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THE WHITE HOUSE 

'NA!!. t·{u~v 'TO N 

MF:MOR ,t..Noln.i FO~. THE PRES I DENT 

FROM: Carol l-l~£I'eo~ 
SUBJECT: ·Waive.:a ,!utd" Welfare' RefQrm 

V()ll ,:,,.kp;1'i fn<r a sumrnary \ ot cur record' "in grant 1ng wa1vera: to 
states for Wl:!l£CiL't:: L'efol'm'd6monstrationa in our purau,i,t of our 
goal, of ending welfare an we J.;:now it, 

WP.. hAVP. ;qpproved. 32 welfa:re waivers in 25 S1:a\:es', more chan the 
two ~:n~vj.vutt Administrat.ion£! ccmbined. (Twenty onC"otZlteo have 
w::d.vcro from. 'Orier' Adminiatrat';,on9',) ,Thl! at t acnp.ri m:ap . 
1111lIitr#lt"_API -t;hat these waivers are- broadly aistribut:.17d ,Liu.'vuyhuuL 
the nation.- Itl.,l1 ayerage r.lont:h, these- oemon:'!trationo cover 48\­
of A.PDC recipiento, or G. e m~l1ion people.' 

If HHS dt;H,,:iu~ti LO 'gl"il1t all of the w~;l.vers. now pc"nding, t:.he 
~umber of stateEi wit.h.approved ·....<livers WQlll:i 'gTOW tram 29 to 37, 
;:)'f:.d t".he number of waivers woUld grow'from 32 l./J' 51. (A state may 

.. 	have ulore than 'one waiv~::- ,becou8~ 1I'.a.ny wo.iverc are' impletfl6ntQd 
only in port.ions of thlP 9tate, and l?f.i'r:;:)'\1R~ a state may rl!!queet 
waivers of d.itterenr: parts 0:C' -che law .~~ ulffel'en;: tilr.es.J 

The l\dminiBtration's; policy' of encouragHlg state .we"l:fare reform 
,cemonntraClons has al:01<t.'ed us to r.\ake i$i~HH.ipant 5trideB tcwa:r? 
a l:eW wel!aJ:e ayatem. The ota~e dcmonatratJ.ons hay. th. same 
thet:'!ee of work,. rellponsibil.i.ty, opp(')yr.uoity, and family, as our· 
wel,!"are re!c:r;m .ptcposal. 1:tl some Wd.yH; welfal'e :'5 no longer ~i:.e, 
same progi.·,'ll'n 1.'C walll for n!mQGt h:l.lf of .. :"1 reeipic:mts -.; and ,that 
prOFortion ia growing, "I'hA W('lltare system thar. these ,rec:pient:.3' 
e:lcounter ir.c,:udes or wi!l /:!UU.Ii include Borne =cmbinaticn of 'time, 
~imit.s, education ana tr.:tining, work·incentiv(!s, @troI'lg"'T ~hilc1' 
support enforcQTI'l&nt" {lth'i/("J'I'" 'lsking parencs to take' :nore 
resp-onsibi11r:y.for t:hetr cld.:,uJ't.:l1; 

Pi:rot, 3.nd moot important, YOll,ShOlllrl: be aware that the 29 scat.ee 
·with waivers lncludes scates that are implem~n1:in9 any ele:1!ent;: of 
. welfare reform. -rewei tr.an· h31f of the 29 st.~to?~ ""l.th ~"iv~rs, 
have Urici~l't;;ken' \01""" we 1oI0UIU· consioer comprehensiv~ ,,(',:'£uLm. For 
example, only 16, vi l.h* '29 Gtatea have waivcro -that will place, 

.'time'·lirr,it.o on ,c3eh aeQist.ance: Only 14 qt.:H~.eS have wa;.vers. :::.ha.c 
~omh.in .. i't1r:reased education and 'training wid: 't.itne limits, only' 
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· seven f)tat6s have oOftlbi'nad the rlillfo~. above with increased ·cl?-ild. 
,support enforcement. 'rerr,ovinq disloncentlves to work, anO 
proIDot;ins parent.al re'l3~oned,hility. AD e. rceult. arguing that -tBt 
of AFD~ rQeiE~QntE wil_ be participating in waivGrs and, 
therefore, .real' welfare retorl'l". c::Iula be criticized as an 
Qvct'stater:ient. ' 

Second', one key, element ot wel tare reform - '- atrengtheni~g child' 
tJoupp~rt enforcement ~- requires a notional policy. Thio is 
haoausQ Q£-:ortlil to j;:rack down,non-custodia: pa:ce~ts sO' otte!1,rrtust 
cross state li:1es,' anl1 beeac.se ,:he most important changes don',t 
involve the welfare sye,:em.' He need the child support 
enforcement erovisionlJ in the t;.;:\1rrent welfare' ~ef.crrtn h:U ls in 
6r~er to ma~e substant1al progress in this 'area. 

Thir~, waivers depend on Governors to implement ctem. In New, . 
York. tel'. example, we granted a w,?,i.ver 1;0 the prior Governor "that 
will pre~umo.bly' never be implemented. 'Itlstead, the nQw GOvernor 
iQ QXPQcted to submit his own waiver request. Aleo, by the time 
they actually get their' waivers. ~ost'Governora are so fed'up
with the red tape thAt they rarely givo' the A4minictr~ticn muoh 
credit'.' , 

Fourth/ measuring the outccmc of ' our w~iver'policy is diffioult. 
Ideally WQ would !'IeaQure the success of .:")l}!:' policy by looking at' 
the number ot people ii\oved from welfare to work ae '¢i result of 

· waivers.. Howevc'r, because ef the ,nat;.ure of theQo, Qxp&rimen,ts', 10.'~ 
will'not be_able to do'this for another'couple of years. Many 
states that have been granted 'waive:t,'s 'have not yet: implemented 
them; and, for these that have'/ ':Coy eler.tenta such as' time limi";•., 
and fa.mily ,capQ do not. usually k~Ck in tor t ....o years and ter. 
mont.he ,respectively. ­

,We have .Qme ear::'y and positive'!:"esp1:tA in,i~wa (Whieh"is the, 
only $cace so tar where AF'De re;;;ipiem1.;.13 have ;reached timt!: li1:llittJ 
and he~n removed from the r.olloL As you know, Flor~da- hali been 
...hl.e to demonstra.te,sofflt::< 11m1tp.d succesS ,in moving. people !:o work 
through educaficn and t:raining> . But it will be difficult to ma.ke 
a ¢ompreheneive aVQlu~tion of tho effect of our waiv@r 'policy 
~hie year or next year, jOt course, the HOuse and Senat~ welfare 
reform plans are not. scheduled' to be imol<!!it\~r.1:ed before Octob~r 
of this year' at the earliest, L .. ~ , , 

Finally, waivers are by ~at~r~'~xperiment~ in how to ~nd welf~re' 
rather thAn an er,d ~o wolf.re thQmQelv$S, A f~w of the more 

· recent waiver requests push the envelope, and ~.ome demonstrat~ont!: 
are state-wide'. Howe:vcr, _the vaot:: majority of WaiVQrii .are pilot 
projeet$O that' may produoe' int.ArAsting lessons w;i':.h the poten:ial 
:or broader applic:ation, .liu\.;. wll:l do lhtle to change'. " 
e~pectations or opportur.itioc. for the bulk of the curre~t 
ca~eload, 
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" 	 SJ?ccifig Waivo~ Aec.;mrgliohmeritpl 

, To meaet.:.re our S!.i.CCeS5 we mu~'t ltliy.,tOL' !'lOW on measurlug the 
::.ct!iono }:It.l:ltca arc, t~king in an', effort to It'.Qve people from 
wAlf.?tTI:" r:o ·.....0.'<. '1"hORf'!-actions "are grouped below under five 
ct!nt.cal p;ri::lciplet:! u£ ,welfare 'reform./ principle-e. '::hat ....e have­
lons a.~ticul ...tcd :md that wera, i.nclu9.$d in our. 'hi:1. ' 

Weltare to Work: We have (,lade' it clear that work'muet be the 
centerpiece of a.ny true ,welfare reform plan,," Twenty IiItate. are 
using waivers to h~lp'mnvA pp.nple from welfare to work, To 
accompl~s:h this. the stal:.el:Ll;u:e.: . 

t;) 	 recl'lIirin1J ml)t'<1:.". pAoplA to ,parr:lclpate in education ana , 
training proqrama; , 

·0 incr~aAing ~Rnctiona for those who do no~ comply,w1th·theee 
,requirements i' 

o 	 eubeidizing privQt'c oecco%,: jobs for wol:ar-e recipients" 

'time LiN'tld aenefits. Sl~ceen ~:H;:atee: al:e '!".tilting :waivert! in an 
e::fort to tranmform welfire, from & way of life ,to' '90 transitional 
support eYl':1tem"' They are ·dOlr.g so .by placing" a ticie limit on' 
benefits, .or by z.'t;,,:!uLring welfal,"(~: .recipl.entill co part:icipatc in 
work or training .:lfter a. c$:rtain period of time in' or-dAr'to , 

-Gontinne ~,o 'l"'AcAive benefits; 'AS 1'.0 the 'Admin'ietration' It Wo.d~, 
and Responsibi,lit;y AGe, nany states require recipient!:! to: deve19P 
plano wi:h' specific g031(::' and. ooadlin&&, and ertforcE! these pl".ar.A 
with, gancti.ons that. "A(iuc:e or deny benefics:., Time 'l.imits range 
up to five years, L."Ul aL'~' flexible for. participants who mnke , 
good "f'l'.1th ~ffort.c to find work_ "However, since man"y At:.Af.A$lI 
implerre1"lt", 'W,Il.lvere in on:'y a .few counties, the number of ·AFDC 
~ecipi7n\;:1:>, d.££e:c<:.ea bY,tittle ~imi::e,may be fairly o~~ll. 'We are 
... ollowl.ng up to 9$t. thH:l number. , '. ." . , " ." 

Chill1. S~pport EnfQl:Q.ment:· Eetabliehing p'llternity' a~d enforoing
child support .r6 critical :0 'our @ffortA to move people to~ard 
·/lH'!lf-sutf,icie:1cy. l"ourceen states 'are .stl·cU':fthening child' 
f$Upyt:,."t:l t;n!,::-:rcement by al:owing faroil ics -to keep mere in auppo.rt 
p~~ente, or enrOl~ing,the r.o~-cugt~d~a1 parent in job tr~~n1ng 
programs. , " .. ,",", " 

A mor.,. compreh..,nFl~,va. approacn ,to child "support. ·enfo·rd~\1l.ent. 
however', requl.ces federal action.' T'hia Admir.iotra~ion· has' 
propooeCi £w~Hlping n.tion-1.>lide changes in paternity e,nablish.menr;;, 
license revocation, and lnterstate,~ollection. The Houme and 
Sena::e have adopted cur approc.ch on" thin iasu's in ,;r.eir welfare 
,reform bills, ' '. 
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, Making ':fork 'PIlYl 'I'went'y-five "stateo are removing the'. 
_oilidncent,ives to work in' bur curroot tllelf~ra syate~ by: 

o 	 increasing the 'omount'that rceipiencB oan earn or eave 
without lo£in~ benefits (~hiA ratorm has been enac~ed by 

_more st:ates. than any o~heri;' - _" _ . 

o 	 relaxing the lim'it.o: $1;500 no the value-,of a family's car; 
. 

o 	 extending child care and/or M::dicaid coverage, to. families 
aftQr thoy-leave th& 1J@lfare r.o 11 !f, in order to give 
families critical support as- they' l(lake the transition from:'_ 
welfare to work; " , 

, "-	 - . 
o 	 ot'~ering a one"cime payment', :.:hild care, or mt'!diClil 

asa~otance in l~eu of.AFne fQr choQQ 'with' a -temporary need 
for a~si9tahce,_ 1n, nrd,er t~ r:~event applicants f:;:om jQining 

. <he AFOe roll.; .." 	 .' 

o 	 allowing"rnarried par.~ntR who work mo::e than 100, h6UI:S a 

, month \;0 keep re9~iving iJI;!W:!,1t9; and 


o 	 'combjning, AFDe l?en~,fttA with the cast equivalent. ot a . 
family's' Food Stamp~ allotment ~o ~ive families. flexibility 
and reeponsihHity in managing thau' i~come. ': ­

,
Pa.rent.al a ••PQn8ibil1ty' Twenty·.twc otate:s are e~couraginQ 


greater,responsibility ~~ong AFPC r$cipients by: - ~ 
. 	 . 
o _ paying. bonuses or im?o~lHg penalties on farr.:"l!ea baaed on 


ehildren'a school at~endanoe. rQco~d; 


o 	 pay:i.ng bonuses or irr,pt.111i"lag: penalties to encourage teen 

parente to nt<:<y !:n ochool, rnaintair. adequattP- Srad€~, -"111(1· 


'graduatlSi from high "Achoof ; . . 
allo~ing' familieo t'o put,' mon-ey, a_ide for ehildrl!ll1' A
'" education ir. f.;p~l':i.aJ. a.ccot:nt9; 


o 	 requ~rin9 AF;:.C houoeholde, to have "the':':r chil-dr~:t'I properly 

.lmmuniz~d ~nd :Ar:p.~ve re.gu~ar health check~upB; 


o 	 requiring teen par(mta ,to, live' in 8upr:?l'v1 a:~d ae~t.lngs or go . 
~('I F<r:hool. and o,ffering cqem counoeling; ,dad 

o 	 d~nying, addit1cnal be~~fits to' tal'!'lilies _when a Darent hae 

another Child while on 'AFDC !family cap) , 


. ,
<;:gnclus ior. : ' 

Our policy 0:1 welfo.re. re.f'orm wai";~re, han Aceornpl ished. -much to' 

da-t.A. I am prepared to dls;cusa chis whh 'you fure.her . 


. . 
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STATUS OF WELFARE WAIVERS 

• 
. Approved i 32 appllcatiou_s -from 2.9 atate3 

0 Arizona c Arkansas' ' o californra (2) 
0 Colol:ado o Connect.-icut' (;I . Delaware 
0 Florida, o Georgia 0. 'Hawaii' 
a Illinois -0 '. ,Indiana o Iowa. 

Michigan "0 Mississippi o Missoul.' i .'"0 Mont..r.. o f!lGbrasy.a' o New York 
0 Nor-c.h Dakota "0 OhiO c Oklahoma (2')' 

Oregon c Pennsylvania. o .' South -CarQli6a 
0 '" South D~.kot::a. -' c Ve30nt o .Virginia 
c wiaconsi!'l 12 ) o wyomlng 

-,?O applications from, 16. states 

_UH':':~'.I.u.etlJ r.lat.:.o ,of ~e<r,Je:5t and 120-day point) 


. _. Requested :l.LILllll.:llI 
Calli:ontl<:i ""(~ waivers) afH ". 1./94 1Z/94 . 4/95
"0 Ceorgia "7/.4 11/94 


0 Hawaii' sfss 9/95 

0 Kansas 7f•• il/" 


.0 Maine B/94 . 12/94' 
0 ,'Maryland. 3/•• 7/94 
0 Xaasachuaetts" 

4/95. a/.5 
0 MisDieoippi 2/95 6/95 
0 North Dakota- 9/94. 1/95 

Oregon 11/93 3/'"" 0 Texas ; 4/~S " Bl9S 
'0 . Utah s/SS' 9/.5" ."' 

'0 Virs~ni.$ 12/,. '. . 4/95 
0 Washl.ngton 2/9, 6/95 

0 Heae Virginia 0/95 .8/.5 

0 Wi!'!lcomsin (2 waivers) 4/95 '/95 


'. 

31 applioationQ £~om 26 stateR 

Ali;l,sk.a 0 Arkanaa'a California'" o." Connectiout c D,"C, ".0' Florida 
0 Illinol.S (3 } 0 Kentucky" 0 M~ine 


0 ,Maryland , ,0 M¢.GcachuD$tCQ 12 ) Ml'nr.eeot:.;;, . 
'" 
.~ Nev<lr:1::' 0" New Harr.pshire 0 New Jersey 

. 0 New l'ul:k o . ' ~ot'th Carolina Oklilhom3 , 
Oregon ..Per.nsylvania (?:} . " Rhode Island" South carolina 12) . "0 Texas- "0 Washington

" West Virg{nia 0 Wyoming" 
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-------------

Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Admini.'tration 

!ll 
a. 

The Clinton Administration has approved 26 demonstration, in 25 states, laUllching welfare reform for thousands of families in half of 
the states, more ilian the two previous Administration. combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately 
6 million people, representing 42 percent of all recipients, All of the waivers wnich webav. granted build on many of Ihe centraJ 
ptinciples of President Clintonts vision for welfare reform, including: 

~ 
PRINClPLE DESCRIPTION 

Work 

~ 
Time Urnl,ed Cash Assishmte 

Child Suppur' Enforument 

, 

, 

fUreea statU ate helping people mov~ from 
welfare to workt from receiving welfare 
checb to eatning payd>ecks, by incceaslng 
education and training opportunities and 
creating publi<lprlvm ,ectoe plll1nemtips, 

Eleven flares are. malting welfare a 
transitional support system, rather than a 
way of life, by prov iding opportunity I bUI 
demanding responsibiUty jn relurn. 

Ten states are strengthening child support 
enforcemenl and SMding a clear message 
that both patents must be responsible for 
their <hitdren. 

Making Work Pay 1h'ettty .tuttn are providing jncentives and 
emouraging families to W()rk not stay on 
weJfaro, s.o they can achieve and ~iniain 
economic self-sufficiency. ~ 

~ '" Parental ResponsibWty Nin.eleen sNitS are promoting parentai cJl 
~ resporu.ibili1y by encouraging education, or 

limiting benefils for famities who have 
~ ~,!0-!..."~! ~hHd *~...h!!~ ~~ .li.F!')(':
~ 

~ 


, 

STATES APPROVED 

IS· Connecticut, Florida, (leorgia, 
HaW1ii~ lndiana. Michigan, Mississippi, 
NOO:raskb~ Ohio. OttgOfi~ South Carolina, 
South Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin, 
Wyoming 

11 - Colorado, COrule<tlcut, Florida, 
lnd~ana, Iowa, Michigan, Nebraska, South 
C~lina, South Dakota, Vermont, 
Wisconsin 

10 - Connecticut. Indiana, Michigan, 
Miuissippi l New York, Ohio, Oregon, 
Ver:mont. Virginil, Wisconsin 

, 

• 

20 ~ CaU1Vroia, ColQrado, Connectiwt, 
FJorida~ IUmois t Indian., Iowa, Michigan. 
Mississippi, Nebraska. NcW"York:. OhiO'. 
Oregon, Pen.nsylvanla. South Carolina, 
SQuth Dakota. VermOnt, Virginia, 
Wisconsin, Wyoming 

I 9 ~ Arkansas, California, Colorado, 
ConMcticut. Florida, Georgia, II1i~is. 
lndiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, New York, 
0)' !1!.! '!',','" "'.",.. ~ .....,: •. <::'-'.--,~. 

1 

c 
" 

Carolina, Vemwnt, Virginia, Wisconsin, 
Wyoming 



~RAY\Talking Points 
Arizona Waiver - Employing and Moving People Off Welfare and Encouraging Responsibility 
(EMPOWER) 

•Arizona will test bnld 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 rdonn waiver from the 
CUnton Administration, aHowing the state to test innov.ti~e welfare refonn strategies. While the 
Senate begins considering how to reform the welfare system, tit. Clinton Administration is already doing it 
-- by continuing our commitment to give states the flexibility they need to successfully move people from 
welfare to work. 

Arizona's welfare demoastration project renects President CUD!on', principles for welfare ...,fonn: 
work and responsibility. Arizona's Employing and Moving People Off Welfare and Encouraging 
Responsibility (EMPOWER) project leads people toward tlte freedom of work rather than the confines of 
dependence, by making work pay, promoting parental responsibility, and focusing on young people. 

Arizona', waiver demonstration embodies President Clinton's ideal that welfare should be a 
transitional support system, rather than a way of Ufe, by providing opportunity, but demanding 
responsibility in ""Ium. With the approval of tlti. waiver, Arizona becomes the 16tIt 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 ~ 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 roUs. The state has also eliminated the 100 hour rule for recipients in tlte 
AFDC Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program, encouraging two parent families to work and stay 
together. ' 

Like President Clinton, Arizona recognizes that in order to suecessfuUy move people from welfare to 
work we mnst be tough, but practical; we mnst encoul'llge education and training to make work 
possible. That is why Ariwna is encouraging welfare recipients to set up Indivldnal Development 
Accounts (IDA). which will allow recipients to accumulate and build assets to be used to improve their 
education and training. In addition. tough sanctions will be imposed for failure to comply with JOBS 
program requirements. 

Arizona's E,\fPOWER program includes important p""vention and parentol 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 is committed to providing the support needed to end long-term welfare dependency 
by requiring minor mothers to live atbome or with a responsible adult, requiring minor parents to attend 
school, and limiting benefits for families who have another child while on AFDC. 

Arizona will also begin a pilot project, the Full Employment Demonstration Project, which will 
provide additional incentives for welf...., reelpients to go to work, by providing wage subsidies and 
forging new pubU<lprivate sector partnerships. The Full Employment Demonstration Pilot Projoct wiU 'f 

provide welfare recipients with valuable work experience by placing participants in subsidized jobs for up 
to a year. Employers will be required to provide participanlS with workplace menloring and allow tltem to , 
engage in permanent job search activities. In addition, as part of the pilot project, the state will pass 
tltrough child support collections directly to the custodial parents without affecting benefit eligibility. 
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ARIZONA - Employing and Moying People Q'~ ~~fare and EncQPraging
ResPQDsibility (EMPQWER) 

Description 

Implement the following provisions statewide: 

o 	 Eliminate the lOO-hour work rule requirements for AFDC-UP 
families~ 

o 	 Eliminate the increment in AFOC benefits for additional 
children born more than 10 months after initial receipt of 
assistance, and increase the family's earned income 
disregard by the additional amount of AFOC benefits the 
family would otherwise have received. 

o 	 Remove the needs of the adult in determining AFOC benefits 
after a family has received assistance for 24 months in any 
60 month period, and increase the family's earned income 
disregard by the amount of the reduced benefit. 

o 	 Allow partioipating individuals receiving both AFOC 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 disreqarded frOm the resource 
limit. 

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

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

o 	 Provide additional support services, including access to 
child care. 

o 	 Require that unwed minor parents live 1n an adult supervised 
setting as a condition of AFOC eligibility. 

o 	 Require minor parents and pregnant teens aged 13 to 16 to 
attend school. 

o 	 Impose a minimum 1 month sanction for the first failure to 
comply with JOBS program requirements. 

Implement a Full Employment Demonstration Project (Pilot) in one 
county with the following provisions: 

o 	 Provide selected mandatory JOBS participants with short term 
(9 to 12 month) public or private On-the-Job training
experience paying at least the Federal minimum hourly wage 
(FMHW). Reimburse employers for up to 40 hours per week at 



the FMHW by diverting the AFDC grant and the "cashed-out" 
Food Stamp allotment~ 

o 	 sanction unjustified failure to comply with program
requirements with a reduction equal to 50 percent of the 
family's AFOC grant plus debarment of the individual from 
further pilot participation for a minimum of 1 month or 
until the individual complies with JOBS program 
requirements. 

o 	 Require that e~plQyera provide workplace mentoring, and 
after 9 months of work allow participants up to 8 hours of 
paid time per week to engage 1n job search. 

o 	 Disregard a partioipant's earned income up to· the'equivalent 
of 40 hours at the FMHW. 

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

o 	 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 Food stamp benefits, and debarment from further 
pilot participation. 

o 	 Pass torougo to the AFDC family all current monto coild 
support collections, and disregard as income~ 

o 	 Require all participants, including the parent or caretaker 
relative whose youngest child is between 1 and 6, to 
participate in the pilot 40 hours per week. 

status 

Application received: AU9ust 4, 1994 

Proposed Implementation Date: (180 days after Federal approval) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

September 28, 1994 

MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 

FROM: Paul Weinstein 

SUBJECf: Waiver Stl'lltegy 

Assuming the "Competitiveness Act" (SA) conference repnrt is agreed to -- and that 
is no certainty -- the Administration will have achieved a partial vict01)' 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 language granting the Community Enterprise Board (CEB) with lllll,): regulaiory 
waiver authority On non-statutory regulations. 

Although the fmallanguage falls considerably short of what the Administration 
originally sought, the regulatory flexibiUty provided by the bill will he 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 EZIECs. The bill would provide the CEB with eoordination authority, and 
regulations could be waived much more easily than under existing guidelines. However, the 
lack of statutory waiver authority means the heart of the problem for local communities is 
still not heing addressed. ' 

I believe there is a strong consensus in the Administration to redouble OUI efforts to 
obt.in greater statutory flexibility and waiver authority. It is clear th.t flexibility is one of 
the few incentive..<! 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 to create a City Assistance Flexibility Program to allow cities to 
redirect the use of 15% of the federal assistance they receive to meet their own community 
priorities and fund their local revitalization efforts. 

, 
The problem iii how to acquire this a~thority from a Congress that is highly protective 

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

A New Waiver Strategy: Divide And Conquer 

I suggest we adopt a two-prong strategy. F.irs.t. we should continue to pursue our 
original legislative proposal of broad waiver authority for state and local govermnents to be 
eoordinated through the CEB and the OPC. However, unlike this past year, we will need the 
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One i~ue iel~ted 'to ;eintroduction is'whet~r 'We" this' .' 
, free-standing bill orinstcad incorporate it as. rider on the welfare reform bilL ',The ,'~':' "';,, '::, ,::', 

advantage of the rider. approaCh ,is t~t waivers'complement. welfare reform ~d it.wiU,,;.i.';. '.':, :'~ . ':, ':' .;,:«T 

increase the likelihood of passage for, the waiver,bil!-'The problem is' that waiver title ofth~ l,i'r'i,;"'i',~~\~' 
. ' bill -might make. l~e welf~ reform bill subject joint jurisdiction or sequen~a1 referral in_.$e ;;>~;iA~t<~';~\i:~'~;I!~;,~'~i 

. '; House o~ RepresentatiyeS,' In addition, the waiver issu~' ,is not solely th~ focus. o~ :HHS; ,it ~lso ;:'~:1"' ';'-';': "~.' ;;',~~ 
includes economic development, midi development, ho~ing, transpOrtation, etc.· .:-:-.. " i' ~ ":' -'" '.'" : '. !:, .,j ,~;-' 

, " ' , .' 

, " 
S!lI:!l!ld, the President should issue a memorandum directing OMB and aU other ' " ,,:'., " 

agencies to' 1) include.1where appt,opriatet'waiver language in l~gislatjon the Administratiori"",/, ',.,:' 
'submits to Congress,2) request, where appropriate; that waiver authority be included on ,:;', J" ,';.; "'" 
legislation that the Adffiinistration is asked to comment on through the Statement'of Principles' ;;,\,,:,: " ' 

, '(SAP) proCess, aild 3) ,direct the DPC cad the CEBto coordinate and develop a stieamlined:,>"':.'.:,,:~:,:, ;"",; 
, " application process for thisadditi~ waiver authority for rural and urbaneommunities thaGt, {!:,Hl.:';'" J" : ' 

- come forward with a strategic plan: This legislative approaehwill give us the flexibility t<i::3,,:: '"';'i,'~;r:" 
.i work with one committee'cJtairman at a time instead of six or seven as wc"did puring thiS~~::/-:~-';;'<i:"_~' ;~i\'",;,': 
, past year. On .a'one on one' basis"l believe we can convince,the various cbairm~,to provide,;:3::',~::,~ "~, " 
, the exeeutive, branch with Bdditionhl waiver authority, ,If we have' to deal with all six ',~";,,,,: ~;,:,:" ", 

chairmen at once, we ma,! get stonewalled 'again, The disadvantage of this approaehjs that it :::: ,,{ '::, 
", will take a longer time period to achieve broed waiver authority for the Administration," ',. ,.' , ,: 

,.,'-- : , 

: , , ,
"Take The Hlgb Gniun~ 

, ' 

One possible alternative to the divide and conquer option ,would haye the ~. 1 ','. '. \ , ~', 

Administration to, take the high ground On the issue ,of Federalism in general cad introduce '.' . ' . 
with considerdble fanfare it broad waiver/flexibility bilL' ,We .would present this legislation as, . 

'" ,3',core component of..our, reinventing gov~rnment initiative and .c:ha1,lenge Congress to. 'l'~\,,': 1..;:(,:'" :,'f )._,~~ ,. v' ' 
" recogriiie that the traditional programs are not sufficiently flexible to respond 10 the creative y:,:< ,;, .":,, 
,ideas and solutions to community problems being developed at the state, loeal, and ',,,',', ,,' .,: ',',' '" 
community leveL Even if the legislation becomes too controversial to pass," it would serve tl , ' " '. ," 

'" change the~debare on $is issue and would u!lderscore th~t the President is a leader on this '.'I" ,,\' 

su~e:Ct. ,In addition, a bc?1der approach might 'entice a compromi~ bill similar to,~.onc,:·'t" ':.: '~ '. ':. 
inli:oduced ~Y, ~~t~ paSt year,~,' " ~/ "., ,,: ' ,,',' , 

, "" " ' " .' " '. , , ~, 


,Recommendation>', . " , -,' 




Appiove "Divide and CoO(luer" Option 

.' 
" .J "~"~ 

.""./ ' 

cc: 

'. 

, , 

Approve "Take the High Ground" option 

" 
Approve creation of working group to develop policy proposal 

and legi,lative strategy 


Dis<:uss Further 
, , 

. , ". 

, 
Bruce Reed 

" Bill Galston 
, 

Gene Sperling, 
"Kathi Way', • ' " 
Jeremy Ben-Ami 
'Mickey Levitan 
Gaynor McCown 
Urban Working Group Co-Chail1l 
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Today, President Clinton continues his efforts to end welfare as we know it by 
granting two more states ~ Missouri and Montana - the flexibility to reward work 
over welfare. Like previous welfar. reform efforts, these states will use the 
freedom from federal rules to reward work, make welfare a transitional system, 
demand parental responsibility, and strengthe.n child support enforcement. 

As a former governor, the President reco"gnizes states as the nation's laboratories. 
In two years, this Administration has approved 30 welfere demonstrations in 27 
states, granting waivers to governors of both parties for a variety of reform efforts. 
In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately 6.3 million 
people, representing 45 percent of all recipients. 

The themes of work, responsibility and family are consistent messages and goals 
of the state demonstrations. Soma are targeting specific approaches, while oth"ers 
are experimenting with many program components. Some are testing projects in a 
single county t while others are ambitiously undertaking statewide efforts. An are 
using incentives and sanctions with the primary goal of moving people into work. 
States are also making important strides In increasing child support collections, 
'requiring t ••nage parents to live at home and stay In school. and demanding 
parental responsibility. , 
Welfare reform demonstrations granted undar President Clinton'. leadership have 
begun the move toward a new welfare system. As President Clinton has said. 
"We won't have ended welfare as we know it untff its central focus is to move 
people off welfare and into a job so that they can support themselves and their 
familie.," National reform, embodying the principle. of work and responsibility and 
building on the succe.s of state damon.tratlons, will truly oller hop. and 
opportunity for millions of families and children. 

Since January 1993, the Department of Health and Human Services has approved 
welfare demonstration projects in Arkansas, California, Colorado. Connecticut, 
Florida, Gaorgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montana, Nebraska, New York, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, 
Pennsylvania, South Carolina. South Dakota, Vsrmont~ Virginia, Wisconsin and 
Wyoming. 
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MISSOURI 


"Missouri Families - Mutual Responsibility Plan" requires AF.QC 
recipients to sign and fulfill a self-sufficiency agreement that 
establishes a plan for work and places a two-year time limit on 
benefits. An additional two years may be allowed, if necessary, 
to achieve self-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 more and 
have completed their agreement by leaving AFDC will not be 
eligible for further benefits I ~ith certain good cause 
exceptions. Children's benefits will not be affected. 

Minor parents must live with their parents or guardians to 
receive benefits. If they attend school full-time and work, they 
:nay keep all employment income. In sOme counties, !"lon-custodial 
parents who volunteer for ~he state's, JOBS program can receive 
credit against past-due child support. 

For two-parent families with at least one parent under 21, the 
limit will be waived on the number of hours the principal wage 
earner can work. The resource limits will be increased for all 
families, and they may'own one automobile, without regard to its 
value. 

Missouri'S application was received in two parts, on August 15, 
1994, and January 30, 1995, and was approved on April 18, 1995. 

-, 
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MONTANA 
c 

Montana's "Famiries Achieving Independence ll has three components: 
the Job Supplement program, AFDC pathways program, and Community 
Services program. 

Tte 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 payment the family would otherwise 
be eligible to receive. Child suppoxt collections will also be 

"passed directly on to the custodial parent. 

Other AFDC applicants must enroll in the AFDe Pathways component 
and sign a Family Investment Agreement that limits benefits to 24 
months for one-parent families and 18 ~onth9 for two-parent 
families I 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 iw~unization$ for their children. Adults 
who do not leave AFDC by the end of the time limit must enroll in 
the Comm~nity Services program and perform 20 hours of co~~unity 
work per week. Children's AFDC benefits will not be time­
limited, and they will continue to be eligible for Medicaid and 
food stamps. 

All participants m~st also choose between a reduced Medicaid 
benefit package and a partial premium payment towards a private 
health insurance policy, Full Medicaid coverage will be provided 
on an emergency basis if certain se:!"vices are needed for 
employment purposes. 

Montana's application was received April 19, 1994 and approved on 
April 18, 1995. 
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Talking Points 
Missouri Waiver - Missouri Families Mutual Respol15ibiiily Plan 

"Thank you, Governor Carnahan. for proving once again that the states, just as James Madison and 
Thom~ Jefferson intended. are still !he laboratories of democracy. still capable of leading the way 
to change things that don't work in this country. and to unleash the potential of our citizens .• 
President Clinton' 

On April 18, 1995, Missouri becomes Ihe 26th State to be granted a welfare reform wai••r 
from Ibe Clinton Administration, allowing tbe state to test inno ..ti.. welfare reform strategies. 
Continuing our commitment to state fle;dbiJity and real welfare reform. the Clinton Administration 
supports Missouri's efforts to move famiHes from dependency to economic seIf~sufficiency. 

Missouri's welfare demonstration project reflects President Clinton's principles Cor welfare 
reform: work and responsibility. Missouri's Families Mutual Responsibilily Plan leads people 
toward the freedom of work rather than the confines of dependence, by making work pay, 
promoting parental responsibilily. and focusing on young people. 

Missouri's wain, demonstration embodies President Clinton's ideal Ibat welfare should be a 
transitional support system, ralber tbon a way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demanding ~pol1Slbllity in return. Wir!l tbe approval of this waiver. Missouri becomes the 13th 
state 10 test time-limited benefIts. Similar to !he personal employability plan provision in !he Work 
and Responsibility Act of 1994 f welfare recipients in Missouri's demoO$tration will be required to 
sign a self-sufficiency contract with 0 24 month limit on tbe 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 effon to comply. 

MIssouri!. making work pay. By increasing the resource limit. earned income disregards, and the 
automobile asset limit, Missouri bas created an economic support system that provides incentives to 
encourage families to work: and not stay on welfare. 

Like the CUnton Administration, Missouri is seeking to ensure that chlldren receive nrumclal 
and emotional support from botb parents. The Missouri waiver demonstration project includes a 
provision that allows non-custndial parents ctedit agaimt state chlld support debt for participating in 
the JOBS program, providing the education and training !hey may need to obtain a job and enable 
them to meet their child support obligations; , 

l\fusouri'. Families Mutual Responsibility Plan includes important prevention and parental 
responsibility components. Similar to provisions of President Clinton'S welfare refonn plan, 
Missouri is sending a clear message to 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-tenn welfare dependency by requiring minor mothers to live at home or with a 
responsible adult, providing incentives for minor parents to stay in SChool, and eliminating the 100 
hour rule for patents under age 21 in the AFDC Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program. 
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Talking Points 
Montana Waiver - Families Achieving Independence for Monll!.nans (FAlM) 

"Montana's project provides positive work incentives; support for two·parent families, and 
opportunities for at-risk families to avoid IO"l!-term welfare dependency." 
Secretary Shalala 

On April 18, 1995, Montana becomes the 27th state to receive approval from the ClInton 
Administration to test lonevatlve welfare reform strategies. Under the Clinton Administration, 
now more than half the ,tates have been granted the opportunity to do real welfare reform, 
reinforcing the President's commitment to 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 reform: promoting work and responsibility, without punishing poor children. 
Montana', Families Acrueving Independence for Montanans (PAlM) program is focused on work 
with both incentives and requirements for recipients to transition from weIfare to economic self~ 
sufficiency. 

Montana Is seelting to prevent welfare dependency. The Clinton Administration and the 
American people agree that the best refonn of welfare would be to ensure that people do not need it 
in the first place. That is why Montana bas created the Job Supplement prograra (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 .ffecting their food stamp eligibility. . 

Like President Clinton, Montana ret"l!nizes that enforcing chUd support is critical to helping 
recipients move from dependency to self-sufficiency. As part of the JSP, the state will pass 
through child support collections directly to the custndial parents and provide priority child ,uppmt 
services to these at-risk families. 

The FAIM project focuses on moving people from dependence to independence from the very 
first day an Individnal enters the welfare office. Similar to the personal employability plan 
provision in tbe Worle and Responsibility Act of 1994, welfare recipients in the FAlM demonstration 
will enter into an "Family Investment Agreement" requiring parents to take action to secure child 
support, participate in JOBS, and comply with child immunization requirements. Sanctions will be 
intposed on adult recipients who fail to comply with these program requirements .. 

Montana's waiver demonstration embodies President Clinton's Idea! that welfare sbould be • 
transitional support systein, rather than • way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demandIng responsibility In return. With the approval of this waiver, Montana becomes the 14th 
state to test time limited benefits. Montana is limiting adults benefits to a maximwn of 24 months 
for single parent families and 18 month' for two parent families. Adult recipients who have not left 
AFDe at the end of the time lintit will he required to enroll in the Community Services Program. 
and perform 20 hours of conununity service per week. 

The Montana FAIM project provides real Incentives to make work pay. Montana's waiver 
permits the state to increase work expenses. child care, and earned income disregards, as well as 
automobUe asset limits, making work more attractive than welfare, The state will also eliminate the 
100 hour rule for recipients in the AFDC Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program, encouraging 
two-parent families to work and SlaY together. 
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1: -0;1 0More Than Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration -~, 
~The Clinton Administration bas approved 30 demonstrations in 27 Slates, launcbiog welfare "'fonn for thousands of families in half of 
~ , 
~ 

the Slates, more than the two previoos Administrations CQIllbined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations c<>vet approximately 
6.3 million people, representiog 45 percent of all recipielllS. All of the waivers whioh we have granted build on many of the central ­principles of President Clinton's vision for welfare reform, including; 
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PRINCIPLE DE.~CRImON STATES AJ'l'ROVIID 

E.ighteen states are helping people move Work ! 18 - Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, 
from welfare to work. from receiving5-

~ 

Hawaii, Indiana, Michigan. Mississippi, 
welfure clle<ks to earning paycheck" by Missouri, Montana. Nebraska:. Ohio.) 
increasing education and training Oklahoma. Oregon, South Carolina, South 
OWOrtu.r¥tics and creating public/private Dakota, Vennont. Wisconsin. Wyoming 
sector partnerships. 

iFAArtern .'ita{es are making weJfare a Time Limited Cash Assistance 14 - CQIQrado, Corulecticut, Florida•. 
transitionaJ support system. rather than a Indiana. Iowa, Michigan. Missouri, 
way of life, by providing opportunity. but Moruana, Nebraska, Oklahoma. South 
demanding responsibility in return.. CaroJina, South Dakota. Vermont. 

Wisconsin 

'J)ylve scateS are strengthening child Child Support Enfon;ement 12 - Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan, 
support enforcement and sending a clear Mississippi, Missouri. Montana, New 
message that both parems must be York, Ohio, Oregon, Vermont, Virginia, 
responsible for their children. Wisconsin 

. 
Making Work Pay Twentv-1'h!ee stgtq are providing incentives 23 - California, Colorado, Connecticut. 

and encouraging families to work not stay Florida. llIinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, 
on welfare, so they can achieve and Missts.'\ippi, Missouri, Montana. Nebraska. 
maintain economic seJf-sufficiency. New York. Ohio, Oklahoma. Oregon. 

Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South 
Dakota. Vennont. Virgmia. Wisconsin, 
Wyoming 

Pan!ntal I15ponsihi1ity fuM stIl/es are promoting parental 20· Arklmsas, Califorrda, Colorado, 
responsibility by encouraging education., or COfUlecticut, Florida. Georgia, Illinois. 
limiling benefits for families who have Indiana, Mississippi. Mis.souri~ Nebraska, 
another child while on AfDC. New York, Ohio. Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, 

. South Carolina, Vennorn. Virginia. 
Wisconsin. Wyoming 
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Note to Diana Fortuna: ~'S$owX. C*~~0 
AWtcl!e4 are some talking points on three of the states repn:sented at the·NGA Summit on . . 
C~~,tommrow. . 

, 
" , , think Vermont and Ohio'. demonstration pr~ec!S would be good 10 highlight, as they 

emphasize prevention and parental n:sponsil>ility, e.g. staying school, minor motll= living at 
hOnie,tThey also rep""""'t the Adm.inismltion's long lime commitment to state fle<ibility-­
Vermont was the lint waiver granted and Ohio was the 25th SIa1e to """';ve a waiv.... Since 
Governor Dean is the =1 head of the NGA and the host of'thls Sumnut, it may be nice . 
to !ill: about his program. However, Missouri's waiver is a lit1le Iougher.in its time limit 
and it also has the personal employability plan provision (like in the Work and Responsibiilty 
Act) that we often like to promote. I think for each of these states you could make'the case 
that they"'!' focused on work and responsibility, without punishing children. 

I hope this malerial is helpful: Please let me know if you have any questions 'or need 
additional information. 

Note: Governors Glendening and Carlson do not have waivers that were granted by lIle 
. 	Clinton Administration. Oregon does have a good waiver, focused on private sector 

employment, but it is very small and was granted before Governor. Kitthaber waS in office. 
Wi=nsi~ has a couple of waivers, but personally I think Thompson has gotten enough 
attention already! .. ... " . . 

'" 

.. 
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:talkIDg Points 
Yeim""t Waiver - Family Independence Project (FIP) 

Ou' April U, 1m, VermoDl became the FIRST state to nteI.e approval fr~ the
" 

Clinton AdmInlstratioJl to test iDnovaUve wellare refonn strategies. Early in his 
presidenCy, President Clinton made clear 10 Ihe nation'. governori hi. commitment to 
encQurage stale creativity and flexibility iii Ihe administration of pubUc assistance programs, 
'I'lllO vermont welfare ",form clemonslrntion is further evidence of Ihe Clinton 
AdministnUion'. support tor allowing states to be, as they were intended, the laborntories of 
demoaru:y. 

Vemtont's wellare demonstration project ..,nects President Clinton's principles for 
,,:eIfare refonn: work and pareul;il responsibUlty, without punlsl!ing ciilldren. 
Vermont's Family Independence Project (FIP) leads people IOward Ihe /'rt:edom of ",orl: 
rather than the oonfines of dependence, by strengthening families, providing opportunity, and 
dl;lrianding responsibility in return. , 

'Th~ Vennont progi'am embodies PresIdent Clinton's ideal that welfare should be a 
transltloaal support sy.wn, rather tbau a way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demanding respoDSi1>lllty iIi return. Under Vennont's Family Independence Progr.m,
p;U.;n1S on AFDC who have not foODd employment after 30 months are requined:to 
participate in subsidized community service jobs. Vermont has also expanded the JOBS 
program by requiring parents with younger children to participate. ' 

v~ont is making work pay., Vermont's waiver permits Ihe state to increase q.utomobile 
0$Sei limlts and earnings disregards under AFDC, making work mOle attractive than welfare, 
In' order to help ensure that people will be able II) get off and stay off of welfare; Vermont 
has extended IninsitionaJ Medicaid coverage, for working families after they leave the welfare 
rOlls. The Slate also will eliminate the 100 hour rule for recipients In the AFIJC 
Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program, removing a disincentive 10 work and promoting 
two parent families, 

like the ClInton Administration, Vennollt """"gWze< that eblld support is critical to 
belpiDgrecipieats move from dependency to self-sufficienty. Vermont is distributing child 
supPort payments <lirectIy to AFDC recipients, in order increase their ·real inoome and be 

, able ito support their families, , . 
! 

Vermont's demonstration project includeslmportant pre.en&n and parental ': 
responsibUlty cmnponents, The AdmlnlSllation and Ihe American people agree that the best 
"'form of welfare would be to ensure thai people do not need it in Ihe ru.t place. That is 
why 'Vermont is going to expand its efforts to end tong-= welfare dependency by focusing 
on 'young parents. Under Vermont's approved waiver pregnant and parenting minors are 
required In attend school or participate in an appropriate education or tmining activity, 
. Minor mothers are requined to uve with their parents or in an approved supervised living 
:lI1'alli!,ement, 

•. , 
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STATEPOUCY, 

Vermont, is currently restructuring its welfare system. In order to determine wh~t iriitiatives 
are su=ssful, the state is conducting a statewide project. Welfare recipients are divided into 
three groups. The first groups consists of 20% of the welfare easeload who are subject to 
the ",les of the pre-w:llver system. The second group includes 20% of the caselOad who are 
receiving enhanced benefits and additional transitional support. The majority of the caseload, 
60%, make up the third group or experimental group. The recipients in the third'group i. 
receive the enhanced beoefits and additional support services, and in addition' their' welfare 
beoefits are time limited. After 30 months, if a recipient of the third group has not found a 
pri~te S<C\or job, they are required to take subsidized employment. 

Vermont's JOBS program is called Reach-Up. The program is innovative in its ~ 
management of recipients and also in its information management system. The stilte works in 
partnerships with various COOlmunity 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 \0 apPIopIiatejob'and child rearing training programs. In order \0 
promote recipients to pursue their education, the state has agreements with all of.the'state 
colleges to have case management on carripus. Since these case 'managers may not be in one 
offiqe or even city, the state has instituted a infonnation management system called 
ACCESS. ACCESS allows case managers and welfare workers \0 go on-line to track 
welfare recipients' case histories and update their records. 

, . 

! 

I 
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TaJ!<ing Points . 

Ohio Waiver - • A State of Opportunity' 

Man:h, 1995 


'Ohio has an exciting plan 10 change welfare from a hand out to a hand up. In pann",ship 

.with lcx:.al businesses, Ohin will <:reate jobs tll3l. will rai", worldng welfate tlunilies OUI of 

paveny to a:onOmie lndependAmcc.· . 

Secretary Shalala 


On Marth 7, 1995, Ohio bec_ tile 15th state to receive approval from the Clinton 
A~lni<l:ration to test Innovative welfare reform stnIte;gies, surpassing tile aincnmt of . 
welfare. waivers granU!d by all pnvious admloislratioDS. Continuing it'. <:om/lIitment to 
stiuC flex>bility and Il!3I _!fate reform, Ibe Clinton Administtalion SIlPP">rts Ohio'. efforts to 
move families from dependency to Il!3I opportunity • 

. Oblo's welt"'" demonstration project reflects Pr<sidenl Clinton's pririclples ror weifare 

....Corm, work and responsibility. Ohio's WA State of Opportunity' progrnm leads people 
toward the freedom of work talher than the confines of dependena>, by strengthening 
families, providing opportunity, and demanding responsibility in return. 

The Ohio program provides inteotives and entoorages families to work lIot stay... n 
.... !fare. so they""" athieve and maintaio economic seII"-sufrtclency. Ohio wUl.incre.ase 
the incentives for welfuie recipients 10 go to work by providing wage subsidies and forging 
new public/private _ parIl!C:nhips.. Building "" President Clinton's community economic . 
development efforts, Ohin will subsidU.e employment primarily in Administration' designated 
Enlelprise Zones. : 

Oblo Is looking work pay. Ohio's waiver permits the SIale to incre.ase automobile asset 
limitS and earnings disregards under AFDC, making work more attractive than welfare. In 
or.ier to help ensure !hat families can get off and stay off of welfare, Ohio has received 
approval to ""tend dilld care benefits to families after they leave the welfare rolls. The Slate 
alsO will eliminate the 100 hour rule for recipients in the AFDC Unemployed Pa.rents 
(AFDC-UP) Pn:)gI1Ill1, remOving a disincentive to work and promoting two parent families. 

Unlike the Bouse Ways and MeaDs Committee Republlcans, Ohio riglitly foc ...... on 
~ ehild support collections. Like the Clinton Adm.inisttation. Ohio IecOgni.>.es that 
esI;lblishing paternity and eofareing child suppolt ll.nl .tilieal to helping recipients. move from 
dependAmcy to self-sufficiency. Ohio is the lint = to I"'l.uest and reCeive approval to pay 
a one-time cash bonus for paternity establishment for ehildren on AFDC•.The State will also 
increase the amount of child support "pass through", which allows families to receive a 
pOrtion of the c.bild support payment and not be penalized in Iheir normal AFDC benefitS. 

Ohio's demonstlaUon project Ineludes imparbml. "",velltion and parenlaI responsibility 
components. The Administration and the American people agree !hat the ·best reform of 
welfare would be to ensure thaI people do not need it in the first place. That is wby Ohio is 
going to expand its efforts to end long-term welfare dependency by fOCUsing on school 
atlCndance and achievement for young parMa and their chi.ldren. Under Ohio's approved 
waiver dependent children will be requiwl to attend school regularly with <fmancial penalt1es 
for failure to romply. nus is in addition to the ongoing, Learning, Earning, and Parenting . . 
Progr;un (LEAP), whic.b has provided fiscal sanctions and bonuses to pregnant and parenting 
teens to encourage .regular school attendance and completion. 

"
. ; 

.. 
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Case Study: Ohio's "State of Opportunity' program 

, , Ohio received approval from !he Clinton Adminisualion to implement iI's "Slate of 
QPportllnity" welfare n:fomI prognun on Marcil 7. 1995. The goal of !he n<:w project is to 
increase th. incentives for welfare n:cipients to go to work. The key clem.nlS of !he State of 
Opportunity program include working with the private sectOr to create wage-supplemented 
jobs for welfare recipients, expanding eligibility for two parent families, extending 
tIonsitional cbi1d care for those moving from welfare to work, inaeasing earnings disregards, 
and eru:outaging education by requiring school att=!ance for dependenl children. The 
prOject builds On Ohio's Learning, Earning and Parenting (lJl.AP) Program, implemented in 
1989, in which teen parents are encouraged to stay in, or return to schoo\. The " 
<lemOllSlr.llion will open!le for five years. 

, 
i
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Talking Points 
Missouri. Waiver - Milloouri Families Mutual Responsibility Plan 
April, 1995 

"Th3iJ.I:' you, Governor Carnahan, fat proving once again that the states, just as James Madison and 
Th<lli..s,Jefferson intended. are SIill the Laboralories of dem""""'Y, SIill capable of leading the way' 
to ~. things that don't work in this <X>IUItry, and to unleash the poomtlai of our citizens." 
Prei.i~t Cllnton ' 

On AprlI18, 1995, Missourll>ecolnes the 26th state to be gnUltech welfare refonn waiver ,i 
from the CUnb>n Admlnl<lnUion, allowing the state b> test iDnovative :",elt!ire morn> strategies. 1 
contintring oui commitment to state flexibility and real welfare reform, the Clinton Administration 
supports Milloouri's efforts to move families from, dependenoy to """nomic self-sufficiency. 

MissourI's welfare demonstration project reI1ects President Clinton's prindpJes ror ",elfare 
refcnn: work and respc>nsibilily. Missouri's Families Mutual Responsibility Plan leads people 
towatd the freedom of work rather than the COnIUleS of dependence, by making work pay, 
pwmodng parental responsibility, and focusing on young people. 

Missouri's waiver demonstration embodies President Clinton's Ideal thet welfare should be a 
transitional support system, rather than a way of lif'e, by providing opportunity, but 
deinandlllg respc>llSibilily in retum. With the approval of this waiVe!, Missouri beromes the 13th 
state ill·test time-limited benefits. Similar to the personal employability plan provi$.ion in the Work 
and Iiesponsibility Act of 1994, welfare recipients in Missouri's demonstration will be required to 
sign aSIl1f..ufficienCY 00Il1r.!.CI 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 fuith effort to comply. 

Missouri is making work pay, By increasing the resource limit, earned income disregards, and the I 
automobile asse! limit, :Missouri bas created an economic support system that provides incentives 10. . 
encourage families to work and not Slay on welfare. ' 

Like the Clinton Administration, Missouri Is seeking to ellSUN thai cbildren receive fimwc:ial 
and emotional support from both parents, The Missouri waiver demonstration project includes a 
provision that allows Qon<ustodial parents credit against stall!; child support debt for participating in: 
Ille lQBS program, providing the education and training they may need to 'obtain a job and enable 
them to meet their child support obligations. 

Milo;oini's Families Mutual Responsibility Plan Includes Important prevention and parental 
responsibility components, Similar to provisions of President Clinton's welfare reform plan, 
MissoUri, is sending a clear message to teen parents thai having children is an immense responsibility 
rather than an easy route to independence. Missouri is committed tD providing the support needed . 
to end long-term welfare depeodeney by requiring minor mothers to live at bome or with a 
responsible adult, providing incentives for minor parents to slay in scbOa!, and elimiriating 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-af-choice or 1915b waiver, 
also allows states to use managed care, but is more restrictive than an 
Ilfs waiver. These waivers are not discussed here. 

Approved: 10 states 

o 	 Implemented: Oregon 
Hawaii' 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 

o 	 Not. Yet Implemented: 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) 

0 New Hampshire (6/94) 0 Illinois (9/94) 
0 Georgia (12/94) 0 Louisiana (1/95) 
0 Vermont (2/95) 0 Oklahoma (1/95) 
0 New York (3/95) 0 Kansas (3/95) 
0 Missouri (amended 3/95) 0 Kentucky (amended 3/95) 

Concepts Discussed with HHS: 

o Alabama 	 o Texas 
o New. Jersey 	 o Utah 
o Montana 

Withdrawn: 

o South Carolina 



MEDICAID WAIVER ISSUES 


,Of the 10 Medicaid waivers HHS has approved to date, most have 
followed e similar pattern -- place Medicaid beneficlaries in 
managed care plans 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 uninsured+ 

Questions about benefits of waiver: These two waivers have 
generated some intense opposition, particularly in urban areas. 

Xllinois -- Would mandate managed care. State has a very poor 
history with Medicaid program. New issue is "how state wil~ pay 
$1~3 b~llion in back payments owed to prov1ders# 

New York -- Would mandate managed care and shift costs from state­
financed program to Medicaid. "Interaction with significant 
Medicaid budget cuts proposed by Governor has generated intense' 
anxiety, particularly in New York City. (ADD RESOLUTION OF 
MEDICAID BUDGET CUTS, IF KNOWN) City Council alternative to plow 
back savings into system doesn't appear to be budget neutral. 

'Budget Neutrality;. Administration policy is that waivers must -be 
budget neutral. A GAO study and interest by Congress have 
increased scrutiny in this area. Budget neutrality has been an 
issue for most waivers* 

Louisiana -- Waiver is motivated by problem with state Medicaid 
financing~ Congress 1 s curb on states' ability to use 
d~sproportionate share hospital (DSH) payments as the state share 
of Medicaid affects Louisiana dramatically ~- the financing for 
over half of its share of Medicaid will be eliminated as of July 1# 

The Governor' s proposal would create a new public managed care 
entity and add uninsured persons to Medicaid. Preli.minary analysis 
by HHS indicates serious budget neutrality issues. Private 
providers and some legislators are working on an alternative. 

Ve~ont -- Would mandate managed care, cover the uninsured up to 
150% of poverty level, and give lower-income Medicare beneficiaries 
a prescription drug benefit. OMS has concerns about budget 
neutrality of prescription drug benefit; state is very committed to 
this feature of its proposal. OMS and HHS want to resolve'soon~ 

'Mon'tana -- Not yet submitted but raises concerns. State would 
extend'Medicaid coverage for mental health services only. Appears 
to be designed to shift costs from state-funded mental health 
programs to Medicaid ~ Could eet signi f icant precedent if approved. 
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Other: 

Tennessee Approved in 1993~ implemented January 1994. Imposed 
managed care, cut rates significantly. added coverage for most 
uninsured. Reports that some providers and Slue Cross are very 
unhappy; some HMOs unable to arrange specialty care. Pools 
promised by the state to compe~sate essential community providers 

. -have not materialized due to state budget constraints. GAO report 
being prepared. (WHAT WILL IT SAY?) 

District of Columbia -- Would enroll disabled children in managed 
care. Initial concerns about D.C.·s capacity to run program, use 
of sole source provider ~ and ADA. compliance. These may be 
resolved~ but issue has surfaced in Washington Post in the past. 
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UPCOMING WELFARE WAIVER ISSUES 


Maasachusetts and Virginia: These states would impose the most 
stringent requ~rernents on welfare we have seen yet. Massachusetts is 
more. time sensitive because the Governor wants to implem"ent it Ju~y 1; 
the 120-day period ends in August. 

Massachusetts would impose a work requirement after 60 days. Mayor 
Meninc, the AFL-CIO. and the Cardinal oppose the waiver~ but Democrats 
in the state legislature approved it. Virginia is on a slower 
timetable. It includes a work requirement after 90 days and full 
family sanction for refusing to cooperate with work programs~ 

California: 



., 
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PRESIDENT CLINTON DELIVERS ADDRESS ON WELFARE REFORM AT 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF COUNTIES 


Tuesday, Mare:h 7, 1995 
'., 

In an address to the National Association of Counties this morning, 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 reiterate the values that 
must guide reform of welfare: work, family, and personal responsibility. ' 

Nothing has done more'to undermine our sense of responsibility than ow 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 Governor of Florida Lawton Chiles and Governor of Vermont Howard Dean are 
attached. Following are excerpts of a recent s~atement by Indiana Governor Evan Bayh: 

"President Clinton deserves much praise fo'r 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, It 

President Clinton will be introduced for his rem,arks today by President of the National 
Association of Counties Randy 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



March 7, 1995 

THE CLINTON RECORD ON WAIVERS 

Sinc~ President Clinton summoned the COWltry to "end welfare as we know it,11 the 
Administration has encouraged states to initiate demonstration on welfare reform. As a fonner 
governor," the President recognizes states as the nationfs laboratories and their need for the 
flexibility to innovate and experiment. In two y...... this Administration has approved 26 
demonstrations in 2S states, lau~thing welfare reform for thousands of families in nearly 
half of the st.t~ In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately 
6 million people, rep.....nting 42 percent or aU 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 imd sanctions with the 
primary goal of moving people into work, SUIles are also making important strides in increasing 
child support collections, requiring teenage parents to live ,at home and stay in school, and 
rewarding parental responsibility. 

Fifteen stat....... helping people move from welrare to work, from .....iving welfare checks 
to earning paythecks, by increasing education and training opportunities and creating 
pUblic/private sector partnerships: Connecticut, Florida, Georgia., Hawaii, Michigan, 
Mississippi, Oregon, South Carolina, Soutb Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin, Wyoming, 
IndilUla, Ohio, Nebraska. . 

Eleven states are making welfare a transitional support system, rather than a way of life, 
by providing opportunity, but demanding responsibility in return tbrougb time limit's: 
Colorado, Connecticut, Florida, Indians, Iowa, Michigan, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Ver.mont, Wisconsin. Nehraska. 

Ten states a~ strengthening child support enforcement and sending a clear message tbat 
both parents must be responsible for tbeir children: Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan, 
Mississippi, New York, Oregon, Ve~mont, Virginia, Wisconsin, Ohio. 

Twenty states are providing incentives and encouraging families to work not stay on 
welfare, so tbey can achieve and maintain economic self sufficiency: California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Florida, I1Unoi~ Indiana, Iowa. ~licbigaD, Mississippi, Nebraska, New York, 
Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, VirgiQia, Wisconsin, 
Wyoming. 
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Seventeen states are testing scbool attendance and achievement provISions: Arkansas, 
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Floridal Illinois, Indiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, New 
York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina~ Vermont, Virginia, Wyoming. 

Five states are testing the family cap, which limits benefits for families who have anotber 
child while on AFDC: Arlmn.a., Georgia, Indiana, Nebraslm, WiseonsiD. 

FOUf,states have specific provisions for teen parents: Arkansu, California, Ohio, Vermont. 

Eight stat.. are approved to operate enhanced subsidized employment programs: 
Connecticut, Florida, Indians, Mississippi, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, Vermont. 

Six states have immunization bealth requirements: Colorado, Florida, Indiana, Missouri} 
Mississippi, South CaroliD., 



u.s. DEPJutTMItNT 0'- HEALTH ANa NUNAN SERVICttS 

FOR I~DIATE RELEASE contact: Michael Kharfen 
Tuesday, March 7, 1995 (202) 401-9215 

IIBS APPROVES OHIO IlELFA1U! DEHOIISTHATIOII 
25TH STATE TO RECEIVE WELFARE WAIVER 

HHS secretary Donna E. Shalala today approved "A state of 
Opportunity," a welfare demonstration project in Ohio designed to 
move welfare recipients into jobs ensuring family stability and 
self-sufficiency. Ohio is the 25th state to receive approval to 
test innovative welfare reform strategies un4er 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 w.aivers are fully implemented t some 6 million people 
representing 42 percent of all recipients will be affected in an 
average month. 

"Thia reflects our commitment to state flexibility. 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 Ohio demonstration has three components: Families of 
Opportunity; Children of Opportunity, and communities of 
Opportunity. 

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

Families of Opportunity increases opportunities for families "to 
attain independence and ensure stability. It expands eligibility 
for two-parent families~ extends transitional child care for up to 
18 months 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 J a one-time 
cash bonus of $150 will be paid when a child's paternity is 
established, and that amount will not count aqainst AFDC benefits. 
In addition, in calculating AFDC b~nefits, the maximum value of a 
family-owned venicle will be raised from $1500 to $4500. 

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

"Ohio tests a number of promisinq ways to strenqthen 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 25 states explorinq creative 
ways to reform welfare, millions of families are moving from 
d!lpendency to real opportuni'ty. II 

The project will operat~ for five years and will include a 
rigorous evaluation. 
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The Ohio demonstration has three components: Families of <;lpporrunity. Children of . 

Opportunity. and Communlcies of Opportunity. 


Communities pf Opportunity wiU operate in up to five siteS, prjmarily in Empowerment 
Zone1Enterprise Community areas. In these sites, the state will work with local business, industry 
and community leaders to generate up to 2500 wage-supplemented jobs during the five-year life of the 
demonstration. These jobs are expected to pay' at least 58 per hour and provide the economic stability 
for a family to leave welfare permanently. Wages will he supplemented with Food Stamp allOtments 
and AFDC grants. 

Families of OpportUnity expands eligibility for two-parent families. extends transitional (.:hild 
~are for up to 18 months, and increases the amount of earnings a family can retain before losing 
AfDC eligibility. It wilt operate in ten counties. . 

Children of Opportunity will operate in two counties and will focus on education. Under this 
'component, dependent children hetween 6 and 18 will he required to attend school regularly, Case 
. management servjces will be available for families with attendance problems, and there will be 
tinancial pt!nalties for faiture to comply, 

i993 AFDC J..:Jses 257,903, demonsiration covers 22 % of the caseload. 

Oh.io·s request was. received on May 28. t994 and approved on Mar(.:h 7. 1995. 



Half the Nation Enacting Welrare Reronn l1nder the Clinton AdriJinistration ' 

The QintDn AdminlSlJl!lion has appnm:d 26 cIernonstraIioI in 2S'_. launching welfare ",limn fur IhousandJ of liunili'" in half of 
the _" mOTe II!an the two ~ Ad.tniniJIndiorui combined. In 811 avmge montb, the welfare demoostra1ions cover apptoxima.tdy 
6 million p«IJlle, nipreseming 42 pen:eIIt, of all rec:iplenls. AU of the waI..... 'IIIbld> we have gnmted build 00 many of the central' 
principles of President QInIllO'S vision for welfare lefmm, Includin!!:: 

PlIJNCIJ'LB 

Wori< , 

, 

'I1me UmUed Cab ,A,,,,,,,tH 

, 

CblhI Support ~ 
, 

, 
Maklll!! Warii Pay 

Parmlal R"'.... osIbIUI' 

, 
. 

, 

DI!SC1UPI10N 

fMcm em"'" IIeIpq poopIo_1iIIm
wtiftn.1II WOIt, from iOCOhlna ..... 
..... 111 00I:IIlDa .,.,...,., by .......... 
eduoatIoa IIId tnlaInc IJIIPII1"ndllM lid' " 
enaIIng~- ..-""IJlI.; 

, 

"!lm!I-.. "",king WeIfIn ." 
ll.osll.....II1!JIPOI'I.,..'.....1haa • 
..., of nee. by ptVY/dlIIJ Ojipor1IudtJ,lIaI ' 
~..,.,_1000000NiIIIlIIy 10 i1ImI. ' . 
lim em are .....'"1 child IUjI\lOIt 
~ ODd """"..... dear -lIP 
IhIt boIb1'.""_be nepomlble fOr 

'dl!Ir o:IlIIdtcG. ' 

1lHmrt em are pmvIdlDa ~ ODd 
~ famllloalllMld: IlOl Ita)' l1li 
welf8te, 10 dIey can ech.... 1IId ...".... 
economlc aeIC~. ' 

NinctMt lfIIta .... pmmotll1ll "",sal , 
reopooslbUlty by ...COIIIlIIling oduca!ioo. or 
nquiril1ll millO< Il10...... 10 II.. 11 ho.... 01 

limiting boooI'Ils fur fomlll'" who bIv. 
atUlIber c:bUd whU. on AFDC. 

~ 

BfATIS APPROVED 

J' -~ i>IoddI, Oooqla. 
HawoII, 1!!dIana, MIdIIpo, MUaIsolppl, 
Nebrasb, OlIo, Onpm. SouIh CIIoIIoa, 
SQuib DUoII. V-. WIRonslJI, , 
WJOIIIlnI , 

J1 , Colorado; 01"'....... FIoddJ. 

IndI!na, Iowa,MIdIIpu, NdJrub, South 
CaroIIIIa, SoaIh Dablb, VIIDIIIlIlI, 
,~ 

, 

10 - Connecdcut, Iodi-. MldJIpD. 
MIssissippi, New Yodc, OIdo, 0Ies0... 
V..-. Vfr&IoIa. WiIcoDslo 

20 - Callfonda, Co1orado, Conneeck:ut, 
florida, m....... ludl........... Midtigan; 
Mlsalasippl, NeIx...... New Yodc, Obio, 
Orella..........'1.... SoaIh, Carolina; 
SouIh DUoII. V..-, VIrgInia, 
Wlsi:oosiD, W)'IIIlIlDg " 

/9 - ...-, Callfonda, Colorado, 
ConnectlClll, Florid.. Geoqla, IllIno;', 
1ndilOl, Mississippi, Nebraska. New YOtk, 
Ohio, Oklaho .... l'emJsyl~anl.. South 
CaroII.., Vee-. V1IJinla, Wisconsin. 
Wyoming 

-
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LICENSll REVOCATION AND CHILD SUPPORT 

To ~. BUCCesBful, o~i14 ~uppo~t .nto~o".Dt'.ffortB must inolu4e 
..... = •• to .stabU.b ,atunity, 9.t ohil4 nppo"t ....&'48 in plao., 
up4at. tl1em p.:io4ioally, an4 collect tham wbo they "" owe4. The 
President' .. child support enforcement plan inoludes improvements in 
all of these areas -- but is especially touqh in collecting court­
ordered awards. One important provision in the President's plan is 
requirinq state. to use the threat of revoking professional, 
occupational, and drivers' licenses to make delinquent parents pay
child support, ' 

LieaD•• reYOoat1D~ i. probably the moat .uoo•••~ul ooll.a~ioD too1 
to~ 'ohi14 support aatoraamant, with the possibl. exoaptlon of ...q.
qa&'DieblD.nt. Threateninq to revoke drivers and occupational
licenses has been very effective in several statee, especially for 
child support actions aqainst self-employed parents whose waqes
can't be qarnished. ' 

The pre.i4eat bali repeatedly 1Uqed _ere of ,the HOWIe of 
Repre.entative. to l.no1ud8 ohild Apport ento:o_t -- an4 liOBDS. 
ravooatioa ia partioular -- 111. tllair 1fSlf...,e reton bill. Elements 
of the Administration's proposal bave now b&en included in eeveral 
conqrassional bills, includinq proposed, leqislation by 
Congresswoman Mar98 Roukema, Senator Bill 8radley, and· Senator 
,Olympia Snows. . 

!li".teo etat•• UIiIe tb"" tU.et of lio..... :.vocaUca "cv, ,an4 many
uSa 4r1vera lic~.8 &8 .ell .a 4oator.·, 1aWJ.r~', architect.·, 
".al astate aV."ts', and wild..",••• guid•• ' 11c• .,s••. * In Maine, 
the use of license .uspension helped the state oollect more than $3 
million juet in the proqram'" first three 1IIOnths. The technique 
has been so successful that only 40 lioenses bave actually had to 
be revoked -- in the other 21,000 cases, 'lIISrllly the threat of 
suspension was enough to collect the deHnquent debt. 

D••pit. thill pz.ovell 1:'.002:'4 of aVGO.IIS, the way. &lld KeaJ:lS COJIm.it.tea 
majority 1'.fU884 to I."olud. li...."s8 revocatio" 111. it. '''If,,,,e 
:.to&'m b1l1., And when Democrats, led by Rep. Barbara Kennelly, 
tried to add the provision, thsy failed by one vote -- on a 17 to 
17 tie. 

Ilem!>ere of COIl9:.ee of lIotb partl.... bav. lIOY' joined P:e.iII• .,t 
ollnton in urqing that t~. lio..... revocation provi.ion b. ad4ed. 
Just yesterday, Republican congresswoman Marge Roukema wrote 
Speaker Gingrich to sey that "Taking licenses away from deadbeats 
1s one of the simplest, most effective and eaay-to-understand tools 
available to us', •.Threaten to take away a deadbeat I til ea.r and you III 
be surprised ttow fast he PIlYS Up.1f 

*states inolude: Arizona, Arkansas, California, Florida, Illinois, 
Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Maine, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Montana, 
Nevada, OklahQma~, Oregon, Pennsylvania, south Dakota, Vermont. 
Virginia, 
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,STATEMENT 
GOVERNOR LAmON CHILES,FLORIDA 


WELFARE REmRM and FLEXIBILITY 


State flexibility is-a critical issue as we begin the process of reforming welfare at the 
national level. "Inc Clinton AdminiSll'lItion has already demonstIated its 
commitment to state flexibility with its approval of more waivers than any previous 
adminimution.' Tn Florida, welfare reform is already underway; the product of 
unprecedented cooperation {rom the federal government. .. 

Florida's welfare reform initiative is Ii true laboratory of change. OUf pilot projects 
in two counties arc producing results. A mandatnry pilot option in Escambia 
county has been operating for over onc year and has already moved nearly 250 of' 
the 1400 participants into full and part-time jobs. A voluntary pilot option in . 
Alachua county has seen lower panicipationbut higher panicipantSuccess FdteS. 
We are learning much from these two pilot projects and plan 10 expand them to 
several more counties Ihis year. 

Without lhe leadcrship of the President. we would not have had this critical 
opportunity to begin moving people from welfare \0 work. The Depanment of . 
H"'1lth and Uuman Services approved our waiver request in record time. 'lbc goal 
of stalc innovation should be to allow states 10 tailor solUlions 10 the unique 
problems that face lhem. The Adminimation has beetl a consislent partner in 
empowering Siaies 10 meet that important goal. 
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lTO'WAlll) rl'F-4N, M.D. 
" Co¥ernor 

Stale of Vermont 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 


Montpelier O~609 


'Ttl.:: (aOl) 82.8>3313" 
.,.~ (8Oil) 82.8~'U 

... TDD~ (102) 8U.ueS 

"areh 7, 1995 ..... 
. '" . 

The Honorable 'Willialll .j. cl'into;" 
. President of tho llnlted states 
The'White House 
Washington, D.C; 20500 

Dear Hi:. President, . 
. . 

. As a former governor; you are \Jell a\Jare ol!' the' potential for th" 
~tatEull with a -c;:ooperativa' fadera 1 po:::tner', to 'inform the national 
debate, on, public' policy questions. ,Under y.our' leadership, 25 
states have been1 Mpowared to test 0.' variaty.. of .welfare reforms. 
You have en"ur~d 'that. 'each: state is' 'granted .the . flexibility 
necessary to tulorits reforms to its.u1'lique needs" . . . .' '.' ,.... .' . . 
Venont is pro.udto·b... ·the first ,,,tat.."to. implement 'It.. ' welf.",,, 
reform initiative on a statewide b .... l .. all<l ·..qually proud to be the 
first \Jeltare \Jaiver approved. by your adll\inistr~tion. 'Our 90al is 
to strengthen inceritives to work and, to ensure ',-tbat dependence on 
cash asdstanceis, transiticnal. In the,tirst sixlIIonths of our 
p;r::ogram, the number of,employed participants,9rew';by 111 pet;cent and 
their averag.. monthly earning" grri by, 23' perc~l'!t. Without. 'your
lea4ersh1p and 'the 'streamlined waiver prooess ,you initiated, w" 
would just be tl>lkin9,!bout. welfarerefo~ 1n Vex1.iont. " 

Thank you again for your 'continued ,leadership and' lIupport.· 

Wll,­
Howard Dean, M. D,'
Governor, 

HD/br 
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DIDtI.TIonr. III.tllDeY U~Ulalllllllll'rl :rca nL:rUB BIl!IIIJI'l'B 

The edministration muet make e .at of deeiaione in the noxt week 
det1n1nq our po~ltion On durational residency requirements tor 
waltare l>enatits. The 1...11". ad...oall8e tha Bllah 
administration granted SlllS waivers to two Statea, california 
and wisoonsin, tor damonatration projects that limited AFDC 
!>enefita of tamilia. that migrated into tha stat. to tha aDOunts 
that the family would hava receivad in it. prior state of 
ra.idanca, for a period of twelva montha. 80th projects (which 
differ in certain partioular_) wera challenqe4 a. 
un~onBtltutional and a. an abu.e,of the Seoretary'. dlacration to 
qrant waivers. 

HHS 18 a defendant in the the wlaconsin'.,ci:a~':IL~~~~~
which i. a~ut to be arguad in teaeral a • 
b.en aeked by the cwrt whather it i. prepered. to detend the 
constitutionality of the Wi.conain law end Whether the Secratary
had. authority to approve the 4~on.tration. 

The California 0"., CruD y, ,MelarlgD, to which HHS t. not • 
party, 1..,. to a ruliD9 in di.trict court, uphald. by tha Binth 
Circuit, that the r.aidancy raquirameftt vas an unconstitutional 
infrinqamont ot tb. right to travel and of the Equal protection
clause. The Supreme Court recently _gra"" to revia.. this oa.... 
In a ca.. ralated to Green. leng y. Shalala, th.. Ninth Circllit 
vacated one o~ the waivera that california neede, a. a matter of 
.t.t.. law, to implement tb. r.sidency requirement. California haa 
.akld the Department to raqrant this waiver. It also hal 
indicated to the Suprema Court thet if the Depart:m"",t 40a. not 

, qrant a neW waiver, tbb could have the effect of l!IOotiD9 Groen. 

1'ha dadaion. w. lII\I8t make areu 

o 	 Whather to 4efend in the Wi.oon .. in oaa., ariera muat 

be filed by November 30. 


o 	 Whether to fila an amicul brier with the supreme Court 
in the California ca.e. The d.a.41ine tor briefs 
aupportinq the atate haa pa•••d. 8rlet. oppopinq tha 
re.idency requirement must ba f11ed by Deoembar 1', 

° 	What action to taka en California'. request for a n.w 
waiver. aeeau•• thi. deoision cOllld determine whather 
or not an amiou8 bri.: i. ralevant, it need. to be made 
within tha next week. 

1 
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A. va maka o~ deci.ions, va need to keep in aind th.t Con9ra•• 
viII almost oertainly considar loqi81ation thl. sprlnq that would 
••tablieh a stat. option tor differential banefita for n.w 
lIigrant... 

laQkgroun" 

a 	 KHS balieva. that the California and Wiacon.in 
re.idency requirements clearly are unconstitutional 
Wldar curunt 0&.. l.w. 118 have doniod atat. raquut. 
tor waiver. tor new damon.t~.tlon8 at residency
raquiramanta and in Auguat, prior to the time the 
Suprae Court IIgr8114 to raviaw GrIll), WI informld 
Wisconsin that we would not defend the 
constitutionality of it. law. 

a 	 HHS alao believ.. tbat there a~. vary important policy 
reasons tor support1ng the current constitutional 
standerd .nd h......1u,d the DO.! to arqu" that poaition 
to the Supreme Court, a. an amicu. in tho California 
c.... Amen; the ra.8ona tor oppoain; r.aliancy
raquirem.nta .~a that (1) they may impair the auccea. 
of welfare reform by making it mora difficult for 
recipianta in hiqb unemployment-lov benefit states to 
Iligrat. in order to t1nll amploym8JItl (ii) requiring 
f ••ili•• that have moved froe a lew benefit atat. to 
survive on th.e. benefits in stat.a with high coata of 
living 8uch eo California and Wisconsin can cause ham 
to ohildrAn/ and (111) r.aid.ncy requiramanta ra8triot 
the tree flow of labor neoaaaary for national economic 
CJrCWth. 

o 	 At the aame time, ve reClQ9ftiu that thue are many 
proponants of residency requirement., who argue that 
they ara bOth 9004 policy and constitutional. The 
Supreme Court, in aCClopting certiorari in tha 
California'caoa, app.ara to ba willing to reoonsider 
its interpretation of the right to travel. The 
administration will be oritioi.ed if it takes an action 
th.t prevent. supr.... Ccurt. raview.' 

Ilptipn. 

1. 	Peaitioft en reeidency r.quiremDfttl. 

Th. fir.t i.lu. is whethar tho &aminietraticn vi.ho. to indiaato 
that it oppoa.. r.lid.ncy requirement" ., a mattar of pelicy

law. If the anGW.r i. no, than v••hould taka no actIon. 
1n and VI should fUlly defend the Wieconsin demonstration. 
sinca beliov•• that it ie bad law, poliey, and politico to 
take action. whIch implicitly or explicitly suPport wllfer. 

a 
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benetit 4itterentlels bas.d on ra.id.nor. V8 recommend 0iainat 
tills option. 

It it is datermlne4 to oppose tIIe.e lava. it i& de.irable to tila 
an amious hrie', 1f tile administration ~oa. not file. briet, the 
Court w111 ....S\lllO aclloinietr.tion ""Ppcrt of the•• r<lqui...llu.nta, 
vIIiQh m.y influence greatly the outoome. 

i. Position on terminating ~amonatrat1ona. 

Even it it 1s .sealeSe4 to oppose residency requirements. it still 
must b. dec14e4 wbother to 40 10 in a mann.r that tr1ea to 
pre••rva the currant litigation Or wh.ther WQ are willing to take 
actions to moot the ca.e.. ' 
(a) mopt cesel. Witll raspect to Calitornia, this would mean 
danyin; the State'. raqu••t for a naY waiver. tor Wiacona1n, 
th18 "",uld requira withcSrawinq the walVIlr. Thera are a nwnber of 
justifications for taking theae actions. The current HKS 
secretary WQUld almoat certainly net havs qranted theae waivers 
bac.uas o~ our bsliet that the policy 1& unconstitutional. It 
can be argued that w. should not ragr.nt or support waivers that 
W& bali.va to be currently unconstitutional. Th. faots that w. 
bellOY. th••e are bad policy, ••p841ally wilen done' state by 
.tata, and that Congraaa may be actin; on a ;enaral reaidency
schems which will raault in a full policy analysis in the context 
of nat10nal rators, are other justiticationa tor denial. 

The problem with thls approach 1. that the administration will be 
accused Of denyinq the State. a day in court. With respect to 
Wisconsin, tha State alao may olaim that we lack la;al authority
for this action. 

(b) QllPQIe but Mt moot. All altel'lIative would be to fila tha 
brief but taka no action on California'. waiver re~eat, 
1ndicating to California that we ara avaiting tha outcome of the 
ca•• befo~e dee1dinv wh.the~ to qrant ita requ.at. Tht. ml;ht 
still ..oot the ca.., ainoa the waiver would nat I>a "in etreat". 
but it is po.~ibl. that the supreme court would decide to hear 
the cas. a. lonv aa HH$ h.. not danl.~ the waivar, aince it haa 
~lrea.sy a;reed to review the case knowlnv that the neceasary
waiver has baan vacated an4 is pending bator. RBS. 

In Wi.coneln, va could aak the court to enjoin the implementation 
ot Wiscenain'. law pending the Suprema court'. d.cision in Grtln. 

l 
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llruft Outline of Waiver IssUts and Fut:ure Direcuol1s 

I, Welfare Waivers 
II, Background 

1. The waiver proce'SS 
2. Accomplishments ro date 
3. EJq:lectations fOf !he ilUm~iate future: 

B. Key Issues 
I. Legal challenges 

2, Interaction with nalional w.::lfa.r!: n:fonn 

3. Congressional oversight 
4. Implementationlfeuibility 

~, Budget issues 

6. RecipIent protection 

IT. Medicaid Waivers 
II. Background 


L TIlt: wai Vef pruces$ 

2. Accomplishments to date 
3. Expectations for the immediate future 

B. Key Issues 
I. Legal challenges 
2. Interaction v.'ith national health reform 


v 3. CongressionaJ oversight 

4. Implementation/feasibility 
S. Budgtt issu~ 


6, Keeipient protection 


ill, IlHS Strategy for the Future 
A. Emphasize and artitulate better a broad &et of principles for each type of waiver-­
waivers wouJd be specifically considered in light of these principles 
S, Tighten and clarity posiiion/metbodology ('In a iew key issues 

N. Welfare Waiv." 
A. Broad Principl." 

I. The principles in the Work and R"'P¢n'ibility Act 
a. Independence, work and responsibility 
b. Support for and protection of tho,. who play by the rules 
c. Promotion of well~being of families and children 

2. ("n.muine innova.tion . 
J. Operational fea. ..ibility 
4. Cost neutrality 
5. Careful evaluation 
6. Open and inclusive review procet;S 
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B. Specific Pohcy Implications 
1. Time limits mUSt be;, followed by work andlor t;afety nets 
2. Medicaid cannot be cut off as part of a sanctioning process 
J. Sanctions must b~ progressive and curahte 
4. Family caps need exceptions for rape and incest and provide some way of 
filling the gap through work or child ,uppor! 
5. Wvrk slots shollid pay the minimum wage 


.C. Other strategi C Issues 

1. Seek to promote innovations ~ ltfe: particularly interested in through work 
with states. using other 111S demonstration authority 
2. Avoid waivers which seem mostly designed to avoid Congressional intent, or 
which ar. not likely to olTer new insights, ""J'ocially when highly controversial. 

V. MJ!dlcaid Waivers 
A. Broad Principl"", 

1, 	The prindples in embodied in health reform efforts 
a.. Expanding coverage 
b, Maintaining quality and access to services 
c. Protecting existing beneficiaries 
d. Encourag.ing. efficiency 

2. ('...enuine innovation 
3. Operalionru fellSibility 
4. Cost neutrality 

$, Careful evaluati.on 

6. Open and inclusive review process 

B. Specific PoIrey Implications 
l. Specitic protections for persons in mWlagcd care plans 
2. Existing beneficiaries Dot removed from Medicaid 
3. Servict!!iO to persons outside the cmonstration services not cut to provide new 
services to those in the demonstration. 
4. Beneficiaries get some chQice of pJans. 
5. Assurance of quality control and monitoring in place 

C. Other !ssues 
J. Create a more systematic mechanism for determining and evaluating (:OS( 

neutrality. 
a. baseline rules including growth 	 , 
h. what can be matched 	 " 
c. DSH rules 
d. n::concillialtOn process 

2. Seck to promote innovations we are particularly interested in through work 
with states, using IllS demonstranon authority 
3, Avoid waivers wbich s~em mostly designed to avoid Con&ressionAl intent. or 
whlch are not likely to offer new insights, especially when highly contToversiat 

2 
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WE~rARB RErORH DENONSTRATIONS - ACF PROGRAMS 

PURPOIIZ: This paper describes the. status of the Administration 
for Children and Fami~ies (ACF) section 11~S welfare reform 
demonstrations as well as some of the common characteristics that 
have emerged from their approval and implementation. 

BACltGROllND 

The Clinton Administration has now approved twenty One 
demonstrations in twenty states~ Seven are fully statewide~ 
ThQse are california, Georgia, lawaj North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Vermont and wisconsin. Six states, Connecticut, Flo.rida, 
Illinois, Michigan, vir9inia and Wyominq have some provisions 
that are statewide but othe~s that are being tried only in pilot 
sites. Eight statas, Arkansas, Colorado, Hawaii, New ¥ork l 

Oklahoma, OrGgon, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin have demonstrations 
in which all components are being implemented less than 
statewide. In addition, we are currently reviewinq t~enty thraa 

'waiver applications from twenty one states (thi$ includes four 
States already listed above which are seeking additional 
waivers). An additional nineteen welfare reform demonstrations 
being implemented in thirteen states were authorized by previous 
administ~ations (this includes six states which have received 
approval of additional waivers under this Administration). 
Wai~~ authority has been granted for periods ran9ing from three 
to eleven years, # with most projects operating five years or less. 

ACF involvement in considering proposed demonstrations otten 
begins betor~ a formal application is submitted, as federal and 
state staff diaotlss the proposal in regard to the innovations 
proposed~ waivers needed, and the evaluation and cost heuerality
requirements. Whan applications are submitted # proposed 
demonstration policies are reviewed in datail by a team composed 
of ACP staff and other Federal reviewers to identify issuem and 
needed clarifioations. The process of reaching an agreement with 
a state often requires involved discussions with the state to 
suggest improvements, and sometimes requires that policies be 
modified to insure that the demonstration's purpose meets the ~: 
objectives of the Act and to bring them in line with our 
principles, especially in light of our responsibility to 
recipients. ~e follow a number of principles in considering 
waiver applications: avoiding harm to recipients within the 
demonstrations, rigorous' evaluation! cost neutrality, and 
encouraging the testing of policies which are in line with the 
principles of thQ Work and Responsibility Act,. ACF continues to 
work close1y with the state after approval to help facilitate 
imple~antation and ensure rigorous evaluation of the program. 

It also beoame clear Game time aqo that our open policy should be 
formalized~ ACF and HCFA recently issued, in the Federa) 
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Regi§tar (September 21, 1994), policy guidelin~s nnd requirements 
for public notice of waiver requests. The quidelines in this 
notice clarify the policy and prQceduras we believe are ~ost 
productive and fair, and which will furth~r promote tne fullest 
possible airing of the proposed policies. Althou9h most of tho 
applipatiQns beCore us recently have had the perioa of public 
debate called for in the notice, this formal requirement will 
insure that such a process always occurs. It also commits us to 
publishing informat1on about new applications in the £;dernl 
Beqist§r so that an even wider audienca will be alerted, and it 
will establish a 30 d~y period for interested parties to provide 
comments b~ro~. a decision to approve or diBapprov~ is made. 

I<1IJOR THEMES 

The Prasidentrs campaign posItions on welfa~e reform and the 
public dialo~e that was part of the d~vQlopment of the Work and 
Responsibility Act have had a very significant effect on the 
level of state interast and the content of demonstration 
proposalG~ Thus, the major themes of many Qf the state 
initiatives are those of Work and Responsibility. At the same 
time thoy are not exclusively so; and even where the 90a18 are 
the same, many of the details are importantly different~ 

o Kakinq Work pay 

A very common approach in many state efforts is to increase the 
amount Of earned income an individual can receive and still 
retain welfare benefits~ In addition, increases in the levels of•assets one can accumulate and still retain eliqibility, and 
easinq the ability of recipients to become self-employed are 
common. 

o Enbancinq JOBS/culture Chanqe 

Many state projects seek to strengthen the JOBS program as the 
centerpiece of a' broader cultural change to make tha welfare 
system more employment-focused~ Common elem&nts include 
eliminating some or all exemptions from mandatory participation 
and inoreasing sanctions for non-cooperation, combined with 
anhanoinq services and participation levQls that could be done 
without waivers. 

" 

:I) Tim. Limits 

AlthoU9h time-limitinq benefits is a common theme of many 
projects, most projects have not followed the Work and 
Responsibility model of following the time limit with e work for 
W8qes position~ Much mora common have beon approaches in which 
the tima li~it i~ a signal for heiqhtened ~ttention to movinq 
recipients toward employment, but which doesn't actually mandate 
work, or in which tho time limit is followod by workfare. Only a 
few states are moving to~ard a work-far-wages ~del, and then 
only on a relatively small scale. 
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o Family Caps 

Four StateB have received waivers to eliminate additional AFDC 
benefi~s to familie~ due to the birth of a child eonceived while, 
or Shortly after I receiving AFDC (Arkansas, Geor9ia, ~ew 3eraey 
and Wisconsin). These family cap provisions apply s~atewidc, 
except in Arkansas (where it applies in 2/3 of the state). In 
Georgia, the family oap is restricted to families whicb have been 
receiving AFOC fer at least 24 months~ 

o Linking personal Responsibility to 8enefits 

In addition to linking benefits to behavior as part of an effort 
to promote self-sutt1.ciency and partiCipation in work: programs I a 
nwnber of stateS are linking benefits to personal responsibility 
in other ways. Sixteen states have :r:eceived waivers .'.:. that. link 
~nefits to .chool att&ndance or performance. An aQditional four 
states (ColOrado, Florida, Georgia and Maryland) have received 
waivers to red~ce benefits to fnmilies whose ehildren have not 
received raqu1rGd immunizations. 

o Improving Governmental A.sistaftce 

Hany states are seekin9 to more closely link AFDC and Food stamp
benefits in order to improve and simplify the programs. 

o Cost Neutrality 

The principle of federal cost nQutrality over the life of the 
projeot has been~observed in all welfare re!orm demonstrations. 
In almost every case, a randomly assigned control group ~ho 
reoeive services under the old rules has been used to determine 
what costs would have been in the absence of the project~ 
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APPROVED STATE WELFARE RRrQRH WAIVER PBOYIIIgyp 

Effective: 

frgyision 

o 	 Time Limit Benefits 

o 	 Limit Benefits for 
Additional Children 

" 	 Eli9ibility for Pre9nant 
Women With No Othe~ Children, 
in ~st and 2nd Trimester 

Increase Income Oisreqard" (Amount/Duration) 

Increa"se Resource Limit" 
o 	 Disregard Resources in 

Specia~ Accounts 

o 	 Increase Vehicle Asset Limit 

Q 	 Eliminate 100 Hour R~le 

o 	 Eliminat"e Labor Force 
Attachment Requirement, 

o 	 Imp~se Workfa~e~~eqQiremant 

o 	 Require Immunizations 

o 	 Limit JOBS Exemptions 

o 	 JOBS Participation tor 
Non-Cuatodial Parents 

o 	 Change in JOBS sanction 

o 	 Extend Job search 

o 	 Benefits Linked to School 
Attendence/Performance 

Casb-out Food Stamps 

o 	 Expand Transitional 
Benefits 

November 4, 1994 

CO, CT, FL, IA, SD, VT, WI(l) (1) (8) 

Aa, GA(2), NJ, WI(3) (9) 

CA(3), ND 

CA(2), CO, CT t FL, lA, IL, HI, MO, 
__, NJ, OR(2), PA, SD, UT, VA(2), YT, 
\IIr(2) (3) (7) 

AL, CA(3), CO, CT, FL, XA, IL, XI, MO, 
WY(2), OR(2), PA, SD, nT, VA(2), VT, wy 

CA(3), CT, n, !!Y(ll, NY(2), 01«2), PA, 
VA(:2), WI(S) 

CA(3), CO, OT, .L, lA, HY(2), OK, so, 
CT, VA(2), VT, WI(6) 

AL, CA(2), CT, FL, IA t IL, HI, KO, 
n(a), PlI., 11'1', WI(l) (7) 

AL, CT, FL, IA t IL, HI; OR(Z), PA, ~, 
VIP) 

CT, IL, MO, VT, WI(1), WY 

co, FL, GA(l), KD 

AL, AR, CT, FL, XA, IL, HI, HD t 
. NJ, Ol!, 011(1), UT, VT, WI(3), WY 

AL, FL, 
WY 

IL, XI, NJ, HY(2), OR, VT, WI(» 

AL, CO, OT, GA(2), 
VI(l) (1), liY 

IAI XLI NJ. OR t VTI 

CT, HI, XA~ HI, KN J BY(2), VT 

AR_ CA(3), CO, CT. FL, 
OR, 011, Ol!, FA, VA(l) , 

ILl 
11'1', 

MD, HY(2), 
WIll) (3), WY 

AL. COt MH; MO, NY(1), OR(2), PAt UT, 
WI(7) 

CO, CT, FL, IA, IL, KN, NY(2), VA(2), 
WIP) (7) 

End Notes: State Codes followed by ( ) - state has more than one waiver 
demonstration approved. 
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LEGEt:!!l' 

}>.L = Alabama - Avenues to Self-Sufficiency through Education and 
Training services (ASSETS). 

*AR ... Arkansas - Reduction in AFDC Birth Rates Project. 

CA a California - (1) Automated Finger Print Image Reporting and 
Miltell (AFIM) I 

(2) Assistance Payments Demon.tration Project
(APDP) ; 


'(3) Work Pays Demonstration Project (WPDP). 


*co ..... Colorado - Colorado Personal Responsibility and Education 
Program (CPREP) • 

• CT =connecticut - A Fair Chan"". 


'*FL - Florida - Family Transition Program IFTP). 


(1) preschool I~unization Project (PIP); 

*(2) Personal Accountability and Responsibility
project (PAA). 

·HI -Hawaii - creating Work Opportunities for JOBS 
Families. 

*IA = Iowa - Iowa Family rnveetment Plan (IFIP). 

'IL - Illinois - Fresh Start InitiatiVe., 
MD Maryland - • Pri~ary Prevention Initiative (PPI). 

"MI u Michigan - To Strengthen Michigan Families (TSMF). 

MN == Minnesota - Minnesota Family Investment Plan (HElP). 

MO - Missouri 21st century Communi~ies_-
NJ ~ New :Jersey - Family Development Program (FOP). 


Nt = Ne" York - (1) Child Assistance Program (CAP); 


-(2) JOBS First. 


*ND a North Dakota Sarly Intervention program (E1P). 


OR 11:1 Ohio - Learning 1 Earning and Parenting (LEAP). 


*01< ... Oklahoma - Oklahoma's Learnfare Project. 


OR == Oregon - (1.) JOBS Waiver Project; 

• 12l Jobs plus. 

~PA = Pennsylvania - Pathways to IndQPQndence~ 


"SD - south Dakota - strengthenin9 south Dakota Families Initiative~ 
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UT - Utah - Sin~le parent Employment Demonstration project 

(SPED) • 

VA Virginia - (1) Virginia Incentives to Advance Learning 
(VITAL); 

0(2) Weltare Reform Project. 

*VT g vermont - Family lnd~p~ndenoe Projeot (FIP). 

wI "" Wisconsin - (ll Learnfare Demons~ration; 

(2) Modified Earned Income Disregard Project; 

(3) Parental and Family Responsibility Project; 

(4) Two-Tier Benefit Project; 

(5) Speelal Resource Account Project; 

( 6) Vehicle Asset Limit Project; 


*(7) Work Not Welfare Demonstration (WNW); 


*(8) AFDC B~ncn!it Cap (ABC). 


New Opportunities/N~w R&sponsibilitie$~ 

• - Approved by Clinton Administration. 
, ':' 

, 
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~y OF ACTIONS ON WAI\'I!R APtitICATI9!!S ­
.!:t.I)!l:Ql! ADIIlNISTRUION 

RECEIVlID - 53 Applications trwn 36 state.. . 
(i Applications from 7 states ware left pending from 

the previous Administration) 

~liqations - 21 Applications from 20 States 


Arkans.... (waltare DEIII!onstration Project) 


california (California work Pays DEIII!onstratlon Project) 


colorado (COlorado Personal ~ponsihility Project) 

connecticut (Jl Fair Chance) 


Florida (Faaily '.!'ran"ition proqr.... ) 


Georgia (Parsonal Accountability and Responsibility Project) 


Havaii (Creating Work Opportunities for JOBS Families) 


Illinois (work Pays Project)' 


Iova (low" F;omUy InViiUiltm<mt Plan)
, 

MiChigan (To strongthen Kl~lqan Faailies Demonstration ­
Expansion Project) 

!leW York (Jobs First Demonstration) 

North Dakota (Early Intervention Program) 

Oklahoma (Oklahoma '!I Learnfare Proqr.... ) 


Oregon (JOBS Plus Demon&tration) 


Pennsylvania (Pathways to Independence) . 

"' 

south Dakota (Strenqthon1n9 South D~kota Families Initiative) 

Vermon~ (Fam11y Independenoe Proj""t).. 
virqinia (Welfare Reform Project) 

Wisconsin (Work Not Welfare Demonstration) 

• Added component to Illinois Fresh Start Demonstration 
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Wisconsin (AFDC Benefit Cap Demonstration Project) 

(New opportunities and New Responsibilities Welfare 
Reform Demonstration) 

DIlI!Il!!.! 


states ARplleat1gn~ - 3 Applications from 3 states 


Illinois (Relocation to Illinois Project) 


Massschusetts (Child Care CO-Payment Project) 


wyoming (Wyoming Raloeat.ion Grant)' 

States Applications - 6 Applications from 4 states 

Illinois (stepparent Encouraq"""",t Project) 

Illinois (One Step at a ~ime Project) 

Ohio (Automobile Assets Disreqard Project) 


South Carolina (Private\for Profit Work Experience project) 


Texas (TWO Parent FA1IIllles Demonstration Project). 
Texas (Teen opportunity Project) 

PE!!DING 

States AQplications - 23 Applications from 21 States 

Arizona (Employing and Moving People Off Welfare and Encouraging . 
Re'1ponsibil1ty progr.... ) . 

California (California Work Pays Demonstration Project ­
Amendments) , 

California (ArDC and pood Stamp Compatibility Demonstration 
Project) 

2 Waiver requested as part or New oppor~unities and New 
ReSponsibilities Welfare Reform Demonstration approved above. 

• Would add provisions to the previously approved
california Work Pays Demonstration Project. 
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Georgia (Work for Welfare Project) 

Indiana (Manpower, Placement and comprehensive Traininq program) 

Kansa~ (Actively creating Tomorrow ~or Families Demonstration) 

Maine (Projeot opportunity) 


Maryland (Maryland Welfare Reform Project) 


Massachusetts (Employment Support Program) 


Mississippi (A New Direction Demonstration Program) 


MissoUri (Mis.ouri Families Mutual Responsibility Plan) 


Montana (Achieving Independence for Montanans. Projec::t) 


Nebraska (Walfar~ Reform Waiver Demonstration) 


New l1ampshire (Earned Income Disreqara Demonstration project) 


New Mexico (Untitled Project) 

North Dakota (Train1ng,\ltducation. Employment and Manaqement 
Project) 

Oklahoma (Mutual Agreement, A Plan for Success) 

Ohio
o 

("A State of Opportunity" Project) 

oregon (Expansion or the Transitional Child Care Program) 

oreqon (Increased,AFDe Motor Vehicle Liroit Demonstration Project) 

Pennsylvania (school Attendance Improvement Program) 

South Carolina (Self-Sufficiency and Parental Responsibility 
Program) 

Washington (Success Through Employment Proq~am) 
., 
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DRAFT· November 7, 1994 

STATE MEDICAID DEMONSTRATIONS 

PURPOSE: This paper de"'ribes where the Health Care Financing Administration 
(HCFA) is 011 statewide, section 1115 Medicaid waiver demonstratio., as well as SOme 
of tbe common charncteristics 1hat nil.ve heen identified in the projcc.:t.s w far. 

BACKGROUND 

To date. IICFA h.. approved section 1115 waivers for stalewide health care reform 
demonstration. In <Ix States: Tenne....e, O,egoll, Rhode Island, lIow.ii, Kentucky, and 
Florid~ ill addition to the long standing statewide waivC'I' in Arizona. We have re.~ived 
and Hrc CUlfcntly reviC'n'ing waiver applications from an additional eight States: South 
Carolina, Ohio, M~l$~chusel1s. Missouri, New Hampshirt:t Delaware. Miunesot'1. and 
Illinois. HCFA has also begun initial discussions with several other State., including 
New Ynrk, Oklahoma, Ulah, Texas, and Louisiana. 

Currently. nppr",imatdy 8 percent of total Medicaid expenditures is spent under waivers 
in States with approved ~uuewide demonstratiuns. Adding in States with pendin8 waivtr 
"pplications raises this percentage to approximately 18 percent 

HCI'A coll~bo'"tes with States throughoul the development and review of their 
demonstration proposals. HCFA often meets with a State in its plannin& ph ••• to 
discuss bro.d guide.lill" ,hat "'pport tb. goals of the 1115 waiver process and akrt the 
State to possibJe stumbling blocks in its concept. Ouring review of waiver applications. 
HCFA work:; os • team with other HBS oomponcnts und OMB. TIuoughoul tbe review 
process, HCFA works toward al'proval with the Statt: hi a huc !!give and take" sense, to 
shape: the proposal,in mutually acceptabJe ways and as,'<iure tbat the demonstration win 
achieve the goals of U,e State and of HCFA, HC!'A. continues to work closely with the 
State after approvai to ensure a timely and smo()th implementation Q[ the new program. 

MAJOR THEMES 

States, in general, seem to be utilizing 1115 waivers to experiment witb ways to expand 
and simplify Medicaid eligibility and provide services jn a cost effective manner thro~8h 
various managed care arrangements. .~ 

o Expanding Co\'erag@ 

Most ~tates have propoud to increase cuvt"ragc for the uninsured in their 
demonstrations by expanding and streamlining e1igibl1ity f(w Medicaid. These expansions 
provide insurance coverage ... often through commercial managed care plans •• to the 
population 8rouJl~ that are must likely to be uninsured and to go without critical 
preventive services. 
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The eligibility expansions range from expansions for pregnant women and children oniy 
(which is possible without waivers under current law), to eligibility [Qf everyone und •• 
300 percent of the rederal poverty level. The n.mber of newly-covered persons in 
operating demonstrations ranges trom several thousand in Rhode Island to roughly 
:t~O.OOO in Tenne~~e. TIle ~trt:anllinil1g cht'lt1gt:F. include: eliminating Medi<:Aid eligibility 
categories and asset tests. 

u Managed Care 

States are emph:;yillg various forms of mDJlaged cafe. The Dnangemcllts hl the approved 
projects range from utilizing fully capit.ted managed care organizations for all enrollee. 
(e.g., Hawaii, Tennessee, Rhode Island) to using combinations of fully ca"itated plans, 
11.rtial1y '>ritated plan" and primary care ca<e managers or gatekeepers. 

The range of services to be provided under the demonstrations varies as well. Most 
States are choosing to include only acute services in their projects and :itfe leaving long 
term care and services for certain special populations as is. This. is partly because States 
ate "ften looking at refann of long t~rm care ,ervice, separately, and partly due (0 

limited experience developing capitation r.le5 for disabled and other special popUlations, 
but the approach still leaves a significant portion of Medicaid services. and therefore 
Medic"jd C()$t~ nu1..:;ide tbe sta,tewide demonstration project. 

o Co.I..Savings 

A m.ajot 11"'" "f many of lb. proposals is to control tbe rising co,lS of health care and, 
specifically, tht: rapju~rise in Medicaid expenditures. III the deJl1onstrations. savings are 
expected to eome primarily from improved program effit'·iencies assQdated witJl managed 
care, such as reouced unnecessary usc of emergency rooms and inputient bospital 
se-rvil."es hnd increase.d preventive services. M~t StAte~ are using their oost savings to 
fu nd expa.nsions i 11 their program. 

no' 

Managed cafe c.an produce onetime saving!; wben the capita ted rate is a c(:t'tain 
percentage below the equivalent fee for scmce co,ts for Ibe covered population. 
Savings e3n also result from a gradual reduction in the 1'8te of increase in per capita 
costs over the life of the project as service dehvery systems become more efficient and 
the provision of primary and preventive services increases, 

State ure also seekIng waivers as a mecbanism for redirer.tins their Medicaid and State 
financing. Som" SIales would like to divert Medicaid payments from disproportionate 
share hospitals (DSH) to pay for servi<--es It"lf the uninsured. Other States are looking 
for Federal payments to supplement previously St..1tec oniy expenditures. 

2 
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<> nata Collodion/Evaluation 

Another important common element of the State demonstratjons is HCFA's requirement 
that State. collect 100 percent encounter data, The.. data, which are not rQutinely 
collccted from managed care plans. will ensure that we have data equivalent to what is 
coll.cted in the fee-for service sector and enable HCFA to evalunte quu)ily and lICeess 
during the life uf the waiver, To !hi, en~. HCFA ,!arc have devdoped « <leaU sel uf 
siandard data elements to collect from Medicaid managed care plans. which should be 
useful in making comparisons across States. 

HCFA has already let two contracts. one to evaluate Oregon, and a secoud to evaluate 
the first five other States. These evaluations will build on the data colleel<!d and are 
essential to determining tb. eXlent to which SUItes have achieved their research goals. 

, 
• 

3 
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SECTION 1115 WAIVER ACTIVITY 
STATEWIDE HEALTH REFORM 

," 

STATE INITIATIVE 

APPROVED 
:>< 

OREGON~ 
~ 

§ 
,,, 
... 
~ 

Expand act:CSS to uninsured: cost coo1ainment through managed care; benefit package defined by priodl)' 
list, 

Oregon will be implemen!ing Phase 2 which involves iDcI.ding.the aged. blind, and disabled, and tbe 
addition o[ chemical dependency services to the demonstration. A Janua~ 1, 1995 start date'is planned. 

. 

~ 
~ TE:-.INESSEE Expand acce--ss fo uninsured through e~ansiotl of Medicaid, TENNCARE establishes a system of 

managed care similar to tbe current vlan for Slate employees. There are DO income Qr asset limits, but ~ .. Tennessee will cap tbe program a( 1.5 million enrollees. 
"' " HAWAII§ 

KENTUCKY 

~ 

Hawaii's HealthQucst provjdes .seamless cover.ctge of those on public programs. as well as tbe currellt 
ucinsured. Through Medicaid expansions (300% FPL. eliminalioll of categorical and assel tesCs) and a 
managed care delivery system. the Stale expecls (0 expand acce-ss and control costs. 

The Kenluoky H ••llh Care Refonn Plan call, for u.i.ers.1 access through: Medicaid eligibility to 
]00 percent FPL. elimination of certain categorical requirements, 4hroug~ managed ~are. primar)' care 
caSe management .' 

..,,.. ~ RHODE ISLAND Rhode Island was given Medi.aid waivers alklwing for the ex!Jension of Medicaid eligibility 10 pregnant 
women and children up to 250% FPL and enrollment of aU recipients in a capitafed managed care 

o 
~ " 

detive!}' system. • 
N 

'" FLORIDAii 
..," ,.. 
~ 

" 
~ ,,..'
" ~.., 

Florid.'s Agency for Health Care Administration (AHCA) has been granted """tion lllS waivers to 
pennil fedeIal fin.ncial participation for Ihe Florida Health Security Program (fHSJ- fHS will utilize a 
maDaEeti competition modd and will provide bealth insurance for 1.1 million uninsured Floridians wilb 
incames .t or below 250% of Ibe FPL Health plans will be offered by Accou.table Health PartDerships 
(AHPs) and sold by Community Health Purchasing Allianees (CHPAs). 

110""1110. .. ~. \99' ••U .•t_id. a•• ltlll ,..rOlr. 
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"I SECTION 1115 WAIVER ACTIVITY 
c 
~ 

STATEWIDE HEALTH REFORMt!ii 

,.STATE INITIATIVE 

RECEIVED 
.,. OHIO 

~ -i!:.,.. ,, SOUTH, 
CAROLINA... 

~ 

~ '" 
~ .., MASSACHUSETTS 
:g 
~ 

!il 

~ 
~ 
~ NEW HAlvll'SI!IRE 
~ 

c 
~ 
~ 

N 
o 
N 

II 

Ohio has submitted .n 1115 waiver applicalion which would .flow them to implemenl OhioCare. Under 
OhioCa'e, Medicaid cligibjJjl)l would be .,panded 10 ioclude the uninsured populalion \\ilh incomes up 10 
100~ 01 FPL. Ohio expeclS to enroll approximately 500,000 additional recipients, The Stale will ••roll .11 
oew eligibles and current Medicaid ret:ipients into managed care programs throughout the State . 

South Carolina has submitted an 1115 waiver application which would .Ilow them 10 implement the South 
Carolina Palmolle Health Initiative. The program will ex'end Medicaid eligibility '0 ill<lude residents with 
lnwmes. up Co 100 % FPL SQuIb Carolina e,;pects 10 cover approximately 280,000 additional recipients. 
All Medicaid rec~plenls wiU be enrolled In managed care progran:ls. 

Massachusetts has $Ubnlitted an 1115 waiver application, entitled MassHealth, The demonstration has nine 
component sirntegies which are intended to covel the 524,000 uninsured in Massachusetts, The proposed 
slrategies address needs sperific to the mixture of social economic groups thaI are uninsure'd in 
Massachusetts. which incluoc the employed, the short-term unemployed. and tbe IOllg-tenn employed. The 
proposal includes direct sCrategies .bat provide public health care' and indirect strategies that seek to 
promote nUlTket forces mld responsible decision making by providing financial 11lCClttWes in the form of tax 
t1'cdlts to employers. tiU deferred medical saving attounts for insured individuals. and substdles in tbe form 
01 insurance vouchers foc employees with ineomes up to 200% 01 th. FPL. 

New Harnpshi..., submitled a proposal .ntitled, "The Granite Stale Partnership for Access and Affordabilily 
in Health Calo", Tho State plopDhe. the cxpansion of Medicaid eligibility '0 adults ..i,b incomes below the 
AFDC cash siandard. along with tbe infroduetlon of a public insurance product for Jow~i!Jc.ome workers. 
AI"" 'he State propose. to implement a number of pilot initiatives to help to ullimately redesign Iho Statc's 
heallh cale delivery system. 

o MISSOURI Missouri's Departmen' or Social Services haS submitted an 11 IS waiver proposal 'bat will provide ",anaged n 
care medic.1 services to Ihe Stale's Medicaid population and to the uninsured.~ 

~ 
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nATE INITIATIVE 

MINNESOTA 

1--------
DElAWARE 

RECEIVED 
-

Minnesota has submitted i\ w:aivef proposal which ha~ Ibree major componenlS: (I) integration of Jaw-
income and uninsured programs; (2) e.pansion of tile maoaged care delivery system; and (3) tinkago of 
Medicare to overall State health care reroml efforts. The proposal presented a two plJase implemen'atioll 
plan [or each of the componenls. Phase 1 will be implemented i. 1995, while Pl,.se 2 is lhe conceptual 
franH!work for the development of elements of reforms to he imp1emen1ed in subsequent )'ears. 

Delaware bas. submitted a 111~ wntVcJ proposal which will increase access to he",dth care services thro'lgh 
managed care plans by expandin~ Medicaid coverage to the State's uninsured adult population up 10 HJO 
petcenl of the federal poverty level. This statewide proposal will jnclude a comprehenSive bef'1c{il package 
emphasizing primary and prevenHve care, 

I 

ILLINOIS Illinois has submitted an scctioD 1115 waiver to develop MediPlan Plus. Under tbis program the State wlll 
develop a series of networks either local or slfllewide, and taikir the health care systems to the needs of 
local urbatl neighborhoods or tal~e rural areas. This program, will allow the Slate '0 work wilb established 
or new HMO'.. prO\'ider~b.sed man.ged ClIre community networks, FQlIC> and RHC. to develop h.all. 
neCworks, -
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MEMORANDUM FOR CAROL RASCO 

FROM: KATH! WAY 

SUBJECT: FOLLOW-UP TO WELFARE REFORM MEETING 

DATE: 11/3/94 

Following is additional information to keep in mind as we 
move forward with welfare reform 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~ PEnding welfare as we know 
it" requires a basic change i.n the current. welfare program from 
unlimited financial assistance to transitional assistance during 

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

1. Benefits are time limited. 
2. Emphasizes work. 
3. 	Expands working poor child care to prevent reentry 

to the welfare system. 
4. 	Focuses on preventing teen pregnancy and the accompanyi~g 

welfare dependency~ 
5. 	Makes government the payer of last resort by 

strengthening paternity establishment and child 
support enforcement. 

6. 	Reduces welfare fraud by creating a nationwide 
tracking system. 

Although the 1115 demonstration process provides an 

opportunity for states to pilot and demonstrate innovative 

approaches with similar goals to those above, there are clear 

limits to the 1115 process. 


1. 	Without Federal legislation there is no way to implement 
a true time line. Recipients move across state lines 
without any record of benefits received in another 
state. Also, State approaches vary dramatically. Iowa 
works off individually determined time lines, Vermont 
has a 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 
reCipients, not teen parents. 



• 


5. 	While many states have implemented new ways to collect 
child support, without Federal legislation there is 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 
protection is the expectation. 1115 demonstrations fall short in 
all above categories. We need to be certain 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 j David~ Bruce 

From: Michael Wald. , 
t 

Attached are suggestions regarding waiver:; of time. limits and 
WORle The approach is not to amend, 1115 but to create sections 
that are not subject to 1115 because they are not in 402(a). 
with respect to the W"ORK program, the app:coach involves settinq­
up a section# 494 , that parallels 484 , whi-;:h applies to .lOBS and 
is non-~aivable. An alternative approach is to amend 484 to 
include aspect of WORK. This would mean =hanging the 
displacement language in 484 as well as some other provisions~ 

• • 
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TIlIE_LIMIT- !!AIVER PROVJ;SIONS 

section 417 (NOTE-417 (a) will contain the time limits) 

ee} Notwithstanding any other provision of this Part r the 
secretary may permit not mora than five states to conduct 
demonstrations to determine what eff'l!cts~ if any r 

applieation of time limits of other '::han twenty....four months 
vould have in promoting the objectiv,es of this Act. The 

,Secr,tary shall approv, a demonstration only if the proposed 
time limit 1s ctil'lsisteht with both t:ne purpose of making 
AFDC a transitional program and affording recipients vith 
support to enable them to prepare themselves to obtain 
unsubsidized employment. Any state applying a time limit 
other than that specified in subsection (a) shall evaluate 
the both the short and lonq term effects of such time limit 
in enabling recipients to become self-sufficient and shall 
report tha results of such avaluaticn to the secretary. 

>, 
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(bJ With respect to persons registered in the Program under 
this part, the state agency shall assure that ­

(~) No person defined as eligib1e in Part F shall be 
excluded from the wo~ program. 

(2) participant families in the program, other than those 
subject to sanctions, shall not be made worse-off than a 
family of the same size, with no in,~ome, receiving benefits 
pursuant to section (AFDe}. -.,. ...." 

(3) Participants employad under thIs program Shall be 
comgensated for such employment at H rate no less than the 
highest of __ I., , 

(i) the Federal miniml,lJD wage !lpecified in section 
6(a) (1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938; 

(ii) the rate specified by th,~ appropriate State or 
local minimum wage law; 

(iii) the rate paid to employees or trainees of the 
same employer working the same length of ti~e and 
performing the sa~e type of work. 

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

(1) each assignment shall take into account the 
physical capacity, skills, experiencG, health and 
safety I family responsibilitl€!s, and place of residence 
of the participant: 

fii) no participant shall b.e' required, without his or 
, . her consent! t.o travel an unrfeasonable distanco from. 

his or he~'homefor remain away from such home 
overnight; 

(iii) individuals shall not 'be di.scriminated against 
on the basis of race J sex, national origin, reliqion, 
age, or handicapping condltioo l and all participants 
will have such rights as are available under any 
applicable Federal, State, or local law prohibiting 
discrimination; 

(i;u~ t.ne oondwOlls of ptt:r1;;:!iQipilti;iQo Mell ira. 
~g'n~"blCt "io6ki~trwtJ::,.u;:4MIi_ in..eac;;A cu .. 'dig 
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~(1) In General-- The aS$iqnrnen~ of a participant to a 

WORK position shall not 

neAl result in thA displacement of any currently 

employed worker, including p,artial displacement such as 

a reduction in the hours of non-overtime work, wages, 
, , , 

or employment benefits: 


If (B) impair existing contracts 
for sa:tv:i.ces or 

co~lective bargaining- agreements1­
( ....j 
! 

If ee) infrinqe upon the pronlotional opportunities 

of any currently employed worker; 

11(0) result in the employmHnt of the participant 

or filling of a position when -.~-

JI (i) any other person is on layoffl on strike 

or has been locked out frolu, or has recal.l rights 

tOt the same or a substant.i.ally equivalent jOb or 

~ positi,<;)n W'itp the employert or 

II (i1) the enployer has tenninated any regular 

employee or otherwise reduced its workforce with 

the effect of filling the vacancy so created witb 

sUch participant; or 

"(E) result in filling a vacancy for a position in 

a state or local l10vernltlent agEmcy for which State or 

local tunds have been bUdgeteo t unless such agency has 

been unable to fill s'Uch vacancy with a qualified 

applicant through such agencyln ragular employee 

selection procedure during a pl~riod of not less than 60 

days. 
, , , 

"(2) Private Nonprofit Entitie,s.-- A participant shall 

not be assigned to a position with .:1 private nonprofit 

entity to carry out activities that are tne same or 

substantially equivalent to activities that have been 
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in the same local area, unless such placement meet~ the 

nondisplacement requirements of par.;tgraph (l) ~ 

"(b) Consultation with Labor Or9anizations.­

Where a labor organization represents a substantial number of 

employees who are engaged in similar wo~k in.the same area as 

that proposed to be funded under this pe.rt, an opportunity shall 

De pro~ided tor such organization to sukooit comments with respect.. f
to such 

' 

proposal. 

<­fI{.> Benefits and Working Conditions. 

" (1) In General ~ ... Except as ot~herwisQ provided under 

this subse.ction I participants emplo~red under the WORK 

program shall be provided benefits, workin9 conditions and 

rights at tha same leval and to the same extant as other 

•• '. 
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employees of the same employer perfQl~ing the same tyPe of 

work and having similar employment tunurG \lith such 

e1nployer. 

"(2) 'Workers; Compensation Benf~fits. -- To the extent 

that a State workers I compensat,ion law is applicable, 

workers I compensation benefits in ac,;ordance with such law 

shall be available with respect to i:njuries suffe.red by 

participants. To the extent that such lay is not 

applicable, participants shall be provided with medical and 

accident proteetion for on-site injuries in accordance with 

regulations issued by the secretary • 
. . -- '. . , 

1I(3) Prohihition on Contributions for Retirement 

Benefits. -- No funds available under this title may be used 

for contributions to a retirement plan on behalf of any 

participant. 

" (4) Exclusion from unemploymE!nt Compensation. -- The 

employment of partfcipants under thH WORK program shall not 

be subject to the provisions of any Federal or state 

unemployment compensation law• 

.. (S) Health and Safety Standards. -- Health and safety 

standards established under state and Federal law that are 

otherwise appli.cable to the working conditions of emp10yees 
\ \"-~"'" '" '" f 

shall be equally applicable to the tl1orking- conditions of 

participants~ 
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• (~) GRIE'lTANCE PROCEDURES. 

"'-3 k;s fjieGSti£R:ltL, - Each state sha11. establish and lIlaintain 

C "",,~.l \0 "'-'I J ' ...... ;... .. .) ..~, •.~ "'n-T.~'i>"'-G.~""'O"~~." 

grievance procedures fO,r resolving comp a:lnts by "'Pi n : ilL T*~ 1.._\.;;.:), 


regular em.ployees l or their represe.ntativj~s. 'alleging violations 

of· the nondisplaceme~t; ,prov~sions describ,ad in sUbsection (a) 

and the reqUirements relating' to wag-es, benefits, or working 

conditions described in subsection (c) an1 (d). 
q. __ •• _ ' •• , ____ •• _ ....... 
A decision

of the State under such procedure may be appealed to 
tbQ Secretary of Labor for inv,astiqation and such 
action as such Secretary may find necessary. 

e. 
ut) Participants in the program and their families shall be 
categorically eligible for Medicaid. 

The provisions of this section apply to any work-related proqrams 
and activities under this part, and undc,r any other work-related 
programs and activities authorized (in c~nnection with the AFDC 

• program) under section 1215 . 

• • 

• '. 
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Waivers 

CUtl:'1ot Law 

State plan requirements in section 402 (part A -- AFDC) and 454 
(part D -- child support) are currently subject to section 1115 
waiver. In addition, section 1115 allows us to provide FFP for 
expenditures that are not matchable urider 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)t is subject to 1115 
waiver. 

options 

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

. 
o 	 Provides maximum flexibility to current and 

future HHS policy officials 

o 	 States will like potential flexibility 

o 	 Allows the possibility that some states could 
escape the requirement to implement national 
reform 

o 	 Fails to protect recipients from the 

possibility of future harmful waivers 


o 	 Fails to enunciate the inviolability of some 
principles, e.g~, no cold turkey time limits 

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

2. 	 Make some or all elements of the time limit and WORK 
not sUbject to waiver, either by (a) not including them 
in section 402 or (b) explicitly excluding them from 
section 1115 waiver (as section 484 of JOBS currently 
is) 

o All states will have to implement core reform 
elements 



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

o 	 states will object when they understand 

o 	 HHS's hands will be tied on some future 

issues that cannot now be anticipated 


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

o 	 All states will have to implement core reform 
elements 

o 	 States that want to deviate from national 
reform will be able to do so within a 
framework of nationally identified priorities 

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) 



STATE OF GEORGIA 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 


ATL.ANTA 30334-0900 
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QOVE~NOR 
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TO: Bruce Reed, Deputy Assistant 
for Domestic ?olicy 

to the President 

From: Governo~ Zell Miller ~~~ 
Date: J~ne :4, 1993 C) 
I have disc:..;,ssed with Secretary Stalala's office our· state's 
welfare reform waiver reques~, which includes a family cap 
provision a::d an employ:nent req:;irement provision. I have asked 
for a response to our request within 45 days. 

This matter has been a focus of my Administration and is 
extremely important to me. I would like you to be aware of the 
substance and intent of our request and hope this information 
will facilitate the appropriate review process. 

Georgia's waiver request is in line with the waiver previously 
approved for New Jersey. Georgia's family cap stipulates that a 
parent who has received AFDC for a total of 24 months will 
receive no additional cash benefits because of the birth of an 
additional child. However. the'additional child will be entitled 
to Medicaid. and the family could receive additional food stamps; 
also, the family's standard of need would be raised. Please note 
that all parents will receive instruction i::: family pla:::ning and 
parenting skills when they apply for AFDC, and family planning is 
available free to AFDC recipients throughout the state. 

Georgia's eIneJloyment measure reqtd res a!l able-bodied adults to 
accept employment at minimum wage or higher. Appropriate 
exceptions are made. Single parents with chi~d=en undey age 14 
are exempt, as are adults who are medically i~capacitated or 
incapable of perfo;-::n.~.ng ::he job. 

The goal of these reform measures is to promote responsible 
behavior, behavior that will help break the cycle of poverty and 
welfare depe::dency. Contrary to popular myth, we believe that 
families in poverty can make appropriate decisions about child­
bearing and employment, so lang as government programs encourage 
personal responsibility. 

http:perfo;-::n.~.ng
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Please contact me or Cynthia D. Wright on my staff if you need 
additional information. I would appreciate any assistance you 
could provide in expediting the review of our request and in 
securing a favorable decision. 

CDW/cln 

/ 
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TO: Carol Rasco 

FROM: Mary Jo Bane fA.7il vJ~~v0 
David T. Ellwood 01"'e.. 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform waivers 

Attached is a draft of a letter from the secretary to the 
Governors outlining our proposed approach to welfare reform 
waivers. The cover memo outlines the major issues. The 
Secretary is currently looking at the draft~ we have also shared· 
it with OMB. It is, at this stage, quite preliminary. 

One issue that has not been resolved is that of consistency, or 
lack thereof# betl.'1Een our proposed waiver policy and the Health 
Care Financing Adninistration's~ We are working on identifying 
and resolving any inconsistencies in approach, and will keep you 
informed. 

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

Attachment 



DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH!>. HUMAN SERVICES 


ADMINISTRATION FOR CHILDREN AND FAMIL 
Office of itte Assistant Secretary, Suite 600 
370 L'En'ant Promenade, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20447 

May 14 f 1993 

TO: The secretary 
Through: OS 

COS 
ES 

FROM: Acting Assistant Secretary 
for Children and Families 

SUBJECT: Guidance for State Welfare Demonstrations - ­ ACTION 

ISSUE: 

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

llISCUSSIQll: 

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

Demonstration: 

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

livalyat!on: 

Employinq random assiqnment of individuals to a qroup 
subject to the new program and a control group subject to 
the existing rules as the preferred evaluation ~ethodology. 

Cost neutrality: 

Retaining. for now j the requir~ent 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. 
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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 yielding meaninqful changes that could merit 
enactment into law. 

Limits on certain classes of waiverS: 

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

Prohibiting of lower payments to families moving into a 
State: 

Because of constitutional questions; for now not approving 
waivers to provide a different level of benefits to families 
who have recently moved into a state. 

Possibility of more support after welfare reform: 

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 restructurinq. 

We recognize that it is critical that ACF and HCFA approaches 
regarding waivers be the same# or that there be a rationale for 
any differences. David Ellwood will be calling a meeting with 
ACF and HCFA on waiver proposals in ordar to ensure as common 
approach as possible or identify a rationale for differences~ We 
will similarly need to coordinate agreement on these approaches 
reqardinq waiver approval with the White House, OMS and the Food 
and Nutrition Service.' We are concurrently sharing this draft of 
the letter with Carol Rasco because she needs to have some idea 
on the outlines of our proposed approach before she meets with 
Governors in New Jersey this week. 

RECOMMENDATION , 

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 
OMS and the White House prior to preparing the letters in final 
for your signature. 
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DECISION: 

The recommendation to approve the approach described above is: 

DATE _______APPROVED 

DATE _______DISAPPROVED 

Laurence J. Love 

Attachment: 
Tab A - Letter 



Dear Governor 

Welfare reform demonst~ations provide an important opportunity for 
States to test alternatives approaches so that we might learn 
better ways to serve the needs of children and families. OVer the 
past year the Department of Health and Human Services has received 
and approved a number of waiver applications from States to conduct 
welfare reform demonstrations. There are a number of additional 
requests pending, and we are aware of numerous states that are 
considering submitting applications for demonstrations. In order 
to inform state decisions reqardinq welfare demonstrations and to 
encouraqe States to try new approaches in this area, I want to 
share with you the Department's current perspective on this matter. 

Demonstrations 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 to work with states to test 
alternative: approachas to determine if they might better serve 
children and families. The results of past demonstrations have 
helped shape Federal legislation like the Family Support Act of 
1988. The president and I support continuing to employ this waiver 
authority I accompanied by rigorous evaluation, as a mechanism for 
States to experiment wi,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 Presidentls Budget to expand the Earned 
Income '1'ax 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 system of 10n9­
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 acquire, 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 
potential opportunity for Federal-State partnerships to test major, 
new policy initiatives under more favorable cirCUMstances to 
States, you may want to consider waiting for this national agenda 
for restructuring welfare to develop, as it may better suit your 
statets objectives. 



Some states may wish to apply for waivers 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 fall 
outside the context of that plan. 

Effects on Children and Families 

Demonstrations approved under authority of the social security Act 
should test changes intended to make the welfare system better 
serve the needs of cbildren and families and should be chanqes that 
have tile potential for yielding J!!eaningful [\!!lults tllat would merit 
enactment into law. Therefore, as part of our standard waiver 
application which asks States to provide a clear rationale for 
their demonstration, we expect a full description of the proposed 
intervention that specifical~y describes how the requested waivers 
will benefit children ,and families~ The Department will assess 
each application on a case-by-case basis to determine if it meets 
these criteria. 

We will also limit tests of waivers that migllt make families warse 
oft 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 so that no more than the number 
of individuals necessary to form an adequate research sample will 
be subject to the treatment. 

Because there is currently an unresolved issue reqardinq the 
constitutionality of provisions to provide a different level of 
benefits to families wllo have recently moved into a State, we will 
not now approve such waivers. 

EYlIlyatisln 

President Clinton has stated his commitment to the perspective that 
state experimentation is an important way of learninq what works 
and what doesn' t" In his remarks to the National Governors' 
Association, he said that we should Itmeasure these experiments," 
and Itmeasure them honestly." In most cases the only reliable way 
to do this is through randOl!! assignment of individuals to a group 
subject to the new program and a control group subject to 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 too 9reat to use evaluation designs 
which produce only weak evidence for their results. There are f 
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however, instances in which random assignment may not be 
appropriate. For example, some demonstrations may be designed to 
test administrative feasibility of implementinq oertain kinds of 
reforms. In other cases, the central intervention may be at the 
"community" level, and the existence of a control qroup would be 
inconsistent with the intervention. However, in most cases, random 
assignment of individuals will be the preferred desiqn. 

Cost NeutrQ lity 

For now, we will only approve demonstrations that include 
provisions for Federal cost neutrality for the relevant open-ended
entitlement proqrams. cost neutrality means that while states may
choose to test waiver-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 absence of the waivers~ 
Federal cost neutrality will continue to be based on the full 
period of a demonstration, thus allowinq states the flexibility to 
teat interventions whioh may not yield net savinqs until later in 
the demonstration period. Furthermore, c::ost neutrality will 
qenerally be based on oosts or savinqs attributable to the program
policy onanqes oreated by the waivers. As such, cost neutrality
will not qenerally be applied to costs or savings related to 
chan98s made without the need for waivers. For example, since 
states 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 neutrality. 

In later correspondence we will address some procedural issues 
reqardinq the waiver application process. As we mentioned, we also 
look forward in the future to beinq able to offer States a more 
generous approach to the conditions under which demonstrations 
would be approved as part of the national aqenda for welfare 
restruoturinq. In the meantime, we hope the approaoh deseribsd 
here will provide useful information for states in makinq decisions 
about applyinq for waivers and in developinq sound proposals. We 
strongly support your efforts in this area and stand ready to work 
with you in testinq new and better ideas for servinq ohildren and 
families. 

Donna E~ Shalala 

3 
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MEMORANDlJM 

To! CIIrol Rasco 


From: D'Vld~ 

Re: AFDC and Medicaid Waivon 

Dat4: ~y 21, 11l9~ 

I wanted to provide you with • brief upcla!e on Waivers prior to your meeting with tile 
NGA, W. had • meedog with ACF and RCFA PCOI1lo in an attempt to hammer out a 
,oonsi.tent waivor poIfuy for all of RES, We bad before us 1lle ACP dnli which you 
have ..,d .om. preliminary drafts of HCFA, AlIIwugh APDe aad Medleaid wAiven 
allen go to dlft"",.t agm<ico, and tllhough the," is littl. lndlcanon that 'lateS are 
unhappy with the APDCi ACl' waiver process, many In the dopanment exJ!105sed= thai any changes/clarification in the AFDC waiver process wouW immediatcly 
be i'1erpreted os indicatinj: the direction that Medicaid will go as well, aad might be 
misintetpret.ed. AI you know HCFA folks have been meeting with NOA reprcuentativm 
in an effort to !lgnlfieM'tl), iMprove the Medicaid 1115 DcmomtIJ.w:m waiver pTWCSS. 
We do not want to create any concern or ctlntus10n regarding ttleae flcgot1atlons, 

If we go forward with. leiter to Ih. Gov=. we have _lively de<ided to send 
only nne letter to eaclt Governor which discusses both types of waivcra_ It may como 
from the S"",.tary or the p,.,iden1 depending on your proforences. Initially there w..-e 
,lgnifconl a;;oa.$ of ag_l, bUI 'orne ....., of disagreement betWllen ACl' and RCFA 
remain. But we die! reach a 100"" consensus. I am confident that we can reacfl a joint 
position within the Depamnent next week, Given the President'$ ..nd your -1lJ 
interest in this issue, 1 ~hink it would be prudent to discu~ this issue with you iOmetime. 
soon to be certain ),OU ate- comfortable with the direction we are moving. 

In the meantime, the question arises as to what you ShoUld say to the Governors. The 
talking points below paint to the broad consensus that is emerging here, My own 
prefeJ:eru:e is that you not get too specific. We have not fully cleared these either 
in1:l!!ma11y nor with you and the Pre.cide.nt. But this gives rome indication of how far you 
could go if you are comfonable with the ideas. ' 

o The Administration ha5 been .ngaged in very productive negotiations with Ilu: 
NGA, We expect to have a waiver policy complete in tlte n••t few weeks. Whil. 
mere are still deurlfs to be worked out, and you would like to avoid getting intQ 
speoifi.c" Y04 am say a. few things. ' 

o FirSt, we are esmoliShlng a very different reiatien,Mp beIwoeIl the stales and 
federal government, one of grea1er trust. more infarmation sharing, and beI!cr 

http:Pre.cide.nt
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service. 

o W. are absolutcly committed to maldnil the Medicaid Ill~ wai_ pzo<:eU lUter. 
III01'e straigbtforward. and mme _yo We bell""" we """ dron~y 
iml"""" thinII" 

o States need to understand that the legls1.don and 111lIIegisiative hislOry make way 
elm that IllS waiver .1lIhority is for demonstmtions, not simply a mechanism 
fat incIeasin, !late flCltibility. (Demonstrations are l)I(lically dW,gned to _ 
cpeelrlC new idea.&: loT a lpocificd period of time.) 'The COlIsre" iii: very co"c6med 
t,hQt wruv= be FtUttcd for ,&enuinc dcmorutrations of new' idcu,t not as a dmt:c 
10 avoid rules and ~ections leg1s1aled by Ill. Con~ss. rr Conll"'" perceive! 
that 1115 waivers a", being abused, we oould ..sily lose this waiver authority. 

(} 	 The President has indic.ated that demonnrationlO need to be carefully i!'v~hated. 
nat iSJ aftet lill, the soa1 of <lernonstmtions. Still wet will not hll", rigid rules 
"'luiring • partIeular type of OVlIiu.tion strategy in all .,...s. W. will seek 
evl!.\Ulltlon strategies Ill>! are appropriate to me c1emonsmnlon. 

o Cost neutralil~ remain. an objectv. IIIId expectation. but It wlll lilrely be applie!l 
OVOI the lifo of the demonstration. 

o SillieS should be awatt that hea1tb I!IId welfare mform are llklIIy to establlsh new 
slatutory and ji,ea1 relationships between me states I!IId the tedern.l Jovernment. 
Some states may wish to wait until !be cenlr.lJ element> of theso plalLl emere. 
befme moving forward with major new demonm:tiont, Thl!: admlni$tTllt10l'l is 
strongly nupportive of state initiatives and will, of oourJ&, OOtitinue tQ evC\h,llte run!. 
gnutt VIIIivm U1ldcr :he cum:nl authority. 

I hope this is of use. I'll talk to you ,oon. 1 can be reached at home this weekend at 
611-129-2565. 

http:cenlr.lJ
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EXECUTIVE OfFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

FAX TRANSMITTAL COVER SHEET 


DATI!: 27_May_93 

TO: 

SUIlJllCT: 

WEr.:FARE REFORM 

FROM: 

CAROL H. RASCO 1202) 455-2216 

ECONOMIC AND DOMESTIC POLICY' 

• 

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 a:n sorry we were unable to reach 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 
Je~sey. Almost ALL the questions directed to me were related to 
wa~vers. I would certainly find that particular group of states 
in attendance not to fit into the categorization in your memo to 
the effect that " ... there is little indication that states are 
unhappy with the AFDC/ACF waiver process." I would agree that we 
all have a great deal of discussion to undertake before I am ceady 
to recommend a letter from the President and/or Secretary. 

My sense from MGA is that they feel significant progress has been 
reade in the discussions with HCFA outside the 1115 Demonstration 
waiver process but there is strong feeling that more realistic 
negotiations need to occur on the 1115 waivers. This will be a 
IT'.ust if we are to genuinely establish the "very different. 
relationship between the states and tedera~ government ... " you 
reference and which I am certain we all want. 

While the Pres~dent has certainly been on record z!.s strongly 
stating that demonstrations need strong evaluation, he has done so 
in the context of saying such demonstrations should be encouraged, 
evaluated and terminated if unsuccessful, replicated if 
successful. He has indicated to me, however, in repeated terms 
that he questions the previous and continuing emphasis on "control 
groups." He and I were encouraged by your language "Still we will 
not have rigid,~rules requiring a particular type of evalution 
strategy in 01; cases." 

In the spirit of encouraging states as laboratories~ we do not 
want to be in the position of ~ppearing to caution atates against 
demonstrations as we proceed on the development of both health 
c~re reform ~nd welfare reform. 

I will be out until Friday, June 4. I have designated Kathi Way 
of the Domestic Policy staff to be a liaison fro~ this staff to 
HHS on these waiver discussions and have asked her to contact you 
just after the holiday next week. 

Kathi will also be able to share with you through the welfare 
reform working. group discussions the issues/ideas raised by the 
states on that ~a~ter. 

Thank you ... have a great Memorial_nay weekendl 



RUG-22-1995 *** 
c, 

• 


• , 




~-22-1995 17:0~ ••• 	 P.83/20 
" 

"' 

virginia Terms and conditions ,June 1995 

four years of the demonstration beginninq vith the 
implementa~ion date. Economic Development Oist~icts 15 and 
17 (Urban Tide~ater) shall be implemented in the sa~e or 
subsequent quarters~ Economic Development Districts 12 and 
16 (Richmond area) shall also be implemented in the same or 
subsequent qUarters. For evaluation and cost neutrality 
purposes, the State will propose, for approval by the 
Departments I a scheduled quarter for implementation of vrEW 

'provisions in Economic Development District 1~ VIEW 
provisions will apply only to AFOC cases subject to time­
limited benefits as described in 4 below. Under VIEW: 

1) AFOC cash benefits will bo terminated for the entire 
case for refusal of the casehead to sign the Agreement 
of Personal Responsibility. This fiscal sanction shall 
continue until the casehead complies. 

2) Applying all disrQgards under ~urront la~1 
participants will maintain AFOC eligibility and earned 
income vill be disregarded during the 24-month time 
limit so long as earnin95 plus the AFDC benefits are 
equal 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 dollar for dollar from 
the AFDC grant. ' 

3) When determining eligibility, the value of one vehicle 
up to 57#500 fair market value vill be excludable from 
countable resources. 

4) 	 AFDe cash benefits will be time-limited to 2. 
cumulative months for cases headed by non-exempt 
caretakers. The following aaseheads viII be exempt in 
such cases: 

a} 	 any individual, inoludinq all minor caretakers, 
under sixteen years of age; 

b) 	 any individual at least 10, but no mOre than 19 
years of aqe, who is enrolled full-time in 
elementary or secondary school, including
vocational or technical Bchool programs. The 
vocational or technical school must be equivalent 
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 ease is closed and reopened or he becomes 

7 
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exempt for another reason. Whehever feasible, 
such recipients should participate in ~ummQr work; 

c) 	 any individual unable to participate because of a 
temporary medical condition that prevents entry
into employment or traininq, as deternined by a 
physician, must provide to the local department a 
written statewent from such physician eo specify
that Q/he is incapacitated, the nature and scope 
of the incapacity, and the duration of the 
incapacity. The worker must re-evaluate the 

" . 	 participant's "incapacity at the time prescribed by 
the medical" statement or every 60 days, whichever 
come first4 The recipient must provide 
verification that s/ho continues to be 
incapacitated. 

•
d) 	 any individual who is incapacitated~ as determined 

by receipt of social Security Disability Benefits, 
qr Supplemental Security Income. This exemption
sha1l not be 9r~nted to either parent in an AFOC­
UP case; eliqibility shall be evaluated for 
regular AFDC on the basis of the parGnt's 
incapacity; 

Q) 	 any individual sixty years ot aqe or older; 

f) 	 any individual who is the sole care giver of 
another member of the household who is 
incapacitated, and whose presence is essential for 
the care of the member on a substantially 
continuous basis. Incapacity is determined by 
receipt o~ Social security Disability Benefits or 
Supplemental Secur1ty Xncome~ The sole other 
condition under which an individual may be 
determined inoapacitated is by a written medical 
statement from a phYGician. 

9) 	 a parent or caretaker relative of a child under 18 
months of age who personally provides care for the 
child. A parent of a child not considered part of 
the AFDC assistance unit under virqinia Code 
section 6S.1-10S~7 may be granted a temporary 
exemption ot not more than six weeks after the 
birth of the child; 

h) 	 children raeeiving AFDe-Foster care; 

i) 	 families where the primary caretakers of a child 
or children are legal guardians, 9randparents~ 
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foster parents, or other persons standing in loco 
parentis and are not the adoptive or biological 
parents of the child; and 

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

In' an AFOC-UP case, both parents shall be'referred for 
participation unless one meets an exemption; on1y one 
parent can be exempt. If both parents meet an 
exemption criterion, they shall decide who will be 
referred tor participation. 

Cases which are exempt from the time limit because 
their casehead meets 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. 

During the time-limited 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 proqram, 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. 

9 
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b) 	 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 
seekinq employment. Job availability is 
defined as an unemployment rate of 10% or 
greater in the participant's locality, for 
the two most recent quarters prior to the end 
of the two-year time limitation. This data 
is available from the Virginia Emplo~ent 
Commission. If data are not available for 
one of the two most recent quarters, the 
local agency will us~ 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 
circumst~nces in this section shall be re­
evaluated every 90 days to determine if a basis 
for the hardship exception continues to exist. 
During the exception, the participant must 
continue in the program and work-related 
activities. 

c) 	 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 

10 
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eliqible tor unemployment COIDpensation if the 
individual had worked sufficient hours to 
qualify_ 

Extensions of hardship exceptions will he granted
for the circumstances in this section in very 
li~itad circumstances and only to those persons 
vho demonstrate an extreme hardship. If an 
extension is granted I the individual will 
participate immediately in work components, unless 
good cause exists. 

The local agenoy shall request an extension, if it 
determines that the individual may meat the 
criteria below, and refer the case to a panel
composed Qf the Commissioner of the Virqinia, 
Department of Social Serv~cesf the Co~issioner of 
the Virginia Employment Commission, and the 
Executive Director of the Governor's Employment
and Training Department. 

The criteria that will be considered in making a 
determination that an in4ivldual's benefits should 
be extended will include but need not be limited 
to: 1) the panel determines that the individual 
meets all the general oriteria for receivinq the 
hardship exception; 2) the individual has applied 
tor and been found ine~iqible tor unemployment· 
compensation because he has not 'worked sufficient 
hours to qualify; 3) the individual is unable to 
find 	a job or a combination of jobs that would, in 
combination with any other income or sources of 
assistance that the individual is receiving, equa1 
or exceed the aMount of the AFOC grant plus the 
standard vork deduction; and 4} the individual 
enters a job search and work component at the time 
of application and complies with all other program 
requirements pending and after application
approval. The panel will examine each case 
individually and may consider other extenuating 
circumstances in decidinq whether to grant or deny 
an exception. 

The panel will te-evaluate the individual's case 
as it determines necessary, but at least every 90 
days, in order to determine whether the conditions 
justifying the exception continue to exist. 

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

11 
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revoked upon notice as required under current law 
and the case will not be eliqible for further 
consideration for hardship exceptions. 

work 	Proqram provisions 

5) 	 Transitional nedical assistance will be provided for 
individuals who lose AFDC because of increased 
earninqs. 

6) 	 Transitional Child Care will be provided, if needed, 
for up to one year for cases where eligibility has been 

.. terminated if such assistance enables the participant 
to work. 

7) 	 Transitional transportation assistanoe vill be paid~ if 
needed, for up to one year to participants whose case 
has been terminated if sueh assistance enables the 
individual to ~ork. 

8) 	 Job search will be required for non-exempt AFPC 
recipients without reqard to time limits (i.e .• 
unrestricted by the eight week and four month 
limitations and the three-week. li~it prior to the 
conduct. of an assessment}. 

9) 	 VIEW participants bet~een the ages of 19 and 24 may be 
placed immediately into either work Qxperience
placements or education. 

10) 	 Failure to participate in required VIEW activities I 

without qood cause. will result in the imposition of 
fiscal sanctions as follows: 

a) 	 for the first offense, the entire AFDC cash 
benefit will be suspended for one month, or until 
compliance, whichever is longer; 

b) 	 for the second offense, the entire AFDC cash 
benefit will be suspended for three months, or 
until compliance, whichever is longer; 

c) 	 for the third and subs&qUQnt offenses, thc.cntire 
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 
Responsibility will be subject to the same sanctions as 
VIEW non-exempt participants. 

12 
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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 deroonstration. For cost 
neutrality purposes I the demonstration shall be deemed "to 
begin on the first day of the calendar quarter'(hereinafter 
'Iquarter") 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 quarter ending after the deemed be9inning 
date, unless the project is terminated earlier. 

1.4 	 Federal approval of waivers, subject 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 request for waivers. 

SECTION 2: IMPLEMENTATION 

2.0 	 Under these Waiver Terms" and Conditions, 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 assi~nment is to be 
carried out (i.e., the research sites), current AFDC 
recipients and new applicants will be randomly assigned to 
one of three groups: 1} an experimental group which will be 
subject to WR'95 provisions; 2) a non-experimental treatment 
group, which will also be subject to WH ' 9S provisions"; and. 
3) a control 9rouP SUbject to the regular program rules 
according to the state's approved AFDC ana 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 
IIresearch sample. tl 

2 
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2.1 	 Onder WR J 95, the state ~ill implement the following

provisions a.ending the regular AFDC, Food Stam~s, and 

Medicaid program rules and renaming this amended AFOC 

program as Transitional AFOC (hereafter referred to as 

TAFDC) • 


General P~v1sion9 and AFDC Proqram P~ov18ions 

1. 	 The Bliqibility Review 

In order to implement the provisions as set forth in this 
section, current AFDC recipients will be required to attend 
an eliqibility interview under demonstration rules within 90 
days of notification by the State. This process will be 
used to inform recipients of the requirements of the new 
program rules; .to obtain information necessary under the new 
program requirementsi to develop the Employment Development 
Plan (EDP) for the individuals described below; and to 
determine exemption from the time limit; the grant
redQction, and the work pro9ra~ requirements. This process 
may also coincide with the regular redetermination process. 
The penalty for failure, without good eause~ to comply with 
this requirement is set forth in Pro9ram Penalties/Sanctions
below. 

2. 	 Time-limits for TAFDC 

The State will establish a time limit on TAFOC cash 
assistance of 24 cumulative months within a continuous 60­
calendar-month period~ Unless eliqible for an extension as 
described below in -Extensions of the Time Limit, II after the 
time limit TAFDC cash benefits will be terminated for the 
assistance unit. Any recipients who lose TAFDC cash 
benefits solely AS a result of provisions under the 
demonstration shall continue to be eligible for other 
benefits to which they otherwise ~ould be entitled in the 
absence of the demonstration, such as Medicaid and Food 
Stamps. 

lZemptious fro. tbe ~im. Limit on Beuefits a~d the Gr4at 
ReductiOIl 

Those exempt from the time lia1t and the grant reduction 
(hereafter simply "exempt") include assistance units for 
whfch a determination has been made that: 

a) 	 the parent is disabled, as determined under State 
regulations 106 CKR 203.530 f subject to the limitations 
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described in tha cover letter transmittin9 this 
document; 

b) the parent is essantial to the care of a disabled child 
or disabled spouse, &$ determined under state 
regulations 106 CKR 203.100 and 203.530, SUbject to the 
limitations described in the cover letter transmitting 
this document; 

cj the applicant/recipient is in the third·trimester of 
pr"gnancy; 

d) the youngest child in the assistance unit is under the 
age of 'two; 

e) a child of tl:le applicant/recip.ient is livinq 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; 

f) 
•

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

9) the individual is an ineligible grantee I provided that 
ineliqible qrantees who have a legal obli9ation to 
support the dependent child(renj ~ill not be exempt
unless they cannot work or qualify for one of the 
exemptions identified above_ 

In two parent households, both parents must qualify for one 
of the abOve exemptions in order for the assistance unit to 
be exempt from the grant reduction and the 24-month time 
limit on benefits. 

In a two-parent household. only one parent may claim 
exemption b), d) or e). In addition, if one parent claims 
an Axemption under a), the other parent may not claim an 
exemption under b) (tor a disabled child), d), or e) unless 
there is medical documentation that the parent claiming a} 
is unable to care for the child~ 

CalculatioD of tbe 60-moDtb period 

The calculation of the cO-month period will begin on the 
date: 

a) 	 the applieant first becomes eligible for TAFDe cash 
assistance as an adult; or 
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b) 	 the recipient completes the TAFOC eligibility interview 
required under the demonstration and is doterminad 
eligible. 

The calculation of the 60-month period will continue during
periods in which the entire assistance unit is sanctioned, 
or the calculation of the 24-month time limit is suspended
for other reasons. 

Calculation or the 24-month time limit 

The calculation of tha 24-month period will begin on the 
date: 

a) 	 the non-exempt applicant first becomes eligible for 
TAFDC cash assistance as an adult; or 

b) 	 the non-exempt recipient completes the TAFDe 
elisibility intervie~ required under the demonstration 
and is-determined eligible, or 

C) 	 an assistance unit which was initially determined to be 
exempt subsequently is determined to be non-exempt, 
after be1ng notified by the State of the change in 
$tatus~ 

When 	 an applicant/recipient of TAFDC claims an exemption 
based on a disability, the assistance unit may be determined 
to be presumptively disabled, pending a disability 
determination by the State's Oisability Review Unit (ORU). 
The State will make every effort to complete such reviews 
within 30 days. Should the DRU subsequently determine that 
the recipient is not disabled, the calculation of the 24­
_onth time, Ii_it will begin retroactive to the date th~ 
presumptive eligibility beqan. 

The calculation of the 24-month time limit will be suspended 
during any month in which: 

a) 	 the assistance unit does no~ receivQ a cash benefit 
exeept that the calculation will not be suspended if 
the assistance ~nit would have receivea a cash qrant 
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 
. . 

c) 	 no cash assistance is received because the entire 
assistance unit is,sanctioned. 

5 



F .14/29
*** . " 

• 

Terms and conditions-Massachusetts Welfare Reform 95 Auqust 1995 

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 6 including those instances 
where a teen parent previously received assistance as a 
dependent child but the case she was on has been closed 6 ' or 
she is no lonqer eligihle for assistance as a dependent 
child on such oase~ 

Participation in the Full Employment Program or Supported 
Work 	Program constitutes receipt of 'a cash 9rant for 
purposes of the calculation. 

BKtoDsions of ~be Time Li&it 

Ninety days prior to the end of the 24-month period, the 
State ~ill notify the recipient of ,the expiration date of 
the time limit. 

Under various circumstances, the State will extend the 24­
month time limit on benefits for 9rantees t or former 
grantees I or recipients. Extensions will be granted in the 
follo'Winq situations!. 

(a) 	 the depenaent child no longer lives with his or her 
parent due to the death of the child's parent; 

(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 cannot care for the child. and 
such incapacity is documented by a physician; 

(c) 	 the dependent child can nQ longer live with his or her 
parent b.cause the custody/guardianship of the child 
has been legally transferred to another parenti
relative or custodianj 

Cd} 	 the dependent child can no longer live with his or her 
parent due to the incarceration of the parent(s}, 
Qxcept that the child shall not receive assistance if 
the parent is released" from custody and reunited with 
the child; 

(e) 	 the dependent child can no longer live with his or her 
parent because the parent is institutionalized ~~ for 
example, in a mental health facility or a hospital - ­
provided the institutionalization is expected to be tor 
an extended stay and provided that the child shall not 
receive aSSl-stanee if the parent is discharged and 
reunited ~ith the child; and 

6 
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(f) 	 tho grantee is unable to obtain employment due to her 
or his need to care for a disabled child or aault for a 
significant portion of each month. 

If none of the above criteria apply, a recipieAt or former 
recipient ~ay request an exten$ion of the 24-month limit by 
submittinq a written request to the Office of the 
commissioner I documenting the reason the extension is being 
requested. These ca$GS will be reviewed and a determination 
made on a case-by-c8se basis. Such extensions will only be 
qranted, however, in a limitea number of circumstances. 

ExteDsioDO will be 9rante4 if: 

(a) 	 the county in which the individual resides has had an 
unemployment rate of 10 percent or mor$ for two 
quarters immediately prior to·the currant month, or 

(b) 	 the individual has been actively eeeking employment and 
i$ unable to find a job or jobs consistent with State 
regulation 106 cKR 207.190(A) (2). 

After the initial 90 day extension, individuals vill be 
granted additional 90 day extensions it the unemployment 
rate has not dropped below 10 percent in the pr$vious 90 day 
extension period, or if the individual continues to actively 
seek employment and is unable to find a jOb. 

The Commissioner may grant extensions in other situations of 
extreme hardship. Special consideration will be given to 
the request when the individual: 

Cb) 	 demonstrates unique circumstances that temporarily 
prevent the individual from being competitive tor 
employmant opportunities, or 

(b) 	 has encountered unique personal life disruptions that 
make a required immediate entrance to the job market 
unreasonable. 

. 
During any extension periods, recipients must otherwise 
comply with program requirements. 

An extension will not be qranted when: 

(a) 	 the individual has received and rejected offers of 
employment/ has quit a job without 9'000 causel or has ' ­
been fired for cause; 
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(b) 	 the individual has not cooperated with the State in 
work-related activities; or 

(c) 	 the individual has been sanctioned or has otherwise 
failed to cooperate with TAFDC program rules_ 

3 ~ 	 The wort Pro9ram RequirameDt 

All non-exempt adults who have receive~ assistance for 60 
days, and whose child of record (as defined below in "The 
Family Capt!) is of ltIandatory fUll-time sehool age will be 
required to work a minimum of 20 hours per week. Ih two­
parent households, both parents will be subject to the Work 
Program requirement unless exempt. If the child of record 
is not of full-time school age, one parent in a non~exempt 
two-parent household wilL be requi~ed to work. 

NOh-exempt adults will be granted a 6o-day period for job 
search prior to imposition of the work program requirement 
within a 6o'-month period. HOYiever, such individuals will be 
granted a GO-day period only once in a 60-month period. If 
a reapplication is beyond the initial 60-month period. 
another 60-day period for job search will be allowed prior 
eo referral to the Community Service Program. 

Grantees can meet the Work Program Requirement by: 

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

bJ working full time in the Full Employment Program 
(described below) or working in an approved Supported Work 
Programi 

e) participating in the community Service Pro9ra~ (described 
below) for 20 hours per week; or 

d) 'combining ~ark and participation in the Community Service 
proqram for a total of 20 hours per week. 

Any recipient who would otherwise be subject to the Work 
program req~irements who was participating in an approved 
JoaS component on January 1. 1995, and is participating in 
tho component at the ti~e the demonstration is implernented~ 
will be allowed to complete the component under the 
guidelines established by the state and such participation 
will be deemed to meet the Work Program requirement. Any 
recipient who was on a waiting list for an approved JOSS 
component as of January 1, 1995, will be allowed to enter 
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and complete the wait-listed component and such 
participation will be deemed to meet the Work Program
requirement. However, while on the waiting list, the adult 
will be subject to the Work Program requirement and the 
time-limited benefits, if applicable. 

For the purposes of this section, a qrantee vho was 
participating in community service through the Depart=ent's 
TEMP-UP Proqra~ on January 1, 1995 1 will be determined to 
have "colapleted" the prOC]ram when he/she ceases to 
participate in community service, or reaches her 24-month 
limit on benefits, Yhichever occurs first~ A qrantee will 
DO required to comply vith the requirements of the Work' 
Program upon withdrawal or completion of her JOBS Program I 

and the 24-month time limit on benefits will remain in 
place, if applicable . . 
Individua1s who are meeting the Work Program requirements 
throuqh unsubsidized emplo~ent will be considered in the 
calculation of the JOBS participation rate as specified at 
45 CFR 250. ?S(b) (1) (iv). 

Employment Development PlaD 

An Employment Development Plan (BOP) will be completed for 
certain recipients as described below. The EOP will be 
developed by .the State with involvement of the recipient,
and will set fort~ the plan of activities, and necessary 
support services, which are considered necessary for, and 
can be expected ~o lead to, employment of the individual~ 
The State will take into consideration the resources 
available to it, inc:::ludinq the level of appropriated ,funds 
tor child carel when approving or denyinq activities for an 
individual. A recipient who believes that the content of an 
approved EOP is unreasonable may have that decision reviewed 
by a supervisory employee. Once completed, the EOP will be 
siqned by both the reCipient and the Department of 
Transiticnal Assistance worker. However, certain activities 
included in the SOP may be mandated, such as partiCipation 
in the community Service Program, and in such cases, the 
recipient m~t comply with his or her EOP, regardless of 
whether the EDP was siqned by tb.e re.cipi.Bnt~ The sanctions 
for failin9 to comply with an EOP are specified below in 
"Program Sanctions." 

An EDP will be completed for the followin9: 

a) 	 a 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 
available; 

b) a recipient who has volunteered to participate in JOBSi 
c) all teen parents who have not graduated !rorn 

,hi9h sChool; 

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

e) 	 dependent children age 16 to 18, who are not,in school, 
and therefore must participate in a 30B5 component; and 

f) 	 a recipient referred to community Service wh~: 

i) 	 has volunteered to participate in the Community 
Service Program, 

ii) 	 has ,been mandated to participate in community 
service because of a fa1lure to comply with 
another program requirement, or 

iii) 	is in need of supportive services in o'rder to 
participate. 

The penalty for failure to comply with SOP requirements is 
as set forth in Program Penalties/Sanctions, below; 

~be JOBS P%oqram 

Recently, the name of the State's 30BS Program was changed 
to the Employment services Program. Any recipient may 
volunteer to partiCipate in JOBS and have an EDP developed. 
However, a non-exe.pt recipient who is subject to the Work 

_Program requirement ~U&t meet the Work Program requirement
in order to be approved for participation in a JOBS 
component; JO&S participation may be mandated for a nOn­
exempt recipient subject to the time limit but other~ise 
exempt from the Work Proqram requirement t if there are 
unfilled slots in the JOBS program. An individual subject 
to the 24-month time 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 component~ 

The following components will be included under Joas: 

10 
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WAIVER TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

WISCONSIN WO~ NOT WELFARE DEMONSTRATION 

SECTION 1: GENERAL ISSUES 

1.0 	 The Department of Health and Human service" and the 
Department of Agriculture· (hereinafter referred to as the 
Departments) will grant waivers to the state of Wisconsin 
"(hereinafter 	referred to as the state) under section 1115 of 
the Social security Act, as amended, and section 17(b} of 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, to operate the Work 
Not Welfare Demonstration (hereinafter referred to as. the 
demonstration or WNW) as set forth in these Waiv~r Terms and 
Conditions. Each Department reserves the right, in its sole 
discretion, to vithdraw any and all waivers granted by the 
Department at such time(s) that either Department dete~ines 
that the state has materially failed to meet the . . 
requirements as set forth in these Waiver Terms and 
Conditions. The state also retains the right to terminate 
tne 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 on any
item(s) cited in this document as needing approval by 
the Departments'. The state also has the same right. 

l~2 	 If Fe4eral or State statutes or regulations that would 
have a major effect on the design and impacts of this 
demonstration are enacted# the Depart~ents and the 
State will reassess the overall demonstration and 
develop a mutually agreed-upon strategy tor dealing . 
with the demonstration in the context of such chanqes~ 
If such a mutually agreed-upon strategy cannot be 
developed, each Department reserves the right, in its 
sole discretion# to withdraw any or all waivers at such 
time(s) as that Department determines. 

1.3 	 The demonstration pro~isions wi~l be implemented no 
earlier than January l, 19~5 and no later than January 
1, 1997, in two counties in Wisconsin. The 
demonstration provisions shall be as speeified in 
Section 2. Waivers necessary for the demonstration are 
approved upon acceptance by the Oepartments and the 
State of these Waiver Terms and Conditions. They are 
effective beginning.with the implementation date as 
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