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Yoq anked for 2 aummary ‘of ecur recor& in granting waivers Lo
states for wellare ceform demohstrations in cur pureuvit of oux
goal oﬁ cnding welfaze ap we know it. , .

Qi_rvicg; T

We have approved 32 welfave walvers in 2% gtates, more than the
two previous Adninistratione cambined. (Twenty oncotates have
waivers from prioy-Administrations.) .The attachsd map
i1lustratan ?ﬁat thage waivers are broadiy diSCrAbut&d Lu;uughuuz
the nation., In an average wonth, these. demmn&twat;ona cover 48%
of AFPDC rcczyaenta or 6.8 mzlixon pamp*&

© If HHS decides Lo gzann “all of the wazv&xs now pending, nhe :
nunber of etates with approved waivers would grow trom 2¢ to 37,
and rthe number of waivers would grow from %2 Lo 81. . (A state may
have wore than one waiver because many waivers ars 1mplamennad
only in portions of the state, and hecaure a aLate may request
waivers of different parts of the law at differen: times.)

The Adminiprration’s policy of erncouraging state welfare refor
cdemonstrariens hag aliowsd us vo make sigunilicant styides 2¢wara
s néw welfare system, The state demonotrations have the same
themes of work, responsibiliby, apporrunity, ang fanaly as our
. welifare refcym propogal. In some wayw; welfare is no »ong&” Lhe,

same program it was for almest half of all recipients -- and -that
pysportion is growing. The weltsre pystem thar these reciplents
ancounter, includes or will soun incliude some combination of time
iimits, education and training, werk.incentives, strongear child "~
suppart ernforeemant, and/or asking parentg to naxﬂ more

Cregponsibility for t?eir &h&.d:cﬁ _

Imporbant Pnna%aan@;;“nﬁﬁ

~ Piggt, and mopt important, vou shenld be awsre that the z9 statea
‘with waivers includes states that are implemsnting any eslement of
"welfave reform. TPewer than half of the 29 states with waivars, o
have undartaken whan we would gcongider ccmprehaaszvc seform.  For
example. only 16 vl Lhe 29 states have waivers -that will place
ctime* limith on.cash sesistance. Only 14 =tares have walvers. thac
combine ivcreased sducarich and Training with time limics. Only
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gevan etatas have aambznad tha rafoxma abova with in&xeaned thil&
support enfarcament, -removing disincentives te work, and
promoting parental r¢s?onaab;1;hy Az & wesult, arguing thag 43%
of AFDC reciyﬁﬁntﬁ will be participating in waivers and,
therafore, rgal welﬁaxe yerorm could be ¢rivicized as an
overstatement.

Second, one Xey. eiemenz ¢f welfare reform -- strangthenznq chi?d
support enforcement ~- requires & national polacy Thie ip |
bagauss sfforts to frick down non- custodial parents so often must
crcsg stare lines, and becauge the most lmportant changes don* c
invelve the wcifarc system. We need the c¢hild support
enforcemant provisions in the current welfare reform bi]ig in
ordeyr to aake gubstantial progreas in thie araa.

Thirxd, waivers depend on Goveynora rn 1mp&emenz them. In New,
York, for example, we granted a vwaiver tu the prior Governor that
will presumably never be implement ed. ‘Instead, tha new Governor
ig axpected to submit his own waiver vequest. Also, by the time
Lhey ac“aally get their waivers, most- ‘Governorg are o fed up

. with the red tape that ﬁ%ay “&rely a:vo the Adminzatxat;nn muah -
credit., oL

: ?our%h mezsuring the cutccﬁa of our waiver poiicy ia d;ffioult
Idaally wa would measure the sucsesae of onr policy by looking at
the numbér of people moved. f*am walfare to work as-a result of

‘walvers. Howsver, because of the nature of thowe experiments, wa
will not be able te do this for anorther’couple of years. Many
arates that have been granted walvers have not yel implemented
them; and, for. th&ﬁe that have, keoy alements such as time limits,
and iam;;y capq do not usually kizk in for twoe years and ten
monthe zespacc v&zy

Wa have some early and’ posiﬁxve xaau?*ﬂ in - Towa iwhich is the

only atate g0 fay where AFDC regipisnte have yeached time 12 mita
and bsan removed from the rellol. Ae you know, Florxida hae been
able to demonstrate soms limited success in moving pesple To work
rhrougn education and craining. - But it will be dlffzault Lo muRke -
a comprehensive svalustion of the affest of our walver policy

thig vear or next year. {Cf course, the House and Jenate welfarg
referm plans are not schedulsd to he imwle%@nce& befora umzcbax

of thix yvear at the sarlicer.), d 4

?1nalay, kaivera are by 1atuxe ~XQ§:_mggte in how ts end walfare '
rathey thon on =nd 4o woelfare themeslves, A few af the more -

3

recant waiver requests push the envelope, and some demonstrations’ .

are state-wide. However, the vast majority of walvere.are pilot.
proiacts that may produse interasting lessons with tha pcteﬂhi&l
ror broader applicazioni Jbub wiXl do lictle co change
sxpoctations or opporis nmt,@s for the buzk of Lhe current
cageicad, .
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Bpcgific Waivor Arcoms T o ‘ o S
To me&sur& Our Success we must raly- for aow on measur%ng the
actionn statce arc taking in an:effort to move people from .
walfare ©o work. Those. actions are grouped below under five
cuncral principleg of wellfare reform, principles. ! that we have
long articulated and that were included in aur bill,

Welfare tc Work: ®a have made it glear ch&t ww*k'muat be the -
centerpmeca of any true welfare reform plan. '~ Twenty atates are
“using waivars to help move people from welfare o woxk To
accompliiah ahia, t%s BLates. aie:

n requiring mors. panpla ta parzicipaz& in e&ncati&n and :
training praqr&ms, : .

.0 1n¢r»an1ng ﬁanctxana far th&se who ﬁo naf camply Wit h»tnssa .
Tequirements;” ‘ : ‘

5  expanding case management services; and.

& eubsidizing privatc gectoy jobe for welfars reciplente ° C

Time Limited Benefits) Sisteen states ave using walvers in an
affort to tranaform welfarés fxom a way of life to s transitional
support system - They are doinyg so by piaﬁiﬁg a time iimit on
benefits, or by regulring welfare recipienta to paryrieipate in
work or training after & certain poriod of time in ordar fa
‘continue ko rackive benafits. "As in the administration’'s Work
and Regponsibilivy ARel, many states require wvecipisntz {o devalop
plans with specific goals and deadlines, and enforce thege plana
with ganctiong that vaduce or deny bengfitvg. . Time llimits range
up Lo five years, bul are flexible for. pazt;c-pants who make |
good -falvh ¢ffdrer to find work. However, gince marny saratas
imp]ﬁﬁﬁﬁf ‘waLvars in onﬁy a8 .few countisd, the number of. RFQL
recipients aflected by time limite may be fazrly cwali ‘We axe
following up to get tgis numbex . .

Child. Sugynrh Enﬁazgamcnt* Establishing ?aterm;ty an& enforaing
child guppert are critical te-our sffarts to move pecple toward
Anlf-gurficliency, rourteén states are .stiecudihening chlild’ - ,
suppurt snforcement by allowing familice-to keep more in support
paymente,. oxr enrelling the non-custodial pareﬁt in job :ra&w&ag
§ragra&s _ .o

A vora ronpr#%aﬁw peas approach T¢ chﬁld ‘BURDOYT anfarcamen
haowevar, x&quLzes federal achibn, This Adminiowravrieon’ has _ .
yrapone& eweap-ng aation-wide shanges in paternity egrablishment,
license tevocation, and interscate .collsction. The House and
Senate have adopted ouT apprm“ch on thig iﬁsna in vheir welfaxe .
refoxm bills, .o
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) E&k&ng Work Pay: ngnuy five s:atcu ars removing the
.ﬁwﬂl%CQnth&R to work in our gurrest welfars sya‘em by

e

o xncru&slng the amount’ that xca;pxanta caﬁ Sarn oY pave
3 . win}aua losing benefits {rbig rétorm h&s beern eﬁamted by
‘zcre sta:es than any cther}

o .'raiax*ng the limit, Qf $1;500 on the value-of a famzly s car,

o | extending child cere and/ox M didaid coverage to fam‘lisa

-+ after they leave the welifare rolls, in order to give
families cricical support as. chey meke the transition fram
welfaxe Ee work;

o afzering a oﬁe nine payment, zhild ¢aru, or m@a;cai
asgietance in lizy of AFDD fer those with a cemporary ﬂe&d
for assigtance, in order to pravent applicants from jainiﬁg
.khe AFDC rclls, ST Y - '

o allowlng- mar*;aé paranta who work more than 100, bcars a
*montﬁ ate] keap receiV1qg beuufiﬁa, andg

2 u‘ACQMbinlhg AFDC benefita with the cagh eguivalent of a\
family’s Food Stamps al ilotment to give families flexibility
and respensibility in ﬁaﬁagmﬂg their incoma. ’

Parental R:xponsibilizyz Tw&&ty two atates are ancauraqana
greater responsibility amang AFDC reciplents by:

i+ I payiﬁggbebusea or lmpowing penalxzes on fam»l“ea based on
children‘a achool att cn&aﬁae x&coré -

o pAYing bonuges or, ﬁwpwaxug P&ﬁalults to sngourage taen
,parenta to stay in school, wa;ntaza adequate grades, and’
graauaa& f om niah gahgei - ’

o ail owizg fa%a?;ca 20 put money aside for chi dran‘a |
: educatieq in gpecial ACCOUNTS;

o raqu;zﬁng APDC Roupeholde to havae: their chlldr&ﬂ ﬁxﬁparly
immanized and racaive ragular naalth check UE;

o requir;ng teen parents to: leQ in sugprv1s&ﬁ aettings Qf QO‘
ta nﬁ?anl and offerinyg them ﬁnunsalzng, and :

° danyiﬁﬁ addit jonal benafits tb *&mzilem woen & parent has
- anat%e* ahild while on Aﬁﬁc ifam&ly-ﬁﬁp} ;
~ . — ]
oux polaﬁy on welfare reform waivers has ﬁmccmplzg%ad mach to-
date. 1 an pregarad Lo ﬁ*scusa this witl you fn*tha-?‘

+
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STATUS OF WELFARE WAIVERS

-

"Approved: - " 32 applications from 29 states
o Arlizona e AYXansag & " taliforniy (2)
o Lolorado o Connesticut . ¢ . Delaware
e Florida: o Georgia o. - Hawaii’
o Iliinois o+ Indiana o Iowsa.
> Michigan "0 Migsilésippl ‘o %issouxi'
o Montana o Nobraaeka o New York -
¢ Rorth Dakcta ‘o Ohic o & .- Uklahoma (2}
D Dredgon & Pennsylvania. ¢ - Bouth- Laloliaa
) gouth Dakota. o e Vermont o Virginia
o Wigeconain (23 G %yawing ' ' :
Inder Ravisw: 20 applications from 16 stacas '
o ' ' iiﬁakudcu dats of request and 120- day pelnt
: , ’ . Regussted E 120 vavs
¢ - Califorsia (& waivers; : 6!96 - 12784 ¢ 12/%4 - 4795
o - Georgis oo - 7754 . 11784
K Hawail -V 1- _ ,9/98
I~ Ransas’ . 3 : /54 . 11/04
-3 Haina : R 8/94 . . 12/84
‘o oMaryland R o 3im o 1/%4
o . Magsachusstis AR Y41 . ' 8/5%
3 Miepiseippi . | - - : .2/ £/98
s North Dakota- . . 9/sa. .. - 1798
0 Cregon ' C e 1L/ = 3/24
< Toxza . =~ . ’ &/8% - - T 1
‘o . utah - T . 5/9% ERAE)
- Virginis .~ oo 12704 " : ; -4 /98
o washington < 2/88 6/95
v HWeat Virginia s <. &f85. L '8/98
¢ Wisconsin {2 waivers) : . 47%s L - B/95
tigi o 31 applications from 2§ states
= Alaska o Arkansas, & California
¢. Connactigut .- ¢ D.C. o0 . Florida
< Iliinois (37 - o} Xentucky " - "o Maine
"o Maryland , .9 Magmachusatcs {2} = _Minnesots-
Y ) Navada o- Hew Harpshire. o New Jersey
e Haw York L. Noresh Careliha .o Oklahoma
& Oregon o Penhsylvania [?}. o Ehode Island
o South Carolina’ £2} o Texas- v washington
Y I Hest erc:nia : o ' L

wyening
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Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration

The Clinton Administration has approved 26 demoastrations in 25 states, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in half of
the states, more than the two previous Admisistrations combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately
& million people, representing 42 percent of all recipients,  All of the waivers which we have granted build on many of the central

principles of President Clinton's vision for welfare reform, including:
_____________________ N

E PRINCIPLE ) ! DESCRIPTION

T4

FROM

15118

MAR-0G-1995

Work

Fifieen stutes are helping people move from
welfare 1o work, from receiving welfare

checks to earning paychecks, by increasing
educution and training opportuniries and
creating public/private sector partnerships.

13 + Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,
Hawail, Indiaoa, Michigan, Mississippi,
Nebraska, Ohlo, Oregon, South Caralina,
South Dakota, Vermon, Wisconsin,
Wyoming

Fime Limited Cash Assistance

|

Eleven ttater are making welfare a
trangilional support system, rather than 3

way of life, by providing opportunity, bw
demanding responsibility in ceturn.

11 - Cotorado, Consecticut, Plorida,
Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Nebraska, South
Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont,
Wisconsin

Child Support Enforcesnent

Ten states are strengthening chiftd support
enforcement and sending a clear message
that both parents must be respnnsnbie for
their ¢hildren.

10 - Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan,
Migsissippi, New York, Chio, Oregon,
Vermant, Virginia, Wisconsin

" Making Work Pay

veHLY Stares are providing incentives and
wwwsgmg families to work not stay on
welfare, s0 they can achieve and maintain
sconomic setf-sufficiency,

20 - Catiforpia, Colorado, Connectiout,
Flarida, Hlinois, Indiava, fowa, Michigan,
Mississippi, Nebraska, New York, Ohio,
Ocegon, Pennsyivania, South Caroling,
South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoning

Parental Responsibitity

Ninetzen gates are promoting parental
regponsidility by encouraging education, or

limiting benefits for families who have
anrther shild white nn SENEC

18 . Arkansas, California, Colorade,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hinois,
!.ndzaria Mzssas&z;:pl Nai}raska New Yerk
C:u*ohm Vamwnt V;rg;ma Wlscnnsm
Wyoming




Talking Points R A?\

Arizona Waiver - Employing and Moving People Off Welfare and Encoumging Responsibility
{(EMPOWER)

“Arizona will test bold work and responsibility requirements to help recipients move quickly from welfare
to work.”

Secretary Shalala . .

On May 22, 1995, Arizona becomes the 29th state to be granted a welfare reform waiver from the
Clinten Administration, allowing the state to test innovative welfare reform strategies. While the
Senate begins considering how to reform the welfare system, the Clinton Administration is already doing it
-- by continuing our commitment to give states the ﬂexxbxllty they need to successfully move people from
welfare to work. .

Arizona’s welfare demonsteation project reflects President Clinton’s pﬁncipi&s for welfare reforny:
work and responsibility, Arizonz’s Employing and Moving People Off Welfare and Encouraging
Responsibility (EMPOWER) project leads people toward the freedom of work rather than the confines of
dependence, by making work pay, promoting parental responsibility, and focusing on young people.

Arizona’s waiver demonstration embodies President Clinton®s ideal that welfare should be a
transitional support system, rather than a way of life, by providing opportunity, but demanding
respousibility in refurn. With the approval of this waiver, Arizona becomes the 16th state to test time-
limited benefits, After receiving assistance for 24 months in any 60 month period, adult recipients will no
longer be eligible for AFDC benefits.

Arizona is making work pay. Arizona’s waiver permits the state to increase resource limits and earned
income disregards, making work more attractive than welfare, In order to ensure that families can get off
and stay off of welfare, Arizona received approval to extend child care and medical benefits to families
after they leave the welfare rolls. The state has also eliminated the 100 hour rule for recipients in the
AFDC Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program, encouraging two parent families to work and stay
together,

Like President Clinton, Arizona recognizes that in order to successfully move people from welfare (o
work we mnst be tough, but practical; we must encourage education and training to make work
possible, That is why Arizona is encouraging welfare recipients 1o set up Individual Development
Accounts {1DA), which will allow recipients to accumulate and build assets to be used o improve their
education and {raining. In addition, tough sanctions will be imposed for failure to comply with JOBS
program requirements.

Arizona’s EMPOWER pregram includes important prevention and parental responsibility
components, Similar to provisions of President Clinton’s welfare reform plan, Arizona is sending a clear
message to teen parents that having children is an immense responsibility rather than an easy route to
independence, Arizona ig committed to providing the support needed 10 end long-term welfare dependency
by requiring minor mothers to live at home or with 2 responsible adult, requiring minor parents 1o atiend
school, and limiting benefits for families wha have another child while on AFDC.

Arizona will also begin a pilot project, the Full Employment Demonstration Project, which will
provide additional incentives for welfare recipients {0 go to work, by providing wage subsidies and
forging new public/private sector partnerships, The Full Employment Demonstration Pilot Project will
provide welfare recipients with valuable work experience by placing participants in subsidized jobs for up .
0 a year. Employers will be required to provide participants with workplace mentoring and allow them to
engage in permanent job search activities, In addition, as part of the pilot project, the state will pass
through child support collections directly to the custodial parents without affecting benefit eligibility.
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Description

Implement the following provisions Statewide:

Q

Eliminate the 100-hour work rale regquirements for AFDC-UP
families.

Eliminate the increment in AFDC benefits for additional
children born more than 16 months after initial receipt of
assistance, and increase the fawmily’s earned income
disregard by the additional amount of AFDC benefits the
family would otherwise have received. i
Remove the needs of the adult in determining AFDC benefits
after a family has recelved assistance for 24 months in any
60 month period, and increase the family’s earned income
disregard by the amount of the reduced benefit.

Allow participating individuals receiving both AFDC and Food
Stamps to set up an Individual Development Account (IDA) to
set aside up to $12,000 for educational/training purposes,
$9,000 of which would be disregarded from the resource
limit,

Disregard as income for eligibility and bensfit computation
purposes 50 percent of IDA deposits up to a maximum of $200
per month,

Extend transitional child care and medical assistance
eligibility from 12 to 24 months.

Provide additional support services, including access to
child care.

Require that unwed minor parents live in an adult supervised
setting as a condition of AFDC eligibility.

Regquire minoy parents and pregnant teens aged 13 to 18 to
attend school.

Impose a minimum 1 month sanction for the first failure to
comply with JOBS program reguirements,

Implenent a Full Ewmployment Demeonstration Project (Pileot) in one
county with the following provisions:

<

Provide selected mandatory JOBS participants with short term
{3 to 12 month) public or private On-the~Job training
experience paying at least the Pederal minimum hourly wage
{FMH¥}. Reinburse employers for up to 40 hours per week at



the FMHW by diverting the AFDC grant and the "cashedw-out®
Food Stamp allotment.

Sanction unijustified fallure to conmply with program
requirements with a reduction equal to 50 percent of the
family’s AFDC grant plus debarment of the individual from
further pilot participaticon for a minimum of 1 month or
until the individual complies with JOBS program
regquirements.

Require that ewployers provide workplace mentoring, and
after % months of work allow participants up to 8 hours of
paid time per week to engage in job search.

Disregard a participant’s earned income up to the equivalent
of 40 hours at the FMHW.

Prospectively calculate and provide monthly supplemental
paynments to offset any loss of benefits.

Impose as the first sanction for non-compliance with pilot
provisions a reduction of 50 percent of the family's AFDC
grant for a minimum of 1 month, with no compensating
increase in Pood Stamp benefits, and debarment from further
pilot participation.

Pass through to the AFDC family all current month child
support collections, and disregard as inconme.

Require all participants, including the parent or caretaker
relative whose youngest ohild is between 1 and &, to
participate in the pilot 40 hours per week.

Status

Application received: August 4, 1954

Proposed Implementation Date: (180 days after Federal approval)



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

September 28, 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO
FROM: . Paul Weinstein

SUBJIECT: Waiver S;mtegy

Assuming the "Competitiveness Act” {5.4) conference report is agreed to —— and that
is no certainty ~~ the Administration will have achieved a partial victory on the
waiver/flexibility issue. The conferees have agreed to accept our language on flexibility with
one troublesome difference. The section of the bill providing statutory waiver authority was
replaced by lapguage granting the Community Enterprise Board (CEB) with only regulatory
waiver authority on noa-statutory regulations.

Although the final language falls considerably short of what the Administration
originally sought, the regulatory flexibility provided by the bill will be useful, especially with
regards to the Administration’s EZ/EC initiative. The legislation would provide 60 sites of
which EZs/ECs will receive a minimum 20 designations with an additional 20 sites available
for non EZ/ECs. The bill would provide the CEB with coordination authority, and
regulations could be waived much more easily than under existing puidelines. However, the
jack of statutory waiver authorlty means the heart of the problem for local commaunities is
still not being addressed.

I believe there is a strong consensus in the Administration to redouble our efforts to
obtain greater statutory flexibility and waiver authority. It is clear that flexibility is one of
the few incentives the Administration has to assist local governments and promote
community-based strategies and cooperation between local governments and the communities.
In addition, waiver authority is a campaign promise. In Putting People First, the President
and Vice President promised 1o create a City Assistance Flexibility Program to allow cities to
redirect the use of 15% of the federal assistance they receive to moet their own community
prioritics and fund their local revitalization efforts.

?

The problem is how to acquire this authority from a Congress that is highly pmtectivéﬁ'

of their twf. After having experienced the resolve of Congress on this issue for the past year
and 2 half I recommend the following strategy:

A New Waiver Strategy: Divide And Conquer
I suggest we adopt a two-prong strategy. Flrst, we should continue to pursue our

original legislative proposal of broad waiver authority for state and local governments to be
coordinated through the CEB and the DPC. However, unlike this past year, we will need the



N K % ‘ i qev S
. aciwc m‘m},vcmnnt af hxg,h pmfll:: admmsﬁt‘ratlvc ()fflclals el ‘Wnulﬁ;;ﬁi‘?)babl m

X appamt ong’ imd adlmmstratm cﬁ“as Scc;tctaryg Shalala‘“fSMctaryéRﬂ "

. (’}m fesus wiated o wmtmiiuctxon 15 wiaetimr we sh{}uld submlt this ]eglslatlon as’a’y;

- - free~standing bill or instead mmr;}nraie it as a rider ‘on the welfare reform bill. . The - % ik

-advantage of the rider approach is that waivers complement welfare reform and it will.. ' (oo
increase the likelihood of passage for the walver.bill.- The problem fis'that waiver title of, the &Y

o il ‘might make. the welfare reform bill subject 301:1{ jurisdiction or sequcnnal referral in. thc

"+ House of Repmsmia?wcs In addition, the waiver issue is not solely the focus. nf HHS it also‘ _

’ mciu({z:s mozmmzc »:icv&{g}mmi, rural dzveiapmmt h{mswg, trans;}oztatmn, eic. - he ‘f EORY

L]

ng:&nd the ?x’wz&mt should issue a me:mmandum dzrcctmg OMB and all :}ther e
agencies to 1) include, where appropriate, waiver language in legisiation the Adm:mstratlon ¥
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Today, Prasident Clinton continues his efforts to end welfare as we know it by
granting two more states - Missouri and Montana - the flexibility to reward work
aver welfars. Like previous welfare reform efforts, these states will use the
freedom from federal rules to reward work, maks welfars a transitional system,
demand parental respensibility, and steengthen child support enforcement.

As a former governor, tha President recognizes states as the nation’s laboratories.
In two years, this Administration has approved 30 welfare demonstrations in 27
states, granting waivers 10 governors of both parties for a variety of reform efforts,
In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately 6.3 million
peopls, rapresenting 45 percent of all recipients,

Tha themes of work, rasponsibility and family are consistent messages and goals
of the state demonstrations. Some sre targeting specific approachaes, while others
are sxperimenting with many program components. Some are testing projects in a
single county, while others are ambitiously undartaking statewids efforts. Al are
using incentives and sanctions with the primary gosl of moving people inte work,
SGtates are also making important strides in increasing child support coliections,
'requiring toanags parants to live at home and stay in school, and demanding
parertal re§ponsibiiity,

‘Walfare reform demonstrations granted under President Clinton’s leadership have

begun the move toward a new welfare system. As President Clinton has said,
"We won't have ended wolfare as we know it until its central focus is 1o move
people off welfare and into a job so that they can support themseheas and their
families.” National reform, embodying the principles of work and responsibility and
building on the success of state damonstrations, will truly offer hope and
opportunity for millions of families and children,

Since January 1883, the Department of Health and Human Services has approved
welfare demonsgtration projects in Arkansas, California, Colorade, Connecticut,
Florida, Georgia, Hawasii, Hlincis, Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri,
Mantana, Nebraska, New York, North Dakota, Ohig, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Caroling, South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin and

Wyoming.
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MISSOURI

“Missouri Pamilies -~ Mutual Respongibility Plan® reguires AFDRO
vecipients to sign and fulfill a self-sufficiency agreement that
establishes a plan for work and places a two-yeay time limit on
benefita. An additionmal two years may be allowed, if necessary,
te achieve gelf-sufficiency, : '

Individuals who are not self-sufficient by the end of the time
Limit must participate in job search or work experience programs.
Those who have received AFDC benefits for 36 months or meore and
have completed their agresment by leaving AFDC will not be
eligible for further benefits, with certain good cause
exceptions. Children’s benefits will not be affected.

Minor parents must live with their parents or guardians to
receive beneficvs. If they attend schoel full-time and work, they
may keep all employment income. In some counties, non-custodial
parents who volunteer for the state’s JUBS program can receive
credit against past-dus child support.

For two-parent families with at least one parent under 231, the
iimit will he waived on the number of hours the principal wage
sarner can work. The rxesource limits will be increased for zall
familiea, and they may own one autcomchile, without regard to its
value.

Miggouri’s application was received in two parbts, on August 15,
1894, and January 30, 1395, and was approved on April 18, 1945,

~
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MONTANA

Montana‘s *Families Achieving IndependenceY has three components:
the Job Supplement progzam, AFDC Pathways program, amd Community
Sexvices program. ,

The Job Supplement program helps at-risk families avoid becoming
welfare dependent by providing a one-time payment of as much as
three times the monthly AFDC paywment the family would othexwise
be eligible to receive. Child support collections will also he
‘papped diregtly on to the custodial parent.

Qther AFDC applicants must enrell in the AFDC Pathways component
and sign a Pamily Investment Agreement that limits benefits to 24
months for one-parent families and 18 months for two-parent
families, with some exceptions. Income disregards and asset
limits will be raised, and recipients must participate in JOBS,
comply with child support enforcement provisions, and obtain
medical screenings and immunizations for their children. Adults
who do not leave AFDC by the end of the time limit must enroll in
the Community Services program and pervform 20 hours of community
work per week, Childrsn’s AFDC venefits will not ke time-
limited, and they will continue to be eligible for Medicaid and
food stamps.

A1l participantes must also choose between a reduced Medicaid
venefit package and a partisl premium payment towards a private
health insurance policy. Full Medigaid coverage will ke provided
on an emergendy basis if certain services ave needed for
employment purposes.

Montana's application was received April 18, 1%%4 and approved on
Bpril 18, 1995. .
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Talking Points

Missouri Walver - Missouri Families Mutual Responsibility Plan

“Thank you, Goveror Carmahan, for proving once again that the states, just as James Madison and
Thomas Jefferson intended, are still the laboratories of democracy, still capable of leading the way
to clmngz: things that don’t wosk in this country, and to unleash the potential of pur citizens.”
President Clinton -

On April 18, 1998, Missouri becomes the 26¢h state to be granted a welfare reform waiver
from the Clinton Administration, allowing the state to test innovative welfare reform strategies.
Continuing our commitment to state flexibility and resl welfare reform, the Clinton Administration
supports Missouri’s efforts to move families from dependency to economic self-sufficiency.

Missouri’s welfare demonstration project reflects President Clinton’s principles for welfare
reform: work and responsibility. Missouri’s Families Mufual Responsibility Plan leads people
toward the freedom of work rather than the confines of dependence, by making work pay,
promoting parental responsibility, and focusing on yourg people.

Missouri's walver demonstration embodies President Clinton’s ideal that welfare should be a
transitional support system, rather than a way of life, by providing opportunity, but
demanding responsibility in returns. With the approval of this waiver, Missourt becomes the 13th
state o test fime-limited benefits. Similar to the personal employability plan provision in the Wok
and Responsibility Act of 1994, welfare recipients in Missouri’s demonstration will be required to
sign a self-sufficiency contract with a 24 month limit on the receipt of AFDC benefits, When
necessary benefits could be extended for an additional 24 month period, ‘but sanctions will be
imposed on individuals who do not make a good faith ¢ffort to comply.

Missouri is making work pay. By increasing the resource limit, earned income disregards, and the
avtorpobile asset Hmit, Missouri has created an economic support system that provides incentives (o
encourage families to work and not stay on welfare. \

Like the Clinton Administration, Missouri is seeking to ensure that children receive financial
and emotional suppert from both parents. The Missouri waiver demonstration project includes 2
provision that allows non-custodial parents credit against state child suppont debt for participating in
the JOBS program, providing the education and training they may need to obtain a job and enable
themn to meet their child support obligations,

Missouri’s Families Mutual Responsibility Plan includes important prevention and parental
responsibility components. Similar to provisions of President Clintont"s welfare reform plan,
Missourt is sending a clear message fo teen parents that having children is an immense responsibility
rather than an easy route to independence. Missouri is committed to providing the support needed
to end long-term welfare de;sendmcy by reqmrmg minor mothers to live at home or with a
responsible adult, providing incentives for minor parents to stay in school, and climinating the 100
hour rule for parents under age 21 in the AFDC Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program:.
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Talking Points
Montana Waiver - Families Achieving Independence for Montanans (FAIM)

“Montana’s project provides positive work incentives, support for two-parent families, and
opportunities for at-risk families to avoid long-term welfare dependency.”
Secretary Shalala

On Aprit 18, 1995, Montana becomes the 27th state to receive approval from the Clinton
Administration to test innovative welfare reform strategies. Under the Clinton Administration,
now more than half the states have been granted the opportunity to do real welfare reform,
reinforcing the President’s commitment {o allow state flexibility and end welfare as we know it.

Montana’s welfare demonstration project builds on the principles of President Clinton’s vision
for welfare veform: promoting work and respensibility, without punishing poor children.
Montana‘'s Families Achieving Independence for Montanans (FAIM) program is focused on work
with both incentives aud requirements for recipients 1o transition from welfare to economic self-

sufficiency.

Montana is seeking to prevent welfare dependency. The Clinton Administration and the
American people agree that the best reform of welfare would be to ensure that people do not need it
in the first place. That is why Montana has created the Job Supplement program (JSP), as part of
their waiver demonstration, which will help at-risk families avoid becoming dependent on public
assistance. Families going through a financial crisis can receive a one-time payment of as much as
three times the regular AFDC monthly payment, without affecting their food stamp eligibility.

Like President Clinton, Montana recognizes that enforcing child support is critical to belping
recipients move from dependency to self-sufficiency. As part of the J5P, the state will pass
through child support collections directly to the custodial parents and provide priority child suppont
servmcs to these at-risk families. " _

The FAIM prygject focuses on moving people from dependeﬁce'to independence from the very
first day an individual enters the welfare office. Similar to the personal employability plan
provision in the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, welfare recipients in the FAIM demonstration
will enter into an "Family {nvestment Agreement” requiring parents to take action to secure child
support, participate in JOBS, ard comply with child immunization requirements. Sanctions will be
imposei on adult secipients who fail io comply with these program requirements.

Montana’s walver demonstration embodies President Clinton’s ideal that welfare should be a
transitional support system, rather than & way of life, by providing opportunity, but
demanding responsibility in return. With the approval of this waiver, Montana becomes the 14th
state o test tume limited benpefits. Montana is Himiting adelts benefits 1o 3 maximum of 24 months
for single parent families and 18 months for two parent families. Adult recipients who have not left
AFDC at the end of the time limit will be required to enrpdl in the Commounity Services Program
and performs 20 hours of community service per week.

The Montana FAIM project prevides real incentives to make work pay. Montapa's waiver
permits the state 1o increase work expenses, child care, and eamned income disregards, as well as
automobile asset limits, making work more attractive than welfare. The state will also ¢liminate the
100 hour rule for recipients in the AFDC Unemployed Parents {(AFDC-UP) program, encouraging
two-parent families to work and stay together.



More Than Half the Nation Epacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration

The Clinton Administration has approved 30 demonstrations in 27 states, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in half of
the states, more than the two previous Administrations combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately
6.3 million people, representing 45 percent of all recipients.  All of the waivers which we have granted build on many of the central
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principles of President Clinton's vision for welfare reform, including:

- PRINCIPLE DESCRIFTION
i T e — z e e e et e
‘Work j Eighteen stares are helping people move 18 - Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,

5»»" from welfare to work, from receiving Hawaii, Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi,

§ welfare checks to eaming paychecks, by Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, Ohio,
increasing education and training Oklahoma, Oregon, South Carofina, South
opportunities and ¢reating public/private Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin, Wyoming
sector parmerships.

b Time Limited Cash Assistance Fourteen steres are making welfare a 14 . Colorado, Connecticut, Florida,
’ transitional support System, rather than 4 Indiana, lowa, Michigan, Missouri,
way of life, by providing opportunity, but | Momana, Nebraska, Oklakoma, South
demanding responsibility in retuen. Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont,
Wisconsin
| Child Support Enforeement Iwelve srates are strengthening child 12 - Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan,
support enforcernent and sending a Clear Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, New
message that both parents must be Yaork, Ohio, Oregon, Vermont, Virginia,
. responsible for their children. Wisconsin
' Making Work Pay Twenty-Three states are providing incentives | 23 - California, Colorado, Connectiout,
and encouraging families to work not stay Florida, liinois, Indiana, Towa, Michigan,
on welfare, s6 they can achieve and Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska,
maintain economic self-sufficiency. New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Fennsylvania, South Caroling, South
Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming
Parental Responsibility ' Twenty states ave promoting parental 20 - Arkansas, California, Colorado,
responsibility by encouraging education, o | Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, [Hinois,
Emiling benefits for families who have Indiana, Mississippi, Missouri, Nebraska, |
ancther <hild while on AFDC. New York, Ohio, Oklzshoma, Pennsylvania, |
South Carolina, Vermont, Virginia, ]
Wisconsin, Wyoming
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Note to Diana Fortuna: ‘ Mt ssovet . ( SQL'?

Atached are some talking points on throe of the states represented at the NGA Summit on
Children, tomorrow,

_I ﬁnﬁk Yermont and Ohio’s demonstration projects would be good © highiighz, as they
emphasize prevention and parental responsibility, e.g. staying school, minor mothers living at
iwmeph’i’hcy also represent the Administration’s long time commitment to state flexibility -~
Vermont was the first waiver granted and Ohio was the 25th state to receive a waiver, Since
Governoer Dean is the current head of the NGA and the host of this Summit, it may be nice
io talk about his program. However, Missouri’s waiver is a little tougher in its time limit
and it also has the personal employability pian provision (like in the Work and Rnspcnszbzizty
Act) that we often like to promote. 1 think for each of these states you could make the case
that they are focused on work a.ud responsibility, without punishing children.

. I hope this material is helpful. Pimsa let me know if you have any questons or need
additional information. -

Toby o f

Rote: Governors Glendening and Carlson do ot have waivers that were ‘granted by the
_ Clinton Administration. Oregon does have a good waiver, focused on private sector
employmmz but it is very small and was granted before Governor. Kitzhaber was in office.

Wisconsin has a couple of waivers, but persoaa}iy I think Thompson has gbzz&a cnough ;
atiention alrea.dy* . .
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* Talking Points
Vermont Waiver -~ Family Independence Project (FIP)

On: April 12, 1993, Vermont became the FIRST state to receive approval from the
Clinton Administration to test innovative welfare reform strategies. Farly i zz; his
preﬁdcncy, President Clinton made clear to the nation’s governors his commitment ta
encourage state creativity and flexibility 16 the administration of public assistance programs.
The Vermont welfare reform demonstration is further evidence of the Clinton
Administration’s support for allowing states to be, as they were intended, the labomtones of
éemocmry

’Vermom’s welfure demonstration project reflects President Cli.utmz s principles for
welfare reform: work and parental responsibility, without punishing children.
Vermont’s Family Independence Project (FIP) leads people toward the freedom of work
rather than the confines of dependence, by strengthening families, providing oppornunity, and
demanding responsibility in return.

The Vermont program embodies President Clinton’s ideal that welfare should be a
transitional support system, rather than 2 way of life, by providing epportunity, but
deniznding responsibility in return. Under Vermont's Family Independence Program,
pargnts on AFDXC who have not found emplayrmnt after 30 months are requiredito
participate in subsidized community service jobs. Vermont has also expanded the JOBS
program by requiring pareats with younger children to participate.” :

Vermont is making work pay. - Vermont’s waiver permiits the state o increase automobile

asset limits and earnings disregards under AFDC, making work more attractive than welfare,

In order to help ensure that people will be able to get off and stay off of welfare, Vermont
has extended transitional Medicaid coverage for working families after they leave the welfare
rolls, ‘The state aiso will eliminate the 100 hour rule for recipients in the AFDC
Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program, removing a disincentive to work and promoting
two parent families.

Like the Clinten Administration, Vermont recoguizes that ¢hild support s eritical fo
keipazg recipients move from dependency {o sell-sufficiency. Vermont is d:stnbutmg child

support payments directly to AFDC recipients, in order increase their real mmme and be
abif: t0 support their families.

Vermont's demonstration project includes important prevention and parental . .. -
responsibility components. The Administration and the American people agree zhat the best
reform of welfare would be to ensure that people do not need it in the first place. Thatis
why Verment is going to expand its efforts to end long-term welfare &mﬁmcy by focusing
onyoung parents. Under Vermont's approved wajver pregnant and parenting minors are
required to attend school or participate in an appropriate education or training activity.
‘Minor mothers are required to live with their parents or in an approved supervised living
arm:xgemem
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STATE POLICY '

Vermont is currently restrucmnng its welfare system. In order to detcrmme what initiatives
are Successful, the state is conducting a statewide project. Welfare recipients are divided into
three groups. The first groups consists of 20% of the welfare caseload who are subject to
the rules of the pre-waiver system. The second group includes 20% of the caseload who are
receiving enhanced benefits and additional transitional support. The majonty of the caseload,
60%, make up the third group or experimental group. The recipients in the third' group
receive the enhanced benefits and additional support services, and in addition their welfare
benefits are time limited. After 30 months, if a recipient of the third group has not found a
private sector job, they are required to take subsidized employment.

Vm‘nont’s JOBS program is called Reach-Up. The program is innovative in its ¢case
management of rec1p1ents and also in its information managemeat system. The state works in
partnerships with various community based programs and state postsecondary education
institutions to provide the best case management for the welfare recipients. For example,
minor parents are sent initially to Parent-Child Centers, where their needs are assessed and
they:are then referred to appropriate job and child rearing training programs. In order to
promote recipients to pursue their education, the state has agreements with all of the state
colleges to have case management on campus. Since these case ‘managers may not be in one
office or even city, the state has instituted a information management system called .
ACCESS. ACCESS allows case managers and welfare workers to go on-line to track
wclfare recipients’ case histories and updatc their records.

1 .(f.jﬂ:ﬂl.lj’, 1995
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Talking Points
Ohic ‘Waiver - "A State of Opportumzy
March 1995

'Oﬁiohasanexmtmgplzntochangewi{amfmmafmndwtmahmda;a In partnership
with local businesses, Ohwwﬂicmmjwsﬁmmummmngwdfmfamﬂmomof

mtywmmcmndmw .
Secr:taryShaIala

On March 7, 1998, Ohio becomes the 25th state to receive approval fram the Clinston
Administration to test innovative welfare reformm strategies, surpassing the amount of
welfare waivers granted by all previous administrations. Continuing it’s commitment to
state flexibility and real welfare reform, the Clinton Administration sappons Ohio’s efforts o
move families from dependency to rw.i opportunity.

: Okia’s welfare demonstration project reflects President Clinton’s principles for welfare

- reform: work and responsibility. Ohic’s "A State of Opportunity” program leads people
toward the freedom of work rather than the confines of dcpenderm, by strengthening
famii;zzs providing opportunity, and demanding responsibility in retum.

The {)hio program provides incentives and encourages families to work uot stay on
" welfare, so they can achieve and maintain econowmic self-sufficiency. Ohio will increase
the incentives for welfare recipients to go to work by providing wage subsidies and forging

new public/private sector partnerships. Building on President Clinton's community economic

development efforts, Ohio mll subsidize employment primarily in Mmtmt:m designated
Enterprise Zoges.

Ohlo i making work pay. Ohio’s waiver permits the state to increase automobile asset
limits and earnings disregards under AFDC, making work more attractive than welfare, In
order to help ensure that families ¢an get off and stay off of welfare, Ohio hag received
approval to extend child care benefits to families after they leave the welfare rolls, The state
also will eliminate the 100 hour rule for recipients in the AFDC Unemployed Pareats
(AFDC-UP) program, removing a disincentive 1o work and promoting two parent families.

Ualike the Bouse Ways anzd Means Committee Republicans, Ohio rightly focuses on
increasing child support collections. Like the Clinton Administration, Ohio recognizes thal
establishing paternity and enforcing child support are critical to helping rmz;nenzs move from
dependency to seif-sufficiency. Ohio is the first state to request and receive approval to pay
a ong-time cash bonus for paternity establishment for children on AFDC, -The State will also
increase the amount of child support *pass through™, which alfows families to receive a
partion of the child support payment and not be penalized in their sormal AFDC benefits,

Ohio's demonstration project includes important prevention and parental responsibility
compenents. The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of
welfare would be to ensure that peopie do not need it in the first place. That is why Ghio is
going to expand its efforts to end long-term welfare dependency by focusing on school
attendance and achievement for young parents and their children. Under Ohio's approved
waiver dependent children will be required to atiend school regularly with financial penalties
for failure to comply. This is in addition 10 the ongoing, Leaming, Earning, and Parenting
?mgram (LEAF), which has provided fiscal sanctions and bonuses 10 pmgnant and parenting
teeny 1o encourage mgaia: school attendance and completon.
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Casé Study: Ohio’s "State of Opportunity® program

- - Ohio recelved approval from the Clinton Administration to implement it’s "Staie of
Oppormmty welfare reform program oa March 7, 1995,  The goal of the new project is to
increase the incentives for welfare recipients to go to wark. The key elements of the State of
Opportunity program include working with the private sector to create wage-supplemented
jobs for welfare recipients, expandmg eligibility for two parent familics, exmzimg
transitional child care for those mmg from welfare o work, increasing earnings disregards,
and encouraging education by requiring school attendance for dependent children, The
;.%m;ect builds en Chic's Learning, Eaming and Parenting (LEAP) Program, implemented in
1989, in which teen parenis are encouraged to stay in, of return to school. The

demonstration will operate for five years.
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'{‘aIkmg Points
Missouri Waiver - Missouri Familics Mutual Rmponmbmty Plan
April 1995

”mankyou,ﬁevmr(:ama}m prmvnxgmagmmax:hesmms,pszaslmﬁaémnand !
Thomas Jefferson intended, are still the laboratories of democracy, saﬂcapabicoflcadmgzhamy i
to change things ﬂmtde:s’:workmthzsmtry,Mwwﬂmﬁwmﬁﬂofwams §
President Clinton _ -

On April 18, 1995, Missouri becames the 26th state to be gmat.eﬁ 2 welfare reform waiver |
from the Clinton Administration, allowing the state to test innovative welfsire reform strategies.
Continuing our commitment to state flexibility and real welfare reform, the Clinton Administration
supports Missouri's efforts 10 move families from dependency to economic self-sufficiency.

Missouri’s welfare demonstration project reflects President Clinton’s principles for welfare
reform: work and respousibility. Missouri’s Families Mutual Responsibility Plan leads people
toward the freedom of work rather than the confines of dependence, by making work pay,
pwmotim parental responsibility, and focusing on young people. %

an’s walver demonstration embodies President Clinton’s ideal that welfure should bea . |
transitional support system, rather than a way of life, by providing opportunity, but E
demanding responsibility in retuwrn, With the approval of this waiver, Missouri becomes the 13th :
state to-test time-limited benefits. Similar to the personal employability plan provision in the Work
and Rcspensibzlity Act of 1994, welfare recipients in Missouri's demonstration will be required 1o
sign a self-sufficiency contract with a 24 month limit on the receipt of AFDC benefits. When
‘necessary benefits could be extended for an additional 24 month period, but sanctions will be
imposed on individuals who do ot make a good faith effort to comply.

Mimh is making work pay. By increasing the resouree limit, carned income disre‘,ards and the |
autemobile asset limit, Missouri has created an economic support system that ;)fmr!dcs incentives to
encourage familics 10 work and not siay on welfare. :

Like the Clinton Administration, Missouri is seeking to ensure that children recéive financial . |
and emotional support from both parents. The Missouri waiver demonstration project includes a
provision that allows non-cusidial pareats credit against state child support debt for participating in-
the JOBS program, providing the education and training they may need to ‘obtain a job and enable
them to mect their child support obligations.

Missouri’s Families Mutual Responsibility Plan incledes important prevention and parental
respm;s;fhility compeonents. Similar to provisions of President Clinton’s welfare reform plan,
Missouri is sending & clear message to teen parents that baving children is an immense responsibility
rather than an easy route to independence. Missourd is committed t providing the support needed
to end long-term welfare dependency by re:quzzmg minor mothers to live at home or with 2 '
responsible adult, providing incentives for minor pareats to stay in schoal, and eliminating the 100
hour rule for parents under age 21 in the AFDC Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program. §
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MEDICAID WAIVER SUMMARY

A Medicaid demonstration waiver (often called an 1115 waiver) allows a
state. to deviate from the law for research purposes. Without a waiver,
a state may not enroll Medicaid beneficiaries in managed care, vary
benefits within the state, or extend coverage to the uninsured.

A second type of waiver, Known as a freedom-of-choice or 1915b waiver,
also allows states to use managed care, but is more restrictive than an
1115 waiver. These walvers are not discussed here.

Approved: 10 states

o Implemented:
©  Not. Yet Implemented:

Oregon
Hawaii

Rhode Island
Tennessee

Kentucky {suspended by legislature)
Florida (awaiting legislative action)
Ohio (1/1/96) .
Massachusetts (1/1/96)

.Minnesota

Delaware

Under Review: 10 states (with date of waiver request)

New Hampshire {6/94)
Georgia (12/94)
Vermont (2/95)

New York (3/95)
Missouri (amended 3/95)

Q000 O

Concepts Discussed with HHS:

o Alabama

© ' New Jersey
o Montana
Withdrawn:

o] South Carolina

Illinois (9/94)
Louisiana (1/95)
QOklaheoma (1/95)

Kansas (3/95)

Kentucky (amended 3/95)

00000

o . Texas
o Utah



MEDICAID WAIVER ISSUES

Of the 10 Medicald waivers HHE has approved to date, most have
followed & simdlar pattern -- place Medicaid benaficiaries in
managed c¢are plang and use the savings to extend Medicaid
eligibility to uninsured people not otherwise eligible under the
law. In contrast, some of the newer waivers appear to be designed
to solve state budget problems by mandating managed care and/or
shifting costs to the federal budget, without extending coverage to
the uninsurad,

Quastions about beneflits of waiver: These +two waivers have
generated some intense opposition, particulariy in urban areas.

Illinocis -~ Would nmandate managed care. State has a very poor
history with Mediceid program. New isgsus is-how state will pay
$1.3 billion in back pasyments owed to providers.

Rew York -~ Would mandate managed care and shift costs from state-
tinanced program to Medicaid. | Interaction with significant
Medicaild budget cuts proposed by Governor has generated intense’
anxiety, particularly in New York (City. (ADD RESOLUTION OF
MEDICAID BUDGET CUTS, IF ENOWN} City Council alternative to plow
back savings into system doesn’t appear o be budget neutral.

Budaet Neutralityv: Adminisgtration policy is that wailvers must ‘be
budget neutral. A GAD study and interest by Congress have
increased scrutiny in this ares, Budget neutrality has been an
issue for most walvers.

Louigiana -« Walver 1g motivated by problem with state Medicaid

financing: Congress's  curb on  states’ ability to use
disproportionate share hospital (DS8H) payments as the state share
of Medicaid affects Loulsisna dramatically -~ the financing for

over half of its share of Medicaid will be eliminated as of July 1.

The Governor's proposal would coreate a new public managed care
entity and add uninsured persons to Medicaid. Preliminary analysis
by HHS indicates sericus hudget neutrality issues. Private
providers and some leglslators are working on an alternative,

Vermoant -- Would mandate managed carxre, cover the uningured up to
150% of poverty level, and give lower-incowe Medicare beneficiaries
a prescription drug benefit. OMB has concerns about budget
neutrality of prescription drug benefit; state is very committed to
this feature of 1its proposal. OMB and HHS want to resolve  soon.

Montana ~~ Not yet submitted but raises concerns., State would
extend Medicaid coverage for mental heslth services only. Appears
to be designed to shift costes from state-funded mental health
programs to Medicaid. <Could set gignificant pregedent if approved.



Other:

Tennessee ~- Approved in 1993, implemented January 1%%4. Imposed

managed care, out rates significantly, added coverage for most

uningured., Reports that some providers and Blue Cross are very

unhappy: some HMUs unable to arrange spaclaliy care. Pools

promised by the state t¢ compensate essentisl community providers

Chave not materialized due to state budget constraints. GAO report
being prepared. (WHAT WILL IT BAY?}

pistrict of Columbia -~ Would enrpll disabled children in managed
care. Indtial concerns about D.C.'s capacity o run program, use
@f sole source provigder, and ADBA compliance. These may be
resolved, but issue has surfaced in Washington Post in the past.



UPCOMING WELFARE WAIVER ISSUES

Massachusetts and Virginia: These states would impose the most
stringent requirements on welfare we have seen yat. Massachusetts is
more time sensitive because the Governor wants to implement it July 1:
the 120-day period ends Iin August.

Massachusetts would impose a work reguirement after 60 days, Mayor
Mening, the AFL-CIO, and the Cardinal oppose the walver, but Demoorats
in the state legislature approved it. Virginia is on a slower
timetable. It includes a work regquirement after 90 days and full
family sanction for refusing to cooperats with work programs.

California:
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PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERS ADDRESS ON WELFARE REFORM AT
~ NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES

. Tuesday, March 7, 1995

In an address to the National Association of Counties this moming, President Clinton
will outline the concrete steps he has taken to reform our country's welfare system by giving
flexibility to the states, including awarding a welfare waiver to Ohio today, while Congress
debates national reform. As of today, 25 states -- half the nation -- have received welfare
reform waivers from the Clinton Administration, more than twice as many states as the Bush
Administration approved. during four years. In his remarks today, the President will also urge
Congress to include tougher measures on “deadbeat dads” in the welfare proposals they are
considering, including license revocation for those who refuse to take responsibility for their
children and pay what they owe. In broader terms, the President will réiterate the values that
must guide reform of welfare: work, family, and personal responsibility. :

Nothing has done more 'to undermine our sense of responsibility than our failed
welfare system, It rewards welfare over work. It undermines family values. It lets millions of
parents get away without paying child support. That is why President Clinton has worked
hard to reform welfare, last year sending to Congress the most comprehensive welfare reform
legislation to date, and over the past two years consistently giving states the flexibility they
need to find their own ways to reform welfare. _

When the welfare waivers approved by the Clinton Administration are fully

implemented, some 6 million people representing 42 percent of all recipients will be affected
in an average month.,

Governors support the President's efforts to allow state experimentation. Statements of
support from Govemnor of Florida Lawton Chiles and Governor of Vermont Howard Dean are
attached. Following are excerpts of a recent statement by Indiana Governor Evan Bayh:

"President Clinton deserves much praise for the efforts of his administration to provide
states with greater flexibility to revamp their welfare programs ... Indiana is moving forward -
- in an aggressive, but fair manner -- to implement a statewide initiative that emphasizes the
dignity of work and the importance of personal responsibility. We could not do this without
President Clinton's support.”

President Clinton will be introduced for his remarks today by President of the National
Association of Counties Ra.ndy Franke.

Fact sheets on the Clinton Administration's record on welfare waivers, on Ohio's

waiver, and on child support enforcement, including the license revocation proposal, are
attached.

-30-30-30-
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THE CLINTON RECORD ON WAIVERS

Since President Clinton summoned the country fo end welfare as we know it" the
Administration has encouraged states to initiate demonstration on welfare reform. As a former
governor, the President recognizes states as the nstion’s Iaboratories and their need for the
flexibility to innovate and experiment. In two years, this Administration has approved 26
demonstrations in 25 states, launching welfsre reform for thousands of families in nearly
half of the states. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately
& million people, representing 42 percent of all recipients.

The themes of work, responsibility and family are consistent messages and’ goals of the state
demonstrations. Some are targeting specific approaches, while others are experimenting with
many program components. Some are testing projects in a single or a few counties, while others
are ambitiously undertaking statewide efforts.  All are using incentives and sanctions with the
primary goal of moving people inte work. States are also making important strides in increasing
child support collections, requiring teenage parents to live at home and stay in school, and
rewardmg ‘parental responsibility. - :

Fxfieen states are helping ;wopie move from welfare to work, from receiving welfare checks

ta earning pavchecks, by increasing education and training oppertunities and creating
public/private sector partperships: Counnecticut, Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Michigan,
Mississippi, Oregon, South Camkna, South Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin, Wyoming,
Indizna, Ohio, Nebraska,

Eleven states are making welfare 2 transitional support system, rather than a way of life,
by providing opportunity, but demanding responsibility in return through time limit's:
Colorads, Connecticut, Florida, Indiana, Yowa, Michigan, South Carolina, Seuth Daketa,
Vermont, Wisconsin, Nebragka.

Ten states are strengtheﬁing child support enforcement and sending a clear message that .
both parents must be responsible for their children: Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan,
Mississippi, New York, Oregon, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, Ohie,

Twenty states are providing incentives and encouraging families lo work not stay on
welfare, so they can achieve and maintain economic self sufficiency: California, Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Hlinols, Indianra, lowa, Michigan, Mississippi, Nebraska, New York,
Ohio, Oregon, Pennisyivania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming.



Seventeen states are testing school attendance and achievement provisions: A:‘I{ansas,
Californis, Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, [ilinois, Indiana, Mississippi, Nebrasks, New
York, Ohie, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Caroling, Vermont, Virginia, Wyoming,

Five states are testing the family cap, which limits benefits for families who have snother
child while on AFDC: Arkansas, Georgia, Indiana, Nebraska, Wisconsin,

Four states have specific provisions for teen parents: Arkansas, California, Ohio, Vermont.

Eight states are approved to operate enhanced subsidized employment programs:
Connecticut, Florida, Imiiana, Mississippi, Ohio, Oregon, South Caroling, Vermont,

Six states have immunization health requirements; Colorado, Florida, Indiana, Missoun,
Mississippl, South Carolina,
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE Contact: Michael Kharfen
Tuesday, March 7, 1995 ] {202} 401-9218

HHS APPROVES OHIO WELFARE DEMONSTRATION
253TH S8TATE TO RECEIVE WELFARE WAIVER

HHS Secretary Donna E. Shalala today approved "A State of
Upportunity,* a welfare demonstration project in Ohio designed to
move welfare recipients inte jobs ensuring family stability and
self-sufficiency. Ohio is the 25th state to receive approval to
test innovative welfare reform strategies under the Clinton
administration.

"The Clinton administration has now given half of all states
the opportunity to test innovative welfare reform approaches -— more
than all previous administrations combined,” said Secretary Shalala.
"when these waivers are fully implemented, some 6 million people
reprasenting 42 percent of all recipients will be affected in an
averadge month.

*This reflects our commitment to state flaxibility. It equally
reflects our commitment to end welfare as we know it 'and to create a
system built on work and responsibility,* Shalala said.

The Chic demonstration has three components: Families of
Opportunity, Children of Opportunity, and Communities of
Qpportunity.

Communities of Opportunity will operate in up to five sites,
primarily in Empowerment Zone/Enterprise Communities., At these
gsites, the state will work with local husiness, industry and
community leaders to generate up to 2,500 wage-supplemented jobs
dguring the five-year life of the deponstration. These Jjobs are
expected to pay at least $8 per hour and provide the economic
stability for a family to leave welfare permanaently. Wages will be
partially subsidized using funds that otherwise would have been paid
as AFDC or Food Stamps.

Fanilies of Opportunity increases opportunities for familiss to
attain independence and ensure stability. It expands eligibility
for two-pavrent families, extends transiticnal child care for up to
18 menths for those leaving welfare as a result of employment, and
increases the amount of earnings a family can retain before losing
AFDC eligibility. It will operate in ten counties.

~ MORE -
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Also under the Families of Opportunity component, a cne-time
cash bonus of $150C will be paid when a child’s paternity is
established, and that amount will not count against AFDC benefits,
In addition, in calculating AFDC benefits, the maximum value of a
family~owned vehicle will be raised from $1500 to $4500.

Children of Oppoertunity will operate in two counties and will
focus on education., Under this component, dependent children
between 6 and 18 will ba required to attend school regularly. Case
management saervices will be available for families whose children
have problems with scheol attendance, and there will be financial
penalties for failure to comply.

“Ohio tests a number of promising ways to strengthen families,
including incentives to establish paternity and ensure children
regularly attend school," said Mary Jo Bane, HHS assistant secretary
for children and families.  “Now with 28 states exploring creative
ways to reform welfare, millions of families are moving from
dependency to real opportunity.”

The project will operate for five years and will include a
rigorous evaluation. ’



OHIO

The Chio demanstration has three components: Families of Opp()rtunlty. Chiidren of
Qpportuaity, and Communities of Opportunity.

Communities of Opportunity will operate in up 10 five sites, primanily in Empowerment
Zone/Enterprise Community areas. In these sites, the state will work with local business, industry
and community feadecs 1o generate up to 2500 wage-supplemented jobs during the tive-year life of the
demonstration. These jobs are expected to pay at |east 38 per hour and provide the economic stability
for a family 1o leave welfare permangntly. Wages will be suppiemented with Food Stamp allotments
and AFDC gramss.

Families of Opfwm‘mizy expands eligibility for rwo-parent families, axtends transitional child
care for up to 18 months, and increases the amount of earnings & family can retain before losing
AFDC eligibility. It will operate in tea counties.

-+ Children of Oppocrunity will operate in two counties and will focus on education. Under this
-component, dependent children between 6 and 18 will be required 10 atend school regularfy. Case
_management services will be avatlable for families with attendance problems, and there will be
tinancial penalties for z:uture to comply,

1993 AFDC cases 257,503, demonsiration covers 21% of the vaseload,

Ohio's request was received on May 28, 1954 and approved on March 7. 1995,



Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration

The Clinton Administration has approved 26 demonsivations in 2§ siates, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in haif of
the states, more than the two previous Admiaistratioas combined. In an sverage month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately
6 million people, represeating 42 percent of ali recipients.  All of the waivers which we have granted build on many of the central”
;:rinciplw of President Clinton’s vision for welfare m‘om,g including: :

T R T
Work , Fifteen sgies s beiping people mavve from 15 - Connecticut, Florida, Georgls,
. _ welfers to work, from recolving welfxre Hawall, Indians, Michigen, Mississippi,

Tine Usited Cash Axsistants | Eleven stutes are making welfarea- - .- - | 17 : Colarsdo; Connecticut, Florids,

‘ mmﬁmmmmmé Indizna, lows, Michigan, Nebraska, Soath
way o providing opportunity, but mmmvm
demmuding responsibitity In returs, . \

Chitd Suppoet Baforcement . | Tenatazes sre strongthening chitd suppart m Connsctiont, Indixns, Michigan,
Wmmadmmg Mississippl, New York, Otilo, Oxegon,

: | | that | parnts wm&vla Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin

Making Work Pay ‘ ﬂmmmmvﬁmmmm 20 - California, Colorado, Comnexticut,

encoursging families to work pot stay on Florida, Hiinols, Indiana, fows, Michigan,
welfare, so they can achleve and maintain | Missiaippi, Nebraska, New York, Obio,

economic seif-sufficlency.. Qregon, Permsylvania, South Carolina,
c South Dsknta, Vesmont, Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

Parental Responsibility Ningreen states ave promoting pacestal 19 - Arkensas, California, Colorado, .

| resposibility by encouraging education, or | Comnecticut, Florida, Georgia, lllinois, |
requiring minor mothers to tive at homs, or | Indiana, Mississippl, Nebraska, New York, |
Hmiting benefits for families who have 1 Ohio, Oklahoma, Penmnsylvania, South !
aunther child while on AFDC, Carolina, Vermout, Virginia, Wisconsin,
Wyoming
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LICENSE REVOCATION AND CHILD SUPPORY

To be successful, child support enforcssent afforts must include
measures toa astablish paternity, get child support awards in place,
update thanm psricdically, and collect tham whan they are oswad. The
President's child support enforcament plan includes Improvements in
all of these areas -~ but {s especially tough in collecting court-
ordered awards., One lwportant provision in the President's plan is
requiring stategs to wuse tha threat of revoking professional,
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay
chiid sayport.

Licansa reveoation is probably the most succssaful oslisction tool
for ochild support enforcsnent, with tha possible axception of wags
garnlshment. Threatening to revoke drivers and occupational
licenses hag been very effective in several atates, especially for
child support actions against self-employed parents whose wagss
can't be garnished,

The President has reapeatadly urged members o©f the House of
Rspresentatives to include ¢hild support snforcament -« and licenas
rovocation in particular ~- in their wolfare reform bill., Rlamants
of ths Adminimtration's proposal have now been included in several
congragsional billa, including propesed . legislation by

- Congresawoman Marge Roukema, Sanator Bill Bradley, and. Senator
Llynmpia Snowe. “ : , ) .

Hinetean states use the threat of licensa revocation nov, and many
use 4rivers licensos as vell as doctors', lawyers', architects',
real astate agents', and wilderneas gquides®’ licenses.* In Maine,
the use of license &uspanaion helped the gtate collect more than $3
million just in the program's first three months. The technique
has been so successful that only 40 licenses have actually had to
ba revoked ~-- in the other 21,000 casea, mersly the threat of
suspension was encugh to collect the delinguent debt.

Despite thism proven record of suscess, the Ways and Means Committaa
majority refussd to include licanse revocation in its welfare
reform bill. And when Democrats, led by Rap. Barbara Kennelly,
trlag to add the provision, they failed by ons vota -~ on a 17 to
17 tie. .

Mambers of Congress of hoth parties have aow- joined Prosident
slinton in urging that the licenss revocation provision be addad.
Just yeasterday, Republican Congraegswoman Marge Roukema wrote
Speaker Gingrich to say that "Taking licenses away from deadbeats
is one of the simplest, moat effective and easy~to-understand tools

available to us.,.Threaten to take away a deadbeat's car and you 11
be surprised how fast he pays up."

*States include: Arizona, Arkansas, California, Florida, Illinois,
lowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnaesota, Montana,
Nevada, Cklahcoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Vermont,
Virginia. o
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| STATEOR ) ORIDA

®ffice of the Governor

THE CAITOL )
TALLAHASSER, PLORIDA 32399.0001 |

| _STATEMENT
GOVERNOR LAWTON CHILES, FLORIDA
WEILFARE REFORM and FLEXIBILITY

Statc flexibility is'a critical issue as we begin the process of reforming welfare ai the
national level. The Clinton Administration has already demonstrated its _
comunitment to state flexibility with its approval of more waivers than any previous

. administration. - In Florida, welfare reform is already underway, the product of

unprecedented cooperation from the federal govemment. :

Florida’s welfare reform initiative is a true Jaboratory of change. Our pilot projects
in two counties arc producing results. A mandatory pilot option in Escambia
county has been operating for over onc year and has already moved neatly 250 of -
the 1400 participants into full and part-time jobs. A voluntary pilot option in.
Alachua county has seen lower participation but higher participant success ratcs.
We are learning much from these two pilot projects and plan to expand them to
several more counties this year,

Without the Icadership of the President, we would not have had this eritical
opportunity to begin moving people from welfare to work. The Deparunent of
Health and [uman Services approved our waiver request in record time. The goal
of state innovation should be 1o allow states 10 tailor solutions to the unique
problems that face them. The Adminisiration has been a consisient partner in
cmpowering states to meet that important goal.



HOWARD DFAN, MDD,
" Governor

Staf;e of Vermont ' '
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
Montpelier 03609 - .
Tol: (803) 8288338

Pax: {(802) 4283319
© .. TbD: {802) 828335

 March 7, 18985

The Honorable william.J. Clinton : o
" Pregident of the United States

The White House - ,

Rashington, D.C. 20500

Dear x§. ?zaai&ant‘*

A8 & former gOVRrNor, yau are well awara or tha patantial for tha
states, with a cooperative fedaral partner, to inform the national .
debata on ;mblic policy gquestions. Undexr your lsadership, 25

- gtates have baen ampcwarad to test ‘a- varim:y of welfare refornms.
You have ensured ‘that each. state is ‘granted the’ 2laxib1lity
necessary to ta:.lor its reforms to im uniqua rxmda.

Vermont ia proud to 'ba the first stata e iwpla&ant ita waizara
reforn initiative on a statewide basis and agualzy proud to be the
first welfare waiver approved by your administration. 'Our goal is
to strengthan incentivas to work and to ensurs ‘that dapgnéanca on
" 'cash assistance is. ‘transitional. In the. tirst six months of our
program, the number of. employed participants groew “by 1% percent and
their average monthly earnings qraw by 23 percent. Without your
leadership and the: streamlined waiver proceas you inztxatad wa
would 3jus¢ be talkxng about velfare raform in VQrmunt, ' ‘

?hank you again for yaz;r cantizmad 3.&&:337:3%:5,;) imci ﬁuppart:
- sipa raly,

Howard Dean, M.D,
Governer, . -

HD/br

.+ Frintad on Racyuled Ppor Prodoesd Withews Chlaring



LANO

HAWAL

B Clinton Administration
As of January 28, 1998

*I

' Previous Administrations

* Promonstration Also Approved in Previous Administrations
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Gensral Counsel Office
Departmant of Heuith &
Human Services
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BACKGROUKD AND I86UZR ?ﬁi DECIEION:
DURATIONAL RESIDENCY REQUIREMUNTS FOR WELPARE BENEFITSE

The adxinistration must nake s get of decisions in the next wask -
detining our position on durstional residancy reguirensnts for
velfars banafits. The issucs arime bacange tha Bush
adninistration grantad $1115 walvers to two States, Californis
and Wisconsin, for denonstration projects that limited AFDC
berafits of familims that migrated into the state to the amounts
that the family would have racsived in its prior astate of
rasidance, for & paricd of twelve months, Both projects (which
differ in certain particulars) wers challenged &
unconetlitutional and as an abusae of the Bsoretary's discretion o
grant walvars.

HHE i3 a dofendant in the the Wisceonsin case, ¥, €.v Whithburn,
which is about to be argued in felderal Aistrict court., HHE has
baen asksed by the court vwhather it is preparxed to defend the
conatitutionality of the Wisconsin law and vhother the Secratary
had authority to approve the damonstration.

The Californis case, Green v, Andarsen, to which HHBE is not a
party, led ¢ & ruling in distriet court, upheld by the Ninth
Cixcult, that the residency rsquirement was an unconstitutional
infringament of the right to travel znd of tha Egual Protaction
clauge. The Suprame Court racently agrasd to revisw this case.
In a cass related to Green, Bang v, Shalals, the Nintrk Cirouit
vasated ones of the walvers that california nsads, as & patter of
state law, €5 imploment the rasidency requirement. California hag
askad the Daepartment to regrant this waiver. It alse has
indicated to the Suprens Lourt that if the Department doas not

- grant a naw waiver, this could have tha affect of mooting Green.

The decisions we must make arst

o Whether to defend in the Wisconsin case. Briefs must
pe f£iled dy Kovember 390,

5 Whathsy to f4ils an amicus brief with the SBuprama Court
in the California case. Ths deadline for bricfs
supporting the state hae passed. Briefs opposing the
rasidency raquirement zust ke filed by Decambar 13.

o What action to take on California's reguest for a new
waiver. Becauss this decision could detarnine whether
sr not an amicus brief is relevant, it needs to be nmade
within the next vesk. -
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As wa moke our declsions, we nead to keep in mind that Congress
will alrmost certainly consider legislation this spring that would
ogtablith s state option for differentisl bansfits for new
aigrants,

Bagkground

& HHS beliaves that tha California snd Wisconsin
rosidency requirsments c¢learly are unconstitutional
under current case lav. We dave donied stats ragquests
for waivers for nev damonstrations of reaidency
requirements and in August, prior to the time the
Supreme Court agresd to raview grgen, we informed
wisconsin that we would not defend the
constitutionality of ita law.

o HHS also hellevas thakt thers are very impuortant policy
reasons for supporting the current constitutionsl
standard and has assked the DOY to argus that position
ts the Suprous Court, s an amicus in the Californis
casa. Among the resscns for opposing residency
reguirensnts are that {i) thay may inpaldiyr the success
of walfare reforms by making it more difficult for
racipiente in high unemploynent~low benefit states to
nigrate in order to find employment; (iil] reguiring
fanilies thet have nmoved f£rom a low benafit state to
surviva on these benefits {n atates with high costs of
iiving such as California and Wisconsin can cause harnm
to ohildran; and {ii{l) residency requiramants rastrigt
tha fxee flow of labor necessary for national scononic
growth,

o At the same tine, we racognize that there ars many
proponents of reasldsncy regquirenmsnts, whe argue that
they are both good policy and constitutional. Tha
Suprems Court, in accepting certiorari in the
California cags, sppesrs to be willing to reconsider
its intarpretation of the right to travel. Ths
administration will be oriticised if it takes an action
that pravents Suprems Court raview.

optisns
1. Position on reaidancy reguiransnts.

The first iseus is whether tho administration wighaes to indicats
that it opposes rasidency reguirements, as a matter of polic
andior law. If the answer is no, then we should take ne action.
in gGrgen and ws ghould fulix dafasnd the Wisconsin demonstratisn.
Sincs HHE belleves that it is dad law, 2&1&%3, and politics to
take actions which isplicitly or explicitly support wslfars

2
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benefit Aifferentinle based on residency, we recommend against
this eption.

If it ia datermined to opposa these laws, it is deairabls to file
an amicus brief; i¢ the adnministration does not file a briesf, the
Court will nssume administration wupport of thess reguiremants,
which may influence greatly the sutoone.

d. Poaition on terainating damonstrations,

Even 1r it is decided to opposs residency requirements, it still
must be decided whothar $0 Qo soc in & manner that tries to
preserva the current litigaticn or whather we are willing to take
actions tc moot the canes,

(a} Mopt.gases. With respset to Californla, this would nean
danying the State's resguest for a nev waiver. For Wisconsin,
this wvould require withdrawing the walver. Thers are & nunmber of
justifications for taking these actiona. The current EHS
gacretary would almost certalnly not havs granted thess walvers
becauss ©f our pslief that the policy is uncenstitutional. It
can ba arquad that we should nat regrant or support waivers that
ve balieve to be currently uncanstitutional. The facts that we
pealicve these ars bad policy, especially when done gtate by
state, and that Congrsss may be acting on a gansral residency
schens which will result in a full policy analysis in the context
of naticnal retfors, are othar justifications for denisl.

The problam with this approach is that the administration will de
sccusad of denying the Statas & day in court, With regpeat to
¥isconsin, the State alap may clainm that we lack lagal authority
for this action.

{b) Cppose but not yoot. An altarnative would ba €0 file the
brief but taks no action on Caiifornia’s waivar ragquast,
indicating to California that we ars avaiting the outcome of the
case befors deciding vhother £o grant its request. This might
gtill moot the casa, sinca the walver would not ha "in sffacth,
but it 45 possible that the Suprame Court would decids to hear
ths cass As long as HHS has not denied the wvaiver, since it has
slready agrasi to revieav tha case Xnowing that the necessary
waiver has been vacated and is pending befora RHS.

In Nisconsin, ws could ask the court €0 snjelin the {mplamantation
of Wisconsin'a law panding the Bupreme Court's decision in Sresn.
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Dnuft Outling of ‘Walver Issues and Futine Directions

I Welfare Waivers
A. Backpgromnd _
1. The waiver process
2. Accomplishmenis 1o date
3, Expectations {or the immediate futurs
B. Key Issues
I. Legal challenges
2, Intersction with national wellere reform
3, Congressional oversight
4. Implementation/feasibility
5, Budger issues
6. Recipient protection

II. Medicaid Waivers
A. Background
b, The waiver prucess
2, Accomplishments to date
3. Expectations for the immediate future
B. Key Issues
.o 1. Legal challenges
2. Interaction with national heslth reform
7 3. Congressional oversight
4, Tmplementation/feasibility
5. Budget issues
6. Recipient protection

1. YIHS Strategy for the Future
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A. Emphasize and articulate better a broad set of principles for each type of waiver--

waivers would be specifically considered in light of these principles

B. Tightza and clarily positon/methodelogy on a few key issues

IV, Welfare Waivers
A. Broad Principles:
1. The prinsipics in the Work and Respongibility Act
a. Independence, work and responsibility

b. Support for and protection of those who play by the rules

¢. Promotion of well-being of families and children
2. (Gennine inmovation
3. Operational faasility
4. Cost neutrality
5. Careful evalugtion
6. Opsn and inclusive review progess
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B. Specific Policy Implications
1. Time limits musi be followed by work and/or safety nets
2. Medicaid cannot be cut oft as part of a sanctioning process
3. Sanctions must be progressive and curable
4. Family caps need exceptions for rape and incest and provide some way of
filling the gap through work or child suppor
5. Work slots should pay the minimum wage
€., Other strategic issues
1. Seek 1o promote innovations we wre parncularly interested in through work
with states, using other 1115 demonstration authority
2. Avoid waivers which seemn mostly designed o avoid Congressional intent, or
which are not likely to offer new insights, sspecially when highly controversial,

V. Medicaid Waivers
A. Broad Prnciples:
1. The principles in embodied in health reform cfforts
a. Expanding coverage
b. Maintaining quality and access to services
¢. Protecting existing beneficiarics
d. Encouraging efficiency
2. Gienuine innpvation
3. Operational feasibility
., 4. Cosl neutrality
3, Careful evaluarion
g 6. Open and inglusive review process
B, Specific Policy Implications
1. ¥pecific protections for persons in managed care plans
2. Existing beneficiaries pot removed from Medicaid
3. Services to persons outside the emansteation gervices not cut 1o provide now
servicss 1o those in the demonstration.
4. Beneficiarics get some choice of plans.
v S, Assurance of quality control and monitoring in place
C, Other Issucs
1, Create a2 more systematic mechanismn for ziéwrzzzwmg and evaluating cost
neutrality,
a. baseline rules including growth
b. whst can be matched
¢. DSH rules
d. reconcilliation process
2. Seek to prompote innovations we are partcularly interested in through work
with states, using 1115 demonstranon authority
3, Avoid waivers which seem mostly designed o avoid Congressional intent, or
which are not likely to offer new insights, especially when hiphly controversial,
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DRAFT ~ NOVEMBER 7, 1994

WELTARE REFORN DENONSTRATIONRS -« ACF PROGRAMS
PURPOBE: This paper describes the status of the Administration
for Children and Families {ACF) zection 1115 welfare raeform
demonstrations as well as some of the common characteristios that
have emerged from their approval and implementation.

BACKGROUKD

The Clinton Administration has now approved twenty one
demonstrations in fwenty States. Seven are fully statewide.
These are California, Georgia, Iowa, NHorth Dakeota, South Dakota,
Vermont and Wisconsin. Bix states, Connecticut, Florida,
I1linois, Michigan, Virginia and Wyoming have some provisions
that are statewide but others that are being tried only Iin pilot
mites, Eight states, Arkansas, Colorade, Hawaii, New York,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin have demonstrations
in which all components are being implemented less than
statewide. In addition, we are currently revieuing twenty thrae
‘waiver applications from twenty one states {this includes four
States already listed above which are geeking additional
waivers)., An additional nineteen welfare reform demonstrations
being implemented in thirteen states were authorized by pravious
administrations {this includes six states which have regeived
approval of additional waivers under this Administration).
Waiver authority has been granted for periods ranging from three
to eleven years,’ with most projects operating five years or less.

ACF involvement in considering proposed demonstrations often
begins before a formal application is submitted, as federal and
state staff discuss the proposal in regard o the innovations
proposed, waivers needed, and the svaluation and cost neutrality
requirements. When applications are submitted, proposed
denonstration policies are revieved in datail by a team composed
of ACP staff and other Federal ravisuers to identify issues and
needsd clarifications. The process of rsaching an agreement with
8 State often reguires involived discussions with the state to
suggest improvements, and sometimes requires that policies be
modifiad to insure that the demonstration’s purpose meets the
. ohijsctives of the Act and to bring them jin line with our
pxinazgles, egpecially in light of our respansmblllty to
xea;gxanta. We follow a number of principles in considering
walver appllcatlmns- aveiding harm to recipients within the
demongtrations, rigorous evaluation, cost neutrality, and
encouraging the tegting of policies which are in line with the
principles of the Work and Responsibility act. ACF continues to
work clesely with the State after approval to help facilitate
implepentation and ensure rigeorous evaluation of the program.

It also hecame clear some time ago that our open peolicy should be
formalized. ACF and ECFA recently issued, in the Federal
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Regiskar (September 27, 19384}, policy guidelines and regquirements
for public notice of waiver raguests. The guidelines in this
notice clarify the policy and progedures we believe are most
productive and fair, and which will further promote the fullest
possible airving of the proposed policies. Although most of the
applicationg before us recently have had the pericd of public
debate called for in the notice, thiz formal requirement will
insure that such a process always occurs. It alsc commits us to
publishing information about new applications in the Fpderal

g0 that an aven wider audience will be alerted, and it
will establish a 30 day pericd for interested parties to provide
comnents hefore a decision to approve or dieapprove is made.

BAJOR THEMES

The President’s campaign positions on welfare reform and the
public dialogue that was part of the development of the Work and
Responsibility Act have had a very significant effect on the
level ¢f state interest and the content of demonsitration
proposale. Thus, the major themes of many of the state
initiatives are thoge of Work and Responsibility. At the sanme
time thoy are not exclusively so, and even where the goals are
the gama, many of the details are importantly differvent.

) xziiaq Work Pay

A very common approach in many state efforts is te increase the
anount of earned income an individual can recelive and still
retain welfare benefits. In addition, increases in the levels of
ag6ets one can asccumulate and still retain eligibllity, and
easing the ability of reciplents to become seif-employed ars
common,

© Enbancing JOBS/Culture Change

Hany state projects ssek to strengthen the JOBS program as the
centerpiece of a broader cultural change to make the walfare
gystem more employment-focusgsed. Coxmmon elements include
eliminating some or all exemptions from mandatory participation
and increasing sanctions for non-cooperation, combined with
enhancing services and participation levele that could be done
without waivers.

& Time Ligits

Although time-limiting benefits is a common theme of many
projects, most projects have not feollowed the Work and
Responsibility model of following the time limit with a work for
wages position. Much more common have been approaches in which
the time limit is a signal for heightenad attention to movimy
recipients toward employment, but which deesn’t actually mandate
wark, or in which the time limir is followed by workfare. Only a
few states are moving toward a work-for-wages model, and then
only on a relatively small scale.
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o Family Caps

Four States have received walvers to eliminate additional AFDC
benefits to families due to the birth of a child conceived while,
or shortly after, receiving AFOC {Arkansas, Georgila, New Jersey
and Wisconsin). These family c¢ap provisions apply Statewide,
except in Arkansas {where it applies in 2/2 of the State). In
Gewrgia, the family cap is restricted to familiies which have been
receiving AFOC for at least 24 months.

o Linking Persomal Responsibility to Benefits

In addition to linking benefits to behavior asg part of an effort
to promote self-sufficlency and participation in work programsg, a
number of States are linking benefits to personal responsibllity
in other ways. Sixteen states have recelved walvers .. that link
benefits to school attendance or performance. An additional four
states (Colorade, Florida, Georgia and Maryland} have received
waivers to reduca benefits to families whose children have not
received required immunizations.

¢ Impraving Governmental Axgistance

Many statees are seeking tc more closely link AFDC and Food Stamp
benefits in order to inprove and simplify the programs.

o Cost Nautrality

The princliple of federal cost neutrality over the life of the
project has been-observed in all welfare reform demonstrations.
In almost every case, a randomly assigned control group wheo
recelive seyxvices under the old rules has been used to determine
what cogts would have been in the absence 2f the project.

I3
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APPROVED STATE WELFARE
Effective: November 4, 1994
State
Time Limit Benefits co, CT, ¥L, IA, 8D, VP, WI{1)(7)(R)

Linit Benefits for
Additional Children

Eligibility for Pregnant
Women With Ho Other Children,
in ist and 2nd Trimester
Increase Income Disregard
(Amount/Duration)

Increase Rescurce Limit
Disregard Resources in

Special Accounts

Increase Vehicle Asset® Limit
Eliminate 140 Hour Rule

Eliminate Labor Force
Attachment Reguirement

Impose Workfare Requiremant
Require Immunizations
Limit JOBS Exemptions

JOBS8 Participation for

Hon~Custodia) Parents

Change in JOBS Sanction

Extend Job Saarch

Banefits Linked to Schaol
Attendence /Perforaance

Cash-out Food Stamps

Expand Transitional
Benefite

AR, GA(2), BJ, WI(3)(8)

CR{3), WD

CA{2), €O, CF, FL, IA, IL, MI, MO,
X, RJ, OR(2), PA, 8D, UT, VA(2), v,
WI{2}{3}(7)

AL, CA(3), €O, OF, FL, IA, IL, MI, MO,
NY{2)}, OR{2), PA, D, UT, VA(2), VI, WY

CA{3}, €T, XA, RY{(1), NY{(2}, OR{(Z}, PR,
VA{2}, RI{(%)

CA{3}, ©O, OF, PL, Ik, NY(2), OH, 8D,
U, VA(2}, VI, ¥WI(&)

AL, C8{(2), €T, ¥L, XA, I, MI, MO,
RY(2}, PA, VO, WI(3}{(7}

AL, ¢T, ¥L, IA, XL, MX, OR{Z)}, PA, ¥T,
WL

OP, I, MO, VT, WI{7), WY

CO, FL, GA({L), MD

BL, AR, CF, ¥L, IA, IL, MI, BD,

CNJ, OK, OR(1), UT, VT, WI{3), WY

AL, FL, IL, MI, N¥, NY(2), OR, UT, ¥I{3}
W .
AL, ©O, CT, GA(2), IA, IL, NI, OR, VT,

WI(3)}(7), WY
T, HY, YA, MI, MN, NY(2)}, VT

AR, CA(3), CO, ©OT, FL, IL, MD, NY(2),
OH, OR, DK, PA, VA{(l), VT, WI(1l){3), WY

AL, 0O, MN, MO, NY({1l), OR(2), PA, UT,
WI{7) .

co, CT, PL, IA, IL, MN, NY(2), VA(2),
WI(2}(7)

State Codes followed by ( )} =~ State has more than one waiver

denonstration approved.
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LEGEND:

AL = Alabama = Avenues to Self-sSufficiency through Education and
Training Services (ASSETS).

*AR = Arkansas - Raduction in AFDC Birth Rates Project,

CA = California - {1} Automated FPinger Print Image Reporting and

Mateh (APIRM);

{2} Assistance Payments aemonstraéimn Proiect
{APDP) ;

*{3} Work Pays Denwnstration Project (WPDE)}.

*CC = Celorado - Colurado Personal Responsibkblility and Education
Program {(CPREP).

*CT = Connecticut - A PFalr chance.

*FL, =« Plorida - Fawmily Transition Progras {(FTP).

Ga = Georgla -~ {1} Preschool Immunization Project (PIP};

¥{2) Personal Accountability and Regsponsibility
Proiect {PAR).

*HI = Hawaii - Creating Work Opportunities for JOBS
Familles.

*IA = Towa = Iowa Family Investimpent Plan {(IFIP] .

*IL = Tllinoise - Yresh Start Initiative.

MDD - xa;?land - ’ Primary Prevention Initiative (PPX).

*¥I = Hichigan - To Strengthen Michigan Families {(TSMF).
KN = Minnesota - Hinnesota Fawily Investment Plan (MFIP).
MO = Migsouri - 2ist Century Compunities.

NJ « Hew Jersey - Family Developmeni Program (¥FDP}.
NY = Hew York — {1) ¢hild Assistance Program (CAP);

*{2) JOBS First. o

*ND = Horth Dakots Early Intervention Program {(E1P}.

CH = Ohioc - Learning, Earging and Parenting {(LEAP).
*OK « Oklahoma =~ Dklahoma’s Learnfars Project.

OR = Oregon - {1) JOBS Waiver Project; ‘

*(2} Jobs Plus.
*PA = Pennsylvania - Pathways to Independernce.

¥5D = South Dakota = Strengthening South Daketa Pamilies Initiative.
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Ur = Utah ~ Bingle Parent Employment Demonastration Project
(SPED} .

VA = Virginia - {1} Virginia Incentives to Advance Learning
{VITAL) ;

* (2} Welfare Reform Project.

T = Varmont - -Family Independence Proiject (FIP).

wWI = Wisconsin ~ {1} Learnfare Demonstration; |

(2} Modified Earned Income Disregard Project;
{3} Parenial and Family Responsibility Project;
{4) Two~Tier Benefit Prolect;
(5} Specilal Resocurce Account Project;
{8} Vehlicle Asset Limit Proiject:;
*(7) Work Not Welfars Demonstration (WHW);
* (8} AFDC Bencnfit Cap (ABC).

AWY = Wyoming - Rew Opportunities/New Responsibilities.

* = Approved by Glinton Administration.

L )
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RECEIVED ~ 53 Applications from 36 States
{9 Applicationas from 7 Btates were left p&n&ing from
the previous Administration)

APPROVED

rat spnlications -~ 21 Applications from 20 States
Arkansas (Welfare Damongtration Project)

Calirornia (California Work Pays Damonstration Praject)
Colorado [(Colorado Personal Responsibility Project)
Connsctieut (A Faiy Chance)

Florida (Family Transition Program)
Georgia {Personal Accountability and Responsibility Project)
Bavaii (Creating wbrx‘agportunities for JOBS Families)
Illincie (Work Pays Project)!

Towa (lowa raﬁ%ly Invastment Plan)

Michigan (To Strongthen Michigan Families Demonstration -
Expansion Project)

New York {(Jebs First Demonstration)
Forth bakota (Early Intervention Progran}
Oklahona (OKklahoma’s Learnfare Program)
Oregon (305% Plus ﬁemonstratian{x
Femnsylvania {(Pathways to Independance) >
South pDakota (Strengthening South Dakota Families Initiative)
vermont {¥Family Indepandence Project)

Virginia (Welfars Reform Prujact;

wisconain (Work Not Welfare Demonstratien}

! padeg component to Illinois Fresh Start Demonstration
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Wisconsin {AFDC Benefit Cap Demonstratiocn ¥roject)

Wyoning (New Opportunitiee and New Responsxbalitie& Welfare
Reforn Demonstration)

RENIZR

States  2Applications -~ 3 Applications from 3 States
Illinois {(Relocation to Illineis Proiject)
Masasachusetts {Child Care CoePayment Project)

wyoning (Wyeming Relogation Grant)?

Btates Applications - 6 Applications from 4 States
Illinois {Stepparent Encouragesent Project)

Illinois (One Step at a Time Proiject)

Ohic (Automobile Assets Disregard Project)

South Carolina (Private\for Profit Work Experiance pProject)
Texas (Two par?nt rasilies Demonstration Proiact)

Texae (Teen Opportunity Project)

EENDING

States Appllcations - 23 Appllcations from 21 Staten

Arizona (Employing and Moving People Off Welfare and Enaauraging,
Respongibility Program).

California (California Wark Pays Demonstration Project -
anendnente)?

California (AFDC and Food Staﬁp Compatibility Demonstration
Project)

? waiver reguested as part of New Opportunities and New
Responsibilities Welfare Reform Demonstration approved above.

* twould add provisions to the previcusly approved
California Work Pays Denonatration Project.
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Geargia (Work for Welfare Project)

Indiana (Manpower, Placement and Comprehensive Training Program)
Kansas (Actively Creating Tomorrow for Families Demanstration)
Maine {Project Opportunity)

HMaryland {Maryland Welfare Reform Project)

Massachugetts (Employment Support Progran}

Migsiesippi (A New Diraction Demcnstration Program)

Missouri (Miegouri Families Mutual Respongibility Plan!
Montana (Achieving Independence for Montananz Project)
Nebraska (Welfare Reform Waiver Demonstration)

New Hampahire {(Earned Income Disregard Demonstration Proiject)
New Hexlco {Untitled Proisct)

North Dakota (Training,' Education, Employment and Management
Praojact)

Oklahoma ;Hutuul Agresnment.,, A Plan for Success)

ahiaﬁ(”& State of Opportunity" Project)

Q:agén {Expansion of the Transitional Child Care Program)

oregon {(Increased AFDC Motor Vehicle Limit Demonsiration Projact)
Permisylvania (Scheel Attendance Improvement Progranm)

South Carolina {(Self-sufficiency and Parental Responsibility
Program)

Washingtoen (Success Through Employment Progyam)



) ;1!07‘/95 11:328 0202 630 7383 HHS 08 ASPE 4158F wee KATHI WAY o Pioig

DRAFT - November 7, 1994
STATE MEMCAID DEMONSTRATIONS

PURPOSE: This paper describes where the Health Care Financing Administration
(HCFA) is on statewide, section 1115 Medicaid waiver demonstrations as well a3 some
of the common characteristics that have been identified in the projects so far.

BACKGROUND

To date, HICFA has approved section 1115 waivers for statewide health care reform
demmonstrations In six States: Tennessee, Oregon, Rhode Island, [lawaii, Kentucky, and
Florida, in addition to the long standing statewide waiver in Arizona. We have received |
and ure currently reviewing waiver applications from an additional eight States: South
Carolina, Ohio, Massachusetts, Missouri, New Hampshire, Delaware, Minnesota, and
Miinois. HCFA has abso begun initial discussions with several other States, including

New York, Oklahoma, Uah, Texas, and Louisiana.

Currently, approximately 8 percent of total Medicaid expenditures is spent under waivers
in States with approved suewide demonstrations. Adding in States with pending waiver
applications raises this percentage to approximately (8 poreent.

HOFA collaborates with States throughout the developmeni and review of their
demonstration proposals. HCFA often meets with a State in its planning phase to
discuss broad guidelines that support the goals of the 1115 waiver process and alert the
State to possible stumbling blocks in its concept. During review of waiver applications,
HUFA works a3 a tcam with other HHS components and OMB. Throughout the review
process, HCFA works toward approval with the State in a fruc "give and take” sense, to
shape the proposal in mutually acceptable ways and assure that the demonstration will
achieve the goals of the State and of HCFA. HCFA continucs to work closely with the
Siate after approval 1o ensure 3 timely and smooth implementation of the new program.

MAJOR THEMES

States, in general, seem to be utilizing 1115 waivers to expeniment with ways to expand
and simplify Medicaid eligibility and provide services in a vost effective manper through
various managed Care Arrangements. -

o Expanding Coverage

Most States have proposed to increase coverage for the uninsured jn their
demonsirations by expanding and streamlining eligibility for Medicaid. These expansicus
provide insurance coverage -- often through commercial managed care plans -- to the
population groups that are most likely 10 be uninsured and 1o go without critical
préventive services,
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‘The eligibility expansions range from expansions for pregnant women znd children only
{which is possible without waivers under current Jaw), to eligibility for everyone under
300 percent of the Federal poverty level. The number of newly-covered persons in
operating demonstrations ranges fromr scveral thousand in Rhode Island to roughly
350,000 in Tennessee. The streamiining changex include eliminating Medicaid eligibiliry
categories and asset tests.

o Managed Care

States are employing various forms of managed care. The arrangements in the approved
projects range from utilizing fully capitated managed care organizations for all enrolices
{¢.g., Hawaii, Tennessce, Rhode Island) to using combinations of fully capitated plans,
partially capitated plang, and primary care case managers or gatekeepers,

The range of services to be provided under the demonstrations varies as well. Most
States are choosing 1o include only acute services in their projects and are leaving long
torm carc and scrvices for certain special populations as 35, This 1s partly because States
are often looking at reform of long term care services separately, and partly due to
limited experience developing capitation rates for disshled and other special populations,
but the approach still leaves a significant portion of Medicaid scrvices, and therefore
Medicaid costs, nutside the statewide demonstration project,

o Cost Savings

A major goal of many of the proposais is to control the rising costs of health care and,
specifically, the rapid rise in Medicaid expenditures. In the demonstrations, savings are
expected to come primarily from Improved program efficiencies associated with managed
care, such as reduced unnecessary usc of emergency rooms and inpatient hospital
services und increased preventive services. Most States are using their cost savings to
fund expansions in thejy program.

Managed care can produce onelime saviugs when the capitated rate is a certain
percentage below the cquivalent foe for service costs for the covered population.
Savings can also result from a graduul reduction in the rate of increasc in per ¢apita
costs over the life of the project as service delivery systems become more efficient and
the provision of primary and preventive services increases. ]
State ure also seeking waivers as a mechanism for redirecting their Medicaid and State
financing. Some States would like tw divert Medicaid payments from disproportionate
share hospitals {(DSH) to pay for services for the uninsured. Other States are Jooking
far Federal payments to supplement previcusly State-only expenditures.
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o Data CollectiorvEvaluation

Another important common element of the State demonstrations is HCFA's requirement
that States collect 100 percent encounter data. These data, which are not routinely
collected from managed care plans, will easure that we have data equivalent 1o what is
collected in the fee-for service sector and enable HCFA to evaluate quality and sccess
during the life of the waiver, To this end, HCFA sta{l have developed a drall sel of
stapdard dataz elements to collect from Medicaid managed care plans, which should be
useful in making comparisons across States.

HCFA has alveady let two contracts, ane to evaluate Oregon, and a second to evaluate
the first five other States. These evaluations will build on the data collected and are
essential o determining the extent 10 which Stutes have achieved their research goals.
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SECTION 1115 WAIVER ACTIVITY
STATEWIDE HEALTH REFORM ’
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160 percent FPL, elimination of certain categoncal requirements, through managed care, primary case
case management. =

- RHODE ISLAND

5TATE
APPROVED

OREGON Expand access to uninsured; cost contaimnent through managed care; benefit package defined by priarity
list.
Oregon will be implementing Phase 2 which involves ipcluding the aged. blind, and disabled, and the
addition of chemica! depeadency services to the demonstration. A Januasy 1, 1995 start date'ss planned.

3

TENNESSEE Expaad access to upiasured through expansion of Medicaid. TENNCARE establishes a system of
managed care similar to the current plan for State employees. There are no income or asset limits, but
Teonessee will cap the program at 1.5 million enrollees.

§ HAWALL Hawaii's HealthQuest provides seamless covernge of those on public programs. as well as the current
vpinsured. Through Medicaid expansions (300% FPL., eliminalion of categorical and assel tests) ami a
managed care delivery system, the Stale expects to expand access and contrgl costs.

KENTUCKY The Kentucky Health Care Reform Plan calls for universal access through: Medicaid eligibility to

!

Rhode Island was given Medicaid waivers allowing for the extension of Medicaid eligibility to pregnant
wameg and children up to 250% FPL and enrcliment of all recipients in a capitated managed care
dehbivery system, °

1 FLORIDA

1 (ARPs) and sold by Coromuaity Health Purchasing Alliacces (CHPAs).

Florida's Agency for Health Care Administration {AHCA) has been granted section 1115 waivers {o
permil Fedesal financial panicipation for the Florida Health Security Program (FHS). FHS will utilize a
managed competition model and will provide bealth insurance for 1.1 million uninsured Floridians with
incomes at or below 250% of 1he FPL. Heaith plans will be offered by Accountable Health Partnersiu;;s

Aavonbere 7, 1894 -~ Statavide Bsalth Eetors
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SECTION 15 WAIVER ACTIVITY
STATEWIDE HEALTH REFORM

INITIATIVE

RECEIVED

Chio has submiited an 1115 waiver application which would allow them to implement OhioCare. Under
ChioCare, Medicaid cligibility would be expanded to foclude the uninsured population with incomes up fo
100%. of FPL. Ohio expects to enroll approximately 500,000 adgitional recipients. The State will enroll all
vew eligibles and current Medicaid recipients into managed care programs throughout the State,

i SOUTH
CAROLINA

South Carolina has subvmitted an 1115 waiver application which would allow them {0 implement the South
Carolina Palmetto Health Initiative. The program will extend Medicaid eligibility {0 fuchude residents with
incomes up to 100 % FPL. South Carolina expects 1o cover approximately 280,000 additonal recipients,
ANl Medicaid recipients will be enrolied in managed care progragis.

MASSACHUSETTS

Massachuseits has submitted an 1115 waiver application, egtitled MassHealth, The demonstration has nine
component strategies whick are intended to cover the 524,000 uninsured in Massachusetis., The proposed
strategies address needs sperific to the mixture of social econemic groups that are uninswred in
Massachuseits, which include the emploved, the short-term unemployed. and the long-term emploved. The
proposal includes direct strategies that provide public health care’ and indirect strategies that seek to
promote niarket forces and responsible decision making by providing financial incentives in the foro of tax
credits to employers, tax deferred medical saving accounts for insured individuals, and subsidies in the form
of insurance vouchers for emplovees with incomes up to 200% of the FPL.

NEW HAMPSHIRE

New Hampshire submitted a proposal entitled, "The Granite State Partnership for Access and Affordability
in Health Care”, The State proposes the espansion of Medicaid eligibilily fo adults with invomes below the
AFDC cash standard, along with the introduction of a public insurance product for low-income workers.

Alsa, the State proposes & implement a number of pilot initiatives to help to ultimately redesign the State’s
health care delivery system.

MISSOURI

Missouri’s Department of Social Services has submitted an 1115 waiver proposal that will provide managed
care medical services 1o the State’s Medicaid population and to the yninsured.

L]

Hovepber 7, 1994 - Statewide dealilh Roforn
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RECEIVED
MINNESOTA Minnesota has submiited 2 waiver proposal which has three major components: {i} integration of low-

income and uninsured programs; {2) expansion of the maoaged care delivery system; and {3) Enkage of
Medicare 10 overall State health care reform efforts. The proposal presented 3 two phase implementation
nlan {or each of the components. Phase 1 will be implemented ia 1995, while Phase 2 is the conceptual
framework for the development of elements of reforms to be implemented in subsequent years.

| DELAWARE Delaware has submitted a 1115 waives proposal which will increase access 10 health care services through
managed care plans by expandisg Medicaid coverage to the State’s uninsured adult population up to 180
percent of the Federal poverty level, This statewide proposal will include a compreheasive benclit package
emphasizing primary and preventive care,

[ILLINOIS [llinois has submitted an section 1115 waiver to develop MediPlan Plus. Under this program the State will

devetop a series of networks either local or statewide, and tailor the health care systems to the needs of

local urban neighborhoods or large rural areas. This program will allow the Siate (o work wilh established

" or new HM()'s, provider-based managed care community networks, FQUCs and RHCs to develop healih
networks. .

e i sttt
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MEMORANDUM FOR CARQIL RASCO
FROM: KATHI WAY
SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO WELFARE REFORM MEBTING

DATE: 11/3/94

Following 1is additional information to keep in mind as we
move forward with welfare reforw discussions. First, while there
was some enthusiasm associated with using 1115 demonstration
authority to bring about welfare reform it is important to keep
that option in the proper context., “Ending welfare as we know
it” requires a basic change in the current welfare program from
uniimited financial assistance to trangitional assistance during

‘times of need. Key features of our plan underscore that change:

LI

Benefits are time limited.

Emphasizes work. ’

. Expands working poor child care to prevent reentry

to the welfare gystem.

. Foouses on preventing teen pregnancy and the accompanying

welfare dependency.

. Makes government the paver of last resort by
strengthening paternity establishment and c¢hild
support enforcement,

6. Reduces welfare fraud by <¢reating a nationwlide

tracking system.

1
é
3
4
5

Although the 1115 demonstration process provides an
opportunity for states to pillot and demonsirate innovative
approaches with similar goals to those above, there are ¢lear
limite to the 1115 process.

1. without Federal legigistion there is no way to lmplement
a true time line, Reciplents move scross gtate lines
without any record of benefits received Iin another
state. Also, State approaches vary dramatically. Iowa
worke off individually determined time lines, Vermont
has & three year time line.

2. Most state demonstration use community work experience,
not work that results in a paycheck.

3. Without Federal legislation there is little opportunity
to expand child care for the working poor, other than
through all state dollars,

4. Demos tend to focus on new applicants or long term
reciplients, not teen parents.



5. While many states have implemented new ways to cecllect
child support, without Federal legislation there 1s no
assistance to help the interstate cases which are the
largest problems in child support collection.

6. Welfare offices will continue to work on reducing welfare
fraud by improving there record keeping without the
benefit of updated technology.

In addition to the above differences, use of the 1115
demonstration process is increasingly being questioned by
Congressional membership. Prior to adjournment there was one
oversight hearing on the use of 1115 demos for welfare reform.
HHS expects an increased interest in this issue when Congress
returns. Comprehensive welfare reform that includes child
support, paternity, work requirements, time limits and fraud N
protection is the expectation. 1115 demonstrations fall short in
all above categories. We need to be certailn we don't confuse the
"last line of defense", with the need for true welfare reform.

If you think it would be helpful, please share a copy with
George and others.
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To; Mary Jo, David, Bruce

From: Kiegael Wald

X . ,
Attached are suggestions regarding waivers of time linits and
WORK. 'The approach i3 not to amend 1115 Dbut te coreate sections
that are not subjact to 1115 because they are not in 402(aj}.
with ragpect to the WORK program, the approach involves setting-
up a section,494, that parallels 484, which applies to JORS and
is non-waivable, An alternative spproach is to amend 484 to
inglude azpect of WORK. This would mean changing the
displacement language in 484 as well as some other provisions.

Wit VL w0
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TIME LIMIT- WAIVER PROVISIONS

Section 417 (NOTE-417{¢(a) will contain the time limits)

(e} Notwithstanding any other provision of this Part, the
Secretary may permif not more than five states to conduct
demonstrations to determine what effacts, if any,
appiication of time limits of other than twenty-four months
would have in promoting the objectives of this Act. The

. Secretary shall approvi 2 demponstration only if the proposed
time limit is consistent with both the purpose of making
AFDC a transitional program and affording recipients with
suppert to enable them to prepare themselves to obtain
unsubsidized employment. Any state applying 2 time limit
other than that specified in subsection (z) shall evaluate
the both the short and long ternm effects of such time limit
in enabling recipients to become self-sufficient and shall
report the results of such evaluaticn to the Sacretary.
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WORE PROGRAM-NON-WATVABLE ASPECTS

VSEC. 49§.

(b With respect to persons registered in the Program under
this part, the State agency shall assure that -

{1) No person defined as eligible in Part P shall be
exciuded from the WORK pregram.

(2} Participant families in the prcogram, other than thase
subjact to sanctions, shall not be nmade worse~off than a
family of the same size, with no income, raceiving benefits
pursuant to section {(AFPDCH., —~ =

(3} Participants employed under this program shall be
. aompensated for such employm&nt at a rate no less than the
highest of «-

(i} the Federal nininum wage specified in section
6(a) (1) of the Fair Labor Standards Aat of 19387

{ii} the pate specified by the appropriate State or
local minimunm wage law;

(iii) the rate paid to employses or trainees of the
same epployer working the same length of time and
perforsing the same type of work.

(4 In assigning participants in the prograz under this
part to any program activity,

(i} each assigrment shall take into account the
physical capacity, skills, esxperience, health and
safety, family responsibilities=, and place of residence
of the participant;

{ii) no participant shall be required, without his or
her consent, to travel an unreasonable distance from
niz or heb home'or remain away from such home
overnight;

{3ii} individuals shall not be discriminated against
on the bagis of race, sex, natilonal origin, religion,
age, or handicapping condition, and all participants
will have such rights as are availabls under any
applicable Faoderal, State, or local law prohibiting

discrimination;
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(1) In General-— The assignment of a participant to é
WORK position sghall not w--
Y{A) result in the displacement of any currently
employed worker, including partial digplacement such as

a reduction in the hours of non-overtine WOork, waaes,
H

or enployment benefits;

LI Y

“(B) impair existing contracts for sarvices or

¢aileczive bargaining agreements;

f”““z
’ "(C) infringe upon the promotisnal epportunities
of any currently emploved worker;
"{pY result in the employment of the participant
or f£filling of a position when e~
M{i} any other person is on layoff, on strike
or has peen locked oubt frow, or has recall rights
te, the same or a substantlially equivalent job or
. positg?g with the employer: or
‘ "(ii} the employer has terminated any regular
employes or ctherwise reduced its workforce with
the effect of filling the vacancy so crsated with
such participant; or
*(E) result in filling a vacancy for a position in
a State or local government agency for which State or
local funde have beon budgeted, unless such agency has
been unable fo £ill such vacancy with & qualified
applicant through such agency's regular employee
gselection provedure during a peried of not less than €0
days. L
vos o !
S m¢2y Private Nonprofit Entities.-- A participant shall
not be agsigned to a position with a private nonprofit

entity to earry ocut activities that are the same or

" substantially egquivalent to activities that have been

@osss008
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in the same local area, unless such placement meets the
- nendisplacement requiramsnts of paragraph (1.

"{b} Consultation with Labor Organizations,-
Where a labor organization represents a substantial number of
enployees who are engaged in similar work in'tha sane area as
that proposad to be funded under this part, an opportunity shall
ke provided for such organization to submit comments with respect

to such proposal. !

"{3}‘ Benefits and Working Conditions.

"{1) In Generxal. =~ Except as mtherﬁise provided under
this subsection, participants esploved under the WORK
program shall be provided benefits, working conéiﬁions and

rights at the zame level and £o the same extant as other



. . 46

emylo;ees of the same employer performing the same type of
work and having similay employment tenure with such
employer.

¥{2) Workers' Compensation Benefits. -- To the extent
that a State workers' aampengagign law is applicable,
workers® compensation benefits in accordance with such law
" shall be available éith respect o injuries syffered by
participants. 7To the extent that such law is not
applicable, participante shall be provided with medical and
accident protection for on~site injuriez in accordance with
,regq}aticna‘iasged by ?he Secretary.

.'"{3} yrohiﬁitiaﬁ on Contributions for Retirement
Benefits. ~~ Ne funds availabkle under this title may be used
for contribubions to a retivement plan on bghalf of any
participant,

*{4) Exclusion from Unemployment Compensation. ~— The
employment of participants under the WORK prograsm shall not
be subject to the provisioens of any Federal or State
unemployment compensation law.

*(5)Y H@a{th and Safety Standards. -- Health and safety
standards established under State and Pederal law that are

otherwise applicable to the working conditions of employees

[T A

[

o, 2-._ '
shall be equally applicable to the working conditions of

participants.
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" fé) GRIEVANCE PROCEDURES. 4

“Ww Bach State shall establish and maintain
¢ Dvtvrasbelo ey o —tr AweRe L BreD., |, %W%M\cﬁuﬂa‘ PR e M"’ﬂ:ﬁugug »
grievance procedures for resclving complaints by proetedrmtdt, ‘-w\—-&?

regular employees, or their representatives, alleging violations
of the nondisplacement prav;sians described in subsection {a)
and the reguirements relatipg to wages, banefits, or working

conditions described in subsection (£} and {(8).
. v e A decision

of the State under such procedure may he appealed to
the Sacretary of Labor for invastigation and such
action as such Secretary may find necessary.

. — 2 . e

A
(#) Parvicipants in the program and their families shall be
cateqorically eligible for Medicaid. :

The provisions of this sectien apply to any work-related programs
and activities under this part, and under any other work-related
programs and activities authorized {in tohnection with the AFDC
program) under section 1115,



e b e

UQ” WA werks

£
+

Waivers
Current lLaw
State plan reguirements in section 402 (part A -~ AFDC) and 454
{part D -- child support) are currently subject to gection 1115

waiver. In addition, section 1115 allows us to provide FFP for
expenditures that are not matchable under the state plan.

Although JOBS (part F) is not directly subject to section 1115,
it is indirectly so (except for section 484} through the section
402 requirement that states operate a program in accord with part
F. The child care guarantee, section 402(G}, is subject to 1115
waiver,

Options

1. Make reguirements to operate WORK and have a time limit
state plan reguirements, and thus subject to waiver

Tros

o Provides maximum flexibility to current and
future HHS policy officials

o States will like potential flexibility

cons
o Allows the possibility that some states could
escape the reguivement Lo implement national
reform
o Fails to protect recipients from the
- possibility of future harmful waivers
ol Fails to enunciate the inviclability of some

principles, e.g., no cold turkey time limits

o States may dissipate energy that should be
focused on reform implementation intc seeking
waivers

2. - Make some or all elements of the time limit and WORK '”f¥“§£?&w
not subject to waiver, either by (a} not including them &7

in section 402 or {b} explicitly excluding them from ok west

gsection 1115 waiver {as section 484 of JOBS currently { A
is) cﬁ&VW*“N

P F s pop=
o All states will have to implement core reform

elements



o There will be substantial flexibility through
state options in the new legislation

couns
o States will object when they understand
o HHS’s hands will be tied on some future

issues that cannot now be anticipated

Limit section 1115 waiver to exclude WORK and the time
limits and to indicate where waivers of new law would
be allowed. :

bres : .

o All states will have to implenment core reform
elements

O States that want to deviate from natlienal

reform will be able to do so within a
framework of nationally identified priorities

cons
o States will object immediately
o HHS’s hands will be tied on some future

issues that cannot now 'be anticipated

Recommendation: Option 2 (b)
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STATE OF GEORGIA
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

ATLANTA 30334-0800
Zell Mitlee
GCVERNOR
MEMORANDUM
TO: Bruce Reed, Depubty Asgistant to the President
for Donestic Policy .
From: Governor Zell Miller ' »Wf\d?cé“-
Date: June 14, 1493 g

I have discussed with Secretary Shalala’s office cur state’s
welfare reform waiver request, which includes a family cap
provision and an employment reguirement provision. I have asked
for a response Lo our reguest within 4% days.

Thig matter has been a focus of my Administration and is
axtremesly important to me. I would like you L0 be aware of the
substance and intent of cur reguest and hope this information
will facilitete the appropriate review progess.

Beorgia’s waiver reguest 1% in line wigh the waiver previcusly
approved for New Jersey. Georgia®s family cap stipulates that a
parent who hag recsived AFDC for a total of 24 months will
receive no additional cash bpensfivs bscause of the birth of an
additional child. However, the additional child will be entitled
ro Madicaird, and the family could receive agdditional feood stamps;
alsto, the family’'s standard of need would be raised. Please ncke
that all parents will receive instruction in family slanning and
parenting skills when they apply for AFDC, and family plamning 1s
available free to AFDC reciplients throughout the state.

Gecrgia’s employment measure requiras all able-bedied adules to
agcept employment abt minimum wage or higher. Appropriate
exceptions are made. Single parents with children under age 14
are exempt, as are adults whe are medically incepacitated or
incapable of performing the dob.

The goal of these reform meagures 1s Lo promote responsible
behavior, behavior that will help break the cycle of poverty and
welfare dependency. Contrary to popular myth, we believe that
families in poverty can make appropriate decisions about child-
hearing and employment, 80 long as government programs encourage
personal responsibility.


http:perfo;-::n.~.ng

MEMORANDUM
Page 2

Please contact me or Cynthia D. Wright on my staff if you need
additional information. I would apprecilate any assistance you
could provide in expediting the review of our request and in
securing a favorable decision.

CDW/cln
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May 14,
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/p"’
TO: Carcl Rasco \}J‘

FROM: Mary Jo Bane JMTETE- w&i‘ém

pavig T, Ellwood O

SURJECT: Welfare Reform Waivers

Attached is a drafit of a letter from the Secretary to the
Governors outlining our proposed approach to welfare reform
waivers. Thes cover memo outlines the major issues. The
Secretary is currently looking at the draft; we have alsc shared-
it with OMB. It is, at this stage, guite preliminary.

one issue that has not been rescolved ig that of consistency, or

iack thereof, between our proposed walver policy and the Health

Care Financing Adninistration's. We are working on identifying

and resolving any inconsistencies in approach, and will keep you
informed.

We'ld welcome your reactions, obviously. We'll keep yvou posted on
the Secretary's and OMB's comments, and on issues as thev come
up. Let us know If you want to meet on this.

Attachment

RTAVSVANE
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMIL
CHtice of the Assistant Secretary, Sulte 600

370 L'Enfant Promenade, 5.W.

Washington, D.C. 20447

May 14, 1993

T0: The Secreatary
Through: D8
Lo
£8
FROM: Acting Assigtant Secretary

for Children and Families

SUBJEOT: Guidance for State Welfare Demonstrations «- ACPTION

TSBUE:

States are developing and submitting welfare reform proposals.
The Department needs to inform States now regarding the approach
this Administration will take in approving welfare reform
demonstrations that reguire waivers. The attached proposed
letter for your 'signature to Governors and State welfare
directors serves this purpose.

DESCUSSION:

We propose to continue the following approaches that the
Department has applied in the past:

amons tion:

Using waiver authority as a mechanism for States to test
changes in welfare to determine if they are effactive.

v ion:

Employing randem assignment of individuals to a group
subject to the new program and a control group subject to
the existing rules as the preferred evaluation methodology.

Cost neutrality:

Retaining, for now, the reguirement that demonstrations
include provisions for Federal cost neutrality for the
relevant open-ended entitlement programs. Federal cost
neutrality would continue to be based on the full period of
the demonstration, thus allowing States the flexibility to
test interventions which may not yield net savings until
later in the demonstration period.



Page 2 ~« The Secretary

There are also changes we propose regarding the approval of
waivers. These include:

Key goals:

Approving demonstrations only if they meet the criteria of
1} better serving children and families and 2) having the
potential for yvielding meaningful changes that could merit
enactment into law.

Limiting the number and scope of waivers that might make
familiss worse off financially, if such families cannot by
their own ability regain their previcus level of financial
sgcurity.

Because of constitutional guestions, for now not approving
waivers to provide a different level of benefits to families
who have recently moved into a State.

In the future, seeking a means to offer States a more
generous approach to the conditions under which
demonstrations would be approved as part of the national
agenda for welfare restructuring.

We recognize that it is critical that ACF and HCFA approaches
regarding waivers be the same, or that thers be a rationale for
any differences. David Ellwooed will be calling a meeting with
ACF and HCFA on walver proposals in order €0 ensure as COmmon
approach as possible or identify a rationale for differences. We
will similariy need to coordinate agreement on these approaches
regarding waiver approval with the White House, OMB and the Food
and Mutrition Service. - We are concurrently sharing this draft of
the letter with Carcl Rasco because she needs to have some idea
on the outlines of our proposed approach bﬁiara she meets with
Governors in Hew Jersey this week.

we recommend that you approve the approach described above and
set forth in the attached proposed letter to Governors and State
welfare directors. If approved, we would obtain concurrence from
OMB and the White House prior to preparzng the letters in final
for your signature.



Page 3 - The Secretary

DECISION:

The recommendation to approve the approach described above is:

APPROVED DATE

DISAPPROVED DATE

Laurence J. Love

Attachment:
Tab A - Letter
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Rear Govearney

Welfare reforp demonstyations provide an important opportunity for
States to test =slternatives approaches so that we might learn
better ways to serve the needs of children and families. Over the
past veayr the Department of Health and Human Services has received
and approved & number of waiver applications from States to conduct
welfare reform demonstrations. There are a number of additienal
requests pending, and we are aware of numsrous States that are
considering submitting applications for demonstrations. In order
to inform State decisions regarding welfare demonstrations and to
gncourage States to try new approaches in this area, I want to
share with vou the Department's current perspective on this matter.

pemonstrations involving Federal waivers are approved by the
Secretary under authority of section 1115 of the Social Security
Act, if the conduct of such demonstrations are judged the Secretary
likely to assist in promoting the objectives of the Act. This
authority allows the Department te work with States to test
ajternative approaches to determine if they might better serve
children and families. The results of past demonstratione have
helped shape Federal legislation like the Family Support act of
1988. The President and I support continuing to employ this waiver
authority, accompanied by rigorous evalunation, as a mechanism for
States to experiment w;th new ideas and to determine if they work.

The Administration is currently formulating the direction it will
take in putting forward a plan to restructure welfare. In addition
to the proposals in the President's Budget to expand the Earned
Income Tax Credit and strengthen child support enforcement, we
expect to identify new or modified policies intended to make work
pay outside the welfare system, to strengthen child support
enforcement further, and to change welfare from a syster of long-
term support to a transitional benefit system. In order to support
the Federal~State partnership necessary to test new ideas, we will
ask for, and believe we will acguire, the authority to offer a more
generous approach in regard to financial risk as part of the
broader legislative effort to restructure welfare. Because of this
petential ¢pportunity for Federal~State partnerships to test najor,
new policy initiatives under mnore favorable circumstances to
States, you may want to consider waiting for this national agenda
for restructuring welfare to develop, as it may better sult your
State's cbjectives.
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Some States may wish to apply for walvers to test innovative
policies now. We expect the approach described in this letter to
apply to demonstration applications the Department receives both
prior to-the development of the Administration’s broader welfare
restructuring plan, and afterward to applications which <f£all
outside the context of that plan.

Demonstrations approved under authority of the Social Security Act
should tast ahangas xntended to make the welfare system better

he needs o d amilies and should be changes that
have th&‘pﬁt&ﬁti&l for ylalding'E_gn;nggggmggggigg_that would merit
enactment into law., Therafore, as part of our standard waiver
application which asks States to provide a cleay rationale for
their demonstration, we expect a full description of the proposed
intervention that specifically describes how the requested waivers
will benefit children and families. The Department will assass
each application on s case~by-case basis to determine if it meets
these criteria.

We will also linmit tests of walvers that might make families worse
off financially when such families cannot by their own ability
regain their previous level of financial security. Demonstrations
of this nature generally will be restricted to a limited number of
states, and will be limited in size =0 that no mors than the number
of individuals necessary te form an adequate research sample will
be subject to the treatment.

Because there is currently an unresolved issue regarding the
congtitutionality of provisions to provide a different lavel of
benefits to families who have recently moved into a Btate, we will
not now approve such waivers,

President Clinton has stated his commitment t¢ the perspective that
State experimentation is an important way of learning what works
and what doesntt. In his remarks to the National Governors'
Association, he said that we should "measure these experiments,®
and "measure them honestly.® In most cases the only reliable way
to do this is through random assignment of individuals to a group
subject to the new program and a control group subject te the
existing rules., Other methods in State demonstrations have proved
unreliable in separating the effects of the new policy being
demonstrated from external factors. The need for reliable results
in these demonstrations is toos great to use evaluation designs
which produce only weak evidence for their results. There are,

2
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however, instances in which random assigrnment wmay not be
appropriate, For example, some demonstrations may be designed to
test administrative feasibility of implementing certain kinds of
reforms. In other cases, the central intervention may be at the
scommunity? level, and the existence of a control group would be
inconsistent with the intervention. However, in most cases, random
agsignment of individuals will be the preferred design.

Cost Neutrality

For now, we will only approve demonstrations <that include
provisions for Federal ¢ost neutrality for the relevant open-ended
entitlement programs. Cost neutrality means that while States may
choose to test walver-related provisions that have a chance of
being more costly than current approaches, the Federal government
will not reimburse States for costs which exceed its share of the
costs that would have been incurred in the abgsence of the waivers.
Federal cost neutrality will continue to be based on the full
period of a demonstration, thus allowing States the flexibility to
test interventions which may not yield net savings until later in
the dJdemonstration period. Furthermore, cost neutrality will
generally be based on costs or savings attributable to the program
policy changes created by the walvers. As such, c¢ost neutrality
will not generally be applied to costs or gavings related to
changes made without the need for waivers. For example, since
Btates establish benefit levels in AFDC State plans, reductions in
payment or need standards, or in the method of computing benefits,
will not count as a savings offset against demonstration costs in
determining cost nentrality.

In later correspondence we will address some procedural issues
regarding the waiveyr application process. As we mentioned, we also
look forward in the future to being able to offer States a more
generous approach ¢o the c¢onditions under which demonstratjions
would be approved as part of the national agenda for welfare
restructuring. In the nmeantime, we hope the approach desceribed
here will provide useful information for States in making decisions
about applying for waivers and in developing sound proposals. We
strongly support your efforts in this area and stand ready to work
with you in testing new and better ideas for serving children and
fanmilies.

Donna E. Shalala
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MEMORANDUM

Ta! Carol Bascp

From: navidﬁww

Re: AFDC and Medicaid Waivers

Date: May 21, 1993 ;

I wantsd 1o provide you with a brief update on Waivers prior to your mesting with the
NGA. We had a mesting with ACF and HCFA people in an attempt to hammer out &
consistent wajver paticy for all of HHES. We had before us the ACF draft which you
have and gome prebiminary drafis of HCFA, Although AFDC and Medicsid waivers
often g0 10 different agoncies, and dthough there i linle indicarlon that swawes are
unhappy with the AFDIC/ACE waiver process, many in the department expressed
concen that any changes/clanification in the ARDC walver process would immediately
be inerpreied as indicating the dixection that Madicaid will go as well, and might be
misintepreted. Ax vou know HCPA folks have been meeting with NGA repressnistivey
in an sffort ro significantly improve the Mexlicaid 1115 Domenstaton waiver process,
We do pot wani 10 credis any concern o eonfusion regarding these pegotations,

If we go forward with a letter o the Governors, we have tentatively decided to send
only oge letter 10 exch Govemor which discusses both types of waivers. It may come
from the Sacretary or the President depending on your preferences. Initially there weare
significant areas of agreement, but some areas of disagresment between ACF and HCFPA
remain. But we did reach & Ioose consensus. T am confident that we can yeach 4 joint
position within the Dapartment next week. Given the President’s and your strong
intersst in this issue, 1 think it would be prudent to discuss this issus with you sometime
soon o be cartain you are comfortable with the divection we are moving.

in the meantime, the question ariges as (0 what you shouid say o the Governors. The
talking poi:z:s below point to the broad consensys that Is emerging here. My ows
preference is that you not get too specifie. 'We have not fully cleared these either
internaity nor with you and the President. But this gives some indication of how far you
could go if you are cumlorable with the ideas.

o The Administration has been engaged in very productive acgotiations with the
NGA. We expect 10 have a walver policy complete in the next few weeks, While
thers are still delsils to be worked out, and you wanld like o avoid getting inte

spacifics, you ¢an say a few things.

o First, we are estavlishing a very different relationship between the states and
federal govemmment, one of grealer trust, more informaton sharing, and beyer
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service,

0 We are sbsolutzly commined to making the Medicaid 1115 waiver process faster,
mare straightforwand, and more friendly. W believe we can dramatically

triprove thinge.

o States meed Io understand that e legistation and the legisiative hisiory make very
¢lear that 1115 walver authonty is for demonstrations, not simply a mechanism
for increasing swate flexibility, (Demonstrations ane typically designed to e
specific new ideas for 3 specifind period of time.) The Congresz is vary concemed
that waivers be granted for genuine demonytrations of now ideas, not as A device
10 avoid rules and projecrions legisiated by the Congress. If Congress perceives
that 1115 waivers are being abused, we could casily lose this waiver authority.

¢ The President has indicated that demonstrations need to be carefully evaluated,
That is, after all, the goal of demonsuations. Stli we will not have rigid rules
miuiving & particular type of evaluation strategy in ail cases. We will seek
gvaluarion strategias that are appropriate (o the damonsirstlon,

0 Cost newtrality remains an objective and expectation, but it will likely be applied
pver the lfe of the demonstration.

0 Staws should be aware that héalth and welfare reform are Ukely to eswblish new
statutory and fiscal relationships between the states and the federal government,
Some statos may wish o wait ungil the central elements of these plans emerge
before moving forwand with major new demoncrrations,  The administration is
strongly supportive of siete initiatives and will, of course, continue 1 evaluate and
grant waivers under the current authority.

I hope this is of use. T'll talk to you soon, T can be reached @t home this weekend at
£17-729-25865.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE QF THE PRESIDENT

Washington, D, C.

FAX TRANSMITTAL COVER SHEET

DATE: 59 may-33

» REED
LW

SUBJECT:

WELFARE REFORM '

i

FROM:
CAROL M. RABCO (202) 455-2216

ECONGMIC ARD DOMERTIC PUOULICY

If there are any problems receiving this transmission,
please call the sender, or (202) 395-7370.
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Thank you for the material you sent prior to my visit to New
Jersey. I am gorry we were unable to rasch one another by phone
successfully. ... .working for the vote this week has complicated
the ability to spend time at my desk.

There were over 27 states represented at the meeting in New
Jersey. Almost ALL the guestions directed to me were related to
waivers. I would gertainly find that particular group of states
in attendance not to f£it inte the categorization in your memo Lo
the effect that *...there is little indication that states are
unhappy with the AFDC/ACE waiver prosess.” I would agree that we
2ll have a great deal of discussion to undertake bsfore I am ready
to recommend a letter from the President and/or Secretary.

My sense from NGA 1s that they feel significant progress has been
made in the discussions with HUPA cutside the 1115 Demonstration
waiver process but there le strong feeling that more realistic
negotiations need to ogcur on the 1115 waivers., This will be &
must if we are wo genuinely establish the “"very different
relationship between the states and federal government...® you
raference and which I am certain we all want.

While the President has certainly been on record as strongly
stating that demonstrations need strong evaluation, he has done so
in the context of saying such demeonstrations should be encouraged,
evaluated and terminated Lf unsuccessful, replicated if

successful. He has indicated to me, however, in repeated terms
that he guestions the previous and continuing emphasis on “control
groups.” He and I were encouraged by your language "S5till we will

not have rigid,rules requiring a particular type of evalution
strategy in all cases.”

In the spirit of encouraging states as laboratories, we do not
want to be in the position of appsaring to caution states against
demonstrations as we procesd on the development of both health
care reform and welfare reform,

I will be out until Friday, June 4. I have designated Kathi Way
of the Domestlic Pelicy staff to be a liaison from this staff to
HHS on these walver discussions and have asked her to contact you
just after the holiday next week.

Kath!i will also be able Lo share with you through the welfare
reform working group discussions the issues/idess raised by the
states on that matter.

Thank you...have a great Memoriszl.Day weekend!
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Virginia Terms and Conditions June 1835 )
four years of the demonstrstion beginning with the
implementation date. Economic Development Districts 15 and
17 {Urban Tidewater) shall be implemented in the same ov
subseguent guarters. Economic Development Districts 12 and
16 {(Richmond area) shall also be ismplemented in the same or
subsequent guarters. For evalwation and cost neutrality
purposes, the State will propose, for approval by the
Departments, & scheduled guarter for implementation of VIEW
‘provisione in Economic Development Distriet 1. VIEW -
provisicns will apply only to AFDC cases subiject to time-
limited benefits as described in 4 below. Under VIEW:

b A¥DC cash benefits will bo terminated for the entire
case for refusal of the casehoad to sign the Agreement
of Personal Hesponsibility. Thisz fiscal sanction shall
continue until the casehead complies.

2} Applying all disregards under current law,
participants wil) maintain AFDC eligibility and earned
income will be disregarded during the 24=month time
limit so long as earnings plus the AFDC benefits are
egqual to or less than the current Federal Poverty
Guidelines. For any month in which earnings plus the
AFDC benefit exceed the Federal Poverty Guidelines,
AFDC benefits will be reduced deollar for deollar from
the AFDC grant.

3) When determining eligibility, the value of one vehicle
up to $7,500 fair market value will be excludable from
countable resources.

rTine~linited Penefits

4} AFDC cash benefits will be time~limited to 24
cumularive months for cases headed by non-exempt
caretakers. The folloving cascheads will be exempt in
such cases:

a) any individual, including all minor caretakers,
under gixtesn years of age;

3 any individual at least 16, bul no more than 1§
yvears of age, who is snreolled full-~time in
elepentary or secondary school, including
vocational or technical schoel programe. The
vocational or technical school must be eguivalent
to a secondary school. Once an individual loses
this exemption, s/he cannot requalify for the
exemption even if s/he returns to school, unless
the case is closed and reopened or he becomes

?
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¢

d)

&)

£

g)

h}
i)

exaempl for another reason. Whenever feasiple,
such recipients ghould participate in summer work;

any individual unable to participate because of a
temporary medical condition that pravents entry
into employment or training, as determined by a
physician, must previde te the local department a
written statement from such physician to specify
that s/he is incapacitated, the nature and scope
of the incapacity, and the duration of the )
incapacity. The worker must re-avaluate the
participant‘s incapacity at the time prescribed by
the medical- statement or every &0 days, whichever
come first. The recipient must provide
verification that s/he continues to be
incapacitated.

any individual who is incapacitated, as determined
by receiptr of Social Security Disability Benefits,
or Supplemental Sacurity Income. This exemption
shall not be granted to ejthexr parent in an AFDC~
UP case¢; eligibility shall be evaluated for
reqgular AFDC on the basis of the parent’s
incapacity;

any individual sixty years of age or older;

any individual who is the ssole care givér of
another menmber of the household who is
incapagitated, and whose presence is essential for
the care of the pember on a gubstantially
continuous basis. Incapacity is determined by
recaipt of Social Security Disablility Bencfits or
Supplemental Security Incone. The sole other
condition under which an individual may be
determined incapacitated is by a written medical
gtatement from a physician.

a parent or caretaker relative of a child under 18
months of age who personally provides care for the
¢child. A parent of a ¢hild not considered part of
the AFDC assistance unit under Virginia Code
section £5.1+105.7 may be granted a temporary
exexption of not more than six weeks after the
birth of the child;

children receiving AFDC~Foster Care;

families where the primary caretakers of a child
or c¢hildren are legal guardians, grandparents,

8
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foster parents, or other persons standing in loco
parentis and are not the adoptive or biclogical
parents of the child; and

3) a female who is in her fourth through ninth month
of pregnancy as determined by a written medical
statement provided by a physician.

In an AFDC-UP case, both parents shall be referred for
participation unless one meets an exemption; only one
parent can be exempt. If both parents meet an
exemption criterion, they shall decide who will be
referred for participation.

Cases which are exempt from the time limit because
their casehead neets any conditions listed above shall
be exempt only for such period(s) as such conditions
exist. If a time limit has already begun for the case,
accrual of months toward the time limit will be
suspended while such conditions exist.

buring the time-ljimited period established, non-
exempted adults must participate in employment-related
activities in accordance with VIEW and their Agreement
of Personal Responsibility. During this time
participants will receive case management, which may
include education, training, and employment activities.

At the end of the time limit AFDC cash benefits will be
terminated for the case. Any individuals who lose AFDC
cash benefits will retain the same Medicaid eligibility
they would have had in the absence of the AFDC waiver.
However, cases may apply for a hardship exception
under criteria specified below.

a) Hardship exceptions will not be granted if the
casehead:

o has, during the program, not actively sought
employment and otherwise satisfactorily
participated in all assigned program
activities without good cause;

o has been sanctioned more than once during the
time~limited period for failing to comply
with program requirements; or

o has voluntarily quit a job, or rejected a
bona fide offer of employment, without good |
cause.
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b)

c)

A hardship exception shall, if the local
department determines that the participant meets
all criteria, be granted by the local agency for
up to one year in the following circumstances:

o factors relating to job availability are
‘unfavorable. To qualify under this exception
the participant must have been actively
seeking employment. Job availability is
defined as an unemployment rate of 10% or
greater in the participant‘’s lecality, for
the two most recent quarters prior to the enad
of the two-year time limitation. This data
is available from the Virginia Employment
Commission. If data are not available for
one of the two most recent quarters, the
local agency will usg the most current data,
or

o an exception to the time limit will enable an
casehead to complete employment-related
education or training.

Participants granted hardship exemptions under the
circunstances in this section shall be re-
evaluated every 90 days to determine if a basis
for the hardship exception centinues to exist.
During the exception, the participant must
continue in the program and work-related
activities.

A hardship exception shall, if the local
department determines that the individual meets
all criteria, be granted by the local agency for
up to 90 days in the following circumstances:

o the individual has been actively seeking
unsubsidized employment and is unable to find
a job or jobs that would, in combination with
any other income or sources of assistance
that the individual is receiving, pay an
amount equal to or exceeding the case’s AFDC
cash benefits and standard work deduction, or

o the individual demonstrates an extreme
hardship because of loss of job resulting
from factors unrelated to job performance,
which is defined as those situations in which
the Virginia Unemployment Commission would
determine that the individual would be

i0



AUG~-Z2-1985 17:85 HHK B g7

Virginia Terms and Conditions June 1935

eligible for unemployment compensation if ths
individual had vorked sufficient heours to
gualify.

Extensions of hardship exceptions will be granted
for the circumstances in thie section in very
limited circumstances and only to those persons
whe demonstrate an extreme hardship. If an
extension is granted, the individual will
participate immediately in work components, unless
good cause exists.

The local agency shall reguest an extension, if it
determines that the individual may meet the
criteria below, and refer the case ts a panel
composed of the Commissioner of the Virginia,
Department of Social Services, the Commissioner of
the Virginia Employment Commission, and the
Executive Director of the Governor’s Epployment
and Training Depariment.

The ariteria that will be considered in making a
determination that an individuoal’s benefits should
be extended will include dut need not be linmited
to: 1)} the panel determines that the individual
neets all the genaral ariterisa for receiving the
hardship exception; 2) the individual has applied
for and been found ineligible for unemployment
compensation because he has not worked sufficient
hours to gualify; 3} the individual is unable to
find 8 job or & combination of jobs that would, in
combination with any other income or sources of
assistance that the individual is receiving, equal
or exceed the amount of the AFDC grant plus the
standard work deduction; and 4) the individual
enters a job search and work component at the time
of application and complies with all other progran
requirements pending and after application
approval. The panel will examine each case
individually and may consider other extenuating
circumstances in deciding whether to grant or deny
an exception.

The panel will re~evaluate the individual’s case
as it deterwmineszs necassary, but at least every 350
days, in corder to determine whether the conditions
justifying the exception continue to exist.

d) If an individual is sanctioned while under a
hardship exception, the hardship exception will be

1i
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reveked upon notice as regquired under current law
and the case will not e eligible for further
consideration for hardship execeptions.

¥ork Program Provisions

5) Transitiomil medical assistance will be provided for
individuals who lose AFDC because of increased

earnings.

6} Transitional Child Care will be provided, if needed,
for up to one year for cases where eligibility has been
" terninated if such assistance enables the participant
to work.

7) Transitional transportation assistance will be pald, if
needed, for up to cne year to participants whase case
hag been terminated if such asgistance enables the
individual to work.

8) Job search will be reguired for nen-exempt AFDO
recipients without regard to time limits {i.e.,
unrestricted by the eight week and four month
‘limitations and the three-week limit prior to the
conduct. of an assessment}.

9) VIEW participanﬁs between the ages ©f 19 and 24 may ba
placed immediately inte either work experience
placements or sducation.

10)' Failure to participate in reguzxed VIEW activities,
without good cause, will resulec zn the imposition of
fiscal sanctions as follows:

a}) for the first offense, the entire AFDC vash
benefit will be suspended for one month, or until
compliance, whichever ig lenger;

-3 for the second offense, the entire AFDC c¢ash
baenefit will be suspended for throe months, or
until compliance, wvwhichever is longer;

<} for the third and subseguent offenses, the entire
AFDC cash benefit will be suspended for six
months, or until compliance, whichever is longer.

11} All VIEW volunteers who sign the Agreement of Personal

Responaibility will be subject to the same sanctions as
VIE¥ non-exempf participants.

iz
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1996. The implementation date of the demonstration shall be
the first day on which the first case is made subject to any
of the provisions of this demonstration. For cost
neutrality purposes, the demonstration shall be deemed to
begin on the first day of the calendar guarter -(hereinafter
“gquarter™) which includes the implementation date, but for
the purpose of calculating excess costs or savings for the
initial quarter of the demonstration, only costs incurred
beginning with the month that includes the implementation
date will be counted. The demonstration shall end no later
than the last day of the 40th quarter ending after the
deemed beginning date. The demonstration provisions shall
be as specified in Section 2. Waivers necessary for the
demonstration are approved upon acceptance by the .
Departments and the State of these Waiver Terms and
Conditions. They will become effective as of the
implementation date and will remain in effect until the last
day of the 40th guarter ending after the deemed beginning
date, unless the project is terminated earlier.

Federal approval of waivers, subjact to these Waiver Terms
and Conditions, shall not be construed to establish any
precedent that either Department will follow in the granting
of any subsequent reguest for waivers.

SECTION 2: IMPLEMENTATION

Under these Waiver Terms - and Conditicons, the State will
operate a demonstration of WR’95 statewide, with a random
assignment evaluation conducted statewide, except for
certain small offices as specified in Section 3 -
Evaluation. At sites where random assignment is to be
carried out (i.e., the research sites), current AFDC
recipients and new applicants will be randomly assigned to
cne of three groups: 1} an experimental group which will be
subject to WR’85 provisiens; 2) a non-experimental treatment
group, which will also be subject to WR‘95 provisions; and,
3) a control group subject to the regular program rules
according to the State’s approved AFDC and Medicaid State
Plans and approved Food Stamp Plan of Operations. Outside
the research sites, where random assignment will not be
carried out, all cases will be assigned to the non-
experimental treatment group.

The experimental and non-experimental treatment groups
together will comprise the "treatment group"; the -
experimental and control groups together will comprise the
"research sample."
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2.1 Under WR’95, the State will implement the following
provisiens awending the regular AFDPC, Food Btamps, and
Medicaid program rules and renaming this amended AFOC
program as Transitional AFDC (hereafter referred to as
TAFDC) . -

Gensral Provisions and AFDC Program Provisions
1. The Eligibility Reviev

In order to implement the provisions as set forth in this
section, current AFDC recipients will be regquired to attend
an eligibility interview under demonstration rules within so
days of notification by the State. This process will be
used to inforr recipients of the requirements of the new
progranm rules; to obtain information necessary under the new
program regquirenents; to develop the Employment Development
Plan {EDP)} for the individuals described below; and to
deternine exemption from the time limit, the grant
reduction, and the work progran regquirementa, This process
may alsc ¢oinclde with the regular redetermination process.
The penalty for failure, without good cause, to comply with
this requirement is set forth in Program Penalties/Sanctjions
balow.

2. Tima~limits for TAPRC

The State will establish & time limit on TAFDC cash
assistance of 24 cumulative months within a continucus 60~
calendar-month period. Unless sligible for an extension as
desceribed below in "Extensions of the Time Limit,® after the
time limit TAFDC cash benefits will be terminated for the
assistance unit. Any recipients who loge TAFDC cash
benefits golely as a result of provisions under the
demonstration shall continue to be eligible foy other
benefits to which they otherwise would be entitled in the
absence of the demonstratien, such as Medicaid and Food
Stamps.

Exenmpitions from the Time Limit on Benefits and the Grant
Reduction .

Those exempt from the time limit and the grant reduction
{hereafter simply “exempt') include assistance units for
which a determination hag been made that:

a) the parent is disabled, as determined under State
regulations 106 CMR 203.530, subject to the limitations

*
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described in the cover letter transmitting this
docunent ;

bj the parent is essential ¢o the care of a disabled c¢child
or disabled spouse, as determined under State
regulations 106 CMR 203.100 and 203.530, subject to the
limitations described in the cover letter transmitting
this document;

e} the appliaant{raaipxant is in the third trimester of
pragnancy;

a3 the youngest ohild in the assistance unit is under the
age of twoy .

e} & ¢hild of the applicant/recipient is living with the
applicant/recipient, and such child is under the age of
three months, whether or not this child is included in
the assistance unit;

b the parent is under the age of 20 and is attending
school, not beyond high school, full time; and

g3} the individual is an ineligible grantee, provided that
ireligible grantees who have a legal obligation to
support the dependent child(ren) will not be exempt
unless they cannot work or qualify for one of the
exemptions identified above.

In two parent hmus&holds, both parents must gualify for one
of the above exemptions in order for the assistance unit to
be exempt from the grant xeductian and the Z4-month time
limit on benefits

In & twa~parent hou&ahald, only one parent may clainm
exenption b), 4) or e}. In addition, if one parent claims
an exemption under aj, the other parent may not clainm an
axemptlnn under k) (for a disabled child), 4}, or e} unless
there is medical documentation that the parent clazmznq a}
is unable to care for the child.

Calculation of the &0-month period

Tha calculation of the £0-ponth period will begin on the
date: ‘

&) the applicant first becowmes eligible For TAFDC cash e
assistance as an adult: or
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b} the recipient campletes the TAFDC eligibility interview
reguired under the demonstration and is determinad
eligible.

The caleulation of the 6t-month period will centinue during
pericds in which the entire agsictance unit is sanctioned,

or the calculation of the 24-ponth time limit is suspended

for other yeasons.

Culiculation of the 24-month time 1imit

Pne czlceulation of the 24-month pericd will begin on the
date:

&) the non-exempt applicant first becowes eligible for
TAFDC cash azsistance ag an adult; or

b} the non~exempt recipient conmpletes the TAFDC
eligibility interview reguired under the demonstration
and iz determined eligible; or

) an assistance unit which was initizally determined to be
exempt subseguently is determined to ke non-exempt,
after being notified by the State of the changse in
status. '

When an applicant/recipient of TAFDC ¢laims an exemption
based on a disability, the assistance unit may be determined
to be presumptively disabled, pending a disability
determimation by the State’s Disability Review Unit ({DRU}.
The State will make every effort ¢ complete such reviews
within 3¢ days. Should the DRU subsequently determine that
the recipient is not disabled, the calculation of the 24~
month time limit will begin retroactive €to the date the
presumptive eligibility began.

The caleulation of the Z4~month time limit will ke suspended
during any month in which:

a} the assistance unit does not reoeive a cash benefit
except that the calculation wili not be suspended if
the assistance unit would bhave reéeceived & cash grant
but the benefit amount was less than $10 {such persons
shall be notified that the time limit is running);

b} the assistance unit’s status is exempt; or

¢} na ¢ash assistance is received hecause the entire
agsistance unit is . ganctioned.

5
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For a teen parent who has been determined to be non-exempt,
the calculation of the 24-month period will begin on the
date of approval for her own case, including those instances
where a teen parent previously received assistance as a
dependent child but the case she was on has been closed, or
she is no longer e¢ligible for assistance as a dependent
ehild@ on such case.

‘Participation in the Full Employment Program cor Supported
Work Program censtitutes receipt of a cash grant for
purposes of the calculation.

txtonsions of the Tima Limit

Ninety days prior to the end of the 24~menth period, the
State will notify the recipient of .the esxpiration date of
the time 1imit.

Under varicus circumstances, the State will extend the 24~

nonth time limit on benefite for grantees, or former

grantees, or recipients, Extensions will be granted in the
- fallowing situations:,

{8} the dependent child no longer lives with his or her
parent due to the death of the ¢hild’s pareny;

{b} the dependent child can no longer live with his or her
parent due to the incapacity of the child's parent{s),
such that the parent cannei care for ths ¢hild, and
such incapacity is dosumented by & physician;

{¢) the dependent child can no longer live with hig or her
parant because the custody/guardianship of the chiid
has been legally transferred to another parent,
relative or sustoedian; .

{d} the dependent child can no longer live with his or her
parent due to the incarceration of the parentie},
axcept that the child shall not receive assistance if
the parent is relessad from custady and reunited with
the chlild;

{¢] the dependent child can no longer live with hig or her
parent because the parent iz ingstitutionalized -- for
example, in a mental health facility or a hospital =«
provided the institutionalization is expested to be {or
an extended stay and provided that the child shall neot
receive assistance if the parent is discharged and
reunited with the child; and

&
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(£) the grantee is unable to obtain employment due to her
or his need to care for a disabled child or adult for a
significant portion of each month.

if none of the above coriteria apply, a recipiest or former
recipient may reguest an extension of the 24-month limit by
submitting a written reguest to the Office of the
Commissioner, documenting the reason the extension is being
requested. These cases will be ravieved and a detexmination
made on & cage-by-case basls. Buch extensiocns will only be
granted, however, in a limited number of circusstances.

Extansions will be granted if:

{a) the county in which the individual resides has had an
unenployment rate of 10 percent or more for twWo
quarters immediately prior t¢ the current month, or

(b) the individual has been actively sesking enployment and
is unable to £ind a job or jobs consistent with State
regulation 106 CHR 207.190(A} (2).

After the initial 90 day extension, individuals will be
granted additional 90 day extensions if the unsmployment
rate has not dropped below 10 percent in the previous 96 day
extension period, or if the individual continues te actively
seek employment and is unable to find a job.

The Commigsicner may grant extensions in ¢other situstions of
extreme hardship. Special conslderation will be given te
the reguest when the individual:

{h) demonstrates unigque circusgtances that tenporarily
prevent the individual from being competitive for
employment opportunities, or

{b} has encountered unigue personal life disruptions that
make a required immediate entrance to the job market
unxreasonahle.

During any extension periods, raaipienté must otherwise
comply with program regquirsments.

An extension will not be granted when:
{a} the individual has received and rejected offers of

employment, has guit a job without good cause, or has
baen firved for cause;
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{b} the 3Individual has not c¢ooperated with the State in
- workereiated activities; or

(¢} the individual hae been sanctioned or has othervise
failed to cooperate with TAPDC program rules.

3. The Work Prograz Reguirement

All non=exempt adults who have recelved assistance for 60
days, and whose child of record {as defined below in "The
Family Cap") is of nandatory full~time school age will be
reguired to work s minimum of 20 hours per week., In two-
parent households, both parents will be subject to the Work
Progran reguirement unless exempt. 3If the child of record
is not of full-time school age, one parent in a non—-exempt
twe-parant household will be reguired to work.

Non—exempt adults will be granted a s0-day pericd for Heb
search prior to imposition of the Work Progranm reguirement
within 2 s0~month period., However, such individuals will be
granted a §0~day period only once in a 60-month peried. If
a reapplication is keyond the initial &0-month peried,
another 60-day peried for job search will be allowed prior
to referral to the Community Service Program.

Grantees can meei the Work Program Reguirement by:

a) working in a job for which compensation is paid for 20 or
more hours per wegk;

b} working fuil time in the Full Employment Program
{described below) or working in an approved Supported Work
Progran;

¢) participating in the Community Service Program (describad
below} for 20 hours por week; or

d) combining work and participaticn in the Community Service
Program for a total ©f 20 hours per week.

Any recipient who would otherwise he subject to the Work
Program reguirements who was participating in an approved
JOBS conmpenent on January 1, 18%%, and is participating in
the component at the time the demonstration is implemented,
will be allowaed to complete the component under the
guidelines established by the State and such participation
will be deemed to meet the Work Program reguirement. Any
recipient who was on a waiting list for an approved JORS
component as of January 1, 1995, will be allowed to enter

g
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and complete the wait-listed component and such
participation will be deemed to meet the Work Progran
reguirement.. However, while on the waiting Jlist, the adult
will be subject to the Work Program reguirement and the
time-limited henefits, if applicable. .

For the purposes of this section, a grantee who was
participating in community service through the Department’s
TEMP-UP Program opn January 1, 1985, will be determined to
have "completed” the program when he/she seases to
participate in community service, or reaches her 24-month
limit on benefits, whichever occurs first., A grantee will
be required to comply with the regquirements of the work'
Program upon withdrawal or completion of her JOBS Program,
and the 24~month time limit on benefits will remain in
place, if applicable.

Individuals who are meeting the Work Program reguirements

through unsubsidized enploynent will be considered in the

calculation of the JUBS participation rate as specified at
45 CFR 280.78{(b) (1) {iv}.

Empicyment Development Fflan

An Employment Development Plan {EDP) will be completed for
gertain recipients as described below. The EDP will be
developed by the State with involvement of the recipient,
and will set forth the plan of activities, and necessary
support services, which are censidered necessary for, and
can be expected to lead to, employment of the individual.
The State will take inte congsideration the resources
available to it, including the level of appropriated funds
for chiid care, when approving or denying activities for an
individual. & recipient who believes that the content of an
apptoved EDP is unreasonable may have that decisjion reviewsd

by a supervisory employee. Once completed, the EDP will be
signed by both the recipient and the Department of
Transitional Assistance worker. However, certain activities
inciuded in the EDP may be mandated, such as participation
in the Community Service Program, and in suth cases, the
recipient pust comply with his or her EDP, regardless of
whather thée IDF was signed by the recipient. The sanctions
for failing to comply with an EDP are speclfied below in
sPrograr Sansticns.®

An EDP will be conpleted for the following:

a) 2 recipient who the State has determined must ‘
participate in a JOBS component, pursuant to criteria

9
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established by the State, because unfilled slots are
availabhle;

b} a recipient who has voelunteered to participate in JOBS;
<3 41l teen parents who have not graduated from
high schoal;: ’

a) a recipient in need of supportive services in order to-
work or participate in education or training; :

2} dependent children age 16 to 18, whe are not in school,
and therefore must participate in a JOBS conmponent; and

£) & recipient referred to Community Service who:

i} has volunteered to partlcipata in the Community
Service Program,

ii) has been mandated to participate in community
service because of a falilure to comply with
another program regquirement, oy

1i4) is in need of supportive services in order to
participate. ]

The penalty for failure te comply with EDP requirements is
as set forth in Program Penalties/Sanctions, below,

The JOBS Progran

Recently, the name of the State’s JOBS Program was changed
to the Employment Services Program. Any recipient may
volunteer to participate in JOBS and have an EDP developed.
However, a non-exenpt recipient vheo is subject to the Work
Program regquirement must meet the Work Program reguirement
in order to be approved for participation in a JOBS
component. JOBS participation may ke mandated for a none
exempt recipient subject ¢o the time limit but othervise
exenpt from the Work Pregraa requirement, 1if there are
unfilled glots in the JOBS program. An individual subject
to the 24~-ponth tiwe limit will not receive approval to
participate in a component unless there is sufficient time
remaining within the time limit to allow for completion of
the conmponent.

The following cbmpanents will be included under JOBS:

10
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WAIVER TERMS AND CORDITIONS

WISCONSIN WORK NOT WELFARE DEMONSTRATION

SECTION 1: GENERAL ISBUES

The Department of Health and Human Seyvices and the
Department of Agriculture (hereinafter referred to as the
Departments} will grant waivers to the State of Wisconsin

Adhereinaiter referred to as the state) unkier section 1115 of

the Social Security Act, as amended, and section 17(b} of
the Food stamp Act of 1877, as amended, to© operate the Work
Not Welfare Demonstration (hereinafter referred to as. the
demonstration or WNW) as set forth in these Waiver Terms and

Londitions. Each Department reserves the right, in its sole

discretion, to withdraw any and all waivers granted by the
Department at such time(s} that either Department detaxmin&&
that the State has materially failed to meet the
regquirements as 2% forth in these Walver Terms and
Conditions. The State also retains the right to terminate
the demonstration.

Failure to operate the demonstration as approved and
according to Federal and State statutes and regulations
will result in withdrawal of waivers, After waivers
are granted, each Department reserves the right to
withdraw them if agreement cannot be reached ¢n any
iten(g) cited 1n this dogument as needing approval by
the Departments. The State also has the sane right.

It Federal or State statutes or regulations that would
have a pajor effect on the design and impacts of this
demonstration are enacted, the Departments and the
State will reassess the overall demonstration and
develop a mutually agreed-upon strategy for dealing |
with the demonstration in the context of such changes.
If such a mutually agresed-~upon strategy cannot be
developed, each Department reserves the right, in its
sole discretion, to withdraw any or all walivers at such
time{s] as that Department determines.

The demonstration provisions will be implemented no
earlier than January 1, 199% and no later than January
1, 1987, in two counties in Wisconsin. The
demonstration provisiocns shall be as specified in
Section 2. Waivers necessary for the demonstration are
approved upon acceptance by the Departments and the
State of these Waiver Terms and Conditions. They are
effective beginning with the implementation date as

k|
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