck graIIlItbat have been CillabUmd. FUIIlZe _ = _"i... 

'. 	 ami """""" ""'"" problans," 

, " 	 .
,,' , 

!t . Include a dear dcfh:Ution ofnational pwpoac and lliltional objectives 
., 'Awid aet-asidea or"prescriptive cam\itions for the funding, 
.. ,Jnc!ude sigoificont tzansfensbility offunds between the block grants, 
.; PreoIudo _ '" the 1taIeS. 
• 	 .Be QlDPJh:nf' with the: way in which state ~ delivers servic::.cs to citizens, 
~ 	,~ dimibotion fOI1!l1l!ationll oonsi_ with Il1o distribotion implicit in oxistiDg 

~graIIlI, 
• 	 ,AUOW 1he flexibility IlICCIdcd to maxinUa e!licien<y and to minimU:r: the ex.panaQon of &tate 

. &CM3i1'lail c:mp1.o)1nent 

.. 
, " 

3 


", ' 

http:servic::.cs
http:c:asc.oy


JAN-31-1995 05:17 P."" 


• 


,BIo<;l< grama p;rovido a vebiclo fur !he _ ~ 10 assitt ...... IIldloc:alitim _1IigJI
pn;;.ity cIomoIII:io _ that1boy would __be tmahlo or uoliIi:cly 10 ""'"""""'" . 

GoVomoD behthat lhorc is some pntcntjallo aIIaiD subotmtial savil>p m!he a..Ie """polIian 
of!hc Modioald p......., 1Ild1boy are wilIiIla '" """,ide, _ble resIri<:tiaos <II lUturel"'OlPIM 
~ ~; sud> rostrittions JIllI.Ot be _panied by sipiS",m Ilexibility m_am 
·OOU...." io<:IudiDg much lI"""U usc of manaaed ..... Ilexibility ill 0CIdns clisibility aIICl bm, 6.. 

. ~ aIICl ..._ opportwUty 10 deIinc __mahocIologies. GM:mon also bcIicMo 

that thoro ate sa.. '" be r.alizcd ill Joog....". cue iIII:ludiDa 1110 .... of aI!cmatM:a '" "',,,_Ii"";... IIld adopti<Jn of IIl3IOgics that will imp""" the coot oflil<ti_ of IIIIl>iDg 
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