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Brucse angd I wanted Lo pass along the followlng points in
vase you get a minute with POTUS prior te the afternoon
principale’ sesesion,.

ARG G X 186 Tha black gran:
igaue is our bxgge&t pot&ntlal tr&&& and should be saved for the
right time and the right Republican ¢oncessions. At a minimum,
POTUE should gat aspecific commitments as follows:

* Contingency fund (Dollars and new trigger].

* MOE (Perxcenvage, definiticon of what state gpending
counte, higher WMOE regquirement for states That
fail to meet work regquiremants)

* Farformance Bonuwe {8 gseib-agide to reward staves for
placing recipients in Sochsl.
* Child Care Funds ($5%-€ billion above bageline,

depending on whethexy grates can count towards the work
reguirament part-~time workers and thoge who leave the
rolls fox woxrk) .,

{Others in White House may want to put Food Stamps in the mix for
the AFDC bloeck grant trade. My own view is that a Food Stamp
deal should flow primarily from an aoverall deal on a lowar
welfare savings numberx, and that we can throw a "poison pill”
inte the Food Stanme block grant by insisting on gtronger “frauyd®
protestions in the final language) .

Eﬂﬁ§;§;§$ The R&publican laadershig w*ll paah POTUS aud Leon to
go deesper in welfare savings as the price of reducing cuts in
Medicare, Medicald, ete. That’'m bull, We Know that thelr own
internal consensus poing with the moderates is low 508 and thar
they have ralked ameng Lhamselves about seftling in the end fox
$50-52 blllion in total welfare savings. This overall savings
targer is critical to getting our fixes in the aresas not inciliuded
in the block grant trade above: vhild welfare, 881 kidg, Food
Bramps, putrivion, etc,

LoMake aures DROTYIS 4 f £ L 41 3 whe h
needs to stand Firm. Im praparing tha ”nau*ral" paper winh tha
Republican staff yesterday, we tried to give POTUS and Leon some
addlitional lsverage by atating Adminisiration opposition to
certain provisions on which we can give in the end. Given the
rhetoric back and ferth during the gourse of thia ysar, we nesd
to make aure thait our principals know the whaat from the chaff,
In particular, we can give on three key Republican lssuess:

* Family Cap: We gan live with the state opt-oul.

* Teen Moms: We can live with stats option to deny cash if
vousnhers or serviceg are reguived. :

+ Tllegitinmagcy Benue: We can live with confarence proviesion.

ra
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BRLNB-BE 1707 FROM:OMB

CONPARISON OF CASH BLOCK GRANT

Decenmber 30, 1335
TANF BLOCK GRANT (AFDC)
FINAL WELFARE REFORM COALITION BILL
BOLL
STRUCTURAL I. AFDC cash beoefits and 1. AFDC replaced with Tanporary
REFORM admirdsration, JORS, amd Employment Assistane Program.
emsrgency sssistancs sonsplidated Repeals Emergency Assistinoe.
into ope block grast
s 2. Maintains current law foderalvstan
2. Turas AFEC into a state block marching reqpirement
geamt which s capped at $16.3
biltion & year. 3, Replaces JOBS with a capped
entitlement (Work First) with €8GO
oost of $3.1 billion over 7 vears.
State march required.  Work Furst
funding increases cach year 1o reflect
increased work participation rates.
ELIGIBILYFY 1. States set elipibility criteria, Ends | 1. States set eligibility oritersa
individuad entidernent to bencfity. Regaing curvent faw Tecplirenoent that
states provide benefits 1o all
individuals whese nsome and
resources ane below state.set Limits,
: 2. Same.
2. Eliminates faderal requiraments
tegarding assct and resourse lmits,
earnings disregards and other wcome
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{ DEC-38-05 17:.-08 FROM:OMH ID:
<
FINAL WELFARE REFORM COALITION BILL
BILYL . :
WORK 1. Bemquires recipients to engage iy 1. Individnals recuired to Sign
REQUIREMENTYS work activitiey within 2 years of individual responssbility ocatract
receiving benefits. sutlining plan to move xxdividual to

2. States roust have 50% of caselosd
in a qualified work activity by
FY2002.

3 State opﬁan 10 exempt & single
parent with a child under age 1 from
work requiremeat

3. States may nok skaction 8 single
parest with a child under age 5 i the
parent proves ohild sase s oot
available,

work upon receiving beaefits, States
may require individuals 1o enter
Work First program # 3oy tme aftey
recerving bencfits.

2. States must have 52% of ebie-
bexdiad cuseload tn Work First
Program by FY 2003

3. States determine which tndividuals
would be required 1o enter Work
First progravs.

4. Indiciduals wrould be guaranised
child care if pecessary w0 participaie
in work programs. Indhndaals who
leave welfare would be guaranteed
child care for one year after leaving
welfzre :

3. Individuals who find private seclor
soplovment of more thm 25 bowrs a
week and leave welfare would be
oounted o meeling prriicipsbion Tales
for ope year.

2 of 4
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¢ DEC-J0-9%5 1708 FROM. OMB 1D
v
FINAL WELFARE REFORM COALITION BILL
BILL.
TIME LIMITS 1. Must work after receiving bepefits | 1. Must begin job search and aay
for twa yoars (earlier ot state option) | other activities respuized by the state
within 30 days of receiving benefits,
2. 5 year Lifetizoe lindt for faderal
TANF benefits, shorter at stare 2. 5 vear lifetime livuit for federsl
- 0ptiog {15% hardship exewmiion). TEA benefits, 15% hardship
exentption 3 ete oplon. Tiwne Hrat
weotld pot 2pply for sy month @
which an individus] was seriously i,
incapacitated, of advanced age,
caving for & ¢hild wnder € months,
caring for an incapacitated family
memivy, in the third rimester of
pregaaney, ving in an srea withan
unemploymen vate over 8%, uder
ags 18 who i5 maldng satisfactory
progress 1a high schood or techmical
school, znd at state option, farmily (o
which s tdividual works 720 o
moge hours & wesk,
MAINTENANCE OF | 1. 75% of state spending In FY1994. | 1, Retadns current law state maatch
EFFORT e s : requirement st mereaves/dresses
: sogording 10 progrem wosts.
AHANGES N 1. ¥ billicu coptmgetey funsd for 1. Autoematic acjustments for
ECONOMIC States with high wmemployment economic or pogulstion changes by
CONDITIONS {State must match), virtue of maintaaing individual
_ entitiement with federsi-state match,
2. 8800 miltion mpplemental growth
fund for siates with high popuiation
growth, benefits Jower than 35% of
the nstonal average, of sbone
aversge growth and below sverage
AFDC welfare bevefits (10 Stste
masch),
3. 817 bultion Iomn fund,

‘3 of 4
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FINAL WELFARE REFORM LOALITIOGN BILL
BILY

FAMILY CAP 1. Requires States (o deny benefits to | 1. States have opticn to desty benefits
children born to familics on weifare | 1o children bovs 1o familims an
bt allows Siates to opteout of this welfars,
provisions by passing a siate low.

TEEN MOMS 1. Unwed teens worst live st home (or | |, Unveved toens orust live a2 bome {or
1p an adult papervised serting) and with respensible sdult) and attend
attead sehoot i order i reosive scbocd i oeder to recsive TEA
TANF benefits. benefits.
<. Staies bave aptim to deaty benefits
to an unwed (den payent. 2. Same.

si\welfare\final\sidegide.& 4 of 4
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Low-Income Programs Constdered for Block Granting

Program Cunrent Law Congressional Proposal
AFDT « Typeaf Beneftt Provides cash benefits 10 needy + Typeof Benefit. No benefit guarantee,

children and their care-takers; funds States for

program administration and emergency assistance.

« Funding Siugture. Federal funds match State ~ Funding Structure. Block-grants AFDC,

spending at specified raes. Emergency Assistance, and JOBS at
roughly 1983 levels, Rather than a maich
progeam, establizhes a state maintenance of
effort, set at 75 percent of 1994 levels with
possible performance bones reductions to
67 percent. Ailowable block grant ransfers
make effective maintenance of effost 0% in
some States, 45% or less in others, Inclodes
$1 biilion contingency grant fund, $1.7
billion loan fnd, and $808 million

‘ population adjustment fund,

Eligibility & Benelic Levels. Income ehigibility setby |- Eligibilite & Benefit Levels Income

States; most ather criteria Federalty definad, Ststes set eligibiliny set by states; no federal criteria,

benefit levels, States sat bonefit lovels,

< Interagtions. Categorical eligibility for Medicaid. + Interactions. Neo sutomatic eligibificy for
Medicaid.
Medicatd Tyoe of Beuelie. Eligible individuals entitied 10 « Type of Benefit. No federal entitlement,

mintmurn set of services defined in federad law,
Reimbursemens 1o siates for providers of medical
services used by eligible individuals; payments to
States for program administration.

Fundipg Structure. Federat funds match State
spending at specified rates.

Efigibility & Benghis Levels States must cover
children and pregnant women below poverty, AFDC
recipients, §81 recipients, children in subsidized fosier
care and adoption homes; and State-defined medically
needy. Federally defined minimum benefit package
must be provided to all recipients. States may provide
aptional benefits; provider reimbursement rates set by
Siate.

Interagtiony. AFDC recipients and children i foster
care antomatically eligible for Medicaid,

instead substitutes goaranteed coverage and
mandatory funding for certsin populations.
< Fundise Stnisturg. Federal funds match
state spending o specified rates up 10 state
specific capped amounts.

> Ehigibility & Benefit Levels. States must

cover children under age 13 and pregtiant
women below poverty. Stites alsg cover
disabled individuals as defined by the state;

“provider reimbursement rates set by State,

+ Inlemactions. No sutsmatic eligibility for

some AFDC recipionts,

» Wy



Low-Income Programs Considered for Block Granting

Food Stamps

Current Law

Congressional Proposal

* Tvpe of Bepeflt. Coupons or EBT equivaient for food
purchases.

» Funding Strugture. Fali Pederal funding for benefits;
Federal Rinds match State spending for adnunisiration,

+ Eligibitity & Bepefit Leyels. Uniform Federally
defined eligibility standards based on income; uniferm

Faderally.defined benefit levels based on cost of
thrifty foed plan and household size.

+ Imtersctions. Most AFDC recipients receive Fowd
Stamps, but many differences in criteria,

= Tvpe of Bengfit, Guaranteed beneiit
conatinues for states that remain In national
program. Allews 3 food stamp block grant
for states meeting cortain standards,
Optional food stamp block grant eliminates
national satitdement to basic minimum food
allowance for the needy,
+ Fundigz Stmcture. Full federal funding for
henefits but anmual spending cap on food
stamnps with 5o cushion for error and
mnsufficient mechanisms to raise the cap.
Would resusit in across-tha-beard cuig if
economy declings or cap projections are
maccumtc

-

bm‘icﬁt and ehglbiitty mmmues in states.
nat choosing block grant; ne guarantes for
efigibility or benefits in states choosing
block grant,

AFDL- Relsted
{hild Care

Tupe of Benefit. Payments for child care, through
vouchers to parents or contrasts with providers,

- Funding Strugtuze. Open-ended foderal funds match
State speading at specified rates,

» Eligibility & Benefit Levels. Child care guaranteed for
AFDC recipients in work and training programs aml
for those who leave weifare for work {for one year)

» Type of Benefit, Child care block granted

at $1.3 bitlion above current law over 7
vears,

» Funding Stracture. Open-eaded funding
guarantee eliminated. Federal funds
capped. States wst maintain FY94 and
maatch additional amoums.

« Eligibility & Benefit Lovels, Healthand
safety provisions are removed fom current
Law.

Child Nutrition

-

Type of Benefit. Free or reduced price breakfasis and

lnnchies.

+ Fumdding Smpcture. Foders! payment 1o schosls of 2
set amount for each free or reduced price mesl,

+ Elgibility & Benelit Levels. Uniform Federally
defined eligibility standards based on incomie; uniform
Federally defined subsidies per meal; uniform
nutrition standards.

+ Interastions. Children on AFDC o Food Stamps

automatically qualify for free meals,

Trpe of Benefit. Benefit continues as in

current law unless state chooses to
participate in School Lameh block grant
demonstration projects in 7 USDA regions.

* Funding Stusture. For demonstration
states, open ended payment replaced withl
capped federad puyments to states. {7}

« Eligibility & Benefit Levels. No federal
benefit and eligibility standasds in states
choosing demenstration. {7}




iow-ncome Programs Considered for Block Granting

Child
Protection
Services
{Mandatory)

Current Law

Congressional Proposal

+ Type of Benefht, Open-ended payments to States for
pre-placement services, training, and program
admmzsmzwn

Structute. Openveaded federal funds match
Szm spezzdzzzg a spez;z{"wd rates,

?\ZQZ ytz mm;;i&%cﬁ o

» Tyne of Benefit. Rather than open-ended

payments for a variety of individual
programs, Block grants four open-ended
child protection programs for placement
services, training and administration.
Repeals the Independent Living Program
fur foster teéns & Family Preservation and
Suppott.

Funding Stnucture. Capped black grant
payments to states. {state match 7)
Eligibility & Benefit Levels. Caps these
progrars 3 about $0.4 billien betow CBO
baseline.

Child Welfarg
{Discretionary}

Block grants a number of discretinnary
programs within the Child Abuse
Prevention and Treatmeni Act and similar
retated discretionary programs.

IDATAWELFARBIADMINPOLADEC 300G _CHT2. WPD




December 28, 1935

AFDC, CHILD CARE, CHILD PROTECTION
{Executive Summary}

i. 10 p&rcént cut in aoc:al seyvices block grant
2. S-yeay time limit for benefits

TIERE I AND TII:  Issues for Advipors and Egigcigéls
1. AFDC/TANF (TEMPORARY ASSISTANCE FOR NEEDY FAMILIES)

A,

i+

15

e

2‘

Structural issues,

-~ Wnich, if any, AFDC programs should be included in a
block grant?

-~ How much additional money should states be given for
population growth and economic downturns, and through
what mechanism?

-- How much of their own money shouwld states be regquired o
spend on welfare prugrams?

+~ How much flexibility sheuld states be given in defining
e}igibiiity and deciding who should receive benefits?

Exemprions from time limit. Can states exempt more than 15%
of casesiozd?

Family cap. Should states have complete flexibility
regarding the family cap?

Teen moms. Should states have complete flexibility in
geciding whethey 1o give benefits to unmarried teen moms?

Medicaid. Should eligibilicvy for cash benefits
gurematically cuarantee medicald swuverage?

Brnuses. Shou.ld states receive 8 cash bonus for reducing
illegitimacy rates? Should states receive a honus for
moving peeople from-welfare to work?

Work and child care,

-» What work participation regquirements should states be
reguiyed to meet, and how should reguirements be defined?

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

CHILD CARE HEALTH AND BAFETY PROVISIONS. should states be

regquired by the federal government 1o have standards and to spend
a rgguired percentage of funds on improving child ¢are guality?

3. 4LHILD PROTECTION. Should most <hild protection programs be
rapped and bleck granted?



AFDC, UHILD CARE, CHILD PROTECTION
{Detailed Summary)

ER I
1. Curting social services block grant by 10%

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

TIERS IX AND 31z
1. AEDC/TANF
A. Strustural isguen: Confersnce Bill blogk grants JOBS,

emergency assistance, AFDC administraticon and AFDC benefits. The
Coalition block grants JOBE funds and retains uncapped matching
structure for AFDC bsnefivg and administyation, while alliowing

states to define eligibility.

Block Grant Options Include:

o Work funding only {Coalition)

o York funding, emergency assistance, AFDC administration
{Congregsional Democratic Proposals)

o All AFDC related programs excvept childcare (conference
bill)

adjustments for Changes in Population and Economic Conditions

o By virtue of entitlement, automatic adiustments for
pepulation and ereoncmie change through matching formula
{like curyent Jaw; Coalition)

[ Separate adjuster fund for population and economic change
tr;ga&redl@zchanges:J:paverzyfpop viation (Congressional
Democratic Proposals)

o Supplemental Growth Fund of $800 million for population
change; Contingency fund of $1 billion for economic
change; Loan fund of $1.7 billion for other contingencies

iConference) :

Opticns for State hatching or Maintenance of Effort

o Mandatory state match for federal funds (like current
iaw; Coalition}
o 80 percent of baseline for all AFDC related spending; 100

percent MOE for benefits; no transfers out of block grant
{Congreasional Democratic Proy&%als}

o 80 percent of baseline with increases to as high as 100
percent based on failure to mest work reguirements.
{Congressional Demprratic Proposals)

o 75 percent of baseline with possible reduction as
performance bonus {(Conference)
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Eligibility definition and assurance of assigtance

o States define e¢ligibility eriteria; all eligibles who
megt vegquirements are gerved {Coglition}
o States determine who will be served; no entitlement to

benefits (Conference)

B. gxemptions from time limite. Conference report allows states
to exempt up to 15% of caseload from S-year time limit; Coalition
also sllows state option to exempt 15% of caseload but adds several
additional exemptions. The Administyration prefers Coalition

approach or a 20% exemption,

€. Fanmily cap. Conference yeport prohibits the expenditure of
federal dollars to provide additional cash benefite to families
already on welfare that have additional children. States ecan
bypass this policy by passing & law exempting themselves from the
federal reguirvement. Coalition and Administration prefer to give
states full flexibility on this igsue. {nc budget impact}

0. Teen moms, Both the Administyration and the conference report
agyee that teen mothers shouwld be reguired to live at home and
atgend school. In addition, the conference vyeport and the
Coalivion give states the option of refusing to pay benefits to
unmarried teen mothers., The Administration does not support the
denial of benefits based sclely on age and marital status,

{nc bhudget impact)

£. Medigaid. The conference report ends the entitlement to
Medicaid for families receiving besnefits under the cash welfare
program. States wosuld have the option of deriding who gets
coversge. 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 ATDC reqipients; the Coalition provides the option of
up to 2 vesrs of Medicald covevrage. (This issue is contingent on
outcome of overall Medica:id discussionsg.!

F. Bghouses.,

(o Illegitimary Bonue.--The conference repert provides a
¢ash bonusto states that reduce their jllegitimacy ratic
without dincressing their sabortion rate. States that
reduce their illegitimacy rate by 1 percentage point
receive a bonus egual to 5% of their block grant amount;
states that reduce their illegitimacy rate by 2
percentage points ©r more receive a 10V bonus. The
rdministyation does not support this concept. {Cost: §12%
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,

¢ Participation requirements. The conference report reguires
states to plage an increasing percentage of their caseload in

_ work programs each yeéar; the percentage begins at 20% in 1987
and yrises to 50¥% by 2002, The Coplition requires 20% in 1997
rising to 32% in 2003 (their work program &iffers in several
respects from that establiished by the conference report).
The conference ryeport alliows states to -reduce their
participation standards din propertion te net caseload
reductions. The {ecalition and Administration allow states to
count part-time workers and individuals who leave AFDC in
meeting participation rates.

o Work funding. The conference report reguires states to fund
work programs out thelr cash and ¢hild care block grants. The
Coalition provides 58.1 billion over 7 years to finance
the work program.

© Child cure funding. The conference report provides a separate
block grant for child fare. The total amount of money in the
bPlock grant is  $3i8 billicn, 811 billion of which is
gntitliement .fu ndzﬁg The Coalition maintains the individual
entitlement to ¢hild care for all adults participating in work
programs and for 1 yeay after leaving welfare for a job. The
Adminigtraticn belisves an additional §3 billicn will be
required to meet the work participation reguirements described
above, -

oA HEALTH Y PRY NS Current law reguires
states to have state “ealth and safety standarde for day care
providers that veceive federal funding. These standards inglude
building and physical premises safery, prevention and control of
infectious diseases (including immunizations), and staff training.
The conference ryeport and the Coalition would drop this federal
reguirement, but reguires states Lo spend federal deollars only in
facilities thaz meet state ang loval standards; the Administration
would retain current lsw., The Administratlion would also yetain the
15% set aside in current Jaw for guslity improvement which the
conference report reduces to 3%. {(No budget impact for the federal
govexrnment but could have impact on state pudgets)

3. CHILD PROTECTION., The conference report retains cpen-ended
federal entitlement funding for foster care and adoption
maintenance payments and creates a child protection kleck grant
which caps and conselidates a variety of programns. The Coalition
and the Administration retain Current law. {eonference savings
$0.4 billion)



COMPARISON 4y CASH BLOCK GHANT
December 25, 15585

i TANF BLOCK ORANT (APDC)
Wi FINAL WRLPARE REPORM CORLITION BILL
i BILL
sE,I
Y FTRUCTURAL ». AFDC gash benefits 1. RAFDC replaced with
P REPORM and administration, Tamporary Employmant
S JOBS, sud emergenyy Applarance Program.
b ansistance consclidated | Repeals Emergengy
L into one block grant, Apsistance,
%r 2. Turng APDC inco a 2. Megintains cuzrrent law
S state block grast which | fadersl-atate matching
PEe i% capped at $:i6.3 reguiremant.,
hillion & ysar,
3. Replaces JOBS with a
¢apped entitlement (Work
Pirse] wikh (BO cowt of
$8.1 bhillios cver 7
yaars. State matceh
required. Work Pirst
rfunding incrasses sash’
yvear to reflact
! increagses work
participation rates.
BLIGIBLILITY i. $iacas gey 1. Hetalns currang .aw
aligibility erizeris. ragpuiroment +hai states
Bndy individual Provide bansfits to all
entitlamant to henefits, | individuals whose income
- and resources ars helow
srata-get limiss.
2. Bliminates Federsl *. Same.
requirementy regarding
aseel and resguzrce
lfmicn, sarninge
dlsregavds and other
income disregards.
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PIXAL WELFAKE REFORW
BIt

TOALITION BILL

1. Reguires recipients
£ angage in work
Jactivitiags within 2
vears of racelving
benafivs.

%. Suaces wugt have 50%
of caseload in a
qualifiad work asctivitvy
by #Y2002.

3. Stare option to
axempt & single paysst
with a ¢hild under age 1
from work requizement.

4. fcates may not
sanction a single parent
with a ehild under age €
if the patent proves
whild care iw not
sviailable,

1. Individuals reguired
to gign individual
regponsibility contract
gurlining plan co move
ingividual to work upon
receiving benefits.
States may reguire
individusis to antsr
Work Fiver program at
&ty time after receiving
Benstitcs.

2. Gnates must have 52%

of able-bodled gasaicad

in #ork First Brogram by
FY 3003,

3, States dstermine
which individuals would
be reguired to enter
Work first program.

4, Individvals who find
privave sector
smploysient of more chans -
4% hourp & waek sod
lesve wellarve would be
countead in meeting
participartion rates foxr
ong your.

2 af 4
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PLHAL WRLFARE REFOEM
BILL

COALITION BILL

TINE LIMITE

i. Mugt work aftex
repeiving renstits for
twog years (earlier at
srare ospriond

2. 5 yaar lifstimo limit
for fedoral TANF
benefirg, shorter at
srare option {15%
hardship exemption}.

1. Must kegin job saarch
and any other activitias
required by the atate
within 310 dnvs of
receiving hensfits.

2. 5 year lifetime limit
for federal TEA .
penefica. 15% hardship
examption al atate
gption., Time limit
would not apply for any
month in wiich an
individual wau geriously
111, invapacitated, of
advanced age, caring for
& rhild under & manths.
caring for an
incapscitacted family
mamher, in thas third
trimeatsr Of pregnancy,
Aiving in an arss wigh
a8 unerployment rats
aver 8%, wkier age 18
who i3 making
satinfactory progresy in
high achaol oy technigal
BOhoUl, and at gtate
oprion, family in which
an individual works 20
or nore hours 8 woek.

NAIRTERANCRE OF
BPFFORT

1. 75% of stata spending
in PY19%4.

Retaing current law
state match ragquivement.

CHAIGES 1IN
BCONOMIC
CONDITIONS

1. 51 billion
contingency fund for
Statas with high
unarploymant {(Stace oust
matchl .

2. $BCC millien
supplemental growth fund
for states with high
population growth,
benefits lower Lhan 35%
of the national averags,
or above avarage growth
and balow average APIK
welfars bapeiflits ino
State match}.

3. 81.7 hillion loan
fund.,

1. Auromatie adiustmants,
for economic o
popuiation changes by
virrue of msintaining
individual entitlienant
with federsi-gtate
waTch.

I




FLIRAL WRLPARE NEFURM
BILL

COALITION BLLL

FAMILY ChP

1. Regquize9 States i
dany Ddenefits o
¢hildren born to
rfamiliep on walfars but
allows States Lo opi-oul
of this proviglons by
passing a atate law.

1. Btates have option to
deny benefits o

‘¢hiidren born Lo

familles on welfars,

THEN WOMS
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AFRC, CHILD CARE, CHILD PROTECTION,
N (Exscutive Summary)

IER I: Areas of Commonality
. 0 percent cut in social services hlock grant
. Seysar cime limit for benefits

A. Strugtural issues.

-~ Which, if any, AFDC programs should be inciuded in a
block grant?

-+ How much additional meney should states be given for
population growth and economic downturns, and through
what mechanism?

-- How much of their own money should srates m& reguired to
spend on welfare programs?

-« How much flexibility should states be given in defining

Toaligibilicy and gdeciding who should receive benefips?

BE. Exemptions from time limit. <Can states exempt more than 15%
of craseload?

C. Ffamily cap. Should states have ¢omplete flexibility
regarding the family cap?

D. Teen moms. £hould stares have complete flexibility in
deciding whether .o give benefivs to unmarrvied teen mams?

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

¥, Bonuses. Should srates yreceive a gash bonus for reducing
illegitimacy rates? Should states receive a monus for
meving people from welfare to work?

G. Work and child care,

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

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

2. Sheuzld gtateg be

'requzr&a by”the f&dexaiﬁgmvernmeﬁtItoﬁ&ave atandard& and to spend

a required percentage of funds on improving child care quality?

3. CHILD PROTECTION. Should most child protection programs be
capped and tlock granted?

T



TIER I:

AFDC, CHILD CARE, CHILD PROTECTION
{(Detailed Summary)

1. Cutting sccial sexvices block grant by 10%

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

TIERS IX AND IXT:
1. AFDC/TANF

A(

ural issues: Tonference Bill block grants JOBS,

emergency assistance, AFDC administration and AFDC benefits. The
Coalition bicock grants JCES funds and retains uncapped matching
structure for AFDC benefits and administration, while allowing
gtates 1o define eligibiliny.

., Block Grant Options Include:

&
&

o

Work funding only {Coalition)

Work funding, smergency assistance, AFDC adminigtration
£Cangvessimﬁal Democratic Proposals)

Al: AFDC related programs except c¢hildceare (confe“e%ce
Billi

Adjuatménts for Changes in Population and Economic Conditions

&

By wvirtue of entitlement, automatic adjustments for
population and economic maaﬁg& through match;ng formula
{like current law; Coalition)

Separate adjuster fund for pepulation and economic change
triggersd by changes in poverty pupulation [(Congressional
Democratic Proposals)

Supplemental Growth Fund of 5800 million for population
chnange; <Contingency fund of $1 billion for economic
change; Loan fund of $1.7 billion for other contingencies
(Conference)

Options for State matching or Maintenance of Effort

L+

o

Mandatory state match for federal funds (like current
law; Ceoalition}

80 percent of baseline for all AFDT related spending: 160
percent MCE for benefits; no transfers out of block grant
{Congressicnal Democratic Proposals}

8¢ percent of baseline with increases to as hzgh as 108
percent based on failure to meet work requirsements
{Congressional Democratic Proposgals)

75 percent of baseline with possible reduction as
performance bonus (Cenference)
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Eligibility definition and gasurance of agsistance

o States define eligibility criteria; all eligiblas who
meat requirements are served {(Coalitien)
o States determine who will be served; no entitlement to

benefits {Conference}

E; A8 5. Conference report allows states
to axempt up fo 15¥ of casezoaﬁ from S-year time limit; Coalition
also allows state option to exempt 15% of cageload but adds several
additional exemptions. The Administration prefsrs Coalition
approach or a 28V exemption.

C. Family cap. Conference report prohibits the expenditure of
federal dollars to provide additional cash banefits to families
already on welfare that have additional children. States can
bypass this pelicy by passing a law sxempiing themselves from the
federal vequirement. <Coalition and Administration prefer to give
states full flexibility on this issue. (no budget impact)

B, Teen moms. Both the Administration and the conference report
agree that teen mothers 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
unmarvied tesn mothers. The Administration does not support the
denial of benefits baged solely on age and marital starus.

{no budget impact}

. Medigaid, The conference report erngds the entitlement to
Medicaid for families receiving benefits under the cash welfare
program. States would have the option of deciding who gets
coverage, Thildren receiving maintenance payments undex either the
foster care or adoption programs ceontinue to receive the Medicaid
entitlement. The Administration continues current law Medicaid
coverage for AFDC recipients; the Coalition provides the option of
up to 2 vears of Medicaid coverage. {This isgsue ig contingent on
cutcome of overall Mediraild discugsiong.)

F. Bonuges.

o Illegitimary Bonus.--The confearence report provides a
cash bonuste states that reduce their illegitimacy ratio
without increasing their abortion rate. States that
reduce their illegitimacy vate by 1 percentage point
vecaive a bonus equal to 5% of their block grant amount;
states that reduce their 1llegitimacy rate by 2
percentage points or moere receive a 10% bonus. The.
Administration does not support this concept. (Cost: §128&
million over 7 vears)

) Parformance 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.



G.

o Participation requirements. The conference report requires
states to place an increasing percentage of their caseload in
work programs each yeary; the percentage begins at 20% in 1397
and rises to 50% by 2002. The Cealition requires 20% in 1997
rising to 52% in 2003 {(thelr work program differs in several
respects from that established by the conference report).
The conference report allows states to reduce their
payrticipation standards in proportion to net caselcad
reductions., The Coalition and Administravion allow states to
count part-time workers and individuals who leave AFPDC in
meeting participation rates.

o Work funding. The-conference repoyt reguires states to fund
work programs out their cash and child care block grants. The
Coalition provides 3$8.1 billion over 7 years to fkna&ca
the work program.

o Child care funding. The conference report provides & separate
plock grant for child care. The total amount of monsgy in the
block grant is %18 billion, $11 billion «f which 1is
entitlement funding. The Ceoalition maintains the individual
entitlement to chilcd care for all adults participating in work
programs and for 1 year after lsaving welfare for a job. The
Administration believes an additional $3 billion will be
r&quzred to meet the work participation reguirements described
above.

2. : o, HE ' 3 : 3 Current law reyulres
srates to have scate h&alth add sawety standards for day care
providers that receive federal funding. These standards include
building and physical premises safety, prevention and control of
infectious diseases (including immunizations), and staff training.
The cvonfevrence report and the Coaliticon would drop this federal
regquirement, but reguires states to spend federal dollars only in
facilities that mset state and local standaxds; the Administratien
would retain current law. The Administration would also rerain the
18% set aside in current law for guality improvement which the
conference report reduces to 3%. (No budget impact for the federal
government but could have impact on state budgets)

3. CHILD PROTECTION. The camferenae report retainz open-ended
federal enritlement funding for foster care and adeption
maintenance payments and ¢reates a child protection blogk grant
which caps and consclidates a variety of programs. The Coalition
and the Administyation retain curyrent law, {(conference savings

$0.4 pillion)
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AFDC, WORK, & CHILD CARE

I. MAIN AFFIRMATIVE FOINTS

. The current welfare system is broken and must be fixed to promote work, demard
responsibility, and protect children. We have worked to build on the bipartisan
consensus achieved in the Scnate and pass a bill that’s good for welfare recipients
and taxpayers alike,

II. REPUBLICAN MAIN CHARGES AND OUR RESPONSES
Republican Claim: Washington should get out of the welfare business - States

should be allowed to design and run their own programs thmzzg,h block grants without
. Federal interference.

Response:

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

. Welfare was always intended to be a Federal/State partnership. States need

to maintain their role in the effort to promote work and protect children,
and should not be left holding the bag in economic downturns.

1. MAIN SPECIFIC POLICY DIFFERENCES

Objectionable Republican Proposal: Impose strict work requirements on States while
underfunding child care and work activities.

Republican Claim: States can use block grants however they wish, There are more than
enough funds for work and child care,

Response:

. States will be left with one of three bad choices to meet the work rates: (1) spend
an inordinate share of block 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 refatively minor block grani penalty for not meeting the
work rates.

. Republican and Democratic governors sent a hipartisan NGA letter calling for
reducing the size of the tax cut to provide more funds for child care,
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. Five Republican Senators wrote December 20 criticizing the current bill for
walking way from the Senate bill’s bipartisan provisions on child care.

Objectionable Republican Proposal; Inadequate countercyclical funding.

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

Response:

¥

* The contingency and loan funds would be inadequate in the event of a downtum,
In the 1890-92 recession, AFDC went up by $6 billion, but the current bill
provides only 31 billion. We need s sironger countercyclical trigger that responds
better 1o increases in child poverty.

J 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:

. I AFDC is 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%
requirement in the Senate bill,

* “Work performance bonus” reductions of up 1o 8% of State maintenance of effort
and allowable block grant transfers of up to 30% effectively reduce required State
contributions to 45 percent, Some States could even cut their contribustion to
zero. These State reductions would seriously undermine the program.

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

Objectionable Republican Proposal; Categorical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC and 851
recipients is climinated.

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 SSI woukd be severed, leaving
many poor families without crucial health care coverage, destroying an important
work incentive, and leaving the blind and disabled without care

" A group of Republican Senators have decried the termination of categorical
Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients, stating: “These people will have nowhere
to get medical coverage unless the states offer to pay 100 percent of their health
care cosis.” :



AFDC/IOBS/Child Care

Should welfare and SSI families lose their Medicaid entitlement?

[Note: The stand-alone bill would end categorical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC and 581
recipients.]

Of course not. But the stand-alone welfate bill includes 2 Medicaid provision (not in the
reconciliation bill} that would end categorical eligibility for AFDC and $8I recipients
{States could opt to continue it).

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

» Welfare mothers and parents on welfare getting a decent job might lose their
children's medical coverage unmediately (now, they get a year's trarsitional
benefits). This would destroy a very important work incentive,

’ A group of Republican Senators have decried the termination of categorical
Medicaid ehgibility for AFDC recipients, stating: “These people will have nowhere
to get medical coverage unless the states offer to pay 100 percent of their health
care costs.”

Many parents could lose medical coverage. The provision's effects on the one vear of
transitional Medicaid now received by families moving from welfare to work 13 less clear,
It could discourage parents from secking jobs that would raise them above poverty, since
their children might lose health coverage immediately.

Why doesn’t the conference provide enough funding for child care?

The amount in the Republican bill is about an extra 32 billion over current levels. This
would be far too litle 10 provide child care to those on welfare who work, those who are
transitioning off welfare to work, and those who work but have low incormes and are at
rick 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 and 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 $1 billion (at least) for those transitioning off welfare and those at-risk
of coming on to welfare,

* We need to add considerably more for child care, unless we sofien the work
requirements by allowing part-time work to count for recipients with young
children and by counting those who leave welfare for work.



Why do you want to impose such underfunded work mandates on States?

{Note: The work requirements increase to 50% by 2002, but no additional Sunding is
provided for work. }

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 sericus
under funded mandate jeopardizes the success of welfare reform and sets the system up
for faillure once again,

.« In the absence of more funding, States could choose one of three bad directions:

- {1) Cut benefits in order to pay for work activities.

o {(2) Shell out substantial sums of their own money to pay for work activities
{and how many States are likely to do that?).

- {30 s:mpiy ignore the work requirements and take the block grant
penaity.

None of these choices are desirable, and they would 4l undermine the goal of
successful reform.

Why do you want to leave States holding the bag and poor children out on the
streets in a recession?

[The conference includes a 81 billion cortingency grant furd, a $1.7 bitfion foan fund
(which must be repaid with interest), and can 3800 million growth fund :hat was designed
to benefit primarily Sunbelt states. |

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 the 1990-92 recession, AFDC went up by 36 billion, but the current
hill provides only $1 billion, We need a stronger countercyclical trigger that
responds better to increases m child poverty.

. é%. supplemental spending bill would provide funding too late - tong aieritis
really needed by poor children and families.



Why would you let States pull large amounts of their own money cut of the
Federal/State partnership to promote work and protect children?

{The conference bill sets State maintenance of effort at 75% of FY94 levels. Thisisa
reduction from the Senate s 80% reguirament |

You shouldn’t. The Senate maintenance of effort requirements are much better.

. If AFDC is 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 35 billion more over 7 years compared to the 80%
requirement in the Senate bill.

- “Waork performance bonus” reductions of up to 8% of State maintenance of effort
and allowable block grant transfers of up to 30% effectively reduce required State
contributions to 45 percent. Some States could even cut their contribution to
zero. These State reductions would seriously undermine the program.

¢ Instead of reducing MOE for good performance, we s%wz:lai raise MOE for States
that fail to meet the work requirements.
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Child Protection/Foster Ca re-Bl(}{:k Grant

[Note: The Republican bill drops ability to enforce certain federal child protections and cuts
these programs from the CBO revised baseline by 5% by 2002, The bill eliminates entitlement
Sfor service amd adminisiration of portions of the Foster Care and Adoption Assistance
Program. ]

Q: GAO just came out with a report stating that States were almost uniformly badly
strapped for resoarces to handie mushrooming child abuse problems. The
bipartisan APWA sent a letter strongly opposing any child protection blocK grant
{signed by Jerry Miller, Gov. Engler’s wellare divector, who helped design the
AFDC block grant in the House and Senate bills).

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

A No.

s The Republican proposal doesn’t just consolidate administrative costs. So-called
“administration” includes vital services like investigation of abuse’and neglect reports,
placement of children in foster and adoptive homes, and family reunification. Block grants
may mean more uninvestigated child abuse reperts, more children left in dangerous homes,
and more cluldren languishing in the system and waiting for a home.

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

“These costs, which 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 of 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
sdoption.”

. 1t 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
‘AFDC may increase Foster Care caseloads. While the added caseload projections have
been congervative, the actual caseload increases could be much higher,



Close to half of all States have run their foster care programs so poorly that they ave
operating under court mandates (22 States). Do you think it makes sense to remove
federal oversight of States’ program quality in the bill?

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, 1t is hard to see how they would be made better by removing Federal
pressure, and capping Federal funding.

The Admimstration has been working on improving State oversight to improve service
and program quaiziy ’I"%ze &dmmsz{aizaa 1% enceuragmg rapzé computerization to
improve services, Changesi - 2 ;
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CHILD PROTECTION

MAIN AFFIRMATIVE POINTS

Currently, there are critical federal protections for abused and reglected ;:hildrezz

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,

REPUBLICAN MAIN CHARGES AND RESPONSES

_Republican Claim: Child pretection programs have been a disaster -- turn the reins

over o the States so they can fix the system.

Response!

At 2 time when both foster care caseloads and substantiated cases of child abuge
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 ﬁmémg or make
drastic changes in child protection service programs.

The bill weakens certain federal proteciions for abused and neglected children.
Accountability is ¢ritical since courts in 22 States have found child welfare syszems
that are unable to provide children with basic protection,

The biparzisan 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 current bill 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 stifl reduces
funding for services and administration of programs for abused, neglected, and
abandoned children by almost $1 billion, according to CBO's revised baseline,
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» . Further, eliminating portions 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
riging rapidly.

MAIN SPECIFIC POLICY DIFFERENCES

Ohjectionable Republican Proposal: Drops ability to enforce certain federal child
protections 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
Adwoption Assistance Program,



Child Care Funds Provided and Nesded Due to Confersnce Agraement on HR 4 -

» {Based on CBO Estimates)
SYegr ?¥Yaozr SYear
. : Total  Totat  Yotal -
Dstars in Billions FYDB 17 FYS? F¥98  FYS3 FYDO  FYO1!  FYG2 (9600) (8602} (57-02)

Fadara) Mandaiory Child Carg
Funds Proviged in HR 4 - CBO Bstimate

,Of Qut{ays {4 2727185) O 1.2 1.2 1.4 1.5 1.7 18 208 6.8 168 X
Higte Funds Requirad i Omew . )
Bown Full Faderal Alisbment 2/ O g8 ' 08 i, 1 1.2 1.4 15 54 T8 T8

Total Federat ang State Chig . )
Care Funds Provided 8y MR 4 . QL 20 28 24 is 8 32 35 11.8 b3 16.6

CBO Estirats ~ Total Child Gare Costs
Retated to HR4 Work Program % ~ 0L $.4 12 18 22 31 38 54 23 185 174

Tetal Current Law Faderal & State
Cosis Ior AL-Risk & Transitignal’

) Chitd Care - CBO Entimats 6. gg 09 3] 1.0 1.8 18 1.0 4.7 &7 L8
Estimated incraass in Transitong! .
Child Gare Costs Oue to HA 4 oL B ? e ? ? o7 ? 7 ?
Total Child Care.}_g*.)siéwi}ﬁe o HR4 felmg 248, 22 2.4 it 4.4 4.5 8.4 1348 251 £33

Beskine

Child Cace Difference oL 00 02 03O8 1 -iE - 28 21 65 65
Fadera Share of (iflarmnce (58%) |
Asguming Medicaid Mateh Rata ¢
O Additionat Ghild Care Funds L0 LRSIV | Ei % .3 ¥ 418 47 -1 -3.8 -3 8
State Share of Ciffarence (42%) »
Assutning Medisaid Matsh Rete > '
O Additionat Child Care Funds €. 835 £ £ D2 L5 18 4.2 ) 0.9 27 N

,

17 Figures for FYG5 represent basoling estimates bacause child care provisions of HR4 sre not effective until FYe?,

2/ States receiva a base Federal child care amount #Gual to the highsr of thelr FY34 level or the average of their FY$2.64 ipvels.
Siates must mainiain 100% of FYS34 State child care spending ad matth asdional Federal amounts above the base afictment -
2 the FYB4 malch rate.

% Hased on GBO 12119/495 dreft meme, “Pratminary Estimats of Total Cosis for Siates to Meet the Vwask Pasticipation
Reuguirerments in the Proposed Confererzm Agreemant on ¥R, 4°



CBO ESTIMATES OF FEDERAL AND STATE CHILD CARE CUSTS
hecember 30, 1995

1996 1987 1898 2 398% 2000 2001 2883 96-02
Child care 1100 11048 1250 1244 23858 3788 £430 11550
Costs of Work
Program

CHILED CARE
Spending

a. Lurreng+ 708 739 TE6 198 829 859 850 5588
hageline for

state child

care spend,

b, ¥Fed, msnd. 1194 1368 1408 1506 g 1909 2950 131GQ0
gpend,. in

child care

block grant

Cc. Stateré L N 140 185 230 A20 410 417 1782
gpand. to :

get addt .

child care

(45% match}

Total Spend 1805 23118 2383 2528 2849 31632 3417 18348

NOTE The calculations above do not include the $7 billion/7 years
of discreticonary ¢hild care money aubthorized under HR4,

If states wmaintained their $5.586 /7 years spending based on gurrent
law and the federal government paid $11.0 b/7 yeaxs in the block ’
grant, states would only be short $.964 b/? years, This shortfalil is
eagily made up because in order to receive the additional child care
money on top of the 1994 level, states must spend an additional $1.782
billion in child care, leaving & surplus of $.798 billion/7 years
above CBO estimate of needmd expenditures on child care.

*Current law bageline for atate gpending agsumes a state match of 45%
and that states maintain 75% of state child care spending under the
current AFDC program (using Deoember haseline).

»*State spending for additional child care is the amount states would
have to spend in order to draw down additional ¢hild care dollars
{above the 1454 amoumt that states sutomatically getl.
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December 22, 1995

MEMORANDUM TOQ THE CHIEF OF STAFF

FROM: Ken Apfel
Rahm Emanuel
Bruce Reed
SUBIECT: . Nepotiating Strategy -~ Welfare Reform

We have two objectives in the budget talks on welfare reform: 1) Use this week’s
letter from moderate Republican Senators and the Chafee~Breaux budget proposal as a
oadmap 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 Adnnnistration is relatively small. Their
current bill saves 358 billion, which does not include another $2 billion in add~backs that
were in the Republicans' Dec, 185 offer. The Administration's plan saves $37 billion; the
. Coalition's saves $42 billion; and Chafee—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, which would give states
an cxtra $4 billion for work and benefits gver 7 years.

In the budget talks, we should let the moderate Republicans' objections to the overall
level of cuts speak for themselves. Five Republican Senators {(Chafee, Cohen, Snowe,
Jeffords, Specter) sent a letter to Dole on Wednesday objecting to the overall level 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 881 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 budget talks, and argue that Republican leaders
need to make those changes just to ensure Republican support. The Senate moderates agreed
to vote today for the welfare conference report only after Dole promised that their concemns
would be addressed in the budget negotiations. (The bill passed the Senate 52-47, with

- Campbell and Hatfield voting no and Baucus the only Demeocrat voting for #t.  The original
Senate bill passed 87~12, with 35 Democrats in support.) Domenici, wha helped the
moderates improve the Senate bill in September, should be sympathetic to their concerns.
Blue Dogs have made the same demands a priority in their budget discussions with Kasich.



In addition, we should argue for a few important structural improvements that cost
little or no money. Our argument should be that if we're going fo go along with 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 in the trigger mechanism
would vastly improve protection for states in an economic downturn without
affecting the scoring of this bill.

Restore maintenance of effort to Senate level of 80%: The difference between
75% and B0% is as much as $4 billion in state 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 a work performance bonus: The Republicans’ Dece. 15 budget offer
included $500 million for a work performance bonus to reward states that
succeed in placing people in jobs. Republicans would like to make this change
anyway to reward Roth, its chief sponsor.

Increase child care funding: The Republicans' Diee. 15 budget offer included 2
$1.6 billion add~back to Titde XX, which some states use for child care. If
that add~back is still available, we should persuade them to add it to the child
care block grant instead. Adding child care s the best way to show that this
bill is serious about work {and better than the Senate bill).

Drop the food stamp cap, eliminate or improve the food stamp block grant, and
{ry o soften the gverall food stamp cuts: The first two changes ¢ost nothing,
and would dramatically reduce the risk to states in a recession.




AFDC, WORK, CHILD CARE, & CHILD PROTECTION: DECISIONS

(1} AFDC Structural Changes. HR 4 block grants JOBS, emergency assistance, AFDC adounistration, and AFDC benefits. The Cealition bill
block grants work funds and retaing uncapped matching structure for AFDC benefits and administration with increased state flexibility. Other
intermediate positions possible. :

»  Provide guarantee to benefits and increase state flexibility {Coalition)
»  Block grant and eliminate open-ended funding (HR 4)

(2)  Child Care & Work HR 4 increases child care by $2 billion, not enough to meet strict work requirements. The Administration and the
Coalition would increase child care funding to 2 level sufficient t0 meet work requirements,

+  Increase child care funds and modify work requirements {(Administration): . +%5-6 illion
+  Smaller child care addback {HR 4): +$2 billion

(3)  Countercyclical Funding. MR 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, If'a block grant is established, the Administration would
increase HR. 4's contingency fund to $1.8 billion, make funds available based on numbers of children in poverty, and let more funds flow to
states if national 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 flows automatically to states when need increases.)

» [fablock grant, responsive countercyclical funding (Administration): +$680 (preliminary) or +5960 million {with baseline fix})
¢  Limited contingency fund (HR 4): ’ +$686 million

(4) Maintenance of Effort. The bipartisan Senate bill included an 80% maintenance of effort requirement. The conference report reduced this
level to 75%. This change would aliow States 10 spend $5 billion less over seven years. The Coalition bill requires state matching of federal
funds, rather than a maintenance of effort.

»  Ifablock grant, at Ieast 80% maintenance of effort (Administration)
» -Conference 75% maintenance of effort requirement (HR 4)

(5} Work Performance Bonus. The Daschie bill provided $1 biliion over five years to reward states for success in moving people from welfare to
work. The Conference “performance bonus™ would allow states 10 reduce their maintenance of effort by up to 8% for suceessful work programs.
s Provide $1 billion for performance bonuses {Administration); , +$1 billion
+«  Reduce maintenance of effort by up to 8% (HR 4): $0

(6)  Child Protection Block Grant. HR 4 includes a block grant four open-ended child protection progiams (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 low-income foster and adopted children if caseloads exceed projected levels, while a block grant lacks flexibility.
Repeal of Family Preservation ends program enacted at Administration’s request in 1993,

»  Maintain current law (Administration, Coalition); 50
«  Block grant open-ended programs/repeal Family Preservation & Indep. Living (HR 4): «$0.7
3) Mebiad
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FOOD STAMPS AND CHILD NUTRITION DECISIONS

b4

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 additiong! -$8.6 in Food Stamp reductions and -30.3 in Child Natrition,

Y

2)

3)

4

§)

Optional Food Stamp Block Grant. Permit 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, ellglblllty criteria would be entirely up o the States,
. Optional food stamp block grant (HR 4) «$0.7 billion

. Maintain the federsl guarantee for a minimum national benefit (Coalition, Administration): O

Cap on Food Stamp Spending Cap food stamps spending at CBO’s estimates for the program over the next seven years no cushion
for estimating ervor. The cap eliminates the notion of food stamps as a program which expands to meet the needs of low-income

. families. If Spendmg were 10 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.

" Time-Limit. Terminate food stamp benefits after four months for childless, able-bodied adults who are not performing workfare, or

enrciled in specific employment and training programs, or working 20 hours per week. The State is not required to provide training,
. Four month time limit with no requirement 1o provide traming/workfare slots (HR 4} ~%4.6 hillion
. Six month time limit with a requirement to provide training/workfare slots (Coalition): <30 2 bitlion

Food Stamp Shelter Deduction, Freeze the current deduction level and prohibit families from deducting shelter expenses in excess of
50% of household income. {This provision was enacted as a part of the OBRA 93 food stamp changes.)

. Freeze the excess shelter deduction af the FY 1996 level (HR 4): -34.1 billion

» Retain current law {Administration/Coalition); G-

Structare and Size of the Food Stamp Cuts. HR 4 does not include the Administration’s $19 billion in its entirety. Administration
provisions cut all recipients’ benefits by & smiall amount, but permit indexing within the basic benefit structure. HR 4 reduces the value
of benefits over time. The key issue is whether or not 10 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 commuodities entitiement program.

Child Nutrition Block Grant Demonstration, A Schoo! Lunch/Breakfast Block Grant Demonstration would allow a block grant to .
be established in each of the seven USDA regions on a demonstration basis,

. Permit Child Nutrition Block Grants (HR 4). Estimate not available,

. Maintain the federal eligibility, benefits and nutrition standards (Administration/Coalition): -0-

. Draft December 27, 1995 papa |



SSIBENEFITS
Decisions

The Administration plan and HR 4 agree on $6.5 billion in savings (not including Medicaid savings) in this area. [Note: $2.3 billion of this
amount, from ending SS1 eligibility because of drug addiction or alcoholism, has been included as an offset in “eammgs testbill”] HR 4
would cut an additional $7.0 billion,

en: Benefit levels. 2-tier benefit system for severely disabied children coming on the rolls (with second tier eligible for 75%
of full iwzwﬁt&) or aﬁ sevcre}y disabled children eligible for full cash benefits, Under HR 4 two-tier system, in 2002, some 735,000
children would get reduced benefits,

. Two-tiered system (HR 4): ) $4.2 billion
* Full cash benefits (Administration, Coalition): _ -0-

2. Children: gs-rﬁngfgghgri ng. Children currently on rolls who would not meet tightened eligibility requirements would begin to lose
benefits in Januvary 1897, or 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 of Jannary 1, 1997 (HR 4; Coalition): - $3.8 billion
» . New rules not applied to current recipients (Administration) G-

3. Adulis: Reapplication. Adults with disabilities expected to improve would be required to reapply for benefits every three years,
or no reapplication requiremnent, Under current law, continuing disability reviews are conducied periodically to determine whether
an individual is sti}l eligible for benefits. Under Coalition proposal, eligible recipients who fail to reapply ina tzxzza%y manner could
have benefits suspended for a significant period of time.

»  Reapplication (Coalition): $1.9 billion
» No reapplication (Administration; HR 4); w{J

4, Aduglts: Unearned income exclusion. Unearned income exclusion would be reduced from $20 per month to $15 per month,
effectively reducing benefits of 51 recipients who also receive social security benefits by $60 per vear, or no change to unearned
income exclusion. Under Coalition proposal, over 3 million recipients annually would have their benefits reduced,

. Reduce to $13 per month {Coalition): $1.1 billion
. Maintain at 320 per month (Administration; HR 4): L

Draft Docember 27, 1995 page 2
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BENEFITS TO IMMIGRANTS: DECISIONS

. 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)

» 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

+
-

. Bans on eligibility of legal immigrants to SSI, AFDC and Food Stamps. Unlike efforts to strengthen the responsibility of

sponsors, categorical bans on immigrant’s eligibility for programs represents a fundamental change in the status of legal 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 75 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, Jegal immigrants to Medicaid. Potential restrictions parallel those described above for cash and food

programs. Because of the importance of preserving access to health care, restrictions on Medicaid represent a more significant
limitation on the rights of legal immigrants.

r

» 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 of block grant)
* No restrictions on legal immigrants access to health care (Admin/Coalition): -0- )
1 Uedd whndi |

- requirements for citizens and noncitizens and significant administrative costs. No savings from discretionary programs. °

4. Restrictions on legal immigrant’s access to federal and state programs and services bevond the major federal entitlemént

programs, including programs like school lunch, public health clinics and Head Start. Would impose substantial new paperwork

-

.« Restrict legal immigrants from all programs based on need (HR 4): -$0.5 billions (CBO)

s Current law which provides legal immigrants access to most programs (Admin/Coalition): -0--

' Draft December 27, 1995 page 3
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COMPARISON CF WELFARE PROPOSALSA
December 28, 1938

TANF HIACK SRANT (AFDC)

B BUDGRET

STRUCTORAL: BREFORM | 1. AFDC caah Hot addyessed
hennfite and
adminiatration,
JOBE, and emergancy
sgalotance
conacliidated inco
e kigck grant.

2. Turne AFDL into &
state bloock grant
which is capped at -

$16.2 billion a *
year,
MORE REQUIREMENTS 1. Requivres ot addreaoed

recipients to engage
in work aotivities
within 3 yeare of
receiving bepefics.

Z. 8States must have v
0% of cascload In a
qualified work
agtivity by FY2002.

3. Brate oplion to '
exempt & aingle
parent with & child .
under ages i from
work ragquirement.

N { .
ngdﬂ?“&Jhﬂ‘ 4. States may not

ganstion & single
parsnt with a child
undar age 4 1f rtha
paveat provep child
care e not
available.

TINR LIRITSH 1. Must work afoer Not addressed
receiving benefits
For Mwo years
{eariier ar atate
optisn}

2. 5 year lifegion
iimit for fedazrxl
TANRF bensfits,
ghaorter at atate
vption {15% hardelip

examption) .
MAINTESANCE OF 1. 19% of stace Not addrossed
RYFCRT spendlng in FYI994.

1 of 8
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TANE HLOCE GRANY {£0NT.}

¥INAL WELFARE REFORN
BELY

AIMINISTRATION
BUDCET

CHANGRS I8
BCOHOMIC
CXNDITIONS

1. %31 billien
contingenay fund fow
States with high
unsmployment {State
wust match}.

2. 8840 million
auwpplemental growth
fund for states with
high population
growth, benefise
iovwer than 36% of
the naticonal
average, or above
average growth and
helaw average AFDL
welfare benefits {no
State matoh).

3. 51.7 billion lcan
Fund,

Hot addreansd

PAMILY CAlr

1. Reguires 3tates
to deny benefite to
ehilidyren born to
Famiifes on welfars
but allows 3tates to
opt-cul of thias
provisions by
pasaing a state lae.

Mot addressed

TEEN MORSG

1. Unwed faens must
live g howme and
attend schocl in
order Lo receive
TANY benefita.

2. States have
eption to deny
Banefits Lo an unved
Teen parent.

Bot addresaed

MEDICAID

1. States dotermine
Medicald ellgibilivy
for TANF recipients.

Mot addrasses

CORY RATIMATE

«87.0 b/7 ymars

Mot adiressed

2 af %




CHILI CARE

FINAL WHLFARE BRPORM
BILL

ADMIHISTRATION
BUDGRT

STROCTURR

1. €onsolidates axll
zhild care gpending
into & single block
grapt U9 Stabon.

2. Blook grant
includes 511 b, /Y
years in mandatory
spanding for TANP
racipienta and $§7
L. T years in
diasgrationary
spending for Jow
income poor.

i. States may
tranafer uy €o IOk
of aiiiid care money
Erom TANF rec¢ipienta
to low income poor.

Not addresaged

BRALTH AND SA¥PRTY

1. ALl child care
facilivies muat
abide by health and
gatety atandarxds an
determined by the
Brate.

Not addressed

CO8T KETIMATR -

Hot adkdrzaaed

+59.6 b/T years

s of




FOUTRR CARE AND ADOPTION

FIHAL WELFARE REFPORM
BILL

ATMINISTRATION
BIDGET

1. Maintains foster
eare and adoption
maintenances paymentsa
as upen-emied
entitismenta,

:g} Block grants

ther V-BE and IV-B
programe including
training, family
pressrvation and
administrative casis
inke a manstatory
spending biock
grant.

3. Betablishes a
gecond discretionary
block grant far
repavarch and
demonatrat Aone . .

4. Atyeamlines Htute
plan and data
reporting
regquirensnte.

Not addreased

~$%.4 b/Y years

Not addresaed

& of 8




831 POR CBILDREN

FIRAL WEIFARE REFOER | ADMINISTRATION
BILL BUDGET
DEFINITION AND 1. Tightene 1. -Tightene

RLIGIRILITY RULER { sligibiliny by:

{a) adding n=w
definition of
childhood |
disabilibty;

ik} eliminating _
individualized
Functional
aupeARmEnY,
reguiationg that
aliow children wfo a
reougniied
disability or 'with
leaner conditions o
gualify foey 38I.

aligibilicy for
new antrants
only. Hpecifice
af propoeal
unknowst .

g

BENEFIT AMOUNT 1. Betaklishes a
two-tisred syetem of
cach benefite:

{2} children who
raquire special
persohal assistance
reétain (458% of adult
benefiz {$%,000 in
1985}

(I3} shildren with
jesper needa gai 75%
of aiult benefii
{53,800 in 1395}

1. Mo provision

RPPROTIVE DATR 1. Bligibilicty
changes ¢ffective on
enactment .

2. Thildren
gurrantly on roles
will sentinue to
receive bhenefite
untii $/1/9%.

3. "IFA" reciplentas
sre entitlied Lo

reovaluation before
romoval L£rom rolean.

4. New two-tiersd
benafity yules
effecrive for nawe
applicanta and CDRe
peginning 1/731/97.

1. New
wligibilivy rules
anly apply io new
#entYancs.

SAVINGD 512.8 BF7 vears -54.1 bB/7 years
T T W\&L«-
Tozr B genblic

P RPN SN .

ool

TAS '

Towr TR L 2-hir s»&s‘cm

S ot »
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. NONCITIZENS

FINDL: WHELFARE REFORN
HELL

ADRINISTRATION
BULGET

DEEMING

1. MHongitvizens
currently residing
in U.8., gurrent
dzeming ypules would

apply:

2. Woneitizens
arriving in the (. 8.
after che date of
epactment, deeming
would apply until
citizenship ox unril
the noncitizen hae
worked 40 gualifving
quartexrs. Deeming
would apply to ail
federaily means-
Lested programs.

3. Affidavite of
auppert would be
made Isgally
enforgesble.

4. .8tatee and
jocalitises would
have the authority
to deem fap abate
and iscal means-
testsd public
bepefitn,

1. Batended
deaming would
apply £ all new
applicanta faor
benefite.

%. Lesming
sontinnes until
cicizenship.
Exception for
individuale who
hasome disgbl&d
aftey they sntex
£he gountry.
Dreming would
apply %: AFEC,
481, and food
sLaImpe .

Y, Bimiiar

4. AStatex have
autherity 1o
extend deeming Lo
*Lat % Meane-
teetad programa
if pongitizen is
denied APLC, 381
or food astampe.

Eof &




HORCITIZRNE {CONT. )

PINAL WELFARE REFOEN
BYLL

ADMIRISTRATION
HUDGRT

DRNTAL OF MRANS -
TRYOTRD SHENEFITH

1. Roncitizene would
be ineligible far
327 and food stamps
until citizenship or
unti} the noncitizen
Bao wurked 40
gualifying guarters.
Exception for
refugess, asyleeq,
vetsrans/active duty
miiitary and thelir
fawilien.

2. Nongitizens who
arrive after date of
anactment are
ineligikles for all
Federaliy means-
tested programe {or
5 yeare. Rxgsprion
for refugmnas,
anylees and
vateransfactive duty
military and their
familiep.

3, #Htartes Have
authorlty to
dersrmine
eligibilicy of
noncitizena for
aratae and los)
muane -Lested
programs {(States
woneld not ke able to
deny banefite to
exsmpted Cclapses
liated aboved.

1. dnly
*uallified
nongitizens”
would be oligible
for AFDC, S8I.
and Medicaid,

All noncitizens
worald be
inaligible for
831, Exgaprions
Ear refugess,
asylises,

vatstane fastive
duby military and
theipr famiiios,
legal aﬁncétizana
cuar xge 75,
tegal noncitizeos
whe have hecome
disabsled aftar
arviving in the
512

R. Mo % year ban,

3. Brates would
have tha
aunthority to
provide state
meRnm - Caatesd
bensfits opriy £o
‘qualifiesd
noncitisans® .

ILLEYIAL
NONGC YT RN

1. Iilesgal
noncitizens would be
iancligible for etats
and locail beaefite.
Jome excaptliona for
B TGACY
situationns,

1. Mo provision

BAVINGH

+522.9 BT years
{thias includes
Hedicaid)

+$11.0 b/7 years

*

¥ of &
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BOCTIAL SERVICES BLOTK GRANT

PINAL WELEARE RRPORM | AIMINISTRATION
BILL - BUDGRT
RKOGCTION IR 1. Reduce 19% 1. Raduce 10%
BOC 1AL SKRVICES beginning it FY199%7 peginning in
BLOCK GRANT FY1396,
SRV INGH «$31.7 b. /T Years ~$1.9 8.7 ysarae

s:iwalfare\Einalisideaide. ¢
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Wellare Reform

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

*

AFDC -~ Should all or some of the AFDC-related programs be block granted: JOBS
{work programs), emergeocy sssistance, 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?
What types of state flexibility and recipient protections should be provided?

Child Care/Work - What mix of funding and policy is appropriate to ensure that
States succeed in meeting work requirements?

Food Stamps -~ Should there be an option 1o block grant the Food Stamp
entitlement? Should there be a hard cap on food siamp expenditures?

School Lunch - Should we establish seven State block grant demonstrations?

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

Magritude of Reductions: What is the appropriate level and mix of cuts in welfare-related
programs that will move people from welfare to work, protect childrer, and enable States
to carry out real reform? The Administration proposes $37 billion in welfare-related
savings (pius $2B in EITC). HR 4 provides about $64 billion (not counting about $5+B in
Medicaid cuts).

*

Immigrants -~ Should we ban legal immigrants from 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 $20 billion (plus an
additional $4 bitlion if Medicaid is not block granted).

Food Stamps -~ What level of cuts is appropniate? HR 4 cuts $28 billion; the
Administration cuts $19 billion,

SREChildren - Should a two-tier payment system be established? Should our
change to S81 policy affect current recipients? The Administration proposes $4
billion in savings; HR 4 inchudes $12 billion in savings.

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

Taxes: Should we cut EITC? Should we tax AFDC, §81 and food smﬁs’? Shouid we
reduce the dependent care tax credit?



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

1 Preliminary projection of CBG's likely scoring.
2/ Inchudes $2.73 billion ($2.9 billien with Medicaid) for ending eligibility because of Drug
Addiction and Alooholisrn. This provision is in the Senior Citizen’s Right 10 Work Act.
3Does net inglode effecis of ending catagorical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients,
A Appesrs not 1o inchude the cost of making the DCTC refundable.

BILLS
7 Year O/L, 7 Yeur OL 7 Year O/L 7 Year OL
Savings Saving Sevings Savings
B) (s (5B} S8
Admin. Bil) Coalition HER 4 Senate Do,
(B (CBO) {Projected CBOY 1/ | (Projected CBOJY/
Food Stamps -$19.0 -$13.8 -527.6 -$19.0
| (Bxcluding imamgranis)
Commodities 0.0 50.0 +$1.8 $0.G
Child Nutnition .. . ... . ~$314 -$2.2 -83.7 -33.4
{Exchufing inamigeants)

Total -~ Food Programs $22.4 ~516.0 -$29.3 ~822.4
SSITotal,......... «$7.1 -$13.6 -514.8 % -$9.5
fincluding Medicsid changes} Inuludes -$4.3 for tludes -$8.1 (-§15.4 Medicaid) Includes -86.7 for

$81 Kids.
Social Service Block “$1.9 -$1.9 -$1.7 -31.9
Grant {Title XX)..........
AFDC/IORS/ChildCare/ 30.0 +32.5 +82.5 +$3.7
Child Protection/C8E...... . {(+$2.2 with
(including Medicaid changes) Medicaid} 3/
Immigrants ~$5.4 335 -$20.2 -35.5
< tudine Modicai (-$24 4 with
(including Medicaid changes) Modicaid)
Total - Welfare -836.9 -$34.6 -$63.6 $35.6
(-368.6 with
ngrams Medicaid:
Earned Income Tax ~31.6 -$2.4 -326 4 -32.4
Credit......
Qther Tax Changes.......... 300 -$9.9 4/ $0.0 -$4.6
fotal — Tax 816 -$12.3 -$26.4 -$7.0
1227795
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM AND CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
A. Areas in Common
1. Food Stampp Prograg-~-Same program savings of $10.321 billion
2. Child Nutrition Programs---Target level of $3.4 billion to $3.7 billion

B. Tssues for Advisors and Principals/Most Significant Budget/Policy Issues
1. Work requircments/§me limits---HLR. 4 ($4.450 billion}; Adminisgration (0);
Coalition (5205 million}
2. Standard deduction-$EL.R. 4 (35.370 billion); Administration ($8.140 billion);
Coalition ($2.405 billiog).
3, Shelter deduction--JR. 4 {$4.1 billion); Administration {0); Coalition {0).

L O Issues for Advisors anq Principals

1. Adjustable food staRp ¢ap
H.R. 4-—Caps food stangp spending at CBO's estimates for the cost of the program
ired 1o adjust each year’s obligation based og changes in
g cost of food  If program funding requirements exceed
allowed obligations, the Secretgy must direct states to reduce benefits to stay within the
cbligation udts for e yoar; of Congress sould enact savings in order 1o increase food S‘?azm:
funding.
Administration/Coaliti Maintains annual approprigtions cap. If program ﬁmdmg
requirzements excee.d aiiewed apfropristions, the Secretary must direct states to reduce benefits
to stay within the appropriation} limits for the year; or Congress could lift the food stamp cap
with no pay/go cffect.

2. State food assistance block grant

H.R. 4-~-States may opefate the food stamp program under a block grant: {1} if a state
is operating the electronic beneft transfer (EBT) program statewade; or (2) if 2 state bas a rate
or error (misspent federsl funds below an acceptuble levsl; or (3) if a stave has & zate of error
{misspent federal funds) sbove hn acceptsble level and pays to the federal govermment the
cost above that level. $2,405 blilion gross savings. $680 z:zziiwn net savings.

Administration/Coalitiond--No proposal.

3. Overall gavings Titld X/seven years (zmt including non-citizens)
K R. 4---325.6 billion

Administration.--$19 bﬂFon
Cralition-—$13.8 billion,

grant demmstmzmn
block grant demonstration would aliow a biock

the seven USDA regions on g dermonstration basis and

4. School nutrition blo

H.R. 4--A school lune
grant 1o be ¢stablished in ¢ach
makes changes to the nutrition dards.

Admunistration/Coalition)-No proposal, Maintains current structure of school marition
programs and maintains current punrition standards,




assistance programs
14,  Simplified food stamp

{Administration pres

while H.R. 4 establishes
15. EBT {(cost neutrality an

TOTAL

DEC-29-1595 11169 FROM 7o

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

A, AREAS IN COMMO

1. Annua! adjustment of te maximum food stamp
allotment based on 100%e of the thrifty food plan

2. Earpings of students
HR. 4--at 20 years
Administration---at 1R gearc

3 Energy assistance

4. Comparable treatment fghdisquaﬁﬁcazian
and {ailure to comply other program
requirements

5. Collection of overiss s

6. Cooperation with child E;:;%ert :
enforcement agencics (cpstodial and non-custodial}

7. Minimum benefit

8. Benefits on recertificati

9 State option for mandatqry standard utility
allowance

10, Program integrity/retail food stores ~

11, Program integrity/food p participants

i2.  Siate sdministrative flexfbility

13.  Funding for American oa and Puerto Rico food

gram
AFDC entitloment,

AFDC block grant.
2002 implementation)

$10,321 BILLIOY SAVINGS

S BER8AZ48EE

CBO ESTIMATES

$6,185
§ 6

§ 73
$2,800

$ 300
§ 175
$ 150
$ 160
$ 175

$ 40

$ 145 {(cost)

.83
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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

B. OTHER ISSUES

. Work requirements/timefiimits

H.R. 4---Able-hodied pticipants between the ages of 18 and 50 years, with no
dependents tust wark at least Baif-dme or participate in a specific training of work program
after four months of food stamy benefits, The food stamp employment and training program
is maintaired. States are not requived to provide iraining. $4.450 billion savings.

Admintstration---No proposal
Coalition---Similar to HR. 4 with a six month time limit and 2 requirement that states
provide training. $205 million favings.

2. Standard dedustion
H.R. 4-~-Amount of cuntnt standard dedaction is maintained and future indexing
increases are eliminated. $5.37¢ billion savings. :

Administration--Reduceg amount of current standard deduction for 1996, and 1987, . |
Begins future indexing increased of the standard deduction in 1998, $8.140 billion savings.

Coazlition---Freczes the -deduction for two-years-and then begins future-
indexing Increasss of the stan deduction.  $2.405 billion savings.

3. Shelter deduction :
HR. 4--Amount of ¢ t shelter deduction is maintained; future indexing increases
- amd lifting the ceiling in 1997 of ihe shelier deduction are efiminated.  $4.100 billion savings.

Administration---No progpsal. Maintains current Jaw allowing for the «eiling on this
deduction t¢ be eliminated in J 1997.

Coalition---Same as Admgnistration.

4. Other items that differ inppeeific areas but are in both H.R. 4 and the
Administration’s proposal.

3. Include young pargnts in their parents’ households.
HR. 4---81,5655 tflion savings
Administration~--$8 20 miltion savings
Coalition---$similg to HK. 4

b. Vehicle allowance
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H.R. 4---keep vEhicle allowance at current level, $930¢ million savings.

Administration-§begin indexing of vehicle allowance in 1997, $260 million
SavIngs.
5. Other items that are inguded in H.R. 4 with no comparabie Administration prc;p-osai.
a. Commedities fof the emergency food assistance program. 31.8 billion cost.

b. Optional additicy
c. Vendor paymengs
5aVings.
Disqualification] $32 million savings.

Disqualificationffor receipt of multiple bepefits. 330 million savings.
Disqualificationfrelating to child support arrears. $257 million savings.
Limitadon on f@eral maich for outreach. $13 million savings.

Work supplemefration/support program. 3135 million cost.
Employment infiatives program. $11 million savings.

Eliminate indexfg of homeless shelter allowance. $15 million savings.
Assistance for cpmmunity food projects. $18 mxﬁwn cost.

Savings $801 ufliivn

Cost  $1.953 Yllion

Net Cost $1.15% billion

al criteria for separate household status. $375 million savings.
for trapsitional housing ¢ounted as incomwe. $6% million

e P57 B R Th G

O
E
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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM A¥D CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS

C. OTHER IS5UES

I Adjustable food stamp dp ‘
H.R. 4--Caps fond stardp spending at CBQs estimates for the cost of the program
over seven years. USDA is reduired to adjust each vear's obligation based on changes in
participation and changes in thq cost of food. If program fanding requirements exceed
allowed obligations, the Secreidry musl dueet stales to reduce benefits to stay within the
obligation limits for the year; o Congress could enact savings in order 10 increase food stamp
funding.

Administration-—No prgposal. Maintains annual appropriations cap. [f program
furnding requircments exceed slfowed appropriations, the Seeretary must direct states to reduce
benefits to stay within the apprppriations limits for the vear; or Congress could lift the food
stamp cap with no pay/go effeq.

2. State food assistance bl
H.R. 4-.-States may op@4

is operating the electwonic bendfit transfer (EBT) program statewide; or (2) if & swte has a rate
or error (misspent federal fund]} below an acceptable level (6% of food stamp benefits
issued); or (3} if a state hac a gte of crror (misspent federal fimds) above an acceptable Jevel
and pays to the federsl governghent the amount of food stamp costs-above: that-level.. 82405

. billiow savings, However, if tHe state food assistance block grant is pot included, the net
change in food stamp savings § $680 million due 1o the interaction effects caloulared by
CBO. '

Administration---No prdposal.
Coalition---No proposal
3, Overall savings Title Xpseven years (not inchuding non-citizens)
H.R. 4---325.6 billion

Adminisiration-~$19 bflion
Coalition-—%13.8 billio

4, School nutrition block grant demonstration

H.R. 4--A sthool luncl/breakfast block grant demonstration would allow a black
grant 1o be established in each)of the seven USDA regions on 2 demonstration basis and
makes chunges to the nuirition§standards.

Administration---No pgpmai. Maintains current structure of school nutrition
programs and maintains ¢ nutrition standards.

Coalttion--Same as Adninistration.
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CHILD NUTRITION
Iterns in Agreemgent between H.R. 4 and Administration Proposal:

* Savings level under HR. 4 and Administration proposals {excluding aliens) are very
similar. H.R, 4 -- $3.7 billion\Administration -- $3.4 billion.

* Establish a 2 tier reimiursement structure in family day care homes (difference in
rates).

* Eliminate School Breafast and Summer startup and expansion grants.

* Make NET funding digretionary.
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December 38, 1995

OCIAR SECURITY EARNINGS TEST ISSUES

3.7

A.  TIER 1 (AREAS OF CQMMONALITY)
1. SHILDREN'S SH--ELIGIBILITY CHANGES: All parties sgree to definition of
childhood disabilif ; ﬁiﬁ?ﬁnate IFA eligibility for new enrollees; eltminate double-
counting maladapgve behavior (all changes on enactoeent) [per HR. 4].
{BO savings estigate: -$5.6 billion,
B.  TIER 2 {ISSUES FOR ADVISORS)
1. CHILDREN'S S§--GRANDFATHER FOR IFA CHILDREN: Shali we provide:

a. permanentlgrandfather (Administration), or

b, partial gragdfuther #1--redeterminations in 1996 with certain IFA children
no longer Qligible as of 1/1/97 (Senate Democrsts/Republicans, HR.4), or

c. partial gragdfiather #2--redeterminations in: 1997, with certain IFA children .
no fonger gligible as of 1/1/98 {Coalition Option).

Permaneat Grand$ther: CBO estimate: No sevings.

Partial Grandfathef #1 (thru 1/1/97); CBO savings esumate; -$3.0 bilfion.
New Coalition Gpfion #2 (thry 1/1/98)--CBO estimate: Requested.

2 ADULTSSI

a. All adults shust reapply for benefits every three years if expected to ‘
improve (§oalition proposal), and/or

b Flozting - 12} sont 4
buéget o raxsed {with cezlmg) ﬁ::r fzac)x d::{lar appmpmted for CDRs.

CBO savings cstingate for reapplication: -$2.1 billion.
CBO estimate for New Option--CDRs: No savings or cost.

fof2
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ADULT 881--AGE OF ELIGIBILITY: Shall the age of ligibility for old-age $SS8!
be raised beginning in 2003 congistent with the nse in the retirement age for full

benefits for Social Becurity?

CRO estimate, Nofsavings within budget window (savings begin in 2003},

 SSI-MANDATORY STATE SUPPLEMENTS: Shall States continue to be

required to provide mandatory cash supplements m S81 benefit amounts (applics
to 48 States)?

CBO estimate: Noksavings.
SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST:

a. Shall raising the eamings test for sendors be inchuded in this bill7 M ves, to
what level ghall the eamings test be raised?

CBO cost getimate: $7.0 billion (if raised to'$30,000 in 2002)

b.  not, shal@SSI savings from eliminating disabilty due ondy to drugs
addiction afd alccholismbe used to heip pay for raising the earnings test-
for seniors b a separaty lnii’? .

CBO savings estimate. -$2.9 billion

C.  TIER 3 (ISSUES FOR PRINCIPALS)

1

Shall she amount of the cash benefits be determined according to a new standard
(i.¢, a child is eligible for 100 percent of adult benefit if he/she requires spocial
personal assistance] otherwise the child recetves 75 percent of the adult award}, or
shall all children reshain eligible for 100 percent of the adult cash benef?

CBO savings estimfte from new standard: -$3.6 billion

2of2
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Izsugg for Macusasion: Benafits for Noncitizens

*

Tier I: Iasuca of comndad

1. Deemxng the sponsorfs income to a noncirizen required until
citizenship: Other issyes for discussion include cxempticns for
perscns over 75, porsong becoming disabled after entering the ¥.8.,
persons who have worked for 20 or more qualifying quarters {Coalition)
or 40 or merw qualitylng quartexs {(H.R. 4), and those with gponsors
whose incowme falls belod the national median.

. H.R. 4 . SE ‘B
s Adminigtration/Coalition $5 B

* CBO scores no sefarabte pavings from the deeming requirements in
H.R., 4. However, In the absence of a programmatza ban, K.R. 4
would save approxigately $5 billion by its deeming provisions
alone. For clarity, these savings are subtracted from the
savings atoributad e to the programmatic ban descrided bolow.

2. BState authority: Adkee on State and lecal governments’ being
authoriwed to follow Pedpral bans end exemptions in ordaer to avoeid an
unfunded mandate in detefmining the eligibility of nomcitizens (both

legal and illegal) for phbliic benefitas. No savings impact.

3. Affidavits of Suppoxg

:  Agree cn making sponsorship decuments
legally enforcaablae, Nel .

gsavings impack.

'

Tiers XX and Irr. Igaucil for a&viania angd gzincigg&g

1. Programmabic ban {onf 881, fooed stamps, and othod specifled ﬁw&mxal
programs; for Medicaid, pee belowl: Issues include both whether to
ban a defined liect of prpagrams and, if so, what individuals {i.e.

those working 40 quartexrp, the disabled, those over 78] will be
excepted : _ ‘

» B.R. 4 {excluding %dicaid and deeming savings) 534 B

. administyation/Coaifition 50
2. Yerification of lega} status to be eligible for child nutrition
and discretionary prografs: Contested issue involves the burden of
administrative reguix ts to determine legal status of applicants
for benefitg,

. H.R. 4 $0.5 B

& Adminiatrarion/Coalfirion $0

3. Availability of Medidaid: Central issue ig whether Medicaid will
be included in any list $f banned programs or will be ip any othery way
ragiricted {such as thropgh deeming} for noncitizens and, if so, what
Cclagsses {(i.e. disabied, @ver 75] will bo axcvaplad. .

. H.R. 4 {assuming Medicaid hlock grant} $3.5 8
- Administravion/Coulftcion £

(savinga are aver 7 vear$. as scored by C30.) Binomedt,
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Welfare Reform

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

*

AFDC — Should all or some of the AFDC-related programs be block granted: JOBS
{work programs}, emergency assistance, AFDC administration, AFDC benefits?
What funding mechanisms should be maintained or created to ensure
responsiveness (o population and economic change? What requirements should be
maintained or created 10 ensure that states maintain their financial contribution?
Should weifare and foster care recipients continue to receive Medicaid covernge?
What types of state flexibility and recipient protections should be provided?

Child Care/Work -« What mix of funding and policy is appropriate 10 ensure that
States succeed in meeting work requirements?

Food Stamps -- Should there be an option 1o block grant the Food Stamp
entitiement? Should there be s hard cap on food stamp expenditures?

School Luach - Should we establish seven State block grant demonstrations?

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

_ Magnitude of Reductions; What is the appropriate level and mix of cuts in welfare-related
programs that will move people from welfare to work, protect children, and enable States
to carry 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 $5+B in
Maedicaid cuts).

L]

Immigrants -~ Should we ban legal immigrants from 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 $20 billion (plus an

- additional $4 billion if Medicaid is not block granied).

Food Stamps -- What level of cuts is appropriate? HR 4 cuts $28 billion; the
Administration cuts $19 billion.

SSI/Children -~ Should a two-tier payment system be established? Should our
change to S8I policy affect current recipients? The Administration proposes $4
billion in savings; HR 4 includes $12 billion in savings.

QOther — How should we handle other significant policy differences wath smaller
budget implications such ax child care, foster care, and others?

Taxes:” Should we cut EXTC? Should we tax AFDC, 881 and food stamps? Should we
reduce the dependent care tax credit?



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

BILLS
7 Year O/L 7Year O/L I Year OL 7 Year O/L
Savings Savings Savings Savings
($B) ($B) (3B) (3B)
Admin. Bill Coalition HR 4 . Senate Dem,
(CBO) {CBO) (l’mjected CBO) 1/ (Projected CBO)”’
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 immigrants)

Total -- Food Programs ~$22.4 -316.0 -529.5 -322.4
SSITotal,........... ' -$7.1 -8136 -$14.8 -39.5
(including Medicaid changes) Includes -$4.3 for Inciudes -$8.1 (-$15.4 Medicaid) Includes -56.7 for

i S8 Kjdﬂ for S81 Kids. Includes -$12.4 for SSI Kids.
S5I Kids.
Social Service Block -$1.9 -$1.9 -$1.7 -$1.9
Grant (Title XX)..........
AFDC/JOBS/ChildCare/ $0.0 +$2.5 +$2.5 +33.7
Child Protection/CSE...... (+52.2 with
(including Medicaid changes) Medicaid) 3/
Immigrants -$54 -$5.5 -320.2- 19.9 -$5.5
(including Medicaid changes) (-5244with 22.9
Medicaid)
. Total - Welfare -336.9 -834.6 -363-6 {24 -335.6
Programs (-568.6 with
Medicaid)
Earned Income Tax -$1.6 -$2.4 -$26.4 -32.4
Credit......
Other Tax Changes.......... $00 ' | -5994 $0.0 -$4.6
Total - Tax 516 -512.3 -526.4 -87.0
Changes...............
12/27/95

1/ Preliminary projection of CBO's likely scoring.
2/ 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.
3/Does not include effects of ending catagorical Medicaid eligibility for AFDC recipients.
4/Appears not 1o include the cost of making the DCTC refundable.
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HOUSE/SENATE CONFERENCE

AGREEMENT

FOOD STAMPS

ADMINISTRATION
PROPOSAL

COALITION
PROPOSAL

+
i

Retains the food stamp program as
an eatitlement program. No
benefits will decline for eligible
families.

Same, however benefits for all
eligible families will decline.

Similar to Administration.

EN

Able-bodied between 18 and 50
years, with no dependents must
work after four months of food
stamp benefits. Maintains curvent
funding for employment and
training program.

No proposal.

Similar to House/Senate but
requires mandatory enrollment in
federal work/training program,
Doubles funding for employment
and training program.

Benefit calcolation:
a. Maiotains current levels of
all deductions. KEliminates
future indexing increases for

Benefit catculation:
g Reduces standard deduction
below current level., Retains
- indexing increases for all

Benefit calculation:
a. Similar to Administration.

b. Similar to Administration. ‘

deductions. dedactions.
b, Provides annuaal increases b. Same.
based on 100% of the Thrifty
Food Plan,
Allows states to harmonize AFDC No proposal, Similar to Administration.

angl food stamp program rules.




FOOD STAMPS

HOUSE/SENATE CONFERENCE ADMINISTRATION COALITION
AGREEMENT PROPOSAL - PROPOSAL
Accountability Block Grant. 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.

Curb trafficking and fraud with
increased penalties,

Same.

Similar to Administration.

Places a ceiling on food stamp
obligations, taking into account
changes in food costs and
participation.

No proposal.

Similar to Administration.

Saves $25.6 billion over seven years
(excluding non-citizen provisions).

Saves $19 billion over seven years
(excluding non-citizen provisions).
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ISSUES POR DISCUSSION: AFDC, CHILD CARE, CHILD PROTECTION
(Surmary of Issues)

cial services bleck grant
r benefits -

. 10 percent cut in
2. S-year time limit £

TIIERS II AND III: 1IB8

1. AFDC/TANF

1

‘A. Structural iccuesn. Co .
-- Which, if any, RFDC programs should be included in a block
grant?

-- How much additipnal meoncy chould statcs be given for
population growgh and ecconomic downturns, and through what
mechanism?
How much cf thcfr own moncy should statcs be required to
spend on welfarp programs?

-- How much flexibjlity should states be given in defining
eligibility and]deciding whe should receive benefits?

B. Exemptions from tige limit. Can states exempt more than 15% of
cascload? s

C. Family cap. Shoulq states have complete flexibiiity regardihg
the family cap?

D. Teen moms. Should ptates have complete flexibility in deciding
whether to give benefifs to unmarried teen moms?

E. Medicaid. Should pligikility for cash benefits automatically
guarantee medicaid covprage? '

F. Bonuses. Should |states receive a cash bonus for reducing
illegitimacy rates? heould states receive a bonus for moving
people from welfare tojwork?

G. Work and child car

-- What work partigipation requirements should states be
regquired to meet, fnd how should reguirements be defined?

-- How much child qare funding is needed to meet whatever work
reguirements are ifpos=d on states?

2. Child Care Healtﬂ and Safety Provisions. Should states be
required by the federal government to have standards and to spend
a reguired percentage $f funds on improving child care quality?

3. Child Protection. | Should most child protection programs be
capped and block granted? :
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»

' ISSUES FOR DISCUSSION: APDC, CHILD CARE, CHILD PROTRCTION
TIER I:
1. Cutting soccial services block grant by 10%

2. Conference, Coalitign, Administration support 5-year time limit
{but with differenchks in exemptionsg)

TIERS II AND JIX:
1. AFDC/TANF {(Temporarpy Assistanse for Needy Families):

A, Structural issges: Conference Bill block grants JOBS,
emergency assistance, DC administration and AFDC benefits. The

Coalition block grantg JCBS funds and retainsg uncapped nmatcehing
structure for AFDC behiefits and adminigtration, while allowing
states to define eligibflity. Intermediate positions are possible.

Block Grant Optichs Include:

o Work fundinglonly (Coalition) :

o Work funding}] emergency assistance, AFDC sdministration
(Intermediacg position)

o gl% AFDC relited programe excent childecare (aonferenoe
111}

Adiustments for Clanges in Population and Econonia Condirions

o By wirtue entitlement, automartic adjustments for
population agd econcomic change through matching formula

{Like curreng law; Cealiticn)
R Separate adiyster fund for population and economic change
triggered by fhanges in poverty population (Tntermediats}
o Supplemental JGrowth Fund of $800 million for population
change: Contfingency fund of $1 bkilliion for economic
change; Loan Fund of §1.7 Billion for athar contingernclies
{Conference;

o Mandatory sthte match, for federal funds (like current
law; Coalitign}
o 80 percent off baseline for all AFDC related spending; 100

percent MUE for benefits; no transfers ocut of block grant
{Intermediatg)
o 80 percent of baseline with increases to as high as 100
percent bas on failure o meet wWork reguirements
. » (Interxmediat
o 75 percent
performance

}
£ baseline with possible reduction as
onus {Conference}
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Eligibility definftion and assurance of assistance
eliglbility criteria; all eligibles who
entg are served {Coalition]

ine who will be served:; no entitJemant tn
ference} .

© States defi
meet requlire
O States deterp
henefits {(Coh

B. Exemptions from fme limits. Conference report allows gtatés
to exempt up to 18% offcaseleoad from S-year time limit; ‘Coalition
also allows state optidn to exempt 15% of caseload but adds several
additional exemptions The Adminigtyration prefars oalition
approach or a 20% exemption.

€., Family cap. Conference report prohibits the expenditure of
federal dollars ta prdvide additional cash benefits to families
already on welfare thap have additional childyen. States can
bypags this policy by passing a law exempiing themselves from the
federal requirement. ealivion and Administration prefer to give
states full flexibility on this issue. (no budget impact)

it
o

D. Teen moms. Both ghe Administration and the conference repore
agree that teen mcthef§s should be reguired ro live at home and
attend school. In pddition, the conference raport and the
Coalition give states fhe option of refusing to pay bensfits to
unmarried teen mothers The Administratien does not suppors tha
denial of benefits based solely on-age and marital status..

(no budget impact)

E. Medicaid. The ponference report ends  the entitlement -to
Medicald for families Jreceiving benefits under the cash welfarse
program. Srates would have the option of deciding whs getsa
coverage. Children recqdiving maintenance payments under elther the
fostery care or adoptiod programs continue Lo receive the Medicaid
entitlement. The Admigistnrarion aontinues rmurrent law Medicaid
covarage for AFDC recigfients; the Cealiticn provides the option of
up to 2 years of Medichid coverage. (Thig issue is contingent on
outeome of ovarall Med{oaid discussions.)

¥. Bonuses.

Illegitimary Bonufp.--The conference report provides a cagh
bonus ¥o states tPar reduce their illegitimacy ratio without
increasing rtheir jahortion rate. Statey that reduca their
illegitimacy rate Py 1 percentage point receive a bonus equal
to 5% of their blpcek grant amount; states that reduce theilr
illegitimany rate by 2 perogniage points oy more receive a 10%
ronus. The Adminlstration does notr support this concept
{Cost: $12% millidn over 7 vears)

Performance Bonygs.~-The ‘conference report provides a
performance bonu§ which allows states to reduce their
maintenance of efort. The Adminiarration prefers a ~agh

bonug for successful Job placement.
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G. Work and Child hre.

o Participation regu:irements. The conference report reguires
states to place af increasing percentage of their caseload in
‘WOrK programs eacl year; the percentage begins at 20% in 1997
and rigseg Lo 50% 20382, The Ceoalition requires 20% in 1887
rising o 53% in PO03 (their work preogram differs in several
respacte from thaf established by the conference report).
The <c¢onference Jreport allows gtates to reduce their
parcicipation stpndards in proportion te net cageload
reductions. The Qoalition and Administration allow states to
count part-time $orkers and individuals who leave AFDC in
meating participafion rates,

o Work funding. The conference report requires states to fund
work programs out kheir cash and ¢hild care block grantas. The
Coalition providef $8.1 billion over 7 vears to finance
the work progran.

© Child care funding. The conference report provides a separate
block grant for cY§ild care. The total amount of money in the
block grant is |$18 Dbillion, $12 billion of which is
entitlement fundigg. The Coalition maintains the individual
entitlement to chifid care for all adults participating in work
programg and for § year after leaving welfare for a job. The
Administration bdlieves an additional §2 billion will be
reguired to meet the work participation requirements described
above.

L

2. Child Care Health ghd Bafety Provisions, Current law requires
srates to have state health and safery gstandards for day care
providers that receive] federal funding. These standards includs
building and physical premises safety, prevention and control of
infectiocus diseases {(irnpluding immunizations}, and staff training.
The conference report fpnd the Cecalition would drop this federal
requirement, but requifes states to spend federsl dollars only in
facilities that meet sfrte and local standards: the Administration
would retain current lal. The Administration would also yetain the
15% set aside in curypnt law for quality improvement which the
conference report redudes to 3%. (N0 budget impact for the federal
government but could hfve impact on gtate budgets)

3. Child Protection. | The conference report retains open-snded
federal entirtlement furfling for foster care cor adoption maintenanca
payments and creates a phild nrotection block grant which caps and
consclidates a variety of programs. The Coalition and the
Administration retain §current .law. {conference savings §0.4
billion}
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
FOOD STAMP PROGRAM RND CHILD NUTRITION I’ROGRAMS ,
A Areas i Common
1. Food Stamp Pro

2. Child Nutriion Pro

--~Same program savings of $10.321 billion
s—--Target level of $3.4 billion to §3.7 billion

B. Issues for Advisors anf Principais/Most Significant Budget/Policy Issues
I Work requirements/ e nutse~H R 4 (84,450 billion), Adotsssization (0}
Coalition (3205 million].
2. Standard deduction-FH.R. 4 (§85.370 billion); Administration (88,140 billion);
Coalition ($2.405 bil!io'*). '
3. Shelter deduction-~H.R. 4 ($4.1 billion); Administration (0}; Coalition (0).

C. Issues for Advisors anfl Principals

1. Adjustable food stajop cap

H.R. 4---Caps food starpp spending at CBOs estimates for the cost of the program
over seven years. USDA is refuired to adjust each year’s obligation based on changes in
participation and changes in th} cost of food. If progrem funding requirements exceed -
allowed obligations, the Secretfry must direct states to reduce denefits 10 stay within the
obligation limits for the year; ¢r Congress could enact savings in order 10 increase food stanp

ftmdmg. :

Administration/Coalitio§-—Maintaing anmual appropriations cap. If program funding
requirernents exceed allowed aporopriations, the Seccetary must direct states to-reduce benefits.
to stay within the appropriatiods limits for the year, ar Congress could Lift the food stamp cap
with no pay/go effect. '

2. State food assistanch block grant

H.R. 4-~-States may opgrate the food stamp program under a block grant: (1) if 2 state
is operating the electronic bendfit transfer (EBT) program statewide; or (2) if a state has 2 rate
or error {misspent federal fund}) below an suceplable level; or (3) if a state has a rate of error
{misspent federal funds) above]an acceptable level and pays to the federal government the
cost gbove that ieve! 52,405 ¥illion gross savings. $680 mﬁ.lwn net savings.

3. Overall savings Titl
WWS% 6 billion |

4. School nutrition blg

H.R.4+--A school lunc/breakfast block grant demonsiration would allow a bleek
grant to be established in eachof the seven USDA regions on a demonstration besis and
rnakes changes (o the nutritionfstandards.

_Agminisimzionf(?ealitior-No proposal. Majintaing current structure of school nutrition
programs acd maintaing curreny nutrition standards,

k grant demonsiration
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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM
A.

ol

& A

0 06

10,
1.
12,
i3,

14,

15.

AREAS IN COMMOI]

Annual adiustment of the maximum food stamp
allotment based on 10086 of the thrifty food plan
Earnings of students ,

H.R. 4---at 20 years
Administration-—at 18 Jears
Energy assistance
Comparable weatment $r disqualification
and failure to comply Wi
requirements

Caiimzxon of cwerx ssats

enforcement agencies (fustodi
Minimuwn benefit

State option for mandatpry standard atility
aiiawa:zce

ASSISTANTE Programs
Simplified food stamp 3
{Administration presumps ADC entitlement,

while HR. 4 establishe§ an AFDC block grant,
EBT (cost peutrality and 2002 implementation)

TOTAL ' $10,321 BILLION SAVINGS

“% WA Gy

REED P.g¥14

CBO ESTIMATES

" 36,185

$ &
$ 75

$2 300

300
175

L N

150
160
175

$ 145 (cost)
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FOGD STAMP PROGRAM

B. OTHER ISSUES

Ta REED #.80/14

l. Work requirements/timdg limits

H.R. 4-—--Able-bodied

icipants between the ages of 18 and 50 years, with no

dependents must work at izast haltutime or participate in a specific traiming or work program

afizr four months of food
is maintained. States are not

Administration---No

benefits. The food stamp employment and training program
uired to provide training. $4.430 billion savings.

Coglition--Similar to HIR. 4 with a six month thue Lmit and @ requiremnent that states

provide traiming. $205 millien

2. Stapdard deduction

H.R. 4--Amount of cu%em standard deduction is mafntained and future indexing

icreases are eliminated. $5.3

Administration—-Reduc
Bsgins future indexing increas

billion savings.

amount of current standard deduction for. 1996, and 1987, .. .
of the standard deduction in 1998, $8.140 billivn suvings.

Cozliton--Freezes the diandard'dcémn for two years-and then begms future -

indexing increases of the stan

3. Shelter deduction

H.R. 4---Amount of ¢
© and liRing the ceiling in 1997

#

Administration---No
deduction to be eliminated in J

4 deduction, $2.405 billion savings.

nt shelier deduction is maintained; future indexing mcreases
the shelter deduction are eliminated. $4.100 billion savings.

. Maintains current law aliowing for the ceiling on this
uary 1997,

Coalition---Sams as &d]i.lﬂstratiz}:z.
Other items that differ i specific areas but are in both HR. 4 and the

*

4.
Administration’s proposal.
a include young p
HR. 481,855

Administration--
Coalition-.-$simi

Yehicle allowan

ents in their parenis’ households.
illion savings

120 million savings

to HR. 4
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H.R. 4---keep “ghicle allowance at current level. $950 million savings.
Administration4-begin indexing of vehicle allowance in 1997, 3260 million

the emergency food assistance program. $1.8 billion cost
idnal criteria for separate household status. 5375 million savings.
s for transitional housing counted as income. $68 million
savings. '
Disqualification] $32 million savings.

Disqualificatiorf for receipt of muitiple benefits. $30 million savings.
Disqualificatiorgrelating to child support arrears. 3257 million savings.
Lirnitadon on (§deral match for outreach, 313 million savings.

Work supplemehtation/support program.  $13$ million cost.
Employment in§iatives program. $11 million savings.

Eliminate indexdng of homeless shelwer allowance. $15 mullion savings.
Assistance for dommunity food projects. 318 million cost.

Savingy $801 njilion :

Cost 31953

lijon
Net Cost $1.159 billion

T e e B

g
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FOOD STAMP PROGRAM AND CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS
C. OTHER ISSUES

1. Adjustable food stamp gap

H.R. 4---Caps food stargp spending at CBO's estimates for the cost of the program
over seven years. USDA is required to adjust each year's obligation based on changes in
participation and changes in th§ cost of food. If program funding requirements exceed
allowed obligations, the Secretfiry must direst 2aies to reduce benefits-to stay within the
obligation limits for the year; & Congress could enact savings in arder 1o increase food stamp

funding.

Adminisiration---No prdposal. Maintains annual appropriations cap. If program
funding roquirements exceed afowed appropriations, the Secretary must direct states 1o reduce
benefits 1o stay within the apppriations limits for the year; or Congress could Lft the food
stamp cap with no pay/go effedr.

Coalition-~Same g5 Adhinistration.

2. State food assistance bigek prant

H.R. 4---States may opfrate the food stamp program under a block grant (1) if a state
is operating the electronic benggit wransfer (EBT) program statewide; or (2) if a stare bas a rate
or error {misspent federal fund}) below an acceptable level (6% of food stamp benefits
issued): or (3) if a state has a fate of error (misspent federat funds) above an acceptable level
and pays to the federal governgent the amount of food stamp costs above that fevel. $2,405 .
billion savings. However, if tie. state food assistance block grant is not included, the pet
change in food stamp savings § $680 million due to e inteructivn effects calculated by
CBO. :

Administration--~No prdposal.
Coalition~~No proposalf
3. Overall savings Title Xeven years (not inchuding non-citizens)
HR. 45256 Bbillion

Administration--3$19 bilion
Coalition---513.8 billie

4, School nutrition block t demonstration

H.R. 4---A school Juncl/breaktast block grant demonstration would ajlow a1 block
grant to be established in eachpf the seven USDA regions on a demonstration basis and
makes changes to the nutritionfstandards.

Administration-«No prgposal. Maintains current structure of school nutrition
programs and muaintains cwreng nutritivn standards.

Coalition---Sarne a3 Adinistration.
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CHILD NUTRITION

Items in Agreegent between H.R. 4 and Administration Proposal:

d Savings level under HR. 4 and Administration pro{:osalg {excluding aliens) are very
similar. HR. 4 -- $3.7 billion\Administration + $3.4 billion.

" Establish a 2 tier reim

t structure in family day care homes (difference in
rates). )

* Eliminate School Bre

*  Make NET funding di
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57%

SSI'SOCIAL SECURITY EARNINGS TEST ISSUES

A. TIER 1 (AREAS OF C@MMONALITY)

B.

L

CHILDREN'S S$-ELIGIBILITY CHANGES: All parties agree to definition of
childhood disabifify; climinate [FA eligibility for new enrollees; elimingte double-
counting maladaplve behavior (all chapges on enavtinent) {per HR. 4],

CBO savings estighate; -$5.6 billion.

TIER 2 (ISSUES FOR 4 DVISORS)

L

HILDREN'S S$--GRANDFATHER FOR IFA CHILDREN: Shailwe provide:
a. permanengerandfuther (Administration), or

b. partial grafdfather #1—radeterminations in 1996 with certain IFA children
no longer {ligible as of 1/1/97 (Senate Democrats/Republicans, HR.4), or

¢.  purtial grajdiather #2--redeterminations in 1997, with cerain.IFA children .
no longer $ligible as of 171798 (Coalition Option). :

Permanent Grandither: CBO estimate: No savings,

Partial Grandfathef #1 (thru 1/1/87) CBO savings estimate: -$3.0 billion.
New Coalition Oplon #2 (thru 1/ 1/98)1-CBO estimate; Reguested, -

ADULT SSI:

a. Al adults ghust reapply for benefits every three years if expected to
improve (Roalition propusal), and/or

b, loating bideet can for SSI/SSDI continuing disability reviews {CDRS

budget capjraised (with ceiling) for each dollar appropriated for CDRs,

CBO savings estirgate for reapplication; -82.1 billion,
CBO estimate for New Option—-CDRs: No savings or cost.

Tof2
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C.  TIER 3 (JSSUES FOR BB
1.

ADULT SSI--ACE OF < Shall the age of eligibility for old-age $SI
! in 2003 consistent with the rise in the retirement age for full

" benefits for Sociall Security? '

savings within budget window (savings begin in 2003).

X STATE SUPPLEMENTS: Shall States continue to be .
mandatory cash supplements to SSI benefit amounts (applies

equired to grovi 2
ta 48 States)?

CBO estimate: N savings.
SECURITY EARNINGS TEST:

k the earnings test for senfors be included in this bill? If'yes, to
thall the earnings test be raised?

bstimate: $7.0 billion (if raised to $30,000 in 2002)

all 8S1 savings from elimmating disability due ondy to drugs
dd alcoholism be used 1o help pay for raising the eamingstest. .
for seniorsfin a separgte bill? '

irks estimate: -$2.9 billion

NCIPALS)

Shall the amount df the cash benefits be determined according to a new standard
(i.e., s child is eligple for 100 percent of adult benefit if he/she requires special

personal assistancd otherwise the child receives 75 percent of the adult award), or
shall all children rgmnain eligible for 100 percent of the adult cash benefit?

- CBO savings estingate from new standard: -$3.6 billion

20f2
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Isgues for Riscusaion’ Benefits for Nomncitizens

fier I; Issucg of comgonality

1. Deeming the sponsods income to a noncitizen required until
citizenship: Other isdies for discussion include exemptions for
persons over 75, perscrp becoming disabled aftar entering the U.3.,
persons who have worked for 20 or more qualifying gquarters {Coalinion)
or 40 vr ure ygualifylgy gquarters (H.R. 4}, and those with apousors
whose income falls beloe the nationz) mediaxn.

- H.B. 4 ’ ' . 45 B *
. Adminisrration/Coglition 85 B

* B0 scoxes 2o sdparate gsavings from the deeming requirements in
H.R. 4. Fowever, jin the adsence of a programmatic ban, H.R, 4
would save approxfmately $5 billion by its deeming provisions
alone. For azari»;, these savings are subtracted from the
£avings attrinutaigie Lo the programmatic ban described below.

2. Scate authority: Afpree on State and local governmenta’ being -
suthexized to follow Pefleral kans snd exemptions in ordor te svoid an
unfunded mandate in dethrmining the eligibility of nongitizahs (both
legal and illegal} for bublic benefits. No savings impact.

3. hitidavias of suppoft: Agree on making 3pcnsorsth dogument s
legally enforceable., NP savings impact. ,

Tiers IT and III: ssueb for advieors and principals

1. PErogramndalic bans {ob 881, food stampe, and other specifiied federxal
programs; for Medicaid,fsee below): TITssues include both whether to
ban a defined liast of pfograms and, if se, what irndividuals {i.e.

thosa working 40 guavtels, the &xaahle& thoge ovar 7%} will ba
excapted. -

. H.R. 3 (excluding Medicaid and deening savings) 424 8
» Administration/Cosglivion $ 0

2. Varificarion of leagil ptatus to be eligible for child putrition
and ddecrecvionary progzjme: Contested issus involves the burden of
administrative resuiremgnts to determine legal status of applicants
for benafics, ‘

v H.R, 4 50.5 B
» Adminigtration/Coal ition | 30

3. Availabilivy of Med]eaid: Central iasue is whether Medicadd will
be included in any 1listjof bamned programs or will be in any other way
restricted {such a9 zﬁzl ugh deeming) for nopcitizens and, 1f so, what
Classes (i.e. digablieqd, jover 75} will be excepred. .

» H.R. 4 {assunming Medicaid block grant) $3.5 B
» Adminisuravion/Confition $9

{Savings are over 7 yeals, as scored by CBO.} . Binoncic
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PO, Box 925, Sausaliva, CA 94966
PHONE: {415) 331-6867 o8 Taxs 1415) 3315633

£ AL kluss@oricnm .o

March 12, 1558

Mr. Bruce Reed
Comestic Policy Advisar
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Pear Bruce:

By the fime you receive this letter, you are hopefully in possession of several
copies of the Foundation newsletter, the Kiaas Action Review. ‘| tope that it
meets with your approval. Personally, | love the look and contents, The
President's article is gven better than | hoped it would be. Thank you foe
putting me into contact with that hard working devil Dennis Burke. | bugged
himn incessantly for the article for a pericd of several months, when,
unfortungtely, the government was closing down on a ragular basis. The next

newsietier features a guest article by Marion Wright Edelman, and focuses

on the June 1, $tand Up For Children event in Washington. It should be
published by the end of April.

Encinsed is a lelier to the Presiden! by Loma Hawking, & very hard working,
goad hearted woman with a tragic history that | met a couple of years ago.
She gsked me to forward # 1o the President, bud Horgo! to send it with the
nowsietiers, iwould appreciate it # you see that she reCeives 3 reply.

I hope that all is wall with your family and {hat your new baty i nol keeping
you up. | know that endlessly waking up at mght is & drag, t}ui it i3 really the
best gift you will ever receive.

1 am going to be in Washington at the end of March, 10 hold a press
conference on the Kids Off Lists campaign. 1tis really an insidious little issug
deating with the collection, processing and distribution of chitdre’s grivacy
information to the highest sefler. 1If you wish to know more ahout this issue of
some of the other things the Foundation is Op to, please visil our web.site
{BHp ifereew klaaskids. Inter.net).

I will always be gratefu for everything that you and the President hiave done
for my farly and the memory of Polly. |t also ingks like you will have a job

for four more years. Just dfm { tai{e your eye off of the target. Hope to see
you soon, Untiithen, fam.

Your Friend,

Nae -
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I start thls Ietter off w1th your t" rst name the one'l am famlllar W|th .
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o w ;o My heart |s heavy today, llke so many other days in my past life and expenences '.-r“

T .
. - foTen -

. r " .tears are not far from _my eyes In 1988 |. Had @, son. name Joe he’ was my flrst born . N
»./‘ = ‘- ‘ the night before Thanksgtvmg a. group of black young men from a street gang here ' - R

et

7wl Lynwood, Caln‘omla decuded,.that they @re -going.fo shoot someoné, my son was SRR

.,' ' [ T

“’”" the .victim but not the mtended target“l also had another son murdered in: 1992 to @it ae

carjacklng, his name was Gerald .JO' say that this has effected me tremendously i, PP
both ernotlonally and phyS|caIIy is" an'under statement __’E;j S e RS

1 Y
. 1 — B * A ||. -
.o . 4.', 3 2, - i ¢

0 . .'\. _‘ _. . » ‘I: - ,“. . e M

'.--\ o

-

.
L
" L vy

' . !
'l b i-‘. LS

. P
- | Ll AP
et 1.

Ay n.-'\‘;l T TN T PN e .?.. T LA

,,, nr‘_ B

N h '* <> Over the past seven years I have been dedlcated to helplng stop the. wolence most ‘ . '»c o
.- of the time | was like a raglng butl wantlng to do everything and any. thmg that was : K
- - .' L, posmve to’ make changes |n ‘societies: mind, about wolence and it's effects : .
L ‘.“ AT O ,l. o ._" ot \'31:1'::' T *'3 "“: ‘_‘!.{;:{:." “‘,:.“',.' ’ : -' L %3 ’. i o " ’ e "‘ g -
R <> 1 have started a Cable T V show called Drwe By Agony to vent my anger and pa|n ) .-

and also. allow others to: do the same,started the Marches for Peace’in 1991, - s :
S developed a non-prof t orgamzatlon a self help support group for victims of crlme St ’
- L ‘, » spoken to thousand of youth regardmg crime preventlon and what happen’ to my -

R famtly, .and help start a program called SA. F E. camp for youth between flve and - 7%
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

3100 Imperial Hwy - P.O.Box 762 - Lynwood, California 90262 - Tel: (310) 537-8018 -
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+

ageainst gun viclence, Al Woolen Heritage foundation, Viclence ?tevgﬁtian Goalition
of Greater Los Angsies, The Brotherhood Crusade, Lynwood community viclence
task force, YWCA, Los Angeles Jr. League, The Los Angeles Sheriff's bike patrol,
St Francis Medicat Center, Charles R Drew Meadia! Center, and many grassrools
grganizations. The following Siates are involved, Wisconsin, Missouri, Nevada,
Chicago, New York, and America Most Wanted will film in each state.

o .

¢ This year wili mark the sixth March for Peace, and we are going National, pisase
axcept 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 straets. 1 am also asking you 1o proclaim April 20, 1986 as &
day for Peace throughout our nation, and calling for all citizens | not, (¢ commit any
violence sgainst another person all day, ag a symbol of respect 10 all that have
been murdered over the years by violence and a dedication {0 the future to help
stop violence where they are.. We are cutrently working on an initiative to present
o our local policy makers regarding, crimes victims, and their siblings fulires, an
igsue that is not being address by anyone.

&

< | have worked and spent most of my savings, to assure the organization continues
to exist, and it is part of my heart. | 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 | thank him everyday for all that he has done.

&

¢ Funding is needed to hire experienced office staff, and continue our efforts against
violent crimes, currently | pay myself and a administrator, and our salaries aren't
yery much, vel we have accomplished a tremendous amount through our projects,
dedication and volunteers.

G

< Included s information regarding our organization and ouwr projects |

o}

@

< Thank You , for your continued support of victims of crime.

&

& Sincerely Yours,

-l placrins

&
&



