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fr; Ellen Nissenbaum

re: NEW ANALYSIS OF WISCONSIN WAIVER BILL & MEDICAID
COVERAGE

June 5,1996

In anticipation of the House's consideration tomorrow of the bill approving 
Wisoncon's welfare waiveiy we've produced the attached analysis. While the waiver 
could, in the short run, expand health care coverage, it would eliminate the guarantee 
of health care under Medicaid to nondisabled children, pregiwnt women and poor 
families. In addition, the piece notes that some Medicaid recipients could lose their 
coverage while others would have to pay preiruums to retain their benefits.

Hope this is useful.

777 north Capitol Street nE, Suite 705. Washington. DC 20002 Td: 202-408'1080 Pax: 202-408-1056
Robot Qreenstdn, Executive Director
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THE WISCONSIN WAIVER SEEKS TO MAKE FUNDAMENTAL CHANGES
IN THE MEDICAID PROGRAM

by
QndyMann

Those aspects of the Wisconsin waiver that would replace AFDC with a work- 
based system have received a great deal of attention. Little attention, however, has 
been paid to those parts of the waiver that would make fundamental changes to the;

_ Medicaid program. Yet, the Wisconsin plan seeks a number of unprecedented 
Me^caid waivers, including permission to eliminate the federal and state guarantee to 
Medicaid coverage for all nondisabled children, law-income families and pregnant women.

j

There are several positive aspects of the W-2 health plan that could expand 
health care coverage to persons who are now uninsured. Subject to the limitations 

/ discussed below, the state plans to provide Medicaid coverage to families with chilt^en 

whose income is below 165 percent of the federal poverty line. Those who initiaUy 
qualify based on the 165 percent of poverty standard would remain eligible for 
coverage until their income rose above 200 percent of the poverty line. These changes 
would increase the income eligibility limit for many people and eliminate current rules 
that deny coverage to most parents in low-income, two-parent families.

The waiver would also, however, make many people who currently have 
Medicaid coverage ineligible for Mediccdd and make health care coverage unaffordjable 
for others. Among those who could lose coverage under this waiver proposal are the 

following groups: !

Children over age 11 in working poor families could be denied Medioaid 
if their parent is offered employer-based coverage even if the employer 

plan is unaffordable.
'

• Pregnant women and families, including those with very low incomes,
would be required to pay premiums as a condition of receiving Medicaid. 
When combined with the new W-2 child care copayments, the premiums 
could impose heavy burdens on families with very modest earnings. :

Most important, the Wisconsin waiver would fundamentally alter the basic 
commitment to provide health care coverage to low-income pregnant women and 
families, including children, by eliminating the federal and state entitlement to 
coverage. No other state has received a waiver to eliminate the guarantee of coverage.

777 north Capitol Street nc. Suite 705. Washington. DC20002 Td: 202-408-1060 fax: 202-408-1056
Robert Qreenstein, Executive Director
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Summary of Key Waiver Provisions

The waiver would end the guarantee of Medicaid coverage 
for all nondisahled children, pregnant women, and low-income families. |

Although Wisconsin plans to provide health care coverage under the Medicadd 
program to certain low-income children, families, and pregnant women, it is seeking an 
unprecedented waiver for permission to get out from under any legal obligation to 
provide such coverage. If the waiver is approved as submitted, the federal and state 
assurance of hea\th care coverage for these groups would end.

If costs in Wisconsin rose above projected levels, because, for example, the state's 
economy experienced a downturn, Wisconsin could deny coverage to some or aU o( the 
low-income children, parents and pregnant women who must be covered under 
current law. The W-2 waiver would explicitly grant the Wisconsin Department of 
Health and Family Services authority to restrict coverage for children, families and; 
pregnant women who are entitled to Medicaid under current law.

The waiver would deny coverage to older poor children 
whose parents are offered insurant through the workplace ;

t

Under the waiver, parents and children over age 11 would lose Medicaid 
coverage immediately if the parent is offered employer-subsidized health insurance, 
and they would lose Medicaid after 12 months of work if the parent is offered ap—^ 
subsidized plan. A plan is considered to be subsidized if the employer pays^tl^ 

\e cost of the plan. ----------------------------

The Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau estimates that the average cost to , 
employees of the premium for an employer-subsidized plan would be $140 per month, 
or $1680 per year. This would amount to 16 percent of gross earnings for people 
working for $5.00 per hour. The cost of an imsubsidized private insurance plan that 
offers benefits comparable to the Wisconsin W-2 health plan is estimated to be about 
$360 per month, well out of reach for most low-wage workers. Despite these costs, 
under the Wisconsin plan, Medicaid coverage would be denied without regard to 
whether the family could afford to purchase the private insurance.

The waiver would depart from current law in several vfays. Under current law, 
all children with family income imder the poverty line are or will be covered under 
Medicaid in coming years, under a phase-in requirement adopted in 1990 with strong 
bipartisan support. Currently, poor children through age 12 are covered; by the y^ar 
2002 all poor children under 19 will be covered. The waiver, by contrast would deny
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coverage to poor children over age 11 if their parents are offered insurance through the 

workplace.

In addition, under current law, families with earnings that cause them to los^ 

eligibility for welfare are assured up to 12 months of transitional Medicaid coverage. 
Under the waiver, neither the parent nor any child over age 11 would receive the ; 
benefit of transitional assistance if the parent was offered an employer-subsidized {jlan. 
And finally, under current law, a state can require the parent to enroll in a private plan, 
but Medicaid must pay the premium and other cost-sharing requirements and 
supplement the benefits available under the plan. Under the Wisconsin waiver, parents 
and older children would be denied Medicaid coverage on the grounds that private 
coverage was available, without these cost-sharing and benefit protections.

Wisconsin thus would depart significantly from current law in ways that would 
cause many older children and some parents to lose Medicaid coverage to which they 
are entitled under current law. Ironically, the children adversely affected by this 
provision would be the children of parents who are doing exactly what is expected of 
them imder W-2 — parents who are working but nonetheless have incomes too low to 

afford private coverage.

Other features of the Wisconsin xoaiver

The W-2 health plan creates winners and losers. As noted, the people who could 
gain eligibility under the plan are primarily parents and children who become eligible 
for coverage under the new income limits and who are not disqualified on the basis of 
the employer-based insurance rules discussed above. Various other groups of people 
could lose coverage under provisions in the waiver including the following:'

• The waiver would require all children, pregnant women and low-income 
families, no matter how poor, to pay a Medicaid premium. Copayments 
and deductibles also may be charged. (Premituns are not allowed imder 
current law. Copayments, to the extent allowed, generally must be 
"nominal.") For low-income wage earners with child care expenses, (these 
new health care costs would be in addition to substantial new child care 
copayments that would be imposed by other aspects of the W-2 plan. 
Together, these costs could impose very high burdens on working 

families with very modest incomes.

* nie Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau projects that about the same number of people who qualify for Medicaid 
under current rules wiU qualify under the W-2 health plan if the waiver is granted, but cautions that this projectiot^ rests 
on assumptions which may or may not prove to be accurare. Little is known about how the vast changes in Medicaid 
rules proposed by the W-2 waiver would affect enrollment or access to care.
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• The income of stepparents would be counted as available to children 
applying for coverage even if the stepparent does not support and has no 
legal obligation to support the child.

• Teen parents and their babies would be denied coverage if they are not 
living with the teen's parents or in a supervised setting. If the teen is • 
living with her family, the family's income is counted in determining the 
baby's eligibility even if the grandparent is not supporting the baby. ;

In addition, the waiver would dispense with current rules requiring the timely 
provision of coverage, and it would restrict the benefits available under the program 
for those who would retain coverage,

• Over-the-counter medications that are prescribed by a doctor, other than 
insulin, would no longer be covered, even for children.

• ( Special medical services for children now guaranteed under federal
"EPSDT" rules would no longer be covered.

Benefits for home health services, skilled nursing home care and alcohol 
and drug treatment all would be capped.

Conclusion

There is nothing new about a state applying for a Medicaid waiver to expand 
coverage for some people while restricting coverage for others. What distinguishes 
Wisconsin's Medicaid waiver is its request to waive the entitlement to coverage for all 
nondisabled children, pregnant women and low-income families. Although Wisconsin 
projects that coverage will be provided to a broad group of families under W-2, the' 
plan makes no commitment to assure that any poor Wisconsin child, pregnant womian 
or family receives Medicaid coverage. If approved as proposed, the waiver would give 
Wisconsin broad authority to deny, delay or restrict coverage in virtually any way it 
saw fit if budget or political pressures eventually push in that direction.
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Wisconsin Works: Significant Experiment, Troubling Features
from Center for Low and Social PoUey
Date posted: Mon Jun 3 17:01:11 PDT1996 ^

Wisconsin's recently enacted legislation would initiate a redesigned welfare system that, in significant ^ 
ways, wnuld differ from ary other in the nation. Under the Wisconsin Works (W.2) legislation, instead of 
nffenn£ cash aid, a W-2 agency would offer eligible families a subsidized job or a position in a work 
program. Much initial attention has focused on the program's basic premise: aid would only be pro>’ided 
in return for work, with limited exceptions. For many people, the basic premise is very attractive. 
However, when one examines the Wisconsin Works (W-2) legislation, there are a number of very 
troubling fcaiures. Among the principal concerns about the W»2 Program:

W-2 would provide no assurance of work slots for unemployed parents or of needed child care assistance. 
Under the legislation, no family would be entitled to benefits or services. As a result, there would be no 
responsibility to offer a work slot to a parent who needed one. If program costs were higher than 
anticipated, or an economic downturn resulted in an unanticipated increase in the number of iteedy 
families, the state would havo no responsibility to provide employ ment positions or guarantee the 
availability of child care assistance for W-2 participants or any other working family. Even if there is no 
funding shortfall, there is no assurance of employment positions or needed child care under the 
legislation.

Time limits may result in denial of aid to parents who are willing to work and unable to find a job. A 
family's access to an employment position could be terminated as a result of a two-year limit on 
participation in inchvidua] program components or a five-year limit cm overall participation. The program 
would make no assuiaDce of continued access to an employment position when a parent has fully 
complied with program rules but has been unable to anain unsubsidized employment despite her best 
efforts.

Many families in need of aid will be made poorer even though the parent is working and fully complying 
with all program requirements. For most program participants, W-2 would provide a flat grant (either 
S555 or S518) a month if the parent fully complied with program rules. The same grant amount 
would be paid regardless of family size. The result would be a reduction in the assistance level to all 
families with four or more members (currently about 28% of Wisconsin's AFDC families). Families with 
three members could also be poorer if they incur child care costs, since all families are required to 
contribute to the cost of child care under W-2.

Many families in which a p>arent is working and earning minimum wage will be made poorer. Under 
current law, a parent earning minimum wage may qualily' for AFDC as an income supplement; as an 
AFDC recipient, the family qualifies for child care assistance and Medicaid Under W-2. the family will 
no longer qualify for an AFDC income supplement, and will face copayment requirements Cor child care 
and health care. As a result, one effect of W-2 is to make the poorest working poor families poorer.

Families with disabled parents will be poorer under W-2. Under current law , if a parent with two children 
is disabled and receiving Supplemental Security Income (SSI), the state makes a month assistance 
payment of S440 for the children. Under W-2, that payment would be reduced to $154.

W-2 reduces assistance to many families in which a parent or child is incapacitated. Under W-2, families 
in which a parent or other family member is incapacitated would receive a grant of $518, .subject to a 40-
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hour-a-weck participalion requirement and reduced by $4.25 for each hour of nonparticipation wthoutN 
good cause. For any family with two or more children, the effect will be to reduce aid for those in foil ) 
compliance with program rules. 56% of Wisamsin AFDC families have two or more children. /

While W-2 significantly increases child care spending, it also sharply increases child care copayments in a 
way which may make licensed or regulated care unaffordable for working poor families. For a parent with 
gross income of $1000 a month with one child in bcensed child care in Milwaukee, the maximum 
monthly child care copayment would increase from $35 to $256. For a parent with gross income of $1200 
a month, the monthly child care copayment would increase from $46 to $446.

Taken together, the child care, health care, tax, and other assistance policies of W-2 result in a system 
where a family with a parent earning $12 an hour may have less disposable income than a family where 
the parent earns $4.25 an hour. Because the availability of subsidies phases out rapidly as a family's 
earnings increase, a parent will essentially be forced to choose between shifting to lower-cost child care or 
facing a reduction in disposable income as her earnings increase.

To a great extent, many of the problems in the W-2 design graphically lUusirare the problems of , . 
auempting to move to a work-based system without adequate resources to meet the increased costs. The 
child care costs of a work-based system are substantial, and it appears that the state sought to offset those 
costs through a range of direct and LDdirea reductions in eligibility and amount of assistance for poor 
famihes. It may be that much of the initial enthusiasm for W-2 steins from people who are not aware that 
a principal effect of the program is to deepen the poverty of many participating families, working poor 
families, and families with disabled parents.

The remainder of this document briefly summarizes the key features of W-2 and discusses the above and 
other concerns in more detail

W-2: A Brief Summary

AFDC Terminated; Wisconsin Works (W-2) would replace the state's AFDC Program. Under W-2, a poor 
family needing assistance could apply for an employment position from the local W-2 agency (which 
might be the county or another entity) Despite meeting eligibility conditions, no individual would be 
entitled to seiviocs or benefits under W-2.

Employment Positions For those unable to attain unsubsidized employmenl, the W-2 agency would 
provide three types of positions:

• trial jobs, in which the W-2 agency would provide a wage subsidy of up to $300 a month for full-time 
empsloYment for employers who employ' the individual at a rate of pay no less than the minimum 
wage, and who agree to make good faith efforts to retain participant after the wage subsidy 
terminates;

• commuiiity service jobs designed to prmide work experience and training. Individuals could be 
required to work up to 30 hours a week in a community service job (CSJ) and could be required to 
participate in education and training for up to 10 hours a week. The individual would be paid a 
monthly grant of $555, with the amount reduced by $4.25 for each hour that the participant fails to 
partidpalc in a required activity' without good cause,

• transitional placements for those who have been or will be incapacilated for at least 60 days, are 
needed in the home because of illness or incapacity of others, or are incapable of performing a trial 
job or CSJ. Individuals may be required to parUdpale for up to 28 ho^ a week in work activities 
(such as a community rehabilitation program, a job similar to a CSJ, or a volunteer activity) and in 
other acdviiies such as alcohol or drug evaluation, assessment and treatment; mental health activities;
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counseling or physical rehabilitation; or other activiiies consistcnt »-ith individual's capabilities. 
Individuals may also be required to participate in education or training activities Cor up to 12 hours a 
week. Participants will roxivc J518 a month, reduced by S4.25 for each hour that paitidpanl fails to 
participate in a required activity without good cause.

Parents of Infants; Unda W-2, the only exception to the requirement to participate in an employment 
position to receive a grant will be for families with a child less than 12 weeks old.

Time Limits; Participation in each W-2 component would generally be limited to 24 months, with case- 
by-case exceptions possible. After sixty months, an individual would be ineligible for any W-2 
employment position, with case-by-casc exceptions possible. Since there is no legislative requirement that 
eligible families receive an employment position, it is possible that assistance for an eligible family could 
be terminated before the family reached a 24-month or 60-month Umit.

Child Care: As part of the overall W-2 design, child care subsidies would be made available to families 
with incomes below 165% of poverty, subject to available resources. All families receKing child care 
subsidies, including those in W-2 employment posJtions, would be required U) make a sliding fee scale 
contribution to the cost of care. The amount of the sliding fee scale contribution would vary both with 
family income and with the cost of care; this would mean, for example, that families with a child in a 
licensed child care center would face a higher copayment than families with a child in a family d^ care 
home.

Health Care; The W-2 legislation would also replace the state's Medicaid Program with a new W-2 Ijealth 
program for W-2 participants as well as for chiUren, pregnant womerv and low income families not 
participating in W-2 employment positions. Under the new health program, some families would 
g;iin and others would lose eligibility, and certain benefits would no longer be covered. All families 
would be required to make a sliding fee scale payment to qualify for W-2 Health Plan coverage.

Concerns about the W-2 Model

There are many unresolved questions about the feasibility and cost of the W-2 model. No state has 
attempted to implement a work program affecting viraially all families seeking assistance. The state's 
fiscal projections assume that the program will involve initial increased costs, but even those projections 
are based on what may be a set of highly optimistic assumptions.

A threshold question involves the wisdom of the basic approach of providing aid only in return for work 
on a near-universal basis. Many recent proposals involve a requirement to ra^ge in immediate job search 
and to jiartidpate in a work program after some period of receiving cash aid, e g , after reaching a 
two-year limit. The rationale for that approach is that when a fanuly seeks aid, the state and family should 
initially make all efforts to place the family in an unsubsidized job, and limit the use of work program 
slots to those who cannot attain unsubsidized employment. The concern has been that operating a work 
program is potentially complex and costly, and may divert the resources of the state ar)d the family away 
from job placement efforts.

A further concern is that restricting aid to slots in a work program may be inappropriate for families in 
the initial month or months of receipt of assistance. Many new applicants for aid come into the system 
with immediate emergency needs (such as unpaid rent and imminent homelessness) or under severe stress 
from crises such as domestic violence. Many new aj^licants ultimately only receive aid for very limited 
periods of time For families where the parent has an extensive work history and an emergency need, a 
program of cash aid and job placement assistance may be a far more effective use of resources than the 
creation of a work slot. Under W-2, a fanuly needing immediate cash assistance could seek a job access 
loan. However, numerous questions about how the loan system would work are not addressed in the state 
legislaiioo.
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There arc also unresolved quesUoos about bo^ the stale will openuionalize the «»ea rf pren^g aid onty 
in return for work. Under the legislation, indi>-iduals will have their assistance reduced

is the Ulness of a parent or child ‘good cause?' What level of documentation wiU be required? Is the 
breakdown of a child care anangement good cause? What about the unavailability or unaffordability of 
liansportaUon? WUl missing an hour of work to attend a job interview be good cause? There is a basic 
tension between the rules of the w orkplace (in w hich workers in jobs without sick pay or vac^on policy 
may only be paid for hours of work) and the reality that families seeking welfare assistance often have few 
or no resources, often face multiple problems, and have sought aid from the program of last resort

Accordingly, there are serious questions about the arhisability of the basic approach of "aid only in return 
for work' with few or no exceptions. Unfortunately, though, the specific features of the W 2 plan create an 
additional set of concerns. The principal concerns that emerge from a review of the state legislation are.

In the W-2 legislation, the state has made no commitment to provide aid to families in need, to provide 
work slots for unemplo>ed parents, or to prmide needed child care assistance. The legisUuon c.xpUciUy 
provides that 'Notwithstanding fulfillment of the eUgibilit>' rcquiiemenis for any component of Wisconsin 
Works, an individual is not entitled to services or benefits under Wisconsm Works.’ This means that the 
state IS making no cotumitmenl lo provide emplovnient posiUons or other assistance to parents who are 
willing to work. If program costs are higher than anticipated, or an economic downturn results in an 
unanUapaied increase in the number of needy families and a decline in the number of available jobs, the 
W-2 agency would have no responsibility lo provide employment posiUons for f^lies in need under the 
legislauon Even if there were no funding shortfall, there would be no responsibility to provide 
cmplojineot slots to families in need. Similarly, the legislauon makes no commitment to guarantee child 
care assistance for W-2 panidpants or any other working family.

Time limits maj' result in denial of aid to parenu who are willing to work and unable to find a job. Under 
the legislauon, a family could lose eUgibility due to a five-year lifetime limit on overall eligibUity, or due 
to a 24-month lifetime limit on eligibility for a particular component, c.g.. community service job. 
IransiUonal placement. While iniUal press accounts have noted the five-year limit, families reaching a 24- 
month limit in one component might not be provided a posiUon in another program component, so that 
lhc>- would effecUvdv face a 24-month limit In granting waivers for time-limited programs, the Clinton 
Admmistrauon has insisted that states continue aid (or make available a work program position) when a 
parent has fiUly complied with program rules but has been unable lo attain unsubsidLzed employment 
despite her best efforts W-2 does not assure conUnuauon of eligibility under such 

circumstances.

Families in which a parent is working will be left deep in povcrt>' because they will not qualify for the 
federal Earned Income Tax Credit Most partidpanu in W-2 employment posiuoits will be paid a grant 
rather than wages Partidpants in trial jobs wiU receive wages, but the sute esumates that most 
panidpants unable to find unsubsidized employment will be in community service jobs or uansiUonal 
placements, where wages are not paid These program panidpants will not qualify for the federal earned 
income ta.x credit. If a family of three was instead paid a wage of $555 per month, the family would 
have gross annual earnings of $6660. and qualify for a federal Earned Income Tax Credit of $2664. 
However, since such a family will not not qualify for the EITC. the family will be left with earnings far 
below the povnrfy' line of $12.9g0 for a family of three

Families in w hich a parent works all scheduled hours could be compcnsaied at a rate below the minimum 
wage. Under the W-2 legislation, a parent in a community service job could be required to work up to 30 
hours a week and participate in education or training for up to 10 hours a week as a condition of receiving 
a gram While some parents may' wish to participate in an additional 10 hours of education and tiainiog 
after 30 hours of work, others (such as parents of a 13-week-old infant) may find it difficult or imposwble 
to do so. Hovtrvei. if the parent participaies in every required hour of work but does not partiapate in
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required educatioQ and training, the grant wnuld be reduced b> $4.25 for every hour she does not do so, 
i.e., a $183 reduoion in assistance. In such a case, the parent would be paid $372. which would translate 
to $2.88 per hour of work.

Need>' families with four or more members will be poorer urjder W-2 when fully complying with program 
rules. In the AFDC Program, assistance payments vary by family size; stales wishing to impose a family 
cap (in which no aid is paid for children conceived after the family begins receiving aid) are able to attain 
federal wai>'ers to do so. However, for families not in trial jobs, the W-2 structure involves a single 
payment amount (either $555 for community service jobs or $518 for trial jobs) regardless of family size. 
Under Wisconsin's current AFDC benefit level, the slate provides aid of $517 to a family of three with no 
other income, $617 for a family of four, and larger amounts for larger famihes. As a result of the flat 
assistance structure under W-2, all families with four or more members (including two-parent families 
with two or more children) will be poorer when partidpating in community service jobs or transitional 
placements, even when working every hour available to them under the program. In FY 93, 28% of 
Wisconsin AFDC families had four or more persons in the assistance unit

Needy families with three mernbers may be poorer under W-2 if the family incurs child care costs fof the 
parent's participation in W-2. Under W-2 , all families must make a minimum $20 monthly payment to 
qualify for the W-2 Health Plan. In addition, families must contribute to the cost of child care, families 
with incomes below 75% of the poverty line must pay 7.5% of the cost of care. In Milwaukee, depending 
on the type of care chosen, a family partidpating in a community service job or transitional placement 
would face a copayment of $20 (for provisionally certified care) to $46 (for licensed center care) a month 
for one child m care, with a larger copayment for two children in care. If one child is in center-based care, 
a family of three in Milwaukee with a community service job would have di^iosablc income of $489 
(below the current grant for three of S517). If the parent was in a transitional placement and had two 
children in a licensed center, disposable income would be $418, nearly $100 below the current AFDC 
grant

Many families in which ihc parent is working and earning minimum wage will be poorer under W-2. 
Under current law , if a parent of two children is working and earning $600 a month (about 33 hours a 
week at minimum wage), the family qualifies for AFDC of $197 for the first four months on the job, and 
$37 a month in subsequent months. The family also qualifies for child care assistance and Medicaid.
Under W-2, the family will no longer qualify' for an AFDC income supplement, and will face copayment 
requirements for child care and health care. As a result, a basic effect of W-2 is to make the poorest 
working poor families poorer.

Families with disabled parents will be poorer under W-2. A disabled parent may qualify to receive 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI), a program of assistance primarily funded by the federal govenunrot. 
Under current law, when a parent is receiving SSI, the children still may qualify for AFDC. An SSI 
parent with two children in Wisconsin may receive a $440 AFDC payment for the children. Under the W- 
2 legislation, the parent would instead receive a payment of $77 per child, siruclured as an SSI 
supplement. Effectively, the assistance for the children weuld be reduced from $440 to $154 per month. It 
has been estimated that in Milwaukee, 3652 cases with 7305 children would face an avrrage monthly 
income loss of $228 under this provision.

In many cases, children living with grandparents or other relatives would be made poorer under W-2. 
Under current law. when a child is residing with a non-legally responsible relative (e g., grandparent, 
uncle, aunt), the relative may seek aid for the child and (if the relative meets financial need standards) 
the relative may receive aid for him or herself Under the W-2 legislation, these families would not be 
eligible for W-2 employment positions. Instead, there would be a Kinship Care program under the 
administration of child welfare programs, in which authorized placements would be paid at the rate of 
$215 per month per chrld. For farrulies with two or fewer children, the amount paid would be less than the 
AFDC grant under current law (of $248 for one person receiving aid, $440 for two.) For families with 
more tt^ two children, the amounts paid would he higher than current law. However, an analysis of
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from S35 to $256. If she has gross monthly income of $1200. the maximum monthly copayment will 

increase from $46 to $446.

fo™ of cL. A s^lc pot

and gross monthly income of $1000 will face a maximum copayment of $256 for center-based^e, 
but of only $110 for provisionally certified providers The incentive to shift to lowermost 
increases as a parent's earnings increase. For a single parent with gross monthly income of $ 12^ the 
maximum copayment for center-based care is $446 while the copayment for provisionally certified

care isS191.

. The rapid escalation of a family's sUding fee obUgation means that a very large share of any mert^ 
eaminL will simply go to meeting the increased sbding fee scale obligation. For example, a s.n^e 
parent with a child in center-based care in Milwanlcee will find that as her income in^s S800 m 
$^. her sliding fee scale obligation increases by $95. As her income increases by $300 - from $800 
to $1100 - her sliding fee obligation increases by $284.

Taken together, the child care, health care, tax, and Other assistance policies of W-2 result in a system 
where a lartulv with a parent earmng $12 an hour may have less disposable income than a ^ly where 
the parent cams $4.25 an hour. The Wisconsin UgislaUve Fiscal Bureau conducted an analysis to 
determine how a family's disposable income changes as its earnings increase, taking into account the 
combined effects of tax poUcy. Food Sump eligibUity, child care subsidy phaseouts, and health care

subsidy phase-outs.
The Fiscal Bureau concluded that the net effect is that a parent of two children in Milwaukee would have 
lower disposable income when earning $12 an hour ($11,852) than when earnings $4.25 an hour 
($15,179). Taking all of the policies together, such families would often face implicit marginal uw rates 
exce^ng 100%. As a practical matter, many parents facing these implicit marginal tax rates would likely 
by forced to shift to lowest^osi, nc«ost. or no child care as a way of managing under this structure.

CoiKlusion

There is broad s-jpport for work-based welfare, but W-2 raises serious concerns Some of those concerns 
c»uld readily be addressed in the waiver process if the Clinton Administration holds to the principles that 
have guided the waiver process so far; the federal government could insist that the state has a 
responsibility to provide assistance (which could be in the form of an employment position) to chose who 
qualify, a responsibility to ensure that extensions are available for those in compliance with program 
rules, and a responsibility to ensure basic due process protections.

Other concerns involve circumstances in which the plan results in reduced or no assistance to categories 
of families oirrenUy receiving aid Those concerns, too, could be addressed, although Uicre would be a 
fiscal impaa of doing so To a great extent, many of the problems in the W-2 design graphically illustrate 
the problems of ailcmpUng to move to a work-based system while minimizing the mereased costs. "The 
child care costs of a work-based system are substantial, and it appears that the state has sought to offset 
those costs through a broad range of direct and indirect reductions in eligibUity and amount of assistance 
for poor families. There is nothing inherent in the principle of a work-based system that would force the 
state (o design rules under which a broad array of families in full compliance with program rules become 
poorer It may be that much of the initial enthusiasm for W-2 stems from people who are not aware that a 
principal effect of the program is to deepen the poverty of many participating families, working poor 
families, and families with disabled parents.
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W-2 will pose a critical lest for the Clinton Admmisiralion There is much that sounds aliractive in the 
principle of "aid only in return for work." Howe>er. once again, the devil is ih the details, and amidst the 
pressures of an election year, it is essential to look at the details.

For more information, contact;
Scou Barkan
Center for Law and Social Policy HhO067@handsnet.org 
1616 P Street, Suiutc 130 Washington. DC 20036 
202-328-5 UO

Dale posted: Mon Jun 3 17:01:11 PDT 1996 
HandsNet on the web is a service ofHandsSet. Inc. 
For more Information, write to hninfo@handsnet.org.
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medicaid provisions

W-2
PROVISIONS

1. Entitlement 
status of MA

i/

\
l/

3. HMOs

4. Maintenance 
of Effort MA

5. LossofW-2 
Health benefits 
when employer 
health plan is 
available
6. W-2 Health 
Plan premiums

7. MA Income
Eligibility
Limits

description of provision

W-2 provides separate eligibility detenninations for all 
progi^s and benefits are provided upon payment of required 
premiums. There is no entitlement or categorical eligibility 
as imder cunmt provisions except that W-2 employment 
position panicipants are required to participate in the W-2 
Health Plan.
In general, W-2 provides an unlimited extension to familiu. 
until they reach 200 percent of poverty, as long as premiums 
are paid. Under the MA program AHX: recipients who have 

benefits in three of the last six months and who lose 
eligibility because of increased hours, increased income or 
OSS of the earned income disregards are guaranteed an 

extension of MA benefits.

WAIVER 
CITATIONS 

1902(a)(10)(A)(l)

The W-2 Health Plan will incorporate a mandaioiy HMO 
enrollment or primary provider program for all W-2 
recipients. In most arras, there will be a choice of HMO 
organizations. This requires a waiver of the related SSA that 
guarantees the freedom of choice of MA recipients.
W-2 Health Plan expands eligibility to previously ineligible 
^ups of individuals. Previously ineligible groups that could 
be eligible for W-2 are not entitled to the 60 percent federal 
match for MA without a waiver.
W-2 Health Plan eligibility ends when the paitictpairt 
becomes eligible for employer health benefits. Tlie SSA has 
no Similar provisions.

1902(a)(10) & (52) 
1925

1915(b)

W-2 Health Plan has a mandatory premium for all recipients.
The federal law states that MA recipients cannot be chareed a 
ofcmium. ®
The W-2 Health Plan tests income eligibility for all using 165 
percent of the federal poverty level. Wawers air needed to 
allow consistent treatment of all families.

1902
1903(1)

1902(a)(10) 
1912

1916

1902(r)(2)
1903(f)(4)

Vffl.20
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W-2
[provisions

8. Income
1 Disregards

DESCRnmON OF PROVISION

W*2 simplifies income disregards cuirently used in the AFDC
progr^. TTic W-2 Health Plan will use the new disrcgatds 
established by W-2.

WAIVER
CTTATIONS_______
1902(a)(10)(A)

1 9. Assets

11 ' •

i^ct limits under W-2 are increased for some assets (vehicles, 
liquid assets) and exclusions eliminated for some other a«fsrfs 
that are excluded under the cureent AFDC policy, which also 
apply to MA.

1902(r)(2)

J 10.
1 Privatization w-2 local agency provider selected through a competitive 

biddmg process (RFP) and non-competitive selection based on 
performance indicators of current providers. Allowing a non­
government agency to detennine eligibility for the W-2 Mealdi 
Plan requires a waiver.

42 can 433.10
1

1 of Stepparent
I locotse

Under w-2 stepparents income will always be considered in the 
gross income eligibility determination. Current MA eligibility"^ 
only includes the income of a stepparent that is considered an 
essential person or deems stepparent income to the AFDC 
group.

1902(a)(17)(D) 
except that court 
ordered payments 
made to individuals
not iu the W-2 
household wit! 
coutinoe to not be 
counted.1 12. Minor

Parents
Required to 

j Live at Home

To be eligible for the W-2 Health Plan a minor parent must be 
living with a custodial parent or in an approved living 
a^gemenL This requires further restrictions of the grouns 
Identified as eligible for MA under the federal regulations.

1902(a)(10)(I)

1 13. Agency
1 Review of W-2 

' Cases

1 ^

Undw an applicant or recipient can appeal an eligibility or
benefit decision of a county or tribal economic support agency
* program, agency reviews of
eligibility or benefit decisions are limited to applicants or 
recipients of W-2 employment positions. Dicre is no appeal or
review process for the W-2 Health Plan.

1902(a)(3)

vm-21 /(f w
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W-2
PROVISIONS
14. Simctioiis 
for Failing to 
Cooperate with 
Child Sopport

DESCRIPliON OF PROVISION

H>a> sanctions imda- the MA

whenas under the W-2 Heelth CrtS^„t

WAIVER 

CITATIONS
l«2(a)(l)(v)

Vm-22
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; state of Wisconsin 
Department of Health and Social Services

May 17, 1996

DearMrJJdfillfi&h; ;

In response to the telephone conversation between Maik Fucelio and Jean Shell of my staff 
Wisconsin is s tbmitting ^e ^dosed Revised Attachment I. This attachment should replace t 
current Attadiment I to iourletter (fated May 3,1996, regarding a nqpiest to amend the Pay fi 
Performance 1 nd Work Kot Wd&re demonstration projecte. Section n on page 2 is the only
revision in the attachment, i
We appreciah your immedi^ attention to our re(]uest and believe this revision addresses most of 
Mr. Fucdlo’s questionsi Wfc look forward to ftirther discussion of the requ^. If you have 
(juestions, pie ise fed tej contatit Jean Sheil, Section CKe^ Project Planning and Development 
Section, at (6(

Thank you fbi ■ your coiraderetion.

Wfc look forward to fiirther discuasion of the requ^. If you have

Attachment
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REVISED ATTACHMENT 1 
I Wuvcn Requested

^nd JOBS ijaitkIpatioB for Parents of Young Children

tmi Currently. Wisconsin requires parents ofchildien over age one to
pansapatein the Job Opportunities and Basic Skills (JOBS) 
Training p^gram under the approved State Plan. Staying out of 
the jwork fibree for a fiiH year places these people at a disadvantage 
andi places them at risk for losing valuable job skOls and a recent 
\ hisuny which employers che as hnpoitant in making hiring 

i. This also does not replicate reality of most worldng
__  Women are increasingly returning to work within three
mo^ of a With because jobs are only guaranteed Bw 12 weeks
under Wisconsin's Family Leave Law, and because their income is 
leqjiired to support the fimily. The inequities between woridng 
wofnoi and women on Aid to Families whh Dqicndeit CWIdren 

, (AtDC) are becoming more viable as more women with children 
entbr the work force.

wive section 402(aX19XC)Cin) of the Social Security Act and 45 
CFR §25d.30(bX9). Waiving these sections will allow Wisconsin 
to require JOBS participation for women caring for children at least

i 12iwedcsold. Good cause reasons for non-partidpation in 
engdoyment actives would include lack of suitable diild care. 
Wisconsin is substantially increasing expenditures for duld care to 
enim that adeqwite duld care is availiible for working parents.
The case manager will work with the participant to develop an
eniployabUhy plan that suits the needs of the parent. For exampl^
paitidpation might include paroting and life skills education. This
waiver would require parents in both the Work Not Welfare 
(WNW) and Pay for Performance (PFP) demonstrations
(esperimental and non-experimcntal treatment groups) to
pa^dpate in the JOBS program when their children are 12 weeks 
ol^.

E^riilnece from Wisconsin's JOBS program and the California
' QjMN project demonstrate that immediate workforce attachment

ie^ to better outcomes. This is espedally important for first-time 
mothers after they have completed their Ugh school or GED 
educational requirements. Many of these women are young and 
hive littlc,ifany, demonstrated work fiarceattadiment. Fostering 
earlier woric force attachment may help stem the hi^ rates of 
a6eond pregnandes in that first year following the birth of the fust
ciiOd. a iwill also allow these ledpicms to use that first year of

MAY-17-1996 11:54 608 261 6968 P.03
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■oktince to gain woik experience or participate in work force
pt^amrirtn activities, rather than team a cutaire of dependent. 
a2 finally, the 12-wcek provision will make JOBS participation 
mc^ like regular employment, where 12 weeks-or leas-matenuty 

; lea:^ is standard.

StrcBgbtface Partkipation Requiremeata la Comnumily Work Experience 
Piogrtm (GWl^F) and Akehoi and Other Drag Abuse (AODA) and Mental 
H salth (MR) Treatment

•Pii^iiUiwf CiqTently the Community Work Experience Program (CWEP)
^ liffl|i*« participation based on the amount of the AFDC benefit 

available to the fiunily that is eligible. This liinits the ability to use 
eWEP as an on-the^ob training poMtion to prqwe a person for 
full-time unsubsWized ernploymem. In moat cases, the cuir^
calculation results in a prohibitivdy short participation rcquiremeiit.
Agencies are unwilling to sponsev participants these short time 
periods Also, under the current progr^ restrictions, peraoro ^ 
cannot be sanctioned for not participating in AODA/NOT activities.
Tto limits Wiscontin*! ability to enophaiize the importai^ of
AODA/MH treatment and recovery in gaining self-sufficiency.

ijeinimret Waive Section 402(aXl9KCX“*) 402(aX19XA) of the Social
Security Act and 45 CFR §250.63(fX2). Waiving these sections 
w^ allow Wisconsin to require CWEP participaiits to work ^ 
hours per wedc and require participation in A(H3A/MH activities
wfwn a caseworker and client agree treatment is necessary.

T^ ultimate goal ofAFDC and JOBS in Wisconsin is to provide
t^nporaxy economic assistance in exchange fixr participation in
wbrk or work related activities which will lead to unsubsidized
e^loyment and economic self-sufficieiicy. For many people, this 
isja gradual process and work activities arc mcieased in hours and
complexity according to the incfividual’f capacity to particqMSe.
The ability to require full'-tiiiie participation in CWEP would
p^de flexibility needed to timulatc fiiD-time ui^sidized wrk in
ajprotected and suppmtive environment. The sbility to require 
AODA/MH treamem and recognize this requironent as an 
important and, therefore, sanctionablc activity stresses the^ 
inqwitaace of treating substance abuse to achieving financial 
i^ependence.
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Str nsthcniBg cjonieqwett of Failure to Cooperate inJOBS

1 JOBS activ^ assigned throu^ their empioyalnlity plm There is
an^phasis on work components. However, as WNW tad PFP 
perftiiinaiice requirements become more stringent, tiiere is •JtnaU 
porionoftheAFDC population that reftises to cooperate. The 
sta4egy they have learned to adopt U repeated intentional ^urc or 
qui^ing without a good reason. Tlus results in the grant being 
redi^ced until the individual can be placed in a new slot There are 
twd problems whh this situatioa The person must be placed in an 
activity, so there is little penalty in terms of grant reduction.
Secixid! and more importantly, tbe actions of a ftw irresponsible 
individuals is affecting organizational capacity to devdop and 
maWin activities such as CWEP slots. Employers who have a bad 
erqlierience with a person who is clearly uncooperative are reluctant 
to pfBer placements to participants who need them.

Rm mns^ Wi^ 45 CFR Section 250.34. Waiving this section will 
” rtrwgthcn the definition of “fiulure to cooperate'* and allow

ftilure or voluntary qint in a CWEP/OWE, work 
supplementation, or OJT po^on to quality as “Bilure to
coqperaie." These actions would result in invoking the normal
salmon process, except that the entire grant could be suspended as
follows:

>
• in the first instance, untO the individual resumes

participation in the asagned artivtty fer two weeks;

e in the second least three months and until
the individual resumes participation in the assigned activity 

fiDT two weeks; and

• in the third instance, for at least six months and until the
individual resumes participation in the assigned activity fisr 

two weeks.

T «rinnaiei A ifcw uncooperative individuals aic compromising many valuable 
I ^ JOBS opportunities fbr parents who need and a chance to

participate. Fair sanctions as described above will ensure that
JQBS agencies have a mechanism for dealing with uncooperative 
inflividuais.
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IV. Tiijae-Liinit^ llciicflts

[fpt; Xhil AFDC program is cuirently an unlinuted entitlement. While
Payjfor Peribcmancc requires JOBS participation, it does not
provide the urgency that the WNW time limit has demonstrated. In
adrition, there are many proposals at the federal level to impose
timt limits. Ih agreeing to support the Senate welftre refom bill. 
Preindent Clinton also agreed to iqiprove a five-year time hmit. It 
wopld be valuable to know the inq>lications of imposing such a time 
Mt prior to making it a national poUcy. Wisconsin, with its low 
un^loyment rate, would be an ideal test state.

Also problematic is the mandatory limit placed on “job search” for 
paikidpants in the JOBS program. While we are trying to 
emphasize! the need to constantly be looking for permanent

employment, at a fomily supporting wage, current 
re^ul^ons do not allow states to require a JOBS enrotle to be 

coptinuousty active in the job seardi component.

RjSBJkSSei W^ivc section 402(a) of the Social Security Act and 45 CFR as 
i necessary to impose a 60-month lifetime limit on receipt of AFDC

benefits and require continuous participation in some job search 
requirements. The limit will apply to inrfividuals, 18 years and 
older, who are enrolled in the JOBS program. Extensions of the 
eoimonth limit would be granted on a case-by-case basis who local 
labor market conditions predude employment or extreme individual 
bakers are present. This would apply to both WNW and PFP. In
the WNW demonstration, the 60-month time Hmit would nm
paralld to the existing WNW time limit. Inother words, tte WNW
24hmonth and 48-month time periods would still exist and in 

i adiiition, the paitidpant would have a separate 60-month lifetime
For the PFP expansion, the time linut would apply to PFP

experimental and non-experimental treatment partiopaiiis, and
p^tidpants, over the age ofl8, in both the Parental and FamUy

I a^l Responsibnity and Leamfere demonstration projects.
I Hjwcver. persons in Parental and Family Responsibility and

Leamfere will not be expected to partidpate in continuous job
I M^ch that would conflict with education requirements.

Time limits underscore that AFDC is a temporaiy support for
feiniliea, not a permanent source of income. Wisconsin's WNW
project has shown that time limits creates a sense of urg^ for
fienilies to activdy sedc alternatives to AFDC. Many apfdicants
c^ae akematives to AFDC in order to preserve the time limited

I
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cadhjbenefits fix' a period of greater need. Currently, only five to 
fevefi families have received WMW benefits continuously since 
Janu^ 1.199S, in the pilot counties. It is expected that even 

will reach the 24-month time limit. This low rate of 
con^nuous participation is partly due to the existence of known 
timeilimhs.

The iceys to the success of WNW include the creation of 
Community Steering Comnuttecs (CSCs) and Children's Ser^ces 
Networks (CSNs). The CSCs have successfully identified and 
crened job slots fi>r WNW rec^ents while CSNs have 
wndolidated supportive services fbr children. Both groups have 
serv^ to address immediate barriers to sdf-sufficiency and will 
kan^ xvaSable to provide a safiriy net fiir dnldren, in the event of 
the parents* refiisal to accept employment.
In V^isconsin, effisetive supportive services and safeguards for 

children are coupled with time-limited benefits to ensure successful 
outcomes. Wisconsin will expand and intensify several service 
are^ to go along with statewide implementation of time limits to 
ensure the existence of an adequate safety net:

the WNW Community Steering Committees and 
Cluldren's Services Networks statewide. Wisconsin has 
already lecommended that all local agencies establish 
Community Steering Committees. These two entities unite 
local educators, businesa representatives, and social service 
providers to hdp remove baniers to woi^ In the WNW 

counties, the Community Steering Committees and 
Chidren’s Services Networica have successfully addressed 
transpextation and child care for WNW recipients.

Merge the current economic support and JOBS case 
managpr fiim-tinma to pTOvide a mote holistic appToach to 
finding sohiticms for fotiufies in poverty. Allow the 
fiincdoDS to be performed by govenimental ornon- 
govemmental staff under contract with the State or local 
AFDC adminiatrative agency. The JOBS program is now 
often adminutered by a non-govemmental entity.

Provide for continuous job search so that participants 
always have the opportunity to search for better 
employment.
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rnnriniie to stcpHip Child suppoit enforcement efforts. 
Wisconsin racently adopted a child support awareness 
caiainign that spotHg^ seriously ddinquent obligers 
throu^ media ^orts.

Work with counties and local communities to increase the 
supply of child care.

V. Cbil i Care Eligitafility Expansion

Prolton; both PFP and WNW, Wiactmsin is hei|wg fimilies to avoid 
by iffoviding financial planning, intenrive case management 

job placement sendees. Under PFP. we are reducing the 
9ad by two pereent or more, per month. However, we know 
past experience that after transitional day care fonding expires, 

many of these fiunilies return to AFDC due to the lack of ability to 
pay for chid care. Though the At-Risk Child Care Program 
provides some additional fiuiding to meet the needs of this 
powlation. fiinding is sum-ceriain and waiting lists are long.
Atwty to continue the success of PFP and WNW is dependent 
upon availability of sufficient day care funds. Failure to re^nd to 
th^fe resource needs will limit \^uconsin*s ability to help fiunilies 
reajeh self-sufficiency throu^ employment and erase aU the gains 
beijig made in PFP and WNW.

w4ivc Section 402(gXlX^X*) Social Security Act and 45 
CFR §2SS.2(a). Waiving these sections would allow Wisconsin to 
prwde IV-A day care for fimilies up to 16S percent of poverty. 
This will help those parents vdio need the most help, the ones 
stiiig^ingito stay employed long cnou^ to make it out of 
mi^umum wage Jobs. In order to ease the transition, there would 
also be a co-pay system designed to eo^ihasizB paroital 
res^KMtsibHity arid phase out assistance as ftmifies become more 
indqtendent. Eadt fiumly will choose the type of chUd care they 
defennine is best for their child and consistent with their income. 
Tte choices include licensed center care, Ucensed group om, and 
ce^ed fetnily day care. Families would make the following cO' 
parents:
• ; fiunOies with income equal to or less than 75 percent of the 

poverty line would piQf 7.5 percent of the cost of child care;
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• ftinHIea with income between 75 and 95 percent of the
povef^ line would pay 10 percent of the cost of chfld care;

> and

• fiunilies with an income greater than 95 percent of the
; poverty line, would pay 10 percent, plus 1.2857 ^cent for 

every percentage point by which the individual’s income 
exceeds 95 percent of the poverty line, up to the full cost of 

child care.
Rg^jLglg: Allowing Wisconsin to use IV-A funding for diild care for naore

lowiincome ^unifies will assure that child care is available to aU 
woi^g fimilies below certain income and asset limits, regardless 
of parent or past participation in AFDC. This will particularly 

assist famihes who lose digibility for Transitional Child Care 
iifyi»fanri» Wider 45 CFR Part 256 and are often unable to obt^ 
.child care assistance because of state funding eruistraints.

In addition, the philosophy of self-sufficiency implies that parents 
riioiild make the hi^iest reasonable contribution toward their own 
fane’s child care needs. Increasing child care co-payments on a
gnSual basis as fiunily income increases reinforces living within
**re^ world” budget constraints and helps fonulies gain the 
knowledge and tools needed to adueve self-sufficiency.

Cre ite a fOnship Care Program
i- ’
AFpC is available to children who are not living with a parent, but 
in ifce care of a non-lcgaDy responsible relative (NLRR). Lack of 
additional eligibility criteria for NLRRs requires the State and the 
federal governmefit to pay for an out-of-home placement of a child 
ofkbi including the needs oftiieNLRR caretaker. There is 
incjreaaing concern that some children are placed with an NLRR to 
cr^ digibSty of the NLRR caretaker for an AFDC payment and 
not <Mit of concern for the best interest of the child.

Since these are non-legally responsible relatives, they are exempt 
from AFDC work requitements. However, they are part of the 
AIDC caseload and, thus, fen into our researdi samples. BothPFP 
anld WNW are comprehensive experiments designed to test the 
efficacy of the work force attachment model. Wisconsin would like

I
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to t^ whether moving them out of the AFDC system provides for 
k bc^er targeted evaluation.

Waive section 402(a) of the Social Security Act and 45 CFR 
^l2Q(aXl) to the extent necessa^ to aUow Wisconsin to 
esta^ish a Kinship Care program with a payment level per child 

tbatjis not detemuned in accordance with AFDC paymem 
istanidards. The Kinship Care program would be separated from the 
cun^ AFDC program and placed under the administration of child 
wel&e programi Wiaconain proposes to transfer the fimding for 
the ^sts of the Kinship Care assessments and benefit payment to 
Title IV-Eofthc Social Security Act. These placements, when 
authorized, will be paid at the rate of $215 per month for each 
chil|l, with no payment provided fi>r die relative caretaker. Once a 
Kinidiip Care placement is determined to be in the best interests of 
the iciuld, approval of a payment will require, among other 
.verificadoa, home vishs and criminal background checks. The 
^iphived statutory language can be fiMind in Attachment III. This 
polijcy would apply to all Wisconsin NLRR caretakers.

Rs tionalct Persons who provide care for children who are appropriatdy 
rertioved from their parental home and for vdiom they are not 

: leg^ responsible are providing a service to Wisconsin taxpayers 
and[ society as a whole. However, under the current AFDC 
projgrani, few resources and services have been allocated to this 
poiiulation. In many oases, dnidren are fiving with rdalives 
because ofproblems at home. However, in these cases, the AFDC 
prcjgram does not always interact clos^ with child welfare officials 
eqil|ipped to assess the situation and ensure that the child has 
adcjquate care. Furthermore, as work is emphasized in the AFDC 
praigram. it makes less sense to serve these rdatives duough a work
prdgram. Kinship care will be administered with the foster care 
prej^am social work professionals equipped to assess and 

respond to the social service needs of the femily. Thisapproach 
: would also remove these relatives fiom imposition of the time limits 
rec^ested above and any other time limits that may be imposed by 
thej federal government.

Pro ride Supplemental Benefits for ChOdren with Parenli Beceiving 
Sup pIcBcntid Se^rity income (SSI) Benefits

Issue:

MRY-17-1996 11:57

redpients under the age of 65 have been determined to have a 
dfesbility that prevents them from engaging in gainibl empioymem. 
Asi a resuh, it makes sense to isolate them from efibru targeted to

8
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mojivating and assisting people to find employment. While SSI 
“Its arc treated diffaently in both PFP and WNW, like

I disniSTf** above, H makes more sense to serve them under 

t^em.

Currently. AFDC benefits are available for children of parents who 
lecdveSa benefits. In Wisconsin, AFDC benefits are based solely 
onpousdiold fflze. Increments in benefits are based on the 
assomption that the first person in the grant is an adult who is 

; expected to provide for certain base household expenses, like rent, 
r^vdless of how many addhioiial people are in the fiunily. Grants 
e^ S248 for one person, S440 for two, SS17 for three, etc. Since 

SSi is designed to cover the needs of the parent and bane
h<48ehoid expenses, die child grants should be based on the
payment amount needed to add a child to the household.

W^ive section 402(aX24) of the Social Security Act and 4S CFB. 
§2)3 20(aKlX>i)- Waiving these sections would allow Wisconsin 
to Inalce a payment for the AFDC child as an addition to the SSI 
stake supplement. Under this proposal, children in households 
wl^ the parent or parents are SSI recipients would be digible for 
a 4^d only grant of S77 per child. This payment would be added 
to jthc SSI payment in lieu of a standard AFDC benefit for a fiunily 
ofhizeone. Children in two-parent households in which only one 
pa^ receives SSI will continue to receive standard AFDC 
behefits if otherwise eligible. Claklren will retain non-finandal 
di^'bility for Medicaid benefits and food stamps. This policy would 

■ impact all Wisconsin fimiliesvdiere all parents in the household are
e%'bleforSSI.

: Oiiie reason Wisconsin has been able to successfully transition many 
. pcjoplefiomwel&fe to work is the emphasis placed on the 
! temporaiy nature of the jprograiTL The JOBS program is an 

ifijpnitmt component that stresses attachment to the work force at 
tl^ earliest opportunity. SSI recipients are exempt firom the JOBS 
pnagfam due to disability and are not expected to become sdf* 
student in the near fiiture. Like the NLRR situation, it makes 
Ih^e sense to serve persons unable to work through a work 
program.. The supplemental payment will bring households with
S$1 case heads in line with payments to non-SSI AFDC 
hSHJsehoIds. Pigments would be amilar to other states who set 
djfTerem benefit levels for "children only” grants.

608 261 6960 P.ll
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Respomo;

Cur^t federal law allows states to require nunor parents to live at 
home, but it also provides mai^ good cause reasons that result in 
ininor parents being allowed to establish thdr own households. The 
permissiveness of the good cause reasons is contrary to the intent 
requiring nrinor parents to live at home, and it allows children to 
liveindependcntly of adult supervision.

I

Wa^ section 402(aX43XB) of the Social Security Act and 45 
CFR §233.107. Waiving these sections would provide that minor 
panpits may not be eligible for AFDC unless they live in a place 
maihtained by his or her parei^ legal guardian, or other adult 
relative’s own home; or livei in a foster home, treatmem foster 
hoi^. maternity home; or other supportive living arrangement 
'sup^vised by an adult. TKs would apply to all PFP and WNW 
expierimentai and norv-cxperimental treatment group members.

Current regulations recognize that it is important for minors to live 
at home wherever posrible, but they also provide many loopholes 

i that allow teens to set up their own household. Some experts 
belijeve that a primary reason minors have children is because it is a 

' fitslj road to the avoidance of aduh supervision. It is imperative that 
weinot support that strategy. The Administration for Children and 
Faiiulies’ current “Fast Track” waiver process includes this waiver 
as mie option.

Mfoora are unprepared to care for duldrcn, set up a housdiold, and 
coi^nue to finish school or work to support their new fiunily, all at
th^sametune. In order to better address the needs of both cluldren
in foe housdiold, it is imperative that we require that they live in a 
su||por^e living arrangement with fomfly, or under other adult 
supervision.

MPlY-17-1996 li:58 608 261 6968
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Wise:

say direction of possible mitigation

bn; bg; ent: assert there's none, but depends on 2nd tier; but if 
they insist no entitlement, negot?

1. mandatory premiums of all participants; never permitted for 
categoricals; never w/o safety net

2. lose coverage if private avail; lose MA automatically; even if 
lose it, hard to get back in; could scale back a lot to make it 
liveable; - could propose only over 100%fpl

3. have always protected children and pregnant women in MA 
benefits if fail to cooperate w/child support

4. rural no freedom of choice on hmo; KY exception w/provider 
choice

5. qa/bene protection

6. T in EPSDT

7. reduced substance abuse

8. time limits; lose even if no sanction
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Some quotes from Wisconsin Press by and for Thompson on W-Z 

August 15, 1995 The Capital Times
Jean Rogers, welfare reform spokesperson for Thompson, said exceptions to the mandatory work 
provision, for example, would be for a mother whose severely handicapped child would be 
institutionalized if the mother didn’t remain at home.

September, 1995 Corporate Report Wisconsm
Thompson: "That's why we have put so much emphasis on education, on school-to-work and 
apprenticeship programs, and on getting people off welfere through programs such as my new W- 
2 proposal" (education is NOT part of W-2)

November 16. 1995 Cap Times
Hcadlmc; "W-2 cuts health care aid. Governor's Reform Plan trims $128.5 million 

November 2S, 1995 Cap Times
Rep. John Gard, Assembly author of W-2 addressed the issue of the high of W-2, "Even so, he 
said he expects the plan to be "cost neutral by its second or third year.

December 3, 1995 Milwaukee Journal Sentinel
Mark Bugher. Thompson's Secretary of Revenue; "There's a definite relationship between 
encoura^ng people to work and getting people off welfare" He continues to talk about the 

importance of EITC.

January 5, 1996 Milwaukee Journal
Joe T Secretary of Health and Human Services: "The fact that the EITC and Food Stamps 
drop out at some point is not W-2's &ult"

January 18,1996 Milwaukee Journal
Stier, spokesperson for Thompson’s W-2; If Congress does not act to permit the state to pay W-2 
workers less than minimum wage by the time W-2 would be implemented now expected to be 
mid-1997, the state would have to reassess its positlon.

Februaiy 1, 1996 Milwaukee Journal
Thompson; "We're done experimenting. We're replacing the welfare check with a paycheck, 
creating an entirely new system for helping families in trouble.”

January 31,1996 Cap Times
Thompson ; Tt would require able-bodied people to work, but it also would end coverage of health 
care needs of thousands of dsHdren. "The jobs are tiiere." Thompson said, also contending that 
children "willbe covered by health insurance."

February 4, 1996 Milwaukee Journal
Gov. Thompson is considering whether a key part of his welfirc reform plan should be changed to 
allow the minimum wage for welfhre recipients whose employment options are limited to
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community service jobs. "There may be changes'* in the current plan, Thompson told editors... 
Thompson made a careful distinction on grant recipients. Grant should be paid to those who are 
being trained to work, because they've had little or no previous work experience. But he said it 
wcmld be difficult to argue that people who take a community service job until finding other 
employment should be paid less than the minimum wage.

February 9,1996 Milwaukee Journal
Thompson conceded that the area of health insunmee may be one part ofW-2 in which "we may 
have to make some modifications’

March 1, 1996 Milwaukee Journal
Shalala; To win the Administration's suppon, the governor's plan would have to be changed to 
require states to contribute more of their own money for wel^, provide more guaranteed 
protection for children, and provide vouchers for in-kind services to families cut o£F welfare, 
among other things.

March 18, 1996 Milwaukee Journal
Thompson; "He has rubbed salt in our wounds twice" said T, adding that a Republican president 
would make it easier for the state to launch the governor's sweeping W-2 welfare overhaul...

April 4, 1996 Milwaukee Journal
At the recent National Education Summit in Palisades, NY, Gov. Thompson said, "We want to 
bring education to the forefront" he provides no resources for W»2 participants in school, and 
makes them leave school to work

April 25. 1996 Cap Times
Thompson eliminated a requirement that the state keep records on homelessness among W-2 
recipierrts. Thompson said the reports "would not shed any light on the W-2 program".

April 29, 1996 Milwaukee Journal
"The days of something for nothing are over," Thompson said. "The welfare check is history."... 
Thompson admitted thm in some respects the program is still a work in progress and that further 
legislation might be needed to fine-tune the program. "This to me is visionary," he said of W-2. 
"But there will be some bumps. We will have to back and review It,"

May 21, 1996 Cap Times
Senator Gwen Moore: "I think that when he (Clinton) negotiates the waivers, he's not going to let 
Thompson get away with forcing people to work for Bubmirdmum wages. I think he's going to 
have m^or problems with the health care component, and with substandard child care."

May 25, 1996 Cap Times
Diana Mutz. a UW Professor of Poli Sci; "There's certainly a lot of research showing that 
increased press attention usually brings with it greater scrutiny. That means not only more good 
press, but also more bad press, so more people are more aware of more sides of an issue. And 
that's a good thing."
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J. ABBUcaHon

The dcmiled waiver provisioss of the AppKcation seek approval to operate W-2 so that 
fiimilies headed solely by a parent or parents receiving Supplemeofal Secunty laoome (SSI) will 
be eligible for a suppleiwata! payment of $77 per month per dependent child rather tW an Aid 
to Fa^Ues with Dependent Children (AFDC) grant for the depcadcct child. The Application 
also mdicatBs that the income and assets of dependent children "will continue to be budgeted 
against the supplement. [AppUcationt p. VUI-3.]

Correspondins language in the Act relating to benefits for dependent children whose 
parent or parents receive SSI^was vetoed by the Governor because those provisions in die Act 
did not reflect the administratton’i intent [Ss?tions 175 and 209 of the Art]. However, in his 
veu) message, the Governor stated:

A federal waiver is necessary before the department can make this 
suppleioeatal SSI payment In Ueu of «a AFDC payment for the 
child. I am vetoing these sections because the prtmsion in Assem­
bly Bill 591 (the Act) would require the depanment to make this 
payment beginning July 1, 19iK \^etber the waiver had beea 
approved or not and whether the depesdent child was reueiving 9 
ATDC or not, [ Vito Msssage to the Assembly, April 2d, 1996.J ^

The Qoveisor went on to make it clear that he is directing the department edmlnlerfing 
W-2 to pursue the legislstioa needed to Implement the provisloQ u oiiginaliy intended.

A 60-DAY R£srDE7vrY JlKf;^rr^^R^m^vT
m •

i. AnaUeadan

In descfibiog the 60-day rcaideoey requirement, the detailed waiver previsions of the 
Application indionte that the rcaidensy of the W-2 group is to be based on tbs tesidency of the 
"adult member(9) of the group.” {/ippltcation, p. Vm-3.]

^ A^

The Act coniemplaies the 60-day residency requiremeiu as being applicable only to the 
applicant for W-2 benefits [s. 49.145 (2) (d)J.

[Note: Pages m-l and 2 more accurately describe the residency 
requirement as being applicable to ‘‘epplicants ”]

1
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C. CHTTnrAn

I, AfpUrjtftM

[Application, p. Vnj-10.1 ^ tage of the cost of care md on Income and ftiaily size.

^ges IV-4 5 of the Application detul a child care copajment
^ Income* at or

below 7S^ of federal poverty level, 10. W of th* cost of care
for ^ose with incomes from 7«y, to 95% of the federal poverty 
^el and an mawlpg p«centage of the ctwi of care cotreipS 
^ to increased racome for ihoae with incomes over 95% of the

JX J^R^rniFFNdAr^£S{J[/m?rmONALPttnf7t^^XfyTnr^Trn^ ,
. iri> Amlicatuin ^

ss sffir.SiS=^yrs'iirssi';
j»b“oSJS'«

VI*7 of the Application notes that ths proaity for the 
tturt mtmaoaal program violation is laeligiblHty for W-2 benefits i
and Services. J '
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Tbe detailed waiver provisions of tbe /plication iodicaie only teen parents who Uve 
at home, presumably tvith their parents, win be eligible for some W<2 braefits, such ae services 
of tbe fkaneial acd employmeat pUoaeis. \/ipplication, p, VIII-I2.]

2^ct

Although the Act limits the availability of many w«2 benefits and services to minor 
pareois, the Act docs not llinit access to a finaacial and employment planner to minor parents 
living with their parents. The Act specifically provides that a minor custodial parent is eligible 
to meet with a financial and employment planner regardless of the minor's income or his or her 
parent’s income. It does not require the minor to live with his or her parents. The Act 
authorizes a financial and employment planner to provide the minor parent with infonnation 
regarding W>2 eligibility, available child care services, en^Ioymant and financial planning, 
fiimily plaBsing services, commuoity resources, eligibility for fbod stamps and other food and 
nutrition progranu [*. 49.159 (2)].

ITVbfe; Fage VI-2 of the Applicaoon indicates that all minor par­
ents, regardless of income, assets or ninent Irving anangements, 
will have access to the services of a fmencbil and employment 
planner.]

PL LOSS <ff MKAT TTT EMPLOYEH

r, AppISfarinyi

The detailed waiver provisions of the AppUeatutn sate that eligibility for the W-2 health 
plan ends when the participant becomes eligible for employer health beuaBts. [Applieatte/t, p.
Vin-20.]

Although uBder the Act access to employir subsidized health care cov^c tcimiaatcs 
W-2 health care coverage, W-2 health care coverage ia tcisuoatcd for unsuhsidiud employer 
health care coverage only after 12 consecutive months of W-2 coverage [$. 49.153'^5] (a) 2. a.].

[AVse: Pago V-4 of the Application notes that if an individual has 
been employed for 12 consecutive months and the employer offers 
unsubsidiTcd health care, the individual is ineligible for W-2 health 
care,]
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I-
The detailed waiver provisions of the Application indicate that participants in W-2 em­

ployment positions will have health care premiums and child care eopayments deducted from 
either the wages paid by an employer or &om grants paid by W-2 agencies. {Application^ p. 
Vin-19.]

The Act specifically provides for the withholding of piemiums for health caze [s. 49,153 
(4) (d)], but Is silent with respect to the withholding of child care copaymems. The Act only 
pro\ddes that participants would be liable for payment for a percentage of the cost of child care 
without providing for how those copayments are to be made [s. 49.155 (5)J,

1. ABBlicatUm

The detailed waiver provisions of the Application specify cntain groups of individuals 
who will be exempt from the Food Stamp Employmeat and Training (FSETiy Progtan. The 
Application indicates that an individoal who is any of the fbUowing will be exempt;

The prifflety csretaker relative personally provides care for a child gorier 12 
weeks of age iivmg in the home except that, if the primaty caretaker relative is und^lhe age of 
20 and has sot completed high school or nceived a high school equivalency diploiiiSi, he or she 
shall participate in educatienal setitndes deseribed under 45 C s. 250.44 (a) ^l)*

b. Age 60 or older. .

c. Working for wages at least 129 hours per month in a job expected to last a miounum 
of 30 days aod his or her hourly eamlags are at least equ^ to the leg^y established minimum 
wage for the type of job held. This may include self-em^oymcnt if the recipient's monthly net 
camiags divided by the lesser of the state or fedenl aBDunum wage equal or exceed 129 hours 
a month.

<L Under age 16, or age 16 or 17 and enrolled as a fliU-Ume student in an elementary or 
secondary school or a vocational or technical school that is equivalent to a secondaify school. A 
student shall be considered enrolled If the student has not graduated, has not been legally 
excused from school atteodanee by the school board or has an excused absence for not more than 
30 days due to a physical or mental condition.

e. An IS>y«ar old friU>time smdsnt in a high school, or in the equivalent level of 
vocational or technical training, who is reasonably expected to eoraplete the prasr02|i before
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reaching age 19, w an 18-year old anroUcd in and regulMly attending a hdgh school program 
leading to a high school diploma.

f. locapaoitatsd, ill or injured with a medically detomlned physical or impair­
ment which prevents the perfon from temporarily or ponaanendy participating in, FSET 
aetlvitiM or holding a job. This shall Include a period of recuperation after childbirth if pte> 
sciibed by the woman's physician. Unless the medical condition is determined by a physician to 
be permanent, tha person shall be reexamined by a pby^cian annually or on cr before the date a 
physician stated the incapacity is expected tO cease, whichever comes first

£, Needed, as determined by the agency, to remain at hoinB to look after another 
member of the household because Of that peisoa'S memcal condition,

h. Participating in Leamfaie. [Application, p. K-6.]

gUi£l
The Act spacifies that individuals enrolled at least half-time in a school, as defined undw 

the Leamfere Program, a training program or an matitution of higher education will also be 
exempt from the FSET Program [s. 49.124 (Im) (bm)l. It docs not appear that these 
individuaie are Usted as exempt in the AppHcation anywhere other than In the copy of the Act 
accompanying the Application.

I. FOOD-^TAhfP CASH OUT
tr

The detailed waiver provisions of the Application provide that “Wisconsin propoaaa to 
issue food stamp benefito in the form of cash to those households participadng la the W-2 
program.” [Application, p. IX-13.] <,

The Act contains no provisions relating to a "cash out" of food stamps,

If I can be of any further assistance to you, please conUct me at the Legislative Council 
Smff offices.

: •
RJC;lah;k3a
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Ftotn; David Miller

Other Welfare Waiver Issues:

Health Care:

W-2 Health cate is denied to individuals who have had access to employer- 
subsidised health care anytime within 18 months prior to applying for W-2 
healthcare, [see Act289 section {49.153 (3Xc)}]

The statute stales that dependent children (defined as under age 18) 
are eligible for health care even under the above circumstance.

The waiver request, on page V-4, states that eligibility only applies to 

children under 12 years of age.

The waiver request provides health care to fewer children titan the statute. > 

Then,

Individuals who are offered employer-subsidized health care are not eligible 

for W-2 health care.

The waiver request says this does not apply to (all) children under 12.

The statute says that children between ages 6-12 above 100% of poverty 
would be sot be eligible. 49.153 (3)(f)(l)(c).

In this case the statute provides fewer children with health care that the 
waiver request indicates.

In this case could the Dept, be writing the waiver to appear better than the 

actual statute?

The confusion is about which version will become the policy when a vt^ver 
is signed?

TOTRL P.10



Date: 05/18/96 Time: 10:32 
CThe text of President Clinton’ weekly radio address to the

The text of President Clinton' weekly radio address to the 
nation:

Good morning. Four years ago, I challenged America to end 
welfare as we know it, to require work, promote responsible 
parenting, ship the system from dependence to independence. Just a 
few days after I took office, I met with the nation's 50 governors, 
and I urged every one of them to send me a welfare reform plan that 
would help to meet that challenge. In return, I pledged to waive 
outmoded or counterproductive federal rules that get in the way of 
reform.

Most of the governors took me up on that deal. So in the last 
three years my administration has granted 38 states welfare reform 
waivers, clearing away federal rules and regulations to permit 
states to build effective welfare reforms of their own. The 
state-based reform we've encouraged has brought work and 
responsibility back to the lives of 75 percent of the Americans on 
welfare.

We're doing a lot more than signing waivers. We've also pressed 
ahead on fundamental reforms to make the welfare system reflect the 
basic values that have stood us so well for so long that if you 
bring a child into this world, you must take responsibility for 
that child; that government will not subsidize irresponsible or 
reckless behavior; that welfare is a second chance, not a way of 
life.

That's why I signed a presidential order to require federal 
employees to pay child support, and increased federal efforts to 
enforce child support orders across state lines. I toughened 
sanctions on welfare and food stamp recipients who refuse to work.
I took action earlier this month to require teen mothers to stay in 
school and sign personal responsibility contracts if they are to 
receive welfare benefits. That's also why I sent Congress a 
sweeping welfare reform plan that would do all this and more.

Our hard work is paying off. America is in the midst of what The 
New York Times has called ''a quiet revolution'' in welfare reform 
under our administration. The number of Americans on welfare has 
dropped by 1.3 million since I took office in January, 1993. Food 
stamp rolls are down by even more, and so are teen pregnancy rates. 
What numbers are up? Well, child support collections have jumped 40 
percent, and the number of people who are required to work as a 
condition for receiving welfare is also way up.

Today I'm pleased to report that two states, Wisconsin and 
Maryland, are adding momentum to this quiet revolution. Last week, 
Wisconsin submitted to me for approval the outlines of a sweeping 
welfare reform plan, one of boldest yet attempted in America, and 
I'm encouraged by what I've seen so far.

Under the Wisconsin plan, people on welfare who can work must 
work immediately. The state will see to it that the work is there 
in private sector jobs that can be subsidized if necessary, or in 
community service jobs if there are no private jobs available. The 
state says it will also see to it that families have health care 
and child care, so that parents can go to work without worrying 
about what will happen to their children. But then they must go to 
work, or they won't get paid. If they do work, of course, they'll 
have the dignity of earning a paycheck, not a welfare check.

The plan would send a clear message to teen parents, as well. If 
you're a minor with a baby, you'll receive benefits only if you 
stay in school, live at home and turn your life around.

All in all, Wisconsin has the makings of a solid, bold welfare



reform plan. We should get it done. I pledge that my administration 
will work with Wisconsin to make an effective transition to a new 
vision of welfare based on work, that protects children and does 
right by working people and their families.

Maryland also has come up with its own innovative welfare reform 
plan. It cracks down on welfare fraud, comes down hard on parents 
who turn their backs on child support, and helps working parents 
with child care so they won't be driven onto welfare in the first 
place.

The reforms in Wisconsin, Maryland and other states are very 
encouraging for two reasons; First, they give us hope that we can 
break the vicious cycle of welfare dependency; and second, because 
they make it clear that there is now a widespread national 
consensus shared by people without regard to their political party 
on what welfare reform should look like. It should be pro-work, 
pro-family, pro-independence, responsible. Welfare should be a 
second chance, not a way of life.

So the states can keep on sending me strong welfare reform 
proposals, and I'll keep on signing them. I'll keep doing 
everything I can as president to reform welfare state by state, if 
that's what it takes.

But there's a faster way to bring this welfare reform to the 
entire nation. There are bipartisan welfare reform plans sitting in 
the House and the Senate right now that do what the American people 
agree welfare reform must do: They require welfare recipients to 
work; they limit the time people can stay on welfare; they toughen 
child support enforcement and they protect our children.

So I say to Congress: Send me a bill that honors these 
fundamental principles; I'll sign it right away. Let's get the job 
done. Let's do it now. Let's bring welfare reform to all 50 states. 
Then we'll move on to the other challenges we face as we stand at 
the dawn of a new century.

Thanks for listening.
APNP-05-18-96 1035EDT



Date; 05/18/96 Time: 12:51 
TTo: National Desk

To: National Desk
Contact; White House Press Office, 202-456-2100
WASHINGTON, May 18 /U.S. Newswire/ -- Following is a transcript 

of a press briefing held May 17 by White House Press Secretary Mike 
McCurry:

Trans World Dome
St. Louis, Missouri
6:35 P.M. CDT
MR. MCCURRY; I'm going to do -- for the benefit of most of the 

wire that are trying to kick out the radio address, I am now doing 
an embargoed briefing, embargoed until 10:06 a.m. tomorrow morning. 
Those of you who don't want to listen to me until 10:06 a.m. 
tomorrow morning can choose to do so. I just want to talk a little 
bit about the significance of the President's radio address 
tomorrow, because it is very important that the President in this 
address has signaled that he will look with favor on the Wisconsin 
welfare reform model that has now passed the legislature and has 
been signed by Governor Thompson.

The state of Wisconsin is in the process of submitting to the 
Department of Health and Human Services the necessary waiver 
request that would allow these experiments to go forward. But the 
White House considers the Wisconsin welfare reform experiment to be 
the most revolutionary that any state has put forward in the 
process by which the President has been working with the states to 
reform welfare as we know it. And the President has to date signed 
a total of 60 waivers in 38 states. There have been three prior 
waivers signed for the state of Wisconsin. So now Wisconsin has 
come forward as a result of the act that has passed the state 
legislature and they are requesting additional waivers.

Last week the Department of Health and Human Services received 
the first half of the waiver request and it's now under review. 
There will be a 30-day comment period. We have some legal and 
technical issues that we will have to work through with the state 
as they work on the second waiver request. And that would be aimed 
at finalizing the process by which we can put the state welfare 
experiments into place.

As the President says in the radio address, the revolutionary 
aspect of this proposal is there is a time certain, five years, by 
which -- at which time a welfare dependent would have to go into 
the work force either in private sector employment or in some type 
of public sector employment. There are some case-by-case waiver 
provisions; there are also hardship exceptions, so that if you, at 
the end of five years, found situations in which certain individual 
welfare recipients couldn't make it into the work force for any 
type of reason -- if they were not qualified for full-time work or 
if they had some other problem -- there are hardship exceptions 
that would allow the state to continue to provide benefits for 
dependent children in those types of circumstances.

So the President is confident they can take care of the bulk of 
the people who might face some extraordinary problem. But the 
thrust of the proposal certainly is consistent with the President's 
view that welfare reform ought to be about work, it ought to be 
about individual's accepting responsibility, and it ought to be 
about care for the family.

One of the intriguing things about the Wisconsin experiment is 
that they will likely — the state will likely spend more money in 
the initial part of their welfare reform because of the requirement 
to take care of dependent kids as welfare recipients go out into
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plan -- balanced budget plan.
Q The Republican governors were in Washington early this week, 

and they would argue that this is a state-based revolution and that 
you all are along for the ride. The President sort of talks about 
the ''changes we've encouraged.''

MR. MCCURRY: Well, I mean, there's a lot of truth to that 
because the President, coming from the ranks of the governors 
himself, quickly points out that experiments have begun at the 
state level, that the states are indeed the laboratories of reform 
when it comes to welfare reform, as laboratories of democracy.

At the same time, this administration has worked to help states 
structure these experiments so that children are protected, so that 
the work requirements are tough, and so that we hold together some 
semblance of continuity as we look across the country at the type 
of reform experiments that are occurring.

We've helped states structure these reform experiments so that 
they can get the job done and can lend some momentum to the effort 
for a federal welfare reform statute, and the President has done 
that consistent with his view that there needs to be flexibility at 
the state level so that states can put these proposals together.

So it's not either-or. I think it's the federal government has 
been creative, innovative, and reinvented as it works with states 
to reform welfare.

Q — the amount you'll be raising today?
MR. MCCURRY: Okay, we're back on the record -- that's the end of 

embargo. Back on the record now. We need to gather the pool, Kris 
is saying.

How much is he raising today? We are raising — these three 
events that the President is doing tonight have raised $1.2 
million, two-thirds of the proceeds going to the Democratic 
Congressional Campaign Committee and one-third going to the 
reelection committee of Congressman Gephardt. There are no Clinton, 
Clinton-Gore aspects to the event this evening. In fact, if you'll 
notice, you've heard the President today talking a lot about 
Congressman Gephardt, encouraging his reelection and talking about 
the work that's being done by the Congress.

Any other questions for tonight before we say farewell? Okay. 
Good night.

END 6:45 P.M. CDT
-0-
/U.S. Newswire 202-347-2770/
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‘Wisconsin W)rks’: Breaking a Covenant
Catholics in Wisconsin have been in 

tlie trenches serving the needy since 
the Daughters of Charity began their 
work with the poor of Milwaukee in 
1843. I and my family relied on wel­
fare to survive in the 1930s. So it 
comes naturally for me to consider 
the implications of Wisconsin’s pro­
posal for welfare reform, known as 
Wisconsin Works or “W-2.”

Certainly the Catholic bishops and 
others in the church who grapple with 
the needs of the poor agree that the 
current welfare system is in need of 
major reform. Both the U.S. Catholic 
Conference and the Wisconsin Catho­
lic Conference have said so. Both 
have challenged the status quo. Both 
have offered constructive proposals 
for helping the poor more effectively.

Yet as 1 reflect on the W-2 proposal 
in hght of my experience and the 
tenets of Catholic social teaching, I 
remain convinced of the need for the 
community to guarantee a “safety 
net” for the poor, especially cliildren. 
Accordingly, though the W-2 proposal 
has merit ui important respects, it 
would be a mistake for the president 
and Congress to embrace comprehen­
sive legislation or requests from indi- 
\’idual states, even my own, that with­
draw this guarantee.

Catholic social teaching holds that 
the poor, especially children, have a 
moral claim on the resources of the 
community to secure the necessities 
of life. For more than 60 years, our 
society has recognized this claim with 
a covenant that ensures a minimal

level of assistance for food, clothing 
and shelter to poor children and their 
families. Millions of children have re­
lied on that covenant since the 1930s. 
In Wisconsin, more than 120,000 chil­
dren rely on Aid to Families With 
Dependent Children (AFDC) today.

People of goodwill can argue over 
the need to modify AFDC so it better

“This is not welfare 

reform but welfare 

repeal.”
serves that purpose. But it is patently 
unjust for a society as affluent as ours 
to nullify that covenant.

Unfortunately, as enacted, the Wis­
consin Works program does just that. 
The enabUng statute for the W-2 
proposal specifically states no one is 
entitled to W-2 services, even who 
are ehgible to receive them.

It is one thing to change the rules 
of the welfare system. It is quite 
another thing to say, “Even if you play 
by the new rules, society will not help 
you.” This is not welfare reform but 
welfare repeal. Such a message may 
be pohtically attractive in this election 
year; it is not morally justifiable.

Even if one accepts the premise 
that the W-2 program offers poor 
families help in return for work, this 
premise collapses if the help is not 
provided. The president and Con­

gress must insist that W-2, indeed 
any welfare reform proposal, serve all 
who are eligible.

Critics of the welfare system allege 
that public assistance undennines 
personal responsibility. This general­
izes about poor families when we 
should strive to take a more personal 
view.

In the first place, the children of 
the poor did not choose their families. 
We should not afflict these children 
with hunger in order to infuse then- 
parents with virtue.

Additionally, we cannot judge a per­
son’s failure to work in isolation from 
larger forces. My experience from 
our work with the U.S. bishops’ pas­
toral letter on economic justice im­
pressed on me the truth that poor 
families are especially vulnerable to 
economic downturns triggered by na­
tional or international events.

Nor can prosperous states ensure 
full employment. Even in states, like 
Wisconsin, that enjoy healthy econo­
mies and relatively low employment, 
not all who want to work can earn a 
family wage. So long as this is the 
case, it is unwise and unjust for the 
federal government to abandon its 
commitment to the poor. Our cove­
nant with needy children must remain 
the responsibility of the entire Ameri­
can family.

Moreover, this critique of welfare 
ignores the fact that rights and re­
sponsibilities are not mutually exclu­
sive but complementary. In the con­

text of welfare policy, a right to work 
is grounded in a responsibility to sup­
port a family. This is relevant when 
assessing another aspect of W-2.

According to our state’s own pro­
jections, 75 percent of the families 
now on AFDC will be assigned to W-2 
work slots that provide less than a 
full-time worker earns at the mini­
mum wage. Accordingly, the respon­
sibility of these parents to care for 
their children must be supported 
when necessary by a safety net ade­
quate to meet the family’s basic 
needs.

Finally, the president and Congress 
must recognize that they cannot re­
peal the assurance of public assis­
tance in Wisconsin without making it 
a national policy. Once such a repeal 
is granted to a single state, others will 
seek similar license. The poor will 
lose their safety net by degrees as 
surely as if Congress and the presi­
dent repealed it all at once. Such an 
outcome would be a tragedy for the 
poor and a moral blemish on the 
earth’s most affluent society.

One can appreciate the burden of 
difficult choices in an election year. 
Nonetheless, the short-term political 
outlook of the candidate must not 
cloud the moral vision of the leader. 
America’s 60-year covenant with its 
poor children and those who nurture 
them must remain unbroken.

The writer is archbishop of 
Milwaukee.
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July 10, 1996

Ms. Carol H. Rasco 
Assistant to the President 
Domestic Policy Council 
The Wliite House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
Washington, DC 20500

Dear Carol:

Enclosed is a copy of the comments I submitted to the Department of Health and 
Human Services regarding the Wisconsin Works (W-2) application for a waiver 
of federal law. We have very strong concerns that this proposal will dramatically 
increase the number of children in the child welfare program in Wisconsin and 
make poor children and their families even more impoverished.

Carol, this plan is terrible and doesn’t even come close to meeting the President’s 
own test for doing no harm to children. It must be rejected.

Sincerely,

David S. Liederman 
Executive Director
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Mr. Howard Rolston
Department of Health and Human Services 
Administration for Children and Families 
370 L’Enfant Promenade, S.W.
Aerospace BuUding, 7th Floor West 
Washington, DC 20447

Dear Mr. Rolston:

On behalf of the Child Welfare League of America and its 900 child welfare 
agencies serving 2.5 million children, I urge you to reject Wisconsin’s application 
for a waiver of federal law to operate Wisconsin Works (W-2) as an AFDC 
demonstration project.

The Wisconsin proposal is dangerous and short-sighted. It would destroy 
Wisconsin’s safety net, endangering its children and families. It would set a 
terrible example for welfare reform in the rest of the nation—welfare policy that 
does not protect children as the President has called for. This plan would thrust 
poor children deeper into poverty, increase the risk of child abuse and neglect, 
and abandon families that play by the rules.

W-2 could overwhelm Wisconsin’s child welfare system by nearly doubling the 
number of children who require child welfare services. According to the W-2 
waiver request, 5,600 AFDC cases have a relative who acts as guardian receiving 
AFDC payments while caring for a kin’s child or children. Such payments are 
made for 9,700 children per month. The W-2 request estimates that 13.5 percent 
of the relatives will become certified as Foster Care providers and that 63 percent 
of the relatives will request the Kinship Care payment. Given Wisconsin’s 
estimates, more than 7,400 children would be added to the number of children 
(8,058 children in 1994) in out-of-home care. A large increase in child welfare 
staff and resources would be required, and it is unclear whether every relative 
caring for kin would require a child protective services investigation to confirm 
that the children were at risk in their parent’s home. There is also a question as 
to whether all of these children would be eligible for IV-E assistance.

Even without W-2, Wisconsin is experiencing strain on its child welfare system. 
From 1990 to 1993, the number of abused and neglected children in foster care in 
Wisconsin increased by 17 percent statewide and by 55 percent in Milwaukee 
County. In May 1996, under Wisconsin’s previously granted "Pay for 
Performance" waiver, 1400 families in Milwaukee County lost all cash assistance, 
and an additional 200 families lost part of their AFDC benefit. At the same time,
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President Clinton initially indicated support for the W-2 approach before the fiill details were 
made known. In his radio address of May 18, President Clinton misspoke when he said that 
Wisconsin "will see to it that the work is there...." In fact, Wisconsin refuses to "see to it" 
that jobs would be available. Persons who are fully eligible—caring for children, in 
desperate need, and willing to work—are "not entitled to services or benefits." Once a 
fan^y reaches the time limit under this plan, Wisconsin can turn its back on them.

Now that the full plan has been submitted, it is clear that it should not be approved, because 
it would:

• eliminate the guarantee of cash assistance to needy children and the right to a fair 
hearing;

• likely result in a sharp increase in child abuse and neglect;

• reduce benefits to many families, including those with disabled members;

• impose time limits without providing jobs or other income after the limit;

• require work in exchange for benefits that is the equivalent of compensation at less 
than minimiim wage;

• eliminate the federal and state guarantees of health care coverage for low-income 
families, including non-disabled children—the ftrst and only state to receive such a 
waiver which would set an ugly precedent;

• potentially deny Medicaid coverage to children over age 11 if their parent is offered 
employer-based health insurance, even if the employer plan is unaffordable;

• deny necessary health care to children. Wisconsin would be the only state exempt 
from the requirement under Medicaid’s EPSDT program that children r««iving 
Medicaid must be covered for the range of medically necessary health care they need;

• deny cash assistance to infants and their teen parents, even when they live at home or 
in a supervised setting;

• significantly increase child care spending, but at the same time the plan ends child 
care assistance for many low-income families. Although Wisconsin claims to offer an 
entitlement for subsidies to help pay for child care to all families below 165 percent 
of poverty, it does so by ending eligibility to famUies below 75 % of the state median 
income but above 165 percent of poverty;
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• force children into low-quality child care by establishing a new category of unlicensed 
child day care facilities. Providers in this category would have no training 
requirements. The proposal would institute a child care co-payment system that limits 
parent choice and encourages parents who have the most vulnerable c^dren to 

choose this low-quality child care;

• increase the cost of child care to parents. In Milwaukee County, parents with 
incomes just above the poverty line would have to pay up to 10 times as much as they 
do now for licensed care, and about four times as much for the new low-quality , 
category of unlicensed, untrained child care;

• end assistance to an estimated 2,200 children who are living with granr^raients or 
other caretaker relatives; and

• expand Wisconsin’s failed Leamfare policy.

In vetoing H.R. 4, President Clinton pledged his commitment to welfare legislation that is 
"not tough on children and on parents who are responsible and who want to work....We 
must...not penalize children for their parents’ mistakes." CWLA supports the President’s 
promise to protect all children—whether they live in Wisconsin or any state—from harm.
The W-2 proposal violates that vital promise, not only for children whose parents make 
mistakes, but for aU children and their parents who play by the rules-all of Wisconsin’s 
poorest and most vulnerable children.

In reviewing this proposal, I urge you to consider its very serious implications for the 
children and families we serve and for our agencies’ ability to serve them. Thank you for 
your careful consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,

nAJ'tiL------
David S. Liederman 
Executive Director
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Per our conversation, attached is the latest information request and 

some background material.

Please let me know if you need anything further,

Yvette—

Attachment
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Ms. J. Jean Rogers 
1 West Wilson Street 
P.O. Box 7935
Madison. Wisconsin 53707-7935

Dear Ms. Rogers;

This is m response to your April 2. 1997. letter regarding the demonstration project 
waiver request under Wisconsin Works (W-2) for graduated benefit levels. Under this 
proposed waiver, the gross income test would be waived for households that are no longer 
categorically eligible due to the loss of W-2 benefits through increased earned income. W-2 
benefits would terminate when a household's total monthly income reached 115 percent of the 

Federal poverty level.

A judicious examination of the proposed graduated benefit revealed that the waiver 
request exceeds our legal authority for approval. Current waiver authority at Section 
17(b)( 1 )(BKiv)(lllKcc) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977, as amended, specifically prohibits 
approval of waivers that alter gross income levels (currently set at 130 percent of the poverty 
line) for households that do not include an elderly or disabled member.

Your letter also asks that we reconsider our decision limiting the demonstration period 
to five vears and notes our outstanding decision on Wisconsin's waiver request for 
privatization. Further discussion with our Office of Analysis and Evaluation confirms that 
five vears (given the nature and scope of W-2 waivers) is an appropriate period to undertake 
research that will help improve the administration and effectiveness of the Food Stamp 

Program.

The privatization wai\er request remains under review. We recognize that this request 
has pended tor a substantial period; however, privatization has far-reaching impacts and 
requires an earnest review and evaluation. We appreciate your continued patience.

If you or your staff have any questions. Connie Slough of my staff is available to 
provide you with any additional information or assistance. Ms. Slough may be reached at 
(70.3)305-2519.

We appreciate your continued eflorts to support the welfare-to-work initiatives of this 

Administration.

Sincereh.
<■

1. V

UVvetie S. Jackson 
Deputv Administrator 

Food Stamp Program

FCS;FSP:PDD;CSlough;mcd.703-305-25I9;4/16/97 
File;I;\Data\Shared\PDB\Wl Response to 4 '2/97 letter
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Tommy G. Thompson
Governor
Linda Stewart
Secretary'
J. Jean Rogers
Division Administrator mystate of Wisconsin

Department of Workforce Development

ECONOMIC SUPPORT
1 West Wilson Street 
P.O. Box 7935 
Madison. WI 53707-7935

April 2. 1997

Ms. Yvette S. Jackson 
Deput>' Administrator 
Food Stamp Program 
U. S. Department of Agriculture 
Food and Consumer Service 
3101 Park Center Drive 
Alexamdria, VA 22303-1500

Dear Ms. Jackson:

Thank you for your letter concerning Wisconsin's Food Stamp Program waiver requests for 
Wisconsin Works (W-2).

Wc hope that a final decision on our request for privatization will be made soon. The original 
request was submitted on May 28, 1996. and we have already begun to pUot the Temporary 
Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) portions of our W-2 program.

Regarding the graduated benefit level waiver request, we still wish to have this considered 
separately from the remainder of the W-2 requests. Your letter of November 27. 1996, 
acknowledged our request for this special consideration.

The waiver request for graduated benefits levels was added at the request of our State 
Legislature in response to concerns that households lose food stamp benefits at the same time 
that their net income decreases due to increasing child care and medical care payments. The 
waiver would continue benefits to households losing W-2 benefits and food stamps due to 
increased earned income The waiver request would not reduce benefits to any of Wisconsin’s 
food stamp households Attached arc a bnef ouUine of the provisions of the waiver request and 
some comparisons with benefit levels under current law. Our concern is with m^taining cost 
ncutralin-, as households would continue to receive food stamp benefits after their gross 
income would have made them otherwise ineligible. We will need both administrative and 
legislative review before implementing or removing this waiver provision from the W-2 program.

We appreciate the slight expansion of the demonstration period from three years to five years, 
but are requesting further consideration of the 11 -year penod discussed in our earlier 
conference calls with your staff

Thank you again for wnling. and we arc looking forward to a quick response regarding our 
privatization waiver request

Sincerely,

imimstrator

Attachments
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WAIVER REQUEST

GRADUATED FOOD STAMP BENEFITS

• The gross income test will be waived for those households that are no longer categorically eligible 
due to the loss of W-2 benefits through increased earned income (above 115 percent of the federal
poverty level);

. Net income will be determined by deducting the shelter expense as allowed under current food 
stamp policy ($247 maximum and gradually decreasing as income increases);

• Deducting dependent care expenses paid by the household up to a maximum of $500 per 
dependent per month (based on a review of current rates in Wisconsin);

• Deducting all taxes and FICA benefits, health insurance costs paid by the household, and other 
employer mandated deductions, and;

. Deducting child suppon payments to non-household members (already allowed under federal food 

stamp law).

Attached are chans compiled by the Legislative Fiscal Bureau showing the new graduated benefit levels 

requested under the waiver.

nin/^nn^ n,i HOlVNXSlNimV 1.6-CO-Zl



^ ^ «5*amn Beoents for One Parent and Two Children
r„en.1T: d .0 H«S A,..rn..iv. 2
Milwaukee County

o
IZ)
ZD

o
r>

X)

jD

3)

=i:

Hourly Wage

Transition
CSJ 

S4 25 
500 
fi 00 
; 00 
000 
9 00 

10 00 
1 I CO 
1? 00 
1300 
1400 
1500 
1600 
17 00 
18.00
19.00
20.00

Annual
Income

$6,216 
6,660 
0.040 

10.400 
12 400 
14.560 
16 640 
10 720 
20 000 
22 000 
24 960 
2 7 040 
29 120 
31 200 
33 200 
35,360 
37.440 
39,520 
41.600

Annual FS Benolit 
Current Waiver

$3,756
3.728
3.163
2.701
2.011
2.003

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

$3,756 
3.720 
3.163 
2 701 
2.011 
2.003 
1.539 
1.570 
1.621 
1.462 
1,090 

595 
175 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0

ZD
1



4>n.rw«nl«
CMmr

=)
=>
o

Ti«n«Mn 
CSJ 
*7> 
SOO 
ICO 
>00 
*00 
• 00 

1000 
|«O0
«>oe
1100
kOO
lOOO
lOOD
no*
«*0*
1*0*

»•••

• 710
• 0M>
• •«

10 lOo 
u.*oo 
>4.J00 
ItMO 
I* lie 
70*00 
71 •OO 
1« *00 
j> c« 
1* '10 
)• >oo 
1» TOO 
>1 
>»
It no 
<< »<«

5i»

OHMtOBr ^ BtfttWt. Oumm Ur^

a
»
so
M
•S

2sr
so*
8«1

■n
7M
>M

m
n»
m
no
no
no
no
lU

yoo
so*
)••10*
s*0
sw
SM
S«l
s*«
IH
yoo
MO
7M
SO*
too
1M
SM
s*«
SM

40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
40
<o
40

0«44
M«4hl|
inoom*

St*
sss
IV
lor

1040
t.l'J 
IMT 
1 s*o1.F»
t.»0>
70*0
12»
i*n
7*00

7>n1*47

1.1 JO 
37*0 
14*7

70« o> CV
OMiutfton 0*d««*»"

104

n»
14>
1)3
70*
743
1)7
117
147
Ml
411
451
400
370
SM
SM
•74
«S«
>*}

114
114
134
114
114
114
134
11*
114
114
134
134
114
114
114
134
134
114
114

ChM ShtMi 
C«w OMMba

M
*S
S3
74
l»

317
175
376
173
375
375
3T5
17*
173
173
373
375
175
173

M41 Mmmwy

747
147
»5
1*1
119
113
113
W

•
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
I

103 
191 
405 
4*0 
403 
973 
•79 

1 019
1.159
1.294
i.437
1,371
1,710
1*40
1.*0»
7.12*
7.704

0«M
mount i4«»thV

Lwl •Mt«

111
111
313
311

in
3*3
311
313
113
113
311
313
313
113
113
311
313
313
111

1 050
1.050
1.050 
1.B50 
t.ooo 
1.000 
lose ' 
1.050 
1.0*0 
1.000 
1,090
1.090
1.090 
1.090 
1090 
1.000 
1.090 
1.090 
1.090

1.1*4
*.304
1,3»4
1.304
1.394
1.394
1.304
1.3*4
1.364
1.3*4
1.3*4
1.J64
*.3M
1304

1 1*4
13*4
1.3*4
1.3*4
1.3*4

313
111
7*4
779
I**
174

0
0
0
0
0
(
o
0
0
0
0
0
o

AnnuB

3.75*
1.77* 
11*3 
7.701 
3 011 3.0*1 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Q 
0 
0

O
O

15

. ^ ^mm .7 <^4 —^

lIlSHOlpOM'lt

WM Mt 17 M • **« M* „
»«4»< »M M»*r ••• mM *• l*MM**

M tut 44-M*'""'***'*IMMM***OMOtMP
anonirci

.Hit cm

MduCtOMIMl*

<
Z5

T3
I
O
IZ)



.CKCuMtvt o» ALT 7-

3>

=3

ZD
II5

VJ
ZD
\l
DD

G<oai
MontU?
mcon^

5»e 
555 
737 
B«7 

1.0<0 
1 213 
1 3»T
1540
t ni
1^7
1.0«0 
32M 
TV 
7000 
am 
i»*» 
3*70 
3 753 
3.4*7

20<»o«EY Slind 
O^cwn Ot^irte^

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

134
134
134
134
134
134
134
134
134
*34
134
134
134
134
*34
*14
134
*34
134

55
55
55
74
as

737
308
541
«3
73*
73*
730
730
734
730
730
730
730
73*

747
747
700
149
00
07
06
04
93
70
44
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0

56
66
00
93

100
119
133
146
159
177
100
199
712
22S
739
252
265

mcont
Tmt

0
0
0
0

11
73
37
51
05

103
140
191
235
274
313
353
392
432
471

Htrftf*
Caf«

70
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
23
71

119
140
140
140
140
140
140
140
140

^jal MaotTiLiT) 
locom* 8«n«W

62
99

771
423
631
625
616
607
593
637
730
070
996

1,115
1736
1.357
1.477
1990
1.710

313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313
313

Nb(
Inoom*

Limil

1.050
1.090
1.060
1.060
1.050
1.050
1.050
1.050 
1.060 
1.060 
1.090
1.050
1.050 
1.050 
1.050
i.oeo
1.050
1090
1.050

OfBM
Wtooma

L»m1

1.364
1.364
1364
1364
1.364
1.364
1.364
1.364
1.364
1.364 
1.364
1.364
1.364
1.364 
1.364 
1364 
1364 
1.364 
1.364

MflfiMy

294
203
232
106
124
126
120
131
135
122
97
50
15
0
0
0
0
0
0

Annual

3.534
3.401
2.700
2332
1,403
1,507
1.530
1,570
1.621
1.462
1.090

595
175

0
0
0
0
0
0

Act*Mi
BmaOt*

3.750 
3.720 
3.103 
2.701 
2.011 
2.083 
1,539 
1.570 
1,621 
1 4*2 
1.090 

596 
175 

O 
0 
o 
o 
o 
o

• !>*• »e«u# '•• it ^e*a ino0M ■alaaa *>4r 115% i>» I7*« 7^ *
.var wqua-l«income ia liar *i«fi 115% e4 FPL.

/3

13

<

i=S

ZD

:T)

I

o=3



et)NFmEimAt drafi - to be discussed
DETERMiMED TO BE AN 
ADMlMlSTRPTiVE MARKING 
INITIALS; CS^DATE; ^

RAr.KGROUND: OSAO'S

The Department is currently reviewing a demonstration waiver request from the 
Arizona State agency to privatize the food stamp certification process. Arizona is the 
third State to submit either a demonstration waiver request or other proposal to 
privatize the food stamp certification and eligibility determination process. By law, 
public (merit personnel) employees are required to certify food stamp households.

Wisconsin

The Wisconsin State agency submitted its Wisconsin Works (W2) dernonstration 
project prior to the enactment of the Personal ResponsibiUty and Work Opportunity 
^conciliation Act (PRWORA) of 1996. The Food and Consumer Ser^ce (FCS) has 
responded to all waiver requests except Wisconsin’s request to waive the ment 
personnel requirements of the Food Stamp Act. Under W2, the food Stamp 
certification process would be transferred to the non-profit or pnvate community 
through competitively-bid County contracts. Because Counties meeting certain 
performance standards have the right of first refusal to operate the W2 program, the 
majority of Counties in the State currently operate the W2 program. However, the 
State has the option of soliciting competitive bids in the future and intends to 

eventually phase-in private employees.

Public employees would continue to certify food Stamp households that are exempt 
from W2 work requirements (e.g., the elderly and disabled) which compose 
approximately 25 percent of food stamp households.

Even though tlie State has not received Departmental approval to privatize the food 
stamp certification process, the State has proceeded to implement W2 for its 
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) caseload. Six contractors (five 
non-profit organizations and one private company) operate the W2 program in 
Milwaukee County. To meet FCS requirements, the State co-locates public food 

stamp caseworkers with the non-profit and private workers.

Texas
The second request from the Texas State agency was also received prior to the 
implementation of PRWORA and was not a demonstration project. The State 
requested to issue a Request for Offers for the development of a statewide computer 
system and an integrated eligibility process for most public assistance programs 
(Food Stamp and Medicaid) which could be operated by the pnvate sector or a 
consortium of public and private organizations.

After a year of negotiations, the Administration advised the Texas State agency (May 
13, 1997 letter from Kevin Thurm) that, "most activities included m the eligibility

nin/onnj Tn7iQCij7n7R ni
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COA^nDfJiVnilfi - TO be discussed

demrminaiion process must he performed by public agencies. A non-public
employee may nol lake act tons involving discretion or value judgments, including 
all elements of the eligibility determination process that relate to the evaluation of 
information provided by an applicant or bearing on the eligibility decision.

The Administration offered to discuss with Texas the possibility of a sub-state, 
limited demonstration project. The State was not interested m exploring this option 
and no further discussions occurred on this topic. The Thurm letter states 
“Recognizing that you did not express interest in discussing a time-limited sub- 
States demonstration during last week’s meeting, this letter addresses the limitations 

.set forth in Food Stamp and Medicaid law and regulations.

Even though the Texas State agency has recently awarded a $3.7 million contract 
with Electronic Data Systems (EDS) to assist the State m developing a revised 
proposal, we do not know if Texas will pursue its desire to pnvatize the eligibility

and certification process.

Arizona
The Department received the "Arizona Works” demonstration pro^sal on August 5, 
1997 By law, the Department must approve, deny or request clanficatioTU from the 
State within 60 days of its receipt of the demonstration project. On October 5, 197/, 
PCS sent a series of questions to Arizona; HHS also sent Arizona a senes of 
questions. Arizona has responded to the PCS questions but not to HCPA s which 
were sent later. No decisions have been made regarding whether to approve a 

demonstration.

Under Arizona Works, a private contractor would be responsible for the eligibility 
determination process for the TANF, Food Stamp, Medicaid, Child Support, and 
State General Assistance Programs. Arizona Works would operate for two-years. 
Under State law, after 18 months of the implementation of the demonstration project, 
the State could recommend and implement the demonstration statewide. Food 
Stamp only households would be subject to the Food Stamp Program s Employment 
and Training requirements. All food Stamp applicants residing in the project area 

would be certified by a private employee.

nTSCUSSlON:

Under Section 17 of the Food Stamp Act, the Secretary has the authority to approve 
waivers of the Act to allow for the testing of methods that may improve the 
efficiency of the Food Stamp Program and improve the delivery of food stamp
benefits to efigible households.

States assert privatization initiatives would allow the State to save administrative 
fimds while improving program administration and enhancing client services.

12/03/97
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amOENThtt DRAFT- TO BE DISCUSSED

While we suppnii these goals, a number ot' major questions about how the program 
would be effected have been discussed. These include; (1) is the food stamp 
certification and determination of eligibility an “inherently governmental 
responsibility in the public interest; (2) how would proflt incentives affect the pnvate 
employee in carrying out his/her responsibilities to applicants and eligible households, 
(3) even if the State maintains control of policy decisions and implementation, to 
what extent would the contractor influence the State’s decision in favor of cost­
saving measures over program benefits; (4) would client confidentiality be 
compromised; (5) how would the additional relationship between the State and 
contractor affect the ongoing relationships between the Federal and State 
Governments and would these changes alter the resolution of programmatic issues 
(e g., non-implementation of legislative provisions); and (6) how will the State 

monitor or evaluate the private sector.

J.,
12/03/97
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December 2, 1997

TO: Bruce Reed and Elena Kagan
FROM; Cynthia Rice and Andrea Kane
CC; Diana Fortuna
SUBJ: Background on Wisconsin Works (W-2)

We hear Governor Thompson is stopping by on Thursday, and thought you would like this 
summary of some key elements of Wisconsin Works (W-2), which includes some information 

Cynthia got from her recent visit to Milwaukee.

F.vftrvnne works: Effective 9/1/97, W-2 replaced welfare in Wisconsin. Everyone must do some 
kind of work, and cash is based on participation in work. There is no entitlement to assistance, 
but there is "a place for everyone who is willing to work to their ability." The program is 
available to all parents with minor parents, low assets and low income.

Self-Sufficiency Ladder: W-2 includes four kinds of work ranging from unsubsidized employment 
to W-2 Transitions depending on someone's ability (see attachment). It might be interesting to 
ask about the relative priority and utilization of these four activities.

New role for staff: Wisconsin has replaced eligibility workers and case managers with “financial 
and employment planners” who focus on self-sufficiency and responsibility. The FEPs are 
available to help people once they've entered unsubsidized employment.

Investment in support services and retention: Wisconsin has invested heavily in support services 
to help people transition from welfare to work and to help families maintain employment. 
Governor Thompson has been very vocal about the importance of investing in child care. All low 
income families below 165% of poverty are eligible for child care subsidies on a sliding fee basis, 
regardless of whether they have been on welfare. W-2 agencies may provide post-employment 
services including job coaches, training, education, and transportation to help someone succeed 

on the job.

Onp-Stnp Tnh Centers: These are the single point of entry for employers and job seekers-W-2 
participants as well as others. The state has entered into a contract with a W-2 agency for each 
county, with the exception of Milwaukee which has 5 contractors (see attached). In most places, 
the county is the W-2 agency; in Milwaukee, the W-2 contractors include private for profit and 

non-profit entities.

FarnftH Income Credit: Wisconsin is a strong advocate of the EIC, including the Advance EIC 
option (where employees get a portion of their EIC in each paycheck). The state is also one of 

four to have a refundable state EIC.



Basic Income Package 

(At 40 Hours)
Weekly Work Week Program Time Limits

A Unsubsidized Employment
Market Wage 

+Food Stamps
+Eamed Income Credit (EITC)

Up to 40 hours None

B Trial Jobs
Min. Wage ($5.15*)
+Food Stamps 

+EITC
(*Employers may pay more.)

Up to 40 hours 3 to 6 mos. per job; 24 month 

maximum

C Community Service Jobs 

$673 Monthly Grant ($3.88 Hr.) 

+Food Stamps 

(No EITC)

Up to 40 hours 

(Up to 30 work
Up to 10 training, etc.)

6 to 9 mos. per job; 24 month 

maximum

D W-2 Transitions
$628 Monthly Grant ($3.62 hr.)
+ Food Stamps 

(No EITC)

Up to 40 hours 

(Up to 28 work)
(Up to 12 training, etc.)

24 month limit; extensions 

permitted on case by case basis

U 11W-2
Five year lifetime max. in (W-2) - Two year max. in any one area.



WISCONSIN WORKS

A PLACE FOR EVERYONE 
A SYSTEM OF EMPLOYMENT SUPPORTS

IU-

WORKS

Y

Wisconsin Works (W-2) is the welfare replacement program for Aid to Families 

with Dependent Children (AFDC) based on work participation. Under W-2, 
there will be no entitlement to assistance, but there will be a place for everyone 

who is willing to work to their ability. The program is available to all parents 

with minor children, low assets and low income. Each W-2 ehgible participant 
will meet with a Financial and Employment Planner (FEP), who will help the 

person develop a self-sufficiency plan and determine their place on the W-2 
employment ladder. The ladder consists of four levels of employment options, 
in order of preference:

1. Unsubsidized Employment: Individuals entering W-2 will be guided first to the best 
available immediate job opportunity. The W-2 agency will support the participant’s efforts to 
secure employment. Persons in unsubsidized employment may also be eligible for
earned income credits, food stamps. Medical Assistance, child care and job access loans.

2. Trial Jobs (subsidized employment): For those individuals who are unable to locate 
unsubsidized work, but have a willing attitude, the FEP will explore options for subsidized 
employment. These trial job contracts are a way to help the employer cover the cost of 
training a person who might need just a little extra support in the first three to sbc months. 
Trial jobs vvdll be expected to result in permanent positions. Participants will receive at least 
minimum wage for every hour of work. The employee may be eligible for earned income 
credits, food stamps. Medical Assistance, child care and job access loans.

3. Community Service Jobs (CSJs): For those who need to practice the work habits and 
skills necessary to be hired by a regular employer, CSJs will be developed in the com­
munity. CSJ participants will receive a monthly grant of $555 for up to 30 hours per week
in work activities and up to 10 hours a week in education or training, and may be eligible for 
food stamps. Medical Assistance, child care and job access loans.

I ^ A
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4. W-2 Transition: Transition is reserved for those who are unable to perform independent, 
self-sustaining work. W-2 transition participants will receive a monthly grant of $518 for up 
to 28 hours per week participating in work or other developmental activities up to their 
ability and up to 12 hours per week in education or training. W-2 transition participants may 
be eligible for food stamps. Medical Assistance, child care and job access loans.

W-2 participants are limited to 24 months in a single work option category, other than 
unsubsidized employment. The maximum lifetime participation limit is 60 months in work 
option components. Extensions may be available on a limited basis when local labor market 
conditions preclude opportunities.

EMPLOYMENT SUPPORTS

A major part of W-2 consists of the related support services and features designed to
facilitate access to and sustain employment.

• Job Centers will combine job search, job opportunities, education and training, and W-2 
services in one location. This promotes integrated access to many related services.

• Local Children's Services Networks and Community Steering Committees will 
organize community leaders to coordinate resources leading to self-sufficiency.

• Child Support will be paid directly to custodial parents and will not cause a reduction of 
the benefit payment, un^e the current AFDC system.

• Child Care will be available to more low-income working families on a co-payment 
basis.

• Job Access Loans will be available to help families meet immediate financial needs that 
sometimes prevent them fi'om working—like car repairs and personal emergencies.

• Transportation Assistance will ensure that parents can get their children to day care and 

themselves to work.

• Health Care will be available through Medical Assistance until the W-2 Health Care plan 

federal waiver is granted.

The anticipated date for statewide implementation is September 1997.

Division of Economic Support 
April 1997

Sut6 of Wisconsin
Department of Workforce Development



Milwaukee County W-2 Regions
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* Caseload data represents the estimated number of people likely to
receive W-2 services as of Febmary, 1997. _ Department of Workforce Development


