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Welfare Reform Talking Points

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 transform 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
national legislation to help build a better future for the women and children now trapped in poverty.

A much improved bill. We’ve come a long way in this debate. Last year the Republ.ic‘:avn 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 tw1ce This new bipartisan legislation is significantly better than the bills the
President vetoed. ' ' .

Rewarding work. The new law is strong on work. It provides almost $4 billion more for child care, and
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 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 hclps protect children by maintaining health and safety standards for
day care. It allows the 43 states with existing welfare reform 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. :

Demanding responsibility. The law requires teen parents to stay in school and live at home, and ii
includes the tough child support enforcement measures President Clinton proposed -- the most sweepmg
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.

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 médical and other help to families with children who fall on hard
times 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 Administration has given
43 states the flexibility they need to promote work and protect children. The Administration has 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 1.6 million

_fewer people on welfare today than when President Clinton took office.




'Questlons and Answers on Welfare Reform

August 20, 1996 © | . RN . :
Q: | . <. s . s ,

Isn’t it true that the President only decided to sign the bill because of political concerns? . -

A Not at all. 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. Reforming 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 for 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 preventlon programs the school lunch program, and
aid to dlsabled chlldren ‘

Q: - Isn’tit 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 offlclal letters sent to Congress have always expressed concerns. . o
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 actmnes

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 chlldren and still
sign this blll‘?

‘A Very few bills are perfect, and this bill does have some flaws. 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 asmstance 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. Child care
spending. for example, is almost $4 billion above current law. The child support enforceme
provisions -- all included at the request of the Administration -- will bring in billions of dollars fi
America’s chlldren and free up billions more in welfare payments that can now be used for job
training.




It’s also important to remember that this Administration expanded the Earned Income Tax Credit,
and convinced Congress to 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 as the Urban 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 collcctmg chlld
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 resultmg 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 addiiional
state funds to replace federal grant reductions : - :



"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 fa‘

on hard times?

President Clinton sighed "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 Iaw w111 prowde protecuons for women and chxldren who fall on hard tlmes including
time-limited cash assistance, child care, Medicaid, Food Stamps, and nutrition-assistance, while
helping recipients move toward work and self-sufficiency. Italso contains the toughest possible child
-support enforcement -- 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. ’ :

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

*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 create jobs by taking money now used for welfare checks and giving it to employers a
income subsidies, as an incentive to hire people, or to create community service jobs. The law als‘
. 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, the 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
chﬂd support And she’ll get help with child care if she needs it. :

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?

"Yes. The new law enables 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 an
penalties .if they are unable to find child care. States can also exempt women with children unde
age one for a total of 12 months. In addition, the bill allows states to exempt 20 percent of welfare
récipients from the time limit.




&

How will the Administration ensure that women are aware of the exemptions they may be allowed,
such as in cases of battermg 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 Admlmstranon 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
re5ponsxb1hty 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 dlsablhty for chlldrcn However, over 95 percent of these

children who would lose SII are expected to qualify for Medicaid, through the phase-in-of poverty-
level chlldren 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 excludmg 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 assxstance And everyone in the
family would contmue to receive Medicaid. :



How is the additional $4 billion for child care distributed? Who gets the money? ‘ .

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 1995 Medicaid rate. By contrast, the bill the
President vetoed 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 fundmg, allowing states to lower their own spendmg

How do the expanded child support enforcement measures work?

The new law includes the ch11d support enforcement measures President Clmton 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 Hires.

The law also expands and streamlines procedures for withholding child support from wages

Streamlmed patermty 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, Individuals
who fail to cooperate with patermty establishment will have thelr monthly cash assistance reduced
by at least 25 percent. :

“Uniform interstate child support laws. The.new law provides for uniform rules procedures, and
forms 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
state 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 toincrease 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.

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

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 we’ve granted.

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

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 proccss The
Clinton Administration has already approved 78 demonstrauons 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 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 understanding
that all states would have to meet the work participation rates in the legislation.

How does the exemption from the time limit work? Is it 20 percent over a yeér or at any one time? -

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? R

We do not have estimates on how many states will make use of the time-limit exemption, which is
optional. We will have that information when the states submit their plans.
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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 makmg dec151ons 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 elderly -- 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 Medlcaxd for famlhes 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 denies Medicaid to adult recipients who refuse to cooperate with paternity
establishment). However, children will retain Medicaid eligibility even if their mother is deemcd
mellglblc o

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

level chlldren or other mcchamsms



How will thrs leglslanon impact legal 1mm1grants and when‘? o : A , . o

~ Under the new law, most legal unrmgrams wxll be - 1ne11g1ble 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 assistance until

cxtlzenshrp Future immigrants will be ineligible for five years for most federal means-tested
programs, including Medicaid, but these immigrants will be ehglble for Head Start and the Job

‘Training Partnershrp 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 o
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, school
~ lunches/breakfasts if they are eligible for a free public education, short-térm disaster, limited public

- health assistance, non-profit, -in-kind commumty services such as shelters and soup krtchens and

- certain housmg benefns)

Future sponsors and imrnigrants would be required to sign new, legally binding affidavits of support.
_For these future irnmigrants the new 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 an.'

| required - to deem, including Medlcald

; The Presrdent ‘opposes these pI’OVlSlOIlS and wﬂl work to change them. - As the Presrdent sald “This
provision has nothing to do with welfare reform; it is simply a budget-saving measure, and it is not
* right ... T am convinced when we send legrslatron to Congress to-correct it, it will be corrected.”
" In-any case, immigrants will still be eligible for emergency medlcal assistance and other limited kKinds

- of care, such as: 1mmumzat10ns : :

. Wﬁen will you pmpose legiélatiorl to reverse the discrimination egaihSt legal immigrants? What will
that legislation look . hke‘? Where will the funding come from to provide assistance for these
471‘1nd1v1dualsr) . P ' ' ‘

VThe President has said that he .will work to fix the Food Stamp and legal immigrant 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
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One hundred and twenty-three Democratic members of Congréss supported this package. Did they
understand the impact of the provisions affecting legal immigrants, and did they support these
prov1s10ns or did they support the bill in spite of those provisions?

Democrats and Republicans voted for this legislation because they know that the current welfare
system is broken and must be fixed. Like the President, many members of Congress are concerned

about the provisions 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 removed 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 the legislation? 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 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. 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
detallmg how they will meet the law’s provisions, and these plans will be reviewed for completeness

"~ by HHS. Upon completlon of their plans states will be able to draw down block grant funds.



How w111 states address such needs as transportatron and job tralmng‘? Where w111 the resourc.
come from? : -
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.

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 the welfare reform bill -- will the President work
to ha've it reintroduced as ‘Iegislation when Congress comes back into session? :

The Administrafion has not yet decided what would be mcluded in a legislative package to improve
the welfare legislation Congress passed.

How will you protect teen mothers who are requ1red to live at home but are at risk of bemg sexually,
physwally, or emotlonally abused in those settings? :

The law requrres teen parents to hve at home or in an adult—supervrsed setting in order to receiv
. assistance. States will be required to locate alternative lwmg arrangements for those teens who ma.
_ube at nsk of abuse in thelr homes. : : -

-

There is a two-ye'ar limit 'for‘women to- find jobs -- where will these jobs come from? .

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 deﬁmng 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 requlrements;

Some Democrats have said that this legisl'ation is just the beginning of needed reforms to the welfare
system. Do you agree? What do you plan to-do to build on this, and when? :

_ This welfare legislation is a critical step in transforming our broken welfare system into one tha’
“requires work and promotes parental responsibility. . The new law will make sweeping changes t

“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 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.

The President is also planning to take 0lher steps to increase the availability of jobs for welfare
recipients, which he will announce soon. »

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

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 telhng 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?

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. :

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

All children, including those of legal immigrants, who are eligible for public school w1ll continue
to receive free school breakfasts and lunches under the new law



How does this reform affect public housing? | : : A‘ | T .

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 1aw. '

' .Who will create and fund the needed jOb training programs‘?

Most states will uutlally 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..

. The social services agencies that deal with child abuse and neglect, teen pregnancy, and juvenile
crime, are already overwhelmed. will thlS leglslatlon résult in an increased need for these services
-without prov1d1ng funding? : »

ThlS leglslatlon preserves the foster care, adoptlon child welfare, and farmly 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 an
abstinence programs, and it requires at 1east 25 percent of communities to have teen pregnanc
prevention programs in place. : :

- If corporate Aunerlca has been laymg off employees and downsmng, and the job market is ﬁlled with
skllled laborers, how w111 unskilled workers fit in? :

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 Reform

People On Welfare Who Work Will Be Better Off

Because of the changes we’ve proposed in the minimum wage and the EITC, the 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.

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 hours 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. : : .



VETOED BILL

CURRENT BIL.

Guaranteed Medicéid

NO

YES
Block Grénts Food Stamps YES NO
Block Gnants Foster CaArev YES NO
Cuts Funding for Foster Care YES NO
Block Grants Adoption As‘sistance YES NO
‘Cuts Funding for Adnption Assistance YES NO
Cuts Funding for Inygstggation of Child Abuse YESA NO .
20% Exemption From Time Limit NO 'YES »
Adequate Child Care Funding NO YES i ll
Child Care Health and Safety Standards "NO YES
80% Maintenance of Effort Required NO - YES
Teens Required to Live at Home YES YES
Performance 80nu$ for States NO YES
Child Support énforcement YES YES
Cuts Cash Assista.nce‘ by 25% for Some Disébled Children - YES NO.
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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 Resp0n31b111ty and Work Opportunity Reconc:lhauon Act of -
1996" follow..

MAKING WELFARE A TRANSITION TO WORK

0 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.

0 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.

0. 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 each state’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. ' :



0 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 caseload 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.

0 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 educatlon training, and job placement services needed to move
into the workforce.

0 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.

0 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 mcome subsidies
or hiring incentives for potential employers. =

0 Performance bonus to reward work. $1 billion will be available through FY 2003 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) w111 develop criteria for measuring state
performance.

0 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 RESPONSIBILITY

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 years. 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:

National Directory of New Hires to track delinquent parents across state lines. It also
requires that employers report all new hires to state agencies 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.

o Natlonal new hire reportmg system ‘The law establishes a Federal Case Regxstry and .
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Streamlined paternity establishment. The new law streamlines the legal process for I
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.

Uniform interstate child support laws. The new law provides for uniform rules,
procedures, and forms 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 state 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, require community service in some cases, 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 “
SiX years. A : A .

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

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.

Teen Pregnancy Prevention. Starting in FY 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 1, 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 Cl_intoﬁ Qetded the previous welfare reform bill (H.R. 4) submittéd' 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 .
. Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996" mcludes several unprovemems over the vetoed blll

including:

0,

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

* Guaranteed medical coverage. The new law preser\)es the national guarantee of health
. care for poor children, 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.

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 --
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).- By contrast, H.R. 4 increased child care fundingAby just

$300 million over current law, and did not require states to meet child care maintenance of
effort requirements to access addmonal federal child care funding, allowing states to lower
their own spending.

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 a.
cash performance bonus. :

\ 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.

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.

ImprOved‘contingency fund. The new Iaw includes a $2 billion contingency fund to
protect states in times of population growth or economlc downturn. H R. 4 mcluded a $1
billion contingency fund. :

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.

disabled children. The new law ellmmates this prOposed two- tier system.

Optional famnly 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. Speciﬁcal‘lyh,)he“ﬁéé
_pledged to fix two provisions of the welfare bill which he believes have nothmg to do with welfare
reform.

o  Food Stamps. According to Presuient 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.

0 Legal Immigrants. The law includes provisions 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 unmngrants who need help should
get it. :

BUILDING 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 experiments. The Clinton

. Administration has also required teen mothers to stay in school, required federal employees to 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 MAJORPROVISIONS |

For background use only — Not for quotation or attribution
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AFDC - RELATED PROVISIONS

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL

VETOED BILL (H.R. 4)

CURRENT BILL

Child Care

A child care biock grant would be

discretionary spending for FYs 1996
through 2000. Overall, child care would
be cut by $1.95 billion over 7 years.

authorized at $2.1 billion annually as

Increases mandatory child care funding
over current law by $0.3 billion over six
years (April 1996 CBO 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 funds. 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 safety protections.

Increases mandatory funding over
current law by $3.5 billion over 6 years
{April 1996 CBO 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 iaw

“health and safety protections.

Performance

Bonus to
Reward Work

No provision

No provision. States that exceeded a .
performance threshold with respect to
these measures would have their
maintenance of effort standard reduced
by up to 8 percentage points.

$1' billion would be available through
FY 2003 for performance bonuses. The
Secretary of HHS (in consultation with
the NGA and APWA), would be
required to develop a 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
10 15% of the caseload 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
be developed at state option.




ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL

YETOED BILL (H.R. 4)

CURRENT BILL

nomic
Contingency
Grant Fund

No contingency fund. States with high
unemployment could borrow from a $1
billion national Rainy Day loan fund.
Funds would have to be repaid.

The bill includes $1 billion-contingency
fund (FY's 1997-2000) for grants to '
states with high unemployment (state

" must match): payments from the fund

for any fiscal year would be limited to
20 percent of the state’s base grant.
$800 million grant fund for states with
high population growth, benefits lower
than 35% of the national average, or
above average growth and below
average AFDC benefits (no state
match); and $1.7 biltion loan fund.

Adds $1 billion to the contingency fund
for a total of $2 billion. States could’
meet one of two triggers to access the
contingency fund: the unemployment
trigger in the H.R. 4 Conference
Agreement or a trigger based on food
stamps. Under the second trigger, a
state would be cligible for the .
contingency fund if its food stamps
caseload increased by 10 percent over
the FY 1994-95 level (adjusted for the
impact of the bill’s immigrant and food
stamp provisions on the food stamp
caseload). Payments from the fund for

any fiscal year would be limited to 20

percent of the state’s basc 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
AFDC

Block grants AFDC, EA, and JOBS into
a single capped entitlement to states. -
No individual guarantee of assistance. -

Block grants AFDC, EA, and JOBS into

a single capped entitlement to states.
No individual guarantee of assistance,

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

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 developmient 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
Effort

No provision

States would be required to maintain
75% of FY 1994 spending on AFDC
and related programs for FY's 1996-
2000. States with best or most
improved performance on specified
measures would have their maintenance
of effort requirement reduced by up to 8
percentage points. ‘

Requires 80 percent maintenance of
effort (reduced to 75 percent if a state
meets its work requirements) and
tightens the definition of what counts
toward the work requirement. No
additional reductions in MOE.,




ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL

'VETOED BILL (H.R. 4)

CURRENT BILL

Transferability

A state would be permitted 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 block grant, or the
child care block grant. ‘

A state would be permitted 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.

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

VETOED BILL (HR. 4)

CURRENT BILL

k
Requirements

- A state's required work participation rate
would be set at 10% in 1996, rising to
50% by 2003. Provides pro rata
reduction in the participation rate for
reductions in caseload 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 of job search, education and
skills training directly. related to
employment, and teens in secondary

" school.

A state's required work participation rate
would 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 35 hours per week by FY
2002. Activities that count toward the
work requirement include unsubsidized
and subsidized employment, work
experience, community service, four .
weeks of job search and 12 months of
vocational training. States have the
option to exempt single parents with
children under age | 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.

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
caseloads 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 exempt
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) of job search, 12
weeks if state unemployment is at least
50 percent above the national average.

Activities that count toward the work
requirement are 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 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 watvers in
the geographical areas covered by the
Walvers. :

Family Cap

States could not use federal funds to
provide cash benefits to children born
while parent is receiving assistance.

States would be required to deny cash
benefits to children born to welfare
recipients unless the state legislature
explicitly votes to provide benefits.

No provision (due to Byrd rule), so state
option. If state has family cap, state
may use Title XX funds to provide
vouchers.




ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL

‘ VETOED BILL (H.R. 4)

. CURRENT BILL

Teen Parent
Provisions

States would be prohibited from
providing cash benefits to minor

" mothers.

In order to receive assistance, unmarried
minor parents would be required to live
with an adult or in an adult-supervised
setting and participate in educauonal or
training actlvmcs :

_For FYs 1996-2000, an additional $11

billion would be authorized to assist
states in locating or providing “second
chance homes.”

" $75 }niiiion,per year would be set aside
from the Maternal and Child Health

{MCH) Block Grant for an abstinence
education program.

In order to receive assistance, unmarried
minor parents would be required to live
with an adult or in an adult-supervised
setting and participate in educational or
training activities. In addition, states
would be responsible for locating or
assisting in locating adult-supervised
settings for teens. Starting in FY 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
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.

P




MEDICAID PROVISIONS

- - ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL

VETOED BILL.(H.R. 4) _

CURRENT BILL

Medicaid
Guarantee

Welfare Bill: States would be required
to use rules i 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.

Eliminates guarantee of Medicaid

coverage for cash assistance recipients.

States have two options for providing’
Medicaid coverage: 1) States may
guarantee coverage for individuals 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 1, 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.

Medicaid
Coverage After
Five-Year Time-
Limit

Welfare Bill: Requires states to use
state plan provisions in effect on March
1, 1995 to determine Medicaid
eligibility.

Medicaid Bill: States determine
eligibility; no guarantee of Medicaid
coverage. ‘

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

Coverage continues as long as families

.| would have qualified for AFDC under

July 16, 1996 rules.

One-Year
Transitional
Medicaid”
Coverage

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

No provision

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




+

FOOD STAMPS PROVISIONS

ORIGINAL HOUSE BILL

VETOED BILL (H.R. 4).

CURRENT BILL

Food Stamps

The House bill would cap federal
program expenditures rcgardlcs{s of )
growth. The bill would limit maximum -
benefit increases to 2% per year,

_regardless of the increase in-food costs; .

1t 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 block
grant would be available to states that
operate a statewide EBT systém. .The
bill would freeze the standard income

deduction and thé limit on excess shelter |

expense deductions at their current

‘levels.

" The conferenice bill disqualifies able-

bodied adults between 18 and 50 if the)}
received food stamps for more than four
months inthe last year and did not work
or participate in a work program, unless
they live in an area with greater than {0
percent unefmployment. An optional

“food stamp block grant would be -

available to states that have a fully
implemented EBT system or meet
certain payment accuracy standards.
Statés 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 36-month
period, unless they were laid off; in
which case the exemption is for a total

of 6 months. Allows two months of job

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

$132inFY 1997 and $122 in FY 1998-

'2002; indexing of standard resumes
afterward. :




OTHER PROVISIONS

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.

Similar 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 monthiy cash
assistance for an individual’s failure to
cooperate with paternity establishment.

SSI For
Children

Children who are now eligible for SSI
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.

Upon enactment for pending and new
applications, would eliminate the
comparable severity standard, the IFA,
and references to maladaplive behavior
in the listing, and would establish a new
disability definition for children.
Effective January 1, 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 be 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 redetermined, using .
the adult criteria, within one year
following a recipient turning 18.

Upon enactment for.pending and new
applications, would eliminate the
comparable severity standard, the [FA,
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
1, 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 of a
continuing disability review 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

No block grant. Current bill: (1) gives

Child Eliminates the current federal Maintains the entitlement for foster care
Protection and | entitiement for Foster Care and and adoption assistance maintenance ) states authority to make foster care
' Adoption Adoption Assistance, the capped payments and block grants i maintenance paymenis using IV-E funds
entitiements for Family Preservation and | administration and child placement on behalf of children in for-profit child
Support and Independent Living, and a services funding, as well as IV-B parts | | care institutions; (2) extends the
number of discretionary programs for and 2 and Independent Living. CAPTA | enhanced federal match for statewide
abused, neglected, abandoned, and at- and several discretionary programs are automated child welfare information
risk children (including the Child Abuse | combined into a Child and Family systems through 1997; (3) appropriates
Prevention and Treatment Act, and the | Services block grant. Overall, reduces $6 million per year in each of FY's
Missing and Exploited Children’s Act). | mandatory funding by $400 million 1996-2002 for a national random sample
Replaces these programs with a capped | over 7 years, study of abused and neglected children;
entitlement block grant tothe states, and ‘and (4) requires that states consider
reduces funding available to the states giving preference for kinship
by $6.3 billion over 7 years. placements, provided that relatives meet
: state standards.
Immigrants With certain exemptions, noncitizens Most legal immigrants would be Same as H.R. 4, except: (1) ¢liminates

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
waould apply to current recipients.

ineligible for SSI and Food Stémps until
citizenship. Current recipients would
lose eligibility after January 1, 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 would 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, H.R. 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.

cligibility of legal immigrants for $S1

_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
lunches/breakfasts if they are ¢ligible
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.

f




STATEMENT BY:- PRESIDENT CLINTON ON WELFARE REF ORM 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 cne 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 home 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
amoment.  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 t{) end welfare as
we know it.

Over the past three and half years, I have done everything in my
power as president to promote work and responsibility, working with 41
states to give them 69 welfare reform experiments. We’ve also
. required teen mothers to stay in school, required federal employees to

pay their child support, 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 1.3 million fewer people on

" welfare today than there were when I took office.



From the outset however I have 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 millions of our fellow citizens, exiling them from
" the world of work. It gives structure meanmg, and dignity to most
of our lives. : : -

We’ve come a long 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 irnprovements I asked for are included

First, the new bill is strong on work. It prov1des $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 neglect 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 now used for

* welfare checks and giving it to employers as income subsidies, as an
incentive to hire people or being used to create commumty 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. wclfare *

Just as important, this b111 continues to include the 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 rparts 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 -- 1 know -- will make it harder for some of our hardest- -



pressed worklng famllles with chlldren Thxs prov1s1on is a mlstake
and T will work to correct it. S .

_ Second, I am deeply disappointed that the congress10nal
leadership insisted on attaching to this extraordinarily unportant

'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 reform; it is simply a
budget-saving measure, and it is not right. - These 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 illness -- they should
be eligible for medical and other help when they need it.

The Republican majority could never have passed such a provision -
- standing alone. You see that in the debate in the immigration bill --
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 111ega1 —of

" legal immigrants -- legal _1mm1grants. It is just ‘wrong to say to -

people, "We’ll let you work here; you’re helping our country. You'll”
pay taxes. ‘You serve in our military. You may get killed defendmg

- -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
chlldren we’re not gomg to give you assistance anymore."

I am convinced this would never have passed alone and Iam -
convinced when we send leglslatlon 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 ehglble legal

" immigrants. 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 their 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




~ used to be available for welfare checks and offer it to the privafe
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

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.

. 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 bill.

Through these efforts we all have to recognize, as I sald in
1992, the best anti-poverty program is st111 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 Bnefmg by Shalala and
Reed (1 of 2)~
‘ To: National Desk
Contact: White House Press Office, 202-456-2100 - ‘
WASHINGTON, July 31 /U.S. Newswire/ -- Followmg isa transcnpt
of today’s White House press briefing by Secretary -of Health and
Human Services Donna Shalala and Assistant to the President for
Policy Planmng Bruce Reed (1 of 2)
The Briefing Room -
3:12 P.M. EDT :
MS. GLYNN: Good afternoon, everyone. To finish the brlefing on -
welfare reform we have Secretary of Health and Human Services Donna
Shalala and Assistant to the Pres1dent for Pohcy Planmng Bruce
Reed.
 SECRETARY SHALALA: Thank you very much. I thmk the Presmlent
outlined his reasons for signing the bill brilliantly. Let me- talk
_a little about the reasons why the President vetoed earlier bills
- and what we’ve gamed what the policy gams have been in this
bill. - ' ‘
First, Medlcald is a stand-alonc entltlement program ‘No Ionger
is it linked -- it’s not linked to welfare, and the Medicaid
'program is allowed to continue. We would still like some reforms in

- that Medicaid program, but the important t’nmg 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
that 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 not a
chance. These are the most vulnerable children in our socnety and
you have to back away from those proposals. ‘

There are greater protections in this bill for disabled
children. 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 bught 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 people 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 b11110n to protect
against economic downturns.

There is a 20 percent hardship exemption, Wthh .gives the states
the flexibility of exemptmg a large group of people who cannot
meet either the work requlrements 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 modern 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 thé 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 gwe to the
President. And I nevér considered resigning.

Q Ms. Secretary, on the 10 things that you named for us, I
wanted to just ask a couple of clarifying questions. The doubling
of the contingency fund from $1 billion to $2- bllllon is that over
what period of time?

. SECRETARY SHALALA: 0ver SiX years.

Q And the same is true of the $4 billion more for child carc‘? 5

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 w1ll be able to finish
high school. They’ 11 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 unmarried 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 track 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 gomg 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 improvements
OVEr our CONCermS.

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 dollar 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 important 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 a decision 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 to 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 Pre51dent
And as he described it, that’s exactly what it was.

Q And did you believe when you ¢ame 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
discussion. The President has never invited me to a meeting in
which he has already made up his mmd so it was a full dlscussmn
this morning.

Q Could you give some of the flavor of that meetlng?

SECRETARY SHALALA: No, I think it’s inappropriate. 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 certamly how 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 esséntially
taken the first step towards for welfare reform 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 irito 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 to 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 research, 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 happemng in the many
states ‘with waivers? Are they exempt -- in addition to being exempt
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 I 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 terms of statewide programs now, in terms of expanding some of
. those county activities. And so I do expect-some changes in the

states.

. Q Will they be forced to changc anything, though or -

SECRETARY SHALAILA: 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 theré are more opportunities in the new bill that they
will want to take advantage of. And I thmk that’s the best way to
characterize it.

Q -- follow up to that. What'’s the fate of the Wisconsin wawer‘?

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 reform plan that they submltted 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 fix 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 leglslanon 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 promulgation. And
the President made it sound as if he thought that was a serious
enough concern. Will a proposal from the administration be

“forthcoming in the remainder of this year or would that wait for
the second term?
- MR. REED: Well, I think it’s hkely, but I --

Q Which is likely --

SECRETARY SHALALA: I think it’s - what the President told us to
do -- let me go back to the point. What the President told us to do
was to get to work and to look at those -- we have to finish our
analysis of this bill. We've seen, obviously we’ve read it and seen
enough of it. We need to come back to him and tell him specifically



what in the immigration parts of the bill, what in the food stamps
- parts of the bill that we need to change And so 'we’re gomg 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 immediate response by you and that it would in
fact prevail.

MR. REED: I think as the Pre51dent said, that he behcves 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 Repubhcans 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 opposne 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 EITC
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.

MR. REED: The President’s 1996 welfare reform plan saved $42
billion combined.

Q No, I mean your own starung pomt when --

MR. REED: In 1994?

Q Yes.

MR. REED: Which was deficit --

SECRETARY SHAILALA: Which was deﬁc1t—neutra1 basically. Let me
also point out that the President has laid out a series of gains
. 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 of vulnerable '
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 a job. 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 serious national downturn

SECRETARY SHAILAILA: If we have a serious national downtufn,~ we B

need to go back to Congress and make changes. Everybody knows that.
The Republicans know that."'We know that.. The Fed just put outa -
report in Cleveland pointing out the importance of the economic
stabilizing effect of federal money. If you don’t, recessions go
deeper and broader in states. And the business community could -
hardly be taxed to pull them out. And everybody will be clamoring
back for more resources in the contingency fund And that, I thmk
everybody has conceded.

MR. REED: Butalso, saving the food stamp program has an even
greater stabilization effect. Food Stamps is much more responswe
to economic downturns than the current AFDC program.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

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

Declined Under the Clinton Administration
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Work and Training Activities Among AFDC Recipients
Have Increased Under the Clinton Administration
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Child Support Collectio‘ns Have Increased
| Under the Clinton Administration
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Paternity Establishments Have Increased
Under the Clinton Administration
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Famlhes Served by Child Support Enforcement
Have Increased Under the Clinton Admlmstratlon
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Teen Birth Rates Have Declined |
Under the ClintonAdministration’_"
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NATIONAL SENIOR CITIZENS LAW CENTER

People who are eligible for Medicaid will be discouraged from applying. Those
individuals with the best legal advice will be informed that the criminal intent standard is
a high one for prosecutors to meet. |n fact, in the grandmother example above, the
standard would not be met. However, many people applying for Medicaid cannot afford
legal advice and are not well informed about their rights. These individuals will not know
particulars of tha criminal provision, only that they could go to jail if they gave away
money then needed public benefits. They will be fearful of applying for Medicaid or
possibly even of seeking Medicare reimbursement for health care expenses if they know
that any gifts they have made can subge«ct them to criminal penalties.

Nursing homes will use the criminal law {0 encourage people to pay prEvately, :
even when they are eligible for Medicaid. Nursing homes prefer residents paying at the
higher, unregulated private rate, They often ask people to agree to pay privately for a
specified period of time, regardless of whether they would be eligible for Medicaid during
that time. Facilities could inform resident 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 1o pay privately, even when they are eligible for Medicaid.

‘ ‘ | penall d women. By its terms, the criminal
prmasion penahzes the person transferrmg tbe asset. In most cases, 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 old woman without a spouse needing help with
several activities of daily living. 1t is she who wou id go 1o jail. Surely, this Is not what
Congress intended. ,

| Ities work. While the press has focussed attention in recent months on
the wsue of peaple gw:ng away maney to become eligible for Madicaid to pay for their
nursing home care, the meager data that exists on this subject supports the view that .
existing penalties 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 alil applicants in a one month period had transferred some assets without fair
value; of those transactions, nearly 70% of the total value transferred was related to
applications that were denied or withdrawn. In other words, the individuals who had
transferred assets were not gr:mted Medicaid eligibility,

gmlmamgg. At tisat ti me after hoidmg hearmgs. Cangress amended Med:ca:d taw to
require states to increase the look-back for transfers to three, and in some cases, five years.
The 1993 law also required states to increase the penalty for such transfers to an indefinite
period of ineligibility for Medicaid, depending on the amount given away without value. If
Congress 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 slgns the Kemmedy/l(assebaum health care buli this month, much
will be made of the accomplishment — and nghﬂy s0.

Not many people would have predicted, even two weeks ago, thata Republican
Congress would hail the passage of a health insurance reform bill with Ted Kennedy's
name on it. Indeed, it is a ribute to both Senators Kennedy and Kasscbaum that anything
this progressive could pass in this Republican Congress, with its Contract with America,

For the first time, insurance companies will be prohibited from dropping people in
employer-sponsored plans, charging them higher premiums when they get sick, or denying
them coverage when they change or lose their job. And self-cmployed people will find it
easier to afford insurance, because they w111 be able to deduct 80 percent of their pmnuum,
up from the current 30 percent.’ ‘

-

These are important accomphbhmcnts But they do not solve most of the problems
of the Amencan health care system.

The Kemedyﬁ{aqsebaum bill doesn't protect people who arca't in the health care i
system now. If you don't have health insurance now, you can still be denied coverage on
the basis of prefexmrmg medical conditions, or charged exorbxtanf prcmmmq b&,au:st: of
them.

, Nor does Kennedy/Kassebaum make health insurance any cheaper for those who.
simply can't afford it. Since the defeat of comprehensive health reform two years ago,
health costs in this country have riscn more than 15 percent. In two moce years, cost
increases will exceed 35 percent.

By 1998, the average famﬂ} will pay more than $165 per month for healin care
premiums — and they're the lucky ones. Those who work for the 60 percent of employers
who offer no health benefits will continue to walk a financial high wire. Many
undoubtedly will try to get by without health insurance, hoping that an unforeseen illness

- won't cavse them to lose their delicate financial balance and full into the abyss of bill
collectors, had credit ratings and bankruptcy.

In addition, many who now quah.fy for Medicaid -- including disabled children --
could losc that coverage under the new welfare reform law.

The Keunedy/Kassebaum bill does not encourage prxmary care. Health insurance
policies will continue to encourage reliance on mplusmaled medical treatment, leaving
~ weﬂncss promotion to magazines, newspapers and e electronic media. '

"This lack of attention to primary care is expecially unfortunate - and unwisc --
when it comes to children. America already has 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 smularly
protected -- and lhat percentage may decline even further onder the new welfare rules. In
short, the pecople who arguably could benefit the most from good primary care w111
continue 1o be the most m!nerable _

: And the pumber of uninsured Americans isn't the only thing that's likely to grow.
Frusteation with the complexity of the health care system will also increase as more and
more providers turn to managed care to hold down costs.
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The disappointing truth is that the Kennedy/Kassebaum bill doesn't end health -
discrimination against people Who are without health insurance now. It doesa't make
health care morc affordable. And it doesn't guarantee basic health carc for Iads‘ A

It is to hg,alth care what a single event is to the Olympm And just as we tmnud our
attention to the next event at the Olympics, so Congress must now turn its attention to the

next step in the long marathon of health care reform.

: We must make insurance more accessible and affordable so that people who have
COVErage now can keep it and those who have no insurance can get it. :

We also must insure that cc)verasc,a is meanmgtul T hc American ptople have a u,,ht
to know that the insurance po]xcms they buy w:Il provxdc thc kmds of coverage they need,
when they need i, )

The Kennednyassebaum bill descrves a Prcs1dennal s;gnaturu and it authom
“deserve a gold medal. But befare the next summer Olympics in Sydney four years from
now, we need ruore signatures, and more gold medals.
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Bridgett Taylor

From: Bridgett Taylor

To: Dennig Fitzgibbons )
Subject: Editorial for Mr. Dingeli at request of Mrs._ Clinton
Date: Thursday, August 15, 1996 5:12FM ,

Dennis --

On Saturday August 3, 1996 Mr. Dingell received a call from Mrs. Clinton requesting that he do an Op Ed
piece highlighting the Democratic victory in saving the Medicaid program. Mr. Dingell egreed.  Alan spoke
to Mr. Dmgel aiter the call, | didn't, however | have talked to the White House. In order to help you do

"surgery” on my draft, | will first give you some background and then my underbtandmg, frorm talking with
the White House, of what 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 deseded his base and agreed to a bill which has detrimental policies in it. As Alan will
1eli 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 aga'n the President threatened to veto the Welfare bill if the Medtcasd 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 Republicens in the Breaux/Chafee group were also
unified in stopping the Medicaid block grant. In conference on the final welfare bill, even after the
Medicaid block grant was "off the table”, they once again tried to slip in 2 technical change tc Medicaid
eligibitity even though 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 past yvear and a half, the Commerce Commitiee, the Administration, the Democratic leadership
on both the House and Senate side, the "blue dogs”, the Democratic Governors and the Chafee/Breaux
group developed strong opposition to the Republican Medicaid biock grant,  Through close working
relationships we were uitlmate[y able to stop both the Republican Congress and Governors (led by Gov.
Enger). Although Mr. Dingell's direct involvement may have only been in the Committee process, he was
involved throughout the process through my representatiocn as committee staff

“What the White House would liks to have the Op Ed do is:

1) Highlight the biggest victory the President {and John Dingell, a unified Democratic party, and a number
of moderate Republicans) achieved -- the preservation of Medicaid's guarantee of health care for 36 million
Americans.

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

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

Denmc. you may remembaer that you and | talked about this brietly before you left for China. | also spoke
with Mr. Dingell prior to Mrs. Clinton's phone call, because | 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 questxons [ believe they would like to get this placed 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. Dingell

. This week we will witness the President of the United State§ signing a change in our Welfare
system as we know it. And v'vhile certainly this js an historic event, there is another historic:
event that is occurring: the survival of the Medicaid program, the health and Iongéterm care
insurance program for 37 million seniors, people with dis;al:;iliﬁcs., ;:hildren and their mothers. 1
would like to take this opportunify to prais§ the President and my legislativé cellez;.xgues whose

conviction and compassion made this possible.

Less than a vear ago, the Washington Post and newspaﬁers around the couniry carried the news
that Medicaid had been repealed. Under ;'11& guise of balancing the budget, the Republican
extremists led by Newt Gingrich and Bob Dole and urged on by a group of Republican
‘Govemors, tried to turn the Medicaid health insurance program into a block grant piggy bank for
themselves. By eliminating the federally enforceable guafantee, cutting billioné from the
program, and Jimiting federal dollars to states regaxdleés of economic recession or increased
need, Republicans effectively voted to terminate federally guaranteed health and long-tenm care
coverage for 37 million Americans. Even as recently as last month, when Medicaid was
éstensibly “off the table”, buried in the welfare bill we:relprdvisions to end a portion of this

guarantee--protections for poor children and their mothers.
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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 safe’t} net. ‘Who among us doesn’t
know someone with a disabled child or parent in a nursing home who cannot afford the |

. outrageous cost of care? That Republicans heard that voice is testimony to the dedication and

, persistence of the Preéident and a group 6f fighters that included eleétcd'officials and a team of

advocacy groups who refused to give up.

Early in the budget deﬁate? a group of “‘B'Iue« Dog™ ngécrats in the House--leaders m the
baianccd budget fight--made 1t clear that the Medicaid repeal was ‘ﬁscally irresponsible. As
guardians of the fedeml trust, these legislators believed that federal funds should not be made
available without clearly established and enfo;rccd criteria for their use--that 1s specification of
who should be covefed for what sérvices. At the same time, thé Commerce Committee
Democrats, although outnumbered by the Republicans in votés, continued their r¢lcx.\tless attack
in hearings and markups, to put faces on the people who would 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 of Repubﬁéans. 'Their efforts to bridge partisan differences and
their relentless désire to protect vulnerable populations made clear that a Medijcaid “guarantee”
had to mean a federally enforéeablc guarantee to a defined set of benefits for speéiﬁc
populations. Finally, moderate Repﬁblicans in the House joined the band of warriors to assert
that the changeé which the Republicans ;Iied to push in the “middle of the night” through welfare

2
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-reform were unacceptable. 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-tenm care for vulnerable Americans.

. Throughout the debate, the President has stood firm behind Medicaid’s feder;'al guarantee of |
meaningful health care protection. Each time he ve;toed the Republi(.;ans’ balanced budget, he
made 1t clear that balancng the budget did not require Medicaid’s repeal. Medicaid was to

_ rernain the guarantee ;>f health care coverage fhat many Americans depend on. The President is

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

These courageous efforts remind me of the fundamental reason we are elected to pubiic office.
No one, it asked last year, would have believed anything but that t},;c Republicans would have
their way and fhis program wouid be repealed. Instead, through the dedicatien of a group of
courageous and pﬁhcipled warriors, the people of our nation were appmpriateiy represented. 1

am proud to have been a part of this effort.



" THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Seci'etary

For Immediate Release S August 23, 1996
STATEMENT BY THE PRESS SECRETARY

As the President has said, the welfarev 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 alse-said, the welfare reform bill contains provisions .
that will cause unfair and unwarranted harm fto 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 prov151ons are 1mproperly 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 benefits cut off mistakenly, and that legal immigrants who are elxglble to become
cmzens can do so as quickly as p0551b1e

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 directive will decrease maccurate 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 2 State
extends the certification period, it will, in effect, push back the date on whlch a legal
immigrant wxll be deprived of food stamp benefits

-more- .



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 wmtmg lists. This directive instructs the Attorney General to
continue to increase staff used to review citizenship apphcanons and to develop other
effective means, including: joint efforts with commumty groups, of assisting apphcants for
mnzenshlp :

Jo——

In addition, the directive instructs the heads of all relevant agencies to develop
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 Attomey 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 avaxlable at the Jusnce Department
from Myron Marlm (202) 616-2765.

-30-30-30-
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THE WHITE HOUSE

Office of the Press Secretary ’ , —

For Immediate Release o ' ' August 23, 1996

August 22, 1996

MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

SUBJECT: Eligibility of Aliens for Food Stamps

Under the provisions of the Personal Responsibility and Work
opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996, which today I 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 decisions as to an individual's 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 determlnatlons 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 dlrect you- to notlfy the States of the ‘actions you
have taken.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON

#FF



THE WHITE HOUSE

office of the Press Secretary

" . For Immediate Release August 23, 1996

August 22, 1996

L MEMORANDUM FOR THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
Co . o ) THE SECRETARY OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
: AND OTHER HEADS OF EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENTS AND
AGENCIES

SUBJECT: xaturalization

Citizenship is the cornerstone of full participation in
‘our democracy. To become aiUnited States citizen through
naturalization represents a'pledge to undertake the

» responsibilities of being a full member ~of our national
7vm_community.

Naturallzation 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 respon51b111ty. .

'In the past hundreds of thousands of eligible people have had
. to wait unnecessarily to become citizens. 1In some parts of the
~ country, these people have had to wait well over a year after

_citizenship.

.~ This Administration is committed to elimlnating the waiting
-lists of those eligible for citizenship. To accomplish this,

°  we launched "Citizenship U.S.A.," the most ambitious citizenship
o affort in history. In fiscal year 1996, the Immigration and

~ Naturalization Segvice (INS) will spend more than $165 million

. for naturalization.

‘;Citizenship U.S.A. combines three broad strategies: hiring
. more people to handle applications, improving the naturalization
- process, and expanding partnerships with local officials and
.community organizations. .

-‘We are -already 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

Chicage. In Los Angeles, where one-fourth of all new

applications are filed, we have opened three new processing

centers and have more than guadrupled the number of INS officers ‘
handling citizenship applications. :

But this is just the beginning. This Administration's target
is to process 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, INS shall maintain those reforms

. necessary to stay current with the demand of new citizen
applicants.«

nore

(OVER)

" _£iling their appllcation to realize their dream of United States [ et
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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
fcllowing'

1) nex_ﬂizg_. Hiring, training,~and deployment of full staff
" to assist naturalization efforts should proceed to completion as
i quickly as possible.

;2) ggtting Red zgp . This includes: establishing electronic

,”filing and mailing-in of citizenship applications, extended

. weekday hours and Saturday interviews, further expansion of

.Aproeessing facilities, and improvements to make it easier for
people to obtain forms and get immigration information by

n telephone or computer.

©3) WMMW&WM

' We are working in partnership with local officials and community

‘groups to expand outreach. 'I direct you to expand these efforts

--to help get naturalization information to people, assist them in

. £illing out applications, offé¥ mére 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 provzding naturali-
zation information.

4 Engii_h;grg;nigg " 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, 1996,
.. a report makinhg recommendations with respect to public/private

- ‘English~-language skills. This report should consider possible
‘roles by private companies, educational institutions, unions,
cemmunity organizations, and the Ameerorp program to accomplish
this goal.

5) Int eragency Og;rgg . 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 whe.flee persecutien 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
S self-sufficiency, and naturalization.

: In taking these steps, this Administration shall maintain and
" .gtrengthen the standards and requirements of the naturalization

. test that demonstrate an individual's readiness to accept the

‘' regponsibilities 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, CLINTCON

#F # F

efforts to teach English to those needing to improve their . e



To: - DPC Staff

- From: Jeremy and Lyn
Date: August 12, 1996
Re: . Good Welfare Reform Articles

As we mentioned in this'mdrning;s staff meeting, attached are two
pieces on welfare reform -- one by William Raspberry and one by
Mickey Kaus '--. that make good pro-welfare reform arguments.
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i . word about the welfare reform bill

| that President Clintan has reluctantly

| agreed to gign?

| Virmaafly all the people I call friend

. are convincad that the legislation is

|. an abomination that will make life -

l tougher for those already stroggling
for their daily bread, saddle the states
. with new costs while reducing the

Y { federsl money available to them and

If condemn & million additional d:ﬂdzen
4-'0 poverty.
S Whausmeretobehopefulabout’
... Let me say at the outset that 1 have
ot of problems with this bill, includ-
ving the fact that it agsumes the avail-
< ability of jobs that may not exist and
.2hakes scant provision for child-care
ncosts for those ergtwhile welfare re-
'apxcnts who do manage to find work.
! Nor do ! believe President Chinton,
who rode into office promising to “end
\welfare as we know it,” thinks thisis a
“good bill, My guess is that, as with
Bob Dole and his tax-cut propasal, he
seesitasa politscally useful ideamm
one that makes him seem tough and
wllhng to carry out lus commitments.
that sort of thing.
| But if I doubt Clinton's good faith in
&igning the reform measure (which
Dole says keauthored), T also doubt
the doomaayers who see the legisia-
tion as a frontal assault on the poor:
| There will be some suffering, no
douht about it. Anylegialation that
asstg:ns an end-point for government

) asstsmce will cause some suffering
on the part of those who don't {or
can't) take advantage of the interim.
The sheriff’s eviction team will leave
same families homeless, even if they
have lagwm for a full year that evic-
tion was coming. What we don’t know -

is bow many famnilies will read the
eviction natice and pay the reat, find
anew place, take & pew job or double
up with friends.

| ' Similarly, we don't know—because
it'is unknowable in advance—how -
many present welfare recipients wif] -
make serious new efforts toward self-
sufficdency as a result of this legisla-

. tion. or how many prospective recipi-
ents will look first to private sources

- of support, or how ruany people will,

- kiowing that welfare might not be
there for ther, change the behavior
that might land them in need.

You may not believe that old ca-
nard about women having babiesin
urdcr to get a welfare check (or

young girls baving habies in order 1o

?

|

N
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Worse Than Welfare
As We Know It

. fain emancipation from their fami-

lies). But isn’t it Bkely that some peo-

ple at Jeast will take greater care not

to have mare babies than they can
care for f there is no assurance that

welfare will take care of them? Isn’t it A

‘likely that marriage might become 2
fmore attractive alternative for young
women who know they will need help
caring for their children? Isn't it Likely
that some women will be less likely to
become sexually invalved with men
who are, by reason of idleness or stti-

. tude, ineligible as hushands? Isn’t it

fikely that organized religion will take
a larger role in providing help (eco-
nomic as well as spiritual) for soci-
ety's needy? And isa't it likely——or at
least possible—that the legislation
that strikes us as 50 punitive may help
to restare the pubhc dole to what
mast of us think it ought to be: emer-
gency relief?

None of these outcomes will be uni-
versa, of course. Some people will,
after their welfare eligihility expires,
wind up homeless or worse, their job
skills or mental condition betng inade~
quate for gainful employment. But
isn't that a problem that's easier to
handle after you know the size of it?

.Even on the technical side. the end- A

of-welfare legislation may g less
Draconian than it at first appears. It

- has some interesting loapholes, in-

cluding 2 pravision that states that
have received federal waivers to run
experimental programs—curreatly
43 out of the 50—may comtinue to.

. run those program natwithstanding

the new legislation. In addition, states
may not lose 28 much welfare money
as it appears because they will be free
to shift federal money from other cat-
egories to pay welfare benefitz ar to
provide for job subsidies or day care.

The overall effect of the new rules |
. could be very bad, or neutral ar even

good~~jargely depending an whether
the governurs who run the state pro-
grams are bad, average or good.

1 agree with those who think the
present legislation goes too far. is
based en too many shaky assumptions -
and will do harm. But more harm than
the present weifare system?

What gets lost in our anguished ar-

gument i3 that welfare was broken
and we couldn't figure out how, start-
ing with the present system, ta fix it.

Ise’tit just possible that we might
do a better job by tearing the whole
thing down and rebux‘ldmg it from
scratch?
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By Mickey Kaus

i

| Los ANGELES
hree’ themes dominate
the news coverage of
the weliare reform bill
Pregidgent Clinton says
he wili sign. First,
there is the Dick Mor-
in which Mr. Clinton

ris Triumph,

sclls out his principles, and the poor,’
" "for a'mess of votes on the advice of
his cynical strategist. There is the

‘Gingrich Resurgenice, in which Con-
greagional Republicans recaprure

their glory by fulfilling the biggest

- promise in thelr Contract With Amer-

—i¢aFinally, there is the Death of
Liberalism: If a Democratic Presi- .

dent can end the “‘guarantee” of cash

aid to the poor begun In the New Deal,

what does the party stand for?

Each of these story lines is thor-
oughly misleading! Indeed, some-
thing Mke thelr opposite is closer o
the truth. Not only, did Mr. Clinton
make a justified and principled deci-
sion to sign the welfare bill, but, in
doing so, he set the stage for a re-
vival of liberalism and, more gener-.
ally. public faith in government.

To understand why, constder some
realtties about welfare and its re-
form that are not s ?.'idely reported:

¢ The new welfare bill does<not
mean the Federal Government is
abandoning the antipoverty fight,
““This bill simply says, we glue up,"
declares E. J. Diunn€ tn the Washing-
tan Post. That's absurd. Under the
new {aw, Washingion will continue

seruding some 320 billion a year to the -

slates 10-spend on aid 0 needy fam-
Hies, What Washington is saying is
that the current welfare progeam, Ald
ta Families With Dependent Children,
sustains a debllitating culture of non.

. wark aad nonmarriage — bur we

don’t know exactly: what sort of
change in the system;wiit best trans-

form that culture. Sn)szates will take |

‘the Federal money th;zy Dow s'pemsm

AF.D.C. and try out various refarms. |

Some alficials will try o replace
welfare with public j6bs. Others will
try various time limits and cuwifs.
There s a risk some states will be
too harsh, But Congress does not give
away %320 billion, éven in block
grants, without keeping a close eye

- |

The Welfai_re bill
spells the end of
- Gingrichism.

i
t
;
:
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The‘ Revival of Libera

on how the money is spent.
Governors, for thelr part, will be.

competing for the national promi-

nence that will go not to the cruelest

state, but to whoever figures out how -

beet ta get welfare recipients into the
wark force. If & state comes up with &
winning formula, there will be intense
pressure for other states to adopt it
and for Congress to nationalize-it.

® The bill will probably result in
-spending more money, not less, on
poor families. The bill saves some

. $55 billion-over sl years, mainly in

food stamp reductions and cuts in aid
to legal immigrams But the basic
weltare dnid child-care grants in the
biil include ar least $3 biition more
over this period than the AF.DC,
program they replace. Liberals

" charge this isn't enough extra money

o provide chlld care and public fobs
tor poor single mothers who can't
tind private-sector work. Conserva-
tives respond that once welfare is no
longer a free ride, so many people
will leave the rolls that the savings
can be uséd ta pay for the jobs.

It the conservatives. are too opti-

-mistic, as most experts think they

are, even Republican gevernors will
start demanding the extra Federal

' maney they need, and conservatives,

having promised to. replace welfare

with work, will be In no pesition to
deny them. Indeed, states are already
complaining about the cost of creat-
ing enough {ast-resort jobs tv meet
the bill's work targets. Meanwhilic,
Hiberal antipoverry graups that have.

n't previously given a fig about re- ,

placing welfare with work are now
calilng for new spending, not on wel-
fare but on W.P.A-style public jobs.

® Atd 10 Families With Dependent

Children, far from being o corner-
Stane of the New Deal, was an aber-
vatton. The original W.P.A., remem-

ber, was started by Frankitn Roose--

velt in 1885, ar the founding of the
New Deal's “welfare state." Rooge-
velt thought he was ending cash aid
to .the able-bodicd poor, which he
branded a “narcotic,” and replacing
it with the WP .A's work program.
Indeed all the big assistance pro-
grams in the Soclat Security Act of
1835 — unemployment compenss-
ton, Social Security pensions, asd for
the elderly and the disabled — up-
held the work ethic. They were re-
stricted to those who either worked
or were unable to work.

There was only ane exception, nes-

Hed aimost unnaticed in the massive
New Deal structure — a tiny program,
intended to help widows, that eventy.
ally grew intg AF.D.C, which now
sustains mare than four millon single

" mathers; half never married. 1¢'s no

accldent that it is also the only New
Deal program despisad by the voters,’
" ® AF.D.C. has poisoned the public
against all government spending. Re-
publicans have skiilfully used the pro-
gram's unpopularity to taint gl Dem-
ocratic antipoverty efforts, indeed all
government. “By invoking with a
sneer the phrase welfare state,'” the
journalist “Jacob Weisberg writes,
Newt Gingrich *“implies that coliec-

tive action is typifiad by weltare”
The trick worked, bur with A_F,D.C.- .
- gane, it won’t work anymore.

Nar can Mr. Gingrich keep rh.ﬂmg
against the “cuiture” of the.usban
underclags sustained by AFD.C.

. ("“12-year-olds having babies, 15-year-

olds killing each other™). The under-

class ig now the Republicans’ problem
as wel a3 the Democrats’. So what
does Mr, Gingrich have left to say?
Repeal environmental protections®
Privatize Social Security? The Repub-

licang may soon discover that the vot-

ers never really hated government;
they just hated welfare, . : .

@ Liberals can now rebuild an ac-
tive governmuent on a more defensi-
ble foundation. Even as the wellare

bill was passing, canservative Re -

publican Cangressmen were talking
of the need for a new Federal effory
to revive impoverished communi-
ties. These Republicans had enter-
prise zones and tax breaks in mind.

ut, -with government
cleansed of AFD.C's
taint, Democrats c¢an
They
don't need a “new pare-
They: mainty

think bigger.
digm"'

need to develop programe & like
most of the New Deal, build on the
work ethic -~ not just W.P.A.-style
" jobs, but also the ambitious training
efforts that the Clinton Administra-

tion has so far failed to finance.

® Gingrichism is doomed. With the
welfare bill safely out of Republican
hands, the trudh can be admitted: the
Republicans have been gnookered, es-
* pecially the Speaker of the House. Mr.
Gingrich has now accomplished what .
*the voters wanted him to accomplish,
aamely reforming the “corrupt lib-
eral welfare state.”” They don't need

s Tenatre t
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hirn snymore. Meanwhile, Democrats

have been liberated to meet the pub-
. He's legitimate, unfilled expectationy
of government. 1 suspect we wilf see
the results clearly, if not (n thig elec--
tion then the next. Sosry, Newt. Con-
gratulations, and goodhye. 0
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‘ Snmmar} of Provisions
Personal ll?.esponsibility and Work Opportunity Reconc:hauon Act of 1996 (H R. 3734)

Prepared by the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Plgnmng & Evaluation, D.H.H.S.

. - Block Grantmg AFDC and JOBS: The bill block grants AFDC, Emergency Assistance

(EA) ‘and JOBS into a single capped entxtlement to states. There i isa separatc allocation
specxﬁcally for child care.

. Indnlldual Entitlement: No individual guarantee, but the state plan must have
* objectxve criteria for delivery of benefits and determining eligibility” and provide an
“explanation of how the state will providec opportunities for recipients who have been
, ‘advcrsely affected to be heard in an appeal process.” There are no prov151ons to gwe the
: Secrctary authority to enforce thxs requirement.

e - Time Limits: Families who have been on the rolls for 5 cumulative years (or Icss at state
- option) would be incligible for cash aid. States would be permitted to exeinpt up to 20%
 of the caseload from the time limit. Exemptions from the time limit would be allowed for
individuals living on Indian reservatxons with a population of at least 1,000 and an
unemployment rate of at least 50 percent. States would not be permitted to use federal
block grant funds to provide noncash benefits (¢.g., vouchers) to children that reach the
~“five-year time limit. Title XX monies could be used to provide non-cash assistance to
families after the federal time limit. State funds that are used to count toward the
maintenance of effort requirements may be used to provide assistance to families beyond
the federal time limit.

. 'Bloc,k Grant Funding: The total cash assistance block grant is estimated to be $16.4
billion for each year from FY 1996 to FY 2003. Each state would be allotted a fixed

" amount -- based on expenditures for AFDC benefits and adnnmstranon, Emergency _

~ Assistance, and JOBS -- equal to the greater of: (1) the average of federal payments for

thesc programs in FYs 1992-94; (2) federal payments in FY 1994; or (3) federal

payments in FY 1995 ‘States could carry over unused grant funds to subsequent fiscal
years.
: |

. Work Reqmrements. As part of their state plan, states must demonstrate that they will
require families to work after two years on assistance. However, there are no penalties if
a state does not meet this requirement. A state's reqmred work participation rate for all
families would ‘be set at 25% in FY 1996, rising to 50% by FY 2002 (states would be
penahzed for not meeting these rates). The bill provides pro rata reduction in the
participation rate for reductions in caseload levels below FY 1995 that are not due to
' ehglblhty changes. The rate for two-parent families increases to 90% by FY 1999
[ , 4
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Single-parent recipients would be required to pamcxpatc at least 30 hours per week by FY
2000. Single parents with a child undér age 6 would be deemed 1o be meeting the work

: requucments 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

. pcnahzed 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 of participation rates for up to 12 months. For two-parent families, the
second spouse is required to participate 20 hours per week in work activities if they
receive federal]y funded child care (and are not disabled or caring for a disabled cluld)
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 determined by the state (states could opt-out of this prowswn)

Wawers; A state which had waivers granted under Section 1115 (or othcrwise relating
to the AFDC program) before July 1, 1997 would have the option of continuing to
operate its cash assistance program under some or all of these waivers. If a state elected

* this option with respect to some or all of its waivers, the prowsxons of the welfare reform

legislation which were inconsistent with the continued. waivers would not take effect until
the expiration of such waivers except that the new child care provisions would apply
immediately (bill lunguage is unclear; this section may be subject to different
interpretations). States which have waivers approved after the date of enactment must
also meet the work requuements even if inconsistent. States operating their programs
under waivers would still receive their block grant amounts.

Work 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-job training, work expérience, community service, 12 months of vocational training,
or provxdmg child care services to individuals who are participating in community
service. Upto 6 weeks of job search.(no more than 4 consecutive weeks) would count’
toward the requirement, except that states with unemployment rates at least 50 percent
above the national average may count up to 12 weeks of job search. Teens (up to age 19)
in secondary schoo!l would also count toward work requiremenit. However, no more than
20 pcrocnt of the caseload could count toward the work requirement because they were
parhcxpanng 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 mcluded in the
denormnator of the rate. N
|
Supplemental Funds: The bill estabhshes a $2 billion contmgency fund. State spending
(by eligible states) on cash assistance and work programs above the FY 1994 levels (not:
including child care) would be matched at the Medicaid rate to draw down contingency
fund dollars. States could meet cne of two triggers to access the contingency fund: 1) an
unemployment rate for a 3-month period that was at least 6.5% and 110% of the rate for
the correspondmg period in either of the two precedmg calendar years.; or 2) a trigger
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based on food stamps. Under the second trigger, a state would be eligible for the
contingency fund if its food stamp caseload increased by 10% over the FY 1994-1995
level (adjusted for the impact of the bill’s imimigrant and food stamp provisions on the
food stamp caseload) Payments from the fund for any fiscal year would be limited to

‘ 20% of the state’s base grant for that year. A state could draw down more than 1/12 of its
- maximum annual contingency fund amount in a given manth. 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. The bill also includes: 1) an $800 million grant fund
for states with exceptionally high population growth, benefits lower than 35% of the
national avcrage, or above average growth and below average AFDC benefits (no state
match) and; 2) a $1.7 billion loan fund.

Mamtenance of Effort: Each state would be reqmred to maintain 80% of FY 1994 state
spending on AFDC and rclated programs. For states who meet the work participation
‘requirements, the maintenance of effort provision would be reduced to 75%.

Transfers: A state would be permitted to transfer up to 30% of the cash assistarice block
- grant to the child care block grant and/or the Title XX block grant. No more than one-
third of transferred amounts could be to Title XX, and all funds transferred must be spent
on chlldren and their families whose income is less than 200 percent of the poverty line.
i
Penalties: . The penalties that could be nnposed on states would include the following:
(1) for failure to meet the work participation rate, a penalty of 5% of the state’s block
grant in the first year increasing by 2 percentage points per year for each consecutive
failure (with a cap of 21%); (2) a 4% reduction for failure to submit required reports; (3)
up 1o a 2% reduction for failure to participate in the Income and Eligibility Verification -

. System; (4) for the misuse of funds, the amount of funds misused (if the Secretary of

HHS were able to prove that the misuse was intentional, an additional penalty equal to
5% of the block grant would be imposed); (5) up to a 5% penalty for failure, by the
agency admunstenng the cash assistance program, to impose penalties requested by the
chﬂd support enforcement agency; (6) escalating penalties of 1% to 5% of block grant
paymems for poor performance with respect to child support enforcement, (7) a 5%
' penalty for failing to comply with the 5-year limit on assistance; and (8) a 5% penalty for
~ failing to maintain assistance to a parent who cannot obtain child care for a child under

age 6 States that are penalized must expend additional state funds to replace federal
gmnt penalty reductions.

Personal Responsibility Agreement: States would be rcquued to make an initial

assessment of recipients’ skills. At state option, Personal Responsibility Plaas could be
developed. - - A A

t
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Teen Parcnt Provisions: Unmarried minor parcnts would be required to live with an
adult or in dn adult-supemsed setting and participate in educationzl and training
acuvmes in order to receive assistance. States would be responsible for locating or

assisting inlocating adult—qupemsed settmg for teens, but there are no additional funds
for second chance homcs :

. Teen Pregnancy The Secreta.ry of HHS to establish and melement a strategy to: (I)
prevent non-marital teen; and (2) assure that at least 25% of communities have teen
pregnancy prevention programs The Department will have report to Congress annually

' inrespect to the progress in these areas. No later than January 1, 1997, the Attorney
General shall establish and implement a program that provides research, educatxon and
traimng on the prevention and prosecution of statutory rape :

.

Performance Bonus to Reward Work: The Sccrctary of HHS, in consultation with
NGA 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

. measure(s) in the previous year, but the bonus could not exceed 5% of the family
assistance grant. $200 million per year would be available for pcrformance bonuses (in
addit'ion 1o the‘block grant), for a total of $1 billion between FY's 1999 and 2003.

P

Fanuly Cap: No provision. States unphculy hawe complete flexibility to set family cap
policy. :

|
Illegltxmacy Ratio: The bill establishes a bonus for states who demonstrate that the
number of out-of wedlock 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 (without
an increase in abortions). The top five states would receive a bonus of up to $20 million
cach. If less than five states qualify, the grant would be up to $25 rmlhon each. Bonuses
are authonzed in FYs 1999 - 2002.

-

. Persons Conv:cted of Drug-Related Crimes: Individuals who after the date of
enactment are convicted of drug-related felonies will be prohibited for life from receiving
bcneﬁLs under the temporary assistance for needy families and food stamps programs.
Pregnant women and individuals participating satisfactorily i in drug treatment programs

are exempted. States may opt out of thrs provision.
. I

I.u II' S ' l R .

L stabdlty Definition for Children: Provides a new definition of disability for children.
Under this new definition, a child will be considered to be disabled if he or she has a
‘medically determinable physical or mental impairment which results in marked and sever
functional limitations, which can be expected to result in death or which has lasted or can
be expected to last for at least 12 monthis. In addition, this bill instructs SSA to remove
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rcfercnccs to maladaptive behavior as a medical criteria in-its. hsung of irnpairments used
“for evamaung mental disabilities in children. All of these provisions will apply to new
claims filed on or after enactment and to all claims that have not been finally adjudicated
.(mc%udmg cases pending in the courts) prior to the enactment of the bill. SSA is also
required to redetermine the cases of children currently receiving SSI to determine
whether they meet the new definition of disability.

. Red‘etermmahcm Redeterminations of current recipients must be completed duﬁng the
year following the enactment of the bill. The earliest that a child currently receiving SSI
* could Jose benefits would be July 1, 1997. If the redetermination is made afier that date,
" thenibenefits would end the month followmg the month in which the redetermination is

made. SSA is required to notxfy all children potentially affected by the change in the
A deﬁmtxon by January 1, 1997

An addmonal $150 mﬂhon for FY 1997 and $100 million for FY 1998 is authorized for
‘ conunmng dlsabxhty reviews and redetemnnanons
. ‘ 'Benefits For pnvately insured, msntutxonahzed children, cash benefits would be limitcd
to $30 per month. Requires that large retroactive SSI payments due to child recipients be
deposited into dedicated savings accounts, to be used only for certam specxﬁed needs
" appropriate to the child’s condition.

Prov;ides that large retroactive benefit amounts would be paid in installments (applies to
children and adults). '

!
!
} f

I. li III' C!‘ C] ! q‘ ! »

. Chlld Support Enforcement Program: States must operate a chﬂd support
enforcement | program meeting federal reqmrements in order to be eligible for the Family
Assmtancc Program, Recipients must assign rights to child support and cooperate with

4 patermty establishment efforts. Distribution rules are changed so that families no longer

~on assxstance have priority in receipt of child support arrears. Current law $50 pass-
B mrough is not reqmred :

. Establlshmg Patermty Streamlmes the process for estabhshmg patermty and expands
- the m—hospltal voluntary paternity establlshment program. -

*  State Requirements: The b111 requires states to establish central registneé of child
' support otders and centralized collection and disbursement units. Reqmres states to have
expedlted procedures for chlld support enforcement.
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Establishes a Federal Cdbe Regxstry and Natwnal Directory of New Hires to track
obhgors across states lines. Requires that employers report all new hires to state agencies
~and new hire information to be transmitted to the National Directory of New Hires.
Expands and streamlines procedures for dircct withholding of child support from wages.
Provides for uniform rules, procedures, and forms for interstate cases.
Req{ﬁres states to have numerous new enforcement techniques, including the revocation -
of drivers and professional licenses for delinquent obligors.
Provides grants to states for access and visitation programs.

. SSI and Food Stamps: Most legal 1mm1grants (both current and future, and including
o bcurrcnt recipients) would be banned until citizenship (exemptions for: refugees/asylees,
buit only for first 5 years in country; veterans; and people with 40 quarters). Cut-off
current recipients immediately based on rolhng redeterminations within: a year after
enactmem :

. Medlcmd 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.,
mcludmg current recipients (with same rcﬁlgee/asylees, et.al. exermptions as above). :
Currcnt reclpxents would be ehgible to continue receiving bcneﬁts until January 1, 1997.

. F uture Tmmigrants (entering after enactment) Must be banned for five years from

most federal means~tested programs, mcludmg Medicaid (exemptlons below).

. New Venﬁcatnon Reqmrements' Imposed on all applicants and on virtually all federal
~ state; and local programs in order to deny all benefits to non-qualified (or illegal ) alicns
(except emergency medical; short-tcrm disaster; limited public health for immunizations
~ and communicable diseases; non-proﬁt in-kind community services such as shelters and

soup kitchens; certain housing programs; and school lunches/breakfasts if the child is
elxglble for a free public education). States would have the option to provide or deny
WIC. and other child nutrition and commodxty benefits. Definition of qualified alien
more narrow than current PRUCOL and Administration’s proposal. Not later than 18
months afier enactment, the Attorney General in consultation with the Secretary of Health
and Human Services shall issue regulations requiring verification. States that administer a
progtam that provides a Federal public benefit have 24 months after such regulatlons are -
xssued to mplement a verification system that comphcs with the regulatmns

)
¢
.
|
|
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. Deemmg For sponsors/unmlgrants signing new, legally binding -affidavits of support
(wh1¢h are to be promulgated by the Attorney General 90 days after enactment): extend -
deemmg until citizenship; change deeming to count 100 percent of a sponsor's income -

- and resources; and expand the number of programs that are required to deem, including
‘Medicaid (exemptions below). These rules are effective immediately with regard to
pro grams that currently deem, and effecuve 180 days after enactment for programs that
do not currently déem. However, since the new deeming rules apply only to

' sponsorsfimmxgrants who have sngned thie new affidavits of support, and new entrants are
generally barred from recéiving: ‘benefits for their first 5 years in the country, these new
deemmg rules and effective dates vnll be relatively irrelevant in practice.

. » Exe;mptlens (from 5-year ban on future immigrants and deeming):
- I ~ '

People Exempted: Refugees/asylees, veterans, and Cuban/Haitian entrants receiving
refugee/entrant assistancc
| A

 Programs Exempted Emergency medical; short-term disaster; school lunch; WIC/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 student assistance under Higher Education Act and Public Health Service
Act; means-tested elementary and secondary education programs; Head Start; and JTPA.

1.
1l

+  Provisions: Block grant provisions have been dropped. Current provisions are: (1)-

authority for states to make foster care maintenance payments using IV-E funds on behalf

of children in for-profit child care institutions; (2) extension of the enhanced federal
match for statewide automated child welfare information systems through 1997; 3)
appropriation of $6 million per year in each ol'FYs 1996 - 2002 for a national random

- sample study of abused and neglected children; and (4) & requirement that states consider
giving preference for kinship placements, provided that the relative meets state standards.

L. Fundmg. The bill authorizes $13.9 billion in mandatory funding for FYs 1997-2002.
‘ States would receive approxxmately $1.2 hillion of the mandatory funds each year. The
~ remainder would be available for state match (at the Medicaid rate). Requires states to
_ maintain 100% of FY 1994 or FY. 1995 child care expenditures (whichever is greater) to
draw down the matching mandatory funds Also authorizes $7 billion in discretionary
funding for FYs 1996-2002. -
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*  Healthand Safcty Protections: Retains currcnt law requirement that all states estabhsh
‘ health and safety standards for prevention and control of infectious diseases including

lmmumzatlons building and physical premises safety, and minimum health and safety
traulnng Health and safety protecnons apply to all federally funded child care.

. Quallty Provides not less than 4 percent of the total consolidated mandatory and
' d:screnonary funds. Appropriate activities under this set-aside include consumer
educahon, enhancement of parental choice, and improvement of the quality and
avallabxhty of child care (such as resource and referral services). :

I

. Entitlement to Child Care: The bill provides no child care guarantee, but single parents
' with children under 6 who cannot find child care would not be penalized for failure to
engage in work activities.
Title VIL: As:: hild Nutrition Programs

«  Alien Ehgi’bxhty The bill makes individuals who are eligible for free public education
benefits under state or local law also eligible for school meal benefits under the National
School Lunch Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966. States would have the option to
prow ide or deny WIC and other child nutrition benefits.

. Relmbursement 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 lunch/supper, $1.13 for each breakfust, and 46 cents for each
snack/supplement Rates are adjusted each January and rounded to the nearest lower
cent. ,
I
Restructures reimbursements for famﬂ.y or group day care homcs under the Child Care
Food Program to better target benefits to homes serving higher proportions of children
below poverty and reduces reimbursement rates for tier II homes to 95 cents for
' lunches/suppers, 27 cents for breakfasts, and 13 eents for supplements.
Rounds down to the nearest cent when mdexed the rexmbursement rates for full price
_meals in the school breakfast and school lunch programs and in child care centers, and
rates for the special milk and commodity assistance programs

. Other Provisions: Eliminates School Breakfast start-up and expansion grants. Makes |
funding for the Nutrmon Edueauon and Training (NET) Program discretionary.

i
i

i
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Ahen Ehglblhty Most legal immigrants (both current and future, and including current
rec1p1ents) would be banned until cmzznshxp (exemptions for: refugees/asylees, but only
for the first five years in the U.S.; veterans; and people with 40 quarters of work). Cuts
off current recipients 1mmed1atcly based on case redeterminations within a year. Future
immxgmnts must be banned for five years (same exemptzons as noted earlier).

P :
For sponsorsflmmigmms s1gning new legall} binding affidavits of support: extends
deemmg until citizenship; and changes ‘deeming to count 100 percent of sponsor’s
income and resources. :
' Maximum Benefit Levels: Reduces maximum beneﬁt levels to the cost of the Thnﬁy
Food Plan and maintains indexing.

Income and Deductions: Retains the cap on the excess shelter deduction and scts it at
$247 through 12/31196; $250 from 1/1/97 through 9/30/98; $275 for FYs 1999 and 2000;
and $300 from FY 2001 on. Freezes 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
income for the Food Stamp Program energy assistance provided by state and local
government entities. Lowers the age for excluding from income the earnings of
elementary and secondary stidents 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

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
food stamps after threc months in 36 unless they are working or participating in a
workfare, work; or employment and training program. Individuals may qualify for three
additional moriths out of 36 if they have worked or participated in a work or workfare
program for 30 days and lose that placement. Permits states with waiver requests denied
by August 1, 1996 to lower the age at which a child exempts a parent/caretaker from food
stamp work rules from 6 years to 1 year old.

Program Integrity and Additional Retailer Management Controls: Doubles recipient

: “penaltxes for fraud violations to one year for first offense and two years for second

offense; petmancntly disqualifies individuals convicted of trafficking in Food Stamp
' ]beneﬁts of $500 or'more; disqualifies for 10 ycars those convicted of fraudulently
recewmg multiple benefits; mandates state participation in the Federal Tax Refund Offset

Program (FTROP); allows retention of 35% of collections for fraud claims and 20% for
other client error claims; and allows allotment reductions for claims arising from state
4gency errors.

|
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~ The bill also requires a wamng period for retailers denied approval; permits
dlsquahﬁcauon of retailers disqualified under WIC; expands criminal forfeiture; permits
permanent dlsquahﬁcauon of retailers who mtcnnonally submit falsified applications;
and improves USDA’’s ability to monitor authorized stores.

Child Support: Gives states the option to require cooperation with Child Support
Enforcement agencies for custodial and non-custodial parents. Permits statesto -
disqu’alify non-custodial parents with child support orders who are not paying support.

. Work Supplementation: Permits private sector employmcnt initiatives that cash-out
bcncﬁts to certain employed participants.

Program Flexibility and Snmphﬁcatlon. Sxmphﬁea program administration by
expandmg states® flexibility in setting customer service requirements. Allows states to
submit standard cost allowances to use in calculating self-employment income;
- eliminates federal standards applying to hours of office operation; deletes detailed federal
requirements over application form; deletes detailed federal customer service over areas
“such as toll-free telephone numbers; extends expedited service processing period to seven
days and extends expedited service only to homeless persons who meet financial criteria;
‘makes use of the i income and eligibility verification system (IEVS) and the immigration
. status venﬁca’aon 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 of rules for their state cash assistance programs and the Food Stamp
Program. Expands Food Stamp waiver authority to permit projects that reduce, within set
parameters, benefits to farmhcs ‘Cash-out of benefits is prohxbxted under the new waiver -
anthcnty :

Asset Lmnts' Sets and freezes the Fair Market Value for the vehlcle allowance at $4650

' EL’;T: ‘Requires EBT hnplcmcnlatio_u by all states by October 1, 2002, unless waived by
USDA Exempts Food Stamp EBT from the requirements of chulation E.

Commodxty Programs: Consolidates the Emergency Food Assistance Program and the

‘Soup Kitchen/Food 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 ahens

Tltle XX - Socml Services Block Grant: Annual funding for the Social Scrvices Block
" Grant would be reduced from $2.8 bllhon in FYs 1990-1995 to $2.38 billion (15%
reduction) in FYs 1996 2002, and returning to $2.8 billion in FY 2003 and each
‘ succeedmg fiscal year. Non-cash vouchers for chlldren that become ineligible for cash
-assistance under Title [V-A time limits are authorized as an allowable use of Title XX
funds. :
[.

:
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e . Abstinence Education: Starting in FY 1998, $50 million a year in mandatory funds will
be added to the appropriations of the Maternal and Child Health (MCH) Block Grant.
The ‘funds would be allocated to states using the same formula used for Title V MCH
block grant funds. Funds would enzble states to providc abstinence education with the

- option of targeting the funds to high risk groups (i.e. groups most likely to bear chxldren
'out-of-wedlock) Education activities are explicitly defined.
s

. _Drug Testing: Nothing in fedcral law shall prohibit states from performing drug tests
on AFDC recipients or from sancuomng rec1plents who test positive for controlled
substanc&s .

l
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| . MEDICAID RECIPIENTS AND VENDOR PAYMENTS

| . | BY RACE -

:i FISCAL YEAR 1994

! WHITE 45%

g

2 UNKNOWN 10%

BLACK 25% |

z HISPANIC 17%

[ ) .

: / . ASIAN 2% ‘

: AM INDIAN OR ALASKAN 1%

1 TOTAL RECIPIENTS: 35.1 MILLION

| ,

WHITE 54%

|

|

lA UNKNOWN 17%

| g |

{ BLACK 20%

a . HISPANIC 8%

. ASIAN 1% '

| AM INDIAN OR ALASKAN 1%

| TOTAL VENDOR PAYMENTS: $108.3 BILLION
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TABLE B,

~ MEDICAID RECIPIENTS AND VENDOR PAYMENTS BY RACE

RACE

1992

RECIPIENTS -

" (MILLIONS}

1993

1994 -

PERCENT OF TOTAL

© 1992

1993

1594

(wHite

BLACK

ASIAN .

UNKNOWN

AM INDIAN OR

HISPANIC.

sf 1348
7.8

; }3::'_ :'b‘.‘a;; s

0.7

4.4

- 4;3'.-'

33;4

L 1B.4
8.4

03
0.8

3.2

: 3,54__

864

- 8.7

‘1'. 0.3

- 0.8
- 3.3

43%|

24%

1%]

- 2%
15%

4%

46%) -
25%
1%
2%
18%
2%

- 46%
- 25%
1%
2%.
7%

3
{

9%

RACE -

1992

{BILLIONS)
1993

“VENDOR PAYMENT

1994

PERCENT OF TOTAL

1 1992

1993 1994

PAYMENTS PER RECIPIENT

1992

1993

1994

ToraL .-

| wiirre

BLACK

HISPANIC -

UNKNOWN .

|AMINDIAN OR ALASKAN § (< $0.6H:
| ASIAN

AR Y

'$108.3

;- 468.9

52%
19%
1%
1%
6%

eI

4%}
20%
1%
1%
T%|
1%

64%
20%
1%
1%

8% | .

17%

92,937 |-

$2,260

$1,922 |-
$1.422]
01,229 |-
$4,363 |

$3,666 |

1$2.,396

92;029

$1.467

$5.439

. $3,089

93,692
32,445
> 62,138
'$1.514

- -91,9757

SOURCE:HCFA, BDMS, OSM, DIVISION OF PROGRAM SYSTEMS

$5.450 |

TOTAL P.83





