
RECONCll.IATION ITEMS THATWEAKEN WORI(REQUIREMENTS..~ 

I. FLSAlMinimumWage " , 	 " 
• 	 Work Activities Perrriitted -- The House'proposal would allow states whose ben~fits levels 

don't support the minimum wage for the required number of hours to count work 
activities that current law does not pennit them to count. ' 

To get up to 20 hours a week, stat~s could count any of the following activities, ~ of 
which count under current law: 
(l) ,job skills training directly related to employment; 
(2) 	 education for those with no high school diploma; 
(3) 	 job search ~nd job readiness aSsistance in excess of 6 weeks (current law: the first 

6 weeks always count as work); and 
(4) 	 vocational educational training in exce~s of 12 months (currentlaw: the first 12 

months always count as work). 

To go from 20 to 30 hours ,a week, states could count any items from this same list of 
activities; but currerit la~ already pennits activities (1) and (2) to 'count for hours over 20. 

• 	 Deducting child support retained by the state -.:. In defining'the maximum number ofhours 
ofworkfare participation per ~onth" the House bill deducts child support retained by the 
state from welfare and food stamp benefits before dividing by the minimum wage. This is 
intended to prevent women from having to "work off; their own child support, but it 
raises a number of difficult fairness questions: 

Spe~ial Note on Nickles Amendment -- This amend~ent is intended to ameliorate one 
consequence oftheLabor Department's Jninimuinwage guidan¢e. Applying either to current law 
or to the House bill, it says that regardlessofmini~um wage requirements, states may issue' 
sanctions against recipients. The question is whether current law already pennits this, and DOL 
and HHS are investigating this question. For example, it, may be that sanctions can be viewed as 
"wage garnishments" deducted after payment of the minimum wage: 

O~e easy solution that the agencies may offer is to allow a sanction to be imposed, but' at the same 
, time to cut the hours of,woi"k required. We 'have to decide if that solution is unacceptable to us. 
We have taken no position on the Nickles amendment to date. ' 

ll. 20% Vocational Education Li~it 
• 	 Current law is arguably somewhat murky on this issue. ' It says that "not more than 20% of 

, individuals in all.f~lies; ..may be deteqnined to be engaged in work" be.causeof " 
vocational education or high school attelldanceby teen Parents. The liberal interpretation 
(which the Education Department urged us to embrace publicly without success) is that 
the cap is:20%oftheentire'casel~ad., The'e;onseniative interpretation is that the,cap is 
20% of those ~ngaged in work. Therefore, m'easuririg whether the reconciliation ' " , 
proposals w~aken the workr~quirement depe~ds6n,whatinterpretation you start'with. ' 
Since teen parents attending high school ~'share" the 20% cap with vocational education, 
and teen parents are 6% ofcurrentcaseload,many argue that this leaves little or no room 

, for vocational,education. (According to CRS, one-third o(teen parents have diplomas, so 
'teen parents attending high school are 4% of current caseload -- or less, since many don't 
actually attend school.) , 



. :,/~,., 
, . 

3­ .' , 

The proposals vary widely in terms 6l' the percent of the caseload that can 'be in vocational 
education and still count as working -- from 2% to 20%. . 

• . Percent of Caseload that can be in 'vocational education and count as working: 
House Education and Workforce (strict interpretation of current law): . " 
• , FY98: 20% cap applied to the 30% required to work =6%; less 4% teen parents = 2%' 
• FY02: 20% cap applied to the 50% required to work = 10%; less:4% teen parents = 6% 

, .' 

House Ways and Means (strict interpretation, but increase cap to 30% and take out teens): 
• FY98: 300/0 cap applied to the 30% required to work = 9% 

'. FY02: 30% 'cap applied to the 50% required to work = 15% 

. Liberal Interpretation ofCurrent Law (200/0 of total caseload, teens part of c~p): 
• . FY98: 20% cap applied to to~alcaseload, less 4% teen parents 16% 
• " FY02: same = 16%. ' 

Senate (liberal interpretation, plus take out teens): 
• FY98: 20% '. 
• FY02: 20% 

ill. Domestic Violence Exemption 
This Senate amendment would allow states to grant waivers from the 5-year time limit for victims 

, ofdomestic violence in excess ofthe 20% cap now in the law. ' In addition, it' would require HHS 
to exclude:recipients with such waivers in computing state work pa,rticipation ra~es and penalties; 

The House 'has no such provl~ion. We have not yet taken any position on this amendment. 

• , 
, . . I 

Current Law -::- States may exempt up to 20% of the monthly caseload from tIie 5-year 
time limit for reasOns ofhardship "or if the family includes an individual who has been 
battered or subjected to extreme cruelty.'" ' 

In ~ddition, states have an option to certity that they have and enforce standards to .' 
identity and provide services for reCipients with a history ofdomestic violence; and to 
~ program requirements '''such as time limits ... , residency requirements, child support 
cooperation requirements; and family cap:provisions" when it would endanger, penalize;, 

, 'oeput at risk such victims.' ' 

• Senate Amendment Wilrray) -­ . , . ' , 
• States shall not be subject to any numerical limitation in granting domestic violence 

waivers. . ' 
• HHS must exclude recipients granted domestic violence waivers by a state when.it 

determines whether a state 'has complied withwork participation rates and , 
enforcement ofthetime.limit, as well as whether penalties should be imposed. 
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Monday, July 28, 19151 

Clinton to press states on .welfare 
In a speech to governors today, he will urge that a windfall in federal aid go into 

, antipoverty efforts. ' , 

'By Jodi Enda 

INQUIRER WASHINGTON BUREAU 


WASHINGTON -- President Clinton will challenge the nation's governors today to plow what for many 
states is a windfall in federal welfare money back into programs for the poor. 

States have profited handsomely from the booming economy, which has slashed their welfare rolls but 
not their share of federal welfare payments. And Clinton, eager to brand' welfare reform a success, wants 
to ensure that governors use the unexpected gains to help put poor people to work. 

"Because the caseloads have dropped So dramatically, th~ states are basically getting more money per 
person on the rolls than they ever expected or than they ever had," said Elena Kagan, deputy assistant to 
the President for domestic policy. "The question is, how does the state use that money? Does it put it 

, back into the system and help more people get jobs? Or do they say, 'Oh, look:, this is a suiphiS. We'll­
build roads with it?'" ' 

In a speech to the National Governorsi Association meeting in Las Vegas, Clinton will urge states to 
spend newfound money on programs such as child care and transportation that enable welfare recipients 
to' find and keep jobs, Kagan said. " 

Clinton also plans to push the governors to step up the collection of child-support payments, a problem 
. that many states have failed to effectively address even though stricter enforcement would make welfare 

unnecessary for many singl~ parents. . 

Subs~dies for employers 


Clinton 'also i's expeCted to encourage states to subsidize employers that hire long-term welfare 
recipients, Kagan said; Currently, 34 states hand over the equivalent of workers' welfare checks to their 
employers, who use it to pay part of their wages, according to the American Public Welfare Association, 
which represents state human-service agencies. ., . 

What Clirito~ does not want is for states to fritter away money intended to help welfare recipients, a 

concern heightened by the likelihood that, eventually, the economy will tighten and job opportunities 

will dry up. ' 


, "Texas is not making the right choices," one aclt:llinistration o(ficial said, by way of illustration. Texas 
has reaped a $363 million surplus based on declining welfare rolls,but it has used just $126 million of 
that on services for welfare recipients, according to the Center for Public Policy Priorities, a private 
research institute in Austin. The rest of the money was used to fill gaps' in other parts of the budget, the 
center reported. 

Clinton encouraged 
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While the administration and a number of welfare experts agree it is too soon to judge the ultimate . 
success or failure of the year-old welfare law, Clinton will tell governors that' 'we have every reason to 
think that welfare refonil is working," Kagan said. " .' ." ' . 

. , 'It's much too early to generalize; but we don't have any indications that states are not trying to do their 
very best," said Anna Kondratas of the Urban Institute, a nonprofit·research o.rganization that is 
monitoring the effects ofwelfare reform. Since Clinton took office in January 1993, about three inillion 
people have dropped off the welfare.folls fora decline ofinotethan 20 percent, from more than 14 . 
million 'people to fewer than 11 million, according to federal figures. More than one-third of those left 
the welfare system in the last year, and those remaining represent the lowest percentage of the 
population on welfare since 1970. . . 

But no one knows why they left --how m~y found jobs, how m:anydidn'tlike new work rules, how 
'\ ' many got married, or how many ran into.state-imposed deadlines. The Ptesident'~ Council of Economic 

Advisers, ina report dilted Ma~·9, attributed 44 per~ent of the drop to the strong economy. , 

Even before Clinton'signed the welfare law lastAugust, he and former President George Bush had 
granted most states permission tatry new programs, including some that limited the time people could 
collect welfare benefits or the time they had, to find work. The Council of Economic Advisers attributed 
nearly one-third of the decline in welfare recipients to:tl1ese changes. 

Philadelphia Online .., The Philadelphia Inquirer,International- Copyright Monday, July 28,1997 
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Cynthia A. Rice 07/2219709:01:34 PM 

, Record Type: Record 

To: See the distribution list at the bottom of this message 

cc: . 
Subject: Byrd rule update 

Tonight, Joan Huffer of Senator Dachle's staff gave me an update of their dicussions'with Senate ' 

. Parliamentarian Bob Dove (I believe she'd already filled you in, Barbara). ' 


1)·Dove says he believes FLSA violates the Byrd rule and does not expect to see anything that would 

change his mind.. .. . 


.2) Dove believes the new version ofthe privatization provision does not violate the Byrd rule. He told this' 
. directly t'o Senator Phil Gramm based on the fact that the new provision had a cost and covers all states. 
Huffer thinks there are still grounds on which the provision violates the Byrd rule, and will try to argue 
them tomorrow, but believes Dove won't want to reverse himself on a statement he made directly to 
Senator Gramm . 

. 3) Huffer spoke to one of Dove's assistants on the House vocational education provision .. The assistant 

wili recommend to Dove that he rule it violates the Byrd rule. . . . 


4) SSI State Supplement. When Huffer fold Dove that CBO couldn't decide if the provision had a small 
cost or a small savings, ,Dove told Huffer he thinks if violates the Byrd rule. Now CBO has apparently 
changed its mind and plans to assign a small cost. Huffer will go back to Dove with this new news 
tomorrow and try to persuade him it shouldn't matter. . 

Message Sent To: 

Bruce N. ReedlOPD/EOP 

Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP . 

Kenneth S. Apfel/OMB/EOP 

FOLEY_M @ A 1 @ CD @ LNGTWY 

Janet Murguia/WHOIEOP 

Barbara Chow/WHOIEOP 

Barry White/OMB/EOP 

Keith J. FontenoVOMB/EOP 

Usa M. Kountoupes/OMB/EOP 

Diana Fortuna/OPD/EOP 

Emil E. Parker/OPD/EOP 

Charles Konigsberg/OMBIEOP 
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OPTIONS: 

1) Provide IRS access to Child Support Re~istry. Require States to report to HHS children's' 
name and SSNs on 'all cases in the Re~istry.L 

• 	 Deadline to add data on children is a keyvariable. 'Deadline for compiling the Federal 
Child Support Registry is October, 1998. Suboptions include providing a HHS one or 

, two adqitional years to compile the data on chi.1dreri., .,,, , " , ' 

2) Provide IRS access t~ Child Support Re~istry, Require States.to report to HHS children's, 
name and SSNsfor IV~Dcases and in any other cases in which the States have already ,collected 
the information~ 

• 	 Siinilar to option 1 but data collection requirement is narrowed to avoid States being 
required to collect hew data. Similar to option 1, deadline for HHS is an isstl~. 

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

. .. 	 . 

3) Provide IRS access to Child Support Registry. Require States to provide IRS annually with a 
database of children's names and SSNs linked to parents who are owed' or owe child support. 

• 	 Some in HHS have argued that State reporting would be more etfectiv,e. Treasury and 
OMBstaffbelieve State reporting to IRS would be more costly and burdensome for both 
IRS and the States than, options 1 ,or 2. 

, 	 " 

4) ProvIde IRS access to Child. Support Registry. Stagger deadlines for State's to report toHHS. 

• 	 States who have an established statewide reporting system and are collecting children's 
SSN would be r.e,quired to report t~e date to' HHS by' October 1, 1998. AII'other States' 
would be requiredto report by October 1,2003. ' 

5) Provide IRS access to 'Child Support Re~istry. No 'new data added to the Registry.' 

• 	 This option would only remove the IRS disclosure obstacle and postpone the data 
collection issue until later; Under current law, HHS hasthe authority to require States to 
report children's name and SSNs. " 

http:States.to


FAX C'OVER SHEET 
u.s. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 


200 INDEPENDENCE AVE., SW : 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201 , 


OFFICE OF THE ASSIST~NT S~CRETARY FOR LEGISLATION, 

HUMAN SERVI~ES 

PHONE: (202) 690-6311 FAX: (202) 690-8425 

DATE: ,7/18/97 

TO: Cvnthia Rice 
fII. ." ".' , 

456-7431 

FROM: La.uren Griffin 

SUBJECT: Child Support Enforcement 

PAGES (includhlg cover): 4, 

Cvnthia 
",; ... 

As you Jrnow w,e haye been, meeting with Treaury. IRS and OM~ re: a cOInpromise to tb.e Kohl 3..tq.endr:rlern, I 
und~rst<!l1d you were given the option 'paper today. I also wanted you tohave~ copy of the Cominents'we m.:3,de to 
the first dreaft of the option p~per becliuse th~ General comments rep~esent OCSE/HfiS' conce,ms. OCSE's 
number one con,cem is meetin,g the the statutory deadline" 10/98, for the feder~l case registry to be upap.d rulJ.lling. 



• • , '. \ r 

. ·COD:lI~e,nts. to Options for u.sing for usillg th~ F~deral Cas'e Registry for 1'~x' 
. . ~nfor:cementP~·rp.Qse~,' . . .. 

General Comments 

HHS is certainly open to helping IRS improve the integrity of the tax system, and especially the 
accuracy of EITC payments. Action \vith a potential immediate or short-term benefi.dal effeyt . 
could be ·wo*ing with IRS and State child support agencies tol,J.elp IRS Create a file linking 
parents and children in cases with child sUPl'ort orders draviing upon SSN infOJTTI iition .already 
contained in .State agency automated records. An. action step of this sort coupled witl) further 
study and/or experimentation· would be responsive to the tax compliance probl?1l1without 
impedingtir:nely implementation of the new child support I;nforcement tools authorized last year. 

General comments about .the option paper: 

1. Treasury's real iJ:lterest is child support c~ses with a support ord~. That exclud,<;:s a.1arg~ 
number of cases because paterrIity and/oran.Oz:der have yetto be established .. Th~ fo~uson caSeS 
with an order doesn't come ac~oss un~illate in the paper, nor is there aQ.y aclqlowledgipent that 
the Federal Case Registry may only reflect a case--not at which point iilthe process (i.e., . . . 
paternity establishment;order establishment, or enforcement ofan order) in which the ca~e 
presently reside$. This latter fact: in addition, is dynamic and thus subject.to change at any time. . .' . , . .' 

2. Yesterd,ay. Treasury said th~i.r (oe:us was EIre compliance. The p~per, however,refers to ¢e 
range ofhlternal Revenue Code provisiQns that are impacted by child custody and .tbe dur~ti~m of 
that custody during a given ta.'{ year. Much more information wouldpresumably be requlreg to 
verify eligibility for tax provisions beyond the ~ITC. And the importance of and impact of . 
non-IV-D cases, i.e., those cast:!soutside the public child support system, varies significantlyif 

. one is concern¢d with, S:il-Y, the ,chilo care .tax credit as opposed to the EITe...' ,., .. 
" .', '. . ' ' . . 

3. The desl:ription of State case registries doesn't adequately recognize the currents,ta~us of 
automated systems, especially in heavily populated States like Ca~jfornia, Michig¥1~ , . 
Pennsylva,nia,et al. No qne, atthe moment, can predict with confidence when statewide systems 
will be up and rurming in these jurisdictions so est~blishing an arbi~ary date (i.e~, bctoher 1,· . . 
2003) by wh\ch States are to collect and report certaininfonnation which tl,J.ey may nol QOW 

. gather qqesn't make much sens,e. ' . '. ,". . ..... ' 

4. It would not be useful to States in administering their public assistance programs, as indicated 
towards the bottom of page 3, to have the SSNs ofparents and children because they could 
achieve the sa,me linkage via case nwnber. 

.WO~:L::! 

http:subject.to


Specific Edits 

Com,m~nts on :Sa~kgx;o.uod: 

1. F irst paragr~ph rep la,cctll¢seco:f1d s,~ntence'with the fciBowing: "AltllO,ugh HIlS .has not yet. 
issued final regu.1ations.on the. F~deraIC~se Regis~(FCR), the Office ofChild Support 
EnforceypeI1t (OCSE) has be.en working w~ththe St~t~s on the design, of the FCRin~cludillg the 
data elements.that will be transmi~t~d by the Stat~s sinceSep~e.mber 1996." . 

, • '.«..' • 

2. Third paragraph (which consists ofonly one sentence): delete "At this time, HHS envisions 
that": It is also rec.ommended to move the s.entence to the end o(the precedingp¥agraph. 

Comments 00 Option 1: 

1. Under "Pros", dclGte the las.t point. Current systems r~quirements allow States to obtain th.e, 
necessary inforWati~n to ,adrnjniste.r public assistance cases. States ca,n also collect children',s 
SSNs no\Y. This applies to all options 'and doe.snottake aqditionallegislatidn. . . . 

2. Un,aer "Cons", add an additional point: HAt this stage in the development of the FCR, a4ding 
additional data clements could impede the implementa,tion of the FeR by 10198 as required by 
the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportuni~y Act of 1996. This do~s not prec1~de 
expaIJ,ding the data base at a later date, but it is critical that the system first be built." 

3. Under "Cons", add another ad4itionaJ point; "There would be signifi,~ant c()sts f0r dat.a 
collection and syst¢ms chang~sat both the Federal and state l~vel. .:rhe~oint Tax Co:t:nmit~ee is 
now estimating that the Koh.l am~4mentprovisions ~vould produce ze~o s;ivingsin the.ne».t five 
years and may in fact ~ost ~9p.ey. In addition, W:~ provisions may bec()nsidered an unfund¢ 
mandate." 

4. Under "Cons", add'another additional point: "This is likely to raise significant priv~cy 
concerns for some people, especially since it includes infonnation on persons who have not 
applied for IV,·D servi~es. There already has been one recent attempt in Congress to limit the 
rcte~tiori ofinfonnation in the Nationiil Dir~ctory of New Hires.\Vhen used as ap9inter syst~ 
the Federal Case Registry aVoids much of the potential criticism for "Big Brother" aspects. Ifth~ 
infonnation retained and ~cess is significantly expanaed, the criticism could be increased, 
po~entially threa~~ing tht; entire Fe!ieral Cas~Registry. 

Comm~.ots on Option 2: 

1. Similar cost and privacY concerns as disctlssed above. 

Comments 0,0 Option 3: 

1. Under the description of the option, r(place "the <;lata linking...childre.n" w,ith ""an.extract 

V~d0 l : 17 L66 [-8 [-L 
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from'their syst~I1.llisting th,e cu~to<.i~al parent's ~ame ~d ssn; the non,..cu~t()diaJ paren,t's n~e 
and ssn Ii~ed to the name 'and, ssp. of the children" ' " , ' 

2. Under ··Cons". This point is not accurate. It is not clear that the burden to the States anq. the 
IRS would be significant as c()mpared to obtaining thisinform~tion fr.om the FC~ and the ne~ 
costs, to the Federal Gover:nment would pro.bably not be increas,ed. TQis \,\;;ouldnot prod,uce 
"similar data files". The HHSfile'is continually updated. TheIRS ~ould n,ot have a "database" 
of a similar nature. They would simply have'annual extracts or tapes from a point' in time. 

3. Under "Pros", add: "This eptien is likely to. raise less signifi~ant privitcy ce,nc<::rns be<::aus~ 
the IRS is not obtaining thi,s sen~itive ir+ferllJ.alion from 'a large ~ingle,dat~base." " 

" ", '.'..' , 

Comn:I~n~s o,n optioD 5: 

1. Under "Pros", delete the first point and sllbstitllte, "The IRS would have, info,rmation whi~h 
could be ,used as under oPtion I :.wd2. SSNs ef children are:aIre~y a systems,certificatien ' 
requjrement. To. the extent that States have or will be adding this informa~ionitceuldbe 
obtained by th~ IRS;" ' 

2. Under "Pro$" ad,d. "This, would net require new reporting-requirements beyond what is 
already r~quired. ',' " ' ' " ' , 

3. Under "Pres"; add, "rqis would allew the Secretaries ofTreasury and fiRS to werk in a 
ceoperative manner to pilot th.is effort and try (lifferentapprpacQ.es to. see what works best". 

. . ',- " - ' 

4. The "Cen" is entirely inaccurate as \\'l1tten. The only majordifferep.ce betw~,en this optiQn 
and the others is ess~nti~l1y that, option 5 provides flexibility to 'try either a state access or FCR 
access appro.ach: Trere is already enough Sf!cretarial authority to dictate the data. elements 
requirements. In 4tcidition, OCSE has offered to give the IRS access to the an automated system 
efState cases, the Chil~ Support Enforc~ent Network (<;SENET), that wiU allew the IRS ,to ' 
obtain the additiqpal inf()nn~tion (aoou,t ¢especific child th~ ta~payer is cl~il11ing) th,roughan , 

• -.'i " . . ' • 

automatic transllli?sion. 

, .' . 
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OPTIONS FOR OSING riDiaAii;Jc:.\SEmISTRY OF cHILD SUPPORT ORnERS 
, '; }i()R TAx ~bRCEMENT PlJRroSEs ' " 

'!- " 1 ,'; 

Chud ,,' SlijlpOrtBnforcemWt: The ',PetsonBl ResponsibilitY and _Work' Qpponuruty , 

Reconcillitlon Act df 1996 mandated, the creation of a Federal Case Registry of Child Support 

Orders (referred to below as- the FCR) by October 1, 1998. AlthoughHHS has not yet issued 


, final ~s 'On the data elements to be provided by the States to. the FCR, the Office of Child ,. 
Support Eriforcement (OCSB) has bccn working with' the states since September 199(5 on the 
design of the FeR, inc1udin'& tl'le data'elemen~s that will be trimsinitted by the States. At a 
minimum, however. it appears likely that the FeR will include the names, social security 

, numbers, ana the State case identification number of individtlals who ate owed or who owe child 

support. or for or against whom such support is sought to be established. The file may also 

conaun an indicator showing whether the individual was the custodial parent, noncustOdial parent, 

or the putative parent; this lndi~tor will show custOdy status at the' point at which the, taxpayer 

entered the system, arid may be teYised'at the Statefs discretion. 


HaS is reql,1iIe:dto match data in the National Directoiyof NcwI:lires aiainsl the FeR 

ev&y·'two.wor'kingdaysarid to report infonnation (such as the location and employment of the 

parent oWing chi1dsupPort) to'the State childsupPcitt agency respOnsible for the case within two 

days: HHS envisions that the FeR will serve as a pointer to mote deuiiJed data fues located in 

each state. " 


nie' i996 Act also establishes State-wide Case Registries, which will cont81n data elements 

on bOth parents, includini Oieirnames, social seCurity numbers, dates of birth, caSe identification 

nl.imbCrS~ arul"any other information 1UI~ by HHS. It will also contain the amount of support 

owed under thet)fder and other amounts due or overdu'e, any amounts that have been collected 

and 'li'stribtited. the names and birth dates of any child covered by the SUpJXlft orderJ and the 

amount of any lie,n,impost'itby the State. :"I'he State Registry' will be used toe'xtrlct datil fot 

pUrpoSeS ofsharirig and matchin& with FCder3J arid state data bases and locatorsctVices, including 

the FCR, TempOrary AssiStance for Needy Families laenCies, and' Medicaid agendes. 

(Implementation of theautomited data systems has been slower th'an anticipated, especially in the ' 


, heavily papiilat&i staleS like California, Michiian. and Peimsylvania.) 

Tax Enforcement: Ta)(payers may claim. several' tax benefits based on ihepresence or 

suPPort of a chlld:< 


'(1) Taxpayers may bC: eligible t6 c1eJman e~emption for dependent children' for whoin 
they provide over ~~lf the s~ppott:. In the ,event of divorce or separation, the custodial parent is 

, genenilly entitled to the dopendent exemption, but may waive the exeJ1lpti~n to the noncustOdial 
parenti in either ca~, over half of the chUd'$supporl must Come ~rom either or both parents . 

•• DRAFT-­
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(2) Smgle parents may claim head of housenold flJing status if they provideo'ver half the 
· cOsts of mainwninl thchousehold in which both· they and their son or daulhter reside for over 

half the year.. As a h'ead of household; the taXpaycrquali~es for a more generous standard 
deduction and tax bracketS than if h.e· or she files as Single. . 

(3) :The propoSed child crc:dit will extend additional tax benefits to parents wb~ claim their 
children as dependents. . 

. (4) Taxpayers may aIsoqualify for the child and dependent cate tax Credit if they incur 
child care costs in order to work. The ta.\pajer must reside with the child who must be his· or her 
dependent (or wOuld have beCn a dependent, if the custodial Parent had not waived the exemption 
to the noncustOdial parent). 

t5) .LOwer iiicOme working parentS are also eligible for theearried income tax credit 
. (EITe). An BIte qualifying child must meet three tests: age, residency) and relationship. 
Under the reSidency test. the child must reSide with the t:8xpayer for over half the year (li full year 
if the child is not the taxpayer's own or grandchild). . 

When claiming a dependent exemption or th~ EITe, taXpayers n'lust prOvide a valid 
taXpayer identificatiOn number (for ETC pUrposes,the TIN must be a social security number) for 

... eaCh child. Durina initial prOCessing of tax retunls,the IRS venfies the SOCial seCurity nuniber 
for dependents and EITe qualifyin& children· and can deny exemption arid EITC claims before 
'refunds are paid dut if invalid TINs or SSNs are provided. 

. ,Without further investigation, tnc IRS d~s not have independent information to verify 
whether a child is either residing with or supported by the taXpayer. Usin& other inforination 
(including various screenin& device.s ba.c;ed on taxpayer ,characteri$ties)~ the' TRS identifies 
questionable claims. The IRS canihen determine whether such questionable 'cases .should be 
irivestiiared further, using the more labor-intenSive *defiCicney.ptoCedures;" If questions arise 
during the ihitiA1. processing, the retiltncaJl be referred to eXamiriation for a defiCiency prOCedure 
~Or to ~epayrnent of 8 refund. DefiCiericy ptoCeduresmay 3lso be instituted after a ~fundhas . 

· been paid. 

· ~tiQDS 
. . . 

OptioD 1: The IRS would be able to obtain information from the Federal and State 
.~ Registries to help verify taxpayers' eligibility for the BITe and ~ssibly other tax benefits' 
fOr Children. This information would be used to (1) identify questIonable claims and (2) provide 
fUrther insi&ht when reSearching questionable claims. . 

..~ DRAFT •• 
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In addition, Stales would be required to collect name& and social secu.ritY numbers (SSN) 

of all cJ:illdren mvolv'ed in child supPOrt cases and beable-tO link the SSNs of chiidren with both 

paicritS- (either dl.reCtly or through the caSe file identification" number). In addition, States would 

be required to provide the linked data file of parents and children to the FeR. States would be 

required tci meet this requirement by ~ (or the phased-in deadlines desCribed in Option 4 


. -	wilboUI the Treasul)' evaluation or the rescission regulatory power). 

By January 1, HHS would provide IRS with- an extract, from the FeR, -linking the names_ 

aiKI- SSNs of parents who, du.ring the prior calendar year, were required to pay child supPort to 

the names_ and SSNs of the children covered by, the support order or agreement. _The extract 


__	woUld also link the names arid SSNs (If P¥fsits who,dtiring the prior calendar year, -are supposed 
to receive child suPPOrt and the children covered by the support order or agreement. The IRS 
would rnaich this e~ttact to the Master File during the proceSsing of returns in order to identify 
questionable claims of the EITe and pOssibly other taX benefits related to children. The IR.S 
would still be required to investigatt further using deficiency Procedures; however, because the 
questiOnable claims could be identfficd during initial processing; any outstanding refunds (or the 
amount attributable to the questionable claim) eouid be frozen until the case was closed. 

" • TheeJctraCt,cOn.a;nmg the linked SSNs of Parents ahd children, eouid be usoodunni the 

initial proccssineof over 120 million returns eaCh year. The eXtract would provide a 


_unique" signal "of apo's'siblc problem, allowing the IkS to identify questionable cases and 

determine whetb:er funher investigation is desirable before paying out a taX refUnd. 

USing information from the tax returns and other administrative data, the IRS 
determines if'a claim is questionable. Without further investl,ation, the IRS does 
not have ao_cess to independent information regarding tbe residency or suppOrt of 
_thechlld.This option Would improve IRS's ability to'identify questionable claims. 
Further; these questionable claims could be identified before the refund has been 
paid out, - increasing the- likelihood that an IRS enforcement' action will be 
su~ruL" 	 ­

• 	 the-IRs ~ouldalSD be able to Obtain additibn8.11nformation from the Pederai ahd State 

Registries, which cbuld be used when researching cases which have been'identifU:d as 

questionable. " 


• 	 ACconfing to'Treaswy, this option- ~ll raise Scotable rovenues arid reduce the BITC crror 

rate by improving _the IRS I 5ability to target questionable claims for pre;.refUnd audits. 


"Short-term savings, however, may be negligible if nianystates are not able -to proVide 
completedita for some time. ­

.* DRAFT •• 
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• ,Both, tU-writirig cOmmitti:es ,have, signaled that tlieyptan to investigate' EITe 
, noncompliance this fall. While the Administtation' has taken a series of agare.sive 
legiSlative and idmiriisl1'i.tive ad.ions to reduce BIte,error rates (includina tight new steps 
prol>oScG' this spring); members of bo'th' corturutteeS have expressed concern that these 
setiems do not suffice. Both Republican and Democratic staff have alte.S.dy express interest 
in optioriswhfch would Inlprove IRS aCcess to child suppon and other ac1miniStratlve data. 
AdOPtion ofoption 1would demonst:r8te the Administration's continued cammitmenfto' 
niducing the BITe error rate, especially because the information woUld be availab1e'iJ; a , 
format whichcouid be used to target limited audit resolJrCes.' 

• 	 The OfficeOf' Child Support EnforCement is not Pl~ning to req~ire SSNi for children' 
involved fn the child supPort or paternity establishment cUes. This .information is not 
hecesSarY ,to a:dmin'j ater the Federal Parent' Locatot services requited under' the welfare 
reform aci. 

• 	 , Requirihg' SSNs would increase rC,Poruoi burdens for both parents andStatcs. ' In -' 
particulai'j it'may be exceedinalycosUy for States tocollectthe SSNs of chltdren whose 
chilii suPPort cllllms arc not being enforced by Stilte agenCies. ' This requirement may be ' 
vi~weid as unfunded mandate. ' 

•• 	 ' Tn~ optldn may increase other cOsts for' the States 'and the Fedetai government. 
'Estirila:tes ate not'available at this time rega:rdlng the costs of data collection and 
"systems chariees at either the Federal or State level. 

• Afthis stage in the developmerit of the PCR, adding new data elements could impede the 
,implementation 	of t,he P~R as ,required by the Personal RespOnsibility and Work 
OPportunity ACt of 1996. This does not preclude expanding the data baSe at a later date, 
but i t i~critical that the system fitst be built. ' 

• 	 EXpansibn of the FeR may nllSiepnvacy cOncerns for s'ome :PeOple, especially iftht FCR 
includes information on pc:isons 'who have n'Ot appliCd for IV-D services fr(,lm the States 
,and if~ is expanded. fh~re hiS 8J.teady b~h on~ reetnt attempt in Congress to limit 
, the reteritionof information in the Natid~al Directory of New Hires. If the information 
retained; and acCess ate' significilntlyexpahded, criticism c()Qld inerease,poientially
threatening 'the entire peR. ' , " ' 

Qptirn1'2: ,Same as Opti~n 1, btt Stites would be tequired to collect Cit proVide SSNs Of 
'children whO'se child suppdrt case was being handled through a State child suppdrtenforcement 

..~DRAFr-' 
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agency (lV-D ~gehcy) and in any either caSes for Which the dam are already being cOllected. 

'~1 

• 	 ParentS would not be requited to report the SSN of their chiidrcn, unless' they have 
requested assistanCe from the S~te in, obtaining chilct support. Relative to ,Option 1, 
optlo.it2 reduces the repOrting burden for both States and some parents. 

• 	 The exlrtlCt would ncit contain complete information reiarding allj)il.rCntsrequirCtd to pay 
chiid suppOrt or for whom paternity is being established. 

However, it would still includeinfOrTflation for at least half the childstipport cases, 
arid these may be the 'cases of greatest interest to the IRS (because of the presumed 
ov'erlap between child :s~pport tutd paterri.ity cases, handled tni6u&h a state agency, 
arid BITC~lainuui.t.s). , ' , , , " 

~tiQn,3: Same as either Option 1 or 2, bllt each Stale would be required to provide the ' 
iRS With an extract iinldngthe SSNsand'nantes of the parents owed ,or who owe child suppOrt 
or for whom paternity is being established with the SSNs and names of the children by the 
~ginrihlg of the year. ' . , . . ' . 

• 	 RedUces the burden to the OCSE. 

• 	 The costs of this option, both in absolute terms alidreIative to the firsnwo options. have, 
not beeneStitnatM. IfStates are required to report certain informa.tion to .both OCSE and 
tlle lRSor if the IRS ~ nothave the experti!letD crinstruCla clean data file frOm extracts 

,provIded by the States, this option could increaSe-the burden to the States and the IRS and 
the net COsts to the Federal government. If the IRS and the OCSE have very different data 
needs ari(1 ~e IRs has the In·houSe,.expertise, option 3 may be more cost~fficient than the 

- other opticins. 	 ' 

, 1, •.•. . ~,s artdcoris, detailed in, the diseussio'ns of options 2 t:h:rough 5, are relatiVe to 
those detailed in the discussion of option 1. 

, 	 ­
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O;vtion4: Same as Option 1 or 2, but (a) deadllnes for complying with this, provision 
WQu16 vaiy' among States and (b) the IRS would be required to repen to the Secretaries of 

,	Treasury and lmS 'on the effectiveness'of thedBta fot improving tax compliance. &sed on the 
flodin,s of this report, the Secfetiry of MHS, with the Concurrence of the Secteiary of the 
Treasury, cou16 issue a re,illation rescinding the requirement that the Stites obtaln SSNs of 
children coVered by child Support ordetsor agreements included in the Federal or State Child 
Support Registries. 

States would be required' to collect SSNs of children by October 1. 1998 if they have 
established a statewide'reporting s},stemahd are col1eetingchlldren'$ SSNs anda11.other states 
wouid be required W' cOllect this information by OCtober 1,2003. The Treasury Department study 

, . wouldewnine retu'rns filed,during the 2000 and 2001 tfi.x ,filing seasons, ' ' 

States, which have not cOlleCted SSNs for children in the past, could De requiroo to colleCt 
SSNs'only fot new child sUpJX>Jt or paterruty estabiishment c.ases. (Alternatively, this tequiretnent 
could be a substitute for the phase-in schedule describe.din'the preceding paragraph.) , 

.. Reduces 'the burden to states aria HHS by phasing"in the requirement that SSNs be 
cOllected for children. 

• 	 Ailows for evaluation prior tb full i~plementaiion of the reqlJlrem~t that SSNi be 
¢Ollecteo.. . 

,'CiW 

II " So~eStates may f~]that they have been tleatedineituftably. if they are required to 
provide SSNs earlier than other States. ' ' 

• 	 the HHS InSpeCt-of Gene.ral, with the cooperation of the iRS, has ali'eady examined this 
queStiOn and found that the'IRS would benefit by access to the FeR. While research and 
evaluation is useful. lirtdtCd IRS researchresourccs might be better applied to other 
compHance questions, which have not been examined' as extensively. 

• 	 Thcevaluation viill riot be useful unless it is based on a fafrly repreSentative'sample: 'It 
is riot clear whether the states. which met,the earlier deadlines, would be representative 
of the complete file, when fully implementfXi. If the tile conwns only information on new 
child support eases, evalualionatthis early stage may not provide usefulli1formation abOut 
the ultimate effcctiveneSs of the data.' , 

, •• DRAFT.· 
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, 	 , , 

OptiOns: 1be IRS' would be ablfHO obtain information from th~ Pederai and State caSe 
Registries for pwposes ofverlfyingtaipayers' eligibility for tax benefits for children.,' Data would 
nat be added to the FCR, Linlcss it met the needs of the Federal Parent Locator Service. 

• 	 'The IRS would' be able to' obtain addiuonal inf6rmatlon from the Fedcr8l and state 
Relistrics, which could be used when researching questionable cases. ' ' 

, 	 ',' ' 

, " 

• 	 ,states would not'be teqilired to collect the'SSNs of children involVed in child suppartor 
, , paternity establishment, cases, thus reducing their reporting burd'ens., No n'e~ privacy 

caneemswould be raised as a result of this requirement. ,," , 

• 	 Under currenllaw, HHS has enough Secretarial authority to dictate data elements in the 
peR. HHS could'still use this authority at a lat.erda:te to obtain the SSNs ofchildren, ' 
wiih'out 'disrupting its goal of meetina the oCiober I, 1998 deadline for the initial 
ConstruCtiOn of the FeR. At this tim~) it is ui\cI.e:ar whether subsequent data requir~ments
will be easicror ",ort difficUlt to, implement after the iliitialconstrticti0n of a data file. 

'. 	 Unless States are required to collect the S'SNs or chHdten ihvolvCd in ,Child 'supporl or ' 
paternity 'cases, the IRS could not effi.ciently identify questionable cases' for pre-:refund 
,audits 'with the infdtmation available from the FeR. 

HHShas offered to give the IRS access'toan automated system of State 'cases" the 
ChlldSuppiOrt Enfoi'cem~nt Network (CSENET) that will allow the IRS to obtain 

'additional information about the child 'the taxpayer is claiming through an 
autOmatic transmission. While access to the CSENEt,would be very valuable in 
an on.;going investigation, Tax'Policy and IRS do'not believe that the'IRS would 
be able ,to access thiS'information in a systematic and timely fashion during the 
in,itial batch ~ing of millions of taJC return each riight during the filing season. 

, 'F,tirthet, because the 'States are not currently required to 'obtaIn theSSNs ~f 
children, even the CSENET will notbe able to match children's identity using an 
unique identifier. . 

. • . 	 As lrlCHeatede4irller; COng~s:wUl be reV!,itingthe i.sue of EITe n~ncoinpfian'ce ~is fall. 
. Irt di;scusSionsWith 1i'e.asury aooutiheJ(ohi amendment,; JeT staff have expreS~ soine 
skeptlcJsn" about the effectiveness of any option thlltexterids IRS access to the FeR 
without a statutory reqllirement for the child's SSN, and th~IT views wUl influence the tax­

..... DRAFT.· 
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writina committees' assessments of this propoSal fOr reducing' BITe error rates. 

• 	 BeC.auseofprivacy concerns, there may be less objection to an SSN reporting requirement 
mandated by legislation than onedicta.ted by regulation; 

-- DRAFJ'-­
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THE KOHL,AMENDMENT AND CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT ,. . '. 	 . 

DRAFT' - 7/8/1:997 

. 	 " 

On June 27, 1997 a~ amendmen( offeTed~ by Senator Kohl was adopted as part of the 
tax bill. 'The Kohl Amendment provides fOT "expansion of coordinated enforcement 
efforts of the Intermil Revenue Service and the HHS Office of Child Support 

, Enforcement (OCSE)." The amendment isdired'ed at providing additional 
information to the ,QlS for purposes of determini9g federal tax compliance. However, 
as drafted, the amendment could seriously jeop~r4iz~ the efforts of OCSE and the ' 
States to' implement tmportant child support provIsions of the PRWORA. 

'. . 	 . , . " 

, The PRWORA provided for the <;:reation ofaFe~~ral Case Registry (FCR) and 
National Directory 0' New Hires (NDNH) to' track delinque~f parents across state 
lines. The Kohl Amrndment could impose significant costs and problems for HHS in' 
implementation of t~e FCR and NDNH by requii;ing the blclusion of additional data 
elements. The amendmentalso-imposes new' requirements ,on States that cannot be 
met withoutsignifica[ntdata collection and compU:ter systems costs. In addition, the 
amendment 'includes ~an effective date of October !:1, 1997. This effective date would be 
impossible to meet. ~n expansion of a coordinate~ effort between IRS and HBS needs 
much further anaJy:S{s before it could be implemen~ed. " 

, 	 ru 
I 

: \(~ 

The PRWORA provid~d for the .creation of a Federa,HCase Registry (FCR) and National 
Directory of New Hires (NDNH) , to track delinquent' parents across state lines. Vendors 
under contr~ct with OCSE are already welfon their ~ay towards building theF:CR arid 
NDNH. The NDNH l;las an October'1, 1997' effective. date with the F~R to be fully up and 
running and receiving (information from the States. by October 1, 1998. The FeR will 
contain data elements ,sent to it by the States based upon information in Stlite Child Support 
,Case Registries. As lIesigned' and' being constructed~( the information in the FCR will be 

" very limited and inclu~e ()rily names' of parents,' thd~ ,'~ocial security nunlbers, and case. 
identifiers. The NDNH will contain new hire information as well as wage information 
from quarterly wage r~ports.·' ;)r' ' 

, ,r' 	 i~L 

. The PRWORA ~lso requires that the IRS shall~ave ~ccess to this child support information 
for administration of ttte, Earned Inyome Tax Credit (I?ITC)and for verifying a claim with 
respect to employment;in a tax return. • \,; 

. .' ~ . , . ' 

The Kohl Amendmerit Requirements 
:,~ ,': ". .'.. " " , 


The Kohl Amendment I adds additional datarequirem~nts on both the Federal. and State 

leveL Specifically. the ~Kohl Amenciment' would: \ " , . ' 


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

\ : . . . ~. 
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0' ReqUire 'each' State'to include the., "custodial status Qf any child" in their, 
State Child Support Case :Registry. (This information would also be required 

, to be sent by States to'theFederal Case Register.) , ' 
o Provides II~.S with access to,: "the mhnes and'social security numbers of 
the custodial parents linked with, the childrep' in tlfecustody of such parents," 
through the Fe<ieral Case Registry.' ,! :, ' ' 

t ,", 

o Requires tHe above conditions to take effeCt on October 1,1997. 
, f:i " : .. 

Concerns Raised '. by {the Kohl Amendment 
JJ " 

The Kohl Am'~nd~eiH could impose Sigilific~nt cJ~ts and'problems for HHS in 
, , implementation of the FeR and NDNH by requiring, t.he inciusion of additiollal data 

elements. ' ' 

The Kohl Amelldmentt would require that the'SSN and custodial status of children be 
, included in the FCR. tOCSE does not currently plan!to include chlldrens',,'names and SSNs 


in the FCR because tl(ese elements are not needed fcir the purposes of the expanded FPLS. 

The ad~itional infonmltion required by the amendment, would expand the"size of the FCR, 

require additional signjficant costs, and delay the imp~ementation of FC,R ,and NDNH. 

It would also be extre~ely difficult for OCSE to mo~itor and verify information, from the 

State Case Registries ~onceming custodial status. Therefore" OCSE, could not guarantee the 


, accuracy of the data, r~ducing its usefulness for the IRS. ',' 
,:~.. 

The Kohl Amendment imposes new' requirements ~n States that ~annot be met witho~t 
significant data collection and com~uter systems C()'sts. ' ' , 

'As drafted, the amen~ent is ambiguous as to wheth~t it applies solely to IV-D cases or 

includes non-IV-D cas~s:In many non-IV-D cases, the availability and accuracy of . 


, child:t:en's bi:rthdates, S$Ns and cUstodial status is virtually non-existent. At this time we 

do not know the magnitude of the problem. because, tIUs data is not currently captured in an 
automated fashion.l .. ' .i : ' . 

The custodial· statuso{:Children may switch ,many tim~k in, the course of a 'year . Verifying 
information and updatirlg custody status on iV-D case~} in the FCR :will be extremely 
difficult f9r States, and {virtually impossible for noh-I~iD cases. In addition, custody is a 
term that does not easily translate to a single data element because there are so many State. 
variations ,on joint ~ustddy,' joint legal custody ,and joi~t physical custody . Additional data 
elements can increaSe t~e cost of systems dfamatically'. i 

.. 

Accurate inform~tion' totbee~tered, on custody would~~ve to come' from avariety ·of 
'sources-~ divorce hearings, custody and visitation hearings, neglect, abllse, dependency, 
warding,guardianship, t~nnination of parental rights, ~doption, and domestic abuse . , 
hearings. This would irivolve literally millions' of court and administrative determinations 
from district courts, cou~ty courts, juvenile coUrts, faniily courts, etc. This information is 
not in an automated fo~at inl!lost.states and there may not even be a systematic recording, . 
of these orders. To autdmate this infonnation would ~~ a [luge task. It has. taken many 

~ ~'I'; - , 

! J~r, 
t, 
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years ~d billions. of dollars to automate . child suppbrt data and some States are still having 
problems. Adding (idditional data elements will bela significant Wldertaking. The fmancial 
burden in teons of development, and staffmg neede'd' to collect and verify custodial status· 
and SSN verificatioIi could be 'extenSive. This woitld be ahuge unfunded Ipanciate on the· 
States. UnlikeCSE3 there appears to be no financi~rbeneftt for the State from a federal tax 
compliance initiative~,' And to the extent that costs ;were covered by the federal match, . 
federal costs' could also be very significant. . . 

, J " . 

It is unlikely that StJteCSE Agencies Will have the. ,resources to take on this new 
responsibility when they are already struggling witi1:;many ,other. child support automation 
requirements.' CSE Agencies ar~ currently engag'edijn monumental efforts to comply ,with 

, child supportcertific~tion, welfare refoon mandates~1:bd year 2000 systems compliancy. 
Burdening the States :jwith another requirement could! further 'jeopardize State's efforts to 
complete the development of Statewide certified systems. , '. .' . 

1 : 
. , ,I . : ' , i '·, " , 

The Kohl Amendmet1t includes an effective date ',ofOcfober ,I, 1997. This effective 
date would be'impossible to me~t.An expansion \ of a coordinated effort between IRS 
and HaS needs mu~h fluther analysis before it ~.ould be implemented. 

1, { 

OCSE is under a stanltory mandate imposed' by the PR WORA to implement theNDNH by , 
October 1, 1997 and the FCR by October 1, 1998. iInposilig additional systems . . 
requirements at this tiine could potentia11y jeopardize ,these implemen~ation dates.' . In 
addition, logistically the October 1, 1997 date reqtiir~abythe' Kohl Amendment is 
impossible for States given ,that the FCR will not be implemented, until October 1, 1998. 

~ . . . ~~. ." 

The Kohl amendment:is also premature because these,' i~sues need much further analysis 
before the concept could be implemented. These issues have just started to be discussed 
between government a!gencies. 011 June 26, 1997, 'representatives from OCSE, OMB, IRS 
and the Department o~Treasury met to discus~ issue~ surroundin.g IR~' needs and ' 
intentions for using data from the FCR to combat 'EITC fraud. ' The discussion primarily. 
focused on trying to determine what data IRS needs In order to verify EITC claims and 
how frequently they ne,ed data. The IRS and Trea~, Department are still uncertain about, 
how infonnation in thel FGR can or ,even should be us,.ed to assist ..their" tax compliance 
efforts. Treasury agre~d' to provide QCSE with an option paper within the next two weeks. 
Until the IRS can Jully\ delineate its requirements, OCSE is unable to determine the full , 
irnp~ct on State Child $upport Enforcement (CSE) sy~iems and the impl,ementation of ' 
FPLS: ' .~ , ',;~~, " . . 

: :'~ 

OCSE also recommend~ that the IRS examipe other options that would assist them in fr~ud 
detection and tax compliance. For example, in May I;Q97 the State of Wyoming provided 
IRS with an extract file:i of specified data elements from their state-wide child support 
system. The feasibilityJof each State performing this ~ervice for the IRS on an annual basis 
needs to be examined. \The importance of this issue r~quires that an independent feasibility· 
study and cost/benefit aftaIysis be completed. , !' ' . 

I 

1 . 
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The Kohl arr}endment attempts td include additional information in 
Child Suppqrt Enforcement automated systems which can be used to 
imp~ove taXpayer compliance with Internal Revenue Code provisions 
"which ~raht t~x benefits based on support and residence provided 
dependent ~hildren." 

The child Support Enforcement Program is a Federal/State grant­
in-aid program with State.and local social service and law 
enforcement agencies largely responsible for day-to-day 
o~eratiohs'~ Pursuant to the 1996 welfare reform legislation, the, 
Federal government is building an automated registry of child 
support cases nationwide. The registry, in turn, will be linked. 
to case registries of.State child support enf,orcement agencies 
which will :be much more comprehensive in terms of the data 
maintained.. These registries will be part of statewide automated 
.,support ~n'forcement systems being developed and implemented by 
the States., 

As written; the Kohl amendment would expand the data collected 'by 
these new ~ystems. At this time, it'is not clear whether the new 
data relat¢d to custody and residence of a child over the course 
of a tax y'ear is available in a format that could be included in 
an automat.ed system or whether the child. support system is the 
most effect.iveand efficient method for collecting such data. 
Much of this information may exist in disparate paper files and 
many of t:h.4 cases may not be a part of the child support system. 
Therefore ,i t would be important to take time now to answer theseI 

basic questions about availability, efficiency and effectiveness 
before requ.iring such a significant change·in the child support' 
enf.orcement program. Further ,~either the Federal case registryI 

nor all state registries will be in place until a year or more 
after the Kohl amendment/s October 1, 1997 effective date. 

A dialogue;is already underway betweenOMB, Treasury and HHS to 
come up ~i~tth the most logical and least expensive way' to make 
child support-related data' available for tax compliance'purposes. 
Calling f~± further analysis and a report to th~ Congress would 
be a reasonable substitute for the existing Kohl amendment if 
somethingrhust be enact'ed into law at this time. 

CLINTON LIBRARY PHOTOCOPY 
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July 9,1997 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 	 Mr. Rangel 

Mr. Levin 


From: 	 Deborah Colton 

Subject:' 	 MAJOR HUMAN RESOURCE ISSUES IN CONFERENCE 

In the next day or so, conferees will be named for the spending side of 
budget reconciliation. This memorandum briefly outlines the major human 
resource issues that will be before you. 

Welfare-to-work grants 

1. Distribution of funds 

Competitive vs. fonnula gran1s.- With limited resources, it is important to 
spend the available funds wisely. This has led many to conclude that a 
competitive application process will be especially valuable. since allocating the 
money purely by a formula does not account for the capacity of the recipient to 
carry out the program. The Administration supports a 50-50 split between 
competitive and formula grants as Ways and Means proposed. The House 
Education Committee proposed 5 percent competitive, 95 percent formula. 
House Republicans appear to be united at 10 percent competitive. 90 percent 
formula. The Senate adopted 25 percent competitive, 75 percent formula. 

Targeting to poorest areas.- The Administration also supports the Ways ar:'d 
Means proposal to reserve 65 percent of the competitive grants for cities with 
large poverty populations. House Republicans appear to support 65 percent for 
this purpose; however, the actual funds set aside would be small since, under 
their plan. only 10 percent of the total funds would be competitive. 

2. Federal administration 

The Senate bill gives HHS responsibility for administering the welfare-to-work 
funds. All versions of the House bill put DOL in charge. in consultation with HHS 
and HUD. The Administration supports the House bill. 

PAGE. 02JUL 09 '97 11:24 
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3. Loeal administration 

In the House bill. service delivery areas, created under the Job Training 
Partnership Ad. (JTPA), may apply for either the competitive or the formula 
grants; political subdivisions may receive only the competitive funds .. Service . 
delivery areas are not authorized to receive any funds under the Senate bill; only 
political subdivisions may receive both types of funds. Competitive grants may 
go to other community organizations and non-profit agencies. The 
Administration supports the House bill. preferring to use the JTPA structure to 
deliver services. Note that the JTPA structure has been designed to serve the 
unemployed; the expertise of JTPA agencies in placing long-term welfare 
recipients in jobs is unknown. It no doubt varies considerably by State. 

4. Performance bonus 

There is support among "Blue Dog" Democrats and the Administration for 
performance based funding under the welfare-to--work initiative. The Senate bill 
has one such approach; the Administration is working on a proposal to present 
to the conferees. Given the short duration of these funds, and the difficulty in 
precisely measuring performance, it 'Will be a challenge to craft a meaningful 
performance bonus.' 

5. Allowable activities 

The Presidenfs initia.1 welfare-to--work proposal was sold as an attempt to fill a 
large gap in the new welfare law - the lack of true job creation. Consistent with 
that approach, the House and Senate bills restrict the allowable activities to 
those that result in more jobs for long-term welfare recipients. The basic TANF 
block grant, which replaced AFDC and i1s work programs, should t>e used to 
meet the training, education and work. experience needs of welfare families. 
House Republicans now want to add workfare and community service to the 
allowable welfare-to-work activities. The Administration pOSition is unClear. If 
"Workfare- type activities are added it would dilute considerably the resources 
available for true job creation. . 

6. Eligible participants 

Both the House and Senate bills attempt to target funds on the hardest to 
employ welfare recipients. Staff should be instructed to craft language that 
extends eligibility to no more than 35 percent of the total TANF population. 

House RepubHcans also seem to want to set aside funds for I$profiling" at the 
beginning who is likely to receive cash assistance for a long time and target 

PP'G::.03 
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services to this population. This is a concept that has worked, with some 
success, in the unemployment compensation program. care must be taken, 
however; House Republicans have proposed to limit the "mandatory" activities of 
these families to job search and working off your benefit States should have the 
discretion to target the full a~y of services/programs to these families. 

Worker protections 

1. 	 Application of minimum wage and FLSA to employees and work 

experience/community service partiCipants 


Minimum wage.- The House bill establishes a fonnula for determining the 
number of hours a TANF recipient can be required to work in exchange for cash 
assistance: TANF cash assistance plus food stamps divided by the minimum 
wage gives you the required hours. The House bill also lets States count other 
activities, including job search and education, toWard the work requirement once 
the recipient has "worked off' all the hours that result from the minimum wage 
formula. The Senate has no such provision. leaving the entire issue to State 
discretion. The Administration is opposed to counting other activities toward the 
work requirement. 

Fair Labor Standards·Act- The House bill curtails the application of the FLSA 
for certain TANF recipients. As a result, work experience. and community service 
participants are not protected from employment discrimination or sexual 
harrassment. In addition. the proposed grievance procedure does not give these 
participants the same recourse to address health and safety concerns, nor are 
they entitled to the same appeal rights. 

2. 	 Displacement 

The two House Committees adopted virtually identical anti-displacemerrt 
language; the Senate bill is similar. All were modeled after the language 
negotiated by House Republicans with the Administration under the pending 
workforce bill. The House Republicans now want to scale back the displacement 
language for TANF recipients. especially by curtaiJing the grievance procedure 
and allowing workfare participants to infringe on other employees' opportunity for 
promotion. The Administration supports the Senate displacement language and 
would like to add to it one part of the House language, ensuring that the Federal 
government does not pre-empt State non-displacement laws that provide greater 
worker protections than Federal law. 

3. 	 Applicability 

PAGE. 04
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Once the package ofwort<er protections is agreed to, the remaining policy 
decision is whether to apply these protections only to the new welfare-.to-work 
program or to the work activities of TANFas well. The Administration supports 
the application of one set of rules to both programs. 

SSllMedicaid for legal immigrants 

1. Restoring SSI to those legal immigrants on SSUMedieaid as of August 22, 
1996 . 

Both bills grandfather all legal immigrants receiVing 5S1 when the new welfare 
law passed and extend the exemption for refugees and asylees. 

2. Disabled legal immigrants 

The Senate bill restores SSllMedicaid eligibility to legal immigrants present 
before but disabled after August 22, 1996; the House bill does not. The 
President will not sign a bill that fails to protect disabled legal immigrants. 

NOTE: The combination of grandfathering and restoring eligibility for legal 
immigrants who become disabled in the future, costs $2.5 billion more than the 
budget agreement set aside for legal immigrants. Some have suggested a 
sunset on the provisions to stay within (or cloSer) to the funds available under the 
, budget agreement 

3. Other issues 

The Senate bill restores Medicaid for future immigrant children; provides 551 and 
Medicaid to those legal immigrants who are too disabled to satisfy the 
naturalization requirements; and treats Amerasian and Cuban Haitian legal 
immigrants like refugees. If resources are available, the Administration supports 
these provisions. 

Miscellaneous 

1. SSt State supplements 

The House bill alloWs States to reduce the SSi benefrts of 2.8 million elderly and 
disabled Americans; the Senate has no provision. The Administration wants the 

PQGE.05 
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House provision dropped. 

2. TANF transfers to title XX 

The House bill permits States to transfer TANF funds to the title XX social 
services block grant without also transferring funds to the child care block grant; 
the Senate has no provision. The Administration supports the Senate, arguing 
that the House·provision dilutes State welfare-to-work resources and was not 
part of the budget agreement. . 

3. . Vocational education in TANF 

Both versions of the House bill0Nays and Means and Education) narrow the 
base against which the cap on vocational education applies. Ways and Means 
also excluded teen parents - all of whom should be in school - from the cap. 
The Senate bill doesn't narrow the base (it retains current law) but does remove 
teen parents from the cap. The Administration notes that this was not part of the 
budget agreement and wants to retain current law (Le., drop all provisions). 

4. UI Pennington 

The House bill overturns the Pennington Court case which requires some States 
to use the most recent data to establish the base period for UI eligibility. It would 
give States full discretion to establish the base period. The Senate has no 
provision. The Administration has not taken a position. 

J:'IDCOl.TON\WPICSRSPCH\7-9 Conference memo.wpd 
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juiy 18, 1997 

MEMORANDUM 


. '. to: Cyrttliiii Rice, DPe' 

FR: Cliff Johnson, CBPP aJ( 
. . 

RE: JTPA Mai.fitertance 6f Effort arid Competitive Grants to Noriprbfits 

'. As 'promised, here ate options f6r provisions in the welfare-to-work grants that . 
may discourage theshiftingofJTPAfuridsaway from longer-term welfare recipients. 
These options, which could be used separately or, incombmationwithone another, 
iildude: . 	 . 

• 	 . A ·sjmple staterttent that fUnds made available under this program shall be used 
,to supplement and not supplant TANF and:rtPA fU1\ds already Used for these 
pUrposes.' . 

• 	 Astate plall provision requiring that the plan d~scribe thow funds provided 
under this riew program will be usedt~provide services and activities beyond 
those'already available in TANF and JTPA. . . 

• 	 A more:spedficrequirement ~at the state provide infonnation on the level of 
. m A serVices pi-twided to the population eligible under the welfare-to-work 
grants in abase year, accompahi~d by assurantes·that this level of services will, 
beniamtained.' ' 

, In light of concerns about rhdre blitdensorrie data collection and reporting 
reqUirements, our suggestion would beta add provisions of the sot(desCribed in 'the 
first nvabUllefs above to the hill. The statement that funds shall supplement and not 
supplant IANP and JTPA funds could be'addecl to section (5)(C) on limitations on use 
of fUnds. T'hedescription of how funds will be used to provide services and a~vities 
beyond those already available inTA.NF andrrPAwould fitin the stat€!" plan 
requirementcontamed in settlon (S·){A)(H)(I). . . 

, .' Wifh·teganftb ~1igibility of'rioriprofitorganiZationS' for competiti~e gr~is, it is 
my understandirig that there has been somedisctission of a requirement tha~n6nprofit 
app!icantsprovlde evidencetha:t such apPhcationisnot mconflict with weliare'-to·' 
work programs·of the relEwant unit of local g6ve~ent. This strikes me as one 
sensible approach to prevent urireasonablenumbets of ncinprofita.pplicati6ns'to the 
Department of Labor. 	 . , 

, ·Ihope this information 156f some uSe. Let me kItow if we can be helpful in 

Sf.(;:irt.:e oth~ w~y,~nd th.,..n).£Sasain for the time on WE;dnesday.' . 
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SOARD O~ bl~IlCTOIl$ 
~o·C,1:Jc:cb.e 

• .~* trCl'llntt'fnrlUon~l. tn.... Honorable William V. Roth; Jr. 
n;':'~~; D. 8;'11. Jr, I ·Chairiniu1 .BU::'C~'M;,r~,jl.·l\r:r J' 

~itttil~~" J. lurka ' Com.miueeon finance 
b..Jpll""lI.:fI:'. C·or,:j:"tl':Jt.rin. J 

, • I~m~> C. ~~b~qr<l i · United'States Senate' 
(lr;'1ko ftfli....", MNtI"!, in.: ! 

Washington. D.C. 20510Mich.oeJ I. ~';;f' i 

J<lh'nj~"lr\ 'e .'ahj"l~nl\ 


Sf ~~ii:' dsi~""etl .­
. ;:;TO: ("roorat:on' 
 'Dear Mr. Chairrllan: 

. (jiJle'D~~l!iI()..n> " 

, " ).C f'i;n,"~·"' .. ~"" 


,'.ie",~ H. Gios~"'8n I 
 Legislation to implemennheFY 1998 balan~ed budgeragreemefu prcip(}~es aHe.:I[j", Oo.iahtYI 1111... , 

~ii:N,.,d ~. G~,jri 
&1)"('1.:1 '!, 1rr:.i 1l'i 

jfo!l"''n fl. H~fl 
. ~·.ktjl"'L'l.. \I"\\:: 

,'Sidtley H~f'rnyt\ 
" I ':~.1'r 1n:1":rJ";:t~,i\rl;'l! jl'1'd; l';TiI"~. Ir,:: 

, A!b~it Hoier 
'5~em(:r~ COt!.'lcr.jtlor) 

I",,,,rence A, Hough 
" S"lli,.M,,'\* 

new grant program authorizing up to $3 biUlo'n over three years for localities to 
help welfare recipients with t~e transition fromwelfare t6 work. The House 
version of this program' places responsibility for its adminismltion. uriderthe 

, '. "..l, , 

U.S. Deparimentoft:ibor and the lobI agencies that knOv.· how to match 
~n&viduaIswith jobs: The Senate version puis (he program under the Health 
and HumanSerVicesDepanrn~ntand thestate'and local welfare agende~: .. . ., , .~ 

. J~rry O.)~ck:'~Qn 1 


tn:"'fg:'.~ ~(,rpnr"l';f.lrl i 

' Gle'r1n a.: Jeat'lCs ! As tight labor markets' persist in a srrong 'economy. thousands of employers ar~ 

Inr.r;-} ir.!r.'r~\lbl~, In,' , , 

M~lo,lfn R. L.".~H;· jT•. ~ , preparing to hire ind!viduals~ho are mabngthe: transition from wdf<fre to • 
, l"i.:al~~.J1 pr~!Ji;, .c.:~':1:'"1<::,'f;nn 

. '. . P~~~ld c: r.I;nr.: work; Therefore, thetinUngisnghr for'tying this pt-ogram to effective labor . 
, '7h>, PfIJrlti,;tI"i ),",~!I~."\r)14'" (I')rr:~;m~ 1 market institutions. The program shduld SUppOr1: ilieesseriiial servicesthit .:Pcoto f~ M:tt4:J 


1I:1il1,'l,GIObiJl SO:U{jo"!~ , 
 would maximize rhisuruque. opporninity for hiring welf~re recipients in both 
6(1~;' O. MI:A'~h~y 

1';~'aQ!riC: TIlt:, Iii" .· [he' public and'private sectors, 
.~el,jk~o~M.o.t'I~ , ' " . 

r'Jifrol,a\ C~~l!t,loil Of lOi"uj>4~\; v.rcrnal'\, In.:: 
, , ,r " , , , , 

JO~0 Po. M<ICJ!M.n, 1<. Welfare reCipients should not be segregated inye't another separate program
,'. '-l~t!l':""~Y, SIII1 t, j,' 


JIictUrr6 l'. Ue..:ssollo 
 · that does hot have effective cC'lrinectioris to the labOr market. The chaUeligi:~ is 
,,,).'fj~W .lrlClfJrJe"rl ,"'~.i'E. Ait~~ni.~, 10 merge the setVices available in the welfare system with the serVices. job 

,~~rl');1 (N,,~i:tHrm placement, and rraining available in the mainStream workforce developmentJ'~dY8~;"1i ~Ii.y " 
N.:.PI(, ' · 'systemsar rhe sta,te and local Jevels, . ' 

BeiT C, I!nbe.,s, Jr. 
M(l Car1"'!"rj~~J')\~.aT;!;1{'i ~(lrttOr3rIOfj 

<dw:i,d S, !lUst. Jr. 

S1a:'~ farm 1(!st!iar;(~\:crnOal'\jd. 
 ·We belie!Ve .that welfartHo-w~Tk pt~gramsmust bec}osely aligned with the 

. 'Ilit::;'~f(i F. '~cnubi:rt ' workforce sy'steInoverseen by the Secretary ofLabO'r and the communityDtud:er rDt..1hd.slIOT'\ 

, , T. Q~intl Spi~c:r partnershlpswirh employeriwhoarechargcd 'With preparing people for work: 
!\r:pt\~r ,ire'goe '''1(: 
i\,,!!"rr, S"'~~xh . . 
, 'fhe St:'!wQ;Jt:h Co, 

'Arl';~;Lr;;~ v~~i\ie ·The mandate to move welfare clieri~s into the econ'orrul;Tnaihstrdartheigh'rens 
IH!'" f~:w-r.'"l!":thn~ . , . the imperative that public systems idopt the norms ofthe modern WOrkplace.

A. WiUi~m Wiggenhorn 

.M~~yt6J.:I' tr~r., 
 If there is a national corlunitme'nt for welfare r'eform~ there must tie a siiriilar· 

· cornrili!mehl,to en~~te thatpi.lbiiC systems ate'respo~sive to' the workplace 
. S.m 'IOU 

N,11;(II"I.,1 r.dv,:~\..jn (Ofi'Or.1CI();r s!andards by which employers operate. Employers simply are nOlwillingto 
" R~"! 'i'i;igVitro 

N."\!i{');i,",j ((,)JJr'lri~ j-:f \,a R",;! 

COUIlISC,L 

R(lt!itri<:t A. OuArrfu,'nt 
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hire indiViduals who fall shon oftheir job standards. nor are they willing to 

work v.nth systems ,that are unresponsive to them as cuStomers, 


Ifg6vetnJnent;.funded programs are nOt required to make'that link to'the skill, 
, needs ofemployers, programs quickly bccomeiIT~levant and useless to job 

seekers. bEfcause o{extensivechahgesoccurring in the modem workplace, 

the Alliance strongly urge's you to 'support a final compromise bill thal gi.ve's, 
responsibility for this program to the Secretary ofLabor and to the state and 
local workforce development systems, which are more appropriately attuned to . 

, the demands of local job markets, ' 

We believe that this position is cOrruilon sense and good public policy based on 
the'intended results of the program, and should take absolute precedence over 
c'ornmittee jurisdictional issues.' , 

. Jones 
t and CEO 

cc: House and Senate Leadership 
Members ofthe Committee ofComerenee 
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NATIONAL t)ALLIANCE 
OF SUSINESS 

July 2. 1997 

Honorable William v. Rorh;Jr, 
Chairman 
Cdmril.ittee on Finance 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: ' 

·1 recently sent you a letter on behalf ofthe· Alliance urging that thetiew welfar~ 
refofm(welfare-to-work) grant program in the budget reconciliation bills be 
.direCted through public employment and training agencies. which have effective 
ties to the labor market'and to private sector jobs. . 

. , . 

We have identified over 2,500 employers who are hiring welfare retipient.,.:;;and 
this list is increasing daily. DUring this impletneniatjon period, employers heed all· 
the help they cari get from emplOyment and training agencies. Pre~emp'6yment 
~ervices, counseling, skill assessment, and support services iike transponation and 
child care. are critically important for hiringmariy participants.· Thisne~ grant 
money is essential for maintaining the momentum we see.developing. 

The obvious link betw'een an individual on welfare and a job is knowledge and 
skills. Directing these grant funds in any other way. which would not suppon this 
transition from welfare-to~work would delay employment and 'would losecritica! 
momentum among employers. 

Iurge you (0 ensure that these funds are adrrunistered effectively through 'the 
employment, training. and support service agencies under r>epartment'ofLabor 
programs, where employers work in partnership with local government. 1urge 
'that the conference agreement on blidget reconciliation reflect this prionty. 

. Jones 

"/,.ndCEO 

, "It.., Nil,,,Yorl: Av!!nlJe. NIiV . Suite 700 W>:lShiogtor.. DC 200'05-6143 
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" 

July I), 1997 

The Honorabk Bill Clinton 

"the White I-louse' 

WashingTon. DC 20500 


DearMr, President: 

" As members ofthe Coalilion,we.lookf6rward tQwdrking with you tOt:IUiCI a creuibh; bi1h111l,:c;U budget 
plan built on soulid. sustainable polidt:s lhin have bipurLi:suu ~upplJl'1. Wc'"pplaud the work that you and 

, others have: done: Lu brilil-!, Lis 'wlllis poinL Hliwc:vcr; we i'ecognize that 1l1ucll work remains to be done to 
~Iiad h::gi:shlLioll Lo'illlpiclJ;ei;ttlle uaJanccd budgetagrebl'llcnt: " , 

, As you know, we'proposed a baianced budget plan tliat was based on the twin principles of cre'dihle 
, deJ'icitreduetidnandsound public policy. while we are pleased that the budget agreement rei'lecls' the 
pbHCiesin the'Coalitii>n budget in several areas, we are concerned that many of the policies contAined ill 
the 8sreement fall short ofthe principles outlined in the Coalition budget. While.we w:oen,i:i~ r.hallhe 
bi;dgct ~sil!ement limii!l~the flexibility of the r.onteret'!s ~ncl the admini~tratjoh to inake dramatic changes 
in Ihe' plEm, w~ hl~lieVe that: it i~ r~ssirile to addres~ma:nyo'fQuI-concerns within the scope oJ the 
conferelice and the hU:dget agreement. 

, ; . ' " . 

Tli~ attachei:l doculllcntouililleso~rpl:iOl'itic;:> in th~ upcoming' conference, Wc will c'vahititc 11 

coilfen::ilcel'epoi1 bastdOil five hasic principles" First, it must provide crcdible deficit rcduetlon, 
Second, it m~st indude conip'rehcnsivc budget chforcclncht provisions, Third, tax cut~ must be targeted 
to pr6ductiveinvcstmc'nts, smallbusincsscs undf£ll1Ticfs. Fourth; the Medicare Clnd Medicaid policies 
should reduc'e the long-terril growth of these prcigtatns whilaprot~ctins the ava.ilability and quality of 
cate, ,Finally, provisions in the agreement providiii't; increased funds for priority programs should be 
~tr~ctiJted to accomplish the goaIs of the programiil the n\o'~t co'st-~tl'ectivc manner possible, We will 
erith~siasticnlly support reconciliatii)n legislation that incorporAtes theseprindpfI.is, 

We iook'to~ard (0 ~6rkingwirh you to enact a'balanced budgeiplun thal we canail bJ piouu:uf. 

Thank you for your c{)llsidetatiorl. 


Siilcerely, 

, 
'~,".~.. : 

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

http:theseprindpfI.is
http:While.we
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"..: ',~ .,'A:1I0cation ,~f p4;ri1entsror',bisproportionat~ Share Hospibl)s 'We'are concemeclabout the 
aUocation bfOSH savings among S'tatds. Refor,m,s of the DSH:prognim should adrltessp'8st abilses 
cifthe program, but ~hould hot penalize states that have legitimately accessed DSH fu.Uds cmisistent 

, ~lth'the puft,ose of the pI·ogram. We encolmigcyouto work to reduc'e DSHfunding in 'a manner 
th~ltdist~ioutes 'theciits m:bre evenly among the states.' , ' 

'. 	 'TargetirigJot' DSH'payments :tohospitals: 'Giventhe red~:Ction in federal DSH sp~nding, it is' 
, exttetilely ittiportant thattheiemaining DSHfurias be t~rgeted to institutions thaI serve thehighesr 
proportion of Medicaid and leVi-income populations and are therefore ingre~test need of assistf.mce. 

, As you know;niany rurali10spitals faU into this :category. ' riSH savings should beliriked to a . 
. . f'e'd~ia.l stanHardtrirgetlnglhe remaining funds to needy hospitals; Inadditioh,' DSH,payments 

sh6Uldbemadedire'ctlytb hospitals, and ~houJd not\belinked tOlnanagedcatecori~tacts. 

.'. ~ "', Medi~aid ~;\YMentstoli~spitab and Dursing homes We b~lieve that therepealof'the BoroI1 

,'arftet.drnent' mu'stbeaccompanled by safeguardsto'protecthosPltals' andriUIsing homes from 

'gtarnatic'redtidlbns in Medicaid reimolHsemertts.We Strongly support the Houselal1guage 


" est~blish:ing'ap~ytnen:r floorIor'paymerits lohospitais and Ilursing homes for 18 mbIiths; We also 
suppbrttheSen~telanguage requiting a pubiic protess in Medi2aid' ra[e~sertillg, 

". ' . 

", 'Ett~~tive u~e',,()f'iunds :(or'n~w 'initiatives 

." Mdhy dfus hav'e f~~etvatiOns'~bolit providingidd'eas~d funding for new progtarns as partef aplanto 
',' I)alartce'the budget, but we recognize that thenew initiatives ate art importaiH part ofthis agreement. 

, " Given oui limited ;financial reso~ces, it is extremely itnportant tllat tlienew funds'beusddin the mO~l 
'e'ffic'ieht'rtiiillrl'er possible. All heW ptogtanis,or increasecl fund~ 'for existing p!dgfafus~ ~Hi(),u'Id contain ' 
safe'guatd!hbensiire 'that tHe'[uhds'areus~d'forthepUrpoSes intended' by theagn:'ement and directed ti.) 

, 'piog,r"atns andactivitie~ $jt ,tridst effectively 'actorriplish the' goals of the agreement. 

• •Distribution ofWelfare to'work funds through competitive grants," A sl.lbstantia(arnount ofthe 
We1f~e to work funds should bi'distriljuted through cOrhpetiri've grants 'to reward'inI:tovative " 

,ptagrams at 'the Jocallevel 'that rrtovewelfare recipients' into 'private sectoremploymeht.· 

,Performance bonus' forsu~~essfulwclfiire to w~rkprngram)j,A sigIlificantportiori Of" the ' 
'WeLrareto wd'i-kfiuids, should be reserVed for bonus payrtiertts to reward states whodefuonstrate 

"" success In uSiIlg'Netfaie to work funds to rrici~e hard-to~serve welfare recipientsintb private sec'tor 
, 'em:ploym~hLPetformartce Bdriuspayments should reward p-eifortn:ance'diredlyattributable to 
'~~ffarelci' work.' funds and should take into account the economicc6riditiens' in the state; , 

, ~. 	 ' - . , . . 

EffectiVe work pr()gr'aIh forfoodstantp reCipients. Thei)[ovisions~to~idiIigaddiiional 'fhnd.ing . 
fek fog~ 'stamp '~mploym:entarid' training progranls should be structured to encour~ge'states to create 
thchilaXimu.rn nwriber:6f effective work,slots for foodstanlprecipientssubje~t to work, ' , 

, requifements; ~ih a goal ofcre~hng 36o:000,~ork slot~ 'over the nexttlveyears. ,In addition,the 
,'pi0gFair\sh:o~ld establishinceIitives' that ~eViard states the create 'slots that succ~ssfU1iyniove' 

, unemplbyrri'eni 'fobd stamp reCipiertts irito private Sector ,employment.' "" ,,', , " , 
. 	 - . .. ,. . 

.; " 

. 3 , 

http:thchilaXimu.rn
http:reimolHsemertts.We
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SiandirdiforMe'dicaid MariagedCareThere should be 'strong finanCial and quulity standards for 
, Medicaid managed 'c'are programs. In general, we support tJ:.eMedicaid managed carequaHty 

standards in the Senate oill, which are very simUar to the quality standards tharwere,included in the 
Cohlition budget:' ' ' 

. 	 . ,. 

• 	 ,tfficie~tus~df fUridSf6rchildr~n;s health programs. States should be requited [0 lise the 
incteaselfuriding to pto~jde healthihsurance to,low-iric6me, uninsw'ed children. In addition, there 
must be,sttong safeguutds roeI1stire that increased f~detal funds forchiIdren' 5 health are not used to 
sltpplahtcurrent state 'spending or shifted to other programs. The children's health care bill 
d~vdbped by' the Dem'ocratic Caucus Ta'sk Force on Children's'Heal,ih;which was co-chair-edby 
Rep. M,aTibnB~riY) accompfishesallOf these'goak , . . ' . 

, , 

. - ~ 	 . 

. ':- . 
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Record Type: Record 

To: .. Elena' KaganlOPD/EOP, Janet M'urguievWHO/EO,P, Cynthia A. Rice/OPD/EOP, Diana ForfunalOPD/EOP 
, . 

co: Barry White/OMB/EOP, Lisa M. Koun~oupes/OMB/EOP, Jeffrey A. farkas/OMB/EOP, Maureen H .. 
Walsh/OMBiEOP . . , . 

Subject: BYRD,· 

Attached is a revised list of Byrd Rule welf~re.;.to~work issues Chuck is taking up to the Hill, hurriedly 
amended this mornillg to capture" we think •. the re_sults <;>f the Saturday meeting with the Ds. As Chuck's 
note says. we can reach him if there's anything fatal in here. Let any of us know if there are significant 
problems you believe need to be raised, serious or:nissions, o'rather issues that we should consider. 

-'----------:...---------.::.Forwarded by Larry R. Mallack/OMB/EOP 'on 07/14/97 '11 :28 AM 
----..~.--.-:.....--'..,.;..--"--------....;.----

Charles Konigsberg 
07114/97 11 :04:00 AM, 

Record Type: Record 

To: ' See the distribution list at the bottol!l'Of this message 

cc: 

Subject: BYRD 


Message Creation Dat~was at 14-JUL-199711 :04:0.0 , 

FOLLOWING IS A REVISED BYRD LlST,BASEDUPON COMM'ENTS RECEIVED THIS MORNING. 
I WILL BE MEETING WITH BUDGET STAFF AND WH/LA FOR THE NEXT COUPLE HOURS TO 
FINALIZE THE LIST. IF YOU IDENTIFY AN'y OTHER PROBLEMS WITH THE LIST, PLEASE' 
PAGE ME. THANKS.. . 

7/14/97 

DRAFT - POSSIBLE BYRD R(jLE VIOLATIONS 


[Note: the following is not intended to bea comprehensive.list; it is 

limited to identifying which 'of the objectionable reconciliation provisions 

(i.e. objectionable on policy grounds) may'?lso violate the Byrd Rule.] 

~ .:'. .' •. ' _ "". ~--.'~ ----"'*..... ~.-~._r 

\oP-ri~atization (i=ood_StaJI)ps_and.Medicai~): i.Aousepassea-SiII (Section 1003.; 
~od Stamps; and Sec. 3457, Medicaid) ..!l'Background: TheHouse bilrpermits 
anyStatEftocontra'crwith"a' private sector. entity to conduCt income 
verification and eligibility determinations for Food Stamps and.Medicaid. The 
Senate includes no such provisions (dropped per Byrd rule). ,The~dminis~ation " 



... 


strongly opposes the provisions in the House bill and urges tne Confereesto 

drop them from consideration. Nature of Byrd violation: the provision does not 

affect federal revenues or outlays. 
 < 	 • 

o Welfare-to-Work: 

--Senate Section 5822(a)(2)(c) --Nonapplication of any minimum wage 

requirements with respect to individual sanctions. (Le., the Nickles, 

amendment.) 


< :...----------~-:--'.-. ~-'---~~~"" 


. --(FLSA) H9~u~e.sections:5004;andcp005, and 9004, 9005 --/nake people in 

workfare and community service activities nofemployeE:fs'foqjurposes of FLSA; 


< and counts item!> other than cash and food stamps for minimum wage (no budget 
effect) . 

--Tempora'Y Assistance for Needy Families (TAN F) Work Activity AU.les: Wpuld. 
limiCv.ocatiom3Jand educationalJraining CiS a work activity in TANF;'House ;~" < < 

~s~l", (sectIOnS~~9~: ~002);/Senate Passed BiI.1 ~Sec. 59d5(k)f:~--'-!' . 
--Bac!<groun(f:-The-Hoose brlHncludes two sets of provIsions --one from the Ways 

and Means Committee and the other from the Education and Workforce Committee 

--which narrow the base of eligible recipients against which the cap on 


'vocational education in TANF applies. (The Ways'and Means Committee also . 

excludes teen parents in school from the cap and sets the cap at 30 percent of 
< 

the1narrower base, while the Education and Workforce Committee makes no other 
changes.) The Senate bill maintains the existing base against which the cap on· < 

vocational education applies, but removes teen parents who attend school from 
'. the 20 percent cap on vocation,al education. The Agreement did ·not address 

< mak,ng changes in the TANF work requirements regarding vocational education and' 
< 	 <educational services for teen parents. The Administration voiced concerns 

about these provisions in several letters and urged Conferees to drop them from 

consideration. Nature of Byrd Violation -- no effect on Federal budget . 


~_ 	 "'~~_'_'M'_.'\ 

--TANF transfers to title XX: House.J~as~ed Bill (Section 9002)., . .J 
. Background: The provisions reported by the HousewoulcIaliowStates to divert 

TANFfunds away from welfare-to-work efforts to other TItle XX social service 

activities. (The Senate included no such provisions;) The Agreement did not 

address making changes in the TANF transfer provisions. The Administration 


..	voiced concerns about these provisions in several letters and urged Conferees 
to drop them from consideration. : Nature ofviolation: The prqvision does not <,. 

effect federal. revenues or outlays. . 

'..... 



, :, 

July 10, 1997 
, 

.' 
" 

Dear Mr. President: 
: ..,... 

. , We want to thankyou for your strong opposition to congressional atierriptstouse 
""----fuebalanced budget bill to overturn youradIill1llStratlon's poliCies on-pnvatizTngthe-----· 

Food Stamp and Medicaid programs and on applying thjf.Fair Labor Standards Act and 
other worker protections laws to workfare workers. . . 

'As a result ,of our mutual efforts, the Senate now has clear record rejecting ali ' 
privatization provisions. We believe that the Senate's action provides a solid basis from 
which to resist provisions in the House bill which would allow all states to privatize food, 
stamps and Medicaid operations. - • 

In addition, weare making 'important progress protecting working people on and 
offwelfare~ We have strongly defended your administration's ruling that workfare' 
workers should have the same·rights and protections as other workers. Moreover, we 
have been pleased at the progress made in moving the welfare-to-work program through 
the legislative process and are see~g to ensure that it will be used to create real jobs at 
livable wages rather than workfare. Finally, we have, seen significant Congressional . 

. support for incorporating effective nondisplacement protections in the .conference 
agreement so that working people do not end up paying for welfare Teform with a loss in 
jobs and income. 

'We now are at a critical juncture in the deliberations 'on the conference agreement. 
We btMeve your .continued strong leadership is essential to achieving a favorable 
outcome on all these, critically important .issues.' . 

;t~u~~nrerelY' 
" . 

.ytt~.~ 
Gerald W. McEntee . . MortonBahr 
'Intern'ational President President 

Communications Workers of, 
America 

~J~ 
Andrew L. Stem· . 

. ,President ' 'l, 

, Servi~e Ep1ploYt~es 
. International Union 



COMMITTEE MEMBERS AND STAFF FINANCE 

COMMITTEE ON FINANCE 

50-219 (ZIP: 20510-6200) ............................................. 224-4515 
 I: 
William V. Roth, Jr., DE, Chairman. "I 


Ii
John H. Chafee, RI Daniel Patrick Moynihan, NY I' 

I
Charles E. Grassley, IA Max Baucus, MT I 

Orrin G. Hatch, UT John D. Rockefeller IV, WV 

Alfonse M. D'Amato, NY John B. Breaux, LA 

Frank H. Murkowski, AK Kent Conrad, ND 

Don Nickles, OK Bob Graham, FL . 

Phil Gramm, TX Carol Moseley-Braun, IL 

Trent Lott, MS Richard H. Bryan, NV 

James M. Jeffords, VT J. Robert Kerrey, NE 

Connie Mack, FL 


STAFF MEMBERS 

Agent, Myrtle MAl ST ASST SD-208 .............. .. 44515 McClanahan, Patricia MIN TAX COUN SH-203 ................. 45315 

Anderson, Bruce CHF EOIT SH-231A .............................. . 44515 Merulla, Robert EOIT SH-231A ............................ 44515 

Autor, Erik INTNATl TRADE COON SO-219 ...................... .. 44515 Olchyk, Samuel TAX COUN SO-219 ................................. 44515 

Baker, Robert lEG FEllOW SO-219 .............................. .. 44515 Passman, Maury MIN TAX COUN SH-203 ........................ 44515 

Becchi, Rosemary TAX COUN SO-219 .......................... .. 44515 Patterson, Mark MIN ST OIR, CHF COON SH,203 .............. 45315 

Blair, Mark HEARING ClK SO-219 ........................... , ...... .. 44515 Paull, Lindy ST OIR & CHF COUN SO-219 ........................ 45000 

Blum, Janet SYS ADMR SO-219 ...................................... . ,44515 Pearson, Christina OPTY PRESS SECY SO-219 ................ 44515 

Bonmartini, Gioia Hl TH ANlST SH-203 .......................... . 44515 Peterson, Lori TAx COUN SO-219 ................................... 44515 

Burnett, Laird MIN PROF ST SH-203 ................................ 45315 Podoff, David MIN CHF ECON SH-203 ............................. 45315 

Butterfield, Jane CHF ClK SO-219 .................................. 44515 Polk, Frank GEN COUN SO-219 ....................................... 44515 

Cribbs, Sallie CORRESPDC MGR SO-205 ........................ . 44515 Prater, Mark CHF TAX COON SO-219 ............................... 44515 

Drummond, Faye MIN SA HlTH COON SH-203 .............. .. 45315 Preiss, Jeremy INTNATl TRAOE COUN SD-219 ................. 44515 

Fant, Bill SH-203 ............................................................ 44030 Ridenour, Donna ST ASST SO-219 ................................. 44515 

Fisher, Douglas TAX COUN SO-219 ................................ . 44515 Roesser, Tom TAX COON SO-219 ................................... 44515 

Foster, Connie SO-219 ., ................................................ . 44515 Savage, Darcell HRNG ClK SO-219 ................................ 44515 

Giordano, Nick MIN CHF TAX COUN SH-203 ........ : ... : ...... . 45315 Singh, Rakesh MIN RES ASST SH-203 ............................ 45315 

Gulya, Brigina TAX COON sO-2i9 .................................. . 44515 Smith, Dennis Hl TH & WELFARE ANlST SO-219 .............. 44515 

Hoof!, Churchill SO-219 ..... : .......................................... .. 44515 Steiger, Doug MIN PROF ST SH-203 ................................ 45315 

James, Julia CHF HlTH ANlST SO-219 ....................... : .. .. 44515 . Testa, Kristen MIN PROF ST M SH-203 ............................ 45315 I, 

'i 


Koops, Virginia PRESS SECY SO-219 .............................. 44515 Thorson, Eric CHF INVEST SO-249 .................................. 44515 
 .,I 
Lamb, Deborah MIN TRAOE COON SH-B13B .................. .. 45315 Vachon, Alexander HlTH & SOC SEC ANlST SO-219 ....... 44515 

Lee, Lisa'MIN RES ASST SH-S13B .................................. . 45315 Woodward, Joan ECON & CHF BUOGET ANlST SD-254 :.. 44515 

Lewis, LaShawn MIN SJ ASST SH-203 .............. . 45315 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON HEALTH CARE 

50-219 (ZIP: 20510-6204) ...................................... __ ..... 224-4515 


Phil Gramm, TX, Chairman. 

William V. Roth, Jr., DE John D. Rockefeller IV, WV 
John H. Chafee, RI Max Baucus, MT 
Charles E. Grassley, IA Kent Conrad, ND 
Orrin G. Hatch, UT Bob Graham, FL 
Alfonse M. D'Amato, NY Carol Moseley-Braun, IL 
Don Nickles, OK Richard H. Bryan, NV 
James M. Jeffords, VT J. Robert Kerrey, NE 

119 




FROM MARY BOURDE!TE96905750 	 P. 1 

DATE :__'7.:.......!...:k"-/-,cf~·_~~_ 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN'SERVICES 
200· 	INDEPENDENCE AVE., SW 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20201 

PHONE: (202) 690-6311 	 ,FAX: . (202) 690-8425 . 

~ ,)' i " 	 . 
OFFiIG:E OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATION

I U . HUMAN SERVICES 'LEGIS'LATION 
1 . ~.l . '. ·RooM 413 H HUMPHREY BUILDING
[ .. At 
, .:. r'l" .,r 

. ! r.. ~., t 
FROM: , 

,.~.,tntJ~ ~/Q// -¥St- - 7Q.g I TO . 	 . [ ~y M. BOuRDETTE 
~/f-~?,;27-., §j1E~- zt;L

OFFICE 	 J BARBARA P. CLARK( H 11 ti! 	 GREG JONES 
,. ! t~ f 
~ !:j ,ROOM NO 

[ } PATRICIA SAVAGE 
PHONE NO 

i ~ f [ JOSEPH· WARDEN
4I:tl i 	 . . 

FAX NO' : --:-:--+?'.....;i+l_______ 	 LAUREN GRIFFIN 
. , ' i if 

. 	 , '! 
. ] LULA BARNES, !i"PTOTAL PAGES fl f. 

INCLUDING COVER) :! :1:1
~~+il~----
! r.,t 

'i: ' ! i 




P.2 
i ~ !~~ 

7-14-1997 1 :02RMr~ FROM MARY BOURDETTE 96905750 . 	 r : ttl 
. Ul 

! r \ 

j I!' i' ).~, r, f • 
, TeChnl.calt!' '~jJsues 1n Ways and Means Welfare-~o-:-~ Gr~nts Draft 
, 	 Pr,oposal ", ne 13th, i2: SO pm)ii, <JU 

f:j~ 
, 	 1,' c::on~oT:tp.~ng Changes to Lead-In and Us~ 6f "Secretary" (pg. 2 andGc 1 

ont.l.nul.ng)b'! 	 . 

providingl :Jle new 'w~lfare to work grant prov.isions as simply an 
add-on td ~,*isting403(a) seems confusing. Plans under Part A as 
defined ~nlISE!ction 402, 'for example, are 2 year plans to the 

, ,I '\' 	 , ' " 
SecretarYl9~ Health and Human Services. .The new pa::agraph (S) 
envi5ions~ that amendments to these plans Wl.ll be provl.ded to the 
setretaryl q'f Labbranpually but reference,to this is not made in 
section 402Ftwhich deals wi.th the plan under this part (which would 
include t~~;ln,ew 403 (a) (S) amendments). , ' 

, 't' :;1 ' 
More pro~qi'¥, the bill refers to "the Secretary" as being the 
Secretary! !;:If' Labor (pg. 22, line 12). When' HHS and HUD are 
,involved,j ;i.!~ specificallyrefel:"s to the respective ,Secretaries of 
those Dep'a:d::ments. These are confusing designations especially 
when viewedl in the context of the entire TANF sections of the 

I "'\ ' 
Social se~~rity Act. 

We ~JJgest that conforming changes recognizing the new 
paragr.4ph (5) be provided in sections 401 and/or section 402 
or '9h*lt some, explanatory ,lead:- in language be provided in 
paragr.aph {S}. We suggest the Secretary of Labor be 
ideni;J.Jfied in each subparagraph as appropriate, rather than 
prov~~ing a blanket definitiorisolely for·the new paragraph 
(5) 	 p~:! the Secretary. ' 


" i ill} 

~ 	 I, I 

Alsoj ,;~or clarity, we would revise the, reference to an 
'~menfiri1~nt to the plan (pg.4 line 1) as simply a change to. the 
plan! s(lnce in effect the plan in question is an amendment to 
a ,pHm\. ' 1 

,; . , i; !~J 
, , I ' ti 	 . ' 

2. 'Distribution of Funds 
1 : n 	 .. 

The languagk describing the first option for dist'ributing funds 
within stlal~~s ('pg. 8, line 141 is 'confusing. It speaks to an 
amount inipr:oportion "to the number (if·any) by which the number'of 
individua!s::j, " " ' 

',~ i j·.t 


. ;I : /', " ' ' ,


We stlggest that the extraneous language be removed and this ,be 
reworaed to provide "in proportion to the number (if any) 'of 
indi~ild.uals residing,., II 

: ((' ~ t 
3. Goverhors' Projects. t ljll\ 	 ' . . ~ 	 " .. ~ , 

Page 11, lir;fe 11 provides that the "Governor may designateari agency 
other .than! t;h~ state TANF agency to administer the,5e proj ects with 
no refer~nce to the 'need for coordina,tion with the' State TANF 
agency. :1 'li . ,;;1 

... 	 !. 
j 	 , 1.} :! l 
I . if
1 ,I.:
,.;! t 

l ~ H
'1 Ltr' 
l i 1'1 
1,1'1. 
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: 1'1 , (I
~ 't: 
: : Ii 

"I l1 1f 

:1 f! .:; ~ q," 
We, su:~gest that coo'rdination with the State TANF, agency be 
requar.ed.! . I'f 

, : riC ' 
4., Allowable Activities 

. ',1 :1J 
On page l~~"Jlline 4, subparagraph (V) I one allowable activity for 
which funds\lcan be used .are "Job suppqrt services, excluding child 
care if sildi services are not otherwise availa.ble." Clarification' 
is needed! oi'i what is meant by "not otherwise avai'labJ,e. II It is not 
clear whe;tli~r this is meant to address cases where other Federal 
funding i~'l~ot available for a particular service or, whether the 
language means that other Federal funding may be available for a 
service bu'ld that' such a service has not been located in a 
particula~r<l:ommunity or ,SDA. In other words, is the intent to 
allow St4t1~ to use these grants to fund an activity ,that is 
covered bYlanother Federal program? ,

'I,d 
. II i " 

We s},lggest that clarification be provided. If the ,int;ent is 
to al]0w States to use Federal funds from different programs 
to cbV4r the ,same service, then no change is necessary. The 
curr~d't~ 'language ,can certainly be interpreted to' mean that 
stat~~lhave broad flexibility to fund services. However, if 
the lritent is to restrict State use of funds to services not 
cover~qi by other Federal program funds I then appropriate 
lang,u~ge should be inserted in the bill. ' 

(]). APPli~~lility ·of SecUon.404 (pg_ 20, line 4) 

paragraph;, :(b (iii), Limitation on" Applicability of Section 404, 
provides ::tll~t -those rules .doriot ~pply with the exception of {b} 
15% cap' fO.r administratJ.ve, cost:.s;' (f) authority ,to operate 

, t'l 

employme,n~ lp>lacement programs and (h), use of funds to carry out a 
program tp'l~.und individual development account:.s. 

:; ,l " ' 
( J L'

,We s;uggest. that the reference to paragraph (h) be further 
defihe:9:to provide limiting s'ubparagraph designations to 
(h) (~)1 (B) (iii) because qualified purposes under paragraphs (i) 
P9st:se:d:ondary Educational Expenses and' (ii) First Home 

'purcha!.~e, under this section do not appe~r in alignment with 
tpe '!a;Lllowable activities provided under (5) (C) (i) of the 
prop~~41. . .,

G· Grant~.. lio Tribes (pg- 30, line 6 and continuing) 
.! ;"1 

,a. :Se'cretary 
~!l ' 

,The ':z:l~? grants to Indian Tribes language {proposed section 
412 Ca):(3) does not include a definition of Secretary as was 

'. !'4 
prov~d;~d with respect to the new section 403 (a) (5) " The 
langu~ge provided on pg. 22 is embedded in section 403 and 
does~d9t extend to' section 412;

" n:; H 
'( k1 

l' n 2 
"1 
;~1
, I 

i'rcq
.( ~ 

,H
'1 ';,1 

; ~ .. 

http:administratJ.ve
http:requar.ed


.: R
• 	 - 7-14.-1997 1 : 038M ,'J FROM MARy BOURDETTE 96905750 Po 4. 

. 'Ii! 
r 	 f ): 

,~ 	 Vii:t 	 .,~~
1~ 	 iti
': ,r 4 
J; 	 p} 

'I 	 ';;.t 
b ~ :~ 1&nount" of Tribal Grants 

Lar;t~~~~e il? not provided indicating how the set-aside dollars 
are ,'tq! be distributed. among tribes' submitting a plan. The 
langu~ge appears to provide compl:ete' discretion to the 
Secietary. . ' 

i ' '(
i ;? ~ 

c . 	 'Tribal Submission 
'1 i!11 

Langh~'4e on submission of the plan speaks to an addendum to 
the!trlibal TANF ,plan,- if any. This may be drafting,' but 
appeiat;,+ toenvisio,ri a link to Tribes which have TANF plans. 

t I 'J, J 	 ", ., 
;' 	 ('1 ' i: We recommend that .additional clarifying language be 
i . !',. 	 . 

~: provided on each 'of these' issues. We assume the 
:1 ~'~cretary in question, is the Secre.tary of Labor and. 
!! language as provided onpg., 22 would be in order in this 
l ~+ction. With respect to the grants, we suggest that 
'~9me formula and/or threshold be 'provid~d and that 
, ~ligible' tribe be further, refined, to specify "tribes 

':: qlher?lting ,TANF programs or -trib,al JOB programs. H On the 
',; l!ast item, we' recommend that;: the language be revised to 
: p',:tovide nan addendum to the .tribal assistance, pla'n, or In 

-; t'r,~e absence. of such a plan, .' an independent welfare to 
: w0rk plan .which .... 	 . 

,: 	 '!! 
II 

7. NO:h-c~~~etitive Formula Issues 
~ : ti.1 

On page 2L !dline 20 I poverty is ,defined for purposes of the formula 
but the TAN:.f and unemployment data lS riot. 

; 	,H 
We sbg\gest that clarification be added· with respect to these 
formu~3i measures. For example,we may want a date or fiscal 
year: eft to point ,to what data to use,':-- e.g. average monthly 
TANF) a~ul t caseloi3,ds for, the Rreceding f isca 1 year as reported 
to HHSHby x date. 

.'lth; , 

Q I .~f. 


. 8,; Singti~1AUdit Act ~ . '.. . '. 


Under iTANF, sectl.on 409(a) (1) (A)I any amount pald tb a State 
und-er t~ection: 403 of the Social Security Act is subj ect to a· 
pena~tJ.y via the Single Audit Act. Is the ..intent to have WTW 
fund~r~ubject ,to' this pen~l ty,? " . 

, 	 ~:~. . , . 
l . ~1 .' " .
i II~ the intent is to have funds subj ect to a penalty under 
;'~:&e Single Audit Act, then the current bill language 
: ~~rmits this penalty. ,'If the intent is not to have wtw 
;: c'6vered, or if· 'DOL has adif.ferent monitoring m'echanism, 
,t~en the bill languag~.~eeds to 'be changed.

t\!. 	 ' 
i 

H 
I 

.,
;'j 

' 

fl
. il 	 3
Ii
i'!· 
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rI 
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;,1 W~· 

I • l'~. 


<1 ~ ~l ' 

:l t~ ,
1 i If~,) 1 t,,', ' 

Stat::ei f~eporting Requirements and Regulatory Authority 
) ;:~ , 

, 1!'j 
Pl'acing t:h~:~ welfare to work piece within TANF severely limits the 
Federal GOl.ljernments ability to regulate (sec. 417 states that 
unless othgrwise stated" the Feds can not regulate) ~ The only 
express teg4latory authority provided for wtw is with respect to 
the interpr.etation of required beneficiaries (pg. 19, line 4). It 
is not clea~ this limitation will allow effective implementation of 
the propo~~i, or that, it is the desired intent since the Secretary 
of Labor;i~;:f given discretion in a number of areas. 

. ~ ;'" ..1 . • 

Simil~rl~, ~here are no spe~ifi~ repor~in$ req~i~ements f~r cases 
covered by,wtw funds. Unless th~s sectlon expl~c~tly provldes for 
data rep6,r~,ing (recipient characteristics and financial) we (nor" 
DOL) willi 1,tt be able to require additional reporting. 

: ,I"ll

; vf~ suggest that language be added to provide reporting of 
I specific data' elements related to wtw cases. At a 
'M'inimum we need, financial reporting that they are 
, ~pending the money and what th~y ,are spending it on. In 

terms of recipient charac'teristics at least we would want 
: ~A identifier in the TANF case record that the person is 

a:l recipient of services under this new program. ,We also 
. ~~*ggest' that regulatory discretion be provided for 
" tq., 

I p'~rposes of the new'403(a) (S). 

, fl " 
j "~l'f ' , , ,

Further ~h,~ Secretary will be unable to effectively .evaluate how'I 

grants haye;jbeen used wit}:lOut an authority ~o require grantees to 
submi t dat~;!IN, ' 


'10. WTW kria TANF Interactions
\ . ~*~ m . 
Further~ em1:j>edding WTW into TANF could create 'unforeseen problems 
in that conq;epts which are currently contained in TANF could become 
appl icabr~ t~n unintended ways to WTW. For' example I 

i J i~i· 
it w01.Hd be undesirable for WTW expenditures which would be 

.j J (';\"~ • •• 
rega!a~d as asslstance under TANF,to'become subject to the 
TANFl' .:itiules that, apply to receipt ,of .assistance, such as 
assi~~went of child support and time limits, and 

\ ~,{'J . 

where:t~!he, WTW grantee is a state, does section 417 preclude,• 
regu;~a\ging the conduct of the state? 

:Q, supp"~~atation\...:k1 ,~, '};1 ' ' 
.', .~~~ 

There 'is ri'6li?language in the bill that would'prohibit ,WTW funds from 
• 1 ~ ~ ~ supplantlng,:;jcur:r:ent state 'expenditures.

;i i!~ .. ~ 

f:l 

i1,1 
j~
; ~i 4. hi 
, 1;1\ 


;t : kJ 

.' ~h~' 
C j'" 
; ~~ , .,. l~! ' 


hi' 


1 
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. :2 .) Eva~L;Jkions . , . ' ,"~-y ~·~~"Ir . 
,J '(1'.£. 

The currehd{evaluation language in HR 2015 provides for determining 
how grantee{~use the fun9-s and identifying and evaluat'ing a limited' 
set ofpart~cularly promising approaches. This is compatible with 
the fund;irr,g' level and is feasible. Other .language under 
consider~t;~:6n could suggest a much more ambitious agenda that the 
Departmen~t: r,ould not be able to ca:rry.out with the proposed funding' 
level. w.e:\§1 be prepared to work on, modifications to clarify that 
the' evaluaJiions would .examine the success of a limited'· set of 
approache';s: f~ to ,ensure 
resourcest. :; lk~, '. 

'I' I'lj' 
, ., I~!

i ~f 
.1 ril
't': (l
; '~~i 
:i !~}:.:, 
\ i 3.(,
! ~~A

ii·' , ~! 
: '~. 

that expectations
' 

were compatible' with 

,: i!~f' 
! . 'l~) ~il 
:.~ ~~~ 
'. ~l 
" ;!<:/.',1\1
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Techhical Issues in: ,the 'Senate Welfare- to-Work Prop'osal 
i i (Dated June 24, 1997) 

1.. ­
1. 	 st'at'e tReporting Requirements' and Regulatory' Authority

1, ,"tI' , 

, U~~ ,


Same as H61.1isecomment #9,. . 
: ; ~i 

2 . Grantai to Tribes (page 29 , item (c) (3) (A) ) 
,I !l(~. 

Language ,;iJi not provided indicating how the set -aside funds for 
Tribes 'ai;e,IFo be distributed. ,The language apf>ears to provide 
complete 'd'lilscretion to the Secretary. However, the secretary is 
not gived; ~te authority to regulate the criteria for 
distribut;i~. , 

, ',1: fll, 	 ' 
i ; ~~ " 

3. Tt:ib:a'llsubmission ,(page 29, item (c) (3) (B) (in 
j ~,,"$ • 

Language prfisubmission of the plan ,speaks to an "addendum to the 
tribal fa'm~ly assistance, if any I of' the Indian Tribe." Does 
this lang,ba~e envision the coverage of Tribes not presently 
operatingJ ~lTribal work or TANF program?,:', If so then the'I 

language ,ne~ds to be changed. We suggest "an addendum to the 
tribal ,fa~~tty assis,tapee plan, or in the absence of such a plan, 
an indeper~llint welfar~-to-work plan. '... II 

4. E';"alpalion of Wel'fare-To';'WorkProposal's (page 30, item (j)) 

We Cio not{ b~lieve that funding is suff'icient to permit us to 
fulfill tfie~ evaluation requirements. Additionally I this 
requir~mep.1i is. problematic 'since' it, does not include any data 
reportlng~ F~qulrements for grantees; 

I .•~ • , 

5. RepoFt~lto Congress (page 30, item (j)(2» 
·1 ~f ' 

We' believe, ftthat 17wo year's should be added to both dates. , The 
grants, wi'~J.!~be awaraed in FY 1998', so the January 1999 in't.erim 
report wii~¥J]only,permlt reporting the' grants awarded. ' 
Additidna~t:ltYI since'thefunds can be spent through 2002, the, 
January ipo~ report carinot be final report on the grants. ' 

" ! ; f[t " 	 " ' 
:. ~ ~ 'i1''''ll ...',,' .' 

6., smalr~9tate Ml.nl.mum' (page 20 I l. tem Ca) (5) (A) ) 

The O. 5%;~ m~nimum for' small States in J:he Senate language is, 
calculated.rom the ent1re amount'of funds (minus set-asides for 
evaluatiop ~nd Indian Tribe~), which results in a larger'grant 
for sm2111rs~ates,than it would if, the 0.5% were,calculated only 
from the 	~9~- competi tive portion of funds., 

. ~ j ~i 

7. 	 Allo~a;Sle Activities 

': i~ 


Same as Hbu~e comment #4. 
! ; ~1 

i "~ 

; :~: 
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Draft: July 8, 1997 

RECOMMENDED CHANGES INWELE'ARE":TO-WORK PROVISIONS (H.R. 2015) 
(new language shown 'in bold italics and underlined) 

1. Allowableactivitiesj community service and work experience. 

Modify the new section 403 (a) (5) (C) (i) [as prQPosed to be modified by the. House 
Staff Discussion Draft of June 24, 1997, at page 17, lines 1 through ,lB} as 
follows: 

"(i) ALLOWABLE ACTIVITIES. -- An entity to'which funds are provided 
under this paragraph shall use the funds to move into the workforce ' 
recipients of assistance under 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 recipient, by means of any of the following: ' 

"( I) The conduct and administration of community service or work", 
experience programs l except that' no recipient shall participate in ' 
any such program for more than 90 days. and a service strategy shall 
be developed for each recipient participating in a community service 
or work experience program that is designed to ensure that the 
program will enable the recipient to move promptly into other 
employmen t. 

"(II) Job creation through public ,or private sector employment 
wage subsidies. 

"(III) On-the-job ir~{ning. 
"(IV) Co~tracts with public or private providers of readiness, 

placement, and post-employment services. 
"(V) Job vouchers for placement, readiness, and post-employment 

services. 
"(VI) Job retention or support services if such services are not 

otherwise available., 
Of the funds provided to any entity under this paragraph in any fiscal 
year, not more than 15 percent shall be expended for admjnistrative 
pUJ;l?oses, 

2. Additional State plan provision. 

In H.R. 2015 'as passea by the House (bill print HR 2015 EH): 

Page 590, on. line 6, strike "and"; on line ~I, strike the period and 
insert a se~icolon ~nd th~ word "and"; and between lines.11 and 12, 
insert the following new subclause: . 

"(dd) set forth performance goals for moving recipients 
participating in activities funded under this paragraph in 
unsubsidized employment lasting not less than 9 months. 

3. Evaluation of welfare~to-work programs. 

In H.R. 2015 as passed by the House (bill print HR 2015 EH): 

Page 607~ on line 4, strike "and"; and between lines 4 and 5, iri~ert 
the following new subparagraph (and redesignate the succeeding 
subparagraph accordingiy): 

"(2) shall evaluate the success of welfare-to-work grant 
activities under sections 403(a) (5) and 412(a) (3) in meeting 
performance gcals for moving recipients into lasting unsubsidized 
employWenti and '!.. '-,_ , 

http:lines.11
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Cynthia A. Rice 07/14/9707:37:41 PM 

Record Type:. Record 

To:. Elena Kagan/OPDtEOP, Laura Emm~ttlWHO/EOP, Janet Murguia/WHO/EOP,virginia N. .';-- ; 
RustiquelWHO/EOP .' " 

cc; Bruce N. Reed/OPD/EOP 

Subject: Information for Levin meeting (Tuesday at 11 :00) 


.. ~ ~ 
conf0714.wpd confdol.~pd 

Agenda 

Janet suggested on Saturday that we have an agenda to try to keep the meeting on course. Attached is • 
one we could use ,(it's written fairly neutrally -- no mention ofpositions or fallback options). " .' 

. ~ -, .. 

Goals of this Meeting'· . 

In my mind, our goals are to: 

1) Make sure Levin et. al. understand how the formula will drive funds to the neediest areas, and why· 
competitive funds, while desirable for other reasons, won't be ,as desirable. RayUhalde is preparing a 
one-pagerto use to help explain this. He promised mea fax tonight to review. 

" ,'" . .:- . ',: . 

2) Ensure that Levin et. at understimd the strong effort we are making to strike the provisions in.the 
House bill which undermine the minimum wage, worker protections, and the work requirements. Seth 
Harris will be about 10-15mirlUtes late, so I put this 2nd 'on' the agenda so he'll be there. 

, • .. ' A . . 

Janet ....- will you want to raise the effort to get 41 Senate signatures to help us gain leverage in 
conference? ' 

Elena; the staff already ~nderstand that we consider the work rates part of the parcel to ~tdke,butthe " 
members may need to hear it from us. . 

Also, we may wish to raise the Nickles amendment here. DOl.is preparing options which they could 
describe verbally (I've described t!1em in the attached). It's premature to hand out paper, but I believe we 
ne~d t.o alert them that "strike Nickles" is not our first choice (althought it is l?OL's). . 

. ~ ,~ " ' 

3) Stress that we want the Senate anti-displacement provisiorisapplied to all of TANF, but have prepared 
options on grievance/appeals process, remedies, and types of' protections if needed. Again, I think it's ' 
premature to hand out paper except for the side by side of HouselSenate provisions we showed staff 
Saturday, but DOL will be prepared to verbally describe. options (again, I've'described DOL's work in the 
attached.)'. 

, . '" . ­

4) Stress that we share their vie~ that this program's primarY goal is to mov~ recipients,promptly into' 



.1 

" ~ .,.::, 

, , , 

private sector employment. ,We cOuld offer-language to ensure that all ~allowable uses" including 
,community service would have to have to be designed to ensure that goal. DOL will have possible 
language ready we could give them. DOL knows that we do not want to propose to limit the number of. 
months of workfare or the percent of funds spent on it. . 

' ... 

I, 
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h. Jeffrey A. Farkas 

,.. 07/14/97,12:26:14 PM 
.. ··1· .. ·• ......... ~. 


HecordType:: Record. .., 

:~:cttmaA. FUce!OPD/~OP . . 

Slibject: Re: Language to Ensure no Spending in 2002~' .. ,I '. . '., " , 
H~re:s the 'I~nguage.. The section nu~ber for the insert may change (we may notwant to strike the" 

eXisting language there). " . . .' . ' 


· Amend sjc: 403(a)(5)(Q(vi) of the Ways and Means r~ported provisions tore~d' as ~oiIOw~ng: 
"(vi) Expe;nditureofFunds Before Fiscal Year 200z'.:..­

'. . "(I~ Any' obligations made under the authority of this panigraph.are contingent upon the' 
expenditure of funds occurringby.September 30, 2001.. As a condition of receiving grants under 
this authohty, grantees must agree at the time ofgiant award that the United States shall have no , 

I ,'. . . ,. 

liability: after September 30, 2001.to liquidate obligations to such grantee existing on such date. . 
"(11) Notwithst(lnding allY other provisioi{of laW, including chapter 15 of title 31 ofthe· . 

United States Code, the funds made available under the authority of this patagraph shall remain 
. I .. . . 

available for expenditure.until September 30, 2001, after which any unexpended balance shall be . 
canceled, ~hallnot be available for obligation or expenditure for any purpose; and shaUlapse and 

I. , . . . ­

revert to the Treasury, and any funds remaining unexpended as of this date shall be retilmed by 
the gr(lIltefs within 30 days to·the(ldministering agency and shall 'immediately thereafter revert 
to the Treasury:" . 

Cynthia A. 

la A. Rice ..07/14/9711 :20:47'AM 

Record 

.' 

To: Jeffrey A. Farkas/OMB/EOP. . cc: 

Ibcc: .' 

Subject: Re: Language to Ensure no Spending in 2002!ij . '. 


'. , I . '. '. ' . " . . '. ..,.' . 
Thanks forlthe update. When you get a chance, would you fax the latest language t.o me at 6-7431?. 

Jeffrey A. Farkas' . ' . " 




'\. , 

.... Jeffrey A. Farkas 
,.. 07/14/97 09:02:53 AM ... .. .....
~.~.~ ~~ 

Record Type: ", 'Record' 

! 


:::: .ltiliOA RicelOPD/EOP .. , . . 

Subject: ' Re: Language to Ensure no Spending In 2002@J , , ," . ,.' . 

Just to givel you an up~ate, CBb nixed the language that I gave you last week, but had some suggestions 
about how to write a provision that would prevent outlays in FY02. (I didn't get page 2 of your fax so I, " . 
don't know ~xa6tly which langugage you have.) We, drafted new language and shared it with them on 
Thursday, ~ut their GC has been out of the office and hasn't commented on it yet. Hopef~lIy they'll opine 
today. Weill let you know. ~ , 

. . I'" '. ,. . 

, . , 

, .. 
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volved, and we think that the Government of America can provide 
those kinds of necessary services-effectively. and economically. 

We ·have, for the last decade, been sitting down with public em­
ployers to deal with ideas on productivity in order to improve the 
public service; and our union is always ready, willing, and we be­
lieve able to do it. ­

But we think that in almost all circumstances, the public sector 
can provide a service in a more economic, efficient way to the citi­
zens. 

Senator PACKWOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator MOYNIHAN. Thank you, Senator Packwood. Senator 

Rockefeller. 
Senator ROCKEFELLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I -have an 

opening statement I would like to put in the record. _ ­
Senator MOYNIHAN. We will put it in the appendix of the record 

and I think that should be done with Mr. Durenberger's and Mr. 
Chafee's statements as well. 
: . Senator ROCKEfELLER. Mr. McEntee, as you know, I represent 

,West Virginia. You have referred to West Virginia; and I niust say 
that, as I listened to you talk, even though you mentioned West 
Virginia, it seens you don't know much about the State. 

As Governor, I started the CWEP Program a number of years 
ago. It is my feeling that when a State is in a recession, which we 
havebeen in for a long time, when there isn't public money avail­
able to teach people, train people, give peuple the kinds of services 
that you and I want to see them get, and when you get as little as 
$1 million-as we did in our last cycle from WIN-that you do 

- what you can to assist AFDC recipients become independent and
- self-sufficient. ' 

I can remember that back in 1982 and 1983, we had 21 percent of 
our people unemployed. In 1984, when I ran for·the Senate 17 per­

-cent of our people unemployed. I hear you now, and there a lot of 
labor unions and· antipoverty groups that are asking us to drop the 
CWEP option. I know your argument is that it is not good enough; 
it is demeaning; it puts the nation's poor at an-unnecessary risk-
tl?-is seens to be what you said in your testimony. _ 

My question to you is: I don't really understand why CWEP is so 
bad in your jUdgment. Nationwide, in 1987 only 4.2 percent of all 
AFDC recipients were enrolled in CWEP. In the Moynihan bill, 
CWEP is not a mandate, it is an option. .. 

I mean, there are people in southern West Virginia that are par­
ticipating in work experiencce who otherwise would be doing noth­
ing; and it is not a question of being demeaning for those who are 
working under the program because this is their only opportunity. 
Plus for the communities involved there is no other way in which 
they can get the services other than through CWEP. 

tion, it is a very difficult one to answer. The public employer be­
comes the employer of last resort. ­

I appreciate the work ethic of folks in West Virginia. We have a 
union down in West Virginia that we are trying to build. It is very 
difficult, and it is a tough State. It is a tough State with a lot of 
unemployment. _ 

But we think that where you have people working in the public 
sector, with the public employer as a last resort, at the minimum 
wage with no benefits; and where there are people working at a 
different kind of wage with fringe benefits, performing the same 
service, or in a generally recognized similar classification that, 
those people getting the minimum wage would appreciate getting 
the comparable wage and fringe benefits. 

Now, does that mean that maybe less people would be working? I 
think the answer to that is probably yes. But if we would multiply 
that all across the United States, if we would have private employ­
ers being employers of the last resort and using workforce in a fac­
tory or in starting up a factory operation, we would have hell to 
pay across this country in terms of machinists and tool and dye 
makers and all kinds of folks that have a negotiated contract, that 
have through their blood, sweat and tears been able to get a decent 
rate and fringe benefits, if other folks came in and did those jobs. 

We suffer from this in the public sector all the time. It doesn't 
happen in the private sector, but we would have chaos on our 
hands if it did. We recognize the problem, and it is a damned hard· 
problem to deal with in terms of West Virginia. _ 

What we say is, you know, let's have a Government in Washing­
ton, DC that is going to come up with more dollars, more funding 
in the domestic area to try and take care of situations like that, in 
terms of training and retraining for possible openings in jobs. 

And our union is out in the forefront of that and certainly will­
ing to support any khid of legislation and any kind of candidate 
that is for that kind of program. 

But we recognize the problem in West Virginia. 
Senator ROCKEFELLER. You recognize it, but it doesn't get reflect­

ed in your position; and I guess that is what I care about. I went to 
West Virginia as a VISTA worker, and I spent two years working 
in a coal mining community; there were 56 families, of which 50 
were on welfare. Nobody had any kind of work whatsoever, and I 
used to glory in the old dollar an hour program, Mr. Chairman, 
which has since been dropped. 

But quite frankly, when people went off to get a dollar an hour 
by working on the State road or. cleaning up brush at the side of 
the road, they came back with their dignity intact. If they were 
with a department of highways supervisor who didn't treat them 
well, yes they came back with their dignity out of tact; but the 

It is not a question of $9 versus $3 an hour; it is a question point is that the opportunity to work was compared to absolutely 
of no dollars versus no jobs versus no people. no opportunity at all. 
'-And"so-you-look-at'CWEP,-let's-say-from-a-governor's-point-of:,-----­ Lreally_don'LknoYLof anything more demeaning than no hope, 
view now, and you decide what you must do, and you decide that no opportunity, no work. It seems to me fhatwhaCSenafr...M ...." ... i= 
doing something is better than doing nothing at alL han is trying to do is to get a bill passed. Yes, it is not ~ 

Ethically, why is that wrong? everybody wants, but it seems to me to be a route to get a majority 
Mr. McENTEE. Oh, I don't know whether I would address it ethi­ of votes in the Congress and get it signed by the President. That we 

cally, I mean, in terms of being wrong. The way you put .the ques- would achieve a certain degree of progress, which strikes me. as 

.'~~ 



30 

reasonable, as practical, and in terms of my own words, ethical. 
And I thank the chairman. . 

Senator MOYNIHAN. I thank the Senator. If I may exercise a per­
sonal privilege, you will perhaps recall that we met when you were 
a VISTA volunteer in West Virginia; and I was Assistant Secretary 

'for Labor and came down on one of those distant days. You have 
come a long way, and you haven't stopped yet. Senator Heinz. 

Senator HEINZ. I don't know which of you has come further. 
[Laughter.] , 

Senator MOYNIHAN. Well, I have stopped. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN HEINZ, U.S. SENATOR FROM 
PENNSYLVANIA 

Senator HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, first let me apologize to you and 
our witnesses for not being here at the beginning of these hearings. 
This is one of those days where it is a ten-strike for all my comi:nit­
tee chairmen. A Banking Committee is going on, which I haven't 
gotten to yet. I had to testify before the Rules Committee on the 
Aging Committee- budget. I had to testify before the ,Environment 
and Public Works Committee. They wish you well, Mr. Chairman; 
they miss you. That was on the bill'that Senator Mitchell and I in­
troducedto address the oil spills that have taken place. 

I am glad I finally made it to the Finance Committee and, in par­
ticular, to time it so well to welcome somebody whom I had for 
many years the privilege to claim as a constituent, Gerry McEntee, 
who-before he became so exalted and important here in Washing­
ton'-was equally exalted and important in Pennsylvania. 
. Mr. McENTEE. 'Senator, 1 am still registered in Pennsylvania. I 

vote there. 
Senator HEINZ. You can tell I really know that. [Laughter.] 
And I would ask unanimous consent that my statement be in­

cluded as part of the record. 
Senator MOYNIHAN. Of cour~, it will be. 
Senator HEINZ. I have a couple of questions for President McEn­

tee,. but before I pose them, I can't resist making an observation 
about Senator Rockefeller's comments on job training, with which 
he is intimately familiar. . 

Part of the solution to the hard-pressed budgets that States have 
for job training rests in two initiatives that Senator Rockefeller has . 
taken the leadership on and in which I have been active myself for 
a long time. 

First is the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program, which needs 
to be made an entitlement, which is under the Senate bill, thanks 
also, I might add, to Senator Moynihan, and which we hope-by 
the time we complete action on the trade bill-will reflect the kind 
of thinking that this committee, the Finance Committee, put into 
it. '. 

-----·So,there is an underwritten guarantee that, at least in the area 
of ·trade impacted workers, there is the real prospect, not the 
empty promise, of training. 

But equally important is the initiative that Senator Rockefeller 
and I have jointly undertaken to assure that there is adequate 
funding for displaced workers, Title 3; and we are hopeful that 
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that, which comes to us in the trade bill courtesy of our friends on 
the Labor Committee-whose help we welcome-is also retained. 

And should both provisions survive conference, as we hope they

do, it will make the jobs of governors, such as Senator Rockefeller 

used to be, one heck of a lot easier, even if it will not address every 

single one of the problems, including some of the problems that 

Senator Rockefeller mentioned. 


Jerry, I would just like to ask you kind of a philosophical ques­
tion. You take understandable exception to the broad waiver au­
thority. My question is: Given the fact that Medicaid, AFDC, and 
in the same sense Title 20, which are our main programs aimed at 
helping poor people, are genuine Federal/State partnerships. We 

, pay, in the case of the first two, roughly 50 percent of so; in the 
case of the latter, a higher match. At what point would you draw 
the line between what you characterize as total flexibility of the 
States and reasonable flexibility for the States? ' 

How should that line be drawn? 
Mr. McENTEE. I don't know that we are sure right now where we 

can draw that line, but Senator Packwood asked essentially the 
same kind of question, in terms of our opposition to waivers. 

In this bill, we believe it is 10 State demonstration with 7 differ­
ent programs. I think it is much more in the Dole bill. We would 
be inclined and certainly willing to sit down with members of the 
staff of this committee and talk about where we would possibly 
draw that line in terms of waivers. 

We are frightened by the waivers. There is some language in the 
House bill that would allow for some types of experimentation. 
Maybe that is the answer, and maybe it isn't. But what we are 
afraid of here is that the waivers would be just so broad and the 
States would have such flexibility in terms of the entire seven Fed< 
eral programs that we could find ourselves in trouble in terms of 
future support for the programs. However, we are ready-even 
though I am not crazy at all about· the waiver situation-to sit 
down and see if we could have a meeting of the minds on some lan­
guage., . 

Senator HEINZ. Mr. Chairman, might I presume one further brief 
question? 

Senator MOYNIHAN. Please. 
Senator HEINZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. On CWEP, I don't. 

Claim to bean expert on the House bill, but my understanding is 
that, compared to the Senate bill, there are three principal differ­
ences; and correct me if I am wrong. . 

The first is that there is a time limitation"-6tnonths. The 
second is that there is a prohibition against reassignment. And the 
third is that there is a grievance procedure. 

From your standpoint, were you to suggest a priority ranking for 
tlte_Senate_in_adopting-not-all-three-but-less-than-three=simplv 
because we are ~robably stubborn old you-know-whats-but wou 
you give us a priority ranking that if you were a Senator and you 
were going to adopt only one, or if you were going to adopt two, of 
those House provisions, which one or two would you adopt? 

Mr. McENTEE. Right at this moment, we wouldn't single out any 
of them; but this is the first time. this question has been posed to 
me. 

'\ 

~ 
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'ilJ 0BSProgram Co~ts 
I:Federal Fiscal Year19~4 
I " ; t 

Total Program Costs 

Salaries & Ffinge Bene'fils 

i 

State Office Staff $ R60,149 
' F . IJomt unctions 118,754

IAllocated Costs 426,648 

Total 
 $ 1,405.551 (11% cHotal)'" 

, , ...... ' • , ..~, , ••! .: .... ' .. ' 

, ,. Cas~. Managemcm . . . . .,. .... . ' , , ., :::::.: :., I . "'''. ''' ..11· , . ::: .' " : 

, : i:, ': 1; 

·Salariel\ &,Fringc Bcncfit§;31,889.343 (31 % of,· total ):;, • .' I:: 

Current Expense $ 1.167,394 (9% of totaL)
, I . 

c.tlraCled SlerVice'$3i:~78.03~ (30%UflOlal). . 

CUent Payments . ';,;, .$2'~387~614.; (1·9% of,total) 
."" , jI . i . I .. ;:: I, ::, ::: 1

Total Contracted Services 
. iand Client PaymenlS '$6,265,650 (50% of totan'" ... . '" 

,1 '., 

.; i 1 ~" 

* Slale office staff can. be considered fully administrative as can the joinl Ii.mctinn and allocated cost$. 11'0 combined 
costs or these ~aLeg()rit!.s iSi;$1.~OS,S51:()r I, 1% Urlne lO1(d program costs. Administrative cosls or 10·20 percent, arc. 
gencral1y conSIClcrcd consr;rvat'vc. . 

i 
1;- '.; I' .:.1 

,"., !, 

'. r, ' 
... Fifty PCI'CClit (5(1%) o11'al! JQIiS 'pmgram cn:.ls i.lre r¢iurfl:1;d to West Vjrgini~'N econumy. Our contracted 
services uClivilie~dealc e,:nplt)ymcnr opportunities t"dr organizations pmvidingc1a:>i5l'oom trainil1~, Thl.:yemplllY 
instructors, coordinators, c'lerlclll staff, ,etc. ICliel'n paymenti{u,re used to:purchasc g~~o1ine, t(.)(,)l~. clolhins. license. ... .. 
etc. 

'. ,,: ':1: 
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CWEP Success Stories 

-I 
Case Number 1; 

Tammy W. had nevt:t worked outside tile hon~ when she wa!' phlced in CWRP at one 

of our hJCol Derartlllcmt of Health aruJ Human 'R.e~ourccs offices. Sht proved to he a good 

wnrker and wjrh this established wMk hil\tory. was r~fc:=rred w the newly opened Wal·Mtlr/. 


'Tammy iW 3S hired through an on-me-joh contract for six mnnthli of subsidireu ' 

cll1ployn'le:nt. She completed the contract and cOlllinued to work at Wal·Marl in unsuhsldized 


I , . . 
employment. Two years later, she was rromored to tht; position of Department Mnnagcr ~nu 

. received a nice Isalary increase. ' 

The CVt{EP program .\atl:ive Tammy the! needed work ~xperience and history to 

...uccessfuJly obtain empluyment and economic indcp~ndt'J)ce .. 


• .. ~. ··of ~ , .-,','j: :. , .• ',., .,1 ,.:, ' 

".' 

:, ,. 

Case;: Nurn~l' 2: 

N. Deal was an unemployed father of two chih;Jren when he entered dle JOBS program
I • ,,,. .'., ". ,.., "", ., ...' ,

in Fehrua.ry 1992. He was unabl~ to ()bUl;n onsubsidized employm~nl nnd was placed in the 
CWI!P progrK~ with Ihe Human Right!i Commission where he was subsoquently hired as [t 

tempunlry emp\nyeC!. At the end of the temporary employment. he relurntd to [he JOBS 
program al1d wks again placed in eWE'!'. . 
. , ' . ' 

.. , He'hCld: snmt: c.lirliculty witb [he seconu CWEP assignment and Tt!ct:ived~oun~clin~ . 
fmm ~he JqBS Ic~r; rranager aht~~l work fxpec~tio~$~a~ req~lremem~~ ,; At~cr coupS;eling ~rd 
ra~ ~t1JUSlm:nt pcrlod'i he set[led:~~toij r(lilline a~~w~sxepO~ll;lzed~y'.'~IJti!C~E'P! ~p?n~,orfor 

h" Job perf~rmanc~,Several ~'h' lal"r. be ~.. ~1~ed,hY: C~,E~i~sor: ", 1 • ' 

, '" Ii';' .:i"i"'T"'~~~ 
," I"" ,," . " .. :' '.. ;'.:', ,;.;;1:' ::' 

:, .";( ~I ' 
" 

:~ j '. .' • 1\1!:t: ',;1: ):1 
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Case Number 3: . 

Teresa Is, cnrnlled in lh~ JOBS pro~ram in July 1991. She Ilad e~perience as a ca!\hier 
and receiving toom clerk but had not worked since 1984. She had been on AFDC 
apPI'o);.imalely 14 yetl.r~. Teresa had hc:r GRD hUI laCKed confidence. She wa!\ plat::ed in a Jun 
Rt;:adineRJoi cla.~~ m improve h~r Eielf elOteem and was then referred to job sean.:h clas~es. She 
failed to obtairl employment folluwing J pcIrind elf jnb search. . 

I 
She WetS Cls.signed (0 the American Red Cross as a CWEP panicipant in July 1993. She 

wi;l~nitilt [OUliC her clcYlc,H alxfi:,:oiii·pu(er sldllsU\ the CWEt> asslgnn1em.ll1is'im:pro\l~('l he I' 
. ,. skill~, and funHer boosleg b~r !;e!:f c,?nfi~ence. ;ThC; .cW.EPsponsnr.w~s \'ery impress~d With 

, her attiLud~· aTld Clepcrldability.- . : ' .. .. '.. ... . _. . I. ,.. . 

.; I ... .... .. : ;: .. .. ...::. . -, ' 
At the end of the CWEP assigmnent. she was referred to l:lOOther activity: Her work at 

Lhe American ~ed Cross wall so ~x,"epUonal that they decidell thallhey CQuld no[ opcr::ue with 
our TereSK. They crealed a part-time position for her with the hopes of making it ,1 full-Lime 
p~rmallenr job lin thl: ncar future. The Red Cro~s counted hel' months as a CWEP participant 
as job ~xp~ri8nee and gave her a starting sl.tlary of $6.00 atl hnur which is above: lhe ~umdard 
entry l~v~L 

, , ..
'. I,:.' I. , , ! .," ;: . ~, :: 
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APDC/U RECIPIENTS AND JOBS PARTICIPATION r 
Total Adult AFOC/TJ reoipients --- .. ~-------:..--- --'--;..- 69.)02 

~ctal Jef~rred to JOBS ---------------- .--~-----~---- 3',148
n4"62In~~.,. enrollees + 21884 ci!lrriad over ~rom previous y~ar) r 
Exempt. i iroJtl referral to ~TOES -~ ----- r ---- -..:--~ ---:-- 31, ~54 

Re~son5 for ¢XEnnption: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

., 7 . 

8. 
',; 1: . 

I Dependent chi1d '.mder 16. 
i' 

Full-time st·u.denr. CJ.gB lEi through 19 attending 
school 
or voeat~Qn/technical training. 
Age'60'o~ ove):." • I 

'I I I ,
Physica.lily or ment..a.lly incapa.ble 01: engaginy in 

,emploYme~nt or traininljd.


I' ;
Needed iln the home' on a sUbstanttally continuous 
basis cd care for 
anothe;r;' 'r 

parent/dat'el.aker with a child under the agel of three. 
CaretAKers under 20 without Q high school diplomaJGEO 
'nrust:'paitic:ipa:te "reqa:rdlessof th~ 'i:lge· of the", 

childl:'en. Only one parent I caretaker can .be. eXfirnpt 

ft.il:' t.his :r:~asbri~ ': ,::n:;, ,: ,:.'7;:: t. • j':; 


::: I, ~.: 

EmPloy:eid ani aver~ge 0'£::: 30 }ttouisJweek in unsubsid±'ze'd 

emp1oyme~ t .. r ,. . . ::!. '. ~,:!i ~! .:. 


.1' . .. " '. .;: .1. j I.' ,'•• " ,f

Remoteness. 

9. i A'pre9~ant '\;"ornan 'during" the last six months ol\.h·e ;:.
'pregnancY' .r: ::,.. :.: "."".:., ."",::' ':01 : U 
l
; , " ' I: ' : ::, " !. " " . . ,':, ' :: ( : ..:,:; '" I : ' ! :( ': 'I ; I ; I": . ,:,~;: 


'.: AFD~'/u:re:ci:pier'its; :~n:r,pll:ed in. JOss. program,., ':-~~-"'--''''--:i) '1, ~,~a 
, Tot'~l I,JOli3s~.nrolle;e~.. e~9aged, i~ CJ.ctiviti£!s - ... ~ ------- 29 I 925 

.TOBsenrol1ees 'not. :Ln an a.ctl.V;l.ty --~---..,-----------, 7,S23 

RJa:$on' for 'nor{'participat:ion 

~ 1. , I;.~c;:k:o,f" tt' €1pspoLt;'tCit.io1;'l. " . "~: ,. ::; ';,:.1 ::', ) 
2. ,I;.i}9l<: of reasonable acoess to transportacl.on resources, 
3 . No; eauciit.ionn:r~li.ningl:r,es,01J.rce 'avai liilble 
4. Lack of day ca.re .' 

, 5. Refu'sedJ tel" 'participate 
'. 6 .,1'~rnporery bar:rier : (s:hor,t:::eerml illne$is,; o~ ir,tcapacity) 

7 ,L,acl:<;'.of;,ste.·ff r,esourpes to wodi. with peoplE'! 
A InSluf£icient number of employers 'in area 

; t:· ,l) 
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Job ~orcunitiesand Basic Skills Training (JOBS) ~rograrn 
1 Program Activities 


October 1,1993 - S~tel1\ber 30. 1994 


JTPA/o..rT 63 
Job Readin1ess :2fISl 
Job Search 301 
College 2246 

.*Educati(.)nl 50S3 
eWE]? . I 	 8594 
Job Skills 3217 
.lob Developroel'lt / Placement.s -li! 

'T'otal 	 22.579 

"'EducationiInchid£+s: 
... ~.... ..... .j.

! 

........ ' ............... . 
- High School; 

.1>.'BE . 
~. .i . : "r :,-: . i , : 

·1.F.Sl... (Engli sh as Second Lanquage) . 

Ad~lt Secondary E:o.ucatiorl

HS# . "." ., .., 	 .. I. 

''.'' 

- GEIl 

.Entered ~PlOyment 	 !l'ull Time 4560 
Part Time 27122 

, . . ,,, 
.:, t. ~,.. Tot.a'l . 	 " L·:. ' , 7346 

:, " 

: .; 

22,579 
7,446 

~o~aJ For A~l hctivitias 	 29,925 

• 
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