
^[rhhfv\ ^

RbHk

('tp (Tt ,'

f o I h

V.

i/u:)<f kkjixl cP

^ n I Vc'T^-QI/



THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

 13, 1995June

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM ;  

SUBJECT;

Carol  Rasco
Waivers  and Welfare  

ReformYou asked  for  a summary of  our  record  instates  for  welfare  reform  demonstrations  in  our  pursuit  
goal  of  ending  welfare  as we know it.

Overview :

-;;;b.:r.s:;”>Sr:ass“::'US;,-ss3S«;s
the  nation.  In  an average  month,  these  demonstrations  covei  48o of  AFDC recipients,  or  6.8  million  people.

If  HHS decides  to  grant  all  of  the  waivers  now pending,  the  
number  of  states  with  approved  waivers  wouldand the  number  of  waivers  would  grow  from  32 to  51.  (  ,  .  have  more than  one waiver  because  many waivers  are  implemented  
only  "  portions  of  the  state,  and because  a state  waivers  of  different  parts  of  the  law  at  different  times.)

The Administration's  policy  of  encouraging  state  welfare  reform  deLnstStioS  has aUowed us to  make significant  strides  toward  
a new welfare  system.  The state  demonstrations  have  the  same themes  of  work,  responsibility,  opportunity,  and family  aswe!?a?e  reform  propLal . In  some ways,  w^fare  is  no lon  

ger  the^

um?ts edicai^n  and training,  work  incentives,  stronger  child  

support  enforcement,  and/or  asking  parents  to  ta  e more  responsibility  for  their  children.
Important  Considerations:

hSfundertaken  what  we would  consider  comprehensive  
rerorm.  For  states  have  waivers  that  will  place

have  
unaeicaKen  example,  only

‘
oniw  i4  states  have  waivers  that“ rblinnh-easS'

 
iiuc^-rn-^nd

 
 t^fih” wi^^hme  limits.  Only



seven states have combined the reforms above with increased child 
support enforcement, removing disincentives to work, and 
promoting parental responsibility. As a result, arguing that 48% 
of AFDC recipients will be participating in waivers and, 
therefore, real welfare reform could be criticized as an 
overstatement.

Second, one key element of welfare reform -- strengthening child 
support enforcement -- requires a national policy. This is 
because efforts to track down non-custodial parents so often must 
cross state lines, and because the most important changes don't 
involve the welfare system. We need the child support 
enforcement provisions in the current welfare reform bills in 
order to make substantial progress in this area.

Third, waivers depend on Governors to implement them. In New 
York, for example, we granted a waiver to the prior Governor that 
will presumably never be implemented. Instead, the new Governor 
is expected to submit his own waiver request. Also, by the time 
they actually get their waivers, most Governors are so fed up 
with the red tape that they rarely give the Administration much 
credit.

Fourth, measuring the outcome of our waiver policy is difficult. 
Ideally we would measure the success of our policy by looking at 
the number of people moved from welfare to work as a result of 
waivers. However, because of the nature of these experiments, we 
will not be able to do this for another couple of years. Many 
states that have been granted waivers have not yet implemented 
them; and, for those that have, key elements such as time limits 
and family caps do not usually kick in for two years and ten 
months respectively.

We have some early and positive results in Iowa (which is the 
only state so far where AFDC recipients have reached time limits 
and been removed from the rolls). As you know, Florida has been 
able to demonstrate some limited success in moving people to work 
through education and training. But it will be difficult to make 
a comprehensive evaluation of the effect of our waiver policy 
this year or next year. (Of course, the House and Senate welfare 
reform plans are not scheduled to be implemented before October 
of this year at the earliest.)

Finally, waivers are by nature experiments in how to end welfare 
rather than an end to welfare themselves. A few of the more 
recent waiver requests push the envelope, and some demonstrations 
are state-wide. However, the vast majority of waivers are pilot 
projects that may produce interesting lessons with the potential 
for broader application, but will do little to change 
expectations or opportunities for the bulk of the current 
caseload.



Specific Waiver Accomplishments:

To measure our success we must rely for now on measuring the 
actions states are taking in an effort to move people from 
welfare to work. Those actions are grouped below under five 
central principles of welfare reform, principles that we have 
long articulated and that were included in our bill.

Welfare to Work; We have made it clear that work must be the 
centerpiece of any true welfare reform plan. Twenty states are 
using waivers to help move people from welfare to work. To 
accomplish this, the states are;

o requiring more people to participate in education and 
training programs;

o increasing sanctions for those who do not comply with these 
requirements;

o expanding case management services; and

o subsidizing private sector jobs for welfare recipients.

Time Limited Benefits: Sixteen states are using waivers in an
effort to transform welfare from a way of life to a transitional 
support system. They are doing so by placing a time limit on 
benefits, or by requiring welfare recipients to participate in 
work or training after a certain period of time in order to 
continue to receive benefits. As in the Administration's Work 
and Responsibility Act, many states require recipients to develop 
plans with specific goals and deadlines, and enforce these plans 
with sanctions that reduce or deny benefits. Time limits range 
up to five years, but are flexible for participants who make 
good-faith efforts to find work. However, since many states 
implement waivers in only a few counties, the number of AFDC 
recipients affected by time limits may be fairly small. We are 
following up to get this number.

Child Support Enforcement: Establishing paternity and enforcing
child support are critical to our efforts to move people toward 
self-sufficiency. Fourteen states are strengthening child 
support enforcement by allowing families to keep more in support 
payments, or enrolling the non-custodial parent in job training 
programs.
A more comprehensive approach to child support enforcement, 
however, requires federal action. This Administration has 
proposed sweeping nation-wide changes in paternity establishment, 
license revocation, and interstate collection. The House and 
Senate have adopted our approach on this issue in their welfare 
reform bills.



Making Work Pay: Twenty-five states are removing the
disincentives to work in our current welfare system by:

o increasing the amount that recipients can earn or save
without losing benefits (this reform has been enacted by 
more states than any other);

o relaxing the limit of $1,500 on the value of a family's car;

o extending child care and/or Medicaid coverage to families 
after they leave the welfare rolls, in order to give 
families critical support as they make the transition from 
welfare to work;

o offering a one-time payment, child care, or medical
assistance in lieu of AFDC for those with a temporary need 
for assistance, in order to prevent applicants from joining 
the AFDC rolls;

o allowing married parents who work more than 100 hours a 
month to keep receiving benefits; and

o combining AFDC benefits with the cash equivalent of a
family's Food Stamps allotment to give families flexibility 
and responsibility in managing their income.

Parental Responsibility: Twenty-two states are encouraging
greater responsibility among AFDC recipients by:

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties on families based on 
children's school attendance record;

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties to encourage teen
parents to stay in school, maintain adequate grades, and 
graduate from high school;

o allowing families to put money aside for children's 
education in special accounts;

o requiring AFDC households to have their children properly 
immunized and receive regular health check-ups;

o requiring teen parents to live in supervised settings or go 
to school, and offering them counseling; and

o denying additional benefits to families when a parent has 
another child while on AFDC (family cap).

Conclusion:

Our policy on welfare reform waivers has accomplished much to 
date. I am prepared to discuss this with you further.



STATUS OF WELFARE WAIVERS

Approved; 32 applications from 29 states

o Arizona o Arkansas o California (2)
o Colorado o Connecticut o Delaware
o Florida o Georgia o Hawaii
o Illinois o Indiana o Iowa
o Michigan o Mississippi o Missouri
o Montana o Nebraska o New York
o North Dakota o Ohio o Oklahoma (2)
o Oregon o Pennsylvania o South Carolina
o South Dakota o Vermont o Virginia
o Wisconsin (2) o Wyoming

Under Review: 20 applications from 16 states
(includes date of request and 120 -day point)

Reauested 120 Davs
o California (4 waivers) 8/94 - 12/94 12/94 - 4/95
o Georgia 7/94 11/94
o Hawaii 5/95 9/95
o Kansas 7/94 11/94
o Maine 8/94 12/94
o Maryland 3/94 7/94
o Massachusetts 4/95 8/95
o Mississippi 2/95 6/95
o North Dakota 9/94 1/95
o Oregon 11/93 3/94
o Texas 4/95 8/95
o Utah 5/95 9/95
o Virginia 12/94 4/95
o Washington 2/95 6/95
o West Virginia 4/95 8/95
o Wisconsin (2 waivers) 4/95 8/95

Anticipated: 31 applications from 26 states

o Alaska o Arkansas o California
o Connecticut o D.C. o Florida
o Illinois (3) o Kentucky o Maine
o Maryland o Massachusetts (2) o Minnesota
o Nevada o New Hampshire o New Jersey
o New York o North Carolina o Oklahoma
o Oregon o Pennsylvania (2) o Rhode Island
o South Carolina (2) o Texas o Washington
o West Virginia o Wyoming
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Carol/Jeremy:
Bruce Reed gave me his changes on the welfare waiver memo, 
they are for your review.

Here

Diana



DRAFT

June 7, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: Carol Rasco

SUBJECT: Waivers and Welfare Reform
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You asked for a summary of our record in granting waivers to / \ i
states for welfare reform demonstrations- in our pursuit of our IM'^y

iU-j do.
goal of ending welfare as we know it. 

Overview:
We have approved 32 welfare waivers in 29 states, more than the 
two previous Administrations combined. (Twenty-one states have 
waivers from prior Administrations.) The attached map 
illustrates that these waivers are broadly distributed throughout 
the nation. In an average month, these demonstrations cover 48% 
of AFDC recipients, or 6.8 million people.

If HHS decides to grant all of the waivers now pending, the 
number of states with approved waivers would grow from 29 to 37, 
and the number of waivers would grow from 32 to 51. (A state may 
have more than one waiver because many waivers are implemented 
only in portions of the state, and because a state may request 
waivers of different parts of the law at different times.)

-4!hig -policy hao onabled us to make subotantial progress toward 
.oug-goal-of eliding-welfdie as we know it-.— The Administration's 
policy of encouraging state welfare reform demonstrations has 
allowed us to make significant strides toward a new welfare 
system. -^L»theg> ^^e state demonstrations have the same themes 
of work, responsibility, opportunity, and family as our welfare 
jcefantTpropbial .—7^1 fare is no longer the same program it was 
for almost half of all recipients — and that proportion is 
growing. The welfare system that these recipients encounter 
includes or will soon include some combination of time limits, 
education and training, work incentives, stronger child support 
enforcement, (g^T^sking parents to take more responsibility for 
their childrenT^^^/;^

Important Considerations:

First, and most important, you should be aware that the 29 states 
with waivers includes states that are implementing any element of 
welfare reform. Fewer than half of the 29 states with waivers 
have undertaken what we would consider comprehensive reform. For 
example, only 16 of the 29 states have waivers that will place
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time limits on cash assistance. Only 14 states have waivers that 
combine increased education and training with time limits. Only 
seven states have combined the reforms above with increased child 
support enforcement, removing disincentives to work, and 
promoting parental responsibility. As a result, arguing that 48% 
of AFDC recipients will be participating in waivers and, 
therefore, real welfare reform could be criticized as an 
overstatement. -Vw

Second, one key eleme^ of welfare reform -- strengthening child 
support enforcement /- requires a national policy. This is 
because efforts to ^rack down non-custodial parents so often must 
cross state linesHowever-—since our child support enluicemeiiL 
proposals have been 
Eliiiaiice CuiiuiilLLee ii 
be_su©e€ss.ful ,,iii Uiis area. Vl.t <•

“adopted by b< 
1 their welfa:
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Third, waivers depend on Governors to implement them. In New 
York, for example, we granted a waiver to the prior Governor that 
will presumably never be implemented. Instead, the new^overnor 
is expected to submit his own waiver request. ^

Finaldy, measuring the outcome of our waiver policy is difficult.
Ideally we would measure the success of our policy by looking at 
the number of people moved from welfare to work as a result of 
waivers. However, because of the nature of these experiments, we 
will not be able to do this for another couple of years. Many 
states that have been granted waivers have not yet implemented 
them; and, for those that have, key elements such as time limits 
and family caps do not usually kick in for two years and ten 
months respectively.

We have some early and positive results in Iowa (which is the 
only state so far where AFDC recipients have reached time limits 
and been removed from rolls). As you know, Florida has been 
able to demonstratJ“^uc(^ss in moving people to work through 
education and training. But it will be difficult to make a 
comprehensive evaluation of the effect of our waiver policy this 
year or next year^

C^Of course, the House and Senate welfare reform plans are not 
scheduled to be implemented before October of this year at the 
earliest.^ Thorefore, regardless of-wbat-happens on t-lie Hill, we 
w4^-not liave much in the wny-of results thi s_.year or nex^-year-.

Specific Waiver Accomplishments:

To measure our success we must rely for now on measuring the 
actions states are taking in an effort to move people from 
welfare to work. Those actions are grouped below under five 
central principles of welfare reform, principles that we have 
long articulated and that were included in our bill.

— aJL ' __ \ .'r'X U . \i . \



Welfare to Work: We have made it clear that work must be the
centerpiece of any true welfare reform plan. Twenty states are 
using waivers to help move people from welfare to work. To 
accomplish this, the states are:

requiring more people to participate in education and 
training programs;
increasing sanctions for those who do not comply with these 

requirements;

expanding case management services; and

subsidizing private sector jobs for welfare recipients.

Time Limited Benefits: Sixteen states are using waivers in an
effort to transform welfare from a way of life to a transitional 
support system. They are doing so by placing a time limit on 
benefits, or by requiring welfare recipients to participate in 
work or training after a certain period of time in order to 
continue to receive benefits. As in the Administration's Work 
and Responsibility Act, many states require recipients to develop 
plans with specific goals and deadlines, and enforce these plans 
with sanctions that reduce or deny benefits. Time limits range 
up to five years, but are flexible for participants who make 
good-faith efforts to find work. However, since many states 
implement waivers in only a few counties, the number of AFDC 
recipients affected by time limits may be fairly small. We are 
following up to get this number.

Child Support Enforcement: Establishing paternity and enforcing
child support are critical to our efforts to move people toward 
self-sufficiency. Fourteen states are strengthening child 
support enforcement by allowing families to keep more in support 
payments, or enrolling the non-custodial parent in job training 

programs.
A more comprehensive approach to child support enforcement,
however, requires federal action. This Administration has
proposed ;fehe-e3tabl^ahmGnt of hoopital-based pater-na-ty programs.. ^

a giibg±rmtinl -iricrease in Federal apciidlng un t-;hxld support j j
■ oollootiong-. The House and Senate have adopted our approach on 
this issue in their welfare reform bills.
Making Work Pay: Twenty-five states are removing the c^-Uch^-
disincentives to work in our current welfare system by:

increasing the amount that recipients can earn or save 
without losing benefits (this reform has been enacted by 
more states than any other);

relaxing the limit of $1,500 on the value of a family s car.



o extending child care and/or Medicaid coverage to families 
after they leave the welfare rolls, in order to give 
families critical support as they make the transition from 
welfare to work;

o offering a one-time payment, child care, or medical
assistance in lieu of AFDC for those with a temporary need 
for assistance, in order to prevent applicants from Joining 
the AFDC rolls;

o allowing married parents who work more than 100 hours a 
month to keep receiving benefits; and

o combining AFDC benefits with the cash equivalent of a
family's Food Stamps allotment to give families flexibility 
and responsibility in managing their income.

Parental Responsibility: Twenty-two states are encouraging
greater responsibility among AFDC recipients by:

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties on families based on 
children's school attendance record;

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties to encourage teen
parents to stay in school, maintain adequate grades, and 
graduate from high school;

o allowing families to put money aside for children's 
education in special accounts;

o requiring AFDC households to have their children properly 
immunized and receive regular health check-ups;

o requiring teen parents to live in supervised settings or go 
to school, and offering them counseling; and

o denying additional benefits to families when a parent has 
another child while on AFDC (family cap).

Conclusion:

Our policy on welfare reform waivers has accomplished much to
date. I am prepared to discuss this with you further.



DRAFT

June 12, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Carol Rasco

SUBJECT: Waivers and Welfare Reform

You asked for a summary of our record in granting waivers to 
states for welfare reform demonstrations in our pursuit of our 
goal of ending welfare as we know it.

Overview:

We have approved 32 welfare waivers in 29 states, more than the 
two previous Administrations combined. (Twenty-one states have 
waivers from prior Administrations.) The attached map 
illustrates that these waivers are broadly distributed throughout 
the nation. In an average month, these demonstrations cover 48% 
of AFDC recipients, or 6.8 million people.

If HHS decides to grant all of the waivers now pending, the 
number of states with approved waivers would grow from 29 to 37, 
and the number of waivers would grow from 32 to 51. (A state may 
have more than one waiver because many waivers are implemented 
only in portions of the state, and because a state may request 
waivers of different parts of the law at different times.)

The Administration's policy of encouraging state welfare reform 
demonstrations has allowed us to make significant strides toward 
a new welfare system. The state demonstrations have the same 
themes of work, responsibility, opportunity, and family as our 
welfare reform proposal. In some ways, welfare is no longer the 
same program it was for almost half of all recipients -- and that 
proportion is growing. The welfare system that these recipients 
encounter includes or will soon include some combination of time 
limits, education and training, work incentives, stronger child 
support enforcement, and/or asking parents to take more 
responsibility for their children.

Important Considerations:

First, and most important, you should be aware that the 29 states 
with waivers includes states that are implementing any element of 
welfare reform. Fewer than half of the 29 states with waivers 
have undertaken what we would consider comprehensive reform. For 
example, only 16 of the 29 states have waivers that will place 
time limits on cash assistance. Only 14 states have waivers that 
combine increased education and training with time limits. Only



seven states have combined the reforms above with increased child 
support enforcement, removing disincentives to work, and 
promoting parental responsibility. As a result, arguing that 48% 
of AFDC recipients will be participating in waivers and, 
therefore, real welfare reform could be criticized as an 
overstatement.

Second, one key element of welfare reform -- strengthening child 
support enforcement -- requires a national policy. This is 
because efforts to track down non-custodial parents so often must 
cross state lines, and because the most important changes don't 
involve the welfare system. We need the child support 
enforcement provisions in the current welfare reform bills in 
order to make substantial progress in this area.

Third, waivers depend on Governors to implement them. In New 
York, for example, we granted a waiver to the prior Governor that 
will presumably never be implemented. Instead, the new Governor 
is expected to submit his own waiver request. Also, by the time 
they actually get their waivers, most Governors are so fed up 
with the red tape that they rarely give the Administration much 
credit.

Fourth, measuring the outcome of our waiver policy is difficult. 
Ideally we would measure the success of our policy by looking at 
the number of people moved from welfare to work as a result of 
waivers. However, because of the nature of these experiments, we 
will not be able to do this for another couple of years. Many 
states that have been granted waivers have not yet implemented 
them; and, for those that have, key elements such as time limits 
and family caps do not usually kick in for two years and ten 
months respectively.

We have some early and positive results in Iowa (which is the 
only state so far where AFDC recipients have reached time limits 
and been removed from the rolls). As you know, Florida has been 
able to demonstrate some limited success in moving people to work 
through education and training. But it will be difficult to make 
a comprehensive evaluation of the effect of our waiver policy 
this year or next year. (Of course, the House and Senate welfare 
reform plans are not scheduled to be implemented before October 
of this year at the earliest.)

Finally, waivers are by nature experiments in how to end welfare 
rather than an end to welfare themselves. A few of the more 
recent waiver requests push the envelope, and some demonstrations 
are state-wide. However, the vast majority of waivers are pilot 
projects that may produce interesting lessons with the potential 
for broader application, but will do little to change 
expectations or opportunities for the bulk of the current 
caseload.



Specific Waiver Accomplishments:

To measure our success we must rely for now on measuring the 
actions states are taking in an effort to move people from 
welfare to work. Those actions are grouped below under five 
central principles of welfare reform, principles that we have 
long articulated and that were included in our bill.

Welfare to Work: We have made it clear that work must be the
centerpiece of any true welfare reform plan. Twenty states are 
using waivers to help move people from welfare to work. To 
accomplish this, the states are:

o requiring more people to participate in education and 
training programs;

o increasing sanctions for those who do not comply with these 
requirements;

o expanding case management services; and

o subsidizing private sector jobs for welfare recipients.

Time Limited Benefits: Sixteen states are using waivers in an
effort to transform welfare from a way of life to a transitional 
support system. They are doing so by placing a time limit on 
benefits, or by requiring welfare recipients to participate in 
work or training after a certain period of time in order to 
continue to receive benefits. As in the Administration's Work 
and Responsibility Act, many states require recipients to develop 
plans with specific goals and deadlines, and enforce these plans 
with sanctions that reduce or deny benefits. Time limits range 
up to five years, but are flexible for participants who make 
good-faith efforts to find work. However, since many states 
implement waivers in only a few counties, the number of AFDC 
recipients affected by time limits may be fairly small. We are 
following up to get this number.

Child Support Enforcement: Establishing paternity and enforcing
child support are critical to our efforts to move people toward 
self-sufficiency. Fourteen states are strengthening child 
support enforcement by allowing families to keep more in support 
payments, or enrolling the non-custodial parent in job training 
programs.

A more comprehensive approach to child support enforcement, 
however, requires federal action. This Administration has 
proposed sweeping nation-wide changes in paternity establishment, 
license revocation, and interstate collection. The House and 
Senate have adopted our approach on this issue in their welfare 
reform bills.



Making Work Pay: Twenty-five states are removing the
disincentives to work in our current welfare system by:

o increasing the amount that recipients can earn or save
without losing benefits (this reform has been enacted by 
more states than any other);

o relaxing the limit of $1,500 on the value of a family's car;

o extending child care and/or Medicaid coverage to families 
after they leave the welfare rolls, in order to give 
families critical support as they make the transition from 
welfare to work;

o offering a one-time payment, child care, or medical
assistance in lieu of AFDC for those with a temporary need 
for assistance, in order to prevent applicants from joining 
the AFDC rolls;

o allowing married parents who work more than 100 hours a 
month to keep receiving benefits; and

o combining AFDC benefits with the cash equivalent of a
family's Food Stamps allotment to give families flexibility 
and responsibility in managing their income.

Parental Responsibility: Twenty-two states are encouraging
greater responsibility among AFDC recipients by:

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties on families based on 
children's school attendance record;

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties to encourage teen
parents to stay in school, maintain adequate grades, and 
graduate from high school;

o allowing families to put money aside for children's 
education in special accounts;

o requiring AFDC households to have their children properly 
immunized and receive regular health check-ups;

o requiring teen parents to live in supervised settings or go 
to school, and offering them counseling; and

o denying additional benefits to families when a parent has 
another child while on AFDC (family cap).

Conclusion:

Our policy on welfare reform waivers has accomplished much to
date. I am prepared to discuss this with you further.



STATUS OF WELFARE WAIVERS

Approved: 32 applications from 29 states

o Arizona o Arkansas o California (2)
o Colorado o Connecticut o Delaware
o Florida o Georgia o Hawaii
o Illinois o Indiana o Iowa
o Michigan o Mississippi o Missouri
o Montana o Nebraska o New York
o North Dakota o Ohio o Oklahoma (2)
o Oregon o Pennsylvania o South Carolina
o South Dakota o Vermont o Virginia
o Wisconsin (2) o Wyoming

Under Review: 20 applications from 16 states
(includes date of request and 120 -day point)

Requested 120 Days
o California (4 waivers) 8/94 - 12/94 ' 12/94 - 4/95
o Georgia 7/94 11/94
o Hawaii 5/95 9/95
o Kansas 7/94 11/94
o Maine 8/94 12/94
o Maryland 3/94 7/94
o Massachusetts 4/95 8/95
o Mississippi 2/95 6/95
o North Dakota 9/94 1/95
o Oregon 11/93 3/94
o Texas 4/95 8/95
o Utah 5/95 9/95
o Virginia 12/94 4/95
o Washington 2/95 6/95
o West Virginia 4/95 8/95
o Wisconsin (2 waivers) 4/95 8/95

Anticipated: 31 applications from 26 states

o Alaska o Arkansas o California
o Connecticut o D.C. o Florida
o Illinois (3) o Kentucky o Maine
o Maryland o Massachusetts (2) o Minnesota
o Nevada o New Hampshire o New Jersey
o New York o North Carolina o Oklahoma
o Oregon o Pennsylvania (2) o Rhode Island
o South Carolina (2) o Texas o Washington
o West Virginia o Wyoming
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M®**® Than Half the Nation Enacting Wdfare Refdnn Uncter the Clinton Administration

Administration has approved 32 demonstrationa in 29 states, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in more
Administrations oombined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover 

D.« million people, reprerenting 48 percent of all recipients. All of the waivers which we have granted build on mmiy of the central 
pnnciples of President Clinton’s vision for welfare reform, including:

z1

cn

PRINCIPLE DESCRIPTION STATES APPROVED |

Work Twenty states are helping people move from 
welfare to work, from receiving welfare 
checks to earning paychecks, by increasing 
education and training opportunities and 
creating public/private sector partnerships.

20 - Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii. Indiana.
Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, 
Ndiraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

Tlnie Limited Cash Assistance Sixteen states are making w^lfarp! n 
transitional support system, rather than a 
way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demanding responsibility in return.

16 - Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Florida, Indiana, Iowa,
Michigan, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Vermont, Wisconsin |

Child Support Enforcement Fourteen stales are strengthening rhilH 
support enforcement and sending a clear 
message that both parents must be 
responsible for their children.

14 - Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware, I
Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montana, New York, Ohio, Oregon^
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin

Making Work Pay Twenty-Five states are providing incentives 
and encouraging families to work not stay 
on welfare, so they can achieve and 
maintain economic self-sufficiency.

25 - Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Illtnois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Mississippi, 
Missotui, Montana, Nebraska, New York, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, 
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Parental Responsibility Twenty-Two states are pmmnting parMitai 
responsibility by encoun^ing education, or 
limiting benefits for families who have 
another child while on ApDC.-

22 - Arizona, Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Connecticut. Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia, Dlinois, Indiana. Mississippi, 
Mimuri. NebfaskaV New York, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania. South Carolina.
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming
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^the Natwn^Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration
^eVunton Administration has approved^2 demonstraUons in 29 slates, launching welfare reform for thousands of famiUes in more 

^ ■ **®*^^5 more than the two pWvious Administrations combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover
mpretenting over p percent of all recipients. AH of the waivers which we have granted buUd on many of the 

central principles of President Clinton’s vision for welfare reform, including:

r PRINCIPLE
DESCRIPTION STATES APPROVED I

Work T^'entv states are helping people move from 
welfare to work, from receiving welfare 
checks to earning paychecks, by increasing 
education and training opportunities and 
creating public/private sector partnerships.

20 - Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware,
Florida, Georgia, Hawaii, Indiana.
Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, 
Nebraska, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

Time Limited Cash Assistance Sixteen states are making welfare a 
transitional support system, rather than a 
way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demanding responsibility in return.

16 - Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Delaware, Florida, Indiana, Iowa,
Michigan, Missouri. Montana. Nebraska, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, South Dakota, 
Vermont, Wisconsin

Child Support Enforoenient Fourteen states are .strengthening ehiM 
support enforcement and sending a clear 
message that both parents must be 
responsible for their children.

14 - Arizona, Connecticut, Delaware,
Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, Missouri, 
Montana, New York, Ohio, Oregon,
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin

Making Work Pay T\vent9-Five states are providing ini'entive* 
and encouraging families to work not stay 
on welfare, so they can achieve and 
maintain economic self-sufficiency.

25 - Arizona, California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Illinois, 
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Mississippi, 
Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New York, 
Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont, 
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming

Parental Responsibility 7Vwe/i/v-7\w states are promoting parental 
responsibility by encouraging education, or 
limiting benefits for families who have 
another child while on AFDC.

22 - Arizona, Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, 
Georgia, Elinois, Indiana, Mississippi, 
Missouri, Nebraska, New York, Ohio, 
Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina. 
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming
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Note to Diana Fortuna:

A^hed are some talking points ^n^iiiof the states represented at the NGA Summit on 

Children, tomorrow.

I think Vermont and Ohio’s demonstration projects would be good to highlight, as they 
emph^ prevention and parental responsibility, e.g. staying school, minor mothers living at 
home^They also rqiresent the Administration’s long time commitment to state flexibility-- 

rjgmont was the first waiver granted and Ohio was the 25th state to recavg-a-waivar Since 
^-Goi^or Dean is the current head of the NGA and the host of this Summit, it may be nice 

to talk about his program. However, Missouri’s waiver is a little tougher in its time Hmit 
^d It also has the i^sonal employabUity plan provision (like in the Work and Responsibility 
Act) that we often like to promote. I think for each of these states you could make the case 
that they are focused on work and responsibility, without punishing children.

I hope this material is helpful. Please let roe know if you have any questions or nged 
additional information.

Toby

Note: Governors Glendening and Carlson do not have waivers that were granted by the 
GlintOT Administration. Oregon does have a good waiver, focused on private sector 
mployment, but it is very small and was granted before Governor Kitzhaber was in office 
Wisconsin has a couple of waivers, but personaUy I think Thompson has gotten enouch 
attention already! ^



JUN-05-1995 11:2s FROM flCF/QPfl 94567028 P.03

Talking Points
Vennont Waiver - Family Independence Project (FIP)

On April 12, 1993, Vermoiit became the FIRST state to receive approval from the 
Clinton Administration to test innovative welfare reform strategies. Early iii his 
presidency, Presid^t Clinton made clear to the nation’s governors his commitment to 
encourage state creativity and flexibility in the administration of public assistance programs. 
The Vennont welfare reform demonstration is further evidence of the Clinton 
Administration’s support for allowing states to be, as they were intended, the laboratories of 
democracy.

Vermont’s welfare demonstration project reflects President Clinton’s principles for 
welfare reform: work and parental responsibility, without punishing children. 
Vermont’s Family Independence Project (FIP) leads people toward the freedom of work 
rather than the confines of dependence, by strengthening families, providing opportunity, and 
demanding responsibility in return.

The Vermont program embodies President Clinton’s ideal that welfare should be a 
transitional support system, rather than a way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demanding responsibility in return. Under Vermont’s Family Independence Program, 
parents on AFDC who have not found employment after 30 months are required to 
participate in subsidized community service jobs. Vermont has also expanded the JOBS 
program by requiring parents with younger children to participate.

Vermont is making work pay. Vermont’s waiver permits the state to increase automobile 
asset Uimts and earnings disregards under AFDC, making work more attractive than welfare 
In order to help ensure that p^le will be able to get off and stay off of welfare, Vermont 
has extended transition^ Medicaid coverage for working families after they leave the welfare 
rolls. The state also will eliminate the 100 hour rule for recipients in the AFDC
Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program, removing a disincentive to work and promotine 
two parent families.

like the Clinton Administration, Vermont recognizes that child support is critical to 
helping recipients move from dependency to self-sufTidency. Vermont is distributing child 
support payments directly to AFDC recipients, in order increase their real income and be 
able to support their families.

Vermont’s demonstration project includes important prevention and parental 
r«ponsibaity components. The Administration and the American people agree that the best 
reform of welfare would be to ensure that people do not need it in the first place That is 
why Vermont is going to expand its efforts to end long-term welfare dependency by focusing 
on young parents. Under Vermont’s approved waiver pregnant and parenting minors are 
r^uired to attend school or participate in an appropriate education or training activity.

required to live with thdr parents or in an approved supervised living
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Vermont is currently lestnicturing its welfare system. In order to determine what initiatives 
are Successful, the state is conducting a statewkte project. Welfare recipients are divided into 
three groups. The first groups consists of 20% of the welfare caseload who are subject to 
the rules of the pre-waiver system. The second group includes 20% of the caseload who are 
receiving danced benefits and additional transitional support. The majority of the caseload, 
60%, make up the third group or experimental group. The recipients in the third group 
receive the enhanced benefits and additional support services, and in addition their welfare 
t^efits are time limited. After 30 months, if a recipient of the third group has not found a 
private sector job, they are required to take subsidized employment,

Vermont’s JOBS program is called Reach-Up. The program is innovative in its case 
management of recipients and also in its information managem^t system. The state works in 
partnersh^ with various community based programs and state postsecondaiy education 
institutions to provide the best case management for the welfare recipients. For example, 
minor parents are s^t initially to Parent-Child Centers, where their needs are assessed and 
they are then referred to appropriate job and child rearing training programs. In order to 
I»ornote recipients to pursue their education, the state has agreements with all of the state 
colleges to have case management on carnpus. Since these case managers may not be in one 
office or even city, the state has instituted a information management system called 
ACCESS. ACCKS allows case managers and welfare workers to go on-line to track 
welfare redpients’ case histories and update their records.

Ai of Jaauaiy, 1995



94567026 P.05JUN-05-1995 11=29 FROM fiCF/OPfl TO

Talking Points
Ohio Waiver - ’A State of Opportunity*
March, 1995

'Ohio has an exciting plan to change welfare from a hand out to a hand up. In partnership 
with local businesses, Ohio will create jobs that will raise working welfare families out of 
poverty to economic independence."
Secret^ Shalala

On March 7, 1995, Ohio becomes the 25th state to receive approval from the Clinton 
Adminfetration to test famovatlve welfare reform strategies, surpassing the amount of 
welfare waivers granted by all previous administrations. Continuing it’s commitment to 
state flexibility and real welfare reform, the Clinton Administration supports Ohib’s efforts to 
move families from depeiidency to real opportunity,

Ohio’s welfare demonstraUon project reflects President Clinton’s principles for welfare 
reform: work and responsibility. Ohio’s "A State of Opportunity" program leads people 
tow^d the fi^dom of work rather than the confines of dep^dence, by strengthening 
families, providing opportunity, and demanding responsibility in return.

The Ohio program provides incentives and encourages families to work not stay on 
welfare, so they can achieve and jaiaintain economic self-sufficiency, Ohio will increase 
the incentives for welfere recipients to go to work by providing wage subsidies and forcing 
new pubUc/private sector partnerships. Budding on President Clinton’s community economic 
devdqpment efforts, Ohio will subsidize employment primarily in Administration 
Entoprise Zones.

Ohio is making work pay. Ohio’s waiver permits the state to increase automobile asset 
bmits and eammgs disregards under AFDC, making work more attractive than welf^e. In 
order to help ensure that families can get off and stay off of welfare, Ohio has received 
approval to extend child care benefits to families after they leave the welfare rolls. The state 
also will eliminate the 100 hour rule for recipients in the AFDC Unemployed Parents 
(AFDC-UP) program, removing a disincentive to work and promoting two parent families.

Unlike the House Ways and Means Committee Republicans, Ohio rightly focuses on 
inerting child support collections. Like the Clinton Administration, Ohio recognizes that 
estabUshing paternity and enforcing child support are critical to helping recipients move from 
dependency to sdf-sufficiency. Ohio is the first state to request and receive approval to pay 
a one-time cash bonus for paternity establishment for children on AFDC. The State will also 
mcr^ the amount of child support "pass through", which allows families to receive a 
portion of the child support payment and not be penalized in their normal AFDC benefits.

Ohio’s demonstration project includes important prevention and parental responsibility 
components. The Administration and the American people agree that the best reform of 
wdfaie would be to ensure that people do not need it in the first place. That is why Ohio is 
going to expand its efforts to end long-term welfare dependency by focusing on school 
attffldance and achievement for young parents and their children. Under Ohio’s approved 
waivff dependent children will be required to attend school regularly with financial penalties 
for is in addition to the ongoing, Learning, Earning, and Parenting
^gram (LEAP), which has provided fiscal sanctions and bonuses to pregnant and parenting 
teens to encourage regular school attendance and completion.
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Case Study: Ohio’s "SUte of Opportunity" program
Ohio received approval from the Clinton Administration to implement it’s "State of 

Opportunity- welfare refonn program on March 7, 1995. The goal of the new projert is to 
increase the incentives for welfare recipients to go to work. The key elements of the St^ o 
Opportunity program include working with the private sector to create wage-su^lemented 
jobs for welfare recipients, expanding eligibility for two parent familitt, extending 
transitional child care for those moving from welfare to work, increasing earnings ^regards, 
and encouraging education by requiring school attendance for dependent children. The 
pipject builds on Ohio’s Learning, Earning and PaiOTting (LEAP) Program, implemented m 
19^9, in which teen parents are encouraged to stay in, or return to school. The 

demonstration wUi tolerate far five years.
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Talking Points
Missouri Waiver - Missouri Families Mutual Responsibility Plan 
April, 1995 ;

I

"Thank you, Governor Carnahan, for proving once again that the states, just as James Madison and I 
Thomas Jefferson intended, are still the laboratories of democracy, still capable of leading the way 
to change things that don’t woric in this country, and to unleash the potential of our citizens," 
President Clinton >

On April 18,1995, Missouri becomes the 26th sUte to be granted a wjelfare reform waiver 
from, the Clinton Administration, allowing the state to test innovative welfare r^orm strategies. > 
Continuing our commitment to state flexibility and real welfare reform, the Clinton Administration 
supports Missouri’s efforts to move families from dependency to economic self-sufficiency.

Missouri’s welfare demonstration project reflects President Clinton’s principles for welfare 
reform: work and responsibility, Missouri’s Families Mutual Responsibility Plan leads people 
toward Ae freedom of work rather than the confines of dependence, by making work pay, 
promoting parental responsibility, and focusing on young people.

Missouri’s waiver demonstration embodies President Clinton’s ideal that welfare should be a ' 
transitional support system, rather than a way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demanding responsibility in return. With the approval of this waiver, Missouri becomes the 13th ’ 
state to test Uiro-liimted benefits. Similar to the personal employability plan provision in the Work : 
and Responsibility Act of 1994, welfare recipients in Missouri’s demonstration will be required to 
sign a self-sufficiency contract with a 24 month limit on the receipt of AFDC benefits. When 
necessary benefits could be extended for an additional 24 month period, but sanctions will be 
imposed on individuals who do not make a good faith effort to comply.

Missouri is makiug work pay. By increasing the resource limit, earned income di^egards, and the ' 
automobile asset limit, Missouri has created an economic support system that provides incentives to 
encourage families to work and not stay on welfare.

Like the Clinton Administration, Missouri is seeking to ensure that children receive financial 
and emotional support from both parents. The Missouri waiver demonstration project includes a ■ 
provision that allows non-^todial parents credit against state child support debt for participating in ^
the JOBS program, providing the education and tr^ng they may need to obtain a job and enable 
them to meet their child support obligations.

Missouri’s Families Mutual Responsibility Plan includes important prevention and parental 
responsibility components. Similar to provisions of President Clinton’s welfare reform plan 
Mi^un is sending a clear message to teen parents that having children is an immense responsibility 
rather than an easy route to mdependence. Missouri is committed to providing the support needed 
to end long-term welfare dependency by requiring minor mothers to live at home or with a 
respOTSible adult, providing incentives for minor parents to stay in school, and eliminating the 100 
hour rule for parents under age 21 in the AFDC Unemployed Parents (AFDC-UP) program.



Carol:

Here is the completed memo with your changes. HHS is still 
double-checking two of the numbers -- that the demos cover over 
45% of AFDC recipients, or over 6.3 million people. But I think 
it's in pretty good shape.

By the way, in response to your concern about my statement that 
HHS doesn't keep track of how many welfare waivers h,ave been 
implemented: HHS does keep track waiver by waiver, jfor
evaluation purposes among other things, but they haven't done a 
grand tally of how many of the 32 waivers granted have been 
implemented. I would guess there are also issues where different 
elements of the waiver phase in at different times, so it can be 
t^ifficult to say at which point a waiver is implemented.

Diana
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May 26,1995

^ Health Division ^
Office of Management and Budget 

Executive Office of the President
Washington, DC 20503

Please route to:

Through:

Subject:

From:

Diana Fortuna

Mark MilleB^**^

§1115 Waiver Documents

Meg Murray

Decision needed 
Please sign 
Per your :equest 
Please coirunent
For your

With inf 
HD 
JillE

information

drmational copies for; 
Chron, HFB Chron 
lickstein, Andy Allison

Phohe: 202/395-4930
Fax: 202/395-3910
Hm<il;
mur|ray_m@al. eop.gov 
Rookn; #7001

Attached you will find several items that Jack Lew had suggested we send to you 
regarding the §1115 waivers. !

1. Michigan is requesting a welfare waiver under §1115 to off^r a Medicaid buy- 
in for two years to recipients whose Medicaid Transitional Benefits have ended 
after 12 months. They want to demonstrate whether the presence of health 
insurance will reduce the recidivism rate of AFDC. Recipients with incomes 
up to 200% of the FPL will pay a premium on a sliding scalL. The Federal 
government is requested to match both the State and individual contribution, 
resulting in no Federal savings from the individual's contribution and possibly 
in the State making a profit on the program. We have attached a copy of a 
background memo on this waiver. |

!
Congressmen Lipinski and Costello have written Alice Rivli i 
Illinois' §1115 waiver and the State's problem with late payim 
you to review the Director's response as Carol Rasco had sp o 
Governor on this issue. We have attached a copy of the Diie 
the original letters from the Congressmen.

. 1 regarding 
ents. Jack wanted 

oken with the 
ctor's letters and
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May 26, 1995 

T Health Division ti 
Office of Management and Budget 
Executive Office of the President 

Washington, DC 20503 

Please route to: 
Jack Lew Decision needed 

Please si� 
Per your tequest _

Through: Barry Clendenin 
Mark Miller 

Please cor1;1ent
For your 

F
ormation-=-

Subject: Michigan Welfare Waiver 
With �orm.ational copies for: 

HD Chron, HFB Chron 

From: Meg Murray 

Jill lickstein, Andy Allison 

202/395-4930 
202/395-3910 

@al.eop.gov 
#7001 

We would like your policy guidance on: 
• whether the State should be allowed to use savings from th� current welfare

waiver to offset the costs of this waiver; I • whether th� State should be allowed to continue to combin� savings across 

• 

Medicaid, AFDC and Food Stamps; l whether the Federal government should match both the ind�vidual's and the
State's premium contribution; and 

1 
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• if so, should the waiver be amended to ensure_________
from the waiver, or to ensure that the Federal government 
from the individuals' contribution.

Michigan Welfare Waiver

that the Sta e does not profit 
shares in savings

Six States have received welfare waivers to extend Medicaid Tran 
Michigan is the first State to request a welfare waiver so that in 
required to pay a portion of the premium and so that the Federl 
match both the State and individual contribution. In the Floridt 
Medicaid waivers, the Federal government has agreed to match ir 
for people buying into the Medicaid program^

sitional Benefits, 
dividuals are 
1 government 
and Tennessee 

dividual premiums

Unlike the Medicaid waivers, budget neutrality for the welfare waivers is calculated 
by comparing the total welfare expenditures (AFDC, Medicaid and Food Stamps) of a 
demonstration group to a control group. Savings in AFDC and F|)od Stamps are 
used to offset costs in Medicaid. Michigan has a welfare waiver m place which has 
begun to achieve savings^ This waiver is an amendment to the current waiver.
While the State had at first balked at providing any funds due to jts belief d\at the 

AFDC savings already being accrued would pay for the new Medfcaid costs, the 
State has now agreed to pay for a portion of the program. Underiits calculations, the 
State would pay $3,9 million, while the Federal government woul<^ pay $61.4 M for 
this two year waiver. i

The State projects that this waiver is budget neutral due to the rec uction in AFDC 
and Food Stamps costs from reduced AFDC recidivism. The Stat^ expects to see a

only needs 25% to 
and health care.

50% reduction in AFDC recidivism due to this waiver, although it 
reach budget neutrality. The research on the link between welfare 
the so-called "welfare lock," has found little effect however. Thus,\^ithout the savings 

from the current welfare waiver, the State may not be able to reach budget neutrality 
for this program alone.

i

Concerns with the Waiver

Tn the Tennessee waiver, HCFA agreed to match a percentage of premiums collected.
The percentage peaks at 90% and declines to 20% as the total amount of premiums collected 
by the State increases to $175 million. In the Florida waiver, at least 40% of the enrollees 
must come from income levels below poverty, at least 70% from below |50% of poverty, and 
at least 90% from below 200%. I

^During the first two years, the Federal government saved $25 millioji 
million. The State’s savings were higher because a State-only program 
the AFDC program.

and the State $75 
as brought in under
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Under the State's financial calculations, the match of the combined individual 
and State contribution results in a Federal matching rate of 96% as opposed to 
the nominal Federal matching rate in the rest of the program of 57%;

As currently proposed, anyone over 130% of the poverty level would 
contribute more than 43% (the nominal State share) of the ^otal premium. In 
these cases, the State would keep the portion of the contribution over 43% of 
the premium. Thus, the State has an incentive to enroll pe Dple with incomes 
over 130% of poverty to reduce State expenditures or even make a profit;

I

Although several other States have been granted a waiver (o extend Medicaid 
Transitional Benefits, research has found little, if any, effect on welfare 
caseloads of increased access to health benefits. This is more true now than 
before due to the expansion of Medicaid coverage for children which reduces 
low income families' demand for private health insurance. ! In addition, if there 
are any savings from this program, it will be impossible to parse them out 
from ^e savings from other aspects of Michigan's welfare ' vaiver because 

budget neutrality is being judged for both the current waivbr and the 
amendment to that waiver, as well as across all three welfajre programs.

I

Should the project not be budget neutral, the Federal gover[iment may have 

difficulty in withholding overpayments. Both Washington pnd Alabama have 
experienced large cost-overruns in their welfare demonstratjions. In both cases. 
State attorneys challenged the precision of the budget neuhiality language that 
States had agreed to in the Terms and Conditions. Although OGCs in HHS 
and USDA routinely review waiver terms before they are a ^proved. Federal 
attorneys advised that they could not guarantee success in court against either 
State challenge.
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m
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. a0503

THE DIRECTOR

Honorable William 0. Lipinski 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Representative Lipinski:
Thank you for your letter of April 5, 1995, referring to

the Illinois §1115 waiver proposal to Sjlth^clre''
Plus program. Many States are reforming their ^^alth care
systems through Medicaid demonstration programs. jThe 
A^inistration is committed to encouraging innovation and 
flexibility within the Medicaid program in partne]^ship with the 
States, while ensuring that the reformed F^jrams,are budget 
neutral. The Health Care Financing Administratiori (HCFA is 
working with Illinois to address concerns regarding 
and access to care, client education and financind. H^A is 
also working with the State to assure that provider payments
are timely.

Thank you again for letting me know of your Concerns about 
Illinois' §1115 waiver request. i

I

Sincerely, '

Alice M. Rivli|i 
Director

c: 3fficidrFile/HFB 
HD Chrbn
DO Records (0MB #47475)
DO Chron 
Barry Clendenin 
Nancy-Ann Min 
Bob Damus 
Chuck Kieffer 
Chantale Wong 
Bill Halter 
Jack Arthur 
Jack Lew
HFB/HD/MMurray/dy/5-18-95
vile Name: 47475.Itr
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20503

THE director

Honorable Jerry F. Costello 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Representative Costello:
Thank you for your letter of April 11, 1995, referring to 

the Illinois §1115 waiver proposal to implement the MediPlan 
Plus program. Many States are reforming their he^alth care 
systems through Medicaid demonstration programs. The 
Administration is committed to encouraging innovation and 
flexibility within the Medicaid program in partnership with the 
States, while ensuring that the reformed programs are budget 
neutral. The Health Care Finance Administration CHCFA) is 
working with Illinois to address concerns regarding quality of 
and access to care, client education and financing. HCFA is 
also working with the State to assure that provider payments 
are timely.

Thank you again for letting me know of your concerns about 
§1115 waiver request.

Sincerely,
Illinois

Alice M. Rivlii^ 
Director

Official File/HFB «
HD Chron
DO Records (0MB #47501.Itr)
DO Chron
Barry Clendenin
Nancy-Ann Min
Bob Damus
Chuck Kieffer
Chantale Wong
Bill Halter
Jack Arthur
Jack Lew

HFB/HD/MMurray/dy/5-18-95 
File Name: 47501.Itr
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April 11, 1555

The Honorable William j, Clinton 
President of The united States The white House
1600 Fenneylvanie Ave, NW 
Washington, O.C. SOBOO
Dear Prseident Clintoni
1 wanted to share with you my concern regerding the State of 
niinois' rsOTBSt fox a Saction 115 waiver from Medicaid rogulatione in order to implement KediPlan Plus, a Madieald 
managed care program.
Some serious gueations already have been raiaed about.the 
potential impact of KediPlan Plua on the ability of t^uaande of 
Illinois residents to aeceia health care. These gueatlons so far 
have focused on aueh areas as quality of and aeosss ears.
providir payments, clisnt eduoation/lWO marksting, and financing. 
Whan conaidarad with a raoent atats budget proposal tl^t would
substantially out Ksdloaid funding, these questions aid concerns 
bscoms even more oritioal.
The recently proposed Illinois Stats budget for FY 15^6 would 
sliminats erltieally needed adjustment payments to providers that 
disproportionately serve the poor, freeze Medioaid hospital and 
nursing horns rates, and continue s "temporary" hospital provider 
taw that was scheduled to e^ire this year. In all, payments to 
hospitals providers would be cut by S600 million. coSplad with a 
$700 million backlog of unpaid hospital bills, we havi a State 
budget that does nothing to ensure the aueeaaa or viai^ility of 
HediPlen Plus. The proposed State budget harms the vSry 
providers that ars to be tha backbone of KediPlan Plud,

1 support the Administration's oonimitmant' to granting ithe states 
flexibility In order to develop new ways to improve aejeesa to 
health care for the poor while also incorporating neceaaary coat 
controls. And, I understand that Illinois, like many other 
States, ifl Btruggllng with matohing available reaourcejs with the 
needs of its residents. However, revamping and inadeduataly 
funding a atats'e Kadioaid program cannot be the answer to a atate’s fiscal problem, ”

Managed care may hold tha potential to stimulate more 'efficient, 
appropriate, and ooet-effeotivo v;se of the medical system. These 
are Important goals. However, if the flexibility prodded to a
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WELFARE WAIVER SUMMARY

Approved: 32 applications from 29 states

o Arizona o Arkansas o California (2)
o Colorado o Connecticut o Delaware
o Florida o Georgia o Hawaii
o Illinois o Indiana o Iowa
o Michigan o Mississippi o Missouri
o Montana o Nebraska o New York
o North Dakota o Ohio o Oklahoma (2)
o Oregon o Pennsylvania o South Carolina
o South Dakota o Vermont o Virginia
o Wisconsin (2) o Wyoming

Under Review: 20 applications from 16 states
(includes date of request and 120-day point)

o California (4 waivers) 
o Georgia 
o Hawaii 
o Kansas 
o Maine 
o Maryland 
o Massachusetts 
o Mississippi 
o North Dakota 
o Oregon
o Texas
o Utah 
o Virginia 
o Washington 
o West Virginia 
o Wisconsin (2 waivers)

Requested 
8/94 - 12/94 

7/94 
5/95 
7/94 
8/94 
3/94 
4/95 
2/95 
9/94 

11/93 
4/95 
5/95 

12/94 
2/95 
4/95 
4/95

120 Days 
12/94 - 4/95 

11/94 
9/95 

11/94 
12/94 
7/94 
8/95 
6/95 
1/95 
3/94 
8/95 
9/95 
4/95 
6/95 
8/95 
8/95

Anticipated: 31 applications from 26 states

o Alaska o Arkansas o California
o Connecticut o D.C. o Florida
o Illinois (3) o Kentucky o Maine
o Maryland o Massachusetts (2) o Minnesota
o Nevada o New Hampshire o New Jersey
o New York o North Carolina o Oklahoma
o Oregon o Pennsylvania (2) o Rhode Island
o South Carolina ( 2) o Texas o Washington
o West Virginia o Wyoming
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o requiring more people to participate in education and 
training programs;

o increasing sanctions for those who do not comply with these 
requirements;

o expanding case management services; and

o subsidizing private sector jobs for welfare recipients.

Time Limited Benefits: Sixteen states are using waivers in an
effort to transform welfare from a way of life to a transitional 
support system. They are doing so by placing a time limit on 
benefits, or by requiring welfare recipients to participate in 
work or training after a certain period of time in order to 
continue to receive benefits. As in the Administration's Work 
and Responsibility Act, many states require recipients to develop 
plans with specific goals and deadlines, and enforce these plans 
with sanctions that reduce or deny benefits. Time limits range 
up to five years, but are flexible for participants who make 
good-faith efforts to find work.

Child Support Enforcement: Establishing paternity and enforcing
child support are critical to our efforts to move people toward 
self-sufficiency. Fourteen states are strengthening child 
support enforcement by allowing families to keep more in support 
payments, or enrolling the non-custodial parent in job training 
programs.

A more comprehensive approach to child support enforcement, 
however, requires federal action. This Administration has 
required states to establish hospital-based paternity programs 
and has substantially increased Federal spending on child support 
collections. IS THIS ADMINISTRATIVE ACTION WE'VE IMPLEMENTED OR 
PART OF OUR BILL? The House and Senate have adopted our approach 
on this issue in their welfare reform bills.

Making Work Pay: Twenty-five states are removing the
disincentives to work in our current welfare system by:

o increasing the amount that a recipients can earn or save 
without losing benefits (this reform has been enacted by 
more states than any other);

o extending child care and/or Medicaid coverage to families 
after they leave the welfare rolls, in order to give 
families critical support as they make the transition from 
welfare to work;

o offering a one-time payment, child care, or medical
assistance in lieu of AFDC for those with a temporary need

A^sev- fw- cat>



for assistance, in order to prevent applicants from joining 
the AFDC rolls;
allowin^^arents who work more than 100 hours a month to 

keep receiving benefits; and

o combining AFDC benefits with the cash equivalent of a
family's Food Stamps allotment to give families flexibility 
and responsibility in managing their income.

Parental Responsibility: States are encouraging greater
responsibility among AFDC recipients by:

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties on families based on 
children's school attendance record;

o paying bonuses or imposing penalties to encourage teen
parents to stay in school, maintain adequate grades, and 
graduate from high school;

p allowing families to put money aside for children's 
education in special accounts;

o requiring AFDC households to have their children properly 
immunized and receive regular health check-ups;

o requiring teen parents to live in supervised settings or go 
to school, and offer them counseling; and

o denying additional benefits to families when a parent has 
another child while on AFDC.



V.

reforms above with increased child support enforcement, removing 
disincentives to work, and promoting parental responsibility.

Second, one key element of welfare reform -- strengthening child 
support enforcement — requires a national policy. This is 
because efforts to track down non-custodial parents so often must 
cross state lines. However, since our child support enforcement 
proposals have been adopted by both the House and the Senate 
Finance Committee in their welfare reform bills, we are likely to 
be able to point to success in this area.

Third, waivers depend on Governors to implement them. In New 
York, for example, we granted a waiver to the prior Governor that 
will presumbly never be implemented. Instead, the new Governor 
is expected to submit his own waiver request.

Finally, measuring the outcome of our waiver policy is difficult. 
Ideally we would measure the success of our waiver policy by 
looking at the number of people moved from welfare to work as a 
result of waivers. However, because of the nature of these 
experiments, we will not be able to do this for another couple of 
years. Many states that have been granted waivers have not yet 
implemented them; and, for those that have, key elements such as 
time limits and family caps do not usually kick in for two years 
and ten months respectively.

We have some early results in Iowa (which is the only state so 
far where AFDC recipients have reached time limits and been 
removed from the rolls). As you know, Florida has been able to 
demonstrate success in moving people to work through education 
and training. But it will be difficult to make comprehensive 
statements about the effect of our waiver policy this year or 
next year.

Of course, the House and Senate welfare reform plans are not 
scheduled to be implemented before October of this year at the 
earliest. Therefore, regardless of what happens on the Hill, we 
will not have much in the way of results next year.

Specific Waiver Accomplishments
To measure our success we must rely for now on measuring the 
actions states are taking in an effort to move people from 
welfare to work. Those actions are grouped below under five 
central principles of welfare reform, principles that we have 
long articulated and that were included in our bill.

Welfare to Work; We have made it clear that work must be the 
centerpiece of any true welfare reform plan. Twenty states are 
using waivers to help move people from welfare to work. To 
accomplish this, the states are:

iJc



DRAFT

June 1, 1995

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM: Carol Rasco

SUBJECT: Welfare Reform Waivers

You asked for a summary of our record in granting waivers to 
states for welfare reform demonstrations^^^^^ ^

Overview: - - * —

We have approved 32 welfare waivers in 
two previous Administrations combined, 
waivers from prior Administrations.) The attached map

29 states, more than the 
(Twenty-one states have^^^

illustrates that these waivers are broadly distributed throughout 
the nation. In an average month, these demonstrations cover over I 
45% of AFDC recipients, or over 6.3 million people.

If HHS decides to grant all of the waivers now pending, the 
number of states with approved waivers would grow from 29 to 37, 
and the number of waivers would grow from 32 to 51. (A state may 
have more than one waiver because many waivers are implemented 
only in portions of the state, and because a state may request 
waivers of different parts of the law at different times.)

<

This record will allow us to say that we have made substantial 
progress toward our goal of ending welfare as we know it, even if 
no bill emerges from the debate on the Hill. We can say that 
this Administration's policy of encouraging state welfare reform 
demonstrations has allowed us to make significant strides toward 
a new welfare system. Further, the state demonstrations have the 
same themes of work, responsibility, and family as our welfare 
reform proposal. Welfare is no longer the same program it was 
for almost half of all recipients -- and that proportion is 
growing. The welfare system that these recipients encounter 
includes or will soon include some combination of time limits, 
education and training, work incentives, stronger child support 
enforcement, and asking parents to take more responsibility for 
their children.

C7>

Caveats:

There are some caveats to our ability to claim success on welfare 
reform via waivers. First, and most important, probably fewer 
than half of the 29 states with waivers have undertaken what we 
would consider comprehensive reform. For example, only 14 of the 
29 states combine increased education and training with time 
limits on cash assistance. Only seven states have combined the



EXECUTIVE OFFICE 0 F THE PRESIDENT

Ol-Jun-1995 01:04pm

TO: Carol H. Rasco

FROM: Diana M. Fortuna
Domestic Policy Council

CC: Jeremy D. Benami

SUBJECT; Welfare waiver memo

I am about to e-mail you the welfare waiver memo for the 
President.

A few notes:

I have a new glossy color map which we will attach, I also think 
I should attach the chart on welfare waivers I did for the Leon 
briefing, though it's not really necessary.

HHS has not finished updating 2 important numbers for me yet.
(They thought they would be finished this morning.) The text now 
reads that waivers "cover over 45% of AFDC recipients, or over 6.3 
million people." This is accurate, but HHS is working on more 
exact numbers. Let me know if you think it would be appropriate 
to wait for these numbers; they should be done this afternoon.

Finally, HHS does not keep track of how many waivers have been 
implemented, which would be an interesting thing to know. They 
could figure it out in a day or two. But I don't think that is 
worth holding up the memo.

Let me know of any comments or changes you have; also who should 
be cc'd.



MEDICAID WAIVER SUMMARY

A Medicaid demonstration waiver (often called an 1115 waiver) allows a 
state to deviate from the law for research purposes. Without a waiver, 
a state may not enroll Medicaid beneficiaries in managed care, vary 
benefits within the state, or extend coverage to the uninsured.

Of the 10 Medicaid waivers HHS has approved to date, most have followed 
a similar pattern -- enroll Medicaid beneficiaries in managed care and 
use the savings to extend Medicaid eligibility to uninsured people not 
otherwise eligible under the law. ____

OL/^

A second type of waiver, known as a freedom-of-choice or 1915b waiver, 
also allows states to use managed care, but is more restrictive than an 
1115 waiver. These waivers are not discussed here.

■%!
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Approved:

Implemented:

10 states

Oregon
Hawaii
Rhode Island 
Tennessee

Not Yet Implemented; Kentucky (suspended by legislature) 
Florida (awaiting legislative action) 
Ohio
Massachusetts
^Minnesota
^Delaware

Under Review: 10 states (with date of request and 120-day point)

Requested 120 Days
o New Hampshire 6/94 10/94
o Illinois 9/94 1/95
o Georgia 12/94 4/95
o Louisiana 1/95 5/95
o Oklahoma 1/95 5/95
o Vermont 2/95 6/95
o New York 3/95 7/95
o Kansas 3/95 7/95
o Missouri 3/95 amended 7/95
o Kentucky 3/95 amended 7/95

Concepts Discussed with HHS;

o Alabama o Texas
o New Jersey o Utah
o Montana



UPCOMING MEDICAID WAIVER ISSUES

,fy
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QUESTIONS ABOUT BENEFITS OF WAIVER: Two waivers have generated
some intense opposition, particularly in urban .areas.

Um/IVis ; ^ E I ^ "^UoM(UCL V
Illinois (120 days in January 1995) -- Would mandate managed 
care. State has a very poor history with Medicaid program. New ^ 
issue is how state will pay $1.3 billion in back payments owed 
providers.

New York (120 days in July 1995) -- Would mandate managed care 
and shift costs from state-financed program to Medicaid.
Interaction with significant Medicaid budget cuts proposed by 
Governor has generated intense anxiety, particularly in New York 
City. City Council alternative to plow back savings into system 
doesn’t appear to be budget neutral.

BUDGET NEUTRALITY: Administration policy is that waivers must be
budget neutral. A GAO study and interest by Congress have 
increased scrutiny in this area. Budget neutrality has been a 
major issue in most waiver negotiations and has required most 
states to compromise with HHS. „ ,9-

fr>/ ow

/VLouisiana (120 days in May 1995) -- Waiver is motivated by 
problem with state Medicaid financing: Congress's curb on
states' ability to use disproportionate share hospital (DSH) ,- ,•> payments as the state share of Medicaid affects Louisiana ^
dramatically -- the financing for over half of its share of 
Medicaid will be eliminated as of July 1.

r^The Governor's proposal would create a new public managed care 
^entity and add uninsured persons to Medicaid. Preliminary 
analysis by HHS indicates serious budget neutrality issues.
Private providers and some legislators are working on analternative. dLcrtAJA

Secretary Shalala told the Governor and state legislators months 
ago that HHS was prepared to pursue other avenues of addressing 
the state's fiscal problem, including public finance approaches.
This statement was reported in the press. The state has not 
pushed HHS to follow up yet.

Vermont (120 days in June 1995) -- Would mandate managed care, 
cover the uninsured up to 150% of poverty level, and give lower- 
income Medicare beneficiaries a prescription drug benefit. 0MB 
has concerns about budget neutrality of prescription drug 
benefit; state is very committed to this feature of its proposal. 
0MB and HHS want to resolve soon.
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Montana -- Not yet submitted but raises concerns. State would 
extend Medicaid coverage for mental health services only.
Appears to be designed to shift costs from state-funded mental 
health programs to Medicaid. Raises question about precedent in 
other states.

OTHER ISSUES:

Tennessee -- Approved in 1993, implemented January 1994. Imposed 
managed care, cut rates significantly, added coverage for most 
uninsured. Reports that some providers and Blue Cross are very 
unhappy; some HMOs unable to arrange specialty care. Pools 
promised by the state to compensate essential community providers 
have not materialized due to state budget constraints. GAO 
report being prepared.

District of Columbia (120 days in June 1994; planning grant 
awarded in September 1994) -- Would enroll disabled children in 
managed care. Initial concerns about D.C.'s capacity to run 
program, use of sole source provider, and ADA compliance. These 
may be resolved, but issue surfaced in Washington Post last year.



WELFARE WAIVER SUMMARY

Approved: 32 applications from 29 states

o Arizona o Arkansas o California (2)
o Colorado o Connecticut o Delaware
o Florida o Georgia o Hawaii
o Illinois o Indiana o Iowa
o Michigan o Mississippi o Missouri
o Montana o Nebraska o New York
o North Dakota o Ohio o Oklahoma (2)
o Oregon o Pennsylvania o South Carolina
o South Dakota o Vermont o Virginia
o Wisconsin (2) o Wyoming

Under Review;
^<0

J-8* applications from -J-t^states 
(includes date of request and 120-day point)

o
o
o’

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

California (4 waivers) 

Kangig’^^-'"^ ^
Maine —
Maryland 
Massachusetts*^ 
Mississippi 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Texas 
Virginia 
Washington*^
West Virginia*^

Requested 
8/94 - 12/94 

7/94 
7/94 
8/94 
3/94 
4/95 
2/95

•V 20 r
4/95 -

12/94 "■
2/95 
4/95

A

Wisconsin (2 waivers) 4/95

120 Days 
12/94 - 4/95 

11/94 
11/94 
12/94 
7/94 
8/95 
6/95 
1/95 
3/94 
8/95 
4/95 
6/95 
8/95 
8/95

0 Uak
Anticipated: .^.35^ applications from ^2^ states

7

Jt

o Alaska" o Arkansas o California
o Connecticut o D.C. o Florida
■o—-—H-awafi: o Illinois (3) o Kentucky—*
o Maine o Maryland o Massachusetts (2)
o Minnesota-"" o Nevada — o New Hampshire —
o New Jersey*"' o New York o North Carolina?”
o Oklahoma o Oregon o Pennsylvania (2)
o Rhode Islands"" o South Carolina (2) o Texas

—Utah%* o Washington o West Virginia
o Wyoming

’■'t



UPCOMING WELFARE WAIVER ISSUES

Massachusetts and Virginia would impose more stringent 
requirements on welfare recipients than we have approved in prior 
waivers. Massachusetts is more time sensitive because the 
Governor wants to implement it on July 1 • ^

\\W'vj^ vy\A]r\
Massachusetts (120 days in August 1995) -- The waiver would:

limit AFDC to 24 months in a 5-year period, with provisions 
for extensions;
after 60 days of benefits, require recipients who can't find 
20 hoOrs ofwork per week to perform community service; 
sanction individuals who fail to comply with work 
requirements by reducing assistance equal to the parent's 
portion of the grant;
require teen parents to live at home and attend school; 
impose a family cap; and 
require child immunization.

The mayor of Boston, the AFL-CIO, and the Cardinal oppose the 
waiver, but Democrats in the state legislature approved it. HHS 
has expressed some concerns about the state's capacity to 
implement the waiver.

Virginia (120 days in April 1995) -- The waiver would:

o assign participants to work after 90 days of benefits; 
o limit benefits to 24 consecutive months; 
o sanction the entire family as a penalty for refusing to 

cooperate with work programs;
o require teen parents to live at home and attend school; 
o impose a family cap; and
o require child immunization.

California (120 days in December 1994) -- California has 
requested that we approve^ a waiver that was originally granted 
by the Bush administration, but was overturned by the Ninth 
Circuit in its decision Beno v. Shalala. This overturned waiver 
allowed California to reduce welfare benefits without violating a 
provision of the law that prohibits states from dropping benefits 
below 1988 levels.

The court found that the waiver's intent did not appear to be 
research, and that the prior administration had not assembled an 
adequate administrative record for its decision to grant the 
waiver. The state has stated that it is testing whether reduced 
benefits serve as a work incentive.

The state is not pressuring HHS for approval of this waiver as 
much as would be expected.



MEDICAID WAIVER SUMMARY

A Medicaid demonstration waiver (often called an 1115 waiver) allows a 
state to deviate from the law for research purposes. Without a waiver, 
a state may not enroll Medicaid beneficiaries in managed care, vary 
benefits within the state, or extend coverage to the uninsured.

Of the 10 Medicaid waivers HHS has approved to date, most have followed 
a similar pattern -- enroll Medicaid beneficiaries in managed care and 
use the savings to extend Medicaid eligibility to uninsured people not 
otherwise eligible under the law.

A second type of waiver, known as a freedom-of-choice or 1915b waiver, 
also allows states to use managed care, but is more restrictive than an 
1115 waiver. These waivers are not discussed here.

Approved: 

o Implemented:

10 states

Oregon
Hawaii
Rhode Island 
Tennessee

Not Yet Implemented; Kentucky (suspended by legislature) 
Florida (awaiting legislative action) 
Ohio
Massachusetts
Minnesota
Delaware

Under Review: 10 states (with date of request and 120-day point)

Requested 120 Days
o New Hampshire 6/94 10/94
o Illinois 9/94 1/95
o Georgia 12/94 4/95
o Louisiana 1/95 5/95
o Oklahoma 1/95 5/95
o Vermont 2/95 6/95
o New York 3/95 7/95
o Kansas 3/95 7/95
o Missouri 3/95 amended 7/95
o Kentucky 3/95 amended 7/95

Concepts Discussed with HHS:

o Alabama o Texas
o New Jersey o Utah
o Montana



UPCOMING MEDICAID WAIVER ISSUES

QUESTIONS ABOUT BENEFITS OF WAIVER: Two waivers have generated
some intense opposition, particularly in urban areas.

Illinois (120 days in January 1995) -- Would mandate managed 
care. State has a very poor history with Medicaid program. New 
issue is how state will pay $1.3 billion in back payments owed to 
providers.

New York (120 days in July 1995) -- Would mandate managed care 
and shift costs from state-financed program to Medicaid. 
Interaction with significant Medicaid budget cuts proposed by 
Governor has generated intense anxiety, particularly in New York 
City. City Council alternative to plow back savings into system 
doesn't appear to be budget neutral.

BUDGET NEUTRALITY: Administration policy is that waivers must
budget neutral. A GAO study and interest by Congress have 
increased scrutiny in this area. Budget neutrality has been a 
major issue in most waiver negotiations and has required most 
states to compromise with HHS.

Louisiana (120 days in May 1995) -- Waiver is motivated by 
problem with state Medicaid financing: Congress's curb on
states' ability to use disproportionate share hospital (DSH) 
payments as the state share of Medicaid affects Louisiana 
dramatically -- the financing for over half of its share of 
Medicaid will be eliminated as of July 1.

The Governor's proposal would create a new public managed care 
entity and add uninsured persons to Medicaid. Preliminary 
analysis by HHS indicates serious budget neutrality issues. 
Private providers and some legislators are working on an 
alternative.

Secretary Shalala told the Governor and state legislators months 
ago that HHS was prepared to pursue other avenues of addressing 
the state's fiscal problem, including public finance approaches. 
This statement was reported in the press. The state has not 
pushed HHS to follow up yet.

Vermont (120 days in June 1995) -- Would mandate managed care, 
cover the uninsured up to 150% of poverty level, and give lower- 
income Medicare beneficiaries a prescription drug benefit. 0MB 
has concerns about budget neutrality of prescription drug 
benefit; state is very committed to this feature of its proposal 
0MB and HHS want to resolve soon.
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Montana -- Not yet submitted but raises concerns. State would 
extend Medicaid coverage for mental health services only.
Appears to be designed to shift costs from state-funded mental 
health programs to Medicaid. Raises question about precedent in 
other states.

OTHER ISSUES:

Tennessee -- Approved in 1993, implemented January 1994. Imposed 
managed care, cut rates significantly, added coverage for most 
uninsured. Reports that some providers and Blue Cross are very 
unhappy; some HMOs unable to arrange specialty care. Pools 
promised by the state to compensate essential community providers 
have not materialized due to state budget constraints. GAO 
report being prepared.

District of Columbia (120 days in June 1994; planning grant 
awarded in September 1994) -- Would enroll disabled children in 
managed care. Initial concerns about D.C.'s capacity to run 
program, use of sole source provider, and ADA compliance. These 
may be resolved, but issue surfaced in Washington Post last year.



WELFARE WAIVER SUMMARY

Approved: 32 applications from 29 states

o Arizona o Arkansas o California (2)
o Colorado o Connecticut o Delaware
o Florida o Georgia o Hawaii
o Illinois o Indiana o Iowa
o Michigan o Mississippi o Missouri
o Montana o Nebraska o New York
o North Dakota o Ohio o Oklahoma (2)
o Oregon o Pennsylvania o South Carolina
o South Dakota o Vermont o Virginia
o Wisconsin (2) o Wyoming

Under Review: 18 applications from 14 states
(includes date of request and 120-day point)

Requested 120 Days
o California (4 waivers) 8/94 - 12/94 12/94 - 4/95
o Georgia 7/94 11/94
o Kansas 7/94 11/94
o Maine 8/94 12/94
o Maryland 3/94 7/94
o Massachusetts 4/95 8/95
o Mississippi 2/95 6/95
o North Dakota 9/94 1/95
o Oregon 11/93 3/94
o Texas 4/95 8/95
o Virginia 12/94 4/95
o Washington 2/95 6/95
o West Virginia 4/95 8/95
o Wisconsin (2 'waivers) 4/95 8/95

Anticipated; 33 applications from 28 states

o Alaska o Arkansas o California
o Connecticut o D.C. o Florida
o Hawaii o Illinois (3) o Kentucky
o Maine o Maryland o Massachusetts (2)
o Minnesota o Nevada o New Hampshire
o New Jersey o New York o North Carolina
o Oklahoma o Oregon o Pennsylvania (2)
o Rhode Island o South Carolina (2) o Texas
o Utah o Washington o West Virginia
o Wyoming



UPCOMING WELFARE WAIVER ISSUES

Massachusetts and Virginia would impose more stringent 
requirements on welfare recipients than we have approved in prior 
waivers. Massachusetts is more time sensitive because the 
Governor wants to implement it on July 1.

Massachusetts (120 days in August 1995) -- The waiver would:

o

o

o

o
o
o

limit AFDC to 24 months in a 5-year period, with provisions 
for extensions;
after 60 days of benefits, require recipients who can't find 
20 hours of work per week to perform community service; 
sanction individuals who fail to comply with work 
requirements by reducing assistance equal to the parent's 
portion of the grant;
require teen parents to live at home and attend school; 
impose a family cap; and 
require child immunization.

The mayor of Boston, the AFL-CIO, and the Cardinal oppose the 
waiver, but Democrats in the state legislature approved it. HHS 
has expressed some concerns about the state's capacity to 
implement the waiver.

Virginia (120 days in April 1995) -- The waiver would:

o assign participants to work after 90 days of benefits; 
o limit benefits to 24 consecutive months; 
o sanction the entire family as a penalty for refusing to 

cooperate with work programs;
o require teen parents to live at home and attend school; 
o impose a family cap; and
o require child immunization.

California (120 days in December 1994) -- California has 
requested that we approved a waiver that was originally granted 
by the Bush administration, but was overturned by the Ninth 
Circuit in its decision Beno v. Shalala. This overturned waiver 
allowed California to reduce welfare benefits without violating a 
provision of the law that prohibits states from dropping benefits 
below 1988 levels.

The court found that the waiver's intent did not appear to be 
research, and that the prior administration had not assembled an 
adequate administrative record for its decision to grant the 
waiver. The state has stated that it is testing whether reduced 
benefits serve as a work incentive.

The state is not pressuring HHS for approval of this waiver as 
much as would be expected.



UPCOMING WELFARE WAIVER ISSUES

Massachusetts and VirginidY These states would impose the most 
stringent requirements on welfare we have seen yet. Massachusetts is 
more time sensitive because the Governor wants to implement it July 1; 
the 120-day period ends in August.

Massachusetts would impose a work requirement after 60 days. Mayor 
Menino, the AFL-CIO, and the Cardinal oppose the waiver, but Democrats 
in the state legislature approved it. Virginia is on a slower 
timetable. It includes a work requirement after 90 days and full 
family sanction for refusing to cooperate with work programs.

pf:
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MEDICAID WAIVER ISSUES

Of the 10 Medicaid waivers HHS has approved to date, most have 
followed a similar pattern -- place Medicaid beneficiaries in 
managed care plans and use the savings to extend Medicaid 
eligi^lity to uninsured people not otherwise eligible under the 
law.j In contrast, some of the newer waivers appear to be designed 
to so±ve state budget problems by mandating managed care and/or 
shifting costs to the federal budget, without extending coverage to the uninsured?]

Questions about benefits of waiver; These two waivers have 
generated some intense opposition, particularly in urban areas.

Illinois-- would mandate managed care. State has a very poor 
history with Medicaid program. New issue is how state will pay 
$1.3 billion in back payments owed to providers.

New York -- Would mandate managed care and shift costs from state- 
financed program to Medicaid. Interaction with significant 
Medicaid budget cuts proposed by Governor has generated intense 
anxiety, particularly in New York City. (ADD RESOLUTION OF 
MEDICAID BUDGET CUTS, IF KNOWN) City Council alternative to plow 
back savings into system doesn't appear to be budget neutral.

Budget Neutrality: Administration policy is that waivers must be 
budget neutral. A GAO study and interest by Congress have 
increased scrutiny in this area. Budget neutrality has been an 
issue for most waivers.

Louisiana -- Waiver is motivated by problem with state Medicaid 
financing: Congress's curb on states' ability to use 
disproportionate share hospital (DSH) payments as the state share 
of Medicaid affects Louisiana dramatically -- the financing for 
over half of its share of Medicaid will be eliminated as of July 1.

The Governor's proposal would create a new public managed care 
entity and add uninsured persons to Medicaid. Preliminary analysis 
by HHS indicates serious budget neutrality issues. Private 
providers and some legislators are working on an alternative.

Vermont -- Would mandate managed care, cover the uninsured up to 
150% of poverty level, and give lower-income Medicare beneficiaries 
a prescription drug benefit. 0MB has concerns about budget 
neutrality of prescription drug benefit; state is very committed to 
this feature of its proposal. 0MB and HHS want to resolve soon.

Montana -- Not yet submitted but raises concerns. State would 
extend Medicaid coverage for mental health services only. Appears 
to be designed to shift costs from state-funded mental health 
programs to Medicaid. Could set significant precedent if approved.



ACF - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May 11, 1995

STATE

Washington

STATE

RECEIVED
(Active)

Arizona

INITIATIVE KEY
DATES

Would eliminate 100-hour rule and work history requirements for AFDC-UP cas« and subtract Received
client earnings from 55 percent of the State need standard rather than the payment standard. 11/16/93

Submitted new request replacing this proposal. Rq>Iaced
2/1/95

INITIATIVE KEY DATES COMMENTS

26 Applications from 19 States (Active and Inactive 
Status)

Statewide, would not increase benefits for additional 
children conceived while receiving AFDC; limit benefits 
to adults to 24 months in any 60 month period; allow 
recipients to deposit up to $200/month (with 50% 
disregarded) in Individual Development Accounts; 
require minor mothers to live with parents; extend 
Transitional Child Care and Medicaid to 24 months and 
eliminate the KXMiour rule for AFDC-U cases. Also, in 
a pilot site, would provide individuals with short-term 
subsidized public or private OJT subsidized by grant 
diversion which includes cashing-out Food Stamps.

Received
8/3/94

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 10/26 and to State 12/5. 
Conference call with State 12/19 and 
response received 1/12 has not 
resolved key issues. Assistant 
Secretary met with State official 1/13 
and letter offering to work with State 
to resolve issues sent 1/20. 
Conference calls with State 2/2, 2/9 
and 3/8. Also met with State official 
3/1. Draft terms and conditions sent 
to State 3/24 and to Federal 
reviewers 3/30, Partial State 
response received 4/19 and 
conference calls with State 4/20 and 
4/27 and 5/5/95. Revised draft 
terms and conditions sent to State 5/3 
and 5/8/95. Expect to put in final 
clearance by 5/12/95.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM



ACF - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION II15 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May j 1, 1995

STATE

California

California

California

INITIATIVE KEY DATES

California Would amend the Assistance Payments Demonstration 
Project by: exempting certain categories of AFDC 
families from the State’s benefit cuts; paying the exempt 
cases based on grant levels in effect in California on 
November 1, 1992; and renewing the waiver of the 
Medicaid maintenance of effort provision at section 
1902(c)(1) of the Social Security Act, which was vacated 
by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals in its decision in 

^^Benov. Shalala.

Statewide, would amend the Work Pays Demonstration 
Project by adding provisions to not increasing AFDC 
benefits to families for additional children conceived 
while receiving AFDC. $ - oO

In San Diego County, require AFDC recipients ages 16- 
18 to attend school or participate in JOBS.

Statewide, would require 100 hours CWEP participation 
per month for lODS mandatory individuals who have 
received AFDC for 22 of the last 24 months and are 
working fewer than 15 hours per week after two years 
from JOBS assessment and: have failed lo comply with 
JOBS without good cause, have completed CWEP or are 
in CWEP less than 100 hours per month, or have 
completed or had an opportunity to complete post­
assessment education and training; provide Transitional 
Child Care and Transitional Medicaid to families who 
become ineligible for AFDC due lo increased assets or 
income resulting from marriage or the reuniting of 
spouses; increase the duration of sanctions for certain

Received
8/26/94

Received
11/9/94^^

_

Received
12/5/94

Received
12/28/94

acts of fraud. '7

COMMENTS

State has requested time lo respond 
to public comments receive. 
Analysis paper sent to State 
12/22/94. Conference call with State 
staff 1/9/95. Response received 
3/23/95 being analyzed.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 1/19 and to State 1/30/95.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM

Analysis paper not necessary. Draft 
terms and conditions sent to Federal 
reviewers 2/8 and to Stale 2/22/95.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM
Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 3/1 and to State 3/9/95. 
Draft terms and conditions sent to 
Federal reviewers 5/10/95.



ACF - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1 tl5 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May H, 1995

STATE

Georgia

Kansas

in
cn
rH

I
0
tH

1

II^TIATIVE

In 10 pilot counties would operate Work for Welfare 
Project which would require every recipient and non­
supporting parent to work 20 hours per month in a state, 
local government, federal agency or nonprofit 
organization; extends job search; and increases sanctions 
for JOBS noncompliance. Statewide, would increase the 
automobile exemption to $4,500 and disregard earned 
income of children who are foJl-iime students.

Statewide, would, after 30 months of participation in 
JOBS, make adults ineligible for AFDC for 3 years; 
replace $30 and 1/3 income disregard with continuous 
40% disregard; disregard lump sum income and income 
and resources of children in school; count income and 
resources of family members who receive SSI; exempt 
one vehicle without regard for equity value if used to 
produce income; allow only half AFDC benefit increase 
for births of a second child to families where the parent 
is not working and eliminate increase for the birth of any 
child if families already have at least two children; 
eliminate 100-hour rule and work history^requirements 
for UP cases; expand AFDC eligibUity to pregnant 
women in 1st and 2nd trimesters; extend Medicaid 
transitional benefits to 24 months; eliminate various 
JOBS requirements, including those related to target 
groups, participation rate of UP cases and the 20-hour 
work requirement limit for parents with chUdren under 
6; require school attendance; require minors in AFDC 
and NPA Food Stamps cases to live with a guardian; 
make work requirements and penalties in the AFDC and 
Food Stamp programs more uniform; and increase 
sanctions for not cooperating with chiid support 
enforceiheht activities.

KEY DATES

Received 
7/6/94

Received
7/26/94

COMMENTS

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 10/3 and to State 
11/22/94. Slate response received 
4/17/95. Draft terms and conditions 
being developed.

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 9/19 and to State 
10/21/94. Response received 11/1 
and follow-up letter addressing 
rernaining key issues sent to State 
11/30/94. Response received from 
State 1/11 and conference call held 
with state 1/12/95, Draft terms and 
conditions sent to Federal reviewers 
1/27 and to State 3/15/95 (without 
time-limit provisions). Final package 
put in clearance 4/14.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM



ACF - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May 11, 1995

STATE INITIATIVE

Maine In 6 counties, would increase participation in Work 
Supplementation to 18 months; use Work 
Supplementation for any opening; use diverted grant 
funds for vouchers for education, training or support 
services; and extend transitional Medicaid and child care 
to 24 months.

KEY DATES

Received 
8/5/94

COMMENTS

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 9/20. and to State 
11/30/94, Response from State 
received 1/12/95 has not resolved 
key issues. Expect State to replace 
request with new proposal (see 
Anticipated section).



ACF WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May 11, 1995

INITIATIVESTATE

Massachusetts

KEY DATES COMMENTS

"7T
A

4^

BBSSaSS^ ^ ^Statewide, would Umit AFDC assistance to 24 mouths in Received 
a 60-month period, with provisions for extensions, for 4/3/95 
all non-exempt recipients; reduce benefits of non-exenopt 
recipients 2,75 percent, whUe providing earned income 
disregard of $30 and one-half indefinitely; establish 
Work Program requiring recipients who cannot find at 

I least 20 hours per week of paid employment after 60 
'Says of AFDC receipt to do community service and job 
Search to earn a cash "subsidy;" fund subsidized jobs 
|Wm value of AFDC grant plus cash value of Food 

,V Stamps for limited number of volunteer recipients; 
sanction individuals who fail to comply with the Work 
Program by a reduction in assistance equal to the 
parent’s portion of the grant; establish an Employment 
Development Plan (EDP) for non-exempt participants not 
required to participate in the Work Program, requiring 
community service for second failure to comply with 
EDP and full-family sanction for second failure to 
comply with community service; require teen parents to 
live with guardian or supportive living wangements and 
attend school; require children under age-14 to attend 
school; stren^en paternity establishment requirements 
and allow the IV-D agency to determme if participants 
are cooperating; allow courts to order parents unable to 
pay child support to community service programs;

V exclude from the grant calculation children bom to
A mothers while on AFDC; require child immunizatiom; 

pay rent directly to landlords where caretaker has fallen 
behind; increase asset level to $2,500 and vehicle equity 
limit to $5,000; strengthen fraud provisions; issue child 
clothing allowance vouchers; disregard first $600 of 
lump sum income; require direct deposit of benefits for 
recipients with bank accounts; and disregard the 100- 
hour rule for eligibility for two-parent families.

Teleconference with State 4/11. 
Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 4/25 and to State 5/11/95.



ACP - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May II, 1995

INITIATIVE KEY DATES COMMENTS
STATE 

Mississippi

North Dakota

if)
CD
cnt

I
[>

I
>a
e:

Oregon

Statewide, would amend previously approved New 
Direction Demonstration Program by adding provision 
that a family’s benefits would not increase as a result of 
additional children conceived while receiving AFDC.

In 9 pilot counties, would require families to develop a 
flocial contract specifying time-limit for becoming self- 
sufficient; combine AFDC, Food Stamps and LIHEAP 
into single cash payment with simplified uniform 
income, expense and resource exclusions; increase 
income disregards and exempt stepparent’s income for 
six months; increase resource limit to $5000 for one 

^ recipient and $8000 for families with two or more 
U recipients; exempt value of one vehicle; eliminate 100- 

hour rule for AFDC-UP;impose a progressive sanction 
for non-cooperation in JOBS or with child support; 
require a minimum of 32 hours of paid employment and 
non-paid work; require participation in EPDST; and 
eliminate child support pass-through.

Statewide, would increase automobile asset limit to 
$9000.

Received
2/17/95

Received
9/13/94

Received
11/12/93

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 3/14 and to State 3/30/95.

Met with State officials 11/18. 
Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 12/20/94 and to State 
1/10/95. Response received 2/8/95. 
Letter concerning evaluation issues 
sent to State 3/28/95. Draft terms 
and conditions sent to Federal 
reviewers 4/4/95.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 1/31 and to State 4/7/94. 
Response from State received 8/24. 
FCS sent letter 2/21/95 asking State 
to revise evaluation plan.

State plans to make part of new 
waiver request (see Pre-Application 
Contact section below); but has also 
sought to move forward as separate 
waiver to prevent delays. - -

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM



ACF • WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May 11, 1995

STATE INITIATIVE KEY DATES

Pennsylvania In 7 sites, would require school attendance as condition Received 
of eligibility. 9/12/94

COMMENTS

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
.reviewers 10/18 and to State 11 /30. 
State response received 4/18/95. 
Draft terms and conditions being 
devdoped.

1
>-cn
e:

Pennsylvania

Texas

Statewide, would exempt as resources college savings Received 
bonds and funds in savings accounts earmarked for 12/29/94
vocational or secondary education and disregard interest 
income earned from such accounts.
Statewide, would require that children age 5 and under Received 
be immunized. / 4/11/95

V 6'

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM

State informed that they may be able 
to implement their program without 
waivers; considering this option.

Analysis paper sent to Federal 
reviewers 5/10.



ACF - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May 11, 1995

STATE INITIATIVE
Virginia Statewide, would provide one-time diversion payments to Received 

qualified applicants instead of AFDC; change first time 12/2/94 
JOBS noo-oompllance sanction to at least one month 
continuing untU compliance and remove conciliation Amendments 
requirement; m^ paternity establishment within 6 Received 
months a condition of eligibility; suspend grant if mother 3/28/95 
is not cooperating in paternity establishment; require 
minor parents to live with adult guardian; eliminate 
benefit incre^e for chUdren born while a family receives 
AFDC; require AFDC caretakers without a high school 
diploma, aged 24 and under, and children, aged 18 and 
under, to attend school; require child immunization; 
allow $5000 resource exemption for savings for starting 
business; increase TransKional Child Care and 
Transitional Medicaid eligibility; and eliminate deeming 
requirement for aliens when their sponsor receives food 
stamps. Also, VIP would phase in statewide over 4 
years a work component (VIEW) that will require 
participants to sign an Agreement of Personal 
Resj^nsibility as a condition of eligibility; assign 
participants to a work activity within 9(> days of benefit 
receipt; time-limit AFDC benefits to 24 consecutive 
moriths; increase earned income disregards for continued 
eligibility up to the federal poverty levd; disregard value 
of orie vehicle up to $7,500; provide 12 months 
transitional transportation assistance; modify current 
JOBS participation exemption criteria; eliminate 
limitation on job search; assign participants involuntarily 
to subsidized work placements; apply fiill-famUy 
san^ion for refusal to cooperate with work programs; 
sul^ect unemployed parents to same wojk requirements 
as single recipients; and provide employer subsidies 
from AFDC plus the value of Food Stamps.

KEY DATES COMMENTS

/

5

Met with State officials 1/27/95 to 
discuss initial issues. Analysis paper 
sent to Federal reviewen 4/17 and to 
State 5/4/95.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM
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ACF - WELFARE REFORM; SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May 11, 1995

STATE

Washington

West Virginia

Wisconsin

INITIATIVE

Statewide, would eliminate the 100-hour rule for AFDC- 
UP families; impose a 10 percent grant reduction for 
AFDC recipients who have received assistance for 48 
out of 60 months, and impose an additional 10 percent 
grant reduction for every additional 12 months 
thereafter, and budg^ earnings against the original 
payment standard; and hold the food stamp benefit level 
constant for cases whose AFDC benefits are reduced due 
to length of stay on assistance.
Statewide, would require one parent in an unemployed 
AFDC-UP applicant or recipient case, with exceptions, 
to pa^cipate 38 hours per week in work and job searti 
activities; sanction the entire family when an individual 
does not comply; deny Food Stamps to sanctioned 
families and deny Medicaid to sanctioned adults, except 
for pregnant women; and freeze the level of Food 
Stamps benefits for sanctioned families at the pre- 
sanction level.
Statewide, would require applicant adults, as a condition 
of eligibility, to meet with a financiajjjjnninfi^cmirr^ 
specialist prior to completing an appUadiontoexaMn^ 
alternatives to welfare; with some exceptions. If the 
applic^t still wants to apply for assistance, as a 
condition of eligibility, individual must engage in at least 
60 hours of JOB search activities during the 30 day 
application period. Would also limit JOBS exemptions.

KEY DATES

Received 
2/1/95

Received
4/11/95

COMMENTS

Draft terms and conditions sent to 
Federal reviewers 4/12 and to State 
5/4/95.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM

Analysis paper being developed.

Received
4/18/95

Analysis paper being developed.
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ACF - WELFARE REFORM: SECTION 1115 WAIVER AUTHORITY - May II, 1995

STATE 

Wisconsin

INITIATIVE KEY DATES COMMENTS

Statewide, adult recipients would be required to 
participate in JOBS up to 40 hours per week; for each 
hour of non-participation the AFDC grant will be 
reduced by the federal minimum wage rate; if the AFDC 
grant is fully exhausted then the remaining sanction will 
be taken against the Food Stamp (FS) allotment; FS 
allotments will not be adjusted to account for AFDC 
reductions ruulting from not participating in JOBS 
activities; if hours of participation f^l below 25% of 

assigned hours without good cause then no AFDC grant 
wiil be awarded and the FS amount will be $10. Would 
also limit JOBS exemptions.

Received
4/18/95

Analysis paper being developed.

RECEIVED
(Inactive)

California

X\

Statewide, would amend Work Pays Demonstration 
Project by adding provisions to; r^uce benefit levels by 

10% (but retaining the need level); reduce benefits an 
additional 15% after 6 months on asslstwce for cases 
with an able-bodied adult; and time-limit assistance to 
able-bodied adults to 24 months.

A'
/

\f\

Received
3/14/94

Met with State officials 3/10/94. 
Analysis paper sent to State 7/1/94. 
State was expected to submit 
modified request by end of 
September to reflect recently passed 
alternative welfare reform legislation.

ALSO SEE ADDENDUM



E X E C U T I V E OFFICE 0 F

19-May-1995 09:01am

TO: Jennifer N. Palmieri

FROM: Carol H. Rasco
Economic and Domestic Policy

CC: Jeremy D.. Benami
CC: Diana M. Fortuna

SUBJECT: waiver meeting

THE PRESIDENT

At the 7:30 a.m. meeting today I was asked to work with you to 
have an in-house meeting set up to brief the participants on the 
current status and outlook on health and welfare waivers pending 
at HHS. If anyone asks about inviting HHS personnel please 
consult me as that is not appropriate to do in this particular 
meeting....! have just completed briefings by HHS on this and 
Diana will structure our meetings to convey that information.

To be included: Leon, Harold, Pat G., Alice Rivlin, Hale and/or
Emerson, Bruce Reed, Jeremy Ben-Ami, Diana Fortuna and myself. 
Leon and Harold may have people they think should be added.

Diana will prepare a memo/chart to distribute a day in advance if 
possible.

As many waivers as there are I would suggest one hour being set 
aside and if we can get it done in shorter time we certainly will. 
Some of these however will probably generate a lot of discussion 
on the poltical side.

Thanks.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE 0 F THE PRESIDENT

19-May-1995 11:11am

TO: Patricia E. Romani

FROM: Carol H. Rasco
Economic and Domestic

CC: Jeremy D., Benami
CC: Diana M. Fortuna

SUBJECT: Wed., 5/24

12 noon
COS office 
Waiver meeting
Diana Fortuna, Jeremy and Bruce of DPC will be invited. They will 
have the materials for me. Nothing further for us to do except 
set up 30 minutes sometime Tuesday for them to walk me through the 
meeting so that we can see if there is anything further to 
prepare.
Thanks.



EXECUTIVE OFFICE 0 F THE PRESIDENT

19-May-1995 08:53am

TO: Diana M. Fortuna

FROM: Carol H. Rasco
Economic and Domestic Policy

CC: Jeremy D. Benami

SUBJECT: RE: waivers and budget neutrality

I hear you and have no problem understanding what you are saying.
I made my pitch at 7:30 a.m. meeting about waivers and Harold,
Pat, Leon all very interested in attending a briefing but I know
she will want to attend also.........Alice was out doing an interview.
I am getting ready to do a note to Jennifer Palmieri to have her 
set it up in Leon's office. I will outline a guest list, we 
should let them set it and only they should add to list. If 
people ask you about it you can^ell them Leon's office is setting 

,.it"Trp^ As you wiTl note in the memo I send her, you“w”iTl~be 
responsible for substance of meeting. I would suggest you prepare 
a memo or chart that can go to Leon and others a day in advance if 
possible. I think they will be most interested in timelines and 
political hot spots/buttons.

/ I will use that meeting to stress and re-stress POTUS commitment 
^to waivers.

Thanks.
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memorandum for the chief of staff 

FROM;

SUBJECT,

Rahm Emanue^
Bruce Reed

ur»ifar>. Reform Strategy

This memoranduin suggests a leg.slative and communications strategy for our welfare 

reform efforts in the Senate.

I. The Debate So Far

will define the political character and credibility of both parties.

After the election, we set out.oa^mvetwo^go^^^^^^

seize the center and marginalize the

, , ___on mis issue — uiai. ..... -rntnattve^y Wlm^he President's record on wavers and child suppo«enforceme^^^^^^ 

his commitment to real, bipartisan reform; and second, to i 
House Republican plan by defining it as cruel to children.

We still have a long way to go before we can claim victoiy, but we ,

Our task won't be any easier in the Senate, where the players 
the stakes are much higher. Dole has a j ™ ^ bill we don't like. On

r.r, sr.r:r«'r.c ...



counterparts took for being mean to children. Moreover, with the defeat of the balanced 
budget amendment and term limits. Republicans may now find that their interests coincide 
with ours: they need to produce a welfare reform bill to prove that they can deliver real

change.

We have three main objectives for the Senate debate;

1. We must make work the test of real reform. Now that we have locked in child 
support m the House, we need to make work our central focus in the Senate. By staying 
away from the meanest House provisions - cuts in school lunch, the denial of benefits to teen 
mothers and legal immigrants, etc. -- Senate Republicans will make it harder (though not 
impossible) for us to criticize their plan as tough on kids. We will have to focus on the other 
half of our argument, that welfare reform isn’t real unless it moves people from welfare to

work.

This is a more complicated case to make. We will need to explain why people need 
child care to get and stay off welfare, and why welfare reform cannot magically save heaps of 
money. But unlike entitlements versus block grants, this is a debate we can win with the 
public which sees work - far more than saving money or reducing illegitimacy - as the 
whole’purpose for welfare reform. Moreover, the press and responsible moderates in the 
Senate know we have the high ground on this issue. As Chafee said in a heanng
earlier this week, "Let’s face it - you can't just demand they get off welfare. What happens

then?"

Work is also the Achilles’ heel of pure block grants. A welfare block grant with «io 
strings attached will not survive the criticism that it doesn't require anyone to go to work. A 
welfare block grant with tough strings but not enough money -- the more likely outcome -- 
can be attacked as phony reform that can't work and shifts enormous costs to the states. And 
as we saw in the House, "weak on work, tough on kids" is a powerful, damaging message.

2. Keep showing progress in ending welfare on our own. The best way to keep 
pressure on Republicans in Congress is to show that our fortunes are not tied to the legislative 
process. The President has a tool more powerful than a veto threat - call it a v^miver threat. 
Lery waiver we grant shows that we're willing to end welfare with or without Congress, and 
that we don't have to wait on them to give states more flexibility or move people from 
welfare to work. Several important waivers will be pending in the next few months - 
including a few such as Massachusetts that may be controversial but are crucial to this 
strategy. The press is beginning to credit these waivers as real reform, and we should give 
the President everv chance we can to visit key states to grant waivers, or to tour welfare-to- 
work programs in'states that have already received waivers from this administration.

The speech to the Florida legislature this week was one such opportunity. We are 
looking for other executive actions to show progress on welfare reform -- including another 

possible executive order or agency crackdovm on child support.



3. Insist on bipartisanship. On an issue with such broad support among Americans 
in both parties, neither side wants to get caught on the extremes, either defending the status 
quo or punishing innocent children. We need to do everything we can to keep both sides 
from splintering and leaving us stuck in the center with nothing to sign.

As we saw in the House, a narrow partisan majority is bound to produce a bad bill -- 
worse, perhaps, than many Republicans intended. After the House debate, we called for more 
bipartisanship and less political rancor, and Gingrich’s conciliatory response suggests that the 
Republicans recognize that they will have to come our way. We need to encourage that by 
continuing to take the high road, appealing to reasonable Republican moderates, urging 
Democratic Senators and governors not to walk away from the table, and insisting that the 

American people want us to work together and get this done,

II. Communications Strategy

The President's actions and speeches over the last three months have finally given the 
Administration a profile on welfare reform. We are winning the communications battle on an 
issue that should have been a cake walk for the Republicans. However, we can hardly rest on 
our laurels. Welfare reform is still a Republican issue, and we still do not have the votes.
We need to maintain the initiative and hold onto the center by continuing to strike this tone 

of bipartisanship and progress

What follows are proposed communications events for the President, Secretary Shalala, 
and Governors, that will enable us to focus on the above priorities.

FLORIDA SPEECH - This week the President showed that we are not just 
calling for an end to welfare as we know it, we can point to working mothers 
who prove that we are ending welfare as we know it; Waivers must become 
the validation of our progress and our insurance policy if welfare reform 
legislation does not pass. We should tout every success story we can find in 
key states that have received waivers - Colorado, Oregon, Ohio, etc. Focusing 
on waivers not only substantiates the credibility of our efforts, but it draws 
attention to work as the central component of our welfare reform.

UPCOMING WAIVERS - Missouri and Delaware have both submitted 
applications for waivers to HHS and are nearing approval. Both states have 
Democratic Governors who attended the Blair House Summit We have 
submitted a scheduling proposal for the President to go to Missouri on his 
Midwest Swing on April 26 This is where the President originally announced 
his welfare reform package last June. The President would visit a worksite and 
announce the 26th waiver and reiterate the themes of progress and work.



We could announce the Delaware wmver at the Saturday Radio Address on 
April 29. The President would use this as a pivot to give a bigger message on 
welfare reform and the importance of work as the Senate gears up for this 
debate. Gov. Carper, who is the lead governor on welfare reform for the DGA, 
would attend the radio address. Following the radio address Gov. Carper 
would brief reporters in the briefing room to validate the President s 
accomplishments on welfare reform, discuss his waiver, and warn what the 
House approach would do to block Delaware's welfare reform efforts. (Roth is 

a key swing vote.)

Assuming that the Senate debate continues for another two months, the other 
waivers that we will be able to announce include: Arizona, Montana, 
Massachusetts, New York, and possibly Virginia. These need to be timed m 
coordination with the Senate debate and they will become the drumbeat of our 
message on the significance of work. The Massachusetts waiver will be 
controversial, with the toughest work requirements so far, but it passed a 
Democratic legislature with overwhelming support, and the President has 
reportedly told Gov. Weld that we would not stand in their way. Assuming 
this waiver is approved, the President should travel to Boston to grant it.

LICENSE REVOCATION - Attached you will find a memo outlining a 
Presidential directive which would order a 60 day review of the federal 
professional licenses and a revocation process. The goal is to determine how 

best to deny federal licenses to deadbeat parents.

This would allow us to keep the issue alive for 60 days during the Senate 
debate and show that we are committed to the notion of cracking down on 

child support.

Time Magazine, the weekend nightly news, and the New York Times have all 
done stories giving us credit for addressing this issue. To keep this issue in the 
news, we can announce that the report is underway. At the end of the 60 days 
we would announce which agencies and licenses will be part of a new system 

of federal license revocation.

CHILD SUPPORT COLLECTIONS * The Justice Department has a number of 
cases pending on child support collection. DOJ and HHS will soon be able to 
announce another 50 cases cracking down on dead beat parents. The 
announcement could be with the President or just Secretary Shalala and the 
Attorney General. The message would be that in conjunction with the 
President’s desire to crackdown on deadbeat parents, we are now taking another

50 cases to court,



REGIONAL COLUMNISTS - A number of reporters from key regional papers 
write on welfare reform. We should bring them in to meet with the President 
to discuss welfare reform, in the same way we did with the national columnists. 
Specifically, we should invite columnists from the St. Louis Post-Dispatch 
(Bond), the Boston Globe, Portland Oregonian (Packwood), Wilmington News- 
Journal’ (Roth), Providence Journal (Chafee), Salt Lake City Tribune (Hatch), 
Cleveland Plain Dealer, Columbus Dispatch (Voinovich), Denver Post (Brown), 
and other key targets.

CONGRESSIONAL LUNCHEON - The President should have a luncheon with 
Senator Packwood and Oregon CEO's who participate in their private sector 
welfare to work program; Senator Moynihan and representatives from America 
Works, a well-respected work program in New York; and Senators Breaux and 
Brown, who have co-sponsored a bill to provide job placement vouchers for 

welfare recipients, to discuss work and welfare.

There are two communications options for this meeting.
(1) The President could make an announcement to a pool spray where he 
articulates our message for this event - that he will be meeting with people 
involved in real welfare reform, who help people earn a paycheck rather than a 
welfare check, to discuss how best to promote work in welfare reform 

legislation.

(2) This could be a private lunch, which we give as a feature to only one 
reporter with all the anecdotes, so that it becomes a story for all the media to

chase.

MARYLAND WORKSITE - The President should travel with Rep. Connie 
Morelia (who voted for the Deal Bill and against the House Republican plan) 
and Sen. Barbara Mikulski to a Maryland site where welfare people are 
working. This event would show bipartisan support for real welfare reform that 
promotes work, and could be coupled with some kind of announcement on 

what he expects from a welfare bill.

WALL STREET JOURNAL LETTER WRITING STORY - Mike Frisby is 
doing a story on the President's correspondence. One of the central figures is a 
former welfare recipient who wrote the President about her own success in 
setting off welfare and about a manual she wrote on how to move from welfare 
to work We gave Frisby a copy of the manual as well as a copy of her grades 
which she sent in to the President. This is part of a larger story on how people



stay in touch with this President, but this woman is certain to be brought up in 
the piece. We could follow up the story by inviting her to the White House and 

sending a copy of her manual to the Hill.

COLORADO - When the President is in Colorado for the Air Force Academy 
commencement speech on May 31, he could visit one of the worksites that 
have been established under Colorado’s welfare waiver. This waiver was signed 
long ago and has been very successful. The President could visit one of the 
sites with Governor Romer (perhaps the most important player in trying to 
broker a bipartisan agreement from NGA) and Senator Hank Brown, (who 
worked with the President on the Family Support Act of 1988 and is a potential 
ally in the Senate).

SECRETARY SHALALA - Secretary Shalala's communication during the 
House debate focused on hitting the weak part of the GOP proposal, which 
allowed the President to focus on the national interest in welfare reform. We 
want her to continue this role in the Senate debate, ie.)through her testimony, 
regional meetings, etc.

Secretary Shalala will be submitting an op-ed to the Washington Post which 
focuses on what was wrong with the House Bill and what real welfare reform 
should be. We are working on the first draft now, but the op-ed will be 
submitted this week. It will be the first signal in trying to focus the Senate
debate on work

EASTER RECESS - Over the Senate recess, we want print stories to appear in 
local papers on the cost of the House welfare reform bill to each state and how 
the GOP proposal is cruel to children. We will bring in individual reporters 
from states, with key Senate targets to write about welfare reform during the
Easter recess.

DISTRICT MAILINGS - We are planning to send out mailings in each district 
on the basic pieces of welfare reform.

FOOD STAMP EBT CARD - The Vice President should be responsible for 
promoting the food stamp card that prevents fraud and abuse. We have test 
projects going on in six states where the card is working. We are working 
with the Vice President to have him promote this card during the Senate recess 
so that it is part of our crack down on fraud and abuse.



111. Legislative Strategy

Contrary to dire press accounts earlier this week, the Senate is still very much up for 
grabs. In general. Senate Republicans are leaning strongly toward block grants, but it remains 
to be seen where the moderate Republicans will come down, and how much say the 

Democrats will have in the outcome.

Republicans on the Finance Committee have already made clear that they want no part 
of the nastiest provisions in the House bill. Dole and Hatch have denounced the cutoff of 
unwed teen mothers (and Shaw has said he would yield in conference). Dole and Simpson 
have cast doubt on the denial of benefits to all legal immigrants, with deeming to citizenship 
(as in the Deal bill) more likely. The Senate also seems unlikely to include the illegitimacy 
bonus or a mandatory family cap, unless Gramm can add it on the floor.

But most of the major questions are up in the air. Republicans have not decided how 
soon they will take this up, whether it will be a stand-alone bill or become part of 
reconciliation, and how broad the scope of welfare reform should be (whether to include food 
stamps, child welfare, and other programs, or just block grant child care and AFDC). Pivotal 
moderates on the Finance Committee (Roth, Chafee, Hatch, and Simpson for the Republicans, 
Baucus, Breaux, Conrad, and Graham for the Democrats) have not spelled out what they 
would be willing to accept. Moynihan and Daschle have not decided whether to push a 
Democratic bill. Over the past week, we have been trying to gather the best intelligence on 
these questions so we can address each in turn. In addition, part of our meeting next week 
with Senate Democrats should be to provide a legislative strategy focused on work.

1. Timing: No action is expected in the Finance Committee until at least May and 
possibly later. We heard some reports that Packwood might speed things up after last week s 
meeting with Thompson and Engler. but his staff says they won’t have a bill ready till June.

2. Reconciliation: Dole said this week that welfare might be included in 
reconciliation, which would make it easier for Republicans to proceed without Democratic 
support Domenici says no decision has been made. The reconciliation route has many 
advantages for them - they need the money to meet their deficit targets, and they could avoid 
a Democratic filibuster. But some aspects of welfare reform (such as child support 
enforcement) would run into Byrd rule problems, and if they want to make welfare reform 
one of their central achievements, they should know better than to bury it in reconciliation - 
just look at what happened to us with the EITC. Alternatively, they could pass a stand-alone 
welfare reform bill and count the savings when they get to reconciliation.

Welfare reform will be better off for all concerned if it is addressed on its own, rather 
than rammed through on a partisan vote as part of reconciliation. This is another reason we 
need to resist any statements on our side that might embolden Dole to go that route, and use 
every opportunity we can to call for bipartisanship. If Republicans head down the road



toward reconciliation, we need to be able to claim the bipartisan high ground, so they know 

they will pay a high political price for going it alone.

3. Moderate Republicans: Several thoughtful Republicans on Finance are still trying 
to calibrate their positions on welfare reform. Chafee said yesterday that the House 
Republican bill "lost sight of what our goals are in welfare reform" by focusing "entirely on 
how to save money and give states maximum flexibility." He told the committee, ‘It is very 
important that we not allow ourselves to be carried away in that manner." Other members 
have their own concerns. Even Packwood’s views do not appear to be set in stone. All he 
has said is that he favors block grants, likes Oregon’s waiver, and opposes conservative
strings.

We will be meeting with key members and their staffs in the coming weeks to make 
sure they understand the consequences of the House bill and the state impacts of block grants. 
We will also make sure that the major newspapers and prominent state and local officials m 
important states are fully briefed on state and local impacts. We will take the same approach 

with moderate Democrats.
4. Scope: Conventional wisdom is that Senate Republicans will stay away from 

block granting nutrition programs and perhaps child welfare, but focus on AFDC, child c^e. 
and SSI Lugar and Packwood said this week that they might be interested in block granting 
food stamps, but others are likely to resist that idea as happened in the House. The Senate 
will almost certainly stay away from school lunch. The scope of the bill may be determined 

by the deficit targets Domenici sets in these areas.

5. Alternatives: Daschle has convened a welfare reform task force, but members 
have held off from developing a Democratic alternative in hopes that some bipartisan 
negotiations could begin. Most Democrats will defer to Moynihan, who has not decided 
whether to draft his own bill. Earlier this week, there was a flurry of concern that Moynihan 
might be seeking a veto threat over the entitlement issue, but that now appears not to be the 
case Democrats continue to be interested in doing everything possible to keep the door open 

to bipartisan compromise, while reserving the right to develop a Democratic
becomes necessary down the road. Such an alternative might end up looking like the Deal 
bill » or something else altogether, if Moynihan presses for a more modest approach.

If a bipartisan, center-out bill is going to emerge, it will come from negotiations either 
between Packwood and Moynihan, or between moderates Hke Breaux and Chrfee, B^ux 
already co-sponsors the PPI job placement voucher bill with Hank Bro^, 
to build a bipartisan compromise around that. As in the House, our role will be to try to 
educate members m both parties, and provide legislative support to members who want to 

draft their own alternatives.



Half the Nation Enacting Welfare Reform Under the Clinton Administration

OJ
(S The Clinton Administration has approved 26 demonstrations in 25 states, launching welfare reform for thousands of families in half of 

the states, more than the two previous Administrations combined. In an average month, the welfare demonstrations cover approximately 
6 million people, representing 42 percent of all recipients. All of the waivers which we have granted build on many of the central 
principles of President Clinton’s vision for welfare reform, including:

PRINCIPLE DESCRIPTION STATES APPROVED

Work Fifteen states are helping people move from 
welfare to work, from receiving welfare 
checks to earning paychecks, by increasing 
education and training opportunities and 
creating public/piivate sector partnerships.

15 - Connecticut, Florida, Georgia,
Hawaii, Indiana, Michigan, Mississippi, 
Nebraska, Ohio, Oregon, South Carolina, 
South Dakota, Vermont, Wisconsin,
Wyoming

Time Limited Cash Assistance
transitional support system, rather than a 
way of life, by providing opportunity, but 
demanding responsibility in return.

11 - Colorado, Connecticut, Florida,
Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, Nebraska, South 
Carolina, South Dakota, Venmont,
Wisconsin

Child Support Enforcement Ten states are strengthening child support 
enforcement and sending a clear message 
that both parents must be responsible for 
their children.

10 - Connecticut, Indiana, Michigan, 
Mississippi, New York, Ohio, Oregon, 
Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin

Making Work Pay T\ventv states are providing incentives and 
encouraging families to work not stay on 
welfaure, so they can achieve and maintain 
economic self-sufficiency,

20 - California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Florida, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, 
Mississippi, Nebraska, New York, Ohio, 
Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Vermont, Virginia,
Wisconsin, Wyoming

Parental Responsibility Nineteen states are promoting parwtal 
responsibility by encouraging location, or 

limiting benefits for funilies who have
^nnrhor /"Vifl/I mhila nn APOr'

19 - Arkansas, California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, 
Indiana, Mississippi, Nebraska, New York,

1 .1. . ^ ry..........^ n. .a.
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Carolina, Vermont, Virginia, Wisconsin, 
Wyoming


