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AMENDMENT NO. " Calendar No. __-_

Purpose: To continue the eligibility of current rectpxents of
AFDC for medieaid.

IN THE S8ENATE OF THE UNITED STATES—104th Cong,, 2d Sess.

(no.)

- (title)

Referred to the Commlttee on
and ordered to be prmted

' Ordered to lie on the table and to be p"mted

AMENDMENT mtendcd to bc pmposed by

1 At the end of chapter 1 of subtitle A, add the foilcw-”
e | B | o | |
3 SEC. 'zm‘; CONTINVED Aﬁuéaﬁox OF CURRENT STAND- -
4 ARDS UNDER MEDICAID PROGRAM, |
5  (a) IN GENERAL. ——Txtle ’*{IX of the Social Seeumty _

- 6 Actis amended-—

7 (1) by redesignating section 1931 as scetion

8 1932 snd o
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1 (2) by inserting after section 1930 the fbliowing ‘,
2 new section: -
3 “CONTINUED APPLICATION OF CERTAIN METHODOLOGY
4 |AND STANDARDS -
5 “SEc. 1931. (a) APPLICATION 'ro TINS TITLE.—
6 | “(1) IN cENERAL.—For purposes. of‘ appl)nng ,
7 this title on aud after October 1, 1996, notwith-
- 8. standing any other provxsxon of this Act but subject -
-9 - to subsection (b) with respect to a State»——
10 “(A) except as provided in subpamgraphs
11 | (B) and ((") any refereme n tth title (or any
12 other provzsxon of law in re!atlon to the oper-
13 ation of this title) to a pmvxsmn of part A of
14 title IV or a State plan under such part shall o
15 - bé considered a refereuce w such pravxsmn or
16 ~ plan as in effect as of \Iay 1, 1996
17 “(B) mdmduah shali be deemed to be re- -
18 ceiving aid or asmstance under a State plan ap—.
19 "proved under part A of title IV if they meet——
20 (1) the income and resouree stand-
20 " ards, and the methodology for determining
22 eligibility for Aassista.nce .ﬁpﬁlieéble under
23 " such plan, as of May 1, 1996; and -
24 “(ii) the éii'gibﬂity teqﬁirenmnts of
25 such State plan that correspond to the re-
26

quirements of subsections (a), (b)i. and (¢)
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of section 406, section 402(a)(42), and

section 407 of part A of title IV, as such
sections were in cffect as of May 1, 1996;
and | .
' “(C)‘ ﬂﬁy reference in section 1902(4)(5) or
1925 to a State plan approved under part A of
. title IV shall be deemed to be a reference to 2
. State program funded under aueh past, as in
effect on and &fter ()etober 1, 1996

“(2} S’rxm OPTION FOR LOWER STANDARDS.—

In applying cIausea (i) of paragrapﬁ (1}(B), a State -

may lower the income and resource standards appli-

cable under the State . plan under part A of title XV

.80 . loncr as sut.,h standards are not less than the

stdndal*ds in effect under the btate plan under Such
part of’ such title on May 1 1988 A State may eleot

to u >3 lesg restr)ctwe mcome and resuume standards

or methodologaes under such State pla.n

“(3) STATE OPTION REGARDING SF‘PARATE
MEDICAID APPLICA’I ION FOR TEA RD(‘IPIENPS ---In
the ease of an mdmdual who is dctcnmned to be eli-

gible for temporary em?loymeht afssistance under a

State plan under part A of title -IV; as in effect on
and after October 1, 1996, a State may, at its op-
tion, use such individual's application for temporary -
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einplbymeut aysistance to determine such . individ-

"{ml’s eligibility for medical assistance under the
State plan under this title, so '10hg as the eligibility
rules, inemﬁe and resource-standards, and the meth-
‘odology for determining eligibility for tempora_uﬁr em-
ployment assistance under :«LSt‘atc plan under part
A of t;ltle IV (as so in effect) are not Iess restrictive

tha.n the ehg:bxht:s rules, incorne and resource stand-

for such assistance,v‘that are desembed in paragraph
(). | . |
"‘{b) APPLICATION T0 WAIVERS ~In the case of "

‘Warver of a- prowsmn of pzu't A of mle IV in effect with

respect to a Estate as of M’ay 1 1996 1f‘ the waxver affects

ehgxbmty of mdmduats fOr medtcal asslstance under this

txtle cuch wawer may (but need not) contmue to be ap-

' phed at the optmn of the State m relatxon to this title

after the date the waiver would otherwisc expire. If a Statc

- elects n_ot to. cantmu{: w.appiy such a waiver, then, after

the date of i;hé expiratibﬁ of the waiver,mxb*;eotioﬁ (a)
shall be. apphccl as xf any pmvzsxons so waived had not
been waived.. A

*(c) BUDGET Nx::ui*m,xw.——'l‘he provisions of sub-
section (a)(3) shall not apply'ﬁrith rés'pect_‘to a State plan
under this title if the Secretarédebem;ines that the appli-

'ards,h and the methodolegy for determining eligibility

luuszon
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1 cation of such subsection would result in an increase in
2 the amdunt. of Federal outlays under this title that would,
3 jn the absence of such éubseetion, hé&e been expended.”.
4 (b} PLaN AMENDMENT.—Section 1902(&) of such
Act (42 U. S.C. 1396&(3)) is amended-—— ‘
(1) by striking ‘and"” at the end of paragraph

5

6

7  (61),
8 (2} by striking the period at the end of para-
9

* graph (62) and inserting “; and”, and

10 (3) by inserting after paragraph (62) the fol-

<11 lowing new paragraph:

1?' I “(63) pnmde for admxmstratlon and deter-
B 13 - minations of eligibility mth respect to mdmduals -
| 14 B f‘who are (or scek to be) elxgxble for medmal assxst— |

? lS -’ v’ance based on the application of seet,xon 1931."
16 (c) REPEAL OF SUNSET ON TRANSITIONAL WORK

- 17 'PROV!S!ONS -—Subsect|on (£) of section. 1925 of such Act
) ‘1'84 (42 U. S C. 13 96r-6(f)) is repealed.

19 (@ CONFORMING AMENDMENT. —Section 408 of the
2_0,9061‘11 Secunty Aet as added by :,eetmn 2103(&){1) 15 |
) 211 amended by stnkmg paragmph (12) and msemng the fol-

22 lowm, '
.23 - "(12) MEDICAL ASSISTANCE REQUIRED TO BE
: 24 ‘ Puovmw FOR 1 YEAR FOR PAMILIES BECOMING (N-

- 25 'BLIGIBLE FOR ASSISTANCE UNDER THIS PART DUE

e L, "‘:
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TO INCREASED EARNINGS FROM EMPLOYMENT OR

COLLECTION OF CIULD SUPPORT.—

 “(A) IN GENERAL—A Staté to which a

grant is made under section 403 shall take such ‘
action as may be necessary to ensurc that, if

any family becomes ineligible to receive assist-

ance under the State program funded under

this part as & result of—

“(i) increased earnings from employ-

ment;

“(n) the collectmn or increased collec-

tion of child or spousal support; or

“(ii1) a combination of the matters de-'

seribed in clauses (1) and (ii),

~and sueh famzly recewed such assistance in at
| ‘1ea.st 3 of the 6 months 1rumed1ately precedmg
the month m’ whxch'such mehgxbzht): begms, the - |
family shall be eligible. for medical assistance

under the State‘s plan approved under title

XIX {(or, it applicable, title X'V) dnnng the 1m~}

mediately succeeding 12-month period for so
long as family income (as defined t;y the State),
e;:elxidiﬁg any refund of Federal income taxes
made by reason of section 32 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986 (relatihg‘to earned in-

010/011

, Qleur/oosv |



. PRa—

. u7s16/86  uw:s7  ¥S202 401 7321 .o . . HHS ASPE/HP -." v JEh.NINGS L{Z}Gll/ﬂll
ST MESLSrRe - AR U n’ T e . v PN N oo )
- ' S ’ N mUuwuuu S
‘0:\ERN\ERN96.351 S | S0

| , .

come tax credit) and any payment made by an

—"

2 employer under section 3507 of such Code (re-
3 lating to advance payment of earned income

-4 credit), is less than the poverty line, and that
5. the family will be apﬁmpﬁately notified of such
6 cligibility. o |
-7 (B) ExéEPTION —No medical assistance
8 may be provxded under subparagraph (A) to )
9 any family that contams an individual who has

10 had all or part of any a,ssxstance provided under
11 _ this part withheld, dedufted or denied as a re-
12 sult of the appheatxon of—

13 “(1) a preeeding paragraph of fhis
14 subsection; or’ ' o “
s (i) section 407(e)(1).".

16 (e} FF‘I‘EL’I‘Nh DATE -

.17 1) In (:EN&RAL —Thv amandments made by
18 subsections (a), (b), and (c) shall apply to medioal

19 assista,nce furnished fOr calendar quarters beginning

20 or or after October 1, 1996 |
2t (2) CQNFORMIN(‘ AMENDMENT.—The amend-

- 22 ment made by subseetmn (d) shall take cffect on the
23

date of the enactment of this’ Act
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July 16, 1996

"TO: Chris Jennings
' Nancy-Ann Min

FROM:  Jack Ebeler
| SUBJECT:  Medicaid Eligibility Under Welfare Reform
1 bave attached the latest draft HHS suggestions for legislatiire changes, and yesterday’s version

of Senate language which may change today. When I get a copy of the language being worked
- on by Bridgett Taylor (I expect to get it this moming), I'll send you a copy.
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MEDICAID ELiGIBILI’I“Y UNDER WELFARE REFORM

OPTION 1-The “freeze” option.
. The first option (based on Lewn language) carries over all current AF DC eligibility rules
-- definitions of income and assets, dollar thresholds, absence of time limits and other

kinds of limits — to Medicaid. Of the two, it is the preferred optmn asit oﬁ‘crs the most
comprehens;ve protection of ehglbmty

As ongmaliy drafted, (now noted as subparagraph (a) on the attachment), a state’s
Medicaid rules for families with children would be locked into its AFDC plan that was in
effect June 5, 1996. States would be limited to provisions that were contained in its plan
at that point. * To correct this problem, a new subparagraph (b) has been added to give
states some flexibility to change standards or methods provided the change is “less

_ restrictive.” Implerienting regulations would define “less restrictive.” This additional

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

PTION 2--The “by for” ion:

The “but-for” cpnon (base:d on Stark language) is 1css des:rablc because 1ts protecnon is
" less comprehenswe _ A

As ongmally draﬁed this optzcm protected Medlcmd only for persons losmg cash
assistance because of time limits. Those losing cash fof other reasons, especially non--
pregnant adults, could have still lost Medicaid along with it. Inj addition, Medicaid

~ eligibility methods and standards for families with chﬂdren, including the poverty-leve:l
- groups, would have been linked to whatever new methods and standards the state devised

~ for its new cash program. This is less desirable than OPTION-1 because these new

standards or methods c.ould be more restrictive than current standards and methods.

The attached language aims to broaden thc “but for” approach to other circumstances

under which individuals might lose cash benefits. The Janguage also protects those who
might fail to qualify because of limits on teen mothers, farmiy caps or ﬁulure to comply

with various new behavxoral reqmrements o . :
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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 part A of title I'V as of June 5, 1996 shall be ehglble

| for medical assistance under the State s plan appraved under title XTX.

(b) In applying subparagraph (a), a State may lower its income standards so long as its siandards
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 under the State plan referred to under subparagraph (a).”

OPTION 2 - “But For” Amendment
Add to section 408(a):

“(H#) CONTINUED ELIGIBILITY FOR CERTAIN ASSISTAN CE - A State to which a grant

.is made undcr section 403 shali assure that --

-(a) Any faxmly that is demed cash assistance because of the prohxbmons described in section

407(e), in paragraphs 2 through 8 of this subsection, or subsection (b) or (d) of sechon 482 shall
be elxglble for medxcal assistance under the State’s plan. approvcd under tltle XIX.

(b) Any famﬂy that becomes mehglblc to receive aid under thxs part because of hours of or -
income from employment 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 ehgxblc for medical assistance

‘under the State’s plan approved under ntle XIX for an extended pcnod or pcnods of time as
: prowded under title X]X - - ,

© If a State limits the number of months for which a two-parent fanuly may receive cash
assistance, the State shall provide medical assistance to all members of the family under the
State’s plan approved under title XIX, without time limitation.

(d) Any family who becomes ineligible for cash assisténce as a result (wholly or partly) of the
collection of child or spousal support under part D, and Who has received such aid in at least
three of the six months immediately preceding the month in which such ineligibility begins, shall
be deemed to be a recipient of aid 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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EXECUTNE OFFICE OF THE PREBIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
WASHINGTON, B.C. 30502

C. B

MM
July 16, 1996 Med\CC;\C\ &x
Qug . B (o
The Honorable Genald B. H. Solomon T
-Chairman
Comumittes on Rules :
U.S. House of Representatives - .

Washington, D.C. 20515
Dear Mr. Chwman.

I em writing to transmit the Adnumstmﬁon $ views on the welfare promiom of HR.
3734, the “Welfare and Medicaid Reforra Act of 1996." We understand that the Rules
Commnittee plans to separute the welfare and Medicaid poruons of the bill and consider only the
welfare premxons on the House floor.

We are plaased that the Congress has decided to separate welfare reform from a proposal

to repeal Medicaid’s guarantee of health care for the eldesly, poor, pregnant and people with

disabllities. We hope that removing this poi.son pill“ from welfare reform is a breakthrough that
indicates that the Congressional [eadership is serious about passing bipartisan welfare reform

ﬁusyw

It is among the Administration's highest pdéﬁﬁes to achieve bipartisan welfare reform
reflecting the principles of work, family, and responsibility. For the pest three and & half years,

‘the President has demonstrated his commitment to enscting real welfare reform by working with

Congress to create legislation that moves people from welfere to work, encourages

responsibility, and protests children. The Administration sent to Congress a stand-alone welfare
bill that requires welfars recipients to work, i imposes stri¢t time limits on welfare, toughens child
support enforcement is fair to children, md is consistent with the President’s commitment to
balance the budget.

The Administretion is also pleased that the bill makes many of the important |

- improvements to HLR.' 4 that we recommended — improvements that were also ncluded i in the

bipartisan National Governors® Association and Castle-Tanner proposals. Weurgethe
Committee to build upon these improvements. At the same time, however, the Administration is
decply concerned about certaln provisions of H.R. 3734 that would sdversely affect benefits for
food stamp households and legel immigrants, as well as with the need for strong State
sccountability and flexibility. And, the bill would still raiss taxes on millions of working -

families by cutting the Earned Income Tex Credit (EITC). ‘
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'Improvements contaioed in HR 3734

We appreciate the Committees® efforts to strengthen provisions that are central to work- -

based reform, such as child care, and to provide some additional protections for ¢hildren and:
families. In rejecting HLR. 4, the President singled out & number of provisions that were tough
on children 2nd did too little to move people from welfare to work. H.R. 3734 includes
important changes to these provisions that move thedegislation closer to the President’s vision of
true welfare reforn. We are particularly pleased thh the following improvements:

Qhﬂd_cgm As the Prezident has insisted throughout the welfare reform debate, child
care is esseatial 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 HR 4. The bill also
recognizes that parents of school-age children need ¢child care in order to work and
protect the health and sefety of children in care. -

Food Stamps. The bill removes the annual spendmg cap on Food Stamps that was ‘
included in HR 4, preserving the program’s ability to expand during periods of
economic recession end he!p fumilies when they are most in niced. ,

Child Nutdtion. The bill no longer mcludes the HR 4 provisions for & child nutrition
block-grant demonstration, which would have undermined the program’s ability to

respond zutomatically to ¢conomic changes and maintain national nutrition standards.

Child Protection. We commend the Committes for preserving the open-ended naturs of
Title IV-E foster care and adoption assistance programs, current Medicaid coverage of

eligible children, and the national child dats collection initlative.

mmmmmmsn The bill removes the proposed two-tiered benefit
system for disabled children receiving SSI that wes mcluded in HR 4, and rctam.s full
cash benefits for all eligible children.

Work Performance Bonug, We commend the Committee for giving states an incentive to
move people from welfare to work by providing $1 billion in work performance bonuses
by 2003. This provision is an important element of the Administration’s bill, and will
help change the culture of the welfare office.

Contingengy Fund, The bill (doptS the Nationa! Governors Association ('NGA)
recommendation to double the aize of the Contingency Fund to $2 blllion, and add &
more respongive trigger based on the Food Stamp ceseload changes. Further steps the

’Consress should uke to strengthen this provision are cutlined below.

Hardship Exemption, We commend the Comumittee for following the NGA
recommendation and ths Senate-passed welfare reform bill by allowing states to exempt.
up to 20% of hardship cases that reach the five-year time limit.
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v We remain pleased that Congress has decided to include central elements of the
President’s approach — time limits, work requirements, the toughest possidle child support
enforcement, nquimg minor mothers to live at home as 2 condition of essistance - in this

lcgslatwn.

The Admm;muon strong!y supports several provisions in¢luded in S, 1795, s reported
by the Senate Finance Commnittee. These provisions include: allowing transfers only to the child
care block grant, incressing the maintenance of effort requirement with & Ughtened definition of
what counts toward this requirement, improving the fiir and equitable treatment and enforcement

language, and eliminating the child protection block prant. Wc urge the Congress to include
these provisions ia HR. 3734,

Key Concer_‘ns With H.R. 3734

The Administration however remaing deeply concerned that the bill still lacks other
lmponant provisions that heve earned bipartisan endorsement.

. S_zs_aimm The welfare provisions incorporste most ofthe cuts that wers in the
vetoed bill ~ $59 billion over & years (including the EITC and related savings in
Medicald) over six years. These cuts far exceed those proposed by the NGA or the
Administration. Cuts in Food Stamps and benefits 10 legal immigrants ase particulacly
deep. The President’s budget demonstrates that cuts of this size are not necessary to
achieve real welfare reform, nor are they needed to balance the budget.

» Ec_oimms The Administration strongly opposes the inclusion of 2 Food Stamp block

grant, which has the potential to seriously undermine the Federa! nature of the program,
jeopardizing the nutrition and health of millions of children, worldng families, and the-
elderly, and eliminating the program’s ability to respond to economic changes. The
Administration is elso concamed 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 & four-month time limit-on childless
adults who are willing to work, but are not offered 8 work slot.

. L_ggum_gzm The bill retains the excessively harsh and uncompromismg

h'mmgrauon 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 -
AFDC, the bill bans SSI and Food Stamps for virtually all legal immigrants, and imposges
8 five-year ban on all other Federal programs, including non-cmergency Medicaid, for
new legel immigrants. These bans would even cover legal immigrants who become
disabled after entering the country, families with children, and current recipients. The
bill would deny benefits to 0.3 million immigrant children and would affect many more
children whose parents ere denied assistance, The proposal unﬂurly shifts costs to States
with high numbers of legal immigrants. In addition, the bill requires virtuelly all Federal,
State, and local benefits programs to verify recipients’ citizenship or alien status. These
mandates would create significent administrative burdens for State, locel, and non-profit
service providers, and barriers to perticipation for citizens.
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M&MW Ewven after the proposed meval of the Medicaid
reconciliation provisions from HR. 3734, the Administretion opposes provisions that do
8ot guarsntee continued Medicaid eligibility when States change AFDC rules.
Specifically, we are concarnad that families who reach the § year time limit or additional
children born to families that are almdy receiving assistance could lose their Medicaid
cligibility and would be unable to receive the health care services that they need.

ioni i . Although the contingency fnd is twice the size of

Protection in Economic Dovmtum, \
that contained i the vetoed bill, it still does not allow for further expansions during poor

economic conditlons end periods of increased need. We are also concerned about
provisions that reduce the match rate on contingency funds for states that access the fund
for periods of less than one year.

State Maintenance of Effort. Under HLR. 3437, States could reduce the resources they
provide to poor children. We are deeply concemned that the bill provides the proposed -
cash assistance block grant with transfer authority to the Social Services Block

, Gnmt(SSBG) Transfers to SSBG could lead States to substitute Federal dollars for State

dollars in an army of State social sarvicas activitias, potentially cutting the effactive State

* maintenance of effort levels reqmred for the cash block grant

| ngr_gs_{q_}}{m Based on Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimates, HR 3734

would leave states with a 39 billion shortfall over six years in resources for work if they
maintained their curvent level of cash assistance. Moreover, the Economic and -
Educational Opportunity Committee increased this shortfall and cut State ﬂmbxhty by
raising the weekly number of hours that States must place reciplentsin work activities
and increasing the participation rates. The Economic and Educational Opportunities
amendments would also create a ghortfall in‘child care funding. As CBO has noted, most
states would probably accept block grant penalties rather than meet the bill's -
participation rates and truly refocus the systmz on work.

Youchers, The bill actually reduces State flexibility by prol’u’bmng States from using

block grant funds to provide vouchers to children whose pasents reach the time limit.
H.R. 4 contained no such prohibition, and the NGA opposes it. We st:ong)y urge the
adoption of the voucher langueags that protects chﬂd.ren sumlar to that in the
Administration’s b{ll and Ca.sde-'l‘mer

Worker Displacement, W¢ are deep‘y conwmd that the bill docs not include adequaw

- protections against worker displacement. Workers are not protected from partial

displacement such es reduction in hours, wages, or benefits, and the bill does not

¢stablish any avenue for displaced emp!oyees to seek redress.

Eamily Caps, The House bill reverts back to the opt-out provision on &mﬂy caps which

would restrict State flaxibility in this area. The Administration, &s well as NGA, sceks

- complete State ﬂc.xzb;hty to set fa.m:ly cap policy.

5119#5
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. EITC. The Administration opposes the prcvlslcns inHR 3734 that increase the EITC
phase-out rates thereby- ralsing taxes on more than four million low-incoms working
families with seven million children In addition, the budget resolution instructs the
revenue commuittees to cut up to $18.5 billion more from the EITC. Thus, ETTC cuts
could total over $20 billion, and such large increases oa working families are particularly
illconceived when congidered in the context of real welfare reform — that is,
encoureging work end making work pay.*

, We are also ccncemed that the bill repeals the Family Preservation a.nd Support prognm,
which may mesn less State spending on sbuse and neglect prevention activities.

We strongly support the bipartisan walfare reform initiatives from moderate Republicans
and Democrats in both Houses of Congress. The Castle-Tanner proposal addresses many of our
concerns, and it would stuengthen State accountability efforts, welfare to work measures, end -
protections for children It provides s foundation on which this Committee should build in order
to provide more State flaxibility; incentives for AFDC recipients to move from welfare to worlg
more parental responsibility; and protections for children, It is a good strong bill that would end
welfars as we know it. Castle-Tanner provides the much needed opporturnity for a real bipartisan
compromise and should be the basis for s quick sgreement between the parties.

The President stands ready to work with the Congress to addmss the outstanding
concemns 50 that we can enact a strong bipartisan welfere reform bill to replace the current
gystem with one that demands responsibility, strengthens families, protects children, and gves
States broad ﬂe:a‘bxhty and the needed resources to get the job done. '

Smcerely,

acob J. Lew
Acting Director

IDENTICAL COPIES S‘EN'VI’ TO THE HONORABLE JOHN J. MOAKLEY,
THE HONORABLE JOHN R KASICH, AND THE HONORABLE MARTIN O. SABD
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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.! 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.

* 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 welfare 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 and assets for purposes of determining Medicaid
eligibility.



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 than 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
Women )
American College of Nurse-Midwives
American Medical Women’s Association
American Nurses Association
American Psychological Association
American Public Health Association
American Speech-Language-Hearing
Association o
~ Catholics for a Free Choice
Center for Women Policy Studies
Children’s Defense Fund
Feminist Majority
Judge David C. Bazelon Center for
Mental Health and Law
National Abortion and Reproductive
Rights Action League

National Association of Child Advocates

National Association of Developmental
Disabilities Councils

National Association of Homes and
Services for Children

National Council of Jewish Women

National Perinatal Association

National Council of Jewish Women

National Organization for Women

National Women’s Law Center

NOW Legal Defense and Education Fund

Planned Parenthood Federation of
America

The Center for Advancement of Public
Policy

United Cerebral Palsy Associations

Women Work!
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Medicaid savings from kicking disabled kids off S8SI S
i
17-J4ul-98 1996 1697 1988 1699 2000 2001 2002 2003 sum 3
i
" Proposal: House Ways & Means/Senate Finance o
Kids cut from SSI (Kathy's estimate) ‘ ‘ o n
Via [FA repeal - -23 -204 -259 -278 -287 - 315 @ w
Via CDRs ' na na na na na na na na ®
. ) "
Subtotal : - D) 204 269 278 257 315 332 8
Via 2-tier system ~ na na na na na | na . na na )
Total - -23 -204 -259 -278 =297 . .-315 -332
— Ofthe first group (kida, mostly poor 4 - tera)..... ; s
Cut from 88| .- 23 204 258 278 297 - . 315 332
Retain Madicaid through AFDC 60% -~ 14 122 155 167 178 .- -~ 189 198
(Of remainder) retain Medicaid via poverty* 62% / - 8 51 64 89 - T4 - 78 82
. Resulting %/mno. who keep Medicald 85% -- 20 173 220 236 252 . 287 282
—> Resulting %/no. who lose Medicaid @ - 3 31 39 42 45 - 48 50 > 753 000
Assumed per capita (federal share) $820 $880 $960 $1,020 $1,090 $1,170 ~ “$1,270 NA
% growth NA 7.3% 9.1% 6.3% 6.9% 73% . 85% NA
( Total Medicaid savings {($ millions) - -$3 -$30 -$40 -$48 -$53 - -$61 NA
i

Rounded | — T35 530 -840 -$45 -355 -$60 NA _ ($236]) ¢
Of the second group (children meeting disability eriteria but whose parent's income would be too high for the two-tier system)-- ‘
é Cut from SS! ‘ - - - . - - - -
Keep Medicaid 25% - - - - - - - -
é Lose Medicaid 75% - - - - - - - -

Assumed per‘caplta {federal share) $820 $880 $960 $1,020 $1,000 $1,170 $1,270

£ 3

Total Medicaid savings ($ millions) . - - - - - - .
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~July 17, 1996

TO: Chnsl.,
FR: ~ Sarah

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

The Bill being considered by the Rules Committee would:

. ~ extend the ban on receiving Medicaid coverage to all immigrants until citizenship.
. extend transitional Medicaid coverage for cash recipients moving from welfare to work.
+ ° maintain other provisions 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 for all federal means-tested programs, including Medicaid, and eliminating
“the PRUCOL category of legal immigrants, establishing a more narrow definition of alien
eligibility. ‘

Savings on 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% of welfare reform savings in the Rules
Committee bill. '
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July 17, 1996

¥ Health Financing Branch A
‘Office of Management and Budget
Executive Office of the President

Washington, DC 20503
— - ' —
Decision needed —
Please sign —
. . o ' ~ Per yout request
Please route to: Nancy-Ann Min , ’ Please comment X
. ' ‘ [b & . For your information _X
Thr Ough: i Bar ry Cloendemn - With informational copies for: .
Mark Mﬂleﬂ'( HFB Chron, HD Chron, Medicaid
Examiners )
. . Phone: 202/395-4908
Subject: + House Welfare Bill and Impacts - Fax: 202/395-3910
’ " on Medicaid * E-mail: highsmith_n@al.cop.gov

Room: #7026

From: " Nikki Highsmiﬁ - -

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 Qut 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 asset 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. '
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* 2) SSI Children -- The House Welfare bill would eliminate the comparable severity standard and -

the Individual Functional Assessment (IFA) 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 SS1) 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 of immigrants 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. ‘

' II Welfare Bill as Being Consndered in the Rules gzomm:ngg

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 Welfare b111 before reporting out the bill. We
understand that the Rules Committee bill wouId

. 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
banned from receiving Medicaid for five years.

. extend transitional Medicaid coverage to cash recipienrs 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 (Ways 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, it would seem inappropriate to site House changes in the Senate
SAP (IM 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 B "

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
Responsibility, 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 leadershlp 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 i 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 debéte, 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 of Effort. 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 A
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 Cormmttee also incorporates appropriate State accountability -
measures.




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. We are pleased that the Finance Commn‘.tee 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. 'We are pleased that the bill incorporates provisioné against
worker displacement, including protections from partial displacement as well as
avenues for displaced employees to seek redress.

- Child Nutrition. The bill now Amcludes 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 Admmlstratlon 5
proposed 8 percent commodliy floor.

Child Protectlon. We commend the Fmance 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 (SSI). 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 requlrernent that minor mothers live at home as a condition of
asswtance -- in this legislation. -

Key Concerns With S. 1956

The Administration, however, remains deeply concerned that S. 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 Administration.




Cuts in Food Stamps and benefits to legal immigrants are partinulnrly deep. The
President’s Budget demonstrates that cuts of this size are not nécessary to achxeve real
welfare reform, 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 undermine 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 slot.

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 4&id 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
Fedéral programs, including non-emergency Medicaid, for new legal immigrants.
These bans would even cover legal immigrants who become ‘disabled after entering

~ the country, families with children, and current recipients. The bill would deny
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
that they need. In addition, State flexibility to change these AFDC rules could '
adversely affect Medicaid eligibility determinations, mcludmg eligibility for poverty-
related pregnant women and children.

Protection in Economic Downturn. Although the Contmgency 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. We are also concerned about




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." Moreover, thé 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 Transitional and At-Risk
child care levels, and do not transfer amounts from the cash block grant to child
care).

L 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 pohcy

] 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



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 qu1ck
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 reform 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,

@M%N

Jacob J.
Acting Dlrector

IDENTICAL COPY SENT TO THE HONORABLE J. JAMES EXON
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Children’s Detense Fund

'>TO: - Chris Jennings

ORGANIZATION: The White House

FAX #: 456-5542

FROM: Stan Dorn, Director

Health Division
DATE: July 12, 1996 TIME: __5:00 p.m.
'NUMBER OF PAGES (INCLUDING COVER SHEET): ‘ 3 B

NOTES: Thought you would find the attached fact sheet helpful as. you . o

. comsider the health threats to children proposed by the

v

; Republican Welfare Bills

If vou have any proble:ms receiving this fax, please contact the Administrative Assistant
at (202) 662 - 3551,

23 £ Street, NW
Washington, DC 20001
Telephone 202 628 8787
Fax 202 662 31310
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A Stand-alone Welfare Bill Could Denv Mechcald to Chlldren, Pregnant 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 fact, their
welfare bill could take away guarantees of Médicaid coverage from many children and
women, including those in working families. 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 no longer be guaranteed
Medicaid. The Republican welfare proposal would require states to end welfare for
certain families but permit states 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 of Massachusetts 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 would lose Medicaid automatically even if Medicaid law is
unchanged. The only large group guaranteed Medicaid on other grounds would be poor
children born 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% of whom are women--likewise would no longer be guaranteed

Medicaid coverage. These are some of America's poorest families, commonly with

incomes below 50% of the federal poverty line.

Such families are unlikely to find health coverage even if they find work, as low-wage jobs
_ rarely offer health benefits. A study of New Jersey’s welfare reform program found that -
78% of families leaving welfare got jobs without health coverage. Similarly, a study of
California’s GAIN program found that only 28% of those who worked recgived any health
benefits from their most recent employer.

. In addition, Medicaid guarantees would be threatened 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 determing 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 cestain
child support payments, they also must be disregarded in deciding Medicaid eligibility for
children, pregnant women and parents.

Under the welfare bill, states would receive nearly unlimited power to change these AFDC -
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 eligibility rules for over 26 million Medicaid beneficiaries who are neither elderly
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nor disabled. I8 million of these beneﬁclanea are ciuldren 62% of whom have workmg
parents, acc:»rdmg to the GAQ. '

¢ The criginal welfare bill held Medicaid harmless. A similar approach is needed -
now. HR 4, as passed by the House and Senate before Conference, was a stand-alone
welfare bill that avoided Medicaid cuts. Under that version of HR 4, all AFDC 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 if welfare 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 still could remain guaranteed to children and parents
with income low enough to receive AFDC under their state’s old standards. Moreover,
__under 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 applicants. Only if effective “Medicaid hold harmless”
provisions are added to the welfare bill would it avoid cuts in guaranteed health coverage '
for families and children.

Faﬂure to include these Medicaid protections will mean that the Republican .

leadership has effectively 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 and low-income parents and guardians.

N

& R
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CENTER ON BUDGET
| AND POLICY PRIORITIES |

July 1 é, 1996

- PROTECTING HEALTH CARE CGVEHAGE

There have been 51gn1f1canl: concerns that transforming welfare into a block grant
would have the unintended effect of putting Medicaid coverage for approximately 1.2
million children and four million parents at risk. Certainly the goals of welfare reform[are
not promoted by leaving millions of very poor children and parents without access to |
_ health care.

. 3 . N 1
d

‘Even thou gh there is broad agréement that welfare reform should not cause people
to lose Medicaid coverage, the repeal of the AFDC program has a very slgmfxc;mt 1rnpact on
Medicaid. ,

. Medicaid uses AFDC income and asset rules for determmmg financial
ehgtbxhty for all of the families, poor children, and pregnant women who
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 i is in jeopardy. The Chafee-Breux amendment addresses this 1ssxhe

|
+ In addmcn, over one million children and faur million parents now receive |

Medicaid based on their eligibility for AFDC. If AFDXC is repealed, 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 children who
now receive Medlcald through the link to AFDC. i '

Because of the mmcate connections between AFDC and Medicaid, it is critical iI:hat
the Senate adopt a workable solution that assures that currently insured poor parents and
~ older children do not lose coverage as a consequence of the welfare bill. The Chafee-Breaux
amendment meets this objective, bulldmg on the approach adopted by both the House and
 the Senate last year: v !

«  “Instead of requiring states to cover people who receive md under the welfare
block grant, states would be directed to cover parents and older children if
their family income is below the state’s current AFDC payment standard.
This approach assures continued coverage to parents and children without
regard to the changes a state may make in its welfare block grant. |

%
|

;
!
i

820 First Street, NE, Suite 510, Washmgmn DC20002 - ’ }
- Telk 202-408-1080 Fax 202-408-1056  center@center.chpp.org  hitp:/www.cbpp.org’ HNOI‘_}FG
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~ berequired to cover any new group of people.

- e @7/18.96  12:38 CBPP » 2024566487 R , NO. 779 F‘@@Si@EB

Coverage would be required only for those parents and children who
currently qualify for Medicaid through the AFDC program. States would not

|
|

In addition, states woulcl have the option to automahcally cover under |
Medicaid some or all of the people who receive aid under the welfare block

: grant without going through any addmonal ehgxblhty determination, - 3

: ‘The Chafee-Breaux approach has the followmg advantages . A B

bloc:k grant:

L4

Welfare refcrm could proceed without obligating — or risking — health care ‘covefagei

i
4

It assures continued Medicaid ehgxbmt} to the poorest children and parents

.w1th0ut expanding Medicaid coverage to anyone not covered by current law .

Itis a simple approach that does not impose new administrative burdens on
states. States currently qualify people for Medicaid based on income |
standards that vary according to the age of the child, pregnancy, disability,
etc. This proposal maintains the current approach — all protected groups of
people (eg., children, parents, pregnant women, elderly and disabled pecple)
would qualify for Medicaid based on their i income.

 States would not be forced to run a “dual” system. The amendment does rpot
_ carry over all of the old AFDC rules. The only AFDC rules that would

continue to apply would be those generally limiting coverage to single parent

families. States already determine family composition when they evaluate a
 Medicaid application both to assure that all family income is considered and

to identify whether there is any child support obligation to pursue.

ot

The Chafee-Breaux amendment also gives states greater ﬂenblhty with their wa’lfare

By delmkmg Medlcald ehgxb111ty from receipt of welfare, states could |

experiment with welfare reform— a dollar of welfare benefits would not
carry with it the obhganon to pr0v1de the full range of Medicaid benefits,

For example, a state. could use welfare block grant funds to provide modbst
transportation assistance or a work stipend to families with very low wages
without worrying about havmg to prowde full Medicaid coverage for all such

people.
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July I%, 1996
PROTECTING HEALTH CARE COVERAGE R

There have been significant concerns that transforming welfare into a block gra; t
would have the unintended effect of putting Medicaid coverage for approximately 1.2
million children and four million parents at risk. Certainly the goals of welfare reform|are

- not promoted by leaving millions of very poor children and parents without access to
. health care. : .

: 1
Even though there is broad agreement that welfare reform should not cause pedple
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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. - J

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

, i |

The Chafee-Breaux approach has the following advantages:

. It assures continued Medicaid eligibility to the poorest children and parents
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
- standards that vary according to the age of the child, pregnancy, disability,
etc. This proposal maintains the current approach — all protected groups of
people (eg., children, parents, pregnant women, elderly and disabled peqple)
would qualify for Medxcmd based on their income.

. States would not be forced*to run a “dual” system. The amendment doesi not
carry over all of the old AFDC rules. The only AFDC rules that would |
continue to apply would be those generally limiting coverage to single parent
families. States already determine family composition when they evaluate a
Medicaid application both to assure that all family income is considered and
to identify whether there is any child support obligation to pursue.

The Chafee-Breaux arnendment also gives states greater flexibility with their welfare
block grant: , 1

. By delinking Medicaid eligibility from receipt of welfare, states could !
experiment with welfare reform — a dollar of welfare benefits would not
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 modest
transportation assistance or a work stipend to families with very low wages
without worrying about having to provide full Medicaid coverage for ali such

people.

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

7
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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 will 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
- becanse my guess is that the Republican Governors will go after them.

BT
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SUPPORT THE CHAFEE AMENDMENT TO
CONTINUE CURRENT MEDICAID LAW FOR AFDC RECIPIENTS

«  Under current law, individuals whe are eligible for
AFDC are automatically eligible for Medicaid coverage
as well. The Chafee amendment would add language to
thig bill to continue to provide 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 Medicaid coverage when they lose
their eligibility for cash assistance. The Chafee
amendment ensures that these low income individuals
will not lose their Medicaid coverage if a state makes
it tougher for them to be eligible for cash asgsistance . :
under the block grant, or when their mandatory time | . :
limits expire. |

. There appears to be a consensus in both the House and
the Senate to reform welfare only at this time, rather
than welfare and Medicaid together. fhe Shafee
amendment is consistent with this approach by
retaining current law with respect to Medicaid
“coverage for AFDC recilpients.

. There is long-standing precedent for the Chafee
amendmerit -- both the House and Senate-passed versions .
of H.R. 4, the original welfare reform measures,
contained language along the lines of the Chafee
amendment. The welfare reform bill being considered
today on the House floor also contains the Chafee
language. '
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Summary of Bipartisan Medicaid Coverage Amendment
(July 18, 1986) ‘

Purpose This amendment is intended-to ensure that converting the current welfare
“program to a black grant will not result in the loss of basic health care coverage for

qver 8 millien poer children and thelr mothers. |

,Mamtsining Current Law Eligibility for Medlcmd. Under current taw, children and
‘mothers in families receiving AFDC cash assistance are automatically eligible for
Medicaid. Under the naw TANF block grant, these children and mothers may or may
not be sligible for cash assistance and, therefore, Medicaid, depending on the new
block grant eligibility criteria adopted by a State,  The amendment provides that, in
determining eligibility for Medicaid, a State must use the income and resource
standards (and methodalogies for counting income and resources) in effect under its
State AFDC program as of July 1, 1996. The effect is to maintain current law with
respect to beth women and children who would receive cash assistance under current
law ag well as to pregnant women and infants and children who would receive Medicaid o

 because their incomes fall below certain poverty threshoids. As under current law, - :
States may lower their income standards'to the levels in effect in the State as of May 1, f
1988, and they may use less restrictive income and resource standards.

[Amendment text: p. 1, line § - p. 2, line 7; p. 3, line13 - p. 4, line 10; p. 6, lines 19 -23]

Maintaining Curvent Law Transltional Medicaid Coverage. Under currentiaw,
individuals who lose eligibility for cash assistance, and therefore Medicaid, due to ,
increased earnings, are covered under Medicaid for an additional year, so lang 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
recelving 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. S :

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

Wndar current law, individuals who lose eligibility for cash assistance, and therefora
Medicaid, due to increased income from the coliection of child support, are covered
under Medicaid for 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 biock grant assistance due to earnings, will receive 4 months
of transitional Medicaid coverage on the same basis as Under current law.

[Amendment text. p. 2, line 16 - p. 3, line 5; page §, lines 19-23].
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State Option to Extend Medicaid Coverage to All Individuals Recsiving Block
. Grant Assistance. Under currant law, all individuals receiving AFDC cash assistance
_are automatically ellgible for Medicaid. Undar the amendment, a State may, at its
option, extend Medicaid coverage to individuals (or reasonable categorles of
individuals) whe are eligible for TANF block grant assistance but are not automaticaily
eligibla for Medicaid bacause they do not mast the eligibility standarda in effect under
the State’s AFDC program as in effect on July ‘t 1988,

[Amendment text: p. 4, line 24 - p, §, line 11].

State Option to Extend Welfare Waivers Affecting Medicald. Under the |

amendment, States that, as of July 1, 1996, have received waivers of provisions under
thelr AFDC praograms may, at their option, continue to apply those portions of their

waivers that affect eligibiiity for Medicaid even after their waivers have expired.

[Amendment text: p. 8, line 24 - page 6, line 10],

State Administrative Options. Under the amendment, Staies woulld be allowed {0

use either their Medicaid or their TANF block grant agencies to make Madicaid :
eligibility determinations, and they weould be able to use 1 app{scztm form for.both the
TANF block grant and Medicaid aligibility.

[Amendment text: page 3, lines 6-12; page 6, fines 11-18).
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 FAX FROM OFFICE OF
SENATOR JOHN BREAUX
224-4623
URGENT

MEMORANDUM

TO: Bruce Lesley/Graham '
' Karen Davenport or Sheila le/Ken'cy
- ———— . . Greg Williamson/Murray
‘ Ned McCulloch/Lieberman
Sue Mabry/Reid
Barbara Pryor/Rockefeller
‘Grace Reef/Daschle
Laird Bumett/Finance
~ Chris Jennings/White House
~ Rich Tarplin/HHS
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 current lineup would 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
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Ta!king Pomts for Chafee Amendment

* We have voted to take Medicaid off the table by dropping the
Medicaid provisions of this bill. My amendment is necessary to
maintain current 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.

o Thus, those who are currently enrolled in the Medicaid program and
those who will meet the income and resource standards in
the future will qualify for Medicaid, provided they are a dependent

f‘hlid orasmgle parent : B . .

" My amendment also keeps the standard for calculatmg what is
included as income for all women and. children under Medicaid. The
underlying biil lets states count anything they want as income
including, food- stamps school lunches, and even federal disaster

reilef

- ohe

Talking‘ Points Against the Roth Amendment

T The Roth amendment allows the states to dras'ticaﬂy' reduce
Medicaid coverage for all groups of women and children.

* First, it grandfathers individuals who are enrolled in Medicaid at
" time of enactment. There are no protections for those who meet the
same standard' after -the bill .is enacted. Thus if a single mother
loses her job after enactment, even though she méets to old
~ standards, she and her older children may not be able to qua lify for
insurance coverage under the Med:caud program. -

*  Second, it strikes the provisions in ‘my amendment that remstates
the standards for caiculatmg income. Thus a 7-year-old child with a
famlly income below the current federal poverty standards will not
‘qualify for Medicaid coverage if the state adopts a more restrictive .
income test and includes thmgs such as school lunches or. food

stamps.

o Imposes administrative burdens -on states by requiring vthem to keep-
a master list of all old AFDC beneficiaries and update periodically.
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Dear 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 guarantee to Medicaid coverage.

. T on Tuesday, the Senate will consmder two amendments intended -
to resolve thls 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 in 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 falls 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 lncome
as it pertains to their eligibility for Medlcald

In additicn, the Roth amendment 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 AFDC and Medicaid as of the date of enactment, and
update to eliminate families that become ineligible because of

increases in income:

PRINTED ON ALCYOULD PaMER
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In summary, my amendment preserves current Medicaid law. The
Roth amendment reforms Medicaid through the back door by allowing
_states to remove Medicaid coverage to not only those families who
meet current income and resource standards for cash assistance,
but also by repealing current-law standards for calculating income
for pregnant women and chlldren of all ages.

I urge you to vote far the Chafeé amendment and agaznst the
Roth amendment

Sincerely,

W

ohn H. Chafee.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: ~ Democratic Co-Sponsors of Chafee Medicaid Amendment

FROM: Cynthia Rice (Sen. Breaux) (4-9741).
DATE: July 21, 1996 ,

SUBJECT: Update & Request'for Assistance

Procedure

On Friday, Senator Chafee offered his amendment (#4931). Senator Rot.b 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 2 2nd degree
perfecting amendment (#4933). Chafee offered his perfecting amendment to make sure

~ that his policy would be voted on first (see attached page from Rlddlck’ s illustrating

the amendment tree).

This means that on Tuesday the Senate will vote in the following order:
Chafee #4933
Roth #4932 :
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.) :

LV B S IS

It is critical that Senators vote BOTH for Chafee AND against Roth. Why?‘
Becausg 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 votes will be third and fourth
votes of the day on Tuesday, putting them at approximately 10:15 a.m. -

Policy
Aftached are copues of the amendments a summary of their differences, and a

“section by section” of the original Chafee amendment (#4931). Broadly speaking, the
Chafee amendment assures that all categories of people 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 of enactment
but allowing states to deny Medicaid in the future to families 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 cligibility for non-welfare
populations by letting states redeﬁne what income and assets count in determining
eligibility (see attached for more). ‘

oD A XMd3Md HOLUN3S WUeR:BT 96, 22 L



' Vote FOR Chafee #4933
AND AGAINST Roth #4932

The Chafee amendment assures that all categories of pedple 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 of enactment but allowing states to deny Medicaid in the
future to families 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 e11g1b111ty (see attached for more). |

On Tuesday, July 23rd, the Senate will vote

1st on Chafee #4933 ) -

2nd on Roth #4932; and S

- Possibly 3rd on Chafee #4931 ’
(there will most likely be no third rolil 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 the Chafee amendment to vote
BOTH for Chafee AND against Roth. If Roth were to pass after Chafee
does, the Roth amendment would prevail. Roll call 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
information, contact Laurie Rubiner or Katherine Hayes in Sen,
Chafee’s office (4-2921) or Cynthla Rice in Senator Breaux’s office
(4-9741)
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Medicaid Eligibility Protections —
A Comparison of the Chafee-Breaux Amendment
~with the Roth Subsmute

Chafee-Breaux Roth
. amendment . substitute
Assures health care Yes — By maintaining current No — Only those children
coverage for children and | standards of eligibility for and parents who receive
parems who qualify for Medicaid, the amendment assures | welfare and Medicaid on the
Medicaid based on that no one will lase Medicaid day the welfare bill is enacted
current AFDC eligibility | coverage as a result of federal or | would be eligible for
‘rules. state welfare changes. continued coverage (and their
‘ continued eligibility would be
subject to all of the federal
welfare block grant
reswictions and penalaes).
Poor children aver age 13 and
parents who need Medicaid in
the funure would Jose their
health care guarantee.
Childreth and parentsin | Yes — The Chafee-Breaux No — A child ar parent’s
similar situations would amendment would assure that access to health care ~__
be treated similarly children and parents would qualify | coverage would depend on
for Medicaid eligibility under when they happened to apply
current §tandards no mater when | for welfare.
they might apply for coverage. -
Current standards and criteda far | A 15-year old uninsured child
Medicaid would apply o all | whase parent loses her job -
families, assuring fair geatment next year might not qualify
o far Medicaid because the
.faruly did not receive welfare
on the day the welfare bill is
enacted into law.
Assures that children and | Yes, if they meet Medicaid No-—Even the
parents who become eligibility standards and criteria. grandfathered group of
Ineligible for welfare due children and adults would
to a tme limitcan lose Medicaid if they reached

contnue to mcewe
Medicaid

the welfare ime limit.
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Roth

“coverage because of

“financing would not cause

Chafee-Breaux
amendment substitute
Assures confinued - ' Yes; Since Medicaid eligibi]ity ~ {-Ne, unless they happened o
Medicaid coverage for would not be linked 1o eligibility | be recciving welfare on the
children and parentsif a | under the welfare block grant,’ day the welfare bill is enacted
state Jowers its welfare changes in welfare rules would. - [ into law (and do nat lose
eligibility standards ‘not affect Medicaid coverage. | coverage because of welfare
. - A reszictions and penalties).
Assures condnued Yes — Medicaid eligibility would | No, uniless they happened to
Medicaid coverage for not be linked ta the welfare block | be receiving welfare on the
children and parentsif a | grant Restricdons on welfare day the welfare bill is enacted
| state reswricts welfare that result from block grant into law (and do not lose

coverage becaunse of welfare

coverage beyond current
law

assured under current law. It
does not expand coverage.

higher costs due an otherwise eligible children and | reswrictions and penaldes).
economic downtum ot parents 0 lose health care ‘
natural disaster coverage. ' ' ‘
Protects Medicaid Yes — Current Medicaid rules for | No — Federal rules
caverage for poor determining financial cligibility for | govemning how income and
children and pregnant all poar children and pregnant assets are counted under the
wornen whose eligibility ‘| women (not just those receiving | Medicaid program forall -
for Medicaid is norlinked | AFDC) are based an rules set poor children and pregnant
10 AFDE. forth in current welfare law. women would be repealed.
‘ The Chafee-Breaux amendment : - o
would keep the currentrules on | States would set the rules-and
‘how income and assets are - could thereby restrict
counted for purposes of Medicaid eligibility. Far
determining Medicaid eligibility. | example, a state could count
: - gross rather than net income,
‘ disallowing deductions for
wark-related child care
expenses. This would have
the effect of lowering the
, Medicaid eligibility standard..
Extends Medicaid No — The Chafee-Breaux No — The Roth substdtute
amendment maintains coverage | could have the effect of

restricting coverage assured
under current law. [t does
not expand coverage.

[og et L
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Roth

Chafee-Breaux ‘
.amendment substitute
Allows back-door curs in- | No — The Chafes-Breaux | Yes — Welfare restrictions
the Medicaid program amendmenc maintains the satus | imposed by the bill ar by
that could increase the quo in Medicaid despite changes. = | states anydme in the future
. | nurnber of uninsured in AFDC. Noone wauldlose | could have the affect of also
children and women. . | Medicaid caverage as aresult of | reswicting Medicaid for very
‘ 3 .| the AFDC changes. .| low-income older children

and parents. The loss of
federa] income and asset
budgeting rules also could
result in Medicaid cutbacks -
far younger poor children and |-
pregnant wormen. ‘ :
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~ Administrative Requirements - .
A Comparison of the Chafee-Breaux amendment

with the Roth substitutev

Chafee-a reaux a‘mend ment

Rath substitute ,

Would current AFDC
incame and asset
standards contnue 10 -

apply?

Yes — Ta assure that all children
over age 12 and parents who qualify
for Medicaid based on their
eligibility for AFDC will condnue to
receive Medicaid, AFDC income
and resowrce standards would
continue to apply for purposes of
determining Medicaid eligibilicy.

Under the amendment, older
children and parents whase famnily
income is belaw state AFDC
income and resource standards as of
July 1, 1996 could qualify for
Medicaid. Stres could raise their

Yes and Na - The cwrent
standards would apply to the
“grandfathered” group of
people cavered under the
Roth substrute—~ children and
parents who are receiving
welfare and Medicaid an the

‘day the welfare bill is enacted

into law.

-There would be no minimum
eligibility standards for older

children and parents who
apply after that day, putting

the health care coverage of

. standards, or lower them, but not these children and pareats at
below May, 1988 levels, as under rsk.
current law. | Ts
Would there be uniform | Yes — The current rules are based | No — The rules would not be
Medicaid rules for haw | on curfent welfare law. They are unifarmly applied to all
income and resources | used ia the Medicaid program 1o Medicaid applicants. They-
are caunted? determine financial eligibiliry for a// | would continue to apply to
childran, pregnaat women and the “grandfathered” group of
- families applying for Medicaid, not | children and parents, but the
just for AFDC applicants. The rules would nat have to be
Chafee-Breanx amendment would | applied to other children or
continue to apply these income and | parents applying for

resaurce counting rules ta the
Medicaid program.

Medicaid. Without federal
standards for how income and
assets are counted, staies
could resmict Medicaid
eligibility for families applying
for welfare and Medicaid in
the future as well as for all
other poor children and
pregnant women,

[l m R
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Chatee-Breaux amendment

Roth substitute

with children would continue to
apply. However, states have ©
derermine family composition to
determine family incorme and to
pursue child support, so carrying
over these rules would not impose

_new burdens on states.

Other AFDC rules, such as those
relating to eligibility recertificatdon
and vernification, monthly reperting,
grandparent stepparent and alien-
sponsor deerming, and the JOBS
program would not be carried over
to Medicaid under the amendment.

Would other AFDC "Yes, but limited to the mles on Yes and No — Undez the
rules condnue to apply? | family compositdon — In order 1o Roth substrtute, states would
: maintain status quo and avoid have to prepare a master list
expanding Medicaid beyond current | of all people receiving aid on
law, current rules that largely limit | the day of enacament and
coverage to single- parent families | regularly recerdfy eligihility

applying July 1, 1996 AFDC
rales. All of the AFDC rules,
including those relatng to
family composidon, eligibility
recertification and
verification, monthly
reporring, grandparent,
stepparent and alien-sponsor
deeming, and the JOBS
pragrams would have to be
applied for an indefinite
period of time. '

For new applicants, there
would be no minimum federal
eligibility smndards, allowing
states to restrict Medicaid
eligibility for older children
and parents without
limitation.

[l i Lagh g |
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Chafee-Breaux amendment

Hoth substitute

Could states make their | Yes, with limitadons to protect Yes, without limitations to
Medicaid rules Medicaid eligibility — Under the protect Medicaid eligibility
consistent with their 'Chafee-Breaux amendment, states —= Qlder children and parents
new welfare rules? would have the option to make who apply for welfare and -
Medicaid financial eligibility rules’ Medicaid anytime after
"| pertaining w people who receive aid | enactment of the welfare bill
| under the welfare block grant would be eligible for
consistent with their welfare rules as | Medicaid only if they met the
long as the new Medicaid rules were | new welfare eligibility rules.
not mare restricdve than current Welfare and Medicaid
Medicaid standards. eligbility rules would be
consistent, even if this meant
that children and parents who
are eligible for Medicaid -
under current Jaw are made
| ineligible for Medicaid.
In addjdon, states could
change their Medicaid rules
governing how income and
resources are couated 0 be
, consistent with their welfare
block grant rules. They could
apply these new rulesto
younger children and
pregnant women who are not
applying for welfare, even if
the effect was to restict
Medicaid eligibility for all
/| poor children, families and
, | pregnant women.
Would Medicaid rules | No — By delinking Medicaid Yes — States would be
interfere with state eligibility from eligibilityforaid | constrained in how they use
flexibility under the under the welfare black grant, the their welfare block grant
welfare block grant? Chafee-Breaux amendment allows | funds since states would have
sates to yse welfare block grant 1o provide all persons
funds in innovadve ways. A dollar | receiving aid funded under
of block grant funds would not the welfare block grant full
carry with it the obligation to Medicaid coverage. -
provide full tde XIX Medicaid
coverage.

Lot V2o b R AW |
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Summary of Chafes Perfecting Amendment (#4933)
(July 19, 1996)

Maintaining Current Law Eligibility for Medicald

- 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, 1986. This would apply to both current AFDC recipients and low-
income wornen and children seeking Medicaid coverage in the future. (As under
current law, States could lower their income eligibility standards to those in effect under
thexr AFDC programs as of May 1, 1988). S

Poverty-Related Pregnant Women and Children. As under current law, States
would have to use the same methodologies for caunting income in determining
Medicaid eligibility for pregnant women and children as it uses under its AFDC program
as of July 1, 1998. ‘

Maintaining Current Law Transitional Medicaid Coverage

Welfare to Work. 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 eamings from wark, 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 185 percent of poverty. The -
amendment would not alter the current sunset of this transitional coverage (8/30/98).

Child Support. As under current [aw, 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, wouid be ehgtble for an

- additional 4 months of Medicaid coverage.

State Coverage Optian. Unlike the base Chafee-Breaux amendment (#4931), this
amendment would not give States the option of extending Medicaid coverage to all
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 restnctwe than those in effect on July 1, 1986.

State Administrative and Waiver Options States would be allowed to use either
their Medicaid or their welfare block grant agencies to make Medicaid eligibility
determinations. and they would be able to use one application form for determmmg
bath welfare bloek grant and Medicaid eligibility. States with welfare waivers in effect
as of July 1, 1996, eould, at their option, continue to apply those portions of their
-waivers that affect eligibility for Medicaid even after the expiration of the waivers.

TEsTT A ' ,
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Summary of Roth Substitute Amendment (#4932)
(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 AFDC benefits, so
long as they continue to meet the ellgibility standards under the State’s AFDC program
as in effect on July 1, 1996. In contrast to the base bill, Medicaid ellgibility under this
amendment would not be limited to one year. Instead, it would continué for so long as
the family meets the July 1, 1896, AFDC ellglbihty standards (without interrruption due
to income fluctuations), and so long as the family was not dxsquahﬁed under the one of

the 13 additional grounds for denial of eliglbllity

Under the amendment, as under the base bill, individuals who, as of enactment,
were recaiving AFDC and therefore Medicaid, would be subject ta termination of their -
Medicaid coverage for any of 13 different reasons, including the following new grounds:
(1) having received AFDC or welfare black grant assistance for more than S years; (2)
having a child while receiving welfara block grant assistance; (3) being an unmarried
minor parent and nat 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 AFDC program. In these circumstances, States would have no
discretion to continue Medicaid eligibility; termination would be mandatory. o

Poverty-Related Pregnant Women and Children. The amendment i is silent as
to whether States would have to continue to use current methodologias for countmg
income in determining Medicaid eligibility for pregnant wemen and children not
receiving cash assistance. Since the base bill would repeal the current AFDC
methaodologies, States would no longer have to use them in their Medicaid programs;
instead, States could use more restrictive methodologies that would disqualify pregnant
women and children from Medicaid coverage (for example, no longer deducting from
incame child care expenses paid out in order to maintain employment).

Transitional Medicaid Coverage

Welfare to work and child support collection: new restrictions on eligibility.
Individuals losing eligibility for welfare black grant assistance and Medicaid dueto (1) -
increased earnings from employment or (2) the collection of child or spousal support
would be eligible for an additional 12 months of Medicaid coverage but anly so long as
family income (excluding EITC refunds or advanca payments) is less than the poverty
line. In addition, the new grounds for denial of Medicaid eligi ibility described above with
respect to grandfathered AFDC recipients would also apply to those receiving Medicaid
transitional coverage either on the basis of increased child support or earnings.
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' Summary of Chafee-Breaux Amendment (#4831)
~ (July 19, 1996)

Maintalning Current Law Eligibility 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, 1996, -This would apply to both current AFDC recipients and low-
income women and children seeking Medicaid coverage in the future.- (As under
current law, States could lower their income eligibility standards to those in effect under
their AFDC programs as of May 1, 1988). -

A POVeﬁy-Related Pregnant Women and Children. As under current law, States
would have to use the same methodologies for counting income in determining
Madicaid eligibility for pregnant women and children as it uses under its AFDC program

- as of July 1, 1996.
Maintaining Current Law Transitional Medicaid Coverage

Weifare to Work. 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 earnings from work, would be eligible for an
additional 12 months of Medicaid coverage, so long as they continued te work and
“report earnings and their income did not exceed 185 percent of poverty. The _
- amendmsnt would not alter the current law sunset of this transitional benefit, which

expires on September 30, 1998, i

Child Support. As under current law, individuais 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 ¢overage. ' :

State Coverage Option. States would have the option of extending Medicaid
coverage to all individuals (or reasonable classifications of individuals) recelving '
‘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, 1986.

State Administrative and Waiver Options. States would bs allowed to use either
their Medlcaid or their welfare block grant agencies to make Medicaid eligibility
determinations, and they would be able to use one application form for determining
both welfare block grant and Medicaid eligibility. States with welfare waivers in effect
as of July 1, 19986, could, at their optlon, continue to apply those portions of their
waivers that affect eligibility for Medicaid even after the expiration of the waivers.

T . : .
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| Summary of Medicaid Provisions in Senate Republlcan Welfare bill, S. 1856
o (other than provisions relating to aliens or SSI) ' a
(July 18, 1996) ’

, Restrictions on Ehgsbxhty 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 (exciuding an EITC refund or ‘
advance payment) is 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 States would have to continue to use current methodolog!es 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 longsr 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 o o 1 o

Welfare to work and child support collection: new restrictions on eligibility.
Individuals losing eligibility for welifare block grant assistance due to (1) increased
earnings from employment ar (2) the collection. of child or spousal support (or a

- combination of (1) and (2)) would be &ligible for an additional 12 months of Medicaid

~ eoverage, but only so long as family income (excluding EITC refunds or advance

~ payments) Is lass than the poverty line, and only so long as one of the new grounds for
denial of Medlcald descnbed below does not apply to any member of the family.

New Grounds for Denial of Medncald El:g:bil;ty The bill speclﬂes 13 different
reasons for the denial of Medicaid ellgibility, including the following new grounds: (1)
having received 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 fi financial sanction under the current
AFDC pragram. In these circumstances, States would have no discretion ta continue
Madicaid 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 prows:ons 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 Federal 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 million Americans eligible for
Medicaid in FY 1996, 8.8 million are children up to age 18 in households recsiving
AFDC benefits, and 4.2 million are mothers or other adults in familles receiving AFDC

- benefits. (According to CBO, a total of 18.6 miillion children and 7.8 million non-
--—---disabled adults are aligible for Medicaid in. FY 1996). o S :

.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, cannet qualify). In addition, the income and resources of a 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 maximum 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 réceives income above the level
established by the State under its AFDC program will lose cash assistance, and
therefore Medicaid eligibility, except in the following two circumstances:

® Collection 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 raisa), Medicaid coverage 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 family’s income (after deducting child care
expenses) does not exceed 185 percent of the poverty level. This 12-month
“welfare to work” transitional coverage benefit sunsets on September 30, 1988
(the 4-month “child support” transitional coverage benefit does not sunset).

(Soma mambers of families with incomes above AFDC 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 toc whom States electing
to participate in Medicaid must extend coverage. There are threa groups who do not
recaeive cash assistance whom participating States are required to cover:

. ™

[ pregnant women with incames at or below 133 percenf Qf 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

T " basis; as of 9/30/96, all poor children under 13 will be covered),
In all three cases, use of a resource test is optional with the State.

Use of AFDC methodologies. These "poverty-related” pregnant women and
children do not need to qualify for AFDC cash assistance in order to qualify for
Medicaid coverage; their Medicaid eligibility is de-linked from welfare eligibility.
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 AFDC program. o ;

Specifically, in determining whether family income falls below the applicable
poverty threshhold, a State must use the same methedology it uses under its AFDC
program (for exampls, it must disregard certain earned income and child care expenses
to the same extent as it does In determining 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 AFDC program.
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AMENDMENTNO.___ Calendar No. __

Purpose: To maintain current eligibility standards for medic-
aid and provide additional State flexdbility.

IN THE - AMENDMENT Ng 4933 /

To pro of

the cone ' /zf:- 5 ' /f“ . 97.

. ) ane Y3 sesEanes W?GM | .
Referred . \
/ | ana ordered to be printed

Ordered to lie on the table ard to be printed

AMENDMENT intended  to be . proposed by Jenaters
Lk ¥ b ra poerr T rdls, Kerre . /?J‘;‘?c/c/) ﬁ?’arz’ay
%’_nawc , Leiberrian feid) Beckese e 7 '

2

3 4LEHSASGVRING MEDICAID COVERAGE FOR  ° é@z
4 LOW-INCOME FAMILIES.— | | %
5 - “(A) In GENERAL.—Not:withstanding any |

6 other provision of thzs Act, subject to the sue-

7 ceeding provisions of this paragraph, with re-

8 ‘spect to a State any reference m. title XIX (or .

9 othef pfovision of law in relation to the oper-.

10 ation of such title) to a provision of this part,
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or a State plan under this part (or a provision

of such a plan), inclu}cﬁngls‘candards and meth-

odologies fofdetermining_income and resources
undér this ‘part or such plan; shall be consid-
ered "a reference to such a provision of plan as
in effect as of July 1, 1996, with respéct to the
State. . o
“(B)C'ONEVS'IZ‘BUCTIONS.V——* L
“i) In. applyiﬁg section 1925(a)(1),
the . reference to ‘section
402(a)(8)(B)(ii)(IT)’ is deemed a reference
to a corresponding earning diéregard rule -
(£ anj?) established under. a ’Stéte prbgra.m '
fun&ed under this part (as in effect on 0’1;,
+* after October 1, 1996). N
“(i1) The provisions of former section
406(h) (as in effect on July 1, 1996) shall
apply, i relation to title XIX, with respeét
| to individuals who receive 'assistance under
a Stéte prOgTam funded undery this part
(as in effecf on or after Qctober 1',‘ 1996)
'a.nd are eligible‘ for medical assistance
 under title XIX or who are described in
subpa;ragraph (C)(i) in the same manner
as they apply as of July 1, 1996, with re-
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spect to individuals who become ineligible

for aid to families with dependent children

as a result (wholly or partly) of the collec-

“tion or incrensed collection of child or

spousal support under part D of this title.
“(iii) With 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 program funded under this part (as
in effect on or-after October 1, 1996) or

to the State plan under title XIX,

“(C) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA,—

“(@)- IN GENERAL.—For purposes of

.:-‘atigle XIX, subject to clause (ii), in deter-
' _ .

mining eligibility for .me(viieal assistance
under such title, an individual shall be

treated as receiving aid or assistance under

& State plan approved under this part (and

shall be treatéd as meeting the income and

resource standards under this part) only if

the individual meets—

~ “(I) the income and resource
standards for determining eligibility

under such plan; and

XYIME MOLEN3S WBT1:81
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“(II) the eligibility requirements

1
2 of such plan under subsections (a)
3 through (¢) of former sectidn 406 and -
- 4 former section 407(a), )
5 a;s in effect as of J uly 1, 1996. Subject to
6 'clause (i))(II), the income and resource
7 N metho.dologies under such plan as of sucﬁ
I date shall be used in the determination of
9 whethef any individual meets income and
10 resoiﬁce standards undef such plan.
11 V“A(ii) STATE 0PTION.—For purposes‘
12 of applying this paragraph, a State may—
13 ‘1) lower its income standards
14 applicable with respect to this part, "
%5 d "; but not below the income standards
16 '+ applicable under its State plan under
17 this part on May 1, 1988; and |
18 YT .use @n’come and resource
19 standards or methodologies that are
20 less restrictive than fhe standards or
21 methodologies used under the State
22 plan under this part as of July 1,
23 1996. -
24
25

EE;BE'd XNE34d HOLENIS WYTT:@1 96, 22 L
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1 Fofpurposes of applying this“pﬁaragraph to
2 “a State may, subject to clause
3
) -
5 .
6
. 7 e
. 8
9
10
11 ,
12 ,  “(iv) TRANSITIONAL COVERAGE.—For
13 purposes of section 1925, an individual
14 who is receiﬁng assistance under the State
15 "fp}ogi-am funded under this part »(as in ef-
16 fect on or after October 1, 1996) and is el-
17 igible for medical assistance under' title
18 XIX shall be treated as ‘an individual re-
19 ceiving aid or assistance pursuant to a
20 State plan approved under tlns part (as in’
21 effect as of Jxﬂy 1, 1996)‘ (and thereby eli-
22 | gible for continnation of medical assistance
23 under suéh section 1925).
24 “(D) WaIvers.—In the case of a swaiver of |
25 a provision‘of this part in effect with respect to
£E/12°4 e MHINE HOLNES WH2T:0T 95, 22 Tt
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a State as of July 1, 1996, if the waiver affects

l
2 eligibility of individuals for medical assistance
3 under title XIX, such waiver may (bht need
4 " . not) continue to be applied, at the option of the
5 State, in relation to such title after the date the
6 x?aiver would othersvise expire. If a State elects )
7 not to continue to apply such a waiver, thén,
‘8 after the date of the expi'ratic_m of the waiver,
9 subparagraphs (&), (B), and (C) shall be ap-
10 plied as if any provisions s¢ waived had not
11 been waived. - | ‘ | |
12 “(E) STATE OPTION TO USE 1 APPLICA-
13 TION FORM.—Nothing in this paragraph, this
14 part, or title XIX, shall’ be construed as pre:
15  venting a State from providing for the same ap-
16 .plieati;m form for assistance undei' a State pro-
17 ~ gram funded under this part (on or after Octo-
18 ~ber 1, 1996) and for medical assistance under
19 title XIX. |
20 “(F) REQUIREMENT FOR RECEIPT OF
21 FUNDS.—A State to which & grant is made
22 under section 403 shall take sﬁch action as rmay |
23 . - be- necessary to enmr«? t}1-a§ ,;hfa ‘?%10;12 a;}f tie P 4 “f“a}, |
24 this paragraph are carried ouy /5 pfhsreor=e ﬁtlff?‘f‘f)” a7
~ sn Fite STX pF thiis RS
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"
N\ AMENDMENTNO.____ = . Calendar No.
Purpose To mamtmn the eligibility for medxczud for any
individual who is receiving medn':zud based on their re-
ceipt of AFDC, foster care or adoption assistance, and
to provide transitional mechc'ud for families moving f1 om
welfare to WOI‘k :

NTEE AMENDMENT -No 4332 '

Topr To MW #?3/ ) of
theeor 2. /75"5 ........ eeeeeeenenns 99T,

Referre | o
and ordered to be printed

Ordered to lie on the table and to be printed

T -

AMENDMENT . Intended to  be proposed by
Ko Th - to the amendment (No.4%3/ ) pro-
posed by Chafee | '

Viz:

1 . Inlieu of the matter projﬁosed to be inserted, insert
the following: |

“(12) CONTINUATION OF MEDICAID FOR CER-
TAIN LO\V—iNCODIE INDIVIDU..A.‘LSF-—-’

“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any

other provision of this Act, a. State to which a

grant is made under section 403 shall take such

0 N W B W N

action as may be necessary to ensure that—
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18

19
20

21
22
23

s.L
2

“(1) any individual who, as of the date

‘of the enactment of the Personal Respon-

sibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996,
is recéiving medical assistance under title
XIX 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 XJ.'X, 'so long as
such individual continues to meet the
‘ Aeligibility requirements applicable to.
such individual under the State’s plaf;'
. approved under this part (as in effect
on July 1, 1996); and
- (TD) with respéqf to such indi-
vidual, any reference m-—-
“(aa) title XIX,
“(bb) any other provision of
law in relation to the 6peration of

such title;

XME3dE HOLUNIS WU2T:@T 96, 22 TNC
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“(ce) the State plan under

f—

2 . such title of the State in which

3. such individual resides; or |

4 - - *(dd) any bther provision of

5 State law in relation to the oper-

6 ation of such State plan under
7 such title,

8 to‘ a provision of this part, or a State

9 plan un&er 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 consideréd a reference
i4 to such a‘pi'ovisibn or plan as in effect
15 ‘ as of July 1, 1996; and )
16 7 “(ii) except as provided in subpara-
17 g-x;aph (B), if any family becomes ineligible |
18 to receive assistance under the St;ate pro-
19 gram funded under this part as a result
20 of— | “ |
21 -“(i) inere’ased earnings from em-
22 ployineht; ~ _
23 “(‘II) the collection or increased
24 " : eollecti'on’df child or spousal support;
iS or ' |

Eerse’d XNU3¥d HOLUNIS We2T1:81 96. 22 TNC
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1 4(TIT) ia combination of the mat--
2 ~ ters déscribed in sﬁ(bclauses‘ (I) and
3 @,
4 | and :such faxx:lily récéivegi suéh assistarice in
5 at Jeast 3 of the 6 months_ immediately
6 preceding. the month in %vhich Sueh iheli-
7 gublhty beoms the f'trmly shall be elmblek :
8 - for medlcal assmtance under the- Stqte S
T 9 plan approved under  title XTX dunpg the
10 | immediately - mccéedi‘ng :12-mohth perioa
11 | . for so long as .fa.mily income (as defined by .
N 12 L the State); exc'luding anj ;-eﬁ;nd of Federai
13 : . inconié taxes made by reason of section 8 2
14 . of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
15 | Jating to earned incoxﬁe téi{ credit) and any
16 - | payment made by an ('erpbloyer ‘underf'se@-
7 | ti;m 3507 of such Code (relgtiﬁg'to ad-
18 vance paymerit of earned income credit), is
19 s  less‘than the pover@y hne and that the
20 | - ‘ | ‘ Vfaxmly will be apprOpnater not1ﬁed of
21 5 such ethblhty | ‘
22 | - B EXCEPTIO\J —No mechca.l assistance
23 i Inay ‘be provided . under subparqgrwph (A) to
24 : any family j;hat eqntams an »1nd.1v1dual who has
‘v 25 | ‘ * had all or part of _ény assistanéé provided under

£E/92'd wE3dd HOLUNIS WHET:8T 96. 22 -NC
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5
1 this part (as in effect on July 1, 1996, or as
2 ip effect, with respect to a ‘Séate,‘ o&nt:and ‘after
3 | the effectixée daté of chapter .‘l_of subtitle.A of
4 title IT of the Persqrial Responsibility and Work -
-3 ~ ‘Opportunity Act of 1996) termﬁ'nated as a re-
6 sult of the itpplication of—_—- 'A
7 “1) a precedjng pétragraph of this -
8 | subsectioﬂ;‘ . L |
g (i) section 407(e)(1); or
.10 - “‘(iii)‘ in théf éase of a ffa'mily that in-
11 | " cludes an ingiiﬁciu’al described in clause (i)
12 ' » of subparagraph (4), a sanction imposed
13 - under the State plan under thlS paft (asin
14 | B effect on July_' 1, 1996).,': "

EE/AE'H X3 HOLUNIS WUET:@T 96, 22 NI
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AMENDMENT NO. , Calendar No. -

Purpose: To- mamtmn current ehgzbmty standards for n1ed1c-
aid and provide additional State ﬂenbﬂlty

IN THE § 4931 ess.

llllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll

S To pro R Tt IR AW 45, L B, == NP cesvecsevanesorsansasase of
the cone o : 97.
................................. é.é?ﬂ')—q
.. . ) 1984 84478 (vac)
Referred ' —

and ordered to be pnnted
Ordered to lie on the table and to be printed
AMENDMENT intended to be . proposed by Jenato rs
Lhatee Breaur Goher Grabaer fc_fl%rdq, :‘)’trfef , ratfiekd, ﬁ?&ffay

i’:jf{?ow¢ ) M/‘éerman} /?ez'c{, /?ackc,%/f@r
1Z: : '

Begmmng with page 256, line 20, stnke all’ through
page 259, line 4, and insert the followmg
“(12) ASSURING 'MEDICAID COVERAGE FOR

LOW-INCOME FAMILIES.—

1

2

3

4 o

5 | a) In GENEEAL.—Notxﬁthstanding any
6 other p_rovisidn’ of this Act, 'sﬁbject to the suec-
7 ceeding provisions of this pa;agraph, with re-
8 spect to a State anyv‘reference in title XIX (or
9 other provision of law in relation to the oper;

10 ~ ation of such title) to a provision of this part,

£erge d XNP383 HOLUN3S WOET 81 86, 22 W



O:\ERN\ERN#%6.441

; EE/62°'d

f—

W 0 N 0 L oA wow

30 I O I S R S L " s .
b B W RN - S v o A o & p & 0 =B

$.L.C.
or a State plan under this part (or a provision
of such a plan), including standards and meth-
odologies for determining income and resources

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, with respect to the
State. ‘ |
“(B) CONSTRUCTIONS.—

“(1) In applying section 1925(a)(1),
the reference | to ‘section
402(2)(8)(B)(i)(IL)’ is deemed a reference
to ; 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 provisions of former section
406(11) (as in effect on July 1, 1996) shall
apply, in relation to title XIX, with respect
to individual‘s»whc receive assistance under
a State program funded under this part
(as in effect on or after October 1, 1996)
and are eligible for medical a.ssistanée
under title XIX or ‘wAho" are described in
| subparagraph (C)(i) in the same manner

as they apply as of July' 1, 1996, with re--

YU HOLBNIS WHST:@T 96. 22 TNC
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1 'gpéct to individuals who become - ineligible
2 for aid to families with dependent children
3 as a result (wholly or par"tly)' of the collee-
T4 .tion or increased eolle‘ct:ion' of child 6‘1'. .
5 spousal suppbrt under paﬁ D of this title.
6 (i) With respect t§ the reference in
7 seétion 1902(a)(5) to a State plan ap- |
8 proved under this pai‘t, a State may treat
9 such reference as a reference either to a
10 'k'State prégram fundéd under thiS'part (as -
11 . "in‘effect on or after October 1, 1996) or
12 to the StaLte plan under title XDL
13 ‘:‘(C) ELIGIBHJTY CRITERIA.—- -

14 “(i) ;INV,GENE'RAL.—A-"For 'purposes' of
15 *title XIX, subjeet to elaﬁse (ii), in deter-
‘16 ' n:mmg eligibility fér medicgl "assistance
17 under such title, an individual shall be
13 | | treate@ as receiving aid or assistance under
19 ~ a State plan approved under this pa.rt (and
'20 sh@ be treated as meeting the income and
 21 ‘ .resource standards under this pm) only if

22 the individual meets— o
23 “(I) the income and resource
24 “ stan&ards for determining eligibility |
25 ﬁndefsuch;ﬂan;and L
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. “(IT) the eligibility requirements
2 of such plan undéf subsections (a)
3 through (c) of .fO"I‘I;.leI' section 406 and
4 formér section 407(a), -
5 as in éffect as of July 1 1996. Subject to
.6‘ clause (it)(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 resouree sfandards under such plan.
11 “(ii) STATE OPTION.—For purposes
12 of applying this paré.graph, a St'atekmay—
13 “(I) lower its "incofne- standards
14 applicable with respect to this part,
15 but not below the income stan&aré[s
16 i applicable under its State plan under
17 - this part on May 1, 1988; and
18 ‘“(II) use income and resource
19 standards or methédologies that are
20 less restrictive thari* the standards or
21 méthodélogies used under the State
22 plan under this part as of July 1,
23 1996. |
24 (1) ADDITIONAL STATE OPTION
25 WITH RESPECT TO 'h\Nr«* RECIPIENTS.—

YAU3NE MOLUNIS WUST:@l 96. 22 L
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1 ‘ | For purposes of applying this ;Saragfaph to
2 title XIX, a Staté may, subject to clause
3. ~(iv), treat all individuals (or reasonable
4 categories of individuals) receiving assist-
5 ance under the State pfogram funded
KR under this part (as in effect on or after‘ |
7 October 1, 1996) as indiﬁdﬁals who are
8 receiving aid or assistance under é. State
9 plan approved under this part (and théreby
10 eligible for medical assistance under title
11 XIX). "'
12 “(iv) TRANSITIONAL Covmméﬂ.;For
13 .purposes of section 19‘251, .an individual
14 who is receiving assistance under the Stéte,
15 ) program funded under this part (as in eiz-"
16 fect on or after Qctober 1, 1996) and is el-
17 igible for medical ,assistance under title
18 XTX shall be treated as an individual re-
19 -’ ceiving aid or assistance pursuant to &
20 State plan approved under this part (as in
21 : effect‘é.s of July 1,»1996) (and thereby eli-
22 gible for continuation of inedical assistance
23 under such section 1925).
24 “(D) WA-IVERS.—In the case of a waiver of
25 " a provision of this paﬁ; in effect with respect to

X383 HOLENIS WEPT:8T 96. 22 N
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a State as of J uly 1, 1996, if the waiver affects

p— -

2 eligibility of individuals for medical assistance
'3 under title XIX, such waivér may (but need .
t4 - not) continue to be applied, at the option of the
| 5 - State, inv relation to such title after the date the
6 waiver would otherwise expire. If a State elects
7 not to continue to apply such a waiver, then, -
8 after the dzite of the ‘expi-ration of the waiver,
9 subpéragraphs (4), (B); 'andi (C) shall be ap-
10 plied as if any provisions so waived had not
11 been waived. _ |
12 . “(E) STATE OPTION TO USE 1 APPLICA-
13 TION FORM.—Nothing in this paragraph, this
14 part or title X[X, shall be construed as pre-
15 . ven‘tmv a State from promdmg for the same ap- '
16 .phcat;:)n form for assistance under a State pro-
17 gram funded under this paft (on or after Octo-
18 ber i,_ 1996) and for medical assistance under
19 title XIX. | | |
20 “(F) REQUIREMENT FOR RECEIPT OF
21 FUNDS.—A State to which a grant. 1s Amade
22 under section 403 shall take sﬁch action as may
23 ’ be‘ necessary to ensure? that ;hfa £rov1s1ons of)%c p 4 afe,
24 this paragraph are carried ou}k /5 o%ﬂﬂrwﬁfp w}'fé /ﬂ

in #tte KIK of You's
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