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Note 	tg RaMI 

Bruce and I wanted to pass along the following p01~te in 
case you get a minute with POTUS prior to the afternoon 
principals' session. 

1) Don't !gree to AFDC block grAnt ~tructure withQUt gett~ng,firm 
and §Dscific commitments on 4 key iS8ues, The block grant 
issue is OU~ biggest potential trade and should be saved for the 
right time and the right Republican coneeeeiopa. At a minimum, 
POTUS should. get specific commitments as follows: 

• 	 Contingency fund (Oollars ana new trigger; . 
• 	 MOE (Percen~age, definition of wha~ state spending 


counts, higher MOE requirement for stateg ~hat 

fail to meet work requirements}


• 	 Performance Bonus {$ set-aside to reward states for 

placing recipients in jobs}.


• 	 Child Care funds {$5-6 billion above b~5e:inel 
depending on whether States can count towards the work 
requirement part-time workers and those who leave the 
rolls for work) . 

(Others in Whlte House may want to put. Food Stamps it'.. the mix for 
the AFbC block grant t~ade. My own view i8 that a Food S~amp 
deal should flow primarily from an overall deal on a lower 
welfare savings number, and that we ca!1 throw a "poison pill" 
into the Food Stamp block gra:1t l:>y inai&':.ing On stronger "fraud" 
protections in the final language). 

2} Hold <lyeraJ.l welfare sayings as c1gse to ssg billion liUi 
pOQe~b~~, The Republican leadarship will push ~OTUS and Leon to 
go deeper in welfare savings as the p~ic. of reducing cute in 
Medicare, Medicaid, eto. That's bull. We know that their own 
interr.al consensus point with the moderates is low SOs and that 
they have talked among themselves about SQtcling in the end for 
$50~52 billion in total welfare savings. This overall savings 
target is critical to getting O';l't' fixes in the areas not included 
in the block grant crade above: ·child welfare, sSI kids, Food 
Stamps. nutr~tion, etc. , 

" 

3) Make sure EQTqS understands where h@ can give ang where he 
!leeds to stand firm, In preparing tho "neutral II paper with the 
Republican staff yesterday, we tried to give POTUS and Leon Borne 
additional l~verage by stacing AdminiBtra~1on opposition to 
certain provisions on which we can give in the end. Given the 
rhet.oric back and forth during t.he course: of thi.a year, we need 
to make ou=e that our principals know the wheat from the chaff. 
In particular. we can give on three key Republican issues; 

• 	 Family Cap: We can live with the state opt-out. 
,. 	 Teen Moms: We can live with state option to der..y cash if 


vouchers or services arB required. ;

* 	Illegitimacy Bonus: We cnn live with conference provision. 

~~l~ 
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COHPAltISOlJI OF C!llS1I BLOCK GRlUI'l' 

December ,0, 1995 

- TA/W BLOCK GRAIIT (AlDC) 

STRUCTURAL 
U:FOR.'I 

lilNAL ~LFARE REFOR."\( 
BILL 
I.AFDC __ oll<! 

! admjnisrrWcn. JOBS, IU3d 
~'~COQ$Q1idated 
into ~ block gt'8(It. 

..,,,. 
2, Turns AFDC into astite tilol:k 
grant which i$ capped U $16.3 
bi.llion ay~. 

COALITION BILL 

1. AIDe r<p~wim T""'J)OMY 
Emp'-t~ I'ro!:nm­
Rep<al$ Emcr-. Assi"""",_ 

2. MainWns ~ law kdertl.staf.e 
matching tequirex:nart. 

3. Repl_ JOBS wim. capped 
"It'Ucm.:nt (Work F""l wilh CBO 
ex:« of$3.1 billloo over 7 ~..ear..., 
Stat¢ m~ rt:qUirtd. W¢rkFim 
fundinS it:u:rC'.W':$ t'.3Cb year to reflect 
increued woO: patticipa.tion rate$. 

-

I 

: 

ELIGIBILITY I, Stata set eligibility criteria. Ends 
iDdiviOO&! eQctitlcmmt to baldib. 

I, States. ~ eligibility criteria. 
Reuins current law'feqIlirement that 
$tate$ ptmide benefits to aU 
individuals wb¢s<: inoome and 
re~ Are below state-set limit$. 

l- El.imin>''''Od<raI requu""",l<. 
regarding asset,md I'c:soo.tW limits. 
eat"Ili:c is om~ iltld othet lnOOUl¢ 

disreguds. -

2. Same. 
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FINAL MLFARE REFORM 
BILL 

COALITION BILL 
, 

WORK L Require". recipients to engage in 1. IodMdnals: required to sign 
REQUllUiMl:NlS won. activitiC$ within 2 yean of 

receiving Jxndits. 

2, Statts must have Wlo ofcti1:load 
in a qw.lifiod work activity by 
FY2002. 

3, State option toC<etnpt,J single 
pGrelJr with a child under age 1 from 
work requirement 

iodi\"iduti resp¢IlSloiliry oontrnct 
OUl1initIg plan 10 move i:adMdual to 
work upon re;eiviog bco.cfits. S~ 
maj' require individuals to c:tIR!r 
WorkFirsI: ~ml ~ my time ~ 
reccr.ing bcndits. 

2. StJItts must: have 52% ofable­
00d.ied casdoa<1 in Wotk Fi."'St 
Prosram by FY 200;, 

4, States: may not S«llCtion II. s~ 
parentwitb a child undeT:lit 5 if!hc 
para.rt PfO"Q cbild carc is not 
available. , 

-

, 

l SWe$ detem:l.ine which Wdh"idIWs 
wou{d berequinrl to enter WOIk 
Fim pret;3:m. 

." Indh"iGuals WQU1d be guaranteed 
child care ifneoessary to pmicipate 
in work program. Individuals who 
ieave welfau woold be guaranteed 
child ca(e tW one year .. lea...ing 
w.ua... 

S. Indivktu.W who find pnYlte seet« 
cmplQ}'I!le'nt QfIl1O«" ibm 25 boors .. 
week and le:a\~ ~ ,,"'Odd bot 
~ i.o m¢¢~ petticipatiQQ rate:ii: 

"''''''Y''''' 
• 
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FIl<AL WELFARE ItEFOIll\! : COALITION BILL 
BILL I, 

I, Must b<gin job _ illld ""'f 
t\.T two yean (earlier at:>tate: option) 
I, Must wort aftcrreceivwg benefitsTJMEU\IITS 

od1er activities required by the state 
~itbin 30 days of receivin3 benefits, 

2, 5 year lifctUue limit tOr feder31 
TA.."iF heoetit$..morter at state ;t S y~ lif.etime limrt for [eden! 

,'optiOll (15% h>rd"bip """"?"""l, TEA _", 15% ~ 
ex.emption ~~ optioo.. TUne l.im1l 
would oot 3ppI}' for atq tnOltf.h in 
~h an iOOiv)du.;U was seriou:;ly ill. 
inap~ ofadv.a!lQlfld .._ 
=in; r<lf' ¢Ilild undct 6_ 
=in; !Or .. ~t" family 
member,.in the tbit<1 tri.me:ster of 
~.living in an 8n:3 with an 
1l!le:':Ilplo;"lDCOt me ovet' StA, under­
"" 18 _ is making sW:iI''''''''l' 
progR$$ in high school or ieclmicaI 

, , :><boo, .ruI" _ option. f_y in 
wbi<;b :m Wdividual works 20 '*' ,I t:DQ;t'e hours aw<OOkI 

,1. Rfiains wr:tl'lllaw $t!I.t(I matchMAINTENA."'O:OF ! 1. 1S%of$WO~imFYI994, 
, 
, ,, requiremcntdw lnci~~ 

" , ~g10progr.w CQtIt$. 

,..- .. .EFFORT 

I, SI billion~, fund !Or 1, Automatic adj~ fOf 
ECONOl\UC 
CHANGISlN 

States with high ~loym@t ~00liQ.« poJ;u1Ati<:>n c;:hqH by 
CONDITIONS (State must _), virtue of~ indhidu.d 

.entitlement with f'edera1-state match. 
2, $SOO million »I[)ple:r.nenw growth 
fund for ".... with high population 
growth. benefits lower than 35% of 
the !U.tioual average. ct' ai:x>vl; 
av.etqe growth il1d bclow avttage 
AfDC wel£tre benefus: (M Sutl'! 

, ma>;h), , 

I 
: 3, $1.7 billioo loan fund 
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FINAL wtLFAR.£ REFORM COALITION BILL 
lIlLL 

1, Require:s States to deny ~efit'$ to 1. States ha....e opti.;::a to dut}- ben¢fits 
ehildren bQrn to failles on "'dfm: 

FAMlLVCAl' 
to t;lilldrcn born to families QC.wo_.b\!t allow'S SWe1 to opt.rut Q(. this-

provisions oy passing a sure law. 

I 
. 

1. Utr.\'ed teem U1tl$t U\1:; 11 home (or I. Unwed teens must li"'"e at bQlOC (or 
in au adult "'P""'il«! ~) a,.j 

TEr::NMOMS 
_~ble_t) ...att=! 

ttteGd ~h¢¢l inordertoreoeive school i.a ocder to l"tIC¢iv¢ TEA 
TANF~~ , -

I 2. S_ MV< 09,"", ",<lcny_ 
, to an ~ teen p8t'ClL Z.Saa, 

s:\welfare\final\sideside.6 4 of 4 
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Low~Income Programs Consider~d fOr Bloek Granting 
-r----~--------~ 

Program Current Law C(}ngresslonal Proposal 

Type of Benefit. Prnvides cash benefits w needyAFOC • Type of BeDdiJ. No benefit guarantee. 
children and their care-takers; funds States for 
program administration and emergency assistance. 
Fundi"" Structure. Federal funds match State ~ Funding Structure. Block.grants AFDC, 
spending at specified rates. Emergency Assistance, and lOBS at 

roughly 1995 levels, Rather than a maleh 
program, establishcs a state maintenance of 
effort. set at 75 percent of 1994 levels wlth 
possible performance bonus reductions to 
61 percent. Allowable brock grant transfers 
make effective maintenance of effort 0% in 
some States. 45% or less in others. Includes 
$1 billion contingency grant fund, $L7 
billion loan fund, nnd $800 million , 
population adjustment fund. 

0 0Eligibility &; a!m~Ot L~vi:;I~. lnc(}me eligibility set by Eligibilin: & ~1l~US Ls::v!:l~. Inoome 
,, 	 States; most other criteria Federally defined, States set eligibiUty set by states; no federal criteria. ,,, benefit levels. 

0 Interactioos. Categorical eligibility for Medicaid. 
,, 

0 Tyce of Benefit Eligible individuals entitled to 
minimum set of services defined in federal law. 
Reimbursement to states for providm of medical 
services used by eligible individuals; payments to 
States for program administration. 

Medicaid 

0 FuOdiog Structure, Federal fund:'> match State 
spending at specified rates. . Elieibilit.X &; D:l:DiCfil Li:vl::b, States must cover 
children and pregnant women below poverty; AFDC 
recipients, 5S} recipients, children in subsidized fosler ,, 	 care and adoption homes; and State-defined medk:ally,,, 	 needy. Federally defined minimum benefit package 
mUSI be provided to aU recipients. States may provide 
optiooal benefits; prm1lder reimbursement ratts set by 
Stale. 

0 IQleractjQOs. AFDC rtcipients and children in foster 
care automatically eligible for Medicaid. 

States:s,et benefit levels. 
0 IOtml!;U2tl~, No automatic eligibility for 

Medicaid. 

0 Type of Benefit. No federal entitlement,. 
instead substitutes guaranteed coverage and 
mandatory funding for certain populations. 

0 fundi~g Structure:, Federal funds match 
state spending at specified rates up to state 
specifie capped amounts. 

.. 	Elh:ibilltY: i BiCOr::fiI L.~vi:l:i· States mUst 
cover children under age 13 and pregnant 
women below poverty, States also cover 
disabled individuals as defined by the state; 
provider reimbursement rates set by State. 

• Interactioos. 	No automatic eligibility fot 
some AFDe recipients. 

f, 




Low~lntome Programs Considered for Block Gl'lInting 

Current LawProgram CongressinnaJ Proposal 

Food Stamps · Tvne 2Uls;D!l:fjS, C{)upons or EST equivalent (or food · Tvpe oC 6ens;fit, Guaranteed benefit 
purchases. cG."ltinues for states that remain in national 

.program. Allows a food Stantp block grant 
for states meeting certain standards, 
Optional food scamp block grant etiminates 
national entillement to basic minimum fQod 
allowance for the needy, 

,. funding Structure, Full Federal funding for benefits; · fundjng Strncture. Full federal funding for,
I,, ,I Federal funds match State spending for administration, benefi[S but annual spending cap on food 

,,, , stamps with no cushion for error and 
insufficient mechanisms to raise the cap. 

,, , Would result in across-the-board CUts If, 
economy declines or cap projections are 
inaccurate, 

• 	Elieil:!llitv &·B~llcfil L&~!l:I~, Uniform Federally • Q]igi12ilitt; & a~tl~f1Il&~~, Unifonn 
detined eligibility standards based on income; uniform benefit and eligibility continues in states. 
Federally-defined benefit levels based on cost of not t:hoosing block grant~ no guarantee for 

AFDC· Related 

· 
· 

thrifty food plan and household size, 
Interactjons. Most AFOC recipients receive Food 
Stamps, but many differences in criteria. 

~ of Bell¢fit. Payments for child eare, through 

eligibility or benefits in slates choosing 
hlQck grant. 

i 
I. Type Of Benefit. Child care block granted ,Child Cate , vouchers to parents or contracts with providers, at St.3 billion above current law over 7 ,, ,· 
 years,
£Undine Structure. Open-ended federal funds matt:h 

State spending at specified rate!. Funding Structure. Open-«lded funding· 
guarantee eliminated. Federal funds 

AFDC redpienls in work and training programs and capped. States must maintain FY94 and 
for lhose wbo leave welfare for work ( for one ) I'I1lUch additional amounts. 

• 	t;;jjgibilit:l & E!l:ll!l:U' L~S\b. Child care guaranteed for 

,y'" '. 	Eliiib[ljty & Benefit Leyels, Health and 
safety provisions are removed from current 
law. 

Child Nutrition TYpe of Benefit. Free or reduced price breakfasts and 

lunches, 

Funding StDlcture, Federal payment to schools 'of a 

set amount for each free or reduced price meal. 


• 	Eliiibmt'l & Benefit l&yds. Uniform Federally 
defmed eligibility standards based on income; unifonn 
Federally defined subsidies pc:r meal; uniform 
nutrition standards. 

• 	 IntemttiQQS. Children on AFDC or Food Stamps 
automatically qualify for free meals. 

Type ofBcnWt, Benefit continues as in 
current law unless state dtooses to 
participatl: in School Lunch block grant 
demonstration projects in 7 USDA regions, 

a Eundio~ Structure. For demonstration 
states, open ended payment replaced with 

i 	 capped federal payments to states. (?) 
'. 	Eligjbilitj:' & Benefit l.eysls. No federal 

benefit and eligibility standards in s.tates 
choosing demonstration. (1) 



"" ., " 

,,,, I...<>w~Jneome Programs CQmridered for Block Granting 
,, Current Law Congressional Proposai, Program 

• Iypc o(Benefit. Open-ended payments to States for • Iy~ of Benefit. Rather than open-ended 
Protection 
Child 

paymen1s for a variety of individual 

Services 


pre-placement services, tnlining. and program 
progmms, block grants four open-ended 


(Manda.o!)') 

administration, 

• 	FuQdina Strus::ture. Open~ended federal funds match child protection programs for placement 
State spending at specified rates, services, training and administration. 

• 	ElisibililY 8i. awfi. l&~I.t Repeals the In-dependent Living Program 
Not yet completed (or foster teens & family Preservation and 

Support. 
funding Structure. Capped block grant· 
pa>ments to states. {state match ?) 
Elieibility & BWfit Leyels. Caps these. 	 · 
programs at about $0.4 billion below cao 
baseline. 

. 

· Block grants a number ofdiscretionaryChild Welfare 
programs within the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act and similar 
related discretionary programs. 

{Discretionary} 

I:IDA TAl VIELFARll\ADM~POL\DEC_30\BG_CHTI. WPD 



December 2S, 1995 

AFOC. CHILD CARE, CHILD PROTECTION 
{Executive S~ry} 

TIER 1; Ar~8s of CommonAlity
1. lO percent cut in social services block grant 
2. S-year time limit fer benefits 

TIERS II AND III! Issyes for Advisors a~d Principals 

1, arDenAm' (TEHl'QMBY ,u,,):STANCE FOR NEEDY FbMILIES) 

A, S~ructural issues. 
Which, 'if ar.y, AFDC programs should be included in a 
block grant'?
How much additional money should states be given for 
population growth and economic downturns, ar.d through
what mechanism? 
How much of their own ~O':1ey should states be required to 
spend on welfa~e programs? 
How much flexibility sho~ld states be given in defining 
eligi.bi:ity and deciclng who should receive benefits? 

E. 	 Exe:-;-.:::>tions f::oi'.1 time limit:.. Can states exempt more than 15% 
of case:'oacii' 

C. 	 Fa:;.ily cap, Sho'..!ld states have corr.plete f:exibility 

~egarding t.he family cap? 


D. 	 Teen mo~s. Should states have co~plete flexibility ~n 
oeciding .....hether to give benefits to unmarried teen rr.oms? 

E, 	 r~edicaid. Sho'..:ld eligibility for cash benefits 

a~!c~a~ically guarantee medicaid coverage? 


F ,- B::>r.uses. Shou:'d states reeeive a cash bonus for reducing
illegitirr,acy rates? Should states receive a bonus for 
moving people from-welfare to work? 

G. 	 Work and child care. 

-- What work participation requirements should states be 
required to meet, and how should requirenents be defined? 

~- How much child care funding is needed to meet whatever 
work requirements are i~posed on states? 

2, giILD CAllE HElIl,IH AND SaFETY PROVISIONS, Should states be 
required by the federal government to have standards and to spe~d 
a required perce~tage of funds on ireproving child care quality? 

3. CHILO P..ROTECTION: Should most child protection programs be 
capped and block gran~ed? 



AFDC, CHILD CARE, CHILD PROTECTION 
(Detaile~ Summary) 

'UER 	:r; 

1. 	Cutting social services block grant by 10% 

2. 	Conference_ Coalition, Adrr.inistration support 5-year time limit 
(but with differences in exemptions) 

TIERS II ~~ XII, 

1. 	IIIRCiTlINF 

A. Struetur:~l__ iasues:: Conference Bill block grants JOBSt 
emergency assistar.ce/ AFDe administration and AFDC benefits. The 
Coalition block grants JOBS funds and retains uncapped matching 
st::ruct'..Ire for AFDe benefits ar.d administration, while allowing 
states to define eligibility. 

BloCK Gr~t Options Include: 

o 	 Work funding o:11y (Coalition) 
o 	 viork funding, emergency aSslsta:-.ce, AFDC administration 

(Congressional Democratic Proposals) 
o 	 All AFDC related progra~5 except childcare (co~ference 

bill) 

Adjustments for C~ange6 in Population and Sconomic Conditions 

o 	 By virtue of entitlement, autor.1atic adjustments for 
population a~d eccnomic cha~ge through matching formula 
{like current law; Coalition) 

o 	 Separate adjuster fund for population and eco!'lorr.ic change 
triggered by changes in poverty pop'.llation (Congressional 
Democratic Proposals) 

o 	 Supplerr,ental Growth Fund of $800 million for population 
change; Contingency fund of Sl billion for economic 
change; Loan fu~d of $1.7 billion for other contingencies 
iConference) 	 . 

Options for State matching or Maintenance of Effort 

o 	 Mandatory state match for federal funds (like current 
lawj Coalition} 

o 	 SO percent of baseline for all AFDC related spending; 100 
perc~nt MOE for ~enefit5; 110 transfers out of block grant 
(Congressional Democratic Proposals} 

o 	 80 perce~t of baseline with increases to as high as 100 
percent 	 based on failure to meet work requireme~ts, 
{Congressional Democratic Proposals} 

o 	 75 perceht of baseline with possible reductio~ as 
perfor~ance bonus (Cc~ference) 

.1 
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Eligibility definition and assurance of assistance 

o 	 States define eligibility criteria: all eligibles who 
~eet requirements are served {Coalition) 

o 	 States determine who will be served; no entitlement to 
benefits (Conference) 

:a. ixemptiQ!!J! f.rom ti'gLfL1Jmits~ conference report allows states 
to exempt up to 1St of caseload from 5~year time limit; Coalition 
also allows state option to exempt 15\ of caseload but adds several 
additional exemptions. The Administration prefers Coalition 
approach or a 20\ exemption. 

C. f~i~Y ca~ Conference report prohibits the expenditure of 
federal dollars to provide additional cash benefits to families 
already on welfare that have additional children. States can 
bypass this policy by passing a law exempting themselves from the 
federal requirement. Coalition and Administration prefer to give 
states full flexibility on this issue. {no budget impact) 

D. Teen mOIDa. Both the Administration and the conferer:.ce report 
agree that teen mothers should be required to live at home and 
atter:.d school. In addition, the conference report and the 
Coalition give states the option of refusing to pay benefits to 
unmarried teen Mothers, The Administration does not support the 
denial of benefits based solely on age and marital status. 
(nc 	budget i:rlpact) 

~. Medicaid. The conference report ends the entitlement to 
t-1edicaid for families receiving benefits under the cash. welfare 
program. State.s would have the option of deciding who gets 
coverage. Children receiving maintenance payments under either the 
foster care or adoption programs continue to receive the Medicaid 
entitlement. The Adrr:inistration continues current law Medicaid 
coverage for ArDe recipients; the Coalition provides the option of 
up to 2 years of Medicaid coverage. {This issue is contingent on 
outccrne of overall Medicaid discussions.} 

F. ElOhuseB. 

o 	 Illegi ti-mary !!onu9 ... -The conference report provides a 
cash bonusto stateS that reduce their illegitimacy ratio 
without increasing their abortion rate. States that 
reduce their illegitimacy rate by 1 percentage point 
receive a bonus equal to 5\ of their block grant amount; 
states that reduce their illegitimacy rate by 2 
percentage points or more receive a lO\- bonus. The 
Administration doe' not support this concept. (Cost: $125 
million over 7 years) 

o 	 Performance Bonus. ~ ~The conference report provides a 
performance bonus which allows states to reduce their 
maintenance of effort. The Administration prefers a cash 
bonus for successful job placement. 
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G. Work and Child Care, 

o 	Participation req'IJirement8 ~ The conference report requires 
states to pla~e an i~creasing percentage of their caseload in 
work programs each year; the percentage begins at 20% in 1997 
and rises to 50% by 2002. The Coalition requires 20% in 1997 
rising to 52\ in 2003 (their work program differs in several 
respects from that established by the conference report}. 
The conference report allows states to . reduce their 
participation standards in proportion to net caseload 
reductions. The Coalition and Administration allow states to 
cour.t part~time workers and individuals who leave AFDC in 
meeting participation rates. 

o 	Work funding. The conference report requires states to fund 
work programs out their cash and child care block grants. The 
Coalition provides S8.1 billior. over 7 years to finance 
"the work prograt1. 

o 	 Child care funding. 'the conference report provides a separate 
block grar.t for child care. The tota: amount of money in the 
block gra~t is S16 billien, $11 billion of which is 
entit~ement. ~f'..lnding, The Coalitio:i maintains the individt...:al 
entitlement to child care for all adul:s participating in work 
p~cgrams and for 1 year after leaving welfare for a job. The 
Ad:ninistrat.ion believes an additional $3. billion w111 be 
required to meet. the v..'crk participatio::: requirements described 
above. ­

2. ~D CARE HEA~TH & SAFETY ERQVISIQN~. Current law requires 
states to have state health ar:d safety st.andards for day care 
providers that ::eceive federal funding. These standards include 
building and physical pre~ises safety, prevention and control of 
infectious di~eases (including i~munizations). and staff training. 
7he conference report and the Coa:ition would drop this federal 
requirenent. but requires states to spend federal dollars only in 
facilities that meet state and local standards; the Administration 
wo~ld retain current law, The Administration would also retain the 
15% set aside in current law for quality improvement which the 
conference report reduces to 3\. {No b~dget impact for the federal 
goverr.ment but could have impact on state budgets} 

3. CHILD PROTECTION. The conference report retains open-ended 
federal entitleme~t funding for foster care and adoption 
maintenance payments and creates a child protection block grant 
which caps and consolidates a variety of programs. The Coalition 
and the Admi~istratior: retain current law. (conference savings 
SOA billion) 

3 




COMPARISON OF CASH BLOCK Gl!ANT 

December 29. 1995 


W'DC}TJIIIF l>LOCl< "'""'" 

FIDL WBLPARB REFORM C(lAI:JTIOB BILL

Dr'" 
STIiUCTIlKAL 
..."OK 

. 

BLIGIBILrrr 

t, AYDC cash henefits 
and administratiOrt, 
JOBS, and emergency 
aa$istan~e consotidAted 
into one hlock gr$nt, 

2. Turn. AVnC into a 
state block grant which 
is capped at $16.3 
billion a year. 

I . 

. , 

1. States set 
eligibility criteria. 
Inds individual 
ontitlement to benefits, 

2. Bl1minat•• federal 
requiremeqts reg~~ding 
asset and re8our~e 

i 	Had til f aarn:!..nge
disregarda and other 
income disregards. 

1- APOC r~p1aced witb 
Temporary RmplOymant 
As»istance Program, 

Repea~8 Emergency 

Aosistance, 

,. Maintains current ,.. 
federal-state matching
requirement, 

J. Replaces JOBS with a 
capped entitlement {Work 
Pirstl • i th CBO COiltt ot! 

, $8.1 hillion ever '1 
yQars: . Stat. match 
required. Work pirst
tunding increases each' 
year to reflect 
:t.ncrease. work 
participation rates. 

-----l 
1. Ratains current law 
raquirement ~hat states 
provide benefit~ to all 
individuals .hoBe indome 
and ~esource. are belew 
stata~e.t limit•• 

'1. Same. 

I:'B' WI'll r ,/,'J 6 .... <lo;;,;r"~') 
_.':',.., ",';I 
.,-~I'". :h•.~, 
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1. Requires recipients 

to engage in work 

activities within 2 

yeara of receiving

beDeUts. 


Z, SUte& Wilt bave .0'
of caseload in •qualified. work activity 
by FY2002. 

3. State option to 
exempt A single parent
with a child under age 1 
from work requirement.., States may not 
sanction a single parent
with a child under &ge , 
if ths parent prove.

,child care is not 
oV411oble. 

1. Individuals required 
to sign individual 
responsibility contract 
outlining plan to move 
individual to work upon 
roeaiving benefits. 
States mAY require
individualS to enter 
Work ,irot program at 
any time sfter receiving 
benefits . 

2, States must hove 52\ 
of able-bodied caseloaq 
in work First Program by 
FY 2003 . 

3, States determina 
.bich individuals would 
bo required to enter 
work First program. 

; 4, Individuals who find 
, privnte Getter 

emplaym.mt of more thart . 
25 hourv a. waek and 
leave welfare .ould be 
counted in me6ting
participation ratoS for ,on. yeoX'. 
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I'IRAL 1fKLl7.d.B RBPOIIM CQALITI:Ol1 BILL 
BILL 

1. Must begin job search 
receiving benefits tor 

TDIB t.:!Kt'tS 1. Muut work after 
and any other activities 

1:WO years (earlier at reqUired by the .~nte 
s'tl1ce oPtion) within 30 dayS of 

receiving benefits. 
2. S yver lifetimo limit 
for federal T.ANF 2. S ye$r tifetime limit 

for federal TEA 
state ¢ption (1St 
benefits, $horter at 

benefits. 15. hardship
hardship exemption) , 	 , e;Kemption at state 

: option, 'time limit 
, would not apply for any 

mon'th in whi eh an 
individual vas seriously 
ill, in(:ap3C'it..:ted, ot 
adVanced ag6, caring !o~ 
& child under 6 months,
caring tor an 
incapacitated t~ly 
meml)er. in the third 
trimester ot pregnAncy,
living in an arM with 
an unemployment rate 
ov.~ 8t, under age 18 
yho is making 
satisfactory progress in 
high school or tecbnie$l 
achool, an4 at at_ta 
option. family in which 
an individu41 works 20 
or more hours a WGek, 

IClUJITBJIAIICI OF l. 7St ot state "Pending Ratains cuct'ent law 
BPPOR'l' in PY19" . seato match requirement. 

CIIAII<lKS III l. $1 billion 1. Automatic adjustments, 
cimtingent;:y fund for for e<:on<:mlic or."""""'''COIIDrrIORS States with high population changes by
unetqlloymant (Scue must virtue of maintaining 
mate-h) . indivi4ual entitlement 

with fe4eral-stato 
l. $800 million , matcb. 
supplemental growth fund 
tor statee with higb
population growth,
benefit. lower than lS~ 
ot the national pvec4gG, 
or above average growth
and below averaga AlDC 
welfare bencfit& ino 
State match~. 

,. $1.7 billion loan 
tund.. 

1 ot • 
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1, Requires StatGS to 
deny benefits to 
children born to 
famili •• on ..lfare but 
allows States to opt~out 
of thilS proviaions by 
paasing fl atate law. 

, 
1, unwed teens m'.ls:; live 
at hQIU (or in an atSult 
$upervioed setting) and 
attend school in order 
to recf1!i.ve TANP 
benefits . 

CQl\LITIOII BILL 

1. States have option to 
,deny benefits to 


'Children born to 

f$Ml1ioD on ••lfare. 


,, 

L Unwed teens must Uve ~ 
lit home (01' 'With 
responaible adult) ana , 

, attend school in order-
to receive TBA benefits. 

i , 
2, State~ have qpeion to 12, Sarna. 

deny benefits to Bn 

unwed teun parent. 
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! December 28, 1995 

AFDC. CHILO CARE, CHILD PROTECTION, 
(Executive Summary) 

TAER I: Areas of Common,litx 
1, :0 percent cut in social services block grant 
2. SAyear o;ime limit for benefits 

TIERS II AND XIIi Is@ues fQr Advisors and Principals 

1. AFDC/TANF (TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEQY FAMILIE~1 

A. 	 S~ruct~ral issues. 
Which, if any, AFDe programs sho~ld be included in a 
block grant? 
How much additional mcney should states be given for 
pop'J.lation growth a::ld economic downturns, and through 
what i.!echanism? 
How much of their own money should states be required to 
spend on welfare programs? 
How much flexibility should states be given in defining 
eligibility and deciding who should receive benefits? 

B, Exe:n.ptior:.s froi.! time limit. Can states exempt 1",ore than 15% 
of cas"eload? 

C. 	 Family cap. Sho~ld states have complete flexibility 
regarding the family cap? 

D. 	 Teen mo':r,S. Should states have complete flexibilit.y in 
deciding whether to give benefits to unmarried teen moms? 

E. 	 Medicaid. Should eligibility for cash'benefits 
automatically guarantee medicaid coverage? 

F, 	 Bo~uses, Should states receive a cash bonus for reducing 
illegitimacy rates? Should states receive a bon'Js fer 
moving people from welfare to work? 

G. 	 Work and child care. 

-~ What work participation require~ents should states be 
required to meet. and how should requireffients be defined? 

-- How 	 much child care funding is needed to meet whatever 
work requirements are imposed on states? 

2. CHILD CARE HEALTH AND SAliTX FlloYISIOHS. Should states be 
required by the federal government to have standards and to spend 
a required percentage of funds on improving child care quality? 

3. CHILD PROTECTION. Should most child protectio~ programs be 
capped and block gra~ted? 



'. 

AFDC, CHILO CARE. CHILD PROTECTION 
(Detailed Summary) 

IlER 	I: 

1. 	Cutting social services block grant by 10% 

2. 	Conference. Coalition, Administration support 5-year time limit 
(but with differences in exemptions) 

llERS... II AN!) HI, 

1. 	AFDC/TANF 

A. Structural issue,: Conference Bill block grants JOBS. 
emerge:l.cy assistance, AFDC administration and AFDC benefits. The 
Coal:tion block grants JeBS funds and retains uncapped matchir.g 
structure for AFDC benefits and administration, while allowing 
states to define eligibility. 

Block Grant Options Include: 

o 	 Work funding only {Coalition) 
o 	 Work funding, emergency assistance. AFDe administracion 

(Congressional ~emocratic Proposals) 
o 	 All AFOC related programs except childcare (confe~ence 

bill) 

Adjustments for Changes in Population and Economic Conditions 

o 	 By virtue of entitlement, automatic adjustments for 
population 	and economic change through matching formula 
(like current law; Coalition) 

o 	 Separat.e adjuster fund for population and economiC change 
triggered by changes in poverty population (Congressional 
Democ~a~ic Proposals) 

o 	 Supplemental Growth Fund of S800 million fer pop~lation 
change; Contingency fund of $1 billion for economic 
change; Loan fund of Sl.7 billion for other contingencies
(Conference) 	 . 

Option. for State matching or Maintenance of Effort 

o 	 Mandatory s'.:ate match for federal funds· {like current 
law; Coalition} 

o 	 SO pe'rcent of baseline for all AFDe related spending; 100 
percent 	MOE for benefits; no transfers <;lut of block grant 
(Congressional Democratic Proposals) 

o 	 eo perce~t of baseline with increases to as high as :00 
percer.t 	 based on failure to meet work requirements 
(Congressional Democratic Proposals} 

o 	 7S percer.t of baseline with possible reduction as 
perforl'l'.ance bonus (Conference) 

1 
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Eligibility definition and Assurance of assistance 

o 	 States define eligibility criteria; all eligibles who 
meet requirements are served {Coalition) 

o 	 States determine who will be served; no entitlement to 
benefits (Conference) 

B. E~!!~Rticm8 from lime limit! t Conference report allows states 
to exempt up to 15% of caseload from 5-year time limit; Coalition 
also allows state option to exempt lS\ of case load but adds several 
additional exemptions. The Administration prefers Coalition 
approach or a 20% exemption, 

c. family cap. Conference report prohibits the expenditure of 
federal dollars to provide additional cash benefits to families 
already on welfare that have additional children. States can 
bypass this policy by passing a law exempting themselves from the 
federal'requirement. Coalition and Administration prefer to give 
states full flexibility on this issue. (no budget impact) 

D. Teen moms. Both the Administration and the conference report 
agree that teen mot.hers should be required to live at home and 
attend school, In addition, the conference report and the 
Coalition give states the option of refusing to pay benefits to 
unma!'ried teen mothers. The Administration does not support the 
denial of benefits based solely on age and marital status. 
(no 	budget impact} 

E. Medieaid~ The conference report ends the entitlement to 
Medicaid for families receiving benefits under the cash welfare 
program. States would have the option of deciding who gets 
coverage, Children receiving maintenance payments under either the 
foster care or adoption programs continue to receive the Medicaid 
entitlement. The Administration continues current law Medicaid 
coverage for AFDe recipients; the Coalition provides the option of 
up to 2 years of Medicaid coverage. {This issue is contingent on 
outcome of overall Medicaid discussions.) 

F. BOh.uISs. 

o 	 Illegitimary BonU8~-~The conference report provides a 
cash bonusto states that reduce their illegitimacy ratio 
without increasing their abortion rate. States that 
reduce their illegitimacy rate by 1 percentage point 
receive a bonus equal to S\ of their block grant amount; 
states that reduce their illegitimacy rate by 2 
percentage points or more receive a lot bonus. The· 
Administration doee not support this concept. (Cost: $125 
million over 7 years) 

o 	 Performa.nce Bonus. - ~The conference report provides a 
performance bonus which allows states to reduce their 
maintenance of effort. The Administration prefers a cash 
bonus for successful job placement. 

2 
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G. Work and Child Care. 

o 	Participation r$quirements. The conference report requires 
states to place an increasing percentage of their case load in 
work programs each year; the percentage begins at 20\ in 1997 
and rises to 50% by 2002. The Coalition requires 20\ in 1997 
rising to 52% in 2003 (their work program differs in several 
respects from that established by the confere~ce report). 
The conference report allows states to reduce their 
partiCipation standards in proportioa to net case load 
reductions, The Coalition and Administration allow states to 
count part-time workers and individuals who leave AFDC in 
meeting participation rates. 

o Work 	 funding. The-conference report requires states to fund 
work programs O'J.t t.heir cash and child care block grant.s. The 
Coalitio~ provides $8.l billion over 7 years to finance 
the work program. . 

o 	 Child care f\lfldin9~ ';he conference report provides a separate
block grant for child care. ~he tctal amount of Money in the 
block grant is $18 billion, Sll billion of which is 
entitlement fund:ng. 7he coalition maintains the individual 
entitle~ent. to child care for all adults participating in work 
programs and fer 1 year after leaving welfare for a job. The 
Ad:r,inistration believes an additional $3 billior. will be 
required to meet the work participation requirements described 
ahove. . 

2. CHILD CARE HEALTH « SAFETX PROVISIONS. Current law requires 
states to ~ave state health a:1d safety standards for day care 
providers tha'::. receive federal funding. ';hese standards include 
building and physical premises safety, prevention and control of 
infectious diseases (including immunizations), and staff train::'ng. 
7he conference report and the Coalition would drop this federal 
requirement. but requires staces to spend federal dollars only in 
fac::'lities that meet state and local standards; the Administration 
would retain current law. The Administration would also retain the 
15% set aside in current law for quality improvement which the 
conference report reduces to 3\. (No budget ifT',pact for the federal 
government but could have impact on seate budgets) 

3. CHILD PBQtECTIONt The conference report retains open~ended 
federal entitlement funding for foster care and adop~ion 
main~enance payments and creates a child protection block granc 
which caps a~d consolidates a variety of programs. The Coalition 
and the Administration retain currer.t law. {conference savings
$0,4 billionl ' , 
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----- DRAFT 
AIDC, WORK, & CHILD CARE 

I. MAIN AFFIRMATIVE POINTS 

• 	 The current welfare syslem is broken and musl be fixed 10 promote work, demand 
responsibility, and protect children. W. have worked to build on Ihe bipartisan 
consensus achieved in Ihe Senale and pass a billlhat' s gned for welfare recipients 
and laxpayem alike. 

II. REPUBLICAN MAIN CHARGES AND OUR RESPONSES 

Republican Claim: Washinglon should get out of the welfare business -- States 
should b. allowed to design and ron Iheir own programs Ihrough block grants without 
Federal interference. 	 ' 

Response: 

• 	 The Admirustration fully supports increased flexibility 10 States. That's why 
Ihe Admirustration has approved 50 waivers in 35 States. Bul Slates 
should not be straddled with seriously underfunded child care and work 
mandates, or an inabilily to protect children, as the Republicans would do. 

• 	 Welfare was always intended to be a FederallState partnership. States need 
to maintain their role in the effort to promote work and protect children, 
and should nol be left holding Ihe bas in economic downlurns. 

m. MAIN SPECIFIC POLICY DIFFERENCES 

Objection.ble Republi.an Prop.sal: Impose strict work requirements on States while 
underfUnding child care and work activities, 

Republi.an Claim: States can use block grants however they wish. There are more than 
enough funds for work and child eare. 

• 	 States will be left with one ofIhree bad choices to meet the "'ark rates: (I) spend 
an inordinate share ofblock grant funds on work and dramatically reduce benefits; . 
(2) increase their own spending on work and child care (an underfunded mandate); 
or (3) simply accept the rel~tjvely minor block grant penalty for not meeting the 
work rates. 

• Republican and Democratic governors sent a bipartisan NGA letter calling for 
reducing the size of the tax cut to provide more funds for chlJd care. 

http:Republi.an
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DRAFT 

• Five Republican Senators wrote December 20 criticizing the current bill for 

walking way from the Senate bill's bipartisan provisions on child care. 

Objectionable Republica. Prop"".!: Inadequate countercycfical funding, 

Republica. Claim: The bill already includes contingency, growth, and loan funds, If 
things get really bad, we'll pass an emergency speading measure, 

Response: 

• 	 The contingency and loan funds would be inadequate in the event ofa downturn, 
In the 1990-92 recession, AFDe went up by $6 billion, but the current bill 
provides only $1 billion, We need a stronger countercyclical trigger that responds 
better to increases in child poverty, 

• 	 A supplemental spending bill would provide funding too late --long after it is 
really needed by poor children and families. ' 

Objectionable Republican Proposal: States can reduce their own funding dramatically. 

Republican Claim: We've required States to maintain 75% of their own funding. 

Response: 

• 	 IfAIDe i. block granted, it is critical that States -- who currently provide about 
half the money nationwide - maintain their effort. A 75% requirement allows 
States to reduce funding by $5 billion more over 7 years compared to the 80"10 
requirement in the Senate bill. 

• 	 "Work performance bonus" reductions ofup to 8% of State maintenance ofeffort 
and allowable block grant transfers ofup to 30"10 effectively reduce required State 
contributions to 4S percent. Some States could even cut their contribution to 
zero. These State reductions would seriousfy undermine the program. 

• 	 Instead ofreducing MOE for good performance, we should r;Use MOE for States 
that fail to meet the work requirements, 

Objectionable Republican Prop"al: Categorical Medicaid eligibility for AlDC an.d S5! 
recipients is eliminated. 

RepUblican Claim: With the Medicaid block grant, States will be able to serve more 
people than they serve right now, including welfare recipients. 
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Response: 

• The link between Medicaid and both AFDC and 5S! would be severed, leaving 
many poor families without crucial health care coverag~ destroying an important 
work incentive, and leaving the blind and disabled without care 

• A group of RepubUcan Senators have decried the termination ofcategorical 
Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients, stating: "These people will have nowhere 
to get medical coverage unless the states offer to pay 100 percent oftheir hcalth 
care costs." 
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AFDe/JOBS/Child Care 


Q: 	 Should welfare and SSI famili •• I••• their Medicaid entitlement? 

INote: The stand-alone bill would end categorical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC and SSf 
recipients.J 

A: 	 Of course not. But the stand~a1one welfare bill includes a l\."ledicaid provision (not in the 
reconciliation bi\l) that would end categorical eligibiliry for AFDC and SS] recipients 
(States could opt to continue it). . 

• 	 Poor children who are over 12 would be at risk of losing medical coverage. 

" 	 Welfare mothers a'nd parents on welfare getting a decent job might lose their 
children's medical coverage immediately (now, they get a yearls trar.~itional 
benefits). This would destroy a very important work incentive. 

• 	 A group of'Republican Senators have'decried the tennination of categorical 
Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients. stating: "These people will have nowhere 
to get medical coverage unless the stat.. offer to pay 100 percent of their health 
care costs. ,. 

Many parents could lose medical coverage. The provision's effects on the one year of 
transitional. Medicaid now received by families moving from welfare to work is less clear, 
It could discourage parents from seeking jobs that would raise them above poverty. since 
their children might lose health coverage immediately, 

Q: 	 Why doesn't the conference provide enough funding for child care? 

A: 	 The amount in the Republican bill is about an extra $2 billion over current levels. This 
would be far too little to provide child care to those on welfilre who work, rhose who are 
transitioning off welfare to work, and those who work but have low incomes and are at 
risk of going on to welfare. The conference bill will leave many children "home alone" 
when their parents are forced to work without adequate child care. 

• 	 According to CBO' s estimate of the child care costs related to work arid the total 
funds provided by the bill (combined State and Federal), about $1.9 billion 
additional would be needed in FY 2002 for work activities, not to mention an 
additional 51 billion (at least) for those transitioning offwelfate and those at-risk 
ofcorning on to welfare. 

• 	 We need to add considerably more for child care, unless we soften the work 
requirements by allowing part-time work to count for recipients with young 
children and by counting those who leave welfare for work" 
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Q: 	 Why do you want to i~pose such underfunded work mandates on States? 

{Note: The work requirements increase to 50% by 2002, but no additional funding is 
pravided for work} 

A: 	 CBO estimates the Conference bill would add $5,6 billion in new work costs above the 
FY94 level in 2002 alone. But Congress provides no additional funding. This serious 
under funded mandate jeopardizes the success ofwelfare reform and sets the system up 
for failure once again, 

• In the absence of more funding, States couid choose, one ofthree bad directions: 

(1) Cut benefits in order to pay for work activities. 
(2) Shell out substantial sums of their own money to pay for work activities 
(and how many States are likely to do that?). 
(3) Or simply ignore the work requirements and take the block grant 
penalty. . 

None of these choices are desirable, and they would all undenrune the goal of 
successful reform. 

Q: 	 Why do you want t. lea•• States bolding the bag and poor children out on the 
streets in a recession'! ' 

/7'he conference includes a $1 billion contingency grant fund, a $1. 7 billion loan fund 
(which must he repaid with interest), and an $800 million grawlh fund thaI was designed 
to benefit primarily Sunbelt states.] 

A: 	 That's what the conference bill's contingency funds would do. 

• 	 The conferences contingency fund would be inadequate in the event of a 
downturn. In tbe 1990-92 recession, AFDC went up by 56 billion, but the current 
bill provides only $1 billion. We need a stronger countercyolical trigger that 
responds better to increases in child poverty. 

• 	 A supplemental spending bill would provide funding too late •• long after it is 
really needed by poor children and families. 

\ 
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Q: 	 Why would you let Slale. pull large amount. of their own money out of Ihe 
FederallSt.te partnership to promote work and protect children? 

[Tne conference bill sets State maintenance ofeffort at 75% ofFY94 levels. Tnis is a 
reduction from the Senate's 80% requireme;tt. / 

A: 	 You shouldn>t The Senate maintenance of effort requirements are much betteL 

• 	 If AFDC is block granted. it 15 critical that States .... who currently provide about. 
half the money nationv.ide - maintain their effort. A75% requirement allows 
States to reduce funding by 55 billion more over 7 years compared to the 80% 
requirement in the Senate bill. 

.. 	 "Work perfonnance bonus" reductions of up to 8% of State maintenance of effort 
and allowable block grant transfers orup to 30% effectively reduce required State 
contributions to 45 percent. Some States could even cut their contribution to 
zero. These State reductions would seriously undernUne the program. 

• 	 Instead of reducing MOE for good performance, we should raise MOE for States 
that fail to meet the work requirements. " 

•9 
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Child Protection/Foster Care Block Grant 

[Note: The Republicon bill drops ability to enforce certain federal child protections and cuts 
these programs from tile CRO revised baseline by 5% by 2002. The hill eliminates entitlemenl 
for service and administration 0/portions ofthe Fosler Care and Adoption Assistance 
Program.] 

Q: 	 GAO just came out with a report stating that States were almost uniformly badly 
strapped for resources to handle mushrooming child abuse problems. The 
bipartisan APWA .ent a leiter strougly opposing any child protection blOCK gr••t 
(signed by Jerry Miller, Gov. Engler's welrare director, who helped design the 
AFDC block grant in the House and Senate bill.). 

In this context, is it a good idea to block grant the open"ended foster care and 
adoption assistance programs as the conference bill did? 

• 	 The Republican proposal doesn>t just consolidate administrative costs. So~called 
"administration" includes vital services like investigation of abuse'and neglect reports, 
placement ofchildren in foster and adoptive homes. and family reunification. Block grants 
may mean more urunvestigated child abuse reports, more children left in dangerous homes, 
and more children languishing in the system and waiting for a home. 

• 	 In a December 20 letter to Senator Dole on the welfare conference agreement, five 
moderate Senate Republicans criticized the bill for block granting the pre-placement and 
vital adrrunistrative expenses associated with foster care and adoption assistance programs 
and reducing overall funding levels. They noted: 

IOThese costs. wruch represent nearly half the expenditures for these child welfare 
programs, are not purely administrative. They are used for critical services such as 
licensing and recruitment or foster homes and foster parents, services needed to 
remove children from abusive and unsafe homes, monitoring children in out ·of­
home placements, and court expenses to qUalifY special needs children for 
adoption." 

a It is very important to keep flexibility in such safety net programs, especially during' 
dramatic social program reform,. so they can handle a potential surge of children, 

• 	 The conference bill cuts and caps funding for these services at a time that changes in 
'AIDC may increase Foster Care caseloads. While the added caseload projections have 
been conservative, the actual caseload increases could be much higher. 

5 




Q. 	 Close to half of aU State, have run their fo,ter care program. s. poorly tbat they are 
operating under court mandates (22 States). Do you think it makes sense to remove 
feder.1 oversight of State,' program quality in the bill? 

A: 	 No. The statutes protecting children through reviews must be maintained, 

• 	 Many State foster care programs are bad, even with Federal pressure and open ended 
Federal funding. It is hard to see how they would be made better by removing Federal 
pressure, and capping Federal funding. 

• 	 The Administration has been working on improving State oversight to improve service 
and program quality. The Administration is encouraging rapid computerization to 
improve ~ervices, Changes in these programs make no sense. 
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DRAfT 

CHlLD PROTECTION 

I. 	 MAIN AFFIRMATIVE POINTS 

.. Currently> there are critlcal federal protections for abused and neglected children 
, and essential entitlement funding is provided for activities such as investigation of 
child abuse and neglect, prevention activities, recruitment and training of foster 
care and adoptive parents, administrative costs, and training for caseworkers, 

II. 	 REPUBLICAN MAIN CllARGES AND RESPONSES 

Republican Claim: Child protection programs have been a disaster ~- turn the reins 
over to the States so they can fix the system. 

Response: 

• 	 At a time when both foster care caseloads and substantiated cases of child abuse 
and neglect have been rising rapidly, and at a time when major changes in the cash 
safety net are being considered, it would be unwise to block grant funding or make 
drastic changes in child pl'Otection service programs, 

• 	 The bill weakens certain federal protections for abused and neglected children, 
Accountability is critical since courts in 22 States have found child welfare systems 
that are unable to provide children with basic protection, 

• 	 The bipartisan APWA sent a letter strongly opposing any child protection block 
grant. It was even signed by Jerry Miller, Gov. Engler's welfare director, who 
helped design the AFDC block grant in the House and Senate bills. 

• 	 Five Republican Senators wrote on December 20 criticizing the CUlTent bin for 
block granting the pre-placement and critical administrative expenses associated 
with foster care and adoption assistance programs and reducing overall funding 
levels. 

Republican Claim: We have added funding into the conference agreement to 
strengthen States' ability to protect children. 

Response! 

• 	 While some funds have been added back. the conference agreement still reduces 
funding for services and administration ofprograms for abused, neglected. and 
abandoned children by aimost $1 billion, according to CBO's revised baseline. 
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" 	 Further, eliminating ponions of the entitlement will mean we can't assure that 

funds will be there for States if the needs in any particular State increase 
unexpectedly. 

" 	 This comes at a time when child abuse reports and foster care caseloads have been 
rising rapidJy. 

III. 	 MArN SPEClFrC POLlCY DIFFERENCES 

Objectionable Republican Proposal: Drops ability to enforce certain federal child 
protection, and cuts these programs from the CBO revised baseline by 5% by 2002. 
Eliminates entitlement for service and administration of portions of the Foster Care and 
Adoption Assistance Program. 



Child Care Funds Provided and Needed Due to Conference Agreement on HR 4 
(Based on ceo Estimates) 

S-Year 7·YfW s.Year 
Total To<a' Total 

OofiDl'$ in Billions FYOOl1 F\'\\' m6 FY•• !'YOO FY01 FYO' ,(9s..oo) (96-02) (97·02) 

Child Cett AmQuntll Provided in HR .. COnfgomce Ag[DQmeni 

Federal Mandaloty Child Care 
funds PrcvidM In HR 4: - ceo est!m9te 
,of OuUsys (12127!95) OL 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.' 1.' 2.0 6.9 10.8 . 9JI 

State Funds RllQuireo to Draw 
Down FuW Fadersl Allotment 21 Ol 0.8 . 0.6 1.0 1.1 1.2 1. 5.0 7.6 7.0

" 
Total Fl'.Werai and State Child 
Cate rUflds Provided By HR <4 OL '.0 2.0 2.4 2.6 2.' 32 35 '11.9 1$,6 1a,6 

CSQ Ett1mate of HR <4 Wcrt-R,lat.d Cblld Cam Costa and Cum"! law TraD.Itito"al and At-B1,k Cbild Care 

CBO E,time!&- Total Child Care Costs 
Related tl:l HR4 WorK ptogt:.:m 31 OL 1.1 1.3 1.. 2.2 3.1 3.8 9.3 16,5 17,4.. 
Tctal Current law Federal & State 

Cottt for At·Ris!< & iraMilional' 

ChJ!d Care - ceo ESl:imata OL 0.9 0.' 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 4.7, 6.7 5. 


Estima1ad Increase in Transit:¢nal 

Child Care Costs Ou& 10 HR" OL 0.0 1 ? ? ? ? 7 1 ? ? 


Total ChHd Ce:o:.9llS!$oLe 10 HR4 OL 2,0. 2.2 '.5 3.1 4.0 4.6 8' 13_9 '51 23.1 

6--J;-

DlffaWJlO. Betwoon ToUlI !:thild 'lEt e[Ql!ldld aDd 1R1al I:(bild ~ilm 1:(21121 Chili m I:JB~ . . 
Child Care Difference OL 0.0 -0.' -{), ~ -0.6 -1.1 ~t,5 -2,9 -2.1 <;.$ <;5 

Fedonll Snare of QlfIefOnCQ (58%) , 

Anvming Medicaid Mitch Rate 
On AddltiOna! Child Care Funds OL 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 -0.3 -0.7 -0.• -1.7 .1.2 ·3,8 -:l8 . 
51ele Shall> of Q;fference (42%) 
Assuming Medicaid Match Rale 
On Additional Child Caw Funds OL 0.0 ".1 -0.1 ".2 ".5 ".6 ·1,2 .... -2] ·2,7 

11 Figures fot FY9S represenl baseline estimales b6ta~ child cafe pnM$.'Ons of HR4 are not effective ufitil FY97. 
2f Statts mC8Mi a base F$Oeral child care amount ~ual to ~he highor ofloeir FY94 lelle! Of tho average of their FY92·94 levels. 
Stales must maintain 100% of fY94 StaN chdd ca're spending and match adtitional Federal tlmoums above the base aftotme11t 
ai the FY94 maleh ~ " . 
3f Based on ceo 12119195 draft memo, "Prelimll'\t1ry Eshmale ofTatal Costs for St8!lJ1s- to Meet the woo. Pa'1iclpation 
Requireme-nts in the Proposed Conference Agreement on H Ft 4~ 



CBO ESTIMATES OF PEDERAL AND STATE CHILD CARB COSTS 

December 10, 1995 


Child care 
Costs of Work 

1926 
1100 

1997 
1100 

1995 
1250 

1999 2000 
2950 

2001 
3780 

zog. 
5430 

96 02 
17550 

program 

CHILD CARE 
Spending 

a. Current· 
baseline for 
state child 
care spend. 

70S 739 766 19S 829 859 890 5586 
, 

b. Fed. mand. 
spend. in 
child care 
blo,ck grant 

1100 1300 1400 1500 1700 1900 2050 11000 

c. State** 
spend. to 
get addt. 
child care 
(45% match) 

00 140 1BS 230 320 410 477 1762 

Total Spend 1805 21 '19 2351 2528 2849 3169 3417 18348 

NOTE: 	 The calculations above do not include the $7 billion/7 years 
of discretionary child care money authorized under HR4. 

If states maintained their $5.586 b/7 years spending based on current 
law and the federal government paid $11.0 b/7 years in the block 
grant, states would only be short $.964 h/? years. This shortfall is 
easily made up because in order to receive the additional child care 
money on top of the 1994 level. states must spend an additional $1.762 
billion in child care, leaving a surplus of $.798 billion/7 years
above CBO estimate of needed expenditures on child care. 

·Current law baseline for state spending aSSumes a state match of 45~ 
and that states maintain 75% of state child care spending under the 
current AFDC program (using December baseline) , 

.*State spendin9 for additional child care is the amount states would 
have to spend in order to draw down additional child care do11ars 
(above the 	1994 amount that states automatically geti . 

, 




December 22, 1995 

MEMORANDUM TO THE CHIEF OF STAFF 

FROM: Ken Apfel 
Rahm Emanuel 
Bruce Reed 

SUBJECT: Negotiating Strategy = Welfare Reform 

We have two objectives in the budgel talks on welfare reform: 1) Use this week's 
leiter from modem!e Republican Senators and the Chafce-Breaux budget proposal as a 
roadmap to reduce the overall level of cuts; and 2) Achieve a few structural changes in 
welfare and Food Stamps that will significantly improve the bill with little budget impact. 
We should be able to win these concessions -- not because we want them, but because Blue 
Dogs and moderate Republicans have made them a top priority. 

The budget gap between Republicans and the Administmtion is relatively small. Their 
current bill saves $58 billion, which does not include another $2 billion in add-hacks that 
were in the Republicans' Dec. 15 offer. The Administration!s plan saves $37 biHion; the 

. Coalition's saves $42 billion; and Chafce-Breaux saves $53 billion. The Chafee-Breaux plan 
is designed to be "Senate-bill plus" -- the level of overall cuts in the Senate welfare bill, 
plus the more generous block grant formula in the conference report, wbich would give states 
an .xtm $4 billion for work and benefits over 7 years. 

In the budget talks, we should let the mndemte Republicans' objections to the overall 
level of cuts speak for themselves. Five Republican Senators (Chafec, Cohen, Snow., 
Jeffords, Specter) sent a letter to Dole on Wednesday objecting to the ovemllievel of cuts 
and outlining five key concerns, which are the same as ours: 

Restore Medicaid coverage for welfare families and foster care children 
Restore Senate bill provisions on SSI for disabled children 
Restore Senate bill provisions on child welfare 
Increase child care funding 
Reduce cuts in benefits for legal immigrants. 

We should put that letter on the table in the b~dget talks, and argne that Republican leaders 
need to make those changes just to ensure Republican support. The Sonate moderates agreed 
to vote today for the welfare conference report only after Dole promised that tbeir concerns 
would be addressed in tbe budget negotiations. (The bill passed the Senate 52-47, with 

. Campbell and Hatfield voting no and Baucus the only Democrat voting for it. The original 
Senate bill passed 87-12, with 35 Demoernts in suppar!.) Domenici, who belped tbe 
moderates improve the Senare bill in Septemoor, should be sympathetic to their concerns. 
Blue Dogs have made the same demands a priority in their budget discussions witl! Kasich . 

• 



• 


In addition, we should argue for a few important structural improvements that cost 
little or no money. Our argument should he that if we're going to go along wilh an AFDC 
block grant, we need these changes to make sure states don't get left holding the bag: 

Strengthen the contingency fund: A simple change 1n the trigger mechanism 
would vastly improve protection for states in an economic downturn without 
affecling the scoring of this bill. 

Restore maintenance of effort to Senate level of 80%: The difference between . 
75% and 80% is as much as $4 billion in stat. spending over 7 years. As an 
alternative, we could increase MOE to 80% (or higher) for states that fail to 
meet their work requirements, 

Fund ~ work performance bonus: The Republicans' Dee. 15 budget offer 
included $500 million for a work perfonnance bonus to reward states that 
succeed in placing people in jobs. Republicans would like to make this cbange 
anyway to rewan! Roth, its chief sponsor. 

Increase child care funding: The Republicans' Dec. 15 budget offer included a 
$1.6 billion add-back to Title XX, which some states use for child care. If 
that add-back is still available, we should persuade them to add it to tbe cbild 
care block grant instead. Adding child care is the best way to show tbat this 
bill is serious about work (and better than the Senate bill). 

Drop the food stamp cap, eliminate or improve the food stamp block S!]!!l!, and 
!o: l!! soften the overall food stamp cUls: The first two changes cost nothing, 
and would dramatically reduce the risk to state."i in a recession. 

, 


, 




(I) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

. 
AFDC, WORK, CnILD CARE, & CIIlLD PROTECTION: DECISIONS 

AIDC Slru.tural Chane... HR 4 block grants JOBS, emergency assistance, AFDe administration, and AFDC benefits. The Coalition bill 
block grants .work funds and retains uncapped matching sUucture for AFDC benefits and administralion with increased sIlIte flexibility. Other 
intennediate positions possible. 
• Provide guarantee to benefits and increase state flexibility (Coalition) 
• Bloek grant and eliminate open-ended funding (HR 4) 

Child Cl!re & Work. HR 4 increases ohild care by $2 billion, not enough 10 meet strict work requirements. The Administration and the 
Coalition would increase chUd care funding to a level sufficient to meet work requirements. 
• Increase child care funds and modify work requirements (Administration): +$5-6 billion 
• Smaller child care addback (HR 4): +$2 billion 

Counterttdical Funding. HR 4 includes a $1 billion contingency fund for states with unemployment rates over threshold levels. but the amount 
is insufficient to respond to states' needs during a recession or rise in child poverty, Ifa block grant is established, the Administration would 
increase HR 4'5 contingency fund to Sl.8 billion. make funds available based on numbers ofchildren in poverty, and let more funds flow to 
states ifnational unemployment rose above 6.5%. Changes would not increase costs under current economic projections (unless baseline 
gimmick is deleted. (Coalition bill requires no contingency fund as added federal funding flOM automatically to states wh~ need increases.) 
• If. block grant, responsive countercyclical funding (Administration): +$680 (preliminary) or +$960 million (with baseline fix) 
• Limited contingency fund (HR 4): +$680 million 

Maintenance or EfTort." The bipartisan Senate biU included an 80% maintenance ofeffort requirement The conference report reduced this 
level to 75%. This change would allow State$ tei spend $5 billion Jess over seven years. The Coalition bill requires state matching offederal 
funds, rather than a maintenance ofeffort. 
• Ifa block grant, at least 80% maintenance of effort (Administration) 
• Tonference 75% maintenance ofeffort requirement (HR 4) 

Work Perforrnante Boom. The Daschle bill provided $1 billion over five years to reward states for success in moving people from welfare to 
work. The Conference "performance bonus" would allow state$ to reduce their maintenance ofeffort by up to 8% for successful work programs. 
• Provide SI billion for performance bonuses (Administration): +SI billion 
• Reduce maintenance ofeffort by up to 8% (HR 4); SO 

Child Proteclion Block CDlnt. HR 4 includes a block grant four open-ended child protection progtamS (foster care and adoption assistance 
administration, placement services and training) and repeals Family Preservation and Independent Living programs. Open-ended funding' 
ensures the resources to serve 1ow~income foster and adopted children jf caseloads exceed projected levels. while a block grant lacks flexibility. 
Repeal ofFamity Preservation ends program enacted at Administration's request in 1993. 
• Maintain current law(AdminjstratioR) Coalition); SO 
• Block grant open-ended programslrepenl Family Preservation & Indep. Living (HR 4): -SO.7 

'71) I'\•.i-~_;! 
Draft 0=00.- 27. 1995 page 4 



FOOD STAMPS AND CHILD NUTRmON DECISIONS 

The Administration plan and HR 4 agree to -$22.4 billion in savings in this area (-$19 Food Stamps, -$3.4 Child Nutrition) 
HR 4 includes an additional -S8.6 in Food Stamp reductions and -$0.3 in Child Nutrition, 

I) 	 Optional Food Stamp Block Grant. Pennit an optional block grant of this 100% federal benefit program with no income or 
eligibility criteria. While benefits are to remain 100% for food assistance, eligibility criteria would be entirely up to the States, 
• 	 Optional food stamp block grant (HR 4): -$0,7 billion 
• 	 Maintain the federal guaramee for a minimum national benefit (Coalition, Administration): -(). 

2) 	 Cap on Food Stamp $nendin& Cap food stamps spending at CBO's estimates for the program over the next seven years no cushion 
for estimating error. The cap eliminates the notion offood stamps as a program which expands to meet the needs oflow-income 

, families, If spending were to exceed the cap, benefits would have to be reduced on a pro rata basis nationwide, or Congress would 
have to enact a savings to offset the cost of lifting the cap, USDA estimates that the program requires an $7 billion more than the cap 
provides over 7 years. 

3) 	 Time-Limit. Terminat. food stamp benefits after four months for childless, able-bodied adults who are not performing workfare, or 
enrolled in specific employment and training programs, or wondng 20 hours per week, The State is not required to provide training. 
• 	 Four month time limit with no requirement to provide traininglworkfare slots (HR 4): -$4.6 bUlion 
• 	 Six month time limit with a requirement to provide training/workfilre slots (Coalition): -$0.2 billion 

4) 	 Food Stamp Shelte' Deduetion, Freeze the current deduction level and prohibit fiunilies from deducting shelter expenses in excess of 
50'/0 ofhousehold income. (This provision was enacted as a part ofthe OBRA 93 food stamp changes,) 
• 	 Freeze the excess shelter deduction at the FYI996IlMll (HR 4): -$4.1 billion 
• 	 Retain current law (Administration/Coalition): -0­

5) 	 Structure and Size of tbe Food Stamp Cuts. HR 4 does not include the Administration's $19 billion in its entirety, Administration 
provisions cut all recipients' benefits by a small amount, but permit indexing within the basic benefit structure. HR 4 reduces the value 
ofbenefits over time. Tbe key issue is whether or nOt to use the Administration plan or HR 4 as the base for negotiations, In 
addition, HR 4 cuts food stamps by an additional $1.8 billion in order to create a new commodities entitlement program, 

6) 	 Child Nutrition Block Gnmt Demonstration, A School LunehlBreakfast Block Grant Demonstration would allow a block grant to . 
be established in each ofth. seven USDA regions on a demonstration basis, 
• 	 Permit Child Nutrition Block Grants (HR 4): Estimate not.vailable, 
• 	 Maintain the federal eligibility, benefits and nutrition standards (Administration/Coalition): -0­

, Droft ~ 27, 1995 page [ 



S8I BENEFITS 
Decisions 

The Administration plan and HR 4 agree on $65 bimon in savings (not including Medicaid savings) in this area. [Note: $2.3 billion ofthis 
amount, from ending SSI eligibility because ofdrug addiction or alcoholism, bas been included as an offset in "earnings test bill."] HIt 4 
would cut an additional $7.0 billion. 

I. 	 Childr\m; !8nclijlen!s. 2-tier benefit system for severely disabled children coming on the roU. (with second tier eligible fur 75% 
of fun benefits), QI all severely disabled children eligible for full cash benefits. Under HR 4 two-tier systent, in 2002, some 735,000 
children would get reduced benefits, 

• 	 Two-tiered system (HR 4): $4.2 billion 
• 	 Full cash benefits (Administration; Cnalition): -0­

2. 	 Children: Gnmdfilherinil. Children currently on rolls who would not meet tightened eligibility requirements would begin to lose 
benefits in January 1997, Qr tightened requirements would not be applied to children currently on rolls. Under HR 4 proposal, 
190,000 children now on rolls would lose benefits. 

• 	 Lose benefits as ofJanuary I, 1997 (HR 4; Coalition): S3,g billion 
• 	 New rules not applied to current recipients (Administration): ..().. 

3. 	 Adults: ReAppliCAtion, Adults with disabilities expected to improve would be required to reapply for benefits every Ihree years, 
or no reapplication requirement Under current law, continuing disability reviews are conducted periodically to detemrlne whether 
an individual is still eligible for benefit.. Under Coalition proposal, eligible recipients who fail to reapply in a timely manner could . 
have benefits suspended for a sigrtificant period oftime. 

• 	 ReappJicmion (Coalition): $1.9 billion 
• 	 No reapplication (Administration; HR 4): -0­

4, 	 Adults: Unearned income ""elpsion. Unearned income exclusion would be reduced from $20 per month to S15 per month, 
effectively reducing benefit. of SSI recipients who also receive social security benefits by $60 per year, QI no change 10 unearned 
income exclusion. Under Coalition proposal, over 3 million recipients annually would have their benefits reduced. 

• 	 Reduce to $15 per month (Coalition): SLl billion 
• 	 Maintain at $20 per month (Administration; HR 4): -0­

Draft D=mber 27. 1995 page 2 
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BENEFITS TO IMMIGRANTS: DECISIONS 


1. 	 Rules that strengthen the responsibility of sponsors of immigrants. All proposals would attribute a portion of a sponsor's income 
to sponsored immigrants for purposes of determining eligibility for programs until the immigrant becomes a citizen (i.e., "sponsor 
deeming"). Differences exist over exemptions for those who become disabled after they enter the U.S., the elderly over 75, those with 
significant u.s. employment history and others. 

• Deem until citizenship but exempt disabled and low income" sponsors (Admin.): 	 -$5.4 billion (likely CBO)1­
• 	 Deem until citizenship but exempt disabled and elderly over 75 (Coalition): -$5.5 billion (CBO) 
• 	 Favor banning legal immigrants (HR 4): Savings included in ban, see #2 

. 	 . 
2. 	 Bans on eligibility onegal immigrants to SST, AFDC and Food Stamps. Unlike efforts to strengthen the responsibility of 

sponsors, categorical bans on inunigrant's eligibility for programs represents a fundamental change in the status orlega! immigrants. 
Large savings in this area cannot be achieved without using categorical bans on benefits, especially for SSI benefits. Among options 
that ban benefits, differences exist over exemptions for the disabled, the elderly over 75 and those with work history. Note that an 
exemption for the elderly over 7S and the disabled would reduce savings by more than half 

\»­
• 	 Ban legal immigrants from SSI and Food Stamps, including those currently on the 

rolls, with no exemptions for disabled and elderly (HR 4): - $20.2 billion (CBO) 
• 	 No categorical bans for legal immigrants (Admin/Coalition): -0­

3. 	Access of low income. legal immigrants to Medicaid. Potential restrictions parallel those described above for cash and food 
programs. Because of the imponance of preserving access to health care, restrictions on Medicaid represent a more significant . 
limitation on the rights of legal immigrants. 

-0­
• 	 State option (under a block grant) to ban legal immigrants from Medicaid and 

require sponsor deeming for Medicaid (HR 4): -$4.2 billion (approx. - part ofblock grant) 
• 	 No restrictions on legal immigrants access to health care (Admin/Coalition): -0- • 

~ u...,\~ 

4. 	 Restrictions on legal immigrant's access to federal and state programs and services beyond the major federal entitlement 
programs. inciudin& programs like schoolluoch, public health clinics and Head Start. Would impose substantial new papelWork 
requirements for citizens and noncitizens and significant administrative costs. No savings from discretionary programs .. 

• 	 Restrict legal immigrants from all programs based on need (HR 4): -$0.5 billions (CBO) 
• 	 Current law which provides legal inunigrants access to most programs (Admin/Coalition): -0­

Draft Deceinber 27. 1995 page 3 
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COMPARISON OP WELFARE PROPOSALS 
December 29, 1995 

· 

· 
I 
,, 

/ 

· 

FINAL WBLPARK RBJI'(')RM AtlUNIS"1'RA1'IQN 
BU.r. BUDGBT 

S"l"IUJC'l"O RBJl'ORIt ].. AFDC cauh 
tHmefito and 
adminiatration. 
JOBS, and emergency 

, assistance 
consolidated int.o 

, one block grant. 

Z, Turns AFOC into •.,tilte block 9rant 
which is capped at 
$16.1 billion Q 

year. 

WOJtl( lUCQUlJUatdillTS 1, Requires 
, 

recipiente to engage 
in work activitie. 
within 2 yeal:'o of 
receiving benefits. 

2, StOlte. mUat havt!! 
5o, of case load in a 
qualified work 
activity by FY4ool. 

:). St.ate option '0 
exempt ~ single 

i 
parent with a child 
under age 1 from, 
work requirement, 

'{ , 

"""1~~ 4, Btate. may not 
aaneticn a single 
parent with" child 
under age • if the 
parent proves child 
care i. no'avail.wle. 

TDIB LDIITS L Must work after 
receiving benefit. 
for two year. 
{earlier at state 

I 
option; 

, 

" 5 ~.r lifetillllfl 
, limit for federal 

TANF benefits, 
who~ter At Ot~t~ 
option US, 
exemption) . 

hArdfll'lip 

MAnrrIl:IWICB OP 1.. '15\ of atilte....,... spending in FY1994 . 

, 

.. 
No' ,uldre8-oed 

, 

• 

, 

Not .adre••cd 

i, 
, 

..., .t4dre••ed 

, 
, 
,, , 

, 
, 
, , , 

, 

. . 
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1., $1 billion Not addressed 
contingency fund for 
StateD with high 
unemployment (State 
muet match). 

2. (1300 million 
aupplecental growth 

I fund for IIJtateQ with 
: high population 
growth, benefit. 

, lover tnan lS\ of

••h natLona1 ,, ,average, or above , 
average growth and , ,, below average AFOC ., , ,,I,welfare benefit. 'no ,Stat.e match), , 

3. $1.'1 billion loan 
fund. i 

.Not ,;u:idre••ed1. Requires StatesFAMILY CAP 
t.o deny benefits to , 

,children born to ,,fam11ies on welfare , 
· ,but allow8 States to 

opt-out of chi. 
provisions by
paaBing a Btate: law. ii . ,

TRI!II """" . 
1. Unwed teens must Not addre••ed 
live at: home and , 

,
attend 8011001 in I,order to receive ,• TANF benefite. .· 

, ,,. Statea have 
option to depyi , • benefite to an unwed

•· teen parent. 

1. States dotermin. tiot .ddr•••<Hi 
Medioald eligibility 
for TANF recipients. 

KiIDlCAJD 

-$7.(1 b/7 years Not .ddr••••dCOBJ' BSTllCATB 



I 
i 

, 
tm<UC'!'tlRlI 

child ~Are spending 
into iii single block . 
grant to State•. 

2. Block grant 
includee $H b,1? 
years in mandatory 
sperulinq for 'TAN' 
recipients and $7 
b./7 years in 
diacretionary ,
"pending for low 
income poor. 

1IBAlo'l"Fl AND SItJffl:n 1­ All child care Not ..ddreose4 
IlTANIIlAIU>I facilities must 

, , 

\ 
abide by health and Isafety atandarda aa , 

determined by the 
State . 

COST BSTIJllATB . • $9.1; b/? years No' "ddCl:IJaed 

• 

CHILD CARS 

lfINAI. WKJ:.FAIlB R.BFORJI ADMLHIS'l'1lATtON ..,..... 
BILL """"lIT 
1­ Conoolidates _u Not addreesed 

• 

,,. State" _y , I ,
transfer up to JO'
of chtld care money I 
from TANF recipients 
to 1<:;... income poor" , 

, 

J 0' • 
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P'OS"l'RR CAlt£ AND AOOPTION 

i 
IIlJIIINIBTRATION NO'l'BSFINAL lfIil:'LYA1Ut RBFORJI 

BILL 1lUOOII'I' 

L Maintains !ost:er NOot addressedST'ROCIOkK 

, 

, i 

, 

eare and adoption 
maintenance payments 
as upen-ended 
entitlements, 

~hB10Ck grants
ther JV-B and IV-S 

programs ~ncludin9 
training, family 
preservation and 
acim1ni&trative cost_ 
into a miln~tory 
spending block 
grant. , ,,
J. Establishes a 
second discretionary 
bloek 9rant for i , 
reaf!arch ...nd 
demonatrationQ, . i , 

b/"} years 

,•• Streamlines State 
plan .u'ld data 
reporting 
requirements. 

~$O, 4 

, 


.. of • 



• 


.., FOR CBlr..J.lRBN 

FINAL WSLFAJlR RBP'ORM 
.iLL 

L Tighten.DKFINITIOIf AND, , ELIGIBILITY RULKS 6ligibility by:,. ) adding new 

AI»IIIINIS"l"R.AT];(1N . IIOTES 
.tJDGKT 

1 .. Tightens 
eligibility for 
new entrant.. 

, definition of 
childhood . 
diaiWUity; 
(.) eliminating 
individualiiled 

, functional 
QtUleOs-ment 
regulations that 

i allow children w/o •, 
recogni2.ed 
disability or 'withI	lesser conditione to 
qualify for S31. 

BKNmi'IT A*XJNT 	 1. SotabliehelJ • 
two-tiered system ofi , caeh Mnefito: 

only. Specifica , 
: of propol'"l 

unknotrtn, 
, 
,, 

., 

I. no provision .• 
, 

, 	'al children who 
I, require special , ,peraon.. l a.ssistance 

retain 100' of adult 
bl:nefit 1$5.000 in 
1995}. 
(b) children with 
lesser needs get 75' 
of adult benefit

i , 	 • {$3,e:OO: in U9S)
• 

~lVB	 DATIl 1. Eliqibility 
changeo effective on 
enactment, 

2. Children 
currently on role_ 
will continue to 
receive benefita 
until 1/1/97. 

, 

•· 

1. ".. 
eligibility tulee 
only apply to new 
entrant•. 

,
1. "IFA" recipient.,, .ro entitled to ,i . 

,reevalu.;&.t.ion bflfore • 
rf;\ITIOV.Ill from role. , · 

, 
< • New two-tiered 

• benefit. rulea 
effective for "11'" 
Ilpplicanto And CDR. 

i beginning 	1/1./97., • 

-$4:.1 0/7 	ye.llro.I SAV""",, 	 11)12.6 bj-; Yl1ar. 

.
l'~ -r.. 0 	 ~,,\.;:~,-

,", ... ~'. 	 o,v.-l (:..~~ 
\f~1n-~;"1( 
<:.b"­
,,"'... 

1".__ ~\ 	'ZA..u ...~~""" 

S -I)t • 

http:recogni2.ed
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NafCl'1'IZBHS 

"1iAL WKLPUR ,RIWORJl.,..... 
L Noncitizens 
currently residing
iuU.s., current. 
deeming rUltH' would 
apply: 
AVDC, :1 yrtJ; 
Food Stamps 1 , yra; 

DBlDIINf.J 

. 88ft S yrD • 

,. Nonciti2ene 
arriving in the U.S. 
after the date of 
enactment, deeming 
would apply until 
citizenship or until 
the noncitizen haa 
worked 40 qualifying 
quart-era. ~eming 
would apply to all 
federally meane­
reated program.. 

-

1. Affidavits of 
support would b. 
made legally 
enforceable. 

....Statee .nd 
loealitiee would . have the authority. to deem for .tate 
and local mean.­
tested public 
b~ne£ito . 

. 

, 

I 

ADMINI STRATtON NO'!'R8 
IJtI!JOBT 

1- Rxt.:ertded 
deeming "Quld 
apply to all new 
applieaucs for 
benefite, 

2. Otteming 
continue. until 
citizen.ship. 
Exceptiofl for 
individuab ,ho 
become dio~led 
after they enter 
the eount:ry, .
Deeming vould 
apply to MDC, 
SSI, and food 
.tampa. 

3. 9imilar 

•• Stat•• h;tV6 
authority.l.:o 
extend deeming to 
.t.at. mean.­
te.ted programe 
it nonciti:ten ,. 
denied A.FOC. sst 
or food. "tamp8. 

, of • 



l«»ICITIZIIHS (catn'. ) 

FlNAL.WKLFAIlB R.lWOtiJc 
DIU. 

1. Noncitizeno ~ould 
TKBTBD 9SN1ifil'I'l'9 
DBNXJU. OP' MKAIC8­

be iMligJ.J:>le for 
S$I and food stamps 
until citizen.hip or 
until the noncitizen 
hao worked ''0 
qualifying quarterG, 
&Xception for 
refugeeo. aayleeG. 
veteranG/active duty 
military and tn(tir 
familiea. 

2. Noncitizena who 
arrive after date of 
enactment are 
ineligible for .. 11 
foderally meanlJ~ 
teeted pr<.:l'Jrame for 
5 years. Rxceptioll 
for refugeee, 
aoyieeo and 
veteran6/active duty 
milit..ry and th.!dr 
fam11iea, 

3. Stat.ed have 
authority to 
determine 
eligib:tlity of 
noncitizens' for 
state altd local 
me.uHI·test.ed 
programa {State. 
would not be able to . deny benefits to 
exempted ~la••e.i , Heted abo~):. 

ILI.mAl. L Illega.l 
Jiik»lCTrUBHfJ noncitizens wauld ~ 

ineligible- for st.-t.... local benefit•. 
Some exceptions 'or. emervency
situationa •i 

BAVIJIOS ~$~2.9 b/7 yeara 
{thi. includes 
Medicaid) 

ADMINltn'IlATIOH 

DlJDGlIT 
 """"" 
1- Only

Mqualified 

noneitizen.~ 
vould be eligible 

for ,J\FDC, SSI, 

and Medicaid, 

All noncitiz"ns 

'«Ould b(t 

1Mli9ibl~ for 

S9L Exceptions 

for refugeelJ, 

aGyleea, 

veterans/active

duty military anq 

their familios, 

legal nonctti2eno 

over age 7 • 

legal nonciti~en. 

..,ho have becom<e 

dh"bled after 

arriving in <he 

us. 


,. No S ye.. r ban. 

1. St .. te. would 

h .. v. the 

..uthority to 

provide .tllt" 

me.n.~te.ted 

benefit. only to 
-qua.lified 

i noncitl«t!:n.~ . 
. 

i 

I 

.L No pr-ovialon I 

i 

-$11.0 .n yoar. 

, I 

r 

'1 of • 

http:me.uHI�test.ed
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SOCIAL 8KRVICBtJ nLOCl< <lIWIT 
, 

, FINAL WB:LFARB R.RFOIlM ! Al3UHISTRATION NOTI!S 
, Bt1DGBT, .,LL .I , 

1. Reduce 10'1- Reduce 1.'! R.BOOC1'I06 IU 
beginning inbegiMing in FY1991i SOCIAL SRRVICBB 
FY1996.BLOCK GRANT 

BAV""," -$1..7 b ./7 yeara -$1.9 b./1 year. 
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Welfare Rer.no 

1. 	 Structural changes: Will there be structural changes in entitlement programs? 

• 	 AFDC·· Should oil or some of the AFDC·reloted programs be block granted: JOBS 
(work programs), emergency assistance, AFDC administration. AFDC benefits? 
What funding mechanisms should be maintained or created to ensure 
responsiveness to population and economic change? What requirements should be 
maintained or created to ensure that states maintain their financial contribution? 
Should welfare and foster care recipients continue to receive Medicaid coverage? 
Wbat typeS of ,tate flexibility and recipienl protections should he provided? 

• 	 Child Care/Work •• Whal mix offunding and policy is appropriate 10 ensure that 
~tates succeed 1n meeting work requirements? 

• 	 Food Stamps - Should there he an option to block grant the Food Stamp 
entitlement? Should there he. hard cap on food stamp expenditures? 

• 	 School Lunch •• Should we establish seven State block grant demonstnllions? 

• 	 Child Protection Programs - Should these programs he capped and block granted 
or remain an open..ended entitlement? 

2. 	 Magnitude ofReductions: What is the appropriate level and mix ofcuts in welf...... related 
programs that will move people from welfare to work. protect children, and eoable States 
to carry out real reform? The Admini.tnltion proposes 537 billion in welfure-rel.ted 
savings (plus 52B in EITC). HR 4 provides about $64 billion (not counting about 55+B in 
Medicaid cuts). 

• 	 Immigrants - Should we han legal immigrants from most federal programs or 
should we make sponsors of immigrants more responsible for providing support? 
The Administration proposes S5 billion in savings; HR 4 saves 52Q billion (plus an 
sdditiorial $4 billion ifMedicaid is not block granted). 

• 	 Food Stamps •• What level of cuts is appropriate? HR 4 cuts 528 billion; the 
Administnltion cuts 519 billion. 

• 	 SSIiChildren - Should. two-tier psyment system he established? Should our 
cbangeto S8l policy affect current recipients? The Adminisltation proposes $4 
bHJion in savlngs; HR41ncludes $12 binton in savings. 

• 	 Other - How should we handle other significant policy differences with smaller 
budget implications such as child care. foster care, and others? 

3. 	 Taxes: Should we cut EITC? Should we tax AFDC, 8Sl and food stamps? Should we 
reduce the dependent care tax credit? 



, 
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TOTAL WELFARE REFORM AlIiD EITC SAVINGS IN 
RECONCILIATION, COALITION, AND ADMINISTRATION 

BILLS 

7 YeotOiL 7YurOlL 1 Year OfL 7YnrOfL 
SllVings Saving.1 SIl'ilngs Savings 

(IB) (IB) (SB) (IB) 
Admin, Bill COAUtion lLR.4 Smateikm. 

(CBO) (CBO) (Projormd eBO) 1/ ~ 
i p, vl -$19,0 ·$13.8 ·$27.6 -$19,0 

i(", SO.O $0,0 +$1.8 $0,0 

Nutrition .. .. , " ·$).4 ·$2.2 ·S3.7 ·$3.4 

TOlol-r~ ·$22.4 -$16.0 ·$29.5 -$22.4 

SSI Total, ' ' , . ­ ' '" , ·S7.1 -$1).6 -$14.821 -$9.5 
Includes -$4,3 fOf tnclud« ~$t" I (.$15.4lvfedicaid) Includes -$6.7 for 

SSI KldJ. for SSt Kids. Includes ..s!2.4 for SSIKid,. 

SSI Kid£. 

: Social Service Block -$1.9 -$1.9 -$1.7 -$1.9 
i Grant (Title XX)".,,,. , 

, 
, AFDCIJOBS/ChildCarei $0.0 +$2.5 +$2.5 4-$).1 
Child ProtectionlCSE".", (+$2.2 with 

; Medicaid) 31 

Immigrants ·$5.4 -$5.5 -$20.2 -$5.5 
(indooms Medi~d chM1~) (-$24.4 wilh 

Medicaid) 

TOlol- Welfare ·536.9 ·$34,6 -$63.6 ..$35,6 
Programs (-J6BJi with 

M~ic(Jid) 

Earned Income Tax -$1.6 ·$2.4 ·$26.4 -$2.4 
Credi!..,,,. 

OlherTax " "". $0,0 ·$9.941 $0.0 ·$4.6 

Tolal ­ Tax -$1.6 -SI2,3 -$26.4 .$7.Q 

, , , . 
I2I27i95 

11 Prelirniruuy projection of CBO's likely scoring. 
2J Includes $2.3 blllioo ($2,9 billion with Medicrud) for ending eligibility because of Drug 
Addiction and Alcoholism. This ptovisioo is in the Senior Citizen's Righ; to Work Act. 
31Does not include eif«:1.S ofending calugotical Medicaid eligibility for MDe recipients. 
41Appears not to include the oos! ofmaking the DCTC refwtdablc. 

, 
,, 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
A. Areas in Connnon 

1. Food Stamp Progr 
2. Child Nutrition Pro 

B. Issues for Advisors an 

H.R. 4 ($5.370 billion); Administtation ($8.140 billion); 

1. Work requirements! 
Coalition ($105 million 
2. Standard deduction­
Coalition ($2.405 billi 
3. Shelter deduction--­

C_ Iss.... for Advisors an 

1_ Adju,table food st. 
HR 4--Caps food s 

over seven years. USDA is re 
participation and changes in th 
allowed obligations, the Seete 
vbligativu iurnb for lhl:: Y1;.lU; 
funding. 

Adminis 10 

requirements exceed allowed a 
to stay "ithin the appropriatio 
with no pa;y/go effect. 

2. State food •••iJtan 
H.R. 4·--SlaleS may" 

is operating the electronic bene 
or error (misspent federal fun 
(misspent federal funds) .bove 
cost above that level. $2,405 b 

A tion/Coal;tio 

3. OveNIn :t$fVing! Tit 
H.R. 4--S25.6 billion 
Administration--SI9 bi 
Coalition -$13.8 billion 

4. School nutrition biD 
!:l.R. 4_nA scbool lune 

grlUlt to be established in each 
m.akcs c~gcs to the nutrition 

D CHILD NUTRITION PROGRA.I\{S 

···Same program savings of 510.321 billion 
sms-Target level of $3.4 billion 10 53.7 billion 

PrindpabIMo.t Signif ....nt Budget/Policy 10= 
• limits-·-H.R. 4 ($4.450 billion); AdtninisQ-atioll (0); 

.R. 4 ($4.1 billion); Administration (0); CottIition (OJ. 

Principals 

peap 
spending at CBO's estimates for the cost of the program 

" cd to adjust each yearls nhl1gation ~s.ed on changes in 
cost of food. If progrnm funding requirnments exeeod 

mIlS! direct states to reduce benefits 10 stay within the 
Congn:ss could enact savings in order 10 increase food stamp 

Mllin!ains 3IIIlual appropriations cap. If program funding 
priations; the Secretary must di!<>el states to reduce. benefits· 

limits fur the year; or Congr.,. could lift the food stamp cap 

block grant 
Ie the food stamp program under a block grant: (1) if. state 

t transfer (EST) program stalewide; or (2) if. state has a rate 
below un aceeptQ.bte level; Qr (3) if a state: ~ u. late of eu·or 

acceptable level and pays to the federal govermnent the 
ion gross savings. 5680 million net savings. 

--No propos.l 

Xheven yean (not meJuding non~en.s) 

grant demonstration 

block grant demonstration would allow. block 


the seven USDA region< on a demonstration basi. and 

dards. 


l!!imi~iolliCualition -No proposal. Maintains current structure of school nutrition 
programs and maintains current utritiQn standards. 
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FOOD 8TAMP PROGRAM 


A 	 AREAS IN COMMO CBO ESTIMATES 

l. 	 Annual adjustment of 
allotment based on I 

2. 	 Earnings of students 
HR 4-•• & 20 years 
Administration..·.! 18 

3. 	 Energy assistance 
4. 	 Comparable treatment 

.nd failure to comply 
requirements 

5. 	 Collection of overis. 

maximum food Stamp 
• of the thrifty food plan 

aT< 

r disqualification 
other program 

6. 	 Cooperation wilh child 
enforcement agencies ( 

7. 	 Mi~um benefit 
8. 	 Benefits on recertifitati 
9. 	 State option for mandaI 

allowance 
10. 	 Program integrity/retail 
II. 	 Program integrity/food p participants 
12. 	 State administrative fle ility 
13. 	 Funding fur American oa and Puerto Rico foOd 

assistance progrants 
14. Simplifiad food stamp 

(Arlministration pres 
while KR 4 establishes AFDC bJock grant 

1;. EBT (cost neutralily an 2002 implementation) 

TOTAL 510,321 BILLIO SAVINGS 

$6,185 

S 6 
$ 75 
52,800 

$ 300 
S 17S 

$ ISO 
$ 160 
$ 175 

$ 440 

S 145 (cost) 
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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

B, 	 OTHER ISSUIiS 

1. Work: requirements/tim limits 
HR 4---Able-bodied p 'oipants between the ages of 18 and ,0 years, with no 

dCpCmk:nts utWit wurk at least If-llme or participate in • specific training or work program 
after four months of food starn benefits, The food stamp employment and training program 
is maintained. States are not ui.red to pro...·ide training. $4.450 billion £avings. 

Adrninisttation---No pr sal 

Coalition-Similar to H 4 with a six month time limit and a requirement that states 
provide training, $205 million vings. 

Z. 	 Standard dedu.non 
H,R, 4·--Amount of c nt standard deduction is maintained and future indexing 

inc"""""",,, eliminated, $5.37 billion saVings, 

Administration--R<lduce amount of cunen! stlJlldnrddeduction [0<.1996,. and. 199,7. 
Begins future indexing increase of the standnrd doduotion in lW8, $8,140 billion ,",.logs, 

Coalition---f reezcs the st'1dard deduction foHwo ·yemond then begins, future· 
indexing Increases of the stan deduction, S2,4Q5 billion savings, 

3, 	 Shelter deduction 
H,R. 4---Amount of c t shelter deduction is maintained; future indexing increases 

and lifting the ceiling ill 1997 U the shel"" deduction are eliminated, $4.100 billion savings. 

Administration---No pro sal, Mnimains CUlTen' law allowing for 1he ceiling on this 
deduction to he elitninated in 1'<+my 1997, 

Coalition--Same as A 

4. Othet items that differ in oilie areas but are in both RR, 4 and the 
Administration's proposal. 

•. Include young par IS in their parents' households, 
H.R. 4---$1,655 b lion savings 
Administration-­ 20 million savings 
Coalition..-$simil to H,R. 4 

b, Vehicle allowance 



DEC-29-199S 11~50 FROM 	 TO 916038424988 p.es 

H.R. 4---keep 
Administration­

saVIngS. 

5. 	 Other items tlutt are in 
a. Commodities r. 
h. 	 Optional add;t; 
c. 	 Vendor payme 

savings. 
t1. ni~ua11ficati()n 

hide allowance at curre~! Icvcl. S95() million savings. 
begin indexing of vchicle allowance in 1997. $260 million 

. 
uded in H.R. 4 with no comparable Administration proposal. 
the emergency food assistance program. $L8 billion cost. 
al criteria for separate household status. $375 million savings. 
tor transitional housing counted as income. $OK: million 

~:12 mHlion sa.ving~. 
c. 	 Disqualification or receipt of multiple benefits. $30 million savinss. 
f. 	 Disqualificatio I.ling to child support anears. $257 million savings. 
g. 	 Limitation on f< er.ll tlllltcll for outreach. $13 million savings. 
h. 	 Work suppleme tatiollisupport program. $135 million cost. 
l. 	 Employment i ·ativ.. program. $11 million savings. 
j. 	 Eliminate ind g afhomeless shelter allowance. $15 million savings. 
k. 	 Assistance for mmunity food projects. $18 million cost. 
Total: 	 Savings $801 Ii mOIl 

COS! $1.953 Ilion 
Net Cost $US billion 



st:md1'lTdlt. 

posal, 
nutrition Standards. 

DEC-2S-1S95 11:5~ FROM 918038424SE8 0,06 

CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMSfOOD 	STAMP PROGRAM 
C. 	 OTHER ISSUES 

I. Adjust.ble food stamp 
H.R. 4---r..ps food "'"""II' spending at CBO's estimates for the cost of the program 

over seven years, USDA is rc ired to adjust each y.:ar's obligation based on changes in 
participation and changes in th cost of food. If program funding requirements exceed 
allowed obHgations, the Seen: must diIc\:.t statc!> to redOOl:l benefits to stay within the 
obligation limits ror the year; Congress could enact ...vings in order to increase food stamp 
funding. 

Administration---No pr sal, Maintains annual appropriations cap. [f program 
fumling lequircmcnu exceed owed upprQpriations, the S8eNWy mU$1: direct $tates to reduce 
benefits to stay within the a'¥¥"rrriations limits for the year; or Congress could lift the food 
starnI' cap with no pay/go efli 

Coalition--Same as A inistmtion. 

2. 	 State food assis1ance bl k grant 
H,R. 4-··States may 0 te the food stamp program under a block grant: (I) if a state 

is operating the eloco:onlc ben it transfer IEBn program statewide; or (2) If a state has a rate 
or error (misspent federal fund below an acceptable level (6% of food stamp benefits 
issued); or (3) if a ;tate ha.s.. te of error (misspent federal funds) above an acceptable level 
and pays 10 the federal gove ent the amount cffoodstamp«>sts,.bove·thal,leveL $2,405 
billion savings. However, if t state food 'assiStance block grant is Dot iru:luded, the net 
change in food stamp savings $680 million due to the inlCractiOJl effects calculated by 
COO, 

Administration·..No I' 

COalitiQo---No prupv·· 

3. 	 Overall savings TItle en years (not including non·citizens) 
H,R, 4---$25,6 billion 
Administr.tion·~$19 b lion 
Coalition---$B.8 billio 

4, 	 School nutrition block ant demonstration 
H.R. 4..-A school lune reakfus! block grant demonstration would allow a bloel< 

grant to be established in each the seven USDA regions 00 a demonstration basis and 
make!: changes to the nutritio 

Administratioo-..No p Maintains current structure of school nutrition 
programs and maintains ~ 

Coalition..-Same as A 
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Items in Agree 

• 	 Savings level Wlder H. 
similar. H.R. 4 -- $3. 

• 	 Establish a 2 tier reim 
rates). 

• 	 Eliminate School B 

• 	 Make NET ftmding di 

CHILD NUTRITION 

nt between H.R. 4 and Administration Proposal: 


. 4 and Administration proposals (excluding aliens) are vcry 
billionlAdministration -- $3.4 billion. 

ment structure in family day care homes (differet= in 

as! and Sununer startup and expansion grants. 

retionaI)'. 
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JYll~l:Xf ~~:: All parties agree to definition of 
I ::,~f,;~elimina~'='~te~;IFAeligibility for new enrollees; eliminllte double­
rr (all changc:o on enactmeDl) [per H,R. 4]. 

~1.t':-$5,6 billion. 

pennan..,~I;r.oi1dfiother (Administnltion), or 

sr:t:~~:~:ftl-redetenninatiOft$ in 1996 with certain IFA children 
!" ..of 111197 (Senate DemoeratslR<:pub6cans, H.RA). Or 

P~~~:::~:~~~!i:;~I~~~:;~~~jn 1997, witb certainlFA children,
n< as of 1/1198 (Coalition Option). 

: eBO estimate: No ,avings, 

(tbru 111/97): eBO savings estimate: -$3.0 billion. 

112, (tbru 11I198)-CBO estimate: Requested . 


•dult'1~ust reapply for _IS every Ieyears if~ to 
(foali..,n proposal). andIor 

appropriated forCDRs. 

CBO savings IQr roapplieotion: -$2.1 billion. 
eBO Option-CDRs:'No savings or cost. 

lof2 
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3, ~~~~~~~:~~~[~: Sball the age ofeligibjJjty for old-age 55! ~: 2003 consistent with the rise in the retirement age Ib, full 

CEO estimate: N~I.."ingswithin budget window (savings begin in 2003), 

4, ~~~ ~~t;~~~~ 	 SbaU States contiwe to be
"PI cash supplements to 55! benefit amounts (applies 

CBO estimate: NoI~vings, 

5, 

a, Shall rail:,n, the earnings test for seniors be ~luded in this bin? Ifyes, to 
the earnings test be raised? 

CEO cost ttinllate: $7,0 billion (if raised to $30,000 in 2002) 

b. Ifnot, shalJlSSI savings from eliminating disability due only to drugs 
addiction a1cOholism'be used to help pay for raising'theearnings test .. 
ror a sepal"" bill? 


CEO 
 estimate: -S2,9billioo 

C. 	 TIER 1 (ISSUES FOR piuNCIPALS) 

I, 	 Sball the amount 01 ~il. cash benefits be determined according to a new standard 
(i,e, a child is for 100 percent of adult benelit ifhrlshe requires special 
persoMl the child receives 75 percent of the adult award}, or 
shall all children eligible for 100 petcent of the adult cash bellefu? 

eBO savings esth+ from new standard: -$3.6 billion 

2of2 
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Issues for 

Tier I; Ius of ,C 

1. Deeming the sponsor
citizenship: Othor iss 
persons over 75, person 
persons who have worked 
or 40 or more quallt'y1 
whose income' falls belo 

H~R~• 4 

• 
tely $S billion by.its deeming provisions 
these savinga are subtract.ed from tbe 
to the programma~lc ban described nelow. 

• CBO scorea no se 
H~R. 4. However. 
would save approxi 
alone. For clarit 
savings aetributab 

2. State authority, 
authori.ed to follow Fe 

neuasion: Benefits for Noncitizens 

income to a noncitizen required ~ti~ 
s for discussion include ~xemptions for 
becoming di8ahl~d after entering the u.s., 
or 20 oX' more qualifying quarters {Coalit.i~:m) 
quarters {H~R. 4) k an~ Chose w.1t:h DponBO:r:a 
the national median. 

$5 'It. 
• Administration/Con ition $S B 

aratc savings from the deeming requirements in 
the absence of a programmatic ban, H.R. 4 

"e on Stata and local governments' bai::lg 
~al bane end exemptiona in order to uvoid an 

unfunded mandete in decel:toining tba eligibility of nonelthe:ns (both 
leg~l and illegal} for lic·benefica~ No savings impact. 

:3. Affidavits of suppa Agree on. making sponaorship QOcuments 
legally enforceable. 'lit savings impaot. 

Tiers II and 

1. pr<;::l9:t'arnrnat::ic ban (0 
prog~amB; for Medicaid, 
ban a defined list Qf p 
thoae workin9 40 quarte . 
excepted. 

•
• 

a.R. 4 (excluding
Adminiatration/coa 

2. Verification of lega 

for advisors and rinci 

SSI I f?Od S1;a.JDP1l', and. other ape:~ifie:d' ,.federal. 
eo balow}: Issues include both whetbsl: t.o 

rams .and, if so, what individuals (i ..a. 
• the disabled. those O-WJr 7;) will' be 

dicaid and deeming savings) 
cion 

$14 B 
$ 0 

status to be eligible for child nutrition 
and discretionary progra : COn~ested issue involves th~ burden of 
administrative 'rcquir to to determine legal status of applicants 
for bonnf:its. 

• H.R. 4 
• Adminietration/Coa 

3. Availability of Medi 
fbe includea in any list 

restricted (such as thr 
c~a9S~a (~.e. disabled, 

• H.R. 4 iassuming
• AUmlniDtrati~n/Coa 

$Q.5 B 

tion $0 


id: central issue is vhet:ber Medicaid will 
banned programs or "ill be in any other way 

gh deeming) for ·noncitize:ns and, if 80~ what 
veX' 75} will be exc:epted~ 

Medicaid block grantl $3.5 11 
tion $0 

(Savings are over? year, as scored by CBO~) 

http:authori.ed
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Welfare Reronn 

1. 	 Structutal changes: Will there be structutal changes in entitlement programs? 

, 	 AFDC - Should all or some of the AFDC·related progmms be block granted: JOBS 
(work programs), emergency assistance, AFDC administration, AFDC benefits? 
What funding mechanisms should be maintained Of created to ensure 
responsiveness to population and economic change? What requirements should be 
maintained or created to ensure that states maintain their financial contribution? 
Should welfare and roster care recipients continue to receive Medicaid coverage? 
What types ofstate flexibility and recipient protections should be provided? 

• Child CareIWork·· What mix of funding and policy is appropriate to ensure that 
StateS succeed in meeting work tequirements? 

• 	 Food S!lImpS •. Should there be an option to block grant the Food S!lImp 
entitlement? Should there be a hard cap on food S!lImp expenditures? 

• 	 Scbool Lunch - Should we establish seven State block grant demonstrations? 

• 	 Child Protection Prognuns - Should these programs be capped and block granted 
or remain an open~ended entitlement? 

2, 	 Magnitude of Reductions: What is the appropriate level and mix of cuts in welfare-related 
programs that will move people !Tom welfilre to work, protect children, and enable States 
to catTY out real reform? The Administration proposes $37 billion in welfare-related 
savings (plus $2B in EITC). HR 4 provides about $64 billion (not counting about $S+B in 
Medicaid cuts). 

• Immigrants - Should we han legal immigrants !Tom most federal programs or 
should we make sponsors of immigrants more responsible for providing support? 
The Administration proposes $5 billion in savings; HR 4 saves 520 billion (plus an 

'additional 54 billion if Medicaid is not block granted). 

• Food S!lImps •• What level ofcuts is appropriate? HR 4 cuts $28 billion; the 
Administration cuts $19 billion. 

• 	 SSlIChildren •• Should a two-tier payment system be established? Should our 
change to SSI policy affect current recipients? The Administration proposes $4 
billion in savings; HR 4 includes $12 billion in savings, 

• 	 Other - How should we handle other significant policy differencos with smaller 
budget implications sucb as child care, foster care, and others? 

3. 	 Tax..:' Should we cut EITC? Should we tax AFDC~ SSI and food '!lImps? Should we 
reduce the dependent care tax credit? 



.." 

TOTAL WELFARE REFORM AND EITC SAVINGS IN 
RECONCILIATION, COALITION, AND ADMINISTRATION 

BILLS 

7 Year OIL 7 Year OIL 7 YellrO/L 7 Year OIL 
Savings Savings Savings Savings 

(18) (S8) (SS) (18) 
Admin. Bill Coalition H.R.4. Senate Ikm. 

(COO) (CHO) (projected CSO) 1/ (projected CBO)I/ 

Food Stamps ·$19.0 ·$13.8 ·$27.6 ·$19.0 
(Excluding immigrants) 

Commodities $0,0 $0,0 +$1.8 $0,0 

Child Nutrition ......... ·$3.4 ·$2.2 ·$3,7 ·$3.4 
(Excluding inunigrmts) 

Total -- Food Programs ·$22.4 ·$/6,0 ·$29,5 ·$22.4 

SSI Total. ' . ......... ·$7.1 ·$13.6 ·$14.821 ·$9.5 
(including Medicaid changes) Includes -S4.3 for Includes -$8.1 (-$15.4 Medicaid) Includes -$6.7 for 

SS! Kids. for SSt Kids. Includes ·$12.4 for S5! Kids. 

S51 Kids. 

Social Service Block ·$1.9 ·$1.9 .$1.7 ·$1.9 
Grant (Title XX).......... 

AFDC/JOBS/ChildCarei $0,0 +$2.5 +$2.5 +$3.7 
Child ProtectionlCSE ...... (+$2.2 with 

(induding Medicaid changes) Medicaid) 31 

Immigrants ·$5.4 ·$5.5 .~I', ·$5,5 
(including Medicaid change.) (.$~th "2..1. 

Medicaid) 

Tota/- Welfare ·$36,9 ·$34,6 .~ L1.1 ·$35,6 
Programs (-$68.6 with 

Medicaid) 

Earned Income Tax ·$1.6 ·$2.4 ·$26.4 ·$2.4 
CrediL .. , 

Other Tax Changes .... , $0,0 I ·$9,941 $0.0 ·$4,6.... 

Tota/·· Tax ·$/,6 ·$/2,3 ·$26.4 ·$7,0 

ChanKes...... , ........ 
12/27/95 

II Preliminary projection ofCBO's likely scoring. 

21 Includes $2.3 billion ($2.9 billion with Medicaid) for ending eligibility because of Drug 

Addiction and Alcoholism. This provision is in the Senior Citizen's Right to Work Act. 

3IDoes not include effects of ending catagorical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients. 

4/Appears not to include the cost of making the DCTC refundable. 
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FOOD STAMPS 

HOUSE/SENATE CONFERENCE ADMINISTRATION COALITION 

AGREEMENT PROPOSAL PROPOSAL 


Retains tbe food stamp program as Same, however benefits for all Similar to Administration. 
an entitlement program. No eligible families will decline. 
benefils wUl decline for eligible 
families. 

,l<~ Able-bodied between 18 and 50 
I}/\,.. years, with no dependents must 
"II" work after four months of food 

stamp benefits. Maintains current 
fnndinJl for employment and 
training program. 

No proposaL Similar to House/Senate but 
requires. mandatory enrollment in 
federal work/tralnlng program. 
Doubles funding for employment 
and training program. 

Benefit cakulation: Benellt calculation: Benellt calculation: 
a. Maintains current levels of a. Reduces standard dedudion a. Similar to Administration. 

all deductions. Eliminates below current level. Retains 
future indexing increases for . Indexing Inc .......... for .11 b. Similar to Administration. 
deductions. deductions. 

b. Provides annual increases b. Same. I 
based on l00~ of tbe Thrifty 
Food Pia .. 

01- • IAtlows Stales to harmonize AFDC No propOsal. Similar to Administration. 
,..\~..-1 and food stamp program rules. 

I 
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FOOD STAMPS 

HOUSE/SENATE CONFERENCE ADMINISTRATION COALITION 
AGREEMENT PROPOSAL ~ PROPOSAL 

Accountability Block GranL States No proposal. Similar to Administration. 
may opt for a block grant only if 
Electronic Benefit Transfer operates 
state-wide; 'if rates of error below 
acceptable level; or if a state pays to 
the federal government the food 
stamp costs above acceptable rates 
of error. 

I\~ 
Curb trafficking and fraud with 
increased penalties. 

Same. Similar to Administration. 

Places 8 ceiling on food stamp No proposal. Similar to Administration. 
obligations, taking into account 
changes in food costs and 
participation. 

Saves 525.6 billion over seven years Saves 519 billion over seven years 
(excluding non-citizen provisions). (excluding non-dtizen provisions). 

2 
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rssUES FOR DISCUSS ONa AP'DC', CHILD CAU, CHILD P'ROTECTXON 
(Summary of Issues) 

R Xa e 0 Comm alit 
cial services bleck grant1. 10 percent cut in 

2. 5-year time limit f r benefits' 

Iss as 0 dvisors and nci alaIERS II 

l. AFDC/TANF 

'1>.. Structur31'iccueo. 
Which, if any, 
grant? . 
How much o.dditi 

r 

population gro 
,mechanism? 
How much of the 
spend on weI far 
How much flexi 
eligibility and 

B. Exemptions from ti 

cascload7 


C. Family cap. Shaul 
the £o.mily cap? 

D. Teen moms. Should 
whether to give bene£i 

E. Medicaid. Should 
guarantee medicaid coy 

F. Bonuses. Should 
illegitimacy rates? 
people from welfare to 

G. Work and child car 

-- What work parti 
required to meet, 

-- How much child 
requirements are i 

2, Child Care Healt 
required by the federa 
a required percentage 

DC programs should be included in a block' 

no.l money ohould ot~teo be given for 
and economic downturns, and through what 

own money ahould atate3 be required to 
programs? 

lity should states be given in defining 
deciding who should receive benefits? 

limit. Can states exempt more than 15% of 

states have complete flexibility regarding 

tates have complete flexibility in deciding 
s to unmarried teen mOm5( 

ligibility for cash benefits automatically 
rage? 

states receive a cash bonus for reducing
hould etates :.:eceive a bonus for movins 
work? 

ipation requirements should states be 
nd how should :.:equirements be defined'? 

are funding is needed to meet whatever work 
posed on states? 

and Safety Provisions. Should states be 
government to have :!Itandards and to :5l?cnd 

f funds on improving child care quality? 

3. Child Protection. Should most child protection programs be 
capped and block grant d? 
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'. 

ISStrES YOR DISCUSS 

:nSR I: 

1, ~Jtting social serv 

2. 	ConferencQ, Coali~i 
{but with differenc 

TIllRS II AND U;::. 

1. AFDC/TANF (Tempora 

A. Structural iss 
emergency a5sis~ancel 
Coalition block grant 
structure for MDC b 
states to define eligi 

TO 


ON: Al'l)C, CHILl) CARE, CHILD PROTECTION 

ces block grant by 10% 

TI, Ad~inistration support S-year time limit 
s in exemptions) 

Assistance for Needy Families) ; 

Conference Bill block grants JOBS, 
DC administration and AFDC benefits. The 
JOBS funds and. retains uncapped mat.C':hi:ng 
efits and administration, while allowi!1g 
lity. Intermediate positions are possible. 

Block Grant Optio s I~clud.: 

o 	 Work funding only (Coalition) 
o 	 work funding emergency assistance, AFDC administration 

(Intermediat position) 
o 	 All M!lC reI ted programs except childcare (~nn~AY~no~ 

bill) 

Adjustments for C ang'e's in Population and Econornl<': (;<,,!l"Irii,.. oj "n5 

o 	 By virtue entitlement j automatic ad.j1.ls~ments for 
population 	a d economic change: through mAt:t"':hi 1"Ig formula 
(Like curren law1 Coalition) 

o 	 Separate adj ste:r tund for population and econorr,ic change 
triggered by hanges in povert.y popu1 :tt'. ; 0':"'1 (Tnt.p,rm'?diat~j 

o 	 Supplemental Growth Fund of $SOO million for population 
change: Con 'ngency fund 01 $1 billion for economic 
change: Loan und of Sl.7 hill'lnM fnr nt:'hAT continael'ici.,S 
(Conference} 

Options for State matching or Ma:1.ntAnAn~p. nf Rffort 

o 	 Mandatory st te r.m.tch. for federal funds (like current 
law; Coaliti n) 

o 	 80 percent 0 baseline for all MDe related spending; 100 
percen~ t-l0E r benefits; no transfers out of block grant 
rIntermediat ) 

o 	 80 per~ent 0 baseline with increases to as high as 100 
percent 	 bas on failure to meet work requirements 
(Intermediat ) 

o 	 75 percent f baseline with possible reduction as 
performance onus (Conference) 

1 
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Eligibility de:i 

o 	 States defi 
meet requir 

o 	 States dete 
benefit. (c 

g, Exemptions from 
to exempt up to 15% of 
also allows state opti 
additional exemptio~$ 
approach or a 20% exe 

C. Family cap. Con 

tion 	and asSUrance of assistance 

eligibility criteria, all eligibles who 
ente a~e served {Coalition) 
,ine who will be served; no entit.J eJn*.nt: t,p 
ferencel . 

me limits. Conference repo~r. ~11("jwf\.< states 
caseload from S-year time limit; 'Coalition 

to exempt 15% of caseload but adds several 
The Adrr.inistration pre.fAr~ (,;oa'Lition

tion .. 

erence report prohibits the f"->cpp.Tltii t,tlr~ of 
federal dollars to pr vide additional cash benefits to families 
already on welfare tha 
bypass this policy by 
federal require~ent. 
states full flexibilit 

D. Teen moms. Both 
agree that teen mothe 
attend school. In 
Coalition give states 

have additional children. States can 
assing a law exempting thp.m~9.1vp.~ f~om ~he 
oalition and Administra:ion prefer to give 
on this issue. (n~ budget impact) 

he Administration and the conference report 
s should be required t.o 1 ; VP. ~t. hom9 ;;\nd 
ddition. the conference report and the 
he option of refusing to pay benefits to 

unmarried teen mothers Th~ Arlmini;:;t'.r~t-"iMn l10l'/!t!t not support thoa 
denial of be:1efits bas d solely'on'age- and marital status. 
(no budget impact) 

E. Medicaid. The 
Medicaid for families 
program. States woul 
coverage. Children ree 
foster care or adoptio 
entitlement. 'l'h@.: Adm; 
coverage for AFDC reci 
up to 2 years of Medi 
cmt.(:OmA ~f (')V!D!'T;:;:11 MAn 

F~ Bonuses, 

onference report· ends· the entit:lement ··to 
r'eceiving benefits under the cash welfare 

have thp.: opt. ~ on or rl~r:d.dina whc g'4illtSi 

iving maintenance payments under either the 
programs continue to receive the Medicaid 

i ~f:.,..~~i (')" Gnnt. ; nU~$ r::\trr~nt law Medicaid 
ie~ts; the coalition provides the option of 
id coverage. (This issue is contingent on 
caid di$cussions.) 

Illegitimary Bor. . - -The conference report: p:rovides a cash 
bonus to states t at reduce their illegitimacy ratio without 
increal!ling t.hp.:l.Y hn'rt; on r~t.~. State.9 that reducQ thQir 
illegitimacy rate y 1 percentage point receive a bonus equal 
to 5% of their bl k grant amount; states that reduce their 
"illegi t: i mRr,y ,....--r.oiI! ? ~~~G~ntage points Qr more recviv$ a lQ~ 
bonus, The Admin 
(COSt: $125 ~illi 

Performance Bon 
performance bonu 
tM.intenance of e 
bonus for success 

stration does not support this concept. 
n Qver 7 years) 

.--The ccnfe~e~ce report ,provides a 
which allows states to reduce their 

_ort. 'T'l"lA A(1rr.ini~l;-:r,Btion a t;ash 
ul job placement. 
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G. Work and Child 

o 	Participation re -irements. The conference report requires 
states to place a increasing percentage of their cas~load in 

. work 	programs eac year; th~ percenta~e beqins at 20% in 1997 
and rises to 50% 2002, The Coalition requires 20% in 1997 
rising to 52% i~ 003 (their work program differs in several 
respects from th established oy the conference report). 
The conferenc~ report allows states to reduce their 
participation s dards in proportior. to net caseload 
reductions. The oalition and Administration allow states to 
count part-time orkera and individuals who leave AP:DC in 
meeting participa ion rates, 

o 	Work funding. Th 
work programs out 
Coalition provide
the work program. 

o 	 Child care fu~din 
block grant for c 
block grant is 
entitlement fundi 
entitlement to ch 
programs and for 
Administration b 
required to meet t 
above. 

confeyence report requires states to fund 
heir cash and child care block grants. The 
$8.1 billion over 7 years to finance 

. The conference report provides a separate
ild care. The total amount of money in the 
$18 billion, $11 billion of which is 
g. 	 The coalition maintains the individual 
d care for all adults participa.ting in work 
year after leaving welfare for a job. The 
ieves an additional $3 billion will be 

e 	work participation, require-ments described 

2. Child Care Health d Safety Provisions. CUrrent law requires 
scates to have state ealth and safet.y standards for day aare 
providers that receive federal funding. These standards include 
building and physical remises safety, prevention and control of 
ir.fectious diseases (i. ludinq immunizations>, and staff training.
The conference report d the Coalition would drop this federal 
requirement. but requi es states to spend federal dollars only in 
facilities that meet s te and loca: standards; the Administration 
would retain current 1 The Administration would also retai::1 the 
1St set aside in curr n';; law for quality irr.prove:-nent which the 
conference~report redu es to 3%. (No budget impact for the federal 
govern~ent but CQuld h ve impact on sta~e budgets) 

3. Child Protection. The conference report retains open-ended 
federal entitle~e~t fa ing for foster care or adoption maintenance 
payments and creates a hild protection block grant which caps and 
consolidates a varie of programs. The Coalition and the 
Administration retain current .law. {conference savings $0.4 
billion) 

3 




B. Issuts for Advisors an PriJleipabIMost SigI!iliem Budget!Pollcy Issues 
1. Work rcquiremtmbl mo: liIill~..-H,R... 4 ($4.450 billiuu). Ad.mjuislrc:ttiun (0); 
Coalition ($205 million. 

Al!minil!Ia!~~(:£.oat!!I!i:·~iolf~-Maintain~ annual appropriations cap_ If program funding 
requirements exceed allowed proprialiollS, the Seen:tary must direct states to·reduce.benefits, 
to stay within the appropriatio limits for the year; or !:O!lgleSS could lift the food stamp cap 
with no pay/go effect. . 

1. Stale food assistSDC block if"I.Dt 
l:!.&. ~·-.Sta!Cs may 0 rate the food stamp program under a block grant: (1) if a staU: 

is operating the electronic ben t transfer (fan program statewide; 01 (2) if. state has a rate 
or error {misspent fc:dt::nu fund) bduw ~I acccptabl;;; lc'\'cl; Of (3) if a slate has a ralx of 'l!HOr 

(misspent federal funds) above an acceptable level and pays to the federal government the 
cost above that level. $2,405 iUion gross savings. 5680 million net savings. 

, &!mini _ Ii Coalitio ···No proposal. 

3. Overall .avings Tit XI...."",....... (Dot Including DOD·oill.en.) 

H,B,. ;1---$25.6 billioD 

&!miniSl!'atlon",SI9 lion 

CAAlition-··$13.8 biUio 


DEC-29-1995 11'07 FROM 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 
A.. Areas in Commoll 

L Food Stamp Pro 
2. Child Nutrition Pro 

2. Standard deduction 
Coalition (S2.405 billi 
3. Shelter deduetion·-­

C. Issu.. for Advisors an 

1. Adjustable food st. 
H.8. +-..c.ps food 

ovez $(Ivon yG3!S. USDA is r 
participation and changes in 
allowed obligations, the Seere 
obligation limits for the year; 
funding. 

4. School nutrition hi 
tU!.. ~..·A school lunc 

grant to be established in each 
makes changes to the nutrino 

A inislmtioniCoalitio 
programs and maintains curre 

TO 

ND CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

---Same program savings of $10.321 billion 
s-Target level ofS3.4 billion to 53.7 billion 

k graat dtmODstratioD 

",akfast block grant demonstration would allow. block 


f the seven USDA regions on a demonstration basis and 

S1a!1datds. 
·No proposal. Maintains C\llTellt structure of scho~1 mmmoll 
nutrition stand.ards. 

H.R.. 4 (55.370 billion); Administration ($8.140 billion); 
). 
.R.. 4 (54.1 billion); Administration "(OJ; Coalition (0). 

PriDcipah 

p cap 
pspending at cao's estimates for 1I1e cost of the program 
uired to adjust each year's obligation based on changes in 
oost of food. If program funding requirements exceed . 

must direct statos to ",d_ benefits 10 stay within the 
Congress could enact savin,gs in ordet to increase food stamp 

http:DOD�oill.en
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FOOD 	STAMP PROGRAM 

A. 	 AREAS IN COMMO CBO ESTIMATES 

1. 	 Annual adjustment of 
allotment based on 10 

2. 	 Earnings of students 
H.R. 4···.t 20 years 
hdministr••;on··at 1 S 

3. 	 Energy assistance 
4. 	 Comparable treatment 

and fiillure to comply 
requimnenlS 

5. 	 Collection of oven 
6. 	 Cooperation with child 

enforoement agencies ( 
1. 	 Minimum benefit 

maximum food stamp 

• of the thrifty food plan 


.... 
r disqualification 
'!h other program 

• 
upper! 

and llOO-custodiaJ) 

8. 	 Benefits on re<:l!l1ificati n 
9. 	 State option for mand. ry standard utility 

allowance 
10. .Program integrity/retail Oodstores .... 
II.. l'rogram integrity/food p participantS 
12. 	 State administrative !l . 'bifity 
13. 	 Funding fur American 

assistance programs 
14. 	 Simplified food SllImp 

(Administration pre 
while 	H.R. 4 establish 

15. 	 EBT (eost neutrality an 

.mOll and· Puerto Rico food 

gram 
MDe entitlemeo•• 

an AFDC blOICk grant 
2002 implormntation) 

TOTAL ' 


. $6,185 

$ 6 

$ 75 

$2,800 


S 300 
S 175 

$ ISO 

$ 160 

$ 17S 

$ 440 

$ 145 	(cost) 



. 

dependen's must work at least alt'time Of participate in a specific training or work program 
after four months of food stall,. benefits. The food stamp employment and training progrnm 
is maintained. States are not r uired to provide training. $4.450 hillion savings. 

Administration---l'Io 

Coalition--Similar to R. 4 with • six month time limit and a requirement thai stales 
provide traininR. $205 million vings. 

2. 	 Stand.,.d deducuon 
RR. 4---Amount of c !II standard deduction is maintained and future indexing 

Coalition·-,Freezes the dard 'deduction for two years1llld then begins futunl· 
indexing increases of the stan d deduction, $2.405biUion savings.. 

3, 	 Shelter deduction 
H.R. 4---Amountof c nt shelter deduction is maintained; future indexing increases 

and lifting the «i1ing in t99'1 the sheltef deduction are etimin.ted. $4.100 billion savings. 

Administration---No pro ....al. Maintains Clll'Tent law allowing for the ceiling on this 

H.R.4---$1,655 lIlian savings 
Administratiofi:-­ 120 million savings 
Coaljti()n~--$simi t<l H.R, 4 

b. 	 Vehicle allowan 

DEC-29-1995 11:08 FROM 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

B. OTHER ISSUES 

I. 	 Work requirementsltim 
H.R. 4---AbIe·bodied 

increases an: eliminated, $5,] 

Administ.-atlon--Redue 
Begin:$ future indexing increo.s 

deduetion to be eliminaled in J 

4. Other items that differ . 
Administration's proposal, 

Include young p 

TO 	 REED P.oo/14 

limits 
icipants between the ages of 18 and 50 years. with no 

billion savings. 

amount of current standard.deduetion for,. 1'196, and.l 'l'l,7.. 
oflhe =d..d deduction in 1998. $8.140 biUion ,",vinS" 

nary 1'l'l7, 

"stration. 

specific areas but are in both H.R. .4 and the 

ents in their parents' households. 
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savings. 

H.R. 4··.k..p 
Administration 

hiel. a11oW3rt(e at current level. 
.begin indexing of vehicle alloW

5950 million savings. 
ance in 1991. 5260 million 

, 
S. 	 Other items that are io Iud«! in H.R. 4 with n" cornpara1>le Administntion proposal. 

a. 	 Commodities f< the emeIgency food assistance program. $1.8 billion cost. 
b. 	 Optional additi triteri. for separate household status. 5315 million savings. 
c. 	 V.odor payme for transitional hOusing counted as income. 568 million 

savings, 
d. 	 Disqnalifieati sn million savings. 
e. 	 Disqunilficati for receipt of multiple benefits $30 million savings. 
f. Disqualifieatio relating to child support arrears. $257 million savings. 
~. Limiu.Lion va doral match for owe..,h. SIl milllon savings, 
h. Work supplem larion/support program. $135 million cost. ,. Employment' 'aliv.. program. $11 million savings. 
J. 	 Eliminate in,dexjngofhomeless shelter allowance. SI5 million savings. 
k. 	 Assistanr:e for mrnunity food projects Sill million cost. 
Total: 	Saving. $801 lIion 

Cost 51.953 Ilion 
Net Cost S1.15 billion 
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• 

FOOD STAMP PROGRA.\1 
c. ornER ISSUES 

1. Adjustable food stamp 
H.lt. 4---Caps food st. 

over seven years. USDA is 
panicipaiion and changes in th 
Hlluwed obH,lltioM, the Secre 
obligation limits for the year; 
fumling. 

sal Maintains annual apptopnations cap. If programAdminisu-ation..·No PI 
funding roquirements OKcood 
benefits to stay wilhin the aw 
stamp cap with no paytgo err. 

Coalition-Same as A 

2. State fond assislIlIlee bl 
H.R. 4···States may 

is operating tbe electronic 
or enor (misspent federal fun 
issued); or (3) if a slate bas a 
and pays to the rederal gove 
billion savings. However. if 
change in food stamp savings 
ceO. . 

D CHILD NUTRITION PROGRA.\1S 

P 
p spending at ceo's estimates for the cost of the program 
uired to adjust each y"",'s obligation based on changes in 
eost of fond. If program funding requirements exceed 

must dircGt 3Ultcs to reduce bc:ncfits·to StD.y 'Within the 
Congress could enact savings in order to increase fond stamp 

owed appropriations, tho Secretary must direct ~ to t'educe 
priations lintits for lb. year; or Congress could tift tbe fond 

k grant 
rate the fond stamp program under a block grant! (I) ifa state 

I ttanSfet (Ean program statewide; or (2) if a state bas a rate 
) below an acceptable level (6% of fond stamp benefits 
Ie of error (misspent federal funds) above an acceptable level 
ent the amount of fond stamp oasts above that· level. 52,405. 
.state fond.assistance block grant is not included, Ill. ~et 

< $680 million' U~ to tlu:: i.lllcr~lilJU t:ffec:ts caI~ulated by 

Administration--Ne pr posal. 


Coalition--·No propo 


3. Overall savings Title yea:s (net~!uding non-citizens) 
H.R. 4·-525.6 billion 

Administration--·$19 b lion 

Coalition---S13.i billio 

4. Sebool nutrition block t demonstration 
reaktOst .locl< grant demonstration would allow. block 

f Ill. seven USDA regions on a demons1ration basis and 
dards. 

H.R. 4---A school lunc 
grant to be e.tablished in each 
"';!KeS change$ to the nutrition 

Administration···No pr posal. Maintains (tuTen! stnlcture of school nutrition 
programs arn.l mainLain::i I,;WTI: nulriliun ~LamJanls. 

Coalition-·Same as A inistration.. 
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• 

Items in Agre. 

• 	 Savings level \lIlder H 
similar. H.R. 4 -- $l. 

CHILD NUTRITION 

t betwoen H.R. <I and Administration Proposal: 


4 and Administration proposals (exeluding aliens) are- vuy 
billion\Administraticn - $3.4 billion. 

• Establish a 2 tier reim.Jursement struClUte in family day "'-te homes (difference in 
rateS). 

• Eliminate School Bre 

• Make NET funding <Ii retionat)'. 
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A. 
 TIER 1 (AREAS OF CtIMMON,.uATY) 

L 

~:~~:~~==~~~~~~ All parties agree to definition ofchildhood 'A new enrollees; eliminate double-
counting oh""S"" uu ","'IlII1"'Hl) [pc, R.lL 4). 

CBci savings estill~ate:-$S.6 billion. 

B. TIER Z (ISSUES FOlt !DVlS4:lRS)
• 

1. 

pennan.on4a.......lfatl.... (Adminimtion), or 


b. p2flial sr..t:::~ 1#1-redolemlinatiOlU in 1996 with certain IFA clilldren 
no long.. .. of 111191 (Senate DemocratsIR.publicans. H.R.4), or 

c. P~~~~:1t!::~~~~::(c~~:: in 1997, witb certain·1FAchildren. no 111198 (Coalition Option). 

Permanent CBO estimate: No u";ngs. 

Partial 
 (tluu 111191): CBO savings estimate: -$3.0 billion. 
New Coalition Ill. (lhm I11IllS)-CBO estimate: Requested. 

2. APULLSSI: 

a. All adult. reapply for benefits evety tlu'ec years ifexpected to 
improve (t"alillioll Vropo..u), IIfldlor 

b. 
",ch dollar appropriated for CDRs. 

CBO ""\'intis 7o*::~'~or;p"",:p:~P~li~..~ti~o~.; -$2.1 billion.
CBO estimate for 'No sa";ngs or cost 

1 oU 
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3. ADULT SSI··A 
b. raised begioni 

TO 

OF : Sballthe age ofeligibility for old-age 5S! 
in 2003 consistent with the rise in the retirement age lOr full 

.benefits for Socia Security? 

cao estimate: N savings witbin budget window (savings begin in 2(03), 

4. .s.SSlIl::-Ml\m~A~·Lq!'x'SLmiS~Ul!llP~p~L&himm:: Shall Slates continue to be . 

, 

c. 

5, 

required to provi IIIlIlldatory cash supplements 10 55I benefit amounts (applies 
to 4;8 States)? 

rno estimate: N savings, 

a, 

G 

lhe eIltllingo test lOr seniors be included in this bill? It'yes. to 
f the eIltllingo test be raised? 

ate: $7,Q billion (ifnrlsed 10'$30,000 in 2(02) 

b. Ifnot, s SSl saviags from eliminating disability due only 10 drugs 
adeliction d alcoholism be used to hell' pay lOr raisiag,the eamingstest' •.. 
fCf senior 0 tl M::pansle bill?· , 

cao sa' estimate: -52.9 billioti 

TIER 3 (ISSUES FOR ClPALS) 

1. Shall the amount 
(i.e" • child i. eli 
personal usistane 
sball all children r 

th. cash benefilS be determined according to • new standard 
Ie for 100 percent ofadult benefit ifhelshe requires special 
otherwise the ehile! reeei_ 75 percent ofthe adult award), or ' 

'n eligible for 1O() percen! ofthe adult cash beoefit? 

ClIO savings es' Ie from new SWldard: .$3.6 biIUon 
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.. . ," 

, 
Issues for 

er I' esueo of .C 

1. Deeming the sponso
citizenship; Other is 
persona over 75, perso 
perfi>on,s who have ,",or);: 
or 40 <.I,," ururl;:;li qual.ifyi 
whose income falls bel 

• H~it" 4 
• Administration/Co 

• CBO scores ~o s 
H.~. 4. However, 
would save appro 
alone. For clari 
s?vings attr1bUt 

2. Sea~e au~rity~ 
a~~bori;cd to fo11ow P 
unfunded _date in d.. 
legal arid illegal} for 

3. Affidavits of supp
legally enforceable. 

iers II and lIZ- tssue 

TO REED P.14/14 

iscussion: Benefits for Noncitizens. 
nalit 

s income to a noncitizen required until 

es for discussion include exempcions for 


becoming d1&abl~ afeer entering the U~S., 

for 20 or more qualifying quarter$ {Coali~i~nl 

qua~ter8 (H.R. 4), and those ~th apuuuora 

tho national median. 


$5 11* 
lition $5 B 

, 
e 

rate savings from the deem1nq requirements in 
the absence of a programmatic ban, B.R. 4 

tely $5 billion byitB deeming provisions
these savings are subtracted from tbe 
to ehe programmatic ban cescribed beJ.ow. 

rea on St.ate and local gOYeUlments' being 
l:'el ~ o:md e:xcmpcion3 in ordor to :lvoi.d on 

rmining the eligibility of no~i~izens [both 
lie benefits. No savings impact. 

Agree on making sponsorship documents 

savings. impact. 


or v GO 9 and rinci s 

1. proy.t'Cllwnat:l<..: U<:t.U (u SSI, 1:00fl stamps, and other, specified. fed.e:r.al 
programs; for 'Medicaid. sea below): Issues include both whether to 
ban a defined list of p ograma and, if so, what individuals (i«e. 
thoDG work!n~ 40 qun~tQ B, t~ d~aablod~ those ov~r 7~) ~11 ~ 
excepted.. 

• H.R. 4 (excluding edicaid and deeming s8vinga) $14 B

• Admin~stration/Co feion $ 0 

2. Verification ot leg 1 status to be eligible for ehil~ nutrition 
and. 41acret:.ionary p:cogr : Contested issU-a involvHH t.h~ hu...rU.fUl Qr 
administrative nte to determine legal status of applicants 
fo~ ben..fits. 

• II.R. 4 $0.5 II 
• ~1nistrat1on/C $0 

3~ Availability of Me central issue is wbether Medicaid will 
be included in any list of banned programs or will be in any other way 
~atrieted ($u~h a8 thr ugh deeming) ~or-nonciti%ens and, if SOt what 
cJ.a.sses (Le.. dlsabled~ over 'I:') wi.~l be excepced.. < 

• H.R. • (assuming Medicaid block grant) $3.5 B 
• Admini3~rQtion/Co ition $0 

(Savings are over 7 yea s~ as scored by CBO.} 

http:fed.e:r.al


II MARC; KLAAS FOUNDATION FOR ClInDfHN 

P.O. Rox 1)25. SWS'AIITO, CA 9,1966 
, 	 PltiJNf: {4!5) 331-6867 II rAX~ (415) 331-5633 , .' . f-"\',AJL; kla;.s@nLcom 

March 12, 1996 

Mr. Bruce Reed 

" Domestic Policy Advisor 
.. 

The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Bruce: 

By the time you receive this letter, you are hopefully in possession of several 
copies of the Foundation newsletter. the'Klaas 'AcUon Review, 'I hope that it 
mee:ts with your approval. Personally, 1 love the look and contents, The 
President's article is even better than I hoped it would be, Thank you for 
putting me into contact "with that hard working devil Dennis Burks. I bugged 
him incessantly fOf the Brode for a period of several months, when, 
unfortunately, the gO'lemment was closing down on a regular basis. The next 
newsletter features a gu.est article by Marion Wright Edelman, at)d focuses 
on the June 1, Stand Up For Chikiren event in Washington. It should be 
published by the end of April. 

.. 	 Enclosed is a letter to the President by loma Hawkins, a very hard working, 
good hearted woman with a tragic history that I met a couple of years ago. 
She asked me to forward it to the President, but I forgot to send it wlln the 
newsleUers. I , would appreciat~ it if you see that she receives a reply. 

I hope that all is wen with your family and that your new baby is not keeping 
you up. I know that endlessly waking up at night is a drag, bul it is really the 
best gift you will ever receive. 

1am going to be in waShington at the end of MarCh, to hOld a press 
conference on the K{dS Off Lists campaign. It is really an insidious little issue 
dealing with the collection, processing and distribution of chitdren's privacy 
intormation to the highest seller. If y<)u wish to know more about thiS issue or 
some of the other things the Foundation is op to, please visit our web-site 
(hUp:JIwww,klaaskids,lnteLnet), 

I will always be grateful for everything that you and t~e President have done' 
tor my family and the memory of Polly, It also looks Uke you will have a job 
for four more years. Just don't take yoor eye off of the target Hope to see 
you soon, Until then. I am::. . ­

Your Friend, 

rr!1I1D 
Marc Klaas 

mailto:kla;.s@nLcom


. ., 

.. - ':? ~ :. .." ., 
." :... ",.. ; O,My heart iiSS~~i~fi~!i~~;; .:,!: 

: ";:':':~'-'. >,' '"tears are n: "Y'O•. ;." ? "" 


.'... , ,.(",.':'" .. ' the night before ;rh;,hk"gi"ing i'~:~c:r~;r~,~~:~~~~~12~~~~~~~~~~~:~~;~]1~r~~ :: .,:. .":"::. ,;,.. , ' my SO~ was, . ,.' . '":''/ -. 
"': " .'.... !Q,:1~~~'fo.-a':~<'.~.,:,:,·;:;.J.. 

,e, ., this has. me tremendously··.. . '. . 
.' . both'emotionaily i statement ;~',' .'.-'.,;,:, :,,-,. . . :.,.. ,. . ""':'," ·c..... 

", ~. '~':>:~~:,::I .',? ",' . :'.: \. : " , •.:." ',,>.:.: ':.I~ :<,~," ~J~. ;. ~ ~ I/~<:':' ~~(.::~~~:y~ :.:::;~ ~~~.'./. ; . >~. ,,' '; ,:':~ ';,:. ';'~~"t',;,;, .- :'~;I ,-~:.,.:;.. ' ~~ 1. . ".' ./'~..f., 

. ...:.•":, ,,: <i Over the past seven years I have'been aedicated-to helping:stop the. violence, most . " 
'. , .• ','"" •• ~.- .' "",, •. , •• "'", "'-' .,', ,'~ ,','" .' ~'.""" ,<

" .":; ..,"" of the time I was like a raging bull Wanting:to do everything and any. thing that Was .' . , 
.. ~: .,. ". -:', positive ici~:make:dianges in'societ'ies:mindi about viole~ce,;and' it's' effects~·:. :.:;',: 

,
-,"::,' ~':_,.'<:~ :;,,_ .. ,~; ;.,." ....:. :-':'~<.:~,~..::.~.:._:,~'.' ::':"£~'-"',"~,>.);::'::':':'';>;-.~: ~ ": ",:-..... ~,/.~,:'.:f>" .. ".~". ", "" .:... ,:. 

'. 
" I, ,,, \ " .:" ·"001 have.starteda·Cable :T.V.,show called Dmie By Agony.to vent my anger and pain 

. "". t ~. -', ,". ,"' - : .••. " . '., ..t. c' '.,,' .,' 'h" . . •• , •••.• -' " 

. ',--:". \ and also .a!low..ot~e,rs t" do the,.sll~e,:,st~rted the March~~ f~r P~ace'in 199.1.'. .'. 

.','..
:" .'. '.,;"., ceveloped a ·non-profiforganiiation;:a.self help' support· group f6r.victims of crime, " 

". .' . . \ .," . ~.' ' 
" spoken .to thousand of youth regarding crime prevention, 'and what happento my 

"family..and help.'starta program called.SAFE camp foryouth betWeen·five and , 
·'twenty-one." ..... ." '. . . .". '. . 

<> 
o A coalition of organizations are working together to help make the movement 

against violence a reality, we need your support. Our organizations are; Women 

:HOO Impcrialllw~: - P.O.Box 762 - Lynwood, California !)()262 - Tel: (310) 537-8018 . 

http:Agony.to


against gun violence, AI Wooten Heritage foundation, Violence Prevention Coalition 
of Greater Los Angeles, The Brotherhood Crusade, Lynwood community violence 
task force, YWCA, Los Angeles Jr. League, The Los Angeles Sheriffs bike patrol, 
St Francis Medical Center, Charles R Drew Medial Center, and many grassroots 
organizations, The following States are involved, Wisconsin, Missouri, Nevada, 
Chicago, New York, and America Most Wanted will film in each state, 

o 
o This year will mark the sixth March for Peace, and we are going National, please 

except this invitation for you. your family and staff to partiCipate, in fact we need 
you to participate, and show the world that we are tried of seeing crime, and victims 
crying in our nations streets, I am also asking you to proclaim April 20, 1996 as a 
day for Peace throughout our nation, and calling for all citizens, not, to commit any 
violence against another person all day, as a symbol of respect to all that have 
been murdered over the years by violence and a dedication to the Mure to help 
stop violence where they are .. We are currently working on an initiative to present 
to our local policy makers regarding, crimes victims, and their siblings fulures, an 
issue that is not being address by anyone, 

<> 
o I have worked and spent most of my savings, to assure the organization continues 

to exist, and it is part of my heart. I have spent money for funerals of my son's, and 

" <> 	money has been short in my life, but God has been my rock and my source through 
the years, and I thank him everyday for all that he has done, .' 

o 
" 	Funding is needed to hire experienced office staff, and continue our efforts againsl 

violent crimes, currently I pay myself and a administrator, and our salaries aren't 
very much, yet we have accomplished a tremendous amount through our projects, 
dedication and volunteers. 

" <> Included is information regarding our organization and our projects, 

() 


¢ 


o Thank You. for your continued support of victims of crime. 

, 
o Sincerely Yours, 
o ' 	 • 
(> 	JPtOMlll rh1n I <)r~lt<J{) 6frh~ HaWkin~dent 
¢ 

<> 


