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AMENDMENT NO~ _ Calendar No. --...:­

Purpose: To cont.inue the eligibility of current recipients of 
AFDC for medicaid. 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNlTED STATE8-I04th Cong., 2d. Se&s. 

' .. 

(no.)_~_ 

(title) ______~.;.._.___,_ ___---:_-:....___~_ 

~ferred to t.he Coinmittee on ___~_-:-:--......,..____..,.... 
and' ordered to be printed ' 

, Ordered to He on the table and to be 'printed 

AMEN OMENT' . :intended to be propOsed '. by 

.VlZ: 

. 1 At the ell~ of chapter 1 of subtitle A, add the follow­

2 ing: 
. , . r . . 

3 ' SEC. 3117. CONTINtiED APPLlCAnON OF CUlU:lENT STAND· 


4 ARDS UNDER MEDICAID PROGBAJ14. 


5 (a) IN G"~NERAL.-Title XIX of the Social, Seeurity 


6 Act is aII1ended-' 


1 (1) by redesignating seetion 1931 as seetion 


8 1932; Rnd 
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1 (2) by inserting after seQtion 1930 the following. 

2 n~v section: 

3 !fCONTINUED APPI,(CATION OF CERTAIN METHODOI.OGY 

4 . AND S'l'ANJ)ARDS 

5 "SEC_ 1931, (al APPLICATION Iro TInS TrrLE.....;... 

. 6 "(1) IN GENEAAL.-For 'purposes.·of applying' , 

7 this title on and after October 11 1996, notwith­

8 standing any other provision of this Act but subje<,of; 

·9 to subsection (b), with respect to nState- .. 

10 "(A) except as provided in 'subp1lragraphs 

11 (B) and (C), anyreference iu this title (or any 

12 other provision of ~aw in .. rehition to the oper .. 

13 ation of thi~ titleLto a provlsionofparl A ot 
14 title IV, or a State plan under'S1Jch part,. shall. 

, ." ..".' .' .. ' ;'.,' '. 

15 be considered a reference to'S\lch provision or 
-, ' . ~ '. 

. ' . 

16 plan as in effect as of May 1, 1996; 

·17 "(B ~ in.divid1.liil~ shall be deemed to . be re· 

. 18 ceivin~ aid orll.Ssis~ce:u.nder a Sta:t.e.pL'1.D. ap­

19 . proved under part Aof title IV jf theym~t-: 
-

20 . "(1) the income and resource staud-· 

21 ards7 and the· methodologY.for determining 

22 cligibility for nssisCc"Ulce .appli(~abl@ under 

23 such plan, as of May .1, 1996; and" 

24 . "(ii) the eligibility Tequirements of. 

25 such Statepiall that correSpond to the re­

26quircmcnts of subsections (a), (b)j and (c) 
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1 of section 406, section 402{a)(42), and 

2 section 407 of part A of title IV, as such 

3. section~ were in effect as of May l, 1996; 

4 and 

5 U(C) any ref.erence itlsection 1902(a)(5) or 

6 1925 to a State plan ,approved under part l,s. of 

7 title IV sball be deemed ,to be 8.1'eference to a 

8 State. program funded under suehPrut,. as in 

9 etiecton and after OetoOer 1, 1996. 

10 "(2) STA'rE OPTION FOR. LOl\'ER S'I'ANDARDS.­

11 III applying clal1se,.·(i) ofpar3graph (l)(B), a State· 

12 may lower the incomem;td resouree standards appli­

13 eable under the~Siate :p~an 'under part A .of title IV 

14 . .' so long a.~, such standards, ~re ~ot less than the 

15 st<ludards in effect ,under the' State plan under such 

16 pattof:S\lCh .title ,on May:;t, 19~8.,A:~tate -may elect 

17 to \~.~9 less 'reStrictive inCome and ~trun'.e· standards 

18 . or methodologies t~nder su.ch State plan. 

19 "(3) STATE OPTION' 'BEGARDI~G Sfl';PARA.TE 

20 MEDICAID APPJJlCA1'~ONFOR TEA REGlPIEN'rS.-In 

.21 the case of an individual who is dctennined to be eli­

22 gible foT' temportlry elnployment assistance nuder a 

23 State plan under part .A. of title IV~as in effect Oil 

24 and after October 11: 1996, a -Sk"\te·.maY~ at l~ op- . 

2'S tion. use such. indivi.dual's application f~r temporary 

http:Sfl';PARA.TE
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1 employment a~sistance to determine such, individ- ' 

2 llaFs eligibility for medicai' a.o;;sistance under th~ 

" 3 State plan under this title, so 'long as the eligibility 

4 ndcs, income aud resource standards, and the nu~th-
, , , 

5 odology for determ.inmg eligibility for temporary em~ 

6 ployment assistance nnder aS~'lte plan under pa.rt 

7 A oC title IV (as so in eff'ect) are not less restrictive 

8 than the eligibility rules, income and resource stand­

9 ards" and the methodology for determining eligibility 

1 0 . fot" such assistam..'e, that are described in, paragraph 

11 (l)(B). 

12 "(b) APPLICATION TOWAIVERS.-In the ("Me of a 

13 waiver of aprovisiQn oC part A of title IV in effect with 
• .' "" ! '. ". : 

14 respect,to a state ~s of May 1, 1996. if the \\-aiver affects 

15 eligib~ty of hidi~dll~IS for luedical' assi~<-'e lmder this 

16 title,' suctr wa;iver may (but need not) corttin~te to be ap­
.. '.'j">:''.:'~:"',, :'.~..;'::""~' , . ~.'.:' . "., . 

17 ' plied: at' tbe::option ~r the" state, 'in relation to this title 

18 after the date the waiveI' would otherwise expire. IF a State . ,'. , 

19· elects not to, continue to ,apply such a waiver, then. after 

20 the date yf the, expiration of. the waiver, subsection (a) 
" .. / , . 

21 shall be, applied (\.C; if any provisions so waived had not 

22 been waived. ' 

23 "(0) BUDGET N~UTRAlJ[TY .-The pl'()viJ;ions of. sub­

24 section (a){3) 'shall not apply'with ~pect.t.o a Sk"lte plan 

2.5 under this title if the Secretary determines that tbe appli­

http:IaJ008(0.11
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1 cation of such subseetioll would result in an ifl(~reaSe in 

2 the amount of Federal outlay~ under this title that would, 

3 ·in the absence 'of Stlch. subsection, ha.~e boon p-'q)€nded.". 

4 (b) PLAN AMENDMEN'I'.-Section 1902(a) of s\lch 
, ' , 

5 Act (42 U.S~C. 1396a(a» is amended-' , 


6 (1) by striking "and" at the end of paragraph 


7 (61). 


8 , (2) by striking the period at the end of para­


9 graph (62) and inserting h; and", and 


10 ,(3) by inserting after paragraph (62)' the f01­

,,11 , ,lowing new paragraph: 

12 'i(6S) pro-vide' for administration aDd deter­

-13 ·minations of eligibility with respect to individuals 

14 .whoa.re (or seek to be) eligibb{:for medical assist­
',' 

15 , ance based on the. application of section 1931.". 
. . . . . . 

16 . ,(c). REPEAL 0"'· SUNSET ON T~S.l'rIONA.L WORK 

, 17 ·PROVlSIONS.--:Subsection (f) of seCtion 1925 of such A(tt 

18 (42U.S.C~ 1396r"7'"6(f» is repealed. 

19 (d) GONFORMJNG AMENOt.tENT.-Section 408 of the 
. ' 

20Soc;ial.Security A~t. as added by se<.-tion 2103(a)(1). is 

21 amended by st.riking para.graph (12) and inSW'ting the fot­
. . , " 

22 lowiIlg:, ' 

23 "(2) MK'DICAL .ASSI~'I'ANCl!: REQUU~D TO nE 

24 . P'ROVIDli:n ~'OR 1 yEAR 1'-'01{ FAMtUES .Ii~COMrN(; (N­

25 ELIGIBIJJ.~ "'OR ASSIST J\NCl~ UNDER TILLS PART DUE 

I€J 1.11.10/1.11.10 , 

" 

http:1.11.10/1.11.10
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1 T() tNCREASEU' EARN'IN(,,;rS FROM l!;MPL~NT OR' 

2 <"'OLLECTION 01" CHILD SUPPO~T.-' 

3 "(A) IN' (lENERAL.-,A State' to which a 

4 grant is made nnder section 403 shall take such 

5 ' action as may be necessary, toensl.lrC that; if 

6 any family becomes ineligible to receive assist", 

7 an~e under the State program' funded under 

8 this part as a result of­

9 "(i) increased earnings from employ­

10 ment; 


11 "(ii) the collection or increased eollec-" 


12 ' tion of child or spousal support; 01" 


13 H(iii) a combination of the matters de­
" 

14 	 scribed in ciauBes (i) and (ii), 

'. 	 15 a~d such family receiv~ sucb, assistance in at 

16 least 3 of the 6 InonthS immediately precerung 

17 the month in which. such ineligibility begins, the •. 

1g family shall beellgible. for medical ~sistance 

19 under the State1s plan approved under title 

20 XIX. (or, if appliCilble, title :\\7') during the im­

21 mediately stlcceeding 12-mollth period for so 

22 long us family income (a..~ defUled by tile S~"\t.e), 

23 excluding any refund of Federal income taxes 

24 made by reason of section 32 of th~ Internal 

2S Revenue Code of 1986 (relating' to earned in­
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come ta.."{ credit) and any payment made by an 


employer under sE'.ction ~3507 ot such CA1de (re­


lating to advance payment of earned income 


crcdit)l is less than the pmterty line, and that 


the family will be appropriately notified of such 


eligibility . 


H(B) EXCEPTION.-No medical assistance 


may be provided under sl~bparagrapb (A) to 


any family that contains an IndividtlaJ who ha!:; 


had all or part of any assistance provlded under 


this part withheld, dedu(:ted, or denied as a re­

suIt ofilie application of-


H (i) a preceding p8rncoraph of this 


subseCtion; or' 


"(ii) seetioh 407(e)(l).". ' 


(e) E~FECTIV"~ D.ATE.-·­
.
. 

:1) IN ·GENE;R.A1....-.Tbe amendments made ,by 
, 

subsections (a), (b). and (c) shall apply to mediOaJ 

assistance furnished for calendar q~rs begi:n.lung 

on or after Octoberl. 1996. 

(2) CONFORMfNG AMENOMENT.-The amend­

ment made by subsection (d) shall take cffect on the 

date of the enactment of tlus 'Act .. 

http:GENE;R.A1
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July 16. 1996 

, TO: Chris Jennings 
NancywAnn Min 

FROM: Jack ROOler 

SUBJECT: Medicaid Eligibility Under Welfare Reform 

I have attached the latest draft HHS suggestions for legislati~e changes. and yesterday's ver;'on 
of Senate ,language which may change today. When I get a copy ofthe language being worked 
on by Bridgett Taylor (I expect to get it this morning). I'll send you a copy. 
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MEDICAID ELIGIBILITY UNDER WELFARE REFORM 
" , 

o OPTION l-Tbe ~freeze" option. 

The first option (based on Levinlang~e) carries over all current AFDC eligibility rules 
-- definitions of income and assets, dollar thresholds, absence oithne limits and other 
kinds oflimits - to Medicaid. Ofthetwo,itis thepreferredoptlon as it offers the most 
comprehensive protection ofeligibility. 

As originally drafted, (now noted as subparagtCt.ph (a) on the attachment), a, state's 
Medicaid rules for families with children would be locked in.to its AFDe plan that was in i. 

effectJune'5,1996. States would be limited toptOvisions that were contained in its plan ' i 
\ 

at that point. 'To correct tbisproblem, a new subparagraph (b) h~beenadded to give 
states some flexibility to change standards or methodS provided the change is "less 

, restrictive." lmplementingregulations would define "less restrictive." This additional 

language is based on a proposal from the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. 


o OPTION 2--The'"bnt-fOr" option': 

The "but-for" option (based on Stark language) is less desu:able.bec~use it1i protection is 
less comprehensive. ". '.',. . , ,', .'.,. . ' 

/ 

, As originally drafted, thiS option protected Medicaid Qnlyfor persons losing cash 
assistance, beca~ of time limits. Thos~losirigcasJl fat :otht:rreasons,especially non- ' 
pregnant adults, could have still lost Medicaid alorigWi~ it:~ Jri addition, Medicaid 
eligibility, methods and standards for families with'childien, including the Poverty-level 

"groups, would have been linked to whatever new m:ethQdg anel standards the state devised 
, for its new casl:;t program. This is less desirable tbari OPTIONAl because these new 
standards or methods coUld be more restrictive than cUrrent standafds and methods. 

The attached language aims to broaden the "but-for" approachto other circumstances 
under which individuals mig4t lose cash benefits. The language also protects those who 
might fail to qualify because oflimits on teen mothers, familycaps. or failure to comply 
with vmous new behavioral requirements. 

http:subparagtCt.ph
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OPTION 1 - "Freeze" Amendment 

Add to section 408(a): 

"(##)(a) CONTINUED ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN ASSISTANCE. -- A State to which a 
grant is made under section 403 shall assure that persons who would have been eligible for aid in 
that State under the plan in effect pursuant to p1U1 A oftitle IV as ofJune 5, 1996 shall be eligible 
for medical assistance under the State's plan approved under title XIX, . . 

(b) In applying subparagraph (a), a State may lower its income standards so long as its standards 
are not less than the levels in effect under the State's plan on May 1, 1988, and a State may use 
income and resource standards and methodologies that are less restrictive than the standards 'Dr 
methodologies used Wlder the State plan referred to under subparagraph (a)," 

OPTION 2- "But For" Amendment 

Add to section 408(a): 

"(##) CONTINUED ELlGffiIUTY FOR CERTAIN ASSISTANCE. -- A State to which a grant 
is made under section 403 shall assure that -­

,(a) Any family that is denied cash assistance because ofthe prohibitions described in'section 
407(e), in paragraphs 2 through 8 of this subsectio~ or subSection (b) or (d) ofsecfion 48.2 shall 
be, eligible for medi~al assistance under the State's plan.approv~(hinder tithfXIX: ' ' 

(b)Any ~y tluitbecomes ineligible to receive aid under thiS part because ofhours 9f or 
income from employm.ent of the parent. having received such aid In at least 3 of the 6 months 
preceding the month in which such eligibility begins. shall remain eligible for medical assistance 
under the State's plan approved under title XIX for an extended period or periods oftime as 

-provided under title XIX.' , 

@ If a State li~ts the number ofmonths for which a two-parent family may receive cash 
assistance, the' State shall provide medical assistance to allmembers ofthe family under the 
State's plan approved under title XIX, without time limitation. 

(d) Any family who becomes ineligible for cash assistance as a result (wholly or partly) of the 
collection ofchild or spousal, support under part D, and who haS received such aid in at least 
three of the six monthS immediately preceding the monthln which such ineligibility begins, shall 
be deemed to be a recipient ofaid under this 'part for purposes of title'XIX for an additional four 
,calendar months beginning with the month in which such ineligibility begins." 
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EXECUTfV£ OFFfC~ OF THE PREStl?ENT " ." \ OFFiCe: OF MAN4GEM!NT ANQ SUOGE1'_-_• 
' (c·: ~ 

MM• tJ(e:hcc~.\c\ tiJuly Hi, 1996 

CJ\lS-~ (0 

The Honorable Gerald B. R Solomon 
,Chairman 
Com.mIttce OJ). Rules 
U.S. How.a of'Repraerntatives 

Wuhington, D.C. 20515 


Deat Mi. Chairman.: 
-' 

I am wrltins to transmit the bdministration'S views on the weI£a.re provisions ofH.R: 

3734, the ""We1&.re and Medicaid Rdorrn AJ:;t of 1996." We understand tha: the Rules 

CQmmIttee plw to s8parate the we1£ue and Medica.id portions otthe bnI an.ct consider oclytho 

welflu'e provisions on the House floor. 


We are pleased that the Consress his decided to separate welfare reform from a proposal 

to repeal Medicaid's guarantee ofhealth care for the elderly. poor, pregnant and people 'With 

disabilities. We hope that removing this "poison pill'" from welfare reform is a brcalr.1hrough that 

indicates that the Congressionalludership is serious about passing bipartisan weliare reform 

this year. 


It is among the Admini.stration', highest priorities to achieve bipartlsa.n we1f'ate refonn 

reflecting the principlca ofwork. f'amlly. and responsibility, Por the pest th.fee and I haIfyears, 


,tbe Pre$ident has demonstrated his coIMlItment to enacting real welfare reform by worlcing 'With 

Cons;rcss to create legislation tha.t moves people from we.l.fi.re to work. encouraJt$ 

responsibility, and protects c:h1l.dren. The Administration sent to Congress a stand-alone ~are 

bill that requires weI£are recipientS to work, imposes strict time Umlu on welfare. toughens child . 

IUppon enforumeat, is fair to chUdr~ and is consiste.nt with the President'S commitl'ne:nt to 

balance the budget. 


The Administration is also pleased that the bill makes many ofthe important 
. irnprovemcntsto KR.' 4 that we recommended - improvements that were also L."aluded in the 


bipartisan National Go.vemors' Association and C&stl&-Tan.ner proposals. We urge the 

Corrunittec to bWld upon these improvements. AI. the &&me time, however, the ,~stration is 

deep,ly concerned about certaIn provWons ofH.lt- 3734 that would adversely afFect benefits for 

food stamp hOU$eholds and Iep.l immIgrants, IS weU.a8 with the need for strong State 

accountability and flexibility. And, the bW would !till raise taxes on. mDlions ofworklng , 

families by cutting the Earned Inc.ome Tax Credit (EITe). 


http:consiste.nt
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Improvements contained t.a 11.R. 3734, 

We appreciate the Committees· drom to rtrezlithen provisions that are central to work­
based reform, such u chi1dcarc. a.nd to provide some additional protections (or dUldren and 
UmDles. In rejecting KR. 4, the Presidentsing1ed out .. m.z.mber ofprovislons that Wtre tough 
on cblldren I.Ild did too little to move people itom we1£arc to work. R.ll 3734 ine1udd 
important ch&naes to these provisioN that moVe thfHegislAtioD. closer to the Pte.sident·s vision or 
true we1tare retonn. We are pwcularJy pleuecl with the following improveme.nts: , 

• 	 CNld Cue. AI. the President has insisted throughout the wel&.n: reform debate. chIld 
care is essential to moyo people from welfi.re to wOrk. 'ne bill retlects a. better . 
understinding ofthc child C3J'6 resow-ees that. States 'Will need to implement wel£'are 
reform, adding S4 billion for c:hUd care above the level in H.lt 4. The bill also 
recognize; that parents ofschool-age children. need eh!ld cue in order to wone and 
protect the health and sUet)' ofehi1dren in we. ' 

• 	 food Stamp'. The bill r~ove.s the lN1ual spending cap on Food Stamps tb.a.t was 

inclu9M inHJl4. pr~ the proif3ll1.fS ability to expand during perio~s of 

ecOnomic recession and help families when they are most in need. 


• 	 Wd Nutrition..Thc bill no longer includes the H.lt 4 provisions for a chilo nutrition 

bloek-arant demonstration. which would have undcrm.in~ the program·s'ability io 

respond automatically to economic changes and maintain na.tionl1 nutrition standardS. 


• 	 Child i>ro~ion, We commend the Commlttee tor preserving the open-ended nature of 
Title IV·E foster care and adoption assisw:c:e programs, current M~di.c:aid co'Y'etlgc ot 
eligible children., and the nation!1 ehild da.ta coUe~ion initLa.tive. 

• 	 Sup~lemeDtal Secutitv In~me (Ssn. The bill removes the proposed t\\'o-tiered beneth 
sys;em for disabled chlldrtSl r~iving SS! that was included in H.ll 4. and retains full 
cash benefits for all el.iglole children. .. " 

• 	 Yfork PcrfOODaoe, BQnuj. We commend the Committee for givini stiles an incentive to 
move people from welf.ate to work by providing $1 billion in work performance bonuses 
by ~OO3. 'I'hls provision is an important. element ofthe Administration'l bill, a.nd will 
help change the culture orthe welfare office. 

• 	 ContiDienc;y Fund, The bill adopu the NatiorW Governors A.s.soci.ation (NGA) 
recommendation to double the size cllhe Contingeney Fund to S2 bUli0n. and add a. 
!nore responaive triiier ba.sedon the Food. Stamp caseIoad ehanzes. Funhersteps the 
.Congress should u.ke to strengthen t.hls provision are outlined below. . 

• 	 H1rdship Exemption. We commend the CommIttee for foUo\\ing the NGA . 
recommendation and th:. Senate-passed welfare reform bUl by allowina sta.tes to exempt 
up to 20% ofhardsrup eases that reach the; flvc:..yea.r time limit. . ,. 	 . 

2 
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We run.aln pleased that Congre" lw d~de4 to incltJde central elemtnt.s ofme 

Presidcnt'sapproach - time limIts, work requirements. the toughett possible child support 

cnf'orcement., 1'1<luiri.ns minor mothers to live at home as a condition ofwistanee - in ~his 


legislation.. 


The Adminlstration stfon&ly supporu several provisions inelud~ in S. 1795, as reported 
by the Senate Ftn.anee Committee. Tbe.se provisions include: allO'Win,g transfen only to the child 
care bloek grant. IncreulDg the maintenance otdran requirement with t. ll~tened deti.altion of 
what counts toW'll'd this requiremcztt, improvi:1g the raIr and equitable ttc:a:ment and enforcement 
Jangua&C, aad elimina.tlng t,he child protection bIo~ srant- We urge the Consreu to IncltJ~e 
these provisions in H.ll 3734. • 

Key ConceJ!ls Witb R.R. 3734 

The Administration however rema.ins deeply concerned that the bill nil! licks other 

Important provisions that have eamed bipartiu.n endorsement, 


• 	 Silt ofthssuta. The wel£are provisions ineorpar&te most of the cuts that were in the 

vetoed bill - SS9 billion over 6 years (mcltJding the me and related uvings in 

Medicald) over IDe years. ThCle cuts far exceed those proposed by the NGA or the 

Ad1nlnistration. Cuts in. Food Stamps and benefits to lesa! immlgrants arc pa.ni.c:\Jbrly 

deep. The Prcsid=nfs budset demolUtratesthat cuts of'thh size are not neees.wy to 

achieve real welfare reform, nor are they needed to balance the budget. 


• 	 E,ooQ StNDPs. The AdminiS'trelion strongly opposes the inclusion' ofa Food Stamp block 
grant,. which has the potential to seriously undermine the Federal tl4~re of the progra.rn. 
jeopardizing the nutrition and health ofmillions ofchildren, working families. and the· 
elderly, and ellmlnatln, tho program"I ability to respond to eeo~mic changes. The 
Administration is also concerned that the bill makes deep CUts in the Food Stamp 
program, including a cut i.u benefits to howeholds \\ith high shelter costs thal , 
disproportionately affects f&m.i]iCl with children., and I four-month time limit-on childless ' 
adults who are wlliing to work. but are not offered I work slot. 

• 	 kes!UtnI'lJigraua. The biD retains the excessively harsh and uncompromising 
lrnmlanuon provisions ofla.st year'Bvetoed bill. Wh.!1e we support the strengthening of 
requirements on the sponsors oflega! immigrants applying for SS!, Food Stamps, and 
AFDC, the bW bans SSl and Food Stamps for virtually 1l11egal imrniif1J\ts.. and imposes 
a Uv&-year ban on all other Federal proan.m.s, including non-emergency Medicaid, for 
new lep1 immlgra.nta. these bw woutd even cover legal immigrants ~ho become 
cliubted alter entering the COW'ltty. fa.milies with children.. and current recipients. The 
bill 'WOuld deny ~ne5ts to 0.3 million immti;rant children and would affect many mo~ 
children whose p~nts are denied assistance. The proposal unfkirIy sh.ifts costs to States 
~th hiih numbers o(legal immignmts. In a.ddition. the bill requires virtually all Federal, 
State. and local benefits programs to verifY recipients' c:hiunship or alien StatUs, These 
mandates wOl.lld create signi.fiC&nt administrative burdens for State, 1ocal, and non-profit 
aerviceproviders, U\d bamers to partieipation for citizens. 
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• 	 Mc.diw b$:dU"nccGyIW'tK. Even after the proposed removal ofthe Mcdic.aid . 
r~ncWation.provisioni trom H.R. 3734. Uie Aaministrarlon opposes provisions that do 
!lot guarantee continued Me4Ie&id e1ig1oility when StateJ change Arne rules. 
Specifically_ weare concerned that famllies who reach the 5 year time limit o~ additional 
children bom to £amiUes that are already receiYing wista.nee c»u1d lose their Medicaid 
eligibilIty and would be unable to rec:eive the hwth care services that they need.. 

• 	 Protection jn Bcooomic Downturn. Althouah the contirlgClC)' tIJnd is hJlicc the size of 
that c:onta1n.ed in the vetoed bill. it still does not allow for fUrther expa.hsions duri.cg poor 
economic ~ndidQns and periods of~ noed.. We are also c:oncem.ec1 about 
pr:ovislons that ~eduee the match rato on CQntingen.cy&nds for Jt.I.tes that act:ess the fWui 
ior periods ofless than one year. 

• 	 Slat, Maintenance ofEtrOIl. Under H.R. 3437, States could f'iOuu the resources they 
provide to poor children. We are deeply eoneemc:d that the bill provide.uhe proposed· 
c:ash assistance block: grant with transfer authority to the SoQaI Services Block 

. 	Grant(SSBG).· TtIllWn to SSBa could lead Sates to substitute Federal dollars for S~e 
dollars in an arn.y olStat! social services a.et1vities, potentially cuttini the tff.ectlve State 
maintenance ofeffort levels requited for the cash block grant. 

:," • 	 Resourc§ ror jYork, Based on Congressional Budget om~ (CBO) estimatei, H.lt 3734 
would leave states \Ioith a $9 billion shortfall over six years in resoun:¢s for work if they 
maintained their current level.of cash assisil1lce. Moreover•.the. EconomIc and 
Educational Opporcu.nity Committee increa.sedth.i.s shortfall aJ'1dcut State fle:xibUity by 
raising the weekly numberoChours that States must place recipletl.u'in work actlvities; , 
and incrcasini the participation rates. The Economic and Educational Opportunitics 
amendm=nts would also create a ~ortSill in'child eare filnd.i.ng. A1. CBO has noted. moat 
states would probably accept block grant penalties rather than meet. the bill's . 
participation rates and truly refocus the system on work.. 

.Youchers, The bill actu&lly rcduce$ State t1CXloility by prohibiting States from using 

block graN funds to provide vouchers to children WhOIO paretlts reach the timc limit. 

Kll4 contained-no such proruoition, and tho NGAopposes it. We strongly urge the 

adoption oCthe voucher langua.p that protectS children similar to that in the 

Admlnistra.rlon"s bDI and Cudo-TBMer: ' 


• 	 l'ior1ser ni~JaQm1=tlt,' Weatc.doeply concerned tha.t the bill does not include adequate 
protections qainst worker displacement. Wolkeri are not protected from partial 
displlcement such B.5 reduction in hou~ wages, or benefits. and the bill does not 
establish a.ny avmue tor displaced employees to seek redress.' '.' . 

• 	 Family C!~~.. The House bill reverts baeJc to the opt-<rut provision on Wnlly caps which 
would restrict State flexibility in this aru. The Administration. i.s welt as NGA, seeks 
complete State flexibility to set family cap poliey. 
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• 	 mIC. The Ad£nlni,stration opposes the provillons inKR 3734 that incrU.se tht EITC 
phas&-out rates thereby· rals.inS taxes on Inonlhan four million low·InCDme worldna 
far.nW.ea, Vt'idl seven milllon children.. In.addition, the budget resolution instructs the 
revenue comet'" to cut up to SI8.S bUlioD more6'om the mc. 'I'hus, mc cuts 
could total over $20 billion. and sucb.largc increases on working farnUies are particul.a:ly 
ill-conceived when considered in the context afrca! welfare tcforrn- t!w is. 
ca.counsing work and makin.J work pay.· 

We are also con.ccme4 that the bill repeals the Family Preservation and Support program, 
which may mean less State spending on abuse a.nd neglect p{eYe:ntiOD. adlvltics,. 

We strongly support the bipa.tti.wl walfare reform initiatives ttorn moderate ltepublieans 
and Democrats mboth ROuJe8 ofConsress. The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses n:wxy of OW" 

concef.'1U, and it wouldstRnithen State a.cc.oun:a.billtye:ffons, weUire to work r1l~rcs, and 
protectiODS for c:hild.ren. It provides a foundation on whlc:h this Commlttee should build in order 
to provide more State flexibility; incentivC$ for AFDC recipients to move trom we1fa.re to work; . 
more parental responslbiUr:y; and protec'dons for oh.ildren. It is a good ItrQn& bill that would end 
weIf'are as we know it.. Castle-TIMer provides tho much needed opportunity for a real bipartisan 
compromise ant! should be the basis for a quick Igrtement between the parrill. 

'The President 5tandJ ready to work with the Congress to address the outst.a.nding 
concerns so that we can enact astrong bipa.nisan welfare refonn biU to replace the current 
system with ons that demands responsibility, strengthens families, protects children, and gives 
Swes b,road flexibility and the needed resoW'ces to get the job done. 

Sincerely. 

IDENTICAL COPIES SENT TO mE HONORABLE JOHN 1. MOA.KLEY, 

THE HONORABL£ 10HN R. KASICH. AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABO 
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July 17, 1996 

Dear Senator: 

" 
The pending welfare bill threatens to eliminate health care coverage for millions of poor 
women and older children, even if Medicaid legislation is not enacted. We are writing to 
urge you. to reject any welfare bill that fails to preserve Medicaid coverage for poor 
families. 

Approximately 4 million parents and grandparents, almost all women, and 1.3 million 
children over 13 currently are eligible for Medicaid only because their families are eligible 
for AFDC. 1 Their health care coverage is in serious jeopardy because under the proposed 
welfare block grant, many poor families would lose welfare assistance -- and parents and 
older children in those families would lose health care coverage as well. 

.,.'-"~- " ' 

Under the welfare block grant, no family will be assured of welfare assistance even if it 
meets all eligibility requirements. States will be required to restrict eligibility through time 
limits and other requirements, and will be free to impose additional restrictions, including 
shorter time limits and categorical ineligibility for certain vulnerable groups, such as 'teen 
mothers. Reductions in funding under the welfare block grant will limit the number of 
families that can be served. For poor women and older children, all of these cutbacks and 
restrictions in welfare assistance will mean the loss of health care coverage' as well; few of 
the women denied welfare assistance will find jobs that provide health insurance benefits 
for themselves and their families. 

Adding millions of women and children to the ranks of the uninsured is dangerous health 
policy. The loss of Medicaid for poor women and older children means the loss of access 
to crucial health care services. It means the loss of access to preventive and primary care 
and early treatment -- and a return to reliance on costly emergency room care. It means 
providers will find it more difficult to continue to offer services -- and more cost-shifting to 
those with insurance. 

1 Some low-income pregnant women will continue to be eligible for pregnancy­
related care, and poor children 13 and under will continue to be eligible for general 
Medicaid coverage, whether or not they receive we~fare assistance. The phase-in of 
coverage for children over 13 will continue; however, until 2002, when all poor children 
through 18 will be covered, Medicaid coverage for some older children will be jeopardized 
by changes to welfare. Moreover, since under current law the Medicaid statute references 
AFDC income and assets rules, coverage for younger children and pregnant women could 
be substantially reduced if Congress repeals AFDC but fails to amend the welfare bill to 
establish rules for determining income arid assets for purposes of determining Medicaid 
eligibility. 



'I" .... 

Eliminating health care coverage for millions of women and children. is not welfare reform, 
as both parties have recognized. Welfare legislation passed by the House and Senate last 
year would have preserved Medicaid coverage for children and parents who would 'have 
qualified for AFDC under 1995 eligibility rules. The welfare bill now being considered by 
the Senate' does not provide this protection. 

An amendment is needed to guarantee Medicaid coverage for families who would qualify 
under current state AFDC income, resource and deprivation rules. Such an amendment 
would maintain Medicaid coverage for poor families at current levels. By basing Medicaid 
eligibility on AFDC income standards, rather thari on receipt of assistance under the welfare 
block grant, the guarantee of coverage for the poorest families will be maintained. States 
will be able to develop welfare policy without causing unintended consequences for 
Medicaid coverage. And this approach will not require states to create a "dual system"; to 
determine the eligibility of younger children and pregnant women for Medicaid, state 
Medicaid programs will.have to calculate a family's income and assets. 

We urge you to reject any welfare bill that fails to preserve the health care safety net. 

Sincerely, 

Women's Legal Defense Fund 

American Association of University National Association of Child Advocates 
Women National Association of Developmental 

American College of Nurse-Midwives Disabilities Councils 
American Medical Women's Association National Association of Homes and 
American Nurses Association Services for Children 
American Psychological Association National Council of Jewish Women 
American Public Health Association National Perinatal Association 
American Speech-Language-Hearingc' National Council of Jewish Women 

Association National Organization for Women 
Catholics for a Free Choice National Women's Law Center 
Center for Women Policy Studies NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund 
Children's Defense Fund Planned Parenthood Federation of 
Feminist Majority America 
Judge David C. Bazelon Center for The Center for Advancement of Public 

Mental Health and Law Policy 
National Abortion and Reproductive United Cerebral Palsy Associations 

Rights Action League Women Work! 
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Medicaid savings from kicking disabled kids off SSI c: 
t" 

-~--.. ----..- -_.. _..._._-- -... _....._-- ..- _..... _---- ---_... _------.. ----­
....17-Jul-96 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 sum -.J 

....._-_.._-----_.._------------ ..----_._--_.... __..- ...-----..--..-- --_.._---- ---- I 

Proposal: House Ways & Means/Senate Finance m 
W 

.... 
Kids cut from SSI (Kathy's estimate) 1,11 

" 
to)Via IFA repeal -23 -204 -259 -278 -297 -315 ~ mVia CDRs na ns na na na na na na 
'II 
lO 

Subtotal -23 -204 -259 -278 ~297 -315 -332 0 
:J: 
" 

Via 2-tler system na na na na na ns na na 

Total -23 -204 ·259 -278 -297 -315 -332 

-.:) or the first group (hldlLmostly-poor who aren't "disabled enough" under new..alterla)" ... 
Cut from SSI 23 204 259 278 297 315 332 
Retain Medicaid through AFDC 60% 14 122 155 167 178 189 199 
(Of remainder) retain Medicaid via poverty· 62% 6 51 64 69 74- 78 82 

. Resultlng %/no. who keep Medicaid 20 173 220 236 252 267 282 

-) Resulting %/no. who lose Medicaid 3 31 39 42 45 48 
 50 >'l5~ QQ()~~ I 

Assumed per capita (federal share) $820 $880 $960 $1,020 $10090 $1.170 . $1.270 NA 
% growth NA 7.3% 9.1% 6.3% 6.9% 7.3% 8.5% NA 

Total Medicaid savings ($ millions) -$3 -$30 -$40 -$46 -$53 -$61 NA 

( IRounded L. --_. -.- -$5 -$30 -$40 -$45 -$55 -$60 NA ~ tl 

Of the 6~ond.grtl.UJ)Jcbild(en meeting disabllif:y...crileda but whose parents income WQukLbflioa high for the two-tier system}:: 

Cut from SSI 

Keep Medicaid 25% 

Lose Medicaid 75% 


Assumed per capita (federal share) $820 $880 $960 $1,020 $1.090 $1.170 $1.270 NA 

Total Medicaid savings ($ millions) NA 

'0 
)I 
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July 17, 1996 

TO: 	 Chris J. . 

FR: 	 Sarah 

RE: 	 Facts hom OMB memo on Welfare bill currently being considered by Rules Committee 

The Bill hcing considcl'ed by the Rules Committee would: 

• 	 extend the bat;! on receiving Medicaid coverage to all immigrants until citizenship. 

• 	 extend tran~itional Medicaid cov'erage for cash recipients moving fi'om welfare to work .. 

• 	 maintain otherprovisicins relating to Medicaid in the House and Senate Republican 
Weltare bills that the Administration opposes, including: placing a ban on prohibiting new 
immigrants from receiving Medicaid for five years, applying deeming until citizenship for 
new immigrants tor all federal means-tested programs, incLuding Medicaid, and eliminating 
the PR UCOL category of legal immigrants, establishing a more narrow definition of alien 
eligibility. 

Savings 011 these proposed changes: 

• 	 The complete ban on Medicaid for new and future immigrants would produce an 
additional savings of.$5.8 billion over seven years. (The transitional coverage benefit 
would costs $1.5 billion over seven years). 

• 	 These Medicaid changes, in addition to changes in the EITC program (which produced 
costs), increased total Welfare savings from $53 billion over seven years in the original bill 
to $60.3 billion in the Rules Committee. 

• 	 Medicaid represents $10.7 billion or 17% ofwelfare reform savings in the Rules 
Committee bill. 
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. T Health Financing Branch ti 
Office ofManagement and Budget 


Executive Office of the President 

Washington, DC 20503 


D~cision needed 

Please route to: 

Through: 

Nancy-Ann Min 

, yJr' (!JI/Barry Clendenin 
Mark Mille#(1 

Please sign 
Per your request 
Please comment .1L. 
For your infonnation .1L. 

. With infonnational copies for: 
HFB Chron, HD Chron, Medicaid 
Examiners 

Subject: House Welfare Bill and Impacts' 
. on Medicaid 

Phone: 
Fax: 
E-mail: 
Room: 

202/395-11908 
202/395-3910 
highsmith_n@al.eop.gov 
117026 

From: Nikki HighSmi~ 

The Welfare bill is currently being considered in the House Rules Committee. We are expecting 
consideration of the bill on the House floor tomorrow. 

The Welfare bill as currently drafted has several Medicaid interactions. In addition, HFB staff 
understand that the Rules Committee is considering adding a new provision which would ban 
current legal immigrants from receiving Medicaid for five years. This provision is much harsher 
than the Medicaid immigration provisions that were reported out of the committees. Preliminary 

. CBO scoring indicates that the combined interactions in the House stand-alone Welfare bill 
(including this new ban on immigrants) would save $10.9 billion over seven years. 

I. Welfare Bill As Reported Out of Committee 
The Welfare bill as reported out of the Ways and Means Committee and the EEO.Committee 
included several provisions which affect Medicaid. Originally, CBO did not score any Medicaid 
costs or savings from the welfare provisions in the bill because Medicaid was block granted. Now 
that the welfare provisions are being considered independent of a Medicaid block grant, CBO has 
scored $6.4 billion in Medicaid savings from the combined effect of these provisions. 

1) AFDC -- AFDC would be block granted and states would be allowed flexibility in setting 
income and asset standards for recipients receiving cash assistance. CBO expects that states will 
liberalize income and ass~t standards for their cash assistance populations and then impose certain 
eligibility restrictions (such as time limits and limitations for teen mothers) which would remove 
individuals from the cash assistance program more quickly. In previous stand-alone Welfare bills, 
CBO has scored a cost to Medicaid from a AFDC block grant. 



2) SSI Children -- The House Welfare bill would eliminate the comparable severity standard and . 
the Individual Functional Assessment (IF A) and establish a new disability definition for children. . 	 . . 
CBO has not scored savings from these provisions in the past. 

3) Immigrants -- In the letters to the House and Senate, the Administration has criticized the 
immigration provisions in the bill as being excessively harsh and uncompromising. The bill would: 

• Place a ban prohibiting new immigrants from receiving Medicaid (and and all federal 
means-tested programs including Food Stamps and SSI) for five years. In other words, 
new immigrants entering the country would be ineligible for Medicaid for five years. The 
bill also bans current immigrants from receiving SSI and Food Stamps until citizenship. 
Only very limited categories ofimmigrants would be exempted from the ban: refugees, 
asylees, veterans and their families, and .immigrants who have worked for 10 years and 
have not received benefits. Programs that would be exempted'include emergency services 
under Medicaid. 

• Apply deeming until citizenship for new immigrants for all federal means-tested programs, 
including Medicaid .. 

• Eliminate the PRUCOL category of legal immigrants and establish a more narrow 
definition of alien eligibility. All "non-qualified (i.e. illegal)" immigrants would be 
ineligible for almost all federal assistance programs. 

ll. Welfare Bill as Beint: Considered in the Rules Committee 
As you know, the Rules Committee is separating the combined Medicaid and Welfare bills and 
only sending the Welfare bill to the House floor. HD staff understand that the Rules Committee is 
considering additional Medicaid changes to the Weifare bill before reporting out the bill. We 
understand that the Rules Committee bill would: 

• 	 extend that ban on current immigrants from receiving SSI and Food Stamp to include 
Medicaid as well. This would mean that all current immigrants would face a complete 
ban on receiving Medicaid coverage until citizenship and new immigrants would be 
bannedfrom receiving Medicaid for five years. 

• 	 extend transitional Medicaid coverage to cash recipients moving from welfare to work. 

CBO released preliminary estimates of these two additional Medicaid changes proposed by the 
Rules Committee. The transitional coverage benefit would produce a cost of $1.5 billion over 7 
years and the complete ban on .Medicaid for new and future immigrants would produce an 
additional savings of $5.8 billion over 7 years. 

The Medicaid changes, in addition to changes in the EITC program (which produced costs), 
increased total Welfare savings from $53 billion over seven years in the original bill to $60.3 
billion in the Rules Committee bill. Medicaid represents $10.7 billion or 17% of the Welfare 
reform savings in the Rules Committee bill. 



Medicaid savings of$6.4 billion existed in the previous bills (y.tays and Means and EEOC 
versions) if the welfare bill had been considered as a stand-alone bill. In this case, the changes 
proposed in the Rules Committee could represent a $5 billion increase in total Medicaid savings. 
Alternatively, because the previous versions were scored in the presence of a Medicaid block 
grant, which scored no Medicaid savings, the changes in the Rules Committee could represent an 
$11 billion increase in total Medicaid savings. ' 

House and Senate SAPs 
Because the House SAP was sent yesterday evening, the Administration does not have an' 
opportunity in the House letter to comment on these proposed changes. The Senate SAP is 
currently being drafted; however, if would seem inappropriate to site House changes in the Senate 
SAP (lM is not citing House welfare changes in Senate letter). Thus, the only opportunity that 
the Administration would have to'comment on the above Medicaid changes, would be in context 
of sending a letter to the House and Senate Conferees or transmitting an additional SAP when the 
conferee ,bill is sent to the House and Senate floors. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 


WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503. 


THE DIRECTOR July 18, 1996 

The Honorable Pete V. Domenici 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget 
United States Senate ) 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to transmit the Administration's views on S. 1956, the "Personal 

Respc;msibility, Work Opportunity, and Medicaid Restructuring Act of 1996." 


We understand that the Senate Republican leadership plans to move to strike the 

Medicaid provisions of this reconciliation legislation -- leaving a welfare-only bill for Senate 

floor consideration. . .. 


We are pleased with this decision to separate welfare reform from provisions to repeal 
Medicaid's guarantee of health care for the elderly, the poor, pregnant women, and people 
with disabilities. We hope that removing this "poison pill" from welfare reform is a 
breakthrough that shows that the Republican leadership seriously wants to pass bipartisan 
welfare reform this year. 

Enacting bipartisan welfare reform reflecting the principles of work, family, and 
responsibility is among the Administration's highest priorities. For the past three-and-a-half 
years, the President has demonstrated his commitment to enacting real welfare reform by 
working with Congress to enact legislation'that moves people' from welfare to work, 
encourages responsibility, and protects children. The Administration sent Congress a stand­
alone welfare bill that requires welfare recipients to work, imposes strict time limits on 
welfare, toughens child support enforcement, is fair to children, and is consistent with the 
President's commitment to balance the budget: ' 

The Administration is pleased that the bill makes many of the important improvements 
to H.R. 4 that we recommended -- improvements also included in the bipartisan National 
Governors' Association (NGA) and Breaux-Chafee proposals. The Senate bill improves upon 
the bill that the House is now considering. We urge the Senate to build on these 
improvements, and to continue the bipartisan spirit displayed in last year's debate on welfare 
reform. At the same time, however, the Administration is deeply concerned about certain 
provisions of S. 1956 that would adversely affect benefits for Food Stamp households and 
legal immigrants, as well as the need for strong State accountability and flexibility. And, the 
bill would still raise taxes on millions of workers by cutting the Earned Income Tax Credit 
(EITC). 



Improvements Contained in S. 1956 

We appreciate the Finance and Agriculture Committees' efforts to strengthen 
provisions central to work-based reform, such as child care, and to provide additional 
protections for children and families. In rejecting H.R. 4, the President singled out a 
number of provisions that were tough on children and did too little to move people from 
welfare to work. S. 1956 includes important changes to these provisions that move the 
legislation closer to the President's vision of true welfare reform. We are particularly 
pleased with the following improvements: 

• Child Care. .As the President has insisted throughout the welfare reform debate, child 

,
) 

. care is essential to move people from welfare to work. The bill reflects a better 
understanding of the child care resources that States will need to implement welfare 
reform, adding $4 billion for child care above the level in H.R. 4. The bill also 
recognizes that parents of school-age children need child'care in order to work. 

• 	 Food Stamps. The bill removes the annual spending cap on Food Stamps, preserving 
the program's ability to expand during periods of economic recession and help 
families when they are most in need. We are concerned, however, with other Food 
Stamp proposals, as discussed below. 

• 	 Maintenance ofEffoI1. The Administration strongly supports the Finance Committee's 
changes to State maintenance of effort (MOE) and transfer provisions and believes 

. " 
these are critical elements of bipartisan welfare reform. The Committee removed the 
objectionable transfer authority to the Title XX Social Services Block Grant and other 
programs and would allow transfers to child care only. In addition, the Committee ' 
restored the 80 percent MOE level in. last year's Senate bill and tightened the 
definition of what counts toward this requirement. 

• 	 Work Performance Bonus. We commend the Committee for giving States an 
incentive to move people from welfare to work by providing $1 billion in work 
program performance bonuses by 2003. This provision was an important element of 
last year's Senate bill and the Administration's bill, and will help change the culture 
of the welfare office. 

• 	 Contingency Fund. The bill adopts the NGA recommendation to double the 
Contingency Fund to $2 billion, and add a more responsive trigger based on the Food 
Stamp caseload. Below, the Administration recommends further steps that Congress 
should take to strengthen this provision. 

• 	 Equal Protections. The Committee includes provisions that would require States to 
establish objective criteria for delivery of benefits and to ensure equitable treatment. 
We are pleased that the Committee also incorporates appropriate State 'accountability , 
measures. 
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, • Hardship EXemption. We commend the Finance Committee for following the NGA 
recommendation and restoring last year's Senate provision allowing States to exempt 
up to 20 percent of hardship cases that reach the five-year time limit. 

• Transitional Medicaid. W~ are pleased that the Finance Committee has taken steps to 
ensure the continuation of Medicaid coverage for some of those who are transitioning 
from welfare to work. We are concerned, however, that States could deny this 
transitional Medicaid to many who would lose cash benefits for various reasons. In 
addition, we still have concerns with Medicaid coverage for those on cash assistance, 
as noted below. ' 

• Worker Displacement. : Weare pleased that the bill incorporates provisions against 
worker displacement, including protections from partial displacement as well as 
avenues for displaced employees to seek redress. 

• ,Child Nutrition. The bill now includes many provisions' proposed by the 
Administration, and no longer includes H.R. 4's provisions for a child nutrition 
block-grant demonstration .. In addition, the bill exempts the child nutrition program 
from burdensome administrative provisions related to its alien provisions. We believe 
that the Senate could, further improve the bill by including the Administration's 
proposed 8 percent commodity floor. 

• Child Protection. We commend the Finance Committee for preserving the Title IV-E 
foster care and adoption assistance programs (including related Medicaid coverage), 
and other family support and child abuse prevention efforts. 

• Supplemental Security Income (Ssn. The bill removes the proposed two-tiered 
benefit system for disabled children,receiving SSI, and retains full cash benefits ,for 
all eligible children. 

We remain pleased that Congress has decided-to include central elements of the 
President's approach -- time limits, work requirements, the toughest possible child support 
enforcement, and the requirement that minor mothers, live at home as a condition of 
assistance -- in this legislation. 

Key Concerns With S. 1956 

The Administration, however, remains deeply concerned thatS. 1956 still lacks other 
important provisions that have earned bipartisan endorsement. 

• 	 Size of the cuts. The welfare provisions incorporate most of the cuts in the vetoed 
bill -- about $60 billion over six years (including the EITC and related savings in 
Medicaid). These cuts far exceed those proposed by the NGA or the Administ~ation. 
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Cuts in Food Stamps and benefits to legal immigrants are particularly deep. The 
President's Budget demonstrates that cuts of this size are not necessary to achieve real 
welfare refonn, nor are they needed to balance the budget . 

• 	 Food Stamps. The Administration strongly opposes the inclusion of a Food Stamp 
block grant option, which could seriously undennine the Federal nature of the 
program, jeopardizing the nutrition and health of millions of children, working 
families, and the elderly, and eliminating the program's ability to respond to 
economic changes. The Administration also is concerned that .the bill makes deep 
cuts in the Food Stamp program, including a cut in benefits to households with high 
shelter costs that disproportionately affects families with children, and a four-month 
time limit on childless adults who are willing to work but are not offered a work siot. 

• 	 Legal Immigrants. The bill retains the excessively harsh and uncompromising 
immigration provisions of last year's vetoed bill. While we support the strengthening 
of requirements on the sponsors of legal immigrants applying for SSI, Food Stamps, 
and .lidd to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), the bill bans SSI and Food 
Stamps for virtually all legal immigrants, and imposes a five-year ban on most other 
Federal programs, including non-emergency Medicaid, for new legal immigrants. 
These bare; would even cover legal immigrants who become'disabled after entering 
.the country, families with children, and current recipients. The bill would d,'!ny 
benefits to 300,000 immigrant children and would affect many more children whose 
parents are denied assistance. The proposal unfairly shifts costs to States with high 
numbers of legal immigrants. In addition, the bill requires most Federal, State, and 
local benefits programs to verify recipients' citizenship or alien status. These 
mandates would create extremely difficult and costly administrative burdens for State, 
local, and non-profit service providers, as well as barriers to participation for citizens. 
Also, the Administration urges the Senate not, to go in the harsh direction that the 
House Rules Committee did yesterday in reporting a provision that would broaden the 

, ban on current immigrants from receiving Medicaid coverage. 

• 	 Medical Assistance Guarantee. The Administration opposes provisions that do not 
guarantee continued Medicaid eligibility when States change AFDC rules. We are 
concerned that families who lose cash assistance for various reasons, such as reaching· 
the five-year limit or having additional children while they are receiving assistance, 
could lose their Medicaid eligibility and be unable to receive the health care services 
thatthey need. In. addition, State flexibility to change these AFDC rules could 
adversely affect Medicaid eligibility detenninationS, including eligibility for poverty­
related pregnant women and children. 

• 	 Protection in Economic Downturn. Although the Contingency Fund is twice what it 
was in the vetoed bill, it still does not allow for further expansions during poor 
economic conditions and periods of increased need. Weare also concerned about 
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provisions that reduce the match rate on contingency funds for States that access the 
fund for periods of under a year. 	 ­

• 	 Resources for Work. S. 1956 would not provide the resources States need to move 
recipients into work. The bill increases the work mandates on States above the levels 
in H.R. 4 while providing no additional resources for States to meet these more 
stringent rates. Based on CBO estimates,_the Senate bill would provide $12 billion -less over six years than is required to meet the bill's work requirements and maintain 
the current level of cash assistance to poor families. CBO notes that "most States 
would be unlikely to satisfy this requirement. If Moreover, the'Senate bill would lead 
to a $2.4 billion shortfall in child care resources (assuming States maintain their 
current level of cash assistance benefits, continue current law Transitiona.l and At-Risk 
child care levels, and do not transfer amounts from the cash block grant to child 
care). 

• 	 Vouchers. The bill actually reduces State flexibility by prohibiting States from using 
block grant funds to provide vouchers to children whose parents reach the time limit. 
H.R. 4 contained no such prohibition, and the NGA opposes it. We strongly urge the 
adoption of voucher language, similar to that in the Administration's bill and Breaux­
Chafee, that protects children. 

• 	 Child Care Health and Safety Protections. The bill repeals current child care health 
and safety protections and cuts set-aside funds to the States to improve the safety and 
quality of care. We strongly urge the Senate to restore these basic health and safety 
protections, which were enacted with strong bipartisan support in 1990 and: 
maintained in last year's Senate bill and are essential to the-safety and well-being of 
millions of young children. 

• 	 Family Caps. The Senate bill reverts back to the opt-out provision on family caps 
which would restrict State flexibility in this area. The Administration, as well as the 
NGA, seeks complete State flexibility to set family cap policy. 

• 	 EITC. The Administration opposes the provision in S. 1956 that raises taxes on over 
four million low-income adult workers by ending inflation adjustments for working 
households without dependent children, and thereby substantially cutting the real value 
of their tax credit over time. Raising taxes on these workers is wrong. In addition, 
the budget resolution instructs the revenue committees to cut up to $18.5 billion more 
from the EITC. Thus, EITC cuts could total over $20 billion. Such large tax 
increases on working families are particularly ill-conceived when considered in the 
context of real welfare reform -- that is, encouraging work and making work pay. 

We strongly support the bipartisan welfare reform initiatives of moderate Republicans 
and Democrats in both the House and Senate. The Breaux-Chafee proposal addresses many 
of our concerns, and it would strengthen State accountability efforts, welfare to work 
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measures, and protections for children. It provides a foundation on which the Senate should 
build in order to provide more State flexibility; incentives for AFDC recipients to move from 
welfare to work; more parental responsibility;. and protections for children. It is a good, 
strong proposal that would end welfare as we know it. Breaux:-Chafee provides the much 
needed opportunity for a real bipartisan compromise, and it should be the basis for a quick 
agreement between the parties .. 

The President stands ready. to work with Congress to address the outstanding concerns 
so we can enact a strong, bipartisan welfare refonn bill to replace the current system with 
one that demands responsibility, strengthens families, protects children, and gives States 
broad flexibility and the needed resources to get the job done. 

. Sincerely, 

Jacob J. Lew 
Acting Director 

IDENTICAL COpy SENT TO THE HONORABLE -J. JAMES EXON . 
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A Stand~alone Welfare Bill Could Denv M'edicaid to Children, Pre2nant Women 
and Parents 

The Republican leadership now proposes a stand-alone welfare bill as part of . 
budget reconciliation, claiming the bill would make no changes to Medicaid. In fa.c~ their 
welfare bill could take away guarantees ofMedicaid coverage from many children and'. 
women, including those in workingjamilies. For this truly to be a welfare bill alone and 
not to endanger Medicaid, "hold harmless" provisions must be added like those in the 
original stand-alone welfare bill when it first passed the House and Senate. 

• Children and parents now receiving AFDC would DO longer be guaranteed 
Medicaid The RepUblican welfare proposal would require states to end welfare for 
certain families but permit state~ to deny welfare to any family. For example, while the 
proposal requires states to cut families off welfare after five years, it permits states to . 

.. -. -. -.- -.---- -_enact policies.like those proposed by Governor Weld ofMassachusetts to end AFDC after 
only 90 days. 

Any family that loses AFDC eligibility as a result of either federally mandated time limits 
or discretionary state actions w0uld lose Medicaid automatically even ifMedicaid law is 
unchanged. The only large group guaranteed Medicaid on other grounds would be poor 
children bom after September 30) 1983; they are now 13 or younger. A total of 1.3 million 
other children over age 13 who today receive AFDC could be denied both Medicaid and 
welfare under the welfare bills. More than 4 million parents and grandparents who now' 
receive AFDC--'90% ofwhom are women--likewise would no longer be guaranteed 
M.edicaid coverage. These are some of Americats poorest families, commonly with ' \ 
incomes bel~w 50% of the federal poverty line. 

-. 

Such families are unlikely to find health coverage even if they find "\lork, as low-wage jobs ~:.:,: 
rarely offer health benefits. A study ofNew Jersey's welfare reform program found that . 
78% of t3milies leaving welfare got jobs without health coverage. Similarly, a study of 
California's GAIN program found that only 28% of those who worked re(:~ived any health 
benefits from their most recent employer. . . 

• In addition, Medicaid guarantees would be thre;;ttened for many other 
children, pregnant women, and parents, including those in low-wage working 
families. Under current Medicaid law, AFDC provides the basic rules that detemin~ how 
the income and assets of any Medicaid applicant (except a senior or person with 
disabilities) are treated. For example, since the AFDC statute currently disregards ce,uin 
child support payments; they also must be disregarded in deciding J\.iedicaid eligibility for 
children, pregnant women and parents. 

Under the welfare bi~', states would receive nearly unlimited power to change these AFDe 
technical rules and thereby deny health coverage to children and families who now are 
guaranteed Medicaid. Such changes in AFDC rules could significantly change the 
Medicaid eligil>ility rules for over 26 million Medicaid beneficiaries who are neither etderly 

.. 
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nor disabled .. 18 million of these beneficiaries are children. 62% ofwhom have working 
parents, according to the GAO. 

• The c.nginal welfare bi1i held l\ledicaid harmless. A similar approach is needed 
now. H..it 4, as passed by the House and S~nate before Conference, was a stand-alone 
welfare bill that avoided Medicaid cuts. Under that version ofHR 4, an AFDe rules from 
1995 would continue to be used by states in determining Medicaid eligibility. This was 
consistent with promises made by the bill's proponents that, even ifwelfare were taken 
away from mothers and children: health care would not be affected, 

Some state officials claimed this was a clumsy approach that might be difficult to 
administer. However, under a more streamlined version of this approach that adds no 
state administrative costs, Medicaid stm could remain guaranteed to children and parents 
wjth income low enough to receiveAFDC under their state's old standards. Moreover, 

: ... ___	l!nder the Republicans' own. Medicaid proposals recently passed by the Commerce and 
Finance Committees, states would use AFDC rules from May 1996 in evaluating the 
income and assets of Medicaid applkants. Only if effective lLMedicaid hold hannless" 
provisions are added to the welfare bill would it avoid cuts in guaranteed health coverage 
for families and children. 

Failure to include these Medicaid protections will mean that the Republican 
leadership hali effec:tively done through the "back door" what the President barred 
them from doing directly-they will have wiped out the Medicaid guarantee for 
millions of children aDd low-income parents and guardians. 
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CENTER ON BUDGET 
. I

AND POLICY PRIORITIES 
I 

I 

July 1~, 1996 

PROTECTING HEALTH CARE COVERAGE 

There have been significan,t concerns that transfomting welfare into a block grant 
would have the uninteI"ided effect of putting Medicaid coverage for approximately l.2i:· 
million children and four million parents at risk. Certainly the goals of welfare reformlare 
not promoted by leaving millions of very poor children and parents without access to ;1 

. health care. ! 
~ , 

. " I 
Even thou.gh there is broad agreement that welfare reform should not cause people 

to lose Medicaid coverage, the repeal of the AFDC program has a very Significant impact on 
Medicaid. ' '1 

• 	 Medicaid uses AFDC income and asset rules for determining financial j 
eligibility for all of the families, poor children" and pregnant women whp 
receive health care coverage under the Medicaid program. If these AFDC 
rules are repealed and not replaced, key Medicaid rules are lost as well and 
continued health care coverage of poor children, pregnant women and poor 
families is in jeopardy. The Chafee-Breux amendment addresses this issue. 

. . 	 1 
, 	 I 

• 	 In addition, over. one million children and four million parents now receive j 
Medicaid baSied on their eligibility for AFDC. If AFIx:: is repealedr then their 
Medicaid coverage is at risk. Without this amendment, Medicaid eligibility 
would be linked to the new block grant. However, linkage to'the new block 
grant does not assure continued coverage because there is no assurance under' 
the welfare block grant that states will aid all needy parents and childreI\ who 
now receive Medicaid through the link to AFDC. i 

I 
Because of the intricate connections between AFDC and MediCaid... it iscritical that 

the Senate adopt a workable solution that assures that currently insured poor parents pnd 

. older children do not lose coverage as a consequence of the welfare bill. The Chafee-Bteaux 

amendment meets this objective, building on the approach adopt~d by both the House and 


. the Senate last year: . . , . 	 ',' ~ 

• 	 . " Instead ,of reqUiring states to cover people who receive aid under the w~lfare 
block grant, states would be directed to cover parents and older children if 
their family income is below the state's current AFDC payment standar~. 
TIris approach assures continued coverage to parents and children without 
regard to the changes a state may make in its welfare block grant. 

, 820 First Street, NE, Suite 510, Washington, DC'20002 
Tel: 202-408-1080 Fax; 202-408-1056 center@center,cbpp.org http://\I\I\AIW.cbpp,org' 
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• 	 Coverage woul~ be required only for those parents and children who 
currently qualify fotMedicaid through the AFDC program. States would not 
be required to cover any new groupof people.' i 

• 	 In addition, states w~uld have the option to automatically cover under ! 
Medicaid some or aU .of th~ people who receive aid under the welfare block 

, grant, without going through any additional eligibility determination. . ~ 

The Chafee-Breaux approach has the following advantages: 	 'I 
J 

• 	 It assures continued Medicaid eligibilitY to the poorest children and parelnts 
.without expanding 'Medicaid coverage to anyone not covered by current law. 

• 	 It is a Simple approach that does not impose neW-administrative burdens on 
states. States currently qualify people for Medicaid based on income 1 

standards that vary according to the age of the child, pregnancYI disability, 
etc. Thisproposal maintains ,the current approach - all protected grou~s of 
people (eg., children, parents, pregnant women, elderly and disabled pe~ple) 
~ould qualify for Medicaid based on their income. ._ 

• 	 States would not be forced to run a L'dua!" system. The. amendment doeS! not 
, carryover all of the old AFDC rules. The only AFTIC rules that would' , . 

continue to apply would be those generall y limi~g coverage to- single parent 
'families. States already detennine family composition when they evalua'le a 
Medicaid application both to assure that all family income is considered ~nd 

. to identifywhetber there is any child support obligation to pursue. 

The Chafee-Breaux amendment also gives states greater flexibility with their we'lfare 
. block grant: "", , , j 

• 	 By deUnklng Medicaid eligibility from receipt of we1fare, states could j 
experiment with weHare reform'- a, dollar of welfare benefits would no~ 
carry with it the obligation to provide the full range of Medicaid benefits. 

. 	 ' . 

For example, a state could use welfare block grant funds to provide modbst, 
transportation assistance or a wqrk stipend to' families with very low wa~es 
without worrying about having to provide full Medicajd coverage for aU such 
people. ' 

Welfare reform could proceed without obligat;ing .or risking:-o- health carecoveragej 
, I . 
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AND POLICY PRIORITIES , 


I 
July itt 1996 . I 

PROTECTING HEALTH CARE COVERAGE ! 
j 

, 
. Th.erehave been significant concerns that transforming welfare into a block grart 

would hav~ the unintended effect of putting Medicaid coverage for approximately 1.2 
million children and four million parents at risk. Certainly the goals of welfare reformlare 
not promoted by leaving millions of very poor children and parents without access to I 
health care. .. . 

1 
Even thou2h there is broad a2reement that welfare reform should not cause pe~ple 
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o 	 Coverage would be required only for those parents and children who 
currently qualify for Medicaid through the AFDC program. States would not 
be required to cover any new group of people. l 

• 	 In addition.l states would have the option to automatically cover under j 
Medicaid some or all of the people who receive aid under the welfare block 
grant, without going through any additional eligibility determination .. 

! 
The Chafee-Breauxapproach has the following advantages: 	 l, 
• 	 It assures continued Medicaid eligibility to the poorest children and paretnts 

without expanding Medicaid coverage to anyone not covered by current law. 

• 	 ltis a simple approach that does not impose new administrative burde~ on 
states. States currently qualify people for Medicaid based on income 
standards that vary according to the age of the child, pregnancy, disabilib', 
etc. This proposal maintains the current approach - all protected groulPs of 
people (eg., children, parents, pregnant women, elderly and disabled pe~ple) 
would qualify for Medicaid based on their income. 

• 	 States would not be forced to run a "dual" system. The amendment doeS! not 
carryover all of the old AFDC rules. The only AFDC rules that would I 

continue to apply would be those generally limiting coverage to single p.rent 
families. States already detennine family composition when they evalua~e a 
Medicaid application both to assure that all family income is considered tind 
to identify whether there is any chUd support obligation to pursue. 

Welfare reform could proceed without obligating - or risking -. health care coverage~ 

:2 
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: Chris -­

'During the Senate debate on Chafee Breaux, Roth offered a second degree amendment that 
would only grandfather the people not the standards. Chafee offered a perfecting amendment so 

..he \vill still get the first vote on Tuesday, but we will still have to vote on Roth. The groups need 
/to get out there and help us beat this. We really need to stay with our Republican co-sponsors 
. ,because my guess is that the Republican Governors will go after them. 

BT 
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SUPPORT THB CHAPBBAMENDMBNT TO 

CONTINUE CURRENT MEDICAID LAW FOR APDC RECI~IENTS 


• .uncler ~\\r.~nt 1aw, 1ntj:i.v:i.Q.ug.l~ who are eligible for 
AFDC are automatically eligible for Medicaid coverage 
as well. The Chafee amendment would add language to 
this bill to continue to proviQe Medicaid coverage to 
current AFDC recipients using current-law income and 
resource standards and methodology. ' 

• .If we do not approve the Chafee amendment, 1.5 million 
children aged 13-18 and 4 million mothers will lose 
their guaranteed Med~caid coverage when they lose 
their eligibility for cash assistance. The Chafee 
amend~ent ensures that these low income individuals 
w,ill not lose their Medicaid coverage if a state makes 
it tougher for them to be eligible for cash assistance 
under the block grant, .or when their mandator'.1 time 
limits expire. 

• There appears to be a consensus in both the House and 
the Senate to reform welfare only at this time, rather 
chan welfare and Medicaid cogecher.~he ~ha£ee 
amendment is consistent with this approach by 
retaining current. law with res'pect to Medicaid 

. coverage for AFDC recipients. 

• There is long-standing precedent for the Chafee 
amendment -­ both the House and' Senate-passed versions 
of H.R. 4, the original welfare reform measures, 
contained language along the lines of the Chafee 
arrtgndment. The welfare refonn bill bging congidered 
today on the House floor also contains the Chafee 
lang1.:tage. 
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Summary of IiUpariisan Medicaid Coverag. Amendment 
(July 18, 19ge) 

Purpose. This amendment is intended"to ensure that converting the current welfare 
,~progrem to a block grant will not result in the loss of basic health care coverage for 
,QVtr emillign ~Ogr g,ildron Qnd their mathern. . ' , 

,Maintaining Current Law Eligibility for Medicaid. Under current taw, children and 

·mothers in families receiving AFOC cash assistance are automatically eligible for 

Medicaid. UnQer th. new TANF block grant, these children and moth~rs mayor may 

not be eligible for cash assistance and, therefore, Medicaid, depending on the new 

block grant eligibility c:rileria adopted by a State. ,The amendment provides thatl in 

determining eligibIlity for Medicaid, a State must use the Income and resource 

standards (.gnd methodologies for counting Income and resources) in affect under its 

State AFOC program as of July 1, 1996. The effed is to maintain current law with 

reipeg to ,both women and ohildren who woUld recafve Cilsh 8ssistilnca und@r CUrT@nt 

law 111$ well as to pregnant women and Infants and children who would receive Medicaid 

because their incomes fall below certain poverty thresholds. Ai under current lawr 


States may [ower their income standards'to the levels in effect in the State as of May 1, 

,1988, and tney may use less restrictive income and resource ,standards. 


[Amendment text: p, 1, line 5 - p. 21 line 7; p. 3, IIne13 .. p. 4j line 10; p. 6, lines 19 -23]. 

Maintaining Current Law T..an.'tlon~1 Medicaid Coverage. Under current-lawr 

individuals who lose eligibility for cash assistance, and therefore Medicaid, due to 
increa~iQ @ijrning§, irij QQvtred ldnder MedlWiid 19r in additionaf year, 50 fong as they , 
continue to work and report earnings. This transitional welfare-to-work coverage 
sunsets on September 30, 1998. The amendment provides that individuals who are 
receivIng cash assistance under the new TANF block grant and are eligible for 
Medicaid, and who lose block grant assistance due to earnings, will receive one year of 
transitional Medicaid coverage on the same basis as under current law. The 
amendment does not repeal the current law sunset. 

[Amendment text: p. 5, lines 12 - 23; page 2, lines 9-15; page 6, lines 19-23].
I ' 

Vmior ~rrint tawl individuals who lotie eligibility foraalh €lSSi3tflnce, ilnd therefore 

Medicaid, due to increased income from the ooliedlon of child support, are covered 

under Medicaid fur an additional 4 months. The amendment provides,that individuals 

who are receiving cash assIstance under the new TANF block grant and are eligible for 

Medicaid, and who lose block grant assistance due to earnings, will receive 4 months 

of transitional Medicaid coverage on the same basis ,as under ~ufTent law. 


[Amendment text: p. 2, line 16 - p. 3, line 5; page 6, lines 19-23]. 
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State Option to Extend Medicaid Coverage to All Individual. Recei'ling Block 

, ca,.nt Aaalatance. Under current lawr all individuals receiving AFDC cash assistance 

. are automatically eligible for Medicaid, Under the amendment, a State may, at Its 

optIon, extend Medicaid coverage to individuals (or reasonable categorIes of 

'individuals) who art\! eligible for TANF blod< grant aSsi5tance but are not automatically 

eligible for Medicaid because they do not meet the eligIbility standards in iltffect under 

the State's AFDC program as in effect on July 1, 1996.. 


[Amsndment text: p. 4, line 24 - p. 5, line 11]. I 

State Option to Extend Welfare Waivers Affecting Medicaid .. Under the . 

amendment, States that, as of July 1. 1996, have received waivers of provisions under 


. ,their AFDC programs may, at their op~ion, continue to apply those portions of their 

waivers that affect eligibility for Medicaid even after their waivers helve expired. 


[Amendment text: p. 51 line 24 - page 6, line 101. 
, 

State Administrative Options. Under the, amendmentj States would be anowlq tQ ".: 


use either their Medic<5id Qr their TANF block grant agencies to make Medicaid 

eligibility determinations, and they would be able to use 1 application form for both the 

TANF blook grant and Medi('.aid eligibility. 


rAmendmenttext; page 3, lines 6-12; page 6, lines 11 -18]. 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 	 Bruce Lesley/Graham. 
Karen'Davenport or Sheila NixlKerrey 
Greg WiUiamson/Murray 
Ned McCullochILieberman 
Sue MabrylReid 

. Barbara PryorlRockefeller . 
. Grace ReefiDaschle 
Laird BumettlFinance ' 
Chris JenningslWhite House 
Rich TarplinIHHS 

FROM: ' Cynthia Rice (Sen. Breaux) (224.9741) 
DATE: ' July 21, 1996 
SUBJECT: Chafee Dear ,Colleague and Talking Points 

Attached is Senator Chafee's Dear Colleague and some talking points for the 
Chafee amendment and against the Roth amendment. Feel free to share. 

Also, the ci1rrent·lineupwould have the Chafee vote as #6 of the day and the 
Roth vote as #7. Votes start at 9:30. . 

Total pages including this one: 4 



~ JUL 22'96 05:49PM 	SENATOR BREAUX ,'::'<~\: P. /~~.:~' ii', ~i::.~'· 
Talking Points for Chafee Amendment ""'" 

• 	 We have voted' to take 'Medicaid off the table by dropping the 
Medicaid provisions of thit1 bill. My amendment is "necessary to 
maJntain curre'1t law Medicaid coverage because of the link between 

'the Medicaid and Welfare programs. 	 ' 

My amendment seeks to maintain current law by stating that any 
category of individuals (mothers and children) who meet the 
income and resource standards for cash assistance, will, continue to 
be eligible for Medicaid ,if the states choose to lower their income 
and resource standards for cash assistance. 

,. 	 Thus,' those who are currently enrolled in the Medicaid program and 
those' who will meet the Income and resource standards in 
the, future wiJI qualitY for Medicaid, provided they ~re a dependent 

-:.-~----Child_,or a 	single parent. 

• 	 My amendment also keeps the standard for calculating what is 
included as income' for aU women and, children under Medicaid. The 
underlying bill lets states count anything they want as income 
including. food, stamps, school lunches. and even federal disaster 
relief. 

Talking Points Against the Roth Amendment 

, ... The Roth amendment allows the ,~tates to drastically reduce 
Medicaid coverage for all, groups of women and children. 

.. 	 First, it grandfathers indi"iduals who are enrolled in Medicaid at 
time of enactment. There are no protections for those who meet the 
same standard' after the biU, is enacted. Thus if Po single mother 
loses her job after enactment, even 'though she meets to old 
standards, 'she and her older children may not be able to Qualify for 

. insurance :coverage under the M~dicaid program . 

. Second, it strikes the provisions in' my amendment that reinstates 
, the ,standards for calculating income. Thus a 7..year-old child with a 
family jnco~e below 'the current federal poverty standards will not 
Qualify for Medicaid coverage if the state adopts a more restrictive, 
incornetest and includes things such as school lunches or, food 

istamps. 

Imposes admi'nistrative burdens' on states by requiring them to keep 
a master list ,of all old· AFDC beneficiaries and update periodically. 
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July 22, 1996 ..n&lOt_~ 

Oear Colleague: 

Last week the Senate voted to remove the Medicaid provisions 
fram the pending reconciliation bill -- postponing that debate for 
another day. Yet, without a conforming amendment to the welfare 
reform bill, low-income mothers and children will, in fact, lose 
their ~antee to Medicaid coverage . 

..-.----- _... -.- On Tuesday~ the senate will consider two amendments i"ntended·' 
to resolve this problem -- a Chafee amendment and a Roth 
amendment.' 

senators should be aware. that only my amendment makes good on 
our commitment to hold harmless current-law Medicaid eligibility
standards until the broader question of Medicaid reform can be 
addressed i~ subsequent legislation. 

By contrast, the Roth amendment would revise eligibility 
standards for certain categories of low-income mothers and 
children age 13 to 18, leaving future beneficiaries without the 
coverage they are guaranteed under current law. The Roth 
amendment also fails to apply current rules governing the 
calculation of income for pregnant women and children of all ages.
without the current income methodology, a state could count such 
things·as food stamps, school lunch and breaKfast programs, and 
federal disaster relief funding in calculating a family's income 
as it pertains to their eligibility for Medicaid. 

In addition, the Roth~endment imposes a tremendous 
administrative burden on the states. Under the Roth proposal, 
'states would have to keep a master list of families who were 
eligible for AFDe and Medicaid as of the date o.fenactment, and 
update to eliminate families that become ineligible because of 
increases in income; 
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In summary, my amendment preserves current Medicaid law. 'The 
Roth amendment reforms Medicaid through the back door ~y allowing 
scates to'remove Medicaid coverage to not only those families who 

, meet current income and resource standards for cash a.ssistance~ 
but also by repealing curre~t-law standards for calculating income 
for pregnant wom.m and ch~ldren of all ages. 

I urge you to vote for the Chafee amendment and against the 
Rot.h amendment. 

Sincerely, 

/ 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
SUBJECT: 

Democratic Co-Sponsors of Chafee Medicaid Amendment 
Cynthia Rice (Sen_ Breaux) (4.9741) 
July 21, 1996 
Update & Request for Assistance 

Procedure 
On Friday, Senator Chafee offered his amendment (#4931). Senator Roth then 

offered a 2nd degree substitute amendment (#4932). Because the Roth amendment 
was drafted -as a substitute, he left an opportunity for Chafee to offer a 2nd degree 
perfecting amendment (#4933). Chafee offered his perfecting amendment to make sure 
that his policy would be voted on ftrst (see attached page from Riddick's illustratIng 
the amendment tree). 

~ ----.--~.- ..---~- ---_._­
This means that on Tuesday' the Senate wi1l-v(it~-in' the following ofaer: 
1. 	 Chafee #4933 ­
2. 	 Roth #4932 
3. 	 Chafee #4931 (probably no roll call vote will occur because the vote would 

be on #4931 as amended by #4932 or #4933 and would be unnecessary 
unless minds had been changed.) 

It is critical that Senators vote BOTH for Chafee ~ against ,Roth. Why? 

Becaus,F if Roth wins after Chafee wins, then the Roth amendment language will be 


'substituted for Chafee's and will thus prevaiL That is, voting for Roth after voting for 
Chafee will be a vote to narrow the provisions of the Chafee amendment - i.e., to 
limit the categories of people who would be guaranteed Medicaid in the future., 

Please have your boss in the well during the,vote, explaining why a vote 

BOTH for Chafee AND against Roth is necessary. Only 51 votes are needed for 

passage, so every vote counts. The Chafee and Roth yates will be third and fourth 

votes of the day on Tuesday, putting them at approximately 10:15 a.m. ' 


Policy 
Attached are copies of the amendments, a summary of their differences, and a 

"section by section" o~ the original Chafee amendment (#4931). Broadly spe'aking, the 
Chafee amendment assures that all categories of people now eligible for Medicaid will 
continue to be eligible for health care in the f1lttite, irregardless of state welfare 
changes. The Roth amendment, by contrast, merely grandfathers certain individuals, 
continuing Medicaid coverage for those actually receiving it on the date of enactment 
but allowing states to deny Medicaid in the future to fa!nilies in the exact same . 
financial situation. In addition, the Roth provision will be more difficult for states to 
administer, and it will allow changes in Medicaid eligibility for non-welfare 
populations by letting states redefine what income and assets count in determining 
eligibility (see attached for more). ' 

xnH3~a ~OlH~3S WH90:01 96. 22 lnr 
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Vote FORChafee #4933 
AND AGAINST Roth #4932 

The Chafee amendment assures that all categories of peQple now 
eligible for Medicaid will continue to be eligible for health care in the 
future, irregardless of state welfare changes. . . 

The Roth amendment, by contrast, merely grandfathers certain 
individuals,' continuing Medicaid coverage for those actually receiving 

._-_._'--it-on-the. date ofenactment but allowing states to deny Medicaid in the 
future to families in the exact same fmancial situation. In addition, 
the Roth provision will be more difficult for states to administer, and 
it will allow changes in Medicaid eligibility for non-welfare 
populations 1:>Y letting states redefme what income and· assets count in 
determining eligibility (see attached for more) .. 

On Tuesday, July 23rd, the Senate will vote 

1 st on Chafee #4933 ..
2nd on Roth #4932; and 
Possibly 3rd on Chafee #4931 

(there will most likely he no third roll call vote, since the vote 
would be on #4931 as amended by #4932 or #4933 and would 
therefore be unnecessary)' 

It is critical for Senators who support theChafee amendment to vote. 
BOTH for Chafee AN]) against Roth. If Roth were 'to pass after Chafee 
does, the Roth amendment would prevail. Rollcall votes are . likely to 
occur around 10: 15 a.m. 

The 'Chafee amendment is co-sponsored by Senators Breaux, Cohen, 
Graham, Jeffords, Kerrey, Hatfield, Murray, Snowe, Lieberman, Reid, 
and Rockefeller and requires only 51 votes to pass. For more 
infonnation, contact Laurie Ru~iner or Katherine Hayes in Sen. 
Chafee's office (4-2921) or Cynthia Rice in Seriator Breaux's office 
(4-9741) . 
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AMENDMENT TO .STRIKE 

TEXT PROPOSED TO BE STRICKEN 

A 
. 7stdegfse 

,SUb.$titute Amendment 
Ln~r~~ .f:. Y~3 I 

B 
2ddegree 

Substitute Amendment . 
1<01'\-1 .. ~1'3'-

4 

C 

2d degree 
Perfecting Amendment· 

Ch«fc.~ tl: '1Cf33 
3 

A through E == 	order of offering to get all of the ab?ve amendments 
before the Senate . 

1 through 5 .. = order or voting 

~3 	 ,\
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Medicaid Eligibility Protections ­
A Comparison of the Chafee-Breaux Amendment 

with I~e Roth Substitute 

Chafee-B reaux Roth 
amendment substitute 

Assures health care 
covaage for children and 
parems who qualify for 
Medicaid based en ... 
C1.aTent AFDC e.l.igibility 
rules. 

Yes ­ By maintaining current 
standards of eligibility for 
Medicaid, the amendment assureS 
mat no one will lose Medicaid 
coverage as a result of federal or 
state welfare changes. 

No ­ Only those children 
and parents who receive 
welfare and Medicaid on the 
day the welfare bill is enacted 
would be eligible for 
continued coverage (and their 
t:ontinued eligibility would be 
subject to all of the federal 
welfare block grant 
restrictions and penalties). 

Poor chil~n ever age 13 and 
parents who need Medicaid in 
the future would lose their 
health ca.te guazanteeo 

Chi.1.d:efl and parents in 
similar situations would 
be treated similarly 

Yes - The; Chafee-Breaux 
amendment would assure that 
children and paxents would qualify 
for Medicaid eligibility. Wlder 
cunene sta;ndards no matter when 
they might apply for coverage. 
Cuncnt standards and criteria fer 
Medicaid would apply to all 
fantiJjes, assuring fair ~eaanent. 

No-A child or parent's 
access to health care ~ _... 
coverage would depend on 
when they happened to apply 
for welfare. 

A lS·year old uninsured child 
whose parent loses her job 
next year might not qualify 
far Medicaid because me 

_family did not receive welfare. 
on the day the welfare bill is 
enacted into law. 

Assm-cs that children and 
parents who become 
incli.giblc for welfare due 
to a time limit cae. ; 
continue to receive 

Yes. if they meet Medicaid 
eligibility standards and criteria.. 

No-Even the 
grarulfathered. group of 
children and adults would 
lose Medicaid if ~y reached 
the welfare time limit 

Medicaid 



Assures continued ' 
Medicaid coverage for 
children and parents if a 
state lowers its welfare 
eligibility standards 

Assures ~ontinued 
Medicaid coverage for 
children and ,patents if a ' 
state restricts welfam 

- -covenig-el::lieta.use of 
hig.h.~ costs due an 
economic downrurn or 
natural disaster 

Protects Medicaid 
coverage for poor 
children and pregnant 
women whose eligibility , 
for Medicaid is Mt.1.inked 
to AFDe. 

Extends Medicaid 
coverage beyond current 
law 

" 

Chafee-Braaux Roth 
amendment substitute 

" 

Yes -:- Since Medicaid eligibility , 
would not be link:e.d. to eligibility 
under thewe1!are block grant, 
changes in welfare rules wguld 
not affect Medicaid coverage. 

Yes - Mcdi~aid eligibilitywould 
not be linked to the welfare block 
,eratlt. 'Restrictions on welf3l'c 
that ICsult from block grant 

'financing woUld n01 cause ' 
' , . 

otherwise eligible children and ' 
parentS to lose health care 
coverage. 

Yes,"""",:" C\II'l'ent Medicaid rules for 
detem'lining finarJcial cligibiUtyJOt' 
all poor children and pregnant . 
women (noe juSt those receiving 
Arne) are. based an rules Set 

forth in curren! welfare law. 
The Chafee-13re.aux amendment 
would keep the current rules on 
how in~omc and assets are . 
counted ·for purposes of 
detcrminlrig Medicaid eli2i~. 

, 

No - The Chafee-Breaux 
amendment maintains coverage 
assured under C'Wl'et\t law. It 
does not expand coverage. 

No. unless they happened to, 
be receiving welfare on the 
day the welfare bill is enacted 
inca law (and do not lose 

' coverage because of welfare 
resaicrions and penalries). 

No, unless they happened to 
bcreceiVing welfare on the 
day the wel!are bill is enacted 
into law (and do not lose 
coverage becallsc of welfare 
restrictions and penalties). 

No -' Federal rules 
governing 1,low income and 
ass~tS are counted under the 
Medicaid program for all .. 
poor children and pregnant 
womm would be repealed. 

States would set the niles. and 
could thereby .restrict 
Medicaid eligibility. Far 
example.·astate could count 
il'oss racher than net income, 
disallo\Ving deductions for 
work·rclated child care 
expenses. This would'have 
the effect oflowering the 
Medicaid eligibility st8ndard.. 

No - The Roth substitute 
cowd have me effet:t of 
restricting coverage aSsured 
under current law. It does 
not expand coverage. 

x:nH-::;l;>.tR' ~OJH""3S WI::ll0:01 96, 22 lnr 
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Chafee-Breaux 
.amendment 

Roth 
substitute· 

Allows back-doOf CUts in '. 
th~ Med.ic3,jd program 
that could inaease the 
number ofuninSured 
chi.ld.ren and women.. 

..._-­

No ...... The Chatee-Breaux 
a.men~ma.intains the Status 
quo in Medicaid despite changes. . 
in AFDC. No one wo\lld lose 
Medicaid caverage as aresult of 
the AFDC changes. 

y~s - Welf3re restrictions 
imposed by the bill or by 
SlateS anytime in the fuEW'e 
could have the affect of also 
remicting Medicaid fer verY 
low-income older children 
and parents. The less of 
federal income and asset 
budgeting rules also CQuld 
result in Medicaid cutbacks . 
for younger poor children and 
pregnant women. 

II' 
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_ Administrative Requirements ­
A Comparison of the Chatee-Breaux amendment 

with the Roth substitute 

Roth substituteCha1ee·e reaux amendment 

Would current·AFDC Yes and N a ~ The current 
income and asset 

Yes - To assure that an children 
standards would apply to the 

standards continue to . 
over age 12 and parentS who qualify 

··grandfathcre.d" group of 

apply? 


for Medicaid based on their 
people covered. under the 

reCeive Medicaid, AFD"C income 
eligibility for AFDC will continue to-

Roth substirute- children and 
and resource standards would parentS who are recei"ing 

---~. , .... 
welfare and Medicaid an the 

delemlining Medicaid digibility. 
continue [0 apply for purposes of 

day the welfare bill is enacted 
into law. 

Under the amendment. el.der 
children and parents whose family There would be no minimum 
inceme is below State AFDC eligibility szandanis for older 
income and resource standards as of children and par~tS who 
July 1, 1996 could qualify for apply after that day, putting 
Medicaid. S ca.tes could raise rheir the health care coyenge of 
standards. or lower them. but not these children and parents at 

• risk..below.May, 19881cvels. as under 
~ 

~cwrent law. 

Would there be wUform No - The rules would not be 
Medicaid rules for how 

Yes - The cunent rules are based 
wtifonnly applied to all 

income and resources 
on curient welfare law. They -are 

Medicaid applicants. They-
are counted? 

tlsed in the Medicaid program to 
would continue Ie apply to 

children, Pregnant women and 
determine financial eligibility far all 

the .Cgrandfathered" group of 
~ children and paren[S. but the 

just for AFDC applicants. The 
families applying for Medicaid, not 

rules would not have to be 
Chafee-Breanx amendment would applied to o[b.er children or 
continue to apply these income and parents applying for 
resource counting rules to the Medicaid. Without federal 

Medicaid program.. staIlcW-ds for how income and 
assets are. counted. stateS 
could restrict Medicaid 
eligibility for families applyjng 
for welfare and Medicaid in , 
the future as weJI as for all 
other poor children and 
pregnant women. 

~nH~i'!8 ~O.l.HKl3S WH80:01 96, 221m 
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Roth substitute Chafee-Breaux amendment 

Would other AFDC 'Yes. but limited to the mles on, Yes and No - Under the 
rules continue to 'apply? Roth substitute, stateS would 

maintain status quo and avoid 
family compOsition -In order to 

have to prepare a master list 
expanding Medic~ beyond current of all people receiving aid. on 
law, current rules that largely limit the day of en~ancnt. and 
coverage to single· parent families regularly recertify eligibility 
with children would continue to applying July 1. 1996 AFDe 
apply. However. States have to rules. All of me AFDC rules. 

including those relating to 
de~ family income and to 
derermine family composition to, , 

family composition. eligibility 
pursue child suppon,. sa canying recertification and . 
over these rules would not impose verification. monthly 

. ­reporting:gr.andparen~new b\:ll'dens on states. 
SleP.PUent and alien-sponsor 

Other A.FDC niles. such as those deeming. and the JOBS 
relating [0 eligibility recertification programs would have to be 
and verification, montbly reponing, applied for an inddin.ire 
grandparent stepparent and allen­ perioa of timt:. 
sponsor deeming. and the JOBS 
program would not be carried over Far new applicanti. there 
co Medicaid undenhe amendment. would be no minimum federal. .. eligibility standiRls. allowing 

states to restrict M~aid 
cllg&oility for older ciilldren 
and parents without 

.' 


: 
 .. limitalion• 

CC' /c • ...J 
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Could states make their 
Medicaid rules 
consistent with their 
new. welfare rules? 

'. 
__ ____"_.__..·w_~ .~_ ... 

) 

,. 

Would Medicaid rules 

interfere with state 

flexibility under me 

welfare block grant? 


Chafee-Breaux amendment 

Yes, with limitations to proteCt 
Medicaid eligibility - Under the 

.	Chaicc-Bre.aux amendment, states 
would have the option to make 
Meciicaid financial j!}igibility rules . 
pertaining to people who receive aid 
under the welfare block grant 
consistent with their welfa.re rules as 
long as the new Medicaid rules were· 
not more restrictive than current 
Medicaid standards. 

.. 

. pregnant women. 

No - By dclinking Medicaid 
eligibility £rom eligibility for aid 
under the welfare block grant, the 
Cbafee-B.reaux amendment allows 
sta.~s couse welfare block grant 
funds in innovative ways. A dollar 
of block grant funds would .not. . 
carry with it the obligadon to 
provide full title XIX Medicaid 
coverage. 

Roth substitute 

Yes. without l.imitations to 

protect. Medicaid eligibility 
- Older children and parentS 
whaapply for welfare and 
Medicaid. anytime after 
enacanent of the welfare bill 
would be eligible for 
Medicaid only if they met the 
new welfare eligibility rules. 
Welfare and Medicaid 
eligibility rules would be 
consistent. even if this meant 
th.at cbilclren and parents who 
are eligible for ~edicaid' . 
under current Jaw are made 
ineligible for Medicaid. 

In addition, states could 
change their Medicaid rules 
governing how income and 
resources are counted co be 
consistent with their wdfare 
bJock grant rules. They could 
apply these new niieS'"to . 

younger chi1dIen and 
pregnant women who are not 
applying far welfare. even if 
the effect was to restrict 
Medicaid eligibility for all 
peer children, families and 

Yes - StaleS would be 

conlitrained in. how they use 

their welfare block grant 


. funds since slates would have 
to provide all persons 
receiving aid funded under 
the welfare blOck grant full 
Medicaid coverage. 

http:welfa.re


TO S2S7? P.07/07 

Summary of Chafe. Perfecting Amendment (tI4933) 
(July 19. 1996) 

Maintaining Current Law eiigibility for Medicaid 

.Women and Children Receiving AFDe. As under current law, in determining 
eligibility for Medicaid. a State would have to use the income and resource standards 
(and the methodologies for counting income and resources) in effea under its AFDC 
program as of July 1. 199ft This would apply to both current AFDC recipients and low­
income women and children seeking Medicaid coverage in the future. (As undQr . 
current law. States could lower their income eligibility standards to those in effect under 
their AFDC programs as of May 1, 1988). 

Poverty-Related Pregnant Women and Children. ASunder current Jaw, States 
would have to use the same methodologies for counting income in determining 
Medicaid eligibility for pregnant ~men and children as it uses under its AFDC program 
as of July 1. 1996. 

Maintaining Current Law Transitional Medicaid Coverage . 

Welfare to Work. As under current law. individuals wtlo are receiving cash 

assistance under the new welfare block grant-and are eligible f()r Medicaid. and who 

lose their cash assistance because of earnings from work. ,would be eligible for an 

additional 12 months of Medicaid' coverage. so long as they continued to work and 

report earnings and their Income did not exceed 1as percent of poverty. The -. 

amendment would not alter the current sunset of this transitional coverage (9/30/9S). 


Child Support. As under current law. individuals who are receiving cash 
assistance under the new welfare block grant and are eligible for Medicaid, and who 
lose their cash assistance because of child support-payments. would be eligible for an 

. additional 4 months of Medicaid coverage. 

State Coverage Option~ Unlike the base Chafee--8reaux amendment (#493,). this 
amendment would not give States the option of extending Medicaid coverage to aU 
individuals {or reasonable classifications of individuals} receiving assistance under the 
welfare block grant States Would be able to use Medicaid income and resource 
standards and methodologies less restrictive than those in effect on July 1t 1996. 

- , 

State Administrative arid Waiver Options. States would be allowed to use either 

their Medicaid or their welfare block grant· agencies to make Medicaid eligibility 

detenninations. and they would be abr. to use one application form for determining 

both welfare block. grant and Medicaid eligibility. States with welfare waivers in effect 

as of July 1, 1996. COUld. at their aption, continue to apply those portions of their 


,waivers that affect eligibility for Medicaid even after the expiration of the waivers. 
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Summary of Roth Substitute Amendment (114932) 
(July 19, 1996) 

RestrictIons on Eligibility for Medicaid 

Women and Children Receiving AFDC: Grandfather of Current Eligibles 
Only, Subject to New Grounds for Denial of Eligibility. States would be required to 
continue to provide Medicaid 'coverage to women and children who. on the date of 
enactment, were eligible for Medicaid because they were receiving AFOC benefits, so 
long as they continue to meet the eligibility standards under the State's AFDC program 
as in effect on July 1, 1996. In contrast to the base bill. Medicaid eligibility under this 
amendment would not be limited to one year. ,Instead. it would continue for 50 long as 
the family meets the July 1, 1996. AFOC eligibility standards (without interrruption due 
to income fluctuations). and so long as the famirywas not disqualified under the one of 
the 13 additional grounds for denial of eligIbility. 

Under the amendment, as under the base bill, individuals who, as of enactment, 
were receiving AF.DC and therefore Medicaid, would be subject to termination of their· 
Medicaid coverage for any of 13 different reasons, Including the following new grounds: 
(1) having received AFDC or welfare block grant assistance for more than 5 years: (2) 
having a child while receiving welfare block grant assistance; (3) being an unmarried 
minor parent and not attending high school or not living with a parent or adult relative; 
(4) refusing to enage in required work; and (5) being subject to a financial sanction 
under the current AFOC program. In these. circumstances, States would have no 
discretion to continue Medicaid efigibility; termination would be mandatory. 

Poverty-Related Pregnant Women and Childre,n. The amendment is silent as 
to whether States would have to·continue to use current methodologies for counting 
income in determining Medicaid eligibility for pregnant women and children not 
receiving cash assistance. Since the base bill would repeal the current AFDC 
methOdologIes. States would no. longer have to use them in their Medieaid programs; 
instead, States could U5e more restrictive methodologies that would disqualify pregnant 
women and children from Medicaid coverage (for example, no longer deducting from 
income child care expenses paid out in·orde~ to maintain employment). 

Transitional Medicaid Coverage 

Welfare to'work and child support collection: new restrictions on'eligibility. 
Individuals losing eligibility for welfare bloc.k grant assistance and Medicaid due to (1) . 
increased earnings from employment or (2) the collection of child or spousal support 
'NtJuld be eligible for an additional 12 months of Medicaid coverage, but only so long as 
family income (excluding EITC refunds or advance payments) is less than the poverty 
<line. In addition, the new grounds for denial of Medicaid eligibUity described above with 
respect tei grandfathered AFOC recipients would .also apply to those receiving Medicaid 
transitional coverage either on the basis of increased child support or earnings. 

t;"C /jT-..J 
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Summary of Chatee-Breaux Amendment (#49;1) 
(July 19, 1996) 

Maintaining Current Law Ellgibitity for Medicaid 

. Women and Children Receiving AFDC..As under current law, in determining 
eligibility for Medicaid, a State would have to use the income and resource standards 
(and the methodologies for counting income and resources) in effect under its AFDC 
program as of July 1, 1$96. ,This would apply to both current AFDC recipients and low­
income women and children seeking Medicaid coverage in the future,- (As under 
current raw. States could lower their income eligibility standards to those in effect under 
their AFDC programs as of May 1, 1988). 

Poverty-Related Pregnant Women and Children. As under current law, States 
would have to use the same methodologies for counting income in determining 
Medicaid eHgibflity for pregnant women and children as it uses under its AFDC program 
as of July 1, 1996. 

Maintaining Current Law TransItional Medicaid Coverage ' 

Welfare to Work.. As under current law, indiv.iduals who are receiving cash 

assistance under the new welfare block grant and are eligible for Medicaid, and who 

lose their cash assistance because of earnings from work, would be eligible for an 

additional 12 months of Medicaid ~verage. so long as they continued to work and 


. report earnings and their income did not exceed 185 percent of poverty. The 
- amendment would not alter the Current law sunset of this transitional benefit. which 
expires on September 30, 1998.· . 

Child Support. As under current law, individuals who. are receiving cash 

assistance under the new welfare block grant and are eligible for Medicaid, and who 

lose their cash assistance because of child support payments, would be eligible for an 

additional 4 months of Medicaid coverage. 


State Coverage Option. States would have the option of extending Medicaid 

coverage to all individuals (or reasonable classifications of individuals) receiving 


. assistance under the welfare block grant who are not automatically eligible for Medicaid 
under previous provisions of this amendment because they do not meet the eligibility 
standards in effect under the State's AFDC program as of July 1, 1998. 

State Administrative and Waiver Options.· States would be allowed to use either 
their MedIcaid or their welfare block grantagencies to make Medicaid eligibility 
determinations, anc;i they would be able to use one application form for determining 
both welfare blod< grant and Medicaid eligibility. States with welfare waivers in effect 
as of July 1. 1996, could, at their optIon. continue to appfy those portions of their 
waivers that affect eligibility for Medicaid even after the expiration of the waivers. 
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Summar,; of Medicaid Provisions In Senate Republican Welfare bill, S. 1956 

(other than provisions relating to aliens or SSI)' 


(July 19,1996) 


Restrictions on Eligibility for Medicaid, 

Women and Children Receiving AFDC: 1·Year Grandfather of Current 
Eligibles Only, Subject to New Grounds for Denial of Eligibility. States would be 

, required to continue to provide Medicaid coverage to women:.and children who become 
. ineligible for cash assistance because a State alters its welfare eligibility standards 
under the new welfare block grant for one year after the effective date of the State's 
new welfare block grant, so long as the family's income (excluding an EITC refund or 
advance payment) fs less than the poverty line, and so long as no member of the family 
is subject to disqualification under the one of the new grounds for denial of ,eligibility 
described below.' . 

Poverty-Related Pregnant Women and Children. The bill is silent as to 

whether Stat~s would have to continue to use current methodologies for counting , 

income in determining Medicaid eligibility for pregnant women and children not ' 

receiving cash assistance. Since the base bill would repeal the current AFDC 

methodologies. the presumption is that States would no longer have to use them in 

their Medicaid programs, but could use more restrictive methodologies that would 


, disqualify pregnant women and children from Medicaid coverage. 

Transitional Medicaid Coverage' 

Welfare to work and child support collection: new reStrictions on eligibility. 
Individuals losing eligibility for we,lfare block grant assistance due to (1) increased 
earnings from employment or (2) the co IIeetion of child or spousal support (or a 
combination of (1) and (2)) would be eligible for an additional 12 mon.ths of Medicaid 
coveragel but onJy so long as family income (excluding EITe refunds or advance 

. payments).is less than the poverty line, and only so long as one, of the neW grounds for 
denial ofMedicaid described below does not apply to any member of the family. ' 

New Grounds for Denial of Medicaid Eligibility. Th~ bill specifies 13 different 
reasons for the denial of Medicaid eligibility. including the following new grounds: (1) 
having received welfare block grant assistanee for more than 5 years; (2) having a child 
while receiving welfare block grant assistance; (3) being an, unmarried minor parent 
and not a~ending high school or not living with a parent or adult relative; (4) refusing to 
enage in required work; and (5) being subject to a financi~1 Sanction under.the current 
AFDC program. In these circumstances, States WOuld have no dlsc:retion to cOntinue 
Medicaid eligibility; termination would be mandatory. The 13 grounds for denial of 
Medicaid apply only to those individuals covered under the 1-year grandfather or 

. tranSition provisions described above. . 
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Welfare and Medicaid: Current Law 
(June 19. 1996) 

Basic Welfare-Medicaid linkage. States that elect to participate in Medicaid 
and receive Federa.! Medicaid matching funds must comply with certain requirements, 
including the coverage of certain "mandatory" groups. Since the enactment of the 
program in 1965, participating States have been required to extend Medicaid coverage 
to members of families receiving cash assistance under the Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC) program. Of the 36.8 miJlion Americans eligible for 
Medicaid in FY1996, B.8 million are children up to age 18 in households receiving 
AFDC benefits, and 4.2 million are mothers or other adults in families receiving AFDC 
benefits. (According to CBO. Ii total of 18.6 million children and 7.S million non­

·· ..---·:..·disabled adults are elfgibl.e.for Medicaid inFY 1996). 	 . 

.In order to qualify for AFDC cash assistance, and therefore Medicaid, a family 
must, with some exceptIons, be a single-parent family or a two-parent family in which 
the principal eamer is unemployed. (Childless couples and single individuals. no matter 
how poor, cannot qualify). In addition, the income and resol.lrces of's family must fall 
below certain levels. The family's income may not exceed an amount determined by 
each State; on average, as of June, 1996. the maximl:lm welfare benefit that a family of 
3 with no income could receive was $337 per month. or 31 percent of the poverty level. 
The family's resources (such as savings, but not Including a home or a car with an 
equity value of more than $1,500) may not exceed $1,000, or a lower amount set by the 
State. 	 . 

Transitional Coverage. A family that receives income above the level 
established by the State under its AFDC program wiJIlose cash assistance, and 
therefore Medicaid eligibility. except in the following two circumstances: 

• 	 CoUection of Child Support. In the case of a family whose income increases ­
as a result of the receipt of child or spousal support payments, Medicaid 
coverage must be continued for 4 months after the loss of cash assistance. 

• 	 Welfare to Work. In the case of a family whose income increases as a result of 
eamings (because the mother goes to work or increases her hours of work or 
recelves a raise). Medicaid cover~ge must be continued for up to 12 months' 
after the loss of cash assistance, so long as the mother continues to report 
earnings and so long as the familys income (~er deducting child care 
expenses) does not exceed 185 percent ofthe poverty level. This 12-month 
-welfare to work- transitional coverage benefit sunsets on September 30. 1988 
(the 4-month dchild support" transitional coverage benefit doss not sunset). 

(Soma members of families with inComes above AFOC eligibility levels may also qualify 
for Medicaid as members of poverty-related groups described below) . 
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Poverty-related Groups. Women and children receiving cash assistance 
under the AFDC program are not the only women and children to whom States electing 
to participate in Medicaid must extend coverage. There are three groups who do not 
receive cash assistancewnom participating States are required to cover: 

• 	 pregnant women with incomes at or below 133 percent of the poverty level; 

• 	 children·under 6 in families with incomes at or below 133 percent of the poverty 
level: and 

-children under 19 in families With incomes at or below 100 percent of the poverty 
level (Medicaid eligibility for this category is being phased in on a year-by-year 

------ -----~--- basis; as of 9/30/96, all poor children under 13 will be covered), 

In all three cases, use of a resource te~tis optional with the State. 

Use of AFDC methodologies. "rhese "poverty-related" pregnant women and 
children do not need to qualify for AFOC cash assistance in order to qualify for ' 
Medicaid coverage; their Medicaid eligibility is d~linked from welfare eligibmty. 
However, the manner in which States count incOme (and, .at their option, resources) in 
determining whether a pregnant woman or child is eligible for Medicaid coverage on 
this "poverty-related" basis is linked to the AFOC program. 

Specifically. in determining whether family ineome falls below the applicable 
poverty threshhold, a State must use the same methodology it uses under its AFoe 
program (for example, it must disregard certain earned income and child care expenses 
to the same extent as it does In d.etermining AFDC eligibility). Similarly, if a State 
imposes a resource test on these groups, it may not use a metholodogy for counting 
resources that is more restrictive than the methodology used under its AFOC program. 
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"-~.MEND1\{ENT NO._ Calendar No. 

Purpose: To maintain current eligibility standards for medic­
aid and provide additio'nal State flexibility. 

NQ 4933 ~ 

To pro' of 

the cone 
 ..~. . ......::d...Lz.£:~G··...............~..J..... 97. 


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

......••..•..•.•.•.••..•.•.........• .•••..•......•........ 

~ GPO : , IWooI'CInw:)

Refetted 
ana ortterea to be prmted~ . . 

Ordered" to lie on the table end to be printed 

.A.".)IEND~LENT intended to be "" proposed by 5ena.:krj 
. f!,J7t2fi:<, Ar<:LltAt, &ben) C7rah~J ..T~rd~ /terrett, ~~~ /Y'lu.rraJ 
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"(A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

6 other provision of this Act, subject to the suc­

7 ceeding provisions of' this paragraph, with re­

8 spect to a State any reference in title x:rx: (or 

9 other provision of law in relation to the oper-. 

10 ation of sllch title) to a provision or this part, 

" , 
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13 

14, 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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2 
'. 

or a State plan under this part, (or a provision 

of such ,a plan), iucludingstandards and meth· 

odologies for determining ,income and resources 

under this part or snch plan, shall be consid­

ereda reference to such a provision or plan as 

in effect as of July 1., 1996, ,vith respect to the 

State. 

"(B) CONS~RUCTIONS.-' 

"(i) In applying section 1925(a)(I), 

the reference to 'section 

402 (a)(8)(B)(ii)(m' is deemed a reference 

to a corresponding earni.rig disregard nue ' 

(if ~y) 'established under, a, State program 

funded under this part (as in effect on ot 

:. 
~ 

after October 1, 1996). 
•.:JIIl- . 

'~(ii) The provisions of former section 

406(h) (as in effect on July 1, 1996) shall 

apply, mrelation to title ~\vith respect 

to individuals who receive assistance under 

a State program funded under this part· 

(as in effect on or after October 1" 1996) 

and are eligible for medical assistance 

under title XIX or who are described in 

subparagraph (CHi) in the same manner 

as they apply as of Jl.tiy 1, 1996, with re­
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spect to indhidunlswho become ineligible 

for 'aid to families with 'dependent children 

as n result (wholly or pa.rtly) of the collec~ 

- tion or increased' collection of child or 

~pousal support un~er pa.rt D of this title. 

"(iii) ''Vith respect to the reference in 

section 1902(a)(5) to a' State plan ap­
" 

proved under this part, a State may treat ' 

such reference as a reference either to a 

State progra.m funded UDder this part (as 

in effect on or ',after October 1, 1996) or 

to the State plan under title XIX. 

U{C) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.­

"(i) IN GENERAL.-For purposes of 

},I title XIX, subject to clause (ii), in deter­
/ ' , 

mining eligibility for m.edical assistance 

under such title, an individual shall be 

tr~ted as receiving aid or assistance under, 

a. State plan approved under this part (and. . 
shall be treated as meeting the income and 

resource standards under this part) only if 

the individual meets-

U(I} the inconle and resource 

standards for determining eligibility 

under s'l.1ch plan; and 
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2 

3 
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5 

6 

7 ..;; 

8 
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9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

4. 

"(II) the eligibility requirements 

of such plan under subsections (a) 

through (c) of former section 406 and· 

former section 407(aL 

as in effect as of July 1, 1996. Subject to 

clause (ii) (II), the incorne and resource 

methodologies under such plan as of Sl1ch 

date shall be used in the determination of 

whether any individual meets 'income and 

resotlrce standards under such plan. 

"(ii) STATE OPTION.-For purposes 

of applying this paragraph, a State may­

U{I) lower its income standards 

applicable with respect to this part,. 
.~ .' 

...' but not below the income standards 

applicable under its Sta.te plan under 

this part on May 1, 1988; and 

"(II) . use income and resource 

standards or methodologies that are 

less restrictive than the standards or 

methodologies used under the State 

plan under this part as of July 1, 

1996.. 
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1 lU-poses of applying this pnr~OTaph to 

2 . title .. n State mny, subject to clause 

3 

4 categories of °ndhidl.lals) recei ° 0 nssist­

6 under this part 

7 .. ~-; 

8 

9 

11 

12 "(iv) TRAJ.'l'SITIONAL COVERAGE.-For 

13 purposes of section 1925, an individual 

14 who is receiving assistance under the State. 
.. . 

0" pE-ogram funded under this part (as in ef­
~ 

16 feet on or after October 1, 1996) "and is el-· 

17 igible for medical assistance under' title 

18 XIX shall be t:reated as an individual re­

19 ceiving aid or assistance pursuant t.o a 

State plan approved· under this part (as in· 

21 effect as of July 1, 1996) (and thereby eli~ 

22 gible for continuation of medical ~si$tance 

23 under such section 1925). 
.,. 

24 "(D) 'VAlVERs.-In the case of a waiver of 

a provision of this part in effect with respect to 
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1 a State as of July 1, 1996, -if the waiver affects 

2 eligibility of indhiduals for medical assistance 

3 under title :xIX, such waiver may (but need 

4 -:- not) continue to be applied, af the option of the 

5 State, in relation to. sllch title. after' the' dnte the 

6 waiver would otherwise expire~ If a State elects 

7 not to continne to apply ~nch Il waiver,' then, ...: 

8 after the date of the expirati(:m of the \vaiver, --------_... \.... 

9 subparagraphs fA), (B), and (0) shall be ap­

10 plied as if ll.D.y provisi()ns s6 waived had not 

·11 been waived. . 

12 H(E) STATE OPTION TO .USE 1 APPLICA·· 

13 TION Fo~r.-Nothlng in this paragraph, this 

14 part, or title XIX, shall be construed as pre: 
•'15 ven'tin~ a State from providing for the same ap· 

;, 

16 ,plication form for assistance under a State pro­

17 gram funded· under this part (on Or after Octo­

18 ber 1, 1996) and for medical assista.nce under 

19 title XIX 

20 U(F) REQU~~rE~'l;' FOR RECEIP'l' OF 

21 FUNDS.-A State to which a: grant is made 

22 under section 403 shall ta.ke such action as ma.y 

23 be necessary·· to ensure that. the provisions of . J.- r . 
. . - p,-o~/'cUd <H7af· HI!. 4r(U.~~ . 

24 thls paragraph are earned ou~ /~ ()'fI,kWI":.' ~flt.1! if 
/n /"He XJI..~fttl/5 h'c:!/ 

I~EE/ZZ'd 
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AlVIENDMENT NO._ Calendar No. _ 

Purpose: To' maintain the eligibility for medicaid for any 
individual who is receiving- medicaid based on their re­
ceipt of AFDC, foster care' or adoption assist:'l.nce, and 
to provide transitional medicaid for families moving from 
welfare to 'Work. : 

lNTHE l Sess.AMENDMENT '-'NQ '4932 

By •.I?~..........u ...........~................ .. 

To prj To .~~..!r..r..~I.............' 


the con 
 .~ ....~r... /..T..£'4........ ~ ............... 

4 " S" LJ_'..­

....••.•• ,..••.•••••.•....•.........•..••~~. .•••......• 

GPO • 840-4'1'6 (mac) 

Referre( 
and ordere(i to' be printed 

Ordered to lie on the table and to be printed 

, .AivIENDMENT . 'intended to be proposed by 
Ro *"'i). .- to the amendment (No.4L~JI ) pro­

posed by ....('.....h_Cl_I_.e_~~____ 

Viz! 

1 In' lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted, insert 

2 the following; 

3 "(12) CONTINUATION OF :MEDICAID FOR 'CER­

4 T.A1N LOW-INCOME INDlVIDU.t\.LS.­

5 " "(.A.) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding any 

6 other provision of this Act, a: State to which a 

7 grant is made under section 403 shall take such 

8 action as may be necessary to 'ensure that-
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10 
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"(i) any individual who, as of the date 

. of the enactment of the Personal Respon­

sibility and \Vork OpportuIlity Act of 1996., 

is receiving medical assistance l.1nder title 

XC'{ as a: result of such individual's receipt 

of aid or assistance under a State plan ap­

proved under this part (as in effect on July 
'. 

. 1, 1996), or under' a State plan approved 

under part E (as so in effect)­

"(I) shall be eligible for medical . 

assistance under the, State's plan ap­

proved under title .XIX, so long as 

such individual continues to meet the 

eligibility requirements applicable to. 
~ 

'such individuall.lnder the State's plan' 

appro....-ed under this part.· (as in effect 

on July 1, 1996); and 

"(IT) ",vith respect to such indi· 

vidual, any reference in-. 
, 

"(aa) title XIX; 

"(bb) any other provision of 

law in relation to the operation of 

such title; 
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1 "(cc) the State plan uuder 

2 such title of the State in which 

3 such individltal resides; or 

4 ,"(dd)nny other provision of 

5 State law in relation to the oper­

6 ation of such State plan under 

7 sllch title, 

8 
'-

to a provision of this part, or a State 

9 plan under this part. (or a provision of 

10, such a plan) , including standards and 

11 methodologies' for determining'income 

12 and resources under this part· or such 

13 plan, shall be considered a reference 

14 to s~llch a provision or plan as in effect. 

15 as of July 1, 1996; and 
.­16 "(ii) e..~cept as provided 1n subpara.­

17 graph (B), if any family becomes ineligibie 

18 to receive assistance lmder the State pro­

19 gram ftlnded under this . part as a result 

20 of­

21 "(I) increased earnings from em­

22 ployment; 

23 "(ll) tlie collectIon or' increased 

24 collection of child or· spousal support; 

25 or 

" 
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1 ' ' ' 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

In 
11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 ' 

24 

25 

S.1•.C. 

, 
'''(III) n combination of the mat-, 

tel's described in Sllbclauses (I) and 

(II), 

and such fanlily l'eceived such aSSiSL'1.nCe in 

at least 3 of the 6, months, immediately 

preceding. th~ month in~hich such ineli­

gibility be~s,. the 'family shall be eligi'ble, 
',~~ 

for medical assistance under the State's 
. ' 

plan approved under, title XIX during the 

immediately, succeeding :12-month period 
, , 

for so .long as family incoI?e (as defined by . ' 

the State), e.."'{cluding any refund of Federal 

income taxes ,made by reason of section 32 

of the Internal Revenue ,Code of 1986 (re­. " 

.1ating to earIl:ed income ta..~ credit) and any 

piyment made by an employer under sec­

tion 3507 of such Code (relating to ad- , 

van~e payment of earned income credit), is 

less " than the poverty line, and that the' 

family will be appropriately notified of 

such eligibility: 

"(B) EXCEPTION.-No medical assistance 
, " 

may be provided: under subparagraph (A) to 

any family~hat co:ntains an individual who ;has 

had all or part ofimy assistai1~e provided under 

" 
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I ' , . 

1 this part (ns in effect on Jl.1~Y 1, 1996, ol'as 

2 ' in effect, with respect to a State,' on and' after 

3 the effective date of chapter .1, of subtitle A of 

4 title II of the Pers~nal Responsibility and 'York 

5 Opportunity Act of 1996) terminated as a re­

6 suIt of the application of­

7 "(i) a preceding paragTaph of this, ' 

8 subsection; 

"(n) section 407(e)(1);or 

10 "(iii) in the' case of :a family that in­

11 cludes an individual described in clause (i) 

12 of subparagraph (.A.) 7 a 'sanctlon imposed 

13 under the State plan under this part U~s in 

14 , effect on JUly'l, 1996). ' 
, \ 

.­
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A.LVIEND.MENT·NO, _ Calendat" No, :.......­

Purpose: To' maintain current eligibility standards for medic· 
aid and provide additional S,tate flexibility. 

IN THE S esa•. AMENDMENT N2 4931 

To .pr01 To ...~..../..J..££"' .............................. of 
the conc 97 . •....•..•••..........•................•..•.•..•.......•.....•• 


Referred ' 

and ordered to be printed ' 


Ordered to lie on the table and to b~ printed 

MIENDlvLENT intended to. be . proposed by ..5e:.naJorj 
5:hare<, A~«Zt,,{.x, &heo) (frahQ.i?'1J .f<tWra!~ If~r".e¥, J!:d'Hi!:~ IYltLrray 

V,?O(,(,)~, UI/::;ermQ/).1 AeJa" /ioeKt!/eller' /.
lZ; - '. 

1 Beginning',with page 256 t line 20, s~rike all'through 

2 page 259, line 4, and insert the following: 

3 "(12) ASSURING, MEDICAID COVERAGE FOR 

4 LOW-INCOME P.A1\IILIES.­

5 U(A) IN GENERAL.-Notwithstanding anr 

6 other provision of this ActJsubject to the suc· 

7 cee~g provisions of this paragraph, "vith re­

8 spect to a State any reference in title XIX (or 

,9 ( other provision of law in relation to the oper­

10 ation of such title) to ~ pr~vision of this part, 

xn~3~a ~Ol~N3S W~Sl:01 961 22,nrSS/82'd 
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2. 

or a SttLte plan under this part (or a provision 

of such a p}nn), including ~tandard.s and meth­

odologies for determining income and resonrces 

under this part or such plan, shall be consid­

ered a reference to such a provision or plan as 

in effect as of July 1, 1996, ~vith respect to the 

State. 

lO(B) CONSTRUCTIONS.­

"(i) In applying section 1925(a)(I), 

the reference to 'section 

402(a)(8)(B)(ii)(ll)' is deemed a reference 

to a corresponding earning disregard rule 


(if any) established under a State program 


funded under this· part (as in effect on or 


. ' 	after October 1, 1996) ... .... 
"(ii) The pro'\risions of former section 


406(h) (as in effect on July 1, 1996) shall 


apply, in relation to title XIX, wi.th respect 


to individuals who receive assistance under 


a State program funded: under this part 


(as in effect on or after' October 1, 1996) 


and are eligible for medical assistance 


under title XIX or who are described in 


subparagraph (C)(i) in the same manner 


as they apply as of July 1, 1996, with re-· 
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1 spect to illclividualswho become' ineligible 

2 for aiel to families with dependent children 

3 as a result (wholly or partly)' of the collec­. , 

4 tion or increased collection of child or 
5· spousal support under pa.rt D Qf this title. 

6 u(iii) \Vith respect to the reference ill 

7 section 1902(&)(5) to a State. plan ap- . -
8 proved under this part, Ii State may treat 

---'---~--'---

9 such reference as a reference' either to a 

10 .. State program funded under this' part (as 

11 in effect on or after Oc~ober 1,. 1996) ot 

12 to the State plan under title XIX. 

13 "(C) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.- . 

14 "(i) IN GENERAL.--,For· purposes of 

15 ~ titl~ XIX, sUbject to clause (ii), in deter-
.... 

16 . mining eligibility for medical' assistance 

17 under such title, an individual shall be 

18 trea.ted as receiving aid or assistance tlnd~r 

19 '& Stat~ plan approved under this part (and 

20 shan be treated as meeting the income and 

21 resource standards under' this part) only if 

22 the individual meets­

23 "(I) the income' and resource 

24 standf!.rds for detemlining eligibility 
, 

25 under. such plan; and 
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'* 

1 "(II) the eligibility requirements 

2 of such ,plan under' si.lbsections (a) 

3 through (c) offormer section 406 and 

4 former section 407('a)7 ' 

5 as in effect as of July I: 1996. Subject to 

6. clanse (ii)(II), the income and resource 

7 methodologies under such plan as of such 
-

8 date shall be used in the determination of 

9 whether any individual meets income and 

10 resonrce standards under such plan. 

11 "(li) STATE OPTION.-For purposes 

12 of applying this paragraph, a State may­

13 "(I) lower its income' standards 

14 applicable with respect to this part, 

15 but not below the income standards-
16 applicable under its State plan under 

17 ',this part on May 1, 1988; and 

18 "(II) use income and resource 

19 standards or methodologies that are 

20 less restrictive than,the standards or 

21 methodologies used' under the State 

.22 plan under this part as of July 1,' 

23 1996. 

24 H{iii) ADDITIONAL STATE OPTION 

25 \VI1'H RESPECT TO 'rANF REcrPIENTS.-' 
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For purposes of applying this paragTaph to 

title XIX, l\ State may, subject to clause 

(iv) , treat all individuals (or reasonable 

categories or' inmvidmus) receiving assist­

ance under the State program fnnded 

under this part (as in effect on or after 

'. 
October 1, 1996) as individuals who are 

receiving a.id or assistance l.lnder a State 

plan approved under this part (and thereby 

eligible for medical assistance under title 

XIX). 

"(iv) TRAJ.'lSITIONAL COVERAGE.-For 

purposes of section 1925, an individual 

who is receiving assistance under the State 

• program funded under this part (as in ef-' 
~ . 

feet on or after October 1, 1996) and is el­

igible for medical . assistance under title 

XIX shall be treated as an individual re­

ceiving aid or a;ssistance pursuant t.o a· 

State plan approved under this part (as in 

. effect as of July 1, 1996) (and thereby eli­

gible for continuation of medical assistance 

under such section 1925). 

H(D) 'VAlVERS.-In the case of a waiver of 

. a provision of this part i.n effect with respect to 

, . 
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a State as of July 1, 1996, if the \vaiver affects 


eligibility of individuals for me'dical assistance 


under title XIX, such waiver IlL:"Ly (but need, 


not) continue to be applied, at the option of the 


. State, in relation to sl.lch title after the date the 

waiver would othenvise expire. If a State elects 

not to continue to apply such a waiver, . then, 

after the date of the expiration of the waiver, 

subparagraphs (A), (B)~ a.nd (C) shall be ap­

plied as if any provisions so waived had, not 

been waived. 

"(E) STATE OPTION TO USE 1 APPLICA­

TION FORi\-I.-Notmng in this paragraph, this 

part, or title XIX, sha.ll be construed as pre.:. 

ventIng a State from providing for the same. ap-' .­
.plicat~on form for assistance under a State pro· 

gram funded under this part (on or after Octo: 

ber 1! 1996) and for medical assistance under 

title XIX. 

(((F) REQUIREMENT FOR RECEIPT OF 

FUNDS.-A State to which a grant is, made 

under section 403 shall take such action as may 

be necessary to ensure that the provisions ofd... J­
. . prc~td;d 11?af HI!. ,$rat:~ 

thls paragraph are carned Ot~ /~ ()Y(r.k"w"~f' ~fl'~ i?.~~ 
in :f,'-He. KI;< ,()ftt"SlJr:I/ 

xn~3~8 ~Ol~N3SW~vt:0t 96. 22 lnr 


