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Welfare Provisions of Budget Agreement: 

A Significant Advance for Work, fairness 


A Major Victory on Welfare to Work 
The recently announced budget agreement is a major victory for those who believe 
that the Federal government should do more to assure that those on welfare have 
the opportunity to make the transition to work, 

• 	 The budget agreement includes two critical welfare to work initiatives. The 
first is a $ 3 billion Welfare to Work fund for cities and states to create jobs 
and provide incentives for employment, This proposal will help move one 
million adults from welfare to work. The second is a tax credit to encourage 
companies to hire and retain long-term welfare recipients. The budget 
agreement provides aU of the funds the Administration was seeking in this 
area, 

• 	 Combined with the extra block grant funds that are becoming available to 
states as caseloads drop, this will afford us an unprecedented opportunity to 
move people from welfare to V'Jork, 

A Major Victory on Benefits for Legal Immigrants 
The budget agreement is a significant victory for those who opposed the welfare 
law's harsh provisions on legal immigrants ~~ provisions that punish children and 
legal immigrants with severe disabilities. and burden State and local governments, 
These provisions had nothing to do with the real goal of welfare reform, which is to 
move people from welfare to work. 

• 	 The budget agreement restores S51 and Medicaid eligibility for disabled legal 
immigrants who entered the U,S, prior to August 1996. 

• 	 After months when the Congressional leadership argued that any change 
constituted "reopening" the welfare law and refused to consider it, this 1s a 
great turnaround, Although many wish that the budget agreement went 
further, this $9.7 blllion restoration is a very significant change in the welfare 
law, especially given that it comes as part of 3n agreement to balance the 
budget, 

A Major Victory on Food Stamp Work Requirement 
Liming food stamps to three months in three years for non-disabled unemployed 
childless adults was inherently unfair because it did not provide any additional 
opportunities for work, 

• 	 The budget agreement provides $750 million to create additional work slots 
for this group. It also lets states exempt 15% of individuals who would lose 
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benefits because of the time limits, 

• 	 This last-minute victory in the budget negotiations will help ensure that those 
willing to work keep their food stamps, 

, 
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", N Changes to Benefits to Immigrants Proposals In the FY 1998 Budget 05-May·97 .'eBa Baseline. OMB estimates of eBa scoring (outlays in billions)
" 19.9.8 19.9.9 ZOOQ 200:1 2002 1998·2002 ~ 
~ Rftt0!16JllUfllsJQr.lmmlg£l!!\I$ 

Benefits for Disabled Immigrants. 
SSI Costs 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.1 1.2 7.4 

Medicaid Costs llA (t~. l)•.~ o...30.d 1.7 
Total 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.4 1.5 9.1 

This policy would restore SSI benefits for 310,000 legal immigrants but an' additional 100,000 non·disabled elderly would still 
lose benefits. AIII~gal immigrant adults who are currently re<Jelving SSI who have become disabled would have their 
eligibiiity restored. It would also provide access to SSI for all legal immigrants admitted before their sponsors were required 
to sign legally binding affadav~s of support ("new applicants:') who become disabled after entry. This policy also ensures 
thai none of these immigrants lose access to Medicaid. 

Deem for New Entrants .0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 . 0.1 0.2 
This policy woutd retain aCcess to SSI and Medicaid for new entrants who become disabted after 9lltering the U.S. but witho 

~ restrictions. New entrants who apply for disability benefits and have "'gaily binding affidavils of support from their sponsors 
would have the income of Iheir sponsors deemed to them, For almost all of theoo immigrants. deeming of sponso~s income 
would cause the Immigrant to lose SSI and Medicaid benefits. However, unlike current law. immigrants without a sponsor 
or immigrants whose sponsor has died or become impoverished would retain accass to SSI and Medicaio iflhey become 
disabled after coming to the U.S. (The Administration's original proposal did not deem for new entrants.) 

Benefrts forlmmigrant Children. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0,3 
This policy would restore SSI benefits for approximately 6,000 legal immigrant children who are currently receiving SS!. It 
would also provide access to SSI for legal immigrant children admitted before lheir sponsors were required to sign legally 
binding aftadavits for support ("new applicants'') who are not currently receiving benefits, These children will also relain Hlelr 
Medicaid under this policy. New entrant children who have legally binding affidavits of support from their sponsor would have 
the income of their sponsors deemed for SSI and Medicaid. (The Administration's onginal proposal did not deem for new 
entrant children. Most of the 30,000 new entrant children who were provided accesS under the original proposal would lose ~ 

o benefits because of the deeming policy.) 

o 
~ Extension fOf Refugees and Asylees, 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.2 

~ 

~ The welfare bill exempted refugees and asyiees from the benefit restrictions for their first 5 years in the counlry. The 

~ agreement would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 \07 years to provide a more appropriate time for 

~ 

refugees and asytees 10 become citizens,
" , ~ Subtotal, Benelllll for Immigranlll 2.3 2.2 2.1 1.6 1.8 9.9 
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Changes to Food Stamps Proposals OS-May-97 
In the FY 98 Budget· 

esa Estimates (outlays in billions) 

JOO.8 1900 20.00 20.Q1 2002 1998·2002 
f_Q«tStilIDP.$ 

18-50's Work Requirement G.3 OA OA 0.4 0.5 2.0 

The Administration's proposal retainS the '3 in 36" time IimH in the welfare statute but redirects $470 million in existing Food 
Stamp Employment and Training Program funds and adds $750 miUion in new fundinp to create an additional 155,000 work 
slots mOnthly in FY 1998 for Individuals who are subject to the time limits, ' In lotal, th,s proposal would enable States to 
provide work slots to approximately 45% of those losing benefits in FY 1998 due 10 the lime limits, By FY 2002, in excess of 
55% of the affected individuals would relain benefrts, The proposal includes too cost of providing on-going benefits to 
individuals fulfilling the work requirements, 

18-50's Work Requirement-15% waiver 0,1 0.1 0.1 0,1 0,1 0,5 

The proposal permits States to exempt up to 15% of the individuals who would lose benefits because of too time limit In 
tolal, it would enable Slates to exempt nearty 70,000 individuals who want to work but are unable 10 lind a job within the 
three month time limit 

Subtotal, Food Stamps 1),4 0.5 0,5 0,5 o,a 2.6 
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Welfare to Work Proposals In the FY 98 Budget 
CSOIJeT Estimales (outlays in billions)'"o 

~ 
~ 

05-May-97 

Welliu:d<i.~_ 1900 19.9E 20® 2001 2002 5 Year 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.4 0.6 0.8 0.2 0.0 2.0 

Instead of a new program, this incorporates funds in TANF. Formula grants would be allocated to States, with funds used in 
areas with poverty and unemployment rates at least 20% higher lhan the Stale average. A share of funds go to cities with 
large poverty populations commensurate with the share of long-term welfare recipients in those cities. Activities include job 
retention selVlces; job retention or creation vouchers; and private sector wage subsidies for new jobs lasting 9 months. 

Enhance and Expand WOTe' 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.6c 

The budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare recipients. It would create a 
mUCh-enhanced credit targeted at those who need help most --long-term welfare recipients. The new credit would give 
employers a 50% credit on the first $1 0,000 a year of wages for u~ to 2 years. The budget also expands the existing WOTC 
to able-bodied childless adults ages 18-50 who face work and time limit requirements.' 

Subtotal, Welfare to Work' 
'WOTC costs are included in the revenue side. 
to modify the Food Stamp 18·50 provisions. 
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Cl.S 0.7 1.0 0.3 0.1 2.6 
Five-year WOTC lolal could increase by $0.1-$0.2 billion based on proposal 



BENEFITS FOR IMMIGR.ANTS PROPOSALS 
IN THE BALANCED BUDGET AGREEMENT 

• 	 President Clinton strongly objected to the harsh reductions in benefits to immigrants 
when he signed the welfare ,efom bill. The budget' agreement restoreS a substantial 
portion of the benefits cuts enacted in 'welfare reform. 

• 	 The benefit restorations aescribed below would <0Sl $10 billion between 1998 and 2002. 

The Budget Agreement Indudes the FollOWing Provisions: 

• 	 Restore ben.fit; for disabled immigrant>. The budget as,eement includes !he 
proposals in the President's budget !hat would restore benefits for 310,000 legal 
immigrants. AlI legal immigrant adults who are currently receiving 551 who have 
become disabled would hat'e their eligibility restored. It would also pro'ide aCCess to 
SSI for all legal immigrant< admitted hefu", immigtanon policy required sponsors to sign 
legally blnding affidavits ofsupport. This policy will also ensure that these immigrants 
retain access to Memcrud. However, approximately 100,000 non.-disabled elderly would 
still los. benefits. 

• 	 Benefits for Immigrant ehildre. WQuid be restored. SSI benefits for approxim.tely . 
6:000 legal immigrant children who are currently receiving S3! would be restored, 
Access to SSI and Medicrud would also be restored for legal immigrant children who 
arrived before their spop.sor "'lIS required to sign a legally binding affida\i; of support. 

• 	 Ext.nsio. for Refugees 3nd Asyl.... The welfare bill exempted refugees and asylees 
from the benefit restrictions for their first 5 years in the country. The agreement would 
lengthen the exemption for refuge.. and ",,:lees from 5 to 7 years. 

New Enll"ants are all Outstanding Issue: 

Agreement does not exist on how new entrants (those who entered the country after the date of 
enactment of Welfare Reform, August 22, 1996) should be treated. The Administr~tion supports 
a policy that exempts new entrants wbo become disabled after entering the lj.S. from the benefit 
bans. The Administration's policy WQuld d«:m the ineome ofspotlSOts who bave signed n.rw 
legally binding affidavits ofsupport.' In almOSt all cases, the deeming ofsponsor's ineome 
results in immigrants losing eligibility for benefits. 

" Republicans propose to continue the bans for aU new entrants, nJe Republican proJ.'Osal ,would 
eliminate access to SS! and Medicaid for immigrants who entered after Augnst 22, 1996, even 

'Regnlations to be issued this month (lI.1ay, 1997) will implemenT last year's welfare and 
irornigtation reform legislation that require the sponsors ofimmigrants to sign legally binding 
affidavits of support. 

9/9 	 . g!l'o'd '0< 



• • 

though immigrants who ente1:'Xi during the l..t 8 months are rot protected by the new legally 
binding affidavits ofsupport. In nddition, the Republican proposal provides no protections for 
immigrants without sponsors or irnmlgmrtts who have sponsors v.110 have died or become 
impoverished. \\ihen these immigrants suffer an .e<:i<ien! Of illness and become disabled, the 
Republican proposal would prOvide no guarantee of support. 

6/9 3:J~d 
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'Yelfar~ Reform 

(outl.y spending in billions of dollars) 

5-Year 10-Ycar 
l221 122Jl 1m.'2llOO 2QQl ;/llQ2 2llill 2illM ~ 2JlllIi 2JlQ1 SpOIldi. Sp:endim: 

[mmigranis 2.3 2.2 2.1 1.6 1,8 1.8 1.8 L8 L7 1.8 9.9 18.9 
Food Stamps 0.4 05 05 0.5 0.6 0,6 0,6 0,6 0,7 0,7 25 5,7 
Welfare 10 Work 0,4 0,6 0,8 0.2 2.0 2,0 

Welfare reform, net 3.1 J.3 3,4 2.3 2.4 2.4 2,4 2,4 2.4 25 14,4 26.5 

DcstrilJtiOIl 

Immigrants 

• 	 Current tcCipjenls and new awJ~. Restore SSt and Medicaid henefits for nll10gaJ immigrant "duits who are cllJJ'eDtly 
recoiving SSI and Medicaid who be"""ne disabled after entering the U,S, Provide access to SSI and Medicaid to all legal 
immigrants who bt\Cam~ disabled afier entering the U.S. and who are not currently rc<:civing henefits ifthl,.': immigrant ent&ed 
before lbeir sponsor was lX'luired to sign a legally binding affidavit of support (May, 1997), 

• 	 New entrants. Retain S8I and Medicaid for new entrants who become disabled after entering the U.S" but doom SpoJlc.;;Qr'S 

income- for those with Jegally binding nflidavits of support nom thcir sponsors. 

• 	 CIlihi.wl, Reslore SSI for legal ilnmigranl children currently receiving SSL Provide ""cess to SSI and Medicaid for kgal 
immigrant children who are not currently receiving benefits and do not have legaliy binding affidavits nf support, New entrant 
children who have legally bjndin~ affidavits of support would have lhe income oftlleir sponsors deemed for SSJ and Medicaid, 

• 	 Refug.ces nod asylees. L~llgthen the cx~nplioll iN refugees and asylcl:s from tlte firm 5 years in tbe ~O.111tl'y to 1 years in order 
to provide SSI and Medicaid, 

~ 
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FO<>d SllIInp' 

• 	 Redirect $470 million in existing Food Stamp Employment and Training program funds and ndd S750 million in new capped 
mandatory fundillg to create an additiollall9iJ,OOO work slots monthly by 2l)()2 for individunls subject to the time limits. The 
total cost of $2 billion inchldcs the cost ofproviding oil-going benefits to individuals 1uifillh1g t.he work requirements. 

• 	 Penuit States to exempt 15 pCrc<:n1 of the individuals mlo would lose benefits because of the dtne limit (at a coot of $05 
billion). enabling Slates to exempt l1early 70.000 individuals woo want to work but orc unable 10 find. job within the Ibree, 
month time limit 

Welfare to Work 

• 	 Add S2.0 billion in capped mandalory spending Ihrough ZOOI I<> TANI'. allocnlc<! to Slales throngh. fonnul. and hugeted 
Witilill • Sooe to areas with poverty and unenlploytnel11 rates at least 20 percellt higher than the State .verage. A sllUre of funds 
would go to cities with large povel1y populations commensurate with the share of long-term welfare recipients in those cities, 
Among the cliglble activities are job retention services; job retcnttOIl or creation vouchers; and private sootor wage subsidies 
for new jobs: Jasting 9 months. 

May 7, 1997 



WEL.FARE TO WORK PROVISIONS IN THE BUDGET AGREEMENT 

Additional resources to prnmote work. Adds $2.0 billion 10 the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (fANF) block grant, to be targeled for work 
effon, in high-poverty, high-unemployment areas. A share of the additional 
dollars will go to cities with large poverty populations. These resources will give 
States and cities (ne help they need to pJace welfare recipients living in the most 
disadvantaged areas jnto lasting jobs. 

These funds could be used for wage subsidies to private employers, : 
transportation and other post-employment supportive services essential for job 
retention) and other effective job creation and placement strategies. 

Extra incentive for empJoyeo:. Most welfare recipients want to work. The 
agreement establishes an enhanced welfareMto~work tax credit, to provide private 
employers with an incentive to give recipients a chance. 

The welfare-lO-work tax credit in the budget agreement would aUow employers to 
claim a credit ofup to 50 percent of the first $10,000 in wages paid during a year 
to a worker who had been on welfare for a prolonged period of time. The credit is 
available for up to two years per worker, giving employers an incentive to not just 
hire, but make efforts to retain 1ong~term welfare recipients. 

In addition. expands the existing work opportunity tax credit (WOTe) to include. 
as one of the eligible populations, individuals subject to the "3 in 36" food stamp 
limit (see below). 

Added funding for the food stamp work progl'llm. Last year', welfare refonn 
bill harshly restricted food stamps for able-bodied childless adults to only 3 out of 
every 36 months, unless they are working. Thi. move ignored the fact that finding 
• job often take. time. The budget agreement add. $750 million to the Food 
Stamp program. and redirects existing program funds, to create 190,000 new work 
slots for food stamp recipients subject to the "3 in 3611 time limit. 

tI' Allows States to exempt up to ] 5 percent 01 the food stamp recipients who 
would otherwise be denied benefits as a result of the "3 in 36" limit. 

These two provisions together will preserve food stamps for approximately half of 
the able-bodied adults who, even though they are willing to work, would 
otherwise be ineligible for benefits" 



THE WELFARE TO WORK PARTNERSHIP 
1250 CooneCtlCUt Avenue, N.W. 

Suite 610 
Washington. D.C 20036 

Phone 202-955·)005 Fax 202- 637-9195 

WHITE HOUSE lIfEETING 
by Eli Segal, Kate Carr 

May 8,1997 

I. ABOllT TIm WELFARE 1'0 WORK PARTNERSHIP 

The Partnership ill an independent. nonpartisan, national effort of the American business communiI.}' to 
belp move those on publk a.'\$ulMCe into jobs in The priVlIte ~tor. 

On August 22. 191J6, President Clint<m signed !he Persona! Re~ponsibi1ity and Work Opponunity 
RocnnciliaOOn Act {~PWORA~}, bringing an end to "welfare as we know it." At that point, the President cxllorted 
the business community to take mponsibilll¥ fur the next phase of welfare refonn. The Pa.rm.enhip is one response 
to that chal!enge. The tools we are creating will be vital in moving former welfare recipients to productive 
employment. 

We are encouraging companies to hire and retain former \!.'Clfare recipients without di;;placing existing 
workers: by providing information, rechnical assistanCe, and support for businesses of all sizes, ftom all industries, 
and from all areas of the country. 

Our founding board members are Burger King Corporation. Monsanto Company, Sprint Corporation, 
VAL Corporation, and United Parcel Service of America,!nc. Our first-year goal is 10 build an expa.nding network 
of companies committed to welfare reform. Membcrsbip is open to all ~ that Me committed to hiring 
welfare recipients: or to utiUzing Ihelr resource& to otherwise assist the welfare-ro-work challenge. 

llte Partnership will energize, challenge, and, ultimately, mobilize the husiness community to hire welfare 
recipients. 

We will help businc:ss:.es in the following ways: 

1. 	 Hold regional challenges to gather businesses thal have pledged to hire a certain IUllnber of 
wei fare recipients; 

2. 	 Hold award ceremonies for CQUlpanics that have met or excet:ded !he challenges of hiring 
welfare recipients; 

3. 	 Create tI Public Service Anoouncemem rVSA~) caInpaigo u> energi:t.e COfruTlltllities across the 
COI.Ultry; nnd 

4. 	 Establish a 1·800 number and provide intbrmation such as best practices, company listing by 
geographic areaJindustry, and a !.ist ()f service provideOl by area thai can link businesses with 
relli.ly4n-work welfan: recipients, 

The database and a best practices manual are the first major products being ptoduced by the Partnership. 
Th.e database \\ill be a natioruli n:source for employers seeking u> access welfare recipients and service providers in 
all fifty Slates. 

II. MAY 20,1997 EYENT AT THE WHITE HOUSE 

A Annnurtoo Purtncrship and its mission 
B AMouncc am! introduce Chain",m ofthe Bo..u ofPortttcrshlp 
C Expand oompanies identified with the Partnership from 5 to tOO (or more) 

http:businc:ss:.es
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President Clinton Delivers the First Balanced Budgct in A Gcneration 
Historic Agreement Promotes the Country's Priorities 

President Clilf/fln has acltieved a ball1itced budget agreement that includes c.ritical ittVe.filtlcltts ill 

education, health care, and tlse environment while strengthening and modernizing Medicare and Medicaid 
-just as l,e promised last year. We have cut tile deficit 63% -from $290 billion in 1992 to $107 billion 
last year. This /tistoric achievement will jin,ish the job, giving the American people tile first balallcf!d 
budget;n a generation, ~lfhile meeting the Pnsidf!nt's goak 

GOAL: To ensure tbat every 8 year-old can read, every 12 year-old can log.on 
to the Internet, and every 18 year-old can go to college. 

v Largest Pell Grant increase in two decades - 4 million students will receive a grant 
ofup to $3,000, an increase of$300 in the maximwn grant 

V S3S billion of tax cuts targeted to higher education to make college more affordable 
for America's families. 

V An America Reads initiative to mobilize a million tutors to help three million childreo 
learn to read by the end of the third grade. 

V Expansion ofHead Start - (0 achieve goal of one million kids in 2002. 
v Doubles fimding 10 help schools integrate innovative techn()logy into the ciuricttlwn. 

GOAL: Expand health coverage for as many as 5 million uncovered children. 
v Medicaid improvements and added Medicaid inveslnteots. 
V 	 .A new capped mandatory grant progrnm that provides additional dollars to supplement 


states efforts to cover uninsured children in working families, 


GOAL: Secure and strengtben Medicare and Medicaid 
V Extends the solvency of Medicare Trust Fund to at least 2007 through 

long overdue structural refontlS. 
V Expands ceverage ofcritical preventive treatments ofdiseases such as diabetes and breast cancer. 
tI' Preserves the federal Medicaid guarantee ofcoverage to our nation's most vulnerable people. 

GOAL: Strengtben environmental protection and enforcement 
V .Acoolerates Superfund cleanups by almost 500 sites by the year 2000. 

V Expands the Brownfield Rlidevelopment Initiative to help communities cleanup 


and redevelop contaminated areas. 

v Boosts environmental enforcement to protect public health from environmental 'threats. 


GOAL: Move people from welfare to work and treat legal immigrants fairly 
V A Welfare-to-Work tax credit to help long-term welthro recipients to get jobs. 
V Restores disability and health benefits for legal immigrants. 
V Restores Medicaid coverage for p<lor legal irnrnignult children. 
v Preserves food stamp benefits for pcop}e willing to work. 
V" Provides States and cities 'Vith additionai resources to move dfsadvantag~ recipients into jobs, 

GOAL: Cut taxes for America's hard working families 
v A Child Tax Credit to make il easier for families'·fo raise their kids, 

/,..
v' $35 billion or tax cuL" targeted to higher education to make college more affordable. 

vi A Welfare-to-Work tax credit to help long-term welfare recipients get jobs. 

v' Establishes additional Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communities. 




]tact Sheet on the Budget Agl'tcmcnt 
May 2, 1997 

• Budget balances by 2002 -~ for the first time since i 969 

New ioitiatiycs 

• 	 Agreement provides $34 billion over 5 years for new initiatives, including: 

•• Full funding ($16 to $17 billion over 5 years) to provide health insurance for as 
many as 5 million children 

•• Restoring medical and disability benefits to legal immigrants 

I 

Qiiil<L!ltippary spending 

• 	 Non..defense discretionary outlays are within 1 percent of the President's FY 1998 Budget 
request over 5 years -~ protecting education. the environment, international and other 
priorities 

• Defense spending meets President's FY 1998 Budget request (on budget authority) 

Entitlement savings 

• 	 Medicare savings ofSl15 billion OV~ 5 years and long overdue structural refo~. 
extending the life ofthe Trust Fund until at least 2007 

- Modernizes Medicare by providing new incentives for managed care and new 
preventive care benefits (such as for diabeteS and breast cancer) 

- Grad;laUy phases in, over time, cost afhome'health care int~ Pan B premium 

-- Expands Medicare low-income protections to 150 p~rcent ofpoverty tlrreshold 

• 	 Reduces Medicaid spending through reductions in DSH payments and increased state 
flexibility, while maintaining tbe Fed~ guarantee, Per capita cap eliminated, 

EdU!dItiQn 

• 	 Largest increase in"education spending in 30 years 

• 	 $35 billion for education tax cuts, includip~ the Hope Scholarship and the $10,000 tax 
deduction '-'," 



--. "".".""' 

• 	 Increases maximum Pel! grant award to $3,000 

• 	 Fully funds the President's America Reads initiative 

Envjronment 

• 	 Mee:.s the'"President's commitments in priority areas, including Superfund and broWnfields 

• Invests in National Parks and Federal land management' 


Tax cuts 


• 	 $85 billion in net tax cui•. inCluding $135 billion in gross tax cuts and $50 billion from 
revenue raise... and extensions ofexpiring IllX provisions ($30 bim"n of which is the 
extension of the airline ticket tax) 

• A majority ofthe S135 billion in tax cuts is directed towards middle-income tax rerief. 

COLAs 

• ,Congress will incorporate the impact ofexpected ongoing improvements at the BLS 

Welfare refoan 

• 	 A welfaro..to+work tax credit to help lonS~term welfare recipients get jobs 

• 	 New flexibility for states to provide benefits for poor families 

" 
" 
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President Clinton Finishes The Job: 
. 

First Balanced Budget in a Generation 
'." 
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From: Kenneth S, Apfel on 05/05/97 03:41 :49 PM 

Record l'ype: Record. 

To: Bruce N, ReedfOPD/EOP, Cynthia A, Rice/OPO/EOP, Gene B. Sparling/OPO/EO?, Jacob J, 
LewlOMBJEOP 

cc: Melissa GraenJOPO/EOP, Jill M, Bljcks~ejn/OMB!EOP, Rebecca R. Culbersor./OMBfEOP 
Subject: Co:nparison 01 Benefi~s for Immigrants Agreement with WR Reductions 

PIs. see message below. We're restoring about halt tne immig"ant cuts that were included in last 
year's we'fare bill, 

•••••••~•• n ••·~·..~·_ Forwarde:1 by K"nno:!) S AplelJOMBiEOP GO 05/05i97 03:42 PM ......... ----------------•• 

A, Smalligan 
0510519703:18:12 PM 

AOOQrd Type: Aecord 

To: Kenneth S, Apfel/OMBIEOP 

cc: Sae the dlstribul10n list at the bottom of this message 
Subject: Comparison ot Be:nefits for Irnmigrenls AgJeement with WR Reductions 

CSO scored the benefit for immigrants S5!, Food Stamps and Medicaid cuts at $22.2 billion from 
1997 to 2002, $2' billion from 1998 to 2002. Though we heve not seen a new estimate these 
savings would drop somewhat •• to about $20 billion •• because CSO's new baseline assurres 
higher naturalization rates, similar to the OMS baseline assump~ions, 

The $20 billion CCl'n!:lares '.vith $, 0 billio,') in restorations in the balanced budget agreement. The 
main differences are in the foHow;rg lrounding ~o the billion): 

·$4 bi;!ion lower because of no restorations in Food Stamps. 

·$3 billion lower in SSI because be"lefits ate not being restored for non-disabled elderly and new 
entrants will be subject to deeming ;1 their soonso' signed the new legally binding aHadavil of 
suppOrt, 

~$3 billion lowef in Medicaid because of the deeming policy for new entrants (and to a very small 
extent lower SSI related Medicaid costs from the non·disabled elderly). 
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LEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND WELFARE REFORM 

4/29/97 

Q: 	 This morning, the Senate Appropriations Committee will take up a 
supplemental appropriations bill that includes $125 million for benefits 
for legal immigrants. Does the President support this? 

A: 	 The President is glad that members of Congress and Governors and 
state legislators and county officials and mayors ~- both 
Republicans and Democrats ~- are gaining a new realization of the 
Impact of the cuts to lega~ immigrants that were wrongly included in 
last year's welfare reform bill. Many state and local officials are now 
looking more carefully at their budgets and the potential costs of 
assisting disabled legal immigrants, many in nursing homes, without 
federal help. There are now less than 100 days before August 1st, 
when many disabled individuals will lose their SS! and Medicaid 
benefits. 

Needless to say, a $125 million appropriation is a band-aid approach. 
Such a small sum would meet only a fraction of the need, Most states 
don't have a mechanism in place to distribute the funds to those in 
need -- it would make more sense to restore SSI benefits than ask 
states to create new bureaucracies, 

The President has put a comprehensive $14,6 billion proposal on the 
table that restores the worst cuts to legal immigrants enacted last 
year. We encourage the Republican leadership to work with us in the 
context of budget negotiations to provide medical and other vital 
assistance to legal immigrants who work hard, pay taxes and 
contribute to American society and fall on hard times through no fault 
of their own. 



Work Opportunity Tax Credit )Iroposals 

($ in millions) 

l2.2J!. .l22.2 2QQQ 2QQl 2.Q.Q2 '28-'02 

Current law: 147 87 29 9 273 
Welfare-to-Work Proposals, 3 Years: 
Long~tcrm welfare 32 68 84 67 36 287 
Food stamps, 18-50 36 69 79 55 26 265 

Total 68 137 163 122 62 552 
Extension of Core 

WOTC, I Year: 128 157 93 31 10 419 
Total, Proposals: 196 294 256 153 72 97l 

As a complement to the additional spending proposed for helping wcIfare recipients 
with job training and fot job creation, the Budget proposes several changes to the Work 
Opportunity Tax Credil (WOTC). The WOTC is one tool in a diverse toolbox of flexible 
strategies designed to help people move from welfare to work and gain on~thc job experience, 
The WOTe initiatives proposed by the Administration join other education and job initiatives 
that wiH help welfare recipients make the tnmsition to gainful employm<;m. lbcse chunges 
provide tax incentives for employers to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare 
recipients and certain reCipients of Food Stamps. 

Wcl[an.HQ~WQrk Prnp~: 

.. L{)ng~Tcrm Welfare Recipients, The Budget would create a much~cnhanced credit 
that focuses on those who most need help -- !ong*tcrm \""dfarc recipients. The lie,.\' 
credit would allow employers to claim u 50% credit on the first $10,000 in wages 
paid to an eligible hire for the first two years On the job. Wages include the costs of 
training, health benefits, and chlld care, The credit would be available for three years, 
through September 30, 2000, 

.. Food Stamp Recipients, The Budger also expands the existing WOTC tax credit by 
including able-bodied childless adults who, under the Administration's Food Stamp 
proposal, would face a more rigorous work requirement in order to continue receiving 

. Food Stamps. This credit also would be available for three years and WOUld be the 
same as the existing WOTe - 35% of the first S6,000 of first-year wages. 

Extension oflhc Core WOTC: 

• TIle Budget includes a 1 ~ycar extension through September 30, 1998, of the core 
WOTC This extension provides a transition between the current tax credit to the 
expansion for the population affected by welfare reform noted above. 



Improyements in the WO'fe: 
The WOTe, authorized in the Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996, replaced 

the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) and includes many changes that will make it a better and 
more effective job creation credit. These include: 

• Reducing potential windfaIis to employers by increasing the pre-screenIng of 
applicants, Employers and job applicants must sign a form which acknowledges that 
pre-screening for WOTe eligibility has occurred before the job offer was made._ 
Employers are required to seek certification for the tax: credit within three weeks of 
tbe hiring date, Under the TJTC, pre~screening was not required . 

• Reducing job c~uming by increasing the time an individual must be employed. 
Under the TJTC, the minimum employment period ri.."quired before an employer could 
claim the credit was 120 hours, Under \VOTe, it is 400 hours, This longer retention 
increases the prospeCI of a long~tcrm attachment to the employer. provides more on
thc~job experience, and is beneficial to both the employer and ~rnployec, 

I:IDATAlWTWJOBSIWOTC_I.WPD 



Agr~clucnt on Principles in Congressional \VcJfarc~ToM\Vork Proposals 

Sinw the President's August J996 call for a \Vel1bre~to~Work Jobs Challenge, Congress 
has developed two preliminary draft proposals to provide additional incentives to move welfare 
recipients into work. One of these draft proposals has been developed by Rep, Charles 
Slcllholm, and the other by the staff ofSenate Minority Leader Torn Daschle, 

While the proposals differ in certain details~ they embrace key Administration principles 
for moving vvelfarc recipients into lasting jobs. The Administration looks forward to working 
wi,h Congress to build on 'hese principles and to develop a Welfare-to-Work lobs Challenge that 
can be enacted with broad bipartisan support. Key features supported by the Administration 
include: 

• 	 Resources to Create New Incentives for States, Communities, and Employers, New 
funding in concert with T ANF is needed to establish a coordinated effort offering strong 
incentives for States, communities, and businesses to move welfare recipients into work. 
Both Congressional proposals would provide more than $3 billion to help meet the 
challenge of placing welfare recipients in lasting jobs. 

• 	 Emphasis on Long-Tenn Welfare Recipients, Welfare reform's success hinges on the 
ability to help the hardesHo-employ people -- long~tenn recipients -- get and keep jobs. 
The Welfare-to Work Jobs Challenge must place a specific emphasis on moving long
term welfare recipients into jobs and providing the incentivc.s and supports to keep them 
off welfare in the long run. Both Congressional proposals strongly support the goal of 
targeting long-tenn welfare recipients, 

• 	 Assistance to Large Urban Areas. Cities and communities must be a pttrt of efforts to 
create jobs and place welfare recipients in work. 'nlC Congressional proposals build in 
mechanisms to ensure tlmt funds flow to urban areas where assistance is needed most. 

• 	 Uonuscs to Encourage and Reward Performance. States and communities must be 
given incentives to develop high pcrfonning wclfare~to-work initiatiyes, A bonus system 
will encourage States to move rnorc welfare recipients into long~lasting jobs, Both 
proposals establish bontlS systems to reward the successful placement of long-tenn 
welfare recipients, 

• 	 Flexibility for States and Communities: to DeSIgn Programs Tailored to Their Own 
Needs, One~si7.e~fits~al1 programs will not work. States and communities need 
flexibility to develop innovative job placement and job creation strategies that reflect 
their own needs and circumstances, The Congressional proposals give States and 
communities wide latitude to design welfa.rc~to~work strategies best suited to local n~ds, 

• 	 Labor protections, Welfare reform must be implemented in a way that respects the 
rights of aU workers. 'I11C Congressional proposals inc1 udc strong assurances of 
nonciispJacement, nondiscrimination, and grievance procedures" 



• 	 Vouchers. The Administration supports YQucher~like arrangements 10 .empower \\rCifarc 
recipients with the tools and choices to help them get 'jobs and keep them Both 
Congressional proposals include vouchers to help individuals become employed in the 
private sector. 

The Administration strongly supports these principles and looks forward to working with 
Congress to develop broad bipartisan support for the Welfare~to~Work Jobs Challenge. 



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRI_Y: 

SUMMARV 


"We must join together 10 do something else, 100. somethillg both Republican und DClllocratic 
Governors have asked us 10 do: 10 restore hasic heatth anddisability benefits when H11:ifortune 
sJrikes immit.rranls who came 10 Ihis country Il!gally, who work hard, pay taxes and obev the law. 
To do OIherwise is simply unworthy ofa gn!;;fiJaliot1 ofimmigrants, " 	 • 

•President Clinton, )997 State of the Union, 

Restoring fair treatment for legal immigrants is a key part of the President's agenda this year. 

The President's budget proposal makes good on his promise to correct the welfare law's harsh 
provisions on legal immigrants - provisions that punish children and legaJ immigrants with severe 
disabilities. and burden State and local governments. The welfare law denies most legal 
immigrants access to fundamental safety net programs unless they become citizens ~- even though 
they arc in the U.S, Iegally, are responsible members of our communities, and in many cases have 
worked and paid taxes. These provisions have nothing to do with the real goal ofwelfare reform, 
which is to move people from welfare to work. 

• 	 The President's budget proposes to restore Supplemental Security Income (SSl) and 
Medicaid to legal immigrants who become disabled after they entered the country and to 
legallmmigrant children. This country should protect legal immigrants and their families 
- people admitted as permanent members of the American community -- when they suffer 
accidents or illnesses that prevent them from earning a living. Similarly, the country 
should provide Medkaid to legal immigrant children iftheir families are impoverished, 

• 	 The President proposes to extend 1he SSI and Medicaid eligibility period for refugees and 
asylees from 5 to 7 years. to give that vulnerable group additional time to naturalize, 

• 	 Finally, the budget proposes to delay the ban on Food Stamps for legal immigrants from 
April to September J997 to provide more time for immigrants who are in the process of 
naturalizing to complete the process. . ,

The President's proposal would reinstate 5S! eligibility for approximately 320,000 severely 
disabled legal immigrants, Ofthese 320,000 immigrants, the budget restores Medicaid coverage 
to 195,000 disabled legal immigrants, En addition, the proposal restores Medicaid coverage to 
about 30,000 non·disabled legal immigrant children, The cost of these immigrant proposals is 
$14.6 billion over 5 years·: $9,7 billion in S5) costs, and $4,9 billion in Medicaid costs, 

In January. the National Governors' Association agreed that the Jegalimmigrant provisions of the 
welfare law will cause a cOnsiderable cost shift w some stales and expressed concerns about the 
effect of the Jaw on aged and disabled legal immigrants. Providing state~funded benefits to this 
needy population will divert resources from job training and child care - which arc critical to 
moving people from welfare to work. The NGA passed a resolution asking Congress and the 
President to work together to find a equitable solution for states and vulnerable legaltmmigrants 
without reopening the welfare reform debate. The President's proposal would do jost that. 



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY: 

Rt;STORING BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS wlTn SEVERE D1SAnILI1'It;S 

The President's budget would restore SSI benefits for 312,000 legal immigrant adults who 
become disabled after their entry into the U.S.; in recognition of the fact that they cannot provtdc 
for their own support through work. Oftlto,e 312,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately 
I~5,OOO adults would have Medicaid coverage restored. 

Denying 5S1 eligibility 10 aged and disabled legal imnrigrants has nothing to do with welfare 
refotln. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules and entered the country according to 
our Jaws from programs available to all other taxpayers is unfair and shortsighted. 

• 	 Approximate1y 900.000 SSJ recipients ire now receiving notices that they afe at risk of 
losing their benefits, unless than can show that they are citizens or are iIl one of a narrow 
group ofexceptions. Under current law, over 400,000 Jcgallmmigrants will lose their SSE 
benefits in August and September of this year. 

.. 	 Disabled legal immigrants who have sponsors can turn to them for assistance, but many 
sponsors can't afford the exira costs associated with a disability. In addition, an estimated 
44% oflegal immigrants, such as refug~ never had sponsors in the first place. Others 
had sponsors who have died or ceased to support them. 

• 	 Many disabled legal immigrants are elderly and reside in nursing homes or assisted living 
facilities. Without S51 cash assistance, they may face eviction from assisted living 
arrangements, About 39,000 legal immigrants arc in nursing homes and a large number 
have difficulties with the activities ofdaily living. 

• 	 Nearly 70010 of legal immigrants on SSt are over age 65; nearly 30% are over 75 years of 
age. 

• 	 Without SSI payments, stale and local governments and private charities will become the 
prime source of assistance to legal immigrants \'\-1rh severe disabilities. 

• 	 "In additiDn, under current state Medicaid plans, it appears that some states may have no 
provision t-o continue Medicaid coverage for legal immigrants who lose their SSt In some 
states. disabled recipients who lose their SSI may also be without any help for medical 
expenses. 



TREATING U;GAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY: 

I'ROTECTION }'OR LEGAL IMMIGRANT CIIILDREN 


The President proposes to restore SS} and Medicaid for legal immigrant children. 

.. 	 The welfare reform law denies: SSI and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who 
become seriously ill, or have an accident and become disabled. and whose mmilies fallon 
hard times. It also denies preventive services under Medicaid to legal immigrant children, 
likely leading to more costly health problems in the future. This policy threatens the health 
and well-being ofa very vulnerable population ~ legal immigrant children of low-income 
parents who need medical services or cash assistance (ifdisabled). and cannot work their 
way Qut of need. We aU lose ifwe deny future citizens the care and support that all 
children need. 

.. 	 Under the President's proposal, legal immigrant children would continue to be eligible for 
SSI and ~1edicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect SSI and Medicaid eligibility 
for about 8,000 disabled legal immigrant children, and ensure medical care for about 
another 30,000 non-disabled children. Existing program income eligibility rules arc not 
affected; only tegal immigrant children who are members oflow~income families would be 
ellgible for the restored SSI and Medicaid. 

• 	 The President's proposal does not undermine or "reopen" welfare refonn. The welfare 
reform provisions denying assistance to legal immigrant children have nothing to do with 
the central goal of welfare reform: moving people from welfare to work. Instead, the 
President's proposal protects access to health care for vulnerable low-income children who 
are permanent members of this nation's communities, cannot work, and do not have any 

, other means of health care. H also protects cash assistance fur low-income immigrant 
children with severe disabHltics. 

• 	 It is important to note that legal immigrant children cannot hc<:omc naturalized citizens 
unless both parents arc citizens, or the surviving or custodial parent is a citizen, Therefore, 
unlike adult legal immigrants! children immigrants do not have an independent avenue to 
naturalization. For example, orpbaned immigrant children must be adopted by a U.S. 
citizen in order to be classified as a citizen. 

• 	 The SSt and Medicaid costs associated with these immigrant children arc abuut $400 
million over 5 years. This policy will ensure that low-income immigrant families with 
severely disabJed immigrant chHdren continue to have a safety net ofSSI and Medicaid, It 
also guarantees that non.,..disablcd legal immigrant chHdren are protected by the Medicaid 
benefit package, which provides on-going assistance for children suffering from chronic 
asthma, screening for developmental disabilitics, and well-child and preventive c.'ue to 
prevent the need for intensive and costly care in the future. 



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY: 

EXTENDING ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEES 


• 	 As a nation of immigrants, this country has a long-standing policy of welcoming to this 
country refugees and asylees who are fleeing persecution in their home country, and 
helping them resettle in their ne~ home, . 

• 	 Under the welfare law, refug~s and asylees are exempt from SSI and Medicaid eligibility 
restrictions for the first 5 years that they are in the U.S. However, after 5 years, needy 
refugees and asylees would be denied 55! benefits, and Medicaid coverage is .st.te 
option rather than guaranteed. 

• 	 The President's proposal would extend from 5 to 7 years the period of SSt and Medicaid 
eligibility for refugees and asylee:t This extension would alleviate current hardships while 
providing elderly refugees an extra 2 years to learn ~nglisb well enough to naturalize. 
This policy would cost about $700 million over 5 years, and protect eligibility for about 
17,000 refugees and asylces in FY 1998, 

• 	 Few refugees arrive with any financial assets that can be used for self-support. In 
addition, refugees do not have sponsors. 

• 	 Refugees and asylees need a longer eligibility period for assistance than other legal 
immigrants because of the Circumstances that bring them to this country in the first place. 
Refugees and asylees come to the U.S. with a history of perscCl;1ttOn in their country of 
origin, These individuals frequently experience greater difficulties putting their lives 
together and becoming self*supporting than other legal immigrants. About one-half of 
refugees speak little or no English when they arrive nere~ only about one-tenth speak 
English fluently, ' 

• 	 Elderly refugees are a particularly vulnerable group, SSA data indicate that ofthe 
'estimated 58,000 elderly refugees who will lose their SSI eligibility in August/September 
1997,24,000 are aged 75 or older, An estimated two-thirds (38,OOO):;;fthe 58,000 are 
severely disabled. . 

• 	 Generally. refugees and asylees may ap-ply for citizenship after residing in the United 
States for 5 years. However, the naturalization process can take up to a year, or more. 
Therefore, individuals who entered the U.S, as refugees or asylecs wln Jose their SSl ~~ 
and potentially their Medicaid -- before completing the application process for citizenship. 
even if they apply for citizenship as soon as they meet the 5 year residency requirement. 
Also, many elderly refugees are not able to acquire sufficient English language skiJIs in this 
period"oftime to pass the citizenship test 

• 	 In refugee communities, the pending loss ofSS[ and Medicaid and the inability to become 
naturalized citizens is a major concern. Elderly refugees are understandably terrified that 
they will be len destitute and homeless. 



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY: 

TilE FOOl! STAMP PROGRAM 


The welfare reform law made most legal immigrants ineligible to participate in the Food Stamp 
Program. h was effective immediately for new applicants and at the ocx1 recertification for 
already participating non~citizens. . 

Concerned about the impact ofttle law on legal immigrants. who are in the country legally and, in 
many cases, work and pay taxes, the Administration has worked since the passage ofthe law to 
ensure fairer treatment for legal immigrants. 

• 	 As an immediate first step, on the day he signed the law the President signed a directive 
instructing USDA to allow states to extend the certification periods (the time during 

. which people are authorized to receive benefits) of currently panicipating non-citizens in 
order to ensure that their recertification be made fairly and accurately. USDA responded 
by issuing a memorandum to all state agencies on August 26, 1996 that waived Food 
Stamp regulations and allowed sta1e agencies to extend the certification periods ofall 
households containing participating noncitizen members up to the maximum time 
permitted by law -- 12 months (24 months in the cases of households v,dth all elderly or 
disabled adult members), though not beyond August 22, 1997. 

• 	 The President then signed the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act on September 
30,1996, which delayed implementation of the welfare law's provisions for participating 
legal immigrants until April I, 1997. As a result, state agencies must redetennine the 
eligibility ofall legal immigrant recipients between April 1, 1997 and August 22, 1997. 
USDA provided written guidance on implementing the new law to State agencies on 
October 2, 1996. 

• 	 On October 18, 1996. USDA provided written guidance to State agencies on how to 
implement the provision allowing legal immigrants who have worked or can be credited 
with 40 quarters of qualified work to re<:eive food stamps" USDA authorized certification 
pending verification for immigrants who, alone or in combination with parents andlor 
spouse, have spent sufficient time in the U.S, to have acquired 40 quarters ofcoverage, 
These individuals need amy to attest to 40 quarters ofqualifYing work at the time of 
application to meet the 40 quarters lest, with subsequent verification by SSA 

• 	 USDA has been working closely with states to develop ways to manage certification 
periods to ensure that Jegal immigrants can continue to participate in the Food Stamp 
Program through August 1997, Thirty-eight states continue to use the certification period 
waiver to extend bcnefitK 

• 	 Finally, the President's budget includes a provision that would extend partidpation of 
certified legal immigrants through the end offiscal year 1997: thus providing them more 
time to naturalize or to achieve the needed 40 quarters of work to qualifY for the program. 



COST OF IMMIGRANT PROPOSALS 


QUESTION: 

How much does your Budget spend on restoring welfare benefits to legal immigrants? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 The President's Budget assists those legal immigrants who, through no fault of their 
own,,3rc unable to work: children and individuals who are disabled. 

• 	 The President's immigrant proposals total $14.6 billion over five years FY 1998·2002, 
$4.9 billion are Medicaid costs. The President's budget seeks to: 

• 	 Restor. S81 and Medicaid eligibility for disabled immigrant' ($13.7 billion S8l 
and Medicaid costs). The welfare law would discontinue SSt and restrict Medicaid 
benefits for Jegal immigrants, including the disabled and children. The President's 
budget would continue to provide SSlond Medicaid for 320,000 legol immigrants who 
become disabled after they enter the country and exempt them from the new deeming 
rules. 

• 	 Restore Medicaid eligibility for non-SSI immigrant children ($.2 billion Medicaid 
costs only), The Administration's budget would restore Medicaid eligibility to 
approximat~ly 30,000 immigrant children, iflhey are otherwise eligible, and exempt 
them from the new deeming rules. 

~ 	 Extend the refugee exemption period from 5 to 7 years ($0.7 billion SSI and 
Medkaid costs). The Presidenes budget would lengthen the exemption period for 
refugees: and asyJees from 5 to 7 years. The 5 year exemption in the welfare law does 
not provide enough time for refugees and asylees lO become citizens. 

• 	 Delay the Food Stamp ban until the end ofFY 1997 ($0.2 billion - these costs are 
incurred in FY 1991). The welfare law denies Food Stamps to most legal immigrants 
currently receiving benefits and future applicants, affecting a million immigrants. Last 
year's Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act delayed the ban from January 1, 1997 : 
to April I, 1997 to give immigrants in the process of naturalizing more time to complete 
the process prior to having tlieir benefits eliminated. Recognizing the effort that many 
are making to become citizens, this proposal would further extend the delay to the end 

·ofFY 	1991. 



STATE ANI) LOCAL IMPACTS OF NEW IMMIGRANT RESTRICTIONS 


QUESTION: 

What is ,the impact of the new immigrant eligibility restrictions on state and local governments 
and other service providers? 

ANSWE;R: 

• 	 It is difficult to predict with any precision, However, CBO estimated total federal 
budget saving. (through FY 2002) of nearly $24 billion from the passage of these 
provisions of welfare reform, and state and local governments will now have to decide 
how much of their Own assistance they will provide to legal immigrants in order to 
replace 1his huge withdrawal of federal assistance. 

'" Even though states and localities arc provided options to deny various assistance to 
legal immigrants similar to that enacted for federal programs, it is unclear whether they 
will take such a course. Many of the legal immigrants are !ikely to remain residents of 
the state and denying them fundamental safety net assistance wilt merely result in other 
costs such as increased public health threats, increased homelessness and hunger. etc . 

. ' Some states have constitutions that would require state and local governments to 
provide assistance, 

.. 	 The Medicaid restrictions in particular, but also the SSI restrictions, could adversely 
affect the revenues ofhospitals and other health providers (such as nursing homes and 
doctors) in high~immi£ra.m communities. 

.. 	 Therefore, th~e provisions represent a significant cost~shift from the federal 
government to state and local governments. 

.. 	 States (and localities) with large immigrant populations win be affected 
disproportionately by the new restrictions (e.g .• California, New YOI]<, Texas, Florida, 
Illinois, New Jersey, and Massacnusetts). 

~================================~ 




OPENING UP WELFARE REFORM? 


QUESTION: 

Aren't you opening up the welfare reform bill with your immigrant proposals? 

ANSWER; 

to 	 1\'0. The President remains firmly commi~ted to implementing the welfare reforms he 
signed into law last year, 

But the immigrant restrictions of the new welfare law never had anything to do with the 
central goal ofwelfare refonn -- moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This 
is not an effort to "open up" welfare refonn, but an effort to restore benefit cuts that 
were attached to welfare reform for budgetary reasons and shouldn't have been pan of 
the bill to begin wilh. 

Legal immigrants work hard, pay taxes aoo contribute to American society. Immigrant 
children and disabled immigrants who fall on hard times through no fault of their own 
should get medical and other vital assistance when they need iL" . 

. . 




NGA PROI>()SAL ,\NI} IMMIGRANTS 


QUESTION: 

The Governors asked the Admintstfalion to work with them and the Congress to "meet the 
needs of aged and disabled legal immigrants who cannot naturalize," but specificaUy stated we 
did not need to reopen welfare reform to do it. Why then docs the Administration propose to 
reopen welfare reform and make costly changes that would give welfare to immigrants? 

ANSWER: 

.. 	 The Administration is firmly committed to the major reform ofwelfare the President 
signed into law last year. However, the Administration's proposals do not reopen 
welfare fefonn. 

,. 	 But the immigrant restrictions of the new welfare law had nothing to do with the central 
goal ofwelfare reform -- moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This is not 
an ~tTort to "open up" welfare reform, it is an effort (0 restore benefit cuts that should 
not have been in the welfare bill to begin with. 

.. 	 Legal immigrants work hard, pay taxes and conlribute to American society, Immigrant 
children and disabled immigrants who faU on hard times through no fault oftheir own 
should get medical and other vital assistance when they need it 

.. 	 The Administration's immigrant proposals are responsive to the concerns noted by the, 
Governors and we welcome the opportunity to work with them and the Congress to 
rectifY some of the unfair burdens placed on immigrants and the communities they live 
In. 

.. 	 Our budget addresses the needs ofimmigrants disabled after entry by reinstating their 
eligibility for SSI and !>1edicaid; exempts all legal immigrant children from SSI and 
Medicaid eligibility restrictions: extends SSI and Medicaid eligibility fQr refugees from 
5 to 7 years; and detays 'he Food Stamps t:ut-offuntil the end of the FY 1997. 

~ 	 These proposa's would restore aid to these most vulnerable people who .need assistance 
through no fault of their OWO. 

.. 	 In addition, our proposal is responsive to the NGA statement that the immigrant 
provisions represent a considerable cost shift to state and local governments. The 
Adrrrinistration's proposals significantly reduce the burden on state and locaf 
governments. 



WilY NOT A BLOCK GRANT? 

QUESTION: 


Why not just establish a hlock grant to the States to assist them in providing services to those 
legal immigrants who lose SSI? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 There is no infrastructure in place at the state level to deliver income support to the" 
disabled popuJatlon. In many states, it is local government that directly provides hea~th 
care to the indigent. 

• 	 Charity organil.ations may become these immigrants' only source of income suppcirt. 
Under a block grant that provides funds to State goverrunents, it is not clear how the 
funds would reach those private organil.(1tions that actually provide the services. 

• 	 The history ofusing block grants to provide services to immigrants is discouraging. It has 
been attempted before without good results. The block grant created by the 1986 
immigration reform law was the State Legalization Impact Assistance Grants (SLlAG) 
program, and it proved 10 be an inefficicl)t method ofassisting the States and very difficult 
for them to manage. In addition, although SLlAG was federally funded. its appropriation 
in the third year was reduced by almost two-thirds to support discretionary spending 
elsewhere. By the fifth year. SLlAG funding was reduced to zero. 

• 	 A block grant of the size being discussed ($2-3 billion) would meet only a small fraction of 
the need, Su<:h a small block grant would either be concentrated in a few areas, leaving 
many communities unassisted, or it would be spread so thin that heavily affected areas 
would 'receive only a tiny fraction of the help they need. 

• 	 It appears that any new block grant would be only temporary, i.e" for two or three years. 
This will just leave those 1egal immigrants that a block grant is able to reach without 
support two year~ from now. 

• 	 The best solution is to retain eligibility for the most vulnerable immigrants ~- those legal 
immigrants who become disabled after entering the United States, refugees, and immigrant 
children -~ within the existing Federal social safety net. 



MAKING SI'ONSORS RESPONSIBLE 


QUESTION:'Why sbouldn't immigrants be taken care of by the sponsors who agreed to take 
care of them? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 \Ve agree that sponsors need to be held responsible and accountabie. That's why we 
support the new law requiring all family-based and some employment~based immigrants to 
have legally binding affidavits of support, 

• 	 However. nearly alilegaJ immigrants now in the U.S. either have sponsors who are not 
legally obliged to support them or have no sponsors at alL 

, Sponsors of Immigrants who arrived before welfare reform signed affidavits ofsupport 
. that are not legal1y binding and therefore do not obligate them to provide support or to 

reimburse for public assistance. 

• 	 And recent INS estimates ofall FY 1994 non~refugee immigrants found that nearly half-
or 44 percent --did not have sponsors, 

• 	 Our proposal would exempt from these harsh new lUtes only those legal immignmts who 
become disabled after entry into 'he U.S. or legal immigrant children. Sponsors cfleg.1 
immigrants who become disabled after enrry have no possible way of planning for the 
costly care that results from an unforeseen severe disability, 

• 	 We think it is unfair to impoverish such sponsors beyond regular program requirements 
for family income, or 10 withdraw assistance from disabled immigrants who have nev"er 
had sponsors, 

• 	 Under the new deeming rules, not only must sponsors impoverish themselves so that 
immignmt family members are eligible for SSl and Medicaid assistance, but they are also 
liable to repay the amount ofassistance received by such family members when these rules 
have made them least able to make repayments. ' ~ • 

• 	 Similarly. sponsors ofimmigrant children-like many working parents. both citizens and 
legal immigrantg..~have difficulty affording health insurance and would be overwhelmed by 
nealth care expenses arising from severe iIlnesses.or injuries suffered by their children (for 
example, children wno suffer from leukemia or serious head injuries), 

• 	 Denying Medicaid to legal immigrant children whose families have fallcn on hard times 
threatens the health and well-being of an extremely vulnerable population, and likely leads 
to more costly health care in the futll:re, 
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IS THERE A TANF SURnUS? 

Q1!.ESTION i Won't the surplus from T ANF be sufficient to allow states to provide benefits to 
legal immigranls? 

ANSWER; 

• 	 No. 

• 	 It', not a surplus. TANF block gmnt levels are held flat hased on state AFDC. JOBS, 
and Emergeney Assistance spending during 1992·1995. Because AFDC caseloads nave 
gone down. we can expect that the cost to states of AFDe-type benefit payments over tbe 
next few years should be lower than they were in 1992·1995. However; the funds are 
needed to support the transition from welfare to work. 

When TANF was established. the states and the Congress realized that, as compared to 
the AFDC system. morc funds would be needed in the early years to move families from 
welfare to work. Because ofttle recent decline in AFDe caseloads, states are in an 
especially good position to begin the historic transformation from a welfare program to a 
jobs program. 

This is because any decrease in the total amounts states spend on direct benefits will help 
states meet critical needs and afford the increased costs of providing training, child car~ 
creating jobs in high~unemployment areas, and other assistance needed to support the 
transition from welfare 10 work. Therefore. ~oving recipients into the workforce will not 
produce short~term savings" 

While the block grant levels for each state do not increase from FY1997 through FY2000, 
required work participation rates increase from 25 to 50 percent, and required hours of 
work per week increase from 20,to 30 over that time period, There will be incfeused child 
care costs associated with these requirements. In addition, innation will raise COSIS for 
services and may lead to increased nominal per-capita benefit costs. Finally, if there is a 
recession. we can expect that the pool offamilies needing TANF assistance will increase. 

• 	 This is only the beginning of wetfare reform. To fulfill the central goal of welfare 
reform -- rooving people from weir are to work -- we must make sure that the tools to 
achieve it are available to states and communities. States will have [Q use their financial 
resources to provide supports like job training and child care necessary to move large 
numbers of single parents from welfare to work. And it will require an unprecedented 
commitment from business, non-profit organizations, and religious institutions. That's 
why the President's budget includes over $3 biHion for grants. as well as expanded tax 
incentives, to support states, cities, and the private sector in creating job opportunities for 
the hardest to employ welfare recipients. In fact. Republicans and Democrats in Congress 
have made this a priority area for bipartisan discussion on the budget 



• 	 After caseload decline, many hard .. to-place recipieftts remain on (he rolls. Now that 
caseloads are down. states arc likely to lind that they arc now reaching the harder to place 
people, which will lead to increased cOs.ts. The legis1ation says this is a criticai investment 
for us to make -~ we need to expect work, and we need to provide the supports necessary 
for families to move from welfare to work, 

• 	 Cuts in assistance: to legal immigrants are a cost~shift to states. As the National 
Governors Association has said, the weIrare reform restrictions on federal assistance to 
legal immigrants is a considerabl~ cost-shiH to states, If states divert financial resources to 
(ega! immigrants. they may not have sufi1cient resources for job training and child care 
necessary to move large numbers of parents from welfare to work. 

• 	 Even under the old system. benefits are Guly part of tbe equation. The T ANF block 
grant combined funds for AFDC benefits with JOBS funds, Emergency Assistance funds, 
and funds for administration. Although AFDC benefit expenditures have declined, 
expenditures for other activities. sucb as Emergency Assistance. have increased 
substantiaUy. Therefore, the effect of nat-funding TAA'F at 92-95 levels only provides 
unanticipated funds under one part of the equation -- benefit payments. Increased 
expenditures for other activities have to be paid from the T ANF block grant. 

• 	 Different states are in very different situations. Some states have especially great 
needs for services, or smaller reductions in caseloads, or other special circumstances like 
areas ofrural poverty which might need greater investments in economic development or 
transportation. Similarly. about 80 percent ofaU legal immigrants reside in only six states 
-- CA,. NY, TX, FL, NJ, and IL. That's why some Governors, lik~ Governors Pataki, 
Bush. and Chiles. have been so clear about the need for additional resources" In addition, 
because the decline in AFOC Case10ads since 1995 has not been uniform across states, the 
financial impact ofTANF will vary considerably across states. 



INCREASE OF NON-CITIZENS ON 581 ROLLS 


QUESTION: 

What e.xplains the increase in the number of non-citizens on the SSI rolls? 

ANSWER: 

The number of non-citizens on the SSt roUs bas increased along with the number ofJega! 
immigrants admitted into the United States. Since 1980, the percentage of foreign born persons 
living in the U.S. has grown from slightly less than 4 percent ofth. U.S. population to over 9 
percent oftne U.S. population. according to the Bureau ofthe Census. 

Given tbe increase in immigration. it is not surprising that there has been an increase in the 
numbers ofnon-citizens on the SSI rolls over the past 13 years. However, the number remains a. 
small percentage of the total SSI mUs, rising from 3 percent in 1982 to a little over 12 percent in 
1995. 

Statistically, the largest increase in noncitizen participation has been seen in the aged recipient 
population. But this increase should be viewed in the same context. Over this same 13-year 
period, the number ofaged citizen recipients has been declining, because most citizens aged 65 
and older now receive Social Security beneftts that are large enough to preclude 55I eligibility. 
Participation of aged cjtizens has dropped from almost J.5 million in 1982 to a little over 987,000 
in 1995, a decline of32 percent. Therefore, the increase in the percentage of aged noncitizens on 
SSl is due both to the decrease in the number of citizen aged, as well as to the increase in the 
number of noncitizen aged. 

In addition,. the number of aged non~citizens newly awarded benefits each year has declined from 
about 73,000 in 1993 to just • little over 46,000 in 1995,' dedine of37 percent. 



RI;FU{;EE ELIGIBILITY EXTENSION 


QUESTION: 

What accounts for the high welfare utilization rates among refugees? 

ANSWER: 

.. 	 By definition, refugees and asylees are individuals who come to our country to escape 
persecution in their country oforigin. These individuals have generally experienced Waf 

or other violent trauma requiring medical and income assistance. They often need. more 
time w put their lives together and become sc1f~supPQrting than other legal immigrants. ' 

.. 	 About one~halfofrefugees speak little or no English at arrival~ only about one~tenth 
speak English fluently. 

.. 	 Therefore, we believe refugees and asyJees need a longer eligibility period for assistance 
than other qualified aliens because of the unique circumstances that bring refugees and 
asylecs to the D,S. 

II' Under the President's proposaJ, refugees and asytees would get an additional two years 
ofeligibility, to provide additional time to enable them to naturalize or to achieve stable 
self-,uPP0<1. The President's budget proposal would eXlend refugees' eligibility for SS! 
and Medicaid benefits from 5 to 7 years. 

The longer time period is particularly important because more recent refugee 
populations have included larger numbers ofolder and elderly individuals who require a 
longer lime to adjust. 

II' Finally, refugees are not even eligible to awili: for naturali:r.ation until they are ncar the 
end of their 5 years residence, Since the processing time for naturalization applications 
is now about 1 year. this e:<tension from 5 to 7 years is necessary to physically pennit 
refugees to comply with INS procedures without being denied crucial services during 
the interim. 



. " 

WHY NOT ALL ELDERLY? 

QUESTION: 


Why didn't the Administration request reinstatement of eligibility for all e!~erty non-citizens? 


ANSWER: 

• 	 Within the context ofbalancing the federal budget by FY2002, the Administration 
proposal targets the most vulnerable legal immigrants affected by welfare reform 
disabled adults, including the elderly, and children -- and reinstates their S81 and Medicaid 
eligibility, 

• 	 Underthe Administration plan, all legal immigrants over the age of65 who are disabled 
will quality for benefits -- including the majority of the elderly on SSt 

.-' . 



April 25, 1997 

MEMORANDUM FOR: BRUCE REED, ELENA KAGAN, DIANA FORTUNA 

FROM: CYNmJA RICE 

SUBJECT: BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS 

AtIacbed is paper describing Ibe noK! planned counter-oifer for welfare to work, legal inunigrants, and 
food stamp., This paper is close hold; i. has no. been shared outsidelhe building yel nor do many 
people inside have it Changes lite all a100g the lines we'w discussed: 

• 	 Folding $3 billion welfare to work into TANF. but continuing to earmark it for work in high 
unemploymenlAligb poverty areas; 

• 	 Trimming our legal immigranlS prOpOSal by lowering and rime limiring beeefits for disnbled 
immigrants with sponsors who applied for beeefilS after Aug"", 1996; 

• 	 Modij'ying our food ,'amp proposal.o increase fundillg fur food Slamp work slots but 
restoring current law's "3 in 36" month time limit. even if ajob is unavailable. 



Welfare to Work Proposals In the FY 98 Budget 25-Apr-97 
CBO/JCT Estimates (outlays in billions) 

WQlfUlttl!_WQrk. 19.9.8 .19911 ZQQQ 2001 2002 5 Year 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.0 3.0 

Instead of a new program, this incorporates funds in TANF. Formula grants would be allocated to States, with funds used in 
areas with poverty and unemployment rates at least 20% higher than the State average. A share of funds go to cities with 
large poverty populations commensurate with the share of long-term welfare recipients in those caies. Activities include job 

·retention services; job retention or creation vouchers; and private sector wage subsidies for new jobs lasting 9 months . 

Enhance and Expand WOTC' 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 .- 0.1 0.6 

The budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunfties for long-term welfare recipients. It would create a 
much-enhanced credit targeted at those who need help most - long-term welfare recipients. The new credit would give 
employers a 50% credit on the first $10,000 a year of wages for up to 2 years. The budget also expands the existing WOTC 
to able-bodied childless adults ages 18-50 who face work and time limit requiremenls: 

Subtotal, Welfare to Work' 0.7 1.1 1.2 0.5 0.1 3.6 

'Five-year WOTC total could increase by $0.1-$0.2 billion based on proposal to modify Ihe Food Stamp 18-50 provisions. 



Changes to Food Stamps Proposals 25-Apr-97 
In the FY 98 Budget 

CBO Estimates (outlays in billions) 

lltaa 1lta9 2000 ~Qlll 2002 1998 - 2002 
EP_<!!lS.taJllPjl 

18-50's Work Requirement. 0.3 0.3 0,3 0.3 0,3 1.5 
The Administration's proposal retains the "3 in 36" time limit in the welfare statute but redirects $470 million in existing Food 
Stamp Employment and Training Program funds and adds $550 million in new funding to create an additional 150,000 work 
slots monthly for individuals who are subject to the time limits, In total, this proposal would enable States to provide work 
slots to approximately 1/3 of those losing benefits due to the time limits, The proposal includes the cost of providing 
on-gOing beneftls to individuals fulfilling the work requirements. 

18-50's Work Requirement-20% waiver 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.7 

The proposal permits States to exempt up to 20% of the individuals who would lose benefits because of the time limit. In 
total, it would enable States to exempt up to 80,000 individuals who want to work but are unable to find a job within the three 
month time limit. . 

Shelter Deduction. 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.6 

The Administration'. proposal would accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and would eventually 
eliminate the cap on the deduction in FY02. allowing low-income families with high housing costs to deduct the full cost of 
their housing expenses when calculating Iheir net income. 80% of the benefit of this proposal is to households with children. 

Vehicle Asset limil. 0.0 . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5 

The welfare bill froze Ihe Food Stamps vehicle asset limit at $4,650 (the maximum value of a car a household may own) 
which had previously been indexed. The Administration's proposal wculd increase and reindex the Vehicle Asset limit, 
which has virtually been at the same level since 1977 even though Ihe CPI for used cars has risen by 125%. 

Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.5 O.S O.S 0.8 0.8 3.4 



Changes to Benefits to Immigrants Proposals In the FY 1998 Budget 25.Apr.97 
, CBO Baseline. OMB estimates of CSO scoring (outlays in billions) 

'199,8 'I9JlJl 203)9 20Q1 2002 1998·2Q02 
B!I.!ltor~.a,en!!lit$ior Immig(~. 

Benefits for Disabled Immigrants, 
SSICosts 1.7 1.6 1.6 1.1 1.2 7.4 

Medicaid Costs' lUl 0.8 !U Q..1 Q..1 U 
Total 2.5 2.4 2.3 1.8 1.9 11.1 

This policy would restore SSI benefits for all legal immigrant adults who are currently receiving SSI who have become 
disabled after entering the U.S. It would' also provide access to SSI for all legal immigrants admitted to the countlY prior to 
August 22, 1996 ("new applicants"). The Medicaid costs for this policy are from the SSI recipients who would lose their 
Medicaid when they lose their SSI. Estimate assumes a Medicaid per capita cap policy and assumes CSO would not 
change its scoring to reflect pending regulations that enable more states to provide Medicaid to immigrants who lose SSI. 

Deem for New Entrants, Net of Benefit Reductions (0.0) 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.7 
This option would retain access to SSI and Medicaid for new entrants who become disabled after entering the U.S. but w~h 
three restrictions. First, atl new entrants and new applicants already in the countlY who have sponsors would have their SSI 
benefits reduced by one third. The one third reduction would represent an allowance for financial support from their sponsor. 
Second, new entrants who apply for disability benefits after age 65 would have the income of their sponsor deemed to them. 
For almost all of these elderly immigrants, deeming of sponso~s income would cause the immigrant to lose SSI and 
Medicaid benefits. Third. the disabil~ exemption for new entrants would be limited to the first 7 years an immigrant is in the 
cauntlY. 

Benefits for Immigrant Children. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 
This policy would restore SSI beneflls for approximately 6,000 legal immigrant children who are currently receiving SS!. It 
would also provide access to SSI for legal immigrant children admitted to the country prior to August 22, 1996 ("new 
applicants") who are not currently receiving benefits. These children will also retain their Medicaid under this policy. 

Extension for Refugees and Asylees. 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.2 
The welfare bill exempted refugees and Bsylees from the benefrt restrictions for their first five years in the country. The budget 
would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years to provide a more appropriate time for refugees and 
esylees to become citizens. 

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.2 2.3 12.3 

'(Medicaid costs would drop by about half if policy was scored without a Medicaid per-capita cap policy OR if CBO changed 
its scoring to reflect pending regulations that enable more states to provide Medicaid to immlgrants who lose SSI.) 
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Immigrant Policy 
(1998-2002 Totals, in billion.) 

Current Reci;pi~nts NelY AppliCants' 

Under Age 65 continue benefits for disabled 

(+4.4) 

113 reduction in benefits 
for disabled 

(+O.9) 

Over Aile 65 continue ban for non-disabled 
conlinue benefits for disabled 

continue ban for non-disabled 
113 reduction in benefits 

for disabled 

(+4.3) (+0.9) 

New Entrants' 
(Disabled Only) 

113 reduction in benefits 
7 year time limit 

(+1.3) 

113 reduction in benefits 
7 year time limit 
deeming sponsors income 

(+0.1) 

'All immigrants wi!h sponsors in !he country prior to Augusl22, 1996, bUI not currently receiving disability benefils. 

'All immigrants "i!h sponsors entering !he country afler August 22, 1996. 



Immigrant Policy Regarding Benefits for New EDtrant~ ond New Applicants' 
. 

This policy would retain access to SSI and Medicaid for some new entrants and an new applicants 
who become disab1ed after entering the U.S. However. the policy would have several important 
and significant limitations: 

For Jmmlgf'OJlts over ageli5: 

1) Ban for Do!HIjsabled elderly: New applicants who are elderly but not disabled would continue 
to be banned from SSI as under current law. New entrants who are elderly but not disabled would 
continue Ul be banned from S8I and Medicaid as under currentl.w. 

2) Deeming Sponsor's Income: All entrants over age 65 who apply for the disability exemption 
after age 65 would have the income of their sponsor deemed to !bern for purposes ofdetermining 
eligibility for 581 and Medicaid. For almost all of these elderly immigrants, deeming of sponsor's 
income causes the immigrant to lose SSI and Medicaid benefits. Ibjs IlOIiI'Y would make clear to 
SJ>OllSOtS that the rules have changed. When an immigrant enter the country near the retirement 
age, the sponsor is expected to p1an tor the immigrant's retirement needs, even if the immigrant 
becomes disabled. 

31Bmefrt ReductiQns~ For 8S1, all new entrants as well as new applicants who become disabled 
after entry and who have sponsors would have their SSI benefits redueod by one third. Ihis 
provides an allowance for financial support the sponsor should provide. 

~) TIme Limits; For all new entrants. the disability exemption would only be available for the first 
7 years an immigrant is in the country. Seven years provides enough time for immigrants to 
complete the naruraUzation prQcess~ even in parts of the country with significant processing 
backlogs. 

For Immigrants under age 65: 

l} Benefit Redue!jllOs: For 881, an new entrants as well as new applicants who become disabled 
after entry and who have sponsors would have their SSI benefits redueod by one third. 

2) TIm. Limits: For all new entrants, the disability exemption would only be available for the first 
1 years an immigrant is in the country. . ' 
-----,--~~-~-..-,.,.--~~--,.---~-----,-,-,--
This policy substantially limits the access ofnew entrants to SSI and Medicaid while at !be same 
time providing important safety net protections for working age immigrants who may become 
disabled in !be future. It reduces benefilS for families with sponsors but conlinues !be full benefit 
level for those wi!beut sponsors. In the first five years this policy would cost approximately SO.7 
billion'. Over time it would provide significant protections. By 2002, about 50,000 i'mmigeants 
who would be denied ander cumnt law would have ac<:eSS to SSI and Medicaid. 

IAU immigrants with sponsors entering the country after August 22, 1996. 

2AII immigrants with sponsors in the country prior to August 22. 1996. but not currently 
receiving benefits. ' 

.!Assumes a Medicaid per capita cap poHcy. Costs would drop by about SQA billion 
without a per capita cap. 



SommaI)' of Dlscussions on Various Benefits for Immigrants Options 

In initial discussions with Republican budget staff, they proposed a compromise immigrants 
policy tbat would continue to provide SSI and Medicaid to all immigrants who are currently 
receiving benefits and who have heeome disabled after entering the countxy. They proposed "" 

. n:storations ofbenefits for refugees, beyond the protections the current disability policy would 
provide these groups. 

"They thought COO would score the policy a( $7.4 billion over five years. This cost estimate is 
:reasonable, If the policy is considered in isolation. However, when included with our Medicaid 
per capita cap policy, CBO would probably estimate It to be $9.4 billion.' The policy is more 
expensive in the context of. per cepita cap because CBO assumes states will be able (0 game the 
per cepita cap which results in lost savings to the Federal government 

R=tiy we have heen told Ihst the original Republican offer is cbanged in two important ways. 
First, the disability pretections would be limited to immigrants who are currently receiviog 
benefits on the basis of disability. Immigrants who are elderly SSI recipients could not requalifY 
for SSI disability benefits, even ifthey had the same disability as non-elderly disabled 
immignmts. Second, they would propose to adopt the Administration's policy on refugees and 
asylees (Le., extending the refugec and asylee exemption from the r1r.lt fiveyears in the country 
to the first seven years.). The second change is good but is more than offset by the tougher 
disability policy. They estimate their revised offer would cost $65 billion in isolation. We 
estimate CBO would score it at around $8 billion in the context ofa per cepita cap. 

1be revised offer regarding disabled immigrants has a number ofserious problems. It would 
n:store benefits to significantly fewer people than the Administmtion's proposal. SSA's 
actuaries estimate Ihst epproximately 420,000 immigrants (of which 260,000 are elderly) will 
lose SSlbcoefits and the Administration's policy would restore benefits for 310,000 immigrants 
(ofwhich 170,000 are elderly), whereas the Republican offer who not help any of these elderly 
immigrants. . 

1benew offer is inequilable. For example, it would not be unusual to find two immigrants 
receiving SSI and Medicaid who have both become disabled from a stroke. The first immigrant 
:had the stroke at age 57 and is protected by both the Administration's proposal ilnd the revised 
Republican offer. The second started """'iving ssi elderly benefits at age 6S and:had a stroke at 
67. 1be second immigrant would be pretected by the Administmtion'. proposal but would lose 
SSI and potmtially Medi<:aid under the Republican offer. This ineouitable trea1ment is simplyM 
accident <!fthc fact that today a disabled elderly P"ISQD bas no need to tell SSA that they an; 

disabled in Qrder to receiye benefits. The Republican position is not sustainable. 

'CBO scored the Administmtion's proposal as costing $14.9 billion over 5 years in ibc 
conte:l<t of the Administration'. overall budget proposal, which includes a Medicaid per-capita 
cep policy. CBO score. the Administration's proposal as a stand alone option at $11.9 billion 

,over 5 years. The $3 billion difference is the interaction with the per"?pita policy. 



Waiving tbe Food Stamp Three Month Time Limit, 

• 	 The recently enacted welfare reform legislation limits Food Stamps for certain childless 
adults. These individuals may only receive Food Stamps for 3 months in a 36 month 
period unless they are working 20 hours per Week or the S1a!C has provided them with a 
work'slot which meets the requin:meots of the law. CBI) estimates that in FY98 
approximately 600,000 pGQr unemployed individual. will be ineligible to receive food 
stamps in any given month due to this provision. 

• 	 The stRtute provides States with the ability 10 seek a waiver from this provision for 
eertain areas within the S1a!C. There are two types ofwaivers: areas with Wlempioymenl 
in excess of 10%, aod areas with too few jobs. ' 

• 	 The Secretary ofAgriculture established brood guidelines for areas v.ith 100 rew jobs. but 
it is ap to the Governors to request a waiver. The Secretary cannot unnaterally grant. 
waiver or require its implementation. The S1a!C of Obio, for el<lmlple, has been approved 
for a waiver, but has not implemented it - even in counties v.ith Wlemployment in excess 
dla' 	 . 

• 	 The waiver provision cannot adequately address the problems created by this provision. 
CBO's estimate of600,000 poor unemployed individuals losing Food Stamps already 
factors in the effect of the waivers, This mOjDS each mQJIth 600.000 are made ineligible 
because they live io areas that cannot be exempted from the time limits by waiver. 

• 	 There are hWldreds ofthousands ofindividuals living in areas v.ith low Wlemployment 
who are unable to find work after three months. Jobs simply may not be available to suit 
their skin. causing their search to take longer than the three month limit allows. The . 
current waiver authority neither gives States, nor the Secretary, the ability to belp these 
people. Providing a 20% exemption from the time limits, as TANF does, would be an 
important improvement 

• 	 The solation to the inadequacies ofthe current law provisions is notjust broader waiver 
authority, but better s1ructured work requin:meots. The three month time limit is too 
harsh Bod harms individuals who want 10 work aod v.iU find work, but not within three 
months.The Administration'. bodge! proposal addresses these p",blcms by focusing on 
three principles: First, no one should be denied hasic food assistance ifthcy cannot find 
work Bod are not offered a work opportunity by the State. Second, ehildless able-bodied 
adults should be working Bod face stiff penalties ifthey fall 10 do so. Third, States should 
be provided with tho resources 10 belp mr-e people to work. , 

, 



Retargeting Food Stamp Employmenland Training 1.I8-SO. 

Employment lInd Traifling Program Background Since the late~1980s States have been 
required to operate an Employment and Training (E& T) program to ensure that able-bodied food 
stamp recipients (including those with children) participate in meaningful work related activities. 
States have been required to serve at least 100/0 of their work registrants. A wide variety of 
activities have been permissible including job search. education and training classes as well as 
work fare. 

To meet these requirements, States have consistently re~ied on job-search as their primary 
employment services for E&T participant •. Job search has accounted for over one-half of all 
E&T components. Employment and training costs have tended to vary by activity, State and 
individual. They can range from $300 annually to.s high as $3,000. Several individuals can 
cycle through on slot in a single year. 

Current Funding The existing program has two funding components -- $ 80 million in 100% 
Federal dollars (FY 1998) and opened ended 50% Federal matching ofStatc contributed funds at 
a ($Il! million Federa! share in FY (998). Total combined Federal and State spending is 
estimated to be about $300 million in FY98. '._ 

18-50 Provisions In combination with the three month time limit for able~bodied childless 
adults~ PRWORA created a much more intense work requirements for this group, These 
individuals are limited to three months of food stamp participation in a three year period unless 
they are working 20 hours ofweek or participating in rigorous. time~commming work related 
activities. The number of hours required is greater and job search is no longer an allowable 
actlvity_ States. therefore, not only have to create many more employment and training slots due 
to the time limit but the slots arc much more expensive. 

Proposal This proposal would: 1.) eannark all exi;1ing 100% Federal funds and 30% ofState
Federal dollars to be spent only on 18-50s, 2.) Add $520 million in new Federal funding, and 3.) 
create a maintenance~of--effort requirement to ensure that State dolJars are not withdrawn and 
replaced v.ith new Federal funds. 

Nud to TaTge/la-50s States need additional resources to meet the new, more expensive work 
requirements for 600,000 1 3-50's who ""HI hit the time limit each month, These requirements are 
more stringent and time-consurning than those for other food stamp recipients. The requirements 
cannot be met with less expensive alternatives, like structured job scruxh. Additional funds ",e 
required to ensure that recipients compJy with work requiremen~ and that work activities are 
meaningful. 

According to CBO States are unlikely to focus all existing E&T resources on 18-50s. CBO 
estimates that the haaeline for Federal E&T program to be $1.6 billion over the next 5 years. Of 
that they project that States will spend only $230 million on 18-50s, creating about 100,000 slots 
annually, causing 520,000 people to lose benefits each month in FY 1998. 

/ 



· . 

The proposal ensures that the number of work slots can be increased substantially with modest 
increases in Federal expenditures for E&T. By requiring an MOE, and setting aside all 100% 
Federal funds and a 30% set-aside of StatetFedcral funds we estimate that an additional $470 
million could be made available over 5 years. This would create an average of about 60,000 
more slots per month, lowering the number of people losing benefits to 460,000. Because the 
need for slots would still be significant, the proposal would add $520 million in new Federal
only money. 'Money would be targeted to those States with the greatest number of recipients 
subject to the time limits. Approximately another 80,000 slots would be available on average 
each month due to the new moriey leaving 380,000 individuals without slots each month. Funds 
would be targeted at those States with the largest caseload of 18-50's subject to the time limit and 
Dot exempted by waivers. 

The proposal could potentially divert resources from non-TANF mothers with children over the 
age of 6, who are subject to the basic E&T work requirements. However, States can still target 
State monies to these individuals and receive matching Federal funds. TANF households will be 
served through T ANF work programs. 
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Subicet' Grandparents exception, in TANF 


Martha Foley said John Hilley is interesteD in accepting a House Women's CauI,:U(> proposat to 
hdp win favor for a potential nudget de.IL,' The proposal would exempt families with 
grandparent and other non-parental family caregivers from the TAN F work requirements .UlJ 
time limits eSUlblishcd fJY wcltare reform, States fhm dJd not do so could be penalized up 10 
5 % of their hlock gram. Atlditional block grant funds would be provided to states to keep 
these families on the rolls after the five year rime limit. 

As you know, the law now allows SLates w ext:mpt up to 20% of families from the time limits 
and to choose which t~lmi1ics mm:f work w meet the participation rates. In the !<-lst Congress, 
RepUblicans fought against Democratic efforts to exempt particular categories of people (i.e., 
elderly, tJisahlctJ) and pushed rlJr;;! straight percenW.ge exemption . 

• 

We could push for tll,is option to please the Caucus knowing we will not succc\'-'xL But I think 
that's dangerous because other groups (hattered women's: and disabled advocates) will be mad 
at us for pushing an exception for grandparents and not others. 

http:percenW.ge
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The President's Welfare Changes 

OMS CSO... 

. , 
. 

- . 
. r FY1997-2002 FY1997-2002. 

(outlays.in billions) (outlays in billions) 
. .WeHare 10 Work . 


Welfare 10 Work Jobs Challenge Grant . , 
 $3.0 $3.0 
$0.4Increase Work Opportunity Tax Credit $0.3

• 
.Welfare 10 Work $3.4 $3.3 

~~~~~ 

IF?od'~;~~p Be~~fit and Implementallon proposa;~···.·m 
. Additional Funds lor Food Stamp' Work Requirement $2.2 $3.5 

SO.6Excess Shelter Deduction . . $0.6. 
Reindexation of Standard Deduction' $0.1 $0.1 
Increase and Reindexalion of Vehicle,-Asset Limit $0.2 $0.5-.. Food Stamps $3.1 $4.7 

- .. 
.~~~~~~ 

Noncitizens Benefit Reinstatement 

Targeted Assistance to Child

'. 

Medicaid 

ren 

Total Deficit Effect 

~~~~~~~~~ 

" ... 
Disabled Immigrant Benefit Reinstatement S9.1 $9.4. '. 

$0.2 al-
Extension of Refugee and Asylee Exemption $0.7 a/ 
Delay Ban Food Stamps until end-of 1.997 $0.1 $0.1 

Noncitizen Provisions $10.1 $9.5 
. ~~---

---- -_ ... 

$5,3Continuation of Medicaid for Children/Noncitizens cut-off SSI $7.0 
. 

.~~~~~~~~~ -- 1-·---· 

. $21.6 $24.5 

... .~~~~~ 

al Included in disabled total. 

SBe 03/25/97 Totals may not add due to founding 

http:outlays.in
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DRAFT 

Optimal Goal: A negotiated agreement signed by the President that 

P.02 

balances the budget in 2002, provides permanent taX relief, has declini';g 
deficits. and uses honest economic projections. 

Minimum Requlremen"', Make the public understand tha, it was 
.	President Clinton that failed to make the tough choiCes. an~ move to 
achieve as many objectives as possibJe(Le. cut some spending. save 
Medicare, enaclsome tax cuts). 

Full und.ntaDdiD~ of the challenee I!!!!rul 
What eould the package look like ifwe adhered to the go.ls agreed to 
above. (S•• memo) 

Sensitin Snug to resolve; 
• 	 How do we handle the Medicare issue? Can we communicate it ? 
• 	 Do we consider CPI.adjustment? Legislated or through a Commission '? 
• 	 How do we handle the discretionaty portion of the budget? Frozen at 


FY '96 or '97 levels? Do we do a contingency CR ? 

• 	 How do we handle tax cuts? As part ofone package. with pieces in a J 

multiple package.s, or split offat the end ofth.e reconciliation proccss(Le. ~ 
do capital gains as part of !!g:/arate welfare~to-workl ? .? 

• 	 Do we change economi~ assumptions in order to accomplish the other 11, J-
goals ofgetting to balance and providing tax relief? . ~1'" '"1 .L 

..ft, <1ft! ....... /.4UVr 


• 	 • I;'" wR. (~ /-;1 ?)
Jhg .Questionl1: -	 . -/. cf..t., • .....-1''
• 	 Do we proceed with a budget resolutionfreconciliation p,rocess and ""fJ t,,4j t,:11 

when? Is it one package. Or multiple packages? (J.,,! ,')J ~ 
• 	 How do we deUverthe votes On the various comp<>nentparts 1 11-< ,£f,...{-). 
• 	 How do we communicate our strategy to Members and the public? 
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,. 

Goal - Save Medicare from ba..nkl"uptcy. refonn education to reduce: bureaucracy and put 
more resources in the classroom. ensUre a strong national defense j tax relief for families 
and to create Jobs. target violate crime and renew the war on drugs. - an achieved within 
the eoniext of. balaneed bUdget by 2002. 

Strategies 

Negotlatt! wltlt the Pusident 

Pros: May isolate more extreme congressional Democrats. Likely to get s~me agreement 
Ibat is signed infO law. Bipartisan partnmhip well-received by American people and will 
reduce partisan attacks, 

Con: Not likely to include OOP priorities. Net likely to reach real: balance without the use 
of budget gimmickry. Likely to .lien.te COP base. GOP prone to demagoguery by liberal 
Democrats, uniOll.'lt and allied interests on CPI, Mediear~ etc. ' 

Nifor/flle with CongressionDI Ihmoc,ats 

Pros:: May isolate extreme congreSSional democrats and White House. Clinton possibly 
mOre likely to sign. Likely to be make mOre meaningful changes than • budget negotiated 
with the President. Bipartisanship, well-received by American people and will reduce 
partisan attacks: 

Cons: May have t~ give up impotunt GOP prioriti~ especially tax cuts. To play. 
conservative Democrats may demand arbitral)' CPI changes which wOlild leave GOP 
vu'lncmble to a~ck by liberal members and interest groups. Has been difficult to 
negotiate in the past as thc goaJposu are moved. 

GOP Goes It Alone 

Pros: Allows Republicans to choose priQrities we fight over. Establishes a brightlme 
differenee between our priorities and the Democrats. With a multiple reconcHiation 
approach. will get us bipartisan victory on some priOrities 

Cons: Given budgetary constraint!. will be difficult to put together and will be divisive 
even amongst Republicans. GOP vulnerable to partisan attack, With multiple 
reconciliation approach. may geI us some victOries but probably not a balanced budget. 
Almost guarantees a veto and partisan attacks from White House and allied interests. 

Tactits -- A consenSus seerns to have developed around a single budget re:so'ution with 
multiple reconciliation vehicles. or in the absence of a budget resolution. a piecemeal 
approach reflecting GOP priorities. This allows us to extend Medicare solvency and take 
the issue offthe table In a bipartiSan fashion before we move: forward on other issues 
including tax CUtS. Regardless ofwhic:h strategy is chasen. we need adequate resources 
and cooperation trom our external allies. 

TOTPI... p,e3 
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, 

I'm laxing to you all a copy of a memo from Bob Greenstein regarding the fallbacks for 
the 18-50's. Bob is pushing the job search STRONGLY, which may be a problem to 
Kasich. 

Let's talk 
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Aprill:!, 1991 

. FOOD STAMP FALLBACK ISSU&S ON 1MO VEAA-OLDS 

This memo discusses thrI!e types of issues, all ofwbich need 10 be ~ In a 
fJillback: 1) inoru:y for work $loIS; 2) the!llXUcture of the rtquirem.ent (Le., how many 
_ntlu; ofeligibility an i11div:Idual has, whether job sem:hshould <»tIl\t /IS work. e!c); 
and 3) a small change that should notbe COtIl:ro-verslal and would be helpful, albeit to a 
V«rJ minor degree. 

Two points should be made up front. First, the.Adminl$Uation should reject any 
Repul>lican p'oposal that mightbe otrered 10 weaken or naIIOW the cucmll waiver 
authority within this provision. It Is unlikely that any ctmIptomi'le would be offered 
thaI would .make tha provisWn as a "!'!toIe l""uather than DUlre draoonian if the 
.ctmlptomi'le weab!ns the waiver p:ovi>ion. . 

Second, if the Adminlstration yields on the principle that recipietols who cal'IIIOI: 
fitod a job or. work 5tot should ""I be WminaI1!d, well over half of !he cost of the 
Administtation's proposal In this area will disappear under COO srot:int;. The 
Administration can and should argue that iHt yields on th.is ptitu:i:ple, itwill have met 

. the RepubII...... rnuthmore than balf way on this pi:ovision and the Republkans 
should,In_,move in the AdrnInIsttatioos dlrection on money fur work slots, a job 
search provision !hat(as d~ below) Is oonslstent with the treatment of job sem:h 
Uirdalion to TANF worlr. requirements, and r;hanges in the number D! months of 
recipient eligibility (;.e., in the "tbtee-mooths-out-of.a6-months" rule). 

The least di'6ieul' partofa mmptomi'le lO ..cure should be tho provision of 
addl60nal moru:y fur work slob. A caveat,. hr>wI!ve:r, should be I!OUnded. Unless 
sb:octured properly, !he addltloml moru:y probably wm>', do much good. Statescould: 
1) substitute It for state moru:y they were already ~on the food stamp 
empioyment and ttaining (E&T) program; 2) substitute It for other fede.raI food stamp 
E&T moru:y being spent onthe 18-50 populatlon;;l) change their ~ practices to 
allocate mOte of their caseworkm' lime to food stamp E&:T, thereby "using" the . 
adcIiliDnal fede.raI moru:y without CtUUtlg new work slots (soJX!,e state food stamp 
directors hay., confided in us that litis ccuId 0= in their state under the 
AdmInlstmtion's proposal); or 4) takosome comblnati<ltl of these approaches. 
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To prevw states from usitog cIw>ges Incost aIlotalions 10 soak up the new 
Il\OI\ey witMul c::eating work sIolS.lhismoney should beprovided 01\ a per{rrrIIfIlna 
bosis,with.- teceiviXlg a specified amount of the money fot each pllXlidpant beyond 
the time Iiinil: who is enrolled in a work slot,. up 10 .: 1nlIXimmn.dalJ.ar omount far each 
sta!e- 'l'lle.re should be reallocation proredures to mo\'e money from states that do not 
eamitln Ihio manner to those tbatdo. 

Some acldlHonal s.afq:uards also wouldbe usdul. 'l'be Administration's pro
posal requires that an ~ pm:etIlage of the existing kderal food stamp E&T 
dollar.; granted to stllies to be dedicated to the 18-50"" We would a>mhirte that 
approach with the ~fundingid..by taking an ~ portion of the 
existing federal food stemp E&T""""'y and ad<ting it to the performance fwu:IlIIg pool 
thatwould be distriI>uIOO to stateoln",,~with the mnnber of these 1&-60 year
aids a stare has plaa!d in work slots. (Itshould be noted thaI until enadmIInt of tha 
welfate law, one-fifth ofkderal food stamp EkTgrants to stalEs were allocated 
aa:ordlng to per!omItm<e """""""" so thiswould reinstate such an approach and 
make the measure of pexfo!1l'llU1<'e ...ed the number of hldi1!iduals at the tln1I! limit who 
llavebeenplaced in work sIots.) . • . 

Anolhetusdulfeatunewouldbe astate~~t. 
undet which each state could spend no fuwer state doilafs on the food stamp employ
ment and training ptl)grant !ban the slate spent in .. base year. The~
effort level might bave to be set at:>s pe>",,'1 or80 penxmI: of state b""""Y"ar !"unding. 
Itwould be applicable: orr1y 10 thoseslateo that have been~ slale money fot 
Ihio~. These additional feature. ~money fotwork slots would be In 
tul4iti11T1 to the perl"onnaru:e li.mdlng approach; theywould notbelnstead ofit 

Hmv MuthMfI1f£1I SIIDuld BIl f>rarJiJfJldfor Wmt S1Jm;? 

This depe>td.s to some degteeon wbether the ~ bonus approach io 
adopte:!. Without it. the money fot work slots is lesslilcely to prod1.la! the additional 
work slots desired. . 

1be question of how much moM)' to provide fot _k slots also deperu:Is on 
whether there is a fixed amount of money for an 1&-60 fix aru\, as a -..It. thewor!: slot 
maney reduces themooey avliilable to fix the basic $lrUctw:a1 poobl<!:IOS with the 1&-60 
provision. If the work slot1l1Of\ey red\AC:S the moM)' to fix the structural problems on 
a dollar-fut-dollar bas;s,one tnigbtW3llt to 5Iick c:!ose to the AdmitUstration's budgel 
request for an additiorud $280 lIlillion fot work slots. On the other hand, if the addi
Ii<mal work slot """"'Y does 1IDI ....wd out other motley, then much more should be 
500gbt fot worl!; $10m. Ifanything: c:!ose to the ~ "3-m<JnllIs.<>uH>f.36 monlir$" 
Sb.'uct.w.'e remains, the !evel of funding needed to ptl),';de work $lots for most of ~ 
who othetwise win be l<'!1nim!ed will be "'""Y times the $280 million Ilgum. The 

http:3-m<JnllIs.<>uH>f.36
http:prod1.la
http:sta!e-'l'lle.re
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Administratian's$280 miII.ion figtm! was set to pmv!de the number,of work slo!s 
needed. under a six-mo1'll:bsoout..,t- 12 structure, not a ~t-Of-36 SInldlll:e. 
A USDA study indiraB that a subs\a'>tial sIwe ofthe unemployed. able-bodied 
childless persons between tile ages 18 aM 60 who (X)me onro the prog<amleave 
betmen !helr tiUrd aM sixth months. Furlbermore, a numbe:t of these individuals who 
leave the pr~cyclebacl<onat~ poitttbe_ the 12~matI< and the 36- ' 
""",!h mark. Thus" the number ofpersons needing wod:: slols WIder!he thr......CJntb5. 
out-of-36 sIructure wou1t.ib • ..mstanIiaIly gxea!er the number theAdmlNsttation 
estimaled to need wad: slo!s under ils proposal. , 

n. Strudural Question$ 

The key sIructureI qUeot;ons mvolw whether job _cit<O\1n\s as ~ the 
work requIre.ment and bow many months of food stamp eIl@ibility these in<lliIIdllals 
have. In <:l<lIIlIining these Issues, one approach 10 designingfallba<:ks and'presenting 
tIteDt to the Republkans is to patte!:n the fallb;td:s to a subs!antiaI degree on the food 
stamp provisions for 18-50 yeat oJds i7Iduded in veJSion<. of the welfare bill that the 
5enate and House passed in1995 or l.9!!6. 

II) Jab Sum:h 

G<anI:ing states the optiOn to count job search as work that enableS a recipient In 
continue receivit1g benefits is one of the tftOSt ilnpottan!: issues in the w-so area. MOst' 
food stamp empIoymentand ~ programsare job search progr.uns: slatcshave 
operated and should be wi!IlJ:Ig to (01)1inW! operatingjob _citpr~ for _ 
recipients. Job search ~ .... _very costly on a ~ basis. StaleS 
also fuu1 job search programs an a~ approaclt for single adults on food stamps 
beause these programs ahn at pusbi:lgthese individuals into private: employment 
quickly_ 

Mast _ will noL however, run wad: progtams (as dUtinguished from job 
search propams) for these individwls. Work slots <:cst more to develop and admini
ster than a job ...... ch progta.aI dO<!$. Work slot:; also require more staff to ........ a serlo ... 
prob&!m for Slare welfare departmenls ",,~ed by pemmneI reilings. l'inalIy, 
many states want to use whatever work slo!s they ore able to dev'elop for TANF recipi
ents, nat for single individuals on food $bUItpS. 

In the past lew months,. CEO a>nducted. phone sUtVI!y oE>!a1eS to deI!:nnine 
how many work slots they are crealirlg for the 18-50 yeu-oldssubje<111> thethr .... 
month limit. The survey results oIww lew stal>!S ore creating many slots. In its March 
1997food slaInp basclme, CIlO sigr1i&mtIy reduced iIs estitrul1e of the nwnber of wotk 
slo!s that .tIll>!S will provide for these individwls. 

3 

http:progta.aI
http:J;JJ...II
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The original welfarebiD1lte liOUS4l passed in duo opring oi1995 CIlW.'Ited ~ 
palion for at least 20 haUlS a week in an apprOVed job seatchprogram as work that en
abled anl8-5O year-old recipient 10 continue r~!""d stamp... '!'hatbill pla<:ed no 
limit on the nw:nber of months \t1at job search could c:oun\ in this mannc<. The welfare 
bill tile Senate passed lnJwy 1996 aJso allowod job seardI"but,on a limitedbasis- it 
gave states duo option ofcounting jobsearch as wOrk for a recipient !at up 10 two 
m<l<!1ths. nutofeach 121'1lO111h pedod. . 

The new AdmInistrotioo budget takes a _whatdil&::rerJ: approach 10 limiting 
.... of job sean:h. It allows job search to COUiU as workfu< up to 10 ~ a week for an 
unllmiIednumber uf monlbs. Unfoltunately, this is_the be$t way to allow we of job 
search on a Iimiledbasis; 10 use job search uader the Administration's proposal, a state 
would have to sIl:u<tun! """ 4i//tnnl UIOIi:wmprmtm/5for the '"""" rtdpimJs in the same 
_It-10hautS ofjob search ond 10bouts of poxticipation Ina w01k or !rainingpr~ 
gram. Ptoviding two <:0011""""'1" at the same:lme for these reclpienls Is likely 10 be 
both coody and very diflicult -.tiV"';'y foe most _ Few if any slates would 
likely make use of the job search optionb a-cin.",.,oIana!<. 

'lb. recommendation here if (\) allow states the option of <OW\IIng partidpation 
in a job search prosram of at 1eM", 2!l bouts .. week as wod< for fII>o m<n'IlIts mtI aff:I>dt 
ytm. This would pataIlcl the jab seaich ptO\'isim't in the 18-50 provision <ti the welfare 
bill the Senam passed last},:Jy. It aJso would be similat 10 the job search provision in 
the TANF parlot duoWl!l!ate law,uxuler whldt states can count job search as work in 
the TANFblock grant programfor six weeks nut ofeach year in areas without ldgh 
unemployment and fur 12 weeks in """'" with high. ~yment rates. 

It) Months ofEl.igWility 

The best approach here would be six months out of 12. This Is the same time 
frame as in the Adminisl:rl:iion's propooal and 1lte welfare bUi the Senate passed in 
September 1995. 

It iihoold be r",ted tNt this foIlbad< departs from the Adtnit1isttalion'. approach 
in \t1at it assumes 'i'Atfe<'ipi..rus w1Ii>can _lind ajob or a work slot after sixmontho 
are terminated. (:he a,,:;wnplion ~e is IlIat this issue wUI not b;: won in the 
negotiations,) As note;,! at the beginning of this ll\l!IilO, i>ru!e the Administration gives 
on this prlndple, ':be substantial >najority of1lte costof the ~n's 18-50 
ptOpO>al disapPbtl., '1'IIe A,imini:;tratiQn should argue that ifItyields on tI.liS' . 
prindple, it wUI ,lave gone well ove: half of the way 10 the Republkans. and the 
Republicans $h'ruld. in "'tum,. JIUJVe in its ditedion on the other issuesraised here, 
including the r.utnhet of InOf\1lls of eIigibilil:y. 

! 
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Suppooe. des-,ntll this, IItat tl1e six~H)f~l2.0pti0neannotbe secured. 
.To what doe5 one tiel fall back? . 

1..engtiwling tile thtee-mOnth time limit in tile cutn!ItI.three-mooth-oul~. 


rille appears IT, be tl1e moSt important cNmge to secure. Many of these individuaL' .. 

tl1e fi»j SllIlnp program <mIy periodiollly but remain on dle program mote than .rn:.:e 

months wh•.n they..- it In addition,. some Individ.uals who hit the time limit and are 

I.ermin<lred probably will not Ulldentand that they can reapply at the end of a disquali

licatian p'!tiod of some.length. ~,~ tl1e up-!nmt period of food. stamp 

use is prcl>ably the most important step to take. 


n:"", Ifsix months out of 12 is nol achievable, six months out of 1$ could be . 

tried Or even six mont:bs out of u. 


nu,,,,;,, anotl1er apptOOCh that also could be tried - to adopt the approadt in 
dle re<ondliation ~ reportand. tile welfllte conference report, both of whld\ 

O;mgres.s pasS<'<! itt late 1995 and tl1e PmsIdent tiel vet<>ed. (These bill, had id.entieal 

food stamp provisions reprdil'tg tile 18-50 year aids.) These billswould hlrve limited 

. eligibility for the 18-50 year-<>lds in fwr.,.,nIbs out of 12.. These biUs also allowed an 

individual who ~ his os: Iw InitiaJ. lOur monlbs ofellglbility to gain a ~ 


iour"1llQfl!hs or eligibility duting the same 12-ll'IOnthperiodif tile individual was 
employee.' at bpdSt hal.f..Iime for at 1east one month af!er using up hisor her InitiaJ. fwr 
monlbs of "Ji~;ibilityand. tllI!n was laid off. 

The ~;.me ptovision was in the wei£u'e bin !he gover"""" erulorsed in _Iy 

1996. Tbi.s ,novisinn was harsh -It.:ut peoplHlff af!er lOur months if they aruld not 

lind a job ,,'r a WQd: slot.. It was this provision that Pnosideni Clin!on castigated as 

i1\equiblblo in budget negodations with 5enalDr Dole and Rep. G.ngrioh in'tle<:embet 

1995,wiI,i Dole and GIngridt acl:nowledging then! were Iaime5s problems with 

I.ermin<lring people who were willing to work simply beeause tltey <:OUIdn', lind It job 

or a work IIIot. 


The pri.n<:ipal Republican who wa.!l1l!d to make the provision of the final well3re . 
law eve:t' I1lOre severe than the ~ indle vetoed bills wa.. John Ka$lch. The two 
agriculture conun.ilto'l$ """"" had any infertost in oWcing the provision moredraconian. 
1.lws,OM ~"Adrrtinistralion approadl would be 1\:1 qffi:¥ to UIkt lite 18-50 P""_ 
cflite lIt1ve4 bill, with II44itionIdJimtlingfot1lll1ti: slDl$lJ1fd a stmeaptitnt Ii> cmmt !too manths 
cffrJb -mil IfW ItJ1Dimlllteworl:.~, as slates "'" essenlially do und.er the 
TANi'blo<:kgram. 

H you dO mitget the th1'ee-months-out-<>f-36 ~much. one other modest 
approach could be tried. It wwldbe to give_ the optiOn of alIowlng an addilional 
_ months ofbenefits after the ini.!IaI three monthswere exhaU$led. for those ;eclpi

5 
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erus wham tbIo $late documenlS have dlIlplll' seatthed fur wmk butbeen unable to 
filIdit. ' 

3. A Small Ch""'ll' That Should Be N~aI 

, Undectblo law a.~ it now stands, anilldMdual who Iu!!; used up his or heriailial 
three mon\h$ of bencl'ils can qualify fur • semnd three montlls of bene6t:sifheor she 
has work£d baIf-tilXle £Or at least OM ItIllnlh after tbIo iniIiaI three months of l>enefits lite 

exhausted and tbIo individual is sUbo<!quently laid off. An individual can qualify fur 
this second Ihxee-m<mlbs of beneI!Is only o.ru:e in tbIo 36-m0nth period. 

Therels a sigIIiIi<:ant problem with how tbIo se<:ond ~ontl1$of bene£its 
wmks-the_and three months ofbenefits can be used only in """,,=tive months. 
Ifan individual uses thelimt m<mth oJ: his'~ ihree-ulonIhs of benefits and then 
gets aJob and retl.u:'nl; 10 work,. he or she fodeib the remaining two monlhs of the 
second three monlhs ofl>llnefils. IfIIle individual had secuxed seasonal work and is 
late.: laid off again afu:r • few months, he or she is ineligible fur any ~ l>IInefits 
while out of work until the and ofllle 36-1tIllnlh period. nus individual mIlS would 
have been timlled to four:mon!l1s ofbex1dits outof36, tatMr than the six m.ond1s of 
benefus ~y available to people who gobarlito work but are then laid oft 
again. nus ~ of the law is patli<Warly problemstic fur poor migrant farm 
worke:r.l. who typir.ally ~bom """,lhs ofbacSlneaking work and m.ond1s oJ: 
uru=pJoyment. , 

Thefirst three mon!hs ofbenefi!s that a recipient gets need not be consecutive. 
There is:no:reason fur a requirement that the se<:CInlI three m.ond1s be conserutive either. 
Rq>ublican staff tell WI they _ the rule [or the se<:ond three months to be 
conse<utive into the confereru:e tepOrt at a time when they thoUj\ht the confereru:e 
agreement was going to include a lhree-monlhs-ou~-12 rule, rather than a three
months-out-oi.,'36 rule. Staff fm:goI. to drop the requireo-.ent fur tlu:se m.ond1s to be 
conseailivewhen IIle conkrella' agreement ended up al ~-Qr-36. 

If the IhNHIlootbs-wt-Q[.,'36 tuIe ~ or is dunged only modestly, it outht ' 
tobeposoible 10 secatugtI!elW!1\tto fix the 'consecutivemOXltbs" problem, Doin& so, 
Jwwever, would represent only a very modest change and would not do much, by 
itself, 110 ease the draconLut nature of Ibis provision. caD might well Md. that suclta 
change has no srotable cost. 
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Options 

1 I Funds in 1999-2002 to help long-term recipients in high unemployment/high 
poverty areas go to work and keep jobs. Funds would be added to TANF but 

earmarked for work. :f'3~'i3 ~.!. c_\1I...F ~ 1.":It.....; FS ~ 

21 Funds in 1999·2002 to help long-term recipients in high unemployment/high 
poverty areas go to work and keep jobs. Funds would be available only if 
majority of states did not meet work participation rates in prior year. Funds 
would be added to TANF, earmarked for work. 

". 3} Enhanced tax credit tor firms that hire long term welfare recipients~~fund 
would pay firm's share of FICA taxes for individuals hired and retained: 

4J Funds for vouchers for training, job creation, and job placement to help 
!ong~term recipients in high unemployment/high poverty areas go to work and 
keep jobs. Funds would be added to TANF,.earmarked for vouchers for 
individuals. 

5) Funds in Title XX Social Services block grant, which states could use for 
work or child care. 

6) Child Care: 

al Make Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable. Cost: bet. 
$2-$5 billion. (Mark Mazur costing specific options by 4115.J 

bl Increase the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit amount to $3,600 
for one child and $5.400 tor two. Increase could be phased in over 
time. (Mark Mazur costing specific options by 4115.) 

oj $1 .4 billion through 2002 for working poor families that csa says is 
needed to keep them from getting short-changed by welfare reform 
(Dodd·Daschle). (This week, CBa is redoing its analysis af the sllortfall 
~~ dollar amount would change accordingly,) 

d) Tax credit to companies for costs of building, renovating and/or 
operating child care centers (50% credit for eligible activities up to 
$150,000 per year per businessl. Cost: $2.6 billion (Kohli. (Because 
this proposal would subsidize already operating centers, Mark Mazur is 
developing an option that would subsidize onIV the expansion or 
creation of new centers, which would cost less,) 
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eJ 	 Loan forgiveness tax credit in President's budget which could be used 
for individuals becoming child care workers. Cost: minimaL 
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PROPOSED POLICY INCREASES IN MANDATORY PROGRAMS 
(in billions of dollars) 

04114/97 
10:12 AM 

<i> 

~9.9JC 1998 JQ9.9 ao.o.Q 20.Q,1 :mo.;! 98.::02 
Proposed expansion of benefits in existing mandatory programs: 

Medicare: 
Alzheimer's respite benefiL ............................................................. 0,350 0.350 0,350 0,350 0,360 1,760 
Diabetes management screenings ....................... " .......................... 0.160 0.290 0.290 0.,300 0,310 1.350 
Colorectal screenings .... , ........•.......... , ",., .,',., ............ , .... " .. ," ...... , .. ". 0,090 0.250 0,340 00480 0,560 1.720 
Mammography without copayments ........... , .. ,.. ,' .... ", ....... , ... ".,.,'.,'" 0.070 0,140 0140 0,140 0,150 0,640 
New preventive immunizatIons .......................... ,.: ............................ 0.040 0.070 0,080 0.090 0,100 0,380 
Medicare demo for working disabled ................................................ 0.010 0.020 0.030 0,040 0,100 
Late enrollment premium surcharge fIX.... " .... "".. " ..... .,... , ................ 0.110 0,150 0.160 0,180 0,200 0,800 
Outpatient coinsurance formula fix ........ , ......... ".",."."............. ,.... ,., H2O l.2.SJ:! 1..8'10 2,560 !tL9J:! 

Total Medicare", .. ''', ..... " .. , .... , ..... " "." "." '" ". " ...... , ... ,,"""" '"'''''' 0,830 2,390 2,640 3.420 4,260 13,540 
Medicaid: 

12-month kids continuous coverage,,, ... " .... " ....... ,." .... , ...... "." ....... , 0,282 00457 0,707 1.013 1,162 3,621 
Medicaid impact of state partnership grants".""." ........... " .. "".""." 0.062 0.130 0.227 0.349 0,368 1.136 
Medicaid benefits for child and disabled legal immigrants"""."" ..... 
SSI-related actions. " ...... '"" ..... , ... ,." .. ,''', ..... , ......... " .. ,.,''''''' ''''', .. ,.... 

0,029 
0.01° 0.619 

0,075 
0,793 
0,070 

0.975 
0.065 

1,194 
0,065 

1.315 
0,060 

4.896 
0.335 

Medicaid portion of D,C, initiative".""".................... " ..".""."".".".. 0,156 0,169 0.182 0,197 0,213 0.918 
Increase payments to Puerto Rico and territories .... " .... " .. " .. ,,", ...... 0,030 0,040 0.050 0,060 0,070 0.250 
Continue coverage for working disabled""".. ".".".""."..."."....... ". ' 0·001 0..003 D..Q01 Q"Q.Q9 Q.Q2Q 

Total Medicaid ... " ...... " ........"'" "."." '"'' ," ," '" " ... "" .." """"'" ...,," 0,039 1,224 1660 2,209 2,885 3,197 11,176 
Other programs: 

Amend Food Stamps provisions""""."""... " .. " ...... " .. ""." ... " ... "..... 0.362 0.836 0,659 O.SOO 00405 0,835 3.335 
Exempt disabled immigrants from Supplemental Security Income 

restrictions and extend eligibility for refugees and asylees."" .. " .. 0,224 1,707 1,824 2,098 1,907 2,184 9,718 
Provide funding for Superfund orphan shares 1/.. """ .."."" .. """"", 0.142 0,162 0.184 0,192 0,200 0,880 
Conform railroad retirement Socis! Security equivalent 

benefits with Social Security '"'''' ..."". ,,, ..... , .. '" '" '" '''".""".. " ..... 0,031 0,046 0.046 0,047 0,047 0,217 

Reduce student loan fees.""""" '"'' "." '"'' ".", ".". "."." '"'' '''''''' " ... , 0,Q81 0.,248 !L335 0~3.e.O Q,382 1A12 
Total other programs ...... ", ........... " ......... , .., ....... , .., ......... , ........ ,.... 0.58.6 2..8@ 2.93.9 3,261 2.911 3Jl.48 .1.5.5.62 

Total expansion of benefits in exisling programs .................................. 0,625 4,857 6.989 8.110 9,216 11,105 40.278 
New non..entittement mandatories 21: ~ Education: 

Invest in school construction."".,." ... , ....... ,",." .... " ................. ,,' .. ,,' '" 1,250. 1.250 1,250 1.250 5,000 
Improve third grade literacy ..... """ .... , , ...... " .. ,", .. , .... ,,""", .. ,.. " ... " ... 0.,031 0,212 0.264 0,331 0.380 1.238 

Health and Human Services: ~ 
~ 




\ ' 
PROPOSED POLICY INCREASES IN MANDATORY PROGRAMS 04/14/97 '"(in billions of dollars) 10:12 AM 

~997 J9~ 1999 lO.QQ 200J 20.02 9~02 
Establish health insurance for families of workers in-between jobs .. 1.738 2.472 2.688 2.924 9.822 
State partnership grants for kids coverage ....................................... 0.750 0.750 0.750 0.750 0.750 3.750 
Grants to states for health insurance purchasing cooperatives ........ 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.125 

Labor: 
Move 1 million welfare recipienls into jobs by 2000 .......................... 0.600 0.975 1.000 0.400 0.025 3.000 

Treasury: 
Provide funding for job training assistance for Puerto Rico.............. O.Q6J OcL6.Z 11286 0.42~ O.9M 

Total new non-entitlement mandatories ................................................ 4.394 5.751 6.164 5.966 1.604 23.879 
New mandatory spending financed by fees: 

Agriculture: 
Forest ecosystem restoration management. ..................................... 0.067 0.055 0.047 0.042 0.040 0.251 
Forest Service recreational fee program ........................................... 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.016 0.080 

Health and Human Services: 
Allow State spending of HCFA survey and certification fees ............ 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.010 0.050 

Interior: 
Enhance Everglades restoration ....................................................... 0.017 0.031 0.035 0.035 0.035 0.153 
Fish and wildlife recreational fee program........................................ 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003 
National Park Service recreational fee program ............................... lLOA.8 O~Q50 Q.Q51 lLlli5 

Total mandatory increases offset by fees ............................................. O~.Q 11112 O.~51 0,154 O~9 Q.6.92 
Total proposed policy increases in mandatory programs......................... 0.625 9.361 12.852 14.431 15.336 12.868 64.849 

11 Proposal adds new mandatory authority to existing Superfund program, which is currently discretionary. 
21 These new programs are not entitlements because they are capped at specific levels. 
C:ISTDITEMPIMANDNEW 
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WHY NOT A BLOCK GRANT? 


QUESTION: 


Why not just establish a block grant to the States to assist them in providing 

services to those lega! immigrants who Jose SSI? 

ANSWER: 

• 	 The Administration believes the immigrants who become disabled after 
coming to our country and refugees and Immigrant children should be 
protected as a matter of national poltcy. This should not be a decision that is 
left to the discretion of individual states. An 80~year40ldt disabled women 
should be assured of support where ever she lives. A working age immigrant 
who becomes disabled on the job should .know he and his children will be 
projected in 'whatever state he finds a job, 

• 	 There is no infrastructure in place at the state level to deliver income support 
to the disabled population. In many states, it is local government that 
directly provIdes health care to the indigent. There is no assurance that 
states will find the people most in need. In contrast, the SSI and Medicaid 
programs have already in place a rigorous screen process to Identify those 
who need help on the basis of disability. 

• 	 A block grant of the size being discussed ($2-3 billionl would meet only a 
small fraction of the need, Such a small block grant would either be 
concentrated in a few areas, leaving many communities unassisted, or it 
would be spread so thin that heavily affected areas would receive only a tiny 
fraction of the help they need. 

• 	 It appears that any new block grant would be only temporary, i.e., for two or 
three years. ThiS will just leave those legal immigrants that a block grant is 
able to reach without support two years from now. 

• 	 The history of using block grants to provide services to immigrants IS 
discouraging. It has been attempted before without good results. The block 
grant created by the 1986 immigration reform law was the State Legalization 
Impact Assistance Grants (SLlAG) program. and it proved to be an inettleient 
method of assisting the States and very dlfficu!t for them to manage. In 
addition, although SUAG was federally funded, its appropriation in the third 
year was reduced by almost twa~thjrds to support discretionary spending 
elsewhere, By the fif~h year, SUAG tunding was reduced to zero, 
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• 	 The best solution is to retain eligibility for the rn05t vulnerable immigrants _.. 
those lega! immigrants who became disabled after entering the United 
States, refugees. and immigrant children ~~ within the existing Federal social 
safety net. 
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Welfare to Work and Chariges to Immigrants and Food Stamps Proposals 

In the FY 98 Budget· 


(Outlays in Billions) 

Welfare.to.Work 1998 .1999 20.00 20.0.1 2002 5 Year 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.0 3.0 
The Jobs Challenge is deSigned to help States and cities move a million of the hardest·to-employ 
welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000. It provides $3 billion in mandatory funding for job 
placement and job creation. States and cities can use these funds to provide subsidies and other . 
incentives to private business. The Federal Government also will encourage States and cities to use 
voucher-like arrangements to empower individuals with the tools and choices to help them get & keep 
jobs. 

Enhance WOTC for Welfare Recipients. 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 
For employers, the budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare 
recipients. The budget would create a much-enhanced credit that focuses on those who most need help 
-- long-term welfare recipients. The new credit would let employers claim a 50% credit on the first 
$10,000 a year of wages for up to two years, for workers they hire who were long-term welfare 
recipients. 

Extend WOTC for 18-50's. 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1. 0.0 0.3 
The budget also expands the existing WOTC tax credit by including able·bodied childless adults who, 
under the Administration's Food Stamp proposal, would face a more rigorous work requirement in order 
to continue receiving Food Stamps. 

Subtotal, Welfare to Work" 0.7 1.1 1.2 0.5 0.1 3.6 
"Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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j.9.9.8 .1.999 2QOO 200.1 2002 1998·2002 
ReJlto(eSenefiI$Jor.lmmigraots 

Benefits for Disabled Immigrants. 
SSI Costs 1.6 1.7 1-9 1.8 2,0 8.9 

Medicaid Costs 0.6 0.8 0.9 .1.1 .1..3 ~.7 
Total 2.2 2.4 2.9 2.9 3.3 13.7 

The Administration's budget would restore SSI benefits for 310,000 legal immigrants who become 
disabled after their entry into the U.S., in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide for their own 
support through work. Of those 310,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately 190,000 would have 
Medicaid coverage restored. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules from these safety net 
programs is unfair and shortsighted. 

Benefils for Immigrant Children, 0,1 0.1 0,1 0.1 0.1 0.4 
The welfare reform law denies SSI and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who become 
seriously ill, or have an accident and become disabled, and whose families fall on hard times, Under 
the Administration's proposal, legal immigrant children would rontinue to be eligible for SSI and 
Medicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect SSI and Medicaid eligibility fOI about 8,000 disabled 
immigrant children, and ensure medical care for about another 30,000 non·disabled children, 

Extentionfor Refugees and Asylees, 0.1 0,1 0,1 0,1 0.1 0,6 
The welfare bill exempted refugees and asylees from the benefit restrictions for their first five years in the 
country. The budget would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years to provide 
a more appropriate time for refugees and asylees to become citizens. It would protect eligibility for 
about 17,000 refugees and asyless in FY 1998. 

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 2.3 2.6 3.1 3.1 H 14.6 



.19.9.8 199.9 200Q 200J 2002 1998·2002 
E09d.Stamp$ 

18·50's Work Requirement. 0.7 0.6 0.4 0,3 0,2 2,2 
The Administration's proposal reconfigures the "3 in 36" time limit in the welfare statute in 4 key ways: 
(1) It changes the time limit to 6 months in 12; (2) Provides addijional funds of $280 million total in FYs 
97·02 to enable States to create work for people willing to work; (3) Imposes tough sanctions while 
protecting those who are willing to work; and (4) Provides States with more authority to provide Food 
Stamps as wages, 

Shelter Deductioll. 0,1 0.0 0,1 0.0 0.4 0.6 

The Administration's proposal would accelerate planned increases in the excess sheller deduction and 
would eventually eliminate the cap on the deduction in FY02, allowing low·income families with high 
housing costs to deduct the full cost of their housing expenses when calculating their net income, 80% 
of the benefit of this proposal is to households with children, 

Reindex the Standard Deduction. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,1 0,1 

The standard deduction is a general deduction given to all households, The welfare bill froze it, no 
longer allowing it to index, The Administration's proposal would reindex it to enslIre that benefits keep 
pace with inflation, 

Vehicle Asset Limit 0.0 0,0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0,2 

The welfare bill froze the Food Stamps vehicle asset limit (the maximum value of a car a household may 
own) which had previously been indexed. The Administration's proposal would increase and reindex the 
Vehicle Asset Limit, which has virtually been at the same level since 1977 even though the CPI for used 
cars has risen 125%. . 

Subtotal, Food Stamps· 0,8 0.6 0,6 0,4 0,8 3.1 

Medical.Coverago.for.Low.,lncome.Disabled.Children 
0,1 0,1 0,1 0.1 0.1 0.3 

The Administration's budget would allow disabled children who lose their SSI eligibility due to changes in 
the definitlon of childhood disability to retain their Medicaid health coverage. 
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ADMINISTRATION BUDGET INITIATIVES 

(mandatory outlayslrecelpts In billions of dollars, except where Indicated otherwise) 


1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 9S-02 

Education and Training 
Tax incentives for education and training 0.084 4.044 6.199 7.848 8.632 9.386 36.109 
School constnuc!ion 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 . 5.000 

Lower student loan fees 0.087 0.248 0.335 0.360 0.382 1,412 
Third grade literacy 0.031 0,212 0.284 0.331 0,380 1.238 
Subtotal, Education and Training 0.084 5.412 7.909 9.717 10.573 10.148 43.759 

Health Care 
Medicare: 
Alzheime~s respite benefit 0.350 0.350 0.350 0.350 0,360 1.760 
Diabetes management screenings 0.160 0.290 0.290 0.300 0.310 1.350 
Colorectal screenings 0.090 0.250 0.340 0.480 0.560 1.720 
Mammography without copayments 0.070 0.140 0.140 0.140 0.150 0.640 
New preventive immunizations 0.040 0.070 0.080 0.090 0.100 0.380 
Medicare demo for working disabled 0.010 .0.020 0.030 0.040 0.100 
Late enroliment premium surcharge fix 0.110 0.150 0.160 0.180 0.200 O.SOO 
Outpatient coinsurance formula fix 1.120 1.250 1.840 2.580 6.790 
Subtotal, Medicare 0,830 2,390 2,840 3,420 4.260 13.540 

Kids Health: 
12-month kids continuous coverage' 
State partnership grants for kids coverage 
Medicaid benefl! restorations for 

immigrant kids . 
Medicaid costs of SSI-related actions 
Subtotal. Kids Health 

0.010 
0.010 

0.282 
0.812 

0,013 
0,075 
1,182 

0.457 
0.880 

0.021 
0,070 
1.428 

0.707 
0,977 

0,031 
0.065 
1.780 

1.013 
1.099 

0.044 
0,065 
2,221 

1,162 
1.118 

0.052 
0.060 
2.392 

3.621 
4.886 

0,161 
0.335 
9.003 
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ADMINISTRATION BUDGET INITIATIVES 

(mandatory outlayslreceipts in billions of dollars, except where indicated otherwise) 


1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 98-02 

Other health care: 
Establish health insurance for families of 

workers in-between jobs 1.738 2.472 2.688 2.924 9.822 
Grants to states for health insurance 

purchasing cooperatives 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.125 
Subtotal, other health care 1.763 2.497 2.713 2.949 0.025 9.947 

Subtotal, Health Care 0.010 3.775 6.315 7.133 8.590. 6.677 32.490 

Welfare Reform 
Move 1 million welfare recipients into jobs 

by 2000 0.600 0.975 1.000 0.400 0.025 3.000 
Welfare-to-work tax credit 0.068 0.137 0.163 0.122 0.061 0.551 
Amend Food Stamps provisions· 0.362 0.836 0.659 0.600 . 0.405 0.835 3.335 
Exempt disabled immigrants from 

Supplemental Security Income 
restrictions and extend eligibility for 
refugees and asylees 0.224 1.707 1.824 2.096 1.907 2.184 9.718 

!"'1edicaid benefits for disabled legal 
immigrants 0.029 0.606 0.772 0.944 1.150 1.263 4.735 

Subtotal, Welfare Reform 0.615 3.811 4.367 4.803 3.984 4.368 21.339 

Environment 
Tax incentives for distressed areas 0.040 0.424 0.500 0_502 0.469 0.410 2.305 
Subtotal, Environment 0.040 .0.424 0.500 0.502 0.469 0.410 2.305 
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ADMINISTRATION BUDGET INITIATIVES 

(mandatory outlays\receipts in billions of dollars. except where indicated otherwise) 


1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 98-02 
District of Columbia 

Discretionary: 
Criminal Justice . 0.379 0.439 0.584 0.606 0.499 2.507 
Economic Development 0.050 0.050 
Local income tax collection 0.014 0.024 0.026 0.026 0.027 0.117 
National Capital Infrastructure Fund 0.125 0.017 0.017 0.017 . 0.017 0.193 
Subtotal. discretionary 0.568 0.480 0.627 0.649 0.543 2.867 

Reduced local Medicaid match rale 0.156 0.169 0.182 0.197 0.213 0.918 
DC tax incentive program 0.024 0.046 0.056 0.066 0.058 0.250 
Offsets: 

Annual Federal payment (0.660) (0.660) (0.660) (0.660) (0.660) (3.300) 
Federal contribution to retirement (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.260) 

Subtotal, D.C. 0.036 (0.0171 0.153' 0.200 0.102 0.415 
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From: Kelineth S, Apfel on 02/20/97 06:40:06 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOI=> 

cc: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP, Lyn A. Hogan/OPD/EOP 
Subject: President's Remarks on WaTC 

In reviewing the President's remarks at the Riverside Church in NYC on 2/18, my staff noted 
an inaccurtlcy in the characterization of the Administration's WOTe policy. This error was 
also muue in the memo 10 the President on welfare caselano status. I wanted to clarify the 
WOTC hudget proposals: for (he long-term welfare and [O()U stamp "18 to 50s" populations [0 

avoid any future confusion. 

[n addition ll,; extending the hase WOTC credit one year, the FY98 Budget includes two 
dbtinct WOTC proposals to larger individual;; affected hy the welfare law: 

I) 	 Enhunced WOTC Crt'<lit for Long-Term Welfare Recipient" The current WOTC 
credit would he enhanced for long-term welfare recipients (not Ihe "IS-50s") for three 
ycar~, The targeted enhancement would allow employers to claim 1-1 50% cn.:dil 011 the 
first $10)000 in wages per year. up to two years, for each worker hin:d who was Ollce 
a long-term welfare recipient. In addition, employers can claim the 1.:os( of child care, 
heath CHrc, and tnlining as wages for the purpose of the credit. 

2) 	 Expand the Buse \vOTC Credit to Include the "18·50,," In addition. WOTC wlluld 
be exp.mded to make a new populalion eligibJe for the existing base credit for the next 
three years, rille WOTC base credit offers employers a 35 % credit on the first $6.000 
in wages for one year.) Employers could claim the WOTe credit fOf hiring 
ahll;~hodied chlldless adults aged 18~50 who are subject to a rigorous work n.:quircmeni 
under the Adlllinistration' s food stamp legislalive proposal in rhe Budget. However, 
these enlpJoyers would not be eligible for the same enhanced credit available 10 
empf()ycr:-: who hire long-term welfare recipients -- as is. suggested by the quotation lit 
attaeh,,'d article. Last we!:k, 1 mentioned to you that I thought lhat the Butlgct provided 
this" 18w50s" group the enhanced credit; that is incorrect. 



Job Creation & Retention Block Grant 

One of the greatest concerns raised by the new welfare law is that sufficient jobs will not be 
available, particularly in depressed urban and remote areas, to move poor parents from welfare 
into pennanent employment. According to estimates from the Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO), states already will have to invest an estimated $12,3 billion over the next six years in 
work and training programs above the level of funding included in the block gr~t in order to 
comply with the new work requirements. 

Much has been said rhetorically about the need to require welfare recipients to work. Now we 
need 10 find ways to remove the barriers to ensure that they can work The overwhe1ming 
majority of welfare households are headed by women (94%). About 60% ofthese women have 
children younger than 6 years ofage. Ifwe are serious about moving welfare recipients from 
welfare to work, we must be serious about removing the barriers to work. The myth about 
welfa~ is that families receive it forever, The reality about welfare is that families cycle on and 
off. In the first year of welfare receipt) about halfof those receiving welfare leave the system by 
the end oftne second year, about 70% have left. By the end of five years, about 90% have left. 
The problem is that over two~thirds ofthese families return to welfare. Often quite quickly. 
Often for longer periods oftime. 

To enSure that welfare recipients can not only get ajob, but keep ajob, states and communities 
need to work together. The plight ofsome nine million children is at stake. Under welfare 
reform. the federal government is requiring a dramatic increase 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 resources through the Job 
Creation and Retention Block Grant. It's not just about getting ajob. Ii's about keeping ajob. 
Itls about self.sufficiency. 
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COST OF MEllTlNG TIlE WORK REQUIREMENTS 

The welfare reform legislation requires that a large and increasing percentage orwelfare 
recip'ients participate in work or training programs. The Congressional Budget Office 
(CBO) es~imates. that the cOSt of a work program that meets those requirements could 
involve as many as L7 million participants by 2002 and could cost as much as 
$21.2 billion over the 1997-2002 period (see the accompanying table). The estimate 
assumes that Slates maintain a level ofquality in their work programs similar to the level 
that exists tod<l.y, and that states do not attempt to ovoid meeting the work requirements 
by transferring a large share of their current caseload in the Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDe) program to statc~funrled general assistance programs, 
Because the costs of meeting the work requirements are high, CBO's federal cost 
estimat: assumes that states are more . likely to at<:ept penal6es milO to meet the 
requirements. 

The Persooat Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 
(t'ubtic Law I04·Pi3} does nOt specifically earmark any funding for work programs. 
Instead, the custs of work programs are one of the allowed expenditures under the 
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant, The block grant is set 
at $16.4 billion 11 year-a level simHar to recent federal spending on the AFDC, lob 
Opportunities and Basic Skills Trnining (JOBS), and emergency assistance prog.rnms. 
In 1994, federal and state spending on lOBS amounted to $1.4 billion. Jf st:lles 
continued to spend that amount on work programs, they would be underfunded by 
$13,l billion over the 1997·2002 period. States eQuid spend a larger share tlf thc block 
grant 0:1 work programs.. however, if they reduced other services. 

The act probibit" a state from cutting off assistance for rerusal to work if an 
individtmlls the single parent of a child under age 6 and if suitable and affordable child 
care (s not avaiLable. As a result, a state must assist T ANF recipients in obtaining child 
care if il is to meet the law's work requirements. The law provides $13. lilian in 
federal funds for that purpose; together with the stales' matching shar • $2:4.0 'illiOfl'---1 L/ 
would be available for child care over the 1997·2002 period. In com 'n. cao ~ , 
estimates that if states met the work requirements, the CQst of providing work"related.---/ (, 
child care would total only 518.9 billion over the same period, HoweverJf..states cea \ e.. 
provided child care to participants in work programs and maintained.spel'luing on the 
1ransitional and At·Ri~ Chi1d~~S' wh,ich~.new'l~peals. they would 
have to spend a cumulative tota Qf$'1...5.4 biUion}"CBO's estimate assumes (bat in (}!der 
to meet the work requirements 0 me.law;states would have to pay all the COSQ ofcaring 
for children under age 6 and most of the costs for older children, 

. L The Trnnsitioollf ChHd Cm program guaranteed chilrl C:IIe for up to 12: months for farnilifi: 
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COMPARISON OF KEY FEATURES 

OF DRAFr BLUE DOG AND DASCHLE 


WELFARE TO WORK PROPOSALS 


Blue Dog. Daschl. StalT Draft 

$3.575 billion '99-'02 $3.575 billion '\>9-'02iFunding 

LaborResponsible Agency HHS 

56% State Grants 80% to Slales Formula .24% State Performance Bonuses • Must be spent in high 
20% Competitive Grants to poverty/unemployment 
Cornmunittes "qualifying communities"; 

• 	 Allocation to two largest 
cities based on proportion 

. oflong term caseload; ••· • 	 1% allocation to tribes that · .. run own programs . 
20";' Slate PerformanCe Bonuses 

,, 

• 	 Job placement vouchers; • 	 Job placement vouchers;Us.ofFunds 
• 	 Wage subsidies; ••• 	 Contracts with job · placement companies or • 	 Job retention services. · 

•• orgaruzations;•· • 	 Wage subsidies; 
• 	 Grants to non-profits for 

job creation; 
• 	 Microenterprises~ ,,
• 	 Supportive services. 

• 	 Long-term welfare • TANF recipients; 
recipients; 

Eligible Groups 
• 	 Food stamp recipients. 

• 	 18 to 50 years olds in 
danger oflosing food 
stamps. 

Yes. 

Placernent of Long-

Bonuses Reward Yes. 

. 
Term Recipients 

3126197 DRAFT 
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Job Creation & Retention Block Grant 
One of the grcllteH concerns raised by the new welfure hw is thm sufficient jobs will nor b<: 
available, particclnrly in depressed urban and remote rurall:1Iea~, to mOve poor parents 
from welfare into permanent employment According co estimates from the Congressional 
Budget Office (CEO), 'lales already wiJi h.ve to inY«1 an estimated $12.3 billion over the 
next six ye:J.rs in work and training: programs above the level of funding inclu<;ied in the 
block grant in order to comply with the neW work requirements, 

Much has been srud rhetorically nbout the need to require welfare recipients to work. Now 
we need to find ways to remove the bamers to ensure that they can work. The 
overwhelming majorilY of welfare hOllseholds are headed by women (94%). Abollt 60% 
of Lhese women have children younger than 6 S1."( yctl!$ of age. If we are serious about 
moving welfare rec.:ipienL'\ from welfare to work. \ve must be serious about removing the 
barriers to '\vo:k The myth :about welfare js that families receive it forever. The rea.iity 
ahout Welf~re is thm families cycle on and off. In th~ fiest yeO! of weifare receipt. about half 
of Ih0se receiving welfare: leave the system. By toe end of the second year. about 70% have 
ide By Ihe end of five years, about 90% have lefL The problem IS that over two-thirds of 
tbe~:;: f,mulies rerum to welfare. Often qUite quickly> Often for longt!r pL;riod.) or time. 

To ensure thxt welfare recipient~ can not only get a job, but keep a job, states ,md 
cornrm~:1itie;> net:d to work together. The plight of some nine million children is aL slake. 
Under welfare reform. (lli! federal government is requiling a dramatic increase in personal 
responsibility from parent,;. un wdfil:C. To helr the~e !:ingle women, who are balancing the 
need to eare for th~jf children and fjnam.:hill), holO thell' own, we propo:;e .1ddirinnal 
resources lhrough the lob Creation and Rctentlon Block Grant. It's: not just ah0UI ge.tting .a 
job, It's abollt ke;;;:pi;)g ajon, it'& :tbout self~suffjdency. 

Job Creation alld R~tcntion Block Grant: 

TIle loh Creation 8..id Retention Blo:;:k Granl has thc folloWing goals: 

.. 	 to [OWs. on jc!h creation and retention for long-term welfare recipicms (th05t who have 
rcct.:ivcd cash ilgisfanCe f.or longer than 18 month!»; 

• 	 to reach tho5e who <tIe at highcs! ri_sk of rea.ching f~deral or state time 1,imits: and 

to pr(')vide maximum state flexibility while rewilrdingj0h creation & retention. 

State Plan: 

The ~tde shall submit u plan to the Secretary of Labor, which include.o; thc fo11owin£: 

, 	 Description of :Jctiviri.::s for cnsurJng that former TI\.NF or food sUinp recipients placed 
in job" ore ahle to remain in the workforce for at IeJ.SI nine months; 

• 	 Description of :lctivities for creating jobs tlllough \\'Jge :;ub:sidies or contracts with 
pri\'ate nonprofit agencies that would not otherwlse have existed in the ah£.t:r:cc of such 
subsidies or contiacts; 

DeSCliplion of a job retention and creation voucher program in the event that ~ 5tJl~ 
chooses to in:p~ement such 3.1 option; 
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• 	 Description'of the rela.tionship bct\veen activities supported under this block grant and 

activitIes undertaken by the state and participating comm~nhies under T ANF; , 


• 	 De~cription of qualifying communities within the State that wHi be served by the block 

gr.iflt and ~Ilranccs t11at the state wilJ target urban and rural areas with high rates of 

poverty; 


• 	 Description of tlle population groups to be served by the. block .grant: 

• 	 Assurallces thtlt the stare/city and any qualifying communities would pruticipate in the 

evaluation canied out under !.his block grant if selected by the SCCflitlll}, to do so: 


• 	 AssurJ1lt:t!$ [h~1 ih¢: state ' .... ill comply with nondiscrimination ::md m.mdisplacelll~nt Tules 
in administering the block grant: and, 

• 	 AS:iurances that the :sl'lte will cor-suIt with local and county elected officials, private 

industry c{)undls.local employment ::.ervkl;! ugencies, and othel' appropriate pbnoing 

agencies in order to en~ure effective coordination with oilier prog-rmns :;nd m:rjvitil!S 31 

the slate. count)', and community leveL 


Eligible States: A $tale may apply for funds if: 

.. 	 it ha.>;; an approved st.1te pl:m 

.. 	 {Q(lU state spending on TAl\:1: relaled work programs in the prior fiscal yeaI' exceeded 
!iiale ~pending on JOBS programs in FY96 

Eligible Individuals: 

• 	 long~tenn recipients of cash a.s$iSt:.ince (I8 months or more, nOt necessarily 
consccu~ve) and who are in da.nger of exhausting federal or Stare time limits 

.. 	 single fOO<f stamp recipients bet wetn tbe az;es of 18 and 50 (or those \vho have lost 
Coot! s(amp~ due to 3 Jnunt!:s of receipt); provided that such assistance doe5 not exceed 
10% of the bloc-;': gra.nl funds 

Payments to States! 

80% of th~ fund.<: would be allocated to states with 3pproved State plans based on the stales 
percentage of the :utional cas-clcad of T A1'.Jr recipients and food stamp reclpi~!1ts cQvere.d 
by the 'work rt:quJrcments, Stlicf w:thGut npproved plans- would not be eligible for funds, 

States are required to spend funds received under this block grant in qualifying 
c:ollllnunitle~ within lh~ Sl3te, A "qualifying community" for the purp()~cS of lhi:> block 
grant is a jurisdiction with povcny and unempJoyment rates at least 20% higher than the 
state <lserage, St.:l.leS shaJl be allowed to select among reasonable and reliable d:ua sources 
to demonstrate the l~\'d of need within particular communities, subject to guidelines issued 
h!( tije Secretary. 

Ear.:h stale must aIloeete a share of il funds to the tWQ cities with the largest POycrty 
popu1:.tlion:> commensurate \Viti1 the proportion of long·teI1h welfare recipients residing in 
those cilit!$. The portion of the stilte plan under this program peltaining to activi;ks in such 
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cities must be jointly approved by the Governor and the Mayor of each re:'l.pective city. 
Collaoorativc or cooperative agTeements arc· necessary. Such cities n1so meet the definition 
of "qualifying communities" regnrdles:'l. ofunernpioyment levels. 

Prior to uny disbursement of funds, I % would be setaside for Native American tribes that 
choose to run their own job creation and retention program on reservations. Tribes would 
submit applicalions 10 the Secretary of Labor in the same manner-as statcs. 

Performance Grants: 

In addition to the grano; above. the Secretary shall provide each stare with an additional 
petfonnancc..based gront (based on job placement and retention) from the remaining 20% 
of funds. Bonus payments woul~ be made as follows: 

• 	 it $1,000 bonus payment tor placement and retention for at least 9 months in an 
unsubsidized job of a long~tcnn (1:l months +) TAl\Tf recipient (or previous AFDe) 0; 
an individual who has lostfood stamp bcneiits because of the (ime limit imposed by 
Seclion 6(0)(4) of !he food Stamp Act of 1977, as runended by PRWORA Seclion 
824(a): 

• 	 ;J. $1 ,000 bonus payment for uSe of wage subsidies, vouchers. contrzcts with private 

nonprofit ag~ncies to crente a job that lasts at least 9 months and would not othe~vise 

have exisled in the absence of such subsidy, voucher, or contract; 


• 	 a $500 bOfl'JS p3.yment if lhc indi\'idual ret.uned in ajob under either the preceding 
bullets lacks a high schvoi degree, has inadequate basic .!endemic skills, or resides in an 
area With an unemployment [ate in excess of 7 pccent: and. . 

• 	 an athlitiona! 5>500 bonu;; if L":!e individual gers u CED prior to placement 

For purposes of tbis bJock grant, "retention" is defined 3S meeting one.of tbe LWu following 
standal'd~; (a) continuous employment (Ifan individual in a single job for at le:tst 9 month~: 
or (h) imlnedi:lte re-employment of an individual who lo.~es A job during the first 9 months 
following placement such thal the individual is employed for llt lea>;t 9 months out of the 12 
month period fol~(;wing initial placement (ie: ,m int.Hvidtla}'s first job may not werk our. bur 
the se.cond or Ihhn job th:n the individual gets may turn itno a !ong ..lsstillg job). 

Bonus money COln only be used to pur welfare reCipients to work or reLain welfote l'ecipicnL< 
in the woIl::.forc? Bomls.!noney ctoe,.;n1t need to be matched. but it c",nnol be J;icd as 
matching money for any other federal program. 

1f claims for performuncc bonuses exceed the roralu!OOullt of funds available for 
performance bOiluse"l the Secretury shall make t\ pro rotii reduction in the amount of each 
individual performance bcnll:;; . 

.lVlatcbing Requirement: 'Stznes must meet 20% malch requirements for receipt of 
theit bask grhlL. No m3tch i~ required to receive bonu~ payments. Thc 20% l'Gatch mu~t 
be in cash. Hlhvo!vcr, the 20% scare march cannot be counLed toward the llutintt'nance of 
effort requirement to receive T AJ."lF (States can', count their funds twice). The Secretary of 
Labor would have: flexibility to a..'5e!'>,~ tribal marching contribulions on a. ea~c by case basis 
dependin,g upon ftSOUI\.:es \i,\'Q)lab1e to each tribe. 

\ 
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Use of Funds: 

Block grant funds shall be used 10 assist T A.h.tp recipients and fcod strunp recipients (and 
former recipients) in obwning and retaining private sector employment. 

• 	 Job retention $avices (transportation, emergency dlly care. crisis payments, lillti

domestic violence <iSSistaH(:e. counseling, etc ... ) provided dirct.··tly by the welfare 

agency or under COntra<;l by a pdvate agency during the first nin~ months of 

employment for former T ANF or food stamp recipienrs. 


• 	 Job retention vOll<:hers given directly to recipients that could he redeemed by priV.lte job 
placement agencies that $.uccessfully place former TANF or food -'tamp recipients in an 
unsubs-idi~ed job thar is held for at least 9 months: 

• 	 Wage subsidies to private employers and contrac1!; to private nonprofit agencies to 

create jobs thalla::a .<.it least 9 months and would not otherwise ha\lt! existed in d)e 

absence of such subsidy o( contract, including but not limited to job!> c~ated tlu'oogh 

microcnterprise development, 


Vouchers: 

EtigihJe individusi,; could b¢ gJV~n a job fCremio,n or cren.tion voucher to be rdicem(::d by 
private employers or by private agencies who provide job retention service.s or :,~)H.c;or job 
cru~Hio;1 projects. States must e~t'lbli$h minimum standards for employers :lnd private 
i:igencies interested in participating whu have been approved for panidpation in lht: voucher 
program. States would set the temts fur r;:t.l-.:mption of vouchers, but no more ,th:.m 25% of 
the voucher COll[cllx: redeemed until the eligible individual has been employed for Jt least 
nine months, 

Prohibited Uses of Funds: 

• 	 Funds·,.::m'[ b.: uo;;ed to s.atisfy matching rtUiuircmcms under other programs 

Fund:; can'i bt' used to disp:nce current w(lrker.R (f!rc employees, l<:lyoff employees, cut 
hours Of ulherwi:;e reduce their pay) or fill union vacancies . 

• 	 Funds can't be u~~d to create job~ in the public seeler, except for Indi~n reserVaLion~ 
and area.s designal~d ~~ LaOOf Surplus Areas by (,he U,S, DepuTtmcnt"of Labor or 
orherwise detenninc<Ho huve un insufficient number of jobs for Juw-skilled individuals 
in accord:m<:e with standards devejoped by the SecretalY of Labor, /' 

InteraCtion with TANF: 

A;.RistMct under this !>t;clion shall not count lowJJ'd TANF time limit 

• 	 Job Creation & Retention Block Gnmt fl.:nds are to supplement. not supplant TANF 
money, and the :;tl1tl.': plan sha.lJ describe such efforts, 

Adnlinistration: Each state's stare of :lciminif;Crative funds :>hljjf be baSed on the 
srarc's share of the total block grant Administrative expenditures shall nul txc.:t,;d 7% (If 
rotal spending, The Secretary of Labor would define "admin13ttative". 
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Funding: M'Uld~(Ol)' appropriation to the Dt!panmcllt of Labor of the following 

amounts: 

FY99 $.350 
FY2000 1.0 
FY2001 l.l 
FY2002 1.25 

funds \vouJd be a\';]ilable unri} expended. 

Evaluation: The Secretary of Labur :o.hall be required to contract with an appropriate 
entity for the design nnd implementJ.tion of a rigorous. multi-she evaluation of major 
strategies utllixcd and activities supported by ~tal~S under tIus program. The Sccrerary is 
authorized to ::;elt::cl no mOI1~ thall five sires to participate in a full~sc&l.e evaluation designed 
to assess the net impact of state/dry programs through rnndom assignment or other 
appropriate means. k::;s illtcllStVe dara collection and evl;tlUall0n mechanisms may be 
utilized to gather information about the activities undenaken by other !,tates/citles receiving 
grant." under the program.. A IOlal of one percent of funds available under the block grant 
would be re:<:erved for The cost:. of t;V";'Ilu3tion ::tctivities. 

In the evenl th;;u a sI3te',,,"clty's activities. or a Portion thereof, I!' .'I,eJected for inclusion in 
the evaluation, the Secretary is authorized to waive a portion of tht! m.:lrching requjrement in 
recognition of ir:creu$ed adrninistfJtive :.!T\d data-collection co~t~ in{..:ut1cd by the litatefciry in 
conjunction with :he Cv~ul!(17ion, . 
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Welfare t.J-.work Program 

Seeti.OD 481 Grant. for WeI~re to Work program. 

(a) Mandatory Apprqpriation Provide It mandatory appropriation to HHS cflhe fbllowing amo.wrts: 

1999 -~ S3S0 million 

2000 •• S I 1:>i1liQ1l 

2001 - Sl.l billion 

2002 •• 5\.25 billion 


(b) DiJ:trihUtiOD of FUnd! 80*4 of the funds would be distributed to states bucd on the fomll..da'in 
Section 4i!j,· The remaining 20% would be available for grnntS to cilies and oommuniues _ Section 488. 

(oj Fundi aYaiJabl.utilupeacW. The funds would be ...... 1abl. until ~d. IfstaICs or 
eonununiti"" do not draw down the full amoWll all~ to them in any year, the funds would be tarried 

0_10 the ""'" year and redj"';bo\ed based on the 80120 spUL 

!>edioa 432. State plan 

(3) Contents ofstak plan. "The stale shall submit wthe ~ cfHHS a pian whidl includes the 
full<7Wing' 

(I) Identifies a pubUe-private pannership wiih an emploYmenI f""UN to administer welfare 10 work 
proo:r.w 

(2) o..oribe a<:tivities for placing welfare recipients .11" priva'" _or employm<n! 

(3) Provido assurances lhat all recipi ...ts ",,,,,lYing assistw:e Wlda!he program bave !he option of 
receiving .job pl.""",enl voueber and will be informed .bout iheil options fur)lSing • job platem<nt 
voucher. 

(4) Describe how wel~ to wark funds will be ~Oord.inat.ed with other program, 

(5) Idcuti(y populations '" be ~ by (he program 

(6) Identify rommunitie. or I<gions within the ....11: \hal wUl be served by !he program and provido 
...$Ullin_ that ihe ....., w;U ...get high l""-et<y ...,.. .. 

(7) Certifi<atiOIl that ihe administering cnlity will comply with non-displ""""""" rules 

(8) Cettit'y lhat!he admini...nng agency will eonsuIt with local commWlities, COUIIIies. lTl'A 5e1vi<:e 
n..livery -.s, local cmp!oymeat agencies..... in administeriag ihe ptO,...,.. 

(1)) F.dend rol•. The Secretary sball review state plans to dco:mUne ";"ihe, ".:ompH•• Wilb this S<ctioo. 
All pl_ that«mlain ihe infonnation requin:<I in subsection (a) thatl be approved. 
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St(tion 483 Granho for operatioQ of welfare to work programs 

(a.) Eligible .tlltn. A $1;1~ may apply ror~if: 

(l) 1t has a $\ate plan for ~Ifare to work that meets rcquire~ cfSec:'tion 411,. 

(2) Total SW••pending on work programs in Ille prior fisW year ""ceeded._ spending on JOBS 
programs in fiscal }'ear in fiscal year 1996. 

(b) COl'ltats ofstate application. A state appJk.aticn tD\l.St include: 

(I) Certification that the state ~ additional fUnds to ml:ct participa1ion rm:s Cut TANF~ ~idt: 
employment fur IQIJll.!1::rm TANf ..cipients,or food stamp ~es. ; , , 

(2) (A)Certifi<ation tlw 1M state bas 'met progmm petfol'lnllnce goals In 1M prif" ~ar, or, 
(8) for stiteS !hat failed to meet program ~ goals, a <:orm:tivo actio. plan. 

(3) Certification thaI wdl2lt: to work fJllds will ,uppl=t, II<!! supplant, _. funds or fimds from other 
fed<=! grunts. 

(4) The numbc:c ofproje;;ted ptaeemmu of rtcipicnl5 in private ~r employment with the grant by 
-gOT)' 

(c) PaymcDb tc ,lata 

(I) 70% ofIM funds wuuld be all<><<Ied '" _ .. with plans ,ubmiaed under -.. 482 based on the 
.....,. perce.tage of the oatiooal ~0IId ofTANf rccipienu and fuo<j SIalIlp "",ipi.,.u covmd by work 

r<qVimnalts. StI,..1hat did not submit plllllS motllnS !he ""lWmllenU ofSed•• 481 would not be 
eligible for funds, with the funds alloeated to these...-res !IlIIimbUlIed """'OS the remaining ""t••. 

; 

(3) State!whic.hb.d failed 10 meet the ptOgtl!m perfO!Ill3n<ll goal> for two or mote y ..... ww1d not 
rec:cive"any fc:detal funds unless the state ba$ a com:ctivc: action plan approved by the Secretary or 
ptovides the So::reta!y with • reason fer the failure. 

Cd) re..wrmanu graul>. 

(I) In addition to the _ undei .""-'ion (e). !he Se<mlll)':s.baIl provide each state with an additional 
graul from the remaining 30% based on platements. The bon.. payments will v>r'/ bos.d on the 

unemployment rate in !he.,.. oCthe l'"""""",~!he lenslh of time the indMdualhad been on ..:slston<:e, 
bmim 10 employmeol, and the earnings of the ir.dividual. BODUS paymen" WQo!d be varied as full"",: 

(A) A bosic $1 OIlO bon... payment fur """h pi"""""", ofalong·""", (18+ month) TM'F noeipient or 
individuals who h.avelost fuod ,tamp boct>efiu because ofthe food """'P Iim.limitl_ ""luiremerrt 
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(B) An additional S500 bonus paymmt lfth. individoa! has one of• list ofbairie.s to employment (lac. 
ofhigh school education, lacl< ofbMic skills. etc.) , 
(e) An OOditional $1000 bonus payment tithe individual pw:cd is in an area ~th \Ulemplo~ above 
i%. 

(D) An "dditiotW $500 bonU$ paym~t if the ealning$ ofthe individual in th~ nine momhs- following 
pls=nent exc<ed 130"A. ofpov<rty. 

(S) An additional SI()()() bonus for individual. pla<e4in n""'_e~ in areas of high 
unompklyment I high poverty (to be defmed) by .........ging publie and private ~(~•. laX 
aba_etc.) 

(2) Ifclaims for ~ _ exceeds tho Io1al wnollll1 offumb _voila.l. for perf<1l1TlallC< 
bon..... the ~ sbali make a pro rata rcdU<lion in thc amoun' of=h individual perf"""""ce 
bonus. 

(t) Matching nqulnllu:ah. State'S must meet 2Q1'10 znatc:b requirement fot" grants ~<:f subsection (el. ., 
lbc,. ww1d be no matJ:hing ""lWmnen. to ..a:ive pctf_ paym<;IU and.. sub>ec:tlon (d) 

S.,.,!i,," 485 Use of fUlld. 

(aJ In geo<nll. The funds shall be used to assist T ANF ",cip;.nts and food stwIp n:cipients in obtainiag and 
;;"'ping private ..<lor ompiO}'lll<nt. .' 

(b) Spedllc .... 

(I) Job placement vouchers giv"" diteeUy to ...,c;pi<nts 1hat could be...deemed by job pla<cm<m 
cornpe.nies that $u¢«$SfUlly place the reeipient in 1\ private Se'Ctcr job that is held for at least mne IllOnths 

Or by employers who f;mptoy \he: recipient fur at least nine months. 

(2) Contracts with placement Olmpanies or withpubHc job pla~ ptt)gnlU'I.$ (i.e. Rlverside). The 
tont:llCt must provide 1hat the majority of funds would be paid aft", the individual hai:l ..... plaeed in 
umubsidized private sector employmem for nine months. 

(3) War\: supplea><n1lIIioa in pri.....-jobs. with the subsidy pcrlod limited to six months. 

(4) Grants to non--pron. cnganwtions for job....non progtlUl!S 

(S) Mi....,.,.tetprise, 

(6) SUppol'livc sen-i<es (tranSpol'l8!ion counseling, et<) <lurics the 6m six mon1bs ofcmploymem for 
fOlllla TANF r ..ipielllS who 0"'"'-1 priVlll< sector employo_. 

M>reb 3. 1997 (2:42pm) 3 



" '. . 
(c) ,Job Placement Vou~b.... 

(I) Av.a.biDIy All ..... ipie.ts wol.lld be eligible to """iv<. job pI""""""" voucher that could be 

~deemcd by job placement ag~it:! or employcn who pla&;e 1he individ.ual in private $C'Ctor 

employment 


(2) A«n:,Ulatioa The administering ••tily would accredit plaeement ogern:ies and employer.; thet were 
eligible to redeem: job piaecmeut vout.hcn. The entity W'OUld establish reasonable standards (areas ror 

_'1) for p~1 agencies arn:Iemploye" to be eligible. lNI.ould Dot dt.blbb _ that 
had the effect oflimitiDg!he choi ... available to ... cip...... ofjob p100emern wuchers. 

0) V••dser ....1... S...., would $<I their 0WI1 voucher ...... If the S1a!. provides rOI plaoe!nemlhmugh 
con"""", 01 other means in addition to vow:h=. the ~ rate! mUSt be comparable to tile paymmts 
for pl.""""",,,, through !he .. other octivities, , 

(4) Rodetllpti..., The stale ""lIId set the teans for t<dcmptiru! ofvouclltn, lNI 00 m<m: IIlan 25% of!he 

voueller coull! be redeemed up m', arn:I no mon: than 75% of!he voucher trUlY be rod....,.d until the 
recipient ha.s beta emplo}'t:d fur nice months. 

(d) Probibited Uft'S.. 

(2) Funds eouldn't be UlI<d to displace cumm workers 

(3) FUtIds couldn't be uxd 10 CU'4Ie pubtie""";ce jobs, """Pt for lrulian """"",tioos or counties with 

IIIlempl_t ex<:eedlng 50% 

SecOOD 486 Performance goals 

The Se<mary sha1l establisb petf""""""" gools for ,tales ,...;.;., assis!atloe IIIIIk-< !his P.... The " 

petfOlDWlc<: goals sha1l incl~ 

(I) Goab for the pementage of indivi.lual. m,.;ving ..,istan<;e to be plaeed in Priv.it.: """'" 
<mPloyrnent. The Secrewy shall oaIcWate the goal for <SOh stare after mki1Ig into aceoutlt!he 

""employment and poV<:rty rates in ~ ,_, the _ ofTAN!' r~ipients inlb: ....... the ""'k 

participatiOll """ for the...., (_lhC pro rata mructitm in the """" for the state) and the size of tho 

TAN!' gram to the state II>loIi~ to the state', """"Dad 

(2) Goal. for m""tlon""'" for iadividoal. placed in pri_ $«'lOr employment, 

MatCh 3. 1991 (2:42pm) 
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Settioll 488 Admilllst .... tion 

(oj Aotboriza.iOD or approprlaticDs. Authori:ze suclI swns as may be ne<esSoty for _IS to the 
publicipriv"," parlnmhip de.i~ by the $laic fur edmini_ti,. _IS. E.cl..tat.·. sIw:o of 

3Ilministntivc fim4s shall be based on the state·s.Iwe .flOta! mandatDry funds paid under Section 483(.). 
. . .. .' 

(h) U.. ofadmUWInlIiv. flUId •• Adminislrnlive lUnds could be used to develop and implcment a job 

...... 

(~) LimitatiQQ OD .dminiltntne funds Administrative ~tules shall not exceed 7% oftotaI spendiJlg 
by the lr:.ad Ol'gaoization 

Seelion 489. Grants to CommuDities 

(al 10 Genenl ~ ~ The SecretaI)' may make grants in accordance with this secti04 to commWlities for 
innovative progra.ms to move reeipien~ of public assisW:tce F02WM intv private se<:tot work. 

(1)) Contub of appUcatloD. Appli<a1io,", ror fund> under this section sb.all <Wtain the follOwing 
inftmnation: " 

(1) !nfOllllAtion OD bow the lUnds ";11 be used to move welf"", recipients into privale """"'" employment 

(2) How the funds will be used to 1"""""" ~ fund> .. ,..u as ..... 0Ad local ~oun::es 
(3) For commW)ities that have m;civcd grants unde4 thili smloa in previous ~ information teg8lOlng 

the: s~ of the commu.rut)' pro~ in moving \W:lfare r«ipiemS ink. work . . 

(1) In gcnmol .' The Sccmary sball • ....-d gmtts based on the quality ofappli<a1ions, subject to 

paragnp.. (2) """ (3). . :" 

(2) !'ref""",•• in awaeding gnntS • - In a....-diD;! gnntS ood", this ...Ii .... the S=toIy sban give 
p:efctcm:e ~ otpniutiom which receive mOre than SO percent oftheir funding from State go'V~ 
local govamnettt or private sourc:es. 

(3) Limilalion "" siu orgran! • - Th. SeaetaIy shall not awa;nlany _ts \IIldcr this ....tion of"""" 
tban Sl(I,OOO,OOO. 

. Man:b 3. 1997 (2:42pm) 
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(e) ReservatioD of fund,. 
(!) 25% ofthe funds would be reserved for gran'" to cit;"" with popul:ul<nls gre.",r than 1,000,000. 
(2) 25% of the funds would be ~ for gran!S to ciu.. with populatloM between 250,000 and 
1,000,000 
(3) 25% ofthe funds would be ",,,,,,,ed (or gran!S ..<.ties, will! populations under 250,000 , . '. . 

(I) b ••"Ill« ofRegulatiom .' Not 1"", thaD 6 monllls after the <!at< of the """"tm<nt of this seeoan, the, 
Secrcwy shall prescribe such regulations as may be:: Decessary to implement thU scctioo. 

. " 
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AgrccJllen.t'on Principles in Congressional WeJfare-To-Work Proposals 

Since the President's August 1996 caU for a Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge, Congress 
has developed two preJiminary draft proposals to provide additional incentives to move welfare 
recipients into work, One of these draft proposals has been developed by Rcp, Charles 
Stenbalm, and the other by the staff of Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle, 

While the proposals differ in certain details. they embrace key Administration principles 
for moving welfare recipients into Jastingjobs, The Administration looks forward to working 
with Congress to build on these principles and to develop a Welfare-te-Work Jobs Challenge that 
can be enacted with broad bipartisan support. Key features supported by the Administration 
iuclude: 

• 	 Resources to Create New Incentives for Statcs, Communitics, and Employers. New 
funding in concert with T ANF is needed to establish a coordinated effort offering strong 
incentives for States, communities, and businesses to move welfare recipients into work. 
Both Congressional proposals \ ....ould provide more than $3 bilHon to help meet the 
.challenge ofplacing welfare recipients in lasting jobs. 

• 	 Emphasis on Long..Tcrm Welfare Recipients. Welfare reform's success hinges on the 
ability to help the hardest-to-employ people -- long-term recipients -- get and keep jobs, 
The Welfare~to Work Jobs Challenge must place a specific emphasis on moving tong
term welfare recipients into jobs and providing the incentives and supports to keep them 
off welfare in the long run. Both Congressional proposals strongly support the goal of 
targeting long-term welfare recipients. . 

• 	 Assistance to Large Urban Areas. Cities and communities must be a part of efforts to 
create jobs and place welfare recipients in work. The Congressional proposals build in 
mechanisms to ensure that funds flow to urban areas where assistance is needed most. 

• 	 Bonuses to Encourage and Reward Performance. Slates and communities must be 
given incentives to develop high performing welfare-to·work initiatives. A bonus system 
will encourage States to move more welfare recipients into long~laslingjobs. Both 
proposals establish bonus systems to reward the successful placement of long-term 
welfare recipients. 

• 	 Flexibility for States and Communities to Design Programs Tailored to Their Own 
Needs, One~size·fits·all programs will not work. States and communities need 
flexibility to develop innovative job placement and job creation strategies that reflect 
their own needs and circumstances. The Congressional proposals give States and 
communities wide latitude to design welfare-to~work strategies best suited to local needs. 

• 	 Labor protections. Welfare reform must be implemented in a way that respects the 
rights of aU workers. The Congressional proposals include strong assurances of 
nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, and grievance procedures. 



• Vouchers, The,Administration supports voucher~like arrangements to empower welfare 
recipients with !he IDols and choices to help them gerjob, and keep them, Both 
Congressional proposals include vouchers to help individuals: become employed in the 
private sector, 

The Administration strongly supports these principles and looks forward to working with 
Congress to develop broad bipartisan support for the Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge, 



'

Work Opportunity Tax Credit Proposals 

($ in millions) 
l22R l222 2Qlll! l!l!il 2QQZ '98"02 

Current law: 141 87 29 9 I 273 
Welfare-to-Work Proposals, 3 Years: 

Long-tenn welfare 32 68 84 67 36 287 
Food ,lamps, 18-50 36 69 79 55 26 265 

Total 68 137 163 122 62 552 
Extension of Core 

worc, I Year: 128 157 93 31 10 419 
Total, Proposals: 196 294 256 153 72 971 

As a complement to the additional spending proposed for helping welfare recipients 
with job training and for job creation, the Budget proposes severa) changes to the Work 
Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTG). The WOTC is one tool in a diverse toolbox of flexible 
strategies designed to help people move from welfare to work and gain on-the job experience, 
The WOTC initiatives proposed by the Administration join other education and job initiatives 
that will help welfare recipients make the transition to gainful employment These changes 
provide tax incentives for employers to create new job opportunities for long4erm welfare 
recipients and certain recipients of Food Stamps. 

Welfare-IO-Work Prmsals: 

*' Long,Term :Welfare Recipients. The Budget would create a much-enhanced credit 
that focuses on those who most need help ~-Iong~term welfare recipients. The new 
credit would allow employers to claim a 50% credit on the first $10,000 in wages 
paid to an eligible hire for the first two years on the job, Wages include the costs of 
training•.health benefits. and chHd care. The credit would be available for three years, 
through September 30, 2000. 

• food Stamp Recipients. The Budget also expands the existing wore tax credit by 
including able~bodied childless adults who, under the Administration's Food Stamp 
proposal. would face a more rigorous work requirement in order to continue receiving 
Food Slamps. This credit also would be available for three years and would be the 
same as the existing WOTC -- 35% of the first $6,000 ofrust-year wages. 

ExleusionQf the Core wQrc: 

• The Budget includesa I -year extension through September 30, 1998, of the core 
WOTC. This extension provides a transition between the current tax credit to the 
expansion for the population affected by welfare reform noted above. 

I 



Improvements in the wore: 
The WOTC, authorized in the Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996, replaced 

the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJTC) and includes many changes that will make it a better and 
more effective job creation credit. These include: 

• Reducing potential windfalls to employers by increasing the pre~screening of 
applicants. Employers and job applicants must sign a fonn which acknowledges that 
pre.screening for WOTC eligibility has occurred before the job offer was made. 
Employers are required to seek certification for the tax credit within three weeks of 
the hiring date. Under the TJTC. pre-screening was not required. 

• Reducing job chuming by increasing the time an individual must be employed, 
Under the TJTC, the minimum employment period required before an employer could 
claim the credit was 120 hours. Under WOTC, it is 400 hours. This longer retention 
increases the prospect of a long~term attachment to the employer, provides more on
the·job experience, and is beneficial to both the employer and employee. 

!;IDATAIWTWJOBSIWOTC_I.WPD 
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care, family 	mediation. and voluntary relinquishment counseling 
. -"' .:. :<"':'1 

ill build on this momentum and continue to look/i 

o 	 barriers to permanency in Faders regulations 

bipartisan col,laborat1ve eff 

o ohorten t 	 e child~en to permanence 

o reduce procedur 	 and promote practices that move 

more quickly by examining a number of 

policy issues. efforts to ensure 

pe:nnanency and and purpose of 

the 

(.) work together at all s of government and 

the field Make our goals achievable. We look 

with the Congreaa to 

children. 

~lfare-tQ-work Initiative 

The enactment of PRWORA makea a dr~tie and fundamental shift 

from a welfare system that too often fostered dependence to a new' 

11 
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., 


system that promotes independence and work. To realize the full 

potential of this neW law, welfare recipients ~t take on ~jQr 

new responsibilities to prepare for and accept work. States and 

cities mUst exercise the flexibility provided to undertake new 

and innovative approaches to preparing recipients .for self

sufficiency and work. private businesses, religious 

organizations and community groups must join in the President'.o 

challenge to create jobu for those hardest to place. In 

addition, we urge Congress tQ join with the Administration in 

enacting two critical additions -- an enhanced Work Opportunity 

Tax Credit and the Welfare to Work Jobs Ch~llenge. 

The Preaident recently suggested that communities should use 

~employment councils~ like the one in Kansas City to help in 

meeting the requirements of welfare reform. Under the Job 

Training Pa~tnership Act~ 640 similar councils in place across 

the country'engage over 10,000 private aecto~ volunteers in 

overseeing the training and placement into jobs of welfare 

recipients, other low income adults and youth, as well as 

dislocated workerB~ We anticipate that States and communities 

will actively engage these councils in meeting the Welfare to 

work Jobs Challenge. 

The8e elemertcB provide the ,tools for an effective welfare to work 

strat~gy and help us make the promise of welfare reform real. 

This Administration is dedicated to the realization of that 

12 
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• 

promise~ The President's FY 1998 budget would greatly enhance 

and target the work Opportunity Tax Credit to provide pOwerful. 

new privata-sector financial incentives to employers to create 

joba for,long-term welfare reCipients. The enhonced Work ...
" . ~. 

Opportunity Tax credit would allow employers to claim a 50

percent credit on the first $10,000 a year of wages, for up to 

two years, for workers that they hire who were long-term welfare 

recipients. In addition, the President proposes to expand the 

exioting tax Work Opportunity Tax Credit to include able-bodied 

childless adults aged 18 to SOt who~ under the Administration'Q 

Food Stamp proposal, would'face a more rigorous work requirement 

in order to continue to receive Food Stamps. 

The Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge proposed by the President is 

designed to help Staten and oities mova a million of the hardeDt~ ., 

to-employ welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000. 

It provides $3 billion over 3 yearn in mandatory financing 

through the Department of Labor for job placement and job 

creation. States and cities can use theae funds to provide 

subsidies and other ineent1ves to encourage private busineaa to 

hire welfare reCipients. 

It is now widely recognized that a more targeted job placement 

and creation measure ia .needed to complement the TANF block Grant 

if we are to make welfare reform work. The Jobs Ch~11enge is 

intended to meet this need. We look forward to working closely 

13 
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with the Congress in exploring ways to assist States and 
.. . ~ ':~" .,.·I\~. 

localities in helping welfare"recipientB who canPt find jobs on 

their own transition from welfare into real private sector jobs. 

"~.:~~-::;i-. ". 
focus for the to change parts of 

the welfare to do with welfare 

reform. When PrcfJident welfare Reform bill he 

made clear harsh benefits to 

immi9ran~B The President stated: 

sponsors who bring 

immigrants into responsible for their 

well-being. their children, however. 

disabled and require 

medical ass"tance through their own." ... 

The FY 1998 this promise to 

were included to money. and whioh 

burden Sta eo and punish children and We are 

at the governors, in an NGA several weeks 

the budget on the backs of 

States O~ legal immdgranta. 
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 Comparison of Alternative Discretionary Levels 

FY_19.91. E.'L1.9.9ll E.'U.9.99 

(dollars in billions) 

E.Y...220.D E.Y.-2001 EY.ZO.02 

FY 1997 Compared 
to FY2002 

-Nominal Real 
c.iIlIDge> Change> 

O'''A,,,",,, 
02:36 PM 

eutmvC 

OMB Current Services Baseline 

Defense Discretionary: 
Function 051 

SA.............. " 
OL".............. 

253] 
256.0 

261.1 
253.5 

269.0 
'264.1 

277.0 
269.4 

285.4 
277.4 

293.9 
283.5 

15.9% 
10.8% 

1.9% 
-2.6% 

Function 0531054 
BA ................ 
OL"""".•" .... 

12.1 
.12.7 

12.5 
11.9 

12.8 
12.6 

13.2 
12.8 

13.5 
13.1 

13.9 
13.6 

14.2% 
7.0% 

0.5% 
-5.8% 

Total Defense Discretionary 
SA••.•••••.••..••• 265.8 
OL ................ 268.7 

273.6 
265.4 

281.8 
276.7 

290.2 
262.2 

298.9 
290.5 

307.8 
297.1 

15.8% 
lQ.6% 

1.9% 
-2.7% 

Non-Defense Discretionary: 
Priorities 

BA ..... " ..... " .. 93.5 
OL... ..... "."... 89.0 

96.2 
93.0 

98.9 
98.7 

101.7 
100.2 

104.5 
102.6 

107.5 
105.5 

14.9% 
18.6% 

0.4% 
3.7% 

Other NOD 
BA"....""..,," 
OL.. .............. 

149.4 
193.1 

161.6 
194.9 

170.3 
200.0 

177.5 
204.2 

184.3 
208.7 

191.3 
214.8 

28.0% 
11.2% 

11.9% 
.-2.8% 

Total Non-Defense Discretionary 
SA..•••.••••..•.•• 242.9 
OL................ 282.0 

257.8 
288.0 

269.2 
298.7 

279.2 
304.4 

288.9 
311.3 

298.8 
320.3 

23.0% 
13.6% 

7.5% 
..0.8% 

Total Discretionary 
SA."""..... " .. 
OL............. 

508.8 
550.7 

531.4 
553.4 

551.0 
575.4 

569.4 
586.6 

587.7 
601.8 

606.61 
617.4 

19.2% 
12.1% 

45%1 
-1.7% 

1 




Comparison of Altematlve Dlscrelionary Levels 
(dollars in billions) 

03-Aj:lr--91 
02:38PM 

FY 1997 Compared """"" 
to FY 2002 

Nominal Real 
EYJ9J1i Ei~19l!l! EY_.t9~9a E.Y_211110 EY:.tO_o~t E.Y..20Jl2 Change Change 

FY 1998 Budget 

Defense D[scretionary: 
FUnction 051 


BA~~._............ 250.9 251.6 267.2 263.5 270.3 276.4 11.0% -2.4% 

OL.............. 255.2 248.4 250.1 255.9 256.9 262.3 2.8% -9.6% 


Function 0531054 

BA................ 12.1 14.4 12.7 12.0 11.7 11.3 -5.8% -16.0% 

OL................ 12.7 11.7 12.0 11.8 11.6 11.6 -8.6% -19.8% 


Total Defense 
SA................ 263.1 266.0 269.8 275.5 262.0 289.8 10.1%, -3.1% 

OL................ 268.0 260.1 262.1 267.7 268.6 273.9 2.2% -10.1% 


Non-Defense Discretionary: 
Priorities 


SA................ 93.5 101.0 103.0 102.8 104.5 106.21 13.6% :O.8'A> 1 

OL................ 89.0 94.4 .101.5 103.5 104.4 105.2 18.3% 3.4% 


OtherNDD 
BA............... . 149.2 163.5 162.6 164.2 163.0 154.61 10.3% .3.6%1 ,Ie 
OL.. ........... .. 193.1 193.0 193.9 192.6 188.1 166.1 -2.6% -14.9% -",1' 

Total Non-Oefen •• Discretionary
SA................ 242.7 254.5 265.6 267.0 267.4 ~ 11.6% -2.5%. 

OL............... 282.1 287.3 295.4 296.2 292.5 ~ 4.0% -9,1% 


Total Discretionary </3
BA.............. .. 505.8 530.5 535.4 542.5 549.4 560.61 10.8% -2.8%1 

OL.............. .. 550.0 547.5 557.5 563.9 561.0 567.2 3.1% -9.6% 


\ \ ' I....\1-'- . .:...----
'V~ r1' 
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Comparison of Alternative Discretionary Levels 
(dollars in billions) 

03-Apr-97 
02:36 PM 

o.msvc 
FY 1997 Compared 

to FY 2002 
Nominal Real 

EYJ9M ~t998 EY_1.999 E'L2_0.QQ EY..2001 FY 20_Q2 Change CJJange 

President's Budget with Potential Reductions: 
D_eJeJlse 
BA. ................... 263.1 266.0 269.8 275.5 282.0 289.8 10.1% -3.1% 
OL. ................... 268.0 260.1 262.1 267.7 268.6 273.9 2.2% -10.1% 
Non-Oellmse 
BA. ................... 242.7 254.8 259.4 260.1 259.0 262.1 8.0% -5.6% 
OL. ................... 282.1 283.6 289.4 288.9 284.8 285.1 1.1% -11.7% 
TotaLDjs_CLetionary 
BA. ................... 505.8 520.8 529.2 535.6 541.0 551.91 9.1% -43%1 
OL. ................... 550.0 543.7 551.5 556.6 553.3 559.0 1.6% -10.9% . 

President's Budget with Trigger: 
Defens~ 
BA .................... 263.1 266.0 269.8 275.5 270.6 278.0 5.7% -7.0% 
OL. ................... 268.0 260.1 262.1 267.7 261.2 284.0 -1.5% -13.3% 
l'I.orcD.elenSJ3! 
BA. ................... 242.7 284.5 265.6 267.0 256.6 ~ 7.1% -6.4% #" 
OL. ................... 282.1 287.3 295.4 296.2 286.2 .4 0.4% -12.2% 
IQial.DlsC(eJilmsry 
BA. ................... 505.8 530.5 535.4 542.5 527.2 537.91 6.3% -6.8% 
OL. ................... 550.0 547.5 557.5 563.9 547.4 547.3 -0.5% -12.8% 

Coalition: 
DefenS.-e 
BA .................... 265.8 269.0 271.5 275.5 282:0 289.8 9.0% -4.1% 
OL. ................... 268.7 261.5 263.8 269.2 269.4 274.4 2.1% -10.2% 
~on-QeleDs_e 

BA .................... 242.9 241.6 246.6 248.4 248.6 255.1 5.0% -8.2% 
OL. ................... 282.0 275.0 276.8 276.2 275.8 277.9 -1.5% -13.9% 
J otaLDls.cretionaIY 
BA. ................... 508.8 510.6 518.1 523.9 530.6 544.91 7.1% -6.1% 
OL. ................... 550.7 536.5 540.6 545.4 545.2 552.3 0.3% -12.1% 
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Comparison of Alternative Discretionary Levels 

(dollars in billions) 
G3-Apr-91 
02:36 PM 

"'''''''' FY 1997 Compared 
to FY 2002 

Nominal Real 
EY.iI!l!1 FY 1998 E'L19.9.9 fY2o.Qo EY.2OM EY.2QQ2 ChangE> C.bange 

CBO Freeze: 
Qeren.J> 
SA......... , ... ,., ... 265.6 265,8 265,8 265.8 265,8 265.6 0..0% ·12.0% 

OL.............. , ..... 267,5 264.0. 263.6 266.1 260,3 263.2 -1.6% -13.5% 

No~ 
SA.................... 244,3 245.9 246,0 246.0. 246.0 246.0 0.7% -12.0% 

OL" ............. , .... 281,0 280.8 278.1 276,3 274,2 272,9 -2.9% -15.1% 

Iotal Discretionary 

BA .. , .... " .... , .... , 510,1 511.8 511.8 511,9 511,9 511,91 0.3% -12,0%1 

OL", ..... ,"', .. ," 548.5 544,7 541,7 542.4 534,5 536.1 -2,3% -14.3%. ' 


FY 1997 Budget Resolution: 
Qeferu!ll 
BA .. , .... """,, .. 266.4 269,0 271.5 274,0 276,7 279,5 4,9% -7.7% 

OL".............. , .. 265.0 263.9 267.0 270,7 269,7 269.6 1,8% ·10.5% 

Non-De(en$e 

SA..... " ............ 231.0. 224.7 219,8 224,6 214.4 221,1 -4.3% -16,3% 

OL.",..,.. " .. " .. ,.. 273.6 263.1 256.4 254.6 246.5 244.6 -10..6% ·21,9% 

I2ml OiscretiQlliIY 

SA"...... , ......... 497.4 493,7 491.3 498.6 491,1 500.61 0.7% ,11,8%1 

OL..... , ..... ".,,'" 538,6 527.0 525,5 525.3 516,2 514.2 -4.5% -16.3% 


Outlay Freeze: 
Defern\l;l 
BA ............... , ..,' 265,8 272.4 267.4 274.8 275,6 275.0 3.5% -9,0% 
OL.." "" ... "" ,.. " 268,7 268,8 268.6 268.4 269,1 269.2 0.2% -11.8% 
Non:De(ense 
BA,,,, .. ,, "" '" "'" 242.9 249,0 244,3· 251.1 251,8 251,3 3.5% -9,6% 

OL, '''''' " .. "'"." 282,0 281.9 264,1 282.4 281.6 281,5 -0..2% ·12,8% 

cota1.QiJiGOOi9oary 


508,8 521.4 511,7 . 525,9 527.4 3.5%SA".""", ''','''" 526.41 .9.3%1 

OL, " .."""",,.,," 550,7 550,7 550.,7 550.,7 550,7 550,7 0,0% -12,3% 
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FY 1993 Current Services VS. Actual Spending 03-Apr·g7 

(dollars in billions) 11;(15 AM 

BR.a:ELR 

G;\9SOEAl\93_91SU2"Wk4 

FY 1993 Compared 
To FY 1997 

Nominal Real 
FY t99~~ t:n994 F~Y_1~99~5 I'L19~9~6 FY~lJt9Z change Change 

OMB Current Services - FY 1994 BUdget: 
Defense .~~ ..........~ ..........................~~~.~.... BA 274.3 288.2 296~6 304.7 3ao 14~1'10 4~O% 

OL 292.1 289~9 294.1 300.0 30S.8 5.0% -4~3'10 

Non-Defense ~~.~~.~ ......................... ~ .. ~~ ... 	 BA 241.9 249.9 258.1 272.6 281.2 16.2% 5.6% 
OL 256.2 264.6 274.1 280.2 287.4 12~2'10 1.9% 

TotaL.~~ .. ~ .. ~ .. ~~ ... ~ ............ ~ .........~ ..... ~ .. ~ 	 SA 516.2 538~1 554.7 577.3 594~2 15.1% 4.5% 
OL 648~3 554.5 568~2 580.2 594.2 8.4% -1,6% 

NOTE: Defense at current services. First Clinton Budget actually used policy adjusted current services for Defense. 

Actual Spending: 
Defense .......................... ~ ..... ~ .......... ~.... SA 276.1 262.2 267.8 265.0 261.0 ~5~5'10 -14.6% 

OL 292.4 282.2 273.5 266.0 266.4 -8.9% -17.7% 

Non-Defense .~ .. ~ .... ~~~ ............................ 	 SA 245.6 249.8 237.1 237.4 242.7 -1.2% -10.8% 
OL 250.0 263.4 272.1 268,4 282.1 12.6% 1.8% 

-~ 

Total ................................................... 	 SA 521.7 512.1 504.9 502.5 503.7 -3.5% -12.9% 
OL 642.5 545.6 545.7 534.4 548.5 1.1% -8.8% 

Actual Spending les. Current Services: 
Defense ........................ " ...................... BA 1.8 -25.9 -28.7 -39.7 -52.1 

OL. 0.3 -7.7 -20.6 -34.1 -40.4 

Non-Defense ..""" ..... " .... ".".""." .. " .. ,, 	 SA 3.7 -0.1 -21.0 -35.2 -38.5 

OL -0.2 -1.2 -2.0 -11.7 -5.3 


SA 5.5 -26.0 -49.8 -74.8 -90.5 

Total.. "" .." .. " " ........................ " ...... ,," OL -5.8 -8.9 -22.5 -45.8 -45.7 




WELFARE SAVINGS OPTIONS 
OMB Estimates 
(Fiscal years. dollars in billions) 

1998-2002 


BASE PACKAGE 
Benefits for Immigrants 
Food Stamp Restorations 
Welfare to Wo", 

IMMIGRANTS 

TIGHTEN DISABILITY EXEMPTIONS 
In SSI and Medicaid, deem for new immigrants who become disabled, -2,8 
In Medicaid, deem for new Immigrants who become disabled, In SSI, -3,3 

deem for new immigrants and new applicants who are 
currently in the country who apply for benefits after age 65, 

In Medicaid, deem for new immigrants, In SSI, deem for everyone not -3,6 
currently receiving benefits. 

In Medicaid, deem for new immigrants, In S5!, deem for alllmmlgrants -5.5 
not already receiving disability benefits. 

No SSI exemption for the disabled, -8,9 
No SSI or Medicaid exemption for the dISabled, -13,6 

DELAY BENEFIT BANS 
2 year delay for SSI, Medicaid and Food Stamp recipients -8,0 

- 2 year delay for disabled SSI, Medicaid and Food Stamp recipients -9,0 
~ Propose no changt; to current law bans. -14,6 

!,OOOSTAMPS 
Delay relndexing of standard and vehicle deductions -0,4 

Maintain cap on excess shelter deduction -0,6 
Terminate 18-50's benefits after 6 months (no work slot required) -0,8 ' 

Propose no change to current law 18~50s time limit. -2.2 
Propose no changes to cunrentlaw, -3,1 

ALL ESTIMATES ARE PRELIMINARY AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE MEDICAID 
ESTIMATES HAVE NOT BEEN SCORED BY THE HCFA ACTUARIES, 



Cj 
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WELFARE SAVINGS Ol'TIONS 

ADMINISTRATION'S FY98 BUDGET PROPOSAL 

Benefit~ for Immigrants. The President's proposal would exempt immigrant children and 
immigrants who become disabled after entT)' from SS) and Medicaid bans and deeming 
restrictions, The proposal would also extend the SS( and Medicaid exemption for refugees: and 
asylees from 5 ycars to 7 years after entry, Cost: $14,6 billion, ' 

Food Stamp Restorations. The President's proposal changes the "3 in 36" month benefit time 
limit on able-bodied recipients aged 18-50 (which would affe<:1635,OOO recipients) in four ways: 
I) changes lhe time limit to 6 months in 12; 2) provides $280 million for States to create work 
slots; 3) imposes sanctions on those who refuse to work; and, 4) provides States with more 
authority to provide FS benefits as wages. In addition, the proposal would reindex the Standard 
Deduction and the Vehicle Asset Umit, both frozen in the welfare bilL The proposal would 
accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and eliminate the cap (In the 
deduction in FY02 allowing low income families (8JYlIu with children) with high housing costs to 
deduct the full cost of housing expenses, Cost: $3,1 billion, 

Welfare to Work, The President proposes a $3 billion Welfare to Work Challenge Fund and an 
enhanced and expanded Work Opportunity Tax Credit Cost: $j,6 billion, 

IMMIGRANTS SAVINGS OPTIONS 

Tighten Disability Exemptions. The following options would reduce the cost of the legal 
immigrants exemption by deeming the income of the sponsors of immigrants to the immigrant~ 
by Jimiting the immigrant populations eligible the exemptions, or by limiting the typc ofbenefits 
restored under the exemption. 

• 	 In SSI and Medicaid, deem for new Immigrants who become disabled. This alters the 
Administration proposal by assigning (Le., "deem").lhc income of sponsors of new 
immigrants to the immigrant for the purpose ofdetermining income eligibility. New 
immigrants are defined as those who enter the country in the future, Under last yearls 
legislation, new immigrants will generally be required to have their sponsor sign a new 
legally binding affadavit of support. Consequently. thes.e immigrants could be more able 
to tum to their spons.or for support if they become disabled. For S81, most of the cost ot" 
the Administration's proposal are from immigrants already in the U.S. so this option has. 
limited impact on SSI costs, For Medicaid. only approximately half of the costs of the 
proposal are from immigrants already in the country so this alternative has more 
significant impact on Medicaid costs. The policy on children and refugees would be 
unchanged, Savings: $2,8 billion, 

http:spons.or


• 	 In Medicaid, deem for new immigrants who become disabled. In SSt, deem for De',,' 
immigrants and for new applicants who arc currently in the country who upply for 
benefits after age 65. This alters the Administration proposal by deeming the income of 
sponsors ofall new immigrants, as tn the above option, and new applicants for benefits 
who apply after age 65. Unlike immigrants who bc"Caffic disabled before age 65, the 
sponsors ofelderly immigrants could be expected to support immigrants when they reach 
retirement age regardless of the immigrant's disability status, This option would not 
impose deeming on any immigrants currently receivjn~ SSI, By 2002, the 
Administration's proposal would retain SSI for approximately 350.000 immigrants 
whereas this option would retain SSI for roughly 275.000 immigrants. The policy on 
children and refugees would be unchanged. Savings: $3.3 billion. 

• 	 In Medicaid; deem for new immigrants. In SSI, deem for everyone not currently , 
receiving benefits. This option would limit the full SS( disability exemption to those 
already receiving benefits, including elderly immigrJIlts currently receiving benefits on 
the basis of age. New SSI applicants would be deemed, regardless oflheir age. By 2002, 
this option would retain SSI for roughly 250,000 immigrants. The policy for children nnd 
refugees would be unchanged, Savings: $3.6 bilHon. 

•• 	 )n Medicaid, deem for new immigrants. [n SSI, deem for all immigrants not already 
re<::civing disability benefits. In SSf only immigrants currently receiving disabiHty 
benefits would be grandfathered. Elderly recipients who reapply for benefits on the basis 
ofdisability would be subject to deeming for 5S1 but would retain access to Medicaid. 
The policy on children and refugees would be unchanged, Savings: $$,5 billion. 

• 	 No SSl exemption for the disabled. This proposal would continue to provide access to 
Medicaid as provided in Administration's proposaL However, it would not provide cash 
benefits to disabled immigrants, (Option also provides continued Medicaid to some 
elderly recipients currently receiving Medicaid who are not included in Administration '5 

proposal). The policy on children and refugees would be unchanged. Savings: $8.9 
billion. 

• 	 No SSl Qr Medicaid restoration for disabled immigrants. This proposal would not 
provide cash or.Medicaid benefits to disabled immigrants. The policy on children and 
refugees would be unchanged. Savings: $13.6 billion. 

Delay Benefit Bans. An alternative to tightening the exemptions would be to delay the SSI. 
Medicaid and Food Stamp immigrant bans, \l;rule a delay would be easier to implement, 
advocacy groups are very opposed to this option, 

• 	 Two year delay for aU current recipients of SSI, Medicaid and Food Stamps. This 
proposal would replace Administration proposal for disabled with a two year delay on 
benefit restrictions for an current recipients for SSI, Medicaid and Food Stamps, This 
option would provide short term assistance for an current recipients but no long-term 
protection for disabled immigrants. The policy on children and refugees would be 



unchanged. Savings; $8 billion, 

• 	 Two ycar delay for .11 current disabled recipients of 8S[, Medicaid and Food 
Stamps. Replace Administration proposal for disabled with a two year delay on benefit 
restrictions only for current disabled recipients for SSI~ Medicaid and Food Stamps. This 
option wou!d provide short term assistance for all current recipients but no long-term 
protection for disabled immigrants. Policy on children and refugees would be· 
unchanged. Savings: $9 billion. 

• 	 Maintain current law - no SSI or Medicaid restorations. This proposal would not 
restore cash or Medicaid benefits to disabled immigrants. children or refugees. Savings: 
$14.6 billion. 

FOOD STAMP SAVINGS OPTIOr;S 

• 	 Delay reindexing of Standard & Vehicle Deductions This option would delay 
reiudexing of Standard & Vehicle Deductions: until FY2001 Cnd{:f current law the 
st~U1d(trd deduction will erode by 18% by FY02, Since the proposal would only rcindcx it 
in FY02, little impact would be feit by eliminating this improvement. We do not have 
estimates of the impact ofthe vehicle asset limit at this time; however the changes would 
largely benefit the rural and working poor. Savings $0.4 billion. 

• 	 Maintain Cap on Excess Shelter Deduction This option v.'OuJd maintain a cap on the 
excess shelter deduction and not reindex it until FY200) (beyond the budget window). 
The current law scheduled increases in FY99 and 01 would still occur. Savings: $0.6 
billion. 

• 	 Reduce Costs of 18 to 50s Provision This option would terminate benefits to all 
chUdless recipients between the ages of I8l0 50 after six months (in any 12) unless they 
are working. States would not be required to offer individuals a work slot. In FY98. 
approximately 200,000 ·300,000 individuals would not be offered a work opportunity and 
would therefore lose their food stamp eligibility. Savings: SO.8 billion. 

• 	 Mainta~n welfare law's 18-50s provision. Do not propose changes to moderate the ") 
in 36" month time Jimit on able bodied food stamp recipients between the ages of 1 g to 
50. Under current law, a monthly average ofapproximately 635,000 food stamp 
recipients would lose their eligibility in FY98 because they cannot find work. Savings:: 
$2.2 billion. 

• 	 Propose no change to current Jaw. Maintain the welfare biWs 18-505 time limit, 
maintain the cap on the excess shelter deduction. and freeze the standard and vehicle 
deductions, Savings: $3.1 billion. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMeNT AND BUDGET 

WASHlNGTON. D,C, 20500 

March 25, 1997 

Memorandum For: 	 Jack Lew 
Bruce Reed 
Gene Sperling 

From: KcnApfel ~ 

Subject: Congressional Briefing On Welfare Proposals 


Attached, please find materials for the March 26, 2:00 pm Congressional briefing on the 
welfare proposals in the FY98 Bodget. 

Tab I Handout -- Overview of Welfare Budget Proposals 

·T.b2 Background Infonnation on Welfare to Work proposals. 

Tab 3 Background (nformation on Immigrants proposals. 

T.b4 Background Information on Food Stamps "18,50's" proposal. 
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Welfare to Work and Changes to Immigrants and Food Stamps Proposals 
In the FY 98 Budget 

(Outlays in Billions) 

W~lfar.!>J!LWod<_ 19.9.8 j.ll.99 2000 200.1 2002 5 Year 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.4 0.0 3.0 
The Jobs Challenge is designed to help States and cities move a million of the hardest-ta-employ 
welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000. II provides $3 billion in mandatory funding for job 
placement and job creation. States and cities can use these funds to provide subSidies and other 
Incentives to pnvate business. The Federal Government also will encourage States and cities to use 
voucher-like arrangemenls to empower individuals with the tools and choices to help them gel & keep 
jobs. 

Enhance WOTC for Welfare ReCipients. 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 
For employers, the budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare 
recipients. The budget would create a much-enhanced credit that focuses on those who most need help 
- long-term welfare reCipients. The new credit would let employers claim a 50% credit on the first 
$10,000 a year of wages for up to two years, for workers they hire who were long-term welfare 
reCipients. 

Extend WOTC for 18-50's. 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3 . 
The budget also expands the existing WOTC tax credit by including able-bodied childless adults who, 
under the Administration's Food Stamp proposal, would face a more rigorous work requirement in order 
to continue receiving Food Stamps. 

Subtotal, Welfare to Work' 0.7 1.1 1.2 0.5 0.1 3.6 
'Totals may not add due to rounding. 



ll)9.B 19.9.9 20ll.0 200J 2002 1996·2002 
Bos.io",.B.ll.nllfilll.forJmmigranl$ 

Benefrts for Disabled Immigrants. 
SSI Costs 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.B 2.0 8.9 

Medicaid CostsQ.6 0.8 0.9 .1.1 .1.3 4.1. 
Total 2.2 2.4 2.9 2.9 3.3 13.7 

The Administration's budget would reslore SSI benefits for 310,000 legal immigrants who become 
disabled after their enlly into the U.S., in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide for their own 
support through work. Of those 310,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately 190,000 would have 
Medicaid coverage restored. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules from these safety net 
programs is unfair and shortsighted. . 

Benefits for Immigrant Children. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 
The welfare reform law denies SSI and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who become 
seriously ill, or have an accident and become disabled, and whose families fall on hard times. Under 
the Administration's proposal, legal immigrant children would continue to be eligible for SSI and 
Medicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect SSI and Medicaid eligibility for about 8,000 disabled 
immigrant children, and ensure medical care for about another 30,000 non·disabled children. 

Extention for Refugees and Asylees. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6 
The welfare bill exempted refugees and asylees from the benefit restrictions for their first five years in the 
country. The budget would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years to provide 
a more appropriate time for refugees and asylees to become citizens. It would protect eligibility for 
about 17,000 refugees and asylees in FY 1998. 

Subtotal, Benefils for Immigranls 2.3 2.6 3.1 3.1 3.5 14.6 



:1998 .1.9.9Jl 20.0.0 20.0.1. 2002 1998 - 2002 
J;/lQd.S.latnp9 

18-50's Work Requirement. 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 2.2 
The Administration's proposal reconfigures the "3 in 36" time limit in the welfare statute in 4 key ways: 
(1) It changes the time limit to 6 months in 12; \2) Provides additional funds of $280 million total in FYs 
97-02 to enable States 10 create work for peop e willing to work; (3) Imposes tough sanctions while 
protecting those who are willing to work; and (4) Provides States with more authority to provide Food 
Stamps as wages. 

Shelter Deduction. 0.1 . 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.6 

The Administration's proposal would accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and 
would eventually eliminate the cap on the deduction in FY02, allowing low-income families with high 
housing costs to deduct the full cost of their housing expenses when calculating their net income. 80% 
of the benefit of this proposal is to households with children. . 

Reinde. the Standard Deduction. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0,0 0.1 0.1 

The standard deduction is a general deduction given to all households. The welfare bill froze it. no 
longer allowing it to index. The Administration's proposal would reindex it to ensure that benefits keep 
pace with inflation. ' 

Vehicle Asset limit. 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 

The welfare bill froze the Food Stamps vehicle asset limit (the maximum value of a car a household may 
own) which had previously been indexed. The Administration's proposal would increase and reindex the 
Vehicle Asset Limit, which has virtually been at the same level since 1977 evert though the CPI for used 
cars has risen 125%. 

Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.8 0.6 O.S 0.4 0.8 3.1 

Me.dical_COJlIIJagdor.).oW.=LnJ<l1J11e_Pisilllled.Chitdren 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0,1 0.1 0,3 

The Administration's budget would allow disabled children who lose their SSI eligibility due to changes in 
the definition of childhood disability to retain their Medicaid health coverage. 
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Talking Points 

Benefits to Immigrants 


• 	 Restoring benefits for vulnerable legal immigrants is a major Administration priQrity. 
The Budget includes $14.6 billion 10 correct Ihe problems in the Welfare Refonn bill, 
over 80% of the funds in this area. 

• 	 We will press this issue in the budget negotiations with Congress. We have received 
mixed messages from Congress to date, Indications ofCongressional interes.t in a block 
grant to states shows that the issue is alive, However. a bIock grant is not the solution 
and is not something we support. What is need is to restore access to SSI and Medicaid 
for disabled jmmigrnnts and immigran,t children and extend the length of time refugees 
have access to these programs. 

.. 	 \Ve have already shown tbat in negotiations with Congress we can make progress in tbls 
area. As you know, in the Immigration bilt the Administration achieved a six month 
grace period for currenfFood Stamp recipients from immigrant bans enacted in Welfare 
Refonn. 

• 	 Your support for our proposal is crucial. We will continue to press on this issue but it is 
important that you help educate the public about the issue and our proposaL 

Background - Welfare Reform: 

• 	 banned from SSI most legal immigrants currently rec'eiving benefits as well as future 
applicants, affecting approximalely 430,000 immigrants. The Administration's budget 
would continue SSI for legal immigrants who become disabled after Ihey enler Ihe 
country. This would mainlain eligibility for 320,000 immigrants. 

• 	 banned from Medicaid immigrants entering after the date ofenactment for their first five 
years in the country and after the ban would deem sponsor's income to the immigrant In 
addition, many immigrants currently in the country will lose access to Medicaid when 
they lose SS!. The Administration's budgel would continue Medicaid for legal 
immigrants who become disabled after they enter the country and legal immigrant 
children iftheir family is impoverished, 

• 	 denied Food Stamps to most legal immig~ts currently receiving benefits as well as 
future applicants. affecting approximately a minion immigrants. Last year's Omnibus 

·Consolidated Recessions and Appropriations Act delayed the han from January I 10 April 
1 to give immigrants in the process of naturalizing time to complete that process prior to 
having their benefits eliminated. Recognizing the effort that many are making to become 
citizens, the budgel would extend the delay 10 the end ofFY 1997. 



<II exempted refugees and asylees from the benefit restrictions for their firSt five year in the 
country. The budget would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 
years. The 5 year exemption in the bill does not provide enough time for refugees and 
asylees to become citizens. > 



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY 


~'We must join logether 1o do something else, too, something both Republican and Democratic 
Governors have asked us to do: to restore basic health and disability benefits when misfortune 
strikes immigrants who came to this country iegall}', who work hard, pay taxes and obey the law. 
To do otherwise is simply unworthy ofa great nation a/immigrants. " 

-President Clinton, 1997 State of the Union. 

Restoring fair treatment for legal immigrants is a key part of the President's agenda this year. 

The President's budget proposal makes good On his promise to correct the welfare law's harsh 
provisions on legal immigrants -- provisions that burden State and local goverrunents, and that 
punish children and legal immigrants with severe disabilities .. The welfare law denles most legal 
immigrants access to fundamenta1 safety net programs unless they become citizens ~- even 
though they are in the U.S. legally. are responsible members ofour communities, and in many 
cases have worked and paid taxes. These provisions have nothing to do with the real goal of' 
welfare refonn, which is to move people from welfare to work. 

• 	 The President's budget proposes to restore Medicaid and Supplementai Security Income 
(8S1) to legal immigrant children and to leg.1 immigrants who be<ome disabled after they 
entered the country. This country should protect legal immigrants and their families~
peopJe admitted as pennanent members of the American community -- when they suffer 
accidents or illnesses that p~event them from earning a living. Similarly, the country 
should provide Medicaid to legal immigrant children jftheir famiHes are impoverished, 

• 	 The President proposes to extend the 5S) and Medicaid eligibility period for refugees and 
asylees from 5 to 7 years, to give that vulnerable group addhional time to naturalize. 

• 	 Finally, the budget proposes to delay the ban on Food Stamps for legal immigrants from 
April to September 1997 to provide time for immigrants who are in the process of 
naturalizing to complete the process. 

The President's proposal would reinstate SSI eligihility for approximately 32Q,OOO severely 
disabled legal immigrants. Ofmese 320,000 immigrants, tbe budget restores Medicaid coverage 
to 195,000 disabled legal immigrants. In addition, the proposal restores Medicaid coverage to 
about 30,000 non-disabled legal immigrant children. The cost of these immigrant proposals is 
$14.6 billion over 5 years -- $9.7 billion in S8! costs, and $4.9 billion in Madicaid costs. 

In JanuaIy~ the National Governors' Association agreed that the legal immigrant provisions of 
the welfare law wiIJ cause a considerable cost shift to some states and expressed concerns about 
the effect of the 1aw on aged and disabled legal immigrants. Providing state~funded benefits to 
this needy population will divert resources from job training and child care - which are critical 
to movi~g people from welfare to work. The NGA passed a resolution asking Congress and the 
President to work together to find a equitable solution for st~tes and vulnerable legal immigrants 
without reopening the welfare reform debate. The President's proposa1 would do just that. 



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRA."ITS FAIRLY: 
RESTORING BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES 

The President's budget would restore 88] benefits for 320,000 legal immigrant adults who 
become disabled after their entry into the U.S., in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide 
for their own support through work. Of those 320,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately 
195,000 adult> will have Medicaid coverage restored. 

Denying SS] eligibility to aged and disabled legal immigrant> has nothing to do with welfare 
reform. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules and entered the country according to 
our laws from programs available to all other taxpayers is unfair and shortsighted. 

. • 	 Approximately 900,000 SS[ recipients are now receiving notices that they are at risk of 
losing their benefits, unless than can show that they are citizens or are in one ofa narrow 
group of exceptions. Under current law, over 400.000 legal immigrants will lose their SSI 
benefits in August and September of this year. 

• 	 Disabled legal immigrants who have sponsors can turn to them fot assistance, but many 

sponsors can't afford the extra costs associated with a disability. In addition, an 

estimated 44% of legal immigrants, such as refugees, never had sponsors in the first, 

place. Others had sponsors who have died or ceased to support them. 


• 	 Many disabled legal immigrants are elderly and reside in nursing homes or assjsted living 
facilities. Without SSI cash assistance, they may face eviction from assisted living 
arrangements. About 39,000 legal immigrants are in nursing homes and a large number 
have difficulties with the activities of claiJy living. 

• 	 Nearly 70% ofiegai immigrants on SSI are over age 65; nearly 3Wla are over 75 years of 
age. 

• 	 Without SSI payments, state and local governments and private charities will become the 
prime source ofassistance to legal immigrants with severe disabilities. 

• 	 In addition, under current state Medicaid plans. it appears that some states may have no 

provision to continue Medicaid coverage for legal immigrants who lose their SSl. In 

some states, disabled recipients who lose their SSI may also be without any help for 

medicai expenses. 




TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY: 

EXTENDING ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEES 


• 	 As a nation ofimmigrants, this country has a long~standing policy ofweIcorning to thIS 
country refugees and asylees who are fleeing persecution in their home country. and 
helping them resettle in their new home. 

• 	 Under the welfare law, refugees and asylees are exempt from SSI and Medicaid eligibility 
restrictions for the first 5 years that they are in the U.S. However, after 5 years, needy 
refugees and asylees would be denied SSt benefits) and Medicaid coverage is a state 
option rather than guaranteed. 

• 	 The President's proposal would extend from 5 to 7 years the period ofSSI and Medicaid 
eligibility for refugees and asylees. This extension would alleviate current hardships 
while providing elderly refugees an extra 2 years to Itfam English well enough to 
naturalize. This policy would cost about $100 million over 5 years, and protect eligibility 
for about 17,000 refugees and .sylees in FY 1998. 

,. 	 Few refugees arrive with any financial assets that can be used for se1f~support. In 
addition, refugees do not have sponsors. 

• 	 Refugees and asylees need a longer eligibility period for assistance than other legal 
immigrants because of the circumstances that bring them to this country in the first place. 
Refugees and asylees come to the U.S. with a history of persecution in their country of 
origin. These individuals frequently experience greater difficulties putting their lives 
together and becoming self-supporting than other legal immigrants. About one-half of 
refugees speak little or no English when they arrive here; only about one-tenth speak 
English fluently. 

• 	 Elderly refugees are a particularly vulnerable group. SSA data indicate that of the 
estimated 58,000 elderly refugees who willIG•• their SSI eligibility in August/September 
1997,24,000 are aged 75 or older. ,An estimated two-thirds (38,000) of the 58,000 are 
severely disabled. 

• 	 Generally, refugees and asylees may.apply for citizenship after residing in the United 
States for 5 years. However, the naturalization process can take up to a year. or more. 
Therefore. individua1s who entered the U.S. as refugees or asylees will lose their SSI 
and potentiatly their Medicaid -- before completing the application process for 
citizenship, even if they apply for citizenShip as soon as they meet the 5 year residency 
requirement. Also, many elderly refugees are not able to acquire sufficient English 
language skills in this period oftime to pass the citizenship test. 

• 	 In refugee communities, the pending Joss of SS] and Medicaid and the inability to 
become naturalized citizens is a major concern. Elderly refugees are understandably 
terrified that they will be left destitute and homeless. 



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY: 

PROTECTION FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANT CIDLDREN 


The President proposes to restore SSI and Medicaid for legal immigrant children. 

• 	 The welfare reform law denies SSI and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who 
become seriously ill, or have an accident and become disabled. and whose families faU on 
hard times, It also denies preventive services under Medicaid to legal immigrant children, 
likely leading to mOre costly health problems in the future. This policy threatens the health 
and well-being ofa very vulnerable population ~- legal immigrant childr~n of low·income 
parents who need medical services or cash assistance (if disabled), and cannot work their 
way Qut of need. We all lose ifwe deny future citizens the care and support that all children 
need. 

• 	 Under the President's proposal, lega! immigrant children would continue to be eligible for 
SSJ and Medicaid. In FY 199&, this proposal would protect SS( and Medicaid eligibility for 
about 8,000 disabled legal immigrant chUdren, and ensure medical care for about another 
30,000 non-disabled children. Existing program income eligibility rules are not affected~ 
only legal immigrant children who are members of tow~income famities would be eligible 
for the restored SS! and Medicaid. 

• 	 The President's proposal does not undermine or I'reopen" welfare reform. The welfare 
reform provisions denying assistance to legal immigrant children have nothing to do with 
the central goal of welfare refonn: moving people from welfare to work. Instead, the 
PresidenCs proposal protects. access to health care for vulnerable low~income children who 
are permanent members of this nation's communities, cannot work. and do not have any 
other means. of health care. It also protects cash assistance for low-income immigrant 
children with severe disabilities. 

• 	 It is important to note that JegaJ immigrant children cannot become naturalized citizens 
unless both parents are citizens, or the surviving or custodial parent is a citizen. 
Therefore, unlike adult legal immigrants I children immigrants do not have an independent 
avenue to naturalization. For example, orphaned immigrant children must be adopted by 
a U.S. citizen in order to be classified as a citizen. 

• 	 The 5SI and Medicaid costs associated with these irrunigrant children are about $400 
million over 5 years. This policy wiI) ensure that low-income immigrant families with 
,severely disabled immigrant children continue to bave a s.afety net of SSI and Medicaid. 
It also guarantees that non..<fisabled legal immigrant children are protected by the 
Medicajd benefit package, which provides on~going assistance for children suffering from 
chronic asthma, screening for developmental disabHities, and weU·child and preventive 
care to prevent the need for intensive and costly care in tbe future. 
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Welfare to Work and Changes to Immigrants and Food Stamps Proposals 

In the FY 98 Budget 


(Outlays in Billions) 

WttlfareJo.Work. 1998 .1.9,,9 2090 200j 2002 5 Year 

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.6 1.0 1.0 0.4 0,0 3,0 
The Jobs Challenge is designed to help States and cities move a million of the hardest-to-employ 
we~are recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000, It provides $3 billion in mandatory funding for job 
placement and job creation, States and cities can use these funds to provide subsidies and other 
incentives to private business, The Federal Govemment also will encourage States and cities to use 
voucher·like arrangements to empower individuals with the tools and choices to help them get & keep 
jobs. 

Enhance WOTC for Welfare Recipients. 0,0 0.1 0.1 0,1 0.0 0,3 
For employers, the budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare 
recipients. The budget would create a much-enhanced credit that focuses on those who most need help 
- long-term welfare recipients. The new credit would let employers claim a 50% credit on the first 
$10,000 a year of wages for up to two years, for workers they hire who were long-term welfare 
recipients. 

Extend WOTe for 18-50's, 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0,3 . , 

The budget also expands the existing WOTC tax credit by including able-bodied childless adults who, 
under the Administration's Food Stamp proposal, would face a more rigorous work requirement in order 
to continue receiving Food Stamps. 

Subtotal, Welfare to Work' 0,7 1.1 1,2 0,5 0.1 3,6 
'Totals may not add due to rounding. 



19.98 j_@_9 2000 2ltOJ 2002 1998 - 2002 
gest'Ul!.eelJ.efitsJor_lmmigrants 

Benefits for Disabled Immigrants. 
551 Costs 1.6 1.7 1.9 1.8 2.0 8.9 

Medicaid Costs O~6 Q.S 0,9. II .1..3 ~ ..7. 
Total 2.2 2.4 2.9 2.9 3.3 13.7 

The Administration's budget would restore 551 benefits for 310,000 legal immigrants who become ?I.k; 
disabled afler their entry into the U.5., in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide for their own wei""" 

VQ ;",,-.1:(.\..support through work. Of those 310,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately 190,000 would have 
B,/~lMedicaid coverage restored. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules from these safety net 


programs is unfair and shortsighted. J.;f>.'"" 


Benefits for Immigrant Children. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4 
The welfare reform law denies 581 and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who become 
seriously ill, or have an accident and become disabled, and whose families fall on hard times. Under 
the Administration's proposal, legal immigrant children would continue to be eligible for 551 and 
Medicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect 8S1 and Medicaid eligibility for about 8,000 disabled 
immigrant children, and ensure medical care for about another 30,000 non-disabled children. 

Extention for Refugees and Asylees. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6 
The welfare bill exempted refugees and asylees from the benefit restrictions for their first five years in the 
country. The budget would lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years to provide 
a more'appropriate time for refugees and asylees to become cttizens. It would protect eligibility for 
about 17,000 refugees and asylees in FY 1998. 

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 2.3 2.6 3.1 3.1 3.5 14.6 



1998 .1.999 20.00 2001 2002 1998·2002 
f:Qod.Stamps 

18-50's Work Requirement. 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 2.2 
The Administration's proposal reconfigures the "3 in 36" time limit in the welfare statute in 4 key ways: 
(1) It changes the time limit to 6 months in 12; (2) Provides add~ional funds of $280 million total in FYs 
97·02 to enable States to create work for people willing to work; (3) Imposes tough sanctions while 
protecting those who are willing to work; and (4) Provides States with more authority to provide Food 
Stamps as wages. 

Shelter Deduction. 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.4 0.6 

The Administration's proposal would accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and 
would eventually eliminate the cap on the deduction in FY02, allowing low·income families with high 
housing costs to deduct the full cost of their housing expenses when calculating their net income. 80% 
of the benefit of this proposal is to households with children. 

Reindex the Standard Deduction. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 
The standard deduction is a general deduction given to all households to account for general expenses 
when determining net income. The welfare bill froze it at $134, no longer allowing it to index. The 
Administration's proposal would reindex it in FY2002 to ensure that benefits keep pace with inflation. 

Vehicle Asset Limit. 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 

The welfare bill froze the Food Stamps vehicle asset limit at $4,650 (the maximum value of a car a 
household may own) which had previously been indexed. The Administration's proposal would increase 
and reindex the Vehicle Asset limit, which has virtually been at the same level since 1977 even though 
the CPI for used cars has risen by 125%. 

Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.8 0.6 0.6 . 0.4 0.8 3.1 

MedlcaLC.Q.v.erage.for.Low~Iru:mn.tLt!i$abled_Children 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3 

The Administration's budget would allow disabled children who lose their SSI eligibility due to changes in 
the definition 01 childhood disability to retain their Medicaid health coverage. 
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NOTES ON WELFARE-TO-WORK TAX CREDIT PROPOSAL 
mjrn 3125/97 

• 	 The propos.1 for welfare-to-work tax credit build, upon the Work Opportunity Tax Credit 
(WOTC) which itself was a modification of the Targeted lob, Tax Credit (UTC). 

Genealogy of the Welfare to Work Tax Credit 

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (FJTC) ~ Estabtished in 1978, the TITC expired in 1994 amid claims 
that it did little to promote hiring ofmembers of the disadvantaged groups that were the foeus of . 
the credit. (The Labor Department Inspecter General and GAO both issued reports critical of the 
UTC.) The TITC provided a non-refundable credit equal to 40 percent of the first $6,000 in 
wages paid to member, of 9 targeted groups. 

The groups were: vocational rehabilitation referrals, economically disadvantaged youth 
age 18~22> economically disadvantaged Vietnam era veterans, SSI recipients1 AFDe 
recipients, general assistance recipients, economically disadvantaged ex-convicts, 
economically disadvantaged cooperative education students, and economically 
disadvantaged summer youth age 16-17 who work between May I and September 15. 

To claim the credit, the employer must have either (I) received a certificate from the State 
employment service 'howing that the worker was eligible; or (2) more likely, requested 
certification for the State employment service. In addition. the employer must have retained the 
worker for at least. 120 hours or 90 da)'S. 

Work Opportunity Tar Credit (WOTC) -- Established in the Small Business Job Protection Act of 
1996 (the minimum wage bill), the WOTC was designed to answer some ofthe criticisms of the 
TITC. The WOTC was a bit less generous. with a 35 percent nonrefundable credit provided fur 
the first $6,000 ofwages paid to members of 7 targeted groups. 

The groups are: vocational rehabilitation referrals, high risk youth age 18-24 ("high-risk" 
is defined as living in an EZ or Ee). qualified veteran' (AFDe, TANF, or Fooo Stamp 
recipients), AFDC (or TANF) recipients, economically disadvantaged ex-felons, Food 
Stamp recipients age 18-24, and summer youth age 16-17 who live in an EZ or EC and 
work between May I and September IS. 

The rules for claiming the credit were tightened up somewhat. To claim the WOTC, the employer 
must have either (1) received a certificate from the State employment service showi!1g that the 
worker was eligible; or (2) more likely, completed a pre-screening notice that provides the basis 
for claiming the tax credit ~ offering the job to the prospective worker. The employer then 
must request certification from the State employn:tent service within 3 weeks. In addition, the 
employer must retain the worker for at least 400 hours or 180 days. 

The WOTC is slated to expire September 3D, 1997. However, the Administration's FY 1998 
Budget proposes an extension through September 30, 1998 for all groups and proposes an 
additional group·~ Food Stamp recipients age 18-50. 
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Welfare /0 Work Tax Credit-- Proposed in the Administration's FY 1998 Budget, this tax credit 
would follow the basic structure of the wore, but wold be more generous. {t would provide a 
non-refundable 50 percent credit for the first $10,000 wages:, training, health insurance, and 
dependent care benefits paid in each of the first 2 years after hiring a long-term welfare recipient. 
Long-term welfare recipients would be defined as those receiving AFDe orrANF benefits for at 
least 18 months or who were no longer efigible for these benefits due to reaching the applicable 
time limits, 

The proposed Welrue to Work Tax Credit would eXlend through September 30, 2000. 

Why the Welfare to Work Ta. Credit Might be Effective 

• 	 The Welfare to Work Tax Credit builds on the worc, which made several significant 
changes to the TITC. These include a longer retention period for workers (which should 
reduce the ability offirms to claim the tax credit for the ordinary turnover oflower-skilled 
workers) and a pre--screening notice that wo~ and employers fill out under penalties of 
perjury (which should help indicate whether a worker will be eligible for the ~it). 

• 	 The tax credit available for hiring a long-tcI'n'l welfare recipient is deeper than the ordinary 
WOTC, amounting to a ma.ximum of$5,000 tax credit for each ofthe first two years of 
employment. The tax benefit should be large enough to overcome any preconceived bias 
against hiring.welfare recipients, The two-year ~redit length should provide sufficient time 
for the worker to accumulate enough experience to function in an unsubsidized job. 

• 	 The Welfare to Work Tax Credit is not a program in isolation. ·It is part ofa multi~part 
strategy to move people from welfare to work. Other elements of the strategy include: the 
Welfare to Work Challenge Grant program, the TANF legislation and the corresponding 
changes taking place in the cuiture of the welfare offices around the cOuntry, and the 
President's use of the "bully pulpit" to urge private and public sector entities to hire 
welfare recipients, It is important that all these components work in concert to provide an 
effective transition from welfare to work 

Revenue Estimate: Treasury estimates the revenue loss from the Welfare to Work Tax Credit at 
$550 mimon over 5 years. This reflects a relatively small take~up rate for the credit (based on the 
TJTC) about 10 percent ofemployers who hire eligible workers acruaUy use the credit to reduce 
their income ta.x liability). If the average credit claimed is $2,000 (reflecting the possibility that 
workers do not stay until the maximum cre~it is claimed and also the loss of deduction ofwages 
on which the credit is claimed), then over 5 years, about 275,000 worker-years will generate the 
credit. No one knows how many of these workers would have been hired in the absence of the 
credit. . 
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Targeted Jobs Credit vs. Work Opportunities Credit 
mjm 8/13/96 

Prior Law 

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit 

40 percent of first $6,000 ofwages 
(maximum credit equal $2,400) 

Deduction for wages paid reduced by amount of credit claimed 

Certification 
• 	 Must receive certificate from local agency (generally State employment service) by 

the day the worker started Q[ 

• 	 Had to request certification from local agency by the day the work~~ started, listing 
not more than 2 categories under which the worker might qualify for the credit 

Worker had to be employed for at least 120 hours or 90 days 

Expired 12131194 

"Economically disadvantaged" is defined as being in family with income less than 70 percent of 
the' BLS lower living standard 

Targeted Groups 
• 	 Vocational rehabilitation referrals 
• 	 Economically disadvantaged youth age 18-22 
• 	 Economically disadvantaged Vietnam-era veterans 
• 	 SS! recipients 
• 	 General assistance recipients 
• 	 Economically disadvantaged ex-convicts (hired within S,years of release) 
• 	 Economically disadvantaged cooperative education students (high school or 

vocational education students) 
• 	 AFDC recipients 
• 	 Economically disadvantaged summer youth age 16-17 who work between May I 

and September 15 

:-P 	 Administrative costs -- Congress appropriated sufficient monies for State employment services to 
administer program 



New Law 

Work Opportunities Tax Credit 

35 percent of first $6,000 ofwages 
(maximum credit equal $2,100) 

Deduction for wages paid reduced by amount of credit claimed 

Cenitkatioo 
,. Must receive certificate from local agency (generally State employment security 

agency) by the day the worker started Qr 

,. 	 Must complete pre~screening notice before offering job to the prospective worker. 
This notice is signed under penaities of perjury and provides the basis for the 
employer to believe that the worker belongs to an eligible group, Employer then 
requests certification from local agency within 3 weeks ofstart date", 

" 

Worker must be employed for at least 4QO hours or t 80 days 

Effective 1011/96 to 9130197 

"Economically disadvantaged" is defined as being in family with income less than 70 percent of 
thc.BLS lower living standard 

Targeted Group, 
• 	 Vocational rehabilitation referrals 
• 	 High risk youth age 18·24 C'high·risk" is defined as living in EZ or BC) 
• 	 Qualified veterans -- AFDC or Food Stamp recipient who is separated from 

service for at least 60 days 
• 	 Economically disadvantaged ex-felons (hired within 1 year ofrclease) 
• 	 MDe recipients 
• 	 Summer youth age 16~)7 who live in an EZ Of EC and'who work between ~1ay 1 

and September 15 
• 	 Food Stamp recipients age 18-24 

Admjnistratiye costs ~~ Congress appropriated no money for State employment services to 
administer program 



03126197 11 :55;40 MttJ Cynthia A. Rice 

R9(;0rd Type: Record 

TO: 8ruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP 
w; 

bc¢: 

Subjoe1: Re: WR oong. mig 


Bruce -- 1will bring copies of their proposals over right now with a 009 page cover comparison I just did 
(OMB is working on a more dotailod side by side which is not yet ready). 

Also, yeu should know Ihallh. one pager in yeor packellabelod "Job Cteat10n and Retenlion Bloek 
Grant~ is a description of the DASCHLE proposal. OMB didn't label too paper. 

Record Type: Record 

00: 

Subjoct: WR oong. mig 


Tho OMS talking pis look fine. Thanks. 


Do you have summaries of the Stenholm and Oa$chlo proposals? j'd like to review those before I go up 

there at 2. . 


Thanks. 
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