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Welfare Provisions of Budget Agreement;
A Bignificant Advance for Work, Fairmess

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 maore to assure that those an welfare have

the opportunity to maks the transition 10 work.

» The budget agresment includes two critical welfare 1o work initiatives. The
first is a $3 billion Weliare to Work fund for cities and states to create jobs
and provide incentives for employment. This proposal will help move one
rillion aduits from walfare to work. The second is a tax credit 10 encourage
companies to hire and retain long-term welfare recipients, The budget
agreement provides all 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 opporiunity o
move people from welfare to work,

A Major Victory on Benefits for Legal Immigrants

The budget agreement is a significant victaory {or those who opposed the welfare

law's harsh provisions gn 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 weltare refarm, which is 1o

move peaple from welfare 1o work.

. The budget agreement restoras SSi and Medicaid eligibility for disabled legal
immigrants who entered the U.5, prior to August 1286.

» After months when the Congressional leadership arguad that any change
constituted “reopening” the welfare law and refused to consider it, this iz a
great turnarpund. Although many wish that the budgel agreement went
further, this $8.7 billion restoration is & very significant ¢change in the welfare
law, especially given that it comes as part of an agreement to balance the
budget.

A Major Victory on Food Stamp Work Requirement

Liming food stamps to three months in thres years for non-disabled unemployed
childiess adults was inherently unfair because it did not provide any additional
spportunities for work,

* The budget agreement provides $750 million to create additional work siots
for thiz group. It also lets states exempt 15% of individuals who would lose
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" benafits because of the time limils,

. This fast-minuta victory in the budget negotiations will halp ensure that thase
willing 10 work keep thewr food stamps.
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Changes to Benefits to Immigrants Proposals In the FY 1998 Budget 05-May-87
CBO Baseline. OMB estimates of CBO scoring  {outlays in billions) .
1888 1958 2000 2001 2002 1988 - 2002

Banefits for Disabled zmmisgmr;is
S381 Costs 1.7 1.8 18 . 11 1.2 7.4
Medicaid Costs a .4 04 03 0.3 0.3 S W 4
Total 2.1 2.0 1.8 1.4 1.8 9.1

This policy would restore SS1 benefits for 310, OUU legal immigrants but an additional 100,008 non-disabled eiderly would stilt
lose benefits. All legal immigrant aduits who are currently receiving SSI whe have become disabled would have {heir
sligibiiity restored. |t would also provide access to S8I for all legal immigranis admitted before their sponsors were requived

- {0 sign legally binding affadavits of support ("new applicants™ who become disabied after entry.  This policy also ensures
that none of these immigrants lose access to Medicaid.

Deem for New Entrants 0.0 8.0 0.0 8.1 0.1 0.2
This policy would retain access lo S81 and Medicaid for new enfranis who become disabled after entering the U.S. but with
restriclions. New entrants who apply for disatility benefits and have legally binding affigavits of support from their sponsors
would have the income of their sponsors desmed to them. For almost all of these immigrants, deeming of sponsor's income
would cause the Immigrant to lose $81 and Medicaid benefits.  However, unlike current law, immigrants without & sponsor
or immigranis whose sponsor has died or bacome impoverighed would retain access to $81 and Medicaid if they become
disabled after coming to the U.S. {The Administration’s original proposal did not deem for new entrants.)

Benefits for imngfant Chitdren. 0.1 S T 0.1 0.1 0.2
This policy would restore SSi benefits for approximately 6,000 kogal immigrant children who are currently mmzmg S8L #t
would also provide access to S8 for legal immigrant childien admitted before their spongsors were required to sign legally
binding affadavits for support ("naw applicanis™} who are not currently receiving benefits. These children will also redain their
Medicaid under this policy. New entrant childran who have legally binding affidavits of support from their sponsor would have
the income of their sponsors deemed for $81 and Medicaid. {The Administration's originat proposal did not deem for new

entrant children, Most of the 30,000 new entrant children who were pmvidad access under the ariginal proposal would lose
benefits because of the deeming policy.)

Extension for Refugeas and Asylees. 0.04 004  0.04 004 0.04 02
The welfare bill exempted refugees and agyless from the benefit restrichions for their first 5 years in the country. The

agreement would lengthen the exemplion for refugees and asylees from 5 lo 7 years to provide a more appropriate time for
refugees and asylees to become cilizens,

Subtotal, Benefits for immigrants 2.3 2.2 .21 1.6 1.8 2.9
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Changes to Food Stamps Proposals ) 05«&%33;;9?

Inn the FY 98 Budget
CBQ Estimates [(oullays in biili{ms)'

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1998 - 2002
- Food Stamps : — e

18-50's Work Requirement. 63 04 0.4 0.4 0.5 20

The Administration's proposal retains the *3 in 36" time limit in the welfare statute but redirects $47¢ million in sxisting Food
Stamp Employment and Training Program funds and adds $750 miliion in new funding to Create an additional 155,000 work
siots monthly in FY 1998 for Individuals who are subject 1o the fime limits, * In total, this proposal would enable States fo
provide work slois o approximately 45% of those losing benefits in FY 1998 due {o the tme limits. By FY 2002, in excess of
55% of the affected individuals would retain benefits. The proposal Includes the cost of providing on-going benefits to
individuals fulfilling the work requirements, , -

18-50's Work Requirement~15% waiver 0.1 8.1 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 the time limit. In~ -
’:gta[. it wog;idgma:aiﬂ 18132&5 to exempt nearly 70,000 individuals who want to work but are unabie to find a job within the
thwes menth time limit, : : :

Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.4 05 0.5 0.5 0.8 2.5
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Welfare to Work Proposals in the FY 98 Budget 05-May-97
GBOACT Estimales  {outlays in billions) :
Welfare o Work. , 1998 1998 2000 2001 2002 5Year

Welfare to Work Jobs Challengs. 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 ailocated 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
farge poverly populations commensurate with the share of long-term welfare recipients in those cities, Activitles include job
retendion seivices, job retention or oreation 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 opportunitias for long-term welfare recipients. [t would creats a
much-enhanced credit targefed at those who nead 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 aduits ages 18-50 who face waork and time Himit requirements.®

Subtotal, Walfare to Work* 0.5 0.7 1.0 0.3 0.1 X

"WOTC costs are inchuded in the revenues side. Five-year WOTC total could increase by $6.1-$0.2 billion based on proposal
fo modify the Food Stamp 18-50 provisiens. ‘



BENEFITS FOR INIMIGRANTS PROPOSALS
IN THE BALANCED BUDGET AGREEMENT

. President Clinton strongly objested to the harsh reductions in benefits to immigrants
when he signed the welfare reform bill. The budget agreement restores a substantial
" portion of the benefits cuts enacted in welfare reform.

«  Thebenefit restorations described below would cost $10 billion between 1998 and 2002.
The Budget Agreement Includes the Following Provisions:

. Restore benefits for disabled immigrants. The budget agreement includes the
proposals in the President’s budget that would restore benefits for 310,000 lepal
iromigrants. All legal imunigrant adults who are currently receiving SSI who have
become disabled would have their eligibility restored. It would also provide access to
SST for all legal immigrants admitted before immigration policy required sponsors to sign
legally binding affidavits of support. This policy will also ensure that these immigrants
retain access to Medicaid. However, approxzmasziv 100,000 non-disabled eié&iy would
still lose henefits. .

. Benefits for immigrant children would be restored. SSI benefits for approximately |
6,000 legal immigrant children who are currently receiving SS1 would be restored.
Access to SSI and Medicaid would also be restored for legal Immigrant children who
arrived before their sponsor was required 1o sign 2 legally binding affidavis of support.

. Extension for Refugees and Asylees. The welfare bill exempted refugees and asylees
from the benefit restrictions for their first S vears in the country, The agreement would
lengthen the excmption for refogees and asviees from 5 to 7 years

New Entrants are an Qutstanding Issne:

Agreement does not exist on how new entrants (those who entered the couniry after the date of
enactment of Welfare Reform, August 22, 1996) should be weated. The Administration supports
a policy that exempts new entrants who becorpe disabled after entering the U.S. from the beneflt
bans. The Administration’s policy would deemn the moome of sponsors who have signed new
tegally binding affidavits of support.’ In almost a1l cases, the deeming of sponsor’s mcome
results in immigrants losing ehgx’aédy for benefits,

" Republicans propose to continue the bans for ail new entrants. The Republican pfopc:sal would
eliminate access to SS8I and Medicaid for immigrants who entered after August 22, 1996, even

'‘Regulations to be issued this month (May, 1997} will implement last vear’s welfare and
immigration reform legislation that require the sponsors of & mgmzzzs 1 szgzz fegally binding
affidavits of support.
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though immigrants who entered during the last 8 months are not protected by the new legally
binding affidavits of support. In addition, the Republican proposal provides no protections for
immigrants without sponsors or immigrants who have sponsors who have died or become
impoverished. When these immigrants suffer an accident or illness and become disabled, the

Republican proposal would provide no guarantes of support.

ADYd



Welfare Reform
{outlay spending in bithious of dollars)

§Yuar ID—Year

Immigrants - 23 22 21 164 13 I8 18 18 17 18 Q.5 i8.9

Foud btamps - 84 05 05 05 086 06 06 06 07 07 Z5 5.7

Wellare to Work - 04 0686 08 02 - - e - - e 26 20
Welfare reform, net - 30 33 34 23 24 24 24 24 24 23 144 26.5

Description

Dnmigrants

* Curprent tegipients aud new upplicants. Restore 881 and Medicaid benefits for all logal immigrant adulis who are currently

receiving SS1 and Medicaid who became disablod after ontering the ULS, Provide access t0 8ST and Medicaid to all legal
immigrants who became disabled affer entering the ULS. and whe are not currently roeeiving henefits if the imimigrant entered
before their sponsor was required to sign a legally binding affidavit of suppert (May, 1397),

. New entrants. Retain SSI and Medicaid for new entrants who beconre disabled afler entering the U8, but dowem sponsors
income for those with legally binding affidavits of sepport from their sponsors,

* Childien. Restore SSI for legal imnmgrant children currently recaiving 581 Provide access to 881 and Modicaid for legal
imrnigrant children who are not eurrently receiving benefits and do not have legally binding affidavits of support, New entrant
children who have legally binding affidavits of suppaort would have {he income of their spensors deemed for $5] and Medicaid.

£ asyloes. Lengthen the oxemption for refagees and asyieu from the first § years in the cowntry (o 7 years in order
w pmvzde S‘sl and Medzmui
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Food Stampy

. Redirect $470 mullion in existing Food 8tamp Employment and Fraining program: funds and add $750 million in new capped
mandatory funding to create an additional 190,000 werk slots monthly by 2002 for individuals subject to the time Himits, The
total cost of $2 biltion inchudes the cost of providing on-going benefits to individuals fulfilling the work requirements.

»  Femmit States to exempt 15 perecnt of the individuals whe would lose benefits because of the time limit (at a cost of $0.5
billion}, snabling States to exempt nearly 70,000 individuals who want to work but are unable to find a job within the three-
month tme limit.

. Welfure to Work

. Add 32.0 bilhon in capped mandatory spending through 2001 fo TANY, allecated to States through a formula and targeted
within & Staie to areas with poverty and unemiployment rates at Jeast 20 percont higher than the Stute average, A shore of funds
would ge o cities with large poverty populations commensurate with the share of long-term welfare recipients in those gitics,
Among the cligible activities are job retention serviees; jobs retentton or ereation vouchers; and private sector wage suhsidies
for new jobs Jasting 9 maonths,

May 7, 1947
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WELFARE TO WORK PROVISIONS IN THE BUDGET AGREEMENT

v

Additional resources to promote work. Adds §2.0 bitlion 1o the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) block grant, to be targeted for work
efforts in high-poverty, high—unemployment areas. A share of the additional
dolars will go to cities with large poverty populations. These resources will give
States and cities the help they need to place welfare recipients living in the most
disadvantaged arcas into lasting jobs.

These funds could be used for wage subsidics to private employers, -
transportation and other post—cmployment supportive services cssential for job
retention, and other effective job creation and placement strategies,

Extra incentive for employers, Most welfare recipients want to work. The
agreement establishes an enhanced welfare-to-work tax credit, to provide private
employers with an incentive {o give recipients a8 chance.

The welfare-to-work tax credit in the budget agreement would allow employers to
claim a credit of up 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 10 not just
hire, but make efforts to retain long-term welfare recipients,

In addition, expands the existing work opportunity tax credit (WOTC) to include,
as one of the eligible populations, individuals subject to the “3 in 36" food stamp
limit {32¢ below),

Added funding for the food stamp work program. Last year’s welfare reform
bill harshly restricted food stamps for able-bodied childless adults to only 3 out of
gvery 36 months, unless they are working. This move ignored the fact that finding
a job often takes time. The budget agreement adds 3750 million to the Food
Stamp program, and redirects existing program funds, to create 190,600 new work
stots for food stamp recipients subject to the *3 in 36" time limit.

Allows States to exempt up to 15 percent of the food stamp recipients who
would otherwise be denied benefits as 2 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,

87



THE WELFARE TO WORK PARTNERSHIP
1250 Commeonout Avenue, NW.
Suite 610
Washington, 10.C. 20036
Phone 202-955.300% Fax 202- 637-9195

WHITE HOUSE MEETING
sy Bl Segal, Kate Carr
May 8, 1997

I. ABOUT THE WELFARE TO WORK PARTNERSHIP

The Partnership is an independent, nonpartisan, national effort of the American business community ®
heln move those on public assistence dnto jobs in the privawe sestor,

On August 22, 1996, Presideat Cheon signed the Personaj Responsibility and Work Qpporamity
Reconvifiadon Act ("PWORA™, bringing an end o "welftre a5 we know 8.7 At that point, the President exhorted
the business community © take respansibility for the nest phase of welfare reform.  The Partnership i3 one response
to that challenge. The teols we ame creating will be viial in moving former welfare recipients to productive

entployment.

We are ercouraging companies to hire and resain former welfire regiplens without displacing sxising
workers by providing information, tachnical assistance, aod support for businesses of all s, fom all industriss,
and from all areas of the coustry,

Our fourding bosrd members are Burger King Corporation, Monsamme Company, Sprint Corporation,
UAL Corporation, and United Parcel Service of America, [ne. Our first-year gaal is 1o build an expanding network
of commpanies comrited ® welfare reform.  Membership 15 open © all busieesses that are commitied © hiring
welfare recipients or 1o uiilizing their resowces o oferwise assist the welfare-w-work chalienge,

The Partnership will encrgize, challenge, and, vltimately, mohilize the business comnwalty o hire welfare
recipiesns,

We will heln husinesses in the foliowing ways:

i Held regional chalienges o gather businesses that have pledged o hire a certain mamber of
welfarg recipients;

2. Hedd sward ceremonies for companies that have met or exceeded the challenges of hiring
welfare recipients;

3 Create 3 Public Service Announcenwert {"PSA") canypaign o energlze communities acoss the
country; and '

4, Establish 5 1.800 mmber and provide information such as best practices, company fisting by

geographic areafindasry, znd o Het of service providers by area that can link businesses with
ready-o-work welfare recipients,

The database and a hest practices emana! are the firet major products teing produced by the Parnership.
The dabase will be o national resource Br employers seeking @ acoess welfre seoipients and service providers i
all fifty states.

H. MAY 20,1997 EVENT AT THE WHITE ROUSE

A, Amnnunce Parincrship and its nussion
B Announte and introduce Chairman of the Board of Partnership
. Expand companics identified with the Partnership from § to 190 (or more)
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President Clinton Delivers the First Balanced Budget in A Generation
Historic Agreement Promotes the Country’s Priorities

President Clinton has gchieved a balanced budget agrepment that includes critical investments in __
education, health care, and the enviromment while strengthening and modersizing Medicare and Medicaid)
— just as fie promised last year. We have cut the deficit 63% - from $290 bitlion in 1992 to 3107 billion

last year. This historic achicvement will finish the job, giving the American people the first balanced
budget in a generation, while meeting the Presideat’s goals.

GOAL: To ensure that cvery 8 year-old can read, every 12 year-old can logon

~ to the Internet, and every 18 year-old can go to college.

v/ Largest Pell Grant increase in two decades -- 4 million stedents will receive a grant
of up to £3,000, an increase of $300 in the maximum grant.

¢ $35 billion of tax cuts targeted to higher education 1o make college mare affordable
for America’s families,

¢ An America Reads inifiative {o maobilize a million tutors to help three million children
learn to read by the end of the third grade. ‘

v Expansion of Head Start - (o achieve goal of ope million klds in 2002,

v Doubles funding 1o help schools integrate innovative technology into the curricutum.

GOAL: Expand health coverage for as many as S million uncovered children,
v Medicaid improvements and added Medicaid investments.
v A new capped mandatory grant program that provides additional dollars 1o sappicmcni
states efforts 1o cover uninsured children in work;zzg families.

GOAL Secure and strengthen Medicare and Medicnid
v/ Extends the solvency of Medicare Trust Fund 1o at least 2007 through
long overdue structural reforms.
¢ Expands coverage of critical preventive treatments of diseases such as diabetes and breast cancer,
v Preserves the federal Medicaid guarantee of coverage to our nation’s most vulnerable people,

GOAL: Strengthen environmental protection and enforcement
v Awelerates Superfund cleanups by almost 500 sites by the year 2000.
¢ Expands the Brownfield Redevelopment 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 freat legal immigrants fairly
v A Weltare-to-Work tax credit to help long-term welfare recipienis to gci iobs.
v/ Restores disability and health benefits for legal immigrants.
v/ Restores Medicaid coverage for poor iegal immigrant children.
v Preserves food stamp benefits for people willing to work.
v Provides States and cities with additional resources to move disadvantaged reczpzents into jobs,

GOAL: Cut taxes for America’s hard working families

¢ A Child Tax Credit to make it easier for families'to raise their kids.
v $35 bithon of tax cuts largeied (o higher education to make college more affordable
v A Welfare-to-Work tax credit to help long-term welfare recipicnts get jobs.

v Establishes additional Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Communitics.



Fact Sheet on the Budget Agrecment

May 2, 1997
, Budget balanc‘es by 2042 -~ for the first time since 1949
winftiati
. &gz‘eeme;;i provides $34 billion over 5 years for new initiatives, including_:'

w Full fundmg (516 to 317 billion over § years) to provide health insurance for as
many as 5 million children <

-- Restoring medical and disability benefits to legal immigrants -
)
nding

. 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 nther

prierities
+ Defense spending meets President’s FY 1998 Budget request (o budget authority)
Entit] : '

* Medicare savmgs of $115 billion over 5 years and !ong overdue structural reforms,
extending the life of the 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)

— Gradually phases in, over time, cost of home health care into Part B premium
-- Expands Medicare low-income protections to 150 percent of poverty threshold

» Reduces Medicaid spending through reductions in DSH payments and increased state
flexibility, while maintaining the Federal guarantes, Per capita cap eliminated.

Edugation
. ./ . . M
* Largest increase in education spending in 30 years

. $33 billion for education tax cuts, mcludmg, the Hope Scholarship and the $10,000 tax
deduction



. Increases maximum Pell grant award to 33,000

. Fully funds the President’s America Reads initiattve
LYY :
* &&e&;& the President’s commitments in pzii}rity areas, inchiding Superfund and bm{mﬁelds
* Invests in Na{i{mai Parks and Federal land mana‘gcment ' y
Tax cats
«  $85 billton in net tax cuts, including $135 bilkion in gross tax cuts ami 35;{} ‘h’zitian from

revenue ratsers and extensions of expining tax przmsxons {$30 billion of which is the
extension of the airline ticket tax)

. A mémity of the $135 billion in tax cuts is directed towards middle-income tax relief,
, Congress will incorporaté the impact of expected ongoing improvements at the BLS
Wellare reform

. A welfare-to-work 1ax credit 10 help long-term welfare recipients get jobs

. New flexibility for states to provide benefits for poor families
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First Balanced Budget in a Generation
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From:  Kaonasth 8, Apfel on 00705787 (034 1:48 P4

Record Type: Record ,

To: Bruce 8. Resd/OPD/EOP, Cynthia A, Rige/OPDHEOP, Geng B. Sperling/QRIMEQR, Jacch J.
Lew/OMBEOP
ol Metigsa GroenfQPDECP, Jill M. Blickstein/OMB/EQP, Rebecca R. Culberson/OME/ECP

Subiggot: Camparison of Benefits for Immigrants Agreement with WR Reductions

Piz. ses message below. We're restonng about hall the immigrant cuts that were included in last
year's waiiare bl

Forwarded by Kenngth 8, Aplel/OMBAIDP oo 00/05/87 (243 PM v emsrmmem s v

Jack A. Smalligan
0B/05/87 §3:18:12 PM

Ragord Typs:  Record

T Kenneth 8, ApfeliOMBIEGR

o Qae the distribution list 51 the bottom of this message
Subject: Coemparisen of Bansfits for bmigranis Agreoment with WR Reductions

CBO scored the benetit for immigrants 581, Food Stamps and Medicaid cuts a1 $22.2 billion from
1887 to 2002, $21 billion from 1888 1o 2002. Though we have not seen & néw estimate thess
savings waould drop somewhat - to about $20 billion -- becauge CBO s new baseline assumas
higher naturalization rates, similar to the OMB baseling assumptions,

The 820 biion compares with §10 billian in resterations in the halanced budget agreement, The
main differences are in the foliowing rounding to the billion):

-54 Gillian lower Decauss of no restorations in Food Siamps.

~§3 hitlior lower in S51 bacause benefits are not heing restorad for non-disabled elderdy and new
entrants will be subject to deeming i their sponsor signed the new lsgally binding affadaviy of
support,

-$3 billion lower in Medicaid becguse of the deeming paiicy for new antrants {and 1o @ very small
axtent lnwer S5I related Medicaid costs from the non-disabled elderly).

Mazzage Copled To:

Barry White/ONBREGP
Keith 1 FonmmsnotfOMBIEGP
Joseph M, Wire/GMIEOP
Katia Hong/OMBEDP

Jill M. PizzuretOMB/EGP
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LEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND WELFARE REFORM

4/28/97

G:

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?

Tha President is glad that membaears of Congress and Governors and
stote lagisiators and county officials and mayors - both
Republicans and Demuocrats - are gaining a new realization of the
impact of the cuts to legat immigrants that were wrangly included in
last year's welfare reform billl Many siate and local officials are now
looking more carefully at their budgets and the potential costs of
assigting 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 $31 and Medicaid
henefits.

Neadiess to say, a $125 million appropriation is 8 band-aid approach.
Such a small sum would mest only a fraction of the nead. Most states
don't have a mechanism in place to distribute the funds 16 those in
need — it would make more sense 1o restore SS1 banefits than ask
states to create nsw bureaucracies.

The President has put a comprehensive $14.6 billion proposal on the
table that restores the worst cuts to legal immigrants snaciaed last
year. We encourage the Republican leadership to work with us in the
context of budgst negotiations 10 provide medical and other vital
assistance to legal immigrants who work hard, pay taxes and
contributs 1o American society and fall on hard times through no fault
of their own,
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Werk Opportunity Tax Credit Proposals

{$ in millions)

Current law: 147 87 28 9 | 273
Wellare-to- Work Proposals, 3 Years:
Long-term welfare 32 68 84 67 36 287
Food stamps, 18-5¢ 36 59 7% 335 26 265
Total 68 117 163 122 62 352
Extension of Core .
WOTC, 1 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 recipionts
with job training and {or job creation, the Budget proposes several changes to the Work
Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC). The WOTC is one tool in a diverse toolbox of flexible
strategies designed to belp people move from welfare to work and gain on-the job experience.
The WOTC imtiatives proposed by the Adminisiration join other education and job initiatives
that will help welfare recipients make the transition (o gainful employment. These changes
provide tax incentives for employers to create new job opportunities {or long-term welfare
recipients and certain recipients of Food Stamps.

Wellare-to- opesals:
« Long-Term Welfare Recipients. The IBudget would create a much-enhanced oredit

that focuses on those who most need heip - long-termy welfare recipients. The new
eredit would allow employers to elaim a 50% credit on the first $10,000 in wages
naid to an eligible hire for the first two years on the job. Wages include the costs of
training, health benefits, and child care. The credit would be available for three years,
through September 30, 2000,

« Food Stamp Recipients. The Budget also expands the existing WOTC tax credit by
including able-bodiced childless adults who, under the Administration’s Food Stamp
proposal, would face a more rigorous work requirement in order (o continug recciving

. Food Stamps. This credit also would be available for three years and would be the
same as the existing WOTC — 35% of the first $6,000 of first-year wages.

¢ The Budget includes a 1-year extension through September 30, 1998, of the core
WOTC, This extension provides a transition between the current tax credit o the
expansion for the population affected by welfare reform noted above.



Improvements in the WQTC:
The WOTC, authorized in the Small Business Job Protection Act of 1996, replaced
the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TITC) and includes many changes that will make it a better and

mare effective job creation eredit, These include;

» Reducing potential windfalls to employers by incrensing the pre-screening of
applicants. Employers and job applicants must sign a form which acknowledges that
pre-screening for WOTC eligibility has occurred before the job offer was niade.
Employers are required to seek certification for the tax credit within three weeks of
the hiring date. Under the TITC, pre-screening was not required.

* Reducing job churning by increasing the time an individual must be employed.
Under the TITC, the minimum employment pericd required before an employer could
claim the credit was 120 hours, Under WOTC, it is 400 hiours. 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 eniployer and employee.
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Agrecnient on Principles in Congressional Welfare-To-Work Proposals

Since the President’s August 1996 call for a Wellure-to-Wark Jabs Challenge, Congress

has developed two preliminary drafl proposals to provide additiona] incentives to move welfare
recipients into work. One of these draft proposals has been developed by Rep. Charles
Stenholm, and the other by the staff of Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschie,

While the proposals differ in certain details, they embrace key Administration principies

for moving welfare recipients into lasting jobs. The Administration looks forward to working
with Congress to build on these principles and to develap a Welfare-to-Work Jobs Challenge that
can be enacted with broad bipartisan support.  Key features supported by the Administration
mchade:

Resources to Create New Incentives for States, Communities, and Employers. New
funding in concert with TANF is needed to establish a coordinated effort offering strong
incentives for States, communitics, and businesses 1o move welfare recipienis into work.
Both Congressional proposals would provide more than 33 billion to help meet the
chalfenge of placing welfare recipicats in lasting jobs.

Emphasis en Long-Term Welfare Recipients. Welfare reform’s success hinges on the
ability to help the hardest<to-employ people - long<erm 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 incentives and supports to keep them
ofi welfare in the long run. Both Congressional proposals strongly support the goal of
targeting long-term welfare recipients.

Assistance to Large Urban Arcas. Citics 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 arcas where assistance 1s needed most.

Bonuses to Encourage and Reward Performance. States and communities must be
given incentives to develop high performing welfare-to-work initistives. A bonus system
wiil encourage States to move more welfare recipients into long-lasting jobs. 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
Necds. One-size-fits-all programs will not work. States and communitics 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.

Labar protections. Welfare reform must be implemented in a way that respects the
rights of all workers. The Congressional proposals include strong assurances of
nondisplacement, nondiscrimination, and gricvance procedures.

1



. Vouchers. The Administration supports voucher-like arrangements to empower welfare
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
privaie sector, ‘

+

The Administration strongly supports these prinsiples and looks forward to working with
Congress ta develop broad bipartisan support for the Welfare-to-Waork Jobs Challenge.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
SUMMARY

“We must join ogether 1o do something else, oo, something both Republican and Demaocratic
Governors have asked us to do: 1o resiore basic health and disability benefits when misfortune
strikes immigrants who came o this country fegally, who work hard, pay raxes and obey the law.
To do atherwise is simply wmworthy of a greaf hation of immigramts.”

\ ~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 Prestdent’s budget proposal makes good on his promise to correct the welfare law’s harsh
provisions on legal immigrants ~ provisions that punish children and legal immigrants with severe
disabilitics, and burden State and local governments. The welfare law denies most legal
immigrants access to fundamental safety net programs unless they become citizens -~ ¢ven though
they are in the 118, legally, are respansibie members of our communities, and in many cases have
worked and paid taxes. These provisions have nothing to do with the real goal of welfare reform,
which is to move people from welfare 1o work.

. The President’s budget proposes 1o restore Supplemental Security Income {881) and
Medicaid to legal inwmgrants who become disabled aRter they entered the country and 10
fegal imniigrant children. This country should protect legal immigrants and their families
- people admitted as permanent members of the American conununity - when they suffer
accidents or ilincsses that prevent them from eamning a hiving.  Similarly, the country
should provide Medicaid to legal immigrant children if their families are impovernished.

. The President proposes 10 extend the SSI and Medicaid eligibility period for refugees and
asylees from 5 1o 7 years, to give that vulnerable group additional time to naturalize.

. Finally, the budget proposes ta defay the ban on Food Stamps for legal immigrants from
April to September 1997 to provide more time for immigrants whoe are in the process of
naturalizing to complete the progess.

The President’s proposal would reinstate SSI eligibility for approximately 320,000 severely
dissbled legal immigrants. Of these 320,000 immigrants, the 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 frmigrant proposals is
$14.6 billion owver 5 years -- $9.7 billion in SSI costs, and $4.9 billion in Meadicaid costs.

In January, the National Governors’ Association ggreed that the legal immigrant provisions of the
welfare law will cause a considerable cost shift to some states and expressed concerns about the
effect of the law on aged and disabled legal immigrants. Providing state-funded bengfits to thig
needy population will divert resources from job training and child care - which are critical to
moving people from welfare to work., The NGA passed a resolution asking Congress and the
President to work tegether 1o find a equitable solution for states and vulnerable legal tmmigrants
without reopening the welfare reform debate. The President’s proposal would do just that.

/



‘ ] TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
RESTORING BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES

The President’s budget would restore S8 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 provide
for their own support through work. Of those 312,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately
195,000 adults would have Medicaid coverage restored.

Denying 851 eligibility to aged and disabled legal immigrants has nothing to do with welfare
reform. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules and entered the country according to
aur laws from programs available to all other taxpayers is unfair and shortsighted.

. Approximately 900,000 SS1 recipients are now receiving notices that they are at risk of
losing their benefits, unfess than can show that they are citizens or are bt one of a narrow
group of exceptions. Under current law, over 400,000 legal immigrants will lose thar 881
benefits 1n August and September of this year.

- Disabled legal immigrants who have sponsors can tum to them for assistance, but many
sponsors can't afford the exira ¢osts associated with a disability. In addition, an estimated
44% of legal inunigrants, such as refugees, never had spansors in the first place. Gthers
had sponsors who have died or ceased to support them.

' Many disabled legal immigrants are glderly and reside in nursing homes or assisted living
facilitics. Without 881 cash assistance, they may face eviction from assisted living
arrangements. About 39,000 legal immigrants are in nursing homes and a large aumber
have difficulties with the activities of daily living.

* Nearly 70% of legal immigrants on §31 are over age 63; nearly 30% are over 75 years of
age,
. Without SSI payments, state and local governments and private charities wili become the

prime source of assistance to legal immigrants with severe disabilities.

. 1n 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 881 may also be without any help for medical
expenses. :



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
PROTECTION FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANT CHILDREN

The President proposes to restore 381 and Medicaid for legal immigrant children.

The welfare reform law dentes SSI and Medicaid 1o many lagal immigrant children who
become seriously 1], or have an accident and become disabled, and whose families fall on
hard times, It also denies preventive services under Medicaid 1o legal immigrant children,
likely leading to more costly health problems in the future. This policy threatens the health
and well-being of 3 very vulnerable population ~ legal immigrant children of low-income
pareats who need medical services or cash assistance (if disabled), and cannot work their
way out of need, We all lose if we deny future citizens the ¢are and support that all
children need.

Under the President’s proposal, legal immigrant children would continue to be eligible for
581 and Medicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect SSI and Medicaid eligability
for about 8,000 disabled legal immigram children, and ensure medical care for about
another 30,000 non-dissbled children, Existing program income ehigibihty rules are not
affected; only legal immigrant children who are members of low-income families would be
ehigible for the restored 851 and Medicaid.

The President’s proposal does not undennine or “reopen” welfare reform. The welfare
reform provisions denying assistance to legal immigrant children have nothing te 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. It also protects cash assistance for low-income immigrant

children with severe disabilitics.

It is important to note that legal immigrant children cannot become naturalized citizens
unless both parents are citizens, or the surviving or custodial parent is a citizen. Thercfore,
unlike aduit legal immigrants, children immigrants do not have an independent avenue to
naturalization. For exampie, orphaned immigrant children must be adepted by a US.
citizen in order to be classified as a citizen.

The 551 and Medicaid costs associated with these immigrant children are about $400
million over 5 years. This policy will ensure that low—income immigrant familics with
severcly disabled immigrant children continue to have a safety net of SSEand Medicaid, It
also guarantees that non~disabled legal immigrant children are protected by the Medicaid
benefit package, which provides on-going assistance for children suffering from chronic
asthma, screening for developmental disabilities, and well-child and preveative care to
prevent the nced 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 flesing persecution in their home country, and
helping them resettle in thewr new home.

Under the welfare law, refugees and asylees are exempt from 881 and Medicaid eligibility
restrictions for the first § years that they are in the U.S. However, after 5 years, needy
refugees and asylees would be denied S81 benefits, and Medicaid coverage is a state
option rather than guaranteed,

The President’s proposal would extend from 5 to 7 years the period of 851 and Medicaid
eligibility for refugees and asylees. This extension would alleviate current hardships while
providing elderly refugees an extra 2 years to lears English well enough to naturalize.
This policy would cost about $700 million over S years, and protect eligibility for about
17,000 refugees and asylees in FY 1998,

Few refugees arrive with any ﬁ:‘zzz:zcza] assets that can be used for self-support, In
addition, refugees do not have sponsors,

Refugees and asylees nead 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 1o the U.S, with a history of persecution in their country of
origin. These individuals frequently experience greater difficulties putting their hives
together and becoming self-supporting than other legal immigrants. About one-haff 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. SS8A data indicate that of the
‘estimated 58,000 elderly refugees who will lose their $81 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,

Genersally, refugees and asylees may apply for citizenship afier 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 U5, as refugees or asylees wall lose their 881 -
and potentially their Medicaid -- before completing the application process for citizenship,
even If they apply for aitizenship as soon as they meet the S year residency requirement.
Also, many elderly refugees are not able to acquire sufficient English language skills in this
period of time to pass the citizenship test.

In refugee communities, the ;;cnding logs of S8 and Medicaid and the inability to become
naturalized citizens is 2 major concern. Elderly refugees are understandably tervified that
they will be 1ot destitute and Bomeless.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
THE FOOD STAMP PROGRAM

The weitare reform law made most legal immigrants ineligible to participate in the Food Stamp
Program. It was effective immediately for new applicants and at the next recertification for

already participating non-Citizens.

Concerned about the impact of the law on legal immigrants, who are in the country fegally and, in
many cases, work and pay taxes, the Administration has worked since the passage of the 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
mstructing USDA to allow states to extend the certification periods (the time during

. which people are authorized 1o receive benefits) of currently participating 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 state agencies to extend the certification pariods of all
houschelds containing participating noncitizen members up to the maximum time
permtitted by law -~ 12 months (24 months in the cases of households with all elderly or
disabled aduit 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 immugrants until April 1) 1997, As a result, state agencies must redetermine the
eligibility of all legal immigrant recipients beiween April 1, 1997 and Augost 22, 1997.
USDA provided written guidance on implementing the new law 1o State agencies on
October 2, 1996,

On October 18, 1996, USDA provided written guidance to State agencies on how to
implement the provision sllowing legal immigrants who have worked or can be credited
with 40 quarters of qualified work to receive food stamps. USDA authorized centification
pending verification for immigrants who, alone or in combination with parents and/or
spouse, have spent suificient time in the U.S. to have acquired 40 quarters of coverage,
These individuals need only to attest to 40 quarters of qualifying work at the time of
application to meet the 40 quarters test, with subsequent verification by SSA.

USDA has beern working closely with states to develop ways to manage certification
periods to ensure that legal immigranis can continue Lo participate in the Food Stamp
Program through August 1997, Thirty-eight states continue to use the certification period
watver 1o extend benefits

Finally, the President’s budget includes a provision that would extend participation of
certified legal immigrants through the end of fiscal year 1997, thus providing them more
time to naturalize or to achieve the needed 40 quanters of work to qualify for the program,



QUESTION:

COST OF IMMIGRANT PROPOSALS

How much does your Budget spend on restoring welfare benefits 10 legal immigrants?

ANSWER:

The President’s Budget assists those legal mmmigrants who, through no fault of their
own, -are unable to work: children and individuals who are disabled.

The President’s immigrant proposals total $14.6 billios over five years FY 1998.2002,
$4.9 billion are Medicaid costs. The President’s budget seeks 1o

Restore SS51 and Medicaid eligibility for disabled immigrants (8313.7 billion §81
and Medicaid costs), The weliare law would discontinue SSI and restrict Medicaid
benefits for legal immigrants, including the disabled and children, The President’s
budget would continue to provide $S1 and Medicaid for 320,000 legal immigrants who
become disabled after they enter the country and exempt them from the new deeming
rules.

Restore Medicaid eligibility for nen-551 immigrant children (3.2 billion Medicaid
costs only). The Administration’s budget would restore Madicaid eligibility to
approximately 30,000 immigrant children, if they are otherwise cligible, and exempt
them from the new deeming rules.

Extend the refugee exemption perviad from 5 to 7 years (30,7 biltion SSI and
Medicaid costs). The President’s budget would lengthen the exemption period for
refugees and asylees from 5 to 7 years. The 5 year exemption in the welfare law does
not provide enough time for refugees and asylees to become citizens,

Delay the Food Stamp ban until the end of FY 1997 { 30.2 billion - these cosis are
incurred in FY 1997) . The welfare law denies Food Stamps to most legal immigrants
currently receiving benefits and future applicants, affecting a million ymmigrants. Last
year's Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act delayed the ban from January 1, 1997
to Apnil 1, 1997 to give immigrants in the process of naturalizing more time to complete
the process prior 1o having their benefits eliminated. Recoguizing the effort that many
are making to become citizens, this proposal would further extend the delay to the end

-of FY 1997,

|
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STATE AND LOCAL IMPACTS OF NEW IMMIGRANT RESTRICTIONS

QUESTION:

What is the unpact of the new immigrant cligibility restrictions on state and local governments
and other service providers?

ANSWER:

»

It is difficult to predict with any precision, However, CBO estimated 1otal federal
budget savings {through FY 2002) of nearly 324 billion from the passage of these
provisions of welfare reform, and state and local governments will now have to decide
how much of their owe assistance they will provide to tegal immigrants in order to
replace this huge withdrawal of federal assistance.

Even though states and tocahities are provided options to deny verious 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 likely 1o remain residents of
the state and denying them fundamental safety net assistance will 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 (o

provide assistance.

The Medicaid restrictions in particular, but afso the SSI restrictions, could adversely
affect the revenues of hospitals and other health providers (such as nursing homes and
dogtors} in high-inimigrant communities.

Therefore, these provisions represent a significant cost-shift from the federal
government 1o state and local governments.

States {and localities) with large immigrant populations will be affected
disproportionately by the new restrictions {e.g., Califormia, New York, Texas, Florida,
Hiinois, New Jersey, and Massachusetts),
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OPENING UP WELFARE REFORM?

" QUESTION:

Aren’t you opening up the welfare reform bill with your immigrant proposals?
ANSWER:

- No. The President rematng firmly committed to implementing the welfare reforms he
signed inta law last year.

> But the immigrant restrictions of the new welfare law never had anything to do with the
central goal of welfare reform -~ moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This
15 net an effort o “open up” welfare reform, but an effort to restore benefit cuts that
were attached to welfare reform for budgetary reasong and shouldn’t have been past of
the bill to begin with.

v Legal immigrants work hard, pay taxes and contribute to Amernican 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 it,

P




NGA PROPOSAL AND IMMIGRANTS

The Governors asked the Administration {0 work with them and the Congress {0 “meet the
needs of aged and disabled legat immigrants who cannot naturalize,” but specifically stated we
did not need to reopen welfare reform to do it. Why then does the Administration propose 10
reopen welfare reform and make costly changes that would give welfare (¢ immigranis?

ANSWER:

>

The Administration is firmly committed 10 the major reform of welfare the President
signed into law last year. However, the Administration’s proposals do not reepen
welfare reform,

But the immigrant resirictions of the new welfare law had nothing to do with the central
goal of welfare reform -- moving welfare recipients from welfare to work. This is not
an effort to “oper up” welfare reform, it is an effort 1o restore benefit cuts that should
not have beea in the welfare bill to begin with.

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

The Administration’s imumigrant proposals are responsive 10 the concerns noted by the .
Governors and we welcome the spporfunity to work with them and the Congress to
rectify some of the unfair burdens placed on immigrants and the communities they live
[1;3

Qur budget addresses the needs of inimigrants disabled after entry by reinstating their
eligibility for S8 and Medicaid; exempts all legal immigrant chuldren from $81 and
Medicaid eligibility restrictions; extends SSI and Medicaid eligibility for refugees from
3 to 7 years, and delays the Food Stamps cut-off until the end of the FY 1997.

These proposals would restore aid to (hese most vulnerable people who need assistance
through no fault of their own. '

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
Administration’s proposals significantly reduce the burden on state and local
governments.

|
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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
legal smmuigrants who lose SS1?

ANSWER:

» 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, t

v Charity organizations may become these immigrants’ only source of income support.
Under a block grant that provides funds to State governments, it is not clear how the
funds would reach those private organizations that actually provide the services.

. 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 lmpact Assistance Grants (SLIAG)
program, and it proved to be an inefficient method of assisting the States and very difficult
for them 1o manage. In addition, slthough SLIAG was federally funded, its appropriation
n the third year was reduced by almost two-thirds to support discretionary spending
elsewhere. By the fifth year, SLIAG funding was reduced (o zero,

. A block grant of the size being discussed ($2-3 billion) would meet only a small fraction of
the need. Such & small block grant would either be concentrated in g fow areas, leaving
many comrounities 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 black grant would be only temporary, i«a‘., 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, R

* The best solation 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 SPONSORS RESPONSIBLE

QUESTION: Why shouldn’t immigrants be taken care of by the sponsors who agreed 1o take
care of them? '

ANSWER:

* We agree that sponsors need to be held responsible and accountable, That’s why we
support the new law requiring all family-based and some employment-based inumigrants to
have Tegally binding affidavits of support.

» However, nearly all legal immigrants now tn the U8, either have spansors who are not
legally obliged to support them or have ne sponsors at ali,

. Sponsers of immigrants who arrived before welfare reform signed affidavits of support
* that are not legally binding and therefore do not obligate them to provide support of to
reimburse for public assistance.

. And recent INS estimates of all FY 1994 non-refugee immigrants found that nearly half--
or 44 percent--did not have sponsors. '

. Our proposal would exempt {rom these harsh new rules only those legal inmigrants who
become disabled after entry into the U8, or legal immigrant children. Sponsors of legal
immigrants who become disabled after entry 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 bevond regular program requirements
for family income, or to withdraw assistance from disabled immigrants who have never
had sponsors.

. Under the new deeming rules, noi only mwst sponsors impoverish themselves so that
mmigrant family members are eligible for S81 and Medicaid assistance, but they are aiso
liable to repay the anount of assistance received by such family members when these rules
have made them least able to make repayments. -

» Similarly, sponsors of immigrant children-like many working parents, both citizens and
legal immigrants--have difficulty sffording health insurance and would be overwhelmed by
health care expenses arising from severe illnesses or injuries suffered by their children {for
exarple, children who suffer from leukemia or serious head injuries),

. Denying Medicaid to legal immigrant children whose families have fisllen on hard times
threatens the health and well-being of an extremely vulnerable population, and likely feads
te more costly health care in the future,
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IS THERE A TANF SURPLUS?

QUESTION: Won't the surplus from TANF be sufficient to allow siates o pravide benefits to
legal immigrants?

ANSWER;:

No.

If’s not a serplus. TANF block grant levels are held flat based on state AFDC, JOBS,
and Emergency Assistance spending during 1992-1995. Because AFDC caseloads have
gone down, we can expect that the cost to states of AFDC-type benefit payments over the
next few years should be lower than they were in 1992-1995, However, the funds are
needed 10 support the transition from welfare 1o work.

When TANF wag established, the states and the Congress realized that, as compared to
the AFDC systern, more funds would be needed in the early years to move families from
welfare to work, Because of the recent decline in AFDC 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 bencfits will help
states meet critical needs and afford the increased costs of providing training, child care,
creating jobs in high-unemployment areas, and other assistance necded to support the
transition from welfare to work. Therefore, moving recipients into the workforce will not
produce short-term savings. '

While the block grant levels for each state do not increase from FY 1997 through FY2000,
required work participation rates increase from 25 to 50 percent, and requived bours of
work per week increase from 20 to 30 over that time period, There will be increased child
carg costs associated with these requirements. In addition, inflation will raise costs for
services and may lead to increased nominal per-capita benefit costs. Finally, if thereis a
recession, we <an expect that the pool of families needing TANF assistance will increase.

This is only the beginning of welfare reform. To fulfill the central goal of welfare
reform ~- moving people from welfare to work -- we must make sure that the tools to
achieve it are available to states and communities. States will have to use their financial
resources 1o provide supporis like job training and child care necessary to move large
numbers of single parents from welfare to work. And it will require at unprecedented
commtment from business, non-profit organizations, and religious institutions. That's
why the President’s budget includes over $3 billion for grants, as well as expanded tax
incentives, 10 support states, cities, and the private sector in creating job opportunities for
the hardest to employ welfare reciptents, In fact, Republicans and Democrats in Congress
have made this a priority area for bipartisan discussion on the budget.



Afier caseload decline, many hard-te-place recipients remain on the rolls. Now that
caseloads are down, states are hkely to find that they are now reaching the harder to place
people, which will lead to increased costs. The legislation says this is a critical 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
Ciovernors Association has said, the welfare reform restrictions on federal assistance to
legal immigrants is a considerable cost-shift to states. If states divert financial resources to
legal immigrants, they may not have sufficient 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 only part of the equation. The TANF 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, such as Emergency Assistance, have increased
substantially. Therefore, the effect of flat-funding TANF 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 TANF block grant.

Different states are in very different situations. Some states have especially greal
needs for services, or smaller reductions in caseloads, or ather special circumstances like
areas of rural poverty which might need greater investments in economic development or
transportation. Swmilarly, about 80 percent of all legal immmugrants reside in only six states
- CA, NY, TX, FL, NJ, and 1L.. That's why some Governors, like Governors Pataki,
Bush, and Chiles, have been so clear about the need for additional resources.  In addition,
because the decline in AFDC caseloads since 1995 has not been uniform across states, the
financial impact of TANF will vary constderably across states,



INCREASE OF NON-CITIZENS ON 881 ROLLS

-

QUESTION:
What explains the increase in the number of non-crtizens on the SSI rolls?
ANSWER:

The number of non-citizens on the 881 rolls has increased along with the number of legal
immigrants admitied into the United States. Since 1980, the percentage of foreign born persons
fiving in the 1.8, has grown from slightly less than 4 percent of the U.S. population 10 over 9
percent of the 118, population, according 1o the Bureay of the Census.

Qiven the increase in immigrazién, 1t 15 not surprising that there has been an increase in the
numbers of non-¢itizens on the SSI rolls pver the past 13 vears, However, the number remains a
smali percentage of the total SSI rolls, rising from 3 percent in 1982 to a little over 12 percent in
1995,

Statistically, the Jargest increass in noncitizen participation has been seen in the aged recipient
population. But this increase should be viewed in the same context, Over thas same 13-year
period, the number of aged gitizen recipients has been declining, becapse most citizens aged 65
and older now receive Soctal Security benefits that are large enough to preclude 881 eligibility.
Participation of aged gitizens has dropped from almost 1.5 million in 1982 to a little over 987,000
in 1995, a decline of 32 percent. Therefore, the increase in the percentage of aged noncitizens on
881 s due both to the decrease in the number of citizen aged, a8 well as 1o the increase in the
number of noncitizen aged,

In addition, the number of aged non-citizens newly awarded benefits each vear has dechined from
about 73,600 in 1993 10 just g little over 46,000 in 1995, & decline of 37 percent,



REFUGEE ELIGIBILITY EXTENSION

. S R —— e

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 of origin. These individuals have generally experienced war
or other viplent trauma requiring medical and income gssistance, They often need more
time to put their lives together and become self-supporting than other legal immigrants. . ¥

H

- About one-half of refugees speak little or no English at arrival; only about one-tenth
speak Enghsh fluently,

. Therefore, we believe refugees and asylees need a longer eligibility period for assistance
than other qualified aliens because of the unique circumstances that bring refugees and
asylees to the 118, , i

v Under the President’s proposal, mﬁzgces and asylees would get an additional two years
of eligibility, to provide additional time 1o enable them to naturalize or to achicve stable
seif-support. The President’s budget proposal would extend refugees’ eligibility for 851
and Medicaid benefits from § to 7 years,

» The longer time period is particularly imporiant because more recent refugee 8
populations have included larger numbers of older and elderly individuals who require a
longer time to adjust.

» Finally, refugees are not even eligible to apply for naturalization untii they are near the
end of their 5 years residence. Since the processing time for naturalization applications
is now about 1 year, this extension from 5 to 7 years is necessary to physically permt
refugees to comply with INS procedures without being denied crucial services during
the interim,

A

|



WHY NOT ALL ELDERLY?

QUESTION:
Why didn’t the Administration request reinstatement of eligibility for all elderly non-citizens?
ANSWER:

. Within the context of balancing the federal budget by FY2002, the Adminsstration
proposal targets the most vulnerable legal immigrants affected by welfare reform -
disabled adults, including the elderly, and childeen - and reinstates their 881 and Medicaid
eligibihity,

. Under the Administration plan, all legal immigranis over the age of 65 who are disabled
will qualify for benefits -~ including the majonty of the elderly on 851



April 25, 1997

MEMORANDUM FOR: BRUCE REED, ELENA KAGAN, DIANA FORTUNA
FROM: CYNTHIA RICE

SUBIECT: ‘ . BUDGET NEGOTIATIONS

Atiached is paper describing the next planned counter-offer for welfare to work, legal immigrants, and
food stamps. This paper s glose hold; it has not been shared outside the building yet nor do many
people inside have it. Changes are afl slong the lines we've discussed: -

. Folding §3 billion welfare to work into TANE, but continuing to earmark it for work in high
wnemployment/high poverty areas;

. Trimmung our legal immigrants pm;msai by lowering and time szzimg benefits for disabled
immigrants with sponsors who applied for benefits after August 1996,

. Madifying our food stamp proposal to increase funding for food stamp work slots but
restoring current law’s “3 in 36" month time himit, even if a job 15 unsvadable,



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

Welfara to Work. ' | 1998 1999 2000 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 Stale average. A share of funds go to cities with
large poverly populations commensurate with the share of long-term welfare recipients in those cities, 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 Q.1 06

The budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunilies for long-term welfare recipients. It would create a
much-anhanced credit targeted at thase 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 o 2 years. The budget also expands the existing WOTC
to able-bodied childless adults ages 18-50 who face work and time imit requirements.”

Subtotal, Welfare to Work* 0.7 14 1.2 0.5 01 3.6

*Five-year WOTC total could increase by $0.1-$C.2 bilion based on proposal to madify the Food Stamp 18-50 provisions.



Changes to Food Stamps Proposals 25-Apr-g7

in the FY 98 Budget
CRBO Estimates  (outlays In billions)

1898 1988 2000 2001 2002 1088 - 2002
Food Stamps s e

18-50's Work Reguirement. 03 03 0.3 0.3 0.3 15

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 milfion in new funding to create an additional 150,000 work
sliots monthly for individuals who are subject to the time limits. In total, this proposal would enable States to provide work
slots te approximately 1/3 of those losing benefits due to the time limits. The proposal includes the cost of providing
on-going benefits {0 individuals fulfilling the work requirements, '

18-50's Work Requirement--20% walver . 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 07

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 {0 find a job within the three
month fime fimit, '

Shelter Deduction. | 0.1 0.0 0.1 00 04 0.6

The Administration's propesal would accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and would eventually
eliminate the cap on the deduction in FY02, aliowing 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 10 households with children.

Vehicle Asset Limit. - 0.0 - 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.5

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 leve! since 1977 even though the CPI for used cars has risen by 125%.

Subtotal, Food Stamps ‘ 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.8 3.4



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

1998 1989 2000 2001 2002 1998 - 2002

Restore Benefits for Immigrants
Benefits for Disabled Immigrants. ,
’ S8I Costs 1.7 1.8 1.6 1.1 1.2 7.4
Medicaid Costs® 0.8 0.8 0.7 07 0.7 3.7
Total 25 24 2.3 1.8 1.9 111

This policy would restore SSI benefits for all legal immigrant adults who are currently receiving 58| who have become
disabled afler entering the U.8. It would also provide access to S8i for all legal immigrants admitted to the country prior to
August 22, 1996 ("new applicants”). The Medicaid costs for this policy are from the 881 recipients who would lose their
Medicaid when they lose their 881, Estimale assumes a Medicaid per capita ¢ap policy and assumes CBO would not
change its scoring to reflect pending regulations that enable more states 1o provide Medicaid 1o immigrants who lose 881

Deem for New Enfrants, Net of Benefit Reductions {6.0) 0.1 .2 0.3 0.3 0.7
This option would retain access to 85I and Medicaid for new entrants who become disabled after entering the U.S. but with
three restrictions. First, all new entrants and new applicants already in the country who have sponsors would have their 8Si
benefits reduced by one third. The one third reduction would represent an allowangce 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 sponsor's income would cause the immigrant to lose S8I and

Medicaid benefits. Third, the disability exermnption for new entrants would be limited to the first 7 years an immigrant is in the
country.

Benefits for immigrant Children, 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3
This policy would restore 8851 benefits for approximately 6,000 legal immigrant children who are currently receiving SSI. It
would also provide access to 881 for legal immigrant children admitted fo 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 Asyless. 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.2
The welfare bill exempled 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 (o provide a more appropriate time for refugees and
asylees to become citizens.

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 26 2.6 2.8 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 regalgﬁans that enable more states {o provide Medicaid to immigrants who lose SS1)
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Immigrant Policy
{1998-2002 Totals, in billions}

. Recipi

Under Age 65 © continue benefits for disabled
(+4.4)

Over Age 65 continue ban for non-disabled

continue benefits for disabled

(+4.3)

New Applicants'

173 reduction in benefits
for disabled

(+0.9)
continue ban for non-disabled
173 reduction in benefits

for disabled

+0.9)

New Entrants’
{Digabled Only)

173 reduction in benefits
7 year time limit

+1.3})

1/3 reduction in bencfits
7 year time lmit
deeming sponsors income

(+0.1)

Al immigrants with sponsors in the country prior to August 22, 1996, but not cutrently receiving disability benefits.

2All immigrants with sponsors entering the country after August 22, 1996,



Ymmigrant Policy Regarding Benefits for New Entrants' and New Applicants®

This policy would retain access to $8I and Medicaid for some new entrants and all new ap;;iicants
who become disabled afler entering the U.8. However, the policy would have several important
and siguificant limitations:

For Immigrants aver age 65:

Fan fo abled elderly; New applicants who are elderly but not disabled would continue
1o be banned fwm SST as under current law. New entrants who are elderly but not disabled would

continue 1o be banned from S8 and Medicaid as under current law.

eeri come: All entrants over age 65 who apply for the disability exemption
afier age 65 would havc the income of their sponsor deemed to them for purposes of dctennmmg
ﬁflglblllt}’ for 8§51 and Medicaid. For almost ali of these elderly i 1mmlgranzs d&emmg of spetzss:}r s
income causes ﬁze 1mm1grani to Jose S8I and Medicald benefits. r would 1 ‘

; _ sles anged. When an immigrant enter the coizzxiry near the mtzmcnt
age, zhe sponsor is axpectcd ta p!a:z fér the immigrant’s retirement needs, even if the immigrant
becomes disabled.

3) Benefit Reductions: For 851, all new entrants as weil a5 new applicants who become disabled
after entry and wha have sponsors would have their S5 benefits reduced by one third, This
provides an allowance for financial support the sponsor should provide.

4 Taime 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 naturalization process, even in parts of the country with significant processing
backlogs.

For Immigrants under age 65:

1 Benefit Reductions: For S81, all new entrants as well as new applicants who become disabled
after entry and who have sponsors would have their S51 benefits reduced by one third,

23 Time Limils; For all new entrants, the disability exemption would only he avaxlab%c for {he first
7 years an immigrant is in the country, ;

This policy substantially limits the access of new entrants to S81 and Medicaid while at the same
time providing important safety net protections for working age immigrants who may become
disabled in the fufure. 1t reduces benefits for families with sponsors but continues the full benefit
fevel for those without sponsors. In the first five ysars this policy would cost approximately $6.7
biflion®. Over time it would provide significant protections. By 2002, about 50,000 immigrants

- who would be denied under current law woauld have access to $SI and Medicaid.

LAl immigranis with sponsors entering the country after August 22, 1996.

Al immigrants with sponsors in the country prior to August 22, 1996, but not currently
receiving benefils.

3Assumes a Medicaid per capita cap policy. Costs would drop by about $0.4 biltion
without 4 per capiia cap.



Sammary of Discussions en Various Benefits for Immigrants Options

In initial discussions with Republican budget staff, they proposed a compromise immigrants
policy that would continue to provide 881 and Medicaid to all immigrants who are currently
receiving benefits and who have become disabled afier entering the country. They proposed no
" restorations of benefits for refugees, beyond the protections the current disability policy would
provide these groups.

They thought CBO would score the policy at $7.4 billion over five years. This ¢ost 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 a per capita cap because CBO assumes states will be able to game the
per capita cap which results in Jost savings to the Federal government.

Recently we have boen told that the original Republican offer is changed in two important ways.,
Firet, the disability protections would be limited to immigrants who are guprently receiving
benefits on the basis of disability, Immigrants who are elderly 581 recipients could not requalify
for SS1 disability benefits, even if they had the same disability as non-elderly disabled
immigrants. Second, they would propose to adopt the Administration’s policy on refugees and
asylees {i.c., extending the refugee and asylee exemption from the first five years 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 $6.5 biflion in isolation. We
estimate CBO would score it at around $8 billion in the context of a per capita cap.

The revised offer regarding disabled imnvigrants has & sumber of serious problems, It would
restore benefits to significantly fewer people than the Administration’s proposal. SSA’s
actuaries estimate that approximately 420,000 immigrants (of which 260,000 are elderly) will
Yose S81 benefits and the Administration’s policy would restore benefits for 310,000 immigrants
(of which 170,000 are elderly), whereas the Republican offer who not help any of these elderly

Tnmigrants.

The new offer is inequitable. 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 and the revised
Republican offer. The second started receiving SSI elderly benefits at age 65 and had a stroke at
67. The second immigrant wonld be protected by the A&mmlmtzon 5 pmposa! bizt wonld lose
SSI and pctmtza}}y Mcdmaid zzmim‘ the chubizcan oﬁ”er is inequitable trea L8 :

'CBO scored the Administration’s proposal as costing $14.9 billion over 5 years in the
context of the Administration’s overall budget proposal, which includes a Medicaid per-capita
cap policy. CBO scores the Administration’s proposal as 2 stand alone option at $11.9 billion

.over § years. The $3 billion difference is the interaction with the per-capita policy.



Waiving the Food Stamp Three Month Time Limit

The recently enacted welfare reform legisiation limits Food Stamps for certain childless
adults. These individuals may only reseive Food Stamps for 3 months in a 36 month
period unfess they are working 20 hours per week or the State has provided them witha
work slot which meets the requirements of the law. CBO estimates that in FY98
approximately 600,000 poor unemployed individuals will be ineligible to receive food
stamps in any given month due to this provision.

The statute provides States with the ability to seek a waiver from this provision for
certain areas within the State. There are two types of wmvm areas with zzaemp!oymenz
in excess of 10%, and areas with too few jobs.

The Secretary of Agriculture established broad guidelines for areas with too few jobs, but

it is up to the Governors to request a waiver. The Secretary cannot unilaterally grant a

walver or require its implementation, The State of Ohio, for example, has been approved

for a waiver, but has not implemented it — even in counties with ﬁaﬁmplﬂyment in excess
of 10%.

The waiver provision cannot adequately address the problems created by this provision.
CBO's estimate of 600,000 poor tmamploye:d mdxvzduals kysmg Fmd Stamps ah‘e&éy
i}ae‘to:s in the cf?ect of&ha: waivers. Lhismeans ga h 680,000 are made incligible

There are hzzndm(is of thousands of individuals living in areas with fow unemployment
who are unable to find wotk afler three months. Jobs simply may not be available to suit
their skills 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 help these
people. - Providing a 20% exemption from the time limits, as TANF does, would be an
important iraprovement,

The solution to the inadequacies of the current law provisions is not just broader waiver
authority, but better structured work requirements. The three month time limit is too
harsh and harms individuals who want to work and will find work, but not within three
months. The Administration’s budget proposal addresses these problems by focusing on
three principles: First, no one should be denied basic food assistance if they canuot find
work and are not offered a work opportunity by the State. Second, childless able-bodied
adults should be working and face stiff penalties if they fail to do so. 'nurd, States should
be provided with the resources to help move people 10 work. |



iletargcting Food Stamp Employment and Training fo 18-50s

Employment and Training Program Background Since the late-1980s States have been
required 1o operate an Emplovment and Training (E&T) program to ensure that able-bodied food
stamp recipients (including those with children) participate in meaningful work related activitics.
States have been reguired to serve at least 1034 of their work registrants. A wide variety of
activities have been permissible including job search, educsation and training classes as well as
work fare.

Ta meet these requirements, States have consistently relied on job-search as their primary
employment services for E&T participants. 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 10 as high as $3,000. Several individuals can
cycle through on slot in a single year.

Current Funding The existing program has two funding components - 8 80 million in 100%
Federal dollars (FY 1998) and opened ended 30% Federal matching of State contributed funds at
a {$11) million Federal share in FY 1998). Total combined Federal and State spending 15
estimated 10 be about $300 million in FY98. e

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

. Proposal This proposal would: 1.} earmark all existing 100% Federal funds and 30% of State-
Federal dollars to be spent only on 18-50s, 2.3 Add $£520 million in new Federal funding, and 3.)
creale a maintenance-of-effort requirement 10 ensure that State dollars are not withdrawn and
replaced with new Federal funds.

Need to Targer 18-50s States need additional resources to meet the new, tnore expensive work
requirements for 600,000 18-50's who will hit the time limit each month. These requirements are
more stringent and time-consuming than those for other food stamp recipients. The requirements
cannot be met with less expensive aliematives, like structured job scarch, Additional funds are
required to ensure that recipients comply with work requirements, 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 baseline for Federal E&T program to be $1.6 billion over the next § 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 State/Federal 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 stots 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 money 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
not 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 TANF work programs. '



é] Oynithin A. Rige 54724187 034538 AM
-
Racord Type:  Record

To: Bruce N, Reed/OPD/EOP, Elena Kagen/OPDIEQP, Oiane FortunafGPLVEDP

Ll
Subiest: Grandparents excaption.n TANF

Martha Foley said Jobn Hilley 18 interested in accepting a House Women's Caucus proposal to
help win favor for a petential budget deal.: The proposal would exempt families with '
grandparent and other nos-parental family caregivers from the TANF work requirements and
titne limits established by welfare reform. States that did not do so could be penalized up 10
5% of their block grant. Additional block grant funds would be provided to states to keep
these families on the rolls afier the five year time limit.

As you know, the law now allows states 10 exempt up to 20% of families frem the time fimiis
and o choose which Lunilies must work 10 meet the participation rates,  [n the tast Congress,
Republicans fought againgt Democratic efforts to exempt particular categories of people (e
clderly, disabled) and pushed for o strioght percentage exemption,

We could push for this option to please the Caucus knowing we will sot succeed. But 1 think
that's dungerous because other groups (hattered women's amd disabled advaocates) will be mad
at us for pushing an exception for grandparents amd not others.
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_The President's Welfare Changes

, OMB CBO
. - . ; FY1997-2002 FY1997-2002
R - - {outlays in billions) " {outlays in billions)
Wedtare to Work X - , )
Wellare to Work Jobs Cbagmgﬁ (%raz%{ 33.0 $3.0
increase Work Opportunity Tax Credit . $0.4 $0.3
Welfare to Work $3.4 $3.3
Food Stamp Benefit and Implementation Prm;;osais , _ ‘
Additional Funds for Food Stamp Work Reqwmm&nt $2.2 $3.5
Excess Shelter Deduction . ) $0.6 806
Reindexation of Standard Deduction = $0.1 $0.1
Increase and Reindexation of Vehicle Asset Limit __ $02 ) $0.5
Food Stamps ‘ $3.1 $4.7
Noncitizens Benefit \Reinstatement .
Disabled Immigrant Benefit Reinstatement $9.1 8.4
Targeted Assistance to Children - . 30.2 al
Extension of Refugee and Asylee Exemption $0.7 al
Delay E’x&ﬁ Food Stamps until end of 1997 R 301 0.1
Noncitizen Pf{}vmz{ms $10.1 $49.8
Medicaid
Continuation of Medicaid for Chiidreaf&enciiizgn.s cut-off S8 . $5.3 $7.0
Total Deficit Effect . P $21.6 $24.5

a/ included in disabled total. -

SBC 03/25/97 ' - Totals may not add due fo rounding
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Bud frategy Meeting (\ r*f gﬁ?,'&wfa
: N s
Optimal Goal: A negotiated apreement signed by the President that T

balances the budget in 2002, provides permenent tax relief, has declining
deficits, and uses honest economic projections.
Minimum Requirements: Make the public understand that it was

. President Clinton that failed to make the tough choices, and move to
achieve as many objectives as possible(i.c. cut some spending, save
Medicare, enact some 1aX cuts).

Full aﬂggzﬁggﬂiﬁ g of the chailenge ahead
What could the package look like if we adhered to the goals agreed to
above. (See mtma)

Sensitive issues to resolve: -

» How do we handle the Medicare issue ? Can we communicate it 7 7

¢ Do we consider CPl adjustment ? Legislated or through a Commission ?

* How do we handle the discretionary portion of the budget 7 Frozen at
FY ‘96 or 97 levels ? Do we do a contingency CR 7 '

+« How do we handle tax cuts 7 As part of one package, with piecesina :\ e

multiple packages, of split off at the ¢nd of the reconciliation pm{:ess{i e.
do capital gains as part of separate welfare-to-work) ?
« Do we change economic assumptions in order to accomplish the ather

M-SL'
oals of getting to balance and providing tax relief? - {Tag '{“’7
g g g Q m ? z t g ")!b 95{ F- o ihMP

) ~ Wil (ﬁ-—a[ iy s ?)

B;g Questl Q§g - ;p cetie & L
» Do we proceed with a budget cesolutisn/reconciliation Qmacss and 5,,9 gm; bl
when? Is it one package, or multiple packages ? L bodd

» How do we deliver the votes on the various component parts 7 ff-a et ).
« How do we communicate our strategy 1o Members and the public 7
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Goal ~ Save Medicare fom baskrupicy, reform education to reduce burcaucracy and put
mote resources in the classroom, ensure a strong national defense, tax celief for families
ard to create jobs, target violate crime and renew the war on drugs — all achieved within
the context of a batanced budget by 2002,

Strategies
Negeiiare ?vifa the President

Pros: May isolate more exareme congressional Democrats. Likely 1o get some agreement
that is signed into law, Bipartisan pa:fnership well-received by American pcopie and will
rediice partisan attacks,

Con: Not likely to include GOP priorities. Not likely to reach real balance without the use

of budget gimmickey. Likely 1o alicnate GOP base. GOP prone to demagoguery by liberal
Democrats, unions, and ellied intorests on CPI, Medicare, #1c. -

Negotiate with Congressional Democrats

Pros: May isolate extreme congressional demaocrats and White House. Clinton possibly
more likely 1o sign. Likely to be make more meaningful changes than a budget negotiated
with the President. Bipartisanship well-received by American people and will reduce
partisan attacks.

Cous: May have to give up impontam GOP priorities, especially tax cuts. To play,
conservative [emocrats may demand arbitrary CPI changes which would leave GOP
vulncrable w attack by liberal members and interest groups. Has been ci:f‘f‘zcult o
aspotiate in the past as the goalposts sre moved,

GOFP Gaes it Aione

Pros: Allows Republicans 1o choose priotities we {ight over. Establishes a bright line
difference between our priorities and the Democrats. With & multiple reconciliation
approach, will get us bipartisan victory on some prioritics

Cons: Given budgetary constraints, will be difficult to put together and will be divisive
even amongst Republicans. GOF vulnerzble to pantisan attack, With multiple
reconciliation approach, may get us some victorizs but probably not a balanced budget.
Almost guarantees a veto and partisan attacks fromn White House and allied interests.

Tacties - A consensus seems to have developed around 2 single budget resolution with
multiple reconciliation vehicles, or in the absence of a budget resolution, a piecemeal
approach reflecting GOP priorities. This allows us 1o extend Medicaze solvency and take
the issue off the table in a bipartisan fashion before we move forward on other isgues
ineluding tax cuis, Regardiess of which surategy is chasen. we need adequate resources
and eooperation from our external allies.

ooz
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REMARKS:

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

Lal's talk
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| April 13, 1997
_ FOOD STAMP FALLBACK ISSUES ON 1850 YEAR-OLDS

THis memo discusses three types of issues, all of which need to be addressed ina
faliback: 1) inoney for wosk slots; 2) the structure of the requirement (L.e., how many
months of eligibility an indrvidual has, whether job search should covnt as work, etc);
andS)asmandw-getlmsmmdmtbewnWmMmm{mmdbehﬂpfuLalbe:zttz;a

" very minwr degree,

Ncpekzzssimﬂdbaméeupfront First, the Administration should reject any
. Republican proposal that might be offered to weaken or narrow the cucrent waiver
authority within this provision. Itis unlikely that any compromise would be offexred
that would make the provision 23 a whole less rather than more dracordan if the
‘compromise weakens the waiver provision.

Second, if the Admindstration yields on the principle that recipients who cannot
find a job or a work stor should not be terminated, well over half of the cost of the
Administzation’s proposal in this area will disappear tmder CBO scoring. The
Administration can and should argue that if it yields on this pringiple, it will have met

* the Republicans much maore than half way on this provision and the Republicans
showld, in retun, move in the Adminisiration’s direction an money for work slots, a job
search provision that {as described below} is consistent with the teatment of job search
in refation to TANF work requirestents, and changes in the mumber of months of
gecipient eligibility (L2, in the “thres-months-out-of-36-months® rule).

l_. Money for Work Stots

mm&ﬁimtpmtnfampmwmmmm&ﬂmgmmnf
additional money for work slots. A caveat, lowever, should besounded. Unless ’
structured propexty, the additional maney probably won't do much good. States could:
1) substitute it for state money ﬂ\eywaz&akeadyspmdmgm&mﬁwdmmp
employmend and training (B&T) program; 2) substitute it for other federal food stamp
E&T money being spent on the 18-30 population; 3) change their accounting practices to
allocate more of their caseworkers” ime to food stamp E&T, thereby “using® the
additional federal money without ereating new work slots {some state food stamp
directors have confided in us that this could ocour in their state wder the
Administration’s propesal); or 4) take some combination of these approaches.
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.- To prevent states from usirg changes in cost allocations to soak up the new
mamey without creating work slots, this money should be provided on 2 performance
basis, with states receiving a specified amount of the money for each participant beyond
the time limit who is enrolled in a work slot, up bo # maximany daollar prasunt for each
state. There should be reallocation procedures to move money from states that do not
earn it in this manoer 1o those that do.

Some edditional safeguards also would be useful, The Administration’s pro-
posal requires that an increasing percentage of the existing federal food stamp E&T
dollars granted to states to be dedicated to the 18-50's. We would combine that
approach with the pexformance funding ides by taking an increasing portion of the
existing federal food stamp E&T money and adding it to the performance fanding pool
that would be distributed to states inaccordance with the rumber of these 1850 yeas-
olds a state has placed in work slots. (St should be noted that until enactivemt of tha
welfare jaw, one-fifth of federal food stamp E&T grants to states were allocated
according to performance measures, so this would reinstate such anapproachand
mmmofmmmmmﬁmmmmmmmm
have been placed In work slots.)

Another useful feature would be a state maintenance-of-effort requirement,
under which easch state could spend no fewey state dollars on the food stamp employ-
ment and traicing progran than the state spent in a base year. The maintenance-of-
effort level might have to be set at 75 percent or 80 percent of state base-year funding.
It would be applicable only to those states that have been providing state money for
fhds purpose. These additional features segarding money for wark slots would be in
addition to the perfoxmance funding approach; they would not be instead of it.

How Much Money Should Be Provided for Work Slots?

This depends to some degree on whether the performance borus approach is
adopted. W:&wutzi,ﬁzemyfmw&&slntszsimi&elympwdam the additional
work slots desired.

Thm;xmmonof!wwmuchmmytamdefmwksmmdepmm .
wheﬁzerﬁxmxsaﬁxe&amtc}fmmyfmmWﬁxand,asaWt,ﬁwwwks&d '
money reduces the money availabie to fix the basic structural problems with the 1850
provision. If the work slot maney reduces the money to fix the structural problems on
a dollar-for-dollar basis, one might want to stick close to the Administration’s budget
recqquest for an additional $280 million for work slots. On the other hand, if the addi-
firmal work slot money does not crowd out other moaey, then much more should be
sought for work slots. If anything close to the present “-monits-out-of-36 months”
shruchue remaing, the level of funding needed to provide work slots for most of those
who otherwise will be terminated will be many times the $280 million figure. The

2
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Administration’s $280 million figure was set to provide the number of work slots
needed under a six-months-out-of- 12 structure, not a three-tnonths-gut-0f-36 structure.
AUSDA study indieates that a substantial share of the unemyployed able-bodied
childless persons between the ages 18 and 60 who come onto the program leave

between their third and sixth months, Furthermore, 2 numbey of these individuals whoe
leave the program cycle back on at some point between the 12-month mark and ihe 36«
month mark. Thus, the mumber of persans needing work slols under the three-monthg.
out-of-36 structure would be substarntially greater the number the Administration
estimated 1o need work slots under its proposal

I Structurg! Questions

The key structurel questions involve whether job search counts as meeting the
work requirement and how many months of food stamp eligibility these individuals
have. Inexamining these issues, one approach to designing fallbacks and presenting
thent 10 the Republicans is to pattern the fallbacks to 2 substantial degree onthe food | -
staxrp provisions for 18-50 year olds incladed in versions of the welfare bill that the
Serurte and House passed in 1995 or 1996,

2)  Job Searck

Granting states the option o count job search as work that enables a recipient to
contirnee receiving benehits is one of the most important issues in the 18-50 area. Most
food stamp employment and training programs are job search prograuns; states have
operated and should be willing to continue operating job search programs for these
recipients. Job search programs are not very cosiy on a per-participant basis. States
also find job search programs an appealing approach for single adults on food stamps
because mematpmmmmmme&mp}eym
quickly.

Mostm&swiﬂmhhnwa,mnwc:kpmgﬁms (as distinguished from job
search programs) for these individuals. Work slots cost meare to develop and admird-
stex than a jobr search program does. Work slats also require more staff to run, a serious
problem for state welfare departinents constrained by personnel ceilings. Finally,
many gtates wani to use whatever work siots they are able to develop for TANF recipi-
ents, not for single individuals on food stamps.

" Incthe past few months, CBO eonduacted 2 phone survey of states to determine
how many work slots they are creating for the 18-50 year-olds subject to the three.
month limit. The survey results show few states are creating many slots. Yo its March
1997 food stampbasdme,m&gmﬁmﬂymduaedmmmm#ﬁwmofwm
siatsﬁmt states will provide for these iIndividuals,

3
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The original welfare bill the House passed in the spring of 1995 counded partici-
pation for at least 20 hours a week in an approved job scaveh program as work that en-
abled an'18-50 year-old recipient to cominue receiviag {ood stamps. That bill placed no
limit on the number of months that job search could count in this snanner. The welfare
bilt the Senate passed in July 1996 also allowed job search, but on a limited basis — it
gave states the option of counting pbm:ha&wunk for a recipient for upwtwu
Mtthsmtgfmch lz-mﬁmhpm

Ths new Administration budget takes a mmx:what differert appm«r:h to lwiting
use of job search. It allows job search to count as work for up 40 10 hours a week for an
undimited rmumber of months. Unfortunately, this is not the best way to allow use of job
search on 2 lindted basis; to use job search under the Administration’s proposal, a state
would have to sbructure o different work components for the samte recipients i the same
riondh — 10 hours of job search and 10 hours of paticipation in a work or fraining pro-
gram. Providing two components at the same i for these recipients is likely £o be
both costly and very difficult administrativesy for qost states. Few if any siates would
likely make use of the: job search option it these drcumstances. -

The recommendation here is o allow states the option of counting participation
in a job search program of at leas 20 hours a week as work for #wo monshs out of sach
year, This would parallel the fub search provision in the 18-50 provision of the welfare

* bill the Serate passed fast July. It also would be similar to the job search provision in
the TANF part of the wel{are law, under which states can coust job search as work in
the TANF block grant program for six weeks out of each year in arcas without high
unemploynsent and for 12 weeks in areas with high unerployment rates.

5)  Months of Stigipitity

The best approach here would be six months out of 12 This is the same time
frame as in the Admirdsixzidon(s proposal ard the welfare bill the Senate passed in
September 1995,

thﬁmﬁébemwdmtﬁusraubackdepmm&mnﬁm&dmu#mhmsappm&
in that it assumes ‘hat recipients who can not find 2 job or 2 work slot after six months
are wrminated. (Thean .umpnonhom;smmasmmmumbﬁmmﬁm
negotiations.) As noted at the beginning of this memo, once the Adwinistration gives
on this principle, “he substantial majority of the cost of the Administration’s 18-50
proposal disapprars. The Administration should argue that if it yields onthis™ -
principle, it will have gone well over half of the way to the Republicans, and the
Repubhmsshmdd,mmnmmmimtsdm@mﬁwaﬁmfmmm
mudmg&wrumbwofmmdd@mzy

H
H



S1PeB? 17,22 FEOMH-OMO 1D FAGE @7
x, SAAIATLS IR LY O DR TIWE M et Saees

desypite this, that the six-months<ut-of-12 option cannot be secured.
.To what does one then fall back?

Lengthering the theee-month time limit in the current “three-month-out-of36°
rule appears tr: be the most important change to secure. Many of these individuals use
~ the food starip program only periodically but remain on the program more thaa three
months when they use it, Inaddihmmemdmdmlsw!mhxthhmehuntamim
terminated probably will not understand that they can reapply at the end of a
fication period uf some length. Hence, lengthening the up-front peziod of food stamp
use is probably the most inportant step to take.

Theas, if six months out of 12 is not achievable, six months out of 18 could be
tried or ever: six manths out of 24.

There is ancther approach that aleo could be tried — to adopt the approach in
the reconciliation conference repoct and the welfare conference repaort, both of which
Congress passed ixt late 1995 and the President then vetoed. (These bills had identical
food stamp provisions regarding the 18-50 year olds} These bills would have limited
_eligibility for the 18-50 year-olds to four months out of 12. These bills also aflowed an
individual whe exhausted his or her initial four months of eligibility to gain a second
four-months of eligibility during the same 12-month period if the individual was
employed at least halftime for at least one month aler using up his or her indtial fowr
mn&mwelnsjbﬁxtyammﬁ:iwasimdoﬁ'

me&mpmmwmm&mwdmbm&wgmm endorsed in early
1996. This provision was harsh — it cut people off after four months ¥ they could not
fnd a job «r a work slot. It was this provision that President Clinton castigated as
irequitabla in budger negotiations with Senator Dole and Rep. Gingrich in December
1995, wita Dole and Gingrich acknowledging there were fairness problems with
terminziing prople who were willing to work simply becauss they couldn't nd 2 fob
or a2 work slot.

The principal Republican who wanted to make the provision of the finat welfare
law ever: more severe than the provision in the vetoed bills was John Kasich. The two
agriculture committees never had any interest in making the provision more draconian.
mmmmaaammamappm&mmwbwwammmzmwm
of the petved Bili, with addibiony ;
gwmgmmagmmm asshmsmnessmhaﬂydow@wthe
fmbieckgfm

If you do not get the three-months-out-0f-36 changed xwch, one other modest
approach could be tried. It wourld be to give states the option of allowing an additional -
thyee months of beneSits after the inifial three months were exhausted for those recipi-

5
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mmmmmmm&%&&gmaywmfmmkmmmw
find it

- 3 ASmall Change That Should Be Non-Controversial

. Under the law as it now stands, an individual who has used up his or her injtial
three months of benehits can qualify for a second three months of benefits f he o1 she
has worked talf-time for at least one month after the indtial three months of benefits are
exhausted and the individual is subsequently laid off. An individual cn qualify for
this second tuwen-months of benefits only ance in the 36-month period.

There is a significant problem with how the second three-months of benefits
works — the secand tuee moaths of benefits can be wsed only in comsecutive months.
If an individual uses the frst manth of his second three-menths of benefits and then
gets a job and returns to work, he or she forfeits the remaining two months of the
second three months of benefits. If the individual had secured seasonal work and is
Iatey laid off again after a few months, he or she is ineligible for any further benefits
while out of work unti] the end of the 36-month period. This inddividual thus would
have been inited b four months of benefits out of 36, rather than the six months of
benefits supposedly available to people who go badk to work but ave then Jaid off
again. This aspect of the law is particularly problematic for poor migrant fanm
wozkers, who typically experience both months of backbreaking work and maonths of
unemployment. ’ ‘

‘The first three momths of benefits that a recipient gets need not be comsecutive,
There is no reason for a requirement that the secomd three monthis be consecutive either.
Republican staff tefl us they wrote the nule for the second three months tobe
consecutive into the conference repart at a time when they thought the conference
agreement was going to include a three-conths-out-0f-12 rule, rather than a thaee-
months-out-0f-36 rule. Staff forgot to drop the requirement for these mondhs to be
consecutive when the conference agreement ended up at three-months-cut-0f-36,

I the three-months-out-0f-36 rule remains or is changed only modestly, it ought
to be possible to secure agreement to fix the “consecutive months” problem. Doing so,
however, would represent only a very modest change and would not do much, by
ituelf, 6 ease the dracondan nature of this provision L‘Bﬂm:glﬁwdiiﬁuiﬁmtsucha
change has no scorable cost. .
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Options

Funds in 1999-2002 to help long-term recipients in high unemployment/high
poverty areas 9o to work and keep jobs., Funds would be added 1o TANF but

earmarked for work, TR earmmdad 2 TTE fov Londemm ¢ FS wodefar

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 meset work participation rates in prior vear. Funds
would he added to TANF, sarmarked for work.

Enhanced tax credit for Hems that hire long term welfare recipientswfunﬁ
woauld pay firm’s shars of FICA taxes for individuals hired and retained.

Funds for vouchers for training, job creation, and job placement 1o help
long-term recipients in high unamployment/high poverty areas go 10 work and
keep jobs. Funds would be added to TANF, earmarked for vouchers for
individuals,

Funds in Title XX Social Services block grant, which states could use for
waork or child care,

Child Cara:

at Make Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit refundable., Cost: bet.
$2-85 bition, {Mark Mazur costing specific options by 4/15.)

bl Increase the Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit amount to $3,600
tor ohe child and $5,400 for two. Increase could be phased in over
time. {Mark Mazur costing specific options by 4/15.)

¢l $1.4 billion through 2002 for working poor families that CRBO says is
needed to keep them from getting shaort-changed by welfare reform
{Dodd-Daschie}. {This week, CBO is redoing its analysis of the shortfall
- dollar amount would change accordingly.}

d} Tax credit to companies for costs of building, renovating and/or
operating child care centars (50% credit for eligible activities up to
$150,000 per year per businessi. Cost: $2.8 billinn {(Kohll, {Because
this proposal would subsidize already operating centers, Mark Mazur is
developing an option that would subsidize only the expansion or
creation of new centers, which would cost less.)
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&} Loarn forgiveness tax credit in President’s budget which could be used
for individuals becoming child care workers. Caost: minimal,
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m Lo Al S ot PROPOSED POLICY INCREASES IN MANDATORY PROGRAMS 04/14/97
Bk ? (in biflions of dollars} 10:12 AM

19897 1908 1999 2000 2001 2002 98-02
Proposed expansion of benefits In existing mandatory programs:

Medicare:
Alzheimer's respite benefil....... e -~ 3,350 035G 0350 0350 0360 1.760
Diabetes management SCreenings. ..o immuma v -~ 160 0280 0.280 0300 0.310 1.350
COIOTECial SCIEBIIMUS. ..ovivvreieine e ceerretrrarrav e coneavinesatbaaesibineensraness - 0080 0250 0340 0480 0.560 1.740
Mammaography without copayments.........i o - Q070 0140 0140 0140 0,150 3.640
MNew preventive immunizalions. ... Vaerneeenrerere e -~ 0040 0070 0.080 0.090 0,100 (.380
Madicare demo for working disabled.....ovv i -~ 0010 0020 0030 0040 - 0.100
Late enroliment premium surcharge X, -~ 0410 0150 0160 0180 0.200 0.800
Quipatient coinsurance formula fiX. ... oo P = 1320 1280 1840 2580 6.790
Total MedICAre. ..ot b - (830 2300 2.640 3420 4280 13.540

Medicaid:
12-month kids CONtiNUOUS COVEIBUE.......ooviirii i - 0282 0457 0707 1013 1182 3621
Medicaid impact of state partnership grants..........cccinnan - Q062 0130 0227 0348 0368 1.138
Medicaid benefits for child and disabled legal immigrants................ 0.028 0619 0793 Q@78 1184 13156 4.896
SSI-ralated BCHOMIS.. it a vt rr e e e 0.010 0.075 0070 QO08% 0065 0.080 0.335
Medicaid portion of D.C. initiative... - 0156 0169 0182 0197 0.213 0.918
Increase payments o Puerto Rico mzd i&rriteries -~ 0030 0040 0050 0080 0.070 0.250
Continue coverage for working disabled...n. SUIUIURNURUSUON T e - 0001 Q003 0007 0008 £.020
Total MediCaI ..o e s e e OGS 1224 1660 2208 2885 3197 11178

Other programs:

Amend Food Stamps provisions... . D362 0836 0888 0800 0405 0835 3.335

Exempt disabled immigrants from Supp!&mental Secunty Inmme&
restrictions and extend eligibility for refugees and asylees........... 0.224 1707 1824 2086 1807 2184 9718

Provide funding for Superfund orphan shares /... - 142 0162 Q.184 0192 0200 .880
Conform railroad retirement Social Securily equivalent
benefits with Social BeCunity ..o -~ 0.031 0046 0046 0.047 0.047 0.217
Reduce studant 108N 885 ... o craiaisersve e s eras e -— 0,087 0248 0336 0380 0382 1.442
Total Other Programs ... ..o menmon SRR 0588 2803 293¢ 3261 2911 3648 15562
Total expansion of benefits in existing programs.....c.ccvcon 0.625 4857 8§88 8110 92168 11105 40278
New non-entitlement mandatories 2/
Education:
Invest in SChoOl CONSIUCHON. ... eovv vt e -~ 1250 1250 1250 1250 . 5.000
Improve third grade eraty...c... v e, -- 0031 0212 0284 0331 0380 1.238

Health and Human Services:

M) A0S |
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PROPOSED POLICY INCREASES IN MANDATORY PROGRAMS 04/14/97 g
‘ - {in billions of dollars) 10:12 AM
1997 1998 1909 2000 2001 2002 98-02
Establish health insurance for families of workers in-between jobs.. = -—— 1,738 2472 2688 2.924 - 9822
State partnership grants for kids coverage........ccoooiniiiicivnicenee. -—— 0750 0750 0.750 0750 0.750 3.750
Grants to states for health insurance purchasing cooperatives........ - 0.025 0025 0025 0025 0025 0.125
Labor:
Move 1 million welfare recipients into jobs by 2000...........cccooee. - 0600 0975 1.000 0400 0.025 3.000
Treasury:
Provide funding for job training assistance for Puerto Rico.............. — — 0067 0167 0286 0424 0.944
Total new non-entitlement mandatories.......c..cooeevnreieiiinennc s - 4384 5751 6.164 5966 1604 23879
New mandatory spending financed by fees:
Agriculture: .
Forest ecosystem restoration management..........ccocccovivieenrcniiinneen. - 0067 0.055 0.047 0042 0.040 0.251
Forest Service recreational fee program.........c.cccccvveniiiniciriniiinnean. --- 0016 0016 0.016 0.016 0.018 0.080
Health and Human Services:
Allow State spending of HCFA survey and certification fees............ -- 0010 0010 0010 0010 o0.010 0.050
Interior:
Enhance Everglades restoration...........c.ccocoociiiniiniiiniicccen, - 0017 0031 0035 0035 0.035 0.153
Fish and wildlife recreational fee program..........cccoveevvrviviiiineincnennns -- - ---  0.001 0.001 0.001 0.003
National Park Service recreational fee program..........cccooceveniiniinne — — - 0.048 0.050 0.057 0.155
Total mandatory increases offset by fees..........cccoveiieneiinvecnneee — 0110 0112 0157 0154 0.159 0.692
Total proposed policy increases in mandatory programs.......c.cccccee v 0.625 9.361 12.852 14431 15336 12.868 64.849

1/ Proposal adds new mandatory authority to existing Superfund program, which is currently discretionary.
2/ These new programs are not entittements because they are capped at specific levels.
CASTDA\TEMPAMANDNEW



[Siockgrt

Page 11

WHY NOT A BLOCK GRANT?

QUESTION:

Why not just establish a block grant 1o the States to assist them in providing
services to those legal immigrants who lose 8817

ANSWER:

» The Administration believes the immigrants who become disabled after
coming to our country and refugses and immigrant children should be
protected as a matter of national poliey. This should not be a decision that is
left to the discretion of individual states,  An BO-year-old, disabled women
should be assured of support where ever she tives. A working age immigrant
who becomes disabled on the job should know he and his children wili he
projected in ‘whatever state he finds a job.

» There is no infrastructure in place at the state level to deliver income support
1o the disabled population. In many states, it is local governmaent that
directly provides heaith care 10 the indigent. There is no assurance that
states will find the people most in nesd. I contrast, the 881 and Medicaid
programs have already in place a rigorous sereen process o identify those
who need heip on the basis of disability.

* A block grant of the size being discussed {$2-3 billion} would mest only a
gmall fraction of the need. 5Such a small block grant would ether 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, L&, for two or
three years. This will just leave those legal immigrants that a block grant is
able to reach without support two vears from now.

. The history of using block grants 1o provide services to immigrants is
discouraging. It has been attempted before without good results. The block
grant created by the 18986 immigration reform law was the State Legalization
Impact Assistance Grants {SLIAG) program, and it proved to be an ingflicient
method of assisting the Siates and very difficult for them to manage. In
addition, although SLIAG was federally fundad, its appropriation in the third
year was reduced by almost two-thirds to support discretionary spending
eglsewhere, By the fifth year, SLIAG funding was reduced to zero.
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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.



Welfare to Work and Changes to Immigrants and Food Stamps Proposals

In the FY 98 Budget -
(Outlays in Billions)

Welfare_to Work ' 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 5 Year

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.6 1.0 1.0 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. .



1988 1889 2000 2001 2002 1988 - 2002

Benefits for Disabled Immigrants,

S8 Cosis 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.8 2.0 8.8
Medicaid Cosis 0.6 0.8 0.9 1.1 13 47
Total 22 24 2.8 2.9 3.3 13.7

The Administration’s budget would restore 581 benefils for 310,000 legal immigrants who become
disabied affer their enlry 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 adulls, approximately 180,000 would have
Medicaid coverage restored. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules from these safely net
programs is unfair and shorisighted,

Benefits for Immigrant Children. 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4
The welfare reform law denies 5hi and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who become
seriously ill, or have an accidert ard become disabled, and whose families fall on hard times. Under
the Administration's proposal, legal immigrant children would continue to be eligible for S8t and
Medicaid. In FY 1998, {his proposal would protect 881 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 Asvlees. 0.1 (.1 0.1 o1 0.1 0.8
The welfare bill exempted refugees and asylees from the henefi 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 asvlees to become citizens. It would pratect eligibility for
about 17,000 refugees and asyless in FY 1888,

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 2.3 2.6 3.1 31 35 14.6



1968 1898 2000 2001 2002 1898 - 2002

Food Stamps

18-50's Work Requirement. 0.7 0.6 0.4 0.3 0.2 2.2

The Administration's proposal recanfigures the "3 in 36" time fimit 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 tolal in FYs
97-02 to enable States to create work for people wi!hng to wark; (3) impaoses tough sanctions while
pratecting 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 FY(02, allowing low-income families with high
hausing costs to deduct the full cost of their housing expenses when calculatlng their net income. 80%
of the benefif of this proposal is {0 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 ensure that benefits keep
pace with infiation,

\:‘ehicie Asseat Limit, 0.0 {}‘i) 0.1 0.1 0.1 0,2

The weifare bill froze the Food Stamps vehicle asset imit (tfm 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 1877 even though the CPI for used
cars has risen 125%.

Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.4 0.8 31

Medical Coverage for Low-Income 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 {o changes in
the definition of childhood disability to retain their Medicaid health coverage.



ADMINISTRATION BUDGETY INITIATIVES | :
{mandatory outlaysireceipts in billions of doflars, except where indicated otherwise)

1897 1988 1998 2000 2001 2002 88-02

Education and Training
Tax incentives for education and training 0.084 4.044 6.199 7.848 8.832 9.386  36.10%

School construction 1.250 1.250 1.250 1.250 - 5.000
Lower student loan fees 0.087 0.248 (.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 5412 7.809 9.717 10.573 10148 43758
Health Care

Medicare:
Alzheimer's respite benefit 0350 0350 0350 0350 0360  1.780
Diabetes management scregnings 0.180 0,280 0.280 0.300 0.310 1.350
Colorectal screenings 0.080 0.250 0.340 0.480 $.5680 1.720
Mammography without copayments 0.070 0.140 0.140 0,140 0.150 0.840
New preventive immunizations 0.040 0.070 0.080 0.080 0.100 0.380
Medicare demo for working disabled - 0.010 .0.020 0.030 0.040 6.100
Late enrollment premium surcharge fix 8.110 0.180 0.180 0.180 0.200 £.800
Cutpatient coinsurance formuda fix 1.120 1.250 1.840 2.580 68.790
Sublotal, Medicare 0.830 2.380 2.640 3.420 4260 13540
Kids Health:
12-month kids continuous coverage - ) 0.282 0.457 Q.707 1.013 1.162 3.621
State partnership grants for Kids coverage 0.812 .880 0.977 1088  1.118 4 BBB
Medicaid beneft réstorations for :

impmigrant kids ) 0.013 0.021 0.031 0.044 0.052 0.161
Medicaid costs of S8hrelated actions 0.010 0.075 0.070 0.065 0.0685 0.080 0.335

Subtotal, Kids Health : 0.010 1.182 1.428 1780 2.22% 2.3892 9.003



ADMINISTRATION BUDGET INITIATIVES

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

Other health care:

Establish health insurance for families of
workers in-betweern jobs

Grants to states for health insurance
purchasing cooperatives

Subtotal, cther health care

Subtotal, Heaith Care

Welfare Reform

Move 1 million welfare recipients into jobs
by 2000

Welfare-to-work tax credit

Amend Food Stamps provisions -

Exempt disabled immigrants from
Supplementa! Security Income
restrictions and extend eligibility for
refugees and asyless

Medicaid benefits for disabled legal

i fimmigrants

Subtotal, Welfare Reform

Environment

Tax incentives for distressed areas
Subtotal, Environment

1897 1868 1999 2000 2001 2002 98-02
1.738 2472 2.688 2.924 9.822

0.025 0025 0.025 0.025 0.025 0.125

1.763 2.487 2.713 2.949 0.025 9.847

0.010 3.775 6.315 7.133 8.580. 6.677  32.490
0.600 0.975 1.000 0.400 0.025 3.000

0.068 0.137 0.163 0.122 0.061 0.551

0.362 0.836 0.659 0.600 " 0.405 0.835 3.335
0.224 1.707 1.824 2.088 1.8907 2.184 8.718
0.029 0.606 0772 0.944 1.150 1.283 4735
0.615 3.817 4.367 4.803 3.984 4.368  21.339
0.040 0.424 0.500 0.502 0.469 0410 2305
0.040 0.424 0.500 0.502 0.469 0.410 2.308
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ADMINISTRATION BUDGET INITIATIVES ~
{mandatory outlaysireceipts in billions of dollars, except where indicated otherwise}

1997 1898 1999 2000 2001 2002 9802

District of Columbia
Discretionary:

Criminat Justice . 0.379 0.439 0.584 0.606 0,488 2.507
Economic Development : 0.050 0.050
Local income tax collection 0.014 0.024 0.026 0.028 0.027 0.117
National Capital infrastructure Fund 0.126 0.017 0.017 0.017 °  0.017 0.183
Subtotal, discretionary 0.588 ¢.480 0.627 0.649 0.543 2.887
Reduced local Medicaid match rate 0.158 0.168 - 0182 0.197 0.213 0.818
DC tax incentive program 0.024 0.046 0.056 0.088 0.068 0.250
Offsets: .
Annual Federal payment . {0.880) (0.660) (0BB0) (0.660) (08660) (3.300)
Federal contribution to retirement (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.052) (0.260)

Subtotal, D.C, - 0.038 {0.017} 0183~ 0.200 8.102 0.475
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From: Karmeth 8. Aplel on Q2/20/97 $8:405:08 P8

Record Typs: Record

Ta: Bruce N, Resd/OPD/ECP

oot Elans KagantQPEOP, Lyn A. Hogan/OPDIEQP
Subject: President’'s Remarks on WOTC

In reviewing the President’s remarks at the Riverside Church in NYC on 2/18, my staft noted
an inaccuracy in the characterization of the Administration’s WOTC policy. This error was
also made in the memo 1o the President on welfare caseload status. 1 waned o clarify the
WOTC budget proposals for the Jong-term welfare and food stamp 718 to 508" pupulations 1o
avoid any future confusion.

In addition o extending the base WOTU credit one year, the FY98 Budget includes twao
distinet WOTC proposals to warget individuals affected by the wellwre law:

I Enhanced WOTC Credit for Long-Term Welfare Recipients. The current WOTC
credit would be enhanced for long-term welfare recipienis (nat the "18-508"} for three
yeuars, ‘The targeted enhancement would allow emplovers to claim a S0% crudit on the
first $10,000 in wages per year, up o two years, for each worker hired who was once
a long-term weltare recipient.  In addition, employers can claim the cost of ¢hild cure,
heath care, and training as wages for the purpose of the credit.

2) Expand the Base WOTC Credit to Include the "18-50s” In addition, WOTC would
he expanded to make a new population eligible for the existing base credit for the next
three years. {The WOTC base cradit offers employers 2 35% credit on the first $6,000
in wages for one year.} Employers could clain the WOTC crediut for hiring
able-bodied childless adulis aged 18-530 who are subject 1o a rigorous work requirement
under the Administration’s food stamp legishative proposal in the Budget, However,
these employers would not be eligible for the same enkanced credit avatlable to
employers whe hire fong-term welfare recipients -~ as s suggested by the quotation
attached article. Last week, | mentioned to you that I thought that the Budget provided
this "18-50s" group the enhanced credit; that is incorrect.



-

Job Creation & Retention Biock Grant

One of the greatest concerns raised by the new welfare law is that sufficient jobs will not be
available, particularly in depressed wrban and remote areas, to move poor parents from welfare
into permanent 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
wark and training programs above the level of funding included in the block grant 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 to find ways to remove the barriers to ensure that they can woerk, The overwhelming
majonity of welfare households are headed by women (94%). About 60% of these women have
children younger than 6 years of age. If we are serious about moving welfare recipients from
welfare to work, we must be serious about removing the barriers to work., The myth about
welfare 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 half of those receiving welfare Jeave the system by
the end of the second year, about 70% have 1efi. By the end of five years, about 90% have lefi.
The problem is that over two-thirds of these families return to welfare. Often quite quickly.
Often for fonger periods of time,

To ensure that welfare recipicots can not only get a job, but keep a job, states and communities
need to work together. The plight of some nine million children is at stake. Under welfare
reform, the federal government is requiring a dramatic increase in personal responsibility from
parents on weifare. To help these single women, wha 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. 1t’s not just about geiting a job. It’s about keeping a job.
1t's about seif-sufficiency.
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"BOX 1.
COST OF MEETING THE WORK REQUIREMENTS

‘The welfure reform legislation requires that a large and increasing percentage of welfare

_ recipiens participate in work or training programs, The Congressional Budget Office

(CBO) estimates that the cost of a work program that meets those requirements could
involve as many as 1.7 million participants by 2002 and could cost as much a8
$21.2 billion over the 1997.2002 period (see the accompanying table). The estimate
assumies that states mainezin a level of quality in their work programs simitar to the leve)
that axists today, and that states do not attempt to ovoid mesting the work requirements
by transferting a large shere of thelr current caseload in the Ald to Families with
Dependent Children (AFDC) program to state-funded general assistance programs.
Because the costs of meeting the work requirements are high, CBO’s federal cost
estimate assumes that states are more. lkely to accept penalties than o mect the
requirements.

The Personat Responsibiiity and Work Qpportuntty Reconciifation Act of 1996
{Public Law 104-153} does not specifically earmark any funding for work programs.
instead, the costs of work programs are one of the asllowad expenditures nnder the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANFblock grant. Thg block grant is sst
at $16.4 billion g year-—a level similar to reeent faderal spending on the AFDC, Job
Opportunities and Basic Skills Training (JOBS}), and cmergency assistance programs.
In 1994, federal and state spending on JOBS amounted to $1.4 billion. I states
continued to spend that amount on work programs, they would be underfunded by
$13.1 billion over the 19972002 period. States could spend o iarger share of the block
grant o3 work prozrams, however, i they reduced other services.

The agt probibits a state fom cutting off assistance for refusal to work if an
indiviguat (s the single parent of a child under age 6 and if suitable and affordable child
carg is pot available, As z result, a state must assist TANF recipients in obtaining child
care If if is w0 meet the law’s work requirements. The law provides $13 9 billion in
fuderal funds for that purpose; togetber with the states’ matching sharg$24.0 billion
would be availsbie for child care over the 1997-2002 pericd. In comirotssd, CBO

estimaies that if states met the work requivements, the ¢ost of providing wcr}zvmiaied/

child sare would total only S18.9 billion over the same pericd, However, if siates
provided child eare to participanis in work programs aad maintained speniling on the
Transitional and At-Risk Child Care programs, which the new MW repeals, they would
Bave 1o spend a cumalative tam‘f?;ﬁ,é biflon.'- CBO's gstimate assumes that in order
to meet the work requiresnsns of the law,S1ates would have to pay all the coss of caring
for children under age 6 aind most of the costs for older children.

.t The Transitioeal Child Care program guerantesd child sare for up 1o 12 months for famiies
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COMPARISON OF KEY FEATURES
OF DRAFT BLUE DOG AND DASCHLE
WELFARE TO WORK PROPOSALS

placement companies or
orgamzations;

Wage subsidies;

Crants to non-profits for
job creation;
Microenterprises;
Supportive services.

. Blue Dogs Daschle Stafl Draft
 Funding $3.575 billion *99-°02 $3.575 billion 9902
Responsible Agency | HHS Labor
Formula $6% State Grants 80% to States
24% State Performance Bonuses | » Must be spent in high
20% Competitive Grants to poverty/unemployment
Communities “qualifying communities”;

' . Allocation to two largest
cities based or propordion
of long term caseload,

. 1% allocation to tribes that
TuN OWN Programs.
20% State Performance Bonuses
Use of Funds . Job placement vouchers; |+ Job placement vouchers;,
* Contracts with job . Wage subsidies;

Job retention services.

Eligible Groups

Long-term welfare

TANF recipients;

recipients; . Food stamp recipients.
’ 18 to 50 vears olds in
danger of losing food
stamps.
Bonnses Reward Yes. Yes.
Placement of Long-
Term Recipients

3/26/97 DRAFT



..03,624;9? 16:13 = DaSGA 1{ ooz

Draft 373497

Job Creation & Retention Block Grant

One of the greatest concerns raised by the new welfare luw is that sufficient johs will not be
available, particitlarly in depressed urban and remote rual areas, [0 MGve poor parents
fiom welfare into pormanent employment. According to estimates from the Congressional
Budges Office (CBO), states already will have 0 invest an estimated $12.3 billion over the
next six yzars in work and training programs above the level of funding included in the
block grant in order to comply with the new work requiremants.

Much has Leen said rhetorically nbout the need to require welfare recipicnts to work, Now
wy oced to find ways 1o remove the bartiers 1o enstre that they can work. The
gverwhelming maiority of welfare households are headed by women ( $4%). About 60%
of Whese women have clilidren younger than 6 six years of age. If we are serious about
moving welfure recipients from wellare (o work. we must be serious zbout removin g the
barriers to work. The myth about welfare is that families receive it forever, The readity
about wetfare is that farmibies cycle on and off. In the fiest year of weifare receipt. about half
of those receiving welfare leave the sysiom. By the end of the sccond year, about 70% have
lefi. By the end of five years, about 90% have lefL The problem is that over two-thirds of
thest families et to weifare. Often quite guickly. Often for Jonger puninds of tnig

To ensure that welfare recipients can not only get a job, hut keep a job, states snd
communities nreed 0 work together, The plight of some nine million children is ul stuke.
Under weliare reform, the foderal government is requiring a dramatic increase in personal
responsibility from parenty on wellare. To help these single women, who are balancing the
need to care for their children and fmmual}) hold thew own, we propose additianal
resources through the Job Creation and Retention Block Grant, It's pot just about getting »
job. Ts about kesping a job, It's about self-sufficiency,

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

» 1o focus on job erzation and retestion for long-termn wellare recipicnts (those who bave
received cash assistance for fongar than 18 moenths),

10 reach those who ure a1 highest risk of reaching federal or state time limits: and

« 1o provide maximum staie flexibility while rewarding jobs creation & rereation.

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

+  Description of sctivitics for ensuting that former TANF or food stamp recipients placed
in jobs sre ablc 10 remain in the workforge for at least ning inonths;

*  Description of sciivities for creating jobs through wage subsidies or contracts with
private nonprofit sgencies that would not ot}zpzwm have existed in the abserce of such
subsidies or contracts;

+ Bescription of & job retention and éreation voicher program in the event thut « state
chooses to implemant such an option;
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= Description of the relationship berween activities supported under this block grant and
activities undertadien by the statc and participating commanities under TANF,

+  Deseription of qualifying communities within the state that will be served by the block
grant and assurances that the state will target urban and rural areas with high rates of

paverty;
«  Desegiption of the population groups ko be served by the block grant

*  Assurances that the state/city and any qualifying communitics would pasticipats in the
wvsluation cavied out under this block grant if selected by the Scerstary 0 4o 5ot

= Assuraness that ihe state will comply with nondiscrimination and nendisplacecanl rules
in administering the block grant: ang,

¢ Assurancss that the state will copsult with lecsl and colinty elected officials, private
inddusiry courncils, local employment service agencies, and other appropriate pianning
agencies in order o ensure effective coordination with ether programs aad activities at
the state, county, and coumunity level,

Eligible States: A stawe may apply for fonds if:
» it has an approved state plan

« 1ot state spending on TANFE relaied work programs in the prior fiscal yoar exceeded
stale spending on JOBS programs in FY96

 Eligible Individuals:

« long-term recipisats of cush assistance {18 months or more, not necessarily
consecutive) and who are in danger of exhansting federal or state timc lirnits

«  single food stamp ICCZ?lCﬁzS briween the ages of 18 and 50 {or those who have Jost
foud stamnps duc to 3 months of receipt); provided that such assistsnce does not exceed
10% of the block zrant funds

Payments to States:

80% of the funds would be dlocated 1o states with approved state plans based on the states
percentage of the sational cascload of TANE recipients and food stamp recipients covered
by the work reguircinents. Staies without approved plans would not be ¢ligible for funds.

States are required © spend funds reccived under this block grant in qualifying
connmzniziw within the staze. A “gualifying communiry” i’or the purposes of this block
grant is 1 jurisdiction with poventy and unemployment rates af least 20% higher than the
state averige, States shall be allowed to select among reasonable and reli able data sources
ta demonstrate the level of need withn particular communities, subject to guidelines issued
by the Secretary. o

Each state must allocate 2 share of it funds o the iwo cities with the largest paverty
populations commensurate with the proportion of long-term welfare recipients residing in
those citivs. The portion of the state plun under this program pertaining to activities in such
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citics must 2}@ jeiotly approved by the Governor and the Mayor of each respective city.
Collaborative or cooperative agreements are necessary. Such ciljes also meet the definition
of "qualifying communitiss” regardless of unemployment Jevels.

Prior to any disbursernent of funds, [% would be setaside for Native American tribes thas
choosc to run their own job creation and retentton program on reservations. Tribes would
subrmit applications 1o the Sectetary of Labor in the same manner as states.

Performance Grants:

In addition to the grants above, the Secretary shadl provide each state with an additional
performancesbased grant {based on job placement and relention) froun the remaining 20%
of funds. Bonus payments would be made as follows:

« 2 $1,000 borus payment for placement and retentior for at least 9 months in an
unsubisidized job of alang-term (18 months ) TANF recipient (or previous AFDC) or
an individual who has lost food stamp bonelits because of the time limit imposed by
Scction 6(0)(4} of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended by PRWORA Section
g24{a)

« 3 %1000 bonus payment for use of wage subsidies, vouchers, contrasts with private
nonprofil agencies (e create a job that Jasts at least @ months and would not otherwise
have existed in the absence of such subsidy. voucher, or contracy;

+ 2 $500 honus payinent if tie iudividual retained in 2 job under either the preceding
builets lacks a high school degree, has inadequate basic academic shiis or resides m an
area with an unem;ﬁa}fmem rate in excess of 7 peeent. and.

+ an addidonal §300 bonus if the individual gers « GED prior o placement.

For purposes of this block grant, "retention” is defined as meeting one of the two follawing
standards: {3) continuous employment of an individual in a single job for at least § momthy;
or {{r) immediate re-employment of an individual wlio loses & job during the first 9 monthy

following placement such that the individuad is employed for at least 9 months ot of the 12
month perod foliowing inital placement (ie: an individaal's fust job may not work out, bur
the second or thivd job that the individual gets may wrn into a loag-lasting johl,

Bonus money can only be used 1o pus welfare recipients to work or retain welfare recipignts
in the workforce. Boaus money doesn't need to be matched, but it catinet be vsed as
matching money {or any other {zderal program.

If claims for performance bonuses exceed the total amaunt of funds available for
performance bonuses, the Secretary shall make a pro rata reduction in the amount of each
individual perfonmance bonus.

Matching Requiremeni: States must meet 20% match rcquirements for receipt of
their busic grant. No mateh is requived to receive bonus payments. The 20% imateh must
be in cash. Howevee, the 20% state match cannot be counted wward the nainienance of
effort requirement 1o 1eceive TANF (siates can't count their funds twice). The Secretary of
Labor would have Hexibility 10 assess tribal martching contribulions on g case by case basis
depending upon resources avalable to each tribe.
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Lse of Funds:

Block grant funds shall be used to assist TANF recipients and food stamp recipients (and
former recipicnts) in obtaining and retaining private sector employment.

« Job retention services (leansportation, emergency day care, Crisis payments, anti-
domestic violence assistance, counseling, eic. . provided dircedy by the weliate
agency or under conlract by & peivate agency during the first nine months of
employment for former TANT or food stamp recipients.

«  Job retention voucliers given directly 1o recipients that could he redeemed by privaw job
placement agencies that successfuily place former TANF or food stamp recipients in an
unsubsidized job thatis held for at least 9 months; .

*  Wage subsidies 10 private employers and contzacts to privaic nonprofit agenciss to
ereate jobs that last at least § months and would not otherwise have existed tn the
absenice of such subsidy or contract, inchuding but not fimited to jobs created through
microenterprise development,

Youchers:

Eligible individusis could be given « job retention or creation voucher o be redeemed by
private emplayers or by privaie agenvics who provide job retention services or SPNSOL J0b
creation projects. Stales must estublish minimuim standards for employers and private
agencies imerested (n participating whe bave been approved for participaton in the voucher
program. States would set the terms for redemption of vouchers, but no more 1thun 23% of
the voucher coald be redeemed until the eligible individual has been amiployed for at least
ning motiths,

Prohibited Uses of Funds:
- Funds can't be used to satisfy mstc?z_ﬁﬁg requircments under other programs :

+  Funds can't be used to displace current workers (fire amployees, iayofl employezes, cut
hours oF viherwise reduce thair pay) or fil union vacancies

*  Funds can't be used 10 create jobs in the public secior, except for Indian ressrvaions
and areas designated »s Labor Surplus Aseas by the ULS, Depurtment'ef Labor or
otherwise determined to have an insufficient nimber of jebs for Jow-skilled individugls

in accardance with standagds developed by the Secretary of Labor. p

Interaction with TANF:
- Assistance under this section shall not count oward TANF time limit

»  Job Creation & Retention Block Orant funds are 16 supplement, not supplant TANF
money, and the st plan shall describe such efforts,

Administration: Each suue’s share of administrative funds shall be based on the
state’s share of the total block grunt, Administrative expendiures shall not excoed 7% of
total speading. The Secrewury of Lubor would define “administrative”.
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Funding: Mandawny approgriation 16 the Deparuncnt of Labor of the following
armounts: .
FYwy $.350
FY2000 1.0
FY2001 1.1
Fya002 1,25

Funds would be available uni! expended.

Evaluation: The Secretary of Labur shall be required to contract with an sppropriate
entity for the design and implementation of a rigorous, muki-site evaluation of major
strategies utilized and activities supported by states under this program. The Secretary is
authorized 10 select a0 move than five sites 10 participaie in a full-geale evaluation designed
to ass¢ss the net impact of state/city programs through random assignment or other
appropriste means. Less intensive data collection and evaluation mechanisms may be
utilized to gather information about the activides undentaken by other stawes/eities receiving
grams under the progrwn. A 10tal of one percent of funds availuble under the block grant
would be rexerved for the costy of evaluation activitiss,

In the event thi a state’s/eiy's activities, or a poriion thergof, is selectad for inclusion in
the evaluation, the Secretary is authonized to waive u portion of the marching requirement in
recognition of inpreused administrative and data-collection costs incurred by the statefcity iy
conjunclion with e evaluation, '



Welfare to-Work Program
Section 481 Grasnts for Welisre to Work programs

(a) Mundatory Appropristion Provide 2 mandstory appropriation to BHS of the following amounts:

1999 -~ 350 miition
2060 -« §] billien
20601 ~ 81.1 billion
26G2 « $1.25 hillion

(b} Dutnhntztm of Funds 80% of the funds would be distribured 10 states baged on the formula’in
Section 483, The remaining 20% would be available for grams to cities and communities under Section 488.

(<) Funds available until expended. The funds would be available untit zxpcaded If states or
soramunities do not draw down the fill amount allocated 1o them in any year, the funds would be ¢arried
over to the noxt year and redistributed based on the 80720 split. ‘ '

Section 482. State plan

ta} Caatcnts of state plan. The state shall submit to the Secretary of HHS a plan which includes the
fullosing

(1) Jdentifics a public.private parmership with an mpiayw focus to admumster weifare to work
Propram

(23 Describe activities for placing welfare rcipients into private sector employment

(3) Provide assurances that all recipients receiving assistance under the program have the option of
receiving a job placement voucher and will be informed about their options for using & job placement
vauchcr

(&) ﬁmnbc how weiﬁxm o work fwds will be ceoxdznawd with mhcr programs
(5) Idcutify populations o be served by the program

{6) Identify communities or regions within the state that will be s-cm:d by the program and provide
assurinces that the state will target high poverty azeas

(7) Certification that the administening watity wil) compiy.with pon-gispiacement rules

(8) Certify that the administering ageney will consult with iocal communities, counties, JTPA Service
Delivery Arcas, local erploymest ageacics, otc. in administering the program,

[ Federat role. The Secretary shall teview state plans to determine wisether it complies with this section.
All plans that contain the information required in subsection (a) shall be approved.

March-3, 1997 {(2:48pm) H
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Section 483 Grants for operat'ion of welfare to work programs

{a) Eligible states. A state may apply for funds if:
(i) It has & state plan for welfare o work that meets requirement of Section $81.

{2} Towl state spending on work programs in the prior fiscal year exceeded staze spending on JORS
programs in fiscal year in fiscal year 1996,

{b) Coutents of state application. A statc spplication must include:

(1) Cenification that the state nexds additional fimds to meet participution rates for TANF, provide
employment for loug-term TANF recipicnts, or food stamp beneficiaries. v

(2} {A} Certification that the state has met program performance goals in the prior year, or,
{B) For states that failed to meet program perfonmance goals, & conrective action plan,

{3) Certification that welfare to work funds will supplement, not supplant, state funds or funds fom other
federal grants. '

(4} The number of prejected placements of recipients in private secwsr mplum;n! with the grant by
calegory ’

{¢) Payments to states

{1) 70% of the funds would be alioczted to states with plans submitied under Section 482 based on the
stles percentage of the national caseload of TANF recipients and o0d stamp recipients covered by work
reguirements. States that did not submit plans oexting the requirements of Secrion <81 would not be
eligible for funds, with the funds allocated 1o these states redistributed among the remaining states.

(2) Suntes would receive $2000 for ¢ach projested placement up to the staie allocation.

i
(3) States which had failes 10 meet the progrum performance goals for two or mote years would not
. receive any federal Amds unless the state has a comective sction plan approved by the Secrctary or
provides the Searetary with a reason for the failure.

(d) Performance grants.

{1) In addition to the grants under subsection (¢}, the Scaretary shall provide sach state with an additional
grant from the remaining 30% based on placements. The bones payments will vary besed on the
unemployment rate in the area of the placement, the length of time the individual had boon on assistance,
barriers 10 employment, and the eamings of the individual. Boaus payments would be varied as foliows:

(A) A basic $1000 bonus payment for cach placement of a long-erm {1 3+ month) TANF recipient or
individuals who have lost food stamp benefits because of the food stamp time limit/work requirement

March 3, 1997 (2:42pm) .
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{IB) An additional $500 bonus payment if the individual hay one of a list of barrices to employment (lack
of high school education, lack of basic skills, etc.)

(C) An sdditional $1000 bonus payrnent if :tzc individual placed is in an ares wxﬁz uncmpiaymm above
T%.

1§53] &n additiutmi $£560 bonus pamé'm if the exrnings of the indiv{dnzi in the nine momigs followiné
plammnz exceed 130% of poverty.

{£) An additional 31000 bonus for individuals placed in new businesses crmwd in areas of high
unemployment { high poverty (to be defined) by leveraging public and private resources (i.¢. tax
abatement, 21c.)

{2; If claims for performance bonuses sxceeds the total amount of funds available for performance

bonuses, the Secretary shali make & pro rata reduetion in the smount of each individual performance
bonus. .

(e} Marching requirements. States must meet 2;0% match requirersient for grants under subsection (¢).
Theze would be no matching requirement 1o receive performance payments under subsection (d)

Section 485 Use of funds

{8) In general. The funds shall be used w assist TANF recipients and food stamp mclpwnts in obtaining and
keeping private sector employment.

(b} Specific nses

{1} Job placement vouchers given direct]ly to recipicnts that could be redeemned by job placcmenm
comparies that successfully place the recipient in & private sector job that is held for at least nine months
or by cmployers who cmploy the recipiest fe: at least nine months.

{23 Contracts with placement eompanies or with public job placemen programs {i.e. Riverside). The
contract must provide that the majority of funds would be paid after the individual had been placed in
unsubsidized private sector employment for aine months.

(3) Werk supplementation in privete sectar jobs, with the subsidy period limited to six months.

(%} Grants o non-profit organizations for job creation programs

(3) Miczoenterprises

(6) Supportive services (transportation, counseling, etc) during the first six momhs of conployment for
former TANF recipicnts who obtsined private secior employment.

March 3, 1997 (2:42pm) 3

e I | PR A HYESY A DRSS -



" (¢)Job Placement Vouchers

(1) Availsbility All nesipients would be eligiblc to teecive a job placement voucher that could be
. redeemned by jobh placement agencies or employers who place the individual in private sector
eroployment.

(2) Accreditation The administering entity would aceredit placement agencies and eployers that were
eligible o redesn job placement vouchers. The eatity would establish reasonable standards (areas for
standzrds?) for placement agencies and employers to be eligible, but veuld not catablish standards that
had the effect of limiting the choices availadle o recipients of job placement vouchers.

{3) Voucher rates. States would set thelr ows voucher rates. 1f the state provides for placemeat through
contracts or other means in addition to vouchers, the voucher rates must be comparable 10 the payments
for placements through these other activities. ; ’

{4) Redemption. The state would sot the terims for redemption of vouchers, bt 586 moro than 25% of the
voucher could be redeemed up front, and no mm&zn?S%afﬁwvwcmmbezeémd unsl the
m:zpzmz has been employed for nioe ::mmhs

{d) ?mhibittd uses.
{1} Funds couldn’t be used to satisfy matching requirersents under other programs

{2} Funds couldn’t be used to displace current workers

{31 Funds conldn’t be used to create public servies jobs, except for Indian reservations or counties with
unempioyment exceeding 50% _ ‘\
3 :
Section 486 Performance goals | ' ~ AR
! v ! »\bxk ) ::I .
The Secretary shall establish performanee gaals for states receiving assistance under this Past. The / ‘{ IRTE
performance goals shall include: SO
{1) Goals for the percentage of individuals receiving assistance to be placed in private sector M v
cmployment. The Secretary shail caleulate the gost for esch state after taking into zecount the
uncraployment and poverty rates in the swis, the number oF TANF recipicats in the state, the work
participation rate for the state {afier the pro rata reduction in the vates for the state) and the size of the
TANF graot to the state relstive 1o the state’s cascload.

(2) Goals for retention rates for individuals placed in private sector employment,
] +

{3) Goals for earnings of TANF or food stamp recipients ploced io private sector smployment.

March 3, 1997 (2:42pm) Y
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Section 487 Interaction with TANF - - o et _‘f arge

: Lo e iy
{2) Individuals who are recejving sssistance under this section who Tost eligibility for TANF because of B 54«"’ o
carmings from employment shall be coumed in TANF participation rates. e v
N 1 i
{b} Assistance under this sectiom shall not count woward TANF time limit - ate '
) LA
Section 488 Adwinistration ‘ : . N o

{2} Authoreation of appmprixtiem.. Awthorize such swins as may be necessary {or grans w the
public/private partmership designated by the state for edministrative costs. Fach state’s share of
suministrative funds shall be based on 22&:: state’s slwc of total mandatory funds p:uﬁ vader Section 483(a).

) Use of adminitrative funds, &dxmmmth funds cousld be used to develop md. implement 2 job
plasement vousher program, administer contracts with

FR——— - "
\M‘-N..,_,* S — ¥ T
v

{¢) Limitativs on sdministrative funds Administrative expeudinues shall not exceed 7% of total spending
by the lead organization ’

Section 489, Grauts ta Commusities

{3} Ia General . - The Secretary may make grants in sccordance with this sectios 1© coramunities for
inneva:iva programs 1o move recipients of public assistance programs into private sector work

{8} Conteats of spplication. Applications for ﬁmds under this section shail contein the following
information:

(1) information on how the funds will be used to move welfare recipients into private sector smployment
{2) How the funds will be used to leverage private fiuds as wel as state and Jocal resources

(3} For commupities that have mczvcd grants under this section in previous years, mfcrmamrs regarding
the success of the commiunity program in moving welfare recipients into work

| <) Awnﬂ!ing cf Grants | ~

(13 1n general . - The Secretary shall aweard gmms based enthe: quairty of applications, subject to
paragraphs (2) and (3).

(2) Preference in awarding grants . -In awmiz::g grants undm* this section, the Secretary shall give
preference to organizations which rez:ezvc more thanﬁﬁymt of their funding from State povernment,
local government o private sources.

(3} Lirmitation on size of grant . - The Secretary shall not awand any grants under this section of more
than $18,600,000. ‘

. March 3, 1997 (2:42pm) s
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{2} Reservation of funds. 3
{1) 25% of the funds would be reserved far grants to cities with popularions greater than 1,000,000
(2} 25% of the funds would be reserved for grants to cities with popularions between 250,000 and
1,000,000
(3} 25% of the funds would be rescrved for gragts 1 citics with populations under 250,000

(s Issusnce of Regulations . ~ Not less than & montks after the date of the enacunent of this section, the
Secrctary shall prescribe such regulations as may be necessary to implement this section.

~ March 3, 1997 (2:42pm) 6 '
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Agreement on Principles in Congressional Welfare-To-Work Proposals

Since the President’s August 1996 call for a Welfare-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
Stepholm, 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 lasting jobs. The Administration tooks forward 1o working
with Congress 1o build on these principles and to develop a Welfare-to-Waork Jobs Challenge that
can be enacted with broad bipartisan sa;:;pert Key features supported by the Administration
include:

- Resources to Create New Incentives for States, Communities, and Employers. New
funding in concert with TANF 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-Term 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 long-
term welfare recipients into jobs and providing the incentives and supports to keep them
off welfare in the long nin. Both Congressional proposals strongly suppeort 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 ensvre that funds flow to urban areas where assistance is needed most.

. Bonuses fo Encourage and Reward Performance. States and communities must be
given incentives to develop high performing welfare-to-work initiztives. A bonus system
will encourage States to move more welfare recipients into long-lasting jobs. Both
proposals establish bonus systems to reward the suctessful placement of long-term
welfare recipients.

. Flexibility for States and Communities o Design Programs Tailored to Their Own
Necds. One-size-fits-all programs will not work. States and communities need
flexibility to develop innovative job placement and job creation strategies that refiect
their own needs and circumstances. The Congressional proposals give States and
communities wide latitude 1o design welfare-to-work strategies best suited to local needs,

. Labor protections. Welfare reform must be implemented in & way that respects the
rights of all 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 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.



Work Opportunity Tax Credit Proposals

{3 in millions)

Current law: 147 87 29 b 1 273
Welfare-to-Work Proposals, 3 Years: ,
Long-term welfare 32 68 84 &7 36 287
Food stamps, 18-50 36 69 79 55 26 265
Total 68 137 163 122 62 352
Extension of Core _
WOTC, 1 Year: 128 157 93 31 0 419
Total, Proposals: 196 294 256 153 72 7]

As a complement to the additional spending proposed for helping weifare recipients
with job training and for job creation, the Budget proposes several changes to the Work
Opportunity Tax Credit (WOTC). The WOTC 15 one ool in a diverse toolbox of flexible
strategies designed to help people move from welfare fo work and gain on-the job experience.
The WOTC initiatives proposed by the Administration join other education and job initiatives
that will help welfzre recipients make the transition to gainful employment. These changes
provide tax incentives for employers to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare
recipients and certain recipients of Food Stamps.

_ s Recipients. The Budget would create a much-enhanced credit
that focus&s on thﬁse wh{z msst zzeeé help -- long-term welfare recipients. The new
credit would allow employers to ¢laim 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 child care. The credit would be available for three vears,
through September 30, 2000.

* Food Stamp Recipiepts. 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. This eredit also would be available for three years and would be the
same as the existing WOTC -- 35% of the first 36,000 of first-year wages.

Extension of the Core WOTC:

» The Budget includes a 1-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.



Irmprovements in the WOTC:

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 jub applicants must sign a form which acknowledges that
pre-screening for WOTC eligibility has ocourred before the job offer was made.
Employers are required 1o seek certification for the tax credit within three weeks of
the hiring date. Under the TITC, pre-screening was not required,

» Reducing job churning by increasing the tirae an individual must be employed.
Under the TITC, the minimum employment peridgd required before an employer could
claim the credit was 120 hours. Under WOTC, it is 400 hours. This Jonger 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.

E\DATAWTWIOBS\WOTC _1LWPD
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ecare, family mediation, and voluntary relinguishment counseling

gt s
e

for parents.

We i1l build on this momentum and continue to lookflox waye ta
o ° redNce barriers to permenency in Federal/law and regulations

throufh biparxtisan collaborative effofts
© phorten thR time required to mgfe children to permanence Sy

o reduce procedurd] barriep€ and promote practices that move
ehildren to persd ?ﬁl? wmore guickly by examining a number of
policy issues, such/@s reasonable efforts to ensure
permanency and pgflicied on timing and purpose of

diespositional ficarings.

The rxecent Copgfressional actions, tiR Preaident’s iniltiative, the
willingness.o work together at all ledwls of government and
innovatigfie in the field make our gosls woXge achievable. We look
forwarf to working with the Congress to realike these goals for

children.
Kelfare-to-Work fnitiative

The enactment of PRWORA makes & dramatie and fundamental shift

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

13
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system that promotes independence and work. To yealige the fallw‘“mw
potential of this new law, welfare recipients muet take on majer -
new regponpibilities to prepare for and accept work. States and
éitiea mipt exercise the flexibility provided to undertake tiew

and innovative approaches Lo preparing rezipienta‘far gelf- e
sufficiency and work. Priﬁaté busineases, religious

organizations and community groups must $oin in the President’s
challenge to create joba for those hardest to place. In

addicion, we urge Congresmg to join with the administration in
enacting two critical additions ~- an ephanged Work Opportunity

Tax Credit and the Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge.

The President recently suggested that communities should use
remployment councils® like the one in Kangas City to help in
meeting the regquirementy of welﬁére reform, Under the Job
Training Partnership Act, 640 pimilaex councils in place ascrosas
the country engage over 10,000 private gector volunteers in
cveraaeing the tyaining and placement into jobs of welfare
reciplents, other low income adults and youth, as well as
dislocated workers. We anticipate that States and comuunities
will actively sngage these councils in mecting the Welfare to

H
Roxk Jobs Challenge.

These elements provide the tocls for an effective welfare to work
strategy and help us make the promise of welfare reform resl.

This Administration ie dedicated to the realization of that

12
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pfcmiﬁe‘ The Prepident’s FY 1%98 budget would greatly enhance
and target the Work Opportunity Tax Credit to provide powexrful,
new private-sector financial incentives te employers to create
joba for_leng—texﬁ welfare recipients. The enbanced Work
Opportunity Tax Credit would allow ewmployers to claim a 50-
pereent oredit on the firat $10,000 a year of wages, for up tre
two yeard, for workers that they hire who were long-term welfare
recipienta. In adéiciag, the Pténident propoasy to expand the
exioting tax Work Opportunity Tax Credit to inciude able-bodied
childless adulte aged 18 to 56, who, under the Administration’s
Focd 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 ia
deaigned to help States and cities move a million of the h&rdeati
to-employ welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000,
It provides 3 billion over 3 years in mandatory financing
through the Department of Labor for job placement and iob
creation. Btates and cities can upe these fundse to provide
subpidies and other incentives to encourage private business to

hire welfare recipients.

It is now widely recognized that a2 more targeted job placement
and creation meagure is needed to complemsnt the TANF Block Grant
if wa are to make welfare reform work, The Jobs Challenge is

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

13
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with the Congregs in exploring ways to assist States and e
localities in helping welfare recipientes who can’t f£ind jobs on
their own transition from welfarxe into real private sector jobs.
Anothex m& or focus for the administratéffyié to change parte ofﬁg&hh
the welfare YRform law that have notggﬁ; to d¢ with welfare .
reform. When t\e President aignﬁﬁ/'ga Welfare Reform bill he

made cleayr his diggppointment w%{f tha harsh benefitn to

immigrants provieionk in the B{1l. The Preaident stated: SR

&
F:

"My Administration a¥pporta holding sponsors who bring
igmiqrantse into t,fé coyntry more responsible for theix
well~being. v?fl immigrynts and their children, however,
should not be ipﬁaiized if BZpey become disabled and require

medical aseigtance through no aulr of their cwn, "

" The Prepidentys FY 1398 budget makes goodi\pn this promise to

gcorrect proviglons that were included to pa¥e money, and which
burden stajéa and punieh children and the disdbled. We are
pleaged that the governors, in an NGA resclution several weeks
age, agrped -~ we must not balance the budget on the backs of

States oy legal immigrants,

14



Comparison of Alternative Discretionary Levels
(dollars in billions)

03-Aprg?
025 PM
CUrRvg
FY 1997 Compared
. to FY 2002
Nominail Real

FY 1987 FY 1938 FEY 19899 - EY.2000 FYy 2001 Fy 2002 Change Change
OoMB Carwnt‘ Services Baseline

Defense Discretionany:

Function 051
7 2837 261.1 2690 277.0 285.4 2839 15.9% 1.8%
Oleriieenes 256.0 253.5 2841 2684 ., 274 2835 10.8% -2.6%
Function 053/054
BA......ccveevinn 12.4 12.5 12.8 13.2 13.5 13.9 14.2% 0.8%
] POV 127 11.9 12.6 12.8 131 1386 7.0% -5.8%
Total Defense Discretionary
BA.orirerearrnns 265.8 27136 281.8 2802 2888 307.8 15.8% 1.9%
L | IR 268.7 - 2654 2767 822 280.5 297.1 10.8% -2.7%
Non-Defense Digcretionary:
Priorities
BA e 93.5 96.2 a8.9 101.7 104.5 107.5 14.9% 0.4%
& IO 89.0 93.0 987 1060.2 102.6 105.5 18.6% 3.7%
Other NDD
BA. e, 1484 181.6 170.3 1775 184.3 191.3 28.0% $1.9%
[ ST - 18341 184.9 2000 204.2 2087 214.8 11.2% -2.8%
Total Non-Defense Discretionary h : )
BA..iniirmeen 242.8 2678 268.2 279.2 2889 258.8 23.0% 7.5%
OL.vimeriren . 2820 2880 2887 © 3044 3113 3203 13.6% -5.8%

Tatal Discretionary .
BA e 508.8 531.4 551.0 569.4 587.7 608.8 19.2% 4 5%
Ol 5507 6034 575.4 586.6 601.8 §17.4 12.1% -1.7%




Comparison of Alternative Discretionary Levels
(dollars in billions;

FY1997 EY 1938 EY 1999 EY 2000

FY 1998 Budget
Defense Discretionary:
Function 051
BA..coiriiinn 250.9 28186
& | N 255.2 2484
Function 053/054
(7. W . 12.1 14.4
Ol 12.7 11.7
Total Defense '
BA.vioreararnen 263.1 268.0
L% - SUROUR 268.0 2601
Non-Defense Discretionary:
Priorities
BA.... v veene s 835 101.0
Olevrecrrarivannans §8.0 94.4
Other NDD
BA ... 1492 163.8
19| SN 193.1 193.0
Total Non-Defense Discretionary
BA cximrimssnenes 2427 2845
0] U 2821 287.3
Total Discretionary
BA.....e 505.8 5305
L0 SN 550.0 5475

257.2
250.1

12.7
12.0

2698
262.1

103.0

815

162.6
193.9

285.6
2854

5354
557.5

263.%
2559

1.0
11.8

275.5
877

102.8
103.5

164.2
192.6

2870
286.2

5425
563.9

EY 2001

2703
256.8

282.0
£68.6

104.5
104.4

183.0
188.%

267 .4
292.5

549.4
£61.0

EY.2002

278.4
262.3

280.8
273.8

106.2
105.2

164.8
188.1

3608
567.2

FY 1897 Compared
to FY 2002
Nominal Raal
Change £hange
11.0% -2.4%
2.8%, -9.6%
-6.8% -18.0%
w35 B% -18 8%,
10.1% 3, 1%
2.2% «~10.1%
13.5% 0.8%]
18.3% 3 4%
10.3% ~3.6%
-2 5% -14.8%
11.8% 2 5%,
4 0% «4,1%
10.8% -2.8%
31% w8 8%
VAL
e
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Comparison of Alternative Discretionary Levels
(dollars in billions)

03-Apr-97
02:36 PM
Currsve
FY 1997 Compared
to FY 2002
Nominal Real
FY 1997 EY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 <Change Change
President's Budget with Potential Reductions:
Defense
BA... 263.1 266.0 269.8 275.5 282.0 289.8 10.1% ~3.1%
OL... 268.0 260.1 2621 267.7 268.6 273.9 2.2% -10.1%
ﬂm&eiensg
BA... 2427 254.8 - 259.4 260.1 259.0 262.1 8.0% -5.6%
L ] I 2821 283.6 289.4 288.9 284.8 285.1 1.1% -11.7%
TotaJ_Dlscr_ejgna_ry
BA... - 505.8 520.8 529.2 535.6 541.0 551.9 9.1% -4.3%
Ol 550.0 543.7 551.5 556.6 553.3 559.0 1.6% -10.8%
President's Budget with Trigger:
Defense
BA......ccooerriennen 263.1 266.0 269.8 2755 270.6 278.0 5.7% -7.0%
OL... 268.0 260.1 262.1 2677 261.2 264.0 -1.5% -13.3%
Non_Deienss%
Y 242.7 264.5 265.6 267.0 2566 (2598 )  T7.1% 64% =¥
OoL.. 282.1 287.3 2954 296.2 286.2 83.4 0.4% -12.2%
IQIEJ.DJSQ[eIIQIlaJ:!
BA... 505.8 530.5 535.4 542.5 527.2 537.9 6.3% -6.8%
OL...ovvvrrviirene 550.0 547 5. 557.5 563.9 5474 547.3 -0.5% -12 8%
Coalition:
Defense
BA.....ocoocir e 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%
Non-Defense : )
BA.......cccceeeee. 2429 241.6 246.6 248.4 248.6 2551 5.0% -8.2%
L0 I 282.0 275.0 276.8 276.2 2758 277.9 -1.5% -13.9%
Total Discretionary ‘
BA.......ccco i, 508.8 510.6 518.1 523.9 530.6 544 .9 7.1% -6.1%
OL.eriiiinianns 550.7 536.5 5406 545.4 5452 552.3 0.3% -12.1%




Comparison of Alternative Discretionary Levels
(dollars in billions)

O3-Apr-H7
02:36 FM
CAITEVEG
FY 1897 Compared
to FY 2002
| ( Nominal Real
FY 1897 FY 19888 FY 1989 FY 2000 FY 2001 FY 2002 Change Change
CBO Freeze:
Defense
BA .o 2658 2658 2808 2858 2655 2858 0.0% -12.6%
Oliiciicns 2875 2840 28386 2851 280.3 2832 «~1.6% ~-13.5%
Non-Defense . :
BA .o, 2443 459 2460 2450 2480 248.0 0.7% -12.0%
Ol vrees 281.0 2808 278.1 278.3 274.2 2729 -2.5% -18.1%
Total Discretionary
BA.........ooo e 540.1 511.8 511.8 511.9 541.9 5118 0.3% ~2.0%
Ol E48.8 5447 541.7 542.4 ’ 834,58 5361 -2.3% -14.3%
FY 1997 Budget Resolution: ’
Defense
BA. e 266.4 269.0 271.5 274.0 276.7 27%.5 4.9% 1. 7%
L4 | IO 2850 263.9 267.0 270.7 269.7 269.6 1.8% ~10.5%
Non-Defense
BA ..o conennens 231.0 2247 2198 224.5 234.4 2211 -4.3% o ~18.3%
Ol v 2738 2631 258.4 254.6 246.5 244.8 -10.6% -21.9%
BA i 497 4 483.7 481.3 4886 4811 560.6 0.7% -11.8%
L0 S 5388 §27.0 52585 828.3 518.2 bi4.2 -4 5% - 186, 3%
Qutiay Freere:
Diefense
BA .o 26858 272.4 267 4 2748 2758 2750 3.5% ~8.0%
81 TSRO 268.7 288.8 2668 2684 288.1 2882  02% ~11.8%
Non:Defense
BA....ccirrrmeranes 2829 2490 2443 2511 2518 2513 3.5% 83.8%
Ol iirvirevenns 2820 2818 2841 282.4 2818 281.5 3.2% ~12.8%
Totat Discretionary ~
BA ..o, 508.8 521.4 514.7 - 5259 £27.4 526.4 3.5% - 3%
L6 | TR 550.7 850.7 £50.7 580.7 8550.7 550.7 0.0% -12.3%




FY 1893 Current Services vs. Actual Spending O3-Apr-97
{doliars in hilions) 11:08 AM

BREELR

GISBDEALNRA B7EULwhkd

FY 1993 Compared
To FY 1897

. Nominal Real
FY 1993 FY 1994 FY 1998 FY 1996 FY1997 Change Change

DEFENSE ervrsrcnecrrcnrercnrecrresonriens e BA 2743 2882 2066 3047 3130  141%  40%
oL 2921 2899 2841 3000 3068  50%  -4.3%

NON-DEONSE ....oovcvcmmeiemce. BA 2419 2499 2583 2726 2812 162%  56%
OL 2562 2646 2741 2802 2874 122%  19%

TOtalooorcsscrrcrisrsmnnee. BA 5182 5381 5547 5773 5942  154%  45%
OL 5483 5545  568.2 5802 5942  B4%  -16%

NOTE: Gefense at current services, First Clinfon Budget actually used policy adjusted curren! services for Defense,

Actual Spending: .

DEfENSE ©ooviiiiceee e cercor e irniiaeaene B 27161 262.2 2678 265.0 261.0 B.5% ~14.6%
CL 292.4 282.2 2735 266.0 288.{ -2.8% AT 7%

Nen-Deense .ovieeircmneerrererenenenn. DA 2456 249.8 237.1 237.4 242.7 ~1.2% -40.8%

Ol 2500 2534 2:’:?3_ 268.4 2_55?_1 12.8% 1.8%

T et v amanens BA E24.7 512.9 £04.9 502.8 8037 -3.5% «12.8%

OL 5425 5456 5487 H34.4 5485 1.1% -B 8%,

- Actual Spending less Current Services:

Defense ......ooovveevvvcerieee e sieieeeneaeinn, A 1.8 -25.89 287 -38.7 521 P -

OL.. 0.3 1.7 -20.6 -34.1 -40.4 e —

NOM-DEfenSe e BA 37 (1.4 -21.0 35,2 -38.5 i -

OL :_8_2“ -4 2 2.0 447 ji - e

BA 55 280 -49.8 748 -80.5 —_ -

O T - 1 5.8 89 225 458 457 - —



WELFARE SAVINGS OPTIONS
ONB Estimates
{Fiscal years, dollars in billions)

1998-2002
BASE PACKAGE 21.3
Benefits for Immigrants 14.6
Food Starmmp Restorations 3.1
Welfare to Work 3.6
IMMIGRANTS
TIGHTEN DISABILITY EXEMPTIONS
- in 881 and Medicaid, deem for new invaigrants who become disabled, -2.8
- In Medicaid, deem for new immigrants who become disabled, In 881, -3.3
deem for new immigrants and new applicants who are
currently in the country who apply for benefits after age 85.
- In Medicaid, deem for new immigrants. In S81, deem for everyone nat 3.8
currently receiving benefits.
- in Medicaid, deem for new immigrants, In SS1, deem for afl immigrants -5.5
not already receiving disability benefils.
- No 881 exemption for the disabled, 8.9
- No¢ $81 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 disabhled $8I, Medicaid and Food Stamp recipients 8.0
- Propose no change to current law bans. -14.8
FOQOQD STAMPS
Delay reindexing of standard and vehicle deductions ~(3.4
Maintain cap on excess shelter deduchon 0.6
Terminate 18-50's benefils after 8 months {(no work siot required) 0.8
Propose no change to current law 18-50s time limit, -2.2
Propose no changes to current law. 3.1

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



WELFARE SAVINGS OPTIONS

ADMINISTRATION'S FY98 BUDGET FROPOSAL

Benefits for humigrants. The President’s proposal would exempt immigrant children and
immigrants who become disabled after entry from 881 and Medicaid bans and deeming
restrictions. The proposal would also extend the §81 and Medicaid e‘(empzzen for refugees and
asylees from § years 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 affect 635,000 recipienis) in four ways:
1) changes the time limit to 6 months in 12; 2) provides $280 million for States 1o 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 Limit, both frozen in the weifare bill. The proposal would
accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and eliminate the cap on the
deduction in FYO02 allowing low income families (§80% with children} with high housing COsts 1o
deduet 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: $3.6 billion.

IMMIGRANTS SAVINGS OPTIONS

Tighten Disahility Exemptions. The following options would reduce the cost of the legal
inmigrants exemption by deeming the income of the sponsors of immigrants ¢ the immigrant,
by Himiting the immigrant populations eligible the exemptions, or by limiting the typc of benefits
restored under the exemption.

. In SS1 and Medicaid, deem for new immigrants who become disabled. This alters the
Administration proposal by assigning {i.¢,, "deem”}.the income of sponsors of new
imunigrants to the immigrant for the purpose of determining income eligibility. New
immigrants are defined as those who enter the country in the future. Under last vear's
legistation, new immigrants will generally be required to have their sponsor sign a new
legally binding affadavit of support.  Consequently, these immigrants could be more able
to turn to their sponsor for support if they become disabled. For 881, most of the cost of
the Administration’s proposal are from immigrants already in the U.8. so this option has
lmited 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 SSE, deem for new
immigrants and for new applicants who are currently in the country who apply for
benefits qfter age 65. This alters the Administration proposal by deeming the income of
sponsors of all new immigrants, as in the above option, and new applicants for benefits
who apply after age 65, Unlike immigrants whoe became disabled before age 65, the
sponsors of elderly immigrants could be expected to support immigrants when they reach
retlremant age mgard&ess of ihe immigrant's dzsabzizty sizziz:s This option would naot

o £it SL By 2002, the
Admlmstratmn 3 proposal would re:tam SSI for appmxlmaieiy 350,000 immaigrants
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 evervone not currently
receiving henefits. This option would Hmit the full S81 disability exemption to those
already receiving benefits, including elderly immigrants currently recetving benefiis on
the basis of age. New SSI applicants would be deemed, regardiess of their age. By 2002,
this option would retain SSI for roughly 250,000 immigrants. The policy for children and
refugees would be unchanged. Savings: $3.6 billion,

In Medicaid, deem for now immigrants. In SSI, deem for all immigranits not already
receiving disability bencefits. In SSI only immigrants currently receiving digability
benefits would be grandfathered. Elderly recipients who reapply for benefits on the basis
of digability would be subject to deeming for S8 but would retain access t¢ Medicaid.
The policy on children and refugees would be unchanged. Savings: $5.5 billion.

No S51 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 1o disabled immigrants, (Option also provides continued Medicaid 10 some
elderly recipients currently receiving Medicaid who are sot included in Administration’s
proposal), The policy on children and refugees would be unchanged, Savings: $8.9
billion.

No SSI or 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 aliernative to tightening the exempiions would be to delay the 881
Medicaid and Food Stamp immigrant bans. While a delay would be easier to implement,
advocacy groups are very opposed to this option.

*

Two year delay for all current recipients of 881, Medicaid and Food Stamps. This
proposal would replace Administration proposal for disabled with a two year delay on
benefit restrictions for all current recipients for 881, Medicaid and Food Stamps. This
option would provide short term assistance for all current recipients but no long-term
protection for disabled immigrants. The policy on children and refugees would be



unchanged. Savings: $8 billion,

. Two year delay for all current disabled vecipients of 851, Medicaid and Food
Stamps. Replace Administration proposal for disabled with a two year delay on benefit
restrictions only for current disabled recipients for S81, Medicaid and Food Stamps, This
option would provide short term assistance for all current recipients but no long-term
protection for disabled immigranis. Policy on children and refugees would be -
unchanged. Savings: $9 billion. ‘

« . Maintain current law — no SSK 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 OPTIONS

. Delay reindexing of Standard & Vehicle Deductions This option would delay
reindexing of Standard & Vehicle Deductions until FY2003. Under current law the
standard deduction will erode by 18% by FY0Z, Since the proposal would only reindex it
in FY02, little impact would be felt by eliminating this improvement. We do not have
gstimates of the impact of the vehicle asset limit at this time, however the changes would
largely benefit the rural and working poor. Savings 30,4 billion.

. Muintaio Cap on Excess Shelter Deduction This option would maintain a capon the
excess shelter deduction and not reindex it until FY 2003 (bevond the budget window).
The current law scheduled increases in FY%9 and 01 would still oecr. Savings: $0.6
bithon, .

. Reduee Costs of 18 to 50s Provision This option would terminate benefits to all
childless recipients between the ages of 18 1o 50 afier six months (in any 12) unless they
are working. States would not be required to offer individuals a work slot. Tn FY98,
approximately 200,000 -300,000 individuals would not be offered a work opportunity and
would therefore lose their food stamp eligibility. Savings: $0.8 billion.

* Maintain welfare law’s 18-50s provision. Do not propose changes to moderate the 3
in 36" month time limit on able bodied food stamp recipients between the ages of 18 to
50. Under current law, a monthly average of approximately 635,000 food stamp
recipients would fose their eligibility in FY98 because they cannot find work. Savings:
$2.2 billion.

. Propose no change to current Insw. Maintain the welfare bill’s {8-50s time fimit,
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 OQF THE PRESIDENT
CEFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO SUDGET
WASHINGTON, (.0, 20563

March 25, 1997

Memorandum For: Jack Lew

Bruce Reed
Gene Sperling
From: Ken Apfel
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 Budget.

Tab 1 - Handout - Gverview of Welfare Budget Proposals
“Tah 2 Background Information on Welfare to Work proposals.,
Tab3 Background Information on [mmigrants proposals.

Tab 4 Background Information on Food Stamps “18-5(s” proposal.






Welfare to Work and Changes to Immigrants and Food Stamps Proposals

In the FY 88 Budget
{Outiays in Billions}

Welfare to Work_ 1998 1988 2000 2001 2002 5 Year

Welfare to Work Jobs Challenge. 06 1.0 1.0 {.4 0.0 3.0

The Jobs Challenge is desgigned to help States and cilies move a million of the hardest-to-emplo
welfare recipients into lasting jobs by the year 2000. It provides $3 billion in mandatory fundin %r job

lacement and job creation. States and cities can use these funds to provide subsidies and other
incentives to prnvate business. The Federal Government also will encourage States and cities o use
yc;cher«like arrangements to empower individuals with the tools and choices to help them get & keep
jobs. d

Enhance WOTC for Welfare Recipients. 0.0 0.1 0.1 G.1 0.0 0.3

For employers, the budget proposes tax incentives to create new job opportunities for long-term welfare
recipfents. The budget would creale 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 Hn the first
$10,000 z;z year of wages for up 1o two years, for workers they hire who were long-term welfare
recipients.

Extend WOTC for 18-50's. 0.0 0.1 G.1 0.1 0.0 0.3

The bhudget aiéo expands the existing WOTC tax credit b inctudiég able-bodied childiess 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. :



1898 1889 2000 2001 2002 1998 - 2002

Restora Banefits for immigrants

Benefits for Disabled immigrants.

881 Costs 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.8 2.0 . B®
Medicaid Costs (4] g8 - 08 1.1 1.3 .47
Total 2.2 2.4 2.9 2.9 3.3 13.7

The Administration’s budget would restore SSU benefits for 310,000 legal immigrants who beceme
disabled aRer their entry into the UL.S., In recognition of the fact that they canngt provide for their own
suppuort through work, Of those 310,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately 190,000 would have
Medicaid coverage restored. Barring legal immigrants who played by the nules from these safety net
programs is unfair and shortsighted. '

Benefits for immigrant Children. 0.1 oA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4
The welfare reform law denies 581 and Medicaid to many legatl immigrant children who become
sergusly 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 o be eligible for SSi and
Medicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect 881 and Medicaid eligibility for about 8,000 disabled
immigrant chiidren, 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 0.8
The welfare bill exermpted refugees and asylees from the benefit restrictions for their first five years in the
country. The budget wouki lengthen the exemption for refugees and asylees from & to 7 years {0 provide
a more appropriate time for refugees and asylees to become citizens. 1t would protect eligibility for
about 17,000 refugees and asylees in FY 1588,

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 2.3 2.6 3.4 3.1 3.5 14.6



1998 4899 2000 2004 2002 1998 - 2002

Food Stamps

18-80"s Work Requirement. 0.7 0.6 0.4 03 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 8 months in 12; 52} Provides additional funds of $280 million total in FYs
§7-02 to enable States 1o create work for people willing to work; {3) Imposes tough sanctions while
protecting those who are willing (o 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 woudd accelerate planned increases in the excess shelter deduction and
wousid eventually eliminate the cap on the deduction in FYQZ, allowing low-income families with high
housing costs {0 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. 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1

The standard deductionis a ﬁenemi deduction given {0 all households. The welfare bill froze #, 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 ¢ar a household may
own} which hagd praviously been indexed. The Administration's proposal would increase and reindex the
Vehicle Asset Limit, which has virtually been at the same level since 1877 even though the CPI for used
cars has risen 125%.

Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.4 0.8 3.4

Medical Coverage for Low-Ingcome Disabled Children
0.1 0.1 0.1 01 0.1 0.3
The Administration's budget would allow disabled children who lose their 88! eligibifity 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 priofity.
The Budget includes $14.6 billion to correct the problems in the Welfare Reform 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 of Congressional interest in a block
grant 1o staics shows that the issue is alive. However, a block grant is not the solution
and is not something we support. What is need 1s to restore access to $ST and Medicaid
for disabled immigrants and immigrant children and extend the length of time refugees
have access to these programs.

We have already shown that in negotiations with Congress we can make progress in this
ares. As you know, in the Immigration bill the Administration achieved a six month
grace period for current Food Stamp recipients from immigrant basns enacted in Welfare
Reform.

Your support for our proposal is crucial. We will continue 1o press on this issoe but it is
important that you help edugate the public about the issue and our proposal.

banned from SSI mast legal immigrants currently receiving benefits as well as future
applicants, affecting approximately 430,000 immigrants. The Administration’s budget
would continue 851 for legal immigrants who become disabled after they enter the
country. This would maintain eligibility for 320,000 immigrants.

banned from Medicaid immigrants entering afier the date of enactment for their first five
years in the country and after the ban would deem sponsor’s income t0 the inynigrant, In
addition, many immigrants currently in the country will lose access 10 Medicaid when
they lose 881, The Administration’s budget would continue Medicaid for legal
immigrants who become disabled after they enter the country and legal immigrant
children if their family is impoverished,

denied Food Stamps to most legal immigrants currently receiving benefits as well as
future applicants, affecting approximately a million immigrants. Last year’s Omnibus

-Consolidated Recessions and Appropriations Act delayed the ban from January 1 to April
1 to give immigrants in the process of naturalizing time to complete that process prior 1o
having their benefits eliminated. Recognizing the effort that many are making 1o become
citizens, the budget would extend the delay to the end of FY 1997,



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 Sto 7

years, The § year exemption in the bill does not provide enough time for refugees and
asylees {p become citizens.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY

“We must joln together to do something else, iao, something both Republican and Democratic
Governors have asked us 1o do: fo restore basic health and disability benefits when misforiune
strikes immigranis who came to this country legally, who work hard, pay taxes and obey the law,
To do otherwise is simply unworthy of o great nation of 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 governments, and that
punish children and legal immigrants with severe disabilities. The welfare law denies most legal
immigrants access to fundamental safety net programs unless they become citizens -- even
though they are in the 1.8, Iegally, arc responsible members of our communities, and in many
cases have worked and paid taxes. These provisions have nothing to do with the real goal of
welfare reform, which is 1o move people from welfare to work.

. The President’s budget proposes to restore Medicaid and Supplementat Security Income
{SS1) to Jegal immigrant children and to legal mmigrants who become disabled after they
entered the country. This country should protect legal immigrants and their families --
people admitted as permanent members of the American community -- when they suffer
accidents or ilinesses that prevent them from earning a living. Similarly, the country
should provide Medicaid to legal immigrant children if their families are impoverished,

- The President proposes to extend the 551 and Medicaid eligibility period for refugees and
asylees from 5 1o 7 years, to give that vulnerable group additional time to naturalize.

- Finally, the budget proposes to delay the ban on Food Stamips 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 SBI eligibility for approximately 320,000 severely
disabled legal immigrants. Of these 320,000 immigrants, the 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 § years -- $8.7 billion in 881 costs, and $4.2 billion in Medicaid costs,

In January, the National Governors® Association agreed that the legal immigrant provisions of
the welfare law will cause a considerable cost shift to some siates and expressed concemns about
the effect of the law on aged and disabled legal imrmigrants. Providing state-fonded benefits to
this needy population will divert resources from job training and child care ~ which are critical
to moving people from welfare 10 work. The NGA passed a resolution asking Congress and the
President to work together to find a equitable solution for states and vulnerable legal smmigrants
without reopening the welfare reform debate. The President’s proposal would do just that.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
RESTORING BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES

The President’s budget would restore SSI benefits for 320,000 legal immigrant aduits who
become disabled after their eniry into the ULS., in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide
for their own support through work. Of those 320,000 legal immigrant adulis, approximately
195,000 adults will have Medicaid coverage restored.

Denying SSI eligibility to aged and disabled legal immigrants 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 (o all other taxpayers is unfair and shortsighted.

. Approximately 900,800 SSI recipients are now recelving notices that they are at risk of
losing their benefits, unless than can show that they are citizens or are in one of a narrow
group of exceptions. Under current law, over 400,000 fegal immigrants will lose their SSI
benefits in August and September of this year.

. Disabled legal immigrants who have sponsors can furn to them for assistance, but many
sponsors can’t afford the extra costs associated with a digability. In addition, an
estimated 44% of legal immigrants, such as refugees, never had sponsors in the first
place. Others had sponsors whe have died or ceased to support them.

' Many disabled legal immigrants are elderly and reside in nursing homes or aggisted living
facilities. Without 881 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 daily living.

. Nearly 70% of legal immigrants on SSI are over age 65; nearly 30% are over 75 years of
age.
. Without SSI payments, state and local governments and private charities will become the

prime source of assistance 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 $81. In
some states, disabled recipients who lose their SSI may alse be without any help for
medical expenses.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
EXTENDING ELIGIBILITY FOR REFUGEES

As a nation of immigrants, this country has a long-standing imlit:y of welcoming 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 551 and Medicaid eligibility
restrictions for the first § years that they are in the U.S, However, afler § years, needy
refugees and asylees would be denied SSI benefits, and Medicaid coverage is a state
option rather than guaranteed.

The President’s proposal would exiend from § to 7 years the period of 881 and Medicaid
eligibility for refugees and asylees. This extension would alleviate current hardships
while providing elderly refugees an extra 2 years to learn English well enough to
naturalize, This policy would cost about $700 million over 5 years, and protect eligibility
for about 17,000 refugees and asylees 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 persecution in their country of
origin, These individuals frequently experience preater 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 2 panticularly vulnerable group. SSA data indicate that of the
estimated 58,000 elderly refugees who will lose their S8) eligibility in August/September
1957, 24,000 are aged 75 or older. An estimated two-thirds (38,000) of the 58,000 are
severely disabled,

Cenerally, refugees and asylees may apply for citizenship after residing in the United
States for § years. However, the naturalization process can take up to a year, or more.
Therefore, individuals who entered the U8, as refugees or asylees will lose their 8S] --
and potentially their Medicaid -- before completing the application process for
citizenship, even if they apply for citizenship as soon as they meet the § year residency
requirement. Also, many elderly refugees are not able to acquire sufficient English
language skills in this period of time to pass the citizenship test.

In refugee communities, the pending loss of SSI and Medicaid and the inability to
become naturglized citizens iy a major concern. Elderly refugees are understandably
terrified that they will be left destitute and homeless.



TREATING LEGAL IMMIGRANTS FAIRLY:
PROTECTION FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANT CHILDREN

The President proposes to restore S8 and Medicaid for legal immigrant children.

T

The welfare reform law denies 851 and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who
hecome seriously il or have an accident and become dissbled, and whose families fall on
hard times. It also denies preventive services under Medicaid to legal immigrant childeen,
likely leading to more costly health problems in the future. This policy threatens the health
and well-being of a very vulnerable population -- legal immigrant children of lowsincome
parents who need medical services or cash assistance (if disabled), and cannot work their
way out of need. We aif lose if we deny future citizens the care and support that all children
need.

Under the President’s proposal, legal immigrant children would continue o be eligible for
881 and Medicaid. In FY 1998, this proposal would protect 881 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 are not affected;
oniy legal immigrant children who are members of low-income families would be eligible
for the restored SS1 and Medicaid.

The President’s proposal does not undermine or “reopen” welfare reform. 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 fo work. Insiead, 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. It also protects cash assistance for low-income immigeant
children with severe disabilities.

It is important to note that legal immigrant children cannot become naturalized citizens
unless both parents are citizens, or the surviving or custodial parent i3 a citizen.,
Therefore, unlike adult legal immigrants, 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 SSI and Medicaid costs associated with these immigrant children are about $400
mitlion over 5§ years. This policy will ensure that low-income immigrant families with
severely disabled immigrant children continue 1o have a safety net of 851 and Medicaid.
It also guarantees that non-disabled legal immigrant children are protected by the
Medicaid benefit package, which provides on-going assistance for children suffering from
chronic asthma, screening for developmental disabilities, and well-child and preventive
care (¢ prevent the need for intensive and costly care in the future.

¥
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Welfare to Work and Changes to Iimmigrants and Food Stamps Proposals

in the FY 98 Budget
{Outlays in Billions)

Welfare to Work_ 1998 1888 2000 2001 2002 5 Year

Weifare to Work Jobs Challenge. 0.8 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. i provides $3 biflion 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
yobuaharmiike arrangements to empower individuals with the fools and choices to help them get & keep
jobs.

Enhance WOTC for Welfare Recipients. 0.0 01 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.3

For employers, the budget proposes tax incentives o create new job opportunifies for long-term weifare
recipients. The budget would create a much-enhanced credit that focuses on {hose 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-termn welfare
recipients.

Extend WOTC for 18-50's. 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 ¢.0 0.3
The budget aiso expands the exisling 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 01 3.6
*Totals may not add due to rounding.



1998

o

99 2000 2001

]

Benefits for Disabled Immigrants.

$81 Costs 1.6 17 1.8 1.8 2.0 _ 8.9
Medicaid Costs 0.6 0.8 0.8 1.1 1.3 4.7
Total 2.2 2.4 2.9 249 3.3 13.7 ,
The Administration's budget would restore 881 benefits for 310,000 legal immigrants who become Tulubes
disabled after their entry into the ULS., in recognition of the fact that they cannot provide for their own wilyes L
support through work. Of those 310,000 legal immigrant adults, approximately 160,000 would have Yaipe®
Medicald coverage restored. Barring legal immigrants who played by the rules from these safely net Bk
programs is unfair and shortsighted. Ui
Benefits for inmigrant Children, 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.4

The welfare reform law denigs S8l and Medicaid to many legal immigrant children who become
sariously ill, or have an accident and become disabled, and whose families fall on hard times. Under
the Administration's proposal, fegal immigrant children would continue to be eligible for 881 and
Medicaid. In FY 1698, this proposal would protect 581 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 1988,

Subtotal, Benefits for Immigrants 23 2.6 3.1 34 3.5 14.6



1808 1888 2000 2001 2002 1688 - 2002
Food Stamps

18-50's Work Requirement. 0.7 0.8 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 8 months in 12; (2) Provides additional funds of $280 million total in FYs
87-02 to engble States to create work for people willing to work: {3) Imposes tough sanctions while
protecting those who are willing o work; and (4} Provides States with more authority to provide Food
Stamps as wages.

Shelter Deduction. 0.1 0.0 £.1 0.0 0.4 08

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 caloulating 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 8.0 0.1 0.1

The standard deduction is a general deduction given to all households 1o account for general expenses
when determining net income, The welfare bili froze it at $134, no longer allowing it to index. The
Administration's proposal would reindex it in FY2002 {o ensure that benefits keep pace with inflation.

Vehicle Asset Limit. 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2

The wellare bill foze the Food Stamps vehicle asset limil at $4,850 (the maximum value of a car a
household may own) which had previcusly been indexed. The Administration’s proposal would increase
and reindex the Vehicle Asset Limit, which has virtually heen at the same leve! since 1877 even though
the CP1 for used cars has risen by 125%.

Subtotal, Food Stamps 0.8 0.6 0.6 S04 0.8 3.1

Medical Coverage for Low-Income Disabled Children
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.3
The Administration's budget would allow disabled children who lose thelr SSI eligibility due to changes in
the definition of childhood disability to retain their Medicaid health coverage.




NOTES ON WELFARE-TO-WORK TAX CREDIT PROPOSAL
mim 3/25/97

s The proposal for welfare-to-work tax credit builds upon the Work Opportunity Tax Credit
{WOTC) which itself was a modification of the Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TITC).

Genealogy of the Welfare to Wark Tax Credit

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit (TJI() — Established in 1978, the TITC expired in 1994 amid claims
that it did little to promote hining of members of the disadvantaged groups that were the focus of -
the credit. (The Labor Department Inspector General and GAQ both issued reports critical of the
TITC) The TITC provided a non-refundable credit equal to 40 percent of the first 36,000 in
wages paid to members of 9 targeted groups.
The groups were: vocational rehabilitation referrals, economically disadvantaged youth
age 18-22, economically disadvantaged Vietnam era veterans, SSI recipients, AFDC
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 | and September 15.
To claim the credit, the employver must have either {1) received a certificate from the State
employment service showing that the worker wag 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 days.

Work Qpportunity Tax Credit (WGOTC) - Established in the Small Business Job Protection Act of
1996 (the minimum wage bill), the WOTC was designed 1o answer some of the criticisms of the
TITC, The WOTC was a bit less generous, with 2 35 percent nonrefundable credit provided for
the first 36,000 of wages 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 BEZ or EC), qualified veterans (AFDC, TANF, or Food Stamp
recipients), AFDC (or TANF} recipients, economically disadvantaged ex-~felons, Food
Stamp recipients age 18-24, and summer youth age 16-17 who live inan EZ or EC and
work between May 1 and September 15,
The sules 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 showing that the
worker was eligible; or (2) more likely, completed 2 pre-screening notice that provides the basis
for claiming the tax credit before offering the job to the prospective worker, The employer then
must request certification from the State employment service within 3 weeks. In addition, the
employer must retain the worker for at least 400 hours or 180 days.

The WOTC is slated 1o expire September 30, 1997, However, the Admintstration’s FY 1958
Budget proposes an extension through September 30, 1998 for all groups and proposes an
additional group -~ Food Stamp recipients age 18-50.



Welfare 1o Work Tax Credit -- Proposed in the Administration’s FY 1998 Budget, this tax credit
would follow the basic structure of the WOTC, but wold be more genercus. It would provide a
non-refundable 50 parcent 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 AFDC or TANF benefits for at
least 18 months or who were no longer eligible for these benefits due to reaching the apgz ficable
time limuts.

The proposed Welfare to Work Tax Credit would extend through September 30, 2000,
Why the Welfare to Work Tax Credit Might be Effective

. The Welfare to Work Tax Credit builds on the WOTC, which made several significant
changes to the TITC, These include a longer retention period for workers {which should
reduce the ability of firms 1o claim the tax credit for the ordinary turnover of lower-skilled
workers) and a pre-screening notice that workers and employers fill out under penalties of
perury (which should help indicate whether a worker will be eligible for the credit).

. The tax credit available for lining a long-term welfare recipient is deeper than the ordinary
WOTC, amounting to 2 maximum of $5,000 tax credit for each of the first two vears of
employment. The tax benefit should be large encugh to overcome any preconceived bias
against hiring weifare recipients. The two-year credit length should provide sufficient time
for the worker to acoumulate encugh experience to function in an unsubsidized job.

. The Welfare to Work Tax Credit is not 2 program in isofation. -1t is part of & 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 legistation and the corresponding
changes taking place in the culture of the welfare offices around the country, and the
Prestdent’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 million over 5 years. This reflects a relatively small take-up rate for the credit (based on the
TITC, about 10 percent of employers who hire eligible workers actually use the cradit to reduce
their income tax liability). If the average credit clatmed is $2,000 (reflecting the possibility that
workers do not stay yatil the maxinnim credit is claimed and also the loss of deduction of wages
on which the credit is claimed), then over § 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.



Targeted Jobs Credit vs. Work Opportunities Credit
mjm 8/13/96
Prior Law

Targeted Jobs Tax Credit

40 percent of first $6,000 of wages
(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 gr
. Had to request certification from local agency by the day the worker 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 12/31/94

“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
. SSI recipients '
. General assistance recipients
. Economically disadvantaged ex-convicts (hired within 5 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 |
and September 15

" Administrative costs -- Congress appropriated sufficient monies for State employment services to
administer program



New Law

Work Oppovtunities Tax Credit

35 percent of first $6,000 of wages
{mzxiroum credit equal $2,100)

Deduction for wages paid reduced by amount of credit elaimed

Centificati

Must receive certificate from local agency (generally State employment security
agency) by the day the worker started gr

Must complete pre-screening notice before offering job to the prospective worker.
This notice is signed under penalties of pegury 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 of start date, :

Worker must be employed for at least 400 hours or 180 days

Effective 10/1/96 to 9/30/97

“Economicaily disadvantaged” is defined as being in family with income less than 70 percent of
the BLS lower living standard

Targeted Groups

*

*

*

Vocational rehabilitation referrals

High risk youth age 1824 (“lugh-risk” s defined as hving in EZ or EC)
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 of release)

AFDC recipicnts

Summer youth age 16-17 who live in an EZ or EC and'who work between May 1
and September 15

Food Stamp recipients age 18-24

Administrative costs -- Congress appropriated no money for State employment services to
administer program
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