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Tha Prasidant
The White Houss -
- Washington, DC 20500 - ¢

ear Mr. President:

The nation” s Goveraors want W sapress our sitong opposkion 1o & propasal thee is being sdvonced by
your adminigraion to impose federn! Tempotary Assistance to Neady Families (TARE) requirenuenis
on separaic faie mainteRance-of-efforn (MOE) wellire programs. We beligve this proporal dismonsies
the carsful adreement worked ous smang Oovernors, Congress, and your adminisoration during lust
vesr's welfure reform deliberstions. It will limit state innovation and crealivity angd impert] successil
welfary roferm. We urge you 1o withdraw the propossl,

The National Governars® Asseeistion (NQA) is srongly opposed (¢ your administration’s proposs! 16
firit state Rexibifity in the use of giate MOE funds Ssyond those Jimitstions currently in the law,
Governors supponed o welfaes Block grani beeavie we delleved it would provide the fleaibilivy aatzs
nead 1o ereate successfel programs thar will reduce wetfars depsndency end increass self-sufficlency.
- The undirstanding that states would have grester flexibility In the usz of their own state MOE doliazx
than in the uses of the federal TANF doflars was integral 10 Gavernony’ suppent of welfare reform. This
flexibifity wifl enable mates to design pragrams ts serve tha pareutsr reeds of thelr populntions und to
ensure thal' the most valaerable familics ore protecied. A mointenuacesof-effon requirement wis
intluded 10 guamniee u misimem level of s spending on needy familizs, not 1 impose prosripiive
¢ federal requirsmants on the use of those doflars,

The policy guidanse from the U5, Departmant of Health and Human Ssevices dated Janusry 31, 1597,
provided what we believed o be 2 ressonable and acgurate interprstation of the starute. The guidace
recopaized that sigte matnenanceof-eiion dollars vsed 1o serve eligible families in seporate stuie
programs are a0t w be snsumbered Dy Tederal requirerments and restrictions.  Howewer, your
pdministeation wolld like W reverse shat interpratation with & lsgislative proposst (o require thot ol
state MOE spenging—even if in & separaie suie program-be subjeet o federa! wark, child suppon.
and daw reporting mguiements. Governors believe that Jimidog siate fexibility in separiie se and
MGE programs would bresk the agreement that Congress and your sdministution rade with
Ciovemors on welfure reform.

Gavernors should be given » chance to implement welfare reform wichin ths surmsnt parameters of the
itw. We balieve it {1 grossly premaure o renirict stats fisxiblity and innovation whan atates hove
only jurt begun 1o impliement the law, If, down the road, the sdministration or Congress finds tha

ststes have adapied programs or policies that 2ppear contrary to the inteat of the Jaw, thes Qovernons
would be Rappy 1o Wik with £l pasiss to address the problam.
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We gre unaware of any Saes crouling separmte state programs to “game” the work fequiremcnt or
siphon off the federad ghare of 2hild suppom ¢ollecdane. In faor, sthies appexr to Do moving very
taptously in the ezestion of separgts progrmms. Howsver, Jovernors &1 interesied i preserving the
option 10 credte separata staw MOE programs, if furare sircumstances and nesde suggest that it wouid
be ths best way 1o swrvs prrdoular cliznts or provide particular servicas.

Those states that gre considaring creating separsts stale programs are doing so for very legitinate and
sppropriste reasons, Suies are sonsidering Wisse programs a3 & WAy w serve the mott vulnenable
farilies and individunls for whom s twercy-five, Uiy, or thiny five hoyr per week work mequiresnent
rodght not be 2 realistie or sven dosivabls goal. Thiy might inzluds families with eldetly or disabled
carciakers oy disabled children, victims of domestic vislerce, and individuals needing substance sbuss
treatment bafore going to work. States may also decide o serve indlviduals who ars ineligible for
fadersl TANF sssistance, such as hagnl pnigramsy, in copamve state srogramsg, 1t would be a brosd
strefeh of faderal suthority 1 require sunes o frnposs the faslers] work requirements on individuals
wha are not even eligible to receive faders! dollars.

The flexibility curremiy In the law wii enable stalss 1 cousider & varinty of lnnovative approsshes
with thelr MOE sponding.  For cxample, states may want 10 ¢reste a r2azw sarned income sredle (EIC
Howsver, tequiring the sssignmens of child support rights and macking hours of wark for familiss
reseiving su EIC would be burdensoms snd costly 1o tares, Impoging feders] requirements will have
the very unforainate result of curbing innovative and creative sume sohttions,

We would slse tike 1o mise s relarzd issue coneeming e contngeney fund. Your administraton’s
unwarrented concern wround separate state programs has fed adminisuation officials to oppoiz NGA's
recormmendatisn for fixiny the contingency fund, The incluzion of 3 52 billion contingency fund was
an imporiant element in Goverters™ tuppsrt for welfare reform. Congtesy and your adminiswration
alyo gave nrong suppom o the eontingency fund, ceflecting bipntisan agreemens chizt both the fedecy
and sute governments shauld share the cost of mesdng incrmased needs Suring prriods of economic
GowWTIRUm.

NGA, howsver, iy very concemsd thet cennin provisions ia the welfare law wil] make It gifficulk for

_ silen 1o access the contingency furd during periods of seonomic hardship, shareby defesting the

purpose of the fund. Specificdly, thers it 4 problem with the dafinition of what st tpending counts
towgrd the 100 percent maintenance-cf«effort requiremant that walss must meet in crder 1o draw down
the sdditonal matching dollars. Bven if & suete's spending equaled 100 parcent MOE for te basic
TANF Bloek grant, 1hat state might nw be eligible for the contingency fund because the definition of
MOE under the comingency fund & muck narrower Than the definition under TANF. As a resuli
will be very difficult for states 1o mtet the criteris—aven while ipvesing in high levels of spanding on

welfare programs-if they have any MOE spending in s¢parste progrms, &s is permitted under
TANF.

Governors are rezsmmending that the eontingenty fund MOE requireroent be changed to mirror the
TANF MOE with respect to qualifisd aute spending. Unfortunaiely, your adntnistration erroneausly
betisves that the current, mere remictive MOE requirement for e contingency fund will be a
disincentive 1o stawes to create se-only funded programs and is opposing sur resommendsrion, ln
struzigring their welfre programs, however, most statgy afe 0ot weighing sccess (o the comtingeney
fund very heavily but rather are piving prionity to designing prograrms that will enable tham to mees the
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varying sseds of their clisnis in the most appropriss munner. ¥ the MOE languagpe for the
contingency fund is per wodified, the resuit will not be fewet sepurate sare programy but rather fawer
suates thar are abls to access e contingepey fund to help assist noedy families during periods of
econemit downtarn, Wo prge you %o withdras your spposition o anr proposed modification to
the contingancy fund so that jt may be intluded in the wellare reforin techniesd corrections bill,

We ars copcemed that the mafien’s Governers Ware not adequately consultsd prior to the
snoumdernant of the adesinistrarion’s proposal conceming maintsoance-ofafforn and separie Fare
programs. This propess! was not pat forward In the spit of partership or with e goal of making
welfare refnrm s suczess. Az 8 former Covernor, you know that states have ben 3t tha forefrunt in
devaluping innovetive mnd mecessful sirategies to wove individuals from welfare 1o wotk, Governsn
are deaply coronitied to welfare reform and we urge you 1o work wizh us 1o rake it & fuscess.

Singerely,

Gavemor Bob Miller Qovernyfficorge V. Voinsvich
Suate of Novada Sz of Uhio
Chalrman Viee Chairrsan

Govemnear Tom Cm# or John er
State of Delsware State of Michi
CoLaid Governor en Wallare Reform Lo-leat Govarmar on Welfure Reform

s¢: Donns Shalala, Secaiary. Deparument of Hoalth and Human Services
Bruce Regd, Domestie Policy Adviter
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The Huneratiie William V. Roth, I
Chair

Senoie Pirance Crommintes

219 Dirksen Sencie Office Building
Waskingten, D.C. 20510

Pear Sengior Roth: .

© The nafon’s Governors wint 1 ax press sur S7oRg ophosition o the Clintan sdminisimiion’s prapeail
iy irwposy federad Temporey Aasistanoe Tor Needy Familion {TANF) rofuirementy 1 separaty 3Gl
maimenstoe-ofcfion (MOE) pragiams. W understand the sdimimstration wilt ba submiting 1o you
for your gonsideration g legislative proposal that weuld severely limit siste flexibility In wellin
rgform. This propossl would dismanstle the careful agreement worked out among Davernors.
Congress, and the adminitration during last year's weifare reform deliberations. We ask for your
continued xupport of the framewesk for weilam teform enocted hist yoar snd yrge ¥ou 10 oppuss The
arministeanion’s ¢ffnrte 1o onaet such & proposal, wholhor it be inahe comest 6f o weilare redonn
welnival (orrestions bill or pus of anothsr lgislalive vehick.

The Nationa! Govarnars” Ampciston (NGA) is sirongly oppased to the administration’s proposud v
Timit amte faxibility io the use of waa MOP funds teyond these fimitstions cumimdy in the fuw,
Ciavernnrs upponed ¢ welfire blogk grunt becatee we holioved Tt wonld provide the fiexibility slone
need 1 Snsite sugeesfut proganns ihar wilt reduce woelfane dependeney ond mentosy sellofTichey,
T undarsianding that stutgs woold have groater eaibility in the usé af their ows steis MOE dulfurs
than in the use of feders! TANF doilars wus intzgral ie Qovermners’ suppon of welflam reformu This
fexibility will anabis starey to design programs fo sarve the pamicular needs of sheir populxtions and 1o
eniure thal the most vulnersbie familiex are protected. A mintesonce-af-effirt requireanent was
ineluded ta graranuee o avinsnm lovel of staie sperding an reedy Tumilies, aot 1o impasis preseripiive
Fedutnd regtirezwnts un thy sy af Lhase éollirs,

: ) Tha policy guidunce from tw US. Departrent of Health und Human Serviess dated Jonunry 33, 1997,
provided what we believed o b8 & reusonable gnd sosurtte inerprettion of the swue, The puidamy
recognized tha st malnienznce-ofvelfon dolfirs ysed fo serve cligible famifies in sepurme iy
groprams are Aot 1o be encumbered by federsd requirgmonix and eesidstions.  Mowgerr, the
sdminpangion wopld HG 1o reverse thid inrprstatien with 1 logishuiive proposs! o sepuire i sl
stwte MOE spandinge—dvan il i o sepirale sl progroam—be subjsst 1o federal work, et suppr,
ang datd reporung requirernenid.  Goverasts bellave thar Nimzing state Nsxibility In sspuraw stue

MOE pregroms would break the agretment that Congreas snd the administration made witk Governory
o welfars reform
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Covermors should be given s chance o implemsnt welfare refurm within the current paramerees of the -
faw. §t ig grosady prematurs to resuict state fexibility and ingovation when suates have only just bogun
to irplemant the law, I down the road, Congress or the sdministration find that staws have adopted
programs or pelicies that appear contrary w0 the intent of the law, they Goevernors wonld e happy &
work with al] partics to wddress the problar,

We as wnawire of any staes cresting sepdrds state programs to “pwoa” G work reguirement o
siphon off the federsl shars of child suppors collsetions, In fact, staizg appear to be zuoving very
eautously in the erestion of sepaeale programs. Howevar, Govemnorns ae intarested In prosarving the
CPUOR 10 Sreste separats stnte MOE propram, if fature clecusastances and nosds suggest st it would
be tha best way w farve particular clients 0r provide partieular services,

Thoas sttes that ace congdering cresdng separats staze programs are doing so for very legitimase angd
tppropriats reasons, Starey are comsidering (hsese prograyns as 3 way to serve the most vuinershie
farailies and individuals for whem s twenty-five, thiny of thinty-flve bour per week work requirement
might wat be & realistic or even desinable goal. Thit might include familias with oiderly or dissbled
soreukery or disabled children, vistims of domsstic violonce, and individualt peading substancs sbuss
treatment belore going to work. States may slio decide w serve individualy whe are ineligible for
faderal TANF astigtanss. such 8 legal imumiprants, in ssparste smte programs. B woald be o broad
strerch of federal autharity 1o requize states w impose the faderal work reguirements on individuals
who gre not even ¢ligibis to receive federl doliars.

 The flexibility currsntly in the law will enable &iztes to consider 2 variery of innoviative approsches
with their MOE spending.  For axample. stales may want 1o creads 3 state earnad income eradic £1C).
Howaver, requiting e sasignment of child suppont righty and tracking hours of werk for faycifies
receiving an EIC would be burdensome and costly 1o states, Imposing federal requirements will have

«  the very anforrumats cesult of Srbing innovative and creative state solutions.

We would also like o mite 8 ralated issus congerning the sonsingensy fund. The adminisuution's
unwarranted concern sround separsie state programs hag led it o oppose NOA's recommendation for
fixing the contingency fund, The inclusion of 3 52 billion contingency fund was an imporane elsmant
in Qovemars' sugport for welfare roform. Congress and the sdmynistration also gave soong suppert io
the comtingency fund, reflesting biparizar agesement thal both the federal mnd swmrie povernmenis
shauld share the cost of mesting Bcreased needs duting perinds of sconomic dowtitum,

NGA, however, s very soncsrnsd hat cenain provisioas in the welfars Ixw will make it difficul: for
states to accegs the contfiagenty fund during periads of econamde hardship, theraby defearing she
purpese of the fund. Specifically, there is & problem with the definition of what stae spending counts
wward the 100 percent maintenance-of-ef{on requirement that states must meet in order to draw down
the addiGonal mathing dollars. Even if » stic'y spending equaied 100 percent MOE for the basic
TANF block grant, that sue might not be sligible for the contingency fund becsuse the definition of
MOE under the contingency fund is much asrrower than the definition vnder TANF. As & tesult, if
will be very diffieult for states (o mzet The tritsriz—evan while investing high levels of spending on
§§}}f§a programa~if they have any MOE spendizg in separats programs, 23 iy perminsd under
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Governors are meommanding thas the contiugency fund MOE raquirarnent be changed to mirrer the
TANE MOE with raspect 1o qualified state spanding. The sdminigimticn eyonenusly believes that the
ourrsnt, more eslivtive MO mquitement for the somingeney fand will be & disinomntive (o states 1o
crexce stmeonly funded progrims and Is opposing our mecommendation, In sirucmning thedr welfare
FrOgrams, buwever, IOR SISE Are not weighlng access w the contingency fund very heavily bu:
rather &ro glving nriority 10 fesigning programs that wAll ansble themn to meet the varyiog neegds of
theiy clisnty in the st spproprize ymanner. I the MOE Ianguage for the condngency fund is not
vaadified, tha result wili 2ot be fewer separate stale programs but rathar fewer statas that am abls
accass the cogtingancy Rind in ordar 1o help needy Famdlies during pariods of economic downturs, We
wrge youl to Iociude suz proposed modification 1o the sontinguacy fand kn any weilare reform techniesi
sormsetions bill tiat the Finasee Commitiee considers.

The nation’s Govertiors mee deeply commaitted to welfare reform aud bave bean ar tho foreframt in
developing innovative and successful swategies 12 move individuals from welfiee to work. We sk
forward w conunuing W work with Congress 35d hope you will ¢gpese any proposals tha weuld
endermine sttes” ability 10 mike welfars reform & success.

Sincaraly,
Governor Bob Miilar - Govemopscrge V. Valnevich
Swate of Nevads Sup of Chis

~ Chaisman Vics Chaleman

Govemor Tom Y
State of Delawase
Colead Qovernor on Welfaoe BEaformn

A State of Mic
¢/ Co-Laad Go

o}:{ -
mor on Walfare Beform

ce; The Honorabls Dorna Shalalt, Secretary, Depastmant of Health and Humas Services
Bruce Resd, Domestie Policy Advisor o the Prasident
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HR3¢. WELFARE REFORM —

Preamble

The Ckwerpars believe that onr AzOR' jgaders are pow faced with an dhtordz spportunity
596 caonnous yespoasthifity 1o restristirs Ty adaralatate paninarskip in providing services fo
noedy famiiies, Wo, the ngtion's Covernors, are commined 10 sohisving mesninginl welfare
redorm now. The oontinuation of the cibrant welfsm tystem 3 unscoeptable. Congrest has made
significant affastd taward Babing shanger v Wil allow suates the fexidliry 10 build ypos the
festons siates have Jexrned idrough & deaads of experimentation in wellare reform. The President
Nas giso voised hls comnmliment to achieving wellare refnrm dod has continued 1o Zrant walvers o
stk 1o Saflitate experientation. We wige Congress and the President 1o Joln with this pation’s
Oovernors is support &f g bipartisan spresment taa: will reallooate respansibilitles among lowels
of goverament, xaxinize sate Jexibility, and resuroctare wiifire 84 & tressitional progrem with a
fodw or work and selfecifidenty. We Belinve, bowever, thst chlldren musl be protectsd
throughout the restructuring procets,

Pacommendations

Sute experience in welfars reform hes domonstited thet three slaments are particularly
atucial e sucrasstul wellare reforss: welfans moss be wwmporary #od Hnkes s works both parsay
st quppors thelr chlidren; and child care must dx svallidie to cnabie low-income fmilica with
¢hbdren 1o work. Additionally, we Dallove that block grants should be satitiements 10 statas and
enatle siates Brosd discredon in the dualge of thale own programs hased upon mutoslly agread
upon goals. We ois0 belisve that states should have acomas o supplementary matChing fodoral
funds for their cash asvismate progeams duriag periods of economue towntum. The conferende
agreement on HR. 4, the Penonal Raspoasibility and Wik Opportunity ALy, inmrpomed many
of these clemaniy, but we also beliove further changld sl M mafe W crdats 5 s3und ang
workable wellars rafoms sil. The Natlonsl Governon® Associxtion would support the HR 4
tonlareoce sgreement Wil the changes Usted below, The aduencs pf recoramendstions on the
resiriction of beneflis for aliens should pot be dntespreted a8 support for or oppasition © the
siiet provisions of s FLR. 4 conferoncs pgroement,

Core Employment Suppore Services

o Add 34 billion In fosding to the generss emtitlement for child care. Funding sbove 2
suatc’y hase aliccation would regaire o slate sl

Flexiblfity in Mesting Work Raequiremnte

» Change the partnpalide mile aitvlation o fake {010 Bcooual those who jeave gash
ESslatance for wori xs fong sx (hoy remaln empiveed.

» Reduce the number of hourm of pert(cipation required {n fulyre yean (o twenty-five,

« Permit states the option to jimit the required houre of work 10 twenty houss @ week for
perens with a child below age six.

» Allow job szarch sod job yeadiness 1o count 88 & work activiy for up 15 tweive wagks,
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Cooningeney Fuad for Sraie Wellsre Programs

e A4E3E bllillon (o the cobiagency fund.

s ALIOW sia16s 0 IOK ONG & two Wigpers (o sormy the contingassy fund: the unemploy.
ment migger in the conlacacs ggresment or & sow trigger Sased on Bod namps. Linder
the 004 stanp 1rigger, sisies would be cligible for the contingendy fond f the numbet of
chiléren in thair food map cascload inctessed by 10 percent over fiscal 1984 or fis-
cal 1995 loveis,

e Az in the HL.R ¢ conference spreament, fequire siates 1o meer & 100 percent
mainwnanceo-oleliae requirement

Pocjormancs Incentives

» Provids cash bonuses of $ percent annually © states thay xeesd apecified empioymsat.
reintad performance fargot parceauges. Thae doguscs would not B¢ funded out of the
biowk grant base, . '

« Mainio the hanus contained in the conforence agrosment for Mates that raduse outsl
wedlock binds,

_ Fumily Cap

» -Provise slates with tho aplian w resirict Senalin wp additlonsl chlldren dormn or sonocived
while the Damily is o wellsre.
Cap on Calld Care Adminidtrative Donty
" » Ralie the administrative cap oa calid care funds o § parcent.

Hardsaip Excoption
« Reise the exeesption 10 the fve-yexe Hioime Umiton banafins w 20 percest of the caszicad

Falr and Egquitshle Treaiment

» AGZ s late plan requirement that the stats sai forth objective ariterls It the delivery of
beschia and falr 306 squitable trasiment.

Child Protection Bloek Girmse
» Mainisin ihe open-tnded entitiémont for foxter care and adoption assistance

» Provide a siate option 10 take foster carc, adoption atslstonve, and independent Uving
funding as 3 capped entitlément with 1nnual grouth sdhustne bases on averags sation-
al casalosd grovad; rate. Sistes may transfor say into a Child Protection Biock
Grant for activitics such ax carly intanveation, ¢hild abuse provention, and family preser.
vatian, Sigies wust castnue (0 mainsin sllore at 100 perenat basad on Ktaes speading in
the year prioy (0 atenting the eapped satitismeny. States must molniain pratestions and
sndardt under ourrenr law Sunes t foverse thelr dedision anee and rewurs o the:
opencndad entitlement system for fomter e

o Create an eathiement Chila Proweation Biock Grant lrare the remaining child welfurs,
(amlly preservation, and child abuse prevention sag iscaiment programs. These programs
are hot eurrenily (ndlvidual eptittemenis. States must maintaln protections snd standards
under correns v,

Supplemental Secueity Intome (B81) for Childiea
» Acest the provisions in the Senate-passed welfare bill,
» Uhange (2 effective Qe {or current and new spplicants to Jasuary 1, 1988

Food Stampsx

¢ Acept the provision In the Senate-passed wellars bill that regurhorizes the Food Stamp
program im its current ancupped entitiement form

¢ Madily 0w income doductions as outiined in the Senste.passed weltars bifl,
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30213  Behagl Nutrition Block Grent Demanstration
s Delers saiion $34, the Schoo! Nutrtion Opticoal Blogk Grant Demonstration Program,

30213  Provision for Territories, The Nationg! Governon” Asioclation stresgly eacourages Congreas i
wark with e Governars of Pusro Rieo, Cuam, and other sarritories towerd eliocating equitadls
federal funding for their welfare programns,

30234  Earned Income Tax Credis (ETTC). This fs nly 40 bsvus withis the contexn of budget reconcllistion,
» Limit the aaving from revising the EITC w0 $10 blllion.
« Add a st option to advynes the EITC,

M3  Condition of Support
Any changes in the abave recommendations would mullily thils endonement.

Time Umled {effective Winter Mecting 1996 Winter Meeting 1953).
Adopled Wirger Meeting }996 revised Morch 1966

L

TOTAL F.8d
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"I‘i-gg R&zizunal Goé';:*?nms &“ssoc:a:m »Rc;mb n::ms carad f}emecra t6 unanishius ?‘ thi
i Y 3 T TS g1 T PR sy, AN %af-*i:&%
has proposed 8 a? compwm;se pian oft w:ffi{a;:e ami Mcdsca:i that could break 3
2y r e o
%‘m, of tiac:imdgct deadlociz betwffn ftszﬁeg:,‘gzptqn faéz‘é«rhe Repubh%gzz\ _m . :ss
S T DEE SR -v:vaimmwaedmmmfmrmmm
;‘L{:( RIS it Its maagd the“fe{feﬁaz govg?}&mt vl éﬁz-ﬁ:&%ﬂmdé ‘%%nﬂz%&?gb&l e bmmi'z Vet given thelr. up"m-m for welfare waivees

Fontinue ks“Mél&mﬂd{k@%dk&hwa&dﬁmm#w&wmwwwb;mm&;éan3 His state
ot mﬂmﬂmm”edﬂmwmwm%mmmmmm:mwm&ﬂmm
K aratitatio i the (pdersd goverament or “smtingent b surk hings 3 an eshuration, siay-

r A
" ey s n grf»{"nm,‘t{m Wﬂt?xmgim will
“guxrmm*mmmm neﬁm Smﬁﬁ*}g i

Jmiwmm‘g{m toh‘emwmtdfed»

i1 8: uemtella fund™ & Provide statey' moee W 5{9& 3 by Ehe people. LRy mm‘* W‘g{xm“;ﬂ w*e‘hw fords | hhn;eécﬁéwm&hgm snowsicHes snd
£ B aheifeeted popnhzmgxmh *;p"g 5 g ;’m wy Yot for seny ymrs? gay ?‘ :mﬁmwmmmmw

i Thie Kined of hairyeptitting is the true aubam ot > treptod states fike immmnt wmin o %’W My vevizw pcrimi ‘apblied Bolf 5 kiess thet had re-

\ potitins « crafting majar ehanges in palicion that, dan’t - srable ar unwilling {6 ot to do the imdmmally deeerle 7 élved Swavers befonh, not to hew idess.

B g

+ bowe if U twmzwmm’Q? wu{" -

t  Unfortusaiety, Mﬁent Clintgn ke |

- mmv even tholigh both sides sny they want 1 end
weifare ut w0 Knew' it, and the governors” proposs! afv
fiese Lo hast chanet of duing it The lepahlivass sre

 wfrufd thers war 5o chough refiem: the Adminstra.
tinh is wienid (wre il be (oo mush, aud Seth sides
wonder i the boae doosnt make better campalgn slo-

ficen wise Uingle Sugar. And ¥ fadersl buresdcrats o
M%oiezsf#mm&sewngm&ewm“m

Re;ml’;llmnsarmtmmz!mey Wit 1 rrbemes 3 comm-Faver st kand 2o Force officials o ive op to phous

profouncenenis written by Congressmen who had no
imontion of peying for their piping.>

The viow of states 33 insclvent and mwﬁmt
might have been appropriate for the Greal Depresalon.
Aitheugh oving money through Waahington never e
hanieed B2 value, fodersd programa éoald redistribate 1

o than e,

Sannie epponents may he g‘emmﬂy afraid that poor
peopls waahd bar negieesed i the fedoral government
s guarsnteethoir bencfits, President Giinton
apeke fur Uies Lt pimmers

He challengesd the National Guoversors Azsocintion,
warning: “[Us aheays cheaper Lo cut peaple off wellare
than to move them te work. it will abwnys be sheaper te
tower henofits than to figure oot how b teduce the
canelnd by moving thems 6 werk”

When npputents of wellare reform iy they want i
prodnrve the federal gusrantee, what ey end up pres
serving are Todersl gusrantees of fnsetion. Dk, for ox-
anmnie. wanted 16 extond g benefit that allows the siaw
16 subsidize private-sector Jobs S people gettng off
wetlare. & faderdd regulation prevents any such wube
sitly progyam from displacihg sey axisting worker sny-
whrre, The coppany wnd the siate have fo cortily that
d aes Juh has hees ereated for the welfars revipient,
{han's railical ides, requaring 8 fodorsl waiver, was Lo
o the progrm i vacant private-secior jobs — st
not d:spémng any exiating workiers hut nog m&&mg
T “pew”

3 we have {0 suy how supid wnd mm&m thix
! Whit earihly business 1% & of the fodersd govern-
Jment howe u siaie ad 3 business work tugesher Lo em.
play u dpstinge persen? And how dare the fodersd gov.
erament Write repudations o rostrict sech 8 teasiruc

thoe gt

The anawer, if there is an amswer, i that s partly
federsl money tat's wing ssed for the wage subsids
il Be whe hue the yld rules.

That's Mith castury foderalism for you Bn the old
fesliralism, Wfies the tith Amundment was stretehort
Hhe iy, the sates mould dy pearly anything of ol
ng st wil. The Constitition ax drafted in 1757 gave the
staten oudy w federal puarsmien of 8 ropublican form of
govgreroent. The Hih Apenidment, last angd mos) pee

from wealthy states {0 poor staies, and gven from
weslthy parts of ane state to poor paris of the same
stite, The attemps 5 do good thiv way enjoyed wide
suppart.

The tights of slates sise Tell ime disrepule beosuse
of 1ke Jony failure of the federad goverament to enforce
the Censtitutional guarantos of & repeblican foem of
goversgnent on beball of black citizens i Seuthern
wiaton, When atates’ ciphis was a cote wird for segme-
gt and oppremion, the peinciple eoild ot be used
far gy worthise prrpose,

i thme wowon I there are wortider purposes, snd
he states wre rogly to put Dl vighis ta work for their
vitizens, Leth areept the chalieage thas Michigah Gov,
John Pngier inencd: “Give us the grant and holl ws ar-
mnub]e

A Taste of Freedom

{orhaps foriuneivly, the rervent weifera and Med-
wwid Bebote often wverlooks how moeh Hreedom stutes
auw have o design thelr own prograss. That freedom
existn tenuousty, under o grodging federsd mvieu
process, bt it exisia,

in this sywtem, the federad yovermment. éczﬁm »
minimnan pragram and the stetes lnad 1 up with gddi
thitwd besafia, Faor nuample, svery state providis Med-
ieald partinipenta with o prescription dreg benedit, even
thonth Tederai sades do not require B, sven though
ewéry analysis showz thal sireet resale of improperly
shtained medioation i the mest pervasive fraud on the
prograry, Wlfurv beasfiie and torma alwo vary widely
Froas sinde o wtate,

in Fecsns years, the federal gresroment Yas alao ai-
lowed glates i be more restrictive, aol mwrely more
gonernus, finder (5 "walver” pragram. the slates may
develop alternatives o the one true federsd way of run-
sing ¥ wellare or S’l«iiffai;i program, i thes apply o

murkm?zﬁvmmgiﬁgmew:ifund&zmwlwwﬁﬁ mtawdmmMMW}WWM&WMWWx&ﬂPMd.

hew it St be wind ol o see il they
gw&mmﬁﬁkgfmdomﬂxﬁmmmk
3o goessing whether they will Srork?

Exen when stutes wish ia knilale sther stlales, the
waiver provess frustintes thims, When Mussachisotis
outs the rate of growih Of Medicals from 2% o year 1o
% 3 yosr, or when Indiana outs the namber of peuple
an weifare by B3% i ne yoar, iCe tme'to let ather
stxton findd out Bow they i it Bot when New Jersey
wasted U imitnte rwdixoa, it dad to obitain is own st
of waivers From spproved foduesd practice, and exch
wriver bakes zevernt inches of pe ST

A ptraiedt New Jesey Gov, Chelsting Whitman
says it's slow, confusing and counterproductive, “And
hera w are with sormething (hat, ot u conservstize s
Himate, cEn save K mRadeqpaiities snd eonkies §25
miflion & year, a9 well se setially move poopls off the
weifurs uﬁh}nmmm&n&cvm keep and keep
thes in the malatimam,”

Gov, Willipm Wedd of Mmu'huamib # a lot more
blant; “The feds dave a ot of stupid rulea, § mess, they
have drug addicia and atcoholion qualifying for gubiliz
seaintancy, They huve kids i some in and 8y, 1 have
attentismsefict disorder, T have travhie paying sties
tion” They gt tavpayer-finded ssistence, And here's
not & eeal seresn 10 Weop ihe phontes out, I [ could
manage that xeveeh al the state leved, § smald save $60
million a yenr. And tha's true in ateies srousd Uw
amntry.”

Waivers do eventaally produse chunges. At feast 85
swates have reveived seme kind of waborr lrom suiae re
striction on their welfare end Mrsditald programs.

Bt the waiver process stall leuves stetes awondering.
Calitornia was recently granterd @ waiver 1= aliow the
state t0 cease inotessitgt puyments o adeil others
why hava more childres wille on wellare, it denied 2
welver te Impoae the ¥ame policy on ternape welfure

The governtiw compromise offers the best chame
for statés 15 #ot on with their siporiments. B offors
Washington politicians the best chunce ta ot an with
their campuigas. [t offers wnlfare aud Medienid recipl.
sttt = and sven Laxpayers ~ the busl chasee i m e
with Pheir Hvos.m .

h |
Thtriag 5. Borius veeeiven Bomad? a0 odsnbass b som
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February 22, 1998
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The Honorabls Laan ?ana‘z:ta * ‘;6 ' it e o
: . Cluiriren's Defente Fupg
Chief of Staff ; oV Q,Z}Jy‘ Ciren's Defense Fond

The White Haasg c . S
1800 Penngylvania Avenue, NW i
Washington, DC 20500 - :

Dsar Laan:

§
I
i
. } s

On behalf @f the Emargﬁncy Campaign to Protect Ametrica’s Chxtdre Parents, Famiiies, we are
delivering more é’lan 60,000 posteards to the President urging him not to sign any bill that drsmantias
Amsrica’s 60-yedr old smw net-and makes millions of American family members -- egpecially our chitdren

and elderty -~ more vuiner’abte to paverty, iliness, hunger, neglect, or abuse A copy of the past&:ard is
attached.
z

N i !
The first mns of thausands oj Americans who sent these postcards kninw Cangressional prcposals
to end guarsnteab of submmence hdnefits and sfash the nutrition, health and child waelfare safety net will
hurt rathar than h&tp aur nation*s children and elderly, The welfare and Medlcazd proposats offered by the
National Guvarnors Assomation afe worse than the block grant praposats the President has already
vetoed. Thay would ellmmatﬂ cash dssistance, child protection, food stamp, a'nd Medicaid guarantws and
allow states to watk away from their obligations to help children and other eedy citizens. We urge the
President to wjact these flawed antiichild and anti-sanior proposals which wilt leave more children poorer,
hungrier, sicker, and at gmmer risk of abuse and neglect. No proposal that teaves children worse rather
than better off shauid become the {aw of the land or the legacy of this adrmnistraticn g

We urge the Administration rjmt to anter into any agreament on the dsbt geiling that znmozpmms
these anti-child and antidsenior pmposafs and to hold out for real welfare reform that returns ;za:ents to
work while protecting guarantess w cash assistance, nutrition, child protection services, and child care
with haaith, sa‘i&ty, and quairty stahdards.

; Wamhmsmg ahziémn is inconsistent with the Goals 2000 school madmesa goal. Eliminating iwaizh
care for 13- 1o 18-yesr olds undermines any purported campaign to prevent wsm pregnancy. | ?wgm You
will protect rather than hurt children and adolescents.

5 Sincercly yours,

]
- §
< 4
+ ™ immssssge

S Marian Wright Edelman

MWE/emb
ce: Bvelyn wchermam Deputy Chief of Staff
Alexis Herman, Director of Public Lisison _
Doris Matsui, Deputy Director of Public Liaison ; 25 € Streer, NW

: ‘ : Washington, D¢ 20001
Senator Chris Dodd : Telephane 207 625 8787
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. Mr President, other--g%&t feaders have faced
“taugh decisions—and chosen wisely...

E Now it’s your turn. Don’t abandon America’s

: families—especially our children and elderly.

j; Dear Mr. President,

.
—af

L

5 - -t
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s J— T
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TALKING POINTS FOR DISCUSEIONS WITH DEMOCRATIC GOVERNORS

o It would net be helpful for Democratic governors to attend a
press event with Republican Congressional leaders and Republican
governors to annocunce the intreduction of a combined Medicaids-
welfare reform bill %that iz supposed to reflect the National
Governcrs' Assocciation {(MGA) propeosals. This press event is
tentatively scheduled for Monday, March 25,

o bemcratcic governors could rightly argue that they never agreed
to link HMNedicaid and welfare xeforms in a single package.
Moreover, Democratic governors could express their serious
disappointment with the overtly partisan nature of the anncuncement
since the success of the governors’® process has depended on the
spirit of bipartisanship. That means a procgeg which also includes
Congressional Demoerats and the Administration every step of the
way . :

o Regarding Medicaid, it would he ruseful for pPemocratic
governors to poeint out that the bipartisan governors' digcussions
are not finished and that the Medicaid language in the Republican
proposal doas not necessarily reflect the wiews of all governors
(e.g., numercus provisions of the MHedigrant II are included).
bemscratic governors are committed to working with Republican
governors, bipartisanship leadership on Capitol Rill, and the
Administration to craft a Medicaid proposal which guarantees health
toverage o needy persons, protects state taxpayers, and ingreases
state flexility. This is not the time for partisan posturing.

o Regarding welfare, it would be useful for Remocratic governors
to confirm that welifare reform provisions in the bill truly reflect
the bipartisan governors' proposal which was endorsed at February's
HGA mesting. Since develcopment of the governors® welfare reform
proposal is mcuh farther along than the Medicaid discussiong, there
i¥ no reason to delay passage of real welfare reform. It iz time
for a bipavtisan group of governors to work with Democrats and
Republicans on tha Hill, as well as the Admpinistration, to pass a
welfare bill which embraces the principles of the NGA proposal.

,th{\’

THTRL P2



~1866 19:08 TQ:244 - B, REED FROM:RASEINS, M P21

Insert for testlmony:
Addition 1 (p.1% -~ after *Fever children live in poveryty*:

Feed stamp 2¢1ls have gone down. Ta#n pregnancy rateg have gone
dewn.  Ar rhe sane time, ~hild snpport eclleztions have gone up, ag
the Administration hes improved state ¢ollection efforts, the IRS's
raiznra of income tay yvefunds, and che sihility £ ¢he Federsl
government to make Fedaral employees accountable for the support
they ows their chzldran

Add 2 (zfter neow pp heginning with “Over the lsat thres years, we
have worked with governors..."):

This Adminisrration has encouraged states o find innovative ways
te move pesple fxom welfare o work snd promote parentsl
responsibiliity, end these efforts are already making a difference
for more whan 1% wmillion rocipdents chroughout the councry,
Scates, led by governarg of both parties, are now demanding work;
tima-limiting ssolotance; requiring toeens to stsy in achosel and
live avr home; and streangthening child support enforcement. In
ahert, under DPresident Clinton's Zeadaxw&ap, welfars is belng
reformed one state ab & time,

Prasident Clinton Eﬁffgﬁﬁglﬁxamat:caég expan3L¢ the Earned Income
. Taxn Credic to make work pay over wsifare. This pyroguam, whieh
Pregident Reagan said was the west pro-family, pro-work initiative
undertaken by the Unitaed States in the last generation, meant that,
in 1994, familles with children with incomse ©f under $28,000 paid
ab:out 1,380 less in income tax than they would have if ths laws
hadn’t bheern changad in 1993,

Ed


http:p:l;'og.am
http:bQ�f1nrl:.ns

S ——

[P

Free the sta;es to fix welfare . . . but don’t lose 51ght of the kids

By Gerald Whithurn

angress should get off the
' timg now and pass national
» welfare refgrm. it Is no secret
that most Ampricans were com-
fortabie with the parameters of the
refornt agreed to recently by all 56
gevernors. Amd we should oot
expect this president to veto anoth-
er welare reforss bill this year

Fhe drimbent fr weolfare veform
is resanating io every corner of this
country, Ansd, i yous Bisten, there are
nt a it of people clamoring to
maintain an Add to Families with
Bependent Childeen (AFDO) pro-
gram that does not work.

Congress should react pow to the
clear public mandate insisting that
we end the Currest enviromnent of
indefioite entitlement that carries
with i an expociaiion of so Hile
from s6 many of those who have
accessed this entvapping program.

in enacting & refurm,
should expect seaximun offor from
those on the welfare rolls who are
able-bodied. It sheubd requive work
of those who ¢an work. And Con-
gress should expeet responsible
behavier by those who reach out to
government for help, it is enly fair
0 éhe taxpayer who s picking up the
tab.

In recent months, snme states

have been ondping welfare recipi. -

ants toward work and more pro-
duetive and responsitie hiduwion In
Massachuseits, eariy lnst yean, Gov,
Witliarn Weld sipned the broadest
reform enacted anywhere, The

AFDL caselaad in the cormmon- -

wealth dropped afrogst 16 pervent
fast year, a larper reductivn than
that experienced by any ather state
its size, The state entered 1994 with
simost 6,800 two-parent welface
fsmilies-— both parents &t hame
and, most aften, nelther working.
The Weld sdministeation put in
place 3 new program reguiriog
work or community servine of st
feant one parent. The rogelt? Tday,
fewer than 2,000 pwo-parent o

Gerald Whithurn is secretary of
healeh and lnemen secvices in Mass-
achusens,

‘level of wark is increasi

ties collect welfzre o Massachy.
selts; fewer thrn 600 of the 6,000
families who were on the rolls in
1994 are still receiving checks. With
welfare reform in the air, more pos-
itive behavior is ocourring, and itis
iru& aH scross America,
Experisenis reguiring work snd
the seareh for work —prierto going
on the wetfare roils — in Uteh have
had improssive resulis. A demon-

stratian projedt in two Wisconsing,

ecounties lmiting benefits 10 24
mantha has reduced caseloads mere
than 45 pereeny, long before any
individual's benefits have run our.

In Michigan, where at least part-
time work 15 required of able-bod-
fed recigients, AFDC caseload
dragped 13 peroent last year. And in
Ddianng, where i have been
called intowelfare officss to execute
Bidividusl *personat responsibility
conttents™ with the government
under which they agreed to certain
behaviors in e for benefits,
the caseiond dropped almost 24 per-
cent tast yeur .

Creativity on the stale level is
paying big dividends. Seif-suffi-
ciency nnd seif-esteem are up. The
and with
it movement away from dependen-
cymme'ﬁgamgood v can facil-
ftate in long run for children

+

withiy this population, .

* It is not the “dive to the bottom”
that we have been seeing. In Masgs.
schusetts, {or instance, the lower

~ AFDU easeloads meats that doligrs

savlier paid out in cash henefits can
oo bre reinvested inchild coare; Mr,
Welt has proposed » child care
funding increase of almost $38 mil-
Hon nexd year. L .

We do need to guard agaiist tnne-
sligtie sxpectation. Poverty & not
g?;ng %}mqgickly axit gg:g c&nn;?é
i lN gnportant % LA
achieved, What ase they? .

# We can and should divert a sig
niflcant percentage of those who
some on welfare from ever acoess-
G e o oo g bebay

* Wa oot slop Ul -
for that fiey in the face of spproors-
ste societal values, Families whe
et the chiidrey they
have should not be given more
ey when they r2p even owrn
children in weifare. Requiring
minory o Hve jt home snd stay i
schoal iy fong overdue. And it is
tine to require, ot eocourege work.

» And we can reduce the haf
tine recipients spend on B,
Replacing AFDCS indefinite enti.
gﬁnt with & :anwhmted uﬁ

program perml tn to sig-
giftcantly shorten the typical
gight-year recipients

reintionship  with
AFDL thet-we are
pxperiencing now,

o the Ry
sevelt period to protest
Xids, the pations wel
fare has been
a falture for &

y long time. It has
served o entrap gen-
R erations of young
mothers and children

B irls time o furdher
Bg intervene in these

: ¢ycles of dependency.
b And the proposal 50
governors have
f in Congress
will permnit states to do.
just that,

iy
e

-

By Robert Halney

nthe big debate ever welfare, the
politicians, colamnists, activists
and others are havipg their say,
bt Litle, if anything, is bedng heard
from thoese st the seniter of the
debate - the children. Whst b come
catied “weifare” i the Unit.

ed States is Ald to Faroilies With
Dependent Children (AFBC)H Dur-
ing the early 19505 and on i the

4 19605, T was one.of these
“deperdent children” growing up in
Rexbury, Mags.

When I was born in August of
1949, my mother wad 35. Fonyr years
luter, after the birth of ny sister, my
muother lost ber job because she tnok
extenided leave o oare for hey sothe
et My 2, Wi had seve
betesand blood pressure, v
with us until ber death in 1957,

- Afcr breaking up with iy father
in the earty 19568, my muothey trisd
o make o Hife with ny stepfather
The relationship failed, axd aler
Faifing tn find ancther stoady joby, sha
troed to welfare. I vividly remerm-
ber the times we would run out of
money before “the check” arvived.
My stter’ys bivtluday and oy birth.
day both el at the end of Angust,
within s week of one another, One
year when “the check” kil shert, we
gelabrated our birthday dinners

-with

baloncy and eggs.
Determined to put food on the
tulide, my mother decided 1o get &
Job « b1zt 1t had to be anc that did
not pequire her employer w pay
Sncigl Security or to deduct any

. mwmetax.nywﬂdm.m%hé

er ran the risk of losing

- bemfits. So rather than alfowing us

W R

day. “Carfare” - money for public
sransit oy g ride 8z 8 bus stop — was
provided by the muee generous fam-

. Robert Hainey is a former Wash-
ington journalist and is now press
secretary for BC. Council Chair-
v Iy

anpeeted
.. oiity, and what information

ilies. My muother used the wages to.

help put miy sister and me through
Catholie gramitnar and high schools.

Now my sister’s dat;ﬂgmr attends a -

private school in Newton, Mass,
and with the Il of the family and
God, is bound for eollepe. . - 7

M¥ mother’s determination
fustilled v my sigterand me a
strong work i our
Hives we have held one or two jobs
each {o provide Jor our families.
That ig why this former child of
AFDC says, if you are geing to
severely limil welfare benefits,
allow the recipients to keep the
money they exrn without any penai-
tw. The District of Columbiz s seek-

ing & waiver om the federal gov-

erament tw relax pepsiies on
earned incomie. Under the propes-
al, ao pensities are on the
first $100 carned and on 5 percent
of the remrining wages carned by
weilzre recipients,

Almest twe dozen states hove
already established similar “demon-

ilren in determining
ity. Connacticut’s. “Reach for Jobs
"~ atlows g wotking AFDC recip-
et by keep all woges op to the fod-
e e ATDC cash paymonts i
shre. paysnls are
Hmited to 21 months, butextensions
are availsble for goodnithaflbriate
B work, ;

inthe 19903 there are many iin-
imum-wage jobe, but must do not
provide the health benefits needed
by everybody, especially workers
with children. Why not allow wel-
fare recipients to obtain jobs and
use the money to build pest eges? By
applying for jobs snd interacting
with potential emp
would ieégwgggﬁ what is
w -
g teed-
ed for job applications or resumes.
Addionally, they conld leam the
g}li:.ics of employment, sich as
aving an entry positiots at ang
firm tyobitain a higher paying jobr at
another company. Private money
could also pay for some job training
in place of creating more govern-
ment programs. Recipients wmuld

-

have full health beneflts and with |

their earnings emild contribute to
the cost of day care, They wortkd adso
be taxpaying members of the fobs
markes. .

Washington and other jurisdic.
tiong that do not Hmit the stay on
AFDE would have 1 adop? teemb
nation guidelines that would be fise
crily responsible vet give recipients’
ampie time o establish themselves
i1 @ job and creste a nest egg,

OF course the positive aspects of
such n plan rely on the individual.
Thoge who want batter ives would
use it a5 & springboard. To be sure,
others would use the extra cash to
prop up bad habits, gk as aleohol
Bl drag abuse.

Some possible safeguneds condd
include random drug testing and
financind counseding. Another major
safeguned agnins shuse woukd be o
regiire savi sconunts. Each

{ set aside 28 perven
ta 58 percestt of hiy or her Monthiy
wages depending on how loing the
person receives cash benefits.
Funds could only be withdrawn to
pay for edncation, by a home, start
. a busizess or for family emengen-

cies Tt would rnainly bethe nestegg
or cushion when the recipients are
nelonger eligible for cah s
from the goverament, farnia,
fowa and Virginds e amoeng the
states that 4OW CRCOUPAKS SAVIDGS
or"Self Developmpnt” scoounts for
Wiary i repost this ek o “don

will reguct s “dou.
ble dipping.” ut it has been shewn
that people whirdo not want to work
will find ways to bear the system.

"They will move fromm state to state or

falsify whatever reconds they have

to ko get a chack,

ligont. Bartworkig peuple wh
fgen = ng people who

have oty bad times I thelr

~pablic-assistance cheoks sre ot
gut, these men and wimen will find
jobs and use the monty o feed,
ciothe and educate their children.
e e e

" o stop, prople

depended on AFDU will have
achieved self.reliance. They may
alsn make it unnecessary for snoth-
ar generation of children to be
dependent on public assistance,

[
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Unsophisticated us

felinw columnist is overstating i

2 bit when he says that our pre-
semt forestoriened, manic selection
process for picking presidential
cundidates in ol the world “hastobe
about the warst

Oh, it's brainiess all right, with
the candidates rungning about debat-
ing every [ew
U minates, reciting
| stump speeches,
singing  arias,
regiting the same
things over and
bver ngain a% in
soag-and-dance
rawtings on radio
and television talk
shows. {5 this read-
ly the way to

Im}aidm say worst. Surely my

Richard

choose the best
man 10 be presi-
Grenier dent of the Usited

e S AtESE OF gyeR f0
be acamdidate? The money crunch is
warse than ever There's no time to
think. And now, looking at the wesk.
ness of the fgld, the hyper-acceler-
ated pace makes it impossible for a
Ente starter to get iy the race. |

s Pat Bychanan an anti-Semite?
- As ohild in the 19305 did his family

listen to rabid Right-wing “Radic
Priest” Father Couphtin? £, did
Lthey Hsten {n “Amos and Aady™?
Inmigrabion, Protective tarifs, [zo-
Istlonism. The same sort of gues-
tionig and cateh phrases over and
fver. ,

On the ether hand, 1 supposs we

Richard Grevier i 0 colunmist for

“The Washington Times. s column

appeaes Bore Ticsday and Friday,

- systern, of course, there

brought it on ourselves: aif this
hurly-burly and rushing around,
this impatience to know the results,
this marvel of the world called pop-
ular democracy. Washing.
ton, a trug gentleman — as por-
tmyezi in Richard Brookhiser's
superd new “Founding Father"
{Free Press) —wouldn't have putup
with it. Such vilgarity.

In fact, nobody would put up with

it but us. After ali, of the worlds

great Western demooracies, only
the United States is 8 federated
republic with these valgar populist
inclinations. The rest are gither con.
stitutional monarchies foomplete
with titles of nobility} or have par-
linmentary systems it which the
moanarchical traditions of the pre-
ceding regime are preserved more
thaz most Americans realize, |

In Franve, for example, they can
shout vive fe fepubligue as much ay
they like, but the whele society ia
shat threagh with elitist, aristocrat-
ic tradition, from the judiciary to
their presidential press confer-
ences, which are “pogat audi
enges. Under the partiamentary
is no such
thing as s “primary” election. Deep
within the eaverns of its palitical
understanding, you se¢, your party
has picked sut your candidate for
yous. This might not he very democ.
vatic, but is neg! and above all quick.

Mearrwhile, on the othey side of
the English Channel, s whole coun-
try is in a Trenzy aver whom the
pringess of Wales slept with — and
indeed if she should still yetain her,
right 1o the ttle princess of Wales.
France, by cantrast, has taken the
posthurnous yevelatiog about Fran.
cois Mitterand's viv intime serenely.

PR

¥

- And on the siie of the late president

{widenw, mistress, Hegitimate douph-
m*}, LVerysne hias behaved with 8
decorum that was positively regal,
Even more than other praat
Eurppean monarchies, of course,
France has never considered viola-
tion of the Seventh Commandment
{“Thou shalt ot commit adultery™)
very serious for its jeading states-
men. Two months ngo at Mitterandy

" funeral, for all the world -like

Eumm’s great royal funerals,
m ne was assembled dressed in

: the Jate President’s widow,
Damei?e. his ingtxme wfficial mis-
fress, Anne Pingeol; their daughiey
Mazarine filegitimate}; bis two sons

{legitimate), and all other members .

af the family, legitimate and logit-
imate. Photographs of everyane
embracing ¢veryone else were car-
ried by the entire

Danielie Mitterand
seas rendy with berboaic, “ﬂn Toute
Liberte” {“In Al Liberty™: “I knew
1 was marmied to 4 seducer. F had to
make the best of it," she writes. “My
husband excelied in the wrt of
seducing the givls who came
through here”

But she &8 more than §

She is hiy defender. *} think the
French,” she writes, "and indeed
many peug!e round the world have’

had enough of this hypoorisy of von.
formity. We mus? admut that & person
s capable of loving someone and
kwmthempmomtﬁymmmm
the years pass, joving them differ

ently, perhapsmore deeply, but they
st £2ll in love with smneone else. Tt

is hypocrisy to critivize that

ity hard fo immgine Bill Clinton
writing that in his memoirs. Xaving.
Loving passionstely, But with the
passage of tme loving differently,
perhiaps more deeply, being permit-
ted thereby to hwe somebodly else.

See what I mean about America?
Nt sephisticated,

By Amnold Belchman

day marks the the 43ed
annversary of the death of
Josef Vigsarionovich Stalin,
the greatest murderer in aH history.
March 5, 1953, we now leary from
hitherto secret Soviet archives, is
also the day, had Stalin Hved, that
Soviet Jews were to be arrested and
deported to Stberia, v Xazakhstan,
their extinction to have followed a5
o matter of coursa.

And tnday g this grim anoiver-
sary, we withess in g runcated Sovi-
et Lnion & restrgence of the Com.
munist Party, once sondemned by
Poris Yeltsin and then outlaowed in
1992 by Russin'y Constitutional
Conrt. :

Russs is moving backwaed from
democratization and privatization
%r %1; sper t}lf ad{fmémm’:igg

. party leader, Gennadi
Zyuganoy, who has every chauce of
becoming president of the Russion
Federation st the June 16 presiden-

- fia} glections:

m Admires the qualz't;ly of Stalin%
ritle between 1944 and 1952, that
period of Soviet history during
which intellectuals and Jews were
categorised as “roctless cosmopoli-
tans” and when the only Soviet
growth indusiries were arms and
sizve labor camps.

# Admires the short-lived regime
of Yuri V. Andropov (hé of Korean
Adr Lines 007 infarmy) and the harsh
rule of Canr Alexander 11X,

N Hopes o “reconstruct” the

Arnold Beichman, a research
fow af the Hoover Institution,
Washington Times columnist.

Ll Sl A . 4 'olwvb:’&vl' \2’{“3“’,” i

" TUESDAY, MARCH 5, 19%6]

Stalin ﬁig, 43 yeéi's later

Soviet Hnion and the Warsaw Pact.
How wiil ke go about realizing this
ambition? Deponunt sayeth not.

+ Bt then there §s the ather Mr.
Zyuganoy - the onie who goes toan
international meeting at Davos,
Switzeriand, to persuade Westem

-gconomists and financiers of his

mesdecation and accessibility. Per-
haps Shakespeare’s words describe
fussia's new shining star, “That one
may siile, and smile, and he a vik

+

Russia is moving
backward from
democratization and
privitization under the
spur of a Commum.si
Party

i&ﬁl"’ ¥

I don't think that the democratin
West -sufficiently realizes the seri-
wrsness of the Russian crisis and
what it can mean {or peace and sts-
bility in Central Europe and the
NATO olifence. Recent vigitors to

_Russia I have talked 1o are untici-

pating serious problems i the June
eiections, including electoral chent-
ing. There gre peoplein Russiging
position o know who believe that
Mr. Yeitsin actually lost the 1993
referendum, but snatched his vieto-
ry by significans fraud in the coun-
tryside

Use of computers in the p'mi-
dential elections could, paradoxi-
cally, increuse the chances of fraud

‘what { Wi

5
bocause the question would arise:
Who coniesls and guards the com-
priers? The FSE (initials of the new
secret police} is conmrolled by Mre
eltsin's office. It like Lenins Bol-
shevik sknﬁan i Jeb0 g0 -— whe does
am?

The legitimacy of the count and
election would be questinned. What
would happen i Mr Yelsin, first
" elected tn June 1991, won by hook or
crook? What #f Mr. Zyuganoy worn?
What i Viedimdr Zhirinovsky, the
Fascist-Communist 2eader, ets #
hig percentage of the presidentin
vate? The past-election cry of
“Fravd!” could uniensh & mioi-clvil
war end with it The Question of the'
Day — *Who Lost Bussia?”

Befaméz&teachedfi}szs luﬁgri ami-
nence as Segyelary of State, Henry
Kissingey wrote st the purpose of
Bunerican policy is #n encoursge 8

- more banign evelution of Sowiat

society — the original purpose of
containmernt was, afterall, to bring

- about the dormestic transformation

of the {JBSR."

Was it beyend the powers of
American foreign pelicy to influ-
ence the evolution of the poskSovi-
et polity in the direction of a tivil
society, that is & saciety ruled by law,
not by party ideclogy or personal
whin?

Whatever the answer, we can
sgree thal & Comununist Russin

seiil armed with 3,000 or 4,000

nuglear weapons is a dangermts
Russia, Which feads to this con-

clusion: No matter ow the presi-
dential election in Russis tarns out,
NATO must act swiftly to expand
its structure to énwure that the
world will not degenerate into 2
new cold war .

-
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fé DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Office of the Secretary
i% ’

Washington, D.C. 20201 I

February 18, 1997

NOTE TO: Bruce Reed
Elena Kagan
Diana Fortuna

FROM: John Monaha%

Attached, FYI, is a copy of the National Governors’ Association’s summary of the state
plans for the Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program that our
Department either has certified as complete or is currently reviewing. This is a nice
presentation of the major elements of state TANF plans.

Attachment

,\v VDTUS

I el o sommeny UQ»/(

T P e
W‘ﬁ’* Mol .,I; pur OWN o l/{,u % St

Sees ne
\/@_ Conce M..-;ssﬂ‘ &&'&—’JV! gxl)s:ck«:w& M\-Yﬂ-‘—k—) IMS/

Mo be Neorer o o 4;\1 Lt;uu

Lasis (Qv@c&bk\#\ u},.—\‘ \RLK& 'Is mj v)
 Loe Jalbok Ve Ao N S

A Ties (e 3,3,17_(29_



Barairgs 18146 CBPP 4 4367431 NO.3SS POR2/0S7

2
Ll
*:

Sah
CENTER ON BUDGET

& AND POLICY PRIORITIES

February 18, 1394

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

The welfare proposal approved by the National Governors’ Association (NGA)
would increase federal resources available for income support, work and child care
. programs as 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 358 billion between 1997 and 2002.

The NGA proposal ¢alls for adding $4 billion in fedetal child care funding, $1
billion in federal “contingency” funding for states experiencing increases in poverty,
and substantial additional federal funds for job performance bonuses to states. States
could receive these additional tesources while reducing state funding to 75 percent of
what the state 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 state funding equaled 75 percent
of each state’s 1994 state expenditure level — and if states also transferred 30 percent
of thewr federal block grant funds for other purposes, the total amoeunt withdrawn
from cash assistance and welfare<to-waork efforts for poor families with children
would total 358 billion. While not all states would follow this course and the fotal
funds withdrawn thus would be less than 358 billion, the amount lost to these
programs can be expected to be very substantial.

Most 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 conference report to make it easier for states to withdraw state
funds == and more likely that states would do s0. 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 Proposal Embraces Weak Maintenance-of-Effort Provision
Under current law, the federal and state governments share in the cost of

providing AFDC benefits and funding welfare-to-work programs. States contribute
between 20 percent to 50 percent of the cost of providing AFDC benefits to poor

777 Morth Caplto! Street. NI, Salte 785, washinglon. DX 20002 Tei: 2002-308-108BC Fax 202-408-1058 .
Aobert Oreenstedn, Executive Director

T -
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farnilies and operating work programs; with wealthier states contributing a higher
proportion than poorer states.

This structure provides states with an imporiant incentive not to reduce state
resources for these programs; under the current matching structure, if a state
withdraws $1 of state rescurces from AFDC or work programs, it loses between $1
and $4 of federal AFDC funds. This incentive structure has provided a
vounterweight to potential efforts to save state money by cutting AFDC benefit levels.

Under the block grant structure endorsed by the govemors, however, this
matching structure would be eliminated. States would receive a block grant with
essentially fixed funding. Block grant 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 1o 75 percent of what it spent on
these programs in 1994.

[f every state expended only what was required to receive its full block
grant allocation, state funding would fall $28 billion below what the
Congressional Budget Office projects states would provide under
current law. Compared to current law, this represents a 30 percent
reduction in state funding. (This 528 billion figure assumes that the 75
percent maintenance-of-effort 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
unclear 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 than $28 billion in
state resources.”)

As long as a state provided funds for these programs at no less than 75
percent of its 1994 funding level, there would be no financial incentive ’
for & state to provide any additional state dotlars. 1f a state were to

provide $1 above the 75 percent “maintenance level,” it would secure no

' To be precise, block grant allocations would be based on the highest of 3 state’s 1994 spending
bid, 1995 spending level, or average spending leve] for the threewyear period from 1952 through 1994,

2 1f there is no maintenance-of-effort requirament in 2001 and 2002, states could withdmw an
additional $21 billion, brnging the total potental withdrawal of state funds to $49 billion during the
period from 1997 through 2002,
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additional federal funds. Similarly, if a state withdrew $1 of state
resources, it would rot jeopardize any federal funding 50 long as the
state met the 73 percent maintenarce requirement. The disincentive to
cut benefits that the current matching rate structure provides would no
longer exist.

The 75 percent “maintenance-of-effort” provision is part of the welfare

conference 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
conference agreement contained a provision which required that state funding must
eqaai 100 percent of the state’s 1994 expenditure level for the state to qualify for

“contingency 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-of-effort requirement attached 1o the
contingency fund in the welfare conference agreement provided the
bill’s only incentive for states not to withdraw substantial state funding.

. Removal of this requirement would enable states to receive federal
contingency funds when poverty and unemployment climbed, while
withdrawing state funds at the same time.

Child Care Funding

The governors’ proposal also provides an additional $4 billion in federal child
care funding. States 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 i}f their 1994 spending on income support, work, and child care -
combined.

With the addition of this $4 billion in additional federal child care resources, it
is likely that many states would spend less state money on ¢hild care than they
would in the absence of these additional federal fRinds., Some of this additional
federal child care funding is likely to supplant state resources. As long as a state
maintained overall spending at the 75 percent maintenance level, it would face no
negative répercussions from allowing some of these added federal child care funds to
replace state child care resources. As a result, the addition of the $4 billion in federal

? While states would need to match the federal contingency funds, the amaunt of state matching
funds required would generally be far less than the amount of furdding a state could withdrow if twre
is no requirement that states maintain 1994 funding levels to receive contingency funds,

3
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chikd care resources is likely to result in a nef addition of substantially less than
$4 billion in overall ¢hild care funding.

Finally, 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 allocation, regardless of the extent
to which the states may have withdrawn state resources from income support, work,
and child care programs. NGA has not provided details on the criteria that would be
used to determine which states would qualify for job performance bonus funds. Asaz
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 performarnce bonus were structured in a manner that rewarded states
that placed a significant proportion of their caselead into jobs, a state that withdrew
substantial state resources and operated an income support and work program for
only a small 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 numbers of those families that were
not served by the program were unable to find work and were left destitute®

NGA Proposal Would Permit States To Divert Billions of
Federal Dollars Away From Income Support and Work

The gavernors’ proposal, like the welfare conference report, also would permit
states 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 year - or almost $30 billion between 1997-2002 — of federal block grant
dollars that could be 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 governors’ proposal lacks sufficient detail to determine whether the job performance bonus
would gven be designed in a way that would reward states with successhul welfareto-work programs.
Pravious job performance bonuses proposals, inchuding the job bonus in the walfare conferemes
agreement, have bean poorly designed and Could reward siates that did not have effective work
programs but instituted harsh tne lmils or had strong econondes,
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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 organized 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 Sccial 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 under 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 Withdraw 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 performance 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 cut 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

5
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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 California {s contributing to
90 percent of the state’s 1994 expenditure level. In addition, in a number of other
states — including Louisiana, Nebraska, South Carelina, and Virginia — governors
have proposed time limits much shorter than the maximum five-year time limit
included in the NGA 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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The Heonorable E. Clay 8Shaw, Jr.

Chairman, Subcommittee on Human Resources
Complittee on Ways & Means

Housa of Representatives

Washington, D¢ 20515-6335%

Dear Mr. Shaw:

Thank you for the invitation oxtended by your staff for a
Bepartmental witness to testify February 2¢ concerning the
Hational Governors Assocliation's (NGA) welfare veforn
recommendations. We share your strong intorest in the NGA
proposals, and look forward to learning additional details with
respect to the policy and budgetary implications of their
agreement.

An you may know, Secretary Shalala recently accepted an
invitation to appear before the Senate Committee on Finance
February 28 concerning both the Medicaid and welfare reforn
recommendationg put forward by the NGA. Because of our
commitment te¢ have the Soorctary epeak firet boefore the lonygress
on these issues, we¢ avre unable to send a designated witness to
your hearing the previous week. We would be pleased, however, to
have a Dopartmontal witnees toetify at any time sudgequent to tha
Secretary's initial presentation, either on the NGA proposals
specifically or on welfare reform issues more generally.

Thank you again for your gragious invitation.
forward to working closely with you in araftixa-;
wolfare reform legialation.

we. 1..;'”

et  The Honorable Harold E. Ford
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'Goderﬁofs ’ Pldns on Welfarf.; A&aé}eed

Civil Rights Gmups Say Mmonty Children Would Suffer Unduly

By ROBERT PEAR

WASHIRGTON, Feb, 13 — Civil
rights groups today assailed propas-
alg endorsed by the nation’s gover-
nors last week to give states vast
new suthority over weifare and Med-
ieaid, They sald that “Alrican-Amer.
lean children will be disproperiion.
ately harmed™ by the changes.

In endorsing the proposals, mens-
bars of the National Governors” As-
goctation asserted Gigt they could be
trusted to protect the interests of
pogr people. Gov. Tommy G. Thomp-
son of Wisconsin, a Republican whi
is chatrman of the association, suid
then: “Goveraors really understang
the programs better thin peoplie on
Capitol Hill T would hope zhey defer
0 sy Jndgment.”

Kut the civil rights greups said

* stoday that the proposals, recom- -

mended unanimously by the gover
nors, “wouid "make more chilgren
- angd families poor and degpen ihe
« geprivation of already impoverished
children.' Their corsmends came in
# joint letter to Congressional leads
ers and at a news cosference today,

About 125 willion people reteive
Federal weifare benefits. The num-
ber has detiined 10 percent it the

© last fwo years. The fawst data show

that 38.3 percent of recipients were

whits, 365 percert were black, 183

 percent were Hispanic, 2.8 percent
were Asian-Atnerican apd 1.3 per.
cent were Amserican Indians. The
racial and ¢thnic background of the
pthers was #ot reparted,

Nearly ona-third of il black pes.
ple are poor, having incomes below
the official poverty level (§11,821 for
a family of threa in 1984).

Wade Henderson, direcior of e
Washingion office 'of the Nationud
Association for the Advancemen of
Colored People, said: “Many Afri

- can-Avserivins remember  that
"siEtesT zights’ were eods words for
the states” dendal of basic civil rights,
We ure concerned that this histary
not_retugn i the context of welfare
yofgrg™

The National Council of Negro
Women, the National Black Caucus
of Szate Legislators ami the Congress

of Mationzl Black Churches jgined

the NAACP. i opposing the pro-

posals. They said that “gemuine wel-
fare reforsy’ must provide more
education, training and child care.

Fhair criticisms, based on morat.

and religiovs as welt as polincal
grounds, could siow efforts w pusi
the governars’ proposais thraugh
Congress, Congressions! leaders of
both parzies bave weltomed the gov-
grnors’ proposals, bt the concerns
of minority groups may influence

awmakers, especiglly in this gied

tien year. Both hovses of Congress
plan to hoid hearings on the propos-

, RS BeKT wely,

The zivil rights advocates said
they trusted the Federal Governs
ment more thas the sintes to care for
poar people,

Model proposals for
Medicaid and aid to
the poor have some

detractors. '

But Raymond C. 'Szheppach, exec-
utive director of the National Govet-

- nors’ Association, said: *1 just don’y

agree with the criticism that you
can't trust the stajes to cover lows
income iulividuals, All evidente iSio

‘the ¢omtrary. Under Medicaid, many

staws cover popelations and benefits
peyond those redquirgd: by Federal
iaw, Amd stales have always had

gnprmous discretion o set welare,

payment levaly. What makes pesple
think they'#t a6l more irresponsibly
in the future?”

Lee Partridge, a spokeswoman for
the Nationaj Association of Siate

Medivaid Direclors, said all states’

vohunzarily  covered  prescription
grugs even though they were not
required to do 56 by Feder&z Meﬁm
aid law,

The povernors wuuld pive esch
state a lump sam of Federal money
for cash assistance 1o the poor. Their
Medicaid “proposal would provigde
similar blook pranty for health cure
bt wonld gmarantes coverage for

pregrant wornen and ¢childron young-
er thar 13 in lowincome farmilies,
The civil rights groups made these

" observations apd sssertions about

the governsts’ glan:

gl would eliminate the Federal
guararger of cash assistance 1o poor
chiidren i fimes of need,

41t would allow states (o cut their
own weifare spending 2§ persent
withoys penaity.

ITt would aligw states o take Fal
eral mamey for foster care and adop-
tion assistance in the form of block
grants, aveny though ¢hild welfare
agencies io 22 states sre mow under
court supervision because they failed
1o provide sdequate protection for
abused and neglected children,

O would cut ut feast $26 billion

“trom projected spending on fnod

stamips and undermine the national
nuiritional safety net,’ letting states
take fond stamp money in the form of
bilock grants,

41t wonld sitminate cash asgist
ance for hundreds of thonsands of
chitdren with disabilities. .

¥r. Henderson said that the “co-
alitioss of consclence” gsgembled to-

day would obby Congress to reject

the poveriors’ proposals.

‘The proposats would generally rev
Quire people fo work after receiving
welfare for 1woe vesrs, and they
would cut off cash assistancs after
five years. The Rev. H. Michael Lem-
mang, execntive director of the Con-
gress of Natiopal Black Churches,
said it would be marally wrong o
impose such penaities i child care
and job opporiunities were nat avail
able,

President Cilaton offered 2 com-

‘prehensive bill to overhas! welfare

programs in June 1994, bot Congress
showed little interest in Mg propos-
alg, In the absence of 4 new law, the
CHnton Administration has allowed
37 states 10 experiment with pro.

. grams requiring or encpursging wej-

tare recipints to werk. -

The ¢ivil righis proups said Con-
gress should evaluars those experi-
tents before pasging lepisiation
make wholesale changes in welfare
policy. Governors say they must be
aliowed to redesign their welfare
programs withous obtaining approv-
al from Washington for each change,




F{}rbess Ads Credxted for Role i in Outccme but Not in Helpmg Him

o By ELIZABETH KOLBERT

"[}ES MOIMES, Feb, 13 — 8}' flars
aecounts, Steve Forbes's $4 willlon
adveriising cargpaipn here was »
cdloseat waste of mogey. By others,
it wis the most decisive facior jn the
Tows cascuses; the decision fust did-
't happen to g0 Mr, Forbes's way.
it dawn this morning, most of the
candidates were already ballway
“aeross the country Ib New Hamp.
shire, and the national presy vorps

wals pEcking up i g0 home The-

paliftieal commercials, whith had
hewy erowding out the seed torn ads,
were Hnalty 9ff the abr.

~Hut the analysts and the politi-
cians were stifl pondering the results
of Muonday night's eaucyses, itying to
fipure out why the voie had gone the
way Kk did, Ong guestion that re-
nrained very mueh o moatter of Jdis-
peste: what was the impact of the

" oriffions and miflions of dolinrs the
apndidates spent on auveriising?

3n general, there spermd $o Be a
sonse of relief here that the answer
toihis guestion was sot obvious. The

- amount spent o0 advertishg did not
i any divect way, ilranstate into
vates, meaning that the caucuses’

pwn-home fmage had at least sur-
vived another efecticn.

,Mr Forbes had led the pack in
spending but brought up the rear in
tagmns of thne spent In the state bhulid-
ing grassroats support. He flolshed
a. disappointing fourth in Monday

' cautused, behind Senater Bob

Dgie of Xanags, Patrlck J. Buchanan,

ihe conservalive tommentator, and
ra; ey Gov, Lémar Alexander of
Témmessee. For esch wote he re-
célved, Mr, Forbes had spent about
0 on advertising, a figure that
s med o confirm the notion that &
g catcus showling still depends
eﬁa strong local grgantzation, -
Serhe coucuses, ot feast for 95 are
st & ground campaign,” sald Den.
nf Gokiford, & professer of potitica
v 4t Drafe tniversity here.
“had. yet, despite his fourthplace
showing, it is hayd so argoe that Mr
Farpes's atveriiging had no impact,
* gret fow hare Ao, As Mo Forbes bim-

481 notes, o few months agg, he was

]usl A “astecisk® in the 1 bee, and
the flat tax was a nonissue. 11 was oo

£

Campaign Spending Per Vole: Who Got His Man&y s Worth

Money spant by sach candidate in lowa usmg sach carmpaign stall’s estimates 1o date,

MONEY SPENT A st
PER VOTE REGEIVED *26,65
CANDDRTE -eemssos  BUCHANAN

m:esmagf’gmﬁw A1 by
FOTAL BAONEY SPENT - BEDOO00+ f

“Esfimatas i Foches's spending are basard o0 keaw mlaviekin sxpenditues.

the strength of his advertsing cam-
palgn that he became a household
name hefe 20d the fiag tax a major
issue of debnte, 7

iy initdad feeling wag Fovbes had
alveady won the fOwa cascuses, in
the sense that thay give unkeown
people  visiBliny!” said  Steffen
Behosidt, 2 professor of political sed-
ence af lows Sisle University,
“Forbes fust did {t through money.”

After any election, it {5 difficult, i
not fmpessible, 1o sort out the rela-
tive imparianee of the varfous fae-
tors that went Inlo the campalgn,

inclsding advertising, organization.

and news coverage. What-is clear
abaut the caucuses this year, Though,
i that the sandidates, at least, be

Heved tht wdvortising would play a

greater role than ever beford,

in proviogs yenrs, candidates dig
nit bepin 10 mivertise in Jows uaii
alter New Year's: this yenr, the tirst
commercials, from Mr, Alexander,
and Morry Tuylor, & wealthy indus
triallst, began in the summer.

The comparisen in spending i
ogually dramastic. In 1992, the fowa
cacuses werd mostly uncontested;
oo of the candidates lor the Demo.

cratic semination was one of the'
s’y Senstors, Tem Harkis, fo

whpey the contest was concodnd.

in HER 11 candidates competed in
the two partes’ cautuses. Al gne
Jows teisvigion station, WHE, ibe 3
col NSO alfiliate, they spent 3 tatsl
of $183873 on advertising,

This year, seven Repukiicans ad-
vertised on WHO, together spending

$EXL 108, or mnire than three times as
much, Mr. Forbes led the spending at
WHO, buying $186,149 worth of Lime.
Mr. Dote wasg rext with $119,228_ and
Sesntor Richard €1 Lugar of Indizha
third, with $18,77).

Puradoxioally, i was precisely the
imtial swocess of his adveriising,
e argued wday, that made Mr,
Forbey so vulnerable in lows, .

"1 tink that Steve Forbes In targe
measure was @ wiciim of his own
suecess,” said Thomas Whilney, 2
e Moines lawyer sod  former
chalrman of ‘the lowa Democratic
Party. “He did, I think, exactly what

“he planned to do, and he did it sue

cesstully. Then he got hart in the tast
Wy weeks, Not only did the athers
gang vp on hm, bat he als0 gof hurt
by fows pride. You had 2 Int of folks
Desting the drum, saving Hieve
Farbes may ireeparably bapm the

"pausnses, and people dida’t Hke B

Tht negative ads contimed unti
the end, a thme when tradithn would
have hod positive ones offering rea-
sons to vote for a candidarg.

“Isn't the conventional wisdom
that you finish your campaign by

" geing posttive?” Mr. Scharidt said, ]

“¥Furhes never g that, and | cant
undersiand thal”

in fact, people cluse {0 U ?&rﬁes i
campaign ackoowledged today, w1
wloging stratepy had been u mistake. |
A Mr Forbes spent muth of e 1
day filming new, mere upbeat ads 1o ]
wir in Mew Harmpuhite,

Even if Mr. Forbes's § gulive ad
campaign did sot work (o Hs advan-

.
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tage, theugh, it may have helped
others. The aiacks on My, Bole un-
doubledly cavsed some volers o
have gsecond thoughts about the
fronbrusner; Mr. Dale’s attacks on
Mr. Farbes, I torn, may have
pushed theve voters to & thivd condl
date, Hie Mr. Alexander or Mr. Ba.
vhanan,

“Earbes e into Deie's fead very
uively,” sald Shvane Wuenschier,
efvalrman of the Wapeilo Cowrty Be.
prbtican Party. Bt muany of the vel.
ers who feft Ssnator Dole, he sakd,
eventually ended op choosing Me, -
Buchanan.

Mr. Forbes's and' Mr, I)cles a%-
change of nasty ads _may have had

unplber unintended side aifect; u de-
pressed tornont. While the siate’s
Republican teaders had been pre-
dicting that more thap 136,000 people
wauld stiend the caucuses, less than
WO 0 aclually Qi) Aldes to Mr.;
forbes had always predicted that af
bigh (wraoot would benelit them, |
“Never in the Bigtory of e cas |
cuses has fhore hoen 5o much alien-
.tion, 3o much publicity, such & bar
rage urging people (o stlamd,” Mr.
Whitney said. “'So why wasn'l there

- the wurnaukt profecked by the Republi-

can Pariy? 1 thiok {» Jarge mesasure
that's becanse peogte found 1t was a
real turn-off that t:veryihing had got-
1en 50 aogative”
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STATE OF DELAWARE

Thomass R. Corper WASHINGTON OFFICE
Governos 444 North Capitol Street, NW, Suite 230
1. Jonathen Jones Washingresn, DC 20001
Divectar Phone: 22524 - 1724
Fax: 2027624 - 5495
Moura §, Cullen
Deputy Divector FACSIMILE COVER PAGE
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Please note: The pages comprising this facsimile transmission conmin confidential
information from the Washingron Office of Governor Tom Carper. This information
is intended solely for use by the individual entitly named as the recipient thereof. If
you are not the intended recipient, be aware thar any disclosure, copying, disuibuuon
or use of the contents of this transmission is prohibired. If you have received this
transmission in error, please notify us by telephone immedisrely so we may arrange to
retrieve this transmission at no o8t 10 You.
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March 15,1936

'Goverxiar Bob Miller
State Capitol

Carson Clty, NV 89710

Dear Governor Miller:

I understand that some concern has been expressed by you and
other Democratic governors regarding the timing of enacting welfare
and Medicaid reform this year. I want you to know that my strong
commitment to the National Governors' Association (NGA) bipartisan
proposals to reform welfare and Medicald continues,

It was my understanding from our February 22 hearing 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
staies are already well into their budget cycles and reform is vital to
getting control over state budgets. In response, I promised you and the
other governors that we would work as quickly as possible to tneet the
governors' request.

Introduction of the leglslative package on or about March 25 is
dictated by the reality of the congressional schedule. This allows time
for review of the legislative language by NGA and full consideration of
the committee processes in both the House of Representatives and the
Senate. To complete legislative action by mid-May, it is imperative
that introduction occur scon, From your own experience, you
urclerstand how the remaining congressional schedule will be severely
limited beyond mid-May.

In regard o the linkage between Medicaid and welfare, Tagree
with Pregident Clinton that, "many people stay on welfare .. bacaua&

" they do not want to put their children at risk nf losing health care ..

" Maedicaid reform is an integral part of welfare reform and the two

cannot really be separated. Moving people from welfare to work will
not be successiul if welfare families lose their health insurance when
they gain employment. The Medicaid proposal that you helped to craft
recognizes this important connection. It gives the states the necessary
flexibility to design programs that can provide a health care safety net.,
as you mave people from welfare into the workforce.
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The progress you and all of the governors have made is
tremendous. As you noted at our February 22 heariag, the governors

have been working out differences and identifying principles in order
to reach consensus on both welfare and Medicald for six months. From

the most recent meeting the governors held in Chicago, it is my
understanding that success is indeed very close at hand. S

Let e restate once again my appreciation for all you have done
on welfare reform. Please be assured that I remain comunitted to
dellvering a legislative packaga which meets the goals, principles, and
framework of the bipartisan NGA proposal this year.

Sincerely,
\ l E

William V. Roth, Jr.

Chairman
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THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

i wommsrmer, nomwEsT
g WASHIVOTON, D.C, 20006 N ¥
TELEFHONY (202) 2937330 v
PAY, (2023 2932552 \}\J{L
DI (200) 2039445 :

Februaty 7. 1996

e © . The President |
e The White Hbuse ‘
wmmww Washingron, DC’; 20500 -

30
— m Dear Mr] Prasident:

The National Governors' Association is to be commended for
Miwiyciinotanss reinvigarsting the debate on wetfare reform and suggesting some imporiant
compromise positlons. The increased funding for child care i critical to

L%# Wi moving people from welfare to work. . The flexibility proposed for meeting
ATy work requirements makes the pravisions of the conferenge agreemem much
s em, mare readistic, lncrezsing the hardship exemption 1w 20 pezeent of the

s caseload will help lo ensure assistance to a number of poor children.
%% The governors” proposal, however, still falls far short of prozecting the
soweom. needs Of our most vilnerable citizens, particularly our children;

T e : . , :
s caat - The gromi repoals the basic entitdemens of poor children and their

_ families to income 4ssismnce,
kol d * It compromises the sntitle ety of food stamps and child nowition

A P $ : ment sletus of ! stasipa 1

scamee programs by appearing 1 allow the stares w eswblish block grants for

HEESE e these proven programs, {t slso makes deep cuts in the foed stamp
R e program. - ‘

Epae2 oomeaory . It provides zzxcastazes the oprien (o convest foster ¢are, adoprion
BoND s assistance and independent l‘vzng funding from an omuendcd
g st antitemen into a child prowestion block gran:,

s aisiorigss * It cuts the Earned Tncome Tax Credit, which helps to make wark pay,
Ape a5 B0 oy 810 billion,

m - It i sifert on the immigram assisiance provisions in the conference

agreement which would shift considerable coses 1o iocal governments

%";:%w:‘:“ : and creae administrative niglemares for program operatars,

T e ‘

i o Weaonin
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While the nation’s mayors bellevejthar gur welfare system must be reformed and
while we appreciaw the bi-pardsan effort2he governors bave made, we urge you 1 reject
any welfare reform pruposaly which do nét alleviate the congerns Hsted above, Like the
welfare reform legislation which pagsed the Congress, the governors’ proposal would shilt
costs and liabilities ang create new.unfunded mandates for local goverrunents, as well as
penatize low Income fymilies, :

We ook forward (o continuing to vork with your Mlxms&azwn the Congress and
stale and local government officizia on pa:i;twc welfare reform which converts the current
gystem into pre which moves parents from welfare to work aﬁé at the same (ime protects our

- ghildeen, *

Sincerely,

t o ' Norman Rice
L3 Mayor of Seattle
President

#3005
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THEUNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

1620 FYT STREEY, NOKIRWEST
WASHINGTON, D4, 20006
TELEPHONE £262) 293.7330

£20 (3T2) 2932352
TON Q00 1330443

r February 7, 1956

The Haﬁém{;ie Robert Dole
Majority Lcadc

Unitcd States S le

The Capitol § ?a
Washington, D.C. 20510

Deze Scmwf Diite: ] : ,

The Narional Governors’ Assaciation is to be cofnmended for
remwgmting the debats on welfere reform and suggesting some important
campromise positions, The ingreased funding for child care Js critical t
moving people from wellare 1o work, The fexibllity proposed for mesting
work requirerients makes the provisions of the conference agreement much
more realistic. 1ncreasing the hardship exemption w 20 percent of the
caseloadjwill belp 10 ensure assistance 10 a number of paor children.

”I:hc governors’ piayosa%, however, stili falis far short of proweting the
peeds of our most vuinewble citizens, particplarly our children:

= The propesal repaals the basic entitiemen: of poor childeen und their
families w income assistance. :

¥ fi compromises the entitlement starus of food stamps and child numidon
programs by appearing to zllow the states to establish block granes for
these proven programs, I alse makes desp cuts in the food smmp
program.

b it provides the sintes the option to convert foster care, adoption
agsistance and independent living funding from an opcr;»-enéz,d
gatitlement Inte a child protection block grant,

« [t cuts theyEarned Income Tax Credit, which helps 10 make wark nay,
by 310 billion.
* it is stlentfon ‘the immigrane asxisiance pmvzswns in the conference

agreemantiwhich would shift considerable costs 0 local governments
and creawe|adminiswative nightmares for program operators
! ’.
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While the nation’s mayors believe that our welfare system riust be reformed and
while we appreciane the bi-partisan effort the governors have made, we urge you to reject
any welfare reform proposals which da not alleviate the concarns listed above. Like the
welfare reform legislation which passed the Congress, the governors’ proposal would shifl
¢osts and liabilides and create new un{undeé mandaces for local governments, s well as
petalize low income familizg,

i
Ve look forward te continuing 10 work with Congress, the Administration and gtate

ardd locd! government officiils on positive welfare reform which converts the current system

into one which moves parens from welfare to work and at the same £me proects our
¢children.

Sincerely,

Norman Rice
; Mayor of Seattle
Prasident
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM MAJOR PROVISIONS

HOUSE BiLL

SENATE BILL

CONFERENCE BILL (LR, 4

NGA PROPOSAL

Block
Granting
AFDC

Blogk grants AFDC, EA, and 10BS mio 4
single capped emtittemsnt to states. -

Block grants AFDIC, EA, K088, and child care
into & plogle cappod emitiement Lo states. The
block grast provides = scparste alipcation
specificatly for child care,

Block grants AFRC, EA, and JOBS inte
a single copped entitlement fo siates,

Block gragts AFDC, BA, and JOBS inte
# single capped entitlement to sties.
The block prant provides a separate
alivcation specifieatly for child care.

Fime Limits

a

|

Farmithas who have bees o5 the rolls for §
cumpmlative years {or Iess at stats option)
would be inciizible for cash sid. States
would be permitted 1o exempt up to 10% of
the caselond from the e imit. Stases

berefits to families that kave reached their
tire Hroits.

woihd be premited 1o providenesossh——

Pamilies whe bave bezn on the rolls for 5
corylative years (or lesy at state option) would
be incligible for cach aid. States would be
parmittesd 1o exempst up 1o 20% of the caselond
from the time lisit,

Famihes who have been on the rolls for §
cupmdative years {or fess 41 state oplion}
sweguid be {nelipibie for cash aid, Staies
would be peanitted 10 exempt up 0 15%
af the cascload from the thine limic States

are perrnitted 1 pravide noscash benefits

Familics who bave beon on the rolls for
¥ qurnuiative years {or fess at state
aption) waudd be ineligible for cash aid.
States would be pormitted o cxempt up
to 2% of the caseload from the fime
Homat, States sre peemilted {0 provids

vouchers te families that are time limited.

noncash benelits vouchers o fenilies.
thal are time limited.

Waork
Reggirements

A state’s required work participstion rfs
would be set a2 10% in 1996, rising o 50%
by 2003, Por 2-parent familics, the
participation rate would be 30% s FY
1956, rising to $0% in FY 1998,
Indivicaals must work sn gveeage of 20
hours por week in FY 1996, invrmasing v
35 bours in FY 2002,

A stale’s required work partivipation mte
would be set at 25% in 1996, rising to S0% by
2000, The bill stiows mothers with children
mder 6 ta work part-time {268 hours per week)
through 2602, The bill also allows slates to
exeanpt families with ehildren under § from
wark requirements,

A state's requived work participation rate
wold be st &t $3% in 1996, rising o
0% by 2002, States have the option
exempt single pargists with children undes
sge 1 from work redgirement, No panie
tine work option for mothers with voung
shildren.

A starg's required work participation rate
wonld be st at 15% in 1996, rising ©©
50% in 2002, The resohation ellows
mothers with childen under 6 1o work
purt-time (20 hours per week) through
2002, Regipionts mosl work as average
of 4t teast 28 hours per week, The
sesolution alse allews stales to exempt

Families with children under ) from work

reguiresnents; changes the participation
rate egloylation Lo fuke inlo aeoount
those who leave cush assistance for
work; and sllows job search and iob
readiness 10 sount as 2 wivk aciiviy for
up ko 12 wesks.

17:.43

Child Care

A child care Binck grant would be
authorized at $2.1 bitlion panually sy
discretionary spending for FYs 1996
theeniph 2000. Cverall, child cars would be
cut by $1.55 biltion over 7 yours {new CBO

From FY 1596 through 2000, $8 billion would
b vaileble a0 2 capped entitlament 1o states
for child care assistanes. An adéitional §1
billion per year is available tn Siscretionary
Spendifig under CCDBG. Overall, a §753

The bill containg 2 total of $7 bilkon in
discretionary funding and 16 bilion in
mandatry Binding, OversH, incresses
mandatory child care funding over
current lasy by $1.9 biltion ovey 7 yosrs

The resolution contains a total of $7
biltivs in discretionsry funding and 514
biflion in mandatory funding: an increase
of 54 bitlion over the conference repon
and $3 bilkion over the Senate Bill.

baseling}, mitlion increase in mandatory funding ovec 7 {new CBO baseline) Owerall, increases mandatory child care
' years (new CBO buseline). Heripicats cannot funding over current Iaw by $5.9 billion
b sanctioned for nol working if child care is .. over T yeurs fnow CRO baseline).
uuvailable, -
wﬁ

.
=
g
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HOUSE BILL

BENATE BILL.

CONFERENCE BILIL, (LR, 4)

NGA PROPOSAL

applivunis after ensciment, cash benelits
would onty be available for children who
meet the medical Msting and are
instinutionalized or would e
instiionalized if they do not testive
prrsonel assistance services required
becsase of their disability. Al childron
who meet the medical listings would be
eligible for services under a fate biock
gramt fumded at 75% of the amount
sthearwise paysble in cash benefits. There
woild be o gusraatee of services soader the
black gramt,

Asstssment {JFA) and references to
mnladaptive behavipr woutd be repealed.

makaduptive behavior would be repealed.
Effective January 1, 1997, {or current
recipients and new applicants, & 2-iemd
besefit sysiem would be established.
Children who noed persenat agsistance in
urdet 10 remain 8 hooie wouald wesive
100% of the benefit. Children whe meet
the ligtings but sot the persona! sesistanne
criterin would receive 75% of the beaefit,

Beonomic States with bigh unemployment could 31 biltion would e appropriuted for FYs Fhe bill incivdes 31 billion for grants 1o Adds 3{ Giftion to the propoessd fuading
Contingeacy borrow from 4 31 billion aatiopal Rainy i?%-zom for matching granmts to states with states with high unemployizen: {stase for the contingency fund {or 2 total o §2
Grant Fuod Day loan fund. Funds weald bave to be bigh unemployowent mtes. An emergency loan | must moatchy, $300 milion graw fund fur ] biltion, Siates can mogt ane of two
» ropaid, fiend of $1.7 billion, snd o $880 milljon grant | stats wihth high popudation growth, riggers o acoess the contingency fund;
fund for e benefiy, high population-growth | besefits Jower than 35% of the nations the unemployment rigger in the
states would also be availsbis, average, oF sbove average growth and conferente sgrecment and 3 now trigger
below average AFDC benefits (na state based on Hod stpmps. Under the secend
matehy; and $1.7 billion loan fund, frigper, states would be eligible for the
contingency fund 3 their food stamyp
caseiond increases by 10% over FY 1983
caselond levels.
Performance Ne performunce bonus Establishes « performance bonus set-aside No cash performance bonus Provides cash banuses of 3% snnually to
Ronus 10 within the block grant for states, but dees not states that exceed spocified employmend-
Reward Wark - add addilionsl resources. inied performunce targel perceniages.
{Approximately §2 biftion plus.} These
bomsses wonid be in addition 1o block
grant base,
 Family Cap Suates contd not use Tedemd funds 1o No feders! mandzde to deny assigtence; option | States woeld be requined it deny cash My federal mandate 1o deay assistance;
provide cash bonefits to ehildron bore while § for state sotion 24 in Administration hill, benefits 1o children bom to welfare eption for siate ection 18 in
parent is receiving assistance. recipients unless $he stae legisfature Adminigtretion bill,
explicitly votes o provide benefits,
Child Support ] Inctudes major comprebensive child” Sane ay the House Bl ineludes all Cliston Same ag the House bill; inchudes all Same a3 e House and Senatz bills;
suppart enforcement measures propased by | Administrasion proposals. Clinton Administrstion peoposals. includes all Clinton Adminsteation
the Clinten Administration, including proposals,
patemily csrabiishiment, siple centrsl L
registries sfehild support ordery, und
eniform procedures o inteesiate cases, and
penalties such 2s Jicosss revocation.
Eliminotes the 358 pass-through of child
support 1o cash assistance tecipients. ©
81 For Children who Afe row chgibie for SOI §S7 and Medicaid chgibHity wowid be §81 and Medicaid ehgibility wowid be Same as the Senate bill. Effectee date is
Children puder the mediend fotings would continoe restricted 1o those children who mens the sesiricted to children who mueet (e Seferred il Janusry 1, 1598
to receive cash henefitg and Mediceid, For | medice! fisting; Individual Funetional medical listing, TFA w8 referenicns to ’
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HOUSE BILL SENATE BILIY. CONFERENCE BILL {(H.R. 4) NGA PROPOSAL
Maintensnce ] Mo requirements States would be required to maintnin 30% of Biates would be requined o manitain 75% | No provision
of Bffore FY 1994 spending on AFDH and relaled of FY 1994 spending on AFDC and
programs for FY's 199699, related progeams for FYs 1996-2000,
Personal Nu personal responumbility contract Includes personal respossibifity contracty foy No personal responsibility cantract No proviswm
Responsibility welfare recipients, imder which benefits wouid -
Contract B reduced for failure o comply.
hitd Repluces child autritton programs oporated | No block grants proposed, {.omains program Mo mandatory ¢kilé pattition block Provides for schoo] lench blogk grant
Ngiritian outside of schealy, WIC, and commodity <uis amounting te $4 billion gver 7 years, grants, bt permits ap to 7 schoot demonsivstion, under which $he custent
disibution programs with & block grant fo sutrition block grant demonstrations, entitiernent for children = mainthined;
states. Cresios & separte block prant to WIC remains a separate program. Child | states would contiaue to recelve the
states for schoob-baved child nutrisinn sulrition spending would be reducsd by | proportion of adiainistretive costs based
programs, These provisions would result in abouy $6.3 hilfion over 7 yoars, on vurrent Taw bt in & block grent,
outs of $10 billion over ¥ yemrs.
{hild Block prants direct bonefits and Maintams current entitlement for foster care Muintains the entitlement for direct Maintalns the satitiement for reet
Protection gdiministration programs used v recruit ang sdoption payments aod for sdminisirative | payments @ families and bodk granty paymanis to fanilies and provides a state
xad Adoption wioptive parents and investigate child programs. Mo funding roductions, administeation programs. Cverall, pption o take foster core, aduption

sbuse. Cuts funding to states by $6.3
billion.

reduces mandatary funding by $400
raillion over 7 years,

aasistance, nnd independent living
program ag & cagped entillemeont.

States that teke the oplion must cantinue
to maiowmin cffot a1 100%. Siates mugt
maintain protoctions and tendards undy
current fw. States ¢an reverse theic
decision oy & yearly basis.

Feen Parent

States would be prohibied from provitiing

1n arier 1o reoeive assistines, unmarriod minor

fame a5 the Scnate hill

Surae as the Seaate bill

02 480 5873

funding for food stamps by 540 billion over
7 years, and would cap federal program
expenditures regurdiess of growth {old
CRO seoring). The bitl would Hmit
maxinom benefit increases o 2% per yeur,
segarifioes of the ingresse in food costs, |
veunld ferminate benedits for non-disabied
childless individuals between 18 and 50
years old unless they sre working st least
halfime ot in & work program. Opticnsd
foad “amp block gt would he svailahle
1o stales that operate o statewide EBT
sysiens

for food siamps by §24 biliion over ¥ years
{new CBO searing). Able-bodied childioss
aduhs between 13 and 50 wonld be keligible
for foud starops after 6 moaths unless they
work: half-timme or pazticipate in 8 work or
fraiming sclivity. Siates would have the aption
to peceive food assistance s g vapped block
grant. Stazes that chooss & implement a block
grant woukd be reguired (o use B0 of the
funds for netrition assistaney; the rempining
fundds couid be ysed for administrative costs or
trznsferred to work-related programs.

funding e food stemps by $27.3 billion

“gwer 7 yesrs (now CBO scoring). Able

bodied childless adults between 18 and
3 would be reguired to participate in
work{ure or empioyment and trajning
program 85 3 condition of ehyibility. An
optionsl food stamyp block grant wiauld b
svailable 1o states that bave a fully
impleerted EBT system or mest ertain
speprecy standards. States chonsing
block grants would be reguired to miced
specificd reguisements, and woudd hawe
1o restrics henefits (o iMega! bmmigranis.

Provisions cash henefics 4 mrinor mothers. paresis woukd be required 1 ive with anadoelt
of in an asdult-supervised setting and
pasticipate io cdgeational or Wraining activities,
Food Siamyps The House bitl would reduce fedoral The Senute il would reduce federul fonding The conference bil would reduce fedemi | Maintaies ihe Senabe Yanguage which

reauthorizes the food stamp progrmn in
its current ancapped endittement for.
Ao adopis Seante lanpuage on Inspme
deductions. {Hesohution will iwer food
stamps sevangs.) Able-bedind chitdless
aduits between 18 and 58 would be -
required 10 participate i workfe or
employment and training progran g5 a
condition of ehigibility. An aptional
foend stamp block prant wouid be
gvailable to sintes that bave a fully
implemented BIT system or mest
certpin sosuracy standards. Stams
shaasing block prsats would be required
tw meet speeified requirenwents,
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S8 end would lose their Mudicaid
eligibifity. 3100 million for esch of FY35
19910500 would be spproprizied for
providing substance sbuse ireatment and
funding medication development reseurch,

lose their Meodicaid digibility. Other disabled
individuals on S5 with 2 substance abuse
condition would be required 1o panicipate in
trewsment &5 2 coundition of elipibitity and
would be required 16 have their bencfits paid
through o represeitative payee. $50 miltion
for vach of FYs 199758 would be
approprinted for state programs for drug
sddicts and sicobolics through the Substance

Abuse Prevention nod Treatsent Block Grant,

m— mUSEL BILL SERATE BILY CONFERENCE BILL {HLK. 4) NGA PROPOSAL
881 for Drug Effective October 1999, ndividuals with an | Effective January 1997, individuals with an No provisions o provisions
Addicts aud addiction meterial to the finding of & addiction raaterial to the findiog of & disebility
Aleohiniics disability would no lonper be efigible fir would a0 konger be cligibie for 581 snd would

NOTES: HGA proposals are sumroprized from draft of MG A policy position; detument implics areas w:tia no explicit NGA provision would feiit;w e conferencs bill languaps.,

Some spending levels are not directly mmblc because CBO baseline was ctm:zged in Dacember 1995




B2-u3/56 11125 CEFF + 4567431 NG.E3E POBIBE

' N (2 Nk
| CENTER ON BUDGET .
d AND POLICY PRIORITIES

777 Norih Capitol Street, NE, Suite 705
Washington, LXC 20002
Telephana: 202/408-1080
Fax: 202/408-1056

If there are any problems with the transmission of this document,
please call Betty Hitcheock 202/808-1080

To: )srﬁce

FAX NUMBER: - 456-7431

FROM: qu (Greenstein

REGARDING: (Govermnors’ Welfare Package

DATE: February 5, 1996

NUMBER OF PAGES; 6

{including cover sheet) , ‘ . o

. Commends:



G2/05-96  11:23  CEFP + 4857434 NOLBRT PORD/BEE

CENTER ON BUDGET
AND POLICY PRIORITIES

To: Alice Rivlin
Harold Ickes
Ron Klain
John Angell
Bruce Reed
Gene Sperling
Ken Apfel
Melanne Verveer

From:  Bob Greenstein
Subject: The Emerging Governors’ Welfare Package

Date:  February 3, 1996

The enclosed memo concerns the very serious problems with the emerging
governors’ proposal on welfare. In many areas, the proposal is to the right of the
Senate welfare bill and well 1o the right of the agreements that had began to be
reached during the hudget 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 constihiencies.

777 North Capitol Street, BE, Suite 705, Washington, DC 20002 Tel: 202-308-1080  Fax: 202-408-1056

EET Ty S
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February §, 1396
THE EMERGING GOVERNORS' PROPOSAL ON WELFARE

On the Demacratic side, the negotiations appear to have involved largely Gov.
Tom Carper, with little involvement of other governors. Urdortunately, 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 reached in budget negotiations between the White House and Republican
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 numbers of objectionable 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 w- more
welfare “contingency” funding for states in which poverty increases —
the improvement is a disappointment; it is smaller thanthe
improvernent the Administzation 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 1990s, federal AFDC funding
rose nearly %6 billion in just three years.

In numerous other areas, the proposal is very unfortunate.
Food Stamps

. The conference report contains over $27 billion in food stamp cuts. The
proposed agreement accepts all of them, The President has said he
doesn’t want more than $22 billion in cuts here.

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

. The proposal accepts the conference proposal that throws unemployed
adults who aren’t raising minor children off of food stamps after four
months without offering them a work slot. The President made clear to
Gingrich and Dole we can’t deny foad stamps to indigenmt people who
are willing to work without offering them a work slot. I'm told
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Gingrich and Dole agzeed the President was right about that.
Demaocrats on the Hill — including the Coalition — have been firm all
year on this issue. But Carper would give it away.

Perhaps mast serious of all in the food stamp area, it retains the state
option far a food stamp block grant. Furthermore, there is a report that
the governors agreed to substitute the Senate welfare bill provision in
this area for the conference provisiory; 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 various non-foed stamp
costs now borne by states, As a result, a majority of 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 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 food stamp 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 AFDC and food stamps. The effect on
child poverty of losing both entitlements would likely be quite severe.

Legal Immugrants

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

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

It includes Medicaid among the programs from which most legal
irmigrants would be barred for some period of time, thereby increasing
the ranks of the uninsured and shifting costs, (ities 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
conference, that exempis child nutrition programs and WIC from the
imrnigrant restrictions. Many immigrant children attending school
would be refused school lunches. Some poor pregnant women who are

2
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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 a disability.

Welfare

’ The proposal maintains the very weak conference provisions on
“maintenance-of-effort” that allow states to cut state funding by 25
percent, allowing states to withdraw $28 billion in state funds over
seven years, compared to current law. The Serate 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 ta
transfer up to 30 percent of welfare block grant funds to various other
programs, including services for the elderly {a more powerful
constituency}. A likely result is deeper benefit cuts for ¢hildren and
inadeguate 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-vear
lifetime fime-limit. Here, also, the certain result is more poverty.

EITC

The p:opasal agreement calls for $10 billion in EITC cuts. This is outrageous;
EITC cuts aren’t a part of the Senate or House wellare bills or of the welfare
conference report. Moreaver, governors don’t administer the EITC; it's part of federal
tax faw. EITC cuts shouldn’t be here.

It's one thing to include $10 billion in EITC cuts as part of an overall budget
vackage 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 face a tax
increase, and that contains $10 billion in EITC cuts in returg for lessening other cuts
affecting poor families 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 not get to budget balance and that asks for no sacrifice
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 o close some egregious corpotate
loopholes — would be included. Only the working poor would have their taxes
increased.
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. 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 58I from 65 to 67. This provision would primarily affect
poor elderly women who live alone, effectively cutting a hole in the
safety net insofar as they are concerned. This provision would
disadvantage states; many of these poor alderly women would
undoubtedly turn to their states for help.

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

Child Nufrition

» 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 so with Jess harm te children. Various
Senate Republicans have indicated they would like to see changes made
in this area 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 Senate and House welfare bills maintained coverage for these
families, By contrast, the conference report allowed states to drop coverage. The
document indicates the governors have not yet resolved this issue.

Conclusion

If approved by governers on a bipartisan basis, the proposed agreement would
represent a master strategic stroke by Republicans, as they would have enlisted
Demaocratic govemnors in supporting a proposal to the right of the Senate welfare bill
in numerous areas and even farther to the right of the agreements that had began to
be worked out by the White House and Congressional leaders during the budget
negotiations.
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Ls things currently stand, the topics for the roundtable President.
Clinton holds with the governors on Monday morning, Feb. 23 for
two hours will be medicaid, welfare reform, and
education/training. Each of you 1s a lead on one of these.

Needed this week are: political intelligence memo., guestions 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 cooperation with
any other executive branch officials appropriate. Marcia or Emily
can give you the timeline of when they need the materials, but we
should try hard for COB Tuesday for initial pieces, esp. the
gquestions we want to make sure are asked by governors (with
answers) and then any updates as the week, then meeting itself
unfolds.

Let me know if you have questions, things we need to discuss.

Thank you!

=3 !



r“"'""'f':ﬁk

FROM © Parmasonic ANS/FAX PRONE NO. S Dee, 3} 1997 o188 Pa2

W/‘J ol

PROCRESFHT PREHY METIIUNE

STATEMENT OF WILL MARSHALIL
PRESIDENT, PROGRESSIVE POLICY INSTITUTE

At s time when both parties in Washington had all but thrown in the towel on
efforts to reach a balanced budget agreement or enact welfars reform legislation,
the nation's Governors came to Washington and unanimously agreed on proposals

. to reform both welfare and Msdicaid programs. Federal officials from both
parties should quickly agree to the Governors’ proposals as a framework for
bipartizan action on these two issuss.

The Governors' welfare proposal is & significant improvement on the bill vetoed by
the President in January, and is in some raspects superior to the bill that passed
the Senats with strong bipartisan support. More importantly, the Governors
dramatically refocused & welfare debate that had lately bacome snagged on the
wrong issue by thoss who demanded maintenance of a legel entitlement to
faderally guarsnteed cash assistance. We agree with the Governors that
“eontinuation of the current welfare gystem is unacceptable." The Governors'
proposal supplies the key structural changes needed to transform the current
income maintenance gystam into an employment system--including PPI's idea of a
job placement bonus for states--and also provides enough funding to give these
reforms a strong chance to sticceed, including an additional $4 billion for child
care. We are also pleased the Govsrnors proposed to seale back reductions in the
earned-income tax credit for the working poor to no more than §10 billion.

The Governors' Medicaid resolution cccupies 2 middle ground between proposals to
maintain today's ever-more-costly entitlement, and to abandon minimum coverage
entirely through & block grant. The Governors would give up the states’ current
ability to receive feders] Medicaid payments on an unlimited basis, butin .
exchanga for the tools they nead to hold down costs. Furthermore, the neediest
recipients, including those on welfare, would be guaranteed access to care.

Neither of these proposals is fully developed or without flaws, but they represent a
crucial step towards bipartisanship that the Governors' federal colleagues should
smulate. Most of all, in picking up the challenge of national lsadership on these
two issuss, the Governors have provided an eloquent answer to those in
Washington who claim they cannot be entrusted with greater r&sponszbzkty for the
health and welfare of their citizens,

g

For more mfermatwn call; Lyn Hogan social policy analyst, or Lzsa Dawd press
secratary, 202-547-0001
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Social Security Act, or by repealing that program and replacing it wiﬁ;va new ;:iﬁc, ‘?';"c
oppose repeal - and advocate reform - of Title XIX. The potenial wﬁnzcnded Qenscqwices
of repealing and replacing this program are staggering -~ for states, beneficiaries, providers,
M the federnl government. The Congress can address many of the most pressing concerns

about any Medicaid reform plan by amending the current law.

From the beginning of the current Medicaid debate, the President has maintained that
Medicaid must be & financed !hmugh g federal-state partnership that ensures federal funding
and provides a real, cni'orccablé guarantee of coverage for a defined package of heakh*ané
long-term care benefits. The President’s plen proposes unprecedented new flexibility for the ‘
states in how to operats their programs, pay providers, and use managed care and other
delivery arrangements, while retaining and revising key standards related to quality and
bensficiary financial protections, The President’s proposal would achieve those objectives in

a way that would alse help contribute to a balanced budget by 2002 -- and should serve as the

17

basis for prompt Congressional action. oMy o A,
N §\-' . '”\ LA A [‘
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WELFARE REFORM 1% “0d™ 1\ &

Now T would like to tum to wclfire teform. Let me stant by reiterating some points
the President madie in the State of the Linion address. Welfare 'cascioads have declined by 1.4
million since March of 1994 - 2 decline of 10 percent. A larger percentage of those still on
welfare are engaged in m;ork and related activities. Fewer children live in poverty. And over

the last three years, we bave worked with governors and elected officials to give 37 states the

i5
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flexibility to deéign welfare reform strategies that meet their specific needs. -Under President—S2 .

—Clinton’s-leadership, wetfare is t€ing reformed one state at 3 nme——2

Yet, as the President sa2id in January, we should take advantage of bipartisan consensus
on time limits, work requirements, and child support ﬁ_forcemcnt to cnact national welfare
-rcform lcgislation. The President has consistently called for bipartisan welfare rci‘orm and the
Administration applauds the way Republicans and bcmocrats came together to put forth 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

| a.st Mear, .
officials 10 discuss welfare reform at the Blair House overtwo-years-ago:~

- We all want welfare reform that promotes work, requires responsibility, and pretects
children. Rcal welfare reform is first and foremost about woric: requiring recipients to mé.k.c
the transition: into the work force as quickly as possible and givicg them the tools they need
to enter and succeed in the labor market. This will require a change in the culture of welfare

offices so that every action provides support and encouragement for the transition to work.

The President, as part of his balanced budget plan, has proposed a balanced approach
to welfare reform that achieves these goals. It replaces welfare with a new, timc@mitcd, @
oonditiqnal entitlement in return for work and gives States new flexibility to design their own
approach to. welfare reform. Within two years, parents must go to work or lose their benefits,

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

16
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reach the time limit, and protects Stares in the event of economic Jownturrs or population
growth, It 2iso has tough child support enforcement measures and préserves the national
S T S R S L
r ¥ oy L} Oa il | pl C)
The Admi:;isu’aﬁon will continue to judge legistation a&optéd by the Congress on
whether it promotes the-key-goals.of %;;c. responsibility, and family, and whether-it—~=

[

Storedirbildsen. And, following the example of the NGA and
the Senate last fali, we strongly hope for legisiation that will be endorsed by a majority of

Democrats and Republicans in both chambers of Congress.

The NGA proposal makes numerous modifications to the conferenge welfare bill -
Y1 Ry, .
—somé of which, if adopted by the Congress, would make that measure better than or equal 1

Lol sk mﬁf}&vd shey 1 d
the Senatc bill. Some of NGA’s recommendations pese.serious problems. > . ) o

?i’npmow’«"i

- On the positive side, the NGA proposal reflects an understanding of the child care

resources states will need in implementing welfare reform. By adding $4 billion for child

P. 19

&

care above the lzvel In the conference report for HR, 4, the NGA proposal acknowledges that

single pareots ¢an only find and keep jobs if their children are safely cered for. The

" additional investment is essential to ensure that child carc resources are available for those

required 1o move from welfare t0 work and - equally important - to ensure that child care is

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

howsver, that the NGA proposal fails 1o include Senate provisions for ensuring safe and

17
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By adding 1 billion to the HR, 4 contingency fund and allowing stares fo draw fupds
if poverty rises, the NGA pmg’osel properly recognizes that states may experience unexpected
changes in populstion or downtums in their economy. In the event of a nationa! economic
downturn, however, even 3 $2 billion contin jency fund might be exhausted quite rapidly,

During the last recession, for cxamplé, AFDC bensfit p&}ments rose from $17.2 billion in

WiE e aode. BV 8.~ ~Mle basc VT i oRL
1989 to $21.9 billion jo 1992 < $4 7 billion over-3-years. A provision should be added o the 5}9 e
f‘g‘_( g"‘i&i’
bill aliowing States to draw down maiching dollars during a national recession sven if the §2 ©

hillion in the contingency fund has been expended.

Unfortunatelv, the NGA proposal alse would eliminate the requirement in the Senate
bill that states meet their fidl 1994 level of effort in order to be eligitle for the contingency
fund. The semova! of this requirement would allow a sate 10 draw down additional federal
doliars while actuslly reducing its own eantribmien to the family assistance program. it is
difficulr 10 uréers:and why 2 state in nead of comingency fund dollars to meet the demand for
assistance would simultenecusly be ﬁ};cogiéé its own spending on poor families balow the

1594 level, We support restoring the contingency fund maintenance of effort provision

contained in HR 4.

i3
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The NGA proposal also properly recognizes the importance of child support
enfororment 1o welfare ch‘cm‘z\ Last year, the President insisted that welfare réform irglude
the toughest child support enforcement reforms in this t;oumry’s history. Since then,
Rzpubﬁ@ and Dmﬁmts have worked together in 2 bipartisan spirit and included all of the
major proposals for ¢child support enforcoment reform that the President requested: stesamlined
pat;:m}ty esta'biisﬁmem new hire reporting, uniform interstate child support laws,
computerized stammdc collections, and drivers licenss zcvocanozz We appiaud the efforts of
the NGA and the members of this Committee for their Imd work on the chﬂé support

enforcement provisions. It has been bipartisanship at its best.

P21

On Food Starups, the NGA proposal makes two important improvements o the HR. 4

conference bill. First, it does not impose 2 funding cap oﬁ the Food Stamp Program as the
sonference Eili did. A cap on food stamp spending would jecpardize the ability of the Food
Stamp Program to get food to people who need it. Second, the NGA proposal protects
familiies with relatively high shelter costs -- mostly families with childeen -- by adopting the

“Senate’s gpproach to the program’s deductions from income.

The NGA proposal alse makes substantial improvements to the performance bonus
provisions in the conference agreement by establishing a seporate funding strearn to pay for
bonuses -- rather than allw}ing states to seduce their nuintenance of effort. It makes
modifications to the work requirements to make them more feasibie and less costly for states

1o meet. In particular, the Administration is very supportive of provisions that 2llow part-time
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work for mothers with pre-school age children ard that reduce the maximum number of lvws

pe:mkfromﬁi to 25.

The Governors' proposal also is noteworthy because it limits the cuts to the Eamed
Tocome Tax Crodit. Wo cannot be serivus sbout welfare reform if we wipitic the primary
work incentive tor low-income parents. Along with child <aro and health coverage, the EITC

is vital to helping people move from welfare to work.

Finally, the Administration is supportive of several provisions that the Z%Iéa adopted
from the Senate-passed bill - a 20 percent caseload exemption from the timoe limit for
butiered wume;iz, womien with disabilitics and others who may need & hardship éxemp‘zién: A
state option to implement a tamily cap; and requirements that teen mothers live ul home and

+ stay in school,
The Federsl-State Partnership

While the NGA proposal lmproves on the conforence bill in o nuxsber of waye, the
Administration has serious concerns about severa! provisipns. While it is criticel that salcs ‘
have the flexibility to design programs to meat their spocific needs, it is egually essential that
the federal government ensure accountebility in the use of tax dollars and make certain the
safety net for poor children s maintained. The federal-state maich system under current law

w . , P 6‘F |
has always been the “glue” that holds this partnarship together and was Emnm«m}-a.
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P, 23
M&fm reform plan the Administration proposed as part of its balanced
budget plan,

A scrious concern about the NGA proposal generally is that the fedaral-state "

partnership is severely weakened. As [ have already mentioned, the Administration prefers
the provision in the Senate bill which requires 80 percent maintenance of offort of the 1994
level, and a reguirsment for a 100 percent maizzzcnahcc of effort for access 10 & contingency
fund. We also oppose the NGA. pravision allowing a state 10 transfer up to 30 percent of its
cash assistance blo&: to other programs such as Title XX, the Social Services Block Grant.
Since most states spend considerable state dollars on social services, this transfer effectively

permits substitution of federal dollars for state dollars.

The problem is exacerbated in the Governors® proposal by the fact that the additonal
$4 billion in child care funds requires neither a State mach nor even maintenance of the FY

1594 level of state effort on child care.

¥

Vwmﬁn-m&i,vthzmpm\ggéggs s imply that states could reduce tl_;_::i,mpendiag-byﬁmtnl‘of“&%

sz&m%ncﬁlﬁ)‘
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Finally, the NGA preposal dees-not-provide-ad mmmimpayvr—gg
. c4€e s

& Provisions should be {:tmcf‘
Wee
olis placmtutz

added that provide for sccountability in state plan implementation ad require a program
specific audit within federal guidetines.

Protections for Children

The NGA proposal also containg several provisions which :?;:cmn the safety net for
poor children. Federal and state child protection programs provide an sssemiial safety net for
the nation’s abused, neglected and adopted children, and children in foster care, As we
embark upon hald new welfare reform initiatives, it is critica! to maintain a strong child
protection system for these cxremely vulnersble children. Uslike the Senate’s bipartisan
approach to child pr‘.*;wetion, the NUGA propesal jeopardizes this essential safety net by
allowing states to rcpllacc current entitlements for adoption, foster case, independent living and
family preservation with block grants. With disturbingly uneven siate performarce in this
area, it also is troubling tha: the NGA's propossd redesign of the nation’s child protection
system fails to inciazd% ar;crémnim ta enforce protections vital for the lives and. well-being of o
abused and neglecled childien. The NCGA proposal alse would block grant important
programs foczzse& on prevention of child abuse and neglect. If the system inciudes no
targeted prevention funding, crisis-driven decision-making may deplete resources for

prevention,

22
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improverents to the conference report’s provisions on Food Stamps, the NGA proposal did nfz"h’f {70 h

-not go as far as it should, and serious concerns remain. ' pr?jygmi

*

N —
The NGA proposal wezkens basic nutrition siandards in the school meal programs.

Fof the ol o
/ 4 é%(}{wg 6:0! fkﬁg?‘@&dzsiu% G @w 5565

While the NGA agreement does include some Y@ {_0 m’“

The NGA proposal continues to provide a state option for a Food Stamp block grant.
The nutrition and I’zza.'uh'cf milttons of children, working families, and elderly could be
jeopardized if mény states took advantage of this option, as they might under the terms
contained in the proposal. Although the Administration is committed to simplification
and increased flexibility in the Food Suamp progracm, we are strongly opgami 08

Food Stazv block g:azzz W /{ , d
hg/ %ﬁﬁf&&f e Fhk Jrapnk
Suare / gfq?ﬂ W,«m, ,Z o et fox ALY WW? f{{“éw’é’ d ﬁw’ g-;;;&, c
ied A7 P mm v 1L Suppor 154 jfmph frcdd P3¢ "jm‘!

Tixe \IG:& ;}Z‘Opﬁ&ﬁa sevazeiy ume iimits Food Stamp rcc:zfpz for many u.zzemp 0 g ﬁ; »

W z..a i
adults. Anyone who 15 not willing to work should be rmved from the prog?azzz f A 4

those who are willing to work should have the opportunity and the support necessary ¥ {"5‘3

s ts;;;ge;
to put them to work. Many who are willing 1o work could lose thelr Food Stamps raboin ]

» Hesar s
because stotes are unwilling or unable o provide sufficient work and training Vit ek

ied, ereates
opportunities. Without resourees 1o prox;zic work oppc:mnmes, states could face the p hyolpe ey

COsH bov
[T 4

buzﬁen of caring for thousands of people who have lost nutrition assistance.

!

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

nutrition standards, developed over the past 50 years, work, but the proposal would

reverse these gging, b

n
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. The NGA proposal retains the conference bill's provision for scheo! nutrition block
grant demonstrations. The block grant demonstrations would undermine the program’s
ability to respend automstically © economic changes and o maintain national nutrition

standards,

Guarantess of fair and squitable treatment. ‘Z‘ﬁc NGA proposal does canr,ai;}/a requirement -
that states set forth and commit themselves to objective criteria for the delivery of benefits

and fair end eguitable treatment. This is an improvement over the conference bill, v»iuciz
contained no guarantees that states weuid commit to objective eligibility and other criteria and
promptly and equitably serve those w}w met them, To ensure that appiicams and recipients
are not subject 1o arkitrary freatment — for example, being placed on waiting lists - state
plans should be explicit, shaadd contain ceriain elements, and shaedd-bind the states to their v
commiimenis. Among those commiuncents should be applications, eligibility and sanctions
criteria, and procedures and time frames for decisions. Moreover, statewideness and equity
across familiss in each stute must be the go;Z. Applicants and bensficiaries should be toid the
rcasonﬁ for decisions or their i"ﬁg;&% in the administeation of the prograss should be
correstable. Onoe these objectives are met, applicants, recipisnts and other taxpayers in sach

state will understand the benefits and concomitant responsibilities under their state plans.

— Oty thenshoutd-foderal funding-flow-0-the-Statsse—

Restrictions On Benefits Te Immigrants

24
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The recent NGA proposal - SUPPOTLS- B ¢ immigrant provisions

included in the HR. 4 wcifm reform confersnce bill. That bill would have banned mest
Ihelading The subled |t el MV;LQ 1 aw{ chud ém@@
legal mnmgra.n%fz‘om receiving means-tested beaefzts By-romatning-gilon 16

ot bill
~——propossh-alst would exclude illegal sliens from all child nutrition benefits, creating an

unprecedented focal administrative burden and ultimately denying benefits 1o millions of
aﬁ;iﬁic children. This provision would require all 45 million students erzolled in
participating schools to document their citizenship to participate in the federally-supported kan vef

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

’?he‘ Administration opposes deep and unfair cuts in benefits to legal immigrants.
Instead, the Aéminis;trazign strongly supports strengihening and eaforcing sponsor
responsibility for'immigrants, by extending d;czrzing provisions unul citizenship, It is
pasticularly important 1o note that the NGA, in its letter to the weifare conferees dated
Octaber 10, 1993, specifically supported the deeming approach of the Administration and

opposed the banning provisions in HR. 4. We are deeply concerned that the Fegal immigrant

e avin
provisions of H.R. 4 will represent an enormous ¢ost shift 1 Mpaycrsﬂcmng gﬁt@ k
' . . L A0 (8@ ~baivt
and local governments solely responsible for assistance to legal immigrants. Stutos alow

Fred oral ~?mz[3:;g-1$

In short, the NGA welfare proposal represents an important bipartisen step forward in

enhoicing the ability of the states to reform welfare by promoting weork, cnf:omgm% parental
s rlt'mis, "5’2} b-é‘» tm {ﬁ‘sfvf

e

responsibility and protecting children. (!

imporiant ways. We look forward 10 working in a bipartisan way to build on the

2%
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inipwvcm-:nts that have been made and fo achieve welfare reform of which we can all be

proud.

But in conclusion, Mr. Chairman, let me restate the Administration’s commitment to

| enzct both a balanced budget and medicaid and welfare reform legislation. As the President
has said, budget cutting shouldn’z be wrapped in a closk of reform. Let’s pass needed
Medicaid and welfare reforrns.  Let's cut the deficit. But let™s not mix up the two and

. pretend that one is the other.

I know the President shares my hope that with the leadership of this committes, the
same level eﬁi bipartisan cooperation will exist again on the critical issues of Medicaid and

welfare reform.

~ Because when we are alt Iong gone and the history books of this period have been

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

Did we give the American people 2 government that honors their values and spends

their money wisely?

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

breaking our historic promises of health care to seniors, children, and people with disabilities?
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Did we enact real welfare reform -- pot by punishing innocent children, but by
encouraging work and responsibility? |

Did we give our citizens the tools they need to be both good parents gad good
workers? |

Did we move forward on common ground with & common vision?
Cuite simply, did we do the right thing?

That i2 the chollenge fasing this Administration, this Committes, and this Congrass.

And, that is the challenge we must meet together.

Again, I want to thank this Committee for giving me the opportunity to estify today

ad | Jook forward fo aasswering your questions.
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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 while federal support continues at roughly
gurrent levels,
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principle of the welfare reform plan the Administeation proposed as part of e balanced
budget plan.

A sarioug conoern sbout the NOA proposal generally is that the fedepal-state .
partoerchip is severely weakened. As | have alrgady mentioned, the Administration prefers
the provision in the Senate bill which reguires 80 pearcent maintenance of effont of the 39?4
level. srd & requinanent for & 100 percent maintenance of effort for acoess to & contingency
fund, We aleo opposc the NGA provisien aflowing a state 1o tiansfer up to 30 pmaut of is
cash sasistance block to other programs guch as Title XX the Social Services Block Gram

Since most gtates spend considersble state dollars on social sorvices, this transfer cffcctwciy

permits substitution o:f fedaial dollars for stale dollurs.

The problom is exacerbated in the Governors’ proposal by the fact that the additional
$4 hiltion in child care fusds reguires neather a State metch nor even maintenanse of the FY

1994 lewel of state offort an chiid cm

La “**i*d‘wa ‘“75”1

et states could educe their apendmgf

uT;f‘ ion, erdeclinnafbipheoent w’:\iiﬁ federnl spending on AFDC and 6Mild carc
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AS ADOPTED 2/6/96

WELFARE REFORM
The Governors believe that owr nation’s ltaders are now faced with an historic opportunity

and eRYrMEUs ms;wmibﬂityl to restuctare the foderal-state portnership in providing sevvices o

neaty families. We, the pafion’s Governors, e commined 16 achieving weaningful welfare
reform pow The comtinuarion of the cwrear welfare system is unacceprable.  Conmgress has
made significamt efforts toward malang chonges ther yell wliow, states the flexibiuy ro build
upon the lessons states have leamed tgough a decode of eperimentation in welfare refarm,
The President har also woired his commivnens o oehisving welfore reform and kas contnued
w gromt waivers jo mates to fociduatr orpoimenwmtion  We wypr Congress and the Presiden:
1o foin with the nanon's Govemaors in supporr of ¢ biparrisan agreement that will reallvcaiz
responsibilities amony levels of governmeal, maximize state ffexibility, and resoucoie welfare oy
4 framsitional grogram with o focus on work and selfesuffudency. W beligve, however, that
childrers must be protecred throughour the YesTucmuring process.

State experiznce in weifare reform has demonsrawd thar theeg elements are particulorly
crucial for successful welfore reformy welfare wust be temporary and linked to works botk
porents must supporl iheir childrer; and child care wwsi be evailable 1o enable low-income
Jamilies with children to work.  Addidonally we believe thir dlock grants should be entitlements
1o sistes and enable sigses broad discretion in the design of their own programs based upon
mtually agreed upon goals, We also believe thar suatex should heve access 10 supplemeniary
matching federal funds for thelr cash assistance programs during periads of economic downtzem,
The confarence agreement on HR 4, the Posonal Resporsibilty and Work Cppormanity Ac,
ingorporaied many of these elements, but we abso belizve further chanpes must be mude to
create & sound and workable welfare reform bl The National Governors’ Association would
support the HR 4 conference agreement with the changes lisied below, The absence of
recomymendiiions on the restution of benefis for aliens should ner be interprered as support

for or oppostion 1o e alien provisivns of the HR 3 conference agreement:
Core Emplayment Support Services

« Add $4 billion i farding 1o the gencral entilemant for child care.  This funding would

ol require & suite maich
Flexibility in Mueefing Work Reguircmenss

o Change the participanion rate colenlarion 10 take into account those whe leave cosh
assistance for work ag long as they remain employed

idoos. -,
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o Redure the munber of hours of poriicipacion veguired in future years ip 23,

o Pemit sores the oprion to fnir the reguired hours of work o 20 hours & week for
parerss wish 4 child wunder age siv.

o Aliow job search and job readingss to count as & work acevity for up w 12 weeks.
Contingenay Fund for Swxte Welfare Programs
o Add 31 billion 1o the contingency fund

« Srarer can mest e of rwo MgEerT w access e conningency fund:  the unemployrment
irigger in the confirence agreement or @ new vigger based on food samps.  Under the
food xamp eigger, suuex, would be eligible for the conringency fimd if the pumber of
children In their food stomp caseload increased by 10 percent over FY ]994 or FY 1905
levels,

o Eliminate the maintenance of cffort requirement for the contingency find
Pecformarwe Incensive

e Provide cagh bonuses oF 5 percemi ennually lo siates thal excred specified

employment-reloted performance rget percentopes.  These boruses would not be funded
ot Of the -hlack gramt base

o Maiminin the bonus for sigres thar reduce oui-cf-wedlock births contained in the

conference agreement
Family Cap
« Provide stotes with the Ophion o respict benefis o additional chilidren bom or conceived
while the family ©v on weifire
Cap on Child Care Admmm‘cnm
« Raize the odnmimistravve cap on chlld core funds 1o § percent
Hardskip Exemprios :

# Raise the exemprion 1o the fivewear Ufetime limit on bengfits 10 20 Mmz‘af the
caseivad.

T

Fair and Equitable Treatmenz

» Add a swe plon requiement that the state set forth objective erieria for the delivery

of benefies and foir and eguitable treatment.

Qa0
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Child Protecrion Blak Grore

o Muointain the open-ended entitlement for Josmr care and adopvion asnisunce.

o Provide o state option (o loke fosur care, odoprion assistance, and independent living
funding o a capped cndidement with annual groveth adisvnes based on average
national caseload prowth rote. Siaws may wonsfer any portion into a CAld Prosecion
Block Grant for aciviries mech as early inservendon, child cbuse prevention, and fomily
preseyvarion,  SWaies must Contuie o omainrain offort & 100 percemt based on stase
spending in the yeor prior lo occepting the capped endiiement.  Stater must maintain
protecrions ard sugmdords under currert law,  Stores can reverse their decision on &
yearly basi.

» Cregte an estiiement Cwild Protwctinn Biock Gramt of the remaining child welfare,
formily preservarion, ond child abuse prevenrion sad reatment progroms.  These
programs are not currently individual enililements Stotzs must maintain prowcrions and
standards under currers law.

Supplemental Security Income (S5I3 for Children
o Atcepr the provisions in e Senare-pasted welfare bill

o Change effective dowe for current and new applivantss to January J, 1998

Food Stamgs
o Accepr the provision in the Sena:x-pas.fcd weifare bill thar recusthorize the Food Stamp

program i O3 currenr wapped entitlement form.
» Modify the Wncome deductiony gy vutlined in the Seaate-passed welfare bill,
Sehost Nutrition Bleck Grant Demaonstration
« Maintain the current erfitienient for children.
» Schools would continue to receive per meal federal subsidies for a¥l lunches ond
breakfasty under curreva elipibility eriteric.

& Addivional subsidies for schools with ligh proportions of free or reducved-price

PATELIpGALS will be mainiaingd

o Stares would continue o receive the propoction of wdminiswadve cosis bosed on current

faw but in a biock grant
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» The swate must develap 5 sume-based plan that inchudes public inpui and describes how
the state will opercte the program.

& Al other sofepuards described in the conferonce report will he maintained,
Provivien for Terviwries

o The Narional Covemors' Association soonply encourages Congress to work with the
Governors of Puerto Rico, Guwm, ond other territories towards allpcaring  equirtable
Jederal funding for oy weifare program.,

Earned Income Tor Oredit

o This is only an issuc within the conter of budges reconviliation.
, o Limit the savings from revising the EITC 1o 310 hilfion,

» Add a stew oprion to atvarce the FITC

Any changes ins the gbove recommendations would nullify this endorsement.
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SUSPENSION

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

The Governors belizve that our nation’s leaders cre now foved with an Kistoric opportunity
and engrmus responsibility to reszructure the federal-state parmership in providing services to
needy families. We, the nadon’s Goverews, are canunitied to achieving meaningful welfare
reform pow,  The comtinuation of the awrent welfare systems & unacceprable Congress has
mude significant effeets toward émking changes thar will aliow statey the flexibility 1o build
upon the lessons stares have learned through o decade of opoiméntedon in welfare reform
The President has alzo voived his comminment 1o ackieving selfore reform and has continued
0 gramt waivers & sates to fociliicie epobmenianion.  We wyge Congress and the President
10 join with the marion’s Governars in support of ¢ bipertisan agresment that will reailocciz
responsibilitizs amony levels of povenment, mazimize noate flexbiity, and restruerare welfare as
& pansitional prograrn with & focus on work and self-sufficiency. We believe, however, thar
children must be pro:zctcéf throughout the restruciaring process.

Stre experience in welfare reform has demonstraied thar three elemenss we parsieulorly
cruciol for neccessful wzf{a;c reform:  welfare must be temporary ond linked 1o work; both
POrents st supparnt their childres; ond child care must be avaslable o encblr low-income
foomilies with children 10 work. Additionully, we believe that block grants should be entidements
10 states amd enable swures broad discremion in the design of their pwn grograms based wpon
mutually dgreed upon goalt.  We also believe thar stores should have access to supplementary
marching feders! funds for thelr cash essistance pragrams during peripds &f economic downturn
The conference agmm:lw on 'HR 4, the Personal Responsibiliy ond Work Oppormunity dAc,
incorporated many of these clemtents, dut we aBio befieve further changes must be made 1o
creare 4 sound and workable welfare reform bl The Nadonai Governors” Association wouid
support the HR 4 conference agreemens with the changes listd below with the exception of
the abien provisions, The absence of recommendasions on the resricrion of benefits for aliens
should not be busrpreied as puppors for the glien provisions of the HR 4 confoence agretment:

Core Emplaymens Support Services

o Add $4 billion in funding ro the peneral engirlemens for child care. Thiz funding would

nst reguire ¢ flale marck
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o

Flexibility in Meeting Work Reguirements
o Changz the porticipation rote coleulotion 1o wke ino aecount those who leave cash
assistance for woek as long as they remain employed

»

& Reduce the rumber of hoos of parriciperion regfuired in future years 10 25,

v Permit staszs the option 10 Umit the required hours of work to 20 houss o week for
parents with o child under oge st

« Allow job search and job readiness 10 couns s o work acnvity for up 10 J2 weeks,

Contingency Fund for Susie Welfare Programs

o Add 31 billion 10 the contingency furd.

o Smatex con mrer one of two tigPery Lo access the comringency fund:  the unemployment
oigper in the conference agreement or a new pigger based on food stamps. Under the
food stonp trigeer, stotes would be eligible for the comtingency fursd (f the number of
children in et food stamp caseload increased by 10 percent over FY 1994 or FY 1995
tevels, x

o Eliminaze the maintenarce of effort reguiremen: for the convingency fund.
Ferformance lncentives ‘

o Provide cvosk bonuyes of 5 percent annuglly ro siates thar exeeed specified
employmentrclated performunce wnget percaniages.  These bomuses would nor be funded
cut of the blovk gront base.

« Moiniin the bonus for stares that reduce out-of-wedlock births contgined in the
conferenice agreenmi

Family Cop
s Provide siares with the option to restrict benefits 1o additional childrer born or conceived
while the famidy Is on welfore

 Cap on Child Care Administrative Costs
s Raise the administrative cap on child core funds 1o 5 pereen:
Hardship Exempiion

» Raite the cemprion to the fveyear liferime dmit on bengfits to 20 percemt of the
caseiond



FEB-BL-1996 @138 FROM OFFICE OF CHIEF COUMSEL T AVREIZ?  P.@2

Fair and Equitable Treamem
w Add o stare plan requirememt that the swaee ser forth objective criteric for the delivery
of benefirs and fair ond equitable weatment. ‘
Child ?m;rzion 'sm Grars |
w Maintain the open-ended encitlerment for fosier care and odoption assisiancs,

» Provide a state option io 1ake fosier eare, adoprion assistunce, ond independent living
Junding wuy o capped entitlemeny with amnual powth adiustment Based on average
national caseload growth raw.  Siotes may wansfer any portion inro o Child Prosection
Biock Gramt for acrivides suck a3 ewly imervention, child abuse prevention, and family
preservarion.  States mmst conninue o mwintain offort ar JO0 percemt based on stare
Jpaling in the year prior 10 accepfing the capped ensitiement. Swtes must maintain
protecrions and signdards undey cuwrremt law,  States canm reverse their decision on a
yearly basis.

« Creare an entdemeny Child Prorectiom Block Grant of the remaining child welfure,
famity preszwvarion, end chid abuse prevention and meaoment programs.  These
programs qre rex currently individual enticlements. Starey must maimtain protections and
startards under current faw.

Suppiewrial Socurity Income (S$1) for Children

s Accept the provisions in the Senata.passed welfare bill

o Chenge cffective dawe for current and newe applicants 1o January ], 1998,
Food Stamps | |

o Accepr the provision in the Senare-pussed welfore Sill that reqchorize the Food Swemp
program & @8 curent uncapped entitement form

s Modiy the tncome deductions as outlined in the Senare-passed welfare bill
Schoof Nutrition Block Gramt Demonstration
« Muaintain the torent entilemen for chiidren.

» Schools would comtinue 10 receive per meal federal subridies for ali luaches and
breakfats under currens eligibility crireria

« Addirional subsidies. for schools with high proporions of free or reduced-price
paricipars will be molntained.
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o Stzes would continue 1o receive the proportion of adminutrative cosis based on curren:
law but in 2 bock gront,

o The state must deveiop a state-based plan thar includes public input and deseribes how
the swate will aperete the program. '
o All other safeguards descrived in the conference réport will be maintained,
Provision for Territories
o The Notional Governors’ Associgtion swomply emeourages Congress 1o work with the
Governars of Pueno Rico, Guam, ond oiher wrritorits towerds allocating equitable
{ader;zf funding for thelr welfore program.
Earned Income Tax (vedit
o This it only an issue within the context of budget reconcilintion
» Limit the savings from revising the EITC o $10 billion

o Add a stme option 1o advance the EITC.

Any charges in the above recommendatiors would ralify thic endprsement.
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CENTER ON BUDGET
1 AND POLICY PRIORITIES

To: Leon Panetta
-~ Alice Rivlin

Laura Tyson
George Stephanopoulos
Harold Ickes
Bruce Reed
Gene Sperling
Jack Lew
Ken Apfel
John Angell
Melanne Verveer

From:  Bob Greenstein
Subject: Governors’ Welfare Proposal

Date:  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. QOverall, the propusal continues to pose serious problems. Lt 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 gither the
Senate welfare bill or the welfare conference report. Accordingly, the risks of a “race
to the bottom” may actually be greater under the governors’ plan than under the
Republican Congressional proposals.

777 North Capitol Street. NE, Suite 705, Washinglon, DC 20002  Yel: 202-408-1080  Fax: 202-408-1056
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CENTER ON BUDGET
AND POLICY PRIORITIES

February €, 1986

THE GOVERNORS' WELFARE PROPOSAL

The welfare proposal approved today by the National Governors’ Association
containg very serious problems. In a number of areas, the proposal is inferior to the
Senate welfare bill and much less satisfactory than some tentative agreements reached
in budget negotiations between the White House and Congressional Republican
leaders.

The governors worked from the welfare conference agreement, not the more
moderate Senate welfare bill. In all areas where specific changes to the conference
agreement aren’t identified — 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 in the proposal.

The governors’ plan does include 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 in 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 fundmg turns out, upon close
examination, to make the legislation more problematic in this area rather than less so.

. The governors’ proposal increases the amount of “contingency” funding
provided to some states in which poverty rises. The contingency fund
would be increased from $1 billion {(in the conference report) to $2
billion over five years.

. While increasing the contingency fund, however, the governors’
proposal eliminates the requirement that states maintain 100 percent of
their 1994 state funding level for income support, work, and child carg -
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 legislation designed to discourage
states from withdrawing state resources from programs for poor
families and children,

s 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. If all

FET Merth Capitol Streei. MET, Suite 705, Washington, DT 20002 Teh: 202-408-1080  Faa: 202-408-1056
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states provided the state funding needed to receive their full federal
block grant allocation, but no 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 of this requirement also would enable states to receive federal
contingency funds when poverty and unemployment rise while
withdrawing state funds at the same time.’

In this and in other areas, two dominant features of the governors’ proposal

stand out:

&

The proposal provides billions more in federal money for states while
allowing states to withdraw substantial state funds,

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 welfare bill. For
example, it cuts food stamp benefits several billion dollars more than
the Senate welfare bill did.

In ‘many areas affecting 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 outcomes result In part from a decision by
the governors to base their proposal on the vetoed welfare conference
report rather than on the Senate welfare bill,

Food Stamps

[

The governors agreement contains $26 billion in food stamp cuts, higher
than the $24 billion in the Senate welfare bill and the $22 billion
tentatively agreed to in the budget negotiations between the President
and Congressional Republican leaders,

The proposal accepts the corference proposal that throws unemploved
adults who aren’t raising minor children off of food stamps after four
months without offering them a work slot. During the budget nogotiations,
President Clinton made clear 1o Speaker Gingrich and Senator Dole that
he would not agree to deny food stamps fo indigent people who are
willing to work without offering these people a work slot. Gingrich and

' While stetes would need to match the federal contingency funds, the amount of state matching
funds involved would generally be Jess than the amount of funding a state could withdraw if there is
no requiremnent that states Inabitain 1994 funding levels to receive contingency funds.

2



S Bes 85

Welfare

17113 CEPP ~ a%57431 ML TR

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 conference report approach, which is virtually certain
to lead to increased hunger and homelessness.

The governors’ proposal accepts the optional food stamp block grant,
which the Administration has strongly opposed. This eliminates the one
national “floor” under poor children. Moreover, the food 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 food stamp eligibility and benefit structure
anytime that mandatory budget savings are needed. This would
seriously injure states that do not wish to elect the block grant.

The welfare conference agreement, the Senate welfare bill, and
Administration proposals would 2ll give states the option 1o replace
federal food stamp rules for welfare families with a state’s own rules.
This would enable states to simplify administration by using a single set
of rules for cash and food benefits for welfare families.

But the welfare confererce report has a “catch.” 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 true in
states that elect to conform their rules in food stamps and welfare. In
these states, food stamp benefits for welfare families would be frozen if
the state instituted an across-the-board reduction in cash grant levels.

The Senate welfare bill would have allowed states o align their food
stamp and welfare rules withont imposing the condition that food stamp
benefits may no longer rise when welfare benefits fall. The governors,
by not changing the welfare conference report in this area, adopt its
approach. This approach will likely result in large numbers of poor
children receiving too little food assistance t© meet minimurm federal
standards for an adequate diet.

The proposal fails to strengthen the weak conference provisions on
“maintenance-of-effort,” which allow states to cut state funding by 25
percent and to withdraw $28 billion 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

3
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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 welfare block
grant funds to various other programs, including 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 hlock grant.
Although the governors’ proposal includes 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 govermment could take no action if a state
were operating a program funded by the block grant in violation of
gither federal law or its own rules for fair and equitable treatment.

While the governors’ proposal recommends several 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 o 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 requiremnents eased. {The conference bill places some
limitations on a state’s 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 close to
unenforceable))

Under current law, families receiving AFDC 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 mitlion
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 current [aw - 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

4
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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.

{hild Protection

88l

The governors’ proposal to allow states to convert all ¢child protection
programs to a kblock grant — including foster care and adoption
assistance — raises senous congerng. 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 are
requesting additional flexibility in this area, some 22 states are now
under court order for failing 1o meet current child protection standards.

The tentative agreement fails to fix a provision of the conference
agreement that, aver time, raises the age at which the elderly poor can
qualify for 851 from &5 to 67. This provision would primarily affect
poor elderly women who live alone, effectively cutting 2 hole in the
safety net insofar as they are concerned. This provision would
disadvantage states; many of these poor elderly women would
undoubtedly turn to their states for help.

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

Child Nutrition

L

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, including overly deep cuts in the program that provides
nutrition assistance for children in child care. The Senate welfare bill
included budgst savings as large in this area as the conference report
but did so with less harm to children.

@e7



NAT']ONAL Tommy G, Thompson Raymond C. Scheppach

i Governor of Wisconsin Executive Director
‘GOVERPJO% Chairman
ASS@:IATION Hall of the Statcs
’ Bab Miller 444 North Capitol Strect
Governor of Nevada Washington, D.C. 20001-1512

Telephone {202) 624-5300

** .y e Vice Chairman
Xy
* *

*4‘*¥* October 5, 1993

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 lamilies, and the need for welfare policy that is not anti-family, especially
" regarding the role of fathers.

The National Governors’Association (NGA) policy, which you cite, expresses the nation’s
- Governors views about paternal involvement in the Family, 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 play a 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.

Sincepy,

ovénor Tomﬁ ﬁompz

3
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SUSPENSION IN THE FORM OF M(Zf

A SUBSTITUTE
. {Offered by: Governor Dean
“ Governor Thompsen

Governor Carnahan
Governor Carlson
Goveroor Carper
Governor Engler
Governor Romer)

PRINCIPLES TO GUIDE THE RESTRUCTURING OF THE
FEDERAL .STATE PARTNERSHIP

Govemors believe that the next two years present an enonmous opportunity (o restructure
the federal-sigie relationship. The Governors urge Congress 1o 1ake advantage of this
opportunity both to examine the allocarion of responsibilities among the levels of government
and 1o maximize state flexibility in areas of shared responsibility. However, the Gavernors
believe that children must be protected throughout this process.

As the federal government begins 10 move toward a balanced budget the pressure 1o reorder
federal priorities and curtail federal grants will increase.  Already, numerous proposals for

Ls

program consplidation and reduction are on the table.

While federal budget cuts are needed, the Governors are concerned abour the cumulative

impact on the states of federal budgetary decisions. ” The federal budget must be balanced by

. Irue savings, not by shifting costs to the siates.

Governors recagnize the special responsibility of government ar all levels in meeting the
needs of children and families. Govemors have taken the lead in carrying out these
responsibilities in the past. The Governors beligve that the federal government must maintain

a finaneial role in assisting states and localities to conrinue tor meet these responsibilities.
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WELFARE REFURM

All Governurs recognize the impontance of a federal role in financing income ossistance to
Jomilies and children, However, the contimuation of the current welfare system is unacceptable.
Tinkering und changes at the margin will not be sufficient. Congress should create a new,

simpier, and more responsive federal role.

Gavernors have not yat reached contensus on whether cach and other emtitlement
assistance should remain available as federal entitiements to needy families ar whether it should
be convented 1o a stots gnn’:feménf block grant.  Govemaors do agree, however. that in either
case stares showld have the flexibility to enact weifare reforms without having (o reguest federal
waivers. While Governors recognizé the legitimate interest of the fedezral government in setiing
broad program goels by copperation with states and teritories. they aiso believe that states
should be frec from prescriprive federal standards including key aspects of the welfarg gystem,

such as work requirements, benefils 10 teent parents and 1o legal immigrants, und thae Limiss on

benefiss.

Gavernors believe that block grans as discussed in this section should be entitlements tn
stazes and nor discresionary grant programs. The Govemors view any block grant propnsal 25 an
apporranity for the Congress and the President 16 provide needed flexibility for states, not 45 3
primary meons tu reduce the federal budger defivit.  The block grant should include a clear
statement of purpuse including goals for the block grant and the measures that will be used to
Judge the effectiveness of the use of block grants.  The block grants must recognize the nation’s

{nrerest in
» Services to children,
o maviag from welfare 1o work, and

o redcing out-of-wedlock binhs.

Under this cuncept, there showld be no micromanagement and states showld be reguired

onfy tu ensure that the funding received is used 10 provide services for poor children und their

SEH‘{_BY?%W: Telesspicr 7826 & t-31~05 © 15142 The White Meuse— 4318 5
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families. While stares would be required 10 describe their program i 2 stawe plan and 1o provide
periadic reponts 1o the public, the plans would not be subject to federal approval or federal
revision. Fingncial and complianve wudits wowld be conducted 1o ensure thar moneys were
properly spent, and suates would be required o pay back any misspent funds.  Specific program
nutceme data will be collecred by the stuies and publicly reponed.

Black gramt funding showld be guaranteed over five years at lavels ogreed 15 among the
states, Congress, and the Adminisoration.  Govemors will work with the Congress and the
Adminisiration to provide appropriete budget adjustments that recognize agreed upon naronal

privrities, inflation, and demand for services.

In revarn for this broad flexibility, states wonid consider an ininial allonen: based on the
average of several prior years. Faderal funds wanid be automatically available under a capped
entitlement structure instend of éeingtmbjecr ta annual discretionary appropriations. There
would be no mainienance of effont provisians and states would be allowed 10 keep all savings
30 long as the federal aliocation was speni. Unexpended federal furds would remain avalluble
to states 10 maximize flexibility and io encourage the creation of ¢ “ralny day” fund  and

would not be subject to reallocation by the federal government,

Te provide for significant changes in the cyclival economy and for major natural disasters,
an gdditional amount should be ser aside zach year for automaric and tmely distibution to

states that experience higher<han-average unemploymens, ¢ major disaster, or other indicators

of distress in their stares.

If the federal government preserves the federal entitiement of all needy families 10
assistance, the Covernors balieve the cument AFDC program should be repluced by a new
national program thar establishes clear policy objectives and cenain minimuen standards, but
provides stares with brond flexihility 16 design key program elemenis.
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_ ted Aid ! digs W s dren. Assistance in the form of cash
granss to famzkes and children showld be available for ¢ tme-limited period during which
activities that are designed 10 make the rransition from welfare to work ke place.

Secial Controgt,  The expectations and responsisiiities of both the recipient and the
government shodd be clearly defined and incentives and sanctions should he desipned 1o ensure
thot those m_.{p';:mib:‘fz‘zfe: are carrted out. States should ke granted broad flexibility in defining
the components of the rocial contract, including requirements to begin work xéﬁfore the
maximum time ix exhausted, Receipt of asvistance should be conditioned upon ongoing

compliance with the social contracl.

Suppon Seriices,  State programs could include, us appropriate, the education, raining,
and suppnrt services necessary i help participuniy becurne selfssufficient. Swuch services showid
he funded either as & componens of the income support program or through broader block

grants.

Long Tenn Assistance, Continued federal, siate, county, and local assistance under the
ngliunal program after the fme-limited period should be dependent upon ¢ reguirement of work
or work-related gotivities unless no job, communiy savice work opporfunity, or communily
service placement is avallable, Federal funds equivalent to the assistance payment should be
avaitable 0 the states to support the creation of nesded work.  Srates should be allowrd i
create work directly and through subsidias 16 the private secior. The on-going financial needs of
children must be addressed in any time-Bmied system,

E{mm&m Stater oppose xpmmjgs:ive federal management of the Aid to Families With
Dapendent Children program. Federal quidelines should be reasonably generul in nanure and
states shouid have hroad statutony authority 1o adjust benelit Ievels and to determine the form
and condition of assisiance. This flexibility should be in the form of allowable vprions and
should not require federud waivers or plan approval,
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States should have the ability 10 extend assistance as needed, with full federal financiol
participation, for a limited period beyond the federal standard on a case-by case basis in order
1 ensure that recipients complete education or job training programs, complere treatment for
substance abuse or other physital or mental impairments, or resolve emergency siteations such

as hormelessness.

PROGRAM CONSQLIDATION

The Governors believe that maximum budget savings are possible only if the concepr of
flexibility is extended beyond the income assistance program. The simplification of the curent
categorical, nonentitlement federal grant-in.aid system must also be a Congressional pricnity.
Governors have argued rhat such simplification world both increase administrative efficiency

and encourage state and local efforts to develop more effective programs.

The history of block grants is long, going back at least 1o general revenue sharing and the
broad block grants of the Nixon era. Bluck grants were also an important part of the Reagan
"New Federalism’ of the 1980s. At that time the consolidation of programs also came with
Sunding curs. While block grant proposals have generally begun with a theme of simplification
and consolidation, the actual legislasion has often rewgined significant federal restrictions.
Equally f&:partam, over time the federal government has tended 1o establish additienal
set-asides and place new restrictions within the block granis that have been established. Funire
reform must recognize and address these problems.

Governors believe that such consolidarion must:

o Recognize the navional interest in protecting and serving children.

o Include a clear definition of national purpose and national objectives.
o Avpid ser-gsides or other prescriptive condirions for the funding.

o Inciude significant transferability of funds berween the biock grants.

o Preclude cost-shifts to the stares.

o Be consistent with the way in which siate government delivers services 1o citizens.
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o Incorporate distribution formulations consistent with the distribution implicit in existing

categorical grants.

o Allow the flexibility needed to maximize efficiency and to minimize the expansion of state

goverrment employment.

Block grants provide a vehiele for the federal government to assist states and localities meet

high prionty domestic needs that they would otherwise be unable or unlikely to accomplish.

RESTRUCTURING MEDICAID

Govemors have significant policy relating 1o the restructuring of the Medicaid program and
to heaith care reform overall. Because of the ciose link between income policy and health
policy, Governors will be better able 1o achieve welfare reform if the policies proposed by the
Governors in the area of health care are engcted. Governors recognize that Congress is
contidering substantial culs in the federal conmibution to the Medicaid program. Govemors
believe there may be potential for savings in the acute care portion of the Medicaid program and
direct NGA staff to develop the option of restricting fusure program growth in exchange for the
federal govemme?zzxaﬁuming responsibility for the long-term care program.

Governors believe that there is some potential (o afiain savings in the acuie care portion of
the Medicaid program and they are willing 1o consider reasonable restrictions on future program
growth.  However, such restrictions must be avcompanied by significant flexibility in program
delivery including flexibifity in setting eligthility and beneftis levels, much greater use of managed
care, and greater opportunity 1o define reimburserment methodologies, Governors also believe
that there are savings 10 be realized in longterm care, including the use of altemanves to
institutionalization and adoption of strategies that will improve the cost gffectiveness of nursing
home care, ??:‘e Govermors look forward to worling with Cangress to address acute and long

erm care COSts.

-
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Preamble: Democratic Govemors agres that the current waifare system ancouwrages
dependency and needs reform, Wa asgroe with the public and with weltarg racipients
that a raformed welfare system must be transitional, not a “way of life” and must ba
bassd on wark,

Democratic Governors support national efforts to fundamentally reform tha weifare
system. As Dameocratic Governors continue to implement raforms at the state lavel,
national reform is nesded 1o ansure a continued faderal financial commiiment and to
allow graatar state Hexibility in walloring Isderal programs to Individual states’ nesds.

Damocratic Govamors recognize that children born to childron are more likely to grow
up In poverty arid becomas jong-tarm dependent on public assistancs. Democratic
Qovemors' message to kids is that thera is a brighter future for them if they delay
sexual activity and pregnancy. Qur massage is one of hope and opportunity to
chiidren.

Demoeratic Govamors racommaend the following saven pringipias in national welfare
retorm atforts:

t:E I z i\ i I él ']‘I
Support requiring “contract of mutul) responsibility” for walfara recipianis as a
condition of receipt of AFDC. Contracts couid include conditioning receipt of AFDE on

attendance at paranting education classes, completion of high school, attendance at
family planning classes, and childhood immunization -

Flsxibility on timing of contract implamentation and coverad population
Flaxibliity on spacific slements of the contract

Support requiring full recipient cooperation on patamity establishment and
oppose arbltrary denial of benefits to cooperating recipients

Support elforts to lmprcvé child support enforcament 1ools, such as improving
interstate collections and uniform racognition by all states of child suppont orders

Reduce welfare bursausracy and paperwark and radiract rascurcas $o0 that weifare
racipiants can prapare for work, go 10 work, and stay at work

Remove digsincentives to work In current welfare system
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Support child care assistance for raciplents making transition from walare to work as
wall as for working poor

Support incemiv'as o create jobs in tha privats sector

States have demonstratod a commitmant to restructure welfars 1o make it 8 work
tocused program, and want mora flexibility to continue 10 e the ploneers on welilare
roform

Lat's not mp&acs ona bureaucracy with anciher {i.e. wellare bureaucracy for a public
works bursaucracy)

Support assistance 1o low-incoma working familias (for example, Eamad Incoms Tax
Cradit and child cars)

Hamovse bursauecratic obstacles to oblaining child care

Suppon shifting resources from maintaing pecpls on walifara 10 encouraging wellare
racipients to mﬁx

‘Meaeting the needs of low-income families is a joint faderal-state responsibility
Support continued faderal commitment to individual entitiement for federal welfare
programs, including AFDC and Food Stamps becausa the financing structurs ensures
shared fedaral financial commitmont and provides stabliity In timas ot recession
Oppose mandated block grants for AFDC and nutrition programs

Opposa alimination ¢of benefits to lagal immigrants, many of whom are laxpayers

Oppasa affonts 10 balance the federal budgel through gintmicks which shift major costs
to state and local taxpayers

Suppont national campaign to discourage teanage pregnancy

Suppont demonstration grants to states for pilot projects on teonans pregnancy
prevantion, teen parenting, and teen fathar involvament

Suppcr{ requiremant for teans to compiste their high school educazian {or equivalent}
in order 10 receive AFDC



*WJQNWL:S-‘QS FRi 12:24 iD: TEL N: ni%4 - PR e R— W

Support requirement for teans 1o live at homs or with & responsible adult

. Oppose tearing famities apan by forging parants to give uﬁ theiy childran simply
because thay are poor

Support removing disincontives 1o marriage

Support aliminating requiresmants for two-parent familles that discourage both parents
from working

Suppont allowing families to save money (8.g. Individual Davelopmant Accounts)

Restore fedaral incentives for initiatives that streamiing the wallars system and pravent
fraud and abuse :

Change the system from one that focuses on compliance with myriads of rulas and
ragulations to ona which focusas on the goal of welfare racipients working

Make it sasier for states to take the initiative by straamiining and simplifying the fedaral
WBivVer process
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DEMOCRATTI YE RS’
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—sufﬁmency, provide economic opportunity and
keep families together.

These Democratic prescriptions 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 financial responsibility

A) By allowing states to require responsibility contracts as a condition for
recewmg 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 remplents who have fully
cooperated in an unsuccessful effort to establlsh paternity. :

C) By supporting efforts to improve child support enforcement.
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2) Making work more attractive thaa 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 suppaorting 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 wel{are tempuorary and transitional, not a way of life

A) By supporting state flexibility to impose time limits on AFDC cash payments

4) Helping families stay together
A} By supporting removal of current disincentives to marriage

B} By eliminating requirements that discourage both parents from working in two-
parent welfare families '

() By allowing working families on welfare to save money

D} By opposing proposals to require parents to give up their children

5) Diseouraging teen-age pregnancy
A) By requiring teen-age parents to live at home or with a responsible aduls

B) By requiring teen-agers on welfare to cempie;ié their high school education (or

i
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its equivalent) in order 10 continue to receive AFDC payments

C) By supporting a national campaign to discourage teen-age pregnancy

D) By supporting granis to states for pilot projects on preventing tecn-age
pregnancy, teaching parenting skills 1o leen-agers with children and encouraging involvement
of teen-age fathers in rearing children

@ Controlling costs and saving faxpayers money

A} By resioring federal incentives for initiatives that streamline the welfare system
and prevent fraud and abuse

8) By making it easier for states 1o 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 goal of pulting welfare recipients 10 work

7) Promoting federal fiscal responsibility ‘ *

A) By recognizing that providing for low-income families is a financial
responsibility shared by federal and <tate government

B) By supporting retention of the federal commitment to an individual entitiement
for federal welfare programs in order to ensure a federal financial commilment and to provide
funding stabilily in times of recession

C) By opposing mandated block granis for AFDC and nutrition programs

D) By opposing elimination of benefits {o legal immigrants

E) By oppusing federal budget balancing plans that shift major costs to state and
lpcal taxpayers

T B - .
Sa e et
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Policy Position
Adopted January 31, 1995

PRINCIPLES i’@ GUIDE THE RESTRUCTURING OF THE
FEDERAL-STATE PARTNERSHIP

Governors believe ihat the next two years present an eROTMOuS opportinity 1o restructre
the federal-siate relerionship. The Governors urge (ongress ‘r'e:g take advantage of this
opportunity both to examine the allocation of responsibilities among the levels of government
and 10 maximize srate flexibility in greas of shared responsibility. However, the Governors
believe that children must be protected t&;axghaut this process.

As the federal government begins te move toward a balanced budget the pressure 1o reorder
federal pricrities and curtail federal granz; will increase. Afrmcfj,‘ numerous proposals for
program consolidation and reduction are on the 1able, :

While federal budget cuts are needed, the Governors are cancerned about the cumulative
impact on'the stares of federal budgetary decisions.  The federal budget must be bolarced by

true savings, not by shifting costs 1o the states.

Govemors recognize the special respami5£$£:y of government at afl levels in meeting the
needs of children and families. Governors have taken the lead in camying out these
respansibilities in the past. The Govemnors belisve that the federal govemm;enr zmist maintain

& financial role in assisting states and localities to continue to meet these responsibilities,

WELFARE REFORM

!
All Governors recognize the impenance of a federal role In financing income assistance 1o
families and children. However, the continuation of the current welfare systemt is unaccepteble.
Tinkering and changes at the margin will not be sufficient.  Congress should create a new,

simpler, and more responsive federal role.
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. Guovernors have rot yet reached consensus on whether cash and other entitiemens
assistance should remain available as federal entitlements to needy families or whether it should
be converied to a state ‘e;zfizfemerz: plock grant.  Govermmors do ogree, however, that in either
case states should have the flexibility 1o enact welfare reforms without having to reguest federal
waivers, While Governors recagnize the Ie;gizz’mare inrerest of the federal government in setfing
broad program goals in cooperation with siates and temitories, they also believe thar siates
should be free from prescriptive. fedemz" standards including key aspects of the we{fafé system,

fuch as work reguirements, benefits to teen parents and to legal immigrants, ard time lmits on

benefits.

Governors bé!f&’e: thar block grants o3 discussed in this section should be entitlernents to
states and not d:’m:ezfana@ grant-programs, The Governors view any block grant proposal as an
appomi;:y for the Ccmg?'e.ss and the President to ;;zavt'de needed flexibility for stares, not as a
primary means 1o reduce the federal budger deficit. The block grans should include a clear
statement of purpose including rucually agreed upon goals for the block grant and the measures
that will be used 1o judge the effectiveness of the use of block grants.  The block granes must

recognize the nation’s interest in
o services [0 children,
» moving from welfare to work, and

o reducing out-of-wedlock births.

Under this concepr, there should be no micromanagement and stares should be requz‘fe&
only to ensire that the funding received is used 10 provide services for poor children and their
families. While states would be required fo describe their program in a state plan and 1o provide

" periodic reports to the public, the plans would not be subject to federal approval or federal
revision. Financial and compliance a:;cfiz.; would be conducted 10 enswre that moneys were
properly spent, and srates would be required 1o pay back any misspent funds. Specific program
outcome data will be collected by the states and publicly reported. ‘
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Block grant funding should be guamz::ee& over five years at levels agreed 10 among the
states, Congress, and the Administration. . Govemors will work with the Congress and the
Administration ro provide appropriate hudget adjustments that recognize agreed upon. national o
priorities, inflation, and demand for services. ‘

In return. for this broad flexibility, states would cc%zséder an inirial allovment based on the
average of several prior years. Federal funds would be awo;r;azz‘caﬂﬁ available under a capped
entitlement structure instead of being subject to annual discredionary appropriations.” There
would be no maintenance of effort provisions and siates would be allowed to keep all savings
so long as the federal allocation was spent. Unexpended federal fundy would remuoin available
to States to maximize flexibility: and lo encourgge the creation of a “rainy day” fund and
wopid not be subject to recliocation by the federal government,

To provide for significant changes in the ¢yclical economy and for major natural disasters,
an addmomzs’ amount should be set :mdz euch year for ::zzzomazz; and rzmebr distribution to

states that expeﬁena highershan-average uriemployment, & major disaster, or other indicators

of disiress in their states,

if the federal gm‘em}zzem preserves the federal entitlement of all needy families to
assistance, the Governors believe the current AFDC program should be repfa&d by @ new
national program rhat establishes clear policy abjectives and certain minimum standards, hut
provides stares with broad flexibility 1o design key program elements.

Federal policy objectives and standards coutd include but should not exceed the following:

jmited Aid to : s Dependent Children, Asststance in the form of cash
grants to families and children should be available for a time-limited period during which
" activitles that are designed 1o make the transition from welfare 1o work take place.

M The axpacrhtiaas and responsibilities of both the recipient and the
govemment should be clearly defined and incentives and sancrions should be designed io ensure



G2/03/83 18:4%38 ¥'+'f

FEB ©3 '95 BB:d1AM NGR 282 624 SB2S ‘ T

that those responsibilities are carried out, States should be gravited broad flexibifity in defining
the campbnengf of the social contract, including réq:;z’mmmrs to begin work before the
maximum time' is exhausted. Recelpt of assistance should be conditioned upon ongoing

compliarnce with the social contract.

Support Services.  State programs could include, as appropriote, the education, training,
and support services necessary 10 help participants become self-sufficierr. Such services should
be funded either g5 o component of the income support program or through broader block

| ogrants,

Long Term Assistance. Continwed fedt;'al, stare, county, ‘and local assistance under the
nafional program after the fime-fimited pezfod should be dependent upon @ requirement of work
~or workwrelated activities unless no job, ¢omnzumsy seyvice work opponunity, or community
service placement is available. Federal funds equivalent to the ussistance payment should be
available 1o the states to support the creation of needed work.  States should be allowed to
create work éiwcxgr and through subsidiss to the privare sector. The on-going financial needs of

children must be addressed in any timeJimired system,

E[ﬁm Szates oppuse prescriptive federal mamgémeur oj’ the Ald o Famities With
Dependent Cftdéfen program. Federal guidelines should be reasonably general in nanure and
states should have broad statusory authonity to adjust bentﬁr levels and 10 determine the form
and condition of assistarce. This Fexibility should be in the form of ;z?tawable uptions amf
shou&i not require federal waivers of plan approvel

States should have the ability to extend assistance as needed, with full federal ﬁnanm}:i‘
participation, for a limited period beyond the federal standard on a case-by case basis in order
20 ensure that recipients comnplete education or job training programs, complete treatment for
substance abuse or other physical or mental impairmenis, or resolve emergency situations such

as homelassness.
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PROGRAM CONSQLIDATION

 The Governors beligve that maximtm budget savings are possible only if the concept of
fexibility is extended bey::nd the income assistance program. The simpiification of the current
categorical, nonentitlement federal grant-in-aid system must also be a Congressional priority.
Governors have argued that such simplification would both increase &dmzfniszmrive efficiency
and encourage state and local efforts ro develop more ¢ffective programs. '

The history of block grants is long, going back at feast to general revenue sharing ond the
broad block grants of the Nixon era. Block grants were also an imponant part of the Reagén
"New Federalism” of the 1980s. At that time the consolidation of programs also came with
“funding cur;;, While block grant proposals have generally begun with a theme of simplification
and consolidation, the acmal legislation has often retained significant federal restrictions.
Egually important, over time the federal government has tended w'esmb!i,si; additional
set-qsides and place new restriciions within the hlock grants that have been established. Future

refonm must recognize and address these problems.

Governors belteve thas such consolidation must:

e Recognize the national interess in protecting and serving children,

s Include a ctear definition of national purpase and national objectives.

e Avoid set-asides or other prescriptive conditions forthe ﬁmdmg

o Include significant a*amfem&z:’zg: of funds beswees the bfoz:kgranar

o Preclude cos-shifts to :he smes

o Be consisrent with the way [nowhich stare government delivers .refrvz‘ces o citizens.

s Incorporate distnbution formudations consistent with .riuz distribution implicit in existing
caregorical grants. x

o Allow the flexibitity needed 10 maximize efficiency and to minimize the expansion of state

govemment employment.
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Block grants provide a vehicle for the federal government to assist states and localities meet

high priority domestic needs that they would otherwise be unable or unlikely to accomplish.

RESTRUCTURING MEDICAID

Govemors have significant policy relating ro the resrm:m&’ng of the Medicaid program and
to health care reform overall.  Because of the close link berween income policy and health
policy, Governors will be better able to achizve welfare reform if the p;zticies proposed by the
Governgrs in the area of health care are enacred. Governors rscagﬁz:ze that Congress is
considering substantial cuts in the feder;z} contribution to the Medicaid program. Govemors
believe there may be potential for ;avings in the acute care portion of the Medicaid program and
direct NGA smf, to g;ievéloé the pption of restricting future program g&:}w:}z‘ in exchange for the

federal government assuring responsibility for the long-term care program.

Governors believe that there it some potential 1o atain savings in the aéute care portion of
the Medicaid pragm:’ﬁn and they are willing to consider reasonablz restrictions on fature program
growth. However, such restrictions must be accompanied by significant stanory flexibility in
program delivery including flexibility in setting eligibility and benefits levels, much greater use of
managed care, and greaser oppomﬁy ‘to define reimbursement methodologies. Governors also
believe that there are savings to be realized in long-term care, including the use of alternatives to
instirutionalization and adoption of srategies that will imgrove the cost effectivenesy Of nursing
home care. The 60\:3:;:0:5’500& forward to working with Congress to address acute and long

Ierm. Lare costs,

EQUITABLE TREATMENT FOR TERRITORIES IN NATIONAL WELFARE REFORM

Governors believe the territories should be reated equitably in any welfare reform proposal
brought before Congress. |

508
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Principles to Guide the Restructuring of the Federal-State Partnership

Governors belizve that the next two years present an ¢aormous opportunity to restructure the
federal-state relationship. The Governors urge Congress to taks advantage of this opportunity both
1o exgmine the allocation of responsibilities amang the lovels of goverament and 1o muxitize state
Sexibility in areas of shared responsibility.

As the federnl government beging to move toward 3 balanced hudget the pressure to reorder foderal
priorities and curtail federal grants will increase.  Already, numerous propojals for program
censolidation sad reduction are on the tabls,

While federal budget cuts are needed, the Governors are concemed about the cumulative impact oa
the staies of federal budgerary decisions. The federsl budget must be balanced by true savings, not 5"”‘1
by shifting couts to the stazes,

mmmmmﬁamawmmnmwmmmma
children and families. Governore bave tulam the lead in carrving ot these respongibilitics in the
past. The Govenors believe that the federal government st maintain a financial role in assisting
states and localitice to continue to mont these responsibilities,

mmdMmemwm%WMmem

‘Welfare Reform

All Governore recognize the importanes of a federal role in fivancing income assistance $o families
and children, However, the continuation of the current welfare system is vnacceptable. Tinkering
and changes at the margin will not be sufficient. Congress should ereate & pew, simpler, and more
responsive federal role. '

Governors have not yet reached consensus on whether cash assistance should rewain available as a
foderal entitiement 1o noedy families or whether it should be comverted to a state entitlerment block
grant. Governors do agree, however, that in either case states should have the flexibility to enact
welfare yeforms without having to request foderal waivers. While Guvernors recognize the
legiimate imerest of the feders) government in setting broad program goals in cocperation with
states and trritornies, ﬂwyaiwbchmthazmmuldbe&m&m escriptive fedem! pandards
including key aspects of the wellhre system, such as ) eif

and to legal irmmigrants, and time imitas on benefits,

KWWWWWMMMFWbeMM
mmmm&mmm&mﬁﬂmmmmdmﬁmrﬁw
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grant programs. Under this concept, there should be no misromanagement and stades should be
reguired only to ensure thar the funding received ix used o provide sexvices for poor children.
‘While states wonld be roquired to describe their program in 3 state plan and to provide periodic
reports to the public, the plans would not be subjexct io federal spproval or federal revisios
Finaocial andits would be conducted to ensure that moncys were propetly spent, and states would
be required 1o pay back any misspent funds,

In retarn for this broad flexibility, states would agree 1o an initial allomnent based on the sverage of
seversl prioy years, with restrictad growth in future years, Federal funds would be sutomatically
wmkam&mwdmﬁmmmmﬁdmgmhgmwmmm
appropriations. There would be ao maintenaace of effart provigions and states would be allowsd

o keep all savings 50 long as the total federal allocarion was spent. Unexpended foderal fonds

Wmm%kmmmwmmmwmmﬂwmda *yainy
day” fund,

Tepmﬁrmﬁm&ammﬁzmhwmymdﬂumwmm&mm,m
. additional amount should be st asids cach year for automatis distribution w states that experience
- higherghan-avesage unemployment, a major disaster, or other indicators of digtress in their states.

I the fidoral goverment preserves the federal entitlement of all noady familics o sssistance, the

Governors believs the current AFDC program should be replaced by a new natiooal program that

: Mcmmwmwzndmmm&mgmmmw

flexibility to design key program clereents.
?MMMMWW%&Z&WMMM%M:

Assistance in the form of cash grants 10 families and children

. M%mﬁ&%ﬁwam@m which activitics that are designed to make the

transition Som welfare o work take place.

cial Comract. The expectations and respensibilitics of both the recipient and the goverment
m%ébcchxﬂy&eﬁmd and incentives and sanctions should be designed to ensure that those

. responsibilitics arc. camied out, States should be pranted broad flexibility in defining the

components of the social contraet, including requirements to begin work before the maxiroum time
hMWduﬁﬂmxﬁaﬂd&wMﬁmﬁn@mﬁmmﬁmmwm

Sugport Services. State programs could include, ag sppropriate, the education, training, and
suppart services necessary to belp participants becoms selfsufficient. Such services should be
ﬁmmuumpm&mcmmmmmwmbmm

Wmmwmmmmmwwwammafm«m
related sctivities unless no job, communly service work opportunity, or corummutly service

P.82
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J Mmu:«i&b& Federal funds equivalent to the assistance payment should be available to
‘ -&Www&m&medﬁmm States should be allowed to ereate work directly

Mt&mmbmmﬁwpnmm ‘l'h:m-gmnsfmmmimofchﬂdmmbe

-Mmmyummsym

mm, szm oppose prescriptive faders! management of the cash assistance program.
* Federsl guidelines should be reasonably general in nature and states should have broad statutory

authosity to adjust benefit levels and to determine the form and condition of assistance, This

,wwkmmﬁmofaﬁow&kmmwdmadmmfa&rﬂmwphn

‘mmhwﬂ:mmemummmmm

mﬁ:amww&ymﬁmmmmaMWWMmmw

engure. that recipients complete education or job fraining programs, complete treatment for

substance abrse or other physical of mental impairments, of resolve emergency situations such as

m&:mhelmm;:mm budgﬁmwmm%myfwmafﬂmm&y
‘ mmwwmmmm The simplification of the currext categorical,

nonerditioment foderal grant-in-rid system must alss be a Congressicsal prionty, Goversors have

argued thas such simplification would both increass administrative efficizncy and encoursge state
 “and local efforts W develop more effective programs,

The history of block grants is long, going back at least to general revenue sharing and the broad
block grants of the Nixon cra.  Block grants weze also an important part of the Reagan “New
Federaliom” of the 1980s, At that time the consolidation of programs also came with significans
funding cuts. 'While most block grant proposals have begun with 3 themse of simplification and
consolidation, the actual legislation has often retainad significant foderal restrictions. Equally
irmporant, over time the fideral government has tended o establish additional setasides and place
new restrictons within the block grants that bave been establishad. Future reform must recogniz
and address these problems. '

. mmwm&;wi&m‘m must:

‘Include a clear dofinition of national purpose and national objectives

- Avoid set-asides o other prescriptive conditions for the funding.

Incinde significant travsferability of funds between the block grants.

Preclude cost-shifly to e states.
'&Wmmemymwmmmw&hmwwmm

- fncorporate distridution. formulations consistent with the distrituition implicit in existing
s Allow the fleability necded to maximize efficiency and to minimizc the expansion of  state
‘government anploytnent.
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Restructuring Medicaid

Govemnors believe that there is some potential to attain substantial savings i the acute carc portion

. af the Modicaid program and they are willing % consider reasouable yestrictions on futune prograr
growth. However: such restrictions must be aocempanied by significars Bexghility in program

- “delivery ineluding much greater use of managed care, flexibility in setting eligibility and benefits
“levels, and greater apportunity 16 define reimbursement methodologies.  Governors alse belicve
that there are savings to0 be realized in long-term care iocluding the use of slicrnatives 10
institrtionalization and adoption of strategies that will improve the cost cffectiveness of mursing
home care. The Goverors ook forward to working with Congress to address acute and long t=m
care oty
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