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The Beornorable Donna E. Shalzala

Secretary

.8, Department of Health and Human Services
200 Independence Avenus, $.W.

Washington, D.C. 20201

Dear Madame Sacretary:

As youy office has been advised, the Committee on Ways and
Means will hold public hearings on issues within the jurisdiction
of the Committee relating to the Contract with America. The
hearings will be held on January 10, 11 and 12, 1985, A copy of
the Committee’s press release announcing the hearings is enclosed
for yvour information.

I would like to formally invite vyou, or your designatsd
representative, to appear before the Committes on January 14.
The hearing begins at 10:00 a.m., in the Committee’ s main hearing
room, 1100 Longworth Houss Office Building.

If you have any questions concerning this matter, pleass
feel free to contact the Committee’'s incoming Chigf of Staff,
Phillip D. Mogeley, an 22%-382%
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NEWS | ;

FROM THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS
AND MEANS REPUBLICANS

CONGRESSMAN BILL ARCHER - CHAIRMAN DESIGNATE .

FOR IMMEDIATERELEASE . . . . . _CONTACT:Ari Fleischer
" Deceraber 215 1994 | . {202) 225-8933

ARCHER OUTLINES WAYS AND
MEANS HEARING SCHEDULE

WASHINGTON - Congressman Bill Archer (R-TX), the Chairman-designate of the House
Commitice on Ways and Means, today announced & broaé cutline of the committer’s
upcoming hearing schedule,

“As spon as the new Congress is sworn in," Archer said, "the Ways and Means Committee
will begin hearings 1o cut spending, cut taxes, revolutionize welfare, and get America back on
wack, Taken together, the elements under eur committer's jurisdiction represent an agenda
for the next century - an agenda that will reniew the American people’s faith in Congress,
their governmens, andd the direction of cur country. We signzd 2 contract with the public last

fall in which we promised (0 do things better and differemtly in Washington. We will honor
that promise.”

The commitiee’s first hearing will take piace on Thursda}, Janary Sth. {Time will be
announted later] Al this hearing and during the week of January Oth, the committes will

conducl an overview of the Htems vnder its jurisdiction contained in the Contract with
Americe.

Archer said that beginning the week of January 9th, the full committer or 83 subcommittecs
will meet pach weekday, with the full comemitter mesting each Tuesday, Wednesday, and
Thursday and the subcommittees meeting cvery Monday and Friday. Hearings will continue
inte February, and the first sark-ups of legisiation are expected 0 begin in mid to late
February and will continee in March, [Annooncements will be made shortly conterning the

gxact dates on which specific subcommitizes will mest, No further detzils are availabie st this
time.] :

*It’s going to be an action-packed period marked by & change in direction in Washingion.
Our hearings will focus on how we can Himit government’s size and role, while doing a better
Job for the American people,” Archer said.

During the week of January 16th, the comymitics will examine the Contract s tax-related
provisions 10 strepgalien the Amserienn family, During the week of January 23rd, the
cotruninee will hold hearings on the Conrract items that silow the American peopie 1o
intrease savings and investment. Throughout this periad, the subcomimitiess will hold
hearings on seforming welfare, cxpanding opportunitics for senior citizens, providing better
long term care, and on pversight and trade issuzs,
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TO: The Secretary : .
Through: DS __ 1 T
COS __ . o L -
BS .. . : o
H
FROM: Jerry D. Klepuer g i
Assistant Secretary for Legisiation ;

SUBJECT: WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE TESTIMONY ON THE CONTRACT
WITH AMERICA on Tuesday, January 10, 1995 at 9 AM; 1100 Longworth

JIMING AND LOGISTICS

. As you know, you will be presenting testimony to the full Ways and Means Committee
on Tuesday, January 10th at § AM on the health and human services components of the
Contract with America, The first cabinet secretary to appear before the Commitiee in
the 104th Congress, you will testify immediately after Minority Leader Gephardt, Then
other members of Congress will testify, followed by Les Samuels, Assistant Secretary for
Tax Policy at the Department of the Treasury.

Speaker Gingrich opened the Committee’s hearings on the Contract with America
January 5th with an overview of his vision and agenda for the 104th Congress. He
reiterated his commitment to move the Contract quickly through the House {and clear
Ways and Means within "80 days or so"), briefly reviewed its major ¢components, and
indicated that nothing was etched in stone, He used the EITC as an example of bad tax
policy because it punishes married couples, and vowed to revise the EITC. In general,
the January 5th hearing was geod natured and “bipartisan®, and while welfare reform was
discussed, taxes, spending, Social Security and Medicare received greater attention.

As you know, Social Security Commissioner Chater will tastify on the earnings test
before the Ways and Means Social Security Subcommitiee on Monday, January 9, and
Mary Jo Bane is scheduled to testify on welfare, entitlements and block grants before the
Human Resources Subcommittee on January 13, Numerous additional full committee
and subcommittee hearings on the Contract are scheduled throughout the month, and
the Subeommittee on Human Resources hopes to mark-up a welfare reform bill in early

. ~ February. :
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The Ways and Means Committee is composed of 21 Republicans and 15 Democrats.
Ten of the Republicans are new to the Committee, including three freshmen members.
We expect that welfare reform will be the maior focus of aquestioning during vour
hearing, with Chairman Archer (R-TX) and Human Resources Subcommittee Chairman ,
Clay Shaw {R-FL) taking the lead. Chairman Archer will undoubtedly be a strong
advocate for the Personal Responsibility Act, and may reiterate his attack on the
numbers of children we claim will be denied benefits under the PRA (He is quoted as
calling them “scare numbers” in a "defense of the welfare status quo™). As you kmow, the
arguments on both sides will change substantially given the changes made to the PRA,
While Subcommittes Chairman Shaw is moderate and courteous and has expressed
reservations about the FRA, he may use the opportunity to stake out the Republican-
claim to welfare reform and affirm his commitment to the Speaker’s agenda.

A number of other Republican members will focus on welfare reform. Newly appointed

to the Committee, Gingrich Heutenants Jim Nussle (R-IA) and Jennifer Dunn (R-WA)

serve on the Human Resources Subcommitize and can be expected to undertake spirited

questioning from a conservative perspective. Two freshmen members, Representatives

Philip English (R-PA) and John Ensign (R-NV} have been added 1o the Subcommittee,
. and the hearing offers them their first opportunity to speak out on welfare reform.

Particular attention should be paid to a number of Republican members who may
witimately play a moderating role on welfare reform. These include Representatives
Nancy Johnson {(R-CT}, Amo Houghton (R-NY), Jim Ramstad {(R-MN), and
Subcommittee members Dave Camp (R-MI) and Jim McCrery (R-LA). You are also
aware that i the past, Subcommittee Chairman Shaw has ‘expressed concerns about the
more punitive aspects of the original PRA.

By and large, we expect the Democratic members to be much more supportive on
welfare reform, although we understand that Representative Pete Stark (D-CA) (who is
now on the Human Resources Subcommitiee) may take issue with your recent letter
responding 1o his concerns about the California family cap waiver request.

Health care reform is not a major focus of the Contract (the balanced budget and long
term care provisions have greatest affect on health care), and it is unclear how much
time Committee members will want to devote to this issue at the hearing. The
Republican members most likely to raise the issue will be Representative Bill Thomas
(R-CA), the new chairman of the Health Subcommittee, or Representative Johnson, a
member of the Health Subcommittee. As you know, both were very active and vocal
during last year's health care reform mark-ups. Representative Thomas has been quoted
as saying that he is interested in developing a health care reform proposal, but is not

. interested in working with the Democrats since they had their opportunity last year and
were unsuccessful, The Democratic members of the Ways and Means Health

i
H

H
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Subcommittee (Representatives Stark, Cardin (D-MD), Klezcka (B-WI), McDermott (D-
WA}, and Lewis {ID-GA)) remain very committed to health care rcform, and may press
you about the Administration’s plans.

REPUBLICANS |
HA AN Bi i - Will attend. Part of the new conservative
Repubizr:arz leadersth, Cha,xrman Archer will be spearheading efforts 10 move the
Contract provisions expeditiously through the Ways and Means Committee, While taxes
are likely 10 remain his major focus, he used his opening remarks at the Janvary 5 -
hearing to ¢mphasize his commitment 1o cut spcndmg, cut taxes and revotunomzc i
welfare within 100 days.

Chairmian Archer co-sponsored the House Republican Welfare Task Force bill {Michel,
H.R. 3500) in the 103rd Congress, and signed the Contract with America. Recent press
siatements indicate that he favors a block grant approach to AFDC (a PRA option), and
ending all AFDC cash payments afier five vears (while allowing continued eligibility for
Medicaid, Food Stamps, child nutrition payments, and housing assistance). He also has -
expressed the desire te "clamp down on weifare payments to aliens.”

As indicated above, Chairman Archer also responded o our recent press conference.,
Attacking "scare numbers in defense of the welfare status quo®, he continued, "Why does
Secretary Shalala assume that any children will go into orphanages as a result of the
Republican policy? She apparently assumes that if families lose part of their government
benefits, they will immediately run to the nearest orphanage and surrender their
children...adults on welfare will protect their children by working or getting martied.”
Nevertheless, Chairman Archer took the lead last week in making changes.to the PRA
that addressed some of your points.

REPRESENTATIVE PHIL CRANE (R-1L} - Will atten& In the last Congress,

Representative Crane co-sponsored both the Charles Murray-inspired welfare reform bill
{(H.R. 4473) and the Republican leadership welfare reform bill (H.R. 3500). While he
also signed the Contract with America, his staff has indicated that he will not co-sponsor
the Personal Responsibility Act at this time, According to staff, Representative Crane
believes the PRA is too weak and 100 proscriptive, and prefers the "swap” approach
proposed by Sen. Kassebaum (R-KS). ‘

Representative Crane aiso is concerned about fraud and abuse it the SSI program. His
staff mentioned that he was very disturbed by the October 1994 Primetime Live report
critical of SSI for children with disabilities.
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ENTATI LL1 AS [R-CAY -- Will attend. chrcsamatzve Thomas i
2?1;: Chaarman {}f the Hcahh Sui:mmnnttec anid was very actively involved in the health
reform debate as the ranking minority member last year. He was the primary House
sponsor of the Chafee bill (H.R, 3704), which included an individual mandate. He is

qrrnndv nﬁm}md to f-mrﬁmmr mandataes tw“m'rp cartny prpt snntainmane nad o hosio

s s Ay Gmdaek S Rl

benefits pae:icages He is 2 supporter of managed care. Late last year, he was quoted as .
saying that he is interested in pursuing health care reform, but would likely not include .~
Democrats as they had their chance and were unsuccessful. ¥ is unclear what questions

he will ask on health care, as his staff said that he considers thzs hearing to beon ..
welfare reform. A

RESENTA { SHAW (R-FL) -- Will attend. Representative E. Clay
Sizaw the faLr a.zzzi zhcmghtfui new Chauman of the Subcommitiee on Human Resaurces,
will be ane of the key players on welfare reform, S8, and related human services issues
in the 104th Congress. Lasi year, he was one of the lead; Sponsors of the Republican
leadership welfare reform bill (H.R. 3500), and par%zczpated in the Oxford style debate
on welfare reform. He believes the current welfare system encourages people to stay
home by providing a young mother with $12,800 to $16,000 a year if she doesn’t work;
that welfare contributes to illegitimacy and that it is important to break the cycle of
poverty, Representative Shaw also has expressed concerns about deadbeat dads, the

. collection of child support, and immigrants receiving welfare benefits,

While clearly committed to the Republican agenda, Representative Shaw has on
numerous occasions publicly expressed reservations about some parts of the PRA. He
has cautioned against being unduly harsh or overly cruel, and is said to be particularly
concerned about provisions to deny welfare to children born to unwed teen mothers. In
the Congressional Quarterly’s December 13, 1994 Washington Alert, Shaw said "I think
the party that prides itself on family values will not support warehousing kids in
orphanages. He has also said that funding for child care will have to be "beefed up”
(USA Today, 12/13/94).

During the January 5 hearing, Representative Shaw said that President Clinton has
correctly enunciated the basic principles of welfare reform, and that while there may be
arguments over some details, he expressed the hope that both sides will come together
on the legislation,

gD N _' CTh -- Will attend. A long-time
moderaw Repubhcan Rapresemaz;w }ohnson is the new chair of the Oversight
Subcommittee, a4 member of the Health Subcommitiee, and a former member of the
Human Resources Subcommitiee. As such, she will be a critical plaver on health and
human services issues in the 104th Congress. As you know, she was acziveiy involved in
the health care reform debate last year, and ¢an be expecwd to maintain her interest in
. health issues - especially Medicare SELECT, |
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Representative Johnson alse has been active on welfare issues over the vears. In the last
- Congress, she co-sponsored the Republican leadership welfare reform bill (HL.R. 3500),
as well as legislation to provide time-limited benefits along with the education, training,
job search, and work experience necessary to prepare recipients for work (H.R. 741}
She alcp initiated a iattar tact wany feom 13 Mrsien ﬁ’ﬁmti‘sixmn o mbre synpaseing ¢ thaie

interest in working with the Administration to zievei{:p a welfare reform pmpasa! o

Child support is clearly key to Representative Johnson, and she sces welfare reform and
child support enforcement as inextricably linked. | Along with most members of-the
women's caucus, she co-sponsored the "Child Support Responsibility Act of 1994" (HLR.
4570} last year, and has been outspoken on the need t0 move forward in this area, In
addition, Representative Johnson is very concerned about substance abuse and its link to
welifare, and may ask you about this at the hearing,

Representative Johnson is also very interested in child welfare issues, and was active in
the initial stages of developing the family preservation legislation, She is likely to take
the lead on the child welfare reforms currently being developed by House Republicans,

REPRESENT, B - - 2?2 attend. The new chair of the Social
Security Subcommittee, Representative Bunning will play a major role in shaping Social

. Security legislation in the 104th Congress. While he has not expressed much interest in
welfare reform, he was a co-sponsor of the Republican leadership welfare reform bili
{H R. 3500) in the last Congress, and signed the Contract.

REPRESENTATIVE AMO HOUGHTON (R-NY) -- Will aitend. A moderate

Republican, Representative Houghton has focused much of his Committee attention on
tax issues. He did co-sponsor the Republican leadership welfare reform bill (H.R. 3500)
last year, and also signed the Johnson letter expressing interest in working with the
Administration to develop a welfare reform proposal. During the welfare reform hearing
at which you testified last July, Representative Houghton expressed concerns about who
will create jobs for recipients and asked about the inclusion of microenterprises. He also
wants government to work directly with the private sector. His staff believes that this
year he would be most interested in proposals to increase siate flexibility.

While Representative Houghton was not particularly active in the health care reform
debate last vear, he has been a strong supporter of private-sector-based reforms, and sees
little role for the federal government in health care.

Rl FATIVE WA ' A) ~ Will sttend. A signator of the
Contract with Amerieca, Rapresentanvc Hcrgcr alsc was a co-sponsor of the Republican
leadership welfare reform bill (H.R. 3500). In addition, be joined with the other
Republican members of the California delegation in urging your approval of the

. California welfare waiver, ‘
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Subcomnniwé, Represemamc Mchry has also been named to the Human Resources
Subcommitiee for the 104th Congress. He has taken an active interest in the SSI
program, and advocates replacing cash payments for SSI children with vouchers. During
the January 3 hearing on the Contract. he also suggested that S8 reform be sannled
with welfare reform, and that the current welfare system be scrapped entirely and
replaced with a new system that helps those who work, or who are disabled.

Last year, he played-an active role in health care reform, and is more ccmrvaﬁve than
his Republican colleagues on the Heaith Subcamzmttee -- supp{;mng only the most
incremental changes.

[

RESENTA = ) A0Y - Will attend. During the 103rd
Carzgress Represeﬁtazzve Hamczck was a co-spazzsm of the Republican leadership
welfare reform bill (H.R. 3500). During your hearing on welfare reform last year,
Representative Hancock expressed his belief that the Administration’s plan will not
reduce the welfare rolls, but will increase the welfare bureaucracy.

JAVE [} -- Will attend. A member of the Human
Res&}zzrces Subcomi}:zzﬁee Reprc&f:zzzaz;ve Camp is a moderate Republican who has
repeatedly expressc(i interest in working in a bipartisan way on welfare reform
legislation. He is well versed on Michigan's welfare activities, and views them as a
model for national reform. While relatively quiet during last year’s debate,
Representative Camp has signed the Contract, and is expected to play a more active role
in welfare reform in the 104th Congress. \

; Y. Vi RAMST! MNI -- Will attend, A third term
{Z‘Qngressmaﬁ Reprcscnta{zve Ramstad is new 1o the Ways and Means Committee this
year, While he has not outlined his views on welfare reform, Representative Ramstad
co-sponsored the Republican leadership welfare reform bill (H.R, 3500) last vear,

. ZiM NI} — Will attend, A new member of the
Wavs and Means Commzmt: in the 104th {Z‘zmoress, Representative Zirmmer previously
served on the Government Operations Committee in the 103rd Congress. Last year,
Representative Zimmer co-sponsored both the House Republican leadership welfare
reform bill (FLR. 3500} and the Murray-inspired Talent bill (H.R. 4473). In response to
a study iast year showing "deuble-dipping” by some welfare recipients in the New
York/New Jersey area, Representative Zimmier introduced legislation to ¢reate stiff
penalties for receiving AFDC payments penalties in two states simulianeously.

Although he is a signatory to the Contract with America, Representative Zimmer is
taking a "listen and learn” posture at the hearing and will not be co-sponsoring the
Personal Responsibility Act at this time. Staff also indicated that he supports most of
the provisions in the PRA, but has some concerns with the provisions referring to
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orphanages and the insertion of the "gag rule” issue into the welfare reform debate.
Staff indicated that Representative Zimmer would be interested in amending the bill
after further review, Staff also indicated that although Representative Zimmer is
uncomfortable with the concept of a wholesale turnover of AFDC to the states, he wants
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more local control.

g R-1A) - Will attend. Reprcsantatwe Nussle is
cicseziy aitgncd w;zh Speakcr Gmgmh and played a majorrole in the recent House .
transition activities. Newly appointed to the Ways and Means Committee, he has been
assigned to the Human Resources Subcommittes and can be expected to be a strong
conservative voice in the welfare reform debate and to ensure that the Speaker's agenda
is fulfiled. Last year, he co-sponsored the Republican leadership welfare reform bill
(H.R. 3500). He also has strongly supported Towa's efforts to reform its welfare system,
including its waiver request to HHS. Representative Nussle signed the Contract, and has
focused much of his attention to date on taxes, the balameé budget amendment, and the
line item veto.

RE VE SAM JOHNSON (R-TX) -- Will attend. Another new member of

. the Ways and Means {Zz}numttcc; Reprasentative Johnson co-sponsored both the
Republican leadership welfare reform bill (HLR. 3500) and the Murray-inspired weifare
reform bill (H.R. 4473} in the 103:d Congress. A signatory to the Contract with
America, Representative Johnson's staff has indicated that he supports mest of the
provisions in the Personal Responsibility Act. Representative Johnson seriously
questioned the behavioral assumptions and caseload impact estimates referenced in your
Deceraber 2% press conference on orphanages and state costs.

Although Representative Johnson introduced a malpractice reform bill last year (HLR.
4840}, his staff did not anticipate any health care related guestions during the hearing on

January 10.
REPRESENTATIVE R DUNN (R-WA) - 727 attend. Newly appoinied to the

Ways and Means Commitiee, and assigned to the Human Resources Subcommittee,
Representative Dunn also is expected to be an active voice on welfare reform. During
the last Congress, she co-sponsored the Republican leadership welfare reform bill (H.R,
33003, as well as the welfare reform bill sponsored by Rep. Jan Meyers (R-KS). She
signed the Contract and is a Gingrich ally,

REPRESENTATIVE MICHAEL "MAC® COLLINS (R.GA) - Will attend. Also new o

the Ways and Means Committee and its Human Resources Subcommittee,
Representative Collins was active on welfare issues during his tenure in the Georgia
statehouse, where he initiated measures 1o require teen mothers to attend high school in
order to receive AFDC benefits. According 1o staff, he believes there is a strong link
between welfare and the lack of educational achievement. In the last Congress,
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Representative Collins co-sponsored the Republican leadership welfare reform bill (HR.
3500), the Murray-inspired Talent welfare reform bill (H.R, 4473}, and the Meyers
welfare reform bill (H.R. 1293).
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Ways and Means Committee in the 104th Congress, Representative Portman previously .
served on the Government Operations Committee in the 103rd Congress. Last year,
Representative Portman was an early co-sponsor of the House Republican leadership

welfare reform bill (H.R. 3500). Althoughheisa sigzzawry to the. Contract with

America, Representative Portman will not be co-sponsoring the Personal Responszbahty

Act at this time,

ESENTATIVE PHIL | H_{R-PA} - Will attend. One of the freshmen
selected to serve on the Ways and Means Committee, Representative Enghsh was
appointed to the Human Resources and Soctal Security Subcommittees. He is a former
policy analyst for the Pennsylvania state legisiature, specializing in tax and social welfare
issues. Relying heavily on welfare reform in his recent campaign, Representative English
supported requiring welfare recipients 1o work for their benefits, endorsed experimental
programs to steer recipients into full-time jobs, and favored limiting welfare payments to

. two years, Representative English signed the Contract with America,

R-NV) -- Will attend. Although freshman

R&pmsentatwe Ens:gn is 2 new member of the Human Resources Subcommittee, he is
more interested in health care than welfare issues. A signer of the Contract with
America, he supports a free market approach to reforming health care, tax credits and a
medical savings plan.

N (R-NE) ~ Will attend.  Another of the
freshmen appomted to the Ways and Means C{}mmzttea Representative Christensen was
linked closcly with Christian conservatives during his recent campaign. He repregents
the Nebraska Congressional district that includes the ¢ity of Omaha, well koown for
insurance companies and Boys Town. As a former insurance zzgz:nz he Is very supportive
of private sector/free-market health care reform.

As a public supporter and fundraiser for Boys Town, Representative Christensen was
upset by the Department’s recent press conference on orphanages. He feels there is a
role for orphanages and group homes in welfare reform. Like Speaker Gingrich,
Represenmtative Christensen Is a strong believer in the book on poverty in America
recently authored by Marvin Qlasky, "The Tragedy of American Compassion.” He signed
the Contract with America.



L RESENTAT] -- L) - Will attend, Representative Gibbons
was ti’m iead sporzsor of the Adrzumstraimzz s Work and Respons;blix:y Act of 1694, and
can be expected 1o strongly support our welfare reform efforts in the 104th Congress.

His top priority is child ennnor endorooment a0 fosie 0 special importance to him,

_ : E : D-NY) - Will attend. Because of his ~
stmr:g mzarest in tackhzag weifa.re reform, Represcnzauve Range! selected membershz;)
on the Human Resources Subcommittes for the 104th Congress. During hearings last
year, he stressed that welfare recipients need to be trained so that they can enter the
workforce, He hears from businesses that they have jobs available and that they nzed
skilied workers, and wants to make sure that welfare recipients receive the training they
need to take these jobs. Representative Rangel shares the view that welfare should be
time limited but is not sure that a strict 2 year cut-off is appropriate. He is also leery of
block-granting existing entitlement programs.

_______ L TE STARK (D-CA) -- Will attend. Representative Stark is
renzmﬁzg to tiic Haman Resources Subcommittes after a long absence, and his staff
reports that he still is formulating his position on welfare reform. In the last Congress,
he co-sponsored Representative Mink’s (D-HI) weifare reform bill (FLR. 4498). We
understand that he is also unhappy with your recent response on the California family
cap walver request, and is likely to bring this up at the hearing, As the ranking member
of the Health Subcommittee, his is likely to have questions on health care, particularly
Medicare SELECT, as well as the Administration’s plans for health care reform.

REPRESENTA Al ) 3 - 777 attend, Primanly interested in
Sacial Se:;:uz'zty zssues chrcscmatwc Jacobs may ask about aspects of the Contract that
affect S51, particularly the provisions restricting 551 benefits to various populations, He
may also be inmerested in developments on the 381 Childhood Disability Commission.

REPRESENTATIVE HAROLD E. FORD (D-TN) -- 7?7 attend. The ranking member of

the Human Resources Subcommittee and a lead sponsor of the Work and Responsibility
Act of 1994, Representative Ford will obviously be in a key position on weifare reform in
the 104th Congress. In the past, his major focus has been the education, training and job
placement aspects of welfare reform. He generally favors a CETA-like program, and has
repeatedly insisted that welfare recipients be prepared to move into high quality, well-
paying jobs (l.e. 39 per hour or more). Representative Ford did not attend Speaker
Gingrich’s opening hearing on the Cantraet.

A} -- Will aitend. Although
Represcmatwe M&t&ul is no Icngar a membez of the Human Resources Subcommitiee,
he remains very interested in welfare reform. He has many concerns about the PRA and
may use his questions to highlight his opposition 1o converting AFDC into a block grang,
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the lack of funding for child care, and the inattention to child support enforcement. As
you know, he is also strongly opposed to custing benefits to legal immigrants,

REPRESENTATIVE BARBARA B, KENNELLY (D-CT} - Will attend. Representative
Kennelly is returning to the Human Resources Stzt}comrmnea after a long absence, and

is vety interested in weltace reform. Her primary CONCEIn is CRMU suppori suivicenen,
and on January 4th, she introduced her "Interstate Child Support Act” (comprehensive
legislation that is similar to, but not as broad as, the Administration bill). She is
concerned that the Contract is not aggressive on child support enforcement. She also is
concerned about the implications of block grants for both her state of Connecticut, as
well as for those states with poor track records of managing their AFDC and/or
Medicaid programs. She also is very interested in teen pregnancy prevention,

4 ATIVE A} - Will attend., Representative Coyne ‘
is still devcia;;mg hxs posmcn, but wants to bf:: supportx% of President Clinton. He is
concerned about what he perceives to be overly punitive components of the PRA, such

as denying benefits to unwed teenage mothers, and denying benefits to legal immigrants.
He also remains interested in health care reform.

SE SAL M, {D-MI} -- 722 attend. Representative Levin

. remains a mmber of the Human Resources Subcommittee, and will play an active role
on welfare reform. Last year, he consistently questioned the Administration’s approach,
particularly the phase-in with young recipients, and favored a demonstration approach
that allowed states to proceed at their own pace. Child support enforcement is especially
important to him, and he sponsored legislation last year to require child support
enforcement agencies 1¢ report the status of payments to credit bureaus.

REPRESENTATIVE BENJAMIN L, CARDIN (D.MD) -- 227 attend. While still a

member of the Health Subcommittee, Representative Cardin is no longer on the Human
Resources Subcommittee. Last year, he was extremely helpful to the Administration on
welfare reform, and is primarily interested in state implementation issues. He also is
very interested in teen pregnancy prevention. An active player on health care reform,
Representative Cardin remains keenly interested in the issue, and may ask questions
about health care at the bearing,

REPRESENTATIVE I DERM( } - 2277 attend. Mo longer & member of
the Human Resources Subzamttee Reprcscmatzve McDermott continues to serve on
the Health Sii%}cmnmzttee and is likely to maintain his primary interest in health care

155U€S,
REPRESENTATIVE GERALD D, KLECZKA (D-WI) - Will attend, Representative

Kleczka continues to maintain his interest in SSI issues, and led last vear's efforts to
. restrict SSI benefits for drug addicts and alcoholics. He may ask about this or other $81
problems. Returning to the Health Subcommittee, he remains interested in health care
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reform, but his staff did not kaow if he would ask any questions on either welfare or
health care.

ESENTA EJOHN L (D.GA) -~ Will attend. Representative Lewis
Opgzeses famﬂy z:aps and time hzmts and is ez;:spesed 1o cizmmatmg benefits for both legal
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the lack of a paternity determination should be used to ﬁcny benefits. Last year, he
joined with others in writing to the President opposing caps on entitlement prograrms,
and co-sponsared the Mink welfare reform bill {HLR. 4498}, A member of the Health
Subcommittes, Representative Lewis also remains very interested in health care reform,
is very supportive of universal coverage, and may ask what the Administraton’s pians are
in that regard.

: 5 F. PAYNE (D-VA) -~ Will attend. Last year, Representative
Payr;é ca-zponsorcd the Mainstream Forum welfare reform proposal. He favors a two-
year limit on benehis, and supports increased efforts to determine paternity, He is
unsure about denying benefits to unmarried teenage maothers. In general, his staff
believes that he will not be as invoived with welfare reform as he was with health care
reform. i

. REPRESENTATIVE RICHARD E, NEAL (D-MA) -- 7?2 attend. 'While not active on

welfare reform, Representative Neal has been generally supportive of the :
Administration’s approach, and favors time limits and work-for-wages. Last year, he co-
sponsored the Mainstream Forum welfare reform bill,
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Introduction

Thank you Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee for the
invitation to appear before you today. :
;
I

I’'m pleased to be with you to talk about the Contract with
America and to begin what I believe is an important dialogue with

each other and the American people. |

In the last two major elections ~- the presidential election
of 1992 and the congressional elections of 1994 -- the American
people sent Washington a crystal clear message: They want
chagge.

-

They want us to stop the gridlock, stop the infighting, and

make sure that everything we do makes a positive difference in

people’s lives.
That is why we are here today. |

To write a new chapter in bipartisan government.
!



. One that begins with a conclusion -~ And that is to make

*

sure that at the end of the day we have taken action to improve

the lives and prospects of every American.

|
I am here to pledge the commitment ©f the Clinton

Administration to this approach.

1
1
L]
!
1
¥

We have already picked up the mantle of change and for the

past two years we have been about the business of carrying out

the will of the people. ;

H
i

3

We passed the largest deficit reduction plan in history =-
' nearly $500 hillion dollars over five yearéﬁ.

i

We oreated over 5 million qobs. Lo

We worked with many of you on this committee to pass NAFTA

and GATT ~- historic legislation that will open up foreign

markets for our products and open up lucrative job opportunities

i

for millions of Americans.
I

i
b

We expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit -- which reduces

taxes for 15 million working families and éreages a powerful

t

incentive to work and stay off welfare,



.
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And as a next step, we have proposed the Middle Class Bill
of Rights to reduce taxes for hard~pressed ;arking families who
are struggling to save money, send their children to cecllege, and

prepare for a better economic future.

We did one more thing that should not be overlooked or
forgotten. We worked long and hard to pét the American people
first by addressing two of the great domestic policy challenges
of the gentury <= health care refornm and we}fare reform.

i
'

I want to begin today by talking about?our vision for

welfare reform and our view of the Personal: Responsibility Act

found in the Contract with America.

After consulting with members of Congress, people on
welfare, business leaders, welfare experts, and governors all
across the country, President Clinton honored his promise to the
Anerican people by submitting the Work and Responsibility act to
the Congress last year.

H

This legislation would fundamentally‘c&anq& this country’s

approach to helping young parents move fqamfdapandence to

1

indapena&nce,"and it grew out of the President’s long-standing

comitment to welfare reform. ]

P H
B
¢



.

Al
i}\.
od

t 4
As governor of Arkansas, he worked cloéely with national and
state officials from both parties to pass the Family Support Act

1

That legislation served as the impetusffgr states to begin a

major effort at changing the welfare systeé to one that '

encourages work, not dependency. J

T

C
Wnhen he ran for President, he called for "an end to welfare

i

as we know it.*
,f

In the last two years, we have werked'}ith governors and

elected officials to give 24 states the §1§xibility to design

welfare reform strategies that meet their gpacific needs.

1

!
H
This is more waivers than all other previous Administrations

conbined,

Rooted in the bedrock American values of work and
responsibility, the central focus of our approach to welfare
reform is a few simple goals: .

The first is to wmove parents off welfare and intec jobs as
quickly as possible &0 that they can support themselves and their

families.



. The second is to require absent parents to meet their

responsibilities and pay child support.
and the third is to reduce teen pregnancy,.
Mr. Chairman, I beligve we all share these goals.

The President’s approach to welfare reform emphasizes three
important values: Work, responsibility, and reaching the next

generation.

I think these are widely-shared values -~ American values =

3

' values that built this country in the past and are critical to

our future.

[N

Today, welfare has the values wreng: ‘We Rnow this, we agree
on this, and both Republicans and Democraté have sought to change
this with welfare reform. i
i

Yet, from our perspective, there are elements of the

Contract with America that seem inconsistent with these values.

H
i
Let’s talk about work first. ,



.
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We strongly believe that welfare as weiknow it Qill not have
ended until we fundamentally change the syséem: Welfére must be
about éarning a paycheck, not collectingla welfare check.

As the President has said, "Work is still the best social
program ever invented, and it gives hope and structure and
meaning o people’s lives.® ;

é
To reinforce and reward work, our appgaagh is based on an

simple compact. Job training, child care, ‘and child support

" enforcement will be provided to help people who are willing to

work to make the move to independence.

t
[

i
But time linits will ensure that welfare isg seen as a hand

ap, not a handout. s

We are committed first and foremost to ensuring that
eva%ybady who can work does work., The American people want a
government that honors their values and rewards people who play

by the rules.

1f we want ta’he}p welfare recipients become taxpayers, we
must challenge individuals to take responsibility for their own

lives ~~ and help them get ahead when they do.
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’ For yvears, Republicans émi Democrats alike have agreed that
the central goal of welfare reform nmust be work, That‘s still
the case: People who can work ought €o go Lo work and earn a
paycheck, not a welfare check.

That is what this great national debate on welfare reform
must be about. More "something for nothing"” is not the answer.
More orphanages are not the answer, Work is the answer. ‘

our approcach to welfare reform puta-wa%x first, and in so
doing, it differs fron the Personal Respon&ibility Act in sone

v

important ways. f
|
' First, our plan sends a critical meésage to people from the
very first day they go on welfare: You must work; we expect you
to work; and we will help you prépare for work so you can stay

off welfare for good.

To prepare people to work and support their families, we
would require those who are employakle and who would benefit from
having more skills to move into work as quickly as possible by
engaging in upfront job search, education, and training -« and we

would expect states to hold up thelr end of the bargain,

H
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Indeed, we believe that people on welfare ought to sign a
personal responsibility agreement and develop an employability

H

plan.

E
1

Most of them will welcome the opportunity to move rapidly to
work., But for those who refuse to train for work, look for work,
or accept work once it is offered, the cohsequ&naag are clear:

Cash assistance will first be reduced, tﬁen aliminated.

We also believe that people who can work should be treated
differently from those who can’t. And here is where I draw a
sharp distinction between our approach and the Personal

Responaibility Act.

%

In 1988, Congress passed and Ronald Raégan signed the Family
Support Act, which established the important principle that
welfare should be a éransitional system leaéing té work.
Bducation and job training were to be raquiéad for most job-ready

applicants.,

Unfortunately, over one-half of the caseload was exempted,
and, among those who were not, only twant& @araenﬁ were reguired
to participate. For example, broad exemptions were made for
women with apy child under age three, young mothers under age

- . ¥
sixteen, and women in the second trimester of pregnancy.

e

= e e
-
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We believe that these exemptions should be significantly
narrowed, but we have suggested exemptions for people with
disabilities or for thouse who need to care for disabled children.
Temporary deferrals also would bhe narra&ed:; Twelve months for

the birth of a first child, and twelve weeks for the birth of a

gecond. ;

In additien, under our approach, once people reach their
time limits, if they are able t¢ work but can’t find jobs, we
reguire them to work for their benefits in=tem§Qraty subsidized

:

H

Jjobs.

¥

i

This also sends an jimportant message -- it says to pecople on
welfare and to their children that work is an expected and

necessary part of life and one of our society’s greatest values.

in contrast, in the Personal Respcnsiéility Act, all adults

simply are cut off from assistance after twe to five years, even

. if they are willing to work but can’‘t find jobs, are providing

full~time care for disabled children, or are unable to work

becavse of disabilities.

Moreover, this is a lifetime limit: ?nne adults reach their
limits, oven if they go to work for many years and then lose

1 -
their jobs during a recession or due to illnexg, they cannot get

aid.
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The sacond key value in our approach is responsibility.
i

We believe that because every child has two parents, both of

them should be required to support their ‘children.

That’s why we have proposed the tougheét chiid aupp&rt
system ever. Both parents must live up to their responsibilities

-— and child support enforcement is an integral part of welfare

refors.

Today, 63 garaﬁht sf absent parents contribute no child
support, and an average parent who receives child support

receives a total of only $2,%95% a year.

That’s Just £8 dollars a day for a §arent who's lucky encugh
to get child support, and nothing at all for the maiority of

single parents and children who have been financially abandoned.

3

These are shocking statistics.

Gverall, the potential for child support collections is
estimated at §$48 billion per vear. Yet only $14 billion is

actually paid, leading to an estimated collection gap of about

$34 billion. 5

® Y

at

i
H

We must close that gap -- and we will.
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We have proposed a comprehensive child support strategy to
help custodial parents escape welfare and stay in the workforce.
It includes a tougher, more uniform child support
enforcement system, as well as a stronger reguirement for

paternity establishment.

‘
t

§

We also would impose tough new penalties for those who
H
refuse to pay: Wage withholding, suspension of drivers’ and

pvrofessional licenses, and even property selizure.

In stark contrast, the Personal Responsibllity Act includes
few child support enforvement provisions and could actually
reduce rescurces for enforcement by capping funding for child

support enforcement and other low~income progranms. .

b
|

The Family Reinforcement Act doesg include some minor changes
in the rules governing interstate enforcement processes, but, by
themselves, these changss would do little €0 increase

collections.

We must do much more. That is why child support enforcement
is a central part of the President’s approach. Governments don‘t

raise children, parents do. .

[
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Morecver, attempting to implement welfare reform without
strengthening ¢hild support enforcement sends the wrong message:
It gays that the non-custodial parent who is one-half regponsible
for the birth of a child does not have any responsibility for

supporting that child.

In addition, our approach would deny AFDC benefits to the
mother only after the state has determined that she will not

jdentify the father.

Ongee the state determines that the mother has identified the
father, then the responsibility properly rests with the state to
establish paternity. We give the state one year to establish

paternity or face penaltises.

H

The Personal Responsibility Act deniess benefits to any child
for whom paternity has not been established -- whether or not the
mother has identified the father, whether or not the state has
nade a sericus effort to locate the father, and regardless of how

lonyg ago the child was boryn.

One of the most basic ways to reinforce respansibility is to
hold the right person accountable: What sense does it make to
hold children accountable when, in fact, their mother has

cooperated and the state has not Adone its part to establish

paternity? ) |
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I hope we c¢an work together to addresé this issue. |
|
In our approcach to welfaré reform, we}expect indiyidual
responsibility, but we also’ demand responsibility and -

accountability from government. That’s whf our approach requires

states to work with the federal government -in implementing new,

- !

state-of-the-art anti-fraud measures. ,
' r

These new systems are designed to detﬁct and prevent many

types of fraud and abuse, such as unreportéd employment and
. |
earnings, misrepresentation of the numbers !of children in a

family, and duplicate receipt of welfare, food stamps,

unemployment compensation, and other goverﬁment benefits.

- These new systems also will help to lqcate absent parents

- |
who are not paying their child-support.

1
!
l
1
1

. i .
The Personal Responsibility Act does not create any of these

systems; in fact,bit reduces funding for anti-fraud efforts.

|

il

The final bedrock value in our approach to welfare reform is
the importance of reaching the next generaﬁion.
i

By that, we mean putting into place preventive measures to
break the cycle of dependency and enshre‘that future genefations
S

don’t pick up where their parents left off.
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A key to doing that is taking a atrané stand against teen

pregnancy. !

+

L]

We recognize that welfare dependency could be reduced
significantly if youny people delayved childbearing until both
parents were ready and able to assume the responsibility of

supporting and raising children.

H

That’'s why our approach regquires that a minor parent live at
home, identify her c¢hild’s father, and stayiin school to get

benefits.

Our plan of time limits and work requirements sends a strong
meéaaga to young people that welfare will never be the same.
From now on, welfare will be a second chance, not a way of life.

1

H

But we strongly disagree with the appr;aah taken in the
Personal Respensibility Act, which would be'to deny benafits to
children born to mothers under age 18 -- whether or not their
parents are able to work, and whether or noé they‘re properly

caring for their young children.

Ironically, under the Personal Responsibility Act, those

mothers can receive aid for themselves and additional children if

H

the children are born after the nothers tur@ 18 {or 21 at state

option}. :

H
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. The guestion we have to ask ourselves ‘iis what would happen
to the hundreds of thousands of children who would be denigd aid‘
by this provision -~ and the millions mﬁra%whn could uitimately |
be denied assistance because of other seatévns of the Personal
Responsibility &Qt« é

_ o
The Personal Responsibility Act suggaét& sending thenm to

orphanages. We are convinced that this proposal is both wrong

and unworkable. :
|

L

" Tt will divide families when we ﬁhmulé be strengtheniné
them. It will let teen fathers off the hook when we-ought to be
holding thew accountable. And it could lead to more pcvertf,

’ more spending, and more bureaucracy at aj%:ifzzzt% when we desperately
need less. |

§
|
H
;

According to the child Welfare Laagﬁ&%nf America, the
average annual cost per recipient of orphaéaqe care is $36,5090
per child., We estimate that the federal AFDC savings from the
Personal ﬁﬁ&péﬁﬁigility Act returned to th% states could fund
fewer than 9,000 orphanage sliots for the a%tira country -- all

fifty states! '
: : }

é
Even if we add in all 5tat&‘a3d‘f&dar§2 dollars for AFDC
recipients on APDC, Food Stamps, WIC, the ééhcol lunch progran,

. and houging aid, the average henefit per rgcipient amounts to

;

3
|
i
I
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only about $3,300 per year. The Personal Responsibility Act

returns far less than that.

So¢, what will happen to the other children?

P

H

¥ .o
Of course, we’re not suggesting that all of them will wind
i

up in orphanages.

In fact, sowe parents will move on to lives in the

nmainstrean.
i - N

But, for those who cannot do so, there.are several things

' that could happen.

First, states could pick up the bill for orphanages at

$36,500 per child -~ potentially a huqexcosé shift to states.

3
E

States could try to expand the already: strapped foster care
system -- but foster care costs $10,950 per child per year and is

four times the cost of caring for a child in the AFDC program,

Or, governors and citizens could hope %nd pray that private
i

charities or the children’s other relatjves ‘rise to meet the

demand. !

‘ We don’t believe that’s right or realistic.

o s
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The selution to welfare is not to make children go to

orphanages, it's to make their parents go to work.

We must take bold steps to tackle the problem of teenaye
pregnancy «~ but that does not mean that we should give up on

teenage parents.

To ke eligible for support, we must insist that they stay in

schoel, live at home, and prepare for work.

We know that there are abstinence-based programs that are

working in communities all over this country.
We must give more of those programs a chance to succeed.

All of us must be part of & national effort against teen
pregnancy, and make it clear that young people should not become
parents if they are not prepared to take responsibility for their

childrents futures.

Teenagers must be discouraged from having‘ahildren, hut if
they do, they must also get the help they need to become good

providers and role models,

That is to say, weifare reform must strengthen families, not

weaken them.
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It should help young mothers and their ahildrgn escape
welfare, not support iong-ternm dependency.

That is why the President’s approach would reguire work, not
encourage orphanages; put a two-yeay time limit on welfare
benefits and then insist that recipients go to work; devote more
resources to child support enforcement -~ nolt less; and asount a

new effort to fight welfare fraud.

The American people deserve a government that honors thelir
values, spends their money wisely, and rewards people who work

hard and play by the rules.

We stand ready to work with this Committee and this Congress

to make these values the centerpiece cf welfare reform.

I am hopeful that as these issues are debated we remain
committed to seeking bipartisan solutions through an open
dialogue that will benefit gll Americans,

Mr. Chairman, as we join forces to move people from welfare
to work, we will need to address the bureaucratic abéurdity and
human tragedy of “welfare lock," which occurs when people who
want to work go on welfare or stay on welfare because they do not
have health insurance and therefore need the services provided by

our Medicaid program.
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families and children, assures that the populations served by
Medicare and Medicald are protected, reduces the long-term
Federal deficit, and strengthens tools available t¢ c¢ombat health

care fraud, waste, and abuse.

We stand ready to work with the 104th Congress in

confronting these c¢hallenges on a bipartisan basis.

Long-Term Care

Another health challenge we must face is long-term care.

On lomng-term care, we continue to endorse assistance to
states to develop home and community~based care systems that
support people with disabilities, regardless of age, cendition,

or income;

that strengthen families’ abilities to care for their

disabled family menmbers:

and that alliow flexibkility s¢ that states and communities

can tailor services teo their specific needs.

Such support is an essential component to assuring the
availability of services for people with disablilities throughout

our country.
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Alongside promotion of howe~ and community-~bhased care, we
support changes in the tax code that would give long~term care
insurance {and services} the same preferyed tax status as
gtandard health insurance, provided that insurance policies meet

certain consumer protection standards.

While we agree with the notion of extending preferred tax
treatment to long-term care insurance, we feel strongly that
insurance should include information and be marketed in ways that
help seniors understand the benefits and limitations of insurance

policies.

We also agree with the notion of helping caregivers, but the
tax credits proposed in the Contract may not be the best way to
target limited resources to caregivers and families in need., We
may be better able to help caregivers and people with
disabilities with grants to states for services tailored to

community needs. We look forward to working with you on this.

Balanced Budget Amendment

All of the policy issues I have discussed today would be
profoundly affected by the provision in the Contract with America
that would reguire all federal budgets to be balanced in the year

20602 and afterwards.
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Let me be clear: While we support the goal of a balanced
budget, the proposal that is included in the Contract would
regquire an unpreaedantéd level of reductions in our programsg --

including Medicare, Medicaid, S5I, Head Start, and HIH research.

Thig is because all of the savings likely would have to come

from the domestic spending side of the federal budget.,

If Social Security ls protected as some have prémiaed, and
defense reductions and tax increases are not on the table, all
opher domestic spending programs, including those at KHS, would
have to be reduced by 28 percent. Such reductions would drive

millions more families into poverty.

Analyses conducted for my Department by the Urban Institute
suggest that even a 20 percent cut in our programs would reduce b
incomes for over seventeen millién individuals and families and
result in 3.7 million additional people being on the poverty

relis.

We should not forget that our Department also has
responsibility to ensure the safety and health of all amerlcans
through the work of critical HHS agenalea charqaﬁ with protecting
the publia health. The cuts that could be raquxre& under the
Contract prapagal for a balanced bu&gat aa&lé garzouQZy

jeopardize our capability to meet these obligations.
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Mr. Chairman, we in the Administration look forward to
woxking closely with you and your ablleagues in the new Congress.

we still have a big job ahead of us as we work to improve
health care for the American people by promoting health insurance

security and containing costs,

And, in welfare, we must work together to put in place a
systaem that moves people from welfare to.work, that protects
children, that rewards people who work hard and play by the

. ru}:ms, and that holds parents accpuntable,

I believe that we have a rara opportunity -~ on welfare and

nany other issuwes -~ to move this country forward, to help all

Americans, to renew our people’s faith in government.

‘ Just as it’s time to end welfare as we know it, we also must
|

end politics as we know it,

We’re ready to sit down and work with this Committee, this

| Congress, elected officials across the country, and the American

people to get the job done. Thank you.
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1)

@
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(6)

o 7

(8)

)

LEGAL IMMIGRANTS AND THE ABMINIS’IRATION’S
WELFARE REFORM PLAN ‘

BLOCK-GRANTING FOOD PROGRAMS

PRESIDENT CLINTON’S WELFARE REFORM BILL
CHANGES IN ADMINSTRATION’S PROPOSAL
PRESIDENT’S WELFARE REFORM CONFERENCE
ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF PRESIDENT’S CONFERENCE
BLOCK GRANTING CHILD CARE FUNDS

ADMINISTRATION SUPPORT MAKING AFDC A BLOCK
GRANT

EDUCATION AND TRAINING

{10) SHOULD SSI BE AN ENTTTLEMENT

(1D
12)

(13)
(14)

SHOULD WELFARE BE AN ENTITLEMENT

UNWED TEEN MOTHERHOOD IS NOT THE WAY TO GET
WELFARE

CHILDREN ON 58I - COST TO THE GOVERNMENT
TIME LIMITS AND EXTTS
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(15) HEALTH CARE REFORM - WHERE IS IT

(16) HEALTH CARE REFORM - EXPANDING COVERAGE
(17) LONG TERM CARE - TAX CREDIT h
(18) ERISA - PREEMPTION

(19) WAIVERS - MEDICARE SELECT

(20)  WAIVERS - SAVING MEDICAID MONEY

{21) MANAGED CARE AND SENIORS

(22) MANAGED CARE AND MEDICARE

(23) MEDICAID ENTITLEMENT/BLOCK GRANTS

(24) MEDISAVE PROPOSAL
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‘ why doesn't the Adminstration favor cutting off welfare benefits to
u iegal Immigrants?

-

ANSWER:

(3 I'm glad you asked about legal immigrants. As you know,
illegal immigrants are already ineligible for AFDC benefits.
Cur plan would affect some immigrants'® eligibility for
henefits, but by a much more targeted and reascnable approach.
Qur plan saves poney by cutting benefits to immigrants who have
other means of support, but it does not abandon truly needy
immigrants who reside herve legally, pay taxes, and fall on bad

times.
» Qur plan would also strengthen the responsibility of sponsors
for legal imnmigrants.
» Qur plan would alse affect only new applicants; it would not
take away the benefits of legal immigrants currently depending
'l' on S8I and Medicald. The PRA would take away legal immigrants’
henefits after a l-yeayr implementation pericd,

> By strengthening the sponsor deeming ruleg, our plan would not
deny assistance to legal immigrants who suffer disabling
conditions after entry inte the U.8. The PRA would render all
these immigrants ineligible for assistance. Alsoe, by
establishing uniform eligibility criteria for AFDC, Medicalid,
and 8SI, cur plan would reducs program inconsistencies and
administrative burdens on states.

BACK BMATION:

[ our plan would also establish a uniform definition ©f alien
@ligibility undsr S8I, Medicald, and AFDC by listing the INS
categories that would be eligible for benefits. <{ertain
immigrants currently in varicus deportation or departure
categories would no longer be eligible for benefits. <This
provision weuld affect much fewer recipients than the deeming
provision.

A~ 1 January 8, 1295



M AP A by, 2w
ey v wa’eiﬁla’;{

: ) ' f-\_v
h e ol J.uf * “‘o ; fuu. e«
- -
'l‘" . It

ERRIENY i?:z,‘zn:m:l.zg,’*z*a.r'rt:

“5}‘ !

£ _: g‘?ﬁ-—'«ﬁ&' "‘4’55’

w‘,\

T e, B N
the Republican' s due przmarzly to preserving current iwmlgrant
recipienta' eligibility to 55I and Medicaid. Targeting
gpongored immigrants also affects fewer jindividuals than a
categorical restriction against all legal immigrants. CBO
estimated that the Administration's 1mm1grant eligibility
provisions would have S~year federal savings of about $3.5
billion, aomnawed +o akond 230 LIN1I0n uiwies the PRA,

R R
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Does the President favor the concept of block-granting food
programs to the states as the GOP proposes?

ANSWER I

No. Enactment and implementation of the Contract with America
Welfare Reform Bill would have substantial consequences for
the safety net of food assigstance programs now in place, for
the nutrition and health of low~income Americans who rely on "
those programs, on the level and distribution of Federal
support to States, and for the food and agriculture
communities,

» The proposed block grant would be freated as
discretionary, rather than wandatory, spending for budget
purpsses., It would compete with other discretionary
prograns for limited funds, and there is no guarantee
that Congress would appropriate the full amount
authorized in any given year.

» The propossd Block grant would end the entitliement to
food., Under today's programs, food stamps and schogl
lunches are automatically available to families if

. unemployment and poverty rise. The proposed bill would
aliminate the mandatory entitlement of the Food Stapp and
Child Mutrition progranms.

[ The proposed block grant would limit the ability of food
assistance program to respond to changing economic
conditions. Historically, the Food Stamp and Chilld
Rutrition programs have automatically expanded Lo meet
increagsed need whan the economy is in recession and
contracted when the economy is growing. As uneaployment
and poverty grow, so does program participation, thus
cushioning some of the harsher conseguences of economic
recession, The indexing provisions im the proposal would
not offer the same automatic adjustment. If Federal
funding for food assistance no longer automatically
increases as the econony falls into recession and
unemnplioyment and poverty rise, States would have to
decide whether %o cut benefits, tighten eligibility, or
dedicate thelr revenues to anti-~hunger programs. The
demand for assistance to help the poor would be greatest
at precisely the time when State economies are slumping
and tax bases are shrinking.

A - 2 January &, 1995
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President Clinton introduced his welfare reform bill last
spring but hasn't said a word about it since then. 1Is he
backing away from his own bill or dees the administration plan
| Lo reintroduce the WRA?

| ANSWER: . i
> We introduced a good, strong, centrist bill last year
that was based on the President’s fundamental principles
and lifetime work on this subject -- work requirements,

time limits, the toughest possible child support
enforcement, teen pregnancy prevention, and elimination
of fraud and abuse. We'll put our ideas before the naw
Congress, and s0 will cthers. The Clinton administration
is committed to working across party lines and listening
to leaders at all levels of government to produce real,
lasting refornm.

Ao 3 January &, 1895
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With the administration making an obvious effort to
compromise, is it likely that we will see changes in the
Presjdent's prescription for welfare reform?

ANRNCOTD .
£ AR

» If there ars changes made in what this administration

proposes for welfare reform, they will reflect the many

conversations we have had with state and local elected

officials, the people who administer the welfare system
and most importantly, the reciplents themselves. But our

principles haven't changed. We believe that there are
solutions to teen pregnancy, welfare dependency, and
child support enforcement to which both the political
parties and the mv&rwhelmlng majority of Americans can
agree,

.:‘

A~ 4 7 January 6,

1895
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QHESHQH:

wWhen and where is the Pregident's Welfare Reform Conferance and
who will attend?

ANSWER:

» The date and time for the bipartisan working session have not
been set, but I expect the list ¢of attendees to include
menbers of Congress, governors, and lecal officials. I agree
with the President that this session should be an impertant
step in an honest dialogue about our country's broken welfare
system and what we must do o fix it.

A~ 5 January 6, 1883
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» This meeting is the first step in bringing leaders togéihé%

what does the azdministration hope to accomplish at the conference
President Clinton has called for next month? Is this a signal that
the adainistration is prepared to compromise?

s e

from around the country and across party lines to look for
common ground on the problems and solutions to welfare
reform. We don't expect to reach consensus on ' legislation at
this session, but our hope is that the bipartisan atmosphere
will lead to an honest debate about how to fix a welfare
system that all Americans agreée needs fundamental change,

3 -~ 8 January 6, 1395
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What is the Administration's pesition on the possible block
granting of all child care funds to the States?

Any vhlid care biock grant must provide sufficient funds 1H

to meet the child care demands of those currently in the’
workforce and those in training or education and aav1ng
into the workforce. '

At the same time it should be noted that one of the key.
¢hild care programs in the Administration for Children
and Pamilies is already a block grant. States have
flexikility t¢ run the ¢Child Care and Development Block
Grant program to best meet the needs of their
communities.

We look forward to working with the Congrass on this ﬁ
issue. |

A - 7 January 6, 1983
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» We are all in agreement that welfare needs to be changed.
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flexzbzlzty and the responsibility to design program that
make sense for them. That is why we have granted s¢ many
waivers. .

> We need to reinforce that welfare recipiency is a
transitional period of preparation for self-sufficiency,
not a way of life. We need to move away from a system

I| that is focused on wrilting checks and punishes those who

go to work, and move toward a system that is based on
work amnd responsibility designed to help people help
themselves.

> As we learned throughout the process of develaping the
Work and Responsibility Act last year, there are many
ways to change welfare, and we have Lo carefully consider
the consequences of all the options. Certainly a block
grant is one aliternative, pbut we need to examine the
impacts on States and on the lew income population.

. > I believe there are some appropriate Federal roles in
walfare. States shonld neot be disadvantaged. Federal
funding cushions States against economic and demographic
flucktuations. Often the times and places of greatest
need are those with the fewsst resources. Federal
matching of AFDC expenditures has helped States, as well |
as low~income Americans, in times of econcmic distress.

» State welfaras programs should embody some basic values,
such as requiring work after a periocd of transition,
ensuring parental responsiblility through vigerous child
support enforcement, and discouraging young pecple from
having children too seoon. But, while State flexibility
to design and implement innovative approaches must be
ensured, the Federal government must alsc ansure that the
resources are avallable to carry them oub,

A - B January &, 1985
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How much education and training would the Personal Responsi-
bility Act provide for welfare recipients? Is it necessary to
offer educaticen and training to all welfare recipients?

ANSWER:

> While many rec1p1ents do not require education and
training services in order to obtain a job, a 51gn1f1cant
number of recipients face obstacles to employment,
including physical disabilities and low levels of ‘basic
skills. Education, training and job placement services
can help recipients overcome these obstacles.

> Education and training services help recipients become
job ready; they are better prepared for the labor force
and better able t¢ stay employed and off welfare.
Evaluations of the JOBS program and welfare-to-work
initiatives have found that these programs consistently
enhance recipient's chances of finding and maintaining
employment.

> The Contract with America Welfare Reform Bill does not
require that recipients participate in education or
training activities, though it allows states the option
if they chose to do so.

» ° In contrast, the Administration's proposal would ensure
that all employable recipients are immediately required
to participate in job search, education, or training, and
States would be expected to hold up their end of the
bargain. We think this sends a very important message to
people from the very first day they go on welfare: You
must work; we expect that, and we will help you prepare
for it.

BACKGROUND: Under the PRA, at State option, the entire
family could be removed from the rolls after 24
months as long as the adult had participated in
a work position for 12 months.

States are, however, mandated to enrecll a
steadily increasing percentage of the caseload
in work activities (for an average of 35 hours
per week). The growth of the work program
would almost certainly crowd out virtually all
education and training services, as well as job
placement efforts (which would not count toward
the work participation rate).

A -9 January 6, 1995



o

The PRA puts funding for S8I uﬁﬁer the aggregate welfare
l!pragram cap and converts 8SI from an entitlement into a
discretionary program. Should S8I remain an entitlement?

| ANSWER:

SHOULD S$S8I BE AN ENTITLEMENT *° "

Converting a program that supports elderly and seriously’
disabled Americans to a discretionary program cap could
have serious implications., The $S8I program serves, |
individuals that ars unable to work and not expected to
work. We are talking about persons who, in addition to
‘being poor, are also elderly or blind, or have other
serious disabilities. .

The SSI program ensures that there is a national standard
of eligibility and of assistance for poor elderly and
disabled Anmericans., The practical effect of making 8$$I a |
discretionary program would be that if the appropriation
ig exceeded before the figscal vear ends, the U.8.-
Treasury would not be able to issue any more checks for
SSI recipients unless a supplementary appropriation is
passed, New applicants would be turned away.

B — o ——" e e B AT e o
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- SHOULD WELFARE £ BE AN AN ENI"I’{LE}VIENT !

. Should AFPDC remain an entitlement Program?
> Welfare should ke a second chance, not a way of life. If

»y the guestion you mean should emplovable adults be
given welfare whether or not they are willing to work and
wnetiiel or not tney take responsibility for their lives,
then my answer is an unambiguous no. Work and
responsibility ought to be the goals and expectations.
People who are not willing to meet those expectations
should not be entitled to welfare.

If by the quesﬁicn you mean should persons who are .
willing to train and work in exchange for getting help be
given help if they are doing the right thing and meet
the rules, then my answer is an equally strong ves. If
people are working to help themselves and nmeeting their
respensibilities, then help should not be given ocut on a
first come first served basis, a lottery, or worse vet
based on some bureaucratic process which determines when
roney 'is available and when it is not,

Any other strategy not only hurtsg those who would help
themselves, it will also burt gtates who will be left to
pick up the pieces. When the economy turns bad in a
state or the population grows, the current gystem allows
states to draw additional federal yesources to meset the
increased needs of their population. This cushions the
states from the lmpact of recessions.

Why not put a ¢ap on welfare entitliements Lo keep them from
growing out of control?

%&lfare spending has not been growing out of control.
Expenditures for AFDC were no higher in 1993 than they
were in 1975 adjusted for inflation., They have not even
kept pace with the increase in the nunmber of poor
children.

The way to control expenditures in prograns designed to
help the needy is with legislated, responsible program
changes that support the important values of work and
responsikility. We need to ensure that program dollars
help people to achieve independence so that they can get
off and stay off of welfare. We believe that this is the
way to contyrol axpenﬁitaraai not with arbitrary limits
where the 3mpact cannot easlly be seen or debated.

A - 11 . January &, 1995
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UNWED TEEN MOTHERHOOD IS NOT THE WAY TO GET
WARE

You say you are aoncaxned:abaut teen pregnancy and out-of -
wedlock childbearing, yet you do very little in your bill to
g reduce it. Isn't it time we sinmply made it clear that having

a child as an unwed tesnage mothar {6 nat dha gee o5 ~es 5
walfaxre?
» Preventing teen pregrancy and out of wedlock births Is a

eritical part of welfare form. The numbers are shocking.
In 1892, over 400,000 children lived with teenage
mothers. About two-fifths (42 percent} of all single
wonen recelving AFDC were or had been teenage mothers.

l Four out of five children of teenaged mothers who drop

‘ out of school live in poverty. This is a national
tragedy.

» The most important thing we can do to prevent teenage
pregnancy is motivate yvoung people to abstain from sex.
Thig is no sinply a matter of passing out information.

i It means taking bold steps to instill healthy attitudes,

high self~esteem and credible axpectations., both young

men and women need to be held responsible for their
behavior. We nead to address the regasons teens get
pregnant, Some teens have insufficient education. some
have limited access to health care professionals. Teen
pregnancy is often related to a dangerous pattern of
abuge against girls,

» Teen pregnancy is a problem of gigantic proporiions. To
solve it, we need consistent and sensitive leadership
from our families, our communities and our civic and
religlous leaders.

We have proposed the following:

* A multi-pronged approach is needed to reduce the
sut-of-wedlock birth rate.

e st
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disadvantaged areas, SRR S
. » A national clearinghouse on tasn pregnancy prevention

to provide communities and schools with curricula,
models, materialg, training and technical assistance.

» In addition, our plan changes the rules for those teen
mothers who do go on welfare. In order to receive benefits.
they will haeo &2 Zdentily taesd chlid’s rather and live
with a responsikle adult who will provide them with the
supervision, guidance and support they need. They will also
be required to go tc school and states will be allowed to = -
use monetary incentives to Keep teen parents in schools.
Thay will receive case management services to ensure that
thegse new rules are followed. These measures will greatly
increase their chances for achieving and sustaxnxng saelf«
sufficiency.

A - 12.1 Januiary 6, 1998
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How many families receive 83I for their children as well as
cther welfare benefit? Ian't this a misuse ¢of these funds?
Shouldn't we change these programs to make sure families do
not abuge the system in this way?

B ke

SWER

» The administration is concerned about the growth in the
number of children on §5I. We commend the Congress for

vecognizing this problem and asking the administration to
create a bipartisan Commission on Childhood Disapility to

look into this problem and make recommendations.

» Last week {CONFIRM] I appeinted this Commission. Our
Department and the newly independent Social Becurity
Administration look forward to the Commission's work and
racommendations.

» It would be premature to take significant action on this
conplex lssue hefore the Commission has a chance to
complete its work in the coming vear,

NOTE: You may be able to make announcement regarding
Commission Chair.

—

A - 13 January 6,
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Why does the WRA not cut-cff reciplents after 5 vears, as the
PRA does? Does the administration believe that welfare.
recipients will have enough incentives to leave the rolls if
they can remain in subsidized employment indefinitely? H

kW W e e i e—

A0 YY LIS

> The administration firmly believes that those who play by
the rules should not be penalized. Pamilies should not
be punished for the lack of adequate economic ‘
cpportunities, especially 1n areas that expexien¢e
econemic hardship.

» Under the WRA, there are sufficient incentives to
anoourage reciplents to leave the rolls. The WR2 has
been designed to "make work pay" by adeguately addressing
the barviers to self-gsufficiency. Many AFDC recipients
already lsave welfare for unsubsidized employment.
Currently, 70 percent of recipients leave welfare within
twe vears and 30 percent leave within five years, Women
leave to enter work in half of these c¢ases. But child
care problems, health crises, or temporary unemployment
now cause most women who leave welfare to eventually

' return. The ¢hild care and child support improvements in
our plan, along with the Earned Income Tax Credit, wili
help individuals achiesve and maintain self-sufficiency.

A - 14 January 6, 18985



The President has said nothing lately about long-term care.
Would you suppert the tax credit for caregivers we propese in
the contract? {or--have you abandoned your so-called
compitment to long~term care?)

e TER T g —— .

» This Administration continues to support assistance to
states to develop home~and-community-care systems that
help people with substantial disabilities, regardless of
age or condition; strengthen families' abllity te care
for disabled family members; and allow states the
flexibility to tailor services to their particular needs.

> We are delighted that the Contract too recognizes the
importance of addressing our cltizens' long~term care
needs. We share the Contracttis interest in extending
preferred tax treatment to long-tern care insurance., But
we feel strongly that insurance should include
information and be marketed in ways that help seniors
uwnderstand the benefits and linitations of insurance
policies.

{If Mrs. Johnson or another member should ask about
specific requirements for insurance policy, answer should
be: We'll be bappy, toe work with you.]

> We too share the Contract's concern about helping
caregivers, However, we believe the proposed tax credits
may not be the best way to target limited resources to
caregivers and their chronically ill family members. We |
think a better approach te helping these Americans would
be through grants to States for services tallored to
community needs,

[Summary of long term care proposals within the Contract With
America is attached)

- |

A -~ 17 January &, 1995
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There are two proposals for addressing Tong terms care needs:

- A 3500 a year refundable tax credit for taxpayers who have a parent or grandparent with ¢
disahility living with them in their home; and

. A modification of the 1ax code to permit favorable tax treaement for private long term care

Issues nnd comments:
I'he refundable tax credit is problematic:

. The credit is limitad to the taxpayers who have a pareat or grandparent living with thew, It
provides no assistance to oider people living alone, to the millions of spouses whe now care
far & disabled wift or busband, or 1o the camgivcg of disshled children and young adulis.

* The benefit is too small o provide meaningful assistance to the families of older people with

significant disabilities who are struggling to care for their Joved ones withour any belp.

The Administeation contioues to advocate for & new long ferm care program of grants to states which &s
guided by the following principles:

People with siguificant disabilitics and their families shovld receive jong term care assistance
pased on their nseds not on their age or condition.

To compiement and strengthen the informal care giving system we must find ways (o make
homs and community jong term care services available in every state and community in this
couatry. To make this hagpes we rust work in parnership with governement at all levels and
with the private soctor and volumtary groups.

Public funding for long term care should be highly flexibie so thar swares and communities can

tailor tie design of their servics delivery systems t¢ their unique pecds and cimmsiagees.

Private long term care insurance proposal needs {mrprovement:

»

‘This propasal is very similar to the admiaistration's propoesal. We suppert the nesd for tax
clarifications so that private long tern care insurance and privaze Iong tenm care expenditures
cars be deducted under the tax code in the same way hat medical cxpenses can be deducted,

However, wd badove Bal Ge uid poa guo of granting wivald oy ik cut s
favorahle tax trearment is the establizhment of some ginimum conpumes protections .
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| As you know, states are limited in their ability to pursue
} health reform because of ERISA praemptinn. What is your
i pogition on glving states greater flexibility over employers?
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States have taken a leading role in health care reform,
They should be encouraged to continue their efforts to
increase coverage and contain health care costs. At the
same time, ERISA has permitted large employers to develop
innovative health programs, free from state mandated
benefits and anti~mpanaged care laws.

We are currently evaluating opticons on thé best way to
proceed in this area. We look forward to working with
you on this important issue.

|

A - 18 January &, 1995,



! Medicare Select has been successful in many States., It's

| about teo expire. Would you support not only its extension but
fits expangion te all 50 States on a permanent rather than a

i demonstration basis?

-

While we believe that the SELECT demonstration has been
successful on a nmumber of fronts, we believe that before
the program iz made permanent and expanded to all S0
states that we should learn from our experience under the
demonstration and make a number of program changes.

- We should be assured that SELECT plans are actively
managing care and that beneficiaries have the sanme
level of assurance as to the guality of care and. .-
access to care that they receive under the other
Medicare managed care optilons.

- For example while Medicare SELECT plans are reguired
to have procedures for evaluating guality and taking
corrective actions, there is no after the fact
determination through site visits that the plan has
followed them oy that they are effective. vwhile we
require that other Medicare managed care plans have
active quality improvement committees that collect,
analyses and act on data there is no such
regquirement for Medicare SELECT plans.

We look forward to working with the Congress te learn the
iesson from the SELECT demonstration and to make an
improved SELECT option available on a permanent basis in
all states,

In OBRA 90, Congress authorized a 3~year demonstration in
1% states for the sale of a hybrid managed care/Medicare
product call Medicare SELECT. Unlike other Mzdigap
policies which pay benefits without regard to where
services are provided, Medicare SELECT pelicies may limit
benefits to services provided through the plans'
preferred provider networks.

The demonstration would have expired in December 1993,
but it was extended for 8 months in the Sccial Security
Act Anendments of 1984, signed into law on OCtober 315,
1594, ) ¥ i

T A S ————————— P — Tt — - A ST
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Many wembers of Congress support making-it a permanent;
- nationwide progran; such a provision was included in
several health care reform bproposals. However,
Congressman Stark opposed it. The 6-month extension was
a compronisa to buy additional time to decide what to do

about a program with strong supporters and detractors.

WP = i

Ao~ 25,0 January &, 14%5




' sacmxcm MONEY
memm M e ”

What are you doing to save money 1n Medicaid?

__ )

» To date. nearly £ milii~n Ma2Zozid unuuzzezarxes axre g
enrclied in manaqed care plans, which is approximately a
40 percent increase in enrollment over the past vear.
Since January 1983, HCFA has approved B stats
applications to establish Medicaid managed care prograns
and 18 more applications are under review. Through the
expansion of managed care, savings will be achieved
through efficient program management, focus on primary
and preventive care-and effective case management of
Medicaid beneficiaries.

» As more states apply and are approved for waivers, HCFA
has set a budget neutrality cap for the five-ysar life of
the project. This means that states must stick to thelir
projected budget and the federal budget is protected from
any unanticipated increases over the life of the waiver.
The end result is savings for the state and the federal

” government if the walver is managed efficiently.

A -~ 20 January &, 1985



| Would you support moving seniors into managed care programs?
Isn't that the best way to promote efficiency in the Medicare
program?

" ond ohned weansuymers rrowm being forced into manaqed carve, which
may neot be in their best interests?)

- Thisz Administration has always supported choice. Thera
iz no question that managed care is working to keep costs
down while keeping consumers happy and healthy. But
while I support managed <are, I also strongly believe
that consumers, including seniorsg, need to have the
choice as to whether or not to join a managed care

Program.

» As effective as managed care can be, it is not for
aveyyene. As Chairman Archer said to me in October 18383
when I testified before this Committee, the freedom to
choose onel's health care providers is a Yvery, very
special treasure to Americans today.¥ I gould not agree
more, and giving Amrericanz of all ages the ability to
rhoose their health plan guarantees that choice.

ECQN?ERSELX, Y‘Qu (:Qu}.d bhe aﬁx&d‘ How do we ﬁ?nf‘wﬁ% «czni:x; i

» Seniorsg are increasingly choosing managed care at a rate
of 1% per month.

A~ 21 : - January 6, 1385
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What is the current status of managed care programs under
| Medicare? Wwhat specific things can we do to promote managed
¢ care in the Medicare progranm?

j

» As of Septembieyr 1394, nine p&raent of our Medicare ’
beneficiaries were enralled in managed care, which is an -
increase of 12 percent over the previaus year., More-
impoxtantly, the number of plans with Medicare contracts
increased by 25 percent. So c¢learly, this iz a grewzng
aspect of the Medicare program.

> There are many ways, either through legislation or
requlation, which we can expand and lmprove Hedicare
managed care programs, including:

- Qur present payment methodology needs to be improved
and updated; the Department is currently exanmining
the possibility of using a competitive bidding
process to establish payment rates.

- We believe that Medicare SELECT is a promising new
option, and would like to work with you to find ways
to expand that program.

- We need to do a better job educating Hedicare
benaficiaries absut managad care. Current choices
hetween managed care opticns and Medigap can be
confusing, and we'd likxe to move to an annual open
enrollment process to make these choices more
undexrstandable.

A - 232 January 6, 1933
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Why should Medicaid be an entitliement? what do you think
about making Medicaid a bleck grant?

» We are committed ¢o protecting the population served by
Medicaid, while working with states to promote cost
containment and Flexibility within Medicaid's current
entitlement approach. That appreach assures

- states that federal matching funds will be available
to pay for the health care needs of their vulnerable
citizens, so that they do not bear these costs on

i thelir own;

- providers that they will be pald for care to
vulnerable populations, so that they do not have to
i shift these costs to other payers; and

- low income children, people with disabilities and
othar wvulnerable populations access to health care,
80 that they do not have to go without needed
service.

& - 23 January &, 19935
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| what is the administration's position on the Medisave proposal
i introduced by Chairman archer?

> We support many of the goals that underlie MSAs «~ we
want to encourage families to save more and we want to
make the health insurance markst more competitive.

» However, we have looked at a number of MSA preoposals, and
we are concerned that they could cause serious problens
in the insurance market because they move away from the
concapts of poocling of risk and shared responsibility.
Unless we are c¢areful, ve could undercut many of the
insurance market reforms that states have enacted,

These proposals could cause premiums to increase for many
Americans. The combination of an MSA and a high-
deductible insurance plans will be much nmore attractive
to younger and healthier families than it is to older or
less healthy ones. This would lead to adverse selection
~~ premiumsg for young and healthy people that are willing
te enroll in high deductible plans will fall, while

premiums for everyone else will riss. Risk adjustwent
. ¢can help some, but they are imprecise and would not
eliminate effects of selection.

'

» I know that these proposals also raise serious questions
related to administrative complexity, budget neutrality
and tax equity. Thaese issues are better addresses iy the
Treasury Departrent.
e e—— . e e e s S PR s it e

A - 24 Januvary 6, 1295°



mmxw*?*mww%&% O i

o SR g, B R w’** “"’“”‘“ ““”3*"
«;.‘g&mimc_gaw;w 1818 g ¥y %’kﬁén%g@i ;:{;}I_’IC‘(? oy ﬁ:_efj_ “%%w :g% s .:a B a.
i T &,u‘ﬁ,’é‘ a. Oy S s S m.aﬁm,z.w »,w . ?“9-«
2% Ay T R wvgwo%’ o e“‘-”& ot _.-&‘W\»"K )

,ﬂiw.%w

,%%% m..cm'w%*‘«"w e Frin=? s
‘\Y

e Mf&!cd!aal Savtngsmm

"
ngw r&#*"m» Eale

o

" s T f,; f'&wﬁ&
- *dfﬁ‘”&“ %’W St i

[N 2
T
r.s * *

E: nelgsi

o Medical Savings Acconns (MSAs) are politically ewraciine

-.t"

¥

ma&myfmwmadvmeﬂwmmmmm A3 2 reeult,

premiums of e less healthy would rige, while premivms of the heaithy would
fall,

g MSAs would probably not produce much gost conraimment.

H; d:

. Health reform proposzis by Dofe, Chatee, Michel, Samorum, and Gephardt
include variants of Medical Savings Accounrs (MSAs). The Bush Admintstration
worked with severa! members of Congress towards developing 'an MSA proposal.
Many Republicans and soms Democrats favor MSAs. The Health Seturity Act
did not include MSAs, but the proposal approved by the Ways and Means
Commines did. -

‘ ° MSA proposals allow mxpayers to place funds in a special tax-preferred account.
. Funds from MSAs that are used for specified medical purposes are ot xed,
while Runds used for other purposes may or may not be taxed depending upon the
proposal.

© The iaent of an M3A iS to encourage ¢mployers and employees to switch from

“comprehensive” health insurance catzsmgmc packages that have higher co-

payments 3nd deductibles, theredy giving employees an incentive to reduce
unnecessary medical care, .

. In general, MSAs caalﬁ provide 2 mechanism for tax-preferred saving for healthy
individualy while causing premiums for less healthy individuals to rise, Advesse
setection may resull in healthy and upper income [pdividuals joining MSAs,
leaving fess heaidhy and lower income individuals in the more comprehensive Fee-
For-Service plans and HMO plans. As & rosult, premiums of the less healthy
weuld rise. whife premiums of the hesithy would fall. This kind of refonn would

dermine commumty-rating. Risk-adjusters and taxes could be devised 1o reduce
these effects, However, risk adjustery are impresise: would be difficulr o do
sorrectly: and would be viewsd as administratively burdensome.
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MSAs would reduce insurance premiumg for participants hut expose them to
larger out-of-pockat costs. Some individuals who unexpectedly become sick may
find thamselves short of funds 1o cover thelr medical expenses.

A Rand stndy of health insurance, conducted in the 1970'¢, suggests that if an
indbeldiual sodomhor QUG & pad wan @ 3200 deductible 1o 2 plan with a $2,000
dedutible thar individual would reduce total health expenditres by 10 percent.
Ten percent i3 an upper bound, Because there would be no savings for
nonparticipants and for those who switch from cost effective HMOs o MSAs,
aggregate savings would probably be much Jowet than 10 percent, depending
upan participation. (Some peaple outside the Administration may believe that

€Ot savings are greater than 10 percent, but some pmmpants in the NEC
meenng believe savings are close (0 2000.) ;

© Greater participation in czmtmphic plans would reduce costs somewhat.
However there are betier ways 1o encourage the use of catastrophic plans. Those
inclade: (1) tax caps on co~payments and dedusdbies: or (2) expanded
deductbility of medical cxpenses. Cther health insurance markat reforms might
alse be designed o encourage catastrophic plans or cost conminment. However,
cost containment will stll be difficuls 10 obtain,

If MSA proposals go forward, they should be carefully designed to reduce
adverse effects, Different MSA designg lead to different magnitudes of effects,
- Design features to be considered include: (1) limirs on contributions; () tax -
treatment of earnings in the funds; (3) limits on and tax treatment of withdrawals
for nonmedical purposes; and (4) tightaning the definition of medical withdrawals.

. The limits and other design features should dcpenﬂ 10 soine extent on other MSA
design features such as risk adjustors.
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ADDITIONAL WELFARE QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS

AFDC MEDICAID CHANGES IN THE PRA

INVESTMENT IN EDUCATION AND TRAINING

WORK PROGRAM

ALTERNATIVE PHASE-IN STRATEGY

SAVINGS UNDER THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT
SAVING MONEY BY REFORMING WELFARE

FAVOR A PLAN THAT SPENDS OVER A PLAN THAT SAVES
CHANGING FINANCING PROVISION OF ORIGINAL PLAN

COST ESTIMATES OF THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY
ACT

FEDERAIL SHARE - AFDC

WELFARE RECIPIENTS RECEIVE $18,000 PER YEAR IN
GOVERNMENT BENEFTITS

ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION - CONSOLIDATION OF
CHILD WELFARE PROGRAMS

CONSOLIDATION/BLOCK GRANTS
CONSOLIDATION OF CHILD CARE PROGRAMS

NUMBER OF CHILDREN ELIMINATED FROM ELIGIBILITY
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AFDC/MEDICAID C

QUESTION: under the PRA, individuals and families can lose

AFDC cash benefits for a variety of reasons. What happens to
thelr Medicaid coverage?

ANSWER

The PRA (a5 of 1/74/%5) provides that Medicald coverage would
continue in most cases after a family lost AFDC cash kenefits
(as long as they continue te meet other Medicaid eligibility
reguirements). I should note that this is a significant
change from an earlier draft of the bill which could have
resulted in many more families losing their Medicald coverage.

There appear Lo be twe exceptions to the new Medicaid
continuation policy, although the bill is not entirely clear
on these points,

{1) Mork Reguirement

If a family does not conply with work reguirements, the
bill permits the State to apply various kinds of
sanctions, The effect on Medicaid is not specified in
the bill. Under current law, certain kinds of sanctions
involving temporary suspensions of AFDC benefits still
would allow the family to continue receiving Medicaid,
while other more serious sanctions could lead to
terminating their Medicaid benefits,

However, it is important to remember that, under current
law, persons ineligible for AFDC cash benefits may still
gualify for Medicald if they meet the regquirements of
other Medicaid provisions (e.g., poverty~level children,
or adults who are pregnant or disabled}. This would Keep
most children and a few adults in such cases from losing
Medicald henefits.

(%)

If a relative claiming aid for 2 dependent child does not
cooperate in establishing paternity, then the family
would be ineligible for both AFDC cash benefits as well
as Medicaid. This is consistent in concept with current
Medicaid law, although the specific requirements for
cooperation differ.
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QUESTION:

Will it be necessary to create an expensive training and
subsidized job program to emd welfare dependency? The
Republican plan seems to assume that this investment will not
be necessary.

ANSWER:

The Perscnal Responsibility Act sets very ambitious
participation standards for the new work progranm but no
standards whatever for the JOBS program, ensuring that
States will be unable to provide education and training
to more than a nominal number of recipients, Many
recipients, however, face substantial barriers to
snploywent, including physical disabilities and low
levels of education and kasic skills, and will require
education, training and job placement services in order
te find and retain employment,

gvaluations of welfare-to-work programs such as the SWIM
and GAIN programs have found that a substantial investe-
ment in education, training, job search and job placement
services can lead to significant welfare savings.

While the Personal Responsibility Act does neot reguire
States to provide education and training services to
recipients, it does establish a very expensive work
program. The work program participation standards
mandated by the Act are much higher than those previously
achieved in welfare~to-work prograns, even saturation
programs that had the explicit goal of invelving as high
a proportion of the caseload as possible. Studies of
community work experience [("workfare®) programg operated
under the welfare~to-work demonstrations of the 1880s,
however, found little or no evidence that participation
in such activities increased employment rates or earnings
or reduced welfare payments,

Unlike the Work and Responsibility Act of 1994, the
Personal Responsibility Act requires States to terminate
AFDC benefits after 5 years, even if ne jobs are
available in the area and the recipient is willing to
work in exchange for support. 'The evidence suggests,
however, that participation in workfare programs will do
1ittle to enable recipients to find employment once they |
reach the fivew-yeay limit. ﬁ

S —
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WORK PROGRAM

E How would the Pargonal Responsibility Act's work provisions
affect the EBtates?

ANSWER:

> The Personal Responsibility Act replaces the JOBS progranm
with a new mandatory work program. The bill requires
States to enroll a steadily increasing percventage of the
caseload in work activities for at least 35 hours per
week. The legislation, however, establishes no partici-
pation standards for the JOBS program.

> Under current law, some recipients are eyxenmptaed from JOBS
participation, including those with a disability and
thogze who are caring for a very younyg c¢hild., In
addition, households in which there is no adult recipient
are not subject to the participation requirement. Under
the Personal Responsibility Act, all exemptions from
participation would be eliminated, Recipients who were,
for example, caring for a disabled child would be subject
to the work reguirement.

> Meeting the rates get by the bill for FY 2002 and

subsequent years might reguire enrelling virtually all
able«bodied recipients in work activities, which would
leave States unable to provide education and training
services to any reciplents, regardless of employability
or literacy level. States might even be left with no
sption but to require some recipients with a disabllity
or scome of these caring for a disabled c¢hild or relative
to participate in work activities in order to meet the
rate. To achieve the 50 percent participation rate that
the PFRA sets for F¥Ys 2003 and beyond, a state would have
to enroll in the work program a number of participants
greater than the entire JOBS~mandatory caseload under
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ALTERNATIVE PHASE-IN STRATEGY

Will the Clinton Administration support targeting a larger
group of welfare reciplents than those the WRA focused on?
®ill it be necessary to phase=-in reform?

ANSWER:

» In order for welfare reform to succeed, the abilities of
5 States to effectively implement the desired policies nmust
ba taken inte account. Aan effective phase~in strategy,
therefore, is one that successfully balances the desire
to overhaul the system with the Statesn® ability te do so.

> We would suppori a more flexible approach than the

] original WRA states could have flexibility to develop
alternative phase~in strategies as long as certain
participation standards and reporting requirements were
met. States must demonstrate that the resulting rate of
recipients subject to the time-limit and mandatory JOBS
i participation is equal to (or exceeds) the rate reguired
ii under the original phase~in policy.
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SAVINGS UNDER THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT

!

QUESTION:

Since the costs of AFDC are split about 50/%0 with the states,
won't state governments reap substantial savings under the

PRA?

And won't those savings be available to fund orphanages

or foster care placements?

ANSWER:

»

The issue here is the withdrawal of Federal resources.
Fedaral money for the support of the children who will be
withdrawn. States can spend thelr resources however they
sae fit. But they will have to serve those children
without the federal money which paid for cover half the
aid.

The point here is that each governor is going to face a
tough choice between abandoning thousands of poor
children or raising the necessary revenue to pay for
continuing aid or alternatives such as orphanages or
faster care. .

|

|
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Isn’t it true that we can save & lot of money by reforming
welfare? Some analysts argue that welfare spending by the
federal and state government totals $325 hillion.

ANSWER:

» Those who claim that $32$ billion is spent on welfare
present a very misleading picture of what is typically
congidered welfare spending. The only way to gel such a

i large estimate is to define welfare spending to include

all means~tested programs —- regardless of who they serve

and whether they reach well into the middle c¢lass. This
estimate ignores the fact that many recipients Of means-

tasted programs are not individuals generally considered d

"welfars recipients.”

» Roughly one~third of this so~called welfare spending
provides a safety net to those whoe are not expected to
work -- the needy aged, blind, and disabled. 69 percent
of Medicaid expenditures and the entire S5SI progranm
provide benefits t¢ these individuals. The public does
not consider elderly people in nursing homes are *welfare
recipients. "

> Many of the programs grroneously categorized ag welfare
gpending serve the working poor -- again, a group not
typically considered to be recipients of welfare
spending. Some expenditures for the working poor -~ guch
as the sarned inconms tax credit -~ help to make work more
attractive than welfare and thereby prevent welfare u
dependency. Sowme progranms included in the sgtimate --
such as Pell Grants apd JTPA -- provide employment,
sducation, and training services to low-income and even
some middle class families. @Others are prevention and

compensatory progyrams for children and youth ~- such as
Headstart and Title 1 Educational Grants for Deprived
Children. '

|
i
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The AFDC program provides cash assistance to support
nonworking or very low-income families with dependent
children. This is the group most commonly regarded as
recipients of welfare spending. While AFDC recipients
alse receive benefits from other programs -- such as food
stamps, medicaid, housing, school lunch, and WIC ~= not
all expenditures from these programs go towards welfare
recipients. These programs also provide benefits to the
elderly, disabled, or working poor. When expenditures
for welfavre recipients from all these programs are
included, federal and state welfare spending totals only
about one-gquariter of the exsggerated claimg «~« or $72
billien, Federal expenditures on welfare gpending amount i
to roughly $49 hillion -~ or about 3 percent ©f the
federal budyet.

The Administration strongly believes that welfare reform
shouid be budget neutral., However, it is also clear that
given the relatively low levels of welfare spending,
significant budget reductions cannot occur through
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FAVOR A PLAN THAT SPENDS OVER A PLAN THAT SAVES

The PRA would save $40B over five yvears while the Presgident's
plan spends about $108. Do you think taxpayers and members of
Congress will favor a plan that spends over a plan that saves?

»

ANSWER::

All of the welfare reform proposals save money in some
places amnd cost money in others, and we ramaln cemmitted
to a welfare reform bill that is budget-neutral. The
legislation we introduced last year, for example, was
fully paid for -- primarily with cuts in entitlement
programs. Most of the savings achieved in the PRA would
merely shift costs to states and localities. This is not
the solution to the problems of our welfare system.
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CHANGING FINANCING PROVISION OF ORIGINAL PLAN

| Leon Panetta has sald that any welfare reform proposal ®worth
| its salt" must save money. In light of this statement, will
| you be changing the financing provisions of your original

| legislative plan?

| |

| » The Clinton Administration resmains committed to reforming
5 the welfare system in a manner that is both far-reaching
and fiscally sound, We are committed to working with
Congress to ¢reate a plan that is budget~neutral, and I
think you'll see a finanecing plan that primarily relies
on entitlement reforms.
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COST ESTIMATES OF THE WORK AND RESPONSIBILITY ACT

The CBO recently reported that the Work and Responsibility Act
of 1994 would spend nore and save less money than the Clinton

Administration estimated in its own calculations. How d0 vou

respond to this analysis?

ANSWER:

» Our welfare reform legislation proposed unprecedented
changes in the welfare system, including a twe-year time
limit on cash benefitg, and some disagreement about cost
estimates is to be expectad. Traditionally, CBO has been
very conservative about predicting the savings that will
come from changing behavior with new incentives to reward
work and responsibility, and thelr assumptions will alsc
be used to score other welfare reform plans. We remain
committed to passing welfare reform legislation that is
meaningful, bold and budget-neutral.
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How did you arrive at the figure ¢f $1000 for the average
federal shaxye of AFDC per ¢hild?

|

> we divided the total federal expenditures on AFDC per
year by the number ¢f recipients. That leads to an
average of slightly less than $1000 per recipient.
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. WELFARE RECIPIENTS RECEIVE $18,000 PER YEAR IN
GOVERNMENT BENEFITS

| QUESTION:

| Isn't it true that most families on welfare receive about

1 $18,000 per year in government benefits? I think we need to
cut welfare if families are receiving that much -~ why would
anyone want to work when they could receive that much for

| staying at home?

| ANSWER:

- Claiming that a typical welfare family receives a benefit
package of cleose to $20,000 is a serious
nisrepresentation the facts. A typical recipient
receives less than half this amount -~ an amocunt that is
barely sufficient to provide the basic level of support
to poor families and children.

» To understand the difference in the figures, 1t is
eritical to note that while a number of different
programs are available to welfare recipients, not all
recipients utilize all programs. Most welfare recipients
rely soclely on AFDC and Food Stamps for suppoert --
support that provides about §7,600 annually for a family
of three and constitutes only two-thirds of the paoverty
threshold across all states.

> Only a small number of welfare yrecipients receive
benefits from other programs. For example, less than
one«third receive housing assistance and one~-fifth
participate in the WIC program. Averaging the benefits
¢f the less freguently used programs across all
recipients provides a more accurate picture of the
typical benefit package., This shows that when all
programs are counted a typical single-parent family of
three receiveg-~less than $10,000 annually.

» We do not include Medicaid benefits in the total package
received by welfare recipilents because they do not
gontribute to the financial resources ©f the household.
In the same way, whan you ask how much an employee earns,
she/he reports his/her wages and not the sum of wages and
the value of employer-provided health insurance.
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PRA - NUTRITION PROGRAMS

-

QUESTION:

How would the proposed Personal Responsibility Act affect the
nation's food asglstance prograns?

ANSWER:

The proposed Personal Responsibility Act would:

Combine 15 USDA food assistance programs inte a single
discreticnary block grant €o States.

Significantly reduce Federal support for food assistance.
Federal funding for food assistance would fall by more
than $5 billion in fiscal year 1994 and nearly $31
billion over five years. These funding reductions would
force States to reduce the number of people served, the
menefits provided, or some combination of both.

End the current entitlement to food and limit the
rasponsiveness of food assistance programs to changing
individual and economic circumstances.

Result in substantial gaing and losses among States,
kased on the proposed allocation methodology for
distributing grant funds.
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What impacts would these proposed changes have on thé lavel

PRA - NUTRITION PROGRAMS

and distribution of Federal support States for food
assistance?

ANSWER:

iy

As originally proposed, the Personal Responsibility Act
would allocate funding among the States {including the
Commonwealth of Puerts Rico and the Digtrict of Columbia)
pased on their share of the nation's economically
disadvantaged population. This group would be defined as
individuals or families with income below the Lower
Living Standard Income Level (LLSIL} published annually
by the Department of Labor. There would be specific set-
asides for grants to territories and Indian Tribal
Organizations.

The proposed formula for distributing grant funds to
States would result in substantial individual gains and

. losses among the States. Mogt States (all but eight)

would lose Federal funding in fiscal year 19%6. In some
cases, the gains and losses are substantial. For
example, California could gain about $650 million, and
Texas could lose more than $1 billion. The average state
will lose approximately 13% of Federal food assistance
funds.

_Using the share of the economic¢ally disadvantaged

population ags the basisg for allocation of funds among
States.

Although initially some States gain funding, over time
all States would lose Federal funding. The
redistribution of funds to States results in some States u
gaining substantial amounts of Federal funds. However,
over time, even these gaing will erode if State economies
go into recession, because the block grant eliminates the
automatic funding adjustments built into the existing
Food Stamp and Child Nutrition programs. :
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It seems as though the PRA would give States increased
flexikility in determining how they use funds for welfare
recipients. Will censolidating all domestic food programs
alilow States to betiter serve their lecal welfare populations?

ANSWER:
» The proposed bill would give States broad discretion to

PRA - NUTRITION PROGRAMS

design food assistance programs, provided only that no
more than five percent of their grant support progran
administration, at least 12 percent support on food
assistance and nutrition education for women, infants,

and young children, and at least 20 percent support I
school~baged and child-care meal programs. The 12 _
percent and 2¢ percent minimuns could be lowered at 5tate
reguast with USDA approval. The bill would restrict food
assistance to economically disadvantaged familles and
individuals. The definition of sconomically
disadvantaged differs from eligibility reguirements used
by every existing food assistance program, and is higher
than current food stamp eliglibility limits and lower than
current WIC and Child Nutrition program limits.

The floors and celilings on spending for administration,
services for women, infants and young children, and for
child nutrition would redistribute funds available for
these program categories. After the set-asides, the
funds remaining would ke below the projected current
service level for all other programs, inciuding food
stamps and food distribution.

The ceiling on grant administration would effectively
reduce Federal support for administrative costs by more
than one-third. The Federal share of State
administrative expenses for food assistance prograns now
averages about eight percent, with substantial variations
among States., Under the Personal Responsibility Act,
States ¢ould use no more than five pervent of thelr grant
on program administration.
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» Wnile States will be flexibility within the definition of
economically disadvantaged to define the population
eligikle for food assistance, the funding reductions of
this size would force them to reduce the number of people
served, benefit levels or both. Unless States £ill the
gap between current service and blook grant funding, they
will be fared with the choice of cutting benefits across
the board, restricting participation, or some combination
of both. .
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CONSOLIDATING THE OAA NUTRITION PROGRAM

OUESTION:

What would the impact be of consolidating the Older Americans
Act nutrition program with other food programs at USDA as
proposed in Title V of the Personal Responsibility Act?

» The inclusion of the nutrition services of the Older
anericans Act in a Food Assistance Program limited to the
economically disadvantaged would, in mpy judgment, would
have a severe adverse effect on millions of senior
citizens and their families who have depended on a very
reliable, time~tested, succegsful progran,

» The Qlder Americans Act and its nutrition program has for i
more than thirty years been the primary non-entitlement
program serving older Americans in thig countyy. It has
gserved as the basis and springboard for the development
of an infrastructure for the delivery of home and
compunity based services, with the goal of providing lov
cost services to persens in their own homes and
communities and preventing or delaving premature
institutionalization and higher health care expenditures.

partisan support over the past 30 years. A national
network on aging includes the Administration on Aging, 57
state and territorial agencies, some 670 arsa agencies on
aging, more than 25,000 private sector providers and some
500,000 volunteers. Unlike most agencies with
responsibility in a particular substantive area, such as
health, housing, or transportation, this network focuses
on issues affecting the total well-being of the elderly ”

» The Older Americans Act has been favored with strong bi- "

in these and other areas. Unlike most programs, the
services provided by this network ars not limited to the
poor, but are avallable without yregard to income. One of
the strengths has been that while targeted o the low
income, there are other senlors above the poverty line
with tremendous needs which ave met by this program. The
federal appropriation——$877 million in FY 985-~is
augmented not only by state and local match but by in
excess of $180 million of voluntary contributions by the
reciplents of services and the in—kind contributions of
nundreds of thousands of volunteers, without whose
efforts these services would not exist,
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The nutrition servicss of the Older Americans Act, with an
appropriation of $470 million in FY 95, deliver 100 million
meals to 800,000 older individuals who are homebound, some
recently discharged from a hospital, some capable of
remaining in their home in liesu of much more costly
placement in a mursing home because ¢f these meals and
additional assistance. The congregate nutrition services of
the Older Americans Act are provided by 2,300 private sector
organizations as 125 million meals ko 2.4 million older
individuals at 15,0600 sites in congregate settings, from
church bhasements to multi-purpose senior centers. 1In
addition to meals, older individuals may receive nutritioen
education, nutrition counseling and linkage to other
services they need.

The Congregate Nutrition Program serves a vulnerable,
nutritionally at risk and food ingecure population. The
average participant ig about 78 years old; most have several
chronic health concerns; many are frail and disabled;
approximately half are low~income; approximately half are
rural residents; and about ssventeen percent are aminority.
Recent studies have found that many congregate participants
are at moderate to high nutritional risk and have high
levels of food insecurity.

For many older participants, the Congregate Hutrition
Program is the life-line that keeps the individual
functioning in the community and decreases the use of more
expensive in-home and institutional services.

A summary listing of the impact includes:

. reduction in progras income through voluntary
contributions;

* reduction in the number o¢f volunteers providing freely
of their time as caring neighbors;

» reduction in employment of private sector provider
agencies;

. reduction in the number of senior centers that serve as
focal points in the logal community;

. reduction of nutrition gservices with linkages to a food

assistance program;

& reduction in benefits for individuals who are at risk
of institutionalization;

. reduction of critical support to caregivers; and

. reduction of participation of private organizations and
businesses.
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OLDER AMERICANS ACT NUTRITION PROGRAM

should there be a consolidation of the Older Americans Act
nutrition program with cther food programs?
T

> We see no real benefit from the proposed consolidation.
The Senioy RNutrition Program, as currently implemented
under Title III of the Older Americans Act, provides

II meals and other nutritlion services to older people at

congregate sites and to the homebound elderly.

> The Senior Rutrition Program is not a welfare program and
should not be included in welfare reform proposals,

» The Senior Nutrition Program is a fundamental part of a
conprehensive home and community-based service systenm
aimed at Keeping older people at home, supporting family
caregivers, and avoiding unnecessary and costly
institutionalization., This proposal will unravel the
fabric of this system. -

» The current program is not means-tested, but
traditionally has served those with greatest economic
need. Tt maintains the dignity of the nutritionally at-
risk older persons by providing mechanisms for
participants t contribute according o their ability to

pay.

» Ssnior Nutrition Programs, long-established in the
community, are supported through a vast network of
voluntesrs of all ages and eash and in-Kind support from
the private sector.

> The goal of streamlining programs should be to increass
their responsiveness to consumers. Separating the Senior
Rutrition Program from sther aging service programs will
make it harder for communities to regpond to older people
who have complex and multiple needs.

> Senior Nutrition Programs are time-tested, successful
examples of low cost, lscally managed programs.

» The Senior Nutrition Program is consumer-focused and has
broad commuanity support due to its flexibility and its
role as point of contact and link to the broader aging
service asystem.
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DENIED ASSISTANCE TO TEENAGED MOTHERS -

House Republicans say that thelr plan, by denying aid to
unmarried tesnagers, will reduce out-of-wedlock births, Why
didn't you make that assunption in the calculations yaou
announced last week? Isn't it time we simply made it clear
that having a child as an unwed teenage mother ls not the way
to get welfare?

» First, preventing teen pregnancy and out~of~wedlock —
births is a critical part of welfare reform. The
Administration agrees that we must send the strongest
possible signal to teens that pregnancy and childbirth
should be delayed until they are able to provide for a
child both financially and emoticnally. To prevent
welfare dependency in the first place, teenagers must get
the message that staying in school, postponing pregnancy,
and preparing to werk are the right things to do. The
WRA provides grants to 1000 high risk schools, grant to
get communities organized to prevent teen pregnancy. But
the President will continue to take the lead in this
effort.

» Second, it's difficult to predict what would happen to !
the rate of put-of~wedlock births i1f young qirls were
denied agsistance. Most social scientists would tell you
that teenagers have bables for reasons unrelatsd to AFDC
benefits, so the effect is likely to be negligible.
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ASSISTANCE FOR TEENAGED MOTHERS

QUESTION:

Under the Republican bill, though, a teenage girl and her
child could receive assistance if she married the child's
father. ©Don't you think this is a worthy goal?

ANSWER:

> It's certainly a worthy goal, and I agree that children

? are better off with two parents. However, I believe we
need a more comprehensive appreach designed to promote
parental respensibkbility and suppori working familieg -~
including stronger efforts to establish paternity, better
child support collections, family-friendly taw
provisions, requirements that teenagers live at home and
stay in school and abstinence~based programs to prevent
teen pregnancy in the first place.
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WOULD PRESIDENT VETO GOP BILL - FOR CUTTING OF AID TO
' YOUNG MOTHERS

*
-

| Would President Clinton veto a GOP bill that calls for cutting
off aid to younyg mothers who may bhe forced to put their bables
in erphanages?

ANSWER : ||
» I don't think it will come to that. There is no

substitute for the family and there are many good
alternatjives to orphanages. For example, we have
proposed requiring teen mothers to live with a
responsible adult and finish school in order to be
eligible for benefits and to cooperate in identifying the
father before receliving assistance, We say to mothers
under 18 that you will not get welfare unless you remain
at home with your parents, stay in school, and once your
timwe limit is reached, go ¢o work. 2And unlike the
Republican bill we have a tough nmessage for fathers too:
'i you must do your part to support the child you fathered.

We agree that we must provide strong deterrents to
becoming a teen parent, but we must also provide a safety
net for the innocent children born to teen parents, and a
mechanism to encourage responsgible behavior and increase -
enployability for teen parents. We would hope that the
Republicans would move towards this approach rather than
denying eligipility to children.
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CHILD SUPPORT FPROVISIONS IN CONTRACT WITH AMERICA

VS. WORK AND REPONSIBILITY ACT

QUESTION:

How do the Child support provisions in the contraet with
America comrpare o the WRA in terms of c¢hild support enforce-

ment? Do both plans include strict provisions against
"deadbeat dads™ ?

»>

_ Y

The Work and Responsibility Act has a comprehensive plan
to improvs child support smforcement, tha Contract with
Americs does not. ‘

The Work and Respensibility Act includes a comprehensive
proposal to improve the child support enforcement systenm
by establishing paternities, ensuring fair child support
award levels, and collecting support that is owed. The
Contract with America does not include a ¢comprehensive
plan to improve child support enforcement., In fact the u
Contract with America would cap funding for child support
enforcement. activities at a time when caseloads are
rising rapidly and states cannot deliver serviges to many
of the families already in the CSE caseload. The child
gupport provigions in the Contract with America are
directed towards increased paternity estaklishment for
children receiving welfare and requiring parents {(of AFDC I
children) who don't pay their child support to work off

the child support debt., while we agree that efforts in
thegse areas must be strengthened and have done 0 in the
WRA, establishing paternity and reguiring non-custodial
parents to work off child support without improving the
processes for establishing and enforcing support orders
will not substantially improve c¢hild support collections.

The Work and Responsibility act inciudes a comprshansive
ehild support plan, based upon proven and widely accepted
roform initiatives,

The Work and Responsibility Act takes an entirely
different approach to c¢hild support enforcement. It is a
cobprehensive propeosal that reflects a growing consensus
among child support professional on how to constructively
reform the system and dramatically increase both

paternity establishment and c¢ollections. It is based
heavily on the recommendations of the U.S. Commission on
Interstate Child Support Enforcement and best gtate
practices that have already proven to ke succegssfiul.

- S — e -
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The Work and Responsibility Act includes tough paternzty
establishment regquirements, building on the in-haspitai
paternity establishment programs already enacted as part
of OBRA 1893, and further streamlining the paternity
establishment process. Econemic incentives will
ancourage states to establish paternities for all births
regardless of welfare status. Mothers must cooperate in
establishing paternity under new strict requirements
prior to receiving welfare benefits. However, unlike the
Republican proposal, a child whose mother has fully
cooperated would get benefits as soon as she has provided
full information and then reguirements are imposed on the
state to establish paternity quickly. This is a much
more balanced and fair approach.

The Work and Responsibility Act ensures that child
support awards are fair and reflect the current ability
of the noncustodial parent to pay support. <Child support
distribution rules will support families who move fronm
welfare to work and promote family reunification.

The Work and Responsiblility Act modernizes the child
support system, reguiring states to have ¢entral child
support registries and tracking systems so that
enforcement action can be taken immediately when payments
are missed. It includes a National Clearinghouse to help
track parents across state lines and immediately impose
wage withholding orders when someone goes to work. It
provides for simpler administrative enforcement remgdies
and tough enforcement tools such as license revocations
for those parents who have the ability to pay but refuse
to do s0., Finally, it provides sufficient funding for
the program through a new funding formula that uses
performance~pbased incentives to encourage states ¢
improve their prograns.

The Werk and Responsibility Act also focuses on efforts
to get non-custodial parents to work by providing funds
for education and training pregrams through the JOBS
program, at state option. Non-custodial parents can be
reguired to work off the support they owe, but unlike the
Republican plan which reguires all 1.3 million non~
custadial parents with APDC arrearages to be placed in a
state~funded work progranm, states are given flexibility
in designing programs to meet these govals.

In short, the Personal Responsibility Act doves alnost
nothing to improve child support collections for welfars
or nopn-wealfare families. It would undoubtedly result in
reducsad funding for state programs, detrimentally
affecting the ability of programs to collect chilad
support. The Work and Responsibility Act {5 vastly more
conprehensive and reflects a consensus that child support
enforcemant can be dramatically improved if the states
have the tocls and resources to da tha job.
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PRA EFFECT FOR CHILDREN WHOM PATERNITY HAS NOT BEEN
ESTABLISHED

QUESTION:

How would the PRA affect children for whom paternity has not
baen established? How many children would lose henefits under
this provision?

ANSWER:

» The Personal Responsibility Act contains a provision
which would deny AFDC bhenefits to children for whom
paternity is not legally established. Paternity
establishment is a legal process, often through the
courts, that can take as long as one oy two years for the
child support agency to complete. Thus, under the PRA,
even if the mother fully cooperated and gave the name and
address of the father, the child could be denied benefits
for the pericd of time it took to establish paternity.
And if the father could not be located, the child would
never receive benefits. In a single year 26% of new
applicant children would be denied AFDC benefits hecause
paternity was not established at the time of application.
The propesal as originally drafted would have applied to
all children currently receiving AFDC; this would have
eliminated benefits *o more than three miilion poor
children.

» State child support agencies could be overwhelmed with
the responsiblility of establishing paternities for these
children and might have to¢ cut services to other
custodial parents and shift rescurces Lo cover paternity
establishment. This could result in fewer child support
collections that prevent other families from becoming
welfare dependent.
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WELFARE USE BY IMMIGRANTS

QUESTION:

What's wrong with restricting benefits to non-citizens? If
immigrants want to become eligible for benefits, why not
require them to naturalize?

ANSWER ‘
-
“

» I don't think anyone here would deny the vital role that
legal immigrants have played in strengthening this great
nation of ours.

> By definition, legal immigrants are people we have
walcomed to this country to further the national
interest, with the expectation that they will reside
permanently in the Unjted States as productive
individuals and be accorded virtually the same rights and
responsikbilities as cltizens.

» fegal immigrants work, travel, and pay taxes on the same
basis as citizens.

» To single out legal ismigranta and deny them the safety
nat available to citizens not only rums contrary to our
history and tradition as a nation, but makes no fiscal or
policy sense either.

» For swanrple, under the PRA legal immigrants who become
disabled within % years of entry into the United States,
or lose thelr job through no fault of their own, would be
inelligible for any kind of federal assistance whatsocever.

» While gome of these immigrants may have sponsors who can
assume some financial responsibility for them, there are
a number of immigrants who have never had sponsors or
whose speonsors have died or themselves become disabled.
Tt is estimated that at least one~fifth of all legal
immigrants are admitted to this country without sponsors.

> Denying federal assistance to all legal immigrants--as
proposed in the PRA--will mersely shift the legitimate and
necessary costs of certain assistance {e.g., medical care
under Medicaid) to state and local governments--or other
entities such as hospitals--already reeling from tight
fiscal pressures.

L - 44 January 6, 19%%



Background:

» Currant immigration law reguires immigrants to reside in
the U.S5. for at least 5 years before becoming eligible to
naturalize. Legal immigrant children under 18 years can
not naturalize unless their parents are citizens. Many
INS district offices currently have large backlogs
causing delay in naturalizations (e.g., from € months teo
2 year or more). The current discretionary nature of the
citizenship tests can pose greater or lesser roadblocks
to legal immigrants, depending on their place of
residence and the examiner implementing the test.
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ADMINISTRATION’S POSITION - CONSOLIDATION OF CHILD

WELFARE PROGRAMS

what is the Administratioen’'s position on the consollidation of
child welfare programs? '

ANSWER:

We believe that it is extremely important to make child
welfare programs consistent and coherent. States and
communities nmust be free to respond flexibly to
children's needs rather than being hamstrung by narrow
categorical programs. We must ensure that child weifare
programs provide essential protections for children's
safety and wellbeing, are simple for states and Tribhes to
adminigter, and are responsive to the varying needs of
children, families, and communities.

In this Administration, we have taken a variety of steps
to increase consistency and coordination across programs
and to bring down barriers that make it more difficult
for states and communities to serve families well.

We look forward to working with Congress on this issue.

¢ - 12 January &, 199%



CONSOLIDATION/BLOCK GRANTS

T A i A, |

How would you propese to do consclidation/klock grants?

ANSWER :

Any child welfare consclidation should be structured arcund
the following basic principles: "

> Child welfare services must agsure children’s sgafety,
support families, and provide a continuum of services
from prevention through adoption or reunification.

» States wmust have {lexibility in spending and be held
' accountable basad on outcomes.

» Communities are the first line of support for families,
and child welfare funding and service delivery mechanisms
should reflect that role.

» Planning for all child welfare services must include
communiity input, cut across agency lines, and build on
the successful lessons of Federal-state joint planning.

> The program nust be administratively simple.

» There must be adeguate regources, eguitably distributed
anmony the states.

> The eligibility of poor children for the program must be
protected.

» Essential protections for children in the care of the
state musgt bhe maintained.
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CONSOLIDATION OF CHILD CARE PROGRAMS

E—

What is the Administration's pesition on the possible
consolidation of the federal child care programs?

ANSWER:

> We recoygnize the importance of consistency and
coordination among programs that serve families and
children, We believe it is important for our programs to
he easy to asdminister for the States, Tribes and
Territories. Any consolidation propesal must address the
need for affordable, accessible, guality child care
choices. Parents must be guaranteed ¢hild care as they

- strive towards sslf-sufficiency.

> One of thig Administration's primary goals has been
better coordination of the existing child care programs:

> In the FY 95 budget we proposed consolidation of
thres programs inte the ¢hild Care and Development
Blogk Grant: the State Dependent Care Grants, CDA
Scholarship Program, and Temporary Child Care and
Crisis Nurserieg., (These programs were finally
reauthorized separately by Congress in FY 95.}

> We have created the Child Care Bureaun, bringing
tegether under one roof the four child care sub51dy
programs administered by ACF.

» We have proposed regulatory changes across the AQF
ehild care prograns to give states greater
flexibility, to ease program administration, and to
improve the services available to children and
families.

> We have been working on the development of uniform
reporting and data requirements.
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NUMBER OF CHILDREN ELIMINATED FROM ELIGIBILITY

Originally, you claimed that 5 million children would be
eliminated from the AFDC as a result of the implementation of
the Personal Responsiblility Act? How many children are

| affected immediately under the kill that was just introduced?

> Our original analysis of S million children losing AFDC
eligibility was based on the original Personal
Responsibility Act that was presented to the public when
the Contract with America was unveiled in September.

» We are very pleased that the Personal Responsibility Act
has become less punitive in its phase-~in of the
provisions that would deny benefits to children.

» Our analysis of the revised PRA shows that almost
million children would lose eligibility for a AFDC during
the first year of implementation if states adopted the
least restrictive option available to thenm.

| » This lease restrictive option would include: denying
benefits to children born to mothers under 18; denving
benefits to the children of AFDC applicants who do not
establish paternity for those children; and denving I
benefits to children conceived or born while their -
parents received AFDC,

; » At the end of five years after the implementation date,
% approximately million children would be denied
benefits.
> If the PRA were fully implemented in FY 1993, we believe
that children would lose eligibility for AFDC.

This 1s number is less than the 5 million figure because
of changes made to the bill.
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COMPARISION OF OLD AND NEW PRA IMPACTS ON CHILDREN

— |

Does the Personal Responsibility Act cut off children from
AFDC immediately upon enactment?

ANSWER:

> As originally drafted, the PRA eliminates eligibility for
many children currently on the AFDC caseload upon
enactment of the bill., The current PRA has a nmuch less
punitive phase-in. .

» As originally drafted, all children of applicants and
current recipients who do not have paternity established
are denied AFDC eligibility -~ about 30% of current AFDC
vhildrer do not have paternity established although in
mest cases the mothey has fully cooperated with the state
agency. The current PRA affect only new applicants or
reapplicants, ’

» As originally drafted, all children of applicants who
were born to an unmarried mother who was under 1B years
old are denied AFDC eligibility even i1f their mother is
currently 18 or older. The current PRA only affect
births after October 138% to unmarried minors.

» As originally drafted, AFDC benefits are denied to all
children who were born or conceived while their parents
received AFDC. This remains unchanged.

» As originally drafted, the time limits affected the
entire family. Under the PRA, the mandatory five year
limit applies to adults only but the bill allows states
to cut the entire family at two years. '
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CHILDREN AFFECTED IN FIRST FIVE YEARS

Your public figures have assumed full implementation of the
Personal Responsibllity Act in FY 1993. How many children

will be affected by ¢he Parscnal Responsibility Act in the

first five years of implementation?

ANSWER:

> As originally drafted, and assuming that FY 1933 was the
first year of implementation, almost 3.5 milljion children
would lose eligibility for AFDC during the f£irst year of
implementation. The largest gingle provision during the
first vear is the denial of benefits to children who do

not have paternity established.

» A the end of five years after the implementation date,
approximately 4 million children would denied AFDC
benefits. While the paternity establishment provision

still results in many being denied benefits the impacts

af the five vear time limit will begin to be felt.
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EXTENDED FAMILIES OF CHILDREN CUT OFF FROM AFDC
WILL TAKE THEM IN

It's our view that the extended famlilies of ¢hildren cut off
from AFDC will take them in. Do you think this is likely?

ANSWER:

> I think it's impossible to predict what a poor mother or
her family would do, particularly if faced with the
k¥nowledge that a ¢hild will be ineligible for assistance
for his entire childhood. Many of these young mothers
may not have families to turn to, or their relatives nmay
be just as needy ags they are. Many yosung mothers npay
also not have family who are able to provide the special
care a young child neseds. But with a ban on fedsral
assistance, each governor is going to have to face a
tough choice between abandoning thousands of peoor
children or Yralsing state taxes to pay for care.
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WILL THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT RESULT IN
ADDITIONAL CHILDREN ENTERING THE WELFARE SYSTEM

Theres are now large numbers of children in foster care who
need to be adopted. Many of these children are minority and
are being kept in foster care because agencies arve unwilling
te place them with adeptive parents of a different race ov
ethnicity. -Isn't the child's best interest the only factor
that should be relevant in making adoptive placements and
racial matching should not be permissable?

ANSWER:

> The Administration is strongly commited to finding
adoptive homes for all children who nesd them., As you
know, just last session Congress passed the Multiethnic n
Placement Act, a law designed to ensure that children are
placed in adoptive homes as quickly and appropriately as
possible. That Act bars any discrimination in placement
decisions and forbids states from denying or delaying an
appropriate placement solely on the basis of the race of
the child or prospective pavrents. My department has
already notified all stateg of the Act and will be
issuing guidelines for its enforcement shortly. Our
Office of Civil Rights is prepared to vigorously enforce
the provisions of that aAct. n

» That Aot does allow states to take a child's ethnicity or
race into account in making a placement, as one of a
nunber of factors relevant to an individual child's
needs, provided that adoptions are not delayed or denied
on this basis. We believe that the MEPA adopted tha
right approach to this issue, an approach which is
consistent with the policies being followed in the great
nmajority of states. ODiscrimination in placements is
clearly wrong and harmful to children. However, state
agencies need to have the flexibility to make ;
individualized decisions about how best to meet the needs |
of each child, including a child's need to have her or
his ethnic, racial or, as many state laws provide,
religious identity, considered when determining whether a
particular placement meets that child's needs.
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CHILD WELFARE LEAGUE ESTIMATES--CHILDREN AFFECTED

BY REPUBLICAN PLAN
OUESTION:
The Child Welfare League estimates that 25 percent of poor
children affected by the Republican plan would end up in
orphanages. Do you agree with that figure?
ANSWER.:
> 1 wouldn't want to speculate on what the right number is.

However, our analysis clearly shows that the federal

between reaouraéa and potential need -~ and state
taxpayers are galng e pay the price one way or the
other.

welfare system -~ compared to the five or six million
children who would ke denied benefits under the

Republican plan. Even with the nunbers of children we
see today, our capacity to provide guality institutional

care is stretched to the limit.

funéxng available would only fund residential care for
855 pereent of the children, That's a huge gap

Itts worth noting that fewer than 100,000 children in the |
whole country are now in institutional care in the child
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MANDATORY FAMILY CAP

Preliminary data from New Jersey indicates that birth rates
have gone down since the implementation of the family cap.
¥ould the Administration support a mandatory family cap
instead of leaving it as a State option?

ANSWER :

The Administration views the family cap option as one
policy that might potentially deter welfare mothers from
concelving additional children. In Reeping with our
commitment to provide State's more flexibility and given
the lack of hard evidence on the impact of a family cap,
we believe the decision of whether or not to adopt this
policy is best left to the states.

A number of States {4}, including New Jersey, have
received waivers to implement a family cap propesal and
many others have reguested walvers to limit waivers to
limit welfare benefitg for additional children. We want
thesge States to be able to implement the most effective
set of policies for the people in their State, Evalua~
tions of these waivers are currently underway but it is
simply too early to draw any conclusions about the impact
ef the family cap on birth rates. {(Previous studies of
whether welfare benefits, and AFDC in particular, have an
effect on fertility rates yield mixed results, but
generally show no affecht or relatively small positive
effects.)

|
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FEDERAL ROLE IN CHILD CARE

Wgugsmz_v :

ﬁh&t is the current Federal Role in child care?

The Administration for Children and Pamilies funds the
states through four main c¢hild care subsldy programs:

o r AFRC recipients helps AFDC families with
child care to the extent that it is necessary for
employment or state-approved education and training.

i al. &hil provides up to 12 meonths of child
care to working AFDC reazplanta upon loss of eligibility
for AFDC due to increase in hours of or earnings from
employment.

At-Rigk ¢hild Care provides child care to low-income
working families that do not receive AFDC but need child
ware to keep jobs.

a1l Develogmgng Block Grant funds state

Ui 1d Care

effarts to pxovxde guality child care services for low-
income family menmbers who work, train for work, or attend
school.

(For more information on these programs, Child Care Fact
Sheet is attached.)
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CHILD CARE

For whom does the federal government provide child care?

» The Administration for Children and Families provides
funding to states to subsidize child care for specific
groups of families. Eligible families ars:

~ AFDC Families who are in the JOBS program, who are
in approved education and training, or who are
employed;

- Families who have left welfare for work within the
previcus 12 months;

- Low-income working families, or low-income
families in education or training for work; and

~ Familles with children in need of protective
services.
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| How do the child care provisions in the PRA differ from those

-

in the WRA?

ANSWER:

The PRA provides no specific new funding for child care,
It is highly likely that the PRA would result in reduced
funding for c¢hild care., Our bill provides significant
new reacurces for child care for families on AFDC and for
low=income families who cannot work without ¢hild care
asgistance.

The PRA could reguire mothers to work even if they could
not £ind or afford child gare. The President's bill
recognizes that child care is.¢rucial and provides child
care for all JOBS and WORK clients whe need it.

The GAQ testified last year that child care subsidies can
dramatically affect whether low-income women work. The
Administration invested in this essential component of
welfare reform, The PRA is deficient in its commitment
to child care and the trangition from welfare to work.
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WHY OPPOSITION TO ORPHANAGES

QUESTION:

In cur view, orphanages will only be used as a last resort for
abused children and the children of drug-addicted mothers, for
example, Why are your so opposed to orphanages? )

» As I said last week, I'm certainly opposed to orphanages
as we have known them in the past: as big, impersonal,
bursaucratic warehouses, But the real issue here is not
whether Boys Town is an inspiring movie, or whether
residential care is appropriate for some children for
short periods of time. The issue is what actually
happens to¢ millions of real-life children who would be
cut from the welfare rolls, with no money for states to
pay for the very real costs of c¢hild rearing. :

FOLLCW UP: Are yvou impliving that Boys Town should not
exist, . or that itv's not doing & good job?

Not at all, but you have t¢ realize that Boys Town itself
has changed dramatically since 1938, and is no longer an
orphanage in the traditional sense. Social and economic
conditionsg have changed dramatically since 1928,

Existing residential care facilities now foous on
children with special needs such ag those who are victims
of abugse and nsglect. Fatheyr Flanagan would not have
advocated taking children away from parents simply
bacause They're poor. 5Social and econonmic conditions
have changed dramatically since 1938. Existing
residential care facilities now focus on children with
special needs such as those who are victims of abuse and
neglect,

» And the existing residential care facilities wouldn't
address the needs of the million of poor children who
would be eliminated from the welfare rolls.
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COST OF ORPHANAGES

Why do orphanages cost so much?

ANSWER:

» The Child Welfare League of America estimates that the
yearly cost for residential group care averages $36,500
per child. This cost is for food, shelter, and
administrative staffing and dees not account for therapy
oy other special services that children in these settings

may reguire.

|
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QUESTION:

Isn't the comparison between a $36,500 cost for an orphanage
slot and the $1,000 federal cest of AFDC highly misleading
since Food Stamps, housing, and other programs are omitted?

ANSWER.:

|

?halpoint we are making is that the federal dollars
provided to the states would nowhere near cover the cost
¢f orphanages.

Programs such as housing, the school lunch prograns, and
the preogram of food for pregnant women and infants go
only to a subset of AFDC recipients. Por exanple, less
than 30 percent of AFDC recipients get subsidized housing
henefits. If one averages combined AFDC, nutrition and
housing assistance that is received across all families,
the average state and federal cost is roughly $3300 per
person., ‘This figure is gtill less than 10 percent of the
cost of orphanage care.

Note also that the bulk of thege expenditures are federal
and not necessarily available to the states for use in
placing children in other settings. Only a tiny pertion
of the federal savings in AFDC would be returned to the
states under the original language of the PRA.

Nutrition programg are given as a block grant to the
states, so money could be redirected from them, but they
are cut by 12 pesreent under the Republican plan,

Housing program money is not returned to the states under
the current bill. There is no savings from the Federal
housing programs -- Just a shift of benefits from one
group Lo another.

Therafore, less than $2000 in Federal and state AFDC
savings would actually be available t¢ states te help the
children denied benefits uander the Republican plan.
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Local charities can do a better dob of helping the destitute
than big federal government programs. There should be tax
incentives to encourage individual and corporate donations to
charities. Would you support letting private charities assume
responsibility for the poor?

ANSWER:

» Private charities play a very important role in “
supplementing our public system of support for the poor.
However, we no longer have the type of society we did at
the turn of the century when private agencies were the
primary agents for dealing with problems associated with
poverty.

» Private charities do not have the resources Lo
sufficiently meet the material needs of today's poor.
They are only able to provide supplementary benefits,
such as tamporary shelter, food for a few days, help with
utility bills, or aid to recover from a disaster. Aid
from private agencies is a stopgap -~ albeit a critical
one. They cannot cover longer-term needs,

» Although nearly three quarters of all Americans give
money to private charities, the average ampunt that
households contribute each year declined by 25% between
1390 and 1833 and has not rebound despite the
strengthening sconomy. Rates of corporate giving have
been flat. While changes in tax incentives can increase
individual and corpourate giving, we cannot axpect these
incentives to provide the levels of funding that would be
needed to replace major cuts in federal funding for the
poor. Resources of private charities are volatile and
sensitive to economic conditions., They cannot increase
to meet the needs of a greater number of poor families
during scononic downturns the way that federal aid can.

»> It ig the role of the federal government to establish
broad funding pricrities for the nation and protect those
who are most vulnerable., Studies of the private sector
suggest that the relation between needs and resources are
weak and affected by local interests. Moreover, it is
not certain that increases in private giving would be
directed to¢ the needs ¢f the poor. Most philanthropy
today ig devoted to support of educational and medical

inatigggians, not direct assistance o the poor.

B
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REDUCTION OF FUNDING FOR FOOD PROGRAMS

Would the President go along with a 12% overall reduction of

funding for food programs the GOP wants rolled inte the block
grants? Does the Administration believe that the food stamp

program should be protected in welfare reform discussions?

» As I have said, the food stamp program was founded on the
federal government's commitment to ensuring that families
do not go hungary in this the richest nation in the
world. The Administration believes in preserving the
founding principle behind the food stanmp program and our
concept of welfare reform must respect that principle. v

» I think the President will take a good look at what is
being proposed and evaluate each idea on its own merits.
HHS has already proposed some streamlining and
consolidations that will cut down on administrative
paper-shuffling’ and increase efficiency in the programs.
But again, we need to evaluate these proposals in terms
of their real effects -- particularly on states.
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RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE BIPARTISAN COMMISSION ON

What did the Commission on Immigration Reform recommend doing
about legal immigrants receiving welfare? And what about the
| other recommendations of the Commission on Immigration Reform,
| such as tightening employer verification by testing pilot
| programs of a new identity card? What is the Administration’s
I position on those recommendations?

ANSWER:

> The bipartisan Commission on Immigration Reform chaired
by the Honorable Barbara Jordan recommended specifically
against the approach taken by the PRA,

E» It recommended *against any broad, categorical denial of
public benefits to legal immigrants," bkelieving that "the
safety rnet provided by needs~tasted programs should be

available to those whom we have affirmatively accepted as “
legal immigrants into our communities.®

» At the same time it reaffirmed that *sponsors should be
neld financially responsible for the immigrants that they
bring to this country.®

. > We are pleased that the Administration policy of i!
tightening rules related to sponsored immigrants has been

independently affirmed by tha work of the bipartisan

Commission charged by Congress with looking into the

[I issue of immigrant eligibility for benefits.

> As for the other recommendations of the Commission, we “
recognize the importance of accourately verifying the
immigration status of individuals, and the Administration
agrees that illegal immigration is a wvery serious
problem.

» Border patrol, emplover verification, and verification of
immigration statug for benefit eligibility are all wvital
to deter illegal immigration and enforce our laws.

> The President has recently made significant progress in
these areas but is committed to doing more, and the
Administration is currently reviewing a number of options
to improve our policies in all of these areas.
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SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE ADMINISTRATION AND THE PRA
IMMIGRANT PROVISIONS ‘

QUESTION:

The Adaministration's welfare reform bill also ¢ut benefits to
immigrants. What is the difference between the two bills and
is there any common ground that can be reached by the
Administration and congress regarding a policy of legal
immigrant eligibility for henefits?

ANSWER:

> There are three maior differences between the PRA and the
Administration approach to determining the eligibility of
immigrants for benefits.

{1} The PRA would affect virtually all legal immigrants,
while the Administration's plan would target
gsponsored legal immigrants only.

(2) The PRA would take benefits away from current “
recipients, such as the elderly and disabled
receiving 8SI and Medicaid, while the
Administyation's policy would only affect new
applicants,

{3} The PRA would deny eligibility to legal immigrants
undeyr 52 different programs, including child
nutrition and immunization progranmsg, while the
Administration would target major entitlement
prograns only, ‘ -

> Due to these differences, the PRA would affect about 1.5
5 million legal immigrants in the first year of
implementation (i.e., after the l~year phase in), while
the Adninistration plan would affect about 85,000 legal
immigrants.

» CBO has estimated that the PRA immigrant provision would
have a S~yeayr federal savings of about 522 billiion, while
the Administration provision would save about 33.5
billion.

T

> About twoe-thirds of the PRA savings would come from
taking away the S8I and Medicaid from current legal
immigrant recipients, many of whom are disabled.

» We are committed to working with the Congress to develop
the best policy governing the receipt of henefits by
legal immigrants.
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with recommendations made by the bipartisan Commission on
Imnigration Refornm ¢haired by the Honorable Barbara
Jordan, whereas the PRA goes in the opposite direction
from the recommendations made by the bipartisan
Commission.

We believe that after further review and consideration,
Congress will agree that a pelicy more targeted towards
sponsored immigrants not only addresses the specific
concerns and problems ‘that have been identified, but also
is more consistent with our traditions, our ethigs, and

¢ -~ 42.1 January 6, 1995




GIVE STATES RESPONSIBILITY FOR WELFARE PROGRAMS

o

QUESTION:

F turn over to the states all responsibility for welfare

as a formey governor?

Senator Nancy Kassebaum believes the federal government should

| programs. Is that a position President Clinton could embrace

| ANSWER:

Senator Kassebaum's proposal would give States full
respongibility for welfare programs, and in return give I
the Federal government full responsibility for Medicaid.
The trade is very attractive to most states, as their
spending on welfare programs would be far less than thelr
Medicaid spending. However, Federal Medicaid spending
would increase by more than $78 billion in 1996 alone.
States would also bkenefit because welfare expenditures
generally increase by only 2 to 3 percent annusally,
whersas Medicald expenditures increase by 10 percent
annually,

wWhile some programs are best handled by the States, there
is a logic in the Federal/State partnership to ensure a
safety net for poor c¢hildren and families.

Without Federal funds, SBtates would become more
vulnerable during economic downturns, as caseloads will
rise and no additional resources will be available to
rmeet the heightened need. Keeping soclal safety net
programs jointly funded by the States and the Federal
government will ensure that they remain a powerful
countervailing force during recessicnary pericds.

|
i
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WAIVER REQUESTS FROM CALIFORNIA

QUESTION:
what is the status of pending walver requests from California?
ANSWER:

California currently has five requests for welfare reform
demonstration pending. They include:

| » Two reguests that would amend the previgusly approved and
operating California wWork Pays Demonstration Project.

The State has asked us to hold cur review of the first of
these proposals which would progressively reduce the
level of AFDC benefits to families. The State
legislature has not passed aunthorizing legislation for
these provision.

Note: Application recsived 3/14/54

i » We are currently reviewing the segond request to amend
the California Work Pays Demonstration Project which
would allow the State not to increase benefits to
families receiving AFDC due to the birth of a child
conceived while receiving AFDC. We expect to scon send
to the State an analysis paper listing issues and n

questions identified as a result of a Federal review of
the application.

NHote: Application received 1179794

> California has also submitted a reguest %o amend the
previocusly approved Assistance Payments Demonstration
Project which was remanded to the Department for
reconsideration by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in
its decision in Beno v, Shalala. We recently sent the
State an analysis paper listing issues and gquestionsg
identified as a result of a Pederal review of the
application.

Note: Application recelived B/26/%4
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. 8tate concerning their application for the AFDC and Food
Stamp Compatibility Demonstration Project) and expect to
send them shortly draft terms and conditions for approval
of the proiject.

Note: Application received 5/23/794

» The application for the School Attendance Demonstration
Project was just regeived in Decepber.

Note: Application received 12/5/94
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STATUS OF WAIVER REQUEST FROM GEORGIA

ousmio

What is the status of pending waiver request from Georgia?

ANSWER:

In Novenber, we gent the Btate an analysis paper listing
issues and questions identified as a result of a Federal
review of the application for the Work for HWelfare Project.
The State has indicated they hope Lo be schedule a conference
call in the near future te proceed with discussions.

!! Note: Application received 6/30/94
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STATUS OF WAIVER REQUEST FROM MARYLAND

wWhat is the status of pending walver reguest from Maryland?

ANSWER:

The Maryland Legislature voted against certain components of
the application for the Maryland Welfare Reform Project.

Also, it is unclear if the incoming Governor desires to pursue
| the project.

Note: Application received 371794
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STATUS OF WAIVER REQUST FROM MASSACHUSETTS

s A—
- st

QUESTION:

What is the status of pending waiver request from
Massachusetts?

ANSWER:

The State has asked us to hold review of their waiver regquest

for the Employment Support Program after the State legislature
failed to pass a welfare reform bill.

Note: Application received 3722794
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While we worry about changing the AFDC program, we also have
to worry about the great growth in the number of children
receiving other welfare benefits, such as the Supplemental
Security Income (S$51) disabllity program. How many children
are now on that program? Why is it expanding so rapidly?

ANSWER:

»

From 198% to 1993 the number .of c¢hildren receiving.881
disability benefits more than doubled, growing from
almost 300,000 to more than 770,000.

As the GAO noted in thelr report on this issue in
September 1994, this growth comes from rising numbers of
children in poverty, £8A ocutreach, the Zebley Supreme
Court decision, and new 583 regulations revising and
expanding medical standards for mental ispairment.

The administration is concernsd about the growth in the
nurber of children on SSI. We commend the Congress for
recogniizing this problem and asking the administration to
create a hipartisan Commission on Childhood Disgsability to
look into this problem and make recommendations.

Last week [CONFIRM] I appointed this Commission, Quy

‘Department and the newly independent Social Security

Adninistration logk forward to the Commigsion's work and
recomsendations.

It would be premature $o take significant action on this
complex issue before the Commission has & chance teo
complete its work in the coming year.

|
|

|
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FAMILIES "COACHING" CHILDREN TO OBTAIN SSI PAYMENTS

QUESTION:

There have been stories circulating about families "coaching"
problems with their children to obtain the SS5I payment. Does the
Administration have a plan to stop this practice?

» In 1993, SSA reviewsd a large sanmple of disability c¢laims for
children. The study found no evidence of widespread

| "eoaching® of children. 83A also reported numersus actions
it had taken to avert future errors. ,

» Rgain, we believe it would be premature to take significant
action on S5I benefits for childyren before the new Commission
has a chance to complete its work in the coming yvear.

|
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How many familles receive $8I for their children as well as other
welfare benefit? Isn't this a misuse of these funds? Shouldn't
we change these programs to make sure families do not abuse the

system in this way? i

ANSWER:

»

FAMILIES RECEIVING SSI AND OTHER WELFARE BENEFITS

A recent study showed that dust of a guarter of children
receiving $81 payments had income. They most fregquent types
¢f cash income were Social Security benefits (8 percent} and
child support payments {8 percent}. Only 3 percent were
receiving assistance based on need (most commonly AFDC n
payments). If families qualify because of need, this is an
appropriate use of the programs.

Again, we believe it would be premature to take significant
action on S8I benefits for children before the new Commission
has a chance to complete its work in the coming year.

|
|
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EFFECT OF NUTRITION BLOCK GRANT FORMULA ON STATES

________ s =y

% What is the effect of the formula for distributing food
. assistance block grant funds on States?

» Under the Personal Responsibility Act most States would
lose Federal funding in fiscal year 18%6. Overall, thers
is a 13 percent reduction in total Federal funds
available for food assistance. Absent any other change,
all States would lose Federal funding.

> Using the proposed formula for distributing grant funds,
California is the only big winner, gaining approximately
$650 million. Seven other States gain relatively little,
totally approximately $136 million.

[ All other States would lose Faderal funds. 1In sonme
cases, the losses are substantial. Texas, for example,
would lose more than 31 billion, or 30 percent. In all,
six States would lose 30 percent or more.
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WHY ARE NUTRITION PROGRAM GAINS AND LOSSES 8O BIG

What is it about the distribution formula that causes the .
gains and losses to be so substantial?

| ANSWER:

Several factors help explain the pattern of winners and
losers.

» First, given the 13 percent reduction in total Federal
funds available for food assistance, all States would
lose Federal funding absent any distribution formula.

> Second, the Personal Responsibility Act would allocate
| funding among the States based on their share of the
nation's economically disadvantaged population. This
group would he defined as individuals or families with
income below the Lower Living Standard Inconme lLeval R
(LLSIL) published annually by the Department of Labor.
This definition differs from the eligibility reguirsments
used by every existing program. It is higher than
current food stamp eligibility limits and lower than
current WIC and Child Nutrition program limits,

= The income limits defining the economically disadvantaged
are also higher in some parts of the country than in
others. Holding everything else constant, States in u
regions with higher income limits -~ and, therefors, with _
larger numbers of people defined as economically

disadvantaged -~ should gain Federal funds using this

g formula, Conversely, States in regions with relatively

low income limits should receive a smaller share of the

block grant., In fact, more than half of the 8States in

the West ~- where the standard income level is yelatively

high ~~ ¢gain Federal funding, while all States in the

South region -~ where the standard income level is g

relatively low -~ lose,

» In addition, some States serve a higher portion of those
eligible for food stamp benefits under the existing
program. Because the block grant funds would be
distributed among States based on a count of the nunber
of sconomically disadvantaged people -~ not the number of
people actually served -- States with relatively high
food stamp participation rates would be more likely to
lose Federal funding than those which have been less
suceessful in enrelling the eligible pepulation.
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others, Food stamp benefits -~ bkecause they depend on
household income, including AFDC -~ tend to be smaller in
States with large AFDC payments. Becauss the block grant
funds would ke distributed among States based on the
number of economically disadvantaged people -- not the
proportion of benefits currently going to those
individuals -- States wiih the mogt generous AFDC
payrents would be more likely to gain Federal funding
under the block grant, and States with the least genercus
payments would be most likely to losze.
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BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT AFFECT THE ELDERLY
§ i s e ———————

QUESTION:

Would senior citizens be adversely affected by a
Constitutional Amendnent regquiring a balanced budget even if
uﬁocial Security benefits are exempt from reductions.

+ The balanced budget amendment, together with the taw
reductions propoesed in the Republican Contract, would
require seven year savings of more than $1.2 trillion in
order to achieve a balanced budget by 2002, This would
mean a reduction of over $300 billion in 2002,

4 Thege reductions would be virtually assured to come fronm

; the domestic spendinq side of the budget because other

' Contract provisions would require a three~fifths majority
vote to pass tax increases and would prcvzda increased
funding for defense programs.

R While the Contract does not exempt Social Security fronm

% the cuts that would be needed to balance the budget,
Republicans have geparately stated their intention to
exempt the program from benefit reductions. If they do
not keep their promise to protect Social Security,
benefits to seniors undeyr that program could be cut by as
much as 20 percent, The average senior could lose
betwaen $150 -~ $2900 in monthly benefits.

§§ Assuming that taxes, Social Security, and defense
5 spending are exempt f£rom reductions, all rewmaining
Federal programs would have to be reduced 28 percent.

1+ Medicare could be cut by $100 billion in just one year, H
: 2002, if a 28 percent reduction were applied. What would
such a cut mean for Medicare elderly and disabled
beneficiaries?

-— If heneficlaries were reguired to pay directly
for these savings, the Part B premiums that :
they pay cut-of-pocket could be increased %
three~fold from $80 monthly projected undser
aurrent law to 3280 per month under a balanced
budget reguirement.

T ——— T Y W
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Sceme might say that the
achieved by increasing premiums paid by higher
income persons. However, the savings derived
from proposals to income-relate Medicare
premiumg do not approach the $100 billion that
might be reguired to balance the budget. For
example, CBO priced some cptions for increasing
premiums for higher income persons. These
options would save from $5~8 billion over five
years.

$100 billion in annual Medicare savings is much
greater than any leve)l previously proposed by
Republicans or Democrats. The Health Security
Act proposed to reduce Medicare by $118 billion
over five years; OBRA 1383 reduced Medicare by
856 billion over five vears. In announcing
their Contract with America, Republicans
released an exemplary list of program
reductions that could be used to achieve a
balanced budget; it included $30 billion in
Medicare cuts over five years.

$100 billion in annual Medicare savings is much
greater than any level previously proposed by
Republicans or Democyats. The Healih Security
act proposed to reduce Medicare by $118 billion
over five years; OBRA 13993 reduced Medicare by
$56 billion over five vears. In announcing
their Contract with America, Republicans
releasad an exemplary list of program
reductions that could be used to achieve a
balanced budget; it included $30 billion in
Medicare cuts over. five years.
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HOW WOULD A BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT AFFECT
STATES?

Would a balanced budget amendment merely shift additional
costs and responsibilities to State and local government?

ANSWER:

> Republicans would have the American people belleve that
capping programs and providing them as block grants to
© States would eliminate the deficit. Obviocusly the needs
that these programs serve will not disappear just because
of the caps. The responsibility to meet these needs, but
without adegquate funds, will be transferred to the
States. '

» In fact, our analyses indicate that the number of poor
people will increase after a balanced budget amendment is
enacted. These people will turn te State and local
governments for assistance. An Urban Institute study
conducted earlier this year for the Department of Health
and Human Services showed that even a 20 percent cut in
Federal programns would reduce the incomes of 17.4 million
families $500 or more per year. The average annual
amount of income lost would be $1,910. The poverty rells
would incresase by 3.7 million people, including 300,000 |
elderly and 1.7 million children.

- It would also hinder States abilities to handle
: recessions or other unforseen events.
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