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CHILDREN'S SSI PROGRAM - Additional Concerns 

ISSUE/SECTION NUMBER - Section 12213. Additional Accountability Requirements. 

This section contains new requirements and limitations on eligibility for children who 
have funds placed in trust for their special needs. The language appears to be even more 
restrictive than the provisions originally included in the House bill. 

CURRENT LAW ~ Under current law, the Social Security Administration treats as resources 
only those assets actually available to and under the control of the individual. Irrevocable 
trusts, regardless of the original ownership of the funds, are not treated as available resources 
to the individual so long as the individual is not a trustee or has no control of the 
disbursements from the trusts and so long as the trust funds were not available to pay for food, 
clothing, or shelter for the individual. Often the trusts are funded with the proceeds of small 
medical malpractice or product liability judgments or settlements and do not involve enough 
funds to cover the long term care needs of an individual with severe disabilities for even a 
couple of years, much less a lifetime. On the other hand, the funds, if properly managed by 
the trustees, could provide for training, college education, or other services, oversight, and 
advocacy which are unavailable to the individual through the public SSI and Medicaid 
programs. 

As a result of the trust aspects of SSA's resource policy, and with the explicit 
knowledge and sometimes the advice of SSA (and more recently with the explicit authorization 
in the Medicaid law), for many years parents seeking to prepare for the long-term future of 
their child with disabilities (including adult children), have established special needs trusts to 
meet their child's needs which go beyond those met by SSI and Medicaid. These are parents 
who recognize the day-to-day reality that, for the most part, their child will never be able to be 
self-sufficient and will always have to rely to some extent on the public programs for on-going 
support. SSA's interpretations of resources and trusts have been in effect for years. 

CONCERNS - In the original House-passed bill, the current Medicaid restrictions/limitations 
on transfer of assets and the use of trusts (passed as part of OBRA '93), as well as the 
exclusions from those restrictions for people with disabilities (provisions allowing continued 
eligibility even where trust funds exist), were incorporated by reference. While the House 
language raised some questions regarding the interaction of SSI and Medicaid, particularly 
upon the death of the individual (since in many cases, the state Medicaid agency would be 
eligible for reimbursement from any remaining funds), the House language generally seemed 
to incorporate current Medicaid policy and law into the new children's SSI provisions. 

In the conference agreement, the current Medicaid policy regarding trusts and SSA's 
policy regarding treatment of trusts were abandoned in favor of provisions which make it 
difficult, if not impossible, for families to financially plan beyond SSI and Medicaid for the 
future of their child with a disability. These provisions: 



• create disjunctions with current Medicaid law for children and adults; 

• ignore/disregard long-standing SSA policy regarding the treatment of funds in trust which 
are based on numerous, important public policy considerations; and 

• set a dangerous precedent for wholesale change regarding similar trust arrangements for 
adults. 

These provisions are included in the conference report even though they received little-
to-no discussion or debate. (The House had a provision which would have restricted far fewer 
trust arrangements; the Senate had nothing.) Actually, the conference agreement to the Senate 
provision to make it easier for parents to preserve retroactive SSI payment awards in a special 
account indicates understanding of the sound public policy rationale for such future-planning 
action. There are numerous similarities in purpose and function between the current-law trust 
arrangements and the Senate-designed special accounts; in revising the trust policy, these 
consistent public policy goals should be further explored. It is poor public policy to close off 
the ability of families to establish a trust to provide care and services beyond those covered by 
SSI and Medicaid, including advocacy and oversight, over the lifetime of a child with severe 
disabilities. We propose that the SSA policy regarding trusts be left intact. The alternative 
approach which already exists in Medicaid law (at Section 1917(c) through Sec. 1917(e)) - to 
require repayment with any funds remaining upon the death of the individual — could have 
been adopted instead of disqualification. 

revised 3/5/96 
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ISSUE/SECTION NUMBER -- Section 12214. Reduction in Cash Benefits Payable to 
Institutionalized Individuals whose Medical Costs are Covered by Private Insurance. 

This provision would limit the SSI payments to hospitalized or institutionalized children 
who receive any private health insurance coverage to the same level of SSI payments which is 
currently applicable to children and adults who reside in Medicaid funded hospital or long term 
care facilities (i.e. limitation to the personal needs allowance). 

CURRENT LAW ~ Under current law, where an individual resides in a hospital or nursing 
home or ICF/MR for which Medicaid is paying for the care, the individual is only eligible for 
the personal needs allowance ($30. per month plus any additional amount determined by the 
state). In these cases, it is assumed that Medicaid is covering all of the person's medical and 
other needs throughout a 24-hour day. 

CONCERN - Our concerns are that children who are in these settings may not fit the 
assumptions underlying the attempt to make the treatment equal for children covered by 
Medicaid or by private health insurance. For instance, parents of children with private health 
coverage may have very significant health care costs, such as premiums, deductibles, and co-
payments, particularly COBRA extended coverage insurance premiums for those parents who 
have lost or had to give up their jobs due to the child's significant needs. In addition, there 
may be significant costs associated with health care services not covered by the private plan or 
for which the child has exceeded his/her lifetime maximum, even though the private plan 
continues to cover other care. Also, there may be other costs, such as the expenses of 
traveling long distances and hotel costs, etc. to maintain essential contact with a child who is 
located in a specialized medical center or hospital at great distance from the family home. 
These are expenses which the SSI benefit helps to cover to keep the child and the family 
together. 

Further discussion would be necessary to address Members' concerns without harming 
children and families who must depend upon the continued assistance. If necessary, a 
"hardship" exception could be considered or an approach which recognizes the need to assist 
in meeting the individual's other related financial responsibilities in a way similar to QMB 
coverage of Medicare premiums. 

revised 3/5/96 
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Wendell Primus 

Latest Draft of Secretary's Views Letter 

October 10, 1995 

Attached for your review and comment is the latest draft of the Secretary's views letter. We 
understand from OMB that this will be released next week. Please forward any comments to 
me by Thursday (10/12) at noon. 

We also intend to incorporate some of the recommendations from the SSI Commission's 
Executive Report into this letter. 

Thank you. 



CQNriDEimiVL DRAFT 
10/10/95 

DETERMiNED TO BE AN 
ADMINISTRATIVE MARKING 
INITIALS: DATE: 0'^\^\^'2^ 

The Welfare Refonn Conference Agreement: 
Discussion of Policy Goals and Positions 

The Administration believes strongly in the need for welfare reform legislation that promotes work and 
protects children. At the same time, we continue to have major concerns with specific provisions in 
both the Senate and House bills. The Administration's views on the fmal legislation adopted by the 
Congress will ultimately depend on whether it promotes the key goals of work, family, and 
responsibility, and whether states have adequate resources to move welfai-e recipients into work and to 
protect children. This letter discusses our concerns in these critical areas. 

Given the magnimde of changes being considered to programs serving poor families ~ from severe 
funding reductions, to eligibility changes, to elimination of the AFDC entitlement - die Administration 
believes it is imperative diat the welfare reform legislation maintain the national nutrition safety net. 
The Food Stamp, child nutrition, and WIC programs, among others, have successfully narrowed the 
gap between the diets of low-income and other families and have had profound impacts on the 
nutrition, health, and well-being of millions of children, working families, and elderly. The 
Administration strongly opposes any block grant - whedier optional or mandatory ~ for any of the 
nation's nutrition programs. Secretary Glickman's views on conference issues related to the national 
nutrition safety net and the food and nutrition assistance programs administered by the Department of 
Agriculture are being addressed under separate cover. 

I. Promoting Work 

Real welfare reform is first and foremost about work. The system must provide the incentives and 
resources for states to get the Job done. Real work requirements must be backed up with real resources 
for education, training, and job placement to help people get jobs and keep them. The link between 
child care and work is especially critical. A reformed system must provide work-based incentives for 
states, caseworkers, and welfare recipients themselves. States should be rewarded for moving people 
from welfare to work - not for cutting them from the rolls. 

(A) Child Care 

Ensuring that quality child care is available is a cmcial underpinning of any program diat purports to 
move parents fi-om welfare to work and to end welfare as we know it. Therefore, die Administration 
strongly supports the child care provisions in Titles I and VI of the Senate Bill, which include $8 billion 
for child care services in addition to die funds audiorized in die Child Care and Development Block 
Grant (CCDBG). These provisions recognize die cridcal importance of child care to parents' success 
in finding and keeping work, as well as die need for parents to know diat their children are cared for in 
a safe, nurturing environment while they work. As benefits become time-limited and work 
requirements are strengdiened, it is absolutely essential diat child care is made available so that parents 
can work. 



To diis end die Administration strongly supports maintaining entitlement fundmg dedicated to child 
care ser̂ c ŝ (modifications to section 421(a) of die Social Security Act(SSA)). and opposes the House 
bill diat repeals Tide IV-A child care programs (section 104(a)(1)(B)), placing no requirements on 
s^ eTto p S e child care. We further strongly prefer die Senate bill provisions which require state 
0 maiLr i994 levels of Title IV-A child care spending in order to access a portion of t̂ e 

• $3 bSuon appropriation (modifications to section 421(b)(1) of die SSA). and which designate federal 
LcWna S s at die Federal Medical Assistance Percentage (FMAP) for state expenditures m excess 
71994 leXicd^^^^^^ The Administration is concemed. however, diat die Senate language 
reTi^es â ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  $3 billion made available for child care to be subject to reauthorization and pay-
a^^oTgoli^ding rules (section 421(b)(4)) after FY 2000. We believe that to appropriately assist 
states in meeting child care needs, the additional money should be included m the baselme. 

The Administration strongly supports work provisions in the Senate bill that (1) prohibit states from 
penalizing parents who refuse work when chUd care for a child under age 6 is not available 
S S i o n to section 404(d)(2) of die SSA); (2) provide states the option of not requiring a smg 
parent widi a child under age 6 to participate in work for more dian an average of 20 hours per week 
S l m o n d i (modification to section 421(c)(1) of the SSA); and, (3) prov; e ^^^^f/^^^P^^^ 
requiring an individual who is die parent or caretaker relative of a mmor chi d under 12 mondis of age 
oTngage in work (section 404(b)(5))(recognize the potentially significant ddficuUies that par "^o^ 
pre-school age children face in fmding child carea These provisions recognize die unportant l in^ 
between cWld care and a parent's success in working, hi addition, diey will help lower some of die 
child care costs otherwise.associated with the increasmg participation rates. 

Additionally, die Administration supports the provisions in die Senate bill that̂ maintaiti finding for 
fervices to working poor families, many of whom are able to stay in the workforce only because of^ 
T u cWld care subsidies (Title VI). We strongly support die Senate provision to unify the nd̂ s - d 
S a r d s of other child care programs widi the CCDBG (section 658T) which wdl assist s ates n 
operating unifomi programs and help protect children. Furdier. the Admmistration sttongly prefers 
S c a t i o n s to sê don 658B(c) of die CCDBG Act under section 602 of the Senate biU that ̂ ums a 
quality set-aside and continues to require diat sutes establish quahty standards for ĉ uW care widi n 
state plans We oppose the modification of section 658T of die CCDBG Act under Title IH of die 
House biU which Slows states to transfer up to 20% out of die CCDBG to support odier programs. 

In addition if die CCDBG continues as discretionary funding, the Administration recommends diat, in 
the event the audiorized funding level is not fuUy appropriated, the discretionary cap should be 
automatically adjusted downward by diat amount. 

(B) Maintenance of Effort 

States should be required to maintain dieir stake in moving people from welfare to work radier dian be 
XTn an in e l e ?o cut people off. The Administration strongly supports die intent of the Senate bi I 
fo gTve stltes an incentive to continue their commitment to provide die resources necessary to support 
work and to help needy families widi children. 

Without a requirement to contribute to programs for poor families, several factors make it likely that 
2 L will significandy reduce dieir funding. States are likely to reduce benefits and/or -ea^e ha-^. 
time limits to discourage in-migration from other states, diereby encouragmg a race to the bottom. 



In addition because of die interaction between AFDC and Food Stamps, states will have an incentive 
0 lowe tSih benefits. Because Food Stamps are firnded completely by federal dollars and decrease 
when AFDC benefits rise, increasing benefits would result in less federal money being brought to die 
Lte /S^matively, state reductions in AFDC benefits will lead to increased federal expendimres for 
F^d S ^ ^ . Fii^iy. state funds for cash assistance, w^fk. and chUd care programs for POor famdies 
X S e n are likel to be squeezed out by more p a l i & W ^ programs as states face broad 
T e L t L s in federal finds for a variety of public services. Given diat die effort to put recipienc e 
work wiS req^^ an investment of resourcesbeyondw^^ grant, the 
^IntenanS of effort p r o v i s i o n ^ h o i g V i ^ ^ ^ ^ ' "^"^^^^ 
for the success of welfare reforrrT 

While die Administration^^;?^ die intent of the maintenance of effort (MOE) provisions in die 
Senate bill (modificationsio section 403(a)(5) of the SSA), we believe die language needs to be 
S^gdiened in several ways to ensure the intent of die Senate is carried out The Admmistration 
Z o L c n d s dropping die proposed section 403(a)(5)(C)(D(V). which pemuts the o anŷ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
expenditures diat meet the overall purpose of the temporary assistance program to count towards the 
maintenance of effort requirement. This provision would allow expendimres m a broad number of 

and for a broad rarlge of state residents to count towards the MOE requirement, would be 
difficult to enforce and dius would weaken die effectiveness of the provision sigmficantly. 

The provisions in die Senate bill which prohibit states from using fimds supplanted from existing state 
and local programs are also difficult to enforce. Because diere are fiscal miplications for states (in 
temsTf disallowances and access to additional funds), it is important that die biU language.be 
S e ct^er and diatgie Secretary be. given die audiority to.regulate sute determinations m this area^ ^ 

(C) Contingency Grant Fund and Allocation Formula 

The Administration strongly believes that real refonn means providing resources that allow states to 
cope with changes in economic and demographic conditions - not merely shiftmg mcreased costs to 
ŝ tes and taxpayers. States should be rewarded for moving people from welfare to work and protected 
in the evem of high population growdi, economic downswings, or other unpredictable emergencies. 

The Administration prefers die Senate's contingency funds provisions (modifications to section 403© 
of die SSA). which allow eligible states to draw down additional federal ̂ ^̂ ŝ based on their R 
Medical Assistance Percentage, once diey have exceeded one-hmidred percent °f ^^^ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
expendimres for AFDC related programs. The House provision would allow eligible states to receive 
federal loans, which must be repaid widi interest within three years. 

The Senate provision is preferable because die contingency grant fund would provide direct aid to 
states widiout die repayment stipulation. Since states would require aid dunng downswings m theu 
econom^^ tiiere is no assurance diat states would be able to repay a federal loan widun three years as 
equTd b ; the House bdl. The possibility of defaulting on die obligation would force states to choose 

between taking a loan in order to serve diose in need or cutting benefits and restricung eligibdity to 
conserve available funding. This is an unfair choice to impose on states, particularly when diey 
experience dramatic increases in need. 

To improve the Senate's ftind, the Administration recommends several changes. The $1 billion 
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contingency fUnd *e Senate biU *ouM ^ ' ^ ^ ^ : ^ l ^ : T l S Z ^ V Z l Z r : 

w " S v e addSionM fi.„dtag during me five years of fte Te7orary A s « » ^ for N^^^ 
plilies block grant. It is critical that these states have access to addmonal tadrng as then needs 
increase. Expanding the contingency fund would help accomplish this. 

The AdministraUon supports alternative unemployment tri^ers . h a t ^ ^ / i ' ^ ^ " 
weU-betog and »U1 bener capture changes ui child need, f die n«.°.^l P^'fJ^ 
is retataed, we support triggers that (1) allow states to qualifi. down 
unemolovment mcreased by more than ten percent, relative to 1994 and (2) allow states to 
S S e r a l fimding they experience an increase of five p e r c e n , ' » - f ^ ™ " ^ ^ " " °' 
nhiiH nnvertv relative to 1994. Because of the substantial time-lag associated with child poverty 
" w ^ ™ ^ ^ die number of children receivmg Food Stamps be used ̂  a proxy for die 
nnmhPr of Door Children If Food Stamps becomes an optional block grant to states, toe 
A c S s S wô^̂^̂^̂^̂^ a policy dfat allows states who choose die option to quahfy ̂ r the fund 
^rTeSerience a five percent increase in die number of children who both receive die Earned 
l i s Credit 1 Who Uve in families widi incomes below a frxed adjusted gross income level. 
As widi die child population and poverty trigger, the change would be relative to iyy4. 

The softer trieeers recommended by die Admmistration, coupled widi the increased funding level, 
ru ld " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ of die contingencyjind. since more states would ĥ^̂^̂^̂^̂  
Tote Iind. m fimding could be augmented widi die ^ i l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
modifications thev made to dieir Emergency Assistance programs in FY 1995, as well as wim ^ ' ^ ^ ^ 
m " t " avTiUble under the dynaLc grow* allocation fonnula. f - f ^ s t r l c ^ i S 
smaU component of total welfare spending, and many slates have f"""!̂!"̂^̂^̂^ 
^TnotXecttv related to supportmg needy famUies widi children. The allocation formula m He Senate 
S i w^d proviStSerwiS^ditional, automatic increases in their block grant allocation on me basis 
of n3ation stowth regardless of whether sutes take advantage of the block grant flexiMity and 
S S w & a L spending. By shiftmg these resources to the - " " - - S ' ^ ^ s ^ ^ - . " ^ j " 
Lease the amount avaiUble to states to more man $2.5 biUion over ^ ' " ^ ^ t r ^ t 
make the contingency fiind a mechanism for assisting states, only when .their needs increase. • . 

The Administration also supports a provision which would modify die Hutchinson growth fonnula to ^ ̂ -̂ Ur 
T e c t S l i T n d i n g solely on tSe basis of population growdi. We believe diat -̂ dj-tial̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
s S be allocated to ̂  states whose population is growing, and diat funds ̂ hô ld .̂ e d̂ tnbutê  based 
on how much a state's population increased. In order to qualify for —^^^^^^^ 
provision, states would be required to maintain at least 100 percent of FY 1994 spendmg levels 
AFDC-related programs. 

The Administration believes diat diese proposals are relatively modest and diat gref r resoû ^̂ ^ are 

k-̂ r=:re'̂ tr̂ tû ri= 
believes'diere should be a mechanism for automatically increasing die contmgency fiind. 
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(D) Lo35^-fossihl&-yflfundec 

The Administration believes that strong work requirements - moving welfare êcip off die rolls 
an^ into jobs - must be a central focus of welfare refomi. However, die Admmistra ion also 
r e l S s that it will take substantial resources for states to meet die participation rate when they 
r e S g h e r levels - particularly given tiiat under bodi bills individuals must participate 30 hours per 
week in FY 2000 (and more in later years) in order to be counted toward the rate. 

Given die demanding efforts and high costs of meeting die - "P^ ,^^°^^^^^^^^^ 
prefers die mediod for calculating die participation rate contamed m die Senate ^ ^ ^ ^ j ^ f f̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 

ction 404(b) of die SSA). The Senate provisions which allow odier ac^^^ ^ h ^ e T w U belS 
for work and being sanctioned to coum toward die rate increases die probability that states wm oe aoic 
" d i e t ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ widiout having to spend a disproportionate share of additional state money (an 
X d e S a t e ) . reducing benefits, or incurrmg a penalty for - t achievmg die m i ~ In 
addition die Senate provisions give states "credit" for achievmg desired results -- beyond the 
e q — that indfviduals participate in work activities. Including those w o êave 

in die numerator of die rate will give states an incentive to move recipients mto work as quickly 
possible. 

The Administration is opposed to the provision in die House bill which allow 
reductions diat result from state-initiated changes m '̂̂ B b̂ihty criteria --suhs se t ng a twoyear tun 
limit - to reduce their required work participation rates (section 404(a)(1)(B)) J^^f "̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
benefits is less expensive dian operating a work program, the House P ^ ° ! ; ^ 2 ; ; ° f 
incentive for states to meet dieir participation rates by dirowing people off the rolls. This policy 
would cause more hardships and would not resuh in a real work requirement. 

(E) Exemptions from Work Requirements 

The Administration supports including the Senate bill work exemption for mothers with children under 
Ige o"ification?o'section 404(b)(5) of die SSA). The Senate bill --^"-^^^^^^^^ 
dificultv most mothers could have in bodi meeting the work requuements and ̂ ^^^/^^^^ ..^ 
J^Seov r̂ stateT could avoid some of the high costs of providing child care for ^ / ^ ' ^ f ^^^^^ 
exempTg t s e families from die work requirement and excluding them in die calculation of the 
participation rates, the work requirements will be more feasible for slates to meet. 

(F) Definition of Work Activities 

Tlie Administration supports die definition of work activities included in ^ ^ f X ' ^ ^ l v " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
section 404(c)(3) of the SSA). While die definitions in die two bdls are smular m many wayŝ , "^Bc/ 
S ^ t ^ e Senat bill's allowance of vocational educational training to count as a work actmty. ̂ hese 
?Jp s of prograi^^^ been effective m increasingemployment levels o ^ f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
rruckV welfare dependency^esearch^on^tfafeWork programs clearly shĉ ws that P ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ ^ ^ ^ ± ^ ^ s hav^ad a limited success in moving wel^ecipients_ w ^ r ^ i 
t S e t Sograms diat allow a mi^ervices - i.e., vocational trauiin^bined widi job search 
and work activities - have beerf far more effective in producing result^ 
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(G) Performance Bonuses 

Real refomi is first and foremost about work - and die system must provide work-based incentives for 
f tSs casTworkers and welfare recipients diemselves. States should be given an incentive to put 
t l S ; c T Z ^ r l ^ ^ dian simply 'cutting diem from die rolls. The Administration strongl̂ ^^^^^^ 
^provisions in die Senate bill which provide bonus payments to f " ^ " - ^ / / ^ " g ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Placement and odier employment-related measures (modifications to sections 403(f) and 418 ot the 
S s T we do recommend, however, that technical changes be made to clanfy the operation of the 
performance bonus system. 

(H) Personal Responsibility Contracts 

Personal responsibUity contracts will ensure diat recipients are moving toward work and self-
L T c " " * e very first day. The Administration strongly supports the provisions on perso^^ 
responsibility contracts contained in die Senate bill (modification to section 405(a) o tl̂ e Ŝ  
bm^ng contracts between die state and each family receiving assistance ^"^^^^/"^X^eci^^^^^^^^ 
becomes a reciprocal obligation between die state and die recipient. By signing it, the recipient agrees 
^ r e l necessai; steps'to become self-sufficient within a time-limited period and die state agrees to 
provSe^e serviceTdie recipî  needs to achieve this goal. The Admmistration recommends diat 
states be given flexibility to design these contracts in ways diat best meet their needs. 

n . Protecting ChUdren 

Tme welfare reform should make, it easier for poor children to grow into P^^d^ '̂̂ 'ĵ J//;̂ ^^ 
harder Needy children should be assured basic protections wherever diey live, ^^^f^'^^^^^""^^^^ 
nSected. and disabled children should not be slashed under the guise o "welfare refomi. Children 
mist be helped - not hurt - as we move ahead to create real, lastmg welfare refonn. 

(A) Child Protection 

The Administration strongly supports die Senate position maintaining ̂ ""̂ ^̂ ^̂ .̂ 'Ĵ , P̂ ;̂!̂ ^ 
and strongly opposes die Child Protection Block Grant created m die House bill (Title 11)̂  Reposed 
chM 2 e a S and out-of-home placements have both been increasing sharply Courts m 22 s^ e 
haJf f ^ n S d protection systems that are fading to investigate allegations of chdd abuse and neglect. 
S f t o mSequate efforts to avoid umiecessary placements; and failing to take the actions needed 
^ ^ ' ^ : ^ ^ ^ S fo. a substantial number of foster children. We must not walk away from our 
committnent to abused and neglected children and diose at risk of maltreamient. 

The House bill responds to these uicreasingly serious problems through block grants that ehminate 
SSc protections a^ cut funding by 12 percent below baseline over die next ^-eje^^^^^^ 
lead to uninvestigated maltreamient reports and children left m unsafe ĥ n̂ cs. setting back ŝ ^̂ ^̂  
efforts to improve dieir chUd abuse prevention and child protection systems. The House biU also 
e — Z inĉ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  and subsiL for families who adopt children with special needs, jeopardizmg 
important efforts to fmd permanent homes for thousands of vulnerable children. 
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Substantial improvements need to be made in the chUd protection ̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  "^^^^.f^"^^^^^^^ 
overseeing that system. The Administration supports die Senate approach because it sustams the recent 
Inges to L child protection system, including increased flexibility for states to expenment and a 
newTus on prevemion, and itLudiorizes and strengthens the Child Abuse Prevention and 
Treattnent Act (Title XI). 

(B) SSI Children 

WhUe die Social Security Administration will be presenting dieir views in a separate letter, because SSI 
ZgefhaveTn impact on die Medicaid program, we have also included our views on these proposed 

changes. 

The Administration strongly prefers die Senate Supplemental Security ^ ' ^ " / f " , f ^̂ ^̂  P ^ ° ™ 
/sections 211-213) becaui cash benefits and Medicaid would be preserved for all poor chddren with 
rvrdisablliti!^ Who meet die Listing of Medical hnpairmen.̂  These chHd-̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
receive cash benefits and Medicaid since die inception of the SSI program m 1974 the program came 
under challenge only after eligibility was expanded to chddren widi less severe disabilities. The 
A S S a^ts that lelitim^?! concerns have been raised in general about ^ ^ ^ J : ^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ 
die SSI and Medicaid programs, and specifically about payments and services to children with less 
severe disabilities. 

At die same time die Administration believes die changes oudmed in the House bdl (sections 602-603), 
l ^ h J^^Tcash benefits and Medicaid for most children with severe disabilities who cominue to 
melt th Listings of Medical Impaimients. go far beyond what is needed to rectify P^oblen^ in this 
program. Further, die House bid treats children who meet die medical 
enacttnent differently, requiring diese children to meet a stricter standard of 1̂̂ 8''̂ ; !^.^^^^^^^ 
children who meet die medical listing before enactment wdl contmue to receive cash and Medicaid. 
Ŝ se whrapply after enacttnent wUl only be eligible for SSI cash and Medicaid if theV tneet the 
m e S c r S i ^ ^ institutionahzed or at risk of institutionalization. The House bdl would result in 
" S ^ t i o n in support for diese extremely vulnerable children at the same time other support 
systems also are being eliminated. 

(C) Time Limits 

The Administration has consistentiy recognized diat time-limited benefits ̂ ât - f̂^̂^̂^̂^̂^ 
diat protect children are key elements of transforming die welfare system. Currently x states are testmg 
vai^^Tapprrhes to time'limits. and each assures diat famdies are protected when work is not 
i S e . ' m Administration strongly supports time limits which assure ̂ PP-P^^^^^^^^^^ , 
extensions for those who. despite best efforts and through no fault of their own. cannot fmd work. It ̂  
c S that bodi federal ind L e policies which establish time limits also ensure children are protected. 

The Administration strongly prefers die.Senate provision, -^ich permits stâ^̂^̂^̂^ 
nercent of die caseload from die time limit (modifications to section 405(b)(3) of SSA). Farem^t/ ^ 
X t e ^ by a fS^TyLr time limit are precisely those least likely to find a private sector job. ̂ n l y one-
h S ol th'ose pareL reaching a five-'year time limit have a high - ^ - ^ ^^B-^^c^^^^^^^ found 
that diree-quarters of die jobs avaUable in low-income areas require a high school diploma. A number 
of smdies have found diat diere are two to duee unemployed workers for each vacancy^ ^ 
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The Administtation strongly supports die provisions in die House bill which allow stat^ to provide 
non-cash assistance to children who lose their benefits due to the time limit (section 405(a)(6)). Sonie 
famdies cm off by the time limit are likely to mm to homeless shelters and food pantries, at substantial 
cost to state and local governments. The House provUion would allow, but not require, states to 
provide assistance to diese children m die fonn of vouchers (usable only for particular goods and 
services) or direct payments to providers of such goods or services. The provisions m die House bill 
also apply to those whose benefits have been affected by die family cap and minor parent provisions. 

^^^romoting Parental Responsibility 

Government programs should reflect die values of work, responsibility, and opportunity. But in order 
to end welfare as we know it, we must have real, fundamental change that helps move people from 
welfare to work, encourages responsible behavior, and sends a sttong message to die next generation 
diat people should not have children until they are ready to care for them. Welfare refonn mea^ 
requiring parental responsibUity, not punishing children for their parents" mistakes. We must take 
strong action to address die problem of teen pregnancy, but we should not give up on teenage parents 
and their children. 

(A) Minor Mothers 

Tme refonn should make it easier for poor children to grow into productive adults - not harder 
Teenage parents should not be denied assistance - instead, help Should be conditioned on their staying 
in school, living at home, and moving towards self-sufficiency. The Administration strongly supports 
requiring yomig parents to act responsibly and providing diem with guidance to become better parents 
To diis end. die Administration supports die minor parent provisions in die Senate biU modifications to 
section 406(d) of die SSA). These provisions would require teen parents to live m adult supervised 
settings, while ensuring diat diey are protected from remaining in abusive simations. and funds 
"Second Chance" homes for diose who have no odier option. Conversely, the Admmistration strongly 
opposes the House provision that requires states to deny cash assistance to teen modiers (modifications 
to section 405(a)(5) of die SSA). There is no evidence diat such a provision would have a sigmficant 
deterrent effect on out-of-wedlock childbearing among teens. Moreover, at a tune when we are 
seekmg to provide states widi greater flexibility to tailor dieir own welfare programs, die federal 
government should not mandate who may or may not receive assistance m each state. 

(B) FamUy Cap 

The Administration opposes placing conservative restrictions on states such as the mandatory family 
cap of die House bid. It supports die provisions in die Senate bill (modifications to section 406(c) ot 
die SSA) which gives states more flexibility, not less, on this issue. FamUy cap provisions are 
currently being tested under waiver audiority in several sUtes. J r e l i n ^ ^ 
of the New JerseyLfenilyca££0^^ research finds that during ffietnrst-h^^ 
mMmp^ri^dofS^^ of AFDC raodiers subject to the fanuly cap gave birth to \ 
^ additional child, whereas 6.7 percent of AFDC mothers not subject to thefemdyc^ ' 
^ .HHiHnn̂ l rhilH This Small difference is noUtMlsticaUyjignificant /TheTmrnSgyimrdoe^ 

relieve that diese results and the mixed evidence from earlier researchjwarrant the mandatory 
^einiHtiti^rr^rsuchTrpmicyT-^^ and there is much more to 
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learn about this policy's impact, die Administration supports allowing states to^r^^mtt^opcr^ie a 

family cap policy on a voluntary basis. 

(C) Child Support Enforcement 

The Administration is supportive of provisions in bodi die Senate and House bills which incorporated 
I l fof Foposals'for tougher chUd support enforcement that die Admmistration demanded. 
TheseTnclude stteaSined paternity establishment, new hire reporting, license revocation, unifonn 
interstate chUd support laws, and computerized state collections. 

The differences between the bUls are, for the most part, technical in nattire. In general, die 
I ?nSs tTon p X ^ ^ Senate ve;sion which is somewhat more comprehensive and corrected some 
o ' r ^ e S drafting errors diat were in die House bid. There are, however, three miportant issues 
diat die Administration is concerned about: 

. The House bUl contains a provision that would subject 3.2 million children to reduced benefits 
b^ause paternity has not been established, even if die mother has fully cooperated m paternity 
S S s l ^ n S r t s and die state was at fauU for not esublishing paternity. The Admmistration 
opposes diat House provision. 

. The Admmistration opposes the House bUl mandate that prohibits states from P^̂ î̂ g f 
disregarding, any child support payments and are concerned diat hDih bills elmunate die $50 pass-

dirough for chUd support.. 

. Tlie Administration sttongly supports the House provision which f °P^ f / ^^^^ i ; ; "^^^^^^^^ 
for aU child support arrearages paid to die family after they have left welfare. This provision 
ncreases die economic security of families diat have left welfare and helps preven diem from 
remming to welfare. The Senate bid does not adopt a "children first"' priority m all cases. It 
allows the state to have first priority for child support payments owed for die period before die 
family went on welfare. 

The Admuustration strongly opposes efforts (as reflected in the Senate Finance ^ark) to achieve 
federal savings by charging families not on welfare a 10 percent fee for child support collected. This is 
nodiing more than a new multi-billion dollar tax on single parent families. 

(D) Illegitimacy Bonus 

Welfare refomi should not become entangled in die politics of abortion. While the Administtation 
strongly believes we must reduce out-of-wedlock childbearing, we do not support die use of a bonus to 
tSes who reduce dieir "illeghimacy ratio." It would be nearly impossible to implement the policy as 

written in e d̂ er die House (modifications to section 403(bX2)of the SSA) or Senate (modrfications to 
Tecttn 406(f) of die SSA) bills because there is insufficient and unreliable data. The mantal stams of 
m o Z is not directly reported in die 6 states of California. Comiecticut. Michigan, Nevada New 
York and Texas. Abortion data was not reported by 10 states, including California Connecticut 
Florida and Illinois. Furthennore. abortions are measured according to location of provider, not 
Sde^;e of patient. Thus, a state like New York could fail to qualify for die bonus ^miply because die 
number of out-of-state patients going to New York for abortions had increased. Fmally. diere is 
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currently a three year lag in data on births and a four year lag in data on abortions These lags are 
T ^ c Z l problematic'n the House bill, which would measure births in one period and abortions in a 
SSerent jKriod. Given die inadequacy of the data, it would not be possible to detemiine , f a state 
reduced its illegitunacy ratio by increasing its abortion rate. 

(E) Abstinence Education 

The Administtation fimily believes that abstinence education is a critical ^^'"P^"^ ^ ^ ^ f "^^f^^^^^ ,3 
adolescent and nomnarital childbearing. However, it is critical that abstinence f -^^-^^^^^ 
well as females. The Administration has great concems about the approach in die Senate bdl (section 
i m ) ^ Z l utilizes a set-aside from die Maternal and Child Healdi Block Grant for this Purpos. This 
p ovis^n would consttain the use of maternal and child health funds by states. Durmg a time when 
m l and chUdren's health needs are increasing, it decreases die ability of states to meet the health 
Tervice needs of low income mothers and children. To prevent diese healdi needs from escalating, 
additional funding is necessary for abstinence education. 

r v . Ensure Protections for Legal Immigrants U ^ f ^ ^ 

(A) Deeming Beyond Citizenship and Affidavit of Support 

The House bUl would require sponsor deeming in almost all federal and ^̂ ^̂ ^ ' ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ f PĴ ^^ !̂̂ '̂ 
mcluding Medicaid until the immigrant naturalizes (modifications to section 40 of the SSA). 1 he 
^ t y would apply to cunent as well as future recipients. Under die Senate b i l , states determme 
whether or not'noncitizens wUl be eligible for means-tested public assistance and, they are ê^̂^̂^̂^ 
the states would be required to deem. Under die Senate bill, current unmigrants would be subject to 5 
^earstf dleming whil'e fumre immigrants would be subject to deeming untd diey bav^^j^ed ^^^^^^^^ 
qualifymg quarters - defined as quarters in which die immigrant paid payroll taxes and had mcome tax 
liabUity ~ even if diey become U.S. chizens (section 503(a)(2)). 

Both House and Senate welfare refomi bdls would require sponsors to ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' ^ y - ^ ^ ' ^ l ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
of support for the immigrants diey sponsor. Under die House bill, diese affidavits would be in effect 
until ckizenship. Under the Senate bill, die affidavits would last for the 40 qualifymg quarters 
^cr^eTabove. Both bills also would expand amounts deemed to 100 percent of ^ ^ P ™ ^ 
a^d eliminate the current law deemmg exemption for diose who become disabled after entry mto die 
United States. 

The Administtation does not favor die application of severe deeming resttictions to a broad range of 
rn^i^ t S programs as proposed in the House and Senate welfare reform bdls. Such restnctions 
could endanger public health and safety. We also have deep concerns about proposals to apply 
deeming mles to programs like Medicaid. The Administration favors a 10-year or citizenship deeming 

whichever comes first, targeted to only AFDC. SSI and Food Stamps. This policy should b 
C u ^ i prospectively and not to cunent immigrants. The Administration favors a policy of committmg 
X o r s resuming responsibUity for immigrants" needs and seeking reimbursement fiom sponsor if 
t ^ ^ i g r a n t s are found eligible for Medicaid and receive services. The cunent law exemption for 
pers^who become disabled should be retained. The broadly-based deeming rules proposed by the 
House arsenate would add new and sigmficant administrative burdens to states and service providers. 

10 
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The Administration strongiy^poses die provision in the ̂ e n a ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ • 
deem sponsored immiĝ n̂ts beyond the timejheibecom^^ 
J ^ e s T r s c S i ^ f f i c H ^ ^ ^ 
S Admudsttation will fight hard to oppose it." (While we d ^ f - ^ ^ " ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
aiearfve are concemed diat diis policy could draw legal challenges on constitutî Hî g^mmds. ( 

Tlie Admuustration strongly supports making die affidavit of support ^ ^ ^ f ^ ^ j ^ f ^ f ̂ ^^^^^^^^ 
House language whereby die sponsorship affidavits are in effect unttl the mimigrant nalurahzes, wiui 
Se^te b S m 2 ^ ^ We oppose die Senate language making die affidavit of support bmdmg beyond 
c tt'^nsh^^ or Te reasons stat'eTabove. THe Administtation also has concerns about -ung^OO ^ 
percent of a sponsor's income because sponsors need to support diemselves and dieu famdies as well 
the unmigrant. We prefer retaimng die cunent deeming fonnula. 

(B) Programs Baned to Most hnmigrant and Immigrants Subject to die Bar 

The House bid would make most current noncitizens ineligible for the ^ "^^J^ "^^^^"^^^^P '^f^f ^ • 
Med"aid food stamps. SSI, and die AFDC block grant, as well as the Social Services Bk>ck Grant 

the country for 5 years or less (but not asylees). legal immigrants over age 75 who have lived m die 
U.S. for over 5 years, and immigrants too disabled to pass the namralization exam. 

The Senate bUl (section 505) would make fumre immigrants ineligible for five years for most needs-
based as t^^^^ by the federal government, including those programs - - -1^^^^^^^^^^ 
would have die option to deny benefits to noncitizens under means-tested programs like food stamps, 
Me^fcairand the AFDC b l 4 grants. However, noncitizens would be eligible for -me programs 
such as foster care and adoption assistance, emergency medical care ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ' I ^ ' ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Head Start, immunizations. WIC. and child nuttition under the Senate bdl. The Seî te b̂ d also would 
exempt victims of domestic violence, and refiigees and asylees for the first 5 years after entry. 

The Administtation does not support proposals that make noncitizens broadly ^ ^ ^ I ' f ^^^^^^^^^^ 
across a wide range of programs when, in many cases, no sponsors have committed support. The 
A^^s t t ^ ion w o ^ Sttongly prefer controllmg immigrant use of means-tested benefits by sttengdien-
ing sponsor deeming under the terms noted above. 

The Administration also supports exempting refiigees and asylees fiom benefit limitations hnposed on 
odier n^Stizens. In addition, we recommend that refiigees. asylees and others who are victin^ of 
persecution such as Cuban nationals paroled into die U.S. for compelling humamtarian reasons, be 
renerXexempt from benefit limitations proposed for odier immigrants, for example, deemmg or 
requirements for legally binding affidavits of support. 

(C) SSI Eligibility 

The Department defers to die Social Security Administration for a ftill discussion of views concenung 
SSI and nS^itizens SSI receipt conveys access to Medicaid, however, and we are very concemed 
Z : ^ ^ : ^ ^ of both the House L d Senate welfare refonn bills that ^-^^^ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
and disabled legal immigrants, including those currently receivmg benefits, mehgible for both diese 
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programs. Instead, we support a policy of restticting eligibility by lengthenmg the deeming period and 
applying the new policy prospectively to new legal immigrants whose spoasors have committed 
diemselves to legally-binding affidavits of support. 

In general, the Administtation favors exemption provisions diat would moderate broad SSI and 
Medicaid eligibUity exclusions. We favor die House provisions (section 403(b)(2)) to exempt 
immigrants who are eitiier too disabled to nahiralize or who are over age 75 with 5 years of ^ .5. 
S n c e . We also prefer the Senate provisions (section 504(a)) which - ^ - P f ^ ^ f " 
of noncitizens. among them asylees and persons working enough years to qualify for Social Secunty. 

(D) Verification of Illegal Immigrants 

Under cunent law 4 federal programs are required to verify die immigrant stams of applicants. The 
Se^" MU seĉ on 507) specifies'that most federal benefits would be denied to illegal mmugran^ and 
it imposes verification procedures on a large number of new programs. Even P^°g^^^^ ^ ^ . ^ ^ ^ f , . , 
illegal immigrants are eligible (emergency Medicaid, disaster assistance educatton <̂̂ h°o hmch^chdd 
nutrition, and WIC programs) would stUl be required to verify die mmiigration stams of participants. 

The Administration favors die House bUl which does not mandate new verification procedures. Many 
discretionary programs do not now verify immigration stams as a condition of eligibility and if all 
mran ̂ t e S programs were required to verify alienage, local service deliverers would have to expend 
significant amounts of administrative resources on verification procedures rather dian servic^. There 
is no evidence that.such procedures would be cost-effective or conducive to public healdi and safety. 
Prelinunary CBO estimates indicate diat this amendment wouldnot.produce much savmgs. 

200 PerceiifLirni^liono^ /H<>^ ^^^^'^"'TI^ ^^"^ 

The Senate bUl (section 503 (f)(D)) would impose a new restrictton that w/uld only a low ^poi^or j h o 
eam more dian 200 percent of poverty to sponsor dieir relatives to com/to this country. Jhe House 
welfare bill does not have a simUar provision. The Administtation hafr^rong concems about die 
Senate provision and prefers die current policy. If enacted, die Senate bill provisions would prohibit a 
large number of Americans from reuniting widi dieir family members. More than a durd of all 
Americans have incomes below 200 percent of poverty. 

(F) State Option to Deny Benefits to Legal Immigrants 

Bodi die House and die Senate bUls give states die audiority to detennine eligibUity requirements for 
legal immigrants under state programs. The Senate bUl. however, prohibits states from enacting more 
reirictive eligibility mles dian federal programs whUe the House bill subjects state and localittes to the 
same exemptions as are applied to the federal programs. The Administration prefers die Senate 
provisions prohibiting states from being more restrictive, along with the House bill s exeniptions for 
persTns over age 75 and one-year grandfadiering for current recipients. We defer to die Department of 
Justice on concerns about the legal challenges that these provisions may draw. 

12 
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(G) Reporting Illegal hnmigrants 

Ulegal immigrants to INS at least 4 times a year̂  We - ^ l ^ ^ j f ^ ^ ^ j ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ o law enforcemem 
generally prohibits healdi and welfare workers from teP^ '̂tig ^ immigrants, both 
agencies Many immigrant families are of mixed stams -- -"^^^j^^^^^^^^^^^^ 
legal and Ulegal. If HHS's mission ^^ltid-;eporting pê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
many famUies would stop bringing then children in ^ ^ / ^ ^ f ^^^^^^^^^^^ communities diey live in.. 

chUdren and families. 

1^0 

V. Effective Operations 

(A) Evaluation Funding 

under die new welfare system. 

Additional fiinds wUl be needed to conduct research that will help states identify effective approaches to 
f I c b r w S : dependency and to examine the effects of the welfare - " n - " " / ^ ' ; , ' ^ J = " X „ from 
families Because of the significant changes made to the - ' " - " j f ^ ^ ^ ' ' ' , ^ ' ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

develop effective policies and procedures. 

(B) Federal Staffing 

THe Senate bill contams a re,uirement that the S-etary analyze fetols^^^^^^ 

'̂lis:«-ôtrthr?r̂ ™̂̂^̂^̂^̂^ 
maLTerSl positrons be eliminated. \he Administration strongly opposes these provisions. 
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Appropriate levels of federal staff are necessary to ensure accountability and t̂ive ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
underTbUl, and to carry out die many new tasks assigned to the S e ™ ^ ^̂ ^̂  
Administtation recommends diat die staff analysis requirements m die Senate bill 
the specific percentage and numerical targets be elunmated. 

(C) Secretary's ResponsibUity and States' Fiscal AccountabUity 

die law which impose responsibUittes upon die S^"^^^ '̂̂ ^^^ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^ have maximum discretion 

foT̂ rtr̂ ^— 
AdmyationsUlysupports^^^^^^^^^ 

provisions of diis legislation in ^eH&^mure-accountability. 

(D) Data Collection 

:sitzs=si.-::^,-t^^7S^:.^.'^' 
it does not aUow mterested parties to gain an m-depth understandmg oi progrdii y 
about ways m which die program could be improved. 
(E) Grants to Tribes 

The Senate bUl contams authority for tribes to receive an allocation to operate dieir own temporary 
^ s f ^ e X - AdmiLration supports ^ 7 - i s i o . .^^^^^^^^ 

r ttiS:^ :?:irsr ̂ i;"of^s^^ of 
^S^^sttive coŜ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  aspects of the operation of diis program also need to be clarified. 
(F) Administrative Cost Cap 

there can be no enforcement mechamsm to Imiit what states spena ror 
overhead. The Senate language sets a 15% cap on die amount of die b o k grâ ^̂ ^̂ ^ 
L administrative activities and overhead (modifications to section 403(b)(1) of die SSA). Howeve , 
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these resttictions only would limit state use of die federal fiinds, not state use of their own fimds spent 
under S program. States would be able to spend as much of dieir own state fiinds as t h ^ wan on 
admuustrle costs and overhead. Since the Senate provision would n o t ' a c h O T ^ ^ ^ 
conttoUing state spending for administration, the Admmistration recommends that this language be 
deleted from die conferees' bUl. 

(G) Additional Emergency Assistance Funds 

The Senate bUI establishes diat die family assistance grants, after reductions for ttibal set asides and 
performance bonuses, be increased for states that amended dieir EA state P^-^urmg FY ̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
(modifications to section 403(a)(2)(A) of die SSA). TTie state allocation of up to $800 mmion ô ^̂ ^ 
years to cover additional Emergency Assistance expendittires would take mto account each state s 
proportion of total Emergency Assistance payments made to the eligible states for FY 1995^ 1 he 
' E s t t a t i o n opposes this^A bonus for selected states. Instead, die fiinds should be added o die 
Contingency Fund for states that have greater assistance expendimres due to economic downmms. 

States have in recent years dramatically expanded EA benefits and services, producing a concurrent 
e x S ^ o T i n federal expendimres. Much of diis expansion is attributed to states shiftmg program costs 
from a broader and broader range of state expendimres. Recendy, for example, some states have 
beeun claiming federal EA fimds for benefits and services provided at state or comity-operated 
c^ect STacUities or group homes. Establishing state allocations under the block grant based upon 
FY Srexpe^^^ for programs under die block grant is based upon relative federal expendimres at 
a particular point in time. Letting states diat amended their EA plans receive an additional bonus ^ • 
however, rewards diem for recent cost-shifting and arbittarily advantages states diat happen d to have 
amended dieir EA plans during FY 1994. This provision also allows diese states to attempt to enlarge 

proportion of die EA bonus pool and. thus, dieir individual state allocation by claiming additional 
FY 1995 expenditures retroactively. (States have two additional years to clami remibursement for 
expendimres in a particular year.) Under die Senate provision, these EA bonuses would be paid out for 
fiv^years. Shifting die EA bonus fiinding to the contingency fimd would ensure that dus additional 
fiinding is made available to states where die economies have worsened and where diere really is more 
net spending on assistance for needy families. 

(H) County Demonsttation Projects r 

The Administtation opposes the provision in the Senate bUl (modifications to section 413 of die SSA) 
which allows counties diat meet specified criteria to operate a temporary assistance block gr^ t 
program. If implemented, diis provision would create large admimstrative complexUies. M ^ y cities 
wodd be operatmg their own welfare programs and, in some cases, a single city such as New York, 
could be operating several different programs, one in each of its boroughs. Each oPfrating entity 
could establish its own mles regarding benefit levels, services provided, duration °f tune lim « ^ 
definitions of eligible family, etc. The differences would dilute whatever clear signals recipients should 
be X g about family responsibUity and moving to work and self-sufficiency, resultmg m unmtend d 
e S on redpients. The implex data system requirements for tracking die recipients withm one s te 
wSi regards to benefits and services received would be gready compounded. There would be senous 
waste of administrative staff as each level of government duplicates functions such as budget and 
finance officers, auditors, intergovernmental relations, legislative liaisons etc. as ^^ell as program 
directors and staff. Finally, although this section is called a demonstration, the legislative language 
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contains no language that would ensure that diis would be evaluated. 

VI. Other Issues 

(A) EUgibility for Elderiy in die SSI Program 

eligibUity age for SSI to die eligibdity age for Social Ŝ *;"" f/f̂ ^̂ '̂̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  2025 mider current 

c l t o i ^ g l e pLt ia l ly more far-reaching effects on eligibility to other programs, without 

consideration and debate. 

(B) Dmg Addicts and Alcoholics 

The Admmistration would prefer a combination of the features of Uie House (section ̂ 1 ) atld Ŝ^̂^̂^̂^ 

bodi bills die treattnent money is directly appropriated by this legislation. 

(C) Waiver Policy 

The Administration supports the language in the Senate biU pemiitting a ^f^^^^J^;;^^^^^^^^^^^ 
under Section 1115 or odierwise affecting its AFDC program, to eidier continue ̂ P^f^^^ '^ 'J^ 'J 
^ s l T c Z L ^ m under die waiver or to temiinate the waiver (modifications to section 412 o the 
^ ^ l i ?h.s pro^^^ would give states die flexibUity to continue some waivers that were granted as 

who choose to do so be held harmless for cost neutrality liabdmes. Currendy, only states who 
terminate dieir waivers are held hannless for these liabilities. 

(D) Sunset Provisions -

The Administration supports die provision in the Senate bill which ends die family assistance W^^^ 
granrpro^am after FY 2000 (section 112(c)). Given that dus program is an untried "d untes ed 
n X y Siat cTuld have serious consequences for a large number of poor children and families it is 
cridcal th t we reassess die effects of these policies before they arc pennancntly implemented. This 

5^ 
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provision would provide an important oppormnity to make necessary alterations to the program that 

could improve its effectiveness. 

(E) Consulting widi Local Government and Private Sector Organizations 

The Administration recommends adoption of die provision in the ^^^te bill requî ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  
consult with local govermnents and private sector organizations m desigmng its Family Assistance 
r g ^ L (Idifications to section 402(a)(7) of die SSA). Such consultation would be critical to 
S r i n e a Family Assistance program diat is responsive to the particular needs and circumstance of 
^ S Z T J ^ ^ l t n d that helps recipients m each of these areas to move from welfare mto private 
sector employment. 

(F) Disclosure of Receipt of Federal Funds 

The Administtation opposes die provision in die Senate bid requiring an organization that r^^*^^ 
^eraf Z s under th'e'biU to disclose diat fact in any advertising intended ^ " f ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
or opposition to any policy of a federal, state, or local government (section 110). ^ ' ' ^ ^ ' l ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
which does not apply to recipients of federal fiinds under other programs, nor to federal contractors, 
represents an arbitrary and inappropriate mandate on these orgamzations. 

(G) Displacement Provisions 

The Administrationtsi^ts die provisions in the Senate bid, which prevent states from placing ^ 
i n « s in worklcMes that displace certain odier workers (edifications to seĉ ^n 4 (̂̂ ^^^^^^^^ 
SSA) Individuals camiot be assigned to a work activity when an individual is on layoff from die same 
or equivSm^^^ or when die employer has temiinated die employment of any regular employee m 
orde'Tcrê ^̂ ^̂ ^̂ ^̂  BecauVwelfare recipients may be available to a employer at a lower cost 
- because die wage is subsidized or die individual is working in exchange for their grant - mis 
requirement protects employees from being unfairly replaced by welfare recipients. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

t ^ 

v n . Summary 

The Administration believes the current welfare refomi effort can be improved by including provisions 
from 1 ^ ti^^ Ŝ^̂̂ ^̂̂ ^̂  House bills in die fmal bill. THis document outlines our recommendattons m 
fnumVeVof critical areas. In addition, we have attached a summary of die operational and technical 
issues diat also should be taken into consideration in die final development of die bdl. 
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DRAFT 

Dear Conferee, 

nje AdmJnistntion bu significant cooceros tbout seven! Suijpleaienttl Security 
iDcome (SSI) issues and one broader issue alTectiiii all iN̂ ogram beaeftta In (be 
wel&ie refonn legislation. The House bill is paiticulaily onennis in iu impact on 
ehildran with disabilities. The provisions of the House bill would eliminate cash SSI 
beneflts for as many aa 600,000 children the fifth year of the bm 
(no 2000). The Senate Wilis an Improvement in diat the nmnbor of children denî  
cash benefits would be reduced to 250«000 In FY 2000. We would ntge that the 
provisions of the Senate bill eliminating the double counting of mtladsiptive behavior 
be the only change In eligibUity requirements to be rctroaciivdy applied to children 
with dis ibllltit.'s. This would preserve casJi SSI benefits for an additioual ahnost 
SS,000 children with disabilides. 

Secondly, the AdminiBtration would urge that pass-along provisions be leuined so that 
maintenance of effort requirements would continue to require existing state 
supplements to augment federal SSI benefits in high cost states. If diesc maintenance 
of effort requirements are eliminated 2.9 mlllkm beneficiaries could have their benefits 
substantially reduced. 

Third, deeming provisions for non-citizeos should not be applied beyoitd citizenship. 
Once a person attains citizenship status that status should include all the rights of 

.citizenship. We question the constitutionality of doing otherwise. 

Fouilfa, the age of eligibility fbr the Supplemental Secuiity Itxrome prognm should oot 
be conformed to age increases currently In place to detBcminc retirement age under the 
Social Security program. There is no provision of an early eli^ily age for SSI. By 
comparison, under die Social Security program individuals can retire several years 
early and the minority of those receiving Social Security have opted to do so. 

Below is our discussion of die provisions in ibe bUls. in die order of their appearaiicc 
in the bills. 

Noocitizen Eligibilitv for ssi Benefit 

Both WCaon4Q3 of the House bUl and section 20̂  of the Senate bill generally would 
prohibit noncitizens from being eligible fbr SSI with certain exceptions. 
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rfJJiS.'^'' " ^ f j ^ 1̂ 1̂  noncitizens in the fbllowlng categories could be 

K o r a n i S penn«ient residents over age 73 who have n:skled in the Um̂ ei * 
v2S™? / J ^ - •cOveAity Anned Forces persomicl, hononbly discharged 
vetenms, and dieajpauses and dependent children; and, lawful permanei rcsidenT 

disabflity or mental mipauments. Noncitbto, oo die SSIiSS at the time 
S^^f l '^^ ir"! !"^ excepted categories coiUd remain eligible 
for SSI for lyear after the date of enactment. 

asyle«, and mdividuals who have dielr deportations widiheld. (Eligibility fbr such 
WWiduaU would be limited to Ae S-yeail^ after d«ir arrilal £ t K i t T 
States;, nonc azcns who have worked and have jufliclcnt quarters of coveraae to be 
fbUy insured for Social Security benefits; and. noncitizens wlS^vVSto!^^^^ 
who'̂ '̂̂ M ^ ^ ^ ^ ^̂ "'̂ itizens on die SSI rolls at the time of enactment 
uSu H^m^im"" °™ ^ ^ ^ ^ categories could remain eligible for SSI 

Both bills end eligibility for noncitizens almuly on die SSI rolls beyond January 1997 
and would result in significant mimbors of non̂ sponsored aged, blind, and disabled 
IndivWuaU losing SSI eligibiUty. However, sbce the Hoi^ bill would make 
wceptions for certain elderly and disabled noncitizens, we wouhl prefer it over the 
Saiato provisions If modifications were made to add asylees and individuaU who have 
^I«i?J t̂hheW to die list in section 403 of exempted noncitizens who 
could be eligible for 5 years after fl^ir entry. 

fa addition, wc have a number of technical coocetns with these sections and would be 
wiUmg to work wiUi the Conference Committee in addressing our concems For 
example, the provision in die House bill to exempt individuals too disabled to take the 
naturalization wuunliiation does not appear to be necessary. Soctkm 312(b)(1) of die 
faumgntion and Nationality Act already provides an cxempUon fbr pcrs<»s w th 
disabilities. Thus, such indivuluals couW become citizMTwWimii 
natUMlization test as long as diey meet die other citizenship requiiemenis~i.e., lawful 
permanent residence for 5 years and filing nataralization applfc:ations. 

In die Senate biU. we would nqiport an amendment widi respect to treatment of 
remgoes. asylees, and noncitizens whose deportations are widihekl who adjust to 
hiwful peraianent residence stams after entry. We believe diat the status under which 
die noncitizen was admitied into die United States should contbme to be die stams 
used to detenmne eligibility for benefils during die 5-year period. Odierwise tiicrv 
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would be a disincentive fbr any aflfccted noncitizen to seek adjustment in his or her 
status. 

The Senate bill ahu) needs clarification in regard to die exertion to ineligibility fbr 
SSI fbr noncitizens who are fully insured fbr Social Security benefits and its 
relationship to the provision requiriqg die deeming of ̂ onsois* assets uniil die 
noncitizen has worked fbr 40 quarters in die United Sutee. The number of quartern of 
coverage needed to be ftilly insured is based on bow many quarters elapse between die 
quarter die hidivklual becomes aged 21 and die quarter in which he or she becomes 
disabled or reaches age 65. The maximum number of quarters needed is 40. 
However, a young hidividual who became disabled shortly afier his or her 
2l8t birthday oould become ftUly insured widi as 1^ as 6 quarten. Thus, if such an 
Indlvkhial were a noncitizen. he or die oould become eligible for SSI benefits. 
However, it "le or she entered die United Smen jn die basis of a l ^ y enfoiceable 
affidavit of support, die sponsor's assets would be deemed to htm or her fbr 40 
quarters even diough he or she was ftUIy insured. We wouU prefer die Senate 
provision wiUi an amendment to provide that deeming woukl also eî  when die 
immigrant is 'fblly insured' or wilh citizenship. 

First year admimstrative costs of diese provisions are estimated at $44 millioa. Tbe 
proviskms are expected to produce annual adminislrative uvings of about $40 to 
$50 million as a result of fewer alien applications and «f̂ y:.iBtfftf post-eotiticment 
workkiad reductions. 

Deeminy of Sponsors' Ipcnme at^ 

Bodi bills also contain provisions widi regard to die deeming of sponsors' Income and 
resources in determinhig SSI eligibility and benefit amouu. Section 42i of tiie HOUKC 
bill would provWe diat hi die case of new legaUy enforceable afiidavits of support, 
deeming would apply until die noncitizen became a U.S. citizen, Uikler section S02 
of die Senate bill, die deeming period would be fbr 5 yean or. as specified in die new 
legally enforceable affidavits, until die alien earns 40 quarters of coverage in die 
United States regardless of whedier he or she becomes a U.S. citizen, whichever is 
longer, 

Deeming has been shown as an effective way of holding spoisors responsible and we 
support strengdiening diat responsibilhy as reflected by die extended deeming 
provision in die Administntion*s welfare reform bill bst year. However, we have 
strong reservations about bodi bills because diey would repeal die current'law 
exemption from deeming for sponsored noncitizens who become bliivl or disabled 
after entry and change die current-law deeming formula so duU die needs of the 
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•ponson' fiimUies arc not taken into account. In addition, virtually aU sponsored 
aliens on die lyUs at die time of enactment would lose eUgibility under Se Semte biU 

0«m for dw period between enactment and Jamiary 1997. This would be a significant 
.hnbbtntiveworktoad itquiring die kkntiffcation of aU n̂ nsoVŜ ^ 
currentiyexanptftdft̂  sponsor-to^ deeming-fbr example, parolees and disabled 
ttunigrants-for whom we have no information about dieir sponson* incomes and 
iMOorces. For this reaion, we woold prdbr that tbe new deeming rules wooid 
•PPv only to new applicants for SSI beneflts. 

We are stiongly oppcMd to continuing deemhig of die sponsor's income and assets 
bqrond citiamsWp. Because discrimination between citizens on Uie basis of national 
origta. even by die federal govermnent, is hi general subject to strict scrutiny, diis 
section may Se subject to a constitotional challeige as applied to naturalized aliens 
vAo may be Ineligible, solely because of dielr former status as aliens, for benefits to 
which oOier citizens are entided. However, die section might be defended on die 
grounds that it merely regulates die process of naturalization, by making persons who 
mtend to become citizens ineligible for certain benefits, even alter dieir naturalization 

I On Oiat tiieoiy, die section might be upheld as a valkl exercise of Congress' power 
[ over hnmigntion. We are unable at diis lime to opiM definitively on die 
constitudoiul issue presented. 

Affidavift nf Support 

of »«Wort legally enforceable contracts. However, we 
promulgate rehnbunement rules, as required in itttioa 

mmi of die Senate bill, for odier government agencies duU admhiister mearlsr^ 
tested benefits. We prefer die approach in die House bill which requires die Attorney 
General s to promulgate idmbursemont rules for all government agencies. The Senate 
bill wojtid permanendy bar SSI eligibility for moat lawful permanent rcsidents-tiie 
bulk of immigrants wlOisponson--who could be eligible for SSI. Tterefore it is 
likely diat diere would bo very few cases b whkh SSA would be seeking 
reimbursement. It is more likely diat odier programs wlU be more affected bv diis 
reqmrement dian SSA. ^ 

Prog Addirrs and Alcoholicij 

Adntiniatration does not oppose die elimination of aU SSI benefits to indivkluals 
Whose diiig-addiction/alcohollsm (DA/A) is a contributing fkctor material to tiieir 
&i!?te hill" S f i r * ^ i S S ^ ^ of die House bUl and m M i m of die 
senate bill. Neldier do we oppose die provisions in section 201 of die Senate bill 
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requiring diat SSI disability recipients klentified as havfaig a DA/A coodition be 
referred to substance abuse treatment and receive their beneflts dirough a 
rqnesemative payee. We have m̂ jor concem about administrative costs associated 
11^ diese last two proposals. It is critical diat additional fbnding be provWed or 
diese requirements be eliminated. We ettimate diat die administntive costs associated 
with diese two provistons alone exceed $1.6 bOIion to review cunendy eligOiIe 
recipients and an additional $1 bilUon over die next five years tor new applicanu. 

Also, die provision concerning treatment for current recipients is unclear in its 
plication. We prefer diat die proviskm be effective at die date of die hidivkluals» 
first continuing disability review occurring afler dw date of enactment, parallel to flie 
representative payee provision. 

QiildbfiQdLP'fiihilî  

Bodi iCctiQofiffi of die House bill and acctianL2UjaL212.of die Senate biU would 
tighten eUgibility criteria for SSI children by repealing die comparable scveriiy 
standard and eliminatmg die indivkhiallzed fbiwtional assessment and would require 
ooDdnuiflg disability reviews in SSI chUdbood disabiUty clahns. The administrative 
costs associated witii diese provisions over die next 5 yean total about $470 million 
for die House biU and approximately $670 million for die Senate bill, 

We strongly oppose the House provisions that wouki elhnhiatc most prospective cash 
benefits in favor of block granted services. This proviskm essentially punishes 
innooem chiUren-aa many as 600,000 fewer children with iHtnWffif̂  would 
recelvf cash beneflta In FV 2000. Cash benefits are superior to block-gram services 
in several regards. For instance, cash benefits provide greater flexibUily to meet die 
varied and changing needs of children widi disabUities; cash benefits support and 
preserve the capacity of famUies to care for chUdren widi diMbUitics m dieir homes; 
and cash bonefits provkle a means for die parents of chUdren widi disabilities to 
detennine die needs of dielr chUdren, radier dian to place diis Judgement widi a 
govemment agency diat is Ul equipped to make such a determination, 

AdditionaUy, die intent of ttiis proposal-to provkle necessary seivices and treaimcnt -
wouU Ukely not be met for two reasons. Pint, it is impossible to foresee every 
possible service tiiat a disabled ChUd might require. And. second, States would be 
altowed to pick and choose from die list of "audiorized servUscs" whfch services dicy 
would offor and to determine which "qualified chUdren" could receive ttiem. 
Therefore, we would be unable to ensure diat children widi disabUities. our most 
vulnenblc population, would be treated fiiirly and equally hi diis nationwkle 
program. 
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^sr^^Hl^*^**?^ one narrow section of 
dl^?S^?'^K.r'" ^"^f ^̂ '̂ ^̂ ^̂  Of disabUity. T̂ ia provhZ 

? f - ^ in Uw a new general definition 
of childhood disabihty that also elimimUes refferences in reguhukms to maladaptivT 
S ^ Z . I L " ^ ' ̂  ^ Wly prowaivdy, except fordtildren 
^hsve conditions such M a penonallty disorder, a conduct dtod«; an 
^ ^ Z L * ^ £ ? ' "^"^^^ 7 "I ^ IVPenctive disorder. Condition. 

J??? citedcommonly faivolve maladaptive behavior and are representative of 
clauns Mi have been problematic. For chUdren widi such conditions, eUgibiUty 
would be redetermined during die specified timeframe; die remabiing cWldhood 
recipients wnuU be subject to periodic contimiiig eligibUity reviews. In addition, if at 
die time of such review, it is determined diat die child's eligibUity was based on 
maladaptive behavior, die child's eligibUity wouU be redctemiined under die new 
stanoard. 

WhUe we do not oppose die elBorts to require continuing disabiUty reviews, we are 
concemod diat diese additional woridoads would over-stress SSA's limited resources 
We fivor die Senate verston of tills provision, whkh makes clear diat die current 
medical improvement suuidard appUes to diese reviews; aldiough we wouW ndier 
drop die provision requiring duU a parent or guardian piesem evklence of "medlcaUy 
necessary" treatment, since diis conc^ is not weU dofiiwd and wouU be difficult to 
enforce. FmaUy, neitiwr die House nor Senate venlons piovkles sufficient time to 
Issue regulations. Therefore, we prefier a modification to audiorize 12 momhs to issue 
implementing regulations. 

ApplNbUitY of Medicaid Rules Regardiny r.oi.n>ipg pf Certain A«I>.N pŷ  

SwtlQn ^(Clfil of die House bUl would require diat die SSI program treat trusts and 
disposal of assets in die same way aadicy are treated in die Medicaid program There 
IS no comparable provision hi tite Senate bUl. K * • * 

We do not oppose die provision in principle. However, we do not believe dial die 
hitent of the provirion will be achieved simply by making reference to a section in 
Medfcakl law. If die trea&nent of tiusu is applied hi die same mamier as under 
Medicakl taw. it woukl rcsuU in die exchiakm of maqy types of trusts which are 
wirrentiy exceptions in die Medteaid program under die rationale diat dicy relate to 
simations where long-term healdi can is an issue. The same rationale woukl oot be 
appropriate witii regard to die SSI program whkh is designed to meet ordinary day-to-
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restricted to chUdren under age 18, and only in cases in wltich die ch Id hln i 
over the trust it wnukt hf tZir^Jî ,̂  i ^ « , r ^ wuicn me cniio nad control 
to a U ^ X d ^ ^ ^ M L ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Wly the same treatmem 
are a b i r t o l S ^ ^ ^ ^ I ' f or whedier diey are hisihurionaUzed as long as diey 

SSSSJlif̂ i;̂ ^ 
« y w ^ o r i ^ 
rt is mtended diat die provision in section 602(c)(4) fbr ushig w S S ni l 

2?iKt̂ 5̂ ^ to. H would lil L SSS ŵ ;2 
Mtional «itr-:a^We would be willing to provile die conference committ̂ with draft 
language to pcrffcct die proviston so dmt it wUl fully achieve its intoSdS^ 
^ S t ' T r ^ " ^ P" '̂*^"' prefer tiiar die 
a^jdvea of resources in order to obtain SM̂  If dropping the nmlalon fa not 
PO«IWe. we would prefer hmguage specifically taUoredTL Mrjro^^ 
prepared to provkle die commitiee peri'ecrtng linguage for ^cT^n SJSS,'. 

Rgduction QfCmU Bgnefit̂  PnyiMf tg Certain Instinirimmi.>̂  rhSM n̂ 

$ ^ ^ i ? . ? „ d " ^ ' l ' ' ^ ^ of dw House bUI would provide diat die 
to ^ ^ n ^ pê ons in certain medical treatment fiicilities would apply 
to redptas under ago 18 regardless of whedier Medicaid or anodier sou^navs L 
Je^ tteatment. (Cunendy. dw $30 payment applies to indlvWuah iTwS^Si?^ 
^ i T j ^ r ^ i ' ' ^ ' ^ individuata'SSr^is ^ i i ^ X ^ ^ ^ ^ otî r 
d«n Medicaid-for example. Medkare-may be eligible tor^J to $^8 a ^ d i ) 
TTtere 18 no comparable provision in dw Senate bil* » monm.) 

S ^ i S f ^ ^ H t u ^ h * ' ^ " T ^ ^ P«>«»»™ tiiat need to be resolved. The titie of tiw provision indkatos ttiat it woukl amtv n̂iu »« 
£ L ^ * ^̂ "̂  would wiy to ^^^S;̂ ^^^^^^ 
that th« Ijwpwge of the provision be revised to hidfcaie deaiiy tĥ t the SST^ 
payment Umit will now apply to cbOdEca r t v ^ m S i h ^ ^ T ^ ^ ^ , , 
thrircare. Ohe payment Umtt wSTcSSmw^^ 

covwago categories over time, dw Ust of fuilities in sectionlSlireVnSTof «.r«^* 
law is no longer applicable. In order to p r ^ ineJS^^Se j t l S u ^ ^ 
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?!S??*x,?xJE!"v?̂  amendment diat dw specified list of histitotioos in section 
16H(e)(I)(B) be replaced widi dw tomi "medkal fiwility- so diat the p r o S would 

M̂ TJipr̂ SS!;.'*̂ ^ 
RttMl Qf Paas-Aiom> R«piir«n̂ t fpr sfbi .̂ nrnw r̂y yrnmrm 

fifflJjB^ ^ dw ajtte bm and 
^ dwir State mpplamamaiy paymô  at 

^ u J : t ! S ! ^ ^ ' ^ ^ ' 'T>i»«>'^'P«-*long"requlnSSit was added 
S l l i ^ ^ t ^ ^̂ -̂ i' «Wlem«nUry pajImeS 
i2LS?L"****'^'^'^ ThB Intent of dw^gtaalpasi-tZ^ 

S S l S ^ * ^ WOUU getanamaial lnc!S« Ttiwir 
ssysiate supplementary paymem amount widiout requiring States to increase dwir 
pajmients. 

l l l S ! ^ the proviskn and note dial repealing paswtoog would leave dw States free 
^ J S ^ " fminate their supplementary payment prognms. Aldiough we have no 
bKUcttion as to what States wouU do wldi regard to dwir Sute supplematary 
p i « J ^ If pass-atong were repealed, up to 2,9 mUlion aged. bUnd. and disabkd 
mdKidualscouW be affected, some slgnlflcamly. For «tempte,^ly 400W 
WKJtoals nation^ receive State «ippleme«iry p a y S S ^ Z ^ { ^ i 
beortWL̂  Loss of State supplementary payments in such cases woukl also mean toss of 

R^tPtiinging Tnff>rmation with T iw Enforc^^t 

Both bUls require SSA to provkle taw enforcement penonoel, upon tiwir remwsL die 
• d c ^ of SSI reclpiaitt involved In, or who h a v T i Z l S Z S i n S ^ ^ 
probation vtotations. odwr criminal activities, or criminal inveatigati^^ 

We iuyort technical amendments to modify dds provbkm to specify diat dw reouest 
; ^ T S . ^ Infomiation w ^ MA wouW nSTui 

^ ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ J ^ l " ^ tem^writfag ftom «i andtorized officiS ofthe 
J K ^ r . " " ^ " ? Infoimation to bsure diat dw amount of 
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AcCffunting bv Rcpr«r.nfcitiYf paYi>«.c 

^ ^ ^ *° representative payee accounting provi.u>n 
^ f ^ t ^ l " ^ ^ ^ to^SSe^^Siti^ payL of 
ihenrrwponslbUitics and would requke payees to document expooditutes and keen 
contonponiwous itcotds of expendimres. This section would atao would delete the 
S I ^ by «tp«i«ttative payees and «^ld require 
SSA to tanplement statistically vahd prooedurea for reviewiiig a sample of di? 
contemporaneous records whkh payees woukl be retptired to kcepT̂  

^ '^ .^^ provisfan reganling advising payees of dwir 
I ! i^^2^«A^ requiring recofdkeepî ta mmecessary because tiwse requlremenis 
are met by SSA's current policks and procodmes. Widi regard to payee accounting 
lJ^£^J''"n"'^'"i^ "^^^^ ' ' '"^ ••"P̂ ^ °'P*y«*' wcords. aZal accounting by aU payees is currentiy mandated by dw Jonbn couit decision as a 
means of ensuring due process protections under dw Fiflh Amendment of die 
Constidition and wouW atiU apply. Thus, dw requiremem for a sampte revkw would 
mcrease dw admmî ve burden on SSA by requiring a different type of review of a 
sampk of unspecified size in addition to dw univeraal annual accounting (which 
currentiy costs more dian $70 mUUon annuaUy to Khmnlster). 
Dedicated Savtogg Acyiunt 

_ • _ J a_*«_a . • _ . _ 

provkle diat any hmip-sum SSI benefit for a 
dUabted chdd at dw request of dw chUd's rqiresenutive payee be pakl imo a special 
dedicated savings account. Monies in diis account could be used only for certam 
spMifiad purposes. There is no comparable provision in dw House bUl. 
We do not oppose dw proviskn. However, we have a number of technical concerw 
Oiat we would Uke to raise widi staff for hs consMeration. 

Studies 

JteAdi^ 
toat the Commissioner arrange for an independem stody of dw disability process and 
the definition of disabUity. However, we prefer a modification to avoU overiap widi 
tiw stody to be conducted by dw National Commisskn on dw Fumre of DisabiSty 
TTicrefon:, the stody of disability shoukl be restricted to inchide dw current defiidtion 
of dUabUity aad any research and development by SSA of dw meUiodotosy for 
making dtaabUiiy det™ as described in dw disabUity tedesign. TWs should 
include dw identification of a medkally determinable impairment(s); die currem 
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i S S ^ f ^ l " ^ S *" ^ Impairments; any 
Ibnctional measm« of abUity to work; and dw development (̂ baseline ™k activities, 

A ! - f c ^ of dw Senate bUl dw creation of a commisston on 
««owtiwnd diat a separate genenl approprtation of 

S r . h ^ » ^ ? J ^ " ^ ^ ^ ' ^ ' ^ ^ it win cove7dta«buSTw«i throughout n/Z Federal programs. 

SfiaifllL251 of dw Senate bm wouW increase dw age requiremem fbr "aaê  
ê respond widi die &wtal Security prognm's - r X Z ^ ^ T g i n X S 

lnnsitj<»n between ages 66 and 67 wiU occur between 2021 and 2026. TTwre is no 
comparable section In dw House blU. i ucn?» nq 

f̂„I»wi«*«» because it couW put at risk poor ekkrly iwUviduals wbo 
T S ? C 2 ? experience to enable dwm to bo seif̂ pporting at an advanced 

age. ™ SW program and dw Soctal Security prognm are not comparable. For 
exaoaple. unUke Soctal Security. SSI haa no piovtaton for optional nriy retirement at 
age 62. 

ia FavnWM of Fedaral Bfpefiti to Cettmjn l^rms 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ " ^ ^ " ^ pmyWes diat certain Fedenl benefits, bchiding Sodal 
secunty benefits, would be payable only to persons tawlUlly present within the United 
States, whom dw provision defines aa U.S. dtizens. permanent reskknt aliens and 
certain categories of aliens aod U.S. natiomds. Ttais, diis section woukl appear to 
prohibit dw paymem of Soctal Security benefita to alkns who are outaide dwUnited 
States or who have been temporarily admined to dw United States. 

Thtte iwyment restrictions would vktate dw terms of dw bitateral Social Security 
toialtaati^ agreementt Witii 17 foreign countries, inchiding Camala and virtuaUy all of 
Western Europe. Furdwmiore, dw U.S. hu treaties witii at least 9 countiies wiich 
require dw U.S. to pay Soctal Security benefita to foreign treaty nationals fawfde tho 
Untoed sutes on dw same basta as U.S. chizens. Seven ef these titatlai requtot the 
U. accord this national treatment to Ibreign treaty nation^ 
wetealde or ontaldc the U.S. In addition, mider currem taw, Soctal Security 
benefita are payable to aUens outeule dw U.S. who are citizens of one of die 65 
countries whose social insurance system aflbrds reciprocal treatmem to U S citizens 
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eraan. Fonheniiore, It would be lu&ir to deny SocU SmirlK. t-™«I. ,i ' 

UJ. weckcn aod mehyM^mi^A^S^.^^!^^!^ •iwemail̂  DUO, 

.K, „̂  tjsn î̂ rŝ  
ifattoiM !ndividiin| KumipfiTrn 

for most nATM-lftttifl and M on mmrmmliZrZ . « P>wuOttlon on eligibility 

boNflii (0 rcaUenli of the United Setcfc them « r Z h ! l ^ S ! v ^ S . ~ 

the bill. VftwaM$afSn^,tS^lSl^ 
"endttaa, Who « , i S ! ; l , 2 1 l S b ? ^ " ^ " T " * to eppl, oal7 to 

a S i ^ t ^ " ^ a ^ S S I ^ ^ - ^ f S - ^ Who are m ^ 
teatod PWenI benefit,. A n S ^ c u S S ^ ^ t e ^ ^ H S . ^ ^ ^ 
mippon a ̂  or any aubsequeiS^ ^ S ^ S S e t f S 
means-tested Fedenl benefitafor a 2-year̂ Mkd 

We oppose dita provtaion with reaard to dw SSI nm»r.m TU-
questiona of due process wldl t ^ u A t o ^ Z ^ i ^ S ^ provision raises 
enforcementdataCtaiSyZ^^S^ f . ^ ^ ' "ntU tiwchUd suppon 
carry out dita pro t̂on. ^ "̂̂  « admhiistratively difTwuh to 

Zl Hovd ssitLSSfrzez =ai oa voio =woaj st'se xs-&0-x3o 
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K T A Z ZHf "l̂ HV ^ ^ L ^ * tapkmentation of some of dw provision, of 
L L t ^ i ^ taformation coUection requiremems on SSA tiiat wiU 
increase tiw difficulty of complying with tiw Paperwork Reduction AcP 

In ctoshig, we would be pleased to worfc widi you to hnprove dw SSI program. 

Shirley S. Chater 
(Commissioner of Social Security 
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S IMMARY OF PROVIS ONS TO CHANG 
THE SUPPLEMENTAL SECURITY INCOME PROGRAM 

IN THE HOUSE- AND SENATE-PASSED VERSIONS OF H.it 4 

H.R. 4- to-MNisl Responsibility Act 
(Mouse Passed) 

H.R.4-Mi>rk Qppofiunity Act 
(Senate Passed) 

Prefetred PosUton 1 

OCFINniQN OF DISMILITY RSt CNiUXtDi- -OJtSSMT RECIPIEV rs .;-;>-r- | 

for cviHtmH eligibi l i ly for £ss'> OeneTIU mat •eet or 
MMl tfw listi«i«i of lapi i rwnl i The twnefilt or 
racipimts Uw qMUMed on Ihr M i i i of MI IfA uould be 
teniiniletf Sudi recipients WHild tic eble tD requilify for 
SSI beneniJ If the» i r * subsequen:l> <le:*»«ned to hive an 
iep«trwnt Uiic^Bteti or eqMlt llw listings 

•D provision 

HiH haw a •edically aeteraniable physiol or aental 
i^iairaent which results in aarked and severe fimctional 
l imtationi. «id Mhicli can be ejipected lo resull in death or 
Mhicti has lasted for a continuous period cf not lets Uian 
12 aontht 

Uould require lhe C<»«i$sioner. aithin one year after date of 
enactaenl to redeterpine the e l ig ibi l i ly of any recipient 
receiving benerits on enactment dale and «*ose benefits My 
terainate by reason of these aMfxtoents The aedical 
iiprovavnt revien standard (HIRS) would not be applicable: 
instead lhe eligibil ity criteria for neu applicants for 
benefits would apply These redelennnations would be given 
priority over other lypes of review Ihese i i i d w n t s wiuld 
apply with respect to benefits for aonths beginning on or 
after 01/01/97 

Support Senate provision aodined U apply Uw chwiges 1 
prospectively, euepl for ttaM chiMrw M (uve a D 
condition such as a personality dlsardw. • conduct H 
disxder . an cppositianil defltnt diMntor. or an attention H 
deficit hyperactive disorder Tor tUtM children. R 
redeteniinations, using the new chi1«ieod definition of H 
disabil i ty, would be aude. within the iptclfied l iae l raw | 
All olher childhood recipients would be lUiJect lo perindic B 
el ig ibi l i ty reviews tn addition. If at the tiae of the | 
review, we determine Uiat the child s c l ig ibt lUy was based B 
on Mladaptive behavior, the child's el igtbi l i ty will be 
redeterained based on the new standard 

DEFINITION OF OiyWlLITY FDR CMIUWEM -ICM APMCANTS 

Io be eligible for c*sh benefiu. "ust ( U « e t or eoul ll»e 
listings md (2) be eiUier insntu-.-cddli^ed or aould be 
required to be iiijlitution*l«2«<l if ret reren/^ng personal 
iss i s ince . 

llMSe «(i»Uunls <t» mtel or (qua) itf listings but <lc nol 
t ttt the *bove require»e«its would be eliflible for services 
iMter SSI block grmt progrda Idiscussed laler in this 
dociaent). 

Saac as currenl recipients Support Senate provision. 

IHPArWOT EVALUATION- COHPARABLE SEVERITy STA»«0 

1 Repealed Repealed. Ho Conference issue 

IMP AlfifCKT tVALUAnON -INDIVIDUALIZED FUNCTIONAL ASSESStfWT 

tlivinttetf. (liainated. Ho Conference issue 

IHFAlRfCMT EVALUATION- DCNAINS 

Ho provision Mould delete references to Hladaplive beluvior in the dOHin 
of personal/behavioral functtan in sections M? 00 C 2 and 
112 028 ?c(21 in the l isting 

Support Senate provision. 

1 or 10 
SSA/ODCLCA 
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H.R. * -9tr I Reaponslbillty Act 
Passed) 

H.R.4 york OpportunUy Act 
( [C P i ! 

Preferred Posit 

imURtor EWLUATICN -LlSnNS OF mWIRWlTS 

Otrcctl the Ctaalulon on the evaluation of Disability in 
Oiildrcn to revicv the ch lMmd acntal i ^ i r v n t listings 
to ensure lhat they arc appropriate and lhat only children 
with \ t t t r t d U * i i i t i a Muld be eligible for benefiU 

For adjudicative purposes, would freeze the l ist ing of 
iKMiraoits ^tch was in effect on <pril 1. 1994 Directs 
the CMBltsiontr to tutait an annual report to the Congress 
an the listing of imairaentt applicable to individMls Oio 
have not ttUlned ege U and to recoMend any necessary 
revisiont 

Uould delete references to Mladlptiv* behavior In the dOHin 
of personal/behavioral fwKtion in Section 112 and 
112 lUB 2 c(2) in the l isting. 

Ho provision 

Siliport Senate provision 

CQNTIMilNG DISAfllllTY REVIDC (CCRS) AND REPnERNINATlONS 

fhe el igibil i ty of recipients who have nonperMnent 
i n a i n w i U «id hwe not attained «9e la and who are eligibli 
for SSi CMh benefits or for services undK the bloc* grant 
pro^M would be determined at least once every 3 years 

T>» eligibil ity of recipients for SSI cash benefits or 
iervices imder lht block grant prograa by reason of 
diUbll i ty would be redeteraSned durino the one-year period 
that begins on the date such individual attains «ge IB The 
criteria used in delervining the el igibi l i ty for such 
benefits of appllcaits age IB and older would be applicable 
In Baking sudhrcdetefw net ions. A repori to Conoress 

. . . . . . . . . . 10/01/90 reg«^ng these rtdrteiwinations would be due 1 

toeals pnrvision In P L 103-796 peruinlng to disability 
reviews Tor recipients who attain age 16 

lhe continuing eligibil i ty of a child ««io is eligible for SS: 
bemfitt on the basis of low birth wei^il would be 
redKerained after the child hat received such benefits for 
12 Bonthi 

Siailar to Personal Responsibility Act. 

tn addltioi. the NlRS would be applicable, wd. at the tiae 
of the review, the parent/guardian BJSI 
preMnt evidence lhat the child is receiving appropriate 
Ireatannt. 

Siailar to (^sonal Responsibility Act except lhat a report 
to Congmt is not required. 

Saae as Personal Responiibility Act. 

The continuing e l ig ibi l i lv of a child lAo is eligible for 
benefits on the basis of low birth weifit wuld be 
redelerained no liter than 12 worths after the child s birth 
In addition, the MIRS uould be applicable, and. at the Hae 
of the review, the parent/guardian u s t 

fresent evidence that the child is receiving appropriate 
reataent. 

Stoport Senate provision 
relating lo trealaent 

aodiried to el lainat* requireaent 

Support Senate provision. 

No Conference Issue. 

Sivport House provision SSA t i not an authority on 
detemming appropriate treataent. Also, such a 
belerainalion would interfere wtth a faai ly 's rights to 
detennine what, if any. treataent Uielr child should 
receive 

BUCK GRANT PRfXXAH 

Would establish an SSI block grant prograa beginning fY 199? 
to provide aedical and non-aedical services to children 
eitiier eligible for cash benefits by reason ol disability or 
would be eligible for such rash benefits exept tnat. 
although the iitdivlOjal has an iapaintent that aeets or 
equals a listed l ^ i r a e n t he/she is neither 
instltMtlonaliMd nor would be Institutionalised if he/she 
were not receiving personal assistance 

Uould provide • Tirldge" of c»sh benefits for individuals i*< 
do net qMllfy for cash benefits under new block grant 
prograa 

Ho provision. 

Ho provision 

Oppose House provision because ellainaling aost prospective 
cash benefits in favor of block granted services 
disadvantages as aany as 600.000 or asre disabled chil<ren 
in fY ZOfiO It nol cnly reaoves the f lexibi l i ly of the 
parent lo be the priaary caretaAer but it Introckces «" 
imjssible responsibility to foresee every possible service 
thai a disabled child aight require. 

toose House provision However, if block grkhl prograa 
passes do not oppose I f cash benefits retained this 
provision becoaes unnecessary 

NOTICES 

Individuals whoM casii benefits would be tervinaled under 
these aam*Hitf aiot be iwtifiod within 1 aonUi of 
enactaenl. 

Individuals i*ose benefits would be terainated imder ihese 
anndKnts aust be notified within 90 days of enactaent. 

Sivporl Senate provision, but mdlfled to give SSA at least 
6 acviths lo notify mdiwiitals 
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H.R. 4- Per 1 ResponsibllUy Act 
1 s Passed) 

H.R.4-Wi>rk 0|pparti«iity Act 
(Seiute Passed) 1 Preferred Position 

REGULATIONS 
Uould reipjire that regulations needed to iapteaenl tr» 
aaendRent* be Issued within 3 aonths of enaclaenl 

Mould require lhal regulations needed lo laplcwnt the 
Mentent} be issued within 2 aonths of enactaent. 

Simort House provision, bul aodirted to give SSA st least 
12 aonths to Issue regulations. 

-
CASH KMERTS FOR INSTITimOHALIZED CHILiJROI 

SSI cash benefits for a l l institutionalited vntividualt 
covered by either Medicare or privale insurance would be 
Hailed to 130 per aonlh 

No provision Stciport House provision i f aodified to aake it wply 
specifically to children {rather than all individuals) 

effective 90 d«yi after enactaent 

INPROVOCKTS TO CHIUWOtD OlSABIinY PROCESS 

No provision 

Mould require the Coaaissioner to issue a request for 
coaaenls in the federal Register nol later thu Ml A»»t 
afier enactaent regarding i^prbveaents in the disability 
evaluation and deteraination procedures for individuals under 
•ge IB and to oroaptly review such c i i . i m and issue any 
necessary regulations not later than IB aonths after (he date 
of enactaent 

Oo nol oppoie Stnalt provitions 

STUWr OF OIS/WILITY 
Ho provision. Uould rei^iire Ihe CoMissioner. not later tfian 90 days after 

the date of enactaent. frca funds otherwise ^ ropr ia led to 
arrange wilh Ihe Kational Acadeay of Sciences or sow other 
indepen*nl entity, to conduct a coaprehemive study of Ihe 
disability deteraination procesi. the definitivi of 
disability and lhe aedical listings wider l i l i e s II and Kiri 
of the Social Security Act. 

Mould also require the Coanissioner to issue an inlerin and 
final report of tbe findings and recoaaendalions to Ihe 
President and the Conoress nol later lhan IS annths mS 
H aomhi. respectively, troa the date of the contract for 
such study 

Ito not oppose Senate provision. However, prefer 
aodificalion to fvoid overlap with the National Coaaissioi 
on the Future of Sitabil ity The Study of Disability should 
be restricted lo include the CLO-rent definition of 
disability and any research and developaent by SSA of tiw 
aethodology for aaking disability dklerainations «s 
described in the di iaSi l i ly redesign This should include 
Ihe Identification of aedically deterainable i«pairwnt(s) 
The current l ist ing of lapairaents or the proposed Index of 
Disability lapainwntt: any fwictlonal aeastire of abil i ty lo 
wjrk: and the devalopaent of baseline wor* activit ies 

NATIONM. CONNISSION ON DC FUTURE OF DIS/lfilLITY 
UD provivtvi Itoold establish a 15 aerter Nalional Coanission on the future 

of Disability whose expenses would be p>aid froa fuwls 
cthenrise appropriated for SSA The Coaaisslon would be 
required to undertake a cof^rehensive stud> of all aatters 
re.aled lo the nature, purwjse. and adequacy of all Federal 
prograas lerving individudU with disabil it ies and to report 
l is recoaaendalions for ctianges to the Presidenl and the 
Ceoqress. 

Do not appose Senate provi tion however ricumm.»il lhat a 
separate general fund appropriation of U ai l l i ivi be sel 
lo fund the CoMission since it will cover disability issues 
in a l l Federal prograas 

Note: Vote divides 5-S-S (House. Senate. Presidenl1 

• 

itould require the Conission to tubait an interia repori at 
the end of the first year, to the Presidenl and lhe Congress 
This report * fst include a detailed slateaent of the firdings 
and conclusions of Che CoMission. together with its 
reco^endations for legislative and adainistralive actions 

A final report, which discusses both the CoMission's final 
findings, conclusions, and recoMendations and an assessaent 
of the extent to irtiicri the recoawndations contained in the 
interia report have been inleaeoted. would be re^jired no 
later than the dale on Oiich the Coaaisslon terainate -2 
years afler the date lhe Chair»«i and ^ice-Chaiman are 
designated by the Coaaisslon 
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H.R. 4--Personal Responsibility Act 
iHous* Passed) 

H.R.4-Uorfc (^iportunlty Act 1 
(Serute Passed) 1 

Preferred Position 

RgfWESOITATlVt PAYgS FOR SSI BBEFICWIES 

He provision 

Ho provision 

Uould r e t i r e lhat SSA (al advise representative payees of 
specific exMplei of ways to spend SSI cash benefits and the 
Of oper role of a representative payee, and tb) require P*yees 
to doc«nt enpef^itures and keep conteaporaneous records of 
expenditures. 

Uould reawve currenl requireaenl for annual reports by payees 
and would wdifr current provision lor review of reports to 
apply 10 a saaple of records. 

tawndMnts would be effective with respect lo benefits paid 
after the date of enactaent 

Do not oppose Senate provision 

Oppose Senate provision. The laiiversAl accounting a«ndated 
by the Jtordan court to ccuply wilh the due process clause of | 
(he Fifth Aaendaenl would s t i l l apply Reviewing a sai^le 
of records in addition (as required In the Senale b i l l ) 
would nol necessarily better idvilif]^ potantial aisusers and 
would, as an add-on lo the pretcnt prgeeu increase cosls 
We prefer to auait the outcoae of • t -Wir Otb study, new 
alaost ccmilete which will identify wirich types of payees 
are w s t likely to aisuse benefits. He expect to receive 
stat ist ical ly valid findings to M*port a proposal lo the 
Jorddn court for using targeted saislet in place of 
universal armual accouiting RcMills of the survey are 4 » 
by the end of 1995 

• 
LUNP SIM RORQAaiVE PAYMENTS 

Ho provision. Would provide that any li«p sui payaent aade lo a disabled 
child under the SSI prograa aay. at the req^sl ol the 
child s payee be paid into a special dedicated savings 
accouit Homes in this account could be used only for 
educalion wd job ski l ls training, special equipaenl or 
housing «Jdificalians related to. and required by. the 
child s disability or appropriate therapy and 
rchaftilItalian 

Oo not oppose Senale provision See* aodifitation of 
language to ensure liaely and appropriate use of funds, and 
lo prevent lhe sheltering of additional assets and the 
•isuse of funds by the represenlalive pAyee 

No provi sion. AM aoney paid rnlo this account and interest accr«d lo lhe 
account would be ewluded froa the deteraination of the 
c h i l d s resources for purposes of el iqibi l i ty under the SSI 
progrw Would be effective for payaents aade after the date 
of enactaent. 
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H.R. 4 -Pen I Responsibility Act 
(Mouse Passed) 

H.R.4 Mark Opportwrlty Act 
( te Pai I 

Preferred Posti 

CBU6 ACDICTS AIB ALCCHOUCS 

ypuld nr^bU SSI eligibility, including cash SSI benefits 
««l Medicaid c«h»f*oe. to those individuals lAwe drug 
addlctlai wd/v •icotollsa is a canlribwting factor Mteria 
to ttalr disAMity 

No proelsloi. 

Ho provision. 

uwld provide epproprlatldns for fiscal years (FTs) 199/ 
throiffi 2000 or 
( I I I * allllon for use In carrying owl section 19971 of the 
MiHc Health Service Act. and 
(2) i i allllon for use In carrying out the aedication 
develtf—nt project to 1̂ >rovt drug abuse and drug treataent 
researGha^fiistered through the HWIonal InilltuU on Drug 
ttaoc. The r « t s would be a»dt to each Slate which tutalts 
an application 
Ho provision 

[ffcctlv* October I. i99S 

as Person*) Responsibility Act 

Uould require new and currenl SSI disability recipients i4iO 
have a DAM condition <as deterained by the Co^issioner) to 
receive their benefils through a represenlative payee even 
after attaining age 65 

Uould require SSA to refer lo the appropriate SlaU Agency 
for siiislance abuse treataent any beneficianei receiving SSI 
disability benefits who have a DAIA ccndition 

Utauld provide anreprlations of ISO all lion for FYs 1997 and 
1998 each for Ktivllles relatlno to the treataent of drug 
and alcohol abuse under section 1933 of the Public Health 
Service Act 

Uould also require notification of all DAfcAs affected by the 
provision within 90 days froa date of enactaent Any DA»A 
who wishes to reapply for benefits after such notification 
would be ret îired lo do so within I aonths after enactaent. 
and U K CoBlssioner would be required to aake a 
deteraination of their eltglbllity within 1 year after 
enectacnt. 

effective i«an enactaent for new applicants 
1/1/97 for current reclplenti. 

Effective 

No Conference issue. 

Oo nol (SpOM Senate provision. However, ae have •Ijor 
cwicem about adiinislrative cosU associated with such a 
provisKH It is critical tlwt additional fimting be 
provided or this reoJireaeni be cllalnaiad 

Do not oppose Senate orovision. IftMver. •refer 
•idiflcTrtoo that referrals for trMtMM be ajde as 
appropriate and for current ttenrfUlerttS «Mt referral for 
treataent be effective at the daU of thi f lnt OB after 
enactaent. In addition, we have aatar caacerh limit 
a*inislrativ* costs associated wit* »iae» • .PJf^* ' * ; , " 
l i critical thai additional funding be prarldid cr this 
rednlroNnt be eltalnated 

Defer to «t6. 

Sifport Senate provision. Bodi fied to delete reappllcatlon 
requir 

Si9port Senate provision 

Ubuld deny SSI benefits for a period of 10 years, to an 
iMlividual cwwicted in Federal or Slate court of having a«li 
a fraudJlent statcaent with respect to his/her place of 
resldcfce In order to receive benefits $i»jUane«ttly in two 
States. 

• l-HAUUDLUII aiWlLiaJiiJ ur M J I W ^ 

SaM as Personal Responsibility Act Ho Conference issue. 

fffectlv* ipon enactaent 

Uould deny ellglbnily for SSI with respect U anv aorth in 
^ich «i Individual Is a fugitive felon or is violating a 
coNHtlon of probilton or parole loosed i««der Stale or 
Federal laa. 

Effective upon enactaent 

Saae as Personal Responsibility Act. Ho Conference Issue. 
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H.R. 4--Pef I Responsibility Act 
(House Passed) 

H.R.4-Ubrfc qpport ty Act 
( te Passed) 

Preferred Posit 

ncmiff mug iwrawATioM EXCHMCE 

Uould require lhal the Coaaissioner release the address of , 
any SSi f«tpient at the request ot a law enforceaenl officei 
If the officer furnishes the naae of the recipient and 
notifies lhe agency that the recipiejil 
o is a fugitive or 
o l i violating parole or probalion. or 
o has inforajtion lhat is necessary for the officer 

to comkKt hisilter off icial duties. 
« j the Ixation w apprehension of the recipient is within 
the official ikitlcs of the officer and the request is aade ir 
proper exercise of such Ajties 

Effective upon wrtHent 

Saae as Personal Responsibility Act 
Seek Iwguaoe clarification to ensure 

ide only 
Ho Conference issue j - - j . -
that such disclosures are aade only on the basis of an 
authoriied wrilten request al the direction of a court of 
co^ietenl jurisdiction. 

fleaiir«s HHS to Iransalt lo SSA. for verification purposes 
certain informalion about individuals and eaployers 
aiintained unOer the Federal Parent Locator Service SSA 
would verify the accuracy of. correct, or simly to t"* 
S l e i t possible and report lo,HHS the n * * ^ * . ' " f ^ l l i ' ^ , 
date of individuals, and the ilH of eaployers SSA would be 
reirtmrsed by WS for the cost of this verification service 

E)(PAMS10M OF FEDERAL PARENT LOCATOR SERVICE 

Saae as Personal Responsibility Act Ho Conference issue. 

COLLEaiON AND USE OF SSNs FOR USE IN CHILD StffPORT ElfORCEHENT 

To imrove the effectiveness of Slale child suppori 
enforceHnt proced*-es Stales aist have in place laws lhat 
would re«»iire that ( l ) the SSH of any appluant for a 
professional license, co—ercial driver s T^ceose^ 
KciaMtlonal license, or aarriage license be recorded on the 
n l l c a t i o n : 12) lhe SSN of any person subject lo a divorce 
decree suppon order, or paternity deterainationor 
actnowledgeaent be placed In the pertinent records: and (3 
the SSH of any deceased person be placed in the pertinenl 
death records m l be recorded nn the death certificate 

as Personal Responsibility Act Ho Conference issue. 

COUNTING OF TRUSTS AW) ASSETS FOR OlSABim CHILDREN UNPER SSI 

uould wply Itedicaid rules' wilh regard to lhe countinj of 
iriijts anl of assets idiich have been disposed of for less 
lh*i fair aarket value to individuals under age IB « M are 
eligible for SSI benefits Incases involving trusts 
•Kavits conUined in a Irusl over irfiich Ihe indiviekjal has 
conUol will be considered assets for purposes of deterainire 
SSI el igibil i ty In connection with the disposal of assets 
m individual who has transferred his/her OMI assets for les: 
th«i fair aarket value in the 36 aonths prior lo application 
for benefits will be fow»d ineligible for SSI for a period o 
avilhs prior equal to the aaourt of the transferred assets 
d iv i *d to Iheaaouit of the federal benefit rale for an 
individual 

effective 90 days i f ter enactaent. 

' See 
to the 

page 9 for an explanation of Medicaid rules with regard 
e treatwnt of trusts and the disposal of assets 

No provision 
Do not oppose House provision, bul will imrk with staff to 
perfect language lo assure thai the provision works in SSi 
prograa 
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H.R. 4--ta 
1 

I Responsibility Act 
Passed) 

H.R.4-Uarlii Ity Act 
! te Passed) Preferred tasltlen 

REPtAi OF PASS AtONG 

Ubuld repeal the current la i requtrcaent 

[ffective on enKtaant. 

Saae as Personal Hesponsibility Act Ho Conference Issue Sect effective date aodificalion so 
that repeal would be effective for aonths beginning after 
Deceabcr J l . I99S Nodiflcatlon would ensure that States 
would have a full calendar year (rather than only 9 aonths) 
to aake ip any shortfall froa calendK year 1994 in order lo 
be in co^iliance for calendar year 19M 

NONCITIZEN ELIGIBILITY FOR OENEFITS 

V 

Prohibits SSI el igibil i ty for all noncitiiens except 

Refugaes ( t l lg tMl l t j l iai led to the S-year period after 
their aMttanct to the Uitted States 

lawfully adtlltcd peraanent residents (LAPfl) over age 7S who 
have resided tn the United Slates for at least S years: 

Active duty Araed Forces personnel. honorably discharged 
veterans, and (heir spouses and dependent children lawfully 
living in the United Slates and. 

lAPRS who otherwise qualify for naturalirat ion bul who carmol 
take the naturaliiation eaanination because of physical or 
drvelopaental disability or aental ii^airaenls 

No co^>arable provision. 

Ho ciMparible provision. 

No co^Mrable provision 

Ho coNparable provision. 

Uwld require posting inforaatlon and general notification K 
the pitilic and prograa recipients of the changes regarding 
alien eligibility for SSI. 

(ffeclive upon eoKtaent except lhat aliens eligible for SSI 
al the line of enaclaent could reaain eligible for I year 
after enactaent. 

Prohibits SSI el igibil i ty for a l l noncitizens except 

Saae as Personal Responsibility Act 

Ho c o ^ r a b l e provision. 

Itnorably discharged veterans and Iheir spouses and dependent 
children lawfully living in the Uiited Slates. 

Ho comparable provision 

Asylees (el igibi l i ty liaited to lhe S-year period after their 
arrival in the Ukiiled States) 

Honcititens vAo have had their deportations withheld 
(el igibi l i ty l iai led to the S-year period after their arrival 
in the United Stales): 

Noncitizens have worked and have sufficient qjarlerj of 
coverage lo be folly insured for Social Security benefils: 
and. 

Noncitizens who ha« been battered or subjected lo extreae 
cruelly if lhe application of the prohibition of el igibi l i ty 
MXild endanger such individuals 

Uould require notification of a l l nonciliiens affected by the 
provision within 90 days froa date of enactaent Any 
noncitizen who wishes to reapply for benefits after soch 
notific»tion would be required to do so within 4 nonlhs after 
enactaent. and the Conaiisioner wsild be required to sake a 
deteraination of their el igibi l i ty within 1 year after 
enactaent 

Effective upon enactaent except that aliens eligible for SSI 
al the l iae of enactaent could reaain eligible until 1/1/97 

Oppose both House and Senate p r o v u f m . (oth would result 
in significant nuibers of Hoa-ipcawnd tNdivi<kia1t being 
taken off the ro lU . aa>« af idva ds aat luv* any other 
aeans of sipport However, prefer Nwie provision tf 
aodified to include asylees and ngnct t l im lAose 
deportationi arc wilWicId (el lolblltty Halted to S years 
after arrival) and clarif ied with regard to LAPRS mable to 
lake the naturalitatIon test. 

Either orovision would require SSA to screen nearly 
I S a i l l ion records to establish citlzen/noncilizen slalus. 
and the Senate provision would re^iire SSA to send notices 
lo nearly roo.OOO nonciticens currently on the rolls 

f i r s t year adivnistrative costs of these provisions are 
estiaated at M4 ai l l ion The provisions are expected to 
produce annua) a<kiinislrative lavingi of about MO-
SO a i l l ion as a resull of fewer alien applications and 
associated post-eniitieaent workload reductions 
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H.R. 4 -Pa I Responsibilfty Act 
(House Passed) 

H.R.4-UDrfc Opportunity Act 
(Senate Passed) 

Preferrwl Posit i«n 

SPONSOR-TD AilEH OEEMINS 

Ho coaparable provision 

In cases in which a legally enforceable affidavit is 
executed al l of the sponsor s incoae and resources would be 
deoed to the alien until citizenship 

Ho coiiMrablt provision. 

Effective with respect to new. legally binding affidavits of 
u m n (AvKlher provision requires new affidavits lo be 
legally binding no later lhan 6 aonths after date of 
enactaoit ) 

Repeals current-law deeaing rules 

Deeaing would M)ly for S years or until the alien wrked 40 
quarters in the united Slates, whichever is longer, if 
specified in af f idavl o» sieporl regardless o( lAether the 
individual becoaes a U S cr . izen. All of the sporsor i 
i n c « and resources would be deeaed to tne individkial until 
the Mid of the deeaing period 

Uould require deteraination of the indiviAials ability to 
provide theaselves with food and sheller m the absence of 
SSI If nol. only the aaount of the sponsors incoae and 
resources actually prorvided muld be deeaed. 

Effective upon enactaent. 

t would reoiirc the application 
. . . . 1 . . - i L . i K l f 

at 

OEpost Senate provision - w . u ».~ -
ofoew aore siringenl deeaing rules lo c i r ren l l / el igible 
noncitizens aosl ol whoa would be rcaoved froa the rol ls 

Represents a significant the end of the grace period 
aitiiAislrative workload 

Support House provision 

Oppose Senate provision It would add significantly to 
adainistralive coaplexity and would appear to obwiale the 
need lo deea the sponsor s incoae and reMurccs to the 
noncitizen. 

Si4iport House provision 

Ho ccBparablr provision. 
Requires SSA to develop a prototype of a counterfeit 
resistant Social Security card aade of plaslic or polyester 
««iich uses security features, such as aagnelic stripes 
hologrMS etc «v5 provides reliable proof o( citizenship or 
legal resident alien status SSA is to condiKt a study and 
issue a report to Congress on the different aethods of 
lanroving the Social Securily card application process Jhe 
study ts to evaluate tiK cost and woriload laplicat ions of 
issuing a counterfeit-resislant card for all indiviAiaU over 
a 3 S «td la-year period In addition the study it to 
evaluate the feaiibilHy and cost iiplicalions of iaposing a 
user fee for repiaceaent cards Appropriations would be 
authorized froa the OASI trust fiwwJ to lund the study 

Do not appose Senale provision 

PRmiBITlON DN PATHENT OF FEDERAL BEiCFITS TO CERTAIN PERSONS 

No COi^rAle provision Prohibits payaent of federal benefits including Social 
Security benefils. with soae exceplions. to any non-citizen 
i4ia IS no laiger residing in the United Stales. Payaents 
would be peraitted lo U S. citizens, perwnenl resident 
aliens aliens whose deportation has been wHieield laider 
section ?«<h) of the IHA asylees refugees parolees i*o 
have oeen paroled for a period of at least I yw^. or 
nationals of lhe U S (as defined in section 101(a)(17) of 
the IHA 

Qoprnt Senate pr<r»ision Mould violate If exislinq 
international Social Security Totalization agreeaents. as 
well as »t least 9 treaties. Uould lead to adverse 
l reat«nl of U S citizens receiving benefits under foreign 
social insurance systeas. Uould deny benefits to aliens Oio 
worked legally and paid Social Security taxes. 

•n 
o 
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H.R. 4--PCI 1 Responsibility Act 
fHnua* PusMi) 1 H.R.4-yBrt Opportimity Act 1 

( S m t e Pi ) 1 
Preferred t i t i o n 

oomon Cf wnaa IMDIYMURLS FMH CERTAIN REOUIRDC] rrs 

No cnvarAlc pnivltlM. Gives the Coaaissioner the authority to exnpt indiviAiils 
who have been battered or ubjccted to extreae cruelty frca 
certain requlreaents in SSI law. includiin the requirMcnts 
that they would have to be aoe or aeet lhe it*t"t»T[^ 
definilion of disability or bllmtvst. be residents of the 
United SUtcs: aitf. be either U S citifens or ipalKied 
noncitizens 

Stcport SmaU provision If U were aodified to apply only 
to noicltizens who would not othcndM ant one of the 
excvtions to the gmr*) ' " " • y i ' T J ^ ' l i ^ i i i i eligibility for noncltltem citafellihcd by this bill 

. • 

NIStZLiMCOB SSI FWVISIONS 

No cnparAla 

/i 

Increases the age re<»»irBWrt for "aged" benefits to 
correspond with Social Securiiv prograa s relireaent age 
Beginning in 2003. the aae will increase 2 aonths per year 
Willi It reaches age 66 Tn 2006 A siailar transition 
betuaen age M md 67 will occur belwcn 2021 and 2026 

CfcpoM Senate provision. This <km0 t/fM put at risk poor 
tVderly individuals who would licfe HkltU cr cjeertence t« 
enable thn to be self-supportlag at an a«taHC«b age. 

Ho coaparAlc provision Provides that non-cwstodlal pireats who are acre Uian 2 
aoiths delinquent In paying child si«part are ineligible lo 
receive any mns-tested Federal benefits A non-custodial 
parent ^ becoaes delinquent in child support a second or 
any subseownt tiae. wouTdnrt be eligible to receive any 
aMis tesled Federal benefiU for a 2-year period 

Oppoie SenMc provision. Raises ite pmccu luuet with 
regard to suspending payaents 

No coaparable provision Rewires COSS to report to INS no less than four tiaes a 
year the naae. address and other identifying inforaation of 
every individual the COSS know to be in the United States 
illegally 

Oppose Senate provision. RcitaidMit reporting. | 
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M«iic«id Rules fnr the TreatmCT* »f Tmste and the Disposal of Assets: 

Tnisls-Only gnmlor trusts, (i.e.. trusts that are established by an individual, hiŝ er spouse or someone acting on hisAHT 
SiiSf whi<i are made up. in whole or in part, from the assets of tf»e individual) and only those portions of the trusts 
attributable to the assets of the individual can be counted as a resource of the individual under certain cifcumsta«:es. In Oie 
case of a revocable trust, the entire corpus of the trust is counted as a resource to the individual and any payments made to 
or for himAicr from the trust count as income. For revocable trusts, the look-back date is 60 months m the past. 

In the case of an irrevocable trust, payments made to or for the individual count as income. Income to the trust and the 
portion of the trust that could be paid to him^cr count as resources. Payments made from the trust to someone ^ aruJ 
portions of the trust lhat can only be paid lo someone else, are counted as assets transferred for less than fair market value. 
For irrevocable trusts, the look back date can be 36 or 60 months in the past depending on the situation. 

There are certain types of trusts which will not cause an individual to be found ineligible (i.e.. certain trusts for disabled 
individuals, certain pooled trusts and income trusts, all with estate recovery provisions). 

Trŵ HnPnt nf Tmn.fer of Assets-lf an institutionalized individual disposes of assets for less than fair market value at any 
time on or after a date which is 3 years (or 5 years in the case of certain trusts) before the dale of »PPl'<̂ j»on and 
^tit^oLi^on (the dale back to which an individual's activiUes are examined is called the look-back date), ĥ ĥe 
"fS:rineT^"e,^Lunencing with the month atter the month ofthe transfer, for the number of monll̂  «,ua^ to the total 
value of the aSets divided by the average cost of nursing facility services in the Slale (or. at Ihe option of the State, Ihc 
community) in which he/she resides. 

Transfers prior to the look-back dale are not considered. States musl apply these provisions lo all insUtulionalized 
individuals and have the option to apply Ihem lo noninstitutionalized individuals. 

However, an individual will not be found ineligible for Medicaid if salisfactoiy showing can be made to the Stale that: 
he/she inlcnded lo dispose ofthe assets at fair market value or for other valuable consideration, the assets were transferred 
for a purpose other than lo qualify for benefits, or all assets have been returned to the mdividual. 

If die assets are placed in a trust, such action is treated as a disposal of assets for less than fair market value. The look­
back date varies according to the type of trust established. 
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Welfare Reform Memorandum 

Attached i s d r a f t memorandum I have prepared f o r the President on 
key issues t h a t c o n f r o n t us on welfare. I would welcome your 
comments. 



MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: A l i c e M. R i v l i n 

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform — Conference Issues 

E a r l i e r t h i s week, the Senate passed by 87 t o 12 a welfare reform 
b i l l t h a t represents a s i g n i f i c a n t improvement over the b i l l the 
House passed l a s t March. Senate conferees w i l l be pressured t o 
compromise on the b i l l ' s p r o v i s i o n s w i t h t h e i r House 
counterparts, undoing improvements i n many areas, such as the 
added c h i l d care funding, a State maintenance of e f f o r t p r o v i s i o n 
and fewer b e n e f i t r e s t r i c t i o n s . These would be serious losses. 
I f t h ere i s t o be a b i l l t h a t the A d m i n i s t r a t i o n can approve i n 
good conscience, i t i s imperative t h a t we act t o prevent erosion 
of the Senate b i l l ' s gains and, wherever p o s s i b l e , make 
improvements. We should t e l l the conferees c l e a r l y t h a t where 
the House and Senate b i l l s d i f f e r on a major issue, the House 
p r o v i s i o n s are unacceptable and t h a t a move t o adopt them 
j e t t i s o n s the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t the b i l l can be signed. 

But movement towards the House b i l l i s not our only problem. The 
Senate b i l l s t i l l has serious shortcomings. S p e c i f i c a l l y , i t 
includes a very modest c o u n t e r c y c l i c a l mechanism, l i m i t e d 
resources f o r c h i l d care and job t r a i n i n g , and deep cuts i n the 
SSI k i d s and immigrant p r o v i s i o n s . The food stamps block grant 
proposal also r a i s e s very serious concerns. 

This memo h i g h l i g h t s the key d i f f e r e n c e s between the House and 
the Senate b i l l and f l a g s key concerns. 

MAGNITUDE OF THE BUDGET CUTS 

A f t e r lengthy d e l i b e r a t i o n s t h i s summer, you proposed $38 b i l l i o n 
i n 7 year savings i n a l l low income non-health e n t i t l e m e n t s . The 
Congressional Budget Resolution cuts f a r deeper i n t h i s area than 
the President's budget (about $110-120 b i l l i o n over 7 ye a r s ) . 
The savings i n the welfare b i l l represent the major component of 
these savings goals. 

As t h i s memo h i g h l i g h t s , the budget cuts i n the Senate b i l l , 
w h i l e major improvements, s t i l l create serious problems. I f the 
conference moves closer t o the House cuts, the problems worsen. 

The f o l l o w i n g t a b l e summarizes the savings i n the w e l f a r e b i l l s . 



I f a welfa r e b i l l i s enacted as a freestanding b i l l , then the 
Congress w i l l be close t o i t s budget t a r g e t s f o r low income 
non-health e n t i t l e m e n t s (except f o r EITC, Social Services Block 
Grant, and some a d d i t i o n a l food stamps savings). I t i s c l e a r 
t h a t any f i n a l w elfare b i l l w i l l include considerably more cuts 
t o these programs than you have proposed. 

WELFARE BILL SAVINGS 

{$ b i l l i o n s over 7 years, CBO, net of discretionary cap adjustments) 

President's Senate Bill* House Bill* 

Plan* 

AFDC/JOBS/Chi ld Care / 
C S E / C h i l d P r o t e c t i o n 0 -4 -16 

I m m i g r a t i o n , DA&A and 
SSI K i d s -13 - 3 1 -44 

N u t r i t i o n ( e x c l . 
I m m i g r a n t s ) -20 - 3 1 -^^ 

T o t a l -33 -66 -102 

*Does not include EITC or Title XX Savings 

THE AFDC BLOCK GRANT 

The Senate b i l l made many major improvements. More resources are 
provided, p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r c h i l d care, which i s funded by a grant 
and a setaside i n the Senate b i l l . States must maintain some 
l e v e l of e f f o r t t o receive f e d e r a l support. States would receive 
bonuses f o r moving r e c i p i e n t s i n t o jobs. The p u n i t i v e mandates 
such as the f a m i l y cap and teen moms r e s t r i c t i o n s included i n the 
House b i l l are gone. The f o s t e r care program i s not cut 
d r a s t i c a l l y . Work requirements are more responsible. A more 
r e a l i s t i c p r o p o r t i o n of welfare moms are exempted from the work 
requirement. And sta t e s would have access t o a contingency fund 
t o provide added resources i n an economic downturn. These are 
very important improvements t o the House b i l l t h a t should be 
re t a i n e d . 

While the Senate made the AFDC block grant much more acceptable, 
t h e r e are s t i l l two s i g n i f i c a n t problems w i t h the Senate b i l l : 

T r a i n i n g and Ch i l d Care: The f i r s t problem deals w i t h funding , 
f o r t r a i n i n g and c h i l d care. The Senate b i l l toughens work 
program requirements on States w h i l e p r o v i d i n g nearly f l a t 
funding a t the FY 1994 l e v e l f o r AFDC cash b e n e f i t s and work 



programs, and s i g n i f i c a n t l y underfunds c h i l d care. The House 
b i l l cuts funding by $14 b i l l i o n f o r these a c t i v i t i e s and the 
Senate cuts $4 b i l l i o n . For a p o i n t of comparison. Senator 
Daschle's b i l l adds $14 b i l l i o n over seven years t o pay f o r 
implementation of work requirements. Given the low o v e r a l l l e v e l 
of Federal funding f o r the proposed block grant. States w i l l be 
forced t o make tough choices — e i t h e r s i g n i f i c a n t l y increase 
t h e i r own resources, cut the l e v e l of cash b e n e f i t s , mandate some 
of the p u n i t i v e r e s t r i c t i o n s included as options i n the Senate 
b i l l , forego c h i l d care f o r some c h i l d r e n , and/or forego meeting 
the work requirements. The f i s c a l bind on States w i l l worsen 
over time. 

Contingency: The second problem w i t h the Senate b i l l r e l a t e s t o 
the contingency fund. The Senate established a very important 
p r i n c i p l e when i t agreed t o provide added resources during a 
recession. But the funding l e v e l i s i n s u f f i c i e n t . Between 1989 
and 1993, a per i o d encompassing the l a s t n a t i o n a l economic 
downturn, AFDC caseloads grew by roughly 32%, and t o t a l Federal 
AFDC expenditures grew by $8 b i l l i o n . The p r o v i s i o n i n the 
Senate b i l l provides a t o t a l of $1 b i l l i o n i n c o u n t e r c y c l i c a l 
assistance over f i v e years. This i s a p i t i f u l l y small amount — 
j u s t 1% of Federal program spending f o r the proposed AFDC, JOBS 
and c h i l d care block grant over f i v e years. C l e a r l y , the 
contingency i n the Senate b i l l would not have been adequate i n 
the l a s t recession, and i t i s extremely u n l i k e l y t o provide a 
meaningful cushion i n f u t u r e downturns. 

NUTRITION PROGRT̂ S 

On three out of four counts, the changes t o the n u t r i t i o n 
programs i n the Senate version of the b i l l are v a s t l y p r e f e r a b l e 
t o the House ve r s i o n . The House welfare b i l l would: 

(1) create block grants f o r the c h i l d n u t r i t i o n programs 
i n c l u d i n g school lunch, 

(2) cap the o v e r a l l l e v e l of food stamps spending, so t h a t 
a recession would cause a nationwide r e d u c t i o n i n 
b e n e f i t s , 

(3) cut food stamps b e n e f i t s by about $34 b i l l i o n over 7 
years, reducing b e n e f i t s by almost 25% i n FY2002 and 
about 35% by FY2005, and 

« 
(4) e s t a b l i s h an o p t i o n a l food stamps block grant — but 

only f o r those s t a t e s w i t h a f u l l y e s t a b l i s h e d 
comprehensive e l e c t r o n i c b e n e f i t system (EBT)to replace 
food coupons. 

I n the Senate, we were e f f e c t i v e i n our strong o p p o s i t i o n t o the 
House c h i l d n u t r i t i o n block grants and the food stamps cap. The 



Senate b i l l r e j e c t s these two p o l i c i e s and pared back food stamps 
only about two t h i r d s as deeply as the House, but created an 
open-ended o p t i o n f o r states t o block grant food stamps. 

Budget Cuts: The Adm i n i s t r a t i o n ' s budget proposal was fashioned 
t o reduce spending i n the Food Stamp program w h i l e preserving 
uniform, n a t i o n a l e l i g i b i l i t y f o r most of those c u r r e n t l y 
e n t i t l e d t o the program. Our seven year food stamps savings are 
$19 b i l l i o n . While our spending cuts proposal i s tough and the 
Senate proposal very tough, the House proposal can only be 
characterized as downright draconian. We need t o t r y t o hold the 
l i n e here. 

Food Stamps Block Grant: The one area where the House b i l l i s 
pr e f e r a b l e t o the Senate r e l a t e s t o the food stamps block grant. 
We have always maintained t h a t the p r e s e r v a t i o n of a n a t i o n a l 
food stamp e n t i t l e m e n t program i s c r i t i c a l i f there i s t o be an 
AFDC block grant, since a n a t i o n a l n u t r i t i o n program helps t o 
moderate the e f f e c t s of the AFDC changes on low income f a m i l i e s . 
The House p r o v i s i o n r e q u i r e s t h a t States be able t o provide food 
stamps e l e c t r o n i c a l l y v i a E l e c t r o n i c B e n e f i t Transfer (EBT) and 
t h a t they dedicate a l l of the b e n e f i t monies t o food assistance. 
The EBT requirement w i l l delay State's decisions t o block grant 
food stamps f o r a couple of years. And by r e q u i r i n g t h a t the 
block grant be f o r food assistance alone. States w i l l be 
precluded from making whole a fa m i l y ' s AFDC cuts by converting 
Food Stamps t o cash. The House approach, w h i l e not p e r f e c t , 
b a s i c a l l y keeps Food Stamps as a n a t i o n a l program. 

Un f o r t u n a t e l y , the Senate's food stamp block grant o p t i o n 
e s s e n t i a l l y endangers the n a t i o n a l program by t a k i n g a b i g step 
towards a b d i c a t i o n of the n a t i o n a l r o l e i n combating n u t r i t i o n a l 
d e f i c i e n c y . Because the Congress plans t o cut the program so 
deeply, many States, a t l e a s t i n i t i a l l y , w i l l receive less 
f e d e r a l funds i f they stay i n the n a t i o n a l program r a t h e r than 
opt i n t o the block grant. And i f a large number of st a t e s opt 
out of the uniform e n t i t l e m e n t , p o l i t i c a l support f o r the program 
w i l l f a l l . I n a d d i t i o n , since the b i l l r e q u i r e s t h a t only 80% of 
the block grant be used f o r food assistance, the c u r r e n t language 
would allow States t o make even deeper n u t r i t i o n cuts. The 
remaining 2 0% of the grant can be used f o r n o n - n u t r i t i o n 
purposes, making up f o r f i s c a l pressures elsewhere. 

I n conference, we need t o s i g n i f i c a n t l y t i g h t e n up the food 
stamps block grant, stop the House c h i l d n u t r i t i o n block grants 
and the food stamps cap and t r y t o keep o v e r a l l savings i n the 
range of the Senate b i l l . 

BENEFITS FOR IMMIGRANTS fff 

Both the House and Senate b i l l s i nclude very steep reductions i n 
b e n e f i t s t o l e g a l immigrants. I f these proposals become law, 



b i l l i o n s of d o l l a r s i n costs may be s h i f t e d t o States w i t h high 
immigrant populations unless the States also choose t o r e s t r i c t 
b e n e f i t s . House and Senate immigration savings amount t o $2 6 
b i l l i o n and $19 b i l l i o n , r e s p e c t i v e l y , over the next 7 years. 
Your budget plan, on the other hand, proposed only $5 b i l l i o n i n 
cuts a f f e c t i n g immigrants. The House b i l l ~ the more severe of 
the two approaches — would ban from the r o l l s over 1 m i l l i o n 
immigrants c u r r e n t l y e n r o l l e d i n e i t h e r SSI, Medicaid, or food 
stamps. 

While the Senate l e g i s l a t i o n on immigrants i s somewhat s o f t e r 
than the House b i l l , i t s t i l l makes dramatic changes. The Senate 
b i l l denies SSI b e n e f i t s t o approximately 400,000 e l d e r l y and 
disabled n o n - c i t i z e n s c u r r e n t l y r e c e i v i n g b e n e f i t s ~ almost a l l 
immigrants now on the SSI r o l l s . For a l l Federally funded, needs 
based programs, i n c l u d i n g Medicaid, the b i l l would l i m i t access 
t o b e n e f i t s f o r many immigrants c u r r e n t l y i n the country and 
would ban most new immigrants from a wide range of b e n e f i t s f o r 5 
years a f t e r e n t e r i n g the country. The Senate b i l l would also 
deny b e n e f i t s t o n a t u r a l i z e d c i t i z e n s f o r up t o seven years a f t e r 
they become Americans (the Vice-President has expressed the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n ' s o p p o s i t i o n t o t h i s p r o v i s i o n ) . Under the Senate 
b i l l , a working, poor l e g a l immigrant who_becomes_dj^jJbl^_w.^^^ 
be T n e l i g T b l e f o r any—cash--orZh6n^emergenc.y__inedical assistance. 

A number of p r o v i s i o n s could make the l e g i s l a t i o n more 
acceptable. F i r s t , b e n e f i t s could be_jillowed f o r n a t u r a l i z e d 
c i t i z e n s - Second, benef i t - t e r m ' i n a t i o n could be ^ i n i t e d _ t o cash 
b e n e f i t s , thereby c o n t i n u i n g Medicaid f o r poor immigrants. 
F i n a l l y , exemptions could be made f o r _ c u r r e n t SSI r e c i p i e n t s 
and/or immigrants whoTbecomer-dl'sabled a f t e r e n t e r i n g the country. 
A l l of these proposals have m e r i t , but would s i g n i f i c a n t l y reduce 
savings. The Congress w i l l s t r o n g l y r e s i s t e f f o r t s t o s o f t e n the 
immigrant p r o v i s i o n s . 

DISABLED KIDS 

The Senate b i l l i s v a s t l y p r e f e r a b l e t o the House b i l l on i t s 
approach t o reforming the SSI c h i l d r e n ' s d i s a b i l i t y program. The 
House b i l l cuts $14 b i l l i o n over 7 years and terminates a l l cash 
assistance t o 170,000 k i d s now on the r o l l s and 875,000 by the 
year 2000 (only 20% of c u r r e n t l y e l i g i b l e k i d s would receive cash 
assis t a n c e ) . State provided support services would be provided 
t o about h a l f of the e l i g i b l e k i d s denied cash b e n e f i t s through a 
new Federal block grant. 

The Senate b i l l does not cut e l i g i b i l i t y as deeply and continues 
cash b e n e f i t s f o r a l l e l i g i b l e c h i l d r e n . But the Senate b i l l 
would s t i l l terminate b e n e f i t s f o r 170,000 disabled k i d s now on , 
the SSI r o l l s and another 225,000 by the year 2000. The Senate 
b i l l saves nearly $9 b i l l i o n over 7 years, compared w i t h $5 
b i l l i o n i n your plan. Both the House and Senate b i l l s go too f a r ; 



we could argue for a f i n a l b i l l that makes special arrangements 
for kids already on the r o l l s , but t h i s would reduce savings. 

CONCLUSION 

As outlined i n t h i s memo, we believe.that the Senate b i l l , while 
vastly preferable, s t i l l has shortcomings, and most problems 
can't be fi x e d without added resources. We need to t r y to f i x 
the Senate problems. B u t — at a minimum— i f we aren't i n a 
position t o strengthen the Senate b i l l , we have to push hard to 
maintain the gains won i n the Senate and to draw the l i n e on 
additional cuts i n low-income programs. 

I t i s l i k e l y that the b i l l w i l l move quickly to conference. The 
Administration needs to work quickly on i t s conference strategy 
i n the hopes of influencing the f i n a l outcome of the b i l l . Since 
we need to a r t i c u l a t e our positions c l e a r l y to the Congress, we 
w i l l develop an Administration statement on the b i l l as soon as 
possible. We w i l l d r a f t such a statement for clearance w i t h i n 
the White House. 



E X E C U T I V E O F F I C E OF T H E P R E S I D E N T 

12-Oct-1995 10:27am 

TO: Diana M. Fortuna 

FROM: Richard E. Green 
O f f i c e o f Mgmt and Budget, HRD 

SUBJECT: SSI KIDS — d r a f t r e c o n c i l i a t i o n SAP 

Following i s the s e c t i o n on SSI t h a t i s i n the l a t e s t v e r s i o n I 
have of the Senate r e c o n c i l i a t i o n SAP: 

Supplemental S e c u r i t y Income. While the Senate p r o v i s i o n s on the 
SSI c h i l d r e n ' s d i s a b i l i t y program are more moderate than the House 
b i l l , they s t i l l cut b e n e f i t s f o r too many c h i l d r e n . The House 
b i l l makes deep cuts and terminates a l l cash assistance t o 170,000 
dis a b l e d c h i l d r e n now r e c e i v i n g SSI b e n e f i t s . By the year 2000, 
close t o a m i l l i o n f u t u r e a p p l i c a n t s who would be 
e l i g i b l e under c u r r e n t r u l e s would be cut o f f from cash 
assistance. While some of these c h i l d r e n may be e l i g i b l e f o r 
services funded through State block grants, the s i z e of the block 
grants i s an a r b i t r a r y 25% less than the funding source t h a t 
c u r r e n t l y provides cash b e n e f i t s , which i t would replace. The 
Senate welf a r e b i l l does not cut the program as deeply and 
continues cash b e n e f i t s f o r a l l e l i g i b l e c h i l d r e n , although i t 
s t i l l would end b e n e f i t s f o r 170,000 disabled c h i l d r e n now 
r e c e i v i n g SSI (and another 225,000 f u t u r e a p p l i c a n t s by the year 
2000). 

The A d m i n i s t r a t i o n also i s concerned about a l i t t l e n o t i c e d change 
\ i n the SSI e l i g i b i l i t y r u l e s . The Senate welfare b i l l would 

g r a d u a l l y r a i s e the age requirements f o r e l d e r l y poor 
t./tb a pplying f o r SSI from 65 t o 67, i n l i n e w i t h the r i s i n g age 

PO'^ requirements f o r S o c i a l S e c u r i t y . About 35,000 people could be 
/ a f f e c t e d when the change i s f u l l y phased i n . The apparent 

^ consistency of t h i s change masks an important d i f f e r e n c e between 
ŷC these two programs; Soc i a l S e c u r i t y b e n e f i t s continue, even i f 

they are p a r t i a l payments, as the normal r e t i r e m e n t age r i s e s from 
^ 65 t o 67. SSI, however, would not be paid t o those not meeting 

'A , the new age requirements. For the e l d e r l y poor who do not meet 
the r e s t r i c t i v e d e f i n i t i o n s of SSI D i s a b i l i t y and lack s u f f i c i e n t 
S o c i a l S e c u r i t y b e n e f i t s , SSI can help t o f i l l the gap between 
need and income. This p r o v i s i o n , added a t the l a s t minute and not 
subjected t o adequate p u b l i c s c r u t i n y and debate, should be 
dropped. 



T H E WHITE H O U S E 

WAS HIN GTO N 

June 13, 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Carol Rasco 

95^13 p|: .17 

SUBJECT: Attached C l i p p i n g o n ( ^ ^ I and E l d e r i y Immigrants 

You had sent me the attached Washington Post a r t i c l e on the 
growth i n the number of e l d e r l y permanent r e s i d e n t s on SSI and 
noted t h a t we need a c a r e f u l p o s i t i o n on the issue. 

I n our welfare reform b i l l , we took the p o s i t i o n t h a t the income 
of an immigrant's sponsor should be deemed a v a i l a b l e t o the 
immigrant f o r a period of f i v e years f o r the purposes of 
determining e l i g i b i l i t y f o r SSI, as w e l l as AFDC and food stamps. 
This p e r i o d would be longer i f the sponsor's annual income was 
above the U.S. median f a m i l y income. I n t h a t case, the immigrant 
would not be e l i g i b l e f o r b e n e f i t s u n t i l c i t i z e n s h i p . 

However, since t h a t time, the House and the Senate Finance 
Committee have both acted on t h i s issue as p a r t of t h e i r w e l f a r e 
reform b i l l s . As the a r t i c l e notes, the House would bar l e g a l 
immigrants from r e c e i p t of^Medicaid, SSI, school lunch, and other 
Federal" programsT" 'with"'"an" except i o n f o r those o l d e r than 75 who 
have l i v e d i n the U.S. f o r a t l e a s t f i v e years. The Senate 
Finance Committee approach i s tougher. I t would bar_l.egal. 
immigrants Jr(am_r.e,ceipt of SSI, except those who are ol d e r than 
65 who have~~worked i n the U.S. at l e a s t 10 years (long enough t o 
q u a l i f y f o r SSDI and old-age b e n e f i t s ) . Both would also exempt 
recent refugees and veterans. These measures r e s u l t i n 
s i g n i f i c a n t savings w i t h i n each b i l l : $6 b i l l i o n out of $69 
b i l l i o n i n savings i n the House welfa r e reform b i l l , and 
approximately $10-11 b i l l i o n out of $32 b i l l i o n i n savings i n the 
Senate Finance version. 

One very recent development i s Senator Simpson's immigration 
proposal. Senator Simpson would r e q u i r e an immigrant's sponsor 
t o agree to f i n a n c i a l l y support the sponsored i n d i v i d u a l u n t i l 

,e. the sponsored i n d i v i d u a l has worked i n the U.S. f o r 40 q u a l i f y i n g 
f " 7- q u a r t e r s . The b i l l would save $8.5 b i l l i o n over f i v e years. I n 

'̂̂ ^̂ y•' • our comments on Simpson's b i l l , we s a i d t h a t , w h i l e the 
A d m i n i s t r a t i o n s t r o n g l y supports making the a f f i d a v i t of support 
l e g a l l y binding, we have r e s e r v a t i o n s about s e t t i n g the p e r i o d of 
o b l i g a t i o n and deeming at 4 0 q u a l i f y i n g q u a r t e r s , as i t could 

/ / l e a d t o deeming even a f t e r the immigrant becomes a n a t u r a l i z e d 
c i t i z e n . This feature of Simpson's b i l l was c r i t i c i z e d by others 
i n the attached Washington Post a r t i c l e over the weekend. 



We offered to work with Simpson's Subcommittee to establish a 
reasonable deeming policy that addresses these concerns. We 
suggested that one option could be to deem sponsored immigrants 
f o r 10 years or u n t i l c i t i z e n s h i p w i t h certain exemptions. 

We have not made t h i s issue a p r i o r i t y i n our comments on the 
welfare reform b i l l to date, and have therefore not been a c t i v e l y 
pushing our deeming proposal during the recent debate on the 
H i l l . The conference w i l l be a more appropriate time f o r us to 
weigh i n , once we have ascertained how much support Senator 
Simpson i s garnering. 

cc: Leon Panetta 
Anthony Lake 
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Senate Measure 
„0n Immigrants 
3)raws Protest 

. 

'Benefits Limits Apply 
rJEven After Citizenship 

"i By Barbara Vobejda 
: Wishiripoo Pos< Stiff Writtr 

•;;The Senate welfare reform bill 
•would make it more difScult for legal 
immigrants to receive benefits even 
l i t e r they become citizens, which 
ifanigrant groups claim would vio­
late long-standing tradition by creat­
ing two classes of citizens. 

Republican legislation in the 
House and Senate calls for restrict­
ing ^welfare aid to legal immigrants. 
But only in the Senate bill do the re-
'sthctions extend beyond the point at 
iwhich immigrants become citizens. 
5 "f^t means that a naturalized citi-
^zefl^loesn't have all the rights of a 
^^ntizen who was bom here," said Josh 
t Bernstein, a policy analyst with the 
• T^ational Immigration Law Center. 
- "^e^re asking people to pledge alle-
I'giance to the country, take on the 
!2ull Responsibilities of citizenship, but 
l^e'xe withholding some of the bene-
^ t ^ j o f dtizens." 

~ ..A spokesman for Sen. Alan K. 
j^impson (R-Wyo.), who proposed 
"-the language, dismissed arguments 
•Jthat the policy would be unfair to im-
^inigrants who become citizens. 

!,For Simpson, said Richard W. 
30?y. chief counsel to the Judiciary 
^immigration subcommittee, "it's a 
jjTnatter of principle that newcomers 
•should be self-supporting." 
-ki.'Under the welfare bill approved 
r t y the House in March, most legal 
Ziriimjgrants who have not become 
^dtizens would be barred from re-
^.teiving benefits under the major 
J^welfare programs—including Aid to 
-4^amilies with Dependent Children, 
-food stamps. Medicaid and Supple-
rSientaJ Security Income (SSD for the 
lelderiy and disabled.. 
^' "JUegal inimigranis are not eligible 
^iot most programs under current 
l̂ taw, nor would they lx_' undi.-r the 
-proposed cli.'inj;es. 

- Immigrant groups and others pro-
Ttested the House provisions affect-
IHrig legal immigrants, arguing they 
l^irc living in this country legally and 
^[{jaying taxes and should be eligible 
^or the same programs as other 
•Americans. 

To sonn> extent, those, orovisions 
were softened in the legislation ap-
J)rpved by the Senate Finance Com-
Jmittee last month. Under the Senate 
tUi, for example, nondtizens would 
he barred from only one program, 
ISSl, rather than the five programs in 
Sht House bill. 
^Vjiut in other ways, the Senate bill 
Js^ore restrictive than the House 
^ersion. 
• The issue most disturbing to im-
.<nigrant groups is the Senate provi-
Ssion that would make it more diffi­
cul t for legal immigrants to qualify 
2pi; benefits even after they become 
23tjzens. The added barrier to bene-
•fits is a requirement that states,, 
•when determining eligibility, take in-
2o account the income not only of the 
immigrants applying for assistance, 
^piit the income of the sponsors of 
•those immigrants, and the sponsors' 
•spouses. 
» For the most part, sponsors are 
^relatives of the immigrants. 
Z Advocacy groups argue that few 
immigrants could qualify for assis-
jjance under the proposed provisions, 
•known as "deeming" rules. Also, 
ihese groups say, the relatives of im-
iugrants are often struggling finan­
cially, and supporting another family 
2voiild send them into further eco-
jiotnic difficulty. 
•^••Ijnder current law, the income of 
•sponsors must be "deemed" when a 
Ihoocitizen applies for three pro-
^rtims: AFDC, food stamps and SSI. 
^ ' I n the House version, the deeming 
Je<iuirement would end when an im-
Tnif rant became a citizen. In the 
Senate bill, the deeming require-
icae^t would apply even after an im-
jmigrant becomes a citizen. 
" 7T0 create this distinction be-
Jw^en naturalized citizens and other I 
citizens is a huge departure from a j 
couple hundred years' worth of tra-
3itibn in this country," said Cecilia 
J/Iilnoz. deputy vice president at the 
3s'ational Council of La Raza. 
^ Jhat argument was supported by 
J)avid Martin. University of Virginu 
professor of law. "Traditionally, the 
<iivjding line has been obtainmg ciU-
•lenship." Martin said. "Virtually ev-
Jiry'kind of rcstncUon lhat applies to 
51i(vis ce.ises lo apply when you be-
poine .1 citizi^n." 

- Day said Simpson had disagreed 
witJi the House provisions creating 
an outright ban on t>enefits to nondt-
Sens, arguing there should be a "lim-
S:ed safety net" for immigrants who 
^ ; o n hard times. 
•"̂  gut when that happens, sponsors 
5 ^ have pledged to help support 
j^nigrants should be held to that 
S^eement, Day said. Taking into ac-
l^imt the income of the sponsors in 
determining eligibility is similar to 
considering the ahmony or child sup-
^ r t other welfare applicants may be 
[lecei vi . • he-said. 

; I t ' s just like another asset that 
Jhduld be considered." Day said. 
3fp]lcs who are their relatives should 
be responsible for them, not the 
American taxpayer." 
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fli^ UNCERTAIN OLD AGE 
• THE IMMIGRANT EU?ERIY 

enefitDjfeline 
Ŝ ered 

FoANLncitiVensI 
of three articles] 

Ky Lena H. Sun 

P
han Hue rolls Up his pants and 
• sleeves to show the scars from 
four bullet and shrapnel wounds, 

reminders of his days in the South 
Vietnamese army. Now Uving in Falls 

•^WSH, f han. 74, and hiswife survive on-
$680 a month In federal benefits for the 

"elderly poor, known as Supplemental 
. Security Income, or SSI. They stretch 
those dollars by turning the heat down m 
the winter, sitting outside in the sun to 
keep warm, and seldom buying meat. 

The two refugees are amon̂  hundreds • 

of thousands of elderly immigrants, all ot 
them legally admitted into the countiy, 
who would lose such benefits under the 
Republican-sponsored welfare refonn biU 
that passed the House in March andundei 
another bill pending in the Senate. 'Pie^ 
cuts are an essential part of the GOP 

MAY 
Tract WithAmeSa.' •••' ' ' - . 

They live in your, home town. They go to 
the Rotary Club. They're in the service dub, 
Simpson said. They are in every sense part ot 
US-except for one thing, the right to vote. • 

The House version of welfare reform woû d 
produce savings of between $18 billion and $21 
billion over five years by barring most lepl umni-
grants from recewuig a range of federally funded 
benefits, from Medicaid to school lunches. 

Exceptions would be made for legal immi-
grants over 75 who have lived here five years, re­
cent refugees and veterans, among others. Un­
documented aiiens would continue to be barred 
from welfare programs and non-emergency 
health care welfare programs. 

The Senate versron of the welfare bill adopted 
last week by the Finance Committee, would give 
sUtes the option of barring legal immigrants • 
from the bask: cash welfare program. Aid fo Fam­
ilies with Dependent Children. . . . . 

But, like the House bill, the Senate legislation 
targets the federal program that has been used 
by increasing numbers of elderly immigrants aid 
refiigees in the last decade: the Supplemental Se­
curity Income program, which provides assis­
tance to the nation's disabled and elderly poor. 

The Senate version of welfare reform wotild 
produce savings of between $10 billion and $11 
billion over five years by keeping mMt elderly im­
migrants from receiving aid under SSL 

Exceptions would be made for legal immi­
grants who have worked in'the United States 
long enough to qualify for Soaâ  Security disabdi-
ty income or old-age benefits-at least 10 
yeara—and for recent refugees and veterans. 
•^An estimated 738,000 legal aliens received 
SSI benefita in December 1994. Legal aliens ac­
count for nearly 12 percent of all SSI reapients 
inri 10 Pf ntT^ ill rpnnicnts fi.-i nuMsi. Sino: 

^ . . / V V982, the number of legal resjdsntlieCfimPft^SI 
oroposals because they produce roughV^ KmismSSO percent retlecting a surge m immi-
V »~~-. . . ...... LM,:„:---vines over-'=Trrr- • . 

• ' ^ ^ ^ ^ Rector, a policy analyst with the Heri-
one-third of the $66 billion m savings 
five years that backers expect to glean _ notien KCCIOI, a v~iiw »"" / - ••— - T J . 
from the House welfare plan, and about 4C ^̂ gt Foundatwn who favors the new restrictions. 
oerMnt of the $26 billion in savings from say, knowledge about these benefits has sprMd 

• - in immigrant communities here and overseas, at­
tracting foreign-bom elderly who are turning the 
U.S welfare system into a "deluxe retirement 

'{Se Senate version. 
The impact of the legislation goes far 

beyond dollars and cents. Already these 
money-saving proposals have prompted a ] 
wide-ranging debate over the pbce of 
legal immigrants in American society, toi 
the first time, they are being judged 
substantially in relation to their use of 
publicly funded health care and other 
entitlements, as opposed to their 

a>>y.LDERLY.AB,Col3 
ELDERLY, From Al 

economic, social and cultural contributioik^ 
cisty 

"When did we change the definition of Ameri­
can' , . From Albert Einstein to Martina Navra-
tOova; from An Wang, the founder of Wang com­
puters, to Elie Wiesel. winner of the Nobel Peace 
Prize—all have come to this country and been ac­
cepted as Americans.' said Rep. Noman Y. Mi-
neta (D-Calif.) during the House floor debate. 

But advocates of the new restrictions msist 
that legal immigrants must accept substantiâ  
sacrifices at a time of widespread cuts m federal 
spending on assistance programs. 

"Quite frankly. I do not think that when we re 
cutting -oenents and cutting welfare for/«r "-J 
zens, 1 don't see why we should stretch and sar 
that we have an obligation to those that aren t 
even citizens of our own country, said Rep. t . 
Clay Shaw Jr. (R-Fla.). an author of the House 
welfare plan. , 

The issue is likely to be a major pomt ol con­
tention in coming months now that the weUare 
reform debate has moved to the Senate, where 
some prominent Republicans favor either adopt-
i;ig less restricUve measures or letting individual 
sutes dedde on immigrants' eligibility. 

'In Every Sense Part of Us* 
Sen. Alan K. Simpson, (R-Wyo.), a longtime 

leader on immigration policy, often argues that 
leeal immigrants enter into a contract with the 
govemment when they come to the U m ^ 
Sutes They pay taxes and serve m the mih-
tary To take the safety net from them, he said, 
••would be a very grave mistake and-goes 
against the spirit of House Repubbcans Con-

^ a 

*^°Stic3 of the kigislation say the bills, particu-
larhr the broader House legislation, would hurt 
the needy and vulnerable. For immigranU who-
arrive too late in life to woric enough time to qual­
ify for Social Security, there is virtually no other 
way to get affordable health insurance except 
through SSL In most sUtes. elderly people re­
ceiving SSI automatically qualify for Mwiicaid. 
the govemment health insurance program for the 

or and disabled. . 
, /tnMhffr rafggorv of immirranU that, oppo-
nents uf \hf nithirlfi '"n"^'']''''P.'^.'T^'y .Pf; 
'uuiiili irr \hmr " t " '""rifoH m thp. United 

rmUJJllLtn f f t f ^ " ' ^ ' " t v hut ongenougli.to fft Sorial ̂ xxurity nu 
,,pTAy>̂  "in siieh low-wage, low-benefit 
f-feY7;;;;r7;;;d SSI to keep tnein out of 

States Ion 
were em 
jobs that Ultjr nun ..wvwi -T - - - r . 
ooverty-AlWUl one ol cvuy four legal unmi' 
oranu receiving SSI. many of them fomier work­
ers in the garment and senrice mdustnes, also 
eets Sodal Security retirement benehts. 

Juan Martinez. 71. a retired day laborer, byes 
in Weslaco. Tex., in the Rio Grande \̂ Uey. Origi­
nally from Mexico. Martinez worked for 16 years 
picking cucumbers, tomatoes, sttawbemes and 
oranges in Ohio. Florida and Michigan. He retired 
four years ago after he became ill vnth diabetes 
He receives $287 a month in Soaal Secunty. and 
$178 in SSI, His wife, also a retired farm worker, 
receives an additional spousal Social Security 
check of $139 a month. ,u.c.„„p 

Martinez would be protectdundeLlh£3enate 
welfare relatfllMII llllllhrH5u^V£gion would 
cut off hiaSSLincome and forrp thff muple to bve 
^ an substanUaUy be­
low the poverty line. 

They can check with my bosses, they can fuid 
out if I worked or not.", said Martinez, his words 
tumbling out in Spanish. I f they get nd of the 
check. I couldn't pay the electnc, I couldn t pay 
the water. I couldn't pay for the old car I got-1 
couldn't pay for anything." 

Others who would be hard-lat.anLiehigges, 
Hth th- I 'T"^ " '"^^^ ^"^"^ ^^y^^ 
<C.̂ .t I Ininn Tni Southeast Asia. Ketugee advo-
rfraiNMV-the United bUtes playdjJeiigal role 
in the polSanicEMSi3![P[?^ 
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of refiige^ duiing the CoM War ahd therefore 
I a spedal obligatkm to help them once they 
are here. 

Proponents of the bill say the United States 
should not use welfare to compensate for misery 
under conununism. 

The group most frequently criticized by propo­
nents of restricting benefits are elderly immi­
grants coming to the United States to join their 
American-dtizen children. Many are too old or 
disabled to work. Advocates of welfare reform 
say children who sponsor theii" parents to come 
to the United Sutes. not American taxpayers. 
shouW take care of them. 

Opponents say elderiy immigrants who are eli­
gible for SSI are not cheating the system but 
making normal use of a benefit that native-bom 
Americans would not deny their own families. 

In the Washington area, where foreign-bom 
residents make up 12 percent of the general pop­
ulation—higher than the national average—the 
two largest groups of legal residents receiving 
SSI are from Vietnam and South Korea, accord­
ing to the Social Security Administration. 

When Families Can't Help 
Du Won Kim, a retired South Korean auto 

parts salesman, came to the United Sutes 10 
years ago to be with his grown daughter and 
son. Kim, now 74, stayed briefly with his 
daughter in her SiWer Spring home but moved 
out because he did not want to live in the same 
house with his son-in-law's mother. He lives 
alone in a subsidized apartment in Rockville. 

He worked for'about a year in a delicatessen 
but stopped when he turned 65 and was eligible 
to receive SSI. His monthly check is $458. He 
can pay his $128 monthly rent, but he relies on 
his daughter for additioml money to cover liv­
ing expenses. 

The daughter, Chong Hong, 51. is an American 
dtizen. She owns a Rockville sandwich shop; her 
husband is an auto mechanic. With three daugh­
ters in college, she said, she is unable to provide 
hill finandal support for her father, 

1 can't cover all his expenses," she said. In 
Korea, the wives sUy home, but in America, my 
husband and I both work hard, and still we do not 
have enough for ever>thing." _ . 

Her brother, recently divorced, is also strug­
gling and cannot provide for his father. 

Kim tums 75 next year and would be exempt 
-from the ban under the House bill, but unprotec­

ted under the Senate version. He is taking no 
•chances. He is applying for dtizenship. 

Other elderly immigrants may not be as fortu­
nate. 

Phan. the fonner South Vietnamese army ser­
geant, has a third-grade education and little 
chance of leaming enough English to pass the citi­
zenship test. In 1987. he fled his village in central 
Vietnam for the Philippines on a fishing boat with 
sbc of his nine children and their families. 

A year later, they anived in the United States. 
The children are working—some as carpenters, 
one as a custodian—but their wages are low, and 
they cannot help their parents financially. The 
$680 in monthly SSI benefits barely covers rent, 
utilities and food for Phan and his wife, Truong 
Thi Ty. 68. who arrived last year. 

The blue couch in their one-bedroom Falls 
Church apartment is threadbare. A white Frisbee 
turned upside down is the tray for chipped tea­
cups. One reciint aftemoon. the fiance of one of 
their granddaughters brought them a bag of 
shrimp, a treat they seldom buy themselves. 

Truong has frequent migraines, and may have 
diabetes. Phan suffers from severe arthritis. Be­
cause of his age, Phan would keep his benefits un­
der the House bill, but his wife would lase her SSI 
stipend and Medicaid coverage. Under the Senate 
version, the couple would lose their entire month­
ly income of $680. 

"If the govemment does not help out the old 
people, I don't see how we can survive," said 
Phan. speaking agiutedly in Vietnamese. "The 
Americans helped the Vietnamese fight the Com­
munists. I don't really don't understand about the 
politics here. But if America had won the war, 
then all the Vietnamese soldiers would be leading 
a much happier life everywhere." 

Staff wriUrs Guy Gugliotta and Peter Pae 
contributed to this retort. 
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Dear 

I am writing to express the serious concerns of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs regarding 2 aspects of 
welfare-reform legislation, H-R. 4, currently under 
consideration by the conference committee. 

Garnisbment: of VA Benefits 

Both the House and Senate versions, at sections 762 and 
962 respectively, would end the general prohibition against 
garnishment of VA benefits to satisfy private debts. 
Specifically, under each b i l l , veterans' disability benefits 
could be garnished to satisfy child-support and alimony 
obligations -

The longstanding bar to garnishment of veterans bene­
f i t s i s a reflection of the Nation's commitment to provide, 
on a priority basis, for the welfare of those who have 
sacrificed so much in defense of our freedoms. Payment of 
such benefits as compensation for service-connected d i s a b i l i ­
ties i s a sacred trust,- these benefits should never be 
relegated to just another source of collections. Garnish­
ment of these payments i s especially inappropriate because 
VA already has, by virtue of 38 U.S.C § 5307, authority to 
administratively divert a portion of these payments to 
estranged dependents of those veterans who have failed to 
meet their support obligations. 

For these reasons, we strongly recommend that VA benefits 
remain exempt from garnishment. 

We also wish to point out apparent drafting errors in both 
the House and Senate provisions that would exempt from 
garnishment certain VA payments currently subject to 
garnishment for this purpose, i.e. compensation received in 
li e u of military retired pay. 



LimitiB on Benefits for Aliens >ii 

Section 401 of the House-passed b i l l would bar e l i g i ­
b i l i t y , under any Federal means-tested program, to "any alien 
who i s not lawfully present in the United States". A similar 
prohibition appears in section 402 of the House b i l l regarding 
aliens lawfully in the United states as nonimmigrants. Such 
means-tested programs, as defined in section 431(d) of the 
b i l l , would include certain programs of benefits and services 
to veterans under t i t l e 38, U.S. Code, including VA pension, 
dependency and indemnity compensation for parents, and VA 
health care for certain veterans. The Senate-passed b i l l 
contains (at section 507) an even more sweeping prohibition 
which would bar e l i g i b i l i t y for aHi: VA benefit to persons not 
lawfully present within the United States, and (at section 505) 
a provision to bar means-tested benefits to noncitizens 
entering the United States on or after the date of enactment 
for a period of 5 years commencing on the date of entry. We 
strongly oppose these prohibitions as they relate to VA 
benefits and services. 

F i r s t , we assume the proscription in section 401 of the 
House b i l l i s intended to apply only to foreign nationals 
residing in the United States; VA has a number of 
beneficiaries who are noncitjizens living abroad, and of 
course their e l i g i b i l i t y should not be extinguished simply by 
virtue of their choice of residence. We also assume section 
507 of the Senate b i l l i s not intended to apply to either 
benefits VA i s authorized to provide foreign nationals living 
abroad who served in the U.S, armed forces proper, or to 
benefits VA i s authorized to provide under sections 107 and 
1731 of t i t l e 38 to veterans of certain Philippine forces who 
served in support of U.S. armed forces during World War I I . 
Both the House and Senate provisions need to be c l a r i f i e d in 
these respects, however. 

As indicated above, VA benefits are provided to 
meet the Nation's oblJ.gatiorLS_J:p_those_jw and 
e l i g i b i l i t y very fittingly i s therefore not^ U.S. 
residenc¥^~of'"^aturalization status. Also, various 
natura:rtzaci-on--preferencte"s''"in"U,S. immigration laws f a c i l i t a t e 
veterans' lawful immigration to the United States, and we are 
unaware of any significant number of aliens i l l e g a l l y in this 
country in order to take advantage of our programs. Hence at 
least as they would relate to veterans benefits, we do not 



DRAFT 
believe these provisions' enactment would have any appreciable 
effect in combating i l l e g a l immigration and we would not 
welcome whatever enforcement burdens they woulcl add to~our-
program administrat iOnT""" 

We therefore urge you to exempt VA benefits and services 
from any such e l i g i b i l i t y restrictions for non-residents or 
noncitizens. 

[OMB clearance para.?] 

Sincerely yours. 

JESSE BROWN 


