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. WELFARE TO WORK
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION - FEDERAL
CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

. HHS
~ ADMINISTRATION POSITION
. DOL

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

«  DOLIJTPA job training system altready.in place nationwide, guided by business-led
Private Industry Councﬂs (PICS) HHS has no such 1nfrastructure or local business and

mdustry ties.
FALLBACK POSITION
.. | DOL, consulting Wlth HHS and HUD on competitive grants (as in both House
provisions). v - o :
U ‘Split responsibility -- one agency administers the competitive grants, the other the

formula grants. (A rumored Republican offer that never materialized.)
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WELFARE TO WORK
FLSA/MINIMUM WAGE

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS |

Participants engaged in work experience and community service programs (workfare) are
not considered to be receiving compensation for work performed and are not entitled to a
salary or work or tralmng expenses. Thus no coverage of FLSA or other workplace

laws

ADMINISTRATION POSITION

‘Opposed.

PROBLEMS WITHVCONFERENCE PROVISION

Modifies current law with respect to applying the minimum wage and worker protections

to working welfare re(nplents Working welfare recipients should be treated like other

workers with regard to employment status. The FLSA and other employment laws not
would apply contrary to DOL’s May guldelmes .

FALLBACK POSITION

1. Smke sectlons 5004 and 5005

2. Treatas employecs for all purposes except for FICA, FUTA, and EITC.

. Same as above, but apply the House maximum hours (minimum wage) provisions. All
other employment laws continue to apply. "An enforcement mechanism for the
maximum hours (minimum wage) may be needed. ‘ '
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" TANF TRANSFERS TO TITLE XX

CONFERENCE PROYVISIONS

. . The welfare reform bill allowed States to transfer up to 10% of their TANF
* block grant amounts to the Title XX Social Services Block Grant, but included -
language requiring transfers to Title XX to be made in proportion to other State
transfers from TANF to the child care block grant (i.e., in order to transfer one

dollar to Title XX, States must also transfer two dollars to child care). The
Conference Agreement would make it easier for States to divert TANF funds .

- away from welfare-to-work efforts to other Title XX social service activities by
removing the requirement that transfers to Title XX be made in proportxon to

transfers to child care.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION

~* _ The Administration opposes this proﬁswn in the Conference bill and urges the
Conferees to drop it from consideration. (In the welfare reform debate, the
Admlmstratxon opposed transfers to Txtle XX

PROBLEMS WITH CONF ERENCE PROVISION

. ~ This provlsmn‘wou]d allow States to use fuxids on people who are not_as
disadvantaged as TANF recipients, and could allow States to more easily
weaken the effective TANF MOE requirements. :

_ FALLBACK POSITION

. -None.. Continue to oppose.

| ]



VOCATIONAL EDUCATION IN TANF

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

. The welfare reform bill placed a 20% cap on the number of individuals who could meet
the TANF work participation rates through participation in vocational education activities
or, for teen parents, attendance in secondary school. The language is vague, however,
and can be interpreted as applying the 20% cap to the entire caseload (a very broad base)
rather than to those required to work (a narrower base).” The Conference Agreement
adopts the narrower base against which the cap on vocational education applies, and
raises the cap to 25% The Agreement does not exempt teen parents from the cap.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION
K Drop the provision.
PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

. The Administration has urged dropping this provision because it does not want to reopen:
TANF and does not want to appear to weaken the work requirements.

'FALLBACK POSITION

e Exclude teen parents from the cap. (If teen parents are not exempt from the cap, they
alone could fill the vocational education slots under the work reqmrement in the early

years of TANF.)

[



WELFARE TO WORK,
NONDISPLACEMENT AND GRIEVANCE PROCEDURE

'CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

"« Nondisplacement. Participants in welfare to work activities and TANF may fill a vacant
employment position in order to engage in a work activity, except when another ‘
individual is on layoff from the same or substantially equivalent job or if the employer
has caused an involuntary reduction in the workforce with the intention of filling the
vacancy with the participant. ‘ )

Grievance Prgeed;;r States must establrsh gne\rance procedures for employees a]legmg
nondrsplacement violations, and for TANF and welfare to work participants who allege
violation of provisions regarding nondisplacement, health and safety standards or gender,
discrimination. The procedure must include an opportunity for a hearing. States may
continue sanctions during gnevance procedure ‘

A ADMINISTRATION POSITION |
oo .Nondigp]acemeng. Senate provision which in addition to the conference provisions

prohibits 1) displacement that reduces wages, hours, or benefits, or 2) irripairs
* promotional opportunities for current employees. Apply to welfare to work gn_d TANF.

Grievance Procedure. A procedure with deadhnes for hearings (as in Senate), and an
appeal process to a neutral, non-Federal third party.

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

*  Nondisplacément. No prohibition or reduction of hours could allow substltutmg lower
"~ cost welfare to work participants for current employees.

Grievance Procedure. No deadlines so grievance procedure could be abused. Need' for a
3rd party review. <
FALLBACK POSITION
° Ngndrsp_ cment. Top pnonty is language prohibiting reducmg hours, wages or beneﬁts

(see Senate) Promotronal 1mpa1rment is second order

Qg_g\_fa_n_ge. Rrght to appeal an adverse decision or'if a decision not issued in 60 days (see
Senate). Appeal to a State agency selected by the Governor (e.g. State Labor
Department, the State’s EEO agency) or to an rmpartlal tribunal already in place (e.g.
those that hear appetls for claims under State Ul laws) : -



WELFARE TO WORK
' PERFORMANCE BONUS -

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS ‘

. $100 million of FY 1999 funds reserved to be awarded in FY 2001. Allocated by
- formula based on job placement, retention, and earnings increases; formula negotiated
with NGA and APWA. (Thisisa modlﬁcanon and 1mpr0vement of the Senate

provision.)

ADMINISTRATION POSITION

. Réquire Governors to: 1) use at least % of their 15% State setaside of formula funds and
2) require the Secretary to reserve up to 7.5% of competitive funds for bonuses. Bonuses.
to top 20% of service delivery areas in a State tied to placement in long term
unsubsidized employment. Totals $225 million.

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

. Bonus amount ($100 million) is'small. While success is tied to duration of placement
and earnings, no guarantee that reward will be for long term placements or only for the
. top performers o o - -

FALLBACK POSITION

. Conference .acceptable if amended to increase the bonus amount, limit it to the to;ﬁ

performers, ensure that measures for Judgmg are tied to long-term unsubsidized
employment (9-months).

[ %}



Draft: July 11, 1997 - | : | .
‘ ‘ Performsnce Bonuscs Amendment

-Oover ‘ ors' pe e 1
In section 403(a)(s )(A) of the ‘tucud Scenrity Act [as proqmcd to be added by section 9001 /5001], strike

V subpamzraph (A) (vi) (DI) and insert the following:

~ “(n RESERVA'I‘ION OF FUNDs EOR PERFORMANCE BONUSI;S AND) WECIAL
PROJECTS.— The Governor of a Statc shall reserve not more than 15 pereent of the total amount
allotred 10 the State under subparagraph (A) (iii) in each fiscal year (plus any amount required to
b distributed under this subclause by rezson of subclause (IT)) for performance banuses under
cubelange (TV) and for sp.,clal projects under subclause %28

: "av) PERFORMANCE BO\IUS?S FOR MOVING INDIVIDUALS INTO
UNSUBSIDIZED JOBS.- .

"(28) IN GENERAL.~ Of the amounts reserved by the Governor under subclause

" {01, not less than 50 ppercent in each fiscal year shall be reserved for swarding

" performance bonuses to service delivery areas in figcal years 1999, 2000, and 2001. The

_ performoance criieris shall be bosed on the perfarmance of such areas, ertributable to the
use of funds under this paragraph, in moving required beneficiaries into unsubsidieed
employment lesting at least 9 monils, eod may also mclude eamnings of the required
beneficiaries. Such criteria shall take iulo accournt the economic circnmstances of each -
area.” A service delivery sres receiving & perfunuance grant may use the finds rmade

- availahle pursuant to such grant to cerry out any of thﬁ ellowsble activities authorized

under subparagraph (C)(i).

"{(bb) HIGHEST PERFORMING AREAS Pertormancc avwards undcx this
subclause shall be made to the highest performing 20 percent of the service delivery areas
in the State. The amounts awardsd shall reflect the relative success of service delivery 4
aress in meciiug or exceeding the performance criteria. In States with 4 or fower servics
delivery aress, the highest performing area shall be awarded the bonus funds. No service
delivery area receiving & bunus zwerd shall bo subject to any reqnirement that such area

match the funds awarded under this sub»laas..

“Vy 'PROJ'EC’I\.‘ TO HELP LONG-TERM RECIPIENTS OF ASSXSTAJQCE IZ!\"'IER
" .THE WORKFORCE.-- Of the amoumt reserved by the Governor under subclause (), not more
‘than 50 percent of the toral amount may be used for projecs ‘that appear likely t5 help long-term
recipients of assistance under the State program funded under this part (whetber in effect before or
aftsr the mendments made by.section 103(e) of the Pzrsonal Responsibility and Work
Oppommm Reconciliation Act first epplied to the Stete) epter the workfurce.
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1In ‘:ectlon 403(a)(5XB) of the Socual Sccurity At [as proposcd to be added by section 0{70 1(a)]
rcdwgnarc clauses (iv) and (v) as clauses (v) and (vi), respectively, uud insert aﬁcr clause (iid) the
fotlowm;, . -

“(iv) PERFORMANCF, BONUSES.~

"(T) Of the amounts availshle under clause (vi), the Sccretary shall rescrve not
more than 7.5 percent in each fiscal year to award performance bonuses to grantees under
this subpamguph I ﬁsca! years 1999, 2000 angd 2001, .

"(U) AWAKD CRITERIA.— ’nw Scerotary chall nwu.rd ﬁmdt availsble under
_‘subclause (T) to grantess under this subparagraph that meet or exceed performance criteria-
identified hy the Secretary for moving required bencliciariss into unaubsxd:zed ;
employmem lasting at Jeast 9 months. Such ¢riteria may inchude factors such as the -
earnings of the required bencnc;ancs and the economic ci-cumstances of the arcas served

by the graniees.

a1 provisi > s.

In the House-passed bil] {Committee Print HR 2015 EH], page 717, on line 20, strike "and”; and between
lines 20 and 21, insert the mIlowmg new subclause (and redesignete the succceding subparagraph

sccordingly):

"(dd) set forth performance goels for moving recipients participating in activitis funded
under this paragraph info unsubsidized employment lasting not less then ¥ months; and

£
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. WELFARE TO WORK
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION STATE/LOCAL

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

e  State TANF Agency. E ormula grants administered by State TANF ageﬁcy (or another
' designated by the Governor); comipetitive grants by PICs or political subdivisions which
apply and are approved by the TANF agency. = S

ADMINISTRATION POSITION |

e The PICs for an SDA_havé'soIe authdrity to expend funds, either fonnu]é or corlnpe‘titivef

" PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

. PICs and SDAs are part of a nationwide job training system with ties to the
' business/industry community. They are in the best position to train and place the target
- group for available jobs in the private sector. The TANF agencies have no such
infrastructure or ties to the business community. '

FALLBACK POSITION . e

- A combination of House @rovisions. The PICs for an SDA have sole authority for
formula grants after consulting with local elected officials (E & W provision); PICs and

political subdivisions eligible for competitive grants after consultanon with State TANF o

agency (W&M prov151on)

° Same as above except that formula grant consultatmn is with Statc TANF agency
(W &M prowsxon) :

£



| WELFARE TO WORK __
SANCTIONS (NICKLES AMENDMENT)

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

e Notw1thstandmg minimum wage requlremcnts, States retam the ablhty to sanction a
family for noncompliance with program rules.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION

. Opposes as drafted.

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION |

e Without a commensurate reduction in hours worked, provision would result in the
“sanctioned individual being compensated at less than the equivalent of the State or

Federal minimum wage. Nevertheless, opposing a sanction for non-performance

weakens the work incentive. Administration is exploring alternative formulations. ‘

- FALLBACK POSITION

-

. 1. State can sanction but recipients must receive minimum wage. [FLSA permits
- recipients who are not employees of States to voluntarily agree to deductions of
sanctions, as in paragraph 2. Preserves current law.]

2. Sanction that cuts into the minimum wage may be done ﬂnough ﬁhes, with a choice of
options for payment, including voluntary deductions from pay. :

3. Sanction (the equivalent of gamishment or a deductidn) must be after TANF. .
procedures conducted. Procedures may not be before the agency employing participant.

4. State can sanction through fines (as in paragraph 2) with protections for requiremént
that TANF procedures not be before the agency employing participant.



‘ ‘ : WELFARE TO WORK:
WORKFARE/COI\{MUNITY WORK EXPERIENCE AS “ALLOWABLE USES”

CCONFERENCE PROVISIONS

. Per the July 21 “Conference Status” document, under “Uses of Funds”, an authority is-
' added, to the effect that “States can spend funds on community service and work
experience programs.” This authority' makes clear that workfare is an allowable activity. -
. NOTE: “Uses of Funds” is not on the July 23 “Balanced Budget Act of 1997" document.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION

«  Opposed. The Administration notes that authority in both bills for job creation through
public or private wage subsidies” is sufficiently broad that Governors and Mayors could
“likely” use these funds for costs of administering workfare programs.

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION |

° The Conference posmon could lead to excessive use of funds for workfare (already
unconstrained under TANF), at the expense of strategies more likely to help individuals
move into lasting unsubsidized employment. Workfare can be a useful strategy for some
mdwxduals but only if connected to a plan for ultimate placement in unsub51dtzed work.

o Hlll Democrats are espemally concerned about this.
FALLBACK POSITION =

* ~ This additional language would substantlally mitigate the potential negative eﬁ'ects of the
Conference posmon ,

1. Add to the reqmrements for applicant (State, May'or, competitive) plan:

“The plan shall set forth pérformancé ‘goals for moving recipients participating in |
activities funded under this [program] into unsubmdxzed employment lasting at
least 9 months.”

2. Modify the “Alloivable Activities” introductory paragraph to read as follows:

“ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES. -- An ennty to whxch funds are provided under this
paragraph shall [may] use the funds to move into lasting unsubsidized
employment [the workforce] recipients.of assistance under the Welfare to Work
program [the program funded under this part of the State in which the entity is
located] and the noncustodial parent of any minor who is such a rempnent by
means of any of the followmg

£



© IMMIGRANT BENEFIT RESTORATION

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

. Contrary to. the agreement, the Conference Agreement retains the House’s
grandfathering policy for all persons on SSI rolls instead of the disabled exemptlon
for all in country prior to August-23, 1996. Conference does include the’ budget

~ agreemeént’s refugee and asylee policy extending the exemption from 5 to 7 years.

' ADMINISTRATION POSITION

. - On June 20, the Pres1dent wrote Reps. Kasich and Spratt regarding the absence of ~
' a full disability exemption: “it is essential ‘that the legislation presented to me

include these provisions. I will be unable to sign the legislation that does not.” He -

also expressed strong interest in assisting both disabled and elderly, “...if budgetary
resources permiit, my clear preference would be to assist both dlsabled and elderly

legal mumgrants

| PROBLEMS WITH CONF ERENCE PROVISION

- The Conference Agreement fails to fully restore SSI and Medicaid benefits for all
legal immigrants who are or become dlsabled and who entered the U.S. prior to
August 23,1996 o : ) : -

> It does not include Senate provisions that would restore Medicaid coverage for future

immigrant children. The Senate’s original intent was to exempt children from both
“the 5 year ban and deeming. It also does not provide SSI and Medicaid to

immigrants who are too disabled to satisfy the requirements to naturalize. . In a July

2 letter, the Director said the Administration would support these” provisions if
resources are available. These two provisions cost $300 mllhon over 5 years.

- FALLBACK POSITION

° ‘The Administration could 1) agree to the Conference decision not to include the
Senate exemption for those too disabled to naturalize and 2) propose that the
‘Medicaid for immigrant children policy be. at a State’s option (the State option policy

was in an earher Senate offer). The State option would need to’exempt children from

both the ban and deemlng

"‘.



SUMMARY OF BENEFITS FOR IMM_IGRANTS SCORING

5 Year Costs in Billions

Difference
o , . A Total from Agreement -
Budget Agreement .- L 9.7
House —Full Grandfathéring . B R
~(with refugee/asylee policy) S 9.0 - ‘ 0.7
Senate —Full grandfather & refugeefasylee plus
1) disability exemption :
- 2) State option to exempt future unmlarant children
from the 5-year ban on Medicaid (see note 1) .
3) Provide SSI and Medicaid to immigrants
‘who are too disabled to satisfy the
~ requirements to naturalize (see note2) . g
Total 11.7 S 2.0
Budget Agreement and Full Grandfathering =~ = 114 41T
Partial Grandfather options starting in FY 1996:_
Budget Agreement and 1 year grandfather ©.101 +0.4 K
Budget Agreemeni with 18 month grandfather '10.3 o +0.6
Budget Agreement and 2 year grandfather 105 408

Note 1: The Senate Children's policy was in the President's budget but not in the budget
agreement. The $0.25 billion estimate assumes that immigrantchildren will be exempted from
the five year ban and deeming requirements. The Senate lanvuace, however, only- exempts
children from the five year ban.. :

Note 2: Costs 541 million over 5 j’ears Most of thecosts of this provision appear after FY 2002
since this provision helps immigrants who have entered after August 23, 19% and immigrants
are generally not elw:ble to naturalize during their first ﬁve years. :

(4



ACTION BEFORE RECESS TO ENSURE
OCTOBER 1 SSI BENEFITS FOR LEGAL IMMIGRANTS

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

Immxgrants currently receiving benefits retain ellglblhty

ADMINISTRATION POSITION ‘

Support

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

If reconciliatioﬁ is not completed before the August' recess, by September 5 SSA
would be required to notify legal immigrants now receiving SSI benefits and eligible

_to receive benefits under the Conference agreement that their payments could be
. interrupted. If reconciliation is not resolved by September 19th, October 1st benefits

could not be provided..

- The Disaster Supplemental extended eligibility for SSI benefits from August 1997

to the end of September 1997 for those legal immigrants currently on the rolls.

" Under current law, as many as 500,000 individuals would not be eligible for SSI

benefit payments dated October-1, 1997. Action before the August recess is needed

“because of the logistics of: (a) when notices of benefit termination must be sent and

(b) when the system can be programmed to reverse the instruction to terminate
benefits and still have payments sent dated October 1st. '

FALLBACK POSITION -

If 6bmplétion of reconciliation is unlikely before the Augusf recess, legislation

~ should be proposed to extend benefits for legal immigrants currently on the rolls
- through October 31, 1997. CBO estimated the cost of the one-month extension in

the Disaster Supplemental bill for SSI and Medicaid at $240 million for one month’s
worth of benefit payments. We would expect the cost of the recommended extension
would be about the same. SSA has discussed the issue with House majority staff,
who expressed a willingness to seek a solution. '

Language attached. -

t



EXTENSION OF SSI REDETERMINATION PROVISIONS

SEC. . (a) Section 402(a)(2}(D)(I) of the Personal Respon51b111ty and Work
Opportumty Reconcxhatmn Act of ]996 (8 US.C. 1612(a)(2)(D)(I)) is amended --

(1) in subclause (I), by stnkmg “September 30,1997,” and inserting “October 31,
1997,”; and _ ,

(2) in subclause (III) by strkag “September 30 1997 ? and msemng “October
31, 1997, A

(d) The amendment made by subsectidn (@) shall be effective as'if included in the
enactment of section 402 of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportumty
Reconciliation Act of 1996 ;

[



PRIVATIZATION

CONFERENCE PROVISION
. Allows privatization of State welfare, Food Stamps, and Medicaid functions

nationwide. To circumvent the Byrd rule, requxres Federal payments of $5
million to States that choose to pnvaﬂze

' ADMIE;TISTRATION POSITION “

«  The Administration strongly opposes the provision.

' PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISIONS :

. The Administration believes that changes to current law w ould not be in the
best mterest of program beneficiaries.

. The cost of the $5 million payment to States takes fundmg away from other
~ priorities.
POSSIBLE FALLBACK OPTIONS o .

. None. Continue to oppose.



s STATE SUPPLEMENTS MAINTENANCE-OF-EFFORT REQUIREMENT

CONFERENCE PROVISION : .
. The Conference Agreement eliminates ‘ rnamtenance of effort requirement that prevents

states from lowering or ehmmatmg State supplemental SSI payments. We understand
that the Conferees are also considering language that would limit the reducnon of State
supplements to 10% per year for States whose benefit payments are Federally

" administered, with no such limitation on states that administer their supplements.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION
L Strongly opposes. .

PROBLEMS WITH CONF ERENCE PROVISION

° The repeal of the MOE woul d let States significantly cut, or even ehrmnate benefits to
" nearly 2.8 million poor elderly, disabled, and blind persons. Some states could be
-expected to reduce state supplementary payments simultaneously with increases in the
* Federal SSI COLA. About 380,000 individuals nationwide receive SSI state-
supplementary payments, but no Federal SSI benefits. For these individuals, a reduction
in the SSI state supplementary payments may result in loss of Medlcald ehg1b111ty
because of the loss of SSI ehglblhty : .

. Most of the individuals who could be affected lzve below the poverty line; they would be
pushed deeper into poverty if these state SSI supplernentary benefits are réduced. 60% of
those receiving SSI state supplemf:ntary‘ payments are women and 37% are over ags 65.

o A similar provisibnzﬁ:as removed from last yéar’s welfare reform bill via the B'yrd
Rule. The Congressional Record clearly shows that the Byrd Rule decision was based

upon the budgét effects being merely incidental. Consequently even if CBO decides
the prowsmn has small budget effects, it should st111 be subJect to the Byrd Rule.

' FALLBACK POSITION
o .We recommend no fall back position.
«. . Uniform limitation on the reductions (e.g. no more than a 5% one-time reduction for all

- states whether or not Federally administered) could be a compromise position.

[X]



SSI USER FEE
CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

. . The tentative Conference Agreement includes language to authorize an
increase to the fee States pay when they enter into agreements to have
SSA administer State supplemental payments (i.e., State payments that are
.supplemental to the Federal SSI payment). The language makes the funds
from the increase in the fee available to SSA for admlmstranve expenses,
subject to appropnatlons action.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION

. * The Administtation supports action in the reconciliation/appropriations
process that will provide for (1) permanent authorization of an increase to
existing fees to offset SSA-related spending and (2) an appropnatlon for
'F Y 1998 from these fees for SSA administrative expenses. '

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

. : TheSer;ate Labor/HHS/Ed appropriations subcommittee and the House .
appropriations committee have both included authorizing language in their
appropriations bills. Both the reconciliation bill and the appropriations '
bill now give credit for the revenue. With no change in the reconciliation
bill language, the appropriations committees may balk at providing the
funding if they are ultimately scored for the spending and not credited for
the revenue. ' :

FALLBACK POSITION
~ There are two alternatives.

( i) A language change in the reconciliation bill, which would direct thé scoring to gi\?e
. credit for the revenue to the appropriations bill rather than the reconc1hat10n bill.
Language follows:

* The-amounts of the administration fees authorized by this section to be charged and = |
credited to a special fund established in the Treasury of the United States for state
supplementary payment fees shall not be scored as receipts under section 252 of
the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985; such amounts -
shall be credited as a discretionary offset to discretionary spending to the extent

" they are made avallable for expendmlre in approprlanons Acts. not getting credit

- for the revenue.’ - :



(2) Strip the authorization Vlanguagé from the recohciliation bill and include both the
permanent authorization and the appropriation in the appropriations bill.

(&



UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE INTEGRITY

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

. The Conference Agreement includes a provision to authorize discretionary spending on
- unemployment insurance (UI) integrity activities in 1998-2002, which will yield
mandatory outlay savings. The Conference Agreement lacks any budget process reforms
that would assure that the approprlators provide the funds authonzed :

~ ADMINISTRATION POSITION

. Supports the authorization of Ul integrity spending, but seeks additional budget process
reforms to assure that the appropriators prowde the discretionary funds necessary to
achieve the mandatory savings. : >

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

» . The Conference provision merely authorizes additional discretionary spending; the
Agreement lacks any mechanism to assure that the appropriators provide the necessary

- funds. At this time, the House appropriations committee and the Senate appropriations
subcommittee have not provided the funds to achieve these savings. Thus, the $763
million in mandatory outlay savings over five years that were assumed in the Budget
‘Agreement will not be achieved. The Admlmstratlon has sought budget process reforms

" for 1998-2002 to provide the necessary incentive to the appropriators. The President’s
‘Budget had proposed an increase in the discretionary -caps to- accommodate this spending.

Later, the Administration proposed a budget process reform to create a Ul integrity

reserve fund that would “fence off” the funds authorized for Ul integrity and make them

unavailable for other purposes.

'FALLBACK POSITION

L De]ay the budget process reforms to take effect in 1999 2002 “This would provide the
appropriators another year to come up with the necessary funds. However, this delay
would reduce the expected five-year savings to $598 mllllon as well as makmg a small
reduction in the savings for 2002. . ' :

.« Drop our request for‘budget»ptocess reforms for Ul integrity. -

ey
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PENNINGTON PROVISION

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

The Conference Agreement includes-a provision that clarifies that a State has authority
over what base period to use in establishing eligibility for unemployment benefits. This
is often referred to as the “Pennington provision” because it overturns the court decision
in Pennington v. Doherty that required Illinois to-create an alternative base period to.”
expand the number of individuals eligible for unemployment beneﬁts

ADMINISTRATION POSITION

The Administration has been neutral on this provision.

' PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

FALLBACK POSITION

This provision had been dropped from the Senate recc_)nciliétion bill as a Byrd rule
violation. While CBO believes that this provision would reduce the deficit, CBO doés
not show scorable savings for this provision because its baseline was set before Illinois’
appeal of the initial court decision was decided. According to DOL, organized labor -
objects to this provision and would like the Admmxstranon to remain at Ieast neutral if it

does not specifical ly object. - ‘ -

On a programmatic basis, this provision is not objectionable. Continue neutrality.



DELAY OF OCTOBER 2000 SST PAYMENT

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS

o . We understand there is an effort to include language to delay the
' Supplemental Security Income payment for the month of October 2000,
which by law would be made on September 29, 2000, in order to have
twelve months worth of outlays in both FY 2000 and FY 2001, instead of
13 months in 2000 and 11 moriths in 2001,

ADMINISTRATION POSITION .-
e Oppose.
PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

.. Delayme SSI payments beyond the current statutory date would cause
undue hardship to millions of SSI recipients, as well as alarm (despite
whatever notices SSA might send) about whether their checks had been

* lost, misdirected, or stolen. Receipt of payments would be effectively
delayed by at least three days (from Frlday, September 29 to Monday,

October 2).
~ FALLBACK POSITION -
. ‘ Include language that directs CBO and OMB to score the outlays for the

October 2000 SSI payments as if they occurred in October 2000.
Payments would be made on September 29, 2000 '

Rough dréft language: ,

Outlays for benefits payments under title XVI of the Social Security Act for October
- 2000 shall be scored under the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of

© 1985 by the Congressional Budget Office and the Office of Management and Budget as
though the delivery date were the second day of such month, without regard to the actual

delivery date.

£



WELFARE ADMINISTRATIVE COST ALLOCATION

CONFERENCE PROVISIONS
« . No provision.
«  Under current law, Staites may take action to increase Federal costs drarnaticaliy by

changing their welfare cost allocation plans to shift State administrative costs from the .

. capped TANF grant to matched, open-ended funding streams in Food Stamps and
Medicaid. Proposals were introduced but not adopted in the Senate Finance and House
Agriculture Committees.to limit the exterit of such cost shifting. The Finance Committee
proposal would save $3.3 billion over five years and $650 million in 2002.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION
. The Administration supports a statutory change that would maintain TANF as the |

“primary program” for cost allocation purposes and limit the degree of cost shifting from |
TANF to other programs thereby saving $3.3 billion against CBO’s baseline.

PROBLEMS WITH CONF ERENCE PROVISION

. No prowsmn.
FALLBACK POSITI»ON
. Language similar to the Chafee/Rockefeller proposal to lock in current cost allocanon

plans (see attached).

i




Rockefeller/Chafee Améndnient on Cost Allocationlwith HHS‘Edits
(deletions in strikeout, additions in bold)

Section 408(a) of the Social Secunty Act (42 U.S.C. 608 (a)) 1S amended by adding at the end
the following:

' “(12) DESIGNATION OF GRANTS UNDER THIS PART AS PRIMARY PROGRAM IN
ALLOCATING ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS. Notwithstanding any other prowsnon of law or
regulation, the state shall designate the program funded under this part as the primary program
for the purpose of allocating costs incurred in serving households eligible or applying for benefits
under the state program funded under this part and any other Federal means tested benefits. The
Secretary shall issue regulations to require that such administrative costs be allocated to the

o prooram funded under this partmﬁe—s&m@mﬁﬁ%&eh—eﬁw}aeﬁvé‘byﬁw

Section 409(&) of the Social Secunty Act(42, U.S.C. 609 (a)) is.amended by adding at the end the
follomnc o | )

“(’13) FAILURE TO ALLOCATE ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS TO GRANTS PROVIDED
UNDER THIS PART.--If the Secretary determines that the state has not allocated admmlstranve
costs in accordance with section 408(a)(12), the Secretary shall reduce the grant payable to the
state under section 403(a)(1) for a fiscal year by the amount of administrative expenses that the
state allocated to the program funded under this part in the precedmo year less than the amount
the Secretary determines should have been allocated to the program funded under this part. e

£
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RECONCILIATION POSITIONS: HUMAN RESOURCES '

Welfare to Work’

Distribution of Funds
Program Administration - Federal
Fair Labor Standards Act/Minimum Wage
TANF Transfers to Title XX - .
Vocational Education Counted as Work Under TANF Work Requnrements
‘Welfare to Work Nondisplacement and Gr:evance Procedure
Performance Bonus
WTW Program Administration - State and Loca

- Sanctions (Nxckles Amendment)

" Uses of Funds - Workfare [not on 7/23 document]

- Immigrants

: Immigrant Eligibility for SSI and Medicaid
Summary of Benefit for Immigrants Scoring :
Action Before Recess to Ensure October 1 SSI Benefits for Legal Immlgrams [not on

7/'?3 documem]
Welfare Pr’ivatizaﬁon
Other Issues

SSI State Supplements -
SSI User Fee
UI Integrity -
Pennmgton
Other Issues not on 7/23 document

Delay of October 2000 SSI Payment
Cost Al]ocamon



WELFARE TO WORK
DISTRIBUTION OF FUNDS

- CONFERENCE PROVISIONS
. The Conference proposal contains a 90/10 formula/competitive split.

-~ 90% formula funds are distributed to States on the basis of poverty levels
-and TANF caseloads; include a small-State minimum of 0.25%; are
distributed within States based on poverty levels, long-term TANF
caseloads (optional), and unemployment (optional); and presume TANF
agencies will administer but give the Governor an option for PICs or other
agenmes to adm1mster .

- 10% 'competitive funds are available to PICs and other political
subdivisions of a State; provide no set-asides for rural areas or poor cities;

-and provide no role for non-profit entities, including commumty
development corporations. : <

'ADMINISTRATION POSITION

. * The Administration opposes the Conference proposal because it does not give
cities and mayors sufficient authority to administer the program. The .
Administration favors the Ways and Means provisions which mcluded a 50/50
split and gave PICs responsibility for adnnmstermg the program --targeting .
resources more effecnvely to cities. A

PROBLEMS WITH CONFERENCE PROVISION

. Does not adequately place resources in the hands of mayors to admxmster the
program (allows Govemor to decide if TANF agency or other agency is.to run the
_program).

FALLBACK POSITION

. Ways. and Means bill: 50/50 spht with 65% of competitive funds targeted to the
poorest cmes and PICS responsible for program administration.-

o Existing 90/10 split with the strong focus on cities by makmg PICs responsible
for program administration (mayors are comfortable with this formulation).
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET -
 WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

THE DIRECTOR

July 2, 1997 .

The Honorable John R. Kasxch‘
Chairman

Committee on the Budget

U.S. House of Representatives -
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

* As the Conferees begin to con31der thts year s budget reconciliation bill, I am writing to
transmit the Administration’s views on the House and Senate versions of the spending bill on
reconciliation, H.R. 2015 The Admxmstratxon will separately transmit its views on the tax

provisions.

We are pleased that the House and Senate adopted many provisions that are consistent
~with the Bipartisan Budget Agreement, reflecting the continuing bipartisan cooperation that we
will need to fully implement the agreement and balance the budget. In several areas, however, the
House and Senate bills violate the agreement. In other areas outside the scope of the agreement,
we have very strong concerns about the reported provisions. We have raised a number of these
issues in letters to you and to the authorizing committee chairmen and ranking members
throughout House and Senate consideration of the separate reconciliation spending bills.

-On the pages that fol]ow we have outlined noteworthy prov1s10ns of the House and
' Senate bills with which we agree, others that we believe violate the budget agreement, and still
' others about which we have concerns.

) We expect and wxll insist that the final budget leglslatmn conform to the budget
agreement. In addition, we look forward to working with you to craft a final conference report’
that is free of objectionable provisions, resolves the other major policy differences between us,

- and balances the budget by 2002 in a way that we can all be proud of We hope to meet that goal ‘
before the August recess. -
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-

- Welook forward to working with you. -

Sincerely,

Franklin D. Raines
Director -
- Enclosure

cc: Senate Conferees , ‘ 4
House Committee Chairmen and Ranking Members

MR

. Identical letter sent to Hoﬁorable Peté V. Dbmenici,
Honorable John M. Spratt Jr., and Honorable Frank R. Lautenberg

PAGE
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' THE ADMINISTRATION'S DETAILED VIEWS:

“THE HOUSE AND SENATE RECONCILIATION BILLS ON SPENDING

. Medicare

We applaud the House and Senate for reporting bills that largely conform to the -
underlying principles of the budget agreement. Both bills achieve the necessary level of Medicare
savings — although we still await final scoring of the Senate provisions from the Congressional
Budget Office (CBO) — and would extend the life of the Hospital Insurance Trust Fund by at least
- 10 years; provide structural reforms that will give beneficiaries more informed choices among
competing health plans; establish prospective payment systems for home health agencies, skilled
nursing facilities, and hospital outpatient departments; incorporate prudent purchasing reforms;
and provide the funds to establish a wide array of cost-effective preventive benefits, including
mammography and colorectal screening. We look forward to working with your staffs on the
* many technical issues related to ensuring that these provisions are implemented correctly. .

We are pleased that the Senate has included provisions in its bill to require managed care =
and fee-for-service demonstrations of Medicare reimbursement to the Departments of Defense
 (DOD) and Veterans Affairs — a concept known as Medicare subvention. We are encouraged
- that these provisions are similar to our own Medicare subvention legislation, which we ‘
transmitted to Congress on February 7, 1997. We look forward to working with the Conferees to
“develop a bill that addresses Administration concerns about the fee-for-service and payment rate
components of the DOD demonstration. ‘ :

Nomthstandmg these acfuevements both the House Ways and Means and Senate bills
contain a provision that we believe is inconsistent with the budget agreement. During our -
negotiations over the agreement, we discussed at great length the reallocation of home health
expenditures to Medicare Part B. All sides clearly understood that the reallocation would be

. immediate. Both bills, however, phase in the reallocation, which costs two years of solvency in -
the Part A trust fund -~ two years that we can ill afford to lose. We urge the Conferees to
incorporate the provisions in the House Commerce Committee title of the House bill, reallocatmg

| home health spendmg consistent with the budget agreement :

The Administration has significant concems with other provisions of the two bxlls,
concems that we urge the Conferees to address :
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MWM& We Worked very hafd dumg the budset |

negotiations to set a beneficiary contribution to a balanced budget that was fair and equitable —

applying the Part B premium, over several years, to the home health reallocation and maintaining

the Part B premium equal to 25 percent of program costs. Other provisions of the Senate bill,
however, would go beyond the budget agreement and mtroduce new, inadequately developed
proposals

. Rmsmg the Medzcare Elzgzbzlzgf Age. The Senate b111 raises the ehglbmty age for
Medicare from 65 to 67 over a period of years. Raising the eligibility age is not necessary to-
balance the budget, and consideration of this policy should be part of a bipartisan process to
address the long-term financing challenges facing Medicare. - Moreover, early retirees between
65 and 67 may not be able to obtain affordable insurance in the private market. The
Administration is concerned about the potential loss of coverage for any American, and we
urge the Conferees to drop the provision as part of this bill. ' :

° ImposmgHome Health Co;:aymenrs The Se:nate bill would impose a Part B home
health copayment of $S per visit, capped at an amount equal to the annual hospital deductible.
Most home health users who lack Medigap or Medicaid protections are poor and will face -
financial burdens that may result in reduced access to needed care. Those beneficiaries who
have Medigap or Medicaid will have no real incentive to reduce utilization. We do not need
to impose a home health copay to balance the budget, and any further consideration of this
policy should be part of a bipartisan process to address the long-term financing challeriges
facing Medicare. We urge the Conferees to drop this provision as part of this bill.

s ' Income-relating the Part B Premium. The Senate bill would income-relate the

- Medicare Part B premium. While we do not oppose income-relating Medicare in principle,
we have a number of concerns about this proposal. First, we do not need income-related
beneficiary contributions to Medicare to balance the budget. Second, we have serious -
concerns about how an income-related premium will be administered. Administration by the
Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), which has no access to individual
beneficiary income data, would be impractical and very expensive, and we have previously
said that only the Treasury Department could administer such a policy in the short run.
Moreover, the administering agency would require substantial additional resources to
undertake this new responsibility. Finally, we believe that this provision, which completely
eliminates any Part B premium subsidy for the highest-income beneficiaries, could lead these
beneficiaries to drop Medicare coverage, thus leaving poorer, typically less healthy,
beneficiaries in the Medicare risk pool and thereby incréasing their premiums. Whilé we have

~ serious concerns about this proposal as'drafted, we remain interested in discussing it, or

- proposals like it, in the broader context of reforms 10 address the long-term ﬁnancmg and
structural challenges facing the program. '

PAGE"
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Mmi&c@m@,s The Administration strcngly supports the

introduction of new options for Medicare beneficiaries in both the fee-for-service and
managed care sectors. We also believe, however, that any new options must both provide -
value beyond that offered by the traditional Medicare program and include beneficiary
protections. The Senate bill includes several provisions that wolate these principles, and we
urge the Confcrees to drop them ~

The first provision allows beneﬁcxanes to choose a so-called “private fee—for-semce”
option under the Medicare Choice program. We are concerned that private fee-for-service
plans in Medicare Choice represent bad policy, particularly given the fact that these plans will

be subject to no balance billing or quality protections. We are also concerned that thls option

- will attract primarily healthy and wealthy beneficiaries and leave sicker and poorer
beneficiaries in the more expensive, traditional Medicare program. - In addition, it could
disproportionately attract rural bcneﬁcmnes if the few providers in their area choose to leave
traditional Medicare and form pnvate fee-for—serwce plans.

v The second provision would allow physicians to obtain private contracts from
beneficiaries whereby the beneficiary would agree to pay whatever the physician charged (i.e.,
waive balance billing limits) and agree not to submit a bill to or collect anything from
Medicare. The beneficiary would be totaﬂy respons:ble for out-of-pocket expenses for the
physician’s entire bill, even though the service would be covered by Medicare if the bill were
-submitted to Medicare. As a result, we are concerned that private agreements could become
licenses for physicians to coerce beneficiaries, exposing beneficiaries to unlimited- hablhty and
: Amakmg meaningless the Medicare covcrage they have paid for.

' The third provlsxon would aIlow Durable Medical Eqmpment (DME) suppliers to bill
Medicare beneficiaries for amounts beyond cost-sharing for “upgraded” DME items, while
still accepting assignment. Beneficiaries already have the option of choosing upgraded DME

" under current law. We are concerned that this new option undermines limits on beneficiaries’

out-of-pocket payments and, s a result, could penmt supphers to take advantaoe of
- beneficiaries. :

W&W We beheve that any dernonstranon of this concept should »

be limited in order to minimize potential damage and costs to Medicare. We commend the
Senate for limiting the demonstration to 100,000 participants, but we believe a successful
* demonstration could be structured with fewer participants. In any case, we want this
demonstration to be as small as possible. We also commend the Senate for limiting
cost-sharing and deductibles to amounts enacted under the Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act (HIPAA). But, we still prefer a geographically-limited demonstration that
" applies current law limits on balance billing to protect beneficiaries from additional provider
charges. We urge the Conferees to limit this demonstration numerically (within the numbers
outlined above) and geographically for a trial period (two States for three years) enablmg us
to design the: demornstrat:on to answer key pohcy questions.

1
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M We are plaased that the prevenuve benefits in the House and
Senate bills are largely the same as those in the President’s budget. Unlike the budget,
however, the House and Senate bills do not waive all cost sharing (coinsurance and
'deductibles) for mammograms. Research shows that copayments hinder women from fully
taking advantage of this benefit. We urge the Conferees to modify the House and Senate
provisions to waive all cost sharing for mammograms.

Medigap. The President’s budget advanced a number of important Medigap reforms,
including annual open enrollment, community rating, initial open enrollment for disabled and
kidney dialysis beneficiaries, and various portability provisions. We are disappointed that
neither the House or Senate adopted certain of these reforms. The Senate bill took the largest
strides toward these important reforms, providing for an initial open enrollment period for .
disabled beneficiaries and a trial period for managed care enrollees. We urge the Conferees to
adopt at least the Senate provisions, and to fully oonsuier the Premdent s wggested additional
reforms.

Medical Malpractice. The House bill includes malpractice provisions‘that are
extraneous to the budget agreement. The Administration has consistently made it clear that
we find these provisions objectionable, and we urge the Conferees to delete them.

Provider Sponsored Qrganizations. Another step forward in both bills is their
- inclusion of provider sponsored organizations (PSOs) as Medicare options. We are '
concerned, however, about the lack of minimum private enrollment requirements and aspects-
of the PSO deﬁmtlon and we look forward to worlang with the Conferees on these issues.

. M_amgmmmm We agree that the current un;ustxﬁable geographic variation
in payments to managed care plans should be remedied as part of the reconciliation bill. We

prefer the House proposal which mitigates the geographic variation in payments and
maintains the link to fee-for-service payments,-along with an adjustment for adverse selection.
Various payment provisions in the Senate bill, some of-which are individually justifiable,
together have a significant negative impact on areas with a high managed care enrollment and
could lead to abrupt changes in additional benefits now provided to Medicare enrollees. The . -
Senate proposal also ties growth in managed care payments to growth in gross domestic
product (GDP).. We prefer a less disruptive payment proposal and one that ties growth in
payments to growth in fee-for-service Medicare. Limiting managed care payment growth to
GDP effectively creates two growth rates for Medicare payments, leading to an erosion of the

. value of the Med:care Choice beneﬁt package and exposing beneficiaries to mcreased ' '
premjums.. : A

. Mangg;d g;m Risk AQ;ugmgn; ‘The Senate bill includes immediate unplemcntatxon
of an untried, “new enrollee” risk adjustment methodology that would be appliedinan

inequitable manner (exempting some plans) and that would be replaced by a different revised



JUL*92-S?‘21=28kFRpM;OMB LA

methodology two years later. We prefer to implement a managed care risk adjustment
methodology once — and sooner. Therefore, we support the House provisions on risk
adjustment, modified to authorize the collection of hospital discharge data 1mmedxately and to
authorize nmplementatlon of the nsk adjustment mcthodology in 2000.

Mﬁm&i@ﬂm@mmmmm&mmw The Prcsndent s 1998

budget proposed to move medical education (indirect and direct) and DSH adjustments out of
managed care payment rates and redirect them to eligible hospitals that provide services to
Medicare managed care enrollees. This i important proposal would ensure that the Nation’ s
teaching hospitals and those that serve low-income populations receive the Medicare -
payments to which they are entitled: The Senate and the House Commerce Committee
adopted these provisions, and we urge the Conferees'to adopt them as well. ‘

Managed Care Enrollm gn; We urge adoption of the Senate provxswns with regard to
open enrollment. The House bill permits beneficiaries to be locked into a- MedicarePlus plan

for as long as nine months, after a lengthy transition period. We continue to support the
monthly disenrollment option as an important safety va]ve for managed care enrollees who are’
dlssatxsﬁed thh thelr managed care plan. »

Managed Care Quality. Both the House and Senate bills go far to ensure qualxty in
Medicare managed care. The House bill, however, has an objectionable provision allowing
external quality review requirem‘ents to be met through accreditation. The House bill also
contains a similar prowsxon in its Medicaid title. We prefer maintaining a true requirement for
external quality review to protect beneﬁcmnes in thls rapidly changng marketplace as the
.Senate bill prowdes

‘ MQQ_}_@:@_C_QEQW Both the Seﬁéte and House bills would estaf)ﬁsh a Med1care o
commission. We believe strongly that a mutually agreeable, bipartisan process is essential to
successfully address the long-term financing challenges facing Medicare. We look forward to

working with you to develop the best possible bipartisan process to address those challenges
while simultaneously ensuring the sound restructuring of Medncare to contmue to provide
hl,;,h quahty care for our Natxon s senior citizens.

. Q___cg_of_(:gr_nmnm_ The Senate bﬂl would create an Ofﬁce of Cornpctmon within
HHS to administer competitive pricing demonstrations. We believe this provision would
create unnecessary duplication of staff and resources within HHS and become a potential
source of confusion for Medicare beneficiaries and plans. We are also concerned about
- certain aspects of the competitive pricing demonstration, and we look forward to working
“with the Conferees to ensure that the demonstration anﬂlonty would lead to valid and

. verifiable results

i1D: . PAGE
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Hospital Payment Systems. We have several concemns with various House and Senate’
provisions relating to hospital payments, including: the Senate provision to move the hospital
update to a calendar year basis while leaving all other changes to PPS payments on a fiscal
year basis, thus requiring two separate payment rules; the Senate provision on hospital
transfers, which does not include home health agencies and which we believe creates a strong,
unjusuﬁed payment bias to use home health services for post acute care; and the Senate .
provision to provide large bonus payments for certain PPS-exempt facilitics, Wthh could lead
toa SIgmﬁcant red:sf:nbutxon of funds among PPS exempt facilities. -

M@m&m@mﬁw&@&n We look forward 0 Worhng

with Congress to develop a new adjustment for hospitals that serve a disproportionate share
of low-income individuals. We want to improve the current adjustment to create a better -
measure of services to indigent populations so that we can better target DSH payments. But,
we oppose any cuts to the current DSH adjustment in the interim. We have proposed to .
freeze the adjustment for the next two years to ensure that vulnerable hospitals serving large -
numbers of uninsured and under-insured patients are not burdened with excesswe cuts.

MQQWW Both the House and Senate bills limit the time

period for MSP recovery to three years after the date of service. We urge the Conferees to
adopt a five-year time limit, consistent with the President’s proposal. The IRS/SSA data
match does not provide information in a timely enough manner to be able to recover
overpayments within a three-year window. We a]so urge the Conferees to adopt our insurer
reporting proposals. .

Imgl_e_mmmlgg@g We are concerned’ about how the full scope of the House and‘
Senate provisions would affect HHS’ administrative abilities and resources necessary to -~
xmplement them. We urge the Conferees to consider changes in the effective dates of the
provisions so they are consistent with the funding levels that the budget ag:reanent provxded .
to the I—Iealth Care Fmancmg Adrmmmuon (HCFA)

Medicaid

We commend the House and Senate for reporting bills that conform to many of the -
Medicaid reform principles of the budget agreement. Both achieve savings through lower
disproportionate share hospital payments (DSH) and greater State flexibility. Both bills give
States more flexibility to manage their Medicaid programs by repealing the Boren amendment,
allowing managed care without Federal waivers, and eliminating unnecessary administrative
- requirements. We also commend the Senate for including managed care qualxty standards that .
are consistent with the President’s consumer protection ﬁamework : :

Nevertheless, the House and Senate beIs contam prowsxons that are mconsxstent with
‘the budget ag,reement : 4
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First, the budget agreement includes a provision to restore Medicaid for current
disabled children losing Supplemental Security Income (SSI) because of the new, more strict
. definition of childhood ehgibxhty The Senate bill does not include this proposal. The House
bill allows, but does not require, States to provide Medicaid benefits for about 30,000 chﬂdren
who could lose their health care coverage in fiscal 1998. We strongly urge the Conferees to
conform to the budget agreement by including the provision from the President’s budget that
- would guarantee coverage to these children, and.allocate the necessary funds for this purpose.

Second, the budget agreement includes a 70 percent Federal matching payment for
Medicaid in the District of Columbia. We are pleased that the Senate bill includes a higher:
matching payment, but we are concerned that it is not sufficient; it sunsets at the end of fiscal

- 2000 and is 10 percentage points lower than the 70 percent that the budget agreement caI]ed
~for. A 60 percent matching rate would still leave the District paying 2 higher share of its -
Medicaid program than any other local govermnment. We urgc the Conferees to mc]ude the
provision from the agreement. - . , o

The budget agreement also includes adjustments for the Medicaid programs in Puerto
Rico and the territories. We are pleased that the Senate includes adjustments for those o
programs, but we would prefer that the Conferees include the Ianguage in the President’s
1998 budget o o s . . F

The Administration has significant concerns with other House a.nd Senate prowsxons
, that we urge the Conferees to address. |

MMLLWW “The Senate bill includes $1. 5

billion in premium assistance for low-income beneficiaries through a Medicare block grant to
States. The House provides $1.5 billion to expand eligibility to Medicaid but does so, in part,
through an administratively complex formula: subsidizing only a portion of the Part B
premium. We prefer a simpler approach that would finance the cost of the full Part B
premium through Medicaid. In addition, we object to the Senate provision that sunsets this

- assistance in 2002; low-income senior citizens will still need this assistancc after that date |

__gd_gmm_g The Senate bill would allow States to requ;re limited cost
shanng for optional benefits. We are pleased that a Senate amendment would bar States from
imposing cost sharing on children under 18 in families with incomes below 150 percent of -
poverty. But, we are still concerned that the bill may compromise beneficiary accessto
quality care. ' Low-income elderly and disabled Medicaid beneﬁaanes may.forgo needed .
services if they cannét afford the copayments : _

i

IMWWALW We have concerns about the

HOuse and Senate allocations and levels of DSH payment reductions among States. As in }he
DSH policy of the 1993 budget reconciliation bill, this year’s policy should address past
abuses without causing undue hardship on any State. We are seriously concermned, however,

ID: , ~ PAGE .
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that the House and Senate bills may have unintended distributional effects among States. We
‘urge the Conferees to adopt the President’s 1998 budget proposal, which takes an equal
percentage off of States’ total DSH spending up to an “upper limit,” ensuring that States v;rith
the hxghmt DSH spending do not bear most of the i impact. ' A

WMMWW The House bill does not

retarget DSH funds. The Senate bill would require States to develop DSH targeting pla.ns,
‘but it does not include a Federal DSH targeting standard. As we have said previously, we
believe that significant DSH savings should be linked to a Federal standard for targeting the
‘remaining DSH funds to needy hospitals. Without such standards, providers with
“high-volume Mcdxcaxd and: Iow—mcome utilization may not be sufficiently protected from DSH '
reductions.

In additxon, the House bx]] would require States to make DSH payments directly to
~ qualifying hospitals, and would not allow States to make DSH payments through capzta.tlon
” payments to managed care organizations. The Senate bill does not include this provxsmn We
' urge the Conferees to adopt the House provision, ensuring that all eligible hospitals receive'a
- Federal DSH payment regard]ess of thenr contract, or lack ofa contract, with a pameular ,

QILWM The House and Senate bills \ivould o
“extend expiring §1115 Medicaid waivers. The Senate would deem approved §1115 wzuvers
without regard to whether they will increase spending. In addition, the Senate bill would"
deem provider taxes as approved for one State. We have serious concerns about these

provisions and-would hke to work with the Conferees to address the underlymv problems

B_Qm_tﬂm We are. pleased that the Senate bﬂl would aﬂow States to allow '
workers with disabilities to buy into Medicaid. But we urge the Conferees to adopt the
version of this proposal from the President’s 1998 budget, which would not limit eligibility- for
this program to people whose earnings are below 250 percent of poverty. We believe that,
the Senate-proposed limit would not give States enough ﬂexxblhty to remove dxsmcentxves to

- work for people with d1sab1ht1es ‘ , e o ;

riminal P sforA iv . The Scnate bill would amiend Section 217 of
the Health Insurance and Portability and Accountabxhty Act 1996 (HIPAA) to prowdc
sanctions against those who help people to dispose of assets in order to quallfy for Medicaid. -
We prefer to repeal section 217 because we believe that the Medicaid laws in effect before
: IBPAA are sufficient to protect Medicaid agamst mappropna:e asset dxvestxmre - 1

Mg_wlnfgxm,anm The Preszdmt s 1998 budget mduded a ngor reduction:in
unnecessary administrative burdens on the States, but ensured that States collect sufficient .
information to eﬁectwely manage their Medicaid programs. The House approach would
require Statcs to show that thexr State—desxgned systems meet outcome-based performance
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standards and would permit the collection and analysxs of person-based data The Senate d1d
not include this provxsxon We urge the.Conferees to adopt the House provision:

M@M&h@g@ The Senate bill would increase Alaska’s Federa]-Mcdical
Assistance Percentage (FMAP) above the level of the current law formula. While we have
consistently supported efforts to examine alternatives to the current Medicaid matching .
structure, we believe that changing the FMAP for Alaska alone is unwarranted and does not:
address the underlymg mequmes in the current system D

Chlldren s Health

‘We are pleased that the children’s health initiative is in both the House and Senate
bills. In fact, the Senate bill goes beyond the $16 billion that the budget agreement prowdes
adding another $8 billion, which is a pomon of the revenue from a 20-cent increase in the
tobacco tax. g :

We support a 20-cent increase in the tobacco tax -- we agree that it complements the
budget agreement — and we endorse the idea of using all of the revenues raised by suchan :
increase for initiatives that focus on the needs of children and health. We urge the Conferces
to invest all of these funds wisely in order to ensure meaningful coverage for millions of
uninsured children. In addmon, we espec:ally support the Senate provxsxons for benefits and.
cost sharing.. : ‘

Not\mthstandmg these achievements, we have serious concerns about the followmg
House and Senaxe provisions, whzch we urge the Conferees to address

M&WM Although we commend the =

Senate for supporting the use of the tobacco tax for children’s health, we urge the Conferees
to continue this funding after 2002. ' A sudden drop in ﬁmdmg n 200.: would cause many of
the newly-insured children to lose their coverage.

Mmmngml_&mcﬁ:m_s&aam@mﬁﬁm The budget agreement calls for

the children’s health investment to go for health insurance coverage. Thus, we support the

Senate’s definition of benefits and its limits on cost sharing, the latter of which will ensure that -

low-income children do not shoulder unrealistically high costs that could lead to reduced
access to needed health care. 'We do not support the direct services. opuon of the House bill:
‘because we are concerned that 2 State could spend all of its money on one benefit or to offset
the effects of the DSH cuts on certain hospitals, and that children would not be assured
appropriate coverage. In our view, this provision does not fulfill the commitment of the
budget agreement to provide “up to five million additional chﬂd:en with health insurance by

20027
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Enngmg_&gm;g We support the strmghﬁ‘orward funding structure of the House !
bill. But its proposal for different matching rates for Medicaid and the grant optioncould |
discourage States from choosing Medicaid. We believe Medicaid is a cost-effective approach

" to covering low-income children, and we support using the same matching rates forboth .
options. In addition, we support the House provision that gives States the flexibility to spend -
their grant money on Medicaid, a grant program, or a combination of the two. The Senate bill
requires States to choose berween Medicaid and a grant option.

Eligibility. The Senate bill includes a ceiling of 200 percent of poverty. We agree that
the funds should first go for insurance coverage for low-income uninsured children, but we -
believe 1 income ceilings would hrmt States’ ﬂembﬂlty to des:gn programs. that best ﬁt thexr
needs ~

. lL;__Q__Em]ds We want to ensure that the i mves‘tment in children’s health goes to
cover children who currently lack insurance, rather than replace existing public or private
funds for children’s health insurance. Thus, we support a strong maintenance of effort
provision and the prohibition on using provider taxes and donations to fund the State share of '

~ the program. In addition, we want to ensure that the funds are uséd in the most cost-effective
manner to provide coverage to as many children as possble Therefore, we do not support. '
provisions that allow States to pay for family coverage or pay the employee s share of
employer sponsored insurance.

Expansion of the “Hyde Amendment” = e ' _ L - i

Both the House and Senate bills would expand the Hyde Amendment prohibitions on
Medicaid payment for abortion services to include spending on the children’s health initiative, . -
and to codify these prohibitions in permanent law. This provision could deny access to
abortion services to poor women to the extent that States choose to use the children’s health

" funding to offer family coverage, as the House bill would permit. As we have repeatedly said,
‘we do not support limiting access to medically necessary benefits, including abortion services.

In addition, the Senate bill contains a provision that redefines the term “medically
necessary services” in the context of managed care sanctions to exclude abortion services
except under certain circumstances. We oppose this attempt to further constrain the

_ availability of abortion services through this provision, and we strongly urge the Conferees niot
to begin writing into the Medicaid law permanent, restrictive definitions of what are
“medically necessary” services — an issue that is more appropnately decided by health:
‘ professlonals :

10
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<Multxple Employer Welfare Arrangements (MEWAS)

« The House bill a]lows for Muluple Employer Welfare Ammements (M:EWAS) by
including language from H.R. 1515, the “Expansion of Portability and Health Insurance
Coverage Act of 1997,” while the Senate bill includes no such provisions. We strongly
oppose including provisions from H.R. 1515 because the bill has inadequate consumer
protections and could lead to premium increases for small businesses and employees who
.may bear the burden of adverse selection. H.R. 1515 would transfer the regulation of a
large health insurance market away from the States by preempting State laws under the ,
Employee Retirement Income Security Act (“ERISA”). This far-reaching proposal. |
demands much greater analysis and discussion. We also oppose the provision of the House
and Senate bills that would allow a religious fraternal benefit society plan to establish a
Medicare Choices plan; it would set a precedent for allowing association health plans (such as
those allowed under the House MEWA language) to become Medicare Choice providers.

' Continued SST aud Medicaid Bénefits for Legal Inmigrants o

‘We are pleased thh several prowsnons in the House and Senate bills. Both bills would :
grandfather immigrants who were recelvmg SSI benefits as of August 22, 1996, as the
President indicated he would support in a June 20 letter to Budget Committee Chairman ‘

. Kasich and Ranking Member Spratt. Both bills also extend the exemption period from five to
seven years for refugees, asylees, and those who are not deported because they would hkely
face persecutxon back home. :

We are pleased that the Scnate bill, which restores SSI and Medxcald eligibility for all
legal immigrants who are or become disabled and who entered the U.S. prior to August 23, -
1996, implements the budget agreement. The House bill, however, does not. It fails to ﬁJIly
restore SSI and Medicaid benefits for all legal immigrants who are or become disabled and

. who entered the U.S. prior to August 23, 1996. As the President stated in his June 20 letter,
he will not sign legislation that does not include the policy, as the budget agreement calls for,
that protects disabled immigrants. Compared to the budget ag;reement, the House bill would -

~ protect 75,000 fewer immigrants by 2002. We strongly urge the Conferees to adopt the
Senate approach. ,

In addition, if resources are available, we urge the Conferees to support several other
Senate provisions. The Senate bill restores Medicaid coverage for future immigrant children;
* provides SSI and Medicaid to immigrants who are too disabled to satisfy the reqmrements %
10 naturalize; and provides the same exemption period for Amerasian and Cuban Hmtxan
1mnngrants as for refugees. We look forward to worhng with you on these matters.

e
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‘Additional Work Slots for Individuals Subject to the Food Stamp Time Limits

' The budget agreement mcluded $1.5 billion in additional Food Stamp funding to
encourage work and give States the flexibility to exernpt individuals from Food Stamp time
limits due to hardship. The agreement specifically states that existing Food Stamp
Employment and Training funds will be redirected and new capped mandatory funding added
"to create additional work slots for mdmduals subject to the time hmxts," and it provides Sl
billion for this purpose. » : -

, “We appreciate that the House and Senate bills would implement the 15 percent
hardship exemption, consistent with the agreement. But, we are concemed that both bills
create significantly fewer job opportunities than the five-year target of 350,000 slots — 70,000
a year — that the negotiators discussed. We are particularly concerned about the House bill,
which would create 100,000 fewer slots than the President’s proposal and about 40,000 fewer
than the Senate approach over five years. The House bill also does not reflect the agreement
because it does not target the funding to workslots for individuals facing the time limits. Wc
believe the final bill should follow the Senate approach in targeting funds to work slots that -
meet the welfare reform law’s tough requirements for Food Stamp remp:mts, and estabhshmg
perfonnance standards to reward States that create additional work opportunities. We urge
the Conferees to follow the Senaté approach, with the House mamtenanoe of effort proviswn,
to make 1 It fully consistent with the budget agreernent '

Welfare to Work

We are pleased that the House and Senate bllls would address - many of our pnontxes;
for the welfare-to-work program to some degree, including; the prov:s:on of formula grant '
- funds to States based on poverty and adult welfare recipients; a sub-State allocation of the :
formula grants to ensure targeting on areas of greatest need; appropriate flexibility for
grantees to use the funds for a broad array of activities that offer the promise of permanent ©
placement in unsubsidized jobs; some funds awarded on a competitive basis; and a substannal
set-aside for evaluation. We look forward to working with the Conferees to refine these
provisions. ’

15722

We continue to be coricerned, however, about several priority issues. In some cases, -

_ only one Chamber has adequately addressed our concemns; in others, neither has. The issues

that concern us the most are highlighted bglow, and we urge the Conferees to address them. -

ng;]gggn, The challenge of welfare reform — moving welfire recipients into pcnnanent, '
" unsubsidized employment — will be greatest in large urban centers; especially those with the
- highest number of adults in poverty. Recognizing this fact, the budget agreement provided -
that funds be allocated and targeted to areas with hxgh poverty and unemployment. While

12
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both the House and Senate bills include formulas to target ﬁmds to these areas to some
degree, of the three provisions in conference, the Ways and Means provision of the House bill
best accomplishes this goal through its division of funds between formula (50 percent) and

. competitive (50 percent); its formula grant sub-State allocation factors and method of
administration; and its reserving of 65 percent of competitive grants for cities with large
poverty populations. We urge the Conferees to adopt the Ways and Means proposal.

WMW The budget agreement providad not only that
welfare-to-work funds be targeted to high-poverty and high unemployment areas, but that a
share of them go to cities and counties. We strongly believe that cities and other local areas
should manage a substantial amount of all welfare-to-work funds. -These entities can most -
effectively move long-term welfare recipients into lasting unsubsidized employment that cuts
or ends dependency. Recognizing this fact, the House provisions use exxstmg structures to
help accomplish this goal. We urge the Conferees to adopt these provisions.

Federal Administering Agenéy. Both bills would require consistency with Federal

- TANF strategies and focus resources on achieving the goal of moving long-term welfare - '~

' recipients into lasting jobs. We agree with the need for consistency and with the goal, and we

believe we can most effectively achieve it if we closely align welfare-to-work activities with’ !
the workforce development system that the Secretary of Labor oversees. Thus, we believe
the Secretary should administer this program in consultation with the Secretanes of HHS and
HUD, as included in tltles v and IX of the House bill, - » '

v Mﬁm_ﬂ We are pleased that the Senate recogmzed the value of a
performance bonus concept. The Senate performance approach, however, simply auaments
the existing TANF performance fund in 2003, with no link to the performance that welfare-to-
work funds achieve. We want to work with the Conferees to develop an effective mechanism
to provide needed incentives and rewards for placing more of the hardest-to-serve in lastmg
unsubsidized jobs that promote self-sufficiency. A possible approach could include requiring

the Governors to use a share of their discretionary funds to reward high-achieving welfare-to- '

work programs ' - : : o

ng_t_nbg;ggn of and s !2; Year. The House provxdes for a two-year proe,ram, with $1 5
billion in 1998 and in 1999. The Senate bill provides for a three-year program. We want to -
‘work with the Conferees to ensure that the final bill includes an outlay pattern consistent thh
an estimate of zero outlays in fiscal 2002, as the budget agreement calls for. Congress could
modify the Senate proposal, for i mnstance, by requiring that no resources are spent after ﬁscal

2001
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Minimum Wage and Workfare

We applaud the Senate for not modifying current law with respect to applying the
minimum wage and other worker protections for working welfare recipients under TANF.
*"The minimum wage and welfare work requirement prcposa]s in the House-passed bill were |
- not part of the budget agreement and, had they come up in the negotiations, we would have’
strongly opposéd them. We believe strongly that everyone who can work must work, and
everyone who works should earn at least the minimurm wage and receive the protections of
existing employment laws - regardless of whether they are cormng off welfare. :
CAsa result, we continue to have scnous concems that certain welfare reaplents wou]d :
-not enjoy the status of employees under the House bill and, thus, would not receive worker =
protections. * Although the House bill moves toward ensuring that welfare recipients in work
experience and community service receive the minimum wage, it fails to provide an effe’aive'
enforcement mechanism. Also, while the House bill contains some protections against .
discrimination and threats to health and safety, we beheve that its limited grievance
- procedures are inadequate to ensure welfare recipients receive the same protections as regular
employees, and regular employees receive protection against displacement. In addition, the . .
Administration srrongly believes that we must retain the welfare law’s strict emphasis on work
. and oppose provisions to permit States to.count addmonal time spent in actmtles such as ]Ob ‘
search toward the work requxrcments e - _ e

We urge the'Conferees to adopt the Senate position on the mini’mﬁm‘wage, which -
makes no changes to current law, and to extend the Senate provisions on grievance
'proc.edures,and worker protections to all working welfare yecipients unde.r TANF. -

Non-Displacement

While we support the Senate provisions that include worker displacement language
from H.R. 1385 (the House-passed job training reform bill), we urge the Conferees to apply
these enhanced non-displacement protections to all welfare recipients moving from welfare to
work, as the House doés, not just to welfare-to-work funds. In addition, we urge the ‘
Conferees to accept the House provision that ensures that the Federal Government will not
pre-empt State non—dtsplacernent laws that prcmde greater worker protections than Federal
law. , . o ~ ; '

‘Unempléym'ent' Insurance
We are pleased that the House hand.SénateA have inéluded the Unemployment Trust R

Fund ceiling adjustment and special distribution to the States that were pan; of the budget
- agreement.

- 14
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The House bill also includes the provision of the agreement that achieves $763 million
in mandatory savings over five years by authorizing an increase in discretionary spending for
unemployment insurance “program integrity” activities of $89 million in 1998 and $467
million over five years. We urge the Conferees to adopt the House language. In addition, we
are seeking budget process provisions to allow for dzscreuonary funding for these actmtws

and the resultmg savm,as E

' ‘Repeal of Mamtenance of Effort Reqmrement on State Supplementatnon of SSI Beneﬁts
We are pleased that the Senate bill does not rcpeaI the mmtenance of eﬁ‘ort

requirement on State supplementation of SSI benefits. We strongly oppose the House ;.
provision, which would let States significantly cut, or even eliminate, benefits to nearly 2.8 .
million poor elderly, disabled, and blind persons. Congress instituted the maintenance of
effort requirement in the mid-1970s to prevent States from effectively transferring Federal
benefit increases from SSI recipients to State treasuries. The House proposal also could put
at risk low-income elderly and disabled individuals who could lose SSI entirely and possibly

“then lose Medicaid coverage. We opposed this proposal during last year’s welfare reform
debate, and we urge the Conferees to follow the Senate approach and not repeal the State
mamtenance of eﬁ“ort requirement for State supplementanon of SSI benefits.

. Spectrum - o I o ' | oy

We support a number of the spectrum-related‘provisions in the Senate and House bills.
We believe, however, that the Senate bill is more consistent with the goals and targets in the,
budget agreement, and we urge the Conferees to use it as the basis for conference o
negotiations. Specifically, the Senate bill provides for reimbursing F ederal agencies for the |
costs of relocating to new spectrum bands, so that the Federal Communications ‘Commission
'(FCC) can auction, for commercial use, the spectrum that they are now using. ThIS key :
provision is essential to prevent agencies from makmg future multi-billion dollar requests for.
additional discretionary funding. : , - : o

§

' We have other s:gmﬁcant concerns with both bﬂls First, they fall over $6 bﬂhon short
- of the savings targets of the budget agreement. They both fail to include two proposals that |
the agreement specifies — the auction of "vanity" toll-free telephone numbers (which would -

. raise $0.7 billion) and the spectrum fee (which would raise $2 billion). - In addition, neither bﬂl

- contains a firm date for terminating analog broadcasting (as the budget agreement assumed),
which reduced the CBO’s scoring of the House bill by $2.9 billion, and of the Senate bill by

18,22

$3.4 billion. ‘Any delay in returning analog broadcast spectrum will likely impede the rap:d f L

build-out of dxgztal technology, delay job creation and consumer benefits, and reduce revenues .

from spectrum auctions. We urge the Conferees to conform the final bill to these prowswns
- of the budget agreement. o .

. 15 /v
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. We also request that the Conferees delete the House language that spectﬁes spectrum
bands and bandwidth for reallocation; repeals the FCC’s fee retention authority; waives the'
duopoly/newspaper cross-ownership rules; and accelerates payments from the universal .
service fund. These provisions conflict with good telecommunications policy, and with sound

and efficient spectrum management policy. We also urge the Conferees to amend the overly .

expansive definition of “public safety” of the bills; to delete mandated minimum bid
requuemenm and 10 include provisions that would authorize the FCC (1) to revoke and
reassign licenses when an entity declares bankruptcy, and (2) to use economic mechanisms
~ (such as user fees), other than auctions. We support Senate provisions requiring the FCC to

~ explain its rationale if it cannot accommodate relocated users in commercial spectrum and to
consult with the Secretary of Commerce and the Attorney Geneml on assigning new spectmm
made available for pubhc safety

TANF Transfers to ﬁue'xx

- We oppose the House provision to allow Statés to divert TANF funds away from ,
welfare-to-work efforts to other Title XX soaal service activities. The Senate bill includes no
~such provision. The budget agreement did not address making changes in the Title XX
transfers provisions, and we strongly urge the Conferees to drop these prowstons

Vocational Education in TANF

We are concerned with the House and Senate provisions on vocational educationin
TANEF. The House bill includes two sets of provisions — one from the Ways and Means
Committee, the other from the Education and Workforce Committee -- which narrow the base
of eligible recipients against which the cap on vocational education applies. The Ways and

Means Comrmittee. excluded teen parents in school from the cap, and set the cap at 30 percent -

- of the narrower base. The Senate bill maintains the existing base, but removes teen parents -

- who attend school from the 20 percent cap on vocational education. The budget agreement
did not address changes in TANF work requirements regarding vocational education and
educational services for teen parents, and we urge the Conferees to drop these provisions. . -

State SSI A_dministration Fees

-t

The Houée bill includes a provisidn, consistent with the budget agreement,'t'o raise the

fees that the Federal Government charges States for administering their State supplemental |
- SSI payments and to make the increase available, subject to appropriations, for SSA
~ administrative expenses. This proposa.l would collect about $380 million over five years, to be
spent upon receipt for this purpose. The Senate bill does not reflect this provision of the
‘budget agreement, and evidently assumes that the Appropriations Committee will implement:

16
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Vthé proposal. The agreement, hqwéVer, anticipated revenue from this prdposal over the full
five years and, as part of the reconciliation bill, Congress should raise the fees and make the

increased revenue available, subject to appropnatxons Consequently, we urge the Conferees o

to adopt the House prov:s:on

Housing -

We are pleased that the House and Senate bills include provisions to produce savings
by reforming the FHA Assignment program and making appropriate reductions to Section 8
annual adjustinent factors. We are concerned, however about two addmonal prowsxons of
the Senate bill. :

The Senate bill would not transform FHA multlfamxly housmg restructuring in the
most efficient, effective fashion. By ruling out the possibility of portable tenant-based.
assistance, the bill would limit tenants’ ablhty to find the best available housing and prevent
projects from-developing a more diverse mix of income levels. By establishing a preference
for delegating restructuring tasks to housing finance agencies, the bill places an unnecessary ‘
constraint on HUD's ability to design the most effective partnmhxps Finally, since Congress
‘did not address tax issues explicitly, the Senate bill does not resolve unpedunents that could
dxscourage owners from participating in a restructuring process.

We oppose the inclusion, in the reconciliation b'ill‘ of Section 2203 of the Senate bill,

“which repeals Federal preferences for low-income or disadvantaged individuals for the Secmn

8 tenant-based and project-based programs. We have supported such repeals only if they
come with income targeting that would replace the Federal preferences. That targeting would
ensure: (1) that the tenant-based program continues to mostly serve extremely low income -
families, with incomes below 30 percent of the area median income, and (2) that all '
developments in the project-based program are accessible to a reasonable number of
extremely low-income families. We are working with Congress on this i issue in the broader
context of separate public housmg reform legislation. : : :

ananzatmn of We!fare Provrams

The House bill would allow for prwanzmg ehgnbxhty and enrollment determination 1
functions in Medicaid and Food Stamps. -While certain program functions, such as computer
systems, can now be contracted out to private entities, the certification of ehgtblhty for.
benefits and related operations (such as obtaining and verifying information about income and
other eligibility factors) should remain public functions. Thus, we strongly oppose the House
- prov:sxon, and we urge the Conferees to drop 1t o S | . N
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Student Loans - o » ‘ ‘ ; ' . ;

.We are pl&sed that both bills bdl include $1.8 billion in outlay savings, mcludmg $1

billion in Federal reserves recalled from guaranty agencies, $160 million from an end to the fee |

paid to institutions in the Direct Loan program, and $603 rmllion in reduced Federal student
loan administrative costs. All of these provisions are consistent with the budget agreement, x
and the savings are achieved without raising costs on, or reducing beneﬁts to, students and
their famxhes ~

21722

" But, we oppose a provision in both bills, unrelated to the budget agreement, reE;uiririg e

administrative cost allowances (ACAs) to guaranty agencies in the Federal Family Education
Loan (FFEL) program at a rate of .85% of new loan volume — paid from mandatory funding
authorized under Section 458 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA) from 1998 to
2000. This provision would create 3 new Federal entitlement, and it would mappropnately
limit the funds available to the Secretary to effectively manage the FFEL Program. Any
allowance to these agencies should bear'some relationship to the costs these agencies incur, . ;

- and should not be based on an arbitrary formula. T}ns is an issue more. appropnately left for
~ the Higher Education Act (HEA) reauthorization. '

3 .

We strongly prefer the House language for cutting student loan adsmmstranve costs
It specifies that the Education Department may use-administrative funds authorized under -,
section 458 of the HEA to operate the FFEL program and the Direct Loan program. Under
the Senate language, the Socretary would lack adequate funds to adnnmster the FFEL '

’programeﬁ'ectxvely S - : o S

We also oppose a House provxsxon that would stipulate that an 18.5 percent guaranty

agency retention allowance on default collections that result from defaulted loans reentering -
repayment through loan consolidation. This provision, now specxﬁed in regulation and letters
as “up to” 18.5 percent, would codlfy this share at 18.5 percent without regard to the actual
expenses that the guaranty agencies mcur This issue also should be resolved in the upcommg
HEA reauthorization. : :

Smlth‘Hughes : RS - o .Y , ,

We are pleased that the House bill would repeal the Stmth-Hug,hes Act of 1917 and is
consistent with the budget agreement. The Senate bill does not include such a provision, .
although it finds the agreed-upon $29 million savings from the student loan programs. In h,,ht
of the $1.2 billion annual appropriation under the Carl D. Perkins Vocational and Applied

: Technology Education Act, we see no justification for $7 million in mandatory spendmg a

year under Smlth-Hughes Weurge the Conferees to adopt the House provision.

I8
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Budget Pr_oc&cs o

) On budget process, the House and Senate Bﬂls generally follow the budget agreement.. .
‘We appreciate the provisions to extend the discretionary caps to 2002 at the levels in the

agreement, to create a firewzll between defense and non-defense Spendmg for 1998-99, to
provide an adjustment for international arrears and for an IMF quota increase and the New
Arrangements to Borrow, and to otherwise extend and update the Budget Enforcement Act
along the lmea of the budget agreement.

, In some respects however the House or Senate bills are not fully consistent w:th the
h budget agreement. For instance, both bills provide that only net deficit increases in the prior

year, rather than both increases and decreases, would count under the paygo "lookback"
procedure. - In addition, the House bill is inconsistent with the agreement (and with'the Senatc
be) with regard to “paygo” requxrements

- In other respects, the bdls include provisions about which we have serious concerns.
For instance, the House bill does not provide for the transportation reserve funds that the -
budget resolution established for highways, Amtrak and transit. Also, one or ‘both of the .
House and Senate bills do not include several technical changes to fully extend the Bud get
Enforcement Act.. Thesc changes include a budget authority allowance for technical ‘
estimating differences’ between CBO and OMB, as current law provides; a reserve fund for

- unemployment integrity to carry out the mandatoxy savings of the agreement; and a technical

change to the existing Continuing Disability Reviews (CDR) adjustment to account for the :
conversion of obhcratlon limitations to budget authority. In addition, the House bill would
require a cmnberseme nottﬁcatxon procedure for the detaﬂed sconng of each paygo or -
appropnatlons b111 o

e

LRrree .
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FR: Diana Fortuna =~ k : o A S .

Elena Kagan asked me to fax you the latest version on Texas. The attached is the latest version I ‘
can find that deals directly with Texas; it is from Sunday night. But later versions don’t appear to

‘include any change in law at all on the Texas issue. Hope this makes sense. I am at 456-5570 1f '
you want to call :
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Subtitle H—Mi‘scellaheou's

SEC. 5801. AUTHORITY OF STATES TO CONSOLIDATE AND’

AUTOMATE THE ADMINISTRATION OF CER-

TAIN ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS, AND 'I‘O CON--

 TRACT COMPETITIVELY FOR THE ADMINIS-

TRA'I,‘ION' OF SUCH PROGRAMS TO REDUCE

FEDERAL AN D STATE PROGRAM COSTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding a.ny other provi-

sion of law,a -+ - . may administer or provide

for the administration of 1 or more programs deseribed

in subsection (d) in a,ccérda,nce with a qﬁaliﬁed plan ap- -

proved as. provided in subsection (c)(2), and any eligibility

defetmination ina,de by av.‘nongoveMental entity or em-

ployee in accordance with such a quahﬁed plan shall be

conmdered to be made by the State a.nd a State a,gency

No provison of law shall be construed as preventmg the

State from allowing eligibility determinations described in
this section to be Qonduc;ced, using Federal funding and

porcesses established by the State, by an entity which |

meets such ‘qﬁaiiﬁca.tions as the Staté determines a,nd is

not a State or local govermnent or by an mdmdual Who -

is not an’ employee of the St@te government or of loca.l"‘ o

govemment in the Stat;e .,
(b) QUALIF]ZED PraN DEF‘INED —As used n sub-

sectlon (a), the term quahﬁed plan means a plan which

Juty 27,1997 (7:50 p.m.)

=
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a,ffect———

(1) provides for increased automation of the
processing of eligibility _determinations under the

pi-i)gra.m to promote eﬂiciency and allow a reduction

| 'of the total number of persons ass1gned to perform

‘ 'the detenmnatlons

(2) provides for mtegra.tmn of ehgﬂ:uhty deter— ‘

minations under the programs covered by the plan

including the consohdatlon of State agencies to allow

for a further reductlon of the total number of per-
sons asmgned to perform the determmatlons | ;

(3) provides for eompetltrve bidding for the
rigﬁt to oollect and process data used to make eligi-

- bility determma,tlons under the programs covered by -

the pla.n, under State regulatlons to ensure that the

State relies on the most efficient and innovative pro-

v1der of such services a,nd minimize State and Fed-

eral costs;

(4) provideé assurances that the pla.n’ does not.

(A) a.ny condltmn for’ ehglblhty for beneﬁts |

under a program eovered by the plan
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(B) any right to eha]lenge any determma—
tion regarding eligbility for, or. anv rlght |
benefits under any such program; '

(C) any determination regarding quahty :
‘éontrol or error rates under any such program -
or | '

(D) any safeg'uérd of the privacy, confiden- |
tiality, or protectlon of any individual ehglble_

" for, or recemng any beneﬁt under any sueh
program; and o
(5) applies to not more than 50 percent of ‘the

recipients o’f“beneﬁtls under - any :program' described

_in subsecti‘op (d)A.

(¢) ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS. —

(1) SUBMISSION OF PLANS —A State desmng
to adrmmster or prcmde for the administration of 1
or more programs descrxbed n subsectlon (d) in ac- "
cordance with a quahﬁed plan may submit a plan for
such a,drmmstra.tlon to the appropriate Federal offi-
cial with respect to any program. covered by »t;he :

' plan. Notmthstandmg any other prowsmn of law, re-

view of a plan under this section by the approprla.te ‘

‘Federal ofﬁcxa.l as deﬁned in subsection (e) to whom
the pla.n is’ submitted is the sole reqmrement nec- -

- essary prxor to implementation by the State.
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(2) APPROVAL OF PLANS.— ‘
(A) IN GENERAL.—The appropriate Fed-
eral ‘official to whom a plan is submitted pursu-

ant to. po.ragraph' (1) shall ‘a‘pprove the plan if E

the appropriate Federal ofﬁcia.l determines that

the plan contains all of the elements specified

i subseotlon (b), and shall disapprove the plan
if the appropriate Federal official determmeS‘
that. the plan does not conta,m all of the ele--

ments specified in subsection (b). In order to

disapprove the plan, the a}y)propria‘te’ Féderal of-

ficial shall inform the State in writing, within

10 days after receipt of the plan, of the specific.
.elements'of the pla.n that are not present as re-
"qujr'ed for the plan to be tappro?e:(l. |

' (B) DEFAULT APPROVAL.—IF, by the end
' of the 10-day pe_rio& that begins w1th the' date :
a plan is sobmitbed pursuant to paragraph (1)
to an .appropriate Federé;l official, the‘ appro; '
prza,te Federa.l ofﬁezal has ot dlsapproved the
" plan, the pla.n is' deemed to be approved )
(©0) CONSULTATIONS —In determmmg o

: ',Whether to approve ‘a pla.n that ‘covers: more.

than 1 program descrlbed n subsectlon (d) the

apprOprlate Federal official to whom the pla.n is


http:appr.ov.ed
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2 ‘Federal official or officials with respect to the
3 ' (l)i;her'.progra,m or prégréiﬁs covered by the plan. -
4 (d) PROGRAMSI‘ DESCRIBED ~ _The. prog{‘ams de-
, S sénbed in this subsection are the fo]lomg _ |
6 | ( ) The special supplemental nutrition’ progra.m
7 . for women infants, and chlldren (WIC) estabhshed
8 ' under section 17 of the Child Nutrltxon Act of 1966
9 . (42USC.1786).
10 (2) The food stamp pro‘graxnvﬁnder;the Food
i Stamp Act of 1977. o o
| 12 : (3) A medical assmtance program operated‘
13 - ‘under a Sta,te plan approved under tltle XIX of the
14 i Soelal Securlty Act. ) |
15 (e) APPROPRIATE FEDERAL OFFICI_AL —As used in
16 this sectlon, the term approprlate Federal official”’
17 mea,_m..; o -
18 | (1) in the ea,se of the progra.ms descrlbed in
19 paragraphs (1) -and (2) of subsectmn (d), the Sec~ -
20 ‘ ‘retax-} of Agrxeulture and ‘ SRR
2 (2) in the case of the program descrlbed in sub- -
2 section (d)(3), the Seeretaxy of Hea,lth a.nd Human
23 Semflees V
24 (f) PAmeNTs TO STATES —

July 27,1997 (7:50 p.m.) -

submitted shall consult with the a,ppropriate
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(1) In GENERAL.—%Withiﬁ 60 days after the

date a State plan submitted pursuant to subsection

(e)(1) is approved, the appropriate Federal official

to whom the plan was submitted shall pay the State

$ 'from‘ sums in the Treasury of the
United States not otherwise appropriated, which |

amount be used only to cover the costs of conducting

competitive bidding in accordance with the plan and

to cover the other initial costs incurred in dé\vreloping\
the plan. |

(2) LIMITATION.—A State ma;y not receive

more than 1 paMent under paragraph (1).



Welfare Reform Conference Issués
7/21/97

Benefits for Legal Immigrgngs‘: The President has stated that he will not sign legislation that does not |
provide disability and health benefits to legal immigrants who are or become disabled. If resources are
available, we strongly urge the conferees to adopt all the Senate provisions regarding legal immigrants.

Administering Agency for $3 Billion Welfare to Work Program: We insist that the $3 billion welfare to

~ work program be administered by the Department of Labor and operated through DOL’s local Private
Industry Councils (PICs), as done in the House bill.

Minimum rker Protections, and Required Hours per Week of Work for Workfare. We insist on
dropping all language in House bills which dilutes current law minimum wage enforcement, worker
protections, and welfare reform work requirements. ‘ :

Privatization of Medicaid and Food Stamp ngrapong We insist that the conferees drop the House -

provisions allowmg states to privatize all Medicaid and Food Stamp operations.

SSI State Supplements: We str()ngly oppose the House provision, which would repeal the current law
maintenance of effort requirements which prevent States from lowermg or ehmmatmg State supplemental

SSI payments.

Worker Displacement. We strongly urge the conferees to adopt the Senate anti-worker displacement
language and apply it to the entire Temporary A351stance for Needy Families welfare reform program.

$3 Billion Welfare to Work Program: Distribution of F;;ndg We strongly prefer the distribution of funds

as reported out by the House Ways and Means committee: 50% of funds by formula, 50% by competitive
grants; no small state minimum for formula grants; 65% of competitive funds set-aside for 100 cities w1th

the largest poverty populations.

| Welfare to Work Performance Bonus: We strongly prefer an alternativé which improves upon the Senate
performance bonus in which Governors would use a share of their discretionary funds and the Secretary of -

~ Labor would use a share of competitive funds to reward high-achieving welfare-to-work programs.

- 33 Billion Welfare to Work Program:; mmunity Service as Allowable Use. We prefer the language
passed by the House and Senate which allows funds. from the $3 billion program to be used for “job
creation through public or private subsidies” but not language which may be added in conference allowing

“community service/work experience.” .

Food Stamp Work Slots: The Administration endorses the Senate reimbursement structure and the House
provisions for maintenence of effort in order.to ensure that the maximum number of work slots are created.

y' ocational Education: We urge conferees to drop all provisions changing how vocational education is
counted toward the work requirements.

TANF Transfers to Title XX: We urge conferees to drop the House prOVlSlonS
Medicaid Benefits for gzhlldrgn Losing SSI Benefits: The Agreement calls for restoration of these beneﬁts

and we urge the conferees to adopt the Administration’s budget proposal which does so.



. Cynthia A.Rice 07/24/97 12:31:11 PM

oo ,
Record Type:  Record

To: ‘Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP

cc: ~ See the distribution list at the bottom of this message -
Subject: Ron Haskins has asked us for technical comments

I spoke to Ron Haskins. He would like the Administration to provide any suggested changes on issues '
we can revise on a staff basis, either technical changes or small substantive ones. He explictly
mentnoned the performance bonus as an area in whuch he would consider some changes..

Ron will call me in about two hours when he has a new version of Ieg:slatwe language for ustoreview. |
* will ask him to put 3 copies out -~ one for White House, one for HHS, and one for Labor. | will getthe.
White House copy picked up and | will get a copy made for OMB and NEC (I I emanl you when it's

ready).

Please review the language and be prepared to discuss suggested changes on an internal
conference call tomorrow, Friday July 25th, from 12:30 to 1:45. Executive Office of the President
staff call 456-6755 code 3019. Agency staff call 456-6766 code 3019. Please gather together on
speaker phones (only 7 lines available per number). On the conferénce call, we will decide what issues .
to raise with the Hilt and how we want to 'do S0 (by memo, in a meeting, etc. )‘ "

Bruce, Elena, Martha, Janet, and Barbara - you ara welcome to join us on lhlS call but [ don't think you . '
need to. | w:ll update you afterwards. ‘ . 4 o

Message Copied To;

Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP
- . Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP
* Janet Murguia/WHO/EOP
Barbara Chow/WHO/EOP
FOLEY_M @ A1 @ CD @ LNGTWY
Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/ECP
< Barry White/OMB/EOP =~
. Larry R. Matlack/OMB/EOP
Keith J. Fontenot/OMB/EOP
Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP
Mary Bourdette @ 690-8425 @ fax .
Geri Palast @ 219-5288 @ fax )
Raymond Uhalde @ 219-6827 @ fax
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July 19, 1997

-

Dear 1~z

- I am hopeful. that we cah continue to work together to complete

a spending reduction bill and tax cut plan that produce the first
balanced budget in a generation and-a mainstream, bipartisan tax
bill that honors our values and values our families. I"know that
you are in conversations.with key members of my Admlnlstratlon,
and I .want to highlight the fundamental principles that must be
met in any tax cut package that I 81gn into law..

Flrst of all, the tax cuts must be falr . elther the House noyr
Senate bill prov1des an adequate ;share of tax relief to middle-
income families. Under my tax cut plan, ‘the bulk of the middle .
class would reéceive twice as large a share of the benefits as
under either congre551onal bill. Both congressional plans fall
a-critical test of fairness by denying the child tax credit to

- millions of hard-working families who pay taxes and earn less L
- than $30,000 a year. These are young teachers, police officers,

farmers, and nurses who work hard and play by the rules; these

'young parents, like other Amerlcans, deserve to keep .more of:

the money they earn.

The tax cuts must also réeflect our commitment to maklng college

more readily available to mllllons of Americans. The budget

agreement we reached this spring requlred that the tax bill-.
include roughly $35 billion over 5° ‘years for post-secondary
education consistent with the objectives of my Hope  Scholarship
and tuition tax cut proposals. ‘Both the House and Senate bllls

- fall substantlally short in this regard

Bulldlng on the substantlal progress of the 1993 plan and
our bipartisan commitment to finish the job, we must now work .
together to implement the balanced budget agreement in a way

.that putsrthe,Natlon on the path of long-term fiscal responsi-

billty That is why it is so important that we all honor the
provision in the Speaker’s and Senate Majorlty Leader’s letter
statlng that the tax cut proposal “not! cause costs to explode
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in the outyears" and dlvert us from thlS path. Provisions-

~in the House and'Senate: bllls,,such as capital gains indexing, -

substantial estate ‘tax changes, and unconstrained IRAs, would J
explode in cost, benefitting the few at the very time that
we will need to strengthen Social. Security and Medicare for
all. While we strongly favorereaspnable expan81on of IRAs
for retirement and education savings, the IRAs in the House
and Senate bills are. simply too expensive in the decades to
come, because they lack effectlve targetlng ‘ :

. Critical 1n1t1atlves to spur economlc act1v1ty in distressed

areas must be in the final tax bill. The tax bill should

. include 1ncent1ves to clean up brownfields in distressed
‘communities, to expand Empowerment ‘Zonés and- Enterprlse

Communities, te encourage private investments in Community
Development Financial Institutions, to move people from .
welfare-to-work through a tax credit, and to revitalize ' -

' our Nation’s capital. And I trust that we can all work

in good faith to resolve important differences on. other
provisions in the tax bill not dlscussed here

I urge that we continue to work together to meet these
principles to produce fair, flscally respon81b1e tax -
relief that is consistent:with our values.. ~ '

Sincerely,

'BC/PMCaFlan/lynn . " (7PGRP)

Xeroxed copy of signed original to NH thru Todd Stern
CLEAR .THRU TODD 'STERN

PRESIDENT TO SIGN
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Priority Welfare Reform Conference Issues
7/9/97

inisteri $3 Billion Welfar k Program: We insist that the $3 billion

welfare to work program be administered by the Department of Labor and operated through
DOL’s local Private Industry Councils (PICs), as done in the House bill.

Minimum Wage, Worker Protections, and Required Hours per Week of Work for Workfare. We
insist on dropping all language in House bills which dilutes current law minimum wage
enforcement worker protections, and welfare reform work requirements.

MQ‘_D]_&Q!MM We strongly urge the conferees to adopt the Senate anti-worker
displacement language and apply it to the entire Temporary Assistance for Needy Families welfare
. reform program.

Privatization of Medicaid and Food Stamp Operations. We insist that the conferees drop the

House provisions allowing states to privatize all Medicaid and Food Stamp operations.

" $3 Billion Welfare to Work Program: Community Service as Allowable Use. We prefer the

" language passed by the House and Senate which allows funds from the $3 billion program to be

- used for “job creation through public or private subsidies” but not language GOP may add in
cOnferenCe allowing “community service/work experience.”

. $3 grlhgg Welfare to Work Program: Distribution of Funds. We strongly prefer the distribution
. of fiinds as reported out by the House Ways and Means committee: 50% of funds by formula,
_-50% by competitive grants; no small state minimum for formula grants; 65% of competitive funds
- set-aside for 100 cities with the largest poverty populattons

. : ence ate : e Limits. We have not taken
‘a posrtxon Bn the provrsron enacteii by the Senate whrch alIows states to exempt victims of
.- domestic wolenc from the welfare- law s work requxrements and tirie Itrmts but we are

s /Q }?f\/ émw" /7’ OGM .
‘ ,,;:f ”r ( w\"“‘: ‘ ;&W‘n/v”“‘".i“f I !

.— w "L‘Q.F{O \’{'4-\ ? 25,{"%) ‘:

d@zf




Comparison of Priority Welfare Reform Conference Issues

7/9/97 Internal Draft
Our Position House Ways and House Ed & Senate Finance
Means Workforce ‘
Administering Dept. of Labor Dept. of Labor k Dept. of Labor Dept. of Health and
Federal Agency : Human Services
Administering Private Industry Private Industry Private Industry Local Welfare Agency |
Local Agency Councils (PICs) Councils (PICs) Councils (PICs) (TANF)
(formula funds) ' ‘
Minimum Wage, Option #1: Stike all '| No Enforcement No Enforcement "No provision.
Worker House provisions; Mechanism for | Mechanism for {Byrdable)
Protectiohs, and Option #2: Strike all | Minimum Wage; Minimum Wage;
. ‘ House provisions, No “employee status” | No “employee status”
Required Hours
o don’t apply EITC or | and related and related
per Week of Work CA f . .
for Workfare FI ; 'to workfare protections; protections;
Al participants; ‘Allows less than 20 Allows less than 20
Participants Other Options: hours of real work in | hours of real work in
' Prepared if needed. certain states. certain states.
Worker Option #1:Senate Strong Anti- Strong Anti- Strong anti-
Displacement Language applied to | Displacement Displacement Displacement
‘ all of TANF program; Language' Appliesto | Language' Applies to | Language' Applies
Other Options: Being | all of TANF. all of TANF, | only to $3 Billion
.| developed. (However, GOP House | (However, GOP House | Program.
_ staff plan to weaken.) | staff-plan to weaken.)
Welfare Strike House Proﬁsion [House Commerce and Agficultwc-Comnﬁttee No Provision (Texas .
| Privatization bills allow all Food Stamp and Medicaid Specific Provision
operations, including eligibility determination, | Struck due to Byrd
to be privatized.] : | Rule) '

! Program may not replace a worker who has been ﬁred or laid off; cause the hours, wages, or benefits of other workers to be
reduced; violate collective bargaining agreements; or infringe upon promotional opportunities of other workers. Specific
due process procedures and remedies apply.




House Ed & -

Our Position House Ways and Senate Finance
Means Workforce ‘
“Community Option #1: Do not Allows “Job Creation | Allows “Job Creation | Allows “Job Creation
Service/Work allow community through Public or through Public or through Public or
Experience” i.e. service/work Private Subsidies™ but | Private Subsidies” but | Private Subsidies”
Workfare as experience as GOP staff want to add | GOP staff want to add
Allowable Use for allowable use. “Community “Community
e Option #2: If Service/Work Service/Work
33 Billion ‘community Experience.” Experience.”
service/work
experience allowed,
add limiting language
ensuring goal is
_ private sector job. ‘
Welfare to Work: | 50% formula, 50% formula, 95% formula, 75% formula, -
Distribution of 50% competitive; 50% competitive; 5% competitive; '25% competitive;
Funds Formula grants Formula grants - Formula grants Formula grants
have no small state have no small state have no small state | have small state
minimum, . | minimum, minimum. minimum, .
Competitive grant set- | Competitive grants | Competitive grants Competitive grants
aside for 100 cities have 65% set-aside for | have no set-asides have 30% rural set
with largest poverty grants for spending in | (competitive grants are | aside.
populations if cities that are among | only 5% of total WTW | - ,
significant percentage | the 100 with the funds). ‘ ’
of all funds are largest poverty
competitive. populations, 25% set-
- aside for rural areas. o
Domestic Violence No provision. No provision. States shall be allowed
: to exempt victims of
domestic violence
from work rates and

time limits and not
count them in 20%
time limit exemptions
or work participation
rate.




