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T BRUXCE REED
FROM: BILL SIGNER
SURBJECT: WOTC

DATE: MAY 20, 1997
Broce,

I am glad that we got a moment to talk abowt WOTC this afternoon. On the question of
refundability of not-for-profits, 1 think that you muglt have a receptive customer in Senator
D’Amato. 1 think that you are correct that Archer will not accept this concept, and the place o
pursue it is on the Senate side.

[ am enclosing for you two independent revenue estimates, one of which | prepared and
one of which was prepared by Carl Cohen of CIC, Inc. in Indianapolis (CIC has 18% of the
WOTC marketplace). As you can see, our numbers are virtually the same and total nearly $100
million less than Treasury and Joint Tax s revenue cstimates,

I am enclosing copies of the Rangel-Houghton WOTC cxtension bill and four WOTC
White Papers which we put together on proposed renewal of WOTC, job displacement or
“churning”, why employers do not hire welfare recipients, and changes from TITC o WOTC.
If our revenue estimates are correct, the cost of Rangel-Houghton can e incorporated into the
revenue estimates provided by Treasury and Joint Tax.

The only other change that would lead io dramatic results is reducing the period of time
on welfare needed o qualify for WOTC from nine continuous months to any six of the last 18
months, That would allow many more welfare recipients to qualify for WOTC,

f am also enclosing the Lowey refundable tax credit proposal. To keep frack with
Rangel-Houghton. this should be tiered at 20% for 120-399 hours and 30% for 400 or more
hours,



REVENUE ESTIMATE FOR WOTC

DOL indicates that during the first six months of WOTC there were 159,000 requests for
certification (RFC) filed. :

In the first 3 months (Oct. - Dec.), 5,600 RFCs were processed; of which 4,000 were granted and
1,600 were demicd. This represents a denial rate of 28.6%.

Assuming a 25% denial rate and that the 159,000 morc accurately represents the participation for
a 3 month period, on an annualized basis the participation rate is 477,000 (159,000 for one
quarter x 4 quarters = 636,000 RFCs x a 75% centification rate = 477,000 certifications on an
annualized basis.)

Based upon historical experience, 50 to 60% will not meet the 400 hour minimum work
requircment. This means that approximately 238,500 individuals will be certified and meet the
minimum work requirement.

Assuming a net credit of $1,100 (maximum net credit is $1,3635), the cost of WOTC should be
less than § 263,000,000 per year.

Based upon the above assumptions, we believe the estimated cost of WOTC for a one year
program would be:

Estimated Requested for Certification filed per year 636,000
Less those denied (25%) -159,000
Net WOTC eligibles hires per year 477,000

Assuming a conservative 50% of certificd employees do not meet 400 hour
requirement per year 2238,300

TOTAL NUMBER OF CERTIFIEED EMPLOYEES WHO MLEET THE
400 HOUR REQUIREMENT PER YEAR 238,500

Estimated average net valve of the a WOTC for employces who work
more than 400 hours, $ 1100

Estimated cost for a one year WOTC extension $262,350,000




CIC Projections For WOTC in FY 1997, FY 1998

interviews
9/56 - 4/97 460,936
5/97 « 9197 583,333
Total 1,043,269

Referrals to Job Service a1 10.1% 108,370

Rejection rate 33%
Cents issued 66% 69,544
Reached 400 hrg, 45% 31,294

i CIC is 18% of 1otal nation then
projected certifications for
FY 1997 nationwide 173,853 -

% on AFDC = 67.2%
% on foodstamps = 20,2%

1997 AFDC cenifications
over 400 hrs, 116,83¢
1997 foodstamp certifications 35,118

About 40% of those certified in FY 1997 will work more than 120 hours but less than 400 hours.

Therefore, 154,537 certifications will be received but will not be valid including 103,745 welfare
certifications. ‘

IFFY 1998 interviews are at the same
rate as projected last five

months of FY 1997 1,399,999
Referrals at 10.1% 141,399
rejection rate = 33.3%
certs issued = 66.6% 94,171
reached 400 hrs. 42,376
I CIC is 18% of total nation
for FY 1998 toual cenifications
issued FY 1998 235,422
FY 1998 AFDC certifications 158,203

FY 1998 Foodstamp certifications 47 558
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lEt“ a 151 Farmington Avenue
Hartford, CT 08155-3125

Vanda B. MoMurlry

Senior Vica President
Fodarat Government Relations
TEL (880} 27340724
huly 15, 1997 FAX: {BB0} 273-4473
Bruce N. Reed
Assistant 1o the President for Domestic Policy
The White House

1600 Pennsylvania Avenug, N'W,
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Bruce,

I wanted to et vou know that Ron Compton, Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of Aetna Inc.,
has joined the board of directors of the Welfare-To-Work Partnership. Sponsored by the Clinton
Administration, this independent, non-partisan, national effort of the business community to help
move those on public assistance into jobs in the private sector will meet a critical need in the
aftermath of welfare reform.

As a full member of the Welfare-To-Work Partnership, Aetna is committed to developing a
program to recruit welfare recipients for permanent positions within the company, The initial plan
is for Aetna to select two sites, one in Connecticut, to pilot the program, Later, the program will
be improved and extended to other locations as appropriate.

You may be interested to know that Gerald Greenwald, the chairman of the board of directors of
the Welfare-To-Work Partnership, is also a member of the board of directors of Aetna, Messrs.
Greenwald and Compton have worked together on many projects over the vears and they intend to
play leading roles in this effort.

Piease feel free to call me if you have any questions or comments on Aeina’s participation in the
Welfare-To-Work Partnership.

Sincerely, \ o
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i Longress of the Tnited States -V iomewonminouse

CERCE BUILINNG

APPROPRIATIONS 1 ’ L
_ Houge of Repregentatives A s dos 183808
BUBCOMMITTEE &% tE§TRICT OF o . _ - '
COLUMBIA lashington, BPE 205154608 DISTRICT OFFICE:
RANKING MINCRTY MEMBER - K156 FRANCONIA FD,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERIOR Tuly 18, 1997 ' ALEXANGRIA, VA 22330

PR 5114700

Mr. Erskine Bowles

White House Chiel of Staff’
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Brskine;

To follow-up on our conversation of earher this afternoon, T am attaching additional
information regarding the job training program that has been developed by Mitretek Systems,
inc., of McLean, Virginia. As I said, Mitretek proposes a gmbli::fprivate partnership under which
welfare: fare cecipients would be trained in COBOL programming in order 1o meet the signiticant

manpower requ:remﬁms of the year 2000 problem. ™"

This is an outstanding proposal that is wholly cansistent with the administration’s goals in
several respects. The proposal would be focused on the Anacostia area of Washington, and
would include measures to pre-screen potential participants to ensure that they have the aptitude
for this particular work. Mitretek, whose President and CEO is Lydia Thomas — 2 dynasic
African &mcricarz woman, is will liing to irzveét—il— 063,000 in this project, whicﬁ carries a total cost

welfare rec:pmzﬁ:s na burgmrzmg mdustry and addressing one of our nation's most challenging
zechnetogzcai goals,

. In the absence of this or similarly pro-active measures by our government, | am concerned
that much of the work associated with the year 2000 problem will be performed offshore,

I will be pursuing funding for this project through the appropriations process. 1 would
welcome the administration’s support of these efforts and would be pleased to sel-up & meeting (0
discuss this propos:
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851 elxgzbmli&y will be maxnaaaw&& for all legal nanzmtizens
wihin were in the 7.8, and recaz“ing B8T benefitcs aasoﬁ Algusk

22,

1996 . ﬁ

Legal noncitizens who were in he U.8. on Anguga 22 1886,
will be eligible to quallfYIfO $8Y digabiliry ban&ﬁits for

a limited period of time in

'th ﬁumure.

gsI eligibility of xefugees) agylees, and Cuban ana Haivian

\Bﬁaget target: $8.7 bzllxan’ Q g

"Welfare to work" state grants o i

.

Use of grant funds: . ’

" entrants will be extended fram & to 7 year.

ELFARR TO WORX" PROGRAM

o 4
3

$2 billion of funds will be available for states to
assist lofig-term welfare ¥ecipients or those who are ac
.risk of long-term depend ay

i. 75 peregnt of the "fudds will be provad&déﬁhraugh
formula grantz to thg states. The formula will be
based on the stat& g jpepulation under the national
poverty level, u“emg,aymgnt rates, and welfare
caseload; a smalllstiza mivdimum will apply.

ii. 285 percent of the (fufds will be awarded by the
Secyrevary of HHS has'd on compebition.

The grants will be adminm tereﬂ through st&te TANF
programs.

$108 million of ﬁzn&s wzl be reserved in 2&31 to be
distributed among the stafes based on their performance
in increasing the ecarnings Sf long-term welfare
recipients or who are at tisk of long-term welfare
dependency . i : ; i

pr

i

Funds will be used to assxax long-term welfare recipienta =}
‘those who are at risk of laﬁg» &rm dependancy 1mve:into the
workforcs &aaladzng Iox:

LA

b’

job creation through p&&lia or privats s&ctorf
employment wage subsiﬁxasé : g
on~the-~jobh training; | ; o -
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18:13 oy ‘ " ’ goos
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. eontracts with job pl&éemen: campani&a or publlc 4ob
. placement programs; j i ,
d. ick wvouchers; and, N
e, job retention Ov suygaxa ?e?Vices if sueh servicas ang

not orhervwiss avazlablét

Preliminary CBO score: §3 bill%an

7

8.

‘13,

1z2.

The Secratary will be aunhaﬁizéd to approve up Lo 10 state
projects which integrate the e igibiliry and enrcllment
determination funcrtions for' feg eral and state healrnh and
human services benefit gragrams.

The integzrated earcllment sarvxce ays&am ag $ubm1tted by tha
state of Texag to the uegaxtmaht of Health and Human
Services and the Departwent'ofAgriculture will be daemed
approved and eligible fowr ﬁadaral financial participation,

i ~
Each project will be raguired ;c-pxcvmda an evaluation as to
the effectiveness in imgxav%ﬁgiclient garvice.

:mmm CORRECTIONS ACT OF 1937

H.R. 1048, the "Walfare R@ﬁ&rmz?echnimal Corrections Act of
1997" with the followirng modifxcaticns:

Ca. Delete all provisions xalatlng to Title 1T of the
Soeial Security Ast.
. Add a correction t¢ bthe sanctxon for failure to meet

minimum participation xates.

Preliminary CBO score: §0 . - . . : ‘

®

Increase the Federal Unamployment Account celling from 0.25
parc@nt te 0.50 parcent of coverad wages .

Clarify that states have ia‘l gcretion in setting their
own Unsmployment Insurance iGZ base periods for determining
eligibility for unemployment znsu:anc& benefits,

Inmates of penal institutions wha participate in prison work
programs will not be eligible Fov coverage under ths Yederal
Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA) programs for such prison work.

Preliwminary CBO gcore: -~$1 bmlglan

.
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~ They’ re
~ chomping at the

AMERICA HAS A WAGE FLOOR.
It’s the federal minimum wage, and
it’s one of our oldest and most
fundamental protections for
working families, It's there
because Americans believe that

all people who work are entitled

to a reasonable wage, 1t's there to

' prevent employers from driving wages down by pitting one
- group of workers against another. And i's there 1o give millions
of working poor a chance to support theilr families and contribu
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AREFICAHE FOR DEMOCRATIC ACTION

N Mmummwwmmammmms
SMEFICAN FRENDS SERVCE COMMITTEE | .

VAR 1Y HCHTS EDUCATION & DEFENGE FUND
109 NATIONAL HEALTH 4 1RGN SERVICE EMPLOYEES UNION
FOOD

MRCEAMT LEGAL ACTION PRGN
HAACP
NETORAL CENTER FOR THE EARLY CHLIMOOO WOHK FORCE

] SERWLE PEERNATICNAL LIMION
SRR PUBLIC FERICATION B FESEARCH FOUNDATION
NN OF AMERSCAM HEBFEW DONGREGATIONS
Mmmmmmmm

URETE, LINIDRE OF MEEDAETRADES, INDRISTRRAL & TEXTLE ERP ONESS
UNITED ALSHS WENSERS

LINETED CHURGH OF CHIIST, OFFICE FOR CHURICH 14 SOCETY
LNETED FOOD & COMMERCISE, WORKERS

LRETED NEBHEW m&.aesmm wmmmm

« Mmmmmmmw "'w.:

to their commmzities.

~But-sdme’ memhm of Congress aré trying 1d:weakedi'this: basic'>
pmtectmnw—-agam They’re proposing to chomp away & our wagf:
floor by creatin g different classes of workers—some who are
entitled to the minimum wage and some who aren’t. They want
o exempt pwpie required to work in state “workfare” programs
from the mirumum wage and other basic employment rights—
civil rights, organizing rights, job safety, family and medical
leave and protections against sexual harassment.

If they succeed, they will create a perverse incentive 1o fire
workers who earn low wages and replace thern with others

. who are paid even less.

They’Il destroy any possibility that welfare reform can reduce
dependency on welfare by leading peopk. into real jobs with
real wages.

They’ll undermine the minimum wage we raised just last year——
an increase Americans overwhelmingly supported—so that
working poor families could rise from poverty through the
dignity of work,

Can America afford to pay workfare participants the minimuom
wage? We can’t afford not to. America can't stand more erosion
of workers' living standards-—especially for those in the lowest-
wage jobs who are already hurting the most,

-

Call ‘your representatives in Cohgresa and tell them that
American voters support the minimum wage—for all workers.

mmmmm,mmnmm&mmmw PROJTECT, 8% JOIRY STREET, TTH FLOOR, NEW YORK, NY zmmm-mmmmﬁ
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Rocord Type,  Reoord

To: Aruge M. Reed/QPLRI/EOP, Blens Kagan/OPIHEQP, Diana PortunafOPLD/ECP

oo Sea the distributicn list at the botiorn of this messege
Subject: Archer Substitute Mark

My guick read of Archer’s substifute is that it'g generally good news for us:

Major Probloms

Legal Immigrants. Tha mark stll grandfathers in slderly non-disablsd rather thar covering those
who hecoma disabled in the Tuture. The batlle comtinues,

Pogeible Prablems

Waifars to Wark Tax Credit is smaller than we groposed, allowing only & araedis of 38% of up 1o
10,004 i weges during the first vear {purs was 50%}), which rises (o 80% of $10,0040, like ours,
in the sscond yvaar of employmaent. The credit sunsets in the vear 2000,

Local TANF agency involvement in Welfare 19 Work. Ailows the PICs "gole authority” 1o expend
funds they receive "pursuant to an agreement with the agency that is administering the State
program” - i.e., the local TANF agancy.

Vozational Edusation. As you know, 1the subcommittes narrowed the peroeniags of people who
could count 83 working while in vocationsl educetion or bigh school - but not a8 much as
expacted. They reported out a bill saying up 1o 30% of those required to work could be doing
vocational education or compieting high sohoo! {f under age 201

Our BAP argusd far no change, seying that "The Administration is concernerd with sevaral
provigions spproved by the Subcommittes that were not in the budget agreament. For example, the
agreemant did not addrass making chenges in the TANF wark requirarnens regarding vocstional
aducation or educational services for teen parents.”

Archer's mark, compared to the subcommittee bill, allows more peopte attending schoant to count es
waorking by keeping the percentage at 30% of those required to waork but not gounting teen parents
in high school within that cap until 1999, '

Things We Like

Waliare 1o, Work: Same as subsammitise except it attempts to further target thie bard-1o serve by
requiring BY least 80 percent of bensligiaries Tor competitive grant programs 16 {11 have 2 of 3 of
the Tollowing characteristios - a} not comptetad high school and has low gkills; bl nseds substancs
abuse treatment ior employment; ¢ has poor work history ~ AND (2} sithar 8! besa on weltars 36
months or more or biis withinn 12 months of baing ineligibta. The sarlier draft had been {1} OF {2},

tegal immigrants. Several onerous provisions bave been changed, ingiuding: 1} The provision
requiring sponsors 1o have incomes of at least $40,000 has been dropped; 2} 851 and Medicaid



benefits for asylees and aliens whose departation nias bsen withheld gre axtargied from & vears 10 7
tgarlier version extended only refugees); 31 A clarification is added on Cuban/Haltan entrants and
certain Amerastan noncitizens which would provide these groups with benstits - something that
way | holieve we propused 88 g technical ealler this yvear; 41 The bill makes ¢lear that immigrarts
whoss 88 is restored will aise get Maedicaid,

Things {c Note

Waltare 10 Work Funds and Child Care. Language has bean added 1o clarily that welfzare 1o work
funds for "support serviees” cannot be used for child care. | don't know o we think thai's
problam or not, but HHS is arguing that tempaorary child care {La. for somsane i job searchl should
be alowad,

ELSA. The mark adds laruage eaying oll federal and state health and safely laws shalt appiy 1o
the warking conditions of racipients and that workers' compensation must be provided to such
workars on the same basis ag i would be for other workers, Also, it clarifies that under their
proposal 131 first, a walfarg reciplent would have {9 work a8 many hours as TANE <+ food stamp
grant woeuld allow when the minimurn wage was applied; and 2} then the siste can choose or
combine ilcounting Medicaid, housing, child care and/or it completing the work hours through job
search o various educational activities,

tMessave Copled To:

Kennath 5. Apfal/OMB/EQP

Barry White/QMB/EQP

Emil B. Parkar/OPDIEGP

Jennifer L. Klein/QRS/EDP

Nicolg R, Rabner/ WHQ/EQOP
LEVINE P (@ AT @ CD @ LNGTWY
Emity Bromberg/WHO/EQP

Tynithis A, Risg/OPL/EOP
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Edited

Saturday 6/14 to reflect the Roth Relcase. To be edited furthor on Monday, BW.

Query for these familiar with the mores of this commnuiffee: Is it accepiable or offensive to

frytoa

dd credibility fo our preferences by cliing {o provisions passed by the House

commitfops?

[Up-Front paragraph on positive aspects of welfare to work]

Welfare to Work -- We are pleased that the Chairman’s mark includes a number of

provisions that address the Administration's priorities, including: providing formula grant funds to

States based on poverty, unemployment, and adult welfare recipients; a sub-state allocation of the

formula grant that appears similar to the formulz passed by two House Commitiees, to ensure .
targeting on areas of greatest need; gives prantees appropriate fexibility to use the funds fora
broad array of activities that give promise of resulting in permanent placement in unsubsidized
Jobs; awards some funds on a competitive basis; and creates a performance fund to reward States
that are successful in placing long-term welfare recipients,  We look forward o working with the

Commi

fiee to refine these concepts. However, a number of other provisions, discussed below,

TRISE SErGUS CONCRmS,

[Lafer

section on Concerns with WTW]

g

Welfare-to-Wark - The following serious concerns are raised by the Chairman’s Mark:

Local Program Administration. The challenge of welfare reform -- moving welfare
recipients into permanent, unsubsidized employment -- will be grestest in our Nafion’s
large urbare centers, especially those with {he highest number of adults in poverty. Cihes
and other local areas have been entrusted by Congress with the responsibility. for
sdministration of other Federal job taming funds, The Administration strongly believes
that a substantial ammount of all wellare-to-work funds should be managed by cities and
other local areas which have the experience to address most effectively the challenge of
moving long term welfare recipients into permanent, unsubsidized employment that
reduces or eliminatas dependency.

The Mark, however, provides for local administration of formula grant fimds only through
the TANF agency. The Mark’s competiive grant structure does not ensure that an
appropriate portion of funds outside rural areas will be administered by cities with most
adults in poverty. In addition, the corapetitive grant portion is only 25% of the total funds
available, still further limiting the resources for cittes with the greatest need.

Close coordination of Wellare to Work activity with the State-TANE agency and State
TANEF strategy-is-cloatly gssential-However, Welfare to Work would have a for grealéf
fikelihood of success for welfare recipients if it were primarnily administered by cities and
Iocal meinismﬁonwges*the'Cemmittwti)‘imazp&r&te”;;rmisicns*fbr
managéinent of Welfare to Work funds by cities and other local areas, as has been urged
by Senate Labor and Human Resources Commiittee Chairman Jeffords, and mcorporated

7

4



Sty

info Welfare to Work programis passad-bydwe Hause commﬁtées, The Adminstration
also urges that the fﬁula and campetitiv;ﬁré;aoh receive 50% of the total available,

as is provided in the Ways and Means-Commiifiee approach.

Federal Administering Agency. The Chairman’s Mark would put the program under the
Secretary of Health and Human Services. While consistency with Federal TANF
strategies Is essential, to be successful, the Welfare to Work program activities must be
closely aligned with the workforee development systermn overseen by the Secrefary of
Labor. Thus, the Adminisiration believes that the Seeretary of Labor should administer
this program. This 15 also the approach taken in the bills passed by the House Ways and
Means and Education and Workforce Commitiees,

Worker Ezgfecﬁon The Mark does not aédress worker pzetections We believe the

—— e prm

’aédzessmg sueh i 1$80e8 as oivil rights, zlrzsafe werkpiacﬂg arid hours. We therefore

Sitongly urge the Committse (6 adopt; at a minimum, thess | pwvzszorzs as foundin HR.
13885, the House-passed job training reform bill,

Evaluatioss. We appreciate the inclusion of a substantial set-aside for evalugtion by the
Secretary of Health and Human Services; her leadership is gppropriate in order to ensure
the assessment of the impact of Welfare to Worlk in the context of overali TANF policy.
However, we believe it is equally important to have the Secretaries of Labor and Housing
and Urban Development consulted on the evaluation”s design and implementation, so that
i may also take info proper account the relationship of Welfare to Work to other
workforce development strategies and to wrban policy.

Performance bonus. The Admimstration applsuds the inclusion in the Mark of a
performance bonus find focused on increased eamings. However, i is essential that such
bonuses be paid only in recognition of impacts over and above what is achieved by States
with their TANF and other funds. Welfare to Work resources should clearly lzad 1o net
additional positive ouicomes for welfare reoipients. In addition, the highest goal for
Welfare to Work, and therefore for bonuses, should be the placement of the hardest to
employ in permanent, unsubsidized jobs whese earnings are sufficient to reduce
substantially, or eliminate, welfare depandency.

Distribution of funds by vear. 1t doss not appear that the Mark’s allocation of $3 biflion in
budget authonty across FY 1998-2000 will, when combined with ths program structure,
result in an outlay pattern consistent with an estimate of zerc outlays in FY 2002, as
provided in the Bipartisan Budget Agreement. The Department of Labor is available to
work with the Committee to craft o BA distribution that does satisfy this outlay goal.

Privatization of Welfare Programs. The Chairman's mark would allow the eligibility and

enrollment determination functions of federal and state health and human services benefits.
programs ~ including Medicaid, WIC, and Food Stamps - in tent states {0 be privatized. While
certain prograr functions, such as computer systems, ¢an currently be contracted out to privaie



entilies, the certification of eligibility for benefits and related operations (such as oblaining and
verifying information about income and other eligibility factors) should rernain public functions,
The Administration believes that changes to current law would not be in the best interest of

program beneficianics and strongly opposes this provision.

CASTDNTEMPAROTH_WTWWPD



June 16, 1997

The Honorable William Roth, Jn.
Chairman

Comeitiee on Finance

United States Senate
Washington, DC 20510

Dear My, Chairrnan,

As you know, the Administration and the bipartisan congressional leadership recently
reached sgreerment on a historic plan to balance the budget by 2002 while mvesting in the Ruture.
The plan s good for America, its people, and its future, and we are commiiled to working with

Congress o see it enacted.

With regard to welfare, te budget agreement called for restoring Supplemental Securnity
‘Income (8813 and Medicaid benefits for immigranis who are disabled of become disabled and who
entered the couniry before August 23, 1996 and making others inportant changes. The Senate
Finance Committee mark for inclusion in the FY 1998 budget reconciliation bill is, however,
inconsistent with the budget agreement in this key area. Consequently, if the Conunittee were (o
proceed with i%ﬁ&on in this form, we would be compelled to inveke the provisions of the
agreement tha ‘the Administration and the bipartisan leadership to underiake remedial
efforts to eﬁsu&»ﬁr{zecomz}zamn legislation 1s consistent with the agreement,

We appreciate the fact that the Cigmmitiee'm&aé% several provisions that were part of
the budget agreement that the Administration supports, such os in the areas of refugee and asylee
eligibility, welfare to work, and EITC compliance.

Refitgee and Asylee Efigibility -- The budget agreement would extend the exemption
period from five to seven years for refugees, asviees, and those who are not deported because
they would likely face persccution back home, The Admimstration supports the Commitiee’s
mark which implements this policy and also extends the exemption to Coban and Haitian entrants.

Welfare to Work - We ate pleased that the Commif{ee is considering provisions that mest
a number of the Administration’s piheqities for the progea such as providing funds for jobs where
they are ngeded to help long-tenn recipi®nis, giving grantees appropriste flexibility to use the
funds to ereate successful job placement and 1eb creation programs, awarding some funds ot a

competitive basis, and creating a perfofmance furldyo reward States that are snceessful in




working with long-termn welfare recipients. Weldéok forward to working with the Committee on
this proposal, and {o addressing ceriain itep§ raisad later in this letier. ‘

Earned Income Tax Credit ~ The Chairman’s mark includes three proposals made by
Treasury to improve EITC comphance. The mark would deny EITC for ten vears for those who
fraudulently claim the EITC; wonld toughen recertification requirements for those denied the
BITC as g result of deficiency procedures; and would impose due diligence requirements for paid
preparers. Treasury has proposed three other legislative compliance measures which we hope the

Committee will also consider,

With regard to benefits for inmigrants, howsver, we have serious concems that the mark
does not reflect the budget agrzement, The Administration has separately transmitted draft
legislative language on June 4th that reflects the budget agreement’s provisions on benefits to

rnigrants.

Continuted 85T and Medicaid Benefits for Legeal Inmigranis — The Administration
strongly opposes the provision that denies coverage 1o many legal immigrants who were in the
United States when the welfare law was signed but who become severely disabled after that date.
The budget agreement expiicitly states, “Restore SSI and Medicaid eligibility for all disabled legal
immigrants who are or become disabled and who enter the U.S, prior to August 23, 1996, The
Committes mark fails to reflect that agreement by grandfathering those now recenving SSI and
only providing benefits for new applicants for only a very limiled tune. A policy that only
grandfathers immigrants who were on the SSI rolls on August 22, 1996, protects 75,000 fewer
pumigrants than the budget agreement in the year 2002,

By contrasi, the agreement targets the most vulnerable individuals by providing a safety
net for all immugrants in the country when the welfare law was signed who have suffered -- or
may suffer in the future -- a dissbling accident or dliness. In uddition, the Administration believes

the budget agreement assumed that all legal immigrants ciorently receiving SSI benefits would
“continue recerving benefits during the disability review, as has always been the practice.

Finally regarding immigrants, the Adminigtration urges the adoption of a provision to
protect the benefits of those who have been on the S8 rolls prior 10 1979, Generally these are -
elderly citizens over the age of 90 who do not possess the required birth-certificates or other

docurnents necessary to establish elibility,

In addition 1o the provisions in the Subcommittee’s action related to immigration, the
Administration has the following serious concems:

Welfure-to-Work -- TO BE ADDED



Unemployment Insurance Integrify -- The Comunittee mark does not include the
provision of the budget agreement that achieves $763 million in mandatory savings over five years
through an increase in discretionary spending of $89 million in 1998 and $467 million over five
vears. These savings are & key component of the budget agreement. The discretionary spending -
that the agreement assumes, and which would be subject to appropnation, would support the
necessary additional eligibility reviews, fax gudits, and other integrity activities that, the evidence
demonstrates, will vield the savinpgs. We urge the Commitice to adopt this provasion 1o achieve
the specified savings. The Adrmnistraton has separately transratted draft legislative language on
June 6th that reflects the budget agreement’s provisions on this provision,

State S8T Administrative Fees - It does not appear that the Commitiee intends to
inclode 2 provision, comparable to that included in the House Ways and Means Committee mark
and consistent with the budget agreement, 1o increase the administrative fees that the Federal
Govermnment charges States for administering their State supplemental SSI pavinents and to make
the increase available, subject to appropriations, for Social Security Administration (88A)
adminsirative expenses. The Admirustration encourages the Commitiee to do so. '

The budget agreement reflects compromise on many important and controversial issues,
and challenges the leaders on both sides of the aisle to achieve consensus under difficult
circurnstances, We must do so on a bipartisan basis.

1 look forward to working with you to iraplement the hustoric budget agreement.

Sincerely,

Franklin D). Raimnes
Diractor

Identical letter to the Honorable

Language that may or may nof be used:

THIS MAY NOT BE RELEVANT w RDONT ENOW WITHOUT SEEING LEGISLATIVE
LANGUAGE, WE WILL HERE FROM HD. As noted above, the sgreement provided for
both 881 and Medicaid eligihihty for disabled legal immigranis. The Commitiee’s action,
however, also fails to guarantee Medicald coverage for all disabled legal immigrants who continue



{o receive $81. For States in which 881 eligibility does not guarantee Medicaid coverage and for
States that choose not to provide Medicaid coverage to legal immigranis who were in the U8,
prior to August 23, 1996, legal immmgrants who receive SS1 would not be guaranteed continued
Medicaid coverage. To conform to the policy in the budget egreement, the Committee should
explicitly guarantee Medicaid coverage to disabled legal iirsmigrants.
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Record Type: Racord

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPDI/EQP
ce: Eiena Kagan/OPD/EQPR, Diana Fortuna/OPD/EDP, Emil €. Parker/QP/EQP
bee:

Subject: Ra: MOE .fj .

You askaed whather HHS running numbers on how much states are required o spend st 80% and
78% MOE, and whather the new program is worth their whila, HHS8 had initially done these ust for
CA, but now at my request have done them for ali states, In a nutshell they shaw!

inonly 11 states woudd the welfars 1o work formuda grant be larger than the coagt of the state
increasing its MOE from 78% (o BO%. This assumes only haif the $3 billion is distibuted by
formula, The staies that are helped ars the poor, low benefit swates: Alabamas, Arkansas, idaho,
Kentucky, Louisians, New Mexice, South Carclina, South Dakotas, Tennesses, Texas, and West
Vieginia, i 100% of funds were distzibuted by formaula, then in all bot 16 siates, the welize 1o
work grant would be higher than the cost ¢f the state ralsing its MOE from 78% to 80%.

i ane agsumes that ali s1ates are &1 25% MOE when theze furkis become avaiiabie, then it is clear
that some slates may forfeit their formuta funds rathar than ingrease their MOE. That is not
necassarily a had outcome, however, because funds not obligated return 1o the fund to be
distributed the next year, In other words, it wealthier states forfeit their funds, they'It ba more
funding available for poorer states the next year -- thus a higher MOE helps target funds 1o poor
states.,

Bist beoauss HHE expects few states 1o mee? the high participation rates required of two parent
famities {758% riging 10 3G% in 1898}, neariv all statas are expected 10 be required 1o spend 80% of
historic state spending o obtain the {ull TANF block grant, Thersfore, for a state aiready at BO%,
the waliare 1o wirk formuls money g definately “worth it

Thers iz anothar, possibly more difficult issue regarding the maich, Why would a state put up &
33% mateh for funds that will How directly 1o the looals? | think the sials could require the locals
10 put up the match; bul these are paor, looal wrigdictiong, There's some dangsr that some funds
couid go unspert Beoauss neither the siate nor the looals are willing to puw up the meaich.
Howaevar, local buy-in is clearly important to cresting good programs, so somae kind of match is
important.,  Perbaps some language could pe added at a later date 1o give the Secretary the
autharity to waive the mateh in certain circumstancas, Was'll have 1o give that some thought.

Regarding your sscondgd question, Pve asked for but not yet received the data.

Bruce N. Read

e

R

R ,;?’ Bruce K. Rsed
T QRI08/97 12:28:50 PM
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Record Type:  RAecord

To: Qea the distribution 151 at the bottorn of this message

f4= N
Subieet: Benate Finance Committse Rk

Wa're faxing vau gnd our working group ths two pager trom Senate Finangy)

Wellare 10 work: 78% of funds ?ermaﬁa grant 1o states, administered by TANF agency. No mention
of substate formula, implying the governors have discretion. 25% of funds awsarded by HHS baged
on competition, $100 million fs:»F parforrmance bowwss.  Use of furnds like Ways and Means fich
creation, on-the-job training, con}racts with job placement companies or grograms; iob voushers;
jobl retantion or SURBPGrT Services),

Texas Privatization: Deems Texas proposal approved as submiitted, and authorizes Secretary to
approve up w10 stale projects integrazing eligibility and enrollment determinations.

Lezal Immigrants: The propmzz starts with the House Ways and Means grandfathering
proposal, and adds in tempemry henefis for the disabled-after-entry group we are defending,
The Ways and Means cests only $0.0 billion while the budget agreement sel aside $9.7 bittion,
The Serate akes that unclaimed $700 million and proposes 1o allow legal immigrants in the
country as of 8/96 to qualify fb;r benefits for “a limited period of time.™ OMB guesses thut the
$700 million will pay for benefits for about 1 %4 vears.

Techaical Corrections Act/HRI148: The proposal incorporates the House fechaicals bil,
minus anything refaied o SSDI/Social Security. This was done so that the bill won't vivhate
the proceduoral firewall against inehiding Social Security in a reconciliation bill and raise «
point of order. We're not sure yel what “b” refers to ("add ¢ correction 1o the sanction for
failure to meet minimun participation raws ™),

Message Sant Tos

Bruce N. Reed/DPDIEQP
Elena Kagan/GPOEQP
Emily Bmmber@i’x&fﬁﬁzfﬁ(ﬁ?
Hanneth S, Apfel/OMBIEGP
Barry White/OMEB/EQR
Keith J. Foatenot/OMBIEDP
il £, Parker/OPDIEGP
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FAX TO:  John Hilley - 456-6220
Japet Murguia - 455 2604
Chris Jennings - 456-5557
Nancy Ann Min DeParie - 395-7289
Bruce Reed - 488~ 2878

FROM: Rich Tarplin

Attached is the summary of amendments from Wave and Meang
and Commerce Markups from yesterday.
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Full Ways and Means Mark-up -~ §/16/9%7

Welfare to Work apd Related Welfare Amendments

Haywerth offered an amendment to allow noncustodial parents to
participate in welfare to work activities. Adopted by unanimous
‘consenﬁ. - :

Tannar off&red an amendmént to revige the welfare to work grant
prwgramawta ai x&ct a pcr:kan oL the zundﬁ ro performance bonusss.

_¢n:&in aﬁfered &n amendment to strengthen the labox protections
nand dzsplacemant provisiana in the welfaré to.work grant program.

Camp'offareﬁ an’ amendment to allow states the option to use
rables of henefite to count toward minimum wage calculations
it was pasged on volce vote.

Btark offered an amendment to strike the vocational
education/teen parent provigion in the chalrman‘s mark. IL failed
16 o 21.

Xennelly offered an amendment to take the teen parents out of -the
vocational education cap. It passed 20 to 17.

Brark offered an amendment to strike the Falr Labor Standusds
exemptions from the chairman’s mark. It failed 16-22.

Levin offered and then withdrew an amendments to Lift the gap on
‘the contingency fund.

‘See other amendments to immigrant provisions. ..

E8'd  BLEI9LVE £ Wind  TieR  ACET-TI-ML
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Full Ways and Means Comnnittee Markeup - 6/10/97
Matsui offered an; amendm&zzt to strike the provision that repeals the 881 mai ntenano& of effafi
requirement for SS} 'i'?w amendment failed by 2 vote of 23-16,
Becerra oﬁwﬁi azx amenczmmt 10 restore all legal immigrants cuts but was withdrawn.
Becerrs offered an amendment 1o provide eligibility for immigrants who were in the country
before August 22, 1996 but became disabled after entry. This smendment would be offset by the
additional revermes of approximarely $2.3 billion that have identified (uncimployment
compensation). This amendment failed by a vote of 19:20. Republicads voting in favor of the
amendment included Thomas (CA), Johnson (CT). and Collins {GA).
Levin announced that he would offer the budget agreement language at Rules Committee.
English offered an amendment to allow entertainers to work while receiving pensions 10 receive
unempicymens. They will wark on redrafing the amendment to include other fields and will be
offered during the Tax mark-up.

Coyne offered an amendment to strike the Pennington language. This maeudinent failed by a
vote of 17-22.

Archer/Shaw Substitute - passed by voice vote.

Reporting of the hill - passed by a vote of 21-18. The Democraric members and Republicans -
Herger (CA) and Colling {GA) opposed the bill.

A



' HOUSE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT

Budget Reconcifiation Mark-Up
lune 14, 1997

MEDICARE

Amendment in the nature of a substitute, as amended (Bilirakis)
Adopted 15-11; Furse voted for

vg'd

Strike MSA provisions in substitute (Pallone}
Failed 10-14

1{a) Amendment to Pallone MSA {Ganske)
Withdrawn

Part B premium protection for SLMBiss (Waxman}
Failed 9-14 :

Two year competitive bidding demo {Barton)
Adopted on voice vote

Reduce MSA demo enroliment from 500,000 to 100,000 and apply savings to
elimination of mammography copay (Brown)
Failed 11-13 :

Move MSA demo start date to 1/1798 instead of 1/1/99 {Canske)
Adopted -13-10; Hall voted for.

Strike malpractice liability language (Waxman)
Failed on voice vote

Patient protections; definition of medical necessity (Norwood)
Adopled on voice vote

PSOs - exemnpt from solvency/capitalization requirements; require compliance
with consumer protection laws (Green/Deutsch)
Adopted on voice vote

Grievances/dispute resolution; expedited review of denials of care (Coburn/Brown)
Adopted on voice vote

HLAZSErE 514 WORZ 25 :6R JEGT-IT-RHOC
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10, Reguire reporting to cnsure that savings from medical malpractice punitive
damage caps go toward Medicare fund (Stupak}
Failed 8-14

11, AAPCC change to 50/50 blend (Ganske/Stupak)
- Withdrawn

12,  Medigap portability {Green}
Withdrawn

13. Medical appropriateness - patient/dactor decisions have priority (Coburn)
Adopted 17-10 on split vote

14, Medigap open enroliment periad for under 65 disabled at Medicare cligibility
{Furse)-
Failed 11-14

15, Center of excellence (Ganske)
Faiied 7-15

16.  Provider/practitioner hiring/e:mzt'zacﬁng ~ nonwdiscrimination standard required
{Pallone) ,
Adopted on voice vote

17. Area-adjusted rates - reducing geographic variations (Deutsch)
Withdrawn

18, Office of Medicare Advocacy - establish within HCFA (Palione)
Failed 10-15

19.  Fraud and ahuse - increase kickback penalty, establish 1% administrative
surcharge on fraudulent Lilling repayment (Stupaks
Failed 11-14

20, PSOs - interim certificationflicensure waivers (Deutsch)
Adopted 21-6

21.  Prescription drug counseling/education - retmburse pharmacists (Pallone}
Failed 12-13

$8'd  QLEE9SEE QoL LI DL EE ARG TeTTeNNY



MEDICAID

Amendment in the nature of 2 substitute, as amended (Bilirakis)

Adopted 16-12; Barton voled no; Hall and Furse voted yes

Amendments to Bilirakic substitute amendment {Chairman's mark)

1.

b

10,

11

12.

SLMB premium protections {Waxmaﬁ)
Failed 12-15

D&+ cuts - make bhaseline 1498 artuals, no! 1997 aliotmen? {(Barton)
Withdrawn

Brown amendment withdrawn

Patient protections ~ prudent layperson definitions and gag rule restrictions
(Garske)

- Adopted on voice vote

Exempt special neads children from mandatory managed care (Strickland/Brown)
Withdrawn

Strike transitional DSH suppott for California {Barton)
Failed &-16

Childrer’s mental health Strickland)
Withdrawn

Medical appropriateness - patient/dactor decisions have priority {Coburn)
Adopted 17-11

Strike repeal of Boren (Pallone)

 Adopted 15.13; Deal, Whitfield voted yes

SS1IFA kids - strike language restoring Medicaid benefits {Greenwood)
Withdrawn

FQMC cost reimbursement - strike cost-based reimbursement repeal {Stupak)
Withdrawn

Payment for OB/Peds practitioners - ensure reasonable pay rates (Eshoo/Waxman)
Adopted on voice vote



13.  Payment for physicians assistants (Towns)
Adopted. 17-11 (note: may include nurse practitipners)

14, 1115 Medicaid demaos - glilow 3 year extensions with Secretary’s approval (Fursa)
: Adopted by voice vote
CHILDREN’S HEALTH

Amendment in the nature of a substitute, as amended (Bifirakis)
Adopted on a voice vote

- Amendments: to Bilirakis substitute amendment (Chairman’s mark}

1. Amendment in the nature of a substitute to Chairman‘s mark (Dingell/Roukema)
Failed 1315

2. Special needsl kids - ensure states provide appropriate services {Lazio)
Adopted on a voice vote

3. Amendment in the nature of a substitute to the Chairman’s mark {Pallone/Eshos)
" Failed 13-18 (Hall voted against)

4, Presumptive. eligibility for children - state option (Delette)
Withdrawn “

5. Voluntary purchasing coops (Stupak}
Withdrawn

6. Strike Hyde abortion language in Kids bill (DeGette)
Failed 1116 (Greenwood voted ves; Stupak and Hall voted no}

7. Mental health parity for kids {Strickland)
' Withdrawn ‘

LB8Td BAEESESERE Cl Wialz  SE:6E  dEGI-~TI-NNT



THE WELFARE TQO WORK PARTNERSHIP

FACSIMILE TRANSMITTAL SHEET

ki FROM:
Katly Grace
For Bruce Reed For Eli Segal

CM{%W; LATE:
The White House Jume 10, 1997

PAX MUMERR. FOTALNO OF BAGES INCLURING COVER:
4565842 3

FHLINE NITHRER: SENDER'S EXTENSION MUAMEER:
4566515 303

RE: .

T uroGENT  DIRORREVIEW

Clerrasy comment  DIpLrass aepLy

[J prease RECYCLE

b

;
f
i
!

1250 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, }N‘ff?

i

SUITE 612

| WASHINGTON, DC 20036 |

PHONEI(13

1 % :
3
T,

1y 95503005 e FAX (262) 632.5185 !

] P -

!

£

/

/ ' RAEZB6 o4 LRIV B2:¥T 260 8]

ne




MEMORANDUM

' i
TO!: The President

!

!
FROM: Eli J, i"‘ega! |
DATE: Jure 5‘1, 199
SUBJECT: August 22 Event

On August 22, 1997, - the first anniversary of your signing the landmark welfare
i
reform legislation -- I recommend a highly evocative event with the Welfare to Work
I’aﬂziefship, showcasing how much good has happened without soft pedaling the fact that
rore needs to be done, \ | | |

This mems ;ays out the peze:zfial message and conterz%s of Ithe day and asks for
yéur specific commitment for z;mgus't 22, lknowitis 'umzs;zaz 1o get a ﬁfm commitment
this far in advance, sspecially during your likely vacation. Ifit bc;:omes impossiblie to
make that commitment, we'll just proceed in the ordinary cowsse and look to September
for our next significan! event.

T envision a giant step beyond the “welfare to work™ event at the White House
three weeks ago: on August 22, hundreds of companies of ali sizes and sectors come
together in a city somewhere in the heartland and make specific commitments to you 1o a
specific mamber of jobs for those on public assz’s:tance within 2 one year period. Here's

I’the anticipated story line; | A

“Today in Indianapolis, exactly one year after President Clinton signed the

historic legistation ending welfare as we know it, 211 business leaders

committed to him fhat they wonld 8nd jobs for 2,863 weifare recipients in

the Indianapolis area within onc vear. These 211 buginess leaders join

thousands of others who have mede similar commitments in their

communities throughout the United States. What seemed so controversial
only 4 year sge looks a lot different today, When President Clinton signed

A ' KAOPRE Wi %40 B2:9T M6, Q1 WAL



" ihe bill, ther

nnber has

evidonica 18!
welfare rofk

On this last;

$0 Wo Can report an
already and will del

A message 1

Union Address, you

of momentum and s

ceriainly add to the

with their employee

We ¢an also
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carppaign which wil

process of going fro

1 have asked

for this event unti] w

&

> were 4,000,000 adults recetving welfare benefits; today that

ween reduced by 1,000,000, And what's more important, the

wunting that hundreds of thousands of those leaving the

are finding productive jobs in the private sector,”

aint, § am hopeful that we will have a svstem in place by Augnst 22
mpressive number of jobs our “members” alone have delivered

ver over the next year,

ke this takes the words of the White House event, your State of the

' various speeches al, and since bill signing, and tuens it into a story

woess which will go tight at the skeptics. In this last context, we can

: ‘v;zznt several CEOs and small business owners cach standing proudly
, i:zii formerly welfare w;:ipicnts.

l&iﬁ‘ the event 10 unveil our “best practices” manual; our 800 number;
:A; providers and companies wi;i} have or will hire; and our BSA
focus on destigmatizing welfare recipients and demystifying the

1 welfare 1o work,

‘he CEOs of our five founding cormpanies to hold August 22 open

2> get an indication whether it is consistent with your plans. [ am

hopefil that you can signal whether or not we can count on the day 5o planning in eamest

can begin.

Yes, Angust

22 can be reserved for this purpose

No, August 22'cannot be reserved at this point

EJS/gho

z
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| Cynthia A, Rice OB/DS/97 D2:24:53 PM
T
Aetard Type: Rogord

To Soa the distribution list at the botiom of this message

e Elana KagandOPD/EQP, Diana Fortung/OFPDEGP
Subject: Daschis--New Proposal on Walfare 1o Wik

Joan Muffer from Daschle’s siaff called {o follow-up on our meeting yasterday. In order o accomodate
our sencarns, she proposes to amend their proposal in the foliowing way:

Qf the nial arnount of Ruds:

20% would be formula funds 1o 100 cities with mast poor people

30% would be formula funds o states directly to PICs, who would perhaps
hava fo consult with local IVA agency re! spending

50% compelitive funds 10 local governments {cities and countias) in high
poverty/high unamployment araas.

Long~tarm racipients definition changsd 1o 30 months or more
Match changed 10 33%
No parformance bonus

What do you think of this?

#assage Sent To:

Sruce N, Read/OPDEGP

Busan A, BrophyWHOEDP

Emily Bromberg/WHOEOP

Emil B, Parkar/ OPD/EQP

Barry White/OMB/EOP

Richarg J. Tarplin & 630-7380 & fax
Raymond Uhalde € 2186827 @ fax
{awi Palast @ 210.5288 © fax

Mary Bourdette & 8808425 @ fax
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THE WHITE HOUSE Pile - Lo o wlle a,;;LLz.
WASHINGTON

May 29, 1997
MEMORANDUM FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF -
FROM: Elena Kagan éu/
SU B.IEC]L: | ‘Welfare to Work Proposal

Attached is the one-pager we sent {0 the Hill late last week outlining the Administration’s
position on the design of the $3 billion welfare-to-work fund. Also attached are one-pagers we
received this afternoon on the House Republican and Diemocratic proposals, The legislative
process 15 moving quickly, with House Ways and Means Republicans planning to draft
legisiation this weekend, hold a subcommittee markup on Priday June 6, and hold a full
committee markup early the next week.

We had a productive meeting this afternoon with the Departments of Labor, HHS, HUD,
and Treasury, We agreed that we should emphasize the following list of priorities to House
Ways and Means staff at our meeting tomorrow moming:

s Haif of all welfare=to-work funds should go to-directly to cities, with cities and states
subject to identica! rules and program requirements. {The House Republican proposal
would give all the money to states for distribution.)

. All funds should be awarded competitively, to promising welfare-to-work projects — not
distributed based on a formula. Under this enterprise zone model, the grants would be
awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation with HHS and HUD. (The House
Republicans would distribute at least 80% of the funds on a formula basis.)

. . A portion of the funds -- 20% in our proposal -- should be distributed as performance-
based bonuses, {o encourage the job placement and retention of long-term welfarc
recipients living in especially high poverty/high unemployment areas. (The House
Republicans have 1o such provision.)

’ States and cities should be permitted to use the funds to create public sector jobs in areas
of high uneraployment. {The House Republicans would oot permut this use.)

s Strong language prohibiting waorker displacement should be included, {(The House
Republican draft dowes not inchude such language.)

The House Democratic alternative 15 somowhat vague, but it basically comporis with our views
on all of these issues,



2

*

You should know how the exact language of the budget agreement reads on these issues,
It states that the funds shall be “allocated to States through a formula and targeted within a State
to arcas” with high poverly and uncmploymenl. It then states that “a share of the fun{isfivauld'jgo
to cities/counties with large poverty populations commensurate with the share of long-term
welfare recipients in those jurisdictions.”

We still have 2 number of technical issues where we must clarify the Administration's
position. In particular, we have not reached closure on {1) the precise manner in which the
performance bonus would work, (2) whether job training is an allowable use of the funds, and (3)
whether economic development projects that would employ welfare recipients would qualify for
funding. Secretary Rubin may raise the first two issues tomorrow; Secretary Cuomo will raise
the third,

The most important unresolved issue is one that Secretary Shalala will raise with you
tomorrow. Now that we have clarified our position that the Department of Labor should
administer this program, she does not believe that it should be part of the TANF welfare block
grant. HHS staff have told us that Hill staff are willing to discuss this issue, even though the
budget agreement specifically refers to these funds as part of TANF,

_ All participants in today’s meeting (including Barry White from OMB) agreed that we
should not try to produce additional paper (cither a fuller summary, specs, or legislation) prior to
the Ways and Means markup. Time is extremely short, and we have always found it exceedingly
difficult to reduce a welfare-to-work plan to writing. The Treasury Department suggested
revisiting the issue of sending up legislation afler the Ways and Means markup.



Counsistent with the budget agreement, this proposal would add $3.0 billion in capg&i
mandatory spending to TANF for welfare-to-work in areas with high poverty and
unemployment to help long<term recipients get and keep jobs.

Fundigg:

. Challenge grants would be awarded on a competitive basis to States, cities, and
counties who have submitted applications for weifare to work programs for long
term welfare recipients. Preference will be given to programs operating in areas
with high poverty and unemployment rates.

. 50% of funds would be earmarked for States, and $0% for cities and counties. At
feast 20 percent of the total would be provided as perfmname-based benus grants
to reward success in placing and retaining long-term recipients in jobs. To apply,
states must meet an 8¢ percent TANF maintenance of effort,

. Grants would be awarded by the Department of Labor in consultation with the
Department of Health and Human Services and the Department of Housing and

Urban Development,

Allowable uses:

. Private sector wage subsidies;

. C;Qntracts wiﬁl job placement companies or public job placement programs;

. Job vouchers; | |

. Job retention services; : ]
* Job creation in high unemployment arcas and on Indian reservations,

The program shall include strong assurances of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination.

S72357
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CGverview of Possible
. : £3 Rillion Weifarc-w-Wark Funding
h May 27, 1997

1. How dividsd gimong satcs. In proportion to poverty, vicmployment, number on IVeA, Stakes
wantld have up 0 3 years to spend cach year'y slipcation,

2. [low disbursed within siates. Goveennrs must gisteibute at least 80 percent of fheir funds w0
political subdivisions within their state based on a formula develaped in collaboration wid: Siate
Humzsn Resource Invesunent Courcils. Poverty levels must be the most important fuctor in the
formuls of cvery state; at Jeast half the weipht of the formuls must be poversy. Other Factors that
poverngrs may take info account inclade, but nee s Himtind (o, welfare use, tong-term welfare
dependency, and unpmpioyment. Al their option, povernors pay distributz up to 20 percent of the
sigle allatment 1o projects, such s samealiom grants for depressed areae, that have nationwide o
statowide significance. )

3. State admindsicddig aeency. Punds must be administered through the state TARF ageney bux
must be distributed to and spending apprcvcd by the Private Industry Couacils (and successor

orpanizationsy gt tie focal Jevel.

4. What state must do o qualify:
80 % MOE
-1 far 2 atateffederal match {cannot be used for any other fedors! march)
--submit plan as an amendment to thelr section &E}’Z $tatg plan
-agres 10 Svaluation
- 15% udministrative cap

8. Eligible individuals. At Jeast 80 percent of a state’s funds tust be speat on long-tarm recipients
(18 manths or mored angd diose with suidple barriers.

9. Lyalgadon ser aside. The Secretary of NS will receive funds equal (o .3 pereent of the annual
amount and develop her own evaluation plan. The evaiuadon plan inust be developed in
conrullation with the Secretary of Labur,

+

10. Allowable aciviugs:
--Private sector wage subsidies;
~n-th-job training;
~Lonracts witlh job platement companies o public job placement programs;
~Job vouchers;
-Jobh retention services.,

1. Set-aside for Indians. 1%

12. Popalty. Stues that fail tnmeet the (s of their state plan will be roquired o return all
inisspent funds,

Aoy
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Democratic Principles for a Welfare-to-Work Initiative
Muy 28, 1937

Purpose.-- The budget agreement provides a total of §3 hillion in capped mandatory funds fora
welfare-ta-work initiative. These funds should be used only o cxpaz;d e suppl
fow-skilled workers at high risk of reaching welfare time limits, Y

TANF recipients who have had no significant work ex;
received cash assistance for more than 36 months, and Y
search pragram under TANF without securing employrg

Distribution of funds.— Grants should be awarded by the

. with the Departments of HHS and HUD, 10 both Stategg M ,2: s on the basis of merit 1o

and job shonagc,
diunity grants. One percent
of available funds should be reserved Fo 0P Sy funds should be awarded on
mecrit 1o the cntity in the State respon XY work requirements, with
authority for that agency to contra y. Any unused funds should be

wage subsidies 10 expand the supply of private
nprofit or public agencies designed 1o address pressing

community ned nlacerment companics or public job placement

PIOgIAMS; (4) 0 eE :
The pzogr HRHOUIORERI : asturances of nondisplacement and nondiscrimination.

ion of the funds should be st aside in later years for
to roward placement and retention of long-term TANF/AFDC

nance bonuses (o pla
ients in permanengiobs.

'% ns, {2} 1tal Szaw spending on TANF work activities in zhc prior fiscal year
e}.cucdcd Stafe spending on JOBS programs in fiscal year 1996; (3} the Swie has met 100 percent
of its maintenance-of-effort requirements under TANF; and (4) the State has the ability :md

resourees ta carry out the propased project.

FADCOLTONYW S el fare $TWark peingiples,wpd
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| T anmer
POSSIBLE SHAW MARK ( Frcam Pelrarals LI )

TANF AMENDMENTS

I. FLSA - minimum wage
. Work{are is not employment
. States must count the value of food stamps and TANT cash assistance, divided by
' the minimum wage, Wward the hours of participation rules
s States may count the value of housing, child care, and Medicaid, divided by the
minimum wage, toward the hours of participation rules
. Once maximum workfare hours have been rcached, States may count hours spem

on other allowable activities (job search, ¢ducation and training)

2. Welfare-to-work (budget agreemoent)

3 20 percent - vocationsl education Y
4, Title XX transfer

s. Clarify pro-rata benefit reduction

SS81 AMENDMENTS

1. MeCrery - disabled child issue

2. California maintenance of effort

3. 851 fees (budget agreement)

4, Border Indians

LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

I Grandfather those on the rolls as of August 22 but no new applicants (zitered version of
budget agreement)

2. Refugees - 7 years (budget sgreement)

If the sponsor has income of 150 percent of poverty, the alien is not el1g;blc for §81 orj ‘

bl

Medicaid
Public charge doportation
* No welfare entry pledge
No one on welfare can be a sponsor
AIDS
Definltion of means-tested programs

® N
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UNEMPLOYMENT COMFPENSATION

Pennington

Aclors

Christian schools

Poll workers

Trust fund ceiling (budget apreement)
Anti-fraud {budget agreement)
Indians

Pl bl ol &

FRCOLTONMWMWaliare 973828 Shaw mavk omline.wpd
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POSSIBLE SUBCOGMMITTEE AMERDMENTS

May 28, 1997
GENERAL AMENDMENT
1. Limit the mark te items in the budget agreement
— Welfare-1n-wiork
— S8 fees

— Restore benefits to legal immigrants, including new applicants present in the US on
August 22, 1996 '

— Refugees
— U1 trust fund ceiling
— Ul anti-frand

TANF AMENDMENTS

1. FLSA - minimum wage

~Waork off benefit, then count job search and education
— training for 12 months, then its wages
— strike “workfare is not employment”

2. Welfare-to-Work
- Modifications to Shaw mark
- Blue Dogs proposal
~ Proposal based on Democratic principles

3. Miscellaneous
=~ 20 pereent « vocational education -- take out teen parents
- Title XX transfer - fimit to 10 percent
— Contingency fund - Lift funding cap

§81 AMENDMENTS

1. LCaiiforaia maintenance of eTort
- Strike 7
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LEGAL IMMIGRANTS
1. Restoration of benefits to aliens
— Pure budget agreement {include new applicants}
-~ Add disabled after entry paid for (7) With extension of the FUTA tax
— Small new entrants provision? '
1. MNon-Ways and Means issues
—8trike ?

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

1. Pennington
- alternstive?

IARCOILTORNWR LS Sobcommitee aracedment H wpd

7:00 No.001 ¢.08
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WELFARE REFORM AND THE BIPARTISAN BUDGET AGREEMENT

The Administration strongly opposes the House Ways and Means
Subcommittee proposal, which violates the bipartisan budget agreement,
treats disabled iagal immigrants untairly, and prevents working weifare
recipients from getting a minimum wage.

ThHe Administration is pleased that the Ways and Means Subcommittes $3
hilion welfare-to-work proposal meets many of the Administration’s
priorities. These include: 1argeting funds to areas and individuals with high
needs, directing funds to ¢ities and local governments, awardirng some funds
sompetitively, and allowing communities to create successful job placement
and creation programs.

But.the provisions of the Subcommitiee proposal addressing legal immigrants
and the minimum wage are clearly unaccepiable.

Legal Immigrants

»

The Wavs and Means Subcommitteg's propossed amendmant to the welfare
law clearly violates the negotiatad, bipartisan budget agreament policy to
restore a minimal safety net for disabled legal imrmigrants. The
Subcomtnittee’s proposal would restore SSI and Medicaid bernefits only to
immigrants already receiving benefits prior to August 23, 18886, by contrast,
the bipartisan hudget agreement policy restores 381 and Medicaid benefits to
any immnigrant i the couniry as of that date who i& or becomes disabled,

The Ways and Means Subcommittee proposal would protect 75,000 fewer
immigrants than the budget sgreement by the year 2002, And in leaving
unprotected any person who becomes disabled after Augusr 22, 19896, it
fails to target assistance 1o the most vulnerable individuals.,

Minimum Wage

*

The Administration also strongly opposes the Ways and Means
Subcommittee’s provision on the minimum wage, which undermines the
fundamental goals of welfare reform. .

The Administration helieves strangly that everyons who ¢an work must waork
-~ and that thoss who work should earn the minimum wage, whether they
are caoming off of welfare or not.

The House Ways and Means Subcommittee proposal does not meet this test.
It etfectively creates a subminimum wage far workfare participants. And it
weakens the welfare law’s work requiremeants.
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Page 31

LEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND THE BIPARTISAN BUDGET AGREEMENT

The Wavys and Means Subcammittee’s proposed amendmaent to the welfare faw
clearly viclates the negotiated, bipartisan budget agreement policy 1o restore a
minimal safety net for disabled fegal immigrants., The Subcommitieg’s proposal
would restore $81 and Medicaid benefits only to immigrants {both the disabled and
non-disabled elderly) already receiving henefits prior to August 23, 1998; by
contrast, the bipartisan budget agreement policy restores 881 and Medicaid henefits
te anv immigrant in the country as of that date who is or hecomes disabled. The
budget agreement targets assistance to the most vulnerable individuals,

*

THE WAYS AND MEANS SUBCOMMITTEE PROPUOSAL IGNORES
VULNERABLE IMMIGRANTS WHO BECONE DISABLED AFTER AUGUST 22,
18886: This proposal abandons many legal immigrants who were in the U8,
whaen the welfare law was signed but become severely disabled after that
date. In contrast, the bipartisan budget agreement protects these
immigranis,

BY THE YEAR 2002, THE WAYS AND MEANS SUBCOMMITTEE PROPOSAL
WOULD PROTECT 75,000 FEWER IMMIGRANTS THAN THE BUDGET
AGREEMENT. This number grows to 125,000 by the year 2007,

Example: A legal immigrant family entered the country 3 yvears ago. Both the
father and mother have worked full-time since then, and have an anmual
income of about $25,000, but neither jobs provides health insurance for
themselves or the family. Their 5 year-old son becomes severely disabled in
a car accudent next year. Under the budge! agreement, he would be eligible
for 851 and Medicaid; under the Ways and Means Subcommittee’s proposal
he would be denied S8 -- and porantially denied Medicaid.

Question:  Doesn’t the Ways and Means Subcornmiites proposal treat the elderly

better than the Administration’s preposal, while the Administration’s policy
favors the disabled? Isn't this really a wash?

Answer: The parties to the budget agreement already made the decision about

where to target limited resources. The agreement explicitly states the policy
of restoring 851 and Medicaid eligibility to immigrants who are or become
disabled and who are in the U.S, as of August 22, 1996, This is ane of the
spacific policies agreed to by the President and the Congressional lsadership,
Furtharmore, the Leadership Council of Aging Urganizations and the
Consoriium of Citizens with Disabilitiss state that they will not support “any
reductions in benefits to immigrants with disabilities in order to provide them
to other groups of immigrants,”
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Page 4]

The Administration balieves that the budget agreement appropriately
targets the most vulnerable individuals. |t provides for all immigrants
in the country when the welfare law was signed who have suffered -
or may suffer in the future - a disabling accident or iliness. At the
same time, the agreement will resull in restoring benefits to a full 80%
of the caseload as of August 22, 1996 - all of those now classified as
disabled plus approximately two-thirds of the slderly caseload who can
be reclassified as disabled.
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WELFARE TO WORK

We are pleased that the Ways and Means subcommittee has included in its mark a
53 billion welfare-to-work propasal that meets many of the Administration’s

priorities:

* It directs funds where they're needed maost: 10 help long term recipients in
gities and other communities with large numbers of poor people;

. It awards some funds on a competitive basis, assuring the best use of scarce
resources; '

. It provides communitiss with appropriate flexibility to use the funds to create

successful job placement and creation programs.

We are pleased that Congressman Shaw was willing 1o work in 2 bipartisan basis 10
meorporate many of the Administration’s priorities.

We are, however, desply disappointed a1 the subcommitiee draft’s lack of adequate
worker protections and non-displacement provisions, and urge the subcommittes to
add language that will better grotect against worker displacement.

The President proposed a §3 bilion welfare to work program last fall and fought to
have it included in the bipartisan balanced budget agreement. A centerpiece of the
President's second-term agenda, the proposal will help move one million adults
from welfare to work by the year 2000.
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MINIMUM WAGE AND WORKFARE

Background: The Labor Department has concluded that the Fair Labor Standards
Act (FLSA} applies. to welfare recipients in workfare or other subsidized
smployment programs in the same way as that law applies to all other employees.
This means that most welfare recipients in these programs will receive at least the
miniEmum wage,

The House Ways and Means Subcomnittee on Human Resources proposes to
amend the waelfare law so that welfare recipients engaged in waorkfare would not be
employees for the purposes of the Fair Labor Standards Act or any other federal
law. Aithough requiring the minimum wage for hours worked, the proposal would
parmit states to count child care, Medicaid, and housing benefits in their caiculation
of the minimum wage. It would also allow states to count additional hours of iob
search, educstion, and training wward the welfare law’s work requirermnents.

The Administration strongly opposes the Ways and Means Subcommitiee’s
provision on the minimum wage and welfare work reguirements,

» This Ways and Means Subcommittee proposal would undsrmineg the
fundamentai goais of welfare reform, The Administration belisves strongly
that everyone who can work must work -- and that thoss who work should
garn the minimum wage, whether they are coming off of welfare or not.

. The House Ways and Means Subcommittee proposal does not meet this test,
It effectively creates a subminimum wage for workfare participants. And it
weakens the welfare law's work reguirements.

* This Subcommittee proposal alse was not addressed in the budget
agreement between the White Mouse and Congress and should therefore not
be included iy the reconciiiation bill.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
QEFISE Oof MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, 0. 205

June 5, 1957

The Honorable E. Clay Shaw, Jr.
Chalrman
Subconunintes on Hummen Resources
Commineo on Ways and Means _ C
United Smies House of Representatives i
Washington, DC 20515 ,

Dear Mr. Chalrmpan:

As you know, the Administration und the bipartisan congressional leadership recsntly
reached sgreement on 3 historic plan 1o balance the budget by 2002 while investing in the future,
The plan is good for Ameries, its people, and its future, and we are comuminted 1o working with
Congresy 16 soo it snacted. ‘

With regard to welfare, the budget agreement called for restaring Supplomental Sesusity
Income (351 and Medicaid benefits for immigrants who are disabled or become disabled and
who entered the coumtry before August 23, 1996; extending from five to seven years the
exeaption in last year's welfare law for refugees end asyites for the pm‘pcm of 3S] and
Medicaid; and making otlier important changes.

- We have reviewed the Subconmmitios's draft markvp document, however, sud ‘we have
found & numbser of provisions that are incansistent with the budget agreement in these aod other
aroas. Consaquently, if the Subcommities were to procend with its legislstion in this form, we
would be compalled o invoke the provisions of the agreement that call on the Administration
arid the bipanisan leadership o undertake remedial offorts 10 ensure that reconciliation
legisiation 18 consistent with the agreement.

We appreciats the fact that the Subcommitise has » mark that includes several provisions
that the Administration supports, such 83 in the areas of welfare 1o work and Stare S8
sdminisizative foes. ,

Welfare te Work ~ We are pleased the budgel agreement includes the President's $3
. billion welfare-to-work proposal and thet the Subcommines included provisions that meet many
. of the Administration's priorities. Specifically, we are pleaged that the mark provides funds for
jobs where they are needed most to-help long+tenm recipients in high unemploymant-high
poverty aress; dirscts funds to local tommunities with large sumbers of poor people; awards .
_ some funds on a competitive basis, ussuring the best use for scarce resources; ad gives
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eommumties appwpnaie amh;lny to use the fundsto (‘I&%& suacessfy] job plmzcnt az:d j’cb
creation programs. ' :

Though your mark does aot address 2 performance fund, we appreciate your wiiiixz@m
10 consider s mechaniom to provide necded incentives and yewards for placiog the bardest-to-
serve in lasting, unsubsidizad jobs that promote seli-sufficiency. In addition, we sand ready 10
cominue to provide sssistance in refining targeting fastors,

Stale SST Administrative Feer - The Adrministration is pioased thut the Subcompitiee
hss included & provision, consistent with the budpet agreement, (o incrense the administrative
fers that the Foderal Governmeut charges Sustes for administering their Stata supplemental S81
payments and 1o maks the increase available, subject w appropriations, for Social Security

Administration (SSA} administrative cxpeases,

In a number of areas, however, wc:bsvamiaus copcetnd with provigions £aat do not
reflect the budget agreemient. The Administration has separotely transinitted draft legislation that
reflects the budget agreement’s provisions on benefits to imumigrants,

Continued SST and Medicaid Bengfis for Legal Immigrants — The Administration
strongly opposes the provision that denies coverage to many legel Unmuigrants who were in the
United Statss when the welfare Iaw was signed but who become soverely disabied after that date,

The budget sgreement explicitly states, “Restore SSI and Medicaid eligibility for 21l disabled
legal immigrants who are or become disabled and who enter the ULS. prior o Aupust 23, 1996
The mark fails o reflect that agreerasnt by only “grandfathering™ those now receizing 8$1,
therefore dropping those who would become disabled in the Riture and would be eligible for
benefits under the agrevtment. Instead of enacting the budget agreement, the Subcommittee
would grandfather inmigrants who were on the 881 rolis on Augugt 22, 1596, thus protecting
75,00¢ fewer immigrants than the budget agreement by the year 2002, By contrasst, the
agreement targers the most valnerable individuals by providing = safety net for all immigrants in
the country when the welfare law was signed who have suffered — or may suffer in the future -- 2
disabiing mczd ent or tlness.

Ta contrast with the budget agreement, which was designcé 16 restore benefits, the
markup doturnent would provide S51 and Medicaid benefits 10 immigrants now cn the rolls only
. if the immigrant has no sponsor, the sponsor has died, or the sponscr has income under 150
parcent of the poverty level. The Administration at:wngiy opposes this provision, which would
cut off about 100,000 saverely disabled legal immigranss who would receive benefits under the :
bxzégct agreement. We wzémﬂmé that the Subcommitiee may drop this provi swzz., and we hope
that is wue.

As noted above, 1he agreement provided for both $8] and Medicaid eligitility for X
disabled legal framigrants. The mark, bowevar, aso fails w guaranter Medicaid coverage forall
disabled legal immigrants who continue w receive S51. For States ln which 881 «ligibility doss

2
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' not gusramee Medicaid coverage and for Statw that choose pot w provide Medicaid MW ©
Iegal immigrants who were in the U.S, prior to August 23, 1996, Jegal imemigrants ‘who recaive
1§51 would not be guaranteed to continve receiving Medicaid. To conform to the policy in the
_budget sgresment, the Subcommittes should intlude & provision in its bill to explichtly guarammee
 Medicaid coverage to disabled legal imamigrants who continue (o feceive SSI

. Refugee and Asylee Eligibiilty - The budget agrocrnent would cxtend the exemption
“petiod from five to seven years for refugees, asylees, and those who are not deported because
.they would Jikely face psrsacution back homne, However, the Subconumitioe’s proposal would
: provids that extension for refugees and not for asylees and others, suchasyimmdathm
should receive the additional two years to naturalize.

) in addition 1o the provigions in the Subooamittes parkap relsted to xmm:gman, thc
.,.Adnnmmaxioxz bas the following sonocams: :

Unemployrment Insurance Intsgrity — The Subcommittce draft doss not include the
" provision of the tudget agroemet that achieves $763 million in mandatory savings over five
_years through an increase in discretionary spending of $8% million i 1998 and 3467 million over
‘five years. These savings are a key component of the budget agresment. - The discretionary
. spending that the agrecment assumes, and which would be subject to appropriation, would
: support the necessry additfossl cligibility reviews, tax audits, and other inteprity activides that,
. the evidenes demonstrates, will yield the savings. We urge the Subcommitter to adopt this

- - pravision % achieve the spacified savings,

The Federal Unemployment dcoount ~ The Administration supports the proposed
_increase in the Federal Unemploymeny Account oeiling, which reflects the budget agreement.
: The mark, however, does not accomplish another aspect of the agreement, bessuss it only
- “guthorizes” $100 million to the States in 2000-2002 for Unemployment Insurance.
- administrative funding, rather than making the payments mandatory as the agreemant provides.
* We look forward to working with the Subcommitiee to address this issue.

; The S$ubcommitiee mark also includes & mumber of provisions that wers ot specifically
- addresged in the budget agreement, azzd about which the Adminiytration hes sarious cancerns,
. They include the following: ,

‘ Minimurm Wage and Workfare « The Administration strongly opposes the
Sutcommines’s proposal on the minimum wage and welfare work requirements.

Pirst, the proposul goes beyond the scope of the budget wmnt and, thus, should not .
: be included in the reconciliation bill.

: Second, the propesal would undermine the fundametal goals of welfare reform. The
 Administration beliaves strongly'th:a everyone who can work must work, and those who work

3
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does not moct this le.
Worker Protections in Welfare to Work -~ We are deeply disappointed in the

strongly urge the Subcommittes 10 adopt, at a minimum, the provisions Incleded in LK. 138%,

. the Houss-passed job training reform bill.

_ Repeal of Malnienance of Effort Requlrements on Stale Supplementation of SST
Benafirs ~ Histonically, the Administration has strongly opposed the repeal of mairtsnance-of-
effort requireraent becauss it would let States significantly cut, of even climinate, bepefits to
nearly 2.4 million poor elderly, disabled, and blind persons. Congress instituted the
majntenanos-ofueffort requirement in the axly 1970s 10 prevent States from transferring Federal
benefit intreases from S5 recipients to Stxie weasuries. The proposal also could cause some
low-income elderly and disabled individusls to Joge SSI entirely and to lose Medicuid coverage

- a8 well. ﬁcmmﬁonopmﬁnsmpesﬁmhﬁymswﬁ&mmfmm&%m

Other TANF Provisions — The Adminigtration is oonccmed with severel provisions in
the mark that were pot in the budget agresment. For example, the agreement did not adddress

making changes in the TANF work requirements regarding vecationa! education and educational

sarvices for taen parents. The Administration opposes the provision allowmg Swtes tn divert
TANF funds away Sowm welfars-to-work efforts 10 other social service aotivities.

The budget agrecmant reflects cosnmomise on waLy impo:mt and coteoversial isgues,
and challenges the leaders on both sides of the aisle to achiove consensus under diffieuly
circumsiances. 'Ws must do 86 on a bipartisah basis,

T ook farward to working with you to implerent e historic bedget agreement.

Sincerely,

“ é E‘ ; :K 4 L]
Franklin D. Ra:ines
Director

Identical Ietter 10 the Monorble Sander Levin

4
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June 5, 1997

PACGE

Attached for your information is the Administration’s letter to Ways and Means Homan

Resources Subxo

* .

mmittee Chairman Clay Shaw regarding the markup today at 3 pm.

(I there are any problems with the trarsmission of this fax, orif vou would like us to tuse another

Jox number, please call ext. 34840, Thank you)

1”75
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, D.o. 20803 '

THE SAHECTOR

June 5, 1997

The Honorable E. Clay Shaw, Jr.
Chairman

Sulcommitiee on Human Resources
Commitice on Ways and Means

United States House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

As you know, the Administration and the bipartisan congressional leadership recently
reached agrecment on a historic plan to balanse the budget by 2002 while investing in the fisture,
The plag is good for America, its people, and its future, and we are commitied to working with
Congress to see it ¢enacted,

With regard to welfare, the budget agreement calied for restoring Supplemental Security
{ncome (SST) and Medicaid benefits for immigrants who are disabled or becore disabled and
who entered the country before August 23, 1996; extending from five 10 seven years the
sxemption in last year's welfare law for refugees and asylees for the purposes of $81 and
Medicaid; and making other important changes.

We have reviewed the Subcommittee’s draft markup document, however, and we have
‘found a number of provisions that are inconststent with the budget agreerment in these and other
areas. Consequently, if the Subcotnmittes were 1o proceed with its legistation in this form, we
would be compelied to invoke the provisions of the agreement that call on the Admifnistration
and the bipartisan leadership to undertake remedial efforts to ensure that reconciliation
legislalion is consistent with the agreement.

We appreciate the fact that the Subcommittee has 2 rark that includes several provisions
that the Administration supports, such as i the areas of welfare o work and State 58]
administrative fees.

Welfare to Work - We are pleased the budget agrezment includes the President's $3%
billion welfare-to-work proposal and that the Subcommities incladed provisions that mest many
of the Administration's priorities. Specifically, we are pleased that the mark provides funds for
jobs where they are needed most tohelp long-term recipients in high unemployment-high
poverty areas; directs funds t0 local communities with large nurnbers of poor people; awards
some funds on a competitive basis, assuring the best use for scarce resotirces; and gives
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- corgnunities appropriate fexibility to use the funds to create successful job placement and job
creation programs.

Though yorr mark does not address a performance fund, we appreciate your willingness
1o consider 2 mechanism to provide needed inceptives and rewards for placing the hardestto-
serve in lasting, vosubsidized jobs that promote self-sufliciency. In addition, we stand ready w
continue to provide assistance in refining targeting factors. ’

State SSI Administrative Fees ~ The Administragion is pleased that the Subcommittee
has inchuded a provision, consistent with the budget agreement, 10 increase the adminisirative
fees that the Federal Government charges States for administering their State supplewmental SST
payments and to make the increase available, subject 1o appropriations, for Social Security
Administration (SSA) administrative expenses.

In a nunober of areas, however, we have serious concems with provisions that do not
reflect the budget agreement. The Administration has separately wansmitted <raft legislation that
reflects the budget agroement’s pravisions on benefits to inunigrants.

Continued $5T and Medizaid Benefits for Legal Imnsigrants - The Administration
strongly opposes the provigion that denjes coverage 1o many legal immigrants who were in the
United States when the welfare law was signed but whe become severely dissbied after that date,
The budget agreement explicitly states, “Restore SS1 and Medicaid eligibility for all disabled
legal immigrants who are or become digabled and who enter the U.S. prior to August 23, 19967
The mark fails to reflest that agreement by only “grandfathering” those now receiving 85I,
therefore dropping those who would become disabled in the future and would be eligible for
benefits under the agreement. Insicad of enacting the budget agreement, the Subcommittee
would grandfather immigrants who were on the $SI rolls on August 22, 1994, thus protecting
75,000 fower immigrants than the budge! agreement by the vesr 2002. By contrast, the
sgreement targets the most vilnerable individuals by providing 2 safety ret for all imrnigrants in
the counny when the welfare law was signed who have suffered -- or may suffer in the future -~
disabling zccident or Tness.

In contrast with the budget agreement, which was designed to restore bencfirs, the
markup document would provide 581 and Medicaid benefits to imraigrants now on the rolls only
if the inamigrant has no sponsor, the sponsor bas died, or the sponsor has income under 150
percent of the poverty level, The Administration strongly opposes this provision, which would
cut off about 100,000 severely disabled legal immigrants who would receive benefits under the
budget agreement. We understand that the Subcomumitter may drogp this provision, and we hope
that is e, =

As noted above, the agreement provided for both 881 and Medicaid eligibility for
disabled legal imenigrants, The mark, however, also fails t¢ guarantee Medicaid coverage for ail
disabled lega! nnmigrants who continue to receive SSI. For Stares in which SSI eligibility does

2
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not guarantee Medicaid coverage and for States that choose not to provide Medicaid coverage w
legal immigrants who were in the U.S. prior to August 23, 1996, legal immigrants who receive
SSI would not be guarantead to continue receiving Medicaid, Te confomm to the policy in the
budger agreement, the Subcommirtes should include a provision in its bill to explicitdy guarantee
Medicaid coverage o disabled legal immigrants who continue to receive SSIL

Refugee and Asylee Eigibifity — The budggt agreement would extend the ¢xemption
period from five to seven years for refugess, asylees, and those who are not deported because
they would likely face persecution back home. However, the Subcommittee’s proposal would
provide thar extension for refugees and not for asylees and ¢thers. Such asylees and others
should receive the additional two years o naturalize.

Tex addition to the provisions in the Subcommitize markup related to mmxgazmn, thc
Administration has the followmg concerns:

Unemployment Insurance Iretegrity — The Subcommittes draft does not include the
provision of the budget agreement that achieves $763 million in mandatory savings over five
years through an increase in discretionasy spending of $89 million in 1998 and 3467 million over
five years. These savings are a key component of the budget agreement, The diseretionazy
spending that the agreement assumes, and which would be subiject to appropriation, would
support the necessary additional eligibility reviews, tax sudits, and other iniegrity activitics that,
the evidence demonstrates, will yield the savings, We wrge the Subcommittee to adopt this
provision o achieve the specified savings.

The Federal Unemployment Account — The Adminigtration supports the proposed
increase in the Federal Unemployment Account ceiling, which reflects the budget agreement. |
The mark, however, does not accomplish another aspect of the agresment, because it only
“authorizes” $100 million to the States in 2000-2002 for Unemployment Insurance
administrative funding, rather than making the payments mandatory as the agreement provides,
We look forward to svorking with the Subcommirtee to address this issue.

The Subcorumittee mark also includes a number of provisions that were not specifically
addressed in the budget agreernent, and about which the Administration has serious concerns.
They include the foliowing:

Minimum Wage and Workfare — The Administration strongly opposes the
Subcommittes’s proposal on the minimum wage and welfare work requirements.

First, the proposal goes bevond the scope of the budget agreement and, thus, should not
be inciuded in the reconciilation bill.

. Second, the proposal would undermine the fundamental goals of welfare reform. The
Adminisiranion belleves strongly that everyone who can work must work, and those who work

3
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shouid eam the minimum wage « whether they are coming off of welfare or not. The proposal
does not mest this test.

Worker Protections i Welfare to Work ~ We are deeply disappointed in the )
Subcornittee draft’s lack of adequate worker pr:meatiazz and non-displacerment provisions. ' We
- strongly trge the Subcomumittes to adopt, 2t 2 minimum, the provisions included in H;RL 1385,
the House-passed job training reform bill.

Repeal of Muintenance of Effort Requirements on State Supplementation of SST
Benefits — Historically, the Administration has strongly opposed the repeal of maintenance-of-
effort requirement because it would let States sipnificantly cut, or even eliminate, benefits to
nearly 2.4 million poor elderiy, disabled, and blind perzons. Congress instituted the
maintenance-of-zffort requirement in the carly 19703 to prevent States from transferring Federal
bepefit increases from 88T recipients o State treasuddes. The proposal also could canse some
Iow-income elderly and disabled individuals to lose SSI entirely and to lose Medicaid coverage
as well. The Administration opposed this propesal w Jast year’s welfare reform debate.

Other TANF Provisions — The Administration is concerued with several provisions in
the mark that were not in the budpet agreement. For example, the agreement did not address
making chapges in the TANF work requirements regarding vocational education and educational
services for teen parents. The AdminiStration opposes the provision sllowing States to divert
TANF funds away from welfare-to-work efforss to other social service activities.

The budget agreement reflects compronsise on many Baportant and ¢controversial issues,
and chalienges the leaders on both sides of the alsie to ackieve consensus under difficult
gircumstances. We must do so ob 2 bipartisan bagis,

I look forward to working with you to implement the historic budget agreenient.

Sincerely,

z

NS

Franklin . Raines
Director

Tdentica] letter 1o the Honorable Sander Levin

4
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June §. 1997

The Honorable Clay Shaw
Chairman

Subcommities sn Human Resourses
Commitiee on Ways and Means
U.8. House of Representatives
Washingron, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairmean;

We are writing 1o express our views on the Chairman's mark of the balanced budget
reconcilistion act.10 be considered by the Ways and Means Subcommittee on Human Resources.
We fully support key provisions of your propesdl, panicularly the ¢lanfication that states may
directly wansfer Temporary Assistance o Needy, Families {TANF) block grant funds into the
Social Services Block Grant without first having 1o also transfer funds into thechild care block
grant, and the repesl of the ‘mandatory maintenance-of-effort requiremnent applicable 1o sate
Supplemental SSI benefite. Both of these will enhance state flexibility and we are grateful 1o you
for your leadership on these issues,

Educations] Training. We strongly oppose the proposal contained in Sec. 9003 of
the Chairman‘s mark that would further restrict the number of adults in vocational educational
activities or wen parents in school that could count toward meeting the work participstion rates.
The welfare faw, as enacted, already imposed 3 sinct imit No more than 20% of a state's TANF
caseload sould be engaged in these activities and count wward meeting the waork panticipation
rate. The pre?aszi contained in the Chairman’s mark would funther Hmit those who would count
to 20% of the state’s work panticipation rate. For example, in FY 1997, this imposes an cffeciive
cap of 5% rather than the Z0% enacted in the law. In FY 1997, this limit would be compietely
filled by teens who sre mandated o complete their high schoo] edycation.  As a result of this
four-fold reduction of the cap, no adulis invelved in voustional educasional activities would count
toward the work yamm;&&z;on rate. We do not believe this was the smtent of Congress when the
jaw was adopted,

Govemnors, state legislators, and state administrators sll support & “work first” approach as
reflected in the welfate reform initiatives and TANF implementation in every state. However, we
2150 believe that there are some individuals for whom fime-limited participation in education and
training would be an appropriate activity. Numerous studies have found thay welfare recipients
that participate in vocational training eamn higher wages than those who do not, thereby reducing
welfare dependency and recidivissm., The welfate reform law, as enacted, gives states the
flexibility to offer some education and training within a "work first” approach. Many state have
already adopted their welfare reform initiatives based on the law and have made decisions about
the availability of these services. The proposed new cap would place states at risk of financial
penalties and grearly limit the state flexibility and discretion thai we belisve is essential to
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successful to state implementation of the TANF program. We strongly urge you to szz;goz'z niy
amendment to strike Sec. 3003, ;

Wellare-to-Work Grants,  With regard © the new 53 billion Welfare-to-Work grant program,
we urge the Subcomminee 1o suppon fundamental chanpes in the design of this proposed
initiative 30 that the funds can be used in the most efficiont and effective manner to suppott job
retention and job creation cffors. First, se strongly belicve that the funds should be directed ©
the states, States should then have the ability 1o allocate fonds in the manner sach stats
derermines 1o be most appropriate so that the most dependent and least skilied welfsre ¢lients m
both rural and urban poverty arsas can be served. Under the current formule in the Chairman’s
mark , rorel areas with severe job shorteges &nd jong term welfare clients may never receive
funding to meet their peads. We believe (he proposed steucture that would direct nearly one half
of these funds o the Private Industry Councils {PICs) on e formula basis and nearly one half 1o -
gities and PICs on & competitive basis largely bypasses the states and dilutes the potential
effectiveness of this new funding.

Furthermore, we oppose the federal government mandating the administrative structure the state
must employ o direct and use these new funds. To the fullest extent possible, we believe these
funds must be administered closely with the new TANF work programs and the state must have
the ability to designate the delivery systeme—win some states this may the through the workforce
devclopment systzrm, in other states through the social services system.  The state should
determine which is best, The propesed siructure would only permit states to channel these funds
to the PICs, some of whom may have had little experience in serving the “hardest to place™
welfare clients.  Finally, we believe the maintenance-of-effort (MOE) requirement of this
pragram should ke identical o the TANF 75 percent MOE requirement. For some states, the cost
of increasing state cxpenditares 1o the 80 percent level required by this proposal will exceed the
tatal amount of funds that a state could receive under this proposal.

We are commiited to working with you as Congress continues to refine this new program so that
the program is stractured in a way (o reach the welfare clients with the gredtest needs.

Legal immiprants. We strongly believe that the terminarion of SS] and Medicaid benefits to
legal immigrants whe were in the country prior to enactment of the welfare law should be
rectified. The action created an unacceptable cost shift 1o some state and local governments, We
are concerned, however, about a provision that appears o continue this cost shift by retroactively
applying income thresholds to sponsors, We urge you 1o delete this provision denying SSI and
Medicaid benefits to legal immigrants with sponsors whose income exceeds 150% of the poventy
level,

New penalty, We are concerned about the provision that would impose a new penalty on states
that fail to reduce assistance for recipients who refuse o work. While states do intend to
implerent the sanction provision, we are conceened that the data collection and reporting that
would be necessary to verify state compliance would create an excessive administrative burden
and new cost, We urge Congress 10 focus on positive program outcomes and deiete this new
penalty, ‘
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Contingency fund. We also urge you to consider the reconcifiation bill as an epperntunity te
make several needed changes to the contingency fund. Several existing provistons in the welfase
jaw will make it difficult for stawes 1o access the contingency fund during periods of economic
hardship—thereby defeating the purpese of the fund. Even if a state’s spending squaled 100%
maintenance-of-effort (MOE) for the basic TANF biock grant, it might not be eligible for the
contingency fund because the definition for MOE under the contingency fund is defined much
more narrowly than for TANF. As 2 result, it will be very difficult for sta1e4 1o meet the criteria
even while investing in 2 high level of spending on welfare programs if they have any MOE
spending in separate state programs, &8 is permitted onder TANF, We recommend that Congress
change the contingency fund MOE requitement to mirroe the TANF MOE with tespect w0
qualified state spendiag.

Additionally, we are also concerned about an end-of-the yesr “reconsiliation” provision in the
contingency fund that effectively reduces a state's federal matching rate if the state received

- funds for fewer than 12 months in 2 fiscal year. We recommend-that the reconcitiation provision
be revised 3o that states can receive thewr full match rate.

Thank yvou for consideration of ¢ur vigws.,

Sincerely,

- Qe i S G f
Raymond C. Scheppach William T. Pound A. Sidney Johason, [
Executive Director Executive Director Exsoutive Ditector
I‘ﬁ'ational Governors' National Conference of American Public Welfare

Association State Legisiatures Association
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POSSIBLE SUBCOMMITTEE AMENDMENTS
June 5, 1997

Subtitie A — TANF AMENDMENTS

|

FLSA - minimum wage
a. Strike the provision (STARK/COYNE) -

Welfare-to-Work

a. 60 percent competitive grants; 40 percent formula (LEVIN)

b. For both competitive and formula funds, the appropriate TANF agency
would apply and receive funds with authority to contract for any allowable
activity; add requirement that the PIC approve the TANF agency’s plan
(MATSUD)

¢. Inyear 3, any funds set aside {up to 20 percent of the competitive grant
funds) by the Secretary could be used for performance bonuses to
competitive and/or formula grantees (LEVIN/full Committee?)

d. Labor protections from Workforce Committee negotiations (LEVIN)

Miscellaneous

a. Strike 20 percent - vocational education (STARK)
b. Contingency fund -~ Lift funding cap (LEVIN)

¢. Study of job vacancies (STARK)

Subtitie B -- SS1 AMENDMENTS

I.

Eliminate State SSI maintenance of effort requirement
a. Strike (MATSUD

Subtitle C - CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT

No¢ amendments



Subtitle D ~ LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

1.  Restoration of benefits to aliens
a. Pure budget agreement (include new applicants) (LEVIN)
b. Strike provision making legal immigrants ineligible if the sponsor has
income above 150 percent of poverty (LEVIN)
¢. Add present before August 22 but disabled after (LEVIN)

2. Non~Wa§'s and Means issues
a. Strike entry pledge

Subtitle E - UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

I.  Pennington
a. Strike provision (LEVIN)

SUBSTITUTE

1. Limit the mark to items in the budget agreement (LEVIN}
a. Welfare-to-work (as modified by Democratic amendments)
b. SSI fees
c. Restore benefits to legal immigrants, including new applicants present in
the US on August 22, 1996
d. Refugees
e. Ul trust fund ceiling
f. Ul fraud provision

JADCOLTOMWME.S Subcommines amendenent fist s
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The National Ingmrzan Forum’s

Benefits Bulletm

A Look Af;; How the Welfare Law Will Affect Legal Immigrants
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Contents > REP. CLAY SHAW’S BUDGET PROPOSAL MAY

LOOK SWEET, BUT IT SURE TASTES SOUR TO
ELBI RLY AND I)ISABIEED LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

Contact: Angle Keiie}f {282J 544-{1004 ext 1% 5 _ .- & pages total
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Propasal Candy Coats the Poison Pill 6f New Restrictions
by Pretending t¢ Offer Coverage to More Elderly

Rep. Clay Shaw (R-FL) today proposed to undermine the budget agreement, despite the fact
ihat it has received overwhelming bipartisan auppeort in beth the House and the Senate, The
agreement restores benefits for certain lagal immigrants now and in the future. Rep. Shaw,
Chairman of the Houss Ways and Means Human Regources Subcommittes, is advocating
for a significantly scaled-back resteration of beﬁefits to olderly and disabled legal
immigrants that brazenly violates both the letter and ‘the spirit of the bi-partisan agreement,
and if adopted, might sventually threaten the overall balanced budget desi.

The Shaw proposal promises to help the slderly, when in fact # s designed to reduce
coverage for the eiderly now and in the future., The proposal cleverly alleges to "expand”
coverage to ail elderly legal immigrants currently racelving Supplemental Security income
(881 "in exchange” for eliminating 881 for those lagal immigrants currently in the country who
need it in the fulure, infact, the bi-partisan budget agreement will uitimately cover current
elderly S8 recipients as:they become teo old and disabled to support themsalves. But the
budget agreement goes {anther and also covers legal immigrants who were in the country as
of August 23, 1996 and naed S8! in the future. For example, a now heaithy B68-year old who
was in tha U.8. last Azzgust and later devalops Alzheimers would receive benefits under the
bi-partisan budget agreement but would gof underfjRep. Shaw's proposal. The Shaw
proposal Is & ruse designed to obfuscate the fact that the most vulnerable wili have no
gssistance !n the future. L

! Prepeted by the National immigration Forum
22C | Strast, ME #220 Washington, DC 200024362
Fhong: 202-844-0004 + Fax 202.544.1808



w i =

¥
Prom: To: Cyntils Fiss : Date: 875097 ﬁm:w:m:}s e 20
| Jur @4 97 ESIiePM

Pags 2of 4

) K

Rep. Shaw's praposa! further IImits bensfits to §egal immigrants by the imposition of
a 150% poverty line incoma requiremant. This provision statas that current §S1 recipients
will be required to locate their sponsor and provide ithe Soclal Security Administration (88A)
with incoms information aboaut the sponsor. {f the sponsor is found to have an income abova
160% of the poverty line {$23,400 annual incame for a family of four), the current recipiant wili
loge thelr SSi banefits, whether the sponsor can suppornt them or not.  This provision will
narrow even further the number of lagal immigrants who will gontinue receiving benefits.
Moreover, it's certgin to be an administrative nightmare on the SSA who will have to ascertain
and verify the income level of hundreds of thousands of sponsors.

Biisan Rudget Deal _t Shaw Proposal """""""
Covered: 3 Covered:
: : |
. All disabled recipients recesiving 351 |+ Disabled and elderly reciplents
as of 8/23/98; ! receiving SSI as of §/237/88 as long
as their spongor has an income
. Eigarly rec prents recsiving SS1 as of - below 150% of the poverty line
8/23/66 who raquaisfy as disabled: {$23.400 for a family of four),
and, : ‘
. Legal tmmigran’is wiho were in the **
U.8. as of 8/23/96, and become J
~ disabled in the future. '

i e T e e
H
i
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Attached to this 86??9( ts Buletin is a letter from the Leadership Councit of Aging
Organizations {note e:gnatoms) thet states they wilt not "support any reductions in benefits
to Immigrants with dzsah:lrtma in order {0 provide them to other groups of immigrants.”
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I EADERSHIP COUNCIL
R ; OO oS

AGING ORGANIZAT IONS

: June 5, 1997

- ey

The Honorable William Ascher

1102 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC Zﬁ’si{)

tm
i

Dosr Chalrman Amh::

The undersigned mbem of the Leadership Council of Aging Organizations (LCAO) are deeply
concerned about the catent to which kepal immiyrants wilk be haemed under the welfare reform
law ¢nacted in August of last year, The lew cut §22 bililon in services wo immigrants legully here
who played by the rules - & full 44% of the cuts in the overall legislation. We believe (hat these

benefits should be restored, and will comuinue tw urge the Congress to sct a8 swiftly ae possibie (o
raizstate them,

We beliove that the budget syreement between Congreas and the White House, which proposes to
reinstate §3.7 billion in Supplamnzai Socurity Income (8S1) to immigrants with disebilitias,
represents significant progress. By alding fmmigrants with disabilities who wore in the U.S. at the
time of the law's eraciment, including those where were in the country on that date and who
bocome disabled In the (utwie, this agreement wii! at Joust serve those with the most sevare needs

whose Bves Jiterally depend an SS1 This 12 an important stab; at & minimum, final action by zha
Commiltos must preserve aceess to S8I for all of (hese individuals.

We also remain concernms ahoul the fate of ciderly immigrants who rely on S51 for their survivel,
and immigrants who will comne {n the future and will face extraordinary hardship due to a crigis in
their own - or their sponsory’ -~ Hves, As the Committee continues the budgel reconciliation
process, we swongly urge thit you identiy additional resources to preserva SSI cligibility for all

legal immigrants. We will not, however, supporst sny reductions in benefits 16 immigrants with
disabilities in order 0 pwwdz them to other groups of migmnls
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Sincerely, !
AARP
Alzheimer’s Assoclation

AFSME Rctirce Program

American Assoctation of Homes and Services for the Aging

American Gerlatrics Socicty

Dats; 8/5/07 Time: 10:10:12
19:1s

E

Asociacion Nacional Pro Personas Mayores
Association of Jewish Aging Services
Association for Gerantology in Higher Education

Association for Gcmmology and Huraan Development in Historically Black Coﬂcgc& ahd

Universities ‘

4

B’nai B'rlth Center for Seator Housing and Services

National Asian Pacific Center on Aging

National Association o’f Area Agencics on Aging
National Association of Retired Federal Employees
National Association of State Units on Aging
National Caucus and Ccntcr on Black Aged, Inc.
National Councll of Scmm Citizens

National Council on the Aging, Inc.

National Hispanic Council on Aging

Natlonal Ostmpomsis Fotindation

Older Women’s League
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Job Creation & Retention Block Grant

One of the greatest concerns raised by the now welfare law is thut sufficient jobs will not be
available, particularly in depressed urban and remote rural areas, to move poor parents from
welfare into permanent employment. According to estimates from the (Congressional Budget
Office (CBO), states already will have w invest an estimated $12.3 billion over the next six vears
in work and training programs above the level of funding included in the block grant in order 10
comply with the new work requirements.

Much has been said rhetorically about the need fo require welfare recipients to work, Now we need
to find ways to remove the barriers to ensure that they can work. The overwhelming majority of
welfare households are headed by women (94%). About 60% of these women have children
younger than 6 six years of age. If we ate serious abowt moving welfare recipients from welfare to
work, we must be serious about remmoving the barriers to work. The myth abour welfare is that
families receive it forever. The reality about welfare is that families cyele on and off, Tn the first
year of welfare receipt, about half of those wcciviﬁg welfare leave the system. By the end of the
second vear, about 70% have left. By the end of five years..abowt 90% have left. The problem is
that over two-thirds of these families refurn (o welfare. Ofien quite quickly.-Often Tor lon ga*‘
periods of time. . :

To ensure that weltare recipients can not only get a job, but keep a job, states and comumunities
“need to work fogether. The plight of some nine million children i3 at steke, Under welfars reform,
the federal government 18 requiring a dramatic mcrease in personal responsibility from parents on
welfare. To help these single women, who are balancing the need to care for their children and

financially hold their own, we propose additional regources through the Job Crestion nod Retention
Block Grant. It's not just about getting 2 job; it's about keeping a job. 'y about self-sufficiency.

Job Creation and Retention Block Grant:
The Job Creation and Retention Block Grant has the following goals:

* to focus on job creation und retention for long-term welfare reciptents {those who have received
cash assistance for longer than 18 months); .

« toreach those who are at highest risk of reaching federal or state time limits; and

*  toprovide maximum state flexibility while rewarding job creation & retention.

State Plan:
The state shail submit 2 plan to the Secretary of Labor, which includes the following:

*  Description of activities for ensuring that former TANF or fooed stamp recipients placed in jobs
are sble 1o remain ) the workforee for at least nine months,

+  Description of activities for creating jobs through wage subsidies or contracts with private
nonprofit agencies that would not otherwise have existed in the absence of such subsidies or
contracts;

«  Description of 4 job retention and creation voucher program in the event that a state chooses 1o
implement such an option!

«  Description of the relationship batween activities supported under this block grant and activities
undertaken by the state and participating communitics under TANE,
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»  Description of qualifying communities within the state that will be served by the block grant
and assurances that the state will target urban and rural areas with high rates of poverty,

*  Description of the population groups (0 be served by the block grant;

»  Assurances that the state/city and any qualifying communities would panticipate in the
evaluation carried out under this biock grant if selected by the Secretary to do so;

*  Assurances that the state will comply with nondiscrimination and nondisplacement rules in
administering the block grant; and,

* - Assurances that the state will consult with local county elected officials, community
development organizations, nonprofil providers, private industry councils, local employment
service agencies, and other appropriate planning agencies in owder to ensure effective
coordination with other programs and activities at the state, county and community level.
Public-private partnerships would be encouraged.

Eligible States:
‘A state may applyfor funds if L o g S
= it has an approved state plan for welfare 0 work

e g siaie has met or exceeded the 80 percent maintenance of effort as defined under TANF
Eligible Individuals:

*» - long-term recipients of cash assistance {18 months or more, nof necessacily consecutive) or
who are in danger of exhausting federal or state time Hmits and who have already been through
a job search process

« individuals who have exhausted TANF assistance or who are at risk of returning to TANF (but
not those terminated from TANF due to refusal to work)

+ non custodial parents with chiid support orders

Payments to States:

50 percent of the funds would be allocated to states with approved plans based on each state's
percentage of the poverty population {or, possibly food stamp recipients if that's a better data
source). States without approved plans would not be eligible for funds. Once states receive
funding, state legislatures must enact legislation implementing the state’s bock grant program.

States are required 1o spend funds received under this block grant in qualifying communities within
the state. A "qualifying community” for purposes of this bleck grant is a jurisdiction with poverty
and unemployment rates at least 20 perceni higher than théstate average. The term "comumunity”
can be defined by the applicant and can constitute a range of political subdivisions including
muliple-county regions or just a neighborhood. Regional applications would be allowable if there
is an existing appropriate regional entity with the capacity to administer the program. States shall be
allowed to select among reasanable and reliable data sources to demonstrate the level of need
within particular communities, subject o guidelines issued by the Secretary. States will determine
which qualifying communities (o serve,

Prior to dishursement of funds, and out of the entire pot of money (not just the formula program) |
percent would be set aside for Native American Iribes that choose 1o run their own job creation and
retention program on reservations. Tribes would submit apphications to the Secretary of Labor in
the same manner as siales.



Competitive Grants:

50 percent of the funds would be used to establish a competitive grant program for cities and
counties with large poverty populations and which administer their own work programs. The area
to be served must meet the same definition of qualified community as in the block grant program,
(does not need to be an entire city or county). Cities and counties would use the funds for job
creation and retention programs consistent with the terms of this act. At least 30 percent of these
grants would be directed toward rural areas. Regional applications would be allowable if there is
an existing appropriate regional entity with the capacity to administer the program.

Preference for grants would be given to:
Projects that would serve areas of greatest poverty;
Projects that emphasize job creation or retention;
Projects which explicitly address those with barriers to work including no work history,
low basic skills, history of substance abuse, victims of domestic wolcncc
Projects which are innovative or creative in their approaches;
Projects which include a strategy to help people achieve a living wage.

Performance Grants:

As part of the formula grant program, the Secretary shall withhold from each state 20 percent of the
funds with an additional performance-based grant (based on job placement and retention) from the
remaining 20% based on placements. The bonus payments will be made as follows:

+ 2 $1,000 bonus payment for placement and retention of an eligible individual for at least 9
moaths in an unsubsidized job of a leng-term (18 months+) TANF recipient (or previous
AFDC);

+ 2 $1,000 bonus payment for use of wage subsidies, vouchers, contracts with private nonprofit
agencies to create a job that lasts at least 9 months and would not otherwise have existed in the
absence of such subsidy, voucher, or contract:

* a3$500 bonus payment if the individual retained in a job under either the preceding bullets lacks
a high school degree, has inadequate basic academic skills, or restdes in an area ‘with an
unemployment rate in excess of 7 percent;

«  an additional $500 bonus payment if the individual gets a GED prior to placement; and,

an additional $500 bonus payment for increases in wages such that a participating household's
income exceeds the poverty level as the result of the program.

For purposes of this block grant, "retention” is defined as meeting one of the two following
standards: (a) continuzous employment of an individual in a single job for at least 9 months; or (b)
immediate re-employment of an individual who loses a job during the first 9 months following
placement such that the individual is employed for at least 9 months out of the 12 month period
following initial-piacement (ie: an individual's first job may not work out, but the second or third
job that the individual gets may turn into a long-lasting job.)

Bonus money can only be used to put welfare recipients to work or retain welfare recipients in the
workforce. Bonus money doesn't need to be matched, but it cannot be used as matching money
for any other federal program.

If claims for performance bonuses exceed the total amount of funds available for performance
bonuses, the Secretary shall make a pro rata rcducuon in the amount of cach individual
performance bonus.

Matching Requirements:
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States must meet 20% match requirements for receipt of theie basic formula grant, Mo maich is
required to receive bonus payments. The 20 percent maich must be in cash. The 20 percent state
match cannot be counted toward the maintenance of effort requirement 1o receive TANFE the state is
exceeding 80 percent maintenance of effort as defined under TANF io which casc the stare may use -
the overage to reduce its maich. The Secretary of Labor would have flexibility to assess tribal
maiching contributions on a case by case basis depending upon resources available to each tribe.

Those states that are exceeding the ruaintenance of effort requirements under TANF would receive
a proportionate decrease in thetr maiching requirements to receive a formula grant.

Use of F‘ahés:

Block grant funds shall be used 1o assist TANF recipients and food stamp recipients {and former
recipients) tn obtaining and retaining private sector employment. Funds could be used for:

+ pre-employment services such as job-readiness, counseling, and the purchase of uniforms or
tools: 2} short term ussistance o those on the job who need emergency help & deal with
problems like joss of child care, unreliable transportation, or family crises; 3} re-employment

: services such as case managoment, assistance in resolving problems so the individual can go
e 3w -epw-Dacktoavork, and othensteps.to facilitate re-employment, or 43 shott-tenn, jobs specific’
traging.

s  Wage subsidies 10 private employers and contracts to private nonprofit agencies to create jobs
that last at least 9 months and would not otherwise have exited in the absence of such subsidy
or contract, including but not limited to jobs created through micro enterprise development.
Such conteacts can also be used to establish revolving loan funds or echnical and financial
assistance to create jobs for TANF or former TANF recipients,

+ Job retention vouchers given directly to recipients that could be redeemed by private job
placement agencies that successfully place former TANF or food stamp recipients in an
unsubsidized job that is held for at least 9 months.

Youchers:

Eligible individuals could be given a job retention or creatiot voucher to be redeemed by privae
employers ar by private agencies who provide job retention services or sponsor job creation
projects. States must establish minimum standards for employers and private agencies iaterested
participating who have been approved for participation in the voucher program. States would set
the terms for redemption of vouchers, but no more than 25 percett of the voucher conld be
redeemed until the eligible individual has been employed for at least nine months.

In the event a state chooses to implement a voucher program, it should include plans to provide
consumers with information about the effectiveness and experience of providers or use other
mechanisms to ensure scoountability and evaluate providers.

Prohibited Uses of Funds: b
+  Funds can't be used to satis{y matching requirements under other programs

«  Funds can’t be used to dispiace current workerss {fire employees, lavolf empioyees, cut hours
or otherwise reduce their pay) or fill unton vacancies;

s  Funds can't be used to create jobs in the public sector, except for Indian reservations and areas
designated as Labor Surplus Areas by the US. Deportment of Labor or otherwise determined
to have an insufficient number of johs for low-skilled individuals in accondance with standards
developed by the Secretary of Labor, .
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Interaction with TANE:

Assistance under this section shall not count toward TANF time limit.

Job creation and retention block grant funds are to sepplement, not supplant, TANF money, and
the state plan shal 1 describe such efforts.

[ndividuals who are receiving assistance under the biock grant whe lost eligibility for TANF
because of garnings from employment shall be counted in TANF participation rutes.

At the request of the state, and if consistent with the goals and ohjectives of the propoesed plan,
those participating in 'vocational education activities' shall be congidered as meeting the work
participation requiremnents, without regard to overall Bmitation included in last year's law,

At the request of the state, and if consistent with the goals and objectives of the proposed plan,
those participating in 'vecational education training’ may 8o so for up to 24 months, for purposes
of meeting the work participation requirements,

Formula geams would be given to the state entity responsibie for meeting the TANF work -

; .-«»fe(.;z*wmmts

Administration:

Each state’s share of administrative funds shall be based on the state’s share of the total block
grant. Administrative expenditures shail not exceed 7 percent of wial spending. The Secretary of
Labor would define "administrative.” Interactive retention services designed to eetain eligible
mdividuals in the workforce would not be considerad adminisirative cosis.

Funding:

Mandatory appropriation to the Department of Labor of the following amounts:

FY98 $0.7 billion

FY99 $0.7 billion

EY00 $1.0 billion .
FYO! 50.6 billion

Funds would be available until expended,

Evaluation:

The Secretary of Labor shail be required to contract with an appropriate entity for the design and
implementation of a rigorous, multi-site evaluation of major strategies utilized and activities
supported by states under this program. The Secretary is authorized o select no more than five

‘sites to participate in a full-scale evaluation designed to assess the net impact of state/city programs

through random assignment or other appropriste means. Less intensive duta collection and
evaluation mechantsms may be utilized (o gather information about the activities undertaken by
other states/cities receiving gromts under the progracm. A total of one percent of funds available
under the block grant would be reserved for the costs of evaluation activities.

I the event that a state/city's aotivities, or a portion thereof, is selected for inclusion inthe
evaiuation, the Secretary s nuthorized o waive g portion of the matching requirement in
recognition of increased adminstrative and data-collection costs incurred by the state/eity in
cogjunction with the evaluation,
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1 TITLE IX—COMMITTEE ON WAYS

2 AND MEANS—NONMEDICARE

3 Subtitle A—TANF Block Grant

4 SEC.9001. WELFARE.TO-WORK GRANTS.

5 {a} GRANTS TO STATES.—Section 403(a) of the So-
6 cial Security Act (42 U.8.C. 603(a)) is amended by adding
7 at the end the following:

8 “{3) WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS. —

9 “{A) NONCOMPETITIVE QGRANTS —

10 “(1) ENTITLEMENT . ~—A Su;te shall be
11 entitled to receive from the Secretary a
12 grant for each fiscal year specified in sub-
13 paragraph (H) of this paragraph for which
14 the State is a welfare-to-work State, in an

15 amount that does not exceed the lesser

16 " of—

17 4(T) 2 times the total of the ex-
18 ' peﬂditfzzrés by the OState (excluding
19 gqualified State expenditures (as de-
20 fined in section 409(a}(7)BXi)) and
21 expenditures deseribed 1o section
22 409(a){7}B)(v)) during the fscal
23 vear for activities described in sub-
24 paragraph (C){i} of this paragraph; or

June 4, 1897 {2:58 8.m.)
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“(TI) the allotment of the State

under clause (iiij of this subparagraph

for the fiscal year.

“{ii)) WELPARE-TO-WORK STATE.—A
State shall be considered a welfare-to-work
State for a fiscal year for purposes of this
subparagraph if the Secretary, after con-

sultation {and the sharing of any plan or

_amendment thereto submutted under this

clause) with the Secretary of Health and
Human Services and the Seeretary of
Housing and Urban Development, deter-
mines that the State meets the following
requirements:
“(I) The State has submitted to
the Becretary (in the form of an ad-
- dendum to the State plan submitted
under section 402) a plan whicb«iw
“{aa} heseribes how, consist-
ent with this subparagraph, the
State will use any funds provided
under this subparagraph during
the fiscal year;
“{bb) specifies the formula

to be used pursuant to clause (vi)
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3
to distribute funds in the State,
and describes the process by
which the formula was developed;
and
“{ec} contains evidence that
the plan was developed in con-
sultation and coordination with
sub-State areas.
{11} The State has provided the
Secretary with an estimate of the

amount that the State intends to ex-

pend during the fiscal year {exeluding

expenditures deseribed in  section
409(a (7} B)}iv)) for activities de-
scribed in subparagraph (C){i) of this
paragraph. _

, ‘(I11) The State has agreed to

-negotiate in good faith with the See-
. retary of Health and Human Services

with respe& to the suhstance of any
evaluation under section 413()), and
to cooperate with the eaﬁduct of any
such evaluation.

“{IV) The State is an eligible
State for the fiscal year.



FAJDGAWMIRECONSTADRAFT.003

Lr+ S S, TS N 7 S TR ¥ S

I [ RN ] FN —- Nt — [ [W pu— [ Moak - ]
- S O == T '~ S~ - IS N« U ¥ T - N P S N . =

Suwes A 1BEY (.58 am )

4
“(V} Qualified State expenditures

(within the meamng of section

408{a}(7}) are at least 80 percent of

historic State expenditures {(within the

nieanung of such section), with respect
to the fiscal year or the inmxeﬁiately
preceding fiscal vear.

“(ii) ALLOTMENTS TO WELFARE-TO-
WORK STATES.—The allotment of a wel-
fare-to-work State for a fiscal year shall be
the available amount for the fiscal year
multiplied by the State percentage for the
fiseal year.

“{iv) AVAILABLE AMOUNT.---AS used

- in-this subparagraph, the term ‘available

amount’ means, for a fscal year, the sum
of—

(1} 50 percent of the sum‘of-w»

“(as) the amount specified

in subparagraph (H) for the fis-

cal vear, rzziﬁus the total of the

amounts reserved pursuant to

subparagraphs (¥') and (G) for

the fiscal vear; and
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“{bb} any amount reserved
pursuant to subparagraph (¥)
for the immediately preceding fi\s-
cal year that has not been obl-
gated; and |

“(II} any available amount for

the immediately preceding fiscal year
that has not been obligated by & State

or sub-State entity.

“(y) STATE PERCENTAGE. —AS

used in clause (i), the term ‘State
percentage’ means, with respect to a

fiscal year, ¥3 of the sum of-

“(aa) the percentage rep-
. resented by the number of indi-
viduals in the State whose in-
,come is less than the pavérfy line
" divided by the number of sm:h -
dividuals in the United States;
“(bb} the percentzlxgve rep-
resented by the number of unem-
ployed individuals in the State di-
vided by the number of such indi-
lviduals in the United States; and
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“{ee} the percentage rep-
resented by the pumber of indi-
viduals who are adult recipients
of assistance under the State
program funded under this part
divided by the number of individ-
uals in the United States who are
adult recipients of assistance
under any State program funded
under this part. '

“Uvi) DHSTRIBUTION OF FUNDS WITH-

IN BTATES ww-e

“1) I GENERAL—A State to

which a grant is made under this sub-
paragraph shall distribote not less
than 85 percent of the grant funds
among the service delivery areas in
‘the State, zn accordance with-a for-
mula which—

“{aa) determines the
amount to be distributed for the
benefit of a service delivery area
in proportion to the nmb& (if
any) hby which the number of in-
dividuals residing in the service
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delivery area with an income that

2 is less than the poverty line ex-
3 ceeds 5 percent of the population
4 of the serviece delivery area, rel-
5 ative to such number for the
6 other service delivery areas in the
7 State, and accords a weight of
g not less than 50 percent to this

9 factor;
10 “(bb) may determine the
11 araount to be distributed for the
12 benefit of a service delivery area
13 in proportion to the pumber of
14 adults residing in the service de-
15 livery area who are recipients of
.16 assistance under the State pro-
17 b .,gram funded under this part
18 {whether in effect before or after
19 the amendments made by section
20 103(a) of the Personal Respon-
21 sibility and Work Opportunity
22 Raconciliation Act first applied to
23 the State) for at least 30 months
24 (whether or not consecutive) rel-
ative to the number of such

[
Lh

Juna 4, 1957 (758 am)
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adults residing in the other serv-

fo—y

2 ie¢ delivery areas in the State;
3 and
4 “{ce} may determine the
S amount to be distributed far: the
6 benefit of a service delivery area
7 in proportion to the number of
8 unemployed individuals residing
9 in the service delivery areé rel-
10 ative to the number of such indi-
11 viduals residing in the other serv-
12 : iee delivery areas in the State,
13 I Speciar RULE.—Notwith-
14 «> . standing subeclause (I}, if the formula
15 used pursuant to subclause (I} would
16 “. i result in the distribution of less than
17 v $100,000 during a fiscal vear for the
18 = benefit of a serviee delivery area, then
19 ' in lieu of distributing such sum-in ac-
20 reordance with the formuls, soch swmn
21 shall be available for distribution
22 under subelause (I1I) during the fiscal
23 Vear.
24 “(IIT} PROJECTS TO HELP LONG-

Dt
N

TERM RECIPIENTS OF ASSISTANCE

Jume 4, 1997 (158 am.)
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INTO THE WORK FORCE.~The Gov.

ernor of 8 State to which a gr&a£ is
made under this subparagraph may
distribute not more than 15 percent of

the grant funds (plus any amount re-

~quired to be distributed under this

subelause by reason of subclause (I1))
to projects that appear likely to help
long-term recipients of assistance
under the State pr:zgr;m funded
under this part (whether in effect be-
fore or after the amendments made by
seetion 10G3{a) of the Personal Re-
spousibility and Work Opportunity
Reconeibation Aet first applied to the
State) enter the work foree.

. v} ADMINISTRATION.

+ I} I GEXERAL—A grant
made under this subparagraph to a
State shall be administered by the
State agency that is administering, or
supervising the admmistration of, the
State ;;mgram funded under this part,
or by another State agency designated
by the Governor of the State.
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“{II}) SPENDING BY PRIVATE IN-

DUSTRY COUNCILS.~-The private in-
dustry council for 8 service delivery
area shall have sole authonty to ex-
pend the amounts provided for the
benefit of a service delivery area
under subparagraph (vi}{I), after con-
sultation with the agency that is ad-
ministering the State program funded
under this paﬂ; in the service delivery
area. ‘
“(B) COMPETITIVE GRANTS.~

“{i} INx GENBRAL.~—The Secretary, in

.consultation with the Secretary of Health

and Buman Services and the Secretary of

- "Housing and Urban Development, shall

make .grants in accordance with this sub-
paragrapb, in fiscal years 1988 and 2000,
to eligible applicants based on the: likeli-
hood that the applicant can successfully
make long-term placements of individuals
into the work force.

“(ii) ELIGIBLE APPLICANTS.—As used

in clause (i}, the term ‘ehgble applicant’
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means a private industry council or a polit-
ieal subdivision of a State.

“{ill) DETERMINATION OF QRANT
AMOUXT —In determining the amount of a
grant to be made under this subparagraph
for & project proposed by an applicant, the
Secretary shall provide the applicant with
an amount sufficient to ensure ths{at the
project has a reasonable opport;unitj";w be
successful, talong into account the number
of long-term recipients of assistance under

a State program funded under this part,

‘the level of unemployment, the job oppor-

tunities and job growth, the poverty rate,
and such other factors as the Secretary
deerns appropriate, in the area to be served
by the project.

<= *{rv} TARGETING OF 100 CITIES WITH
GREATEST NUMBER OF PERSONS WITH IN-
COME LESS THAN THE POVERTY LINE.—
The Secretary sball use not less than 75
percent of the funds available for & fiseal
year for grants under this subparagraph to
make grants to cities that are among the
100 cities in the United States with the
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highest number of residents with an in-
come that is less than the poverty line.
“(iv) FUNDING.~For grants under
this subparagraph for each fGOscal year
specified in subparagraph (H), there shall
be available to thg Secretary an amount

equal to the sum of—

“(I) 50 percent of the sum of—

“(as} the amount specified
in subparagraph (H) for the fis-
cal year, minus the wtal‘ of the
amounts reserved pursuant to
subparagraphs (F'). and (G) for
the figeal year; and

“(bb) any amount reserved

'pursuant to subparagraph (F)
. for the immediately preceding fis-

cal year that has not been obl- i
gated; and

“(¢I1} any amount available for

grants under this subparagraph for
the immediately preceding fiscal year
that hag not been obligated.

“(C) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF PUNDS,—
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(1) ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES.~An en-

tity to which funds are provided under this
paragraph may use the funds to move inte
the work force recipients of assistance
under the program funded under this part
of the State in which the entity is located,
by means of any of the following:

“{1} Job ereation through public
or private sector employment wage
subsidies. |

“{TI} On-the-job training.

“(I) Contracts with job place-
ment companies or public job place-
ment programs.

“{IV) Job vouchers.

“(V)y Job retention or support
services if such services are not other-
wise available.

“{11) REQUIRED BENEFZQ?ARIES.-—&
entity that operates a project with funds
provided under this paragraph shall expend
at least 90 percent of all funds provided to
the project for the benefit of recipients of
assistance under the program funded

under this part of the State in which the
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entity is located who meet the require-

il

2 ments of any of the following subelauses:

3 “¢I} The individual has received
4 assistance under the State program
5 funded under this part (whether in ef-
6 fect before or after the amendments
7 made by section 103 of the Personal

. ‘R Responsibility and Work Opportunity

9 Reconcihiation Act of 1996 first apply
10 to the State) for at least 30 months
11 {whether or not consecutive}.

12 “{II) At least 2 of the foliowing
13 apply to the recipient:

14 ““{aa) The individual has not
15 completed secondary school or
16 obtained a certificate of general
17 ; equivalency, and has Jow skills in
18 reading and mathematies.

19 “(bb} The individual re-
20 quires substance abuse treatment
21 for employment.

22 “{ec} The individual has a
23 poor work history.

Juna & 1997 (758 amd
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The Secretary shall preseribe such

regulations as may be necessary to in-

terpret this subelause.

“{II1} Witlhan 12 months, the in-
dividual will become ineligible for as-
sistance under the State program
funded under this part by reason of a
durational bmii on such assistance,
without regard to any exemption pro-
vided pursuant to section
408(a)(THC) that may apply to the
individual.

“(ii) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY
OF SECTION 404—The rules of section
404, other than subsections (b), (f), and
{h) of section 404, shall not apply to a
grant made under this paragraph.

“{iv) PROHIBITION AGAINST PROVI-
SION OF SERVICES BY PRIVATE INDUSTRY
COUNCIL.~—A private industry council may
not directly provide services usmg funds
provided under this paragraph.

“{v) PROHIBITION AGAINST USE QF
GRANT FUNDS FOR ANY OTHER FUND

MATCHING REQUIREMENT.--An entity to
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16
which funds are provided under this para-
graph shall not use any part of the funds
to fulfill any obligation of any State, politi;
cal subdivision, or private mdustry couneil
to contribute funds under other Federal
law.

“(vi) DEADLINE FOR EXPENDI-
TURE.—An entity to which funds are pro.
vided under this paragraph shall remit to
the Seccretary any part of the funds that
are not expended within 3 years after the
date the funds are so provided.

(D} INDIVIDUSLS WITH INCOME LESS

THAN THE POVERTY LINE.--For purposes of
- this paragraph, the number of individuals with
an income that is less than the poverty line
shall be determined based on the methodology
used by the Bureau of the Census to produce
and publish intercensal poverty data for 1993

for States and counties.

“(E) DEFINITIONS.~—As used in this para-

graph:

“(i) PRIVATE INDUSTRY COUNCIL.~—
The term ‘private industry council’ means,

with respect to a service debvery area, the
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private industry council {or successor en-

tity} established for the service delivery

area pursuant to the Job Training Part-
nership Act.

“(ii} SECRETARY.—The term ‘See-
retary’ means the Secretary of Labor, ex-
cept as otherwise @m%i;* provided.

“{ii1) SERVICE DELIVERY AREA.—The
term ‘serviee delivery area’ shall have the
meaning given. such term for ﬁurpqses of
the Job Training Partnership Act.

“(F) SET-ASIDE FOR INDIAN TRIBES.—I1
percent of the amount specified in subpara-
graph (H} for each fiscal year shall be reserved
for grants to Indian tribes under -section
412(a)(3). |

“{G) SET-ASIDE FOR EVALUATIONS.—0.5
percent of the amount specified in subpara-
graph {H) for each fiscal year shall be reserved
for use by the Secretary of Health and Human
Services 1o carry out section 413(j).

“(H} Funpixg.—To carry out this para-
praph, there are authorized to be appro-
priated-—
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“{i) $700,000,000 for each of fiscal

years 1898 and 1999,
“(it) $1,000,000,000 for fiscal year
2000; and |
“(ui) $600,000,000 for fiscal year
2001 |
“(I) BuoeeT scofzzmg—Nomvithsmnding
section 457(b){2) of the Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985, the
baseline shall assume that no graﬁt shall be
made under this paragraph or under section
412(a)(3} after fiscal year 2001.7.

* (b} GrRARTS TO INDIAN TRIBES.—Section 412{a} of

14 such Act (42 U.S.C. 612{a)} is amended by a%iding at the

15 end the following:

16
17
18

20
21
22
23
24
25

Jung 4, 1997 (758 am)

“{3} WELFARE-TO-WORK GRANTS,

- “(A) IN, GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
make a grant in accordance with this paragraph
to an Indian tribe for each fiscal year specified
in seetion 403(aM5)}(H)} for which the Indian
tribe is a welfare-to-work tribe, in such amount
as the Secretary deems appropriate, subject to
subparagraph (B) of this paragraph.

“(B) WELFARE-TO-WORK TRIBE.-—An In-

dian tribe shall be considered a welfare-to-work
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tribe for a fiseal year for purposes of this para-
graph if the Indian tribe meets the following re-

quirements:

“(i) The Indian tribe has submitted to
the Secretary (in the form of an addendum
to the tribal family assistance plan, if any,
of the Indian tribe} a plan which deseribes
how, consistent with -section 403{a}(5}, the
Indian t;ribe‘wiii use any funds provided
under this paragraph during the fiscal
year.

“(ii} The Indian tribe has provided
the Secretary with an estimate of the
amount that the Indian tribe intends to ex-
pend during the fiseal vear (excluding trib-
al expendifures ;; described in  section
409(2)(7)(B)(iv)} for activities described in

-section 403{a)(5)(C){i).

“@i13) The Indian tribe has agreed to
negotiate in good faith with the Secretary
of Health and Human Services with re-
speet to the substance of any evaluation
under section 413(i}, and 10 cooperate with

the conduct of any such evaluation.
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1 *{C) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF FUNDS.—
Z Section 403(a}{5){C) shall apply to funds pro-
3 vided to Indian tribes under this paragraph in
4 the same manner in which such section apples

5 to funds provided under section 403(a}(5).”.
6 (¢} ¥UXxpS RECEVED FROM GRAXTS TO BE Dis-
7 REGARDED IN APPLYING DURATIONAL LIMIT ON ASSIST-
§ ANCE—RBeetion 408(a){(7) of sueh Act (42 UB.C.
‘ 9 608(a}{7)) 1s amended by adding at the end the following:
10 “((3) INAPPLICABILITY TO WELFARE-TO-
11 WORK GRANTS AND ASSISTANCE.~For purposes
12 of subparagraph (A) of this paragraph, a grant
13 * made under section 403(a)}{5} shall not be con-
14 : sidered a grant made under section 403, and
115 TY assistance from funds provided under section

16 °- 403(a}(5) shall not be considered assistance.

17 '(d) EvaLuaTions.—Section 413 of such Act (42
18 U.S.C. 613) is amended by adding at the end the follow-
19 ing: ’

20 “4)- EvaLcariox oF  WELFARE-TO-WORK PRO-
21 oraMs.—The Secretary—

22 “{1) shall, in consultation with the Secretary of
23 Labor, develop a plan to evaluate how grants made
24 under sections 403(a)(5} and 4}2(&}{3) have been
25 used; and

Jung £, 1997 I7:58 sm.}
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“(2} may evaluate the use of such grants by
such grantees as the Secretary deems.appropriate, in
aceordance with an agreement entered into with the
grantees after good-faith negotiations.”,

My
SEC. 8002. LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF FEDERAL FUNDS

TRANSFERABLE TO TFTLE XX PRGGW*
{2} IN GEXERAL ~Section 404(d) of the Social Secu-

rity Aet (42 17.8.C. 604(d)} is amended-

(1) in parégmph (1), by striking “A State
may’ and inserting “Subject to ;}araé'raph {2}, a
State may’’; and |

(2} by amending paragraph (2) to read as fol-
lows: A

*“(2) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT TRANSPERAELE
TO TITLE XX PROGRAMS—A State may use not
more than 10 percent of the -amount of any grant

made to the State under section 403{a) for a fiscal ‘

" year to earry out State programs pursuant to title

). ¢. il
(b) RETROACTIVITY.—The smendments made by

21 subsection (a) of this section ghall take effect as iIf in-

22 cluded in the enactment of section 103(a) of the Personal

23 Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconcibation Aet
24 of 1996,

Juna £, 1907 (784 a.m
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A~ Y * D Y VE I O

PERSONS WHO MAY BE TREATED AS EN.
GAGED IN WORE BY REASON OF PARTICIPA-

TION IN EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITIES.

(8) 1N GEXERAL. —Section 407(e)(2)(D) of the Social
Security Act (42 T/.8.C. 607(c)(2)(D)) is amended to read

as follows:

‘“UD) LIMITATION OX NUMBER OF PER-
SONS WHO MAY BE TREATED AS ENGAGED IX
WORK BY Rﬁ:asa:\; OF PARTICIPATION IN EDU-
CATIONAL ACTIVITIES—For purposes of deter-
mining monthly participation rates under para-
graphs {(1)(B})(i) and (2B} of subsection (b),
not more than 20.percent of the number of in-
dividuals in all families and in 2-parent fami-
hes, respectively, in a State who are Ltrea%d as
engaged in work for a month may eonsist of in-
dividuals who are determined to be engaged in
work for the month by reason of participation
in vocational educational training, or deemed to
be engaged in work for the month by reason of

subparagraph (C) of this paragraph.”.

{(b) RETROACTIVITY.—The amendment made by sub-

24 section {a) of this section shall take effect as if included

25 in the enactment of sectiom 103{a} of the Personal Re-

Jures 4, 1897 (758 amd
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23
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Aet of
1996.
SEC. m B.&QUIRI?ZB HOURS OF WORK.
(a) IN GENERAL —Section 407 of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 607} is amended by adding at the end the
foltowing: ‘
| “(3} LivaTaTiION ON NUMBER oOF Houms Per
MoxNTH THAT A RECIPIENT OF ASSISTANCE My BE RE-
QUIRED TO WORK FOR A PUBLIC AGENCY OR NONPROFIT
ORGANIZATION «' |
“(1) IN GENERAL—A State to whuch a grant
is made under section 403 may not require a recipi-
ent of assistance under the State program funded
under this part to be assigned to a work experience,
on-thejob training, or community service position
with & public ageney or nonprofit organization dur-
ing a month for more than the allowsble number of
" ‘hours determined for the month under paragraph
(2).
“(2} ALLOWABLE NUMBER OF HOURS, ——
*(A) IN GENERAL.~Subject to subpara-
grapb (B), the allowahle number of hours deter-
“mined for & month under this paragraph is—

Jure &, 1997 (758 eam)
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24
“{i) the value of the includible bene-

fits provided by the State to the recipient
during the month; divided by

“(ii) the minimum wage rate in effect
during the month under section 6 of the

Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,

. “(B) STATE OPTION TO TAKE ACCOUNT OF

CERTAIN WORK ACTIVITIES.—

“(1) IN GENERAL~—In determining
the allowable nuinber of hours for a month
for a sufficiently employed recipient, the
State may subtract from the allowable

. number of hours caleulated under subpara-

graph (A) the mumber of hours during the
month for whieh the recipient partiéipates
in a work activity deseribed in paragraph
{6), (8),/(9), or (11) of subsection {d).

“{ii} SUFFICIENTLY EMPLOYED RE-
CIPIENT —As used in clause (i), the term
‘sufficiently employed recipient’ means,
with respect to 8 month, a recipient who 18

employed during the month for a number

of hours that is not less than—

“(I) the sum of the dollar value

of any assistance provided te the re.
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cipient during the month uﬁder the
State program funded under this part,
and the dollar value equivalent of any
henefits provided to the recipient dur-
ing .the month under the food stamp
program under the Food Sfamp Aect
of 1977; divided by

‘“{II) the minimum wage rate in
effect during the month under section
6 of the Fair Labor Standards Act of
1938.

“(3) DEFINITION OF VALUE OF THE INCLUD-
IBLE BENBFITS—As used in paragraph (2)(4), the
term ‘value of the includible benefits’ means, with

respect to a recipient-—
“{A}) the dollar value of any assistance

under the State program funded under this

“(B) the dollar value equivalent of any
benefits under the food stamp program. under
the Food Stamp Aet of 1977;

“(C) at the option of the State, the dollar
value of benefits under the State plan approved
under title XIX, as determined in aceordance

with paragraph (4);
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“(D) at the option of the State, tﬁe dollar
value of child care assistance; and
“(K) at the option of the State, the dollar
value of housing benefits.
“(4) VALUATION OF MEDICAID BENEFITS.—An-
nually, the Secretary shall publish a table that speci-
fies the dollar value of the insurance coverage pro-

vided under title XIX to a family of each size, which

~ may take aceount of geographical variations or other

Factors identified by the Secretary.

“(5) TREATMENT OF RECIPIENTS ASSIGNED TO
CERTAIN POSITIONS WITH A PUBLIC AGER{CY OR
NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.——A recipient of asgist-
ance under & State program funded under this part
who Is engaged in work &x;;erieﬁce or eammunjtg
service with & public ageney or nonprofit organtzs-
tion shall not be considered an employee of the pub-
lic agency or the nonprofit organization. Nothing
this paragraph shall be construed to affeét the em-
ployment status of any other individual participating
in a work activity pursuant to this part.”.

(b} RETROACTIVITY.—The amendment made by sub-

23 section (a) of this section shall take effect as if included

24 in the enactment of section 103{(s} of the Personal Re-

June 4, 1367 206 a.m.)
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sponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996.

SEC, 5005, PENALTY FOR FAILURE OF STATE TO REDUCE

ASSISTANCE FOR RECIPIENTS REFUSING

WITHOUT GOOD CAUSE TO WORK.

{a} IN GENERAL.—Section 40%{a) of the Social Secu-
rity Act (42 U.S.C. 609(a)} is amended by adding at the
end the following:

“(13) PeNaLTY FOR FAILURE TO REDUCE AS-

SISTANCE FOR BRECIPIENTS xBEFUSINQW WITHOUT

GOOD CAUSE TO WORK.—

“{A} IN GENERAL ~If the Secretary deter-
mines that a State to which 8 grant is made
under section 403 in a fiseal year bhas vielated
section 407(e) during the fiscal year, the See-
retary shall reduce the grant paysble to the
State under.section 403(a}(1) for the imme-
diately ‘succeeding fiscal year by an amount
equal to not less than 1 percent and not more
than § percent of the State famly assistance
grant,

“{B) PENALTY BASED ON SEVERITY OF
FAILURE.—The Secretary shall impose reduc-
tions under subparagraph (A) with respect to a
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fiscal year based on the degree of noncompli-
ance.”’.

(b} RETROACTIVITY.—The amendment made by sub-
section (a) of this section ghall take effect as if included
in the enactment of section 103(a) of the Personal Re-
sponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of
1996. '

Subtitle B—Supplemental Security
Income
SEC. 9101. REQUIREMENT TO PERFORM CHILDHOOD DIS-
ABILITY REDETERMINATIONS IN MISSED
CASES.

Section 211(d){2) of the Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (110 Stat,
2190) is amended—

{1) in subparagraph (A}~
"(A) in the 1st sentence, by striking “1
year” and inserting “18 momhs*?; and
(B) by inserting after the 1st sentence the
following: “Any redetermination required by the
preceding sentence that 1s not performed before
the end of the period deseribed in the preceding
sentence shall be performed as soon asvis i)racw

ticable thereafter.”’; and

Jurs 4, 196Y 758 am)
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(2} in subparagraph (C), by adding at the end
the following: “Before commencing a redetermina-
tion under the 2nd sentence of subparagraph {A), in
any case in which the individual invelved has not al-
ready been notified of the provisions of this para-
graph, the Commissioner of Social Security shall no-
tify the individual involved of the provisions of this

paragraph.”.

SEC. 9102, REPEAL OF MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT RE.

QUIREMENTS APPLICABLE TO OPTIONAL

STATE PROGRAMS FOR SUPPLEMENTATION

OF S§SI BENEFTTS. '
Section 1618 of the Social Security Aet (42 UB.C.

14 1382g) is repealed.

15 SEC. 8103, FEES FOR FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION OF STATE

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

Jurs 4, 1097 (758 am.-

SUPPLEMENTARY PAYMENTS,
{(a) FEE SCHEDULE.—
(1) OPTIONAL STATE SUPPLEMENTARY FPAY-
MENTS,
{A) IN GENERAL.-~-Section 1616(d)}(2)(B)
of the Social Becurity Act (42 U.8.C.
1382¢e(d)(2)(B)) is amended—
{1} ‘by striking “and” &t the eund of

clause {iti}; and
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30
(i) by striking clause (iv) and insert-
ing the following:

“(iv) for fiseal year 1997, $5.00;
“{v) f{}z; fiscal year 1898, $6.20;
“{w1} for fiscal year 1999, £7.60;
“{vi1} for fiseal year 2000, $7.80;
“(viil) for fiscal year 28{3;1, $8.10;
“(ix) for fiseal year 2002, $8.50; and
“(x3 for fiscal year 2003 and each suceeeding -

fiscal year-—

“(1) the applieable rate in the preceding
fiscal year, increased by the percentage, if any,
by which the Consumer Price Index for the
month of June of the calendar year of the in-
crease exceeds the Consumer.Price Index for
the month of June of the calendar year preced-
ing the calendar year of the increase, and
rounded {0 the nearest. whole cent; or

“(I1} such different. rate as the Commis-
sioner determines is appropriate for the State.”.

(B) CONFORMING AMENDMENT -Section
1616(d)(2YC)  of sueh Aect (42 US.C.
1382e(dH2){(C)) .is amended by striking
“(B)(1v)" and inserting “(B)(x{1D)".



 PAJDGY WM RECONST\DRAFT 003

L~ B - B B o S T I LY R %

16
¥
12
13
14
15
16
17
I8
19
20
21
2
7
24
25

Jung 4, 1997 758 am}

31
{2) MANDATORY STATE SUPPLEMENTARY PAY-
MENTS.—

(A} IN GENERAL.—Section
212(b)(3)(B)(11) of Public Law 93-66 (42
U.R.C. 1382 note) is amended—

{i} by striking “and” at the end of
subelause (II1); and
(i} by striking subeclause (IV) and in-
serting the following:
“(IV) for fiscal year 1997, $5.00;
“(Vy for ﬁsca{ vear 1998, $6.20;
“(VT} for fiscal year 1999, $7.60;
“(VII) for fiscal year 2000, $7.80;
(VI for Gscal vear 2001, $8.10;
“{(IX) for fiseal year 2002, $8.50; and
“X) for fiscal year 2003 and zach suceeeding
- fiscal year—— |

“(aa) the applicahle rate in the preceding
fiscal vear, increased by the percentage, if any,
by which the Consumer Price Index for the
month of June of the calendar year of the in-
erease exceeds the Consumer Price Index for
the month of June of the calendar year preced-
ing the calendar year of the increase, and

rounded to the nearest whole cent; or
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“{bb) such different rate as the Commis-

sioner determines is appropriate for the State.”.

{B} CONFORMING AMENDMENT.~—Seciion
212(b)(3)(B)(il) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1382
note) is amended by striking *(}{IV})” and in-
serting “(i)(X)bb)".

{b} UseE oF New FEES T0 DEFRAY THE S0CLAL Sg-
CGRITY  ADMINISTRATION'S  ADMINISTRATIVE  EX-
PENSES.~—

(1) CREDIT TO SPECIAL FUND FOR FISCAL

YEAR 1998 AND SUBSEQUENT YEARS .~

{A) OPTIOKAL BTATE SUPPLEMENTARY
PAYMENT FEES.—Section 1616(d)(4) of the So-
ctal Security Act (42 U.S.C. 13B2e(d)(4)) is

~ amended to read as follows:

“(41{A) The first 5 of esch admignistration fee as-
sessed pursuant to paragraph (2}, upon collection, shall
be . deposited in the genersl fund of the Treasury of the
United States as miseellaneous receipts, *

“{B) That portion of each administration fee in ex-
cess of $5, and 100 percent of each additional services
fee charged pursuant to paragraph (3), upon collection for
fiscal year 1998 and each subsequent fiscal year, shall be
eredited to a special fund established in the Treasury of

the United States for State supplementary payment fees.

Sune 4, 1PST (TS8 am)
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The amounts so credited, to the extent and in the amounts
provided in advance in appropriations Acts, shall be avail-
able to defray expenses incurred in carrying out this title
and related laws.”,
{B) MANDATORY STATE sz;ppwnaxmzzi'
PAYMENT PEES.—Section 212(b)(3)(D} of Pub-
Bie Law 93-66 (42 U.S.C. 1382 note) is amend-
ed to read as follows:

“(D)(i} The first $5 of each administration fee as-
sessed pursusnt to subparagraph (B}, upefn collection,
shall be deposited in the general fund of the Treasury of
the United States as miscellaneous receipts.

*{i1} The portion of each admimstration fee in exeess
of $5, and 100 percent of each additional services fee
charged parsuazzt,,to‘ szzﬁparagmph {C), upon collection for
fiseal year 1998 and each subsequent fiseal year, shall be
eredited to a special fand established in the Treasury of
the United States for State supplementary payment fees,
The amounts so ereditéd, to the extent and in the amounts
provided in advance in appropriations Aects, shall be avail-
able to defray expenses incurred in carrying out this sec-
tion and title XVI of the Social Security Act and related
laws.”, '

{(Z2) LBITATIONS ON AUTHORIZATION OF AP-

PROPRIATIONS.—From amounts credited pursuant

Juno d, RS (1588 m)
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to section 1616(d)(4)(B} of the Social Security Act
and section 212(b}(3HD}ii) of Public Law 93-66 to
the special fund established in the Treasury of the
United States for State supplementary payment
fees, there is authorized to be appropriated an
amount net to exceed $35,000,000 for fsecal year
1998, and such sums as ma’y be necessary for each
fiscal year thercafter.
Subtitle C—Child Support
Enforcement :

SEC. s201. CLARIFICATION OF AUTBHORITY TO PERMIT CER-
TAIN REDISCLOSURES OF WAGE AND CLAM
INFORMATION. |

Section 303(h}{(1)(C) of the Social Security Act (42

U.B.C. 503(h}{1MCy) is amended by striking “section

453(1)(1) in carrying out the child support enforcement

program under title IV’ and iaserf;izzg “subsections (1)(1),
{i}(3), and () of section 433",

Subtitle D—Restricting Welfare
and Public Benefits for Aliens
SEC. 9301. EXTENSION OF ELIGIBILITY PERIOD FOR REFU.

GEES FROM 5 TO 7 YEARS FOR 88], TANF, AND

OTHER BENEFITS.
(a) SSI  axp  OrHEr  BENEFITS —Settion
402(a)}(2){A) of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-

June £, 1997 (158 a.m:)
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portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 USC.
1612(a)(2)(A)) is amended—
{1) by striking “5 years after the date™;
{2} in clause {i} by inserting *'7 vears after the
date” after *{(1)"; and
(3) in clauses (i) and (iii) by inserting “5 years
after the date” before “an”.

{b} TANF axp OrHER BENEFITS—Section
402(b}(2}{AXi) of the Personal Respousibility and Work
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.SC.
1612(b)(2){A)1)) 1s amended by striking “5 years’ and
inserting “7 years’.

BEC. 8302, 881 ELIGIBILITY FOR ALIENS RECEIVING 881 ON
AUGUST 22, 1996,

(a) I GENERAL.—Section 402(a)(2) of the Personal
Respounsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act
of 1996 (8 U.S.C. 1612(a)(2)) is amended by adding after
subparagraph (D) the following new subparagraph:

“(E} ALIENS RECEIVING ;‘SSI ON AUGQUBT
22, »19‘96,M‘With respect to eligibility for bene-
fits for the program defined in paragraph
{3} A) {relating to the supplemental security in-
come program), paragraph (1) shall not apply

to an alien——

June 4, 1097 (158 am
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“{i) who was receiving such benefits

S—

2 on August 22, 1996; and .
3 “(ii}I} on whose behalf an affidavit of
4 suppart was not executed for purpuses of
5 the Immigration and Nationality Act; or
6 “(II} on whose behalf an individual
7 exeruted an &fﬁdav;et of support but the in-
8 dividual is deceased or the individual’s in-
S come is below 150 pereent of the Federal
10 poverty line.”. )
i1 (b} CONFORMING m:@mmm&-%%ectim:
12 402(a}(2)(D) of the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
13 portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 UB.C
14 1612(a}(D)} is amended-
15 (1) by striking clause (i};
6 {2) in the subparagraph heading by sxzriin’ng
17 “BENEFITS” and inserting “FOOD STAMPS”;
I8 (3) by striking “{it) FOOD STaMPs”;
% - 19 (3) by redesignating subclauses (1), (II), and

20 (1) as clanses (i), (ii), and {m}

21 SEC. 9308. 851 ELIGIBILITY FOR pm RESIDENT
22 ALIENS WHO ARE MEMBERS OF AN INDIAN
23 TRIBE.

24 Section 402{a){2) of the Personal Responsibility and
25 Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (8 U.8.C.

Juna 4, 1987 58 am))
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1612(a}{2)) {as amended by section 9302) is amended by

adding after subparagraph (E) the following new subpara-
grzva,ph:
“{F} PERMANEST RESIDENT ALIENS WHO
ARE MEMBERS OF AN INDIAN TRIBE.-~With re-
spect to eligibility for benefits for the program
defined in paragraph (3}A) (relating to _the
supplemental security income program), para-
graph (1) shall not apply to an alien whow
“(i) is lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence under the Immigration and
Nationality Act; and
“{ii} is a member of an Indian tribe
(as defined in section 4(e) of the Indian
Self-Determination and Education Assist-
ance Act).”.
SEC, 8304, PUBLIC CHARGE PLEDGE.

{a) Ix GENERAL.—AS & requirement for the issuance
of any visa under the Immigration and Nationslity Act,
an alien shall provide a signed - acknowledgement of the
public charge ground for exclusion and removal and a
pledge that the alien Wiﬁ‘ not become a public charge while
present in the United States,

{b} TEXT OF PLEDGE.~The text of the pledge under

subsection {a) shall be as follows: “l acknowledge and un-

June 4 1987 A8 am)
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derstand that as an alien in the United States I will be

deportable and subject to removal from the United States

should I become a pubiic charge and | will be excluded

from the United States in the future. I will not become

a public charge s¢ as not to become a burden to the tax-

payers of the United States.”.

SEC. 8305, VERIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY FOR STATE AND |
LOCAL PUBLIC BENEFITS.

{a) IN GENERAL.~—The Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 is amended
by adding after section 412 the following new section:
“SEC. 413. AUTHORIZATION FOR VERIFICATION OF ELIGIL

BHITY FOR STATE AND LOCAL PUBLIC BENE-
FTTS,

“A State or political subdivision of a State is author-
ized to require an applicant for State and local public ben-
efits {as defined in section 411{c}) to provide proof of eli-
gibility.”. |

{b} CLERICAL AMENDMENT—8ection 2 of the Per-
sonal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconeiliation
Act of 1996 is amended by adding after the item related
to section 412 tbe following:

“Ree. 413, Authorization for verification of eligibility {or state and lom! publie

benefits.”.

Jurwy &, $9E7 (58 am.)
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Subtitle E—Unemployment
Compensation
SEC. 8401, CLARIFYING PROVISION RELATING TO BASE PE.
RIODS.

{a} IN GENERAL.~-No provision of a State lJaw under
which the base period for such State is defined or other-
wise determined shall, for purposes of section 303(a}(1}
of the Social Seeunity Act (42 U*S,CT 503{a)(1}}, be con-
sidered a provision for 2 method of administration.

(b} DERINITIONS.~or purposes of t;his;sect.iﬁn, the
terms “State law”’, “base period”, and “State” shaﬁ have
the meanings given them under section 205 of the Fed-
eral-State Extended Unemployment Compensation Act of
1970 (26 U.8.C. 3304 note).

(¢) EFFeCTIVE DATE —This section shall apply for
purposes of any period beginning before, on, or after the
date of the enactment of this Act. \

SEC. 9402 INCREASE IN FEDERAL UNEMPLOYMENT AC.
COUNT CEILING.

Section 902{(a}2) of the Social Security Act {42

7.5.C. 1102(a)(2)) is amended by striking “0.25 percent”

and inserting ‘0.5 percent”’,

Jure £, 1997 {(7.58 zm.)
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.BEC. 8408. BPECIAL DISTRIBUTION TO STATES FROM UNEM-

PLOYMENT TRUST FUND.

{a} Ix GENERAL.—Section 903 of the Social Security
Act (42 US.C. 1103) is amended by adding after sub-
section {¢) the following new subseetion:.

“{d){1} For the purpose deseribed in paragraph (3),
there are authorized to be appropriated, from amounts
otherwise available in the employment security administra-
tion account, the Federal unemployment account, or the
extended  unemployment  compensation®  account,
£100,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, and
2002.

“(2) Any amount appropriated pursnant to this sub-
section for a fiseal year shall be allocated among the
States.in sccordance with the same formula as is used to
allocate funds among the States for administration of
State unemployment eompensation laws under title III for
such fiscal year. , , N

“{3) The amount allocated {o a State under i:hié sub-
section for any fiscal vear shall be transferred to the ac-
count of such State in the Unemployment Trust Fund,
to be used for expenses incurved by the State for adminis-
tration of its unemployment compensation law.

“(4) Transfers under this subsection for any fiscal
year shall_ be made at the beginning of such fiscal year,
but only after all transfers required to be made at the

Jurg £, 1997 (758 a.m.)
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1 beginning of such fiseal year have been made under sec-
2 tion 901(0}(3)(B), section 902(a}, and subsection (a).

3
4
5
6
7
8
o

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
2]
22
23
24
25

June 4, 199 {788 e m)

“{5) Subsection (b} shall apply with respect to

amounts under this subsection in the ssme manner as it

applies with respeect to amounts under subsection (a).”

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS -
(1) Subparagraph {B) of section 3304(a)(4) of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 is amended—
(A} by striking ‘“(B)” and inserting
“(B)()", B
{B) by adding “‘and” after the semicolon,
and
(C} by adding at the end the following new
clause:
“(ii) the amounts specified by section
903(d) of the Social Security Act may be used
for expenses incurred by the State for adminis-
tration of - its unemplovment compensation
" aw;”.
{2} Paragraph (2) of section 3306(f} of such
Code i1s amended—
(A) by striking “(2)" and inserting
“(2MA)”,
(Bj by adding “and” after the semicolon,

and
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{C) by adding at the end the following new

e

2 subparagraph:

3 “(B) the amounts specified by section 303(d) of
4 the Social Secuﬁty Act may be used for expenses in-
5 curred by the State for administration of its unem-
6 ployment compensation law;”.

7 {3} Bection 303{a)(5) of the Social Security Act
g (42 U.8.C. 503(a)}{5)} is amended by inserting after
9 the second proviso the following: “Provided further,
10 That the amounts specified by section 903(d) of the
11 Social Security Act may be used for expenses in-
i2 curred by the State for administration of its unem-
13 . ployment compensation law;”.

14 SEC. 8404, INTEREST.FREE ADVANCES TO STATE AC-

15 COUNTS IN UNEMPLOYMENT TRUST FUND
16 : 'RESTRICTED TO STATES WHICH MEET FUND-
17 ING GOALS. "

" 18 {a) IN GENERAL —Paragraph (2) of section 1202(b}
19 of the Social Security Aet (42 U.8.C. 1322(b)) is amend-

0 ed—

21 (1) by stridng “and” at t:he end of subpars-
22 graph (A),
23 {2} by stnking the period at the end of sub-
24 paragraph (B} and inserting “, and”, and

Jure & 1097 (758 am}
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15
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19
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(3) by adding at the end the following new sub-
paragraph:

“{C} the average daily balance in the account of
such State in the Uremployment Trust Fund for
each of 4 of the 5 calendar guariers preceding the
calendar quarier in which such advances were made
exceeds the funding goal of such State {as defined
in subsection (d)).”

{(b) FUNDING GoAL DEFINED . —Section 1202 of the
Social Security Act is amended by adding at the end the
following new subsection: |

“(d) For purposes of subsection (b)(2)(C), the term
‘funding goal’ means, for any State for any calendar quar-
ter, the average of the unernployment insurance benefits
paid by such State during each of the 3 vears, in the 20-
year peri&& ending with the calendar vear contaming such
calendar quarter, during which the State paid the greatest
amount of unemployment benefits.” ,

{} EFFECTIVE DATE~The amendments made by
this section shall apply to calendar years beginning after
December 31, 1997,

e 4, §9OF (758 g}
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Waelfare 1o Work Talking Points
: 6/4/97

¥

We are pleasad that the Ways and Means subcommitiae has included in its mark a
$3 billion welfare to workiproposal that meets many of the Administration’s

|

priorities: =_

. It provides additional funds for jobs where they're needed most: to help long
term recipients in high unemployment/high poverty areas;

s It directs funds to cities and local governments with large numbers of poor
peopte; E

» It awards some funds on a competitive basis, assuring the best use for
scarce resaurces;

. It provides communities with appropriate flexibility to use the funds to create

succesful job piaceéﬁem and creation programs,

We are pleassed that Congressman Shaw was willing to work in a bipartisan basis to
incorporate many of the Administration’s prioritinag, We continue to urge the
Committee to add stronger language 10 better protect against worker displacement
and to provide additional incentives for success through performance bonuses.

¥ .
The Prasident proposed a $3 billion welfare 10 work program [ast fall and fought to
have it included in the bipartisan balanced budget agreement. A genterpiece of the
President’s second-term agenda, the proposal will help move one million adults
from welfare to work by the year 2008,



et

614197

This proposal, consistent with the budget agreement, would provide $3 billion in

The Jj'ob Creation and Retention Block Grant

capped mandatory spending for welfare-to-work efforts involving long-term welfare recipients
and areas ot high poverty.

50% to states via formula grants and 50% w0 local communities via a competitive grant
process. 20% Q%‘ ziw stale funds would be awarded 45 pcrfonnance bonuses based

Individuals to be assisted: long-term welfare recipients; those who have exhausted their
TANF eligibility {or who are in danger of doing so}; former TANF recipients at risk
of returning to TANF: or, non-custodial parents with child support arrearages.

Areas with poverty and unemployment rates at least 20% higher than the state average
can be assisted with these funds. Suates and communities will have great flexibility in
selecting the communities -- or parts of communities - to be served.

!

Allowable Tises |

Protections

mi

istration

;

States and communites would have flexibility i the methods of job creation and
retention they will Qmplay Specifically, states and communities can support pre- and
post-cruployrnent assmmce zuch as counschng or help with child care or
(ransporiation emergenczes They can also use wage subsidics -- to the extent they are
used to create new jobs — and job refention vouchers, which can be redeemed by
private job placement agencies successful in placing and refaining welfare recipients in
jobs, Support of public sector jobs would be permitied only in designated Labor

Surplus Areas or on Indian reservations.

t
f

Jobs created with these funds could not dispiace current workers or fill union
VaCaNeIes.

The Labor Department would run the program at the federat level and the smte.agency
cesponsible for meeting TANT work requirements will be the recipient of the formula
funding. WNo more than 7% of funds given tn states and communitics could he spent

on administrative expenses.

i
1
i
N

=3 pa:gt LE/AYO/BD
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Summary of Human Resources Budget Reconciliation Provisions
' June 1997

Subtitle A: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families {TANF) Block Grant

eip long-de elface Recipients, Welfare-to-Work Grangs.  The reconciliation proposal
;zzciudes a new 33 baiheu weifa:e—to-work block gram, de:zlgned to provide States and local
govemments added assisiance in helping the most dependent and least skilled welfare recipients move
into the workforce.

2. Transfer of Fuands Between Block Granis. The 30 percent wansfer provision in the welfare reform

Jaw is simplified so that States can transfer funds between the cash and social services block grants
without the current requirement that they transfer into the child care block grant $2 for every $1
transferred o social services. Thus direct transfer will provide States greater flexibility in designing
their overall welfare program. i

. Rather than restrict to 20 percent the

pwpomen af parsnﬁs 0 33% fazmhes ané i 2»pamz1t it a.amhes who may be treated as engaged in work by
reason of vocational educanon training, secondary education, or education related to employment, this
provision restricts 10 20 percent the proportion of persons who may qualify as meeting the work
standard by reason of vocational education, secondary education, and other education related to
employment. This provision increases the number of people who can meet the work requirement by
engaging in actual work rather than educational activities.

: AEE S - ; nens Wafk experzence ané cammumty service
paosnwns w zhe ;}tzhizc and zz&:}zz«pmﬁz sectors are exem;}z &om muimum wage laws. However, States
may 1ot require reapients 1o work more hours than the combined value of benefits under the IV-A
{TANF Block CGrant) program and the food stamp program. In addition, States may also add the value
of child care, housing, and medical benefits, and may allow individuals to participate in education and

. wraiming gctivities 10 satisfy any remaining hours of the welfare work requirements.

enal aingt State : p ; . lure k. The welfare
reform Zaw reqmres thal States reduce welfare checks at least pro rota for individuals who fail 10
perform required work. The reconcilianon proposal requires the Secretary of HHS, in implementing
this provision, to reduce the annual TANF grant amount by between 1 and 5 percent in the case of |
Siates that do not reduce individuals® TANF assistance pra raw for failure 10 work.

Subtitie B: Supplemental Security Invome

1. SSIChildren’s Reviews This provision specifies that: {1) alf children subject to 2 §S1
redetermination wader the terms of the elfare reform law must be reviewed within the 18 months
followang enactment of the welfare reform law {that is, by February 22, 1998 rather than by August 22,
1997 as prowvided for in the welfare reform law); and (2) any child whose redetermination does not
occur daring ths initial 18-month penod 15 to be assessed as quickly as possible thereafter. The new
child eligibility standards apply to reviews under both circumstances.


http:specif.es

Mﬁig}lﬁgﬁfﬁ&_ﬁgﬂgﬁjﬁ Thc mamtenance of effrt reqmramenz ap phcabfe t{} opzwnai Swe
programs for supplementation of 851 beneftts 15 repealed. This repeal allows States 1o lower their

supplemental SSI benefits.

3. State $SI Administragve Fees. The administrative fees the federal government charges States for
including their State supplemental S51 payments i the federal 851 check are increased.

Subtitle C: Child Support Enforcement

8, and ard . The wetfare reform law generally allows
for thrz Depmneut of HHS to redlsclose: wage and claim mformanon from the Child Sepport
Enforcement Program’s Directory of New Hires to the Sacial Security Admimstration and 1o the
Internal Revenue Service. However, unemployment msurance faw fimiis Such redisclosure,
contradicting this policy with regard 1o wage and claim information obtained from unemployment
compensation agencies. This wording is amended fo clanify that HHS is authorized to share
infarmation with the Social Secunity Administration and the Internal Revenue Service. ‘

. Subtitle D: Restricting Welfare and Public Benefits for Aliens

1. Refugse Ehgibility Extended from 5110 7 Years. The welfare reform law guarantees refugees”
ehgibality for welfare benefits during their first 5 vears after arrival i the U5, This change would

tenpthen the period of welfare eligibility to the first 7 yvears following refugees” armval inthe US|
permitiing many the opportunity to naturalize without interruption in benefits,

‘926 Legai nozzztznzens w%zo ware mr@% exé in ﬁ;e SSI pregzam as GE’ &ugusi 22,1996 (ﬂ*ne dale of
enaciment of the welfare reform law) remain eligible for SSI and Medicaid, desptte underlying
restrictions in the welfare law. “Qualified aliens” (as defined in the welfare law) who were in the
courttry but not o0 the rolls would not be eligible to receive SSI in the foture unless they naturalized,
worked for 10 years, or served in the U S, armed forces.

Qggg_d; "{‘he: gfanzifa&zer pwvzswn zhaz cazz{mues ihe welfare eiig;bdxty of aliens recerving SSI
beneffis on August 22, 1996 is limited to only those nondinzens who entered the U8, without
spensors, whose sponsors have died, or whose sponsors have limited means with which to provide for
the noncitizen’s support {evidenced by income below 150 percent of the poverty level).

4. Exemption from Noagitzen SSI Restrictions for “Border Indians”. Permanent resident Indians who

are members of tribes along the U.S /Canada and U.5./MMexico border are 1o remain eligible for 881,
despite resmctions in the welfare law on noncinizen eligibility for benefits,

' v Pledse - are. Noncitizens arriving in the U.S. must sxgn a
chge ackﬁ{}wiaﬁgmg thaz zizey mderszané z?zat &mmm g a public charge constitutes grounds for
deportation. The document states that the noncinzen “will not become a public charge, so as not to
become a burden o the 1ax;}avers of the United States.”

7
PR



1z ation. States or political subdivisions are authofized 1o require an
a;};%zcaz‘ii for Smc or kmai pubt:c benefits © provide proof of eligibility.

Subtitle E: Unemployment Compensation

! ) Hg sds. This provision clanfies that Ssates
have comple;e authmty 10 set their own base penods used in de:ermmmg individuals’ eligibdity for
unemployment insurance benefits (this long-term understanding has been called mto question by a
recent Ulinois federal appellate court decision in a case known as Pesington v. Doberty),

unnmnmmgmlmﬁ_ﬁmd 'Ihts prowsron danbies the F@éerai Uncmpigymm Amﬁm cez%mg fmm
0.25 percent to 0.30 percent of cavered wages, resulting it more FUTA revenues being held in federal
accounts rather than being transferfed mto State benehit accounts (where they are likely 16 trigger state
tax cuts). In addition, for each of fiscal years 2000, 2001, and 2002, $100 million 13 authonized 1o be

transferred from the Federal UT accounts 10 the State accounts for use by Sates i administering their

Ul PROGrams.

[hat Meat Funding Goals SzaZes that maintain adequate reserves (deﬁmd as suf’ﬁcumt 10 cover, in 4
ou c}: zhe 5 m{;sz recent s:aiczx{iar quarters, the average benefits paid during the 3 years out of the last
20 years in which the State paid the greatest unemployment benefits) are allowed to receive interest-
free federal loans &r the operation of State Ul program activities. :

3



POSSIBLE SUBCOMMITTEE AMENDMENTS
" June 3, 1997 (Revised)

GENERAL AMENDMENT

I.

Limit the mark fo items in the budget agreement

a. Welfare-to-work (as modified by Democratic amendments)

b. SSI fees )

¢. Restore benefits to legal immigrants, including new applicants present in
the US on August 22, 1996

d. Refugees

e. Ul trust fund ceiling

" TANF AMENDMENTS

FLSA - minimum wage

a. Strike the whole provision (Stark)

b. Strike language;that permits States to count housing, child care and
Medicaid; make clear that Secretary must consider application of minimum
wage policy as reasonable cause for not meeting the work participation
requirgments )

Welfare-te—kaE

a. 60 percent competitive grants; 40 percent formula

b. For both competitive and formula funds, the appropriate TANF agency
would apply and receive funds with authority to contract for any allowable
activity; add requirement that the PIC approve the TANF agency’s plan

c. In year 3, any funds set aside (up to 20 percent of the competitive grant
funds) by the S&criatary could be used for performance bonuses to
competitive andi&zﬁ* formula grantees

d. Labor protections (from Workforce Committee)

e. Blue Dogs proposal



b

3. Miscellaneous .
a. 20 percent - vocational education -- take out teen parents (Stark)
b. Contingency fund -- Lift funding cap (Drafting issues: do we need to get
rid of para (C) (i) on pg 19; Will 20 percent of the family assistance grant
ever exceed $2 billion?)
c. George Brown study of job vacancies (Stark)

SSI AMENDMENTS

1. Eliminate State SSI maintenance of effort requirement

a. Strike (Matsui) Vo - 34K 200 ,,g.h_,ﬁ\h\
)
LEGAL IMMIGRANTS !
1. Restoration of benefits to aliens

a. Pure budget agreement (include new applicants)

b. Strike provision making legal immigrants ineligible if the sponsor has
income above 150 percent of poverty

c. Add present beforle August 22 but disabled after

d. Small new entrants provision?

2. Non-Ways and Means issues
a. Strike definition of means-test programs (Stark)
b. Strike public charge deportation, entry pledge, welfare-receipt by
sponsors, AIDS/communicable disease

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

L. Pennington
a. alternative?
b. Strike provision -

JADCOLTON\WDPAG-3 Subcommittee amendment listwpd
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Tentative Minimum Wage Provision
May 27, 1997

1. Clarify that workfaye panticipants In the publis and nonprofit sectors are not cmployws
for purposes of the Fair Labor Standards Act or any other federal faw.

2. However, states may not require recipients to particlpate in workfare for £ number of
hours greater than the welfare benefits package divided by the appropriate minimum
wage.

» In conducting the hows-of-work computation, states must count cash and
other benefits under Title IVeA and food stamps.

. States may count Medicaid, ckild care, and housing benefits (for the
purpose of velulng Medicaid, the Secretary of HHS must publish an anpua!
table of the insurance value of Medicaid coverage for families of various
sizes. The Secretary may include geographics] varistions in her table).

» Stares may {in additlon {0 the step above) setisfy any remaining hours of the
work requirement by counting job search, job readiness activities, basic
skiils education, vocational education training, job skills uraining, high
sshool or GED completion. Noae of these additionsl activities would be
subiect 1o the Faly Labor Standards Act.

- 3

Example: The State of Freedoniz has 2 minimym wage of §6 per hour, and a typical
farojly receives $400 in cash welfare and $200 In food stamps per month. The current
work requirement is 30 hours per week or 120 hours per month. Because the value of the
welfare benefit package ($600 in cesh plus food stamps) is not enough to cover the
minimum wage (36 times 120 hours, meaning the package "pays” 33 per hour), the State
has three choices: (1) count other benefits (such as child care, housing, or Medicaid) in
celcolating the twotal welfare benefits packege; (2} satlsfy the remaining § howry of work
required por week® through education and training sctivisles listed shove; or (3) some
combingtion of (1) and (2}

*$400 in basic benel divided by the minimum wage o 38 tquals 100 hours of work per month payabdle ot e
minimum wegs, lsaving 3 nmamdcr of 30 hours per month o7 5 hour par weak.

AMenyrinimemwage.wpd
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SUMMARY OF MAJOR BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS PROVISION

Provision 58X and Medicaid cuts Tor immigrants in Final Budget Agreement H.R. Subrommities Markup
WR
. : R aﬂmi“’[&""
581 and Most current recipients - banned from Restore 581 and Medicaid eligibility for Restore SS1 and Medicaid elipihilivy for
Medicaid receiving SSE State option w deny Medicaid | disabled immigrants who eriered the legal immigrants who were receiving 881 S W@-‘?Ey‘
courtry prior ia August 23, 1996 - exempt benefits on August 22, 1996, This l, e
Most futtire immigrants ~ banned from purvent apd future immigrants from the ban i | “grandfachering” is resiripted w0 ) those "; £ s
raceiving S8E In Medicaid, 5 yearbamand | they are or become disabled and are in the without sponsars; () those whose sponsors Ll
thereafier, deeming unti citizenship country before August 23, 1996 have died; or {c)those whose sponsors have [ Dbl will dehin
incomes below §50% of poverty levei L %gfw s
S8 and Rafuges exemprion - refugees and asylees are | same a5 budpet proposal -- extend the Extending the sxemption period fram S0 7 Mé; »
Medicaid exempt from the $81 and Medicaid bans For refugee exemption periad from $ 10 7 years ¢ apnivigreiusees. &
for refugees their first five yeurs vy WM Buad
and asylees
£BO 9502 $2L.3 bitlion T savings - (312.9 billive In $9.7 billion {5 vear cost) - (580 billion in

£ost Estimate

581, £3.2 bitlion In Food Stamps, 55.2 billion
in Medicaid savings), WR also included $1.2
biftion in EYFC savings from ilegal
immigrams

887 cout and $1,7 billion in Modicaid costh

Mumber of
immigrants
affected

Cver 415,000 legal immigrants who are
curvently op the rolls will loge their 881
benefity in Augusz, 1987

in FY 98, would restore 851 benefits for
F20,004 lepal mymigrants currenily on the
rodls and spproximately 195,000 aduls
would have Medicaid coverage restored

in addition, offers a safety net for future
applicants {those who entered the ULS, prior
o August 21, 19963

In FY 98, would restore SSI henefits for
226,000 ogal immigranis conently on the
rolis.

There is no policy for future applicanis

iMaimmigcummery



BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS ISSUES

. 1) Immigrants who use means tested henelits would be considered a public charge and as a
conseguence subject 1o deportabion and prevented from naturalizing.

2} For purposes of the benefil restrictions in Welfare Reform, means tested benefits would be
defined to include most mandatory and discretionary programs.

3} Illegal immigrants would be excluded from HIV treatment.

4} To be able to sponsor an immigrant, an individual cannot have been receiving welfare
henefits for the last 3 vears.

The first three provisions were included in the HHegal Immigration Reform Conference bill and
removed during negotiations with the Administration.

OTHER BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS ISSUES
IN MARKU?P

No use of welfare entry pledge. Future immigrants who enter must pledge to not accept welfare.
This provision would not appear to constrain access to benefits bul would have a chilling affect
for immigrants who are eligible for benefits under current rules, such as veterans and refugees
and asylees.
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o SUBCOMMITTEE ON HUMAN RESQURCES
mzaxm“m
June 4, 1997
MEMORANDUM
™ Members, Subcommitiee on Human Resources

FROM: Clay Shaw, Chairman

¢ R ANCHER, TEXAL, CHAPMAN
CONRACTIN O WAYY £ MbApo

- A, L SOETOM, CMIKK OF T
RO HAECIE, LKW TER ST ONCTON

AAPEECE BN, ML TN L% WEEEE,
ERCOALR 3 DX TOM, SUBCTRANY VLT Mabeow sy

RE: Materials for Markup of Budget Reconciliation Human Resources

Items, on Friday, June 6, 9:00 a.m., B-318 Rayburn HOB

Aftached are background materials for the June 6 Subcommittee markup:

1. Legislative text for Budget Reconciliation Human Resources Items; and

2. A description of Budget Reconciliation Human Resources Items.

[ would like to request that all amendments which you expect to offer during the

markup be submitied to the Human Resources Subcommitiee office (B-317 RHOB),
by 4:00 p.m., Thursday, June 5. I also intend to offer an amendment in the nature of
a substitute at the markup, which I expect to distribute to you on Thursday. [ request

that you provide 150 copies of any amendment at the markup Friday.

Attachments
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POSSIBLE SHAW MARK { Froon Prlovals &]b- )

TANF AMENDMENTS

1.

bl o

FLSA - minimum wage

s Workfarc is not ermployment

. States muss count the value of food stamps and TANT cash assistance, divided by
the minimum wagc, toward the hours of panticipation rules

. States may count the value of housing, child care, and Medicaid, divided by i
minimum wage, toward the hours of panticipation rules

. Once maximum workfare hours have been reached, States may count hours spent

on other allowsble activities (job search, education and training)

" Welfare-to-wurk (budget agreement)

20 percent - vocations! education
Title XX transfor
Clarify pro-rate benefil reduciion

SSI AMENDMENTS

Bl b=

McCrery ~ disabled child issue
California maintenance of effort
SS] fees {(budget agreement)
Border Indians

LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

i

R

o~k N b

Grandfather thoge on the molls as of August 22 but no new applicants (dliered version of
budget agrecment)

Refugees - 7 years {budgef agreement) :

If the sponsor has incormc of 130 pereent of poverty, the alien is not eligible for 881 or “} ,
Medicaid A
Public charpe doportation

Mo welfare entry pledge

No one on welfare can be 8 spansor

AlDS

Definition of means<tested programs
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ID: - MAY 30°'S7

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

Pennington

Actors

Christian schools

Poll workers

Trust fund ceiling (budget agreement)
Anti-fraud (budget agreement)
Indians

NOUMAE W~

JADCOLTONWIMWelfare §7\5-28 Shaw mark oulinc.wpd

6:59 No.001 P.03
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POSSIBLE SUBCOMMITTEE AMENDMENTS
' May 28, 1997

GENERAL AMENDMENT

1. Limit the mark to items in t?v: bmigct agrecment
- Welfare-tn-work
-~ 88T fees ‘ :
— Restore benefits to legal immigrants, including new appizcants present in the US on
August 22, 1996
o Refugees
~~ ¥ trust fund ceiling
- LT anti-fraud

TANF AMENDMENTS

1. FLSA - minimum wage
~ Waork off benefit, then count job search and edtwatwn ]
- training for 12 months, then its wages
— strike *workfare is not employment”

2. Welfare-to-Wark
- Modifications to Shaw mark
-~ Blue Dogs proposal
- Proposal based on Democratic principles

3. Miscellanesus .
- == 20 percent - vocational education - take oul teen parents
— Title XX transfer - limit to 10 percent
~— Contingency fund - Lift funding cap

$51 AMENDMENTS

I. Californis maintenance of effort
— Strike ?
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iB: MAY 3047
LEGAL IMMIGRANTS
Restoraiion §¥ benefits to aliens

- Pure budget agreement {include new applicants)
— Add disabled after emtry paid for (7) With extension of the FUTA tax
- 8Small new entrants provision?
2. Non-Ways and Means Issues
- Strike 7
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION

1. Pennington
— alternative?

FADCOLTONYWIAL2E Subcommitice amcadmen Listwpd

7:Q0 No. Q81 P.OS



