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~'welfare Reform Talking Points . 	 . 
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,0 	 A broken system. When President Clinton ran for president four years ago, he pledged to'end welfare 
as we know it. Since taking office, President Clinton has done everything in his power to transfonn the 
welfare system into one that rewards work, protects children, and promotes parental responsibility. 
Although we've given 78 waivers to 43 states, the President has emphasized from the start that we need 

. 
: 

, Inational legislation to help build a better future for the women and children now trapped in poverty. , 
i 

, ' 

o 	 A much improved bill. We've come a long way in this debate. Last year the Republican majority in 

Congress sent President Clinton legislation that had its priorities backward: it was soft on work, and tough 

on children. It failed to provide adequate child care and health care. It imposed deep and unacceptable 

cuts in school lunches, child welfare, and help for disabled children. The bill came to President Clinton 

twice and he vetoed it twice. This new bipartisan legislation is significantly better than the bills the 

President vetoed. ' ' 


o 	 Rewarding work. The new law is strong on work. It provides almost $4 billion more for child care, and 

it gives states powerful perfonnance incentives to place people in jobs. It requires states to hold up their 

end of the bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. And it gives states the capacity to create 

jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and giving it to employers as income subsidies, 'as 

incentives to hire people, or to create community service jobs. When combined with our proposed 

improvements in the minimum wage and the EITC, it means that the typical welfare recipient will be better 

off working than on welfare. In Colorado, for example, a mother with two children will increase her 

income by more than 50 percent -- from $8,000 to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the 

minimum wage. Plus, she'll receive health care, Food Stamps, help in collecting child support, and child 

care assistance if she needs it. 


Protecting Children. This new law is better for children than the two bills President Clinton vetoed. It 
maintains the national nutritional safety net by eliminating the Food Stamp cap and the optional block 
grant. It drops the deep cuts and devastating changes in school lunch, child welfare and help for disabled 
children. It allows states to use federal money to provide ,vouchers to children whose parents can't find 
work after the time limits expire. It helps 'protect children by maintaining health and safety standards for 
day care. It allows the 43 states with existing welfare refonn demonstrations to use their own work 
requirements and time limits. And it preserves the national Medicaid guarantee for poor children, the 
disabled, pregnant women, and the elderly. ' 

. . 
o 	 Demanding responsibility. The law requires teen paren'tsto stay in school and live at home, and it 


includes the tough child support enforcement measures President Clinton proposed -- the most sweeping 

crackdown on deadbeat parents in history. We can now say to parents, if you don't pay the child support 

you owe we will garnish your wages, take away your driver's license, track you across state lines and if 

necessary make you work off what you owe. Over 10 years, the child support improvements in this bill 

will provide an additional $24 billion for America's children. 


o 	 Parts of the law still need to be fixed. Parts of the legislation are wrong, and the President has pledged 

to fix them. The law, still cuts Food Stamps deeper than it should, mostly for working families, with 

children who receive Food Stamps and have high shelter costs. In addition, the law includes provisions 

that will hurt legal immigrants, denying medical and other help to families with children who fall on hard 

tiines through no fault of their own. This Administration is committed to changing these provisions. 


A record of accomplishment. Over the past three and half years, the Clinton Administrationha$ given 
43 states the flexibility they need to promote work and protect children. The Administration pas also 
required teen mothers to stay in school and cracked down on people who owe child support and cross state 
lines. As a result, child support collections are up 40 percent to $11 billion, and there are I,¢) million 

, fewer people on welfare today than when President Clinton took office. 
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Q~estions and Answers on Welfare Reform 
August 20, 1996 

Q: 	 Isn't it ~rue that the President only decided to sign the bill because of politicaJ concerns? 

A: 	 Not at <ill. This is a President who has always stood on principle. Our opponents have criticized . 
his children's tobacco initiative, but he has not backed down. They have criticized his success at 
getting handguns off the street, but he has not wavered. Refonning the welfare system is something 
that he's always been committed to, and he believes 'it is important to begin changing the failed 
system as quickly as possible . 

.overall, there .is more good than bad in this bill. Child care spending, for example, is almost $4 
billion above current law. The child support enforcement provisions -- all included at the request 
of the Administration -- will bring in $24 billion (or America's children and free up billions more 
in welfare payments that can now be used for job training. This legislation makes other significant 
improvements over the bills the President vetoed -- it drops the deep cuts and devastating changes 
in foster care, adoption assistance, child abuse prevention programs, the school lunch program, and 
aid to disabled children." ' 

Q: 	 Isn't it true that all of his policy advisors recommended a veto? 

A: 	 No. Some Administration officials have expressed concerns about the final bill, but that's not new. 

The official letters sent to Congress have always expressed concerns. 


But the Administration'believes that there is more good than bad in this bill. Child care spending, 
for example, is almost $4 billion above 'current law. The child support enforcement provisions -­
all included at the request of the Administration -- will bring in $24 billion for America's children 
and will free up billions more in current welfare payments that can now be used for work activities. 

Every Administration official also knows that'this bill is much improved from the legislation the 
President vetoed last year. It's still not perfect, but it's imperative that we move away from the 
failed status quo. 

'Q: 	 But won't this bill result in more poverty? How can you say that you care about children, and still 
sign this bill? 

'A: 	 Very few bills are perfect, and this bill does have some fl~ws. However, it's important to remember 
how many victories the President has won since he vetoed the previous bilL This legislation does 
not dismantle foster care, adoption assistance, child abuse prevention programs, or the school lunch 
program. It does not deny cash assistanc'e to disabled children. And it includes more funding for 
child care. 

Overall, the' Administration believes that there is more good than bad in this bill. 
spending, for example, is almost $4 billion above current law; The child support 
provIsions all included at the request of the Administration -- will bring in billions of dollars 
Ameri~a's children and free up billions more in welfare payments that can now be used for job 
training. 

, ' 
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Q: 

A: 

Q: 

A: 

r. It's also important to remember that this Administration expanded the Earned Income TaxCredit, 
and convinced Congress tQ. vote on an increase in the minimum wage. Together with the work 
incentives in this bill, those actions will make many low-wage families better off, and will make 
work a better deal than welfare. In Colorado, for example, a young mother with two children 
receives only $8000 a year in welfare and Food Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for 
work and become independent. But with our new strategy, she will increase her income by more 
than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still 
receive health care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help 
collecting child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

Studies, such a~ the lJrb(!.n Institute study, have indicated that this reform package will force millions 
of kids into poverty. Is this true? What are you going to do ensure that it does not force children 
into poverty? 

Let's not forget that millions of children and their parents are trapped in poverty now. No computer 

model can predict with 100 percent accuracy how individuals will respond when the system is 

fundamentally transformed. Under the new welfare law, people will be required to move into jobs; 

but they will also receive the supports they need -- like child care and health care -- to move from 

welfare to work. The legislation also contains tough child support enforcement measures that will 


. increase collections by $24 billion over ten years -- providing an enormous amount of money for 

children's food, clothing, and shelter. 

We strongly believe that work is better than welfare. In 'Colorado, for example, a young mother 
with two children now receives only $8000 a year in welfare and Food Stamps, and may never be 
encouraged to look for work and become independent. But with our new strategy that includes 
changes in the minimum wage and the EITC, she will increase her income by.more than 50 percent ­

to $12,600 even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health 
care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting child 
support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

How will the federal government monitor the states under the new program? How can the federal 
government ensure that recipients are protected from unfair treatment or discrimination resulting in 
loss of benefits? 

Although states will receive considerable flexibility under the Personal Responsibility and Work Act 
of 1996, the law provides some level of federal oversight and protection for recipients from unfair 
treatment: The law requires states to submit plans outlining how they will implement the new 
provisions. These state plans must include objective criteria for delivering benefits and ensuring 
equitable treatment for recipients. States must also provide opportunities for recipients who have 
been adversely affected to be heard in a state administrative or appeal process. 

In addition; the new law penalizes states that fail to meet bill requirements or misuse federal money 
by removing a portion of their block grant funding. States that are penalized must expend additional 
state funds to replace federal grant reductions. " . 



Q:How do you justify removing the federal guarantee from women and children, particularly when the 
President is so far ahead in the polls? What will be the safety net for women and children who 
on hard times? 

A: 	 President Clinton signed "The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of \ 
" 

1996" -into law because the current system is broken, and because Congress made many of the 
changes he sought under welfare reform. His judgement was based on policy, not politics. 

The new law will provide protections for women and children who fall on hard times, including 
time-limited cash assistance, child care, Medicaid, Food Stamps, and nutrition assistance, while 
helping recipients move toward work and self-sufficiency. It also contains the toughest possible child 
'support enforc~ment-- Which will provide neW resources for children's food, clothing, and shelter. 
And, unlike the vetoed bill, it maintains the open-ended federal commitment to Food Stamps, foster 
care, and adoption services. 

Q: 	 What makes you think this dramatic shift will make a difference? 

A: 	 . As the President said, this law gives us a chance to reform our broken welfare system. The law is 
strong on work. It provides almost $4 billion more for child care so that mothers can move from 
welfare to work, and protects their children by maintaining health and safety standards for day care. 
It gives states powerful performance incentives to place people in jobs. It requires states to hold up 
their end of the bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. And it gives states the 
capacity to c~eatt: jobs by- taking money now used for welfare checks and giving it to employers 
income subsidies, as an incentive to hire people, or to create community service jobs. The lawai 
includes the child support enforcement measures the President proposed two years ago -- the most 
sweeping crackdown on- deadbeat parents in history: -And it preserves the national guarantee of 
health care for poor children, the disabled, pregnant women,.the elderly, and people on welfare. 

This Administration has already given 43 states the flexibility to, reward work, and created millions 
of new jobs. Welfare rolls have already dropped by 1.3 million since 1992, and we think that 
progress will continue. Finally , because of the changes we've proposed in the minimum wage and 
the EITC, th~ typical welfare recipient will be better off working -- even 20 hours per week -- than 
she was on welfare. In Colorado, for example, a young mother with two children receives only 
$8000 a year in welfare and Food Stamps, and -may never be encouraged to look for work and 
become independent. But with our new strategy, she will increase -her income by more than 50 
percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she -only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive 
health care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting 
child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

Q: 	 The President has acknowledged the diversity of welfare recipients. -Are there provisions in the bill 
, to take into' consideration the special circumstances women often face? 

A: 	 -Yes. The new lawenables states to allow women with children under age six to work only 20 hours 
per week, and exempts single parents with children under age six from the work requirements 
penalties .if they are unable to· find child care. States can also exempt women with children 
age one for a total of 12 months. In addition, the bill allows states to exempt 20 percent of welfare 
recipients from the time limit. 



A: 

Q: 

Q: 

A: 

How will the Administration ensure that women are aware of the exemptions they may be allowed, 
such as in cases of battering or abuse? What must women do to prove that they fall into these 
categories? 

The law provides several avenues through which women can be made aware of any exemptions for 
which they may qualify. For example, states will provide this information in their state plan, which 
will be a public document. States will have the option to establish procedures for the screening of 
domestic violence situations, as well as for referral to appropriate counseling. States may also waive 
other program requirements (such as time limits) in such cases. For all states, we anticipate that the 
state plan will specify the exemptions which the state has elected. The Administration plans to issue 
some guidance to states on this subject. 

The statute requires that states set forth objective criteria for the delivery of benefits, determination 
of eligibility, and for fair and equitable treatment. As part of these criteria, it must explain the 
administrative or appeals process which will be available to individuals adversely affected by state 
agency decisions. The Administration believes this provision is critical to ensuring that individuals 
within each state receive the benefits and protections available under the state program. , 

Isn't it unfair that people with disabilities will be affected so adversely by this legislation? Won't 
the long-term impact be greater for individuals who are forced into institutions as result of being cut 
off from SSI? . 

Under the new law, most legal immigrants will be ineligible for SSI until citizenship. The 
Administration opposes this provision, and the President has piedged to fix this flaw in the bill. The 
Administration has proposed an alternative approach which would require sponsors to take additional 
responsibility for their immigrant family members, but maintain assistance for needy legal 
immigrants without sponsors or whose sponsors become unable to assist them. 

(The law narrows SSI's definition of disability for children. However, over 95 percent of these 
children who would lose SII are expected to qualify for Medicaid, through the phase-in"of poverty­
level children or other mechanisms). 

How will the children of mothers who are cut off from Food Stamps get fed? 

Children of mothers cut-off from Food Stamps for failing to meet work requirements will continue 
to receive Food Stamp benefits. In those rare cases, the USDA will redetermine the families' 
eligibility excluding the mothers' needs in calculating total benefits. If a mother were to hit the time 
limit, she and. her family would continue to receive Food Stamp benefits, and the Food Stamp 
benefits would slightly increase to offset some of the loss in cash assistance. And everyone in: the 
family would continue to receive Medicaid. 
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Q: 	 How is the additional $4 billion for child care distributed? Who gets the money? 

A: 	 The new law increases child care funding by nearly $4 billion over 6 years, allowing more mothers 
to leave welfare for work. States will receive an initial allotment each year from a fund of 
approximately $1.2 billion. To access additional funds, states must maintain their own spending at 
100 percent of their FY 1994 or 1995 spending on child care (whichever is higher). Additional 
funding -will be available for state match, at the f995 Medic'aid rate. By contrast, the bill the 
President vetoed increl,lsed child care funding by just $300 million over current law, and did not 
require states to meet child care maintenance of effort requirements to access additional federal child 
care funding, allowing ,states to lower their own spending. . 

Q: 	 How do the expanded child support enforcement measures work?, 

A: 	 The new law includes the child support enforcement measures President Clinton. proposed in 1994 
-- the most ,sweeping crackdown on non-paying- parents in history. These measures could increase 
child support collections by $24 billion and reduce federal welfare·costs by $4 billion over 10 years. 
Provisions include: 

National new hire reporting system. The law establishes a Federal Case Registry and National 
Directory of New Hires to track delinquent parents across state lines. It also requires that employers 
report ,all new hires to state agencies, which will then report to the National Directory of New H' 
The law also expands and streamlines procedures for withholding child support from wages. 

Streamlined paternity establishment. The new law streamlines the 'legal process for paternity 
'estabiishment, making it easier and faster to establish paternities. It also expands the voluntary in­
hospital paternity establishment program, started by the Clinton Administration in 1993, Individuals 
who fail to cooperate with paternity establishment will have their monthly cash assistance reduced 

, ,by' at least 25 percent. 

, Uniform interstate child support laws. The,new law provides for unifonn rules, procedures, and 
fonns for interstate cases. 

Computerized state·wide collections. The new law requires states to establish central registries of 
child support orders and centralized collection and disbursement units. It also requires expedited 
stite procedures for child support enforcement. ' 

Tough new penalties. Under the new law, states can implement tough child support enforcement 
techniques. The new law will expand wage garnishment, allow states to seize assets; and enable 
states to revoke drivers and professional licenses for parents who owe delinquent child support. .' ' 

"Families First." Under a new "family First" policy, families no longer receiving assistance will 
have priority in the distribution of child support arrears. This new policy' will bring families who 
have left welfare for work about $1 billion in support over the first 6 years. 

Access and visitation programs. In an effort to increase noncustodial parents' involvement in their 
children's lives, the new law includes grants to help states ,establish programs that support and 



facilitate noncustodial parents' visitation with and access to their children. 

;. 

Q: 	 What are individual development accounts? Are they optional or included in every state? 

A: 	 The new law explicitly allows states to use block grant money ·for programs to fund individual 
development accounts for recipients. These accounts would not be counted as income in detennining 
benefits, and could be used by individuals to finance a small or micro-business, to pursue post­
secondary education, or to purchase their first home. Twelve states have already done something 
similar under waivers we've granted. 

Q: 	 Wny are you still granting waivers to. states? Is this a way to undennine the work requirement i 

provisions of the new law? 	 .\. 
j 

A: 	 Although most states will no longer need waivers to implement welfare refonn under the new law,. 
HHS is continuing to grant waivers to states that have requested them. Some states with pending 
waiver requests asked HHS to either approve the entire waiver request or to extract provisions that 
would apply under the fast track waiver approval process. A few states without waivers already 
approved or pending have also submitted applications under the fast track approval process. The 
Clinton Administration has already approved 78 demonstrations for 43 states, and we're continuing 
our commitment to state flexibility. 

This is not going to undennine the work requirements' in the new law. The Congressional welfare 
refonn legislation includes a provision that would give states the option to continue their welfare 

. refonn demonstrations. Also under this' provision, states would not have. to follow the new 
legislative mandates if those features were inconsistent with the state's demonstration, which include 
defined work activities, time limits, etc .. HHS, along with the states, is seeking to clarify the 
language of the bill with respect to this provision. However, it is the department's l,mderstanding 
that all states would have to meet the work participation rates in the legislation. 

Q: 	 How does the exemption from the time limit work? Is it 20 percent over a year or at anyone time? . 

A: 	 The law states that the number of exempt families for a fiscal year may not exceed 20 percent of the 
average monthly caseload. -HHS will issue further guidance on calculation of this limit in the future. 
However, . it is important to note that the welfare bill vetoed by the President contained only a 15 
percent exemption, and the Administration worked very hard to ensure that the welfare legislation 
included adequate exemptions from the.time-limit. We believe that the 20 percent exemption in the 
new law is adequate. 

Do you have any estimates on how many states will make use of the domestic violence- exemption? 
Does this exemption apply to the work requirements as well as to the time limit? 

A: 	 We do not have estimates on how many states will make use of the time-limit exemption, which is 
optional. We will have that infonnation when the states submit their plans. 
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lQ: 	 What are individual development accounts? Are they optional or included in every state? 
, " 

A: 	 The new law explicitly allows states to use block grant money for programs to fund individual 
development accounts for recipients. These accounts would not be counted as income in determining 
benefits; and could be used by individuals'to finance a small or micro-business, to pursue post­
secondary education,' or to purchase their first home. Twelve states have'already done something 
similar under waivers wf!'ve granted. 

Q: 	 Why are you still granting waivers to states? Is this a way to undermine the work requirement 
provisions of the new law? 

A: 	 Although most states will no longer need waivers to implement welfare reform under the·new law, 
HHS is continuing to grant waivers to states that have requested them.' Some states with pending 
waiver requests asked HHS to either approve the entire waiver request or to extract provisions that 
would apply under the fast track waiver approval process. A few states 'without waivers already 
approved or pending have also submitted applications under the fast track approval process. The 
Clinton Administration'has already approved 78'demonstrations for 43 states,and we're' continuing 
our commitment to state flexibility. 

This is not going .to undermine the work requirements in the new law. The Congressional welfare 
reform legislation includes a, provision that WOUld. give states the option to continue their welfare 
reform demonstrations. Also under this provision, states would not have to follow the new 
legislative mandates if those feat:ures were inconsistent with the state's demonstration, which include 
defined work activities, time limits, etc. HHS, along with ~e states, is seeking to clarify the 
language of the bill with respect to this provision. However, it is the department's understanding 
that all states would have to meet the work participation rates in the legislation. 

Q: 	 How does the exemption from the time limit work? Is it 20 percent over a year or at anyone time? 

A: 	 The law states that the number of exeinpt families for a fiscal year may not exceed 20 percent of the 
average monthly caseload. HHS will issue further guidance on calculation of this limit in the future. , 
However, it is important to note that the welfare bill vetoed by the President ,contained only a 15 
percent exemption, and the Administration worked very hard to ensure that the welfare legislation 
included adequate exemptions from the time limit. We believe that the 20 percent exemption in the 
new law is adequate. 

Q: ,Do you have any estimates on how many states will make use of the domestic violence exemption? 
Does this exemption apply to the work requirements as well as to the time limit? ' 

A: 	 We do not have estimates on how many states will'make use ofthe time-liinitexemption, which is 
optional. We will have that information when the states submit their plans. 



Q: 

A: 

Q: 

A: 

The law does not include a specific exemption from the work requirements. However, the bill does 
allow states to waive program requirements for victims of domestic violence, and allows states to 
exempt 20 percent of welfare recipients from the time limit. States may also take this factor into 
consideration in developing individual responsibility. plans and in making decisions about how to 
reach the participation rates specified in the bill. 

Now that Medicaid will be separate from AFDC, how will the Medicaid .eligibility be determined? 
What will happen to the families who are no longer eligible for AFDC under the new system? 

President Clinton insisted that welfare reform not end' guaranteed health care coverage .for pregnant 
women, poor children, the disabled, and the elde::rly -- and the new law preserves the Medicaid 
guarantee. In general, individuals who would were eligible for Medicaid before welfare reform·will 
still be eligible for Medicaid under the new law. In addition, families that, lose cash '"assistance 
eligibility due to the time limit will remain eligible for Medicaid. The new law also provides one 
year of transitional Medicaid for families that leave welfare because of increased earnings, and 
maintains the current law provision of four months of transitional Medicaid for families who leave 
welfare due to increased child support. 

States do have the option to end Medicaid coverage for some adults -- except pregnant women -- who 
lose their cash assistance eligibility because they failed to meet work requirements. (This is similar 
to current law, which de~ies Medicaid to adult recipients who refuse to cooperate with paternity 
establishment). However, children will retain Medicaid eligibility even if their mother is deemed 
ineligible. 

In the past, SSI has been the gateway for certain individuals to receive Medicaid and Food St3mps. 
Will those deemed ineligible for SSI under the new legislation still be eligible'for Medicaid or Food 
Stamps? 

For current legal immigrants, states have the option to eliminate Medicaid assistance along with SSI, 
but we don't expect states to do so. Immigrants who arrive in the future will be barred from 
Medicaid for five years. The President opposes these provisionS, and will work to change them. 
As . the President said, "This provision has nothing to do with welfare reform; it is simply a 
budget-saving measure, and it is not right ... I am convinced when we send legislation to Congress 
to correct it, it will be corrected," In any case, immigrants will still be eligible for emergency 
medical assistance and other limited kinds of care, such as immunizations. 

The law narrows SSI's definition of disability for children. However, over 95 percent of these 
children who would lose SII are expected to qualify for Medicaid, through the phase-in of poverty­
level children or other mechanisms. 
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·Q: How will this legislation impact legakimmigrants and when? 

,A: 	 Under the new law, most legal immigrants will be ,ineligible for SSI and Food Stamps until 
citizenship. Current recipients, may lose eligibility for these programs immediately at the time of 
regular redetermination for eligibility. States have the option to make most current legal immigrants 
ineligible' for Medicaid, AFDC, Title XX Social Services, and state-funded ~ssistance until 
citizenship. Future immigrants will be ineligible for five years for most feqeral means-tested 
programs, including Medicaid, 'but these immigrants will be eligible for Head Start and the Job 
Training Partnership Act. ' 

All applicants for most federal, state, and local programs will be. subject to new verification 
requirements to determine if they are "qualified ", or "non-qualified." Qualified immigrants will 

:,1
include legal' permanent residents, refugees, asylees',' immigrants whose deportation has been 
withheld, and iIllIIligrants who have, been granted parole status ,by the INS for a period o.f one year. " 
Non-qualified immigrants would be ineligible for benefits (except emergency medical, school 
lunches/breakfasts if they are eligible for a free public education, short-term disaster, limited public 

, , , health as~istance,non-profit, -in-kind community services such as shelters and soup kitchens, and 
certain housing benefits). ' 

Future sponsors and immigrants would be required to sign new, legally binding affidavits of support. 
,For these future immigrants, thenew law extends deeming to citizenship, changes deeming to count 

" 100 percent of a sponsor's income and resources, ,and expands ,the number of programs that 
required.to deem, including Medicaid., 

" The President opposes these provisions, and will; work to change them. ,As the President said, "This 
provision has nothing to do with welfare reform; itis simply a budget-saving measure, and it is not 
fight ... I am c()I,!-vinced when .we send legislation to Congress to~orrect it, it wili be corrected. If 
In,any case, immigrants will still be eligible for emergency medical assistance and other limited kinds 
of care, such as"inimunizations. 

Q: ,Wl'ien will you propose legislation to reverse the discrimination against legal immigrants? What will 
that legislation look, like? Where' will the funding come from to provide assistance for these 

, individuals? 
" .. , 

A: ,The President has said thathe.will work, to fix the Food Stamp and legal immigra,nt problems in the 
bill, and the Administration is working on legislative proposals to remedy these flaws. We do not 
have a timeline yet for this process, but we'll work with Congress and the states to get it done. On 

, immigrants, the Administration' has proposed an approach which would require ,sponsors to take 
additional responsibility for their immigrant family members, but maintain assistance for needy legal 

, ,'immigrants without sponsors or whose sponsors become unable to assist them.' This proposal would 
'still have savings over current law. ' 	 , 

http:required.to


A: 

Q: 

A: 

Q: 

One hundred and twenty-three Democratic me·mbers of Congress supported this package. Did they 
understand the impact of the provisions affecting legal immigrants, and did they support these 
provisions, or did they support the bill in spite of those provisions? 

Democrats and Republicans voted for this legislation because they know that the currerit welfare 
system is broken and must·be fixed. Like the President, many members of Congress are concerned 
about theprovisions affecting legal immigrants, and they are supportive of the Administration's plan 
to fix this flaw in the law. Let's remember that this bill is much better than what the President· 
vetoed. That legislation was soft on work and tough on children. It failed to provide adequate child 
care and health care .. It. imposed deep and unacceptable cuts in school lunches, child welfare, and 
help for disabled children. The bill came to President Clinton twice and he vetoed it twice. This 
new legislation is much improved. Congress has r~moved many of the worst elements the President 
objected to, and has included many of the improvements the President called for. 

What specifically is the Administration planning to do to address the flaws in thelegisiation? And 
when? What about the AFDC portion of the legislation? 

The President has said that he will work to fix the Food Stamp and legal immigrant problemsin the 
bill, and the Administration is working on legislative proposals to remedy these flaws. We do not 
have a timeline yet for this process, but we'll work with Congress and the states to get itdone. In 
terms of the AFDC provisions, states will be able to use their block grant funds, which initially 
provide most states with more resources than they currently receive, to move people .into jobs and 
help employers create new positions for welfare recipients. Additional child care funding, new 
resources from child support enforcement, and the guarantee of nutrition assistance, foster care and 
adoption services, and health care coverage will work together to help families move from 
dependence to self-sufficiency. We will closely monitor the states <to be sure that they are rewarding 
work and' meeting the goals of the legislation, This new law gives states powerful performance 
incentives to place people in jobs. We also know that 43 states are already promoting work and 
protecting children under welfare waivers granted by the Clinton Administration. 

Remember, the minimum wage and EITC changes we've fought for 'Will make work pay. In 
Colorado, for example, a young mother with two children receives only $8000 a year in welfare and 
Food Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for work and become independent. . But with 
our new strategy, she will increase her income by more than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she 
only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health care for herself and her 
children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting child support. And she'll get· 
help with child care if she needs it. 

When does the new welfare system take effect? 

The new ·law goes into effect on July 1, 1997. States are required to submit plans by that date 
detailing how they will meet the law's provisions, and these plans will be reviewed for completeness 
by HHS. Upon completion of their plans·, states will be able to draw down block grant funds. 



Q: 	 flow will states address such needs as transportation and job training? Where will the 

come from? 


A: 	 Most states will initially' receive more funding under the cash assistance block grant than they' 
currently receive -- resources that will enable states to provide transportation, job training, and other 
work-related services' to move people from welfare to work. And, as rolls continue to shrink, states 
will also be able to use money now used for welfare checks to provide these work-related services, 
community service jobs, or income subsidies for employers to hire people .. 

Q: 	 What is the President's position on Senator Wellstone's resolution calling for a continued safety net 
for battered women? This did not pass as part of t,he welfare reform bill -- will the President work 
to haVe it reintroduced as 'legislation when Congress comes back into session? 

A: 	 The Administration has not yet decided what would be included in a legislative package to improve 
the welfare legislation Congress passed. 

Q: 	 How will you protect teen mothers who are required to live at home but are at risk of being. sexually, 
physically, or emotionally abused in those settings? 

A: 	 The law requires teen parents to live at home or in an adult-supervised setting in order to 
! 	 assistance.. States will be required to locatealtemative living arrangements for those teens who 

,be ,at risk of abuse in their homes. . 

. Q: There is a two-year limit for women to· find jobs -- where will these jobs come from? . 

A: 	 This bill gives states the ability to create jobs by taking money now used, for welfare.checks and give 
it to employers as income subsidies, as an incentive to hire people,. or to create community service 
jobs. It also· builds on the reforms taking place in 43 states under waivers granted by the Clinton 
Administration. Some of these states are securing private sector jobs for welfare recipients by 
providing wage subsidies and forging new private/public sector partnerships. In other states, 
employers are providing work place mentoring for participants and contributing to special accounts 
that recipients can later use to increase their education and training ..The new law requires that adults 
be engaged in work! activities within two years, but allows states some flexibility in defining those 
activities. Private sector jobs, volunteer activities, and community service jobs all count as "work, If 
and welfare recipients initially have to work only 20 hours, per week to meet the requirements; 

Q: 	 Some Democrats have said that this legislation is just the beginning of needed refoQIls to the welfare 
system. Do you agree? What do you plan to do to build on this, and when? 

A: 	 .' This welfare legislation is' a critical step in traIl:Sforming our broken welfare syste'm into one 
. requires work; and promotes parental responsibility .. The new law will make sweeping changes 
. the welfare system -- .through .time limits, work.requirements, child care resources, and the toughest 
ever child support enforcement. When combined with an increased minimum wage and the EITC, 



we expect that it will make. a fundamental difference in moving people from welfare to work. In 
Colorado. for example. a young mother with two children now receives only $8000 a year in welfare 
and Food Stamps, and she may never be encouraged to look for work and become independent. But 
with our new strategy, she will increase her income by more than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even 
if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health care forhetself and her 
children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help collecting child support. And she'll get 
help with child care if she needs it. 

The President is also planning to take other steps to increase the availability of jobs for welfare . , 

recipients,. which he will announce soon. 
I 

, 

Q: 	 Did you speak with the people who. will be affected most by these changes? 

A: 	 The President. and other members of the Administration have met with welfare recipients to discuss 
their experiences and ways to best change the system. The President also met with welfare recipients 
at the Blair House meeting on welfare reform last year. As the President said in his 1995 State of 
the Union Address, "I may be the only President who has had the opportunity to sit' in a welfare 
office, who's actually spent hours and hours taking to people on welfare. And I am telling you, the 
people who are trapped on it know it doesn't work." 

For those who have not completed high school, lack sufficient language skills and are functionally 
illiterate, what kind of work can they expect .to get? . 

A: 	 The new law requires that adults be engaged in work activities within two years, but allows states 
some flexibility in defining those activities. Private sector jobs, volunteer activities, and community 
service jobs all count as "work," and welfare recipients initially have to work only 20 hours per 
week to meet the requirements. We strongly believe that work is better than welfare. In Colorado, 
for example, a young mother with two children now receives only $8000 a year in welfare and Food 
Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for work and become independent. But with our neW 
strategy that includes changes in the minimum wage and the EITC, she will increase her income by 
more than 50 percent -- to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll 
still receive health care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get 
help collecting child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

Q: 	 Will children of legal immigrants be denied school lunches under the new law? 

A: 	 All children, including those of legal immigrants,' who are eligible for public school will continue 
to receive free school breakfasts and lunches under the new law. 



Q: 	 How does this reform affect public housing? 

A: 	 This new law does not affect public· housing -- the Clinton Administration is maintaining our 
investment in housing for poor families. Poor families will also continue to receive Medicaid and 
Food Stamp benefits under the law. 

Q:Who will create and fund the needed job training programs? 
,

. i 

A: 	 Most states will initially receive more funding under the cash assistance block grant than they 
. currently receive -- resources that will enable states to provide transportation, job training, and other 

work-related services to move people from welfare to work: And, as rolls continue to shrink, states 
will also be able to use money now used for welfare checks to provide these work-related services, 
community service jobs, or income subsidies for employers to hire people.. . . 

Q: 	 The social services agencies that deal with child abuse and neglect, teen pregnancy, and juvenile 
crime, are already overwhelmed. Will this legislation result in an increased need for these services 

. without providing funding? 

A: 	 This legislation preserves the foster care, adoption, child welfare, and family preservation programs ­
- the federal government and the states will continue to work to meet the needs of children and 
families at risk. In addition, the legislation contains new funds for teen pregnancy prevention 
abstinence programs, and it requires. at least 25 . percent of communities to have teen pre:grumc~ 
prevention programs in place. 

Q: 	 .Ifcorporate America has been laying off employees and downsizing, and the job market is filled with 
skilled laborers, how will unskilled workers fit in? 

A: 	 Since taking office, the Clinton Administration has created 10 million new' jobs and provided new 
employment opportunities for workers of various skill levels. And, as' welfare rolls continue to 
shrink, states will be able to use money now used for welfare checks to provide work-related 
services, community service jobs, or income subsidies for;employers to hire welfare recipients. 



Work Will Pay More Under Welfare Refonn 

People On Welfare Who Work Will Be Better Off 

Because of the changes we've proposed in the minimum wage an.d the EITC, the typical welfare 
recipient will be better off working -- even 20 hours per week -- than she was on welfare. 

In. Colorado, for exampl~. a young mother with two children receives only $8000 a year in 
welfare and Food Stamps, and may never be encouraged to look for work and become 
independent. But with our new strategy, she will inc (ease her income by more than 50 percent ­
- to $12,600 -- even if she only works part-time at the minimum wage. She'll still receive health 
care for herself and her children. She'll still receive Food Stamps. She'll get help coIfeding i· 

child support. And she'll get help with child care if she needs it. 

People Who Move From Welfare To Work Will Be Better Off 

Because of the EITC and minimum wage increase, single parents who are already working will 
also be better off. A woman working 20 holirs a week will see her take-home pay increase from 
$10,000 to $12,600. And a woman working full-time will see her earnings increase from 
$12,680 to $15,700 -- an increase of 25 percent. 
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Guaranteed Medicaid 

Block Grants Food Stamps 

Block Grants Foster Care 
., 

Cuts Funding for Foster Care .. 
, 

Block Grants Adoption Assistance 

Cuts Funding for Adoption Assistance 

Cuts Funding for Investigation of Child Abuse 
; 

20% Exemption From Time Limit 

Adequate Child Care Funding 

Child Care Health and Safety Standards 

80% Maintenance of Effort Required 

Teens Required to Live at Home 

Performance Bonus for States 

Child Support Enforcement 

Cuts Cash Assistance' by 25% for Some Disabled Children 
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August 1996 	 Contact: HHS Press Office 
(202) 690-6343 

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 

On August 22, President Clinton signed into law "The Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996," a comprehensive bipartisan welfare reform plan that will 
dramatically change the nation's welfare system into one that requires work in exchange for time­
limited assistance. The bill contains strong work requirements, a performance bonus to reward 
states for moving welfare recipients into jobs, state maintenance of effort requirements, 
comprehensive child support enforcement, and supports for families moving from welfare to work 
-- including increased funding for child care and guaranteed medical coverage. 

Highlights of "The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 
1996" follow. . 

MAKING WELFARE A TRANSITION TO WORK 

o 	 Work requirements. Under the new law, recipients must work after two years on 
assistance, with few exceptions. Twenty-five percent of all families in each state must be 
engaged in work activities or have left the rolls in fiscal year (FY) 1997, rising to 50 
percent in FY 2002. Single parents must participate for at least 20 hours per week the first 
year, increasing to at least 30 hours per week by FY 2000. Two-parent families must work 
35 hours per week by July 1, 1997. 

o 	 Supports for families transitioning into jobs. The new welfare law provides $14 billion in 
federal child care funding -- an increase of $3.5 billion over current law -- to help more 
mothers move into jobs. The new law also guarantees that women on welfare continue to 
receive health coverage for their families, including at least one year of transitional 
Medicaid when they leave welfare for work. 

o. 	 Work Activities. To count toward state work requirements, recipients will be required to. 
partiCipate in unsubsidized or subsidized employment, on-the-job training, work experience, 
community service, 12 months of vocational training, or provide child care services to 
individuals who are participating in 'community service. Up to 6 weeks of job search (no 
more than 4 consecutive weeks) would count toward the work requirement. However, no 
more than 20 percent of eachstate's caseload may count toward the work requirement solely 
by participating in vocational training or by being a teen parent in secondary schooL Single 
parents with a child under 6 who cannot find child care cannot be penalized for failure to 
meet the work requirements. States can exempt from the work requirement single'parents 
with children under age one and disregard these individuals in the calculation of 
participation rates for up to 12 months. 



o 	 A five-year time limit. Families who have received assistance for five cumulative years (or. 
less at state option) will be ineligible for cash aid under the new welfare law. States will -be 
permitted to exempt up to 20 percent of their case load from the time limit, and states will . 
have the option to provide non-cash assistance and vouchers to families that reach the time 
limit using Social Services Block Grant or state funds. 

o 	 Personal employability plans. Under the new plan, states are required to make an initial 
assessment of recipients' skills. States can also develop personal responsibility plans for 
recipients identifying the education, training, and job placement services needed to move 
into the workforce. 

o 	 State maintenance of effort requirements. The new welfare law requires states to 
maintain their own spending on welfare at at least 80 percent of FY 1994 levels .. States' 
must also maintain spending at 100 percent of FY 1994 levels to access a $2 billion 
contingency fund designed to assist states' affected by high population growth or economic 
downturn. In addition, states must.maintain 100 percent of FY 1994 or FY 1995 spending 
on child care (whichever is greater) to access additional child care funds beyond their initial 
allotment. 

o 	 Job subsidies. . The law also allows states to create jobs by taking money now used for 
welfare checks and using it to create community service jobs or to provide income subsidies 
or hiring incentives for potential employers. . . 

o 	 Performance bonus to reward work. $1 billion will be available through FY2003 for 
performance bonuses to reward states for moving welfare recipients into jobs.' The 
Secretary of HHS, in consultation with the National Governors' . Association (NGA) and 
American Public Welfare Association (APWA), will develop criteria for measuring state 
performance. 

o 	 State flexibility. Under the new law, states which receive approval for welfare reform 
waivers before July 1, 1997 have the option to operate their cash assistance program under 

- some or all of these waivers. For states,electing this option, some provisions of the new 
law which are inconsistent with the waivers would not take effect until the expiration of the 
applicable waivers in the geographical areas covered by the waivers. 

PROMOTING RESPONSmILITY 

Comprehensive child support enforcement. The new law includes the child support enforcement 
measures President Clinton proposed in -1994 -- the most sweeping crackdown on non-paying 
. parents in history. These measures could increase child support collections by $24 billion and 
reduce federal welfare costs by $4 billion over 10 y~ars. Under the new law, each state must 
operate a child support enforcement program meeting federal requirements in .order to be eligible 
for Temporary Assistance.to Needy Families .(TANF) block grants. Provisions include: 

o 	 National new hire reporting system. The law establishes a Federal Case Registry and 
National Directory of New Hires to track delinquent parents across state lines. It also 
requires that employers report all neW hires to state ~gencies for transmittal of new hire 
information to the National Directory of New Hires. This builds on President Clinton's 
June 1996 executive action to track delinquent parents across state lines. The law also 
expands and streamlines procedures for direct withholding of child support from wages. 

, : 
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o 	 Streamlined paternity establishment. The new law streamlines the .legal. process for 
paternity establishment, making it easier and faster to establish paternities. It also expands 
the voluntary in-hospital paternity establishment program, started by the Clinton 
Administration in 1993, and requires a state form for voluntary paternity acknowledgement. 
In addition, the law mandates that states publicize the availability and encourage the use of 
voluntary paternity establishment processes. Individuals who fail to cooperate with paternity 
establishment will have their monthly cash assistance reduced by at least 25 percent. 

,,. 
io 	 Uniform interstate child, support laws. The new law provides for uniform rules, 

procedures, and forms for interstate cases. 

o 	 Computerized state-wide collections. The new law requires states to establish central 
registries of child support orders 'and centralized collection and disbursement units. It also 
requires expedited state procedures for'child support enforcement. 

o 	 Tough new penalties. Under the new law, states can implement tough child support 
enforcement techniques. The new law will expand wage garnishment; allow states to seize 
assets, require community service in some cases, and enable states to revoke drivers and 
professional licenses for parents who owe delinquent child support. 

o 	 "Families First." Under a new "Family First" policy, families no longer receiving 
Iassistance will have priority in the distribution of child support arrears. This new policy 
'. 


will bring families who have left welfare for work about $1 billion in support over the first 

six years. 


o 	 Access and visitation programs. In an effort to increase noncustodial parents' involvement 
in their children's lives, the new law includes grants to help states establish programs that 
support and facilitate noncustodial parents' visitation with and access to their children. 

Teen Parent Provisions 

o 	 Live at home and stay in school requirements. Under the new law, unmarried minor 
parents will be required to live with a responsible adult or in an adult-supervised setting and 
participate in educational and training activities in order to receive assistance. States will be 
responsible for locating or assisting in locating adult-supervised settings for teens. 

o 	 Teen Pregnancy Prevention. Starting inFY 1998, $50 million a year in mandatory funds 
would be added to the appropriations of the Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Block Grant 
for abstinence education. In addition, the Secretary of HHS will establish and implement a 
strategy to (1) prevent non-marital teen births, and (2) assure that at least 25 percent of 
communities have teen pregnancy prevention programs. No later than January I, 1997, the 
Attorney General will establish a program that studies the linkage between statutory rape and· 
teen pregnancy, and that educates law enforcement officials on the prevention and 
prosecution of statutory rape. 



IMPROVEMENTS OVER THE VETOED BILL 

President Clinton vetoed the previous welfare reform bill (H.R. 4) submittc::d by Congress because 
it did too little to move people' into·jobs and failed to provide the supports -- like child care and 

. health care·-- that families need to move from welfare to work. "The Personal Responsibility and . i: 

Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" inCludes several improvements over the vetoed bill, I 

including: '. . 

o 	 Guaranteed medical coverage. The new law preserves the national guarantee of health 
care for poor chil<;lren, the disabled, pregnant women, the elderly, .and people on welfare. 
H. R. 4. would have ended the guarantee of Medicaid coverage for cash assistance recipients. 

o 	 Increased child care funding and mandatory.child care maintenance of effort. The new 
law provides $14 billion in child care funding'-- an increase of $3.5 billion over 6 years -­

I 

'allowing more mothers to leave welfare for work. States will receive an initial allotment ! 
! 

each year from a fund of approximately $1.2 billion .. To access additional funds, states V 

must maintain their own spending at 100 percent of their FY 1994 or 1995 spending on 
child care (whichever is higher). By contrast, H. R. 4 increased child care funding by just 
$300 million over current law, and did not require states to meet child care maintenance of 
effort requirements to access additional federal child care funding, allowing states to lower 
their own spending. . 

o 	 Incentives for. states to move people into jobs. The new law includes a $1 billion 
performance bonus to reward states that meet performance targets. H.R. 4 did not contain 
cash performance bonus. 

o 	 Preservation of nutrition programs. H.R.4 would have given states the option of block 
. granting food stamp benefits. 	 The bill would have also capped federal food stamp program 

expenditures, limiting maximum benefit increases to 2 percent per year, regardless of 
growth in need for assistance. The new' law maintains the national nutritional safety net by 
eliminating the block grant option as well as the food stamp cap. 

o 	 Current law child protection and adoption.. Unlike H.R. 4, the new plan maintains 
current law on child protection and adoption, and does not reduce funds for child welfare, 
child abuse, foster care and adoption services. 

o 	 Impr:oved .contingency fund. The new law includes a $2 billion contingency fund to 

protect states in times of population growth or economic downturn. H.R. 4 included a $1 

billion contingen<;y fund. 


o 	 Current law child care health and safety standards. The new law protects children by 
maintaining health and safety standards for day care. H.R.. 4 would have eliminated health 
and safety protections. 

o 	 Protection of disabled children. H.R. 4 would have cut SSI by 25 percent for many 

disabled children. The new law eliminates this proposed two-tier system. 


o 	 Optional family cap. Under the new law, states have the option to implement a family 

cap. H.R. 4 required states to deny cash benefits to children born to welfare recipients 

unless the state legislature explicitly voted to provide benefits. 




NECESSARY IMPROVEMENTS 

President Clinton has stated that the new law requires several improvements. Specifically, he has 
. pledged to fix two provisions of the welfare bill which he believes have nothing to do with welfare' 
reform. 

o 	 Food Stamps. A~ording to President Clinton, the new law cuts deeper than it should in 

nutritional assistance by capping the excess shelter deduction, which helps some of 

America's .hardest -pressed working families. 


o 	 Legal Immigrants. The law iricludes provisiqns,that would deny most forms of public 

assistance to most legal immigrants for five years or until they attain citizenship. The 

President has said that immigrant' children and disabled immigrants who need help should 

get it. 


BmLDING ON THE PRESIDENT'S WORK TO END WELFARE AS WE KNOW IT 

Even before Congress passed welfare reform legislation acceptable to President Clinton, states were 
acting to try new approaches. With encouragement: support, and cooperation from the Clinton: 
Administration, 43 states have moved forward with 78 welfare reform e~periments. The Clinton 
Administration has also required teen mothers to stay in school, required federal employees t,o pay 
their child support, and cracked down on people who owe child support and cross state lines. As a 
result of these efforts and President Clinton's efforts to strengthen the economy, child support 
collections have increased by 40 percent to $11 billion in FY 1995, and there are 1.6 million fewer 
people on welfare today than when President Clinton took office. "The Personal Responsibility and 
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" will build on these efforts by allowing states 
flexibility to reform their welfare systems and to build on demonstrations initiated under the Clinton 
Administration. 
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COMPARISON OF WELFARE REFORM MAJOR PROVISIONS 
," 

AFDC - RELATED PROVISIONS 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Child Care A child care block grant would be 
authorized at $2.1 billion annually as 
discretionary spending for FYs I ?96 
through 2000. Overall, child care would 
be cut by $1.95 billion over 7 years. 

, 

Increases mandatory child care funding 
over current law by $0.3 billion over six 
years (April 1996 eBO baseline). 
Authorizes $9.9 billion in mandatory 
funding for FYs 1997·2002 and $7 
billion in discretionary funding for FYs 
1996· 2002. States would receive 
approximately $1 ,billion of the 
mandatory funds as a capped 
entitlement. The remainder would be 
available for state match (at the 
Medicaid rate). Requires states to 
maintain 100 percent of FY 1994 child 
care expenditures to draw down 
mandatory fun~s. No child care 
guarantee, but single parents with 
children under six who are unable to 
find child care are exempted from 
sanctions and penalties. Eliminates 
health and s'.lfety protections. 

Increases mandatory funding over 
current law by $3.5 billion over 6 years 
(April 1996 eBO baseline). Authorizes 
a total of $13.9 billion in mandatory 
funding for FYs 1997·2002 and $7 
billion in discretionary funding for FYs 
1996-2002. States would receive 
approximately $1.2 billion of the 
mandatory funds each year as a capped 
entitlement. The remainder would be 
available for state match. Requires 
states to maintain 100 percent of FY 
1994 or FY 1995 child care 
expenditures (whichever is greater) to 
draw down (at 1995 Medicaid rate) the 
mandatory funds. Single parents with 
children under 6 who are 'unable to find 
child care are exempted from sanctions 
and penalties. Maintains current law 
health and safety protections. 

Performance 
Bonus to 
Reward Work 

No provision 
, 

No provision. States that exceeded a . 
performance threshold with respect to 
these measures wouid have their 
maintenance of effort staridard reduced 
by up to S percentage points. 

. 

$I'billion would be available through 
FY 2003 for performance bonuses. The 
Secr\!tary of HHS (in consultation with 
the NGA and APW A), would be 
required to develop <;l. formula measuring 
state'performance using employment-
related criteria, taking the 
unemployment conditions in the state 
into account. States would receive a 
bonus based on their score on the 
measure(s) in the previous year, but the 
bonus could not exceed 5 percent of the 
family assistance grant. 

Time Limits Families who have been on the rolis for 
5 cumulative years (or less at state 
option) would be ineligible for cash aid. 
States would be permitted to exempt up 
to 10% of the caseload from the time 
limit. States would be permitted to 
provide noncash benefits to families that 
have reached their time limits. 

Families who have been on the rolls for 
5 cumulative years (or less at state 
option) would be ineligible for cash aid. 
States would be permitted to exempt up 
to 15% of the case load from the time 
limit. States are permitted to use block 
grant funds provide noncash benefits 
vouchers to families that are time 
limited. . 

Same as vetoed bill, except includes a 
20 percent exemption and states would 
not be permitted to use federal funds to 
provide noncash assistance to families 
that reach the time limit>; States could 
use their own funds, and federal Title 
XX funds, for vouchers. 

Personal 
Responsibility' 
Contract 

No provision No provision States are required to make an initial 
assessment of each recipient's skills, 
work experience, and employability. 
Personal responsibility contracts could 

I 

be developed at state option. 

,I 
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ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

mjc No contingency fund. States with high 	 The bill includes $1 billion-contingency Adds $1 billion to the contingency fund 
tingency unemployment could borrow from a $1 	 fund (FYs 1997-2000) for grants to for a total of $2 billion. States could 

Grant Fund billion national Rainy Day loan furid. 	 states with high unemployment (state meet one of two triggers to access the 
Funds would have to be repaid. 	 must match): payments .from the fund contingency fund: the unemployment 

for any fiscal year would be limited to trigger in the H.R. 4 Conference 
20 percent of the state's base grant. Agreement or a trigger ba,sed on food 
$800 million grant fund for states with stamps. Under the second trigger, a 
high population growth, benefits lower state would be eligible for the. 
than 35% of the national average, or contingency fund if its food stamps 
above average growth and below caseload increased by 10 percent over 
average AFDC benefits (no state the FY 1994-95 level (adjusted forthe 
match); and $1.7 billion loan fund. impact of the bill's immigrant and food 

stamp provisions on the food stamp 
caseload). Payments from the fund for 
an~ fiscal year would be limited to 20 
percent of the state's base grant for that 
year. A state's federal match rate (for 
drawing down contingency funds) 
would be reduced if it received funds for 
fewer than 12 months in any year. Also 
includes a supplemental fund for high 
population growth states and loan fund 
as in H.R. 4 Conference Agreement. 

Block Granting Block grants AFDC, EA, and JOBS into 	 Block grants AFDC, EA, and JOBS into Block grants MDC, EA, and JOBS into 
AFDC a single capped entitlement to states. a single eapped entitlement to states. a single capped entitlement to states. 

No individual guarantee of assistance. No individual guarantee of assistance. No individual guarantee, but the state 
plan must have objective criteria for 
delivery of benefits and ensuring 
equitable treatment. 

The state must provide opportunities for 
recipients who have been adversely 
affected to be heard in a state 
administrative or appeal process. There 
are no provisions to give the Secretary 
authority to enforce this provision. 

Explicitly allows states to use block 
grant money for programs to fund 
individual development accounts for 
recipients. Individual development 
accounts would not be counted as 
income in determining benefits, and 
could be used by individuals to finance 
a small or micro-business, to pursue 
post-secondary education, or to 
purchase their first home. 

Maintenance of No provision 	 States would be required to maintain Requires 80 percent maintenance of 
Effort 	 75% of FY 1994 spending on AFDC effort (reduced to 75 percent if a state 

and related programs for FYs 1996- meets its work requirements) and 
2000. States with best or most tightens the definition of what counts 
improved performance on specified toward the work requirement. No 
measures would have their maintenance additional reductions in MOE, 
of effort requirement reduced by up to 8 
percentage points. 

I', . 

I. 
i 



Transferability 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL 

A state would be pennitted to transfer 
up to 30 percent of the cash assistance 
block grant to one' or more of the 
following: the child protection block 
grant, the Title XX block grant, any 
food or nutrition blo.ck grant, or the 
child care block grant 

VETOED. BILL (H.R. 4) 

A state would be pennitted to transfer 
up to 30 percent of the, cash assistance 
block grant to one or more of the 
following: the child protection block 
grant, the Title XX block grant, or the 
child care block grant. 

CURRENT BILL 

A state would be permitted to transfer 
up to 30 percent of the cash assistance 
block grant to the child care block grant 
and the social services (Title XX) block 
grants. No more than one-third of the 
amount can be transferred to the social 
services block grant, and all funds must 
be spent on programs and services for 
children and families with incomes that 
do not exceed 200 percent of poverty. 
Title XX funds can be used for 
vouchers. 



, . 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL 

A state's required work participation rate 
wou Id be set at 10% in 1996, rising to 
50% by 2003. Provides pro rata 
reduction in the participation rate for 
reductions in case load levels below FY 
1995 that are not due to federal law. 
Individuals must work an average of 35 
hours in FY 2002. Work activities 
include unsubsidized or subsidized 
employment. work experience, four 
weeks ofjob search, education and 
skills training directly related to 
employment, and teens in secondary 

, schooL 

VETOED.BILL (H.R. 4) 

A state's required work participation rate 
wou Id be set at 15% in 1996, rising to 
50% by 2002, Provides pro rata 
reduction in the participation rate for 
reductions in caseload levels below FY 
1995 that are not due to eligibility 
changes. Recipients would be required 
to participate 3'5 hours per week by FY 
2002. Activities that count toward the 
work requirement include unsubsidized 
and subsidized employment, work 
experience, community service, four ' 
weeks ofjob search and 12 months of 
vocational training. States have the 
option to exempt single pare,nts with 
children under age I from work 
requirement. No part-time work option 
for mothers with young children. 
Parents of children under six who 
cannot find child care cannot be 
penalized for failure to meet work 
requirements. 

CURRENT BI LL 

A state's required work participation 
rate for all families would be set at 25 
percent in FY 1997, rising to 50 percent 
in FY 2002 and thereafter. Includes 
pro-rata reduction in rate due to 
case loads below FY 1995 levels. 
Single-parent recipients would be 
required to participate 30 hours per 
week in FY 2000 and thereafter. Two­
parent families must work 35 hours per 
week immediately. In families 
receiving federally-funded child care, 
both parents must work at least 20 hours 
per week, unless caring for a severely 
disabled child. The bill allows mothers 
with children under age 6 to work 20 
hours per week. States could e1<empt 
from the work requirement single 
parents with children under age one for 
a total of 12 months (not necessarily 
consecutive). Parents of children under 
age 6 who cannot find child care cannot 
be penalized for failure' to meet the work 
requirements, but states may not 
disregard such an adult in calculating 
work rates. Allows 6 weeks (no more 
than 4 consecutive) ofjob search, 12 
weeks if state unemployment is at least 
50 percent above the national average. 

Activities that count toward the work 
requirement ar.e similar to those in H.R. 
4, except states could allow 20 percent 
of caseload to count 12 months of 
vocational training and secondary 
school for teens (up to age 19) toward 
work requirement. Also counts hours 
parents spend providing day care for 
other welfare families. 

States which' receive approval for 
welfare reform waivers before July I, 
1997 hav'e the option to operate their 
cash assistance program under some or 
all of these waivers. For states electing 
this option, some provisions of the new 
law which are inconsistent with the 
,waivers would not take effect until the 
expiration of the applicable waivers in 
the geographical areas covered by the 
waivers. 

Family Cap No provision (due to Byrd rule), so state States could not use federal funds to States would be required to deny cash 
provide cash benefits 10 children born option. If state has family cap, state benefits to children born to welfare 
while parent is receiving assistance. may use Title XX funds to provide recipients unless the state legislature 

vouchers.explicitly votes to provide benefits. 
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ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R.4) CURRENT BILL 

Teen 'Parent - States would be prohibited from In order to receive assistance, unmarried In order to receive assistance, unmarried 
Provisions providing cash benefits to minor minor parents would be required to live minor parents would be required to live 

mothers, with an adult or, in an adult-supervised with an adult or in an adult-supervised 
setting and participate in educational or setting and participate in educational or 
training activities. training activities. In addition. states 

, . would be responsible for locating or 
For FYs I 996-2QOO, an additional $1) assisting in locating adult-supervised 
billion would be authorized to assist settings for teens. Starting in FY 1998, 
states in locating or providing "second $50 million a year in mandatory funds 
chance homes." would be added to the appropriations of 

the Maternal and Child'Health (MCH) 

., $75 million.per year would be set aside Block Grant for abstinence education. 
from the Maternal and Child Health In addition, the Secretary of HHS will 
(MCH) Block Grant for an abstinence establish and implement a strategy to (1) 

, education program. prevent non-marital teen births, and (2) 
assure that at least 25 percent of 
communities have teen pregnancy 
prevention programs, No later than 
1/1/97, the Attorney General would 
establish a program that studies the 
linkage between statutory rape and teen 
pregnancy, and that educates law 

. , 
enforcement officials on the prevention 

. , and prosecution of statutory rape . 

' .. 



MEDICAID PROVISIONS 


. ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL-Medicaid 
Guarantee 

Welfare Bill: States would be required 
to use rules in effect as of March 7, 
1995, thus freezing pre-welfare reform 
AFDC rules for Medicaid eligibility, 

Medicaid Bill: Eliminates guarantee of 
Medicaid coverage for cash assistance 
recipients, 

" 

Medicaid 
Coverage After 
Five-Year Time 
Limit 

Welfare Bill: Requires states to use 
state plan provisions in effect on March 
I, 1995 to determine Medicaid 
eligibility. 

Medicaid Bill: States determine 
eligibility; no guarantee of Medicaid 
coverage, 

ear 
Transitional 
Medicaid 
Coverage 

No provision, Transitional Medicaid 
Assistance is therefore allowed to sunset 
on 9/30/98 per current law. 

, 

~ETOED BILL.(H.R. 4) 

Eliminates guarantee of Medicaid 
coverage for 'cash assistance recipients, 

<, 

.­

.. 

.­

States determine eligibility; no 
guarantee of Medicaid coverage. No 
provision on Medicaid coverage for 
families that reach the time limit 

No provision 

. 
CURRENT BILL 

.... 
. . 

States have two options'for providing 
Medicaid coverage: I) 'States may 
guarantee coverage for:iildividuals and 
families in accord with current AFDC 
income and resource stanDards; or 2) 
states may run a single eligibility system 
provided that eligibility is no more 
restrictive than the income and resource 
standards in effect as of July 16. 1996, 
(Note: for both provisions, states may 
return to May I, 1988 standards as 
allowed under current law), States may 
deny Medicaid to any adult receiving 
both Medicaid and benefits under the 
caSh benefits whose benefits are 
terminated because of failure to meet 
work requirements. 

Coverage continues as long as families 
would have qualified for AFDC under 
July 16, 1996 rules. 

Families receive one year of-transitional 
Medicaid if the family leaves welfare 
.because of increased earnings .. 
Maintains current law of providing 
transitional Medicai,d for four months to 
families who leave welfare due to 
increased child support, Provisions are 
extended through 2002. 



. 

OD STAMPS PROVISIONS 

~:. 

...' . 

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL' 
::: . 

\:,ETOED BILL (H.R. 4) , CURRENT BILL 

Food Stamps ~rhe Hou~ebill would cap federal" 
program expenditures regardles's of 
growth. The bill would limit maximum 
benefit increases to 2% per year; 

.regardless of the increase in· food costs .. 
It would terminate benefits for non-' 
disabled childless individuals between 
18 and 50 years,old unless they are 
working at least half-time or in a work 
program. OPtional food stamp blo~k 
grant would be available to states that 
operate a stat~wide EBT system. The' 
bill would freeze the standard income 
deductiori and tht: limit,on excess shelter 
expense deductions at their current 
'levels. ' , 

Theconfererice bill disqualifies able-' , 
bodied adults between 18 and 50 if they 
received food stamps for more than four 
months in the last year arid did not work 
or participate in a work program, unless 
they live in an area with greater thap 10 
percent unemployment An optional 
food stamp block grant would be, 
available to states that have a fully 
impi<,mented EBT system or meet 
certain payment accuracy standards. 
States choosing block grants would be 
required to meet specified requirements. 

Eliminates the block grant option. 
Limits childless able-bodied adults' 
between 18 and 50 to three months of 
food stamp benefits in a ~6-month 
period, unless they were laid off; in 
which case the exemption is for a total 
of 6 months., Allows two months ofjob 
search or job search training and 
hardship exemptions for up to 20 
percent of persons subject to this 
requirement Freezes the cap on the' 
shelter deduction at $342 after 1/1/97, 
and reduces the standard deduction to 

$132 in FY 1997 and $122 in FY 1998­
'2002; indexing of standard resumes 
afterward. 

... ' 



OTHER PROVISIONS 

e ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Child Nutrition Replaces child nutrition programs 
operated outside of schools, WIC, and 
commodity distribution programs with a 
block grant to states. Creates a separate 
block grant to states for school-based 
child nutrition programs. These 
provisions would result in cuts of $10 
billion over 7 years. 

No mandatory child nutrition block 
grants, but permits up to 7 school 
nutrition block grant demonstrations. 
WIC remains a separate program. Child 
nutrition spending would be reduced by 
about $6.3 billion over 7 years. 

No school nutrition block grant. 

." 

. -. 

Child Support Includes major comprehensive child 
support enforcement measures proposed 
by the Clinton Administration, 
including paternity establishment, state 
central registries of child support orders, 
uniform procedures for interstate cases, 
and penalties such as license revocation. 
Eliminates the $50 pass-through of child 
support to cash assistance recipients. 

Includes major comprehensive child 
support enforcement measures proposed 
by the Clinton Administration, 

. including paternity establishment, state 
. central registries of child support orders, 

uniform procedures for interstate cases, 
and penalties, such as license 
revocation. Eliminates $50 pass-
through of child support to cash 
assistance recipients. 

Sil11 i1ar to vetoed bill, except it 
eliminates a provision in current law 
which requires that child support awards 
in AFDC cases be periodically reviewed 
and adjusted to ensure that awards are 
adequate. Also includes'a minimum 
reduction of 25 percent of monthly cash 
assistance for an individual's failure to 
cooperate with paternity establishment. 

SSI For Children who are now eligible for SSI Upon enactment for pending and new Upon enactment for,pending and new 
Children under the medical listings would 

continue to receive cash benefits and 
Medicaid. For applicants after 
enactment, cash benefits would only be 
available for children who meet the 
medical listing and are institutionalized 
or would be institutionalized if they do 
not receive personal assistance services 
required because of their disability. All 
children who meet the medical listings 
would be eligible for services under a 
state block grant funded at 75% of the 
amount otherwise payable in cash 
benefits. There would be no guarantee 
of services under the block grant. 

applications, would eliminate the 
comparable severity standard, the IFA, 
and references to maladaptive behavior 
in the listing, and would establish a new 
disability definition for children. 
Effective January I, 1997, for current 
recipients and new applicants, a 2-tiered 
benefit system would be established. 
Children who need personal assistance 
in order to remain at home would 
receive 100% of the benefit. Children 
who meet the listings but not the 
personal assistance criteria would 
receive 75% of the benefit. Continuing 
disability reviews would be conducted 
for low birth weight children within one 
year of birth, and at least every three 
years on children under age 18. 
Representative payees for children 
would ~e required to present evidence at 
the time of a continuing disability 
review that the child receiving treatment 
for his or her condition. Eligibility 
would .have to be redeleimined, using. 
the adult criteria, within one year 
following a recipient turning 18. 

applications, would eliminate the 
comparable severity standard, the IF A, 
and references to maladaptive behavior 
in the listing, and would establish a new 
disability definition for children. 
Current beneficiaries found ineligible 
would lose benefits no sooner than July 
I, 1997. Continuing disability reviews 
would be conducted for low birth 
weight children within one year of birth, 
and at least every three years on 
children under age 18. Representative 
payees for children would be required to 
present evidence at the time ofa 
continuing disability revie~ that the 
child receiving treatment to the extent 
considered necessary and available for. 
his or her condition. Eligibility would 
have to be redetermined. using the adult 
criteria, within one year following a 
recipient turning 18. For privately 
insured, institutionalized children, cash 
benefits would be limited to $30 per 
month. No two-tier benefit system. 



ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL VETOED BILL (H.R. 4) CURRENT BILL 

Child 
Protection and 
Adoption 

Immigrants 

Eliminates the current federal 
entitlement for Foster Care and 
Adoption Assistance, the capped 
entitlements for Family Preservation and 
Support and Independent Living, and a 
number of discretionary programs for 
abused, neglected, abandoned, and at­
risk children (including the Child Abuse 
Prevention and Treatment Act, and the 
Missing and Exploited Children's Act). 
Replaces these programs with a capped 
entitlement block grant t01he states, and 
reduces funding available to the states 
by $6.3 billion over 7 years. 

With certain exemptions, noncitizens 
would be ineligible for SSI, Medicaid, 
food stamps, transitional assistance, and 
social services block grants. Immigrants 
would become eligible upon 
naturalization. Exceptions include 
immigrants too disabled to naturalize 
and immigrants over 75 with five years· 
residence.' Most federal and state needs­
based programs would be required to 
deem the income and resources of 
sponsors. Deeming would be extended 
until the immigrant naturalized and 
would apply to current recipients. 

Maintains the entitlement for foster care 
and adoption assistance maintenance 
payments and block grants 
administration and child placement 
services funding, as well as IV-8 parts I 
and 2 and Independent Living. CAPTA 
and 'several discretionary programs are 
combined into a Child and Family 
Services block grant Overall, reduces 
mandatory funding by $400 million 
over 7 years. 

Most legal immigrants would be 
ineligible for SSI and Food Stamps until 
citizenship. Current recipients would 
lose eligibility after January I, 1997. 
States would have the option to make 
most current legal immigrants ineligible 
for Medicaid, AFDC, Title XX Social 
Services, and state-funded assistance 
until citizenship. Future immigrants 
would be ineligible for five years for 
most federal means-tested programs, 
including Medicaid. 

All applicants for most federal, state, 
and local programs w?uld be subject to 
new verification requirements to 
determine if they are '~qualified" or 
"non-qualified" Qualified immigrants 
would include legal permanent 
residents, refugees. asylees, immigrants 
whose deportation has been withheld, 
and immigrants who have been granted 
parole status by the INS for a period of 
one year. Non-qualified immigrants 
would be ineligible for benefits (except 
emergency medical: short-term disaster; 
limited public health assistance; non­
profit, in-kind community services such 
as shelters and soup kitchens; and 
certain housing programs). 

Future sponsors/immigrants would be 
required to sign new, legally binding 
affidavits of support. For these future 
immigrants, J-LR. 4 extends deeming to 
citizenship, changes deeming to count 
100 percent of a sponsor's income and 
resources, and expands the number of 
programs that are required to deem, . 
including Medicaid. 

No block grant Current bill: (I) gives 
states authority to makie foster care 
maintenance payments using IV-E funds 
on behalf of children in for-profit child 
care institutions; (2) extends the 
enhanced federal match for statewide 
automated child welfare information 
systems through 1997; (3) appropriates 
$6 million per year in each of FY s 
1996-2002 for a national random sample 
study of abused and neglected children; 
and (4) requires that states consider 
giving preference for kinship 
placements, provided that relatives meet 
state standards. 

Same as H.R. 4, except: (I) ~liminates 
eligibility of legal immigrants for SSI 

. and Food Stamps immediately at the 
time of redetermination, rather than one 
year after the date of implementation; 
(2) allows non-qualified immigrant 
children to be eligible for school 
luncheslbreakfasts if they are eligible 
for a free public education; (3) adds 
JTPA and Head Start to the list of 
programs explicitly exempted from the 
5-year eligibility ban on future legal 
immigrants; and (4) provides states the 
option to determine whether non­
qualified immigrants are eligible for 
WIC and other child nutrition programs. 



STATEMENT BY PRESIDENT CLINTON ON WELFARE REFORM LEGISLATION 
WEDNESDAY, JULY 31, 1996 

PRESIDENT CLINTON: Good afternoon. 

When I ran for president four years ago I pledged to end welfare 

as we know it. I have worked very hard for four years to do just 

that. Today the Congress will vote on legislation that gives us a· 

chance to live up to that promise -- to transform a broken system that 

traps too many people in a cycle of dependence to one that emphasizes 

work and independence, to give people on welfare a, chance to draw a 

paycheck, not a welfare check. It gives us a better chance to give 

those on welfare what we want for all families in America, the 

opportunity to succeed at horne and at work. 


For those reasons, I will sign it into law. 

The legislation is, however, far from perfect. There are parts 

of it that are wrong, and I will work -- I will address those parts in 

a moment. . But on balance, this bill is a real step forward for 

our country, our values, and for people who are on welfare~ 


For 15 years I have worked on this problem, as governor and as 

the president. I've spent time in welfare offices, I have talked to 

mothers on welfare who desperately want the' chance to work and support 

their families independently. A long time ago I concluded that the 

current welfare system undermines the basic values of work, 

responsibility and family, trapping generation after generation in 

dependency and hurting the very people it was designed to help. 


Today we have an historic opportunity to make welfare what it was 

meant to be: a second chance, not a way of life. And even though the 

bill has serious flaws that are unrelated, to welfare reform, I believe 

we have a duty to seize the opportunity it gives us to end welfare as 

we know it. 


Over the past three and half years, I have done everything in my 

power as president to pro~ote work and responsibility, working with 41 

states to give them 69 welfare reform experiments. We've also 


'. required teen mothers to stay in schbol, required federal employees to 
pay their child support, cracked down on people who owe chilq support 
and cross state lines. As a result, child support collections are up 
40 percent to $11 billion, and there are 1.3 million fewer people on 

, welfare today than there were when I took office. 

i. 
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From the outse.t, however, I ha:Ve also worked with members of both 
parties in Congress to achieve a national welfare reform bill that 
will make work and responsibility the law of the land. 

I made my principles for real welfare reform very clear from the 
beginning. First and foremost, it should be about moving people from 
welfare to work. It should impose time limits on welfare. It should 
give people the child care and the health care they need to move from 
welfare to work .without hurting their children. It should crack down _ 
on child support enforcement, and it should protect our children. 

, ­

This legislation meets these principles. It· gives us a chance we 

haven't had before to break the .cycle of dependency -that has . existed 

for millions and ~illions of our fellow citizens, exiling them from 

the world of work. It gives structure, meaning; and dignity to most 

of our lives. 


We've come along way in this debate. It's important to remember 
that not so very long ago, at the beginning of this very Congress, 
some-wanted to put poor children in orphanages and take away all help ­
from mothers simply because they were poor, young, and unmarried. 
Last -year the Republican majority in Congress sent me legislation that 
had its priorities backward: It was soft on work, and tough on 
children. It failed to provide child care and health care. It 
imposed deep and unacceptable cuts in school lunches, child welfare, 
and help for disabled children. 

The bill came to me twice and I vetoed it twice. The bipartisan 
legislation before the Congress today is significantly better than the 

-bills I vetoed. Many of the worst elements I objected to are out of 
it, and many of the improvements I asked for are included. 

First, the new bill is strong on work. It provides $4 billion 
more for child care so that mothers can move from welfare to work, and 
protects their children by maintaining health and safety standards for 
day care. These things are very important. You cannot ask somebody 
on welfare to go to work if they're going to negl~ct their children in 
doing it. It gives states powerful performance incentives to place 

-people in jobs. It requires states to hold up their end of the ­
bargain by maintaining their own spending on welfare. And it gives 
states the capacity to create jobs' by taking money npw used for . 
welfare checks and giving it to' employers as income subsidies, as an 
incentive to hire people, or being used. to create community' service 
jobs. 



Second, this new bill is better for children than the two I 
vetoed. It keeps the national nutritional safety net intact by 
eliminating the food stamp cap and the optional block grant. It drops 
the deep cuts and devastating changes in school lunch, child welfare 
and help for disabled children. It allows states to use federal money 
to provide vouchers to children whose parents can't find work after 
the time limits expire. And it preserves the national guarantee of 
health care for poor children, the disabled,pregnant women, the 
elderly, and people on. welfare. 

Just as important, this bill continues to include ~he child 
support enforcement measures I proposed two years ago -- the most 
sweeping crackdown on deadbeat parents in history. If every parent 
paid the child support they should, we could move 800;000 women and 
children off welfare immediately. With this bill, we say to parents; 
if you don't pay the child support you owe we will garnish your wages, 
take away your driver's license, track you across state lines and if . 
necessary make you work off what you owe. 

It is a very important advance that could only be achieved in 
legislation. I did not have the executive authority, to do this 
without a bill. So I will sign this bill, first and foremost because' 
the current system is broken; second, because Congress has made many 
of the changes I sought; and third, because even though serious 
problems remain in the non-welfare-reform provisions of the bill, this 
is the best chance we will have for a long, long time to complete the 
work of ending welfare as we know it, by moving people from welfare to 
work, demanding responsibility, and doing better by children. 

, However, I want to be very clear. Some parts of this bill still 
go too far, and 'I am determined to see that those areas are corrected. 

First, I am concerned that although we have made great strides to 
maintain the national nutritional safety net, this bill still cuts 
deeper than it should in nutritional assistance, mostly for working 
families with children. In the budget talks, we reached a tentative 
agreement on $21 billion in food stamp savings over the next several 
years. They are included in this bill. However, the congressional 
majority insisted on another cut we 'did not agree to, repealing a 
reform adopted four years ago in Congress which was to go into effect 
next year. It's called the excess shelter reduction, which helped 
some of our hardest-pressed working families. Finally we were going 
to treat working families with children the same way we treat 'senior 
citizens who draw food stamps today . Now, blocking this change I 
believe -- I know will make it harder for some of our hardest­

,~. '" 
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pressed working families with children. This provisi,on is a mistake, . 

and I will work to correct it. 


Second, I am deeply disappointed that the congressional ' , 

leadership insisted on attaching to this extraordinarily important 


'bill a provision that will hurt legal immigrants in America, people 

who work hard for their families, pay taxes, serve in our military. 

This provision has nothing to do with welfare teform; it is simply a,'", 

budget-saving measure, and it is not right. "Th{!se immigrant families 

with children, who fall on hard times through no fault of their own -:.. 

for example, because they' face the same risks the rest of us do from 

accidents,from criminal assaults, from serious illne,ss -- they should 

be eligible for medical and other help when they need it. 


The Republican majority CQuid never have passed such a provision' ;1 

standing alone. You see that in the debate in the immigration hill -­
for example, over the Gallegly amendment -- and the question of 
education of undocumented and illegal immigrant children. This, " 

provision will cause great stress for states, for localities, for 
medical facilities that have to serve large, number of illegal -- of 

, legal 'immigrants '-- legal immigrants. It is just wrong ~o say to ' 
, p'eople, "We'll let you workhere; you're helping our country. You'H-' 
pay taxes. You serve in our military . You may get killed defending 

'America. But if somebody ,mugs you on a street corner, or you get 
cancer, or you get hit by a car,' or the same thing happens to, your 
children, we're not going to give you assistance anymore.",. 

I am convinced this would never have passed alone, and I am 

convinced when we send legislation to Congress to correct it; it will 

be corrected. 


In the meantime, let me also say that I intend to take further 

executive action directing the INS to continue to work to remove the 

bureaucratiC roadblocks to citizenship to all eligible legal' 


'iIrimigrants. I will do everything in my power;' in other words, to make 
sure that this bill lifts people up and does not become an excuse for 
anyone to turn tlieir backs on this problem or on people who are 
'genuinely in need, through no fault of their own. 

This bill must also not let anyone off the hook. The states 

asked for this responsibility; now they have to shoulder it and not 

run away from it. We have to make sure that in the coming years, 

reform and change actually result in moving people from welfare to 

work. The business community'must provide greater private-sector jobs 


, that people on welfare need to 'build good lives and strong families. 
I challenge every state to adopt the reforms that Wisconsin; Oregon, 
Missouri, and other states are proposing to do, to take the money that 
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used to be available for welfare checks and offer it to the private 

sector as wage subsidies to begin to hire these· people, to give them a 

chance to build their families and build their-lives. 


All of us have to rise to this challenge and see this reform not as a t·· 

chance to demonize or demean anyone, but instead as an opportunity to 
bring everyone fully into the mainstream of American 'life, to give 
them a chance to share in the prosperity and the promise that most of 
our people are enjoying- today. And we here in Washington must 
continue to do everything.in our power to reward work and to expand 
opportunity for all people. 

The earned income tax credit which we expanded in 1993 
, , dramatically is now rewarding the work of 15 million working families .. 

I am pleased that congressional 'efforts to gut this tax cut for the 
hardest-pressed working people have been blocked. This legislation 
preserves the EITC and its benefits for working families. , 

i' 

Now we must increase the minimum wage, which also will benefit 

millions of working people with families and help them to offset the 

impact of some of the nutritional cuts in this bilI. 


Through these efforts we all have to recognize, as I said in 

1992, the best anti-poverty program is stilI a job. 


'I want to congratulate the members of Congress in both parties 

who worked together on this welfare reform legislation. I want to 

challenge them to put politics aside and continue to work together to 


, meet our other challenges, and to correct the problems that are still . 

there with this legislation. I am convinced that it does present an 

historic opportunity to finish the work of ending welfare as we know 

it, and that is why I have decided to sign it. . ' 
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Transcript of Today's White House Press Briefing by 'Shalllla and 
Reed (1 of 2)' 


To: National Desk 

Contact: White House Press Office, 202-456-2100 

WASHINGTON, July 31 IU.S. Ne.wswirel -- Following'is a transcript 


of today's White House press briefmg by Secretary ·of Health and 

Human Services Donna Shalala and Assistant. to the President .for 

Policy Planning Bruce Reed (1 of 2): 


The Briefmg Room . 
3:12 P.M. EDT 
MS. GLYNN: Good afternoon, everyone. To fini~h the briefing on 


welfare reform we have Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna 

Shalala and Assistant to the President for Policy Planning Bruce 

Reed. 


SECRETARY SHALALA: Thank you very ,much. I think the President 

outlined his reasons for signing the bill bri1liantly~ Let me· talk 

a little about the reasons why the President vetoed earlier "bills 


\ . and what we've gained, what thepolicy gains \lave been in this .. ' 
bilL· 

First, MediCaid is a stand-alone entitlement program. No ilonger. 

is it linked -- it's not linked to welfare, and theMedicaid . 

'program is allowed to continue. We would still lik,e some' reforms in 

that Medicaid program, but the important thing is that welfare 


. recipients will not be losing their Medicaid, and Medicaid will 

.continue for millions of poor Americans who need health care~ . 


Second, there's $4 billion more for child care in this bill, and' 

we were able to restore the health and safety standards for the 

child care system' in this country, which were absolutely critical. . 

There was an attempt by the Republicans to remove them. 


Third, there is no food stamp block grant. The food stamp 

program stays intact. There's no ceiling limit on' it. The President 

did outline that we have some concerns about the way the cuts were 

taken, and we'll be looking at those as we do our detailed 

analysis. 


Fourth, there's no child welfare block grant. The child welfare 
services, which have been the most sensitive kind of services in 
this country, to limit them in any way .:.- these are the services 
th,at cover foster care, adoption services, 21 states are already 
under some court order. The Republicans originally wanted to curb 
those serviCes, put caps on it, block grant it. We said riot a 
chance. These are the most vulnerable children in our society and 
you have to back away from those proposals. .\ 

There are greater protections in this bill for disabled 

c.hildren. There is a doubling of the contingency fund to protect 

against economic downturns. It's now $2 billion, instead of $1 

billion, which is what they had in previous bills. That's' extremely 




important. 
For those that believe that we ought to continue to entitlement,· 

the contingency fund becomes criticaL· That's what is taken up and 
used if there is an economic downturn in a state. If a state goes 
into an economic downturn, the peopl~ that need help are working , 
folks who get laid off from their jobs and need to come into the 
welfare system for a very short period of time. So a contingency 
fund or an alternative like an entitlement becomes increasingly 
important. The contingency fund here is $2 billion to protect 
against economic downturns. 

There is a 20 percent hardship exemption, which,gives the states 
the flexibility of exempting a large group of people who cannot 
meet either the work requirements or the time requirements for one 
reason or another. There is no mandatory family cap. You'll 
remember that the Catholic Church in particular has been deeply 
concerned about a family cap that would limit the payments that a 
state gives, a national family cap if a family·has another child -­
if a woman has another child. The work requirements in this have 
actually been made more flexible at the 11th hour. A very 
interesting change was put in place in this bill, which has not 
actually· been written about, which allows the states to keep the 
work requirements they negotiated with us in their waivers, as 
opposed to moving to the work requirements that are in the bill. So 
the states will have the options during the course of their 
waivers, and these waivers have been granted between five and 11 
years. So for many states they'll have flexibility on the packages 
they put together. 

The school lunch and the nutrition block grant was eliminated in 
this bill. We fought that early on. And any kind of cut in . 
unmarried teen moms from getting assistance was eliminated. There 
are major gains in this bill that made it possible for the 
President to sign the bill, but more importantly from our point of 
view, made it possible for the bill to work. 

Q Secretary Shalala, you have outlined a number of improvements 
of this bill over the previous two that he vetoed, but in your 
opinion is this a good bill, is this an improvement on the status 
quo? Secondly, did you recommend to the President this morning or 
last night that he in fact sign it? ,And third, did you ever 
consider resigning over this bill? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: First, on the issue of is this an improvement 
,over the status quo, it is a significant improvement over the 
status quo. As early as 1984 a number of my colleagues who are now 
with me at the Department of Health and Human Services, including 
Mary Jo Bane and I, recommended to Governor Cuomo that we move to 
an employment-based program with time limits. This program moves us 
into the modem age, moves -- gives people genuine opportunity to 

" 



move from welfare to work and puts the support systems around. If 

you combine this with Earned Income Tax Credit and with the minimum 

wage, we have powerful incentives to'support people, even as 

they're entering entry-level jobs in this country. And the ' . 

President has always believed, as all of us do, that the best 

opportunity for anyone in this country' is a job. 


This is a significant improvement over the status quo. As to the 

other two questions, I never reveal publicly advice I give.to the' 

President. And I never considered resigning. 


Q Ms. Secretary, on the 10 things that you named for us, I 

¥/anted to just ask a couple of clarifying questions. 1)le doubling 

of the contingency fund from $1 billion to $2' billion, is that over 

what period of time? 


SECRETARY SHALALA: Over six years. 

Q And the same is true of the $4 billion more for child care? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Yes. 

Q What does that bring the total to' of child care for the six 


years?" 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Fourteen billion dollars .. 

Q And the 10th thing -- one other question, guys. Will that 10th 


thing that you named -- you listed.-- the unmarried teen moms -­

SECRETARY SHALALA: Remember, one of the original bills -­

Q What's the provision now? , .. 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Unmarried teen moms will be able to fInish 


high school. They'll get support while they're finishing high 
school as opposed to being cut off from any kind of aid. 


Q Is that required or is it up to the states -­
MR. REED: When the House Republicans put forward their bill 


, early last year, they Included a provision that would have required 
every state to ban every teen mother from receiving assistance just 
because they were poor, young and uIlIriarried as the President said . 

. Q It wasn't in the bill that went to the President the first 

time was it? 


MR. REED: No, no. That's something that was in the original 

House bill and the President singled that out in his 1995 State of 

the Union. We had a hard-fought battle which we won early on, and , 

it's not included in the final bill. 


SECRETARY SHALALA: Remember for many of us, it's the improvement 
since our first discussions with the RepUblicans. Dragging them 
originally into getting child support into the bill became very 
important. They did not have it in their original bill; we insisted 
on it. Child support enforcement for the first time will have the 
national dimension to it, which means we'll be able to tr<!ck people 
down successfully across state lines. 

Q Secretary Shalala, you never said whether you liked the bill 

in response to the last question. And, also, you have liberal 




Democrats like Charlie Rangel going to the floor saying my 
President will boldly throw 1 million children into the street. How 
do you react to those sorts of comments? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Well, first, I hope that the governors intend 
to prove Charlie, my good friend Charlie Brown -- Charlie Rangel 
--Charlie Rangel wrong. And it's the way they're going to manage 
this program. 

Second, I do think it's a good welfare bill. There are parts of 
it that the President outlined that are outside the welfare bill 
that we have deep and serious concerns about that include the 
immigration provisions and the nutrition provisions and, hopefully, 
we'll be able to make significant strides in getting iniprovements 
over our concerns. 

Q.Will you outline what it is exactly about the nutrition 
provisions that are objected to? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: The President outlined the shelter allowance 
as one example. For people that --' for low income people working 
people in some cases, who have very high shelter costs having their 
calculation for food stamps based on taking into account a certain 
amount of their shelter costs, the issue is -- it's over 50 percent 
of their shelter cost, how much above that will be taken into 
account. 

This bill makes some dpllar improvements but the law was 
actually going to take off the limit over 50 percent, a law that 
was passed which would have protected those who 'live in high 
housing cost areas. That becomes extremely inlportant for working 
families because they do have some income, because they have jobs, 
but they also need food stamps to supplement and we need to take 
into account those higher shelter costs. 

That becomes a very sensitive issue for us. 
Q -- bill does what as -­
SECRETARY SHALALA: The bill puts a cap on that amount, and we 

simply want to be able to take a very careful look at that. In 
addition, the bill goes into the food stamp program and removes 
some increases that we have some concerns about, and we will be 
reviewing those, But remember, we got this bill at midnight last 
night. The President needed to make adecision fast, so we've done 
the analysis -- . 

MR. REED: Just to add to what Donna said, there is a cap in 
current law that was set to expire, effectively next year, and this 
bill maintains that cap and shaves the increase -­

SECRETARY SHALALA: It was the Mickey Leland Food Act, and it was 
Mickey Leland's legacy to take off that cap. 

Q Madam Secretary, when you came this morning tt? this meeting, 
did you have a sense, or did you know in your bones 'what the 
outcome would be -­



SECRETARY SHALALA: No. 

Q -- and was it what you expected? 

SECRETARY SHALALA: No, I didn't. I expected, it to be a full and 


healthy discussion and thoughtful discussion with the President., " 

And as he described it, that's exactly wqat it was. 

Q And did you believe when you Came that either outcome was 


possible and we just happened to arrive at this outcome? , 

SECRETARY SHALALA: I don't-- I don't know. I came for a 


di~cussion. The President has never invited me to a meeting in 

which he has already made up his mind, so it was a full discussion 

this morning. 


Q Could you give some of the flavor of that meeting? 
SECRETARY SHALALA: No, I think it's iriappropriate. We have never 


described the meetings or the flavor of the meetings., I think the ' 

President described the meeting, and I'll stick with the 

President's description. 


Q The President said there is an element .of experiment, about 

this. Nobody can say with absolute certainly hoy.' it will work or 

how different states will approach it. What do you think is a fair 

window of time to be reviewing what the states are doing? And if 

there is a race for the bottom, when will, we know? 


SECRETARY SHALALA: Well~ as 'you well know, we have essentially 

taken the first step towards for welfare r~form using the waiver 

process, so we know something about state behavior and we're just 

starting to get in the evaluations on state behavior and what's 

happening in those 'particular states. The President "would want us 

to monitor what's happening very carefully. We will be able to,tell 

whether states are adding additional money. We will know how many 

states are moving people into jobs and whether they're staying in 

those jobs. So we will have information, hopefully state by state, 

that will tell us what's happening and be able tQ report to the 

President and report to Congress about what's going to happen. 


The important thing about this bill, and every piece of research 

has told us, that the states must have a stake in the outcome. They 

must be a full partner. The more they're.involved in it, the more 

likely you are to get success in terms of state programs. That's 

what the MDRC told us in their researc~~ and so we have moved 

dramatically to give the states the authority to design their own 

programs. 


Q Will the bill change anything that's happening in the many 

states with waivers? Are they exempt -- in addition to being exeqtpt 

from the work requirements in the bill, are they exempt from any 

other provisions? 


SECRETARY SHALALA: Well, the states will be able to --we have to 
, go back and look at this very carefully.' 1 think that they will be 

able to take their waivers, look at the new bill, and be able to 



shape what their overall program -- and remember, some .. of our 
waivers are for one county. They will have a lot more flexibility 
in tenns of statewide programs now, in tenns of expanding some of . 

. those county ac~ivities. And so I do expectsome changes in the 
states. 

_ Q Will they be forced to change anything, though, or -­
SECRETARY SHALALA: The bill basically allows them to keep their 

waivers and to work with the rest of the bill. So to the extent 
that they're forced to it, is ~- I think the answer is, there is no 
forcing, but there are more opportunities in the new bill that they 
will want to take advantage of. And I think that's the best way to 
characterize it. 

Q -- follow up to that. What's the fate of the Wisconsin waiver? 
SECRETARY SHALALA: Well, Wisconsin now has -- I can't talk about 

Wisconsin. You're going to have to answer Wisconsin. I'm recused. 
Go ahead. I'm going to Wisconsin -­

MR. REED: When this bill becomes law, Wisconsin should be able 
to do the welfare refonn plan that they submitted to us. 

Q In other words, the President will take no' action on the 
pending waiver request? What's the -­

Q Is it moot -­
MR. REED: Yes, I think it's essentially moot. 
Q Bruce, when will -- the President said he'd be sending 

legislation up to flx some of the holes, the problems he saw with 
the bill, notably the immigrants who will not get Medicaid and 
other proposals. When will that legislation be ready? When are you 
planning to send·-­

SECRETARY SHALALA: He is -- you know, we just analyzed this bill 
for the President. We just got it, and he told us to get to work. 
So, we'll let you -- . 

MR. REED: I think that the prospects of enacting that 
legislation in this Congress are not very good given the 
circumstances we've run into in the last several weeks. 

Q Just to follow up, the prospects of enactment have in the past 
not necessarily stopped you from the process .of pr.omuigation. And 
the President made it s.ound as if he th.ought that was a serious 
en.ough concern. Will a prop.osal from the administrati.on- be 

. f.orthc.oming in the remainder .of this year or w.ould that wait fer 
the second tenn? 

MR. REED: Well, I think it's likely, but I -­
Q Which is likely -­
SECRETARY SHALALA: I think it's -- what the President told us t.o 

de -- let me go back to the p.oint. What the President t.old us t.o de 
was to get t.o work and to leek at those-- we have t.o flnish our 
analysis .of this bill. We've seen, obviously we've read it and seen 
en.ough .of it. We need t.o come back t.o him and tell him speciflcally 



what in the immigration parts of the bill, what in the food stamps 
. I 

parts of thebill that we need to change. And so 'Were going to 
work immediately. . ,, . 

You're detail questions about when we're going to have the 
legislation, we'll ,just have to answer later. 

Q Can I just follow up one second: I think the question is 

prompted by the President's confidence in expressing that that as a 

stand-alone provision wouldn't have.passed and his apparent resolve 

in saying that it's so unjust and really unjustifiable as to' 

require a relatively i.rnn1ediate response by you and that it would in 

fact prevail. 


MR. REED: I think as the President said, that he believes that 

over time as more is learned about the potential impact of these 

provisions that a consensus will emerge to fix them. But, you know, 

we have a month left in this Congress. It doesn't seem likely that 

it would happen. 


Q Secretary Shalala, when the Republicans went after politically 

popular middle class programs from Medicare and on down -- some of 

them that they tried to block grant to the states .~- the President 

fought like a tiger and said he was willing to put his political 

future on the line for them. Now here, he has a bill where he 

himself points to serious flaws affecting children and affecting 

legal immigrants. Is it just a coincidence that those who are 

adversely affected by this bill, by your own and by the President's 

own admission, don't have the vote? 


SECRETARY SHALALA: In fact, I come to the opposite conclusion. 

We fought like tigers to make sure Medicaid wasn't block grant,. 

which hurts -- seriously hurts poor people in this.country. We 

fought like tigers to -make sure food stamps wasn;t.block granted. 

We fought like tigers to make sure the child welfare services were 

not block granted or nutrition services. We were successful in 

holding off some of the most vicious proposals and in shaping a 

bill that sets out the goals and meets the President's goals that 


. . he laid out both in the campaign in the beginning and throughout 
this administration. And that combined with the earned income tax 
credit and the minimum wage are significant steps forward for low 
income Americans and genuine opportunities for them,which after 
all, is what welfare reform is all about. . 

Do you want to :-­
MR. REED: Can I just make one more point about how far we've 


come in this debate? The original House bill had $75 billion in 

budget savings related to welfare reform and $34 billion in EITe 

cuts -- a total of $109 billion in their welfare package. This bill 

that· the President has indicated his support for has $57 billion. 

So we. think that we've come a long way. 


Q But from your own starting point -­



MR. REED: Our own starting point was, I think -­
, .SECRETARY SHALALA: Deficit-neutral, basically. .I 

MR. REED: The President's 1996 welfare refonn plan saved $42 
billion combined. 

Q No, I mean your own starting point when -­
MR. REED: In 1994? 
Q Yes. 
MR. REED: Which was deficit --

i' 

SECRETARY SHALALA: Which was deficit-neutral, basically. Let me ~ " 

also point out that the President has laid out aseries of gains ' .I 
for the low income people in this country. From food stamps to Ryan 
White, to protections in the Medicare program, we have a superb 
record in this administration. For a generation ofvulnerable ' 
Americans, this is the most important step we can take' --to move 
from the status quo, to move people from dependency on the welfare 
system to ajob. And i support the President in his decision. 

Q Secretary Shalala, can you talk about the sufficiency of the 
$2 billion contingency fund? If we had a serfousnational downturn 

SECRETARY SHALALA: If we have a serious national downturn, we 
need to go back to Congress and make changes. Everybody knows that. 
The Republicans know that.Weknow that.: The Fed just put out' a 
report in Cleveland pointing out the importance of the economic 
stabilizing effect of federal money. If you don't, recessions go 
deeper and broader instates. And the business community could,' 
hardly be taxed to pull them out. And everybody will be clamoring 
back for more resources in the contingency f\.md. And that, I think, 
everybody has conceded. ' 

MR. REED: But-also, saving the food stamp program has an even 
greater stabilization effect. Food Stamps is much more responsive ' 
to economic downturns than the current AFDC program. ' 

THE PRESS: Thank you. 

END 3:34 P.M. EDT 
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The Total Nutnber of AFDC Recipients .Has 

Declined Under the Clinton Adm.inistration 
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Work and Training Activities Among AFDC Recipients 

Have Increased Under the Clinton Administration 
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Child Support Collections Have Increased 

Under the Clinton Adm.inistration 
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Paternity Establishlllents. Have Increased 

Under the Clinton Adtninistration 
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.~amilies Served by Child Support Enforcement 

Have Increased Un.der the Clinton Administration 
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Teen Birth Rates Have Declined 

Under the Clinton Administration* 
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People who .are eligible for Medicaid will be discouraged from applying. Those 
individuals with the best legal advice will be informed that the crimina' intent standard is 
a high onE! for Pl}1seCUtofS to meet. In fact. in the grandmother example above, the 
standard would not be met. However. ma,ny people applying for Medicaid cannot afford 
\egat advice and are not well informed about their rights. 'These individuals wiU not know . 
particulars of the eriminai provision, only that they could go to jai! if they gave away 
money then needed public benefits, They will be fearful of applying for Medicaid or 
posSibly even of !Seeking Medical'f! reimbursement for health care expenses if they Icnow 
that any gifts they have made can subject them to criminal penalties. 

Nur5ing homes will use the cl'iminallaw to encourage people to pay prlyately, 
even when they are eligible for Medicaid. Nursing homes prefer re5idenrs paying at the 
higher, unregulated private. rate. They often ask people to agree to pay privately for a 
speclfled period of time, regardless of whethet rhey would be eligible for MedicaId during 
that time. Facilities could inform mident that if they apply for Medicaid and have made 
any gifts within the last three years, they could go to jail. Residents and their families will 
feel pressured to pay privately, even when they are eligible for Medicaid. . 

2. The focus ofJhC qjmjMi penalty is frai!l old womcu •. By its terms, the criminal 
provision penalizes the person transferring the asset. In most QUes, this will be the. owner . 
of the asset, i.e., the individual applying for Medicaid for nursing home care. The typical 
nurSing home resident is an 85 year cAd woman without a spouse needina help with 
RVer,,) activitief of daily Uvins. it is she who would go to jaiL Surely, this is not what 
Congress intended. 

3. biltidBunltl15 work. While the pre$$ has focussed attention in N!cent months on 
the issue of people giving away money tio bf;<:ome eligible for Medi(;aid to pay for their 
nursing homf:! care. the meager data that exists on this subject supports the view that . 
existing penatties are effective. The Single study that has tried to quantify the practice was 
undertaken by the General Accounting Office in MassaChusetts in 1993. The GAO found 
that 13% of aU applicants in a one month period had transferred someas_et&.witnout fair' 
value; of those transactions, nearly 70% of the total value transferred was related to 
application~ that were denied or Withdrawn. In other words, the individ""ts who had 
tranlfetred assets were not ganted Medicaid eligibility. 

4. CO_VII i'ddrcsg:d the iuue gfj,msu.QQer kAnsier.aJn 1m· bx i",...iOI aWlns 
dyilllJ'Nlltl(!,L At that time, after holding hearings, Congre5S amended Medicaid law to 
require states to increase the 10ok-bClck for transfers to three. and in s<>me cases, five years. 
The 1993 law also required states to increase the penalty for $uch transfer5 to an indefinite 
period of ineligibility for Medicaid, depending on the amount gi'len away without value. If 
Congres$ believes problems still exist, it should hold hearings to identify the problems and 
consider other civil, rather than criminal; penalties. 

August 9, 1996 
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Kennedy Kassebaum: For Health Care··An Olympic Event 

As the President signs the KennedyIKassebaum healthcarebill this month. much 

will be made of the accomplishment - and rightly so.' , 


Not many people would have predicted, even f\VO weeks ago, that a Republican 

Congress would hail the passage of a health insuram-:e reform bill with T cd' Kennedy's 

name on it. Indeed. it isa tribute to both Senators Kennedy and Kassebaum that anything 

this progressive could pas~ in tiris Republican Congress, with its Contract with America. 


"For the first time, in'suranc.e companies will be prohibited from dropping people in 

employer-sponsored plans, charging them higher premiums whe.n they get sick, or denying 

them coveragewhell rhey change Of lose their job. And self-employed people will find it 

easier to afford insurance, because they will be able to deduct 80 percent of tbeir premium, 

up from the current 30 percent. , . " . ~ . 


.---./ .. 
poThese are important-accomplishments. But they do not solve most of the problems 

- of the American health care system. 

The Ke.nnedylKa,"sebauIIl bill doesnft protect poople who aren'rin the he'fJth care 

system ndw. If you donlhave health insurance now, you cnn still be denied coverage on 

the basis of pre-existing medical conditions, or charged exorbitant premiums because of 

dneDl.· . 


Nor does KennedylKassebaum make health llsW'ance any cheaper for those who 

simply can't afford it. Since the defeat of comprehensive health refOnll t.wo years ago, 

health costs in this country have riscn more tha,'l. 15 percent. In two more years, COSt 


increa<;es will exceed. 35 percent. 


By 1998, the average family will pay more than $165 per month f(.l[ healtilcate 

premiuIT.s - and they're the lucky ones. Those who work for the 60 peKent of employers 

who offer no h.ealth benefits will continue to walk a financial high wire. Many 

undoubtedly will try to get by without health insurance, hoping that an unforeseen illness 

wonl cause them to lose their delicate financial balance and full into the abyss of bill 

collectors. bad credit ratings and bankruptcy. ' 


In addition. many who now qualify for Medicaid -- including disabled children -­
could lose that coverage under the new welfaI"e refonn law. ' 


The KennedylKassebawn bill does not encourage primary care. Health insurance 

poliCies will continue to encourage reliance 011 !;Ophisticated medical tn~alIItent, leaVing 

wellness promotion to magazines, newspapers and Uie electronic media . 


.Tr...is lack of attention to primary care is e::'''Pecial1y unfortunate -- and unwise -~ 

when it comes to cWldren. America already h,lS one of the lowest rates of Childhood 

immunization of any industrialized nation. While 98% of all Americans over the age of 65 

enjoy health care protection, only 86% of all children under the age of 18 are Similarly' . 

protected -- and that percentage may decline even further 'Onder the. new welfare rules. In 

short, the people who arguably could benefit the most from good primary care will 

coutiriue to be the most vulnerable. 


, And the number of uninsured, Americans isn't the onJy thing thatfs likely to grow. 

Frustration with. the complexity of the health care system will also increase as more and 

more providers turn (0 managed eare to hold down' COSK 




, , . III 003 ',~; i', 
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The disappointing IIUth iii that the KennedylKassebaum bil1 doesn't end health 
discrimination against people who are without health insurance now. It doesn't make 
health care morc affordable. And it doesn't guarantee basic health care for kids. 

, " 

It is to health care Wh31 a, single event iF; to the Olympics.' Andjust as we turned our 
attention to the next event at the Olympics, so Congress must no\\' nun its attention to the 
next step in the 10ng marathon of hewth care reform. 

We must make insurance more accessible and affordable so that peoplc who have 
coverage now can keep it and those who have no insurance can get it., 

We alf\O Il),usl insure that cove.rage is meaningful. The American people have a right 
to know that the insurJIlct pOlicies they buy will provide the kinds ofcoverage they need, 
when they lleed iL. 

The Kennwy.lKassebaum bill deserves a Presidential signature, and its authors 
._-- ..,-deserve a gold medal. But before the next summer Olympics in Sydney four year~ from 

now, we need mQre signatures, and more gold ,medals, 
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Bridgett Taylor -----------,--- -",.,-.'_._- .. -.,." 

From: Bridgen Taylor 
To~ Dennis Fitzgibbons 
Subject: Editorial Tor Mr. Dinge!! at request of Mrs. Clinton 
Date: Thursday, August 16, 1996 5:12PM 

Dennis -­

On Saturday August 3, 1996, Mr, Dingell received a can from Mrs. Clinton requesting that he do an Op Ed 
piece highlighting the Democratic victory in saving the Medicaid program. Mr. Dingel1 agreed. Alan spoke 
to Mr. OingeJl after the call, I didn't, however I have talked to the White House. In order to help you do 
"surgery" on my draft, I will tirst give you some back:ground and then my understanding, from talking with 
the White House, of "'that they hope to achieve with the Op Ed. 

With passage of the Welfare bill there have been members of the Democratic party who think that 
President Clinton deserted his base and agreed to a bill which has detrimental policies in it. As Alan will 
teU you, even Mr. Dingell voted for it based on politics, not policies. What the White House believes is 
that the core constituencies have overlooked or forgotten in the context of welfare reform IS the major 
victory that was achieved in NOT PASSING the Medicaid block grant with it. . 

As you know, time and again the President tlireatened to veto the Welfare bill if the Medicaid block grant 
was attached. On the House side, the "blue dogs" and the Commerce Committee Democrats led the 
other Democrats into a unified position of protecting the Medicaid program in order to stop the block: grant. 
On the Senate ali the Democrats and a few moderate Republicans in the Breaux/Chafee group were also 

unified in stopping the Medicaid block. grant. In conference on the Tinal welfare bill, even after the 
Medicaid block grant was noff the table", they once again tried t.o slip in a technical change to Medicaid 
eligibility even tho~gh the proviSion wasn't in either the House or Senate bill. The White House and the 
House and Senate moderates stopped them at the last minute. 

During the 'pastyear ar!d a half, the Commerce Committee, the A.dministration, the Oemocratic readership 
on both the House and SenaT,e side, the "blue dogs", the Democratic Governors and the Chafee/Breaux 
group developed strong opposition to the Republican Medicaid block grant. Through close working 
relationships we were ultimately able to stop both the Republican Congress and Governors (led by Gov. 
Enger). Although Mr. Dingell's direct involvement may have only been in theCommittee process, he was 
involved throughout the process through my representation as committee staff. 

.What the White House would likt;; to have the Op Ed do is: 

1} Higttlight the biggest victory the President (and . .!ohn Diogell" a unified Democratic party, and a number 
of moderate Republicans) aohieved •• the preservation of Medicaid's guarantee of health care for 36 million 
Americans- . 

2l Through highlighting this victory, communicate how much stronger this welfare bill is than the ones the 
President previoUlsly vetoed because it didn't have Medicaid block granted. The President always said that 
he would veto any welfare bill that included the "poison pill" of block granting Medicaid. 

3) With Mr. Dingell's help, the President and the Democrats won the Medicaid fight. 

Dennis, yOu may remember that you and 1 talked about this briefly before yOu left for China. I also spoke 
with Mr. Dingell prior to Mrs. Clinton's phone call, because I got a heads up from the'White House, and he 
wanted to do it, as he put it "to get his mark" on it, Chris Jennings has been my contact at the White 
House ~ 456~5560 - if you have any questions_ I believe they would like to get this pla.::ed sometime prior 
to or during the convention. 

The document is in your directory called: 

Page 1 
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DRAFT - EDITORIAL ON MEDICAID 


. Congressman John D. Dingel1 . 


Jhis week we will witness the President of the United States signing a change in our Welfare 

system as we know it. And while certainly this is an historic event,there is another historic· 

event that is occuning: the survival of the Medicaid program~ the health and long-tenn care 

insurance program for 37 million seniors, people \Vith disabilities~ children and their mothers. I 

would like to take this opportunity to praise the President and my legislative colleagues ,vhose 

conviction and compassion made this possible. 

Less than a year ago~ the Washington Post and newspapers around the country earned the news 

that Medicaid had been, repealed. Under the guise ofbalancing the budge~ the Republican 

extremists led by Newt Gingrich and Bob Dole and urged on by a group ofRepublican 

Governors, tried to turn the Medicaid health insurance program into a block grant piggy bank for . , 

themselves. By eliminating the federally enforceable guarantee. cutting billions from the 

program, and limiting federal dollars to states regardless ofeconomic recession odncreased 

need. Republicans effectively voted to terminate federally guaranteed health and long-tenn care 

coverage for 37 million }\mericans. Even as recently as last mon~ when Medicaid was 

ostensibly aoffthe table", buried in the welfare bill were provisions to end a portion of this 

guarantee--protections for poor children and their mothers. 

1 
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. ,Today? I am proud to say that the Republicans were unsuccessful and they have been forced to 

. hear the 'Voice of all.Americans in support of the Medicaid safety net. Who among us doesn't 

.' know someone '\\ith a disabled child or parent in a nursing home who cannot afford the 

outrageous cost ofcare? That Republicans heard that yoice is tes:timony to the dedication and 

,persistence of the President and a group of fighters that included elected officials and a team of 

" advocacy groups \vho refused to give up. 

Early in the budget debate, a group of"Blue Dog" Democrats in the House--leaders in the 

balanced budget fight--made it clear that the Medicaid repeal was fiscally irresponsible. As 

guardians of the federal trust, these legislators believed that federal funds should not be made 

available without clearly established and enforced criteria for their use--that is specification of 

who should be covered for what services. At the same time, the Commerce Committee 

Democrats, althoughoutnumbered by the Republicans in yotes, continued their relentless attack 

. in hearings and markups, to put faces on the people who \vould lose coverage under the 

Republicans' bill. 

Midway through the debate, Senators Chafee and Breaux picked up the mantel, leading Senate 

Democrats and a small group ofRepUblicans. Their efforts to bridge partisan differences and 

their relentless desire to protect vulnerable populations made clear that a Medicaid «guarantee" 

had to mean a federally enforceable gu.m1mtee to a defined set of benefits for specific 

populations. Finally, moderate Republicans in the House joined the band ofwan1ors to assert 

that the changes which the Republicans tried to push in the {'middle of the night" through welfare 

2 
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reform were unaccepta.ble_ The Republicans were once again forced to accept the fact that the 

,majority of the members of Congress had heard these voices and wanted to protect health and 

, long-tenn care for vllinerable Americans. 

" Throughout the debate, the President has stood finn behind Medicaid's federal guarantee of 

meaningful health care protection. Each time he vetoed the Republicans' balanced budget, he 

,made it clear that balancing the budget did no! require Medicaid's r~pea1. Medicaid was to 
'. ~ 

, remain the guarantee ofhealth care coverage that many Americans depend on. The President is 

. in favor of increasing health care coverage; he is NOT 'willing to go backwards. 

These courageous effi:>rt.s remind me of the fundamental reason we are elected to public office. 

No one, ifasked last year~ would have believed anything but that the Republicans would have 

their 'VV'ay and this program would be repealed. Instead, through the dedication ofa group of 

courageous and principled ,vamors, the people ofour nation were appropriately represented. I 

am proud to have been a part ofthls effort. 

3 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release August 23, 1996 

STATEMENT BY THE PRESS SECRETARY 

As the President has said, the welfare reform bill he signed into law yesterday offers a 
historic opportunity to end welfare as we know it and replace it with a system that offers 
hope, demands responsibility, and rewards work. ' 

However, as the President has alsa-said, the welfare reform bill contains provisions ' 
that will cause unfair and unwarranted harm to many families. That is especially true of legal 
immigrant families, who have followed the rules, worked, and paid taxes, and who -have 
suffered a calamity that has forced them to seek assistance. 

The President has vowed to repair these provisions of the bill. In the meantime, , .' 

however, he is determined to ensure that they are implemented carefully, and that no 
individuals not actually covered by these provisions are improperly denied the benefits they' . 
and their children need. 

For that reason, the President has today issued two directives to ensure that legal 
immigrants and their children who remain eligible for benefits under the new law do not have 
those benefit$ cut off mistakenly, and that legal immigrants who are eligible to become 
citizens can do so as quickly as possible. 

The first measure directs the Secretary of Agriculture to ensure that States have the 
maximum time allowed under the law to make sure that legal immigrants who remain eligible 
for food stamp benefits continue to receive them. The Secretary is to grant a waiver 'allowing' 
any state, subject to certain legal restrictions, to extend the certification periods for eligibility 
for food stamps that apply to legal immigrants receiving assistance. The extension will give 
States time to develop the procedures needed to make accurate determinations of the many 
facts -- such as immigration classification, veteran status, or work· history -- that the new law 
makes relevant to eligibility. In this way, the directivewiU decrease inaccurate or inequitable 
decisions to cut off food stamp benefits. 

Under the terms of the new law, benefits to legal immigrants and their children are cut, 
off only at the time of recertification of their eligibility for food stamps. When a State 
extends the certification period, it will, in effect, push back the date on which a leg81 
immigrant will be deprived of food stamp benefits. 

-more- , 
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The waiver has specific time limits. Under current law, the Secretary may not allow 
states to extend certification periods beyond one year for most aliens or two years for certain 

" elderly or disabled aliens. For states that already use that maximum certification period, the 
waiver will not have a significant impact. For those that have shorter periods, however, the 
waiver will permit extensions to a full year or 24 months. The Department, however, may 
not allow states to extend any recertification beyond August 22, 1997. 

The second measure directs the" Attorney General, the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services, and other agency heads to make continued efforts to reduce bureaucratic delays in 
the citizenship process for legal immigrants applying to become citizens. The INS already 
has made great progress in this area, devoting more resources to processing naturalization 
applications and reducing long waiting lists. This directive instructs the Attorney General to 
continue to increase staff used to review citizenship applications and to develop other, 
effective means, including joint efforts with community groups, of assisting applicants for 
citizenship. __/ 

In addition, the directive instructs the heads of all relevant agencies to deyelpp 

public/private partnerships devoted to providing English-language training to applicants for 

citizenship; make outreach efforts to those Wishing to become citizens; and provide special 

assistance to refugees and those seeking asylum. 


" Also today, the Attorney General, under authority granted by the welfare reform law; 
will issue a memorandum containing a provisional" list of non-cash services not conditioned on 

" income or resources that may not be denied to immigrants, because they are "necessary for 
the protection of life and safety." These services include soup kitchens, medical services, 
child protection, and services for victims of domestic violence. The Attorney General may 
amend the list at a later date. Additional information.is available at the Justice Department 
from Myron Marlin, (202) 616-2765. 

-30-30-30­
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THE WHITE HOUSE 


Office of the Pr.ess Secretary 


For Immediate Release August 23, 1996 

August 22, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 

SUBJECT: Eligibility-C;f Aliens for .Food stamps 

Under the prov1s1ons of the Personal Responsibility and Work 
Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, which today .1 signed 
into law, aliens receiving food stamps as of the date of enact­
ment will continue to receive benefits until recertification of 
their eligibility, which shall take place not more than 1 year 
after enactment of· the law•. The results of the certification, 
including decisfons as to an individual1s immigration classifi ­
cation, veter~ status, or work history, will determine whether 
the individual remains eligible for benefits under the Food 
Stamp program. Implementation of these new procedures will 
pose a SUbstantial challenge for all involved Federal and State 
agencies. 

To ensure that eligibility determinations are made fairly, 
accurately, and effectively, I. direct you to take the steps 
necessary under your authority to permit the State agencies 
to extend the certification periods of currently participating 
aliens, provided that no certification period is extended to 
longer than· 12 months, or up to 24 months if all adult household 
members are elderly or· disabled,. and provided that in no event 
shall certifications be extended beyond August 22, 1997. 

I further direct you to notify the states of the actions you 
have taken. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 

## # 
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. ' For Immediate Release 	 August 23, 1996 

August 22, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
THE 	 SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 

AND OTHER HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND 
AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Naturalization 

Citizenship is the cornerstone of full participation in 
'our democracy. To become a~united States citizen through


." ' .. , ' . naturali2;ation represents a \ pledge to undertake the . 


..•. ,. responsibilities of being a full member--:"of our national 

-~::".::.. -::c."":"-community. 

Naturalization is the best example of our legal immigration 
system at work. It reflects our society's recognition of 
.those who came to this country to work hard, play by the 

rules~ and pursue shared ideals of freedom, opportunity,

and responsibility. ' 


In the past,' hundreds of thousands of eligible people have had 

to wait unnecessarily to become citizens. In some parts of the 


':'.~~"~i. '. country, these people have had to wait well over a year after 

: .~ ... -~'-~ .,~,,, .... ~.. ,~~.,.'... filing their application to realize their dream of United States .-------.--... ­

:;>;: citizenship., 

:::.~c\?" . This Administration is committed to eliminating the waiting . 
. lists of those eligible for citizenship. To accomplish this, 


we launched "Citizenship U.S.A.,", the most ambitious citizenship 

effort in histQry. In fiscal year 1996, the Immigration and 

Naturalization Se:;vice. (INS) will spend more than $165 million 

for naturalization. 


:citizenship U.S.A. combines three broad strategies: hiring 

mo~e 'people to handle applications, improving the naturalization 

process,..qnd expanding partnerships with local officials and 

community organizations• 


.Weare 'alr,eady making progress. We have increased the staff 

235 percent in the five districts with 75 percent of the. pending 


. applications: Los Angeles, New. York, Miami, San Francisco, and 

'.;.'~icaqo~ ,In Los Angeles, where one-fourth of all new 


applications are filed, we have opened three new processing 

, . centers. and have more than quadrupled the number of INS officers 

...... "handling citizenship applications. 	 . 
"~ ;":' ,: <, , • • , '. 

, But ,this. is just the beginning. This Administration's target 

.: is to proc~ss and 'swear-in within 6 months of application all 

:individuals eligible for citizenship. As we meet this target, 

more than one million newcomers will become citizens by the end 


. 	:'of ·.this year. After that, INSshflll maintain those reforms 

:,necessary to stay current with the demand of new citizen ' 

,applicants. . . 


more 

(OVER) 
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,using all' of' the tools at your disposal, I ask you to ensure 
·that policies and practices necessary to'accomplish these' , 
targets of one million new citizens sworn-in and the elimination 
of the waiting list are implemented. This includes continuing,
expanding or accelerating, as appropriate and practicable, the 
following: ' 

1) New Hires. Hiring, training, and deployment of full staff 
, :to assist naturalization efforts should proceed to completion as 

;' :q:uiCkly' as possible: 

',2) , " 'cutting Red Tap~. This includes: establishing electronic 
'filing and mailing-in of citizenship applications, extended 

. weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of 
,processing facilities, and improvements to make it easier for 
: people to obtain forms arid get immigration information by
'telephone or computer. 

3) 'Working with Local Officials and Community-Based Groups. 
, We are working in partnership with local officials ,and community 
'groups to expand outreach. 'I. direct yOE., to expand these efforts 

'to help get naturalization information-to people, assist them in 
tilling out applications, offer more local sites for interviews, 

,':especially for the elderly and the homebound, and seek other 
means ,to jointly facilitate the process. We also will work to 
expand the availability of local hotlines providing naturali ­
zation information. 

4')' 'English Training. 'To assist legal immigrants to move 
: toward citizenship, I request relevant agencies to work with 

the Domestic Policy Council, the National Economic Council, and 
,other White. House offices to present to me by December 30,19~6, 
a report making recommendations with respect to public/private
efforts to teach English to those needing to improve their 
English-language skills. This report should consider possible 
,roles by private companies, educational institutions, unions, 

,community organizations, and the AmeriCorp program to accomplish 
this g:oal. 

"5) , . 'Interagency Outreach. I direct each executive department, 
,." and agency to take steps to promote naturalization outreach 

consistent with ydUr agency's mission. In particular, in 
. :materials sent to welfare recipients concerning eligibility, 

I direct that, to the extent authorized by law, you include 
".':. naturalization information. 

6) " Refugees and Asylees. Those who flee persecution and 
: suffering in their home country are often in the weakest 
,position to acquire the skills they need to enter the job 

- ,market, maintain self-sufficiency, and achieve U.S. citizenship. 
I. direct the Secretary of Health and Human Services, in 
conjunction with other agencies as appropriate, to present to 
-me by December 30, 1996, through the Domestic Policy Council, 
a report setting out a strategy of additional steps that we can 
take to promote social adjustment in the united States, economic 

, self-sufficiency, and naturalization. 

,In taking these steps, this Administration shall maintain arid 

.; cstrenqthen the standards and requirements of the naturalization 


test that demonstrate an individual's readiness to accept the 

responsibilities of citizenship and full participation in our 


, national community. You are directed to continue vigilant
:.oversight to uphold these standards. 

Hundreds of thousands ,of people are seeking the dream and the 
promise· of American citizenship. They have worked to become 
united States citizens, and these steps should ensure that they 

'.: are not made to wait unnecessarily. 

WILLIAM J. CLINTON 
{ , 

# # # 
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To: DPC Staff 
From: Jeremy and Lyn 
Date: August 12, 1996 
Re: Good Welfare. Reform Articles 

As we mentioned in this morning's staff meeting, attached are two 
pieces on welfare reform -- one by Wj,lliam Raspberry and one by 
Mickey Kaus that make good pro-welfare reform arguments .. 
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:C~:Wdliam Raspberry . 

·"Worse Than Welfare 
August 8, 1996 _-­

i~J'~ KnQ~ It? 	
. ­

:: 
! Is i~ permitted c~ a ~~~ . Ram emancipation from their fami­ ..... 
~ . word abour'the welfare reform bill lies). But isn't it likely that ~pea-
. that President CIiotan bas reluctantly pie It .least wiI1 uke greater care bot . ~ 
; agreed to sign? to have mare habie8lhan they can C 
I Vi.rtmUy all the people I call friend care for if there ill no,assurance that 
i are convinced that the legislation is welfare will take CIlre of them? Isn't it ~~ 
I , an abominatiOll that will make life ' like)Ythat marriage might become a 

~ i
l 

tougher for those already st.r'Qgg1ing moreattnctive alternative for young 	 ... 
for their daily bread. addle the states women wbo kIlow they will need help 

.:with new COS" while reducing the caring for Ulei:r chi1d.nm1 Isn't it likely
L{eden! money av.aiJable to them aftd that &OIDe womeD' wiD be Ies& likely to ·2 
(CODdemn 8 million additional c:biIdreJI beam1e sexaaIJy iovol!«' with men " .- ,.­~ 

.... &" •~.to poverty. 	 'whoare, by reason of idIeDeSS or atb- . ~ 
~~, What is there to be bopefu1 about? t1lde. ineligible as Iwsbandsl Isn'c it ...':' . .......
.....-. ..:.:.. Let me say.at Ole outset !bat1have likely that orpnized rUgion will take 

ht'lot of problems with this bill. includ- a lieger role in providing beIP (ceo- . ~. 


~ing the faCt that itaa.sumes the avalJ· nomic as well as spirituaJ)for soci­ ''1
~ ability ofjobs that may not exist &lid ery's Deedy? ADd isn't it lJkely-or at 

.:~es scant pnwisiotJ for child-care least possible-thattbe legislation 

i;o>sts for those erstwhile welfare reo .that &trikes us as so pwritive may help 
 ~e 
'c.ipients who do manage to 6nd work. to restore the pUblic dole to what 


,I Nor do I believe President Clinton. most of us think it ought to be: emer­ ~ iwbo rode into office pllll1lilling to ·end gency relief? 

,'II7el.fare aIi ....e know it.· thinks this is a None of these outcomes.will be uni- .~ 


':goOO bul. My guess is that. as with vefu.!. of c:ourse. Some people will, 1-.;: 


..Bob Dole and his tax-cut proposal, he after their weliare eligibility expires, 

15ee'S it as a politiaUlyuseful idea- wind up homeless or worse. their job 

one that makes him seem tough and $ills or mental condition being made­
.gto carry out his commitments. q\l.'ilte far pinfu1 employment. But 

that sort at thing. . isn't that a problem that's easier to

! But ii I doubt Clinton~/; good faith in handle alter you know the size of i[: 

signing the reform measure (which .Even on the technical side, the end-

Dole says Jie autho.ree), I also doubt' of-welfare legislation may Willess 

lbe doomsayers who s.ee the legisl3. Draconian than it tit first lippears. It 


i.' QOD as a frontal assault on the poor~ has some interesting Ioopboles, in· 

I There will 00 some suffering, no eluding aprovision that staleS that 


doubt .about it. A".1iegisbtion that have received federal waivers to run 

;\6$ig0.6 an end·point for government experimental programs-currendy 

3&&ist.a.nce ...'ill cause some suffering 43 out of the 50-may continue to ' 


, On the part of those who don't (or run those program notwith.uanding 
qm't) take advantage of the interim. thenewlegisiatioIl.ln addition, states 
The sheriff's eviction team will leave may not lase as much wel!are money 
sPme families b~..even if they .as it appears because they will be free /
have knQWll (or a full year that evk· to shift federal m<lney from other cat­
tion was corning. Wha( we.don'( know' egories to pay welfare benefits or to 
is bow many families will read the· provide for job subsidies or day care. 
e).;ction Mtic.e and pay the rent. find The o~ effect of the new rules 
a·Dn/ plac:e, rake a DeW job or double . rould he very had. or neutral or even 
up 'With friends. good-largely depending on whether 
. i Similarly, we don't know-because the governvn who run the SfAte pro-
it ,is unknowable in ad1l31l0:!-how '. grams are had, average or Rood, 
many pre!le'Dt welfare recipients wilJ . I agree with those \liho think the 
~ aeriou8 newefforu toward s.e.l.f. present legislation goes too far. is 
~cienc:y as a result of this 1egisla· based on too many shaky assumptions· 

· !ion. or bow marry prospe<:tive recipj· and will do harm. But more harm than 

et'!ts will look first to pril.'dte sources the present welfan-. 5Yl'>tem? 


· 	o!:su~rt. or bow many people will, What gets lost in our anguished .af­
~owmg that ..-elfare might not be gume:nt is Uu[ welfare was broken 

there for them. ch.a.nRe the behavior and we couldn'l {i~ure out how. start. 

t.b.3.t might IaDd them in need. ing with the present system. to fix iL 

:Vou may not believe,that old ca.- Isn't itjllst po..~ible that we might . 

~d about women Mvmg babIes III do a better job by tearing the whole 

order to eet a wetfare cbet:k (or thing down and rebuilding it from 


· yoUng girls baring babies in order (0 scr::Icch?, 

I 
, 
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The Revival of Liberalism 
accident that it Is also the only New on haw the money is spel\t. 	 .By Mickey Kaas 	 Deal program desplSM by the vvter.;,'

Governors, tor their pan. wl1I be 
I 	 · • A.F.D.C. hasDQtsoftl!d the public

compedng tor the nallonal promi~. ! 	 agall'l3t aU gouemment BpeMlng, Re­Los ANGELES 

T	
Dence tIlat "'W 10 IIOt to the Cruelesl publicans have sIdllfully used the pm­hree'memes dominate state. but to wboever fi,gures oat IIow . gram's unpopularity to taUll all Dem­the news ~verll3e of bell to get _!tare recipienUi bUo the ocraticant.lpoWny efforts, indeed all . the welfare reform bill IIWlrfc force. Ifa statecomes up with a 

. President Clinton says 	 xovernmenc. "By invoking Viith a
winnJng formula. Chere wiD be InteQ5e

he Iwm sign. . First, 	 liIleer th$ pbrase welfare :frate.'· tho
pn!SSUre for other States to adopt it . there Is the Dick Mor­	 jOUl'tUlllsl .Jaeob Weisberg writes,
and for CGngn:ss to nationlllL7.e·tt.

rIS Triumph. in which Mr. CIJnt.on 	 Newt Giogrtcb "implies that collet­
• The btU will probably result ill .sells out his pr1ncJples.and the poor, 	 tIve ac:tIon Is typified by welfare." 
:~ more rrIDfte.V,nof leu, onfor a 'mess of votel;. OIl the advtce of 	 1be trtck worked, but with A.F.D.C. 
poor /amllles. The blll saves some . gone, it won't work ~.: ..hls cynical strategist. There is the· . S5S blillon'over sbc years, ma1nJy inGJngrtch Resurgence. in wbteh Con· 	 N.M can Mr, Gingnch keep faUing
fOOCl ,tamp redllCdons and curs in aidgressional Republicans recapture 	 agamst tile "culture" of ·the.UJban 
to legal lmmi,grams. Bm: the basiC'their glory by fultUling the h!ggest 	 underclass suStalned by A.F..P.C.
welfare imd c:bJld<are sraitts in the · promise in theIr Cofttraet With Amer· 	 . ("12-year-olds having babies, l$.year­
bill include at least 13 bI.I.IJon more.... - ··_·-tca--:-FJriaUy;-there: Is tile Death o( 	 olds killing each ~r"). "I1ioe under­ 7OYer this period than die A.F..D.c. . . Liberalism: If a Demouatk Presl- . 
program they replaoe. LIberals class Is now the RepUblicans' problem

<lent can end the "gUarantee" of cash charge this Isn't enough em-a money as wen as the Democrats', SO ~at
GJd to me poor begun In the New Deal, does Mr. Gingrich have kif( to !Sly?ro proVl4e CIlU<1 care and public jObSwhat does the party stand for? tor poor single mothers who can't 	 Repeal environmental proteetlol)S?
Ea~h of these 8t~ry lines is tbor: 

find pnvate-sectot work. Conserva. 	 Privatize SOcIal Security? The Repub­oughly misleading! Indeed, some­
tlves respond that onc@ weltare is no 	 licans may SOOI\ dlsrover that Ute vot-·.

thing like their OPPOSite is closer to ers never really hated iovernment; lODger a free ride, so many peoplethe mnh. Not only; did Mr. Ciliuon 

make a justified and principled. declo wUl leave the rolls that Ihe saVings dtey just hated. welfare. 


can be used. to pay for the Jobs. . • UberaZs CQ1'I ItDW rebwfd an ac­.lion to sign the welfare bl1t, blU. in tive go\femmmt Oft a mOI11 defensi­doing so, he 5et the slage for a re­ 1f the. o:mservatlves are too optl­
vival of liberalism and, more gener­ . mlstic, lIS most experts think they ble foun.d.atiol'l. Even as the welfare 


aUy. public faitl! in government ate, even Republican governors will bill waS passing. eanservatlve Reo . 


To understand why. consider some . starf. demanding lhe extra. Federal publican Congressmen were talking 


reallW!s about welfare and its re­ money they need. and £XlruJervatlves of the need for a new Federal etron 

form that are not so v.'ldely reponed: 
 haVing promised to. replace _lIar~· 	 10 revive Impoverished COmmuni· 

ties. These Republicans had enter· • The new "'t!lfa~e QIII d~.'j. not 
.prlse zones and tax breaks In mind.mea/\ rite Federer Government :is 

abandoning the arllipoverty fiShl. with work, will be In no POSition to 

B
t. ·With government· . 'This blll Simply says, we give up." deny them. Indeed. states are aJready 


declares E. J. Diuruleln the Washing· compla.l.ninit about the cost of creat. deansed or A.F.D.C.'1i 

ton Post. That's ahsurd. Under the ing enough last·reson jobs tD meet · talnt. Democrats can 


new law. Washlnguin wUl contlnue the bill's work targets. Mennwhllc, think bigger. They 

don't need a "new para­
sendlnK some $20 billion a year to lbe liberal antipoveny groups that have. 


states to spend on aJd to need» fam· . n't previously gIven a ftg about re- . dlgm." They: mainly 

lites. What Washingtan is saylng Is. p1?Cing welfare with work are now neOO ro diNelop program!.r~~C11ke 


that the current welfare program, Aid calling tor new spending, not on weI. most of the New Delli, build on the 


to FIl~lliesWith De~ent Children. fare ·but On W.P.A,-style public jobs. work ethic ..;.. not jUst W.PA-style 

sustaIns a debWtatlng culture ot non. ~ Aid ro Familie$ With Dependenf . jobs, but also the arnblUous training 

work and nonmarnage - but we Chddrell, tllr from being a cornel'­ efforts that the Clinton Administra­
don't know exactly i '1ibat son of Slone Of lhe New Deal. was an aber. tion has so tar failed to tinance. / 

change in the system:wlll best trans­ refton. The Ol1glnal W.P.A., remem­ • Gingrichlsm is 4DOmt!d. With the 

form thac culture. So ·~taU!s will take ber, was staMed by Franklin Roose-· vrelta.re bill sately out or Republican 
, 

velt In 1935, at the foundlng of the hands. Ule trudlcan be admitted: the 
·the Federal t1lOru!y th~ now spend on New Deal's "welfare Alate." Roose­ RepUblicans bave been snookered, es-
A.F.D.C. anrl try OUt ";ariOUS reforms. velt thought he "'85 ending cash aid . peClally the Speaker at the House. Mr. 

Some otfldals will try to replace· to .the able-bodied Poor, which he G\ngt1eh has now acc:omp~sbed what . 

welfare with pubUc Jobs. Others will branded B. "narcotic," and replactng ·Ole voters wanted him ttl accomplish. 

try various time limits and culmfs. Jt wllb (he .W.P.A:a work program. namely reforming the "corrupt lib­

There I" Ii rIsk some states will be Indeed all the big asslstance pro­ eral welfare state." lbey don't need 

too harsh. But Congre~s does noi give «rams in the Social Securtty Act of him anymore. MeanwhUe, Democrats 

away ~O billion. ~en in block 1835 - unemployment compensa­ have been l\.beraced to meet the pub­
granu:, without keepi'ng a close eye tion, SoCIal security·pensions aid for · ltc's legiUmate. unnUed expectatlDn!i
.: . the elderly and 'the dlgabled -up­ at government J suspect we will see
., 

held the work ethic. 1bey were reo the results dearly, If not In this elec· 
I ~tri<:ted to those who eJther wQ('k~ tlon then the next. Sorry, Newt. Con· 

or Were unable ro work. gratulations, and gooQbyt'. 0The welfare bill 
I There was ODJy one eu.eptlOn, nes­

.!led almost I.IIIOOtlced in the massl~spells the end of New Deal structure - a tiny program, 	 _._.
lntende(t to h.e.lp WIdOIllS, lhat E>veOtu.Gingric4ism. 	 ally grew Into A.F.D.C., which now 

6ustalns more than (our mlll10n single 

mothers; half ne.ver married.. I('s no 
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Summary of Provisions 

Personal fesponSiblllty and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Ad of 1996 (H.R.3734) 


Prepare4 by the Office of the Assistant Secretary for PI~g & Evaluation, D.H.B.S. 
I 

I , . 
Title I: Bloc~ Grants for Temporary Assistance for Need)' Families 

• 	 Block Granting AFDe and JOBS: The bill block grant~AFDC, Emergency Assistance 
(EA),: and JOBS into a single capped entitleme~t to states. There is a sepamte allocation 

J 	 ' ' 

specifically for child care.' 	 , 

• 	 lQ.d~idual Entitlement: No individual guarantee, but the state plan must have 
"obje~tive criteria for delivery ofbenefits and determining eligibility" and provide an 
"expl;mation of how the state will provide opportunities for recipients who have been 
.advet:Sely affecled to be heard in an appeal process." There are no provisions to give the 
, Sec~taryauthority to enforce this requirement. 

• 	 Tilne Limits: Families who have been,on the rolls for S cumulative years (or less at state 
option) would be ineligible for cash aid. Stales would be permitted to exempt up to 20% 

, ofthrcaSeload from the time Iimlt. Exemptions from the time limit would be allowed for 
individuals living on Indian reservations with a population of at least 1,000 and an 
unemplo}rment rate ofat least SO percent. states would not be permitted to use federal 
, , I 	 ' , ' 

block grant funds to provide noncash benefits (e.g., vouchers) to ehildren that reach the 
'five-year lime limit. Title XX monies could be uSed to provide non-cash assistance to 
famifies after the fe.deral time limit. State funds that are used to count toward the 
mai~tenance ofeffort requirements may be used to provide assistance to families beyond 
the federal time limit. 

, 

• 	 , . Blo~k Grant Funding: The total cash assistance block gnmt is estimated to be $16.4 
billion for each year from FY 1996 to FY 2003. Each state would be allotted a flXed 

,arnollDt - based on expenditures for .-\FpC benefits and administration, Emergency 
AssiStance; and JOBS - equalto the greater of: (1) the average offederal payments for 
thes~ programs inFYs 1992-94; (2) federiUpayments inFY 1994; or (3) federal

I 	 " , 
payments in FY 1995.. States could carry over unused grant funds to subsequent fiscal 
years. . 

! 
• 	 Work Requirements: As part of their state plan, states must demonstrate that they will 

req~ families to work after two years on assIstance. However, there are no penalties if 
a state does not meet this requirement. A state's required work participation rate for aU 
families would be set at 25% in FY 1996, rising to 50% by FY 2002 (states would be 

I . 	 . 

penalized for not meeting these rates). The bill provides pro rata reduction in the 
p~cipation rate for reductions in caseload le\:els below FY 1995 that are not due to 
eligibility changes. The rate for two-parent families increases to 90% by FY 1999. 

i 
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Single-parent recipients wowd be required to participate at least 30 hours per week by FY 
2000. Single parents with a child under age.6 Would be deemed to be meeting the work 
I, . 	 < ~ 

requirements if they work 20 hoUrs per week. Two-parent families must work 35 hours 
per Week. Single parents of children under age 6 who cannot find child care cannot be 

. penalized for failure to meet work requirements. States could exempt from the work 
requirement single parents with children under age one and·disregard these individuals in 
the calculation ofparticipation rates for up to 12 months. For two-parent families, the 
second spouSe ~s required to participate 20 hours per week in work activities if they . 
receive federally funded child care (and are not disabled or caring for a disabled child). 
Individuals who receive assistance for 2 months and are not working or exempt for the 
work. requirements would be required to participate in community service,.with the hours 
and tasks to be deternlined by the state (States could .opt-out ofthis provision). 

• 	 'Vaiven: A state which had waivers gran:ted under Section 1115 (or otherwise relating 
to the AFDC program)before July I, 1997 would have the option of continuing to 
operate its cash assistance program tinder some or all of these waivers. Ifa state elected 
this option with respect to some or all of its waivers. the provisions of the welfare reform 
legislation which were inconsistent with the continu~dwaivers would not take effect until 
the expiration of such waivers except that the new child care provisions would apply 
immediately (bi/llunguage is unclear; this section may be subjecllo different 
interpretations). States which have waivers approved after the date ofenactment must 
also·meet ·the work requirements, even if mconsistent States operating their. programs 
und~r waivers would still receive their block grant amounts. 

• 	 Wor:k ActiVities: To count toward the work requirement, individuals would be required 
to participate at least 20 hours per week in unsubsidized or subsidized employment, on· 
the-Iob training, work experience. community service, .12 months ofvocational training, 

. or pr;oviding child care services to individuals who are participating in community 
seI,,~ce. Up 1.0 6 \veeks of job searcb.(no more than 4 consecutive weeks) would count 
toward the requirement, except that states with unemployment rates at least 50 percent 
abo~e the national average may count up to 12 weeks ofjob search. Teens (up to age 19) 
in s~condary school would also count toward work requirement. However, no more than 
20 p~rcent of the. caseload could count toward the work requirement because they were 
participating in vocational training or were a teen parent in secondary school. Individuals 
who; had been sanctioned (for not more than 3 of 12 months) would not be included in the 
denominator ofthe rate. 

I 
I 

• 	 Supplemental Funds: The bill establishes a $2 billion contingency ftmd. State spending 
(by eligible states) on cash assistance and work programs above the FY 1994 levels (not . 
including child care) would be niatchedat the Medicaid raie to draw down contingency 
fund dollars. States coWel meet one 6ftWo triggers to access the contingency fund: 1) an 
unemployment rate for a3-month p<:riod that was at least 6.5% and 110% of the rate for 
the 9orresponding period in either ofthe two preceding calendar years.; or 2) a trigger 

I 

I 

I 
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basep. on food stamps..Under the second trigger, a state would be eligible for the 
conqngency fund if its food stamp caseload increased by 10% over the FY 1994·1995 
level (adj~ted for the impact of the bill'sinimigrant and food stamp provisions on the 
food stamp ~lo8d). Payments from the fund for any fiscal year would be limited to 
20%" ofthe state'sbase grant for that year. A state could draw down more than 1112 ofits 

"	maximum annual contingency fund amount in a given month. A state's federal match 
rate (for drawing down contingency funds)wouklbe.reduced if it received funds for 
fewer than 12 months in any year. The bi]) also iricludes: 1) an $800 million grant fund 
fur states with exceptional1y high population growth, benefits lower than 35% of the 
nati6nnl average, or above average growth and below average AFDC benefits (no state 
matC;h) and; 2) a $1.7 billion loan fund. 

I 
I 

• 	 MaiDtenance of Effort: Each state would be required to maintain 80% ofFY 1994 state 
spenping on AFDCnnd related programs. For states who meet the work participation 
requ1remt:nts, the maintenance ofeffort provision would be reduced to 75%. 

• 	 Trawfers: .A state would be permitted to transfer up to 30% of the cash assistance block 
grant to the child care block grant and/or the Title XX block grant. No more than one­
third, oftransferred amountS could be to Title XX, and all funds transferred must be spent 
on c~ldren and their familieswhose income is less than 200 percent of the poverty line. , " 

I 

• 	 Penalties:" The penalties that could be imposed on states would include the following: 
. (I) f9 f failure to meet the work participation ra~, a penalty of 5% ofthe state's block 
grant in the first year increasing by 2 percentage' points per year for each consecutive 
failure (with a cap of21%); (2) a 4% reduction for failure to submit required reports; (3) 
up tq" a 2% reduction for fmlure to participate in the Income and Eligibility Verification 
SyStem; (4) for the misuse offundst the amount of funds misused (if the Secretary of 

" HH~ were able to prove that the misUse was intentional. an additional penalty equal to 
5% qf the block grant would be imposed); (5) up to a5% penalty for failure. by the, 
agency administering the cash assistance program, to impose penalties requested by the 
childrupport enforcement agency; (6) escalating penalties of 1% to 5% ofblock grant

j •.. 	 • 

"	pa~ents for poorperfonnance with respectto child support enforcement~ (7) a" 5% 
penalty for failing to comply with the 5-year liinit on assist~ce; and (8) a 5% penalty for 
failil?-g to mailltain assistance to a parent who cannot obtain c·hild care for a child under 
age 6. states that are penalized mustexpend additional state funds to replace federal 
grant penalty reductions. " , 

• 	 Pers:onal Responsibility Agreement: States would be required to make an initial " 
as~eSsment ofrecipients' skills. At state option, Personal Responsibility Plans could be 
developed. " 

I 
1 
I 
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• 	 'Tool Parent Provisions: Unmarried minor parents would be required to live with an 
adUltor in an'adult-supervised setting and participate in educational and training . 

. iicti~ties fu order to receive assistance. States would be responsible for locating or 
assisting fulocating adult-!Olupervised setting for teens, but there are no additional funds 
for "second chance homes." 

l, 

• 	 Too~Pregnancy: .The Secretary ofHHS to establish and implement a strategy to: (1) 
prevent non-marital teen; and (2) assure that at least 25% ofcOmmunities have teen 
pregilancy prev~tion prognuns. The Department V'vill have report to Congress annually 

. in respect to the progress in these areas. No later than JanuarY 1, 1997, the Attorney 
Genenu shall establish and implement a program that provides research, education and 
trainhlg on the preVCmtlon and prosecution ofstatutory rape. 

I 

I 
• 	 PerformaDce Bonus to Reward Work: The Secretary of HHS, in consultation with 

NOA and APWA, would be required to develop a formula measuring state performance 
relative to block grant goals. States woUld receive a bonus based on their score on the 
meaSi1re(s) in the pre'vious year. but the bonus could not exceed 5% of the family 
assisPmce grant. $200 million per year would be available for performance bonuses (in 
addition to the block grant), for atotal of $1 billion between FYs 1999 and 2003. , 

• 	 Family Cap: ,No provision. States implicitly have complete flexibility to set fainily cap 
policy. 

I 
I 	 ' . 

• 	 Illegitimau..-y Ratio: The bill establishes a bonus for states who demonstrate that the 
number ofout-ofwedlock births that occurred in the state in the most recent two-year 
period decreased compared to the number of such births in the previous period (V'.rithout 
an increase in abortions). The top five states would receive a bonus of up to $20 million 
each: If less than five states qualify, the grant would be up to $25 million each. Bonuses 
are a~orized in FYs 1999 - 2002. 

i 

• 	 PerSOD$ Convicted of Drug-Relnted Crimes: Individuals who after the date of 
enactment are conVicted'ofdrug-related felonies will be prohibited for life from receiving

" , 	 . 

benefits under the temporary assistance for needy families and food stamps programs. 
Pregriant women and individuals participating satisfactorily in drug treatment programs 
are exempted. States may opt out ofthis provision. 

! 
Title Hi Supplemental Security Income 

• 	 Disability Defmition for Children: Provides anew definition ofdisability for children. 
Under this new definition, a child will be considered to be disabled ifhe or she has a 
'medically determinable physical or mental impainnent which results in marked and sever 
functiona1limitatiollS, which can be expected to result in death or which has lasted or can 
be expected to last for at least 12 months. In addition, this bill,instructs SSA to remove 

Augut 9. J996 00:38am) page 4 
! 

. : 



. ,\ , 

, I 
I, 
'. 

". 

refekncesto maladaptive behavior as a medicai'criteria in-its ,listing ofiInpairments use.d 	 i· 

, I 	 . 

. fot ¢vaiuatingme~ta1 disabilities in children. All ofthese provisions will apply to new 

cimins filed on or after enactment and to all claims tbathave not been finally adjudicated 

. (including cases pending in the courts) prior to the enactri:tent of the bill. SSA is also 

reqJn.ed to redeterrirlne the cases ofchildren currently receiving S81 to determine . 

whether they meet the new definition of disability. 


• 	 Red:etennination~: Redeterminations of curient recipients must be completed during the 
year fonowing the enactment of the bill. The earliest. that n child currently receiving S8! 
coUl~ lose benefits woUld be July 1, 199f Ifthe redetermination is made after that date, 
theDJ benefits woUld end the month following the month in which the redetennination is 
made. SSA is req~ired to notify all children Potentially affected by the change in the 
definition by January 1, 1997. 

! 


An additional $150 millio~ f~rFY 1997, and $100 million for FY 1998 is authorized for 

continuing disability reviews and redetenninations. 


I 
I , 	 . 

-Benefits: For privately insured, institutionalized children, cash benefits would be limited 
lo $30 per month: Requires that large retroactive SSI payments due to child recipients be 
depqsited into dedicated savings accounts, to be used only for certain specified needs 
appr~priate to the child's condition. 

Pro~ides that large retroactive benefit amounts would be paid in installments (applies to 
I 	 '.

children and adults). 

Title UI; Child Support
I 
i , 

• 	 Child Support Enforcement Program: states must operate a child support . 
enforcement program meeting federal requirements in order to be eligible for the Family 
Assi~tance Program.. ReCipients must assign rights to child support and cooperate with 
patelnity establishment efforts. Distribution rules are changed so that families no longer 
on aSsistance have priority in receipt of child support arrears. Current law $50 pass-
through is not required. . . .' 

! 

• 	 Esta,blishing Paternity: Stream1ines the process for establishing paternity and expands 
the ih-hospital voluntary paternity estnblislunent program.' 

! 	 . . 

• 	 Stat~ Requirements: The bill requires states to establish central registries of child 
support orders arid centralized collection and disbursement units. Requires states to have 
expe:dited procedures for child support enforcement. . 
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E~blishes a Federal Case Registry and National DireCtory ofNew Hires to track 
obligors across states lines. Requires that employers report all new hires to state agencies 
and new hire information to be transmitted to the National Directory ofNew Hires. 

, Expands and streamlines procedures for dircct withholding ofchild support from wages.
! 	 ' 

Pro~ides for unifonn mies, procedures, and forms for interstate cases. 
i , I 	 ' . 

ReqUires states to have numerous new enforcement techniques, including the revocation 
ofdrivers and professional licenses for delinquent obligot'8. 

I 
Provides grants to states for access and visitation programs. 

I 	 • 

Title IV: RestrlctjnK Welfare and PubUc Benefrts for Allens 

• 	 SSI ~nd F()od Stamps: Most legal immigrants (both current and future. and inCluding 
c~nt recipients) would be bailned until citizenship (exemptions for: refugees/asylees, 
hut qnly for first 5 years in country; veterans; and people ,with 40 quarters). Cut-off 
current recipients immediately based on rolling redeterminations within a year after 
enactment. 

! 

• 	 Medicaid, AFDC, Title XX Social Services, State-funded Assistance: States would 
have the option to ban until citizenship most legal immigrants already in the U.S., 
incl~ding current recipients (with same refugeelasylees, et.a!. exemptions as above). 
Current recipients would be eligible to continue receiving benefits until January 1, 1997. 

I 

• 	 Futttre Immigrants (entering after enactment): Must be banned for five years from 
most federol means-tested programs. including Medicaid (exemptions below). 

• 	 New: Verification Requirements: Imposed on all applicants and on virtually all federal, 
state; and.locaiprograms in order to deny all benefits to non-qualified (or illegal) alicns 
(excq,t: emergency medical; short-term disaster; limited public'health for immunizations 
and communicable diseases; non-profit,in-Idnd commtmity services such as shelters and 
SouPikitchens; certain housing programs; and schoollunches/breakfasts ifthe child is 
eligible for a free public education). States would have the option to provide or deny 
WlC: arid other child nutrition and commodity benefits. Definition ofqualified alien 
mor~narrowthan current PRUCOL andA<hninistration's proposal. Not later than 18 
months after enactment, the Attorney General ih consultation with the Secretary of Health 
and F;iuman ServiCes shall issue regulations requiring verification. States that administer a 
program that pro"ides a Federalpublic benefit liave 24 months after such regulations are 
issued to implement a verification system that complies with $e regulations.

! 	 ' , ' 
, ' 

, 

, 

;. 
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• 	 Deeming: For sponsors/immigrants signing new,legally binding.affidavits of support 
(whlch are to be promulgated by the Attorney General 90 days after enactment): exte'nd .. 
deeming Until citizenship; change' deeming to count 100 percent of a sponsor's income .. 
and :resources; and eXpand the number ofprograms that are required to deem., including 
MeqiCaid (exemptionS below). These rules are effective iimnediately with regard to 
programs that currently deeIll,and effective 18Q days after enactment for programs ~t 
do not currently deem. However,since the new deeming rules apply only to 
sponsorsflIIlIIligrants who have signed the new affidavits of support, and new entrants are 
.g~ally bBrred from receiving·benefits for their first 5 years in the country. these new 
deemmg rules and effective dates will be relatively irrelevant in practice. 

• ,Ex~mptions (from S-year ban on future immigrants and deeming): 
I 	 . 

People Exempted: Refugeeslasylees, veterans, and Cuban/Haitian entrantc; receiving 
re~gee/entrant assistance. 

I. 	 . 
· Programs Exempted: Emergency medical; short-term disaster; school lunch; 'VIC/child 

nutrition; limited public health for immunizations and communicable diseases; payments 
. for foster care; non-profit, in-kind commUnitY services such as shelters and soup kitchens; 

programs of sfudent assistance Wider Hight=r Education Act and Public Health Service 
Act; means-tested elementary and secondary education programs; Head Start; and ITPA. 

TUleY: Child Protection 
I·, 

• 	 Provisions: .Block grant provisions have been dropped. Current provisions are: 0)' 
authority for states to make foster c~e maintenance payments using IV~B funds on behalf 
ofchildren infor.;profit child care institutions; (2) extension ofthe enhanced federal 
ma~ch for statewide automated child welfare information systems through 1997; (3) 
appropriation of$6 million per year iIi each ~fFYs 1996 - 2002 for a national random 

· saIl;lple study ofabused and neglected children; arid (4) a requirement that states consider 
givjng preference for kinship placements. provided that the relative meets state standards. 

i " 

Title VI: ChUd Care 
, 

• 	 . Fu'nding: The bill authorizes $13.9 billion in mandatory funding for FYs 1997-2002. 
St~tes wo'tiId receive approximate1y $1.2.hillion of the mandatory funds eaCh year. The 

· remainder would be avrulable for state match (at the Medicaid mte). Requires states to 
maintain 100%ofFY 1994 or FY1995 child care expenditures (whichever is greater) to 
draw down the matching mandatory funds. Also authorizes $7 billion in discretionary 
fwlding for F~s 1996-2002. . " . 
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• 	 Health and Safety Protections: Retains current law requirement that all states establish 
. heaJthand ,safety standards for prevention and control ofinfectious diseases including 

inuDunizations, building and physical premises safety, and minimum health and safety 
trSilting. Health and safetyprotections apply to all federally funded child care. 
I·' '. 	 .' 

• 	 Qu~ty: Provides not less than 4 percent of the total Consolidated mandatory and 
discretionary funds. Appropriate activities under this set-aside include consumer 
ed~cation. enhancement ofparental choice, and improvement of the quality and 
av~lability of child care (such as resource and referral services) . 

. i 
I 

• 	 Entitlement to Child Care: The bill provides no child care guarantee, but single parents 
with children imder 6 who cannot find child care would not be penalized for failure to 
engage in work activities. 

Title Wi Child Nutrition Programs 

• 	 Ali~n Eligibility: The bill makes individuals who are eligible for free public education 
benefits under state or local law also eligible for scbool meal benefits un,der th.e National' 
Sc~ool Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. States would have the option to 
pro"ide or deny WIC and other child nutrition benefits. 

• 	 Reimbursement Rates: Effective for the summer of 1997. reduces maximum 
reimbursement rates for institutions participating in the Summer Food Service Program to 
$1.97 for each luncblsupper, Sl.13 for each breakfast, and 46 cents for each . 
snack/supplement. Rates are adjusted each January and rounded to the nearest lower 
cent. 	 . 

I .' 	 . . 
ReStructures reimbursements for fami.ly or group day.care homes under the Child Care 
Fo<?d Program to better target benefits to homes serviIig lUgher proportions of children 
below poverty and reduces reimbursement rates for tier II homes to 95 cents for 

. lunches/supperS; 27 cents for breakfasts, aDd 13 cents for supplements. 
I 
I 	 . - , .. 

Rounds down to the nearest cent when indexed the reimbursement rates for full price 
,ine;l1s in the school breakfast and school lunch programs and in child care centers, and 
rat~ for· the speciaJ milk and commodity assistance·programs. 

• 	 . Other Provisions: Eliminates Sch~ol Breakfast start-up and expansion grants. Makes 
furiding for the Nutrition Education and Training (NET) Program discretionary. 

. I 
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Title ym; Food Stamps and Commodity Distribution 

I 

• 	 Alien Eligibility: Most legal imn:iigrailts (both current and future, and'including current 
recipientS) wQuldbe banned Until citizenShip (eXemptions lor: refugeeslasylees, but only 
for ~e first five yea,rs in the U.S.; veterans; and people v.ith 40 quarters ofwork). Cuts 
offcUrrent recipients immediately based on case redeterminations within a year. Future 
~grantsmust be banned for five years (sl:!Pl~xemptions as noted earlier).

I 	 . 

Forsponsorsfunmigrants signing new legally binding affidavits of support: extends 
deeJ:ninguntil citizenship; and changes deeming to count 100 perc;-.ent ofsponsor's 
incOme' and resources. 

• 	 M~mu.m Benefit Levels: Reduces maximum benefit levels to the cost of the Thrifty 
,Food Plan and maintains indexing. 

I ' 	 ' ' 
• 	 Income and Deductions: Retains the cap on the excess shelter deduction and sets it at 

$247 through ii131196; $250 from 111/97 through 9/30/98; $275 for FYs 1999 and 2000; 
and: $300 from FY 2001 'on. Free7.e~ the standard deduction at the FY 1995 level of$134 

, for the 48 states and DC, and makes similar reductions for other areas. Includes as 
inc9me for the Food Stamp Program eru:rgyassistance provided by state and local 
go~ernment entities. Lowers the age for exc,luding from income the earnings of 
ele~entary and secondary stUdents from under age 22 to those who are 17 and under. 

. Requires individuals 21 and under living'with. a. parent to be part of the parent's, . 
hoUsehold. ' 

! 

I 


• 	 Work Requirements and Penalties: Establishes a new work requirement under which 
non:.exempt 18·50 year olds without children would be ineligible to continue to receive 
foo;d stamps after three months in 36 unless they are working or participating in a 
workfare, work; or employment and training,program. Individuals may qualify for three 
ad4itional montps out.of 3.6 ifthey have worked or participated in a wOrk or workfare 
program fot 30 days and lose that placement. Perri1its states with waiver requests denied 
by August 1, 1996 to lower the age at which a child exempts a parent/caretaker from food 
~work rules from 6 years to 1 year old. 

I 

• 	 Pr9gram Integrity and Additional Retailer Management Controls: Doubles recipient 
'" penalties for fraud violations to one year for first offense and two years for second 

offense; pcimanently disqualifies individuals ~nvicted of trafficking in Food Stamp 
'be*efits of$SOO or more; disqualifies for lOyears those convicted of fraudulently 

receiving multiple benefits; mandates state participatIon hi the Federal Tax Refund Offset 
Pr6wam (FTROP); allows retention of 35% ofcollections for fraud claims and 20% for 
oilier client error claims; and allo\vs allotment reductions for claims arising from state 

j • 	 ' • 

agc;:ncy errors. 
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The bill also requires a waiting period for retailers denied approval; permits 
disqUa1ifi~tion ofretailers disqualified underWIC;expands criminal forfeiture; permits 
pel1ll8llCnt,disqualification ofretailers who intentionally submit falsified applications; 
and unproves USOA's ability to monitor authorized stores. 

• 	 Chi1~ Support; , Gives states the option to require cooperation with Child Support 
Enforcement agencies for custodial and non-custodial parents. Permits states to 
disqUaliry non-custodial parents with child support orders who are not paying support. 

: . 
• ' Wotk Supplementation: Permits private sector emp)oymeqt initiatives that cash-out • ' 

ben~fits to certain employed participants. ' 
I ' 	 ' 

, , 

• 	 Program Flexibility and ~implification: Simplifies program administration by 
exp~ding states' flexibility in setting cUstomer service requirements. Allows states to 
submit Stiuldard cost allowances to use in calculating self-employment income; 

, elin;rlnates federal standards applying to hours ofoffice operation; deletes detailed federal 

requirements over application form; deletes detailed federal customer service over areas 

, such as toll-fre¢ telephone numbers; extends expedited service processing period to seven 

day's and extends expedited serviceonJy to homeless persons who meet financial criteria; 

IIl1lkes use ofthe income and eligibility verification system (lEVS) and the immigration 


, status verification system (SAVE) optional; permits states to determine their own training 
needs; and authorizes the Simplified Food Stamp Program, through which states can 
employ a single set ofrules for their 'state caSh assistance programs and the Food Stamp 
Program. Expands Food Stamp waiver authority to permit projects that reduce, within set 
pariuneters, benefits to families. Cash-out ofbenefits is prohibited under the new waiver 
authority. 

• 	 Asset Limits: Sets and free7.es the Fair Market Value for the vehicle allowance at $4650. 
I 

! 


• 	 ' E~T: Requires EBT implementation by all states by October 1, 2002, unless waived by 
U~DA. Exempts Food Stamp EST from the requirements of Regulation E. 

I 

• 	 C~mmodity Program,s: Consolidates the Emergency Food Assistance Program and the 
Soup KitchenIFood Bank Program; provides for $100 million in mandatory spending in 

"the Food Stamp Act to purchase commodities. Provides for state option to restrict 
benefits to illegal aliens. 

Title IX; MilcellaneQU! 

• 	 Title XX -- Social Services Block Grant: Annual funding for the Social Services Block 
Grant would be reduced from $2.8 billion in FYs 1990-1995 to $2.38 billion (15% 
reduction) in FYs 1996-2002, and retumingto $2.8 billion 'in FY 2003 and each 
succeeding fiscal year,',Non-cash vouchers for children that become ineligible for cash 

"assistance under Title IV-A time limits are authoriZed as an allowable use ofTitle XX 
funds. 

I, 

i 

i 	 ' 
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• 	 Abs~ence Education: Starting in FY 1998, $50 million a year in mandatory funds will 
be apded to the appropriations of the Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Block Grant. 
The:iurids would be allocated to states using the same formula used for Title V MCH 
block grant funds. Funds would enable states to provide abstinence education With the 

. optionof.targeting the funds to high risk groups (i.e. groups most likely to bear children 
out-Of-wedloek). Education activities are explicitly defined. 

I" 

i 
• 	 D~g T~ting:. Nothing in federal law shall prohibit states from performing drug tests 

.on ¥DC recipients or from sanctioning recipients who test positive for controlled 
substances. 

:I . 

! 
, . 

; 

.1 

I 

I 

I 
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MEDICAID RECIPIENTS AND VENDOR PAYMENTS 
BY RACE 

FISCAL YEAR 1994 
. -. 

WHITE 45% 

, : 

I' 

i 
1 ' 

UNKNOWN 10% 

2°/0 
AM INDIAN OR ALASKAN 1% 

ITOTAL RECIPIENTS: 35.1. MILLION 

WHITE 54% 

, 
. ! 

; 

! . 

UNKNOWN 17% 

BLACK 20% 

ASIAN 1% 

AM INDIAN OR ALASKAN 1% 
f

IT~TAL VENDOR PAYMENTS: $108.3 .BlLLION I 
SOURCE: HCFA. BDMS.OMS. DIVISION OF PROG~~ SYSTEMS 
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TABLE 8. 

ff 
. MEDICAID RECtPIENTS AND VENDOR PAYMENTS BY RACE b 

I­

RACE 

1992 

TOTA:l) .. 
. . 

, ( ::. I{ .;31~~' 

WHIlE' ,. : 
, .:'< 13'4 .. "',' ' ." ... ,­

BLACK 7,6 
AM'JitOIAN :OM ALASKAN .' Itt :0;3:; 
ASIAN· 0.7 
HISPANIC.: '.. :.:: ';. '. 4~8": 
UNKNOWN 

~ 

4.4 

RECIPIENTS . 

IMILUONS) 

1993 

.l. 33.4 

',' ·1,6.4' 
8.4 

:: ;". 0.3' 
0.8 

. . $;." 
.3,2 

1994 . 

. '36•.1 

"1'••0 
8.7 

','0.3. 
0.8 

..;' ···..6~8 
3.3­

VENDOR PAYMENTS : 

RACE .. fBILUONS) 
1992 1993 1994 

loYAL. .­ ",' 

':. > ..~ M'~:"jn,:~ f,':·.l(t:~1~' ··:~.:1,08.3 

WHIT! "'\:/:' I:·X .·.4.1·.it I.,;: '.6&::2;: .. ).:....68.9 
BLACK $17.1 $20.1 $21.3 
AJIi,J.NDt~N OR ALASKAN.:!~: '{~:':,:;. ·:9;8.~ I~?:~~ ,~.'Q.~J.: 1;~:t,·q·6.
ASIAN : $1.0 $1.2 $1.3 
HliPANtC· .. (1. ::{\;~1: _&i;~f; ,;":. ·.~.7;M-! >h~;~'8i2.· 
UNKNOWN· .-. $-17-:-2--$19.2 - -$17.9 . - -­

SOURCE:HCFA. BDMS. OSM. DIVISION OF PROGRAM SYSTEMS 

.­

PERCENT OF TOTAL 

. 1992 

43% 
24% 

19b 
2% 

.. 15% 
.14% 

1993 

48% 


- 25% 

. 1% 


2% 


18% 

9% 

PERCENT OF TOTAL 

1992 

52% 
19% 

.1% 
1% 

8% 
-'21% 

1993· 

64% 
20% 

1% 
1% 

1% 
17% 

1994 

46% 
25% 

1%1 
2%. 

'17% 

9%1 

1994 

64% 
20% 

1% 
1% 

-.--- ~% 
17% 

PA YMENT S PER RECIPIENT. 

1992 

'.2.931. 

$3.661 
$2.260 

.',922 
$1,422 

.. _t' .~21·· 

1993 1994 

' 43';042.: ::. .$3,089 

$3,688 .3,892 
$2.396 $2.445 

'. $2,138.. $2j 02.' 
$ 1,467 $1,514 

. __ 
 :...: .• '·;37:;';Ic- $1~375-

$4.353 $5.450$5.439 




