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TANF Spendin d Welfare-to-Work: The Facts
February 26, 1999

e According te the most recent preliminary data, states have obligated (that is, have
contracts or other binding plans for) between 80 and 85 percent of their FY 1998 TANF
funds. The amount they have left, from their FY 1997 and 1998 grants, is between $3
and $3.5 billion, according to our latest preliminary figures.

Technical note: Ungbligated balances are the best measure of unspent or surplus TANF
dollars. Obligated dollars represent, for example, contracts that the state has entered into for
TANF-related services or sub-grants made to county or local levels of government to run the
TANF program. These dollars will be expended, generally within 12 months from when they
were obligated. For example, by the end of the third quarter of FY 98 the states had obligated
all but $500 million of their EY 97 Federal TANF funds and had expended 88% of the
obligated dollars. The $7 billion figure represents cash balances (that is, TANF dollars on
account at the Federal Treasury but not yet drawn down by the states), which can be
misleading because many of these dollars have already been committed.
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e According to the same preliminary data, nineteen states have obligated all of their FY
98 TANF funds.

o HHS expects future data to show a substantial increase in state spending commitments,
for two reasons. First, states will have had the opportunity to appropriate these additional
funds, which they did not initially plan for because they did not expect such large caseload
declines. Second, statc policy decisions made in early 1998 are now being implemented,
resulting in additional expenditures. HHS expects states to leave some TANF funds unspent,
leaving them in the Federal treasury for a “rainy day” when additional funds may be needed
due to population increases or a recession.

Background information: Legislators generally appropriated FY 98 TANF funds in the first
half of calendar year 1998. Since then caseloads have dropped sharply, more than many states
expected. The average monthly TANF caseload declined from 3.947 million in FY 1997 to
3.186 million in FY 1998, a drop of 19 percent.

States anticipating a higher caseload may have budgeted relatively more for cash assistance
and less for intensive work activities, transportation, post-employment supportive services and
other uses of the flexible TANF dollars. Many of the state-level TANF agencies may not
rcprogram large amounts from one spending category to another without approval of their
state legislatures. Large caseload declines would leave such states with significant
unobligated balances of TANF funds.
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States nced to invest both the TANF and the Welfare-to-Work (WtW) resources in
order to ensure that all welfare recipients, including those with the greatest barriers to
cmployment, are able to move to self-sufficiency within the time limits. States are finding
that many of those families remaining on the rolls face barriers to employment such as low
levels of education and skills, substance abuse problems, disability or the need to care for a
family member with a disability. These barriers can require major investment to overcome —
investment greater than the average TANF funding per recipient. WtW is the only program
with funds dedicated to the hardest-to-serve welfare recipients.

The WtW program can also provide wage subsidies and other direct job creation for those
who have reached the TANF time limit but despite their best efforts have not found
employment.

WEW resources can help those who are employed keep those jobs and find better ones.

Welfare-to-Work funds can also be used to improve the employment rates and earnings
of non-custodial parents of children on welfare. Often under state law the noncustodial
parcnts of children on welfare are ineligible for TANF, which usually focuses on the custodial
parent. Many states would need to redefine, probably in statute, their definition of an eligible
TANF family in order to serve noncustodial parents with TANF funds.
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TANF and Welfare-to-Work Q&As
February 8, 1999

Is The New York Times correct that there’s $3 billion in unspent TANF money and, if so,
why aren’t states spending this money?

The most recent figures released by the Department of Health and Human Services show that by
the 3rd quarter of F'Y 1998, states had obligated about three-quarters of TANF funds available to
them in the October 1997-June 1998 period, leaving about $3 billion unobligated. Some of these
unspent funds are to be expected and in fact welcomed, since they will provide “rainy day” funds
in case of state population increases or recession. Moreover, HHS expects future data to show a
substantial increase in state spending commitments because (1) state legislatures are now
appropriating the additional, unexpected funds they received as a result of large caseload
declines; and (2) states are now implementing policy decisions made in early 1998, which will
result in additional expenditures. In fact, preliminary 4th quarter 1998 data show that nearly half
the states have obligated all their 1998 TANF funds.

Why is the Administration proposing more Welfare-to-Work (WtW) money if there’s $3
billion in unspent TANF funds?

First, not all states have unspent TANF funds -- nearly half the states have spent all their FY
1998 TANF dollars, according to preliminary 4th quarter data reported to HHS from the states.
And in every state, as was pointed out in the New York Times article, an even more intensive
commitment of resources will be necessary in the coming years as the work requirements
increase and those left on the rolls face the most serious barriers to employment. The WtW
funds will not only help these individuals get their first job, but will help them keep that job or
advance into a better job. The funds will also ensure that both parents contribute to their
children’s support, by focusing a minimum of $150 million on increasing the employment of
low-income fathers so they can pay more child support.

There is a great need for these funds in high-poverty areas. In FY 1998, 44 states plus D.C.,
Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands claimed these federal funds and identified one dollar
in state and local resources for every two dollars in federal resources. In addition, in FY 1998,
the Department of Labor received approximately 1,400 applications totaling approximately $5
billion for WtW competitive grants funds, but only had sufficient funds to award $468 million to
126 grantees.

Can’t leftover TANF funds, rather than Welfare-to-Work funds, be used on welfare
recipients with the greatest challenges? :

First and most important, we do expect states to make full use of their TANF funds (or to make
considered decisions to save these funds for a rainy day) as they put their welfare reform
programs in full gear and appropriate unexpectedly large TANF payments. In addition, the
Welfare-to-Work program has a number of characteristics that make it particularly well-suited to

-1-



assisting the hardest-to-serve welfare population. For example, most WtW funds flow
automatically through the states to communities with the greatest needs (those with highest
poverty levels, most long-term welfare recipients, and highest unemployment). Similarly, WtW
funds can be used to employ non-custodial parents of children on welfare, whereas many states
could not use TANF monies for this purpose without extensive changes to a state’s TANF plan.
In addition, the WtW funds, because they are administered by local workforce boards ensure the
involvement of local communities and local businesses.

How is the $3 billion reported by The New York Times different from the $7 billion surplus
cited recently by several Republicans?

The $3 billion represents unobligated balances, after accounting for both state expenditures and
state obligations, such as contracts with providers and funds passed to local governments.
Obligated funds are generally expended within 12 months from the date of obligation. The $7
billion figure represents cash balances -- that is, TANF dollars on account at the Federal Treasury
but not yet drawn down by the states. We believe this is not an appropriate measure to look at
because many of these dollars have already been committed.

Does the fact that six states turned down the WtW funds last year mean there is little
interest in these resources?

No, we think the fact that 44 states plus D.C., Guam, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands claimed
these federal funds and identified one dollar in state and local resources for every two dollars in
federal resources indicates substantial interest. In addition, in FY 1998, the Department of Labor
received approximately 1,400 applications totaling approximately $5 billion for WtW
competitive grants funds, but was only able to award $468 million to 126 grantees.
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TANF Spending
March 5, 1999

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA)
provides states with broad flexibility to use TANF funds to provide assistance to needy
families; promote job preparation, work and marriage in order to end dependence; reduce
the incidence of out-of-wedlock births; and encourage the formation of two-parent families,
States are beginning to transform their former AFDC programs and to use the new TANF

funds to support innovative and creative efforts to meet these important new goals.

With the repeal of the AFDC entitlement to the states, PRWORA also allows states great
flexibility in the timing of their TANF expenditures. Recognizing that caseloads -- and state
expenditures -- may rise in times of economic downturn, states are allowed to defer some of their
TANTF block grants for a “rainy day.” Similarly, they may carefully plan future investments for
necdy families and children.

For FY 1998, 84 percent of TANF funds have been obligated by the states. Nineteen states
have obligated 100 percent their FY 98 TANF funds. These include large states such as
California, Illinois and Texas, as well as Connecticut, Delaware, Oregon and Virginia. Obligated
funds represent the best measure of TANF spending, since they include funds for which states have
contracts or other binding plans, such as sub-grants to counties to run the TANF program. States
are using TANF funds for a wide range of services to help an historic number of recipients move
from welfare to work and they are beginning to address other difficult issues of dependency.

Some states have not obligated all of their TANF funds, leaving $2.7 billion in unobligated
TANF funds for FY 1998, Fully allowed and anticipated by PRWORA, there are a variety of
reasons for this. Some states have specifically set aside some of these funds for a “rainy day”. (Any
funds set aside for a rainy day remain in the federal treasury as unobligated funds.) Some states
have experienced large caseload declines but require further state legislative action to reprogram
funds from cash assistance to other investments to promote work and end dependency. Other states
are just beginning innovative new efforts and plan to utilize these funds for these purposes.

Unobligated funds are mot “surplus” funds and must remain available to address the goals of
PRWORA. These funds are essential to the overall success of welfare reform. Many of the
families remaining on welfare face substaritial barriers to employment, such as low levels of
education and skills, substance abuse and mental health problems, domestic violence issues,
disability or the need to care for a family member with a disability. States anticipate that much
greater investments will be required to successfully help such families gain work and self-
sufficiency. The unobligated TANF funds - together with Welfare to Work funds - are crucial to
such efforts.

States also face enormous demands for work supports for low income families - both families
making the transition from welfare to work and families who have never been on welfare. As
more and more farnilies with infants and young children move into the workforce, the rieed -- and
competition for -- help for all types of quality child care, especially infant care and care at non-
traditional hours, continues to expand. Without assistance, a family earning $14,400 a year
typically must spend 25% of its income for the care of a child under five. Yet in some states, child
care assistance under TANF and the Child Care and Development Block Grant is limited to
families making the transition from welfare to work. Low-income working families who have

never been on welfare and are struggling to stay off welfare are too often denied desperately needed
child care assistance.
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Alaterns 5608601 | 06% 1,467 309 % 57,141,801 3% 0% 37,377,861 3091
Alaska 65,287,778 4% 1,600,000 % 3,218,300 % 48,830,865 5% 11.620613 18% 0%
Arizena 266,113 L4% 2,638 600 10% 139,763,545 % 30,805,218 14% 34,169,609 15%
Arkansas BI0IH | 04% 28,081,060 5% 829,54 50% 0%
Calffornia aTasne|  nsk 100,000,000 K] 163,000,000 5% 2.566,924,58 % 76276754 21% 0%
[Cotarado 1934514 08% 2152087 2 55,966,150 40% 0% 81,206,230 568%
Connecricut 266,768,107 15% 2,705 031 % 242.993.0% 51% 0% 0%
Detrrare DR | 02% 1720084 10% 2.078.8% 7% 82950 3% 0%
Districh of Columdia 2609818 6% 59875759 85% 8,328,006 7% 24,406,030 269%
Flosids 576,58 483 15% WG 88 3 5783.6% 0% 165,324,071 % 51,548 438 9% 252,922,151 a4%
Georgls 338.70,207 2% 19,152,485 [1] 30,897 08¢ " 722,142.560 (1Y 15212400 4% 51,805,673 15%9%
Hawaii 96,904,788 16% 7,400,000 7% 84074504 8% BB 0% 6,100,900 6% ]
Idaha 278044 2 ) 3218 000 10% v 0% 0% 29,502,444 0%
Ninois 555,066,060 5% 58,500,000 0% 545,502,238 % 0% 0%
indizns 206,708,100 2% 6,000,000 % 2478,258 12% 175318851 85% 0%
lowa 131,524.958 5% 1214069 ™ 740159 0% 87549,764 5T% 8385774 59% 28,873,740 5596
Kansas 101,931 061 6% 137892 ™ 10,193,108 1% 5744419 5% 0% 21,616,607 219%
Keatucky BI368 ] 1% 18,002,000 ) 5.20000 5% 110,202,652 1% 0% 43,865,017 24%
Louisizne 168,072,384 1.0% 44565492 7% 0% 123,516,902 73%
fMaine 18,120,689 5% B84 510 &% 2,500,000 % 70,638,079 % 0% 0%
|Marand 220,098,032 L4% 22506 A03 10% 2B 340 5% 0% 79,856,787 35%]
| Massachusetts 453,371,118 26% 79,253,389 ™ 2,597 %0 % 300,370 824 (i3 2840810 6% i 0%
Michigan 715,352,658 LT% 148,464,837 1% 12,782,007 [ 463,845,037 0% 14,122,039 2% 89,260,877 129
[Minnesota 287,984,586 % 10,200,000 4% 100,000 0.04% 10,757,360 &% 0% 136.927,526 519
ississippl BSS0|  05% : 70263 503 % 16504075 19% o%1.
Missouri 217,061,740 1.7% 21,705 174 10% 132 104.2% 6% 63.2423% 29% 0%
[8ontans 4,666,107 3% : 1411585 0% 18255172 41% 0%
4,088 578 A% 33,404,183 £8% o% 24,624,396 42%

Nevads 44,875,852 .3% 38832248 2] 8043808 18% 0% ]
New Hampshire 3852120 2% 32568048 85% 0% 5,063 212 59
New Jersey 404,034,823 24% 10,345,964 5% 40,403,482 10% 127,022,971 4% 0% 170,258,386 42%
New Mexico 120,38 51 0.6% 13.34,750 10 80,223,092 7% 4512000 ~ 4% 30.899,415 24%|
New York 2,442,830 602 % 55,000,000 % 221,000 000 % 1,561,049,320 % o% 605,881,273 25%
North Caroling 308550 ]  19% 11,880.518 [T 970,581 (K 20511640 &% % 93,148,981 30%
North Dakots MINEE | 0% 206%.75 % SI635M 22% 0%
Ohio 721,968,260 (X3 T279592% 10.0% 18522699 5% 469,344 52% 65% | . 0%
Okiahoma 147,042,004 0.9% 5,606,134 [ 11,100,000 TN 20,407,391 % o% 110,238,480 75%
Dregan 168,198 029 1.0% ) 115,141,411 0% 51857216 31% 093
Penrnsylvania 719,499,305 43% 53008528 % 283571,3%6 55% 37,868,160 5%, 245,036,264 34%
Rhode Island $5.021,567 06% 88,494,904 9% 0% 8,526,593 7%
South Carolina 69,967 824 0.6% 9,998 782 10% 6,160,118 6% 0% 23,810,926 24%
South Dakels 2313413 01% ] 213131 0% 11,200,436 3% 0% 7,081,636 37%
Tennetsee 106,717 069 1.2% W T04.274 i 909,500 0% 15814990 61% 12921663 7% 48,265,022 25%
Texas 4988 949 126 0% 12,183,631 e 210551 5% 258,395,066 % _X6,255138 A419% 0%
Vtah 78,925,393 5% 3116423 & 62,258,539 9% 0% 13.550,431 17%
Yermom 47,83 181 3% X 14% 4235318 10% 30,585,738 8 % 5,571,572 129%
Virginia 158, 285.172 0% K142 15% 11,874,388 (13 90,325 385 5% .345565 20% 0%

Hashimgton 404.501,754 2.4% 78.973849 7% 232,955,795 56% %45 341 0% 141,452,770 35%1
West Virginia 110,176,310 07% 10,000,000 % 7,400,000 % 12,056,878 11%] ; 0% 80,717,433 739
Wisconsin N1 9%\ 9% 6,02 418 [ 31,750,000 0% 63,656,569 % AT (68 872 46% 49,019,541 15%1
Wyoming 25808 04% 161,402 1% 21,378,887 99% 0%

H : .

Fotal 16.562,380,49¢ 100% $652.117,003 [ SN M % $9,805,157 491 0% $2,250.468 821 149% ' $2,704,275,585 16%
GENERAL NOTES: 1 i

This table shows inf exactly as reported by Stales in column A on the quarterly TANF repert {Form no. ACF-196). States were required to submit this TANF financial data by 11/14/38.

Tabie A shows how States used Federal funds. Tables B and € show how States used their own funds in the TANF program. :

- 1 Bl ] :
FOOTNOTES: | | T ! |
1! The amounts repcded unde! this column e he qrant awz ds he States recefved throuagh the <th cuzter of FY-98
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FY 1998 STATE SPENDIN G UNDER THE NEW WELFARE PROGRAM

Qverview: Fiscal Year 1998 was the first full year that all states implemented the new welfare
program now called Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF). States demonstrated remarkable
progress in welfare reform during the year -- over 1.5 million families who were on welfare in 1997 were
working in 1998, caseloads continued to decline at an unprecedented rate with 20 percent fewer

recipients than in FY 1997, and all states subject to the overall work participation rate in FY 1997 met it.
States also continued to make large investments in their work first welfare programs, spending or
committing to spend 84 percent of their federal funds. Nineteen states spent 100 percent of their block
grant. Although states can reserve funds from year to year without limitarion (for example, states can
save dollars for "rainy day funds”), when FY 1997 and 1998 funds are combined, states left only 10
percent of the federal block grant unspent.

In an effort to meet the critical need of quality, affordable child care for parents moving from
welfare to work, states increased the transfer of TANF funds to the child care block grant. Even with
the significant spending of both federal and state funds, however, states are facing the new challenges of
reaching families with greater barriers to work and supporting families to remain in work.

FY 1998 Highlights

Maintenance of Effort. The new welfare reform law requires states to continue to spend state funds at
a level equal to at least 80 percent of their FY 1994 levels. If states meet the minimum work
participation rates, the law also allows them to reduce their minimum-spending requirement 1o 75
percent. In FY 1998, all states ¢xpended enough to mect the 75 percent maintenance of effort amount.
Thirteen states reported state spending above 80 percent, with one state -- West Virginia -- exceeding
100 percent. Since states are not required to report any expenditures in excess of the maintenance of
effort requirement, states may actually be spending more than reported.

Child Care. Child care continues to be a critical support for families moving from welfarc to work.
States made significant investments in child care in FY 1998, transferring a total of $652 million in
TANF funds to the child care block grant, an over three-fold increase from FY 1997. States rcpori they
are comnmitting over 99 percent of their child care block grant funds. In addition, states spent over $1
billion of their own funds on child care.

Work Activities, Cash Assistance, and Other Supports. States furthered the goal of the welfare law
by making work first the priority for their programs. In FY 1998 states spent $1.2 billion in combined
federal and state funds on work activities. States spent $6.8 billion. or 69 percent, of their FY 98 federal
TANF funds on cash assistance and work-based assistance. (The work-based assistance in this category
may include paychecks eamed by TANF recipients in return for community service jobs or subsidized
employment.) Additionally, states reported spending $1.1 billion in federal TANF funds and $1.3 billion
in state maintenance of effort funds on other expenditures, which included fraud control programs,
cmergency assistance (e.g., onc-time benefits to divert families from having to rely on welfare), staff
training, domestic violence services, and child welfare programs.

Transferring TANF Funds. The new welfare law gives states the authority to transfer portions of their
TANTF grant to either the Child Care and Development Block Grant or the Social Services Block Grant.
Thirty-nine states reported transferring funds in amounts ranging from 2 to 29 percent of their TANF
grant. In total, $652 million or 4 percent of TANF funds were transferred to the child care block grant
and $1.1 billion or 7 percent was transferred to the Social Services Block Grant.
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Administrative Costs. States continue to invest in transforming their welfare offices into-employment
centers, and to expect more from their workforce as eligibility workers are trained as job counselors. In
FY 1998, state administrative expenditures amounted to $913 million, or 9 percent of total federal TANF
expenditures - well below the TANF administrative cost limit of 15 percent.

Separate State Programs. In FY 1998, a fewer number of states -- 15 -- chose to fund programs with
separate state funds than in FY 1997. Expenditures on separate programs represented less than four
percent of total state spending. States with scparate programs spent most of their separate state program
funds -- 55 percent -- on cash and work-based assistance by providing support to primarily two-parcnt
families, pregnant women, migrant seasonal workers, and qualified legal immigrants. Most of the
remaining funds were spent on child care (35 percent) and non-direct services categorized as other
expenditures.

Unobligated Balances. States can carry forward unobligated TANF funds for use in future years, for
example to meet unanticipated needs or reserve dollars for "rainy day" funds. In FY 1998, states
obligated $13.9 billion or 84 percent of the total federal funds. The remaining $2.7 billion in unobligated
funds remain in the federal treasury, with no time limit, until states draw down the dollars.

XXX
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TANF Spending
March 10, 1999

The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
(PRWORA) provides states with broad flexibility to use TANF funds to provide
assistance to needy families; promote job preparation, work and marriage in
order to end dependence; reduce the incidence of out-of-wedlock births; and
encourage the formation of two-parent families. States are beginning to
transform their former AFDC programs and to use the new TANF funds to
support innovative and creative efforts to meet these important new goals.

With the repeal of the AFDC entitlement to the states, PRWORA also allows
states great flexibility in the timing of their TANF expenditures. Recognizing
that caseloads -- and state expenditures -- may rise in times of economic
downturn, states are allowed to defer some of their TANF block grants for a
“rainy day.” Similarly, they may carefully plan future investments for needy
families and children.

For FY 1997 and FY 1998 combined, 90 percent of TANF funds have been
obligated by the states. Nineteen states have obligated 100 percent of their FY
98 TANF funds. These include large states such as California, lllinois and

"~ Texas, as well as Connecticut, Delaware, Oregon and Virginia. Obligated funds

represent the best measure of TANF spending, since they include funds for
which states have contracts or other binding plans, such as sub-grants to
counties to run the TANF program. States are using TANF funds for a wide
range of services to help an historic number of recipients move from welfare to

work and they are beginning to address other difficult issues of dependency.

Some states have not obligated all of their TANF funds, leaving $2.7 billion in
unobligated TANF funds for FY 1998. Fully allowed and anticipated by
PRWORA, there are a variety of reasons for this. Some states have specifically
set aside some of these funds for a “rainy day”. (Any funds set aside for a rainy
day remain in the federal treasury as unobligated funds.) Some states have
experienced large caseload declines but require further state legislative action to
reprogram funds from cash assistance to other investments to promote work
and end dependency. Other states are just beginning innovative new efforts and
plan to utilize these funds for these purposes.

Unobligated funds are not “surplus” funds and must remain available to address
the goals of PRWORA. These funds are essential to the overall success of
welfare reform. Many of the families remaining on welfare face substantial
barriers to employment, such as low levels of education and skills, substance
abuse and mental health problems, domestic violence issues, disability or the
need to care for a family member with a disability. States anticipate that much
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greater investments will be required to successfully help such families gain work
and self-sufficiency. The unobligated TANF funds - together with Welfare to
Work funds - are crucial to such efforts.

States also face enormous demands for work supports for low income families -
both families making the transition from welfare to work and families who have
never been on welfare. As more and more families with infants and young
children move into the workforce, the need -- and competition for -- help for all
types of quality child care, especially infant care and care at non-traditional
hours, continues to expand. Without assistance, a family earning $14,400 a
year typically must spend 25% of its income for the care of a child under five.
Yet in some states, child care assistance under TANF and the Child Care and
Development Block Grant is limited to families making the transition from
welfare to work. Low-income working families who have never been on welfare
and are struggling to stay off welfare are too often denied desperately needed
child care assistance.



Health Care Q&A’s
March 22, 1999

HHS released guidance today clarifying that states must furnish Medicaid
applications immediately upon request and process the applications without delay,
even if they use joint applications for TANF and Medicaid. Why is this guidance
necessary?

This guidance is designed to ensure that statutory requirements are followed to ensure
that former AFDC recipients and their children do not lose their Medicaid eligibility as
they are moving from welfare to work. In passing welfare reform, the President insisted
on maintaining the Medicaid entitlement; indeed, he vetoed two welfare bills that did not
guarantee Medicaid coverage to all adults and children who were then eligible. The
guidance that HHS is releasing today is just the latest of our efforts to ensure that,
consistent with this longstanding policy, working families moving off cash assistance
programs still get Medicaid benefits.

Wasn’t the Administration investigating New York City for violating Federal rules
about immediate processing of Medicaid applications? Is this guidance targeted at
New York?

HHS has been working with New York City for several months to ensure that its
Medicaid program is serving all qualified applicants, as required by law. In late January,
a New York district court issued a temporary restraining order against the city for failing
to follow federal Medicaid enrollment requirements; this order requires the city to
develop a plan for coming into compliance with current statute. HHS did not release this
guidance, however, to respond specifically to the situation in New York. The
Administration has long done everything it can to ensure that people moving from
welfare to work retain their Medicaid benefits, and this guidance is another step in that
effort.

Do you have reason to believe that welfare reform is in practice causing individuals
to lose Medicaid benefits, even though the welfare law does not formally change the
Medicaid entitlement?

It is too early to tell whether welfare reform may have such indirect effects, but we are
doing everything possible to ensure it does not. Again, the welfare reform law itself in no
way changes the rules for Medicaid eligibility. And HHS is taking aggressive steps -- of
which this guidance is just the latest -- to ensure that states and communities do not
undermine the Medicaid entitlement in making implementation decisions on welfare. A
remaining question is whether people who move from welfare to work simply fail to avail
themselves of other, continuing benefits like Medicaid and food stamps. We are keeping
a close eye on this question, and working with the states on a wide variety of outreach
methods focused on this population.
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WWith PM-Extra Welfare Cash

The amount of money, in millions of dollars, that each state has
yet to spend of federal welfare money it received for fiscal years
1997 and 1998, combined.

The second column is how much each state would lose, in
millions, under a Senate plan that calls for using $350 million in
unspent welfare money to pay for an emergency spending bill.

State
Ala. 37.4 4.3
Alaska 0 0
Ariz. 47.9 5.5
Ark. 0 0
Calif. 0 0]
Colo. 81.2 9.3
Conn. 0 0
Del. 0 0
D.C. 35.1 4.0
Fla. 252 .9 29.1
Ga. 51.7 5.9
Hawaii 6.9 0.8
Idaho 31.1 3.6
T1l. 0 0
Ind. 0 0
Iowa 28.9 3.3
Kan. 21.6 2.5
Ky . 44.9 5.2
La. 129.8 14.9
Maine 0 0
Md. 146.9 16.9
Mass. 0 0
Mich. 89.3 10.3
Minn. 136.9 15.8
0
0
0
4.2
0.8
0.7
25.6
6.4
79.3
10.7
0.3
0
12.7
0
28.2
1.8
4.0
0.9
8.9
0
1.6
1.3
0




W.Va. 80.7 9.3
Wis. 49 5.6
Wyo. 0 0

U.s. 3,041.3 350.0

Source: Department of Health and Human Services
APNP-03-17-99 0212EST
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Medicaid/TANF Q and As
Final--3/19/99

What is the purpose of this guidecbook?

A: As the cover letter says, our goal is to do everything possible to maximize both
the number of people with health insurance and the number of people moving
from welfare to work. The decoupling of Medicaid and TANF in the 1996
welfare reform law means that stales need to pay careful attention to their
eligibility and cnrollment processes. It also provides a special opportunity for
states to promote both Medicaid and CHIP as an independent support for low-
income working families.

The guidebook released today i just the latest of our efforts to work with states to
cnsure that people moving off cash assistance programs, and working families
who may not realize they are eligible for assistance, still get Medicaid benefits.
The guidebook makes clear that slates with a joint TANF-Medicaid application
must furnish a Medicaid application upon request and may not impose a waiting
period. States must also prooess Medicaid applications without delay.

HHS has repeatedly urged states in many different ways to pay attention to their
cligibility and enrollrent processes to ensure that those eligible for Medicaid -
particularly children - are enrolled. In fact, all state Medicaid and TANF
administrators received a letter in June of last year explaining actions states
should take to ensure that all those eligible for Medicaid receive it - including
making Medicaid and CHIP applications available at sites where TANF eligibility
is evaluated, and where "diversicnary" assistance is provided.

We will continue to work with states to identify model outreach strategies,
programn operations, coverage cxpansions and Medicaid policies designed to
increase the number of people eligible for Medicaid who actually receive it.

Q: What are the current figures available for the number of Medicaid recipients
nationwide? Are they declining?

A The latest Medicaid enrollmenl {igures, for 1997, show that there are 40.3 million
Americans eprolled in Medicaid, down from 41.2 million enrolled in 1996. It is
too early to say with confidence what has caused this decline, however, There are
a number of factors, such as fewer people in poverty, lower rates of
unemployment, and the nise in number of businesses offering health insurance to
their employees that contribute to any change in enroliment numbers. It's also
important to note that while Medicaid enrollment has declined since 1996, the

number of people under the poverly level who are uninsured has not increased in
that period.



T11:17

FAX [do03-014
PRI 11°Z1 FAA 202 690 5873 DHHS/ASPA

[BACKGROUND: The overall eprollment figures are 41.4 million in 1995, 41.2
million in 1996, and 40.3 million in 1997. The number of children enrolled went
from 20.4 million in 1995 to 20.5 million in 1996 to 15.6 million in 1997. In
addition to adults and children receiving cash assistance, Medicaid alsoe covers
disabled individuals who receive SSI, low-income elderly Americans, low income
parents who would bave qualified (or cash assistance under the rules in effect
prior io the enactment of welfare rcform; their children; other children of working
paremts who meet certain income guidelines; and some working adults in states
that have received waivers to continue Medicaid eligibility to low-income
working families.]

[BACKGROUND: The numbers shown in HCFA’s Congressional Justification
are in person Yyears (or, average enrollment). The latest Medicaid enroliment
figures in person years indicate that, on avetrage in 1997, about 33 million
Americans were enrolled in Medicaid, down from 33.2 million the year before. In
FY 1997, there were 16.4 million children enrolled in Medicaid, down from about
16.9 million in 1996.]

Wasn't the Administration investigating New York city for violating federal
rules about immediate processing of Medicaid applications? What is the
status of that investigation? '

Beginning in July, HCFA began collecting information from city and
state officials about Medicaid application procedures to ensure that New
York City's Medicaid program was scrving all qualified applicants, as
required by law. In late January, a New York court issued a temporary
restraining order against the city for failing 1o follow Medicaid
enrollment requirements under law and regulation. The court required the
city to submit a corrective action plan that includes procedure to address
iesues raised with the city's Medicaid enrollment process. That plan has
now been submitted, and it is being reviewed by the court.

[BACKGROUND: The state of New York has asserted that they cannot provide
any information to HCFA due to the court proceedings. HCFA is contimung

to gather information from other sources. The plaintiff in the court case is the
Legal Aid Society of New York. |

What do you think of New York City’s corrective action plan?

The court has not provided us with a copy of the plan and has not asked us for
comruent.

oo
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Have there been similar violations in other states? Are you issuing the
guidebook because you think this is 2 national problem?

We are certainly aware, as we say in the guidebook, that the de-linking of
Medicaid and cash assistance creates both opportunities and challenges in the
states. As we receive specific complaints, we will of course investigate them.

However, that is not the reason wc released the guidebook. There is no evidence
that this is a widespread problcm. Our goal is to do everything possible to
maxinize both the nwmnber of people with health insurance and the pumber of
people moving from welfare to work. State officials share those goals, and want
to do the best job they can in administering TANF, Medicaid and CHIP.

In fact, significant resources exist for states to conduct Medicaid and CHIP
outreach, including a $500 million Medicaid fund, enacted in the 1996 welfare
law and aimaed at outreach for children losing welfare; 2 provision in the CHIP
law, allowing states to spend up to 10 percent of their CHIP allotment on
administrative costs which can include outreach; and a provision in the welfare
bill that allows states to use federal TANF funds and their state maintenance of
effort funds for outreach and tramiing activities for Medicaid and CHIP.

[BACKGROUND: Federal TANF funds can NOT be used for medical services or
as Medicaid matching funds, however.]

Why are the Medicaid rolls decreasing?

This is a complex question with no easy answer. A possible answer is that the
improving economy has made it possible for many low income people enrolled in
the Medicaid program to find jobs that offer health insurance bensfits. Another
answer is that individuals may not realize they are still eligible for the Medicaid
program cven if their income increases slightly.

Irrespective of these complicated questions, the Administration maintains its long-
standing belief that the best approach is for states to move families from welfare
to work, while preserving Medicaid eligibility and improving outreach strategies.
The guidebook released on Monday is just the latest of our efforts to work with
states to ensure that people moving off cash assistance programs, and working
farnilies wha may not realize they arc cligible for assistance, still get Medicaid
benefits. The guidebook also makes clear that states’ TANF-Medicaid
application must furnish 2 Medicaid application upon request and may not Impose
a waiting period. States must also process Medicaid applications without delay.

idoo4-014
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Isn't welfare reform responsible for the drop in Medicaid enrollment?

This Administration has demonsirated an unprecedented commitment to reducing
the numbers of the uninsured and would not take any action that would reduce
access to health insurance for low-income people. National welfare reform
legislation was enacted in-August 1996 and phased in by the states during 1997,
so the numbers currently available say little about the effect of welfare reform on
Medicaid coverage.

Beginning in 1993, President Chnlon led the effort to reform welfare by granting
waivers to 43 states allowing them to move famalies from welfare to work. In
each waiver, the Administration insisted that states ensure continued Medicaid
coverage for all eligible people at the same time they were promoting work, This
reflected our commitment to expanding health coverage and our belief that health
insurance is a crucial work support.

Comnsistent with this conviction, the President insisted that the welfare refonn law
guarantee Medicaid coverage to all adults and children who would have been
eligible prior to the law's passage (cxcept for those adults who refuse to meet their
work obligations). Recently, the Department revised its regulations to help
families work their way off welfare by permitting states to extend Medicajd to
low income two-parent families even if the principal wage eamer worked more
than 100 hours per month.

The gnidebook released Monday is just the latest of our efforts to work with states
to ensure that people moving off cash assistance programs, and working families
who may not realize they are eligible for assistance, still get Medicaid benefits.
The guidebook also makes clear that states that uge a joint TANF-Medicaid
application must furnish a Medicaid application upon request and may got impose

a waiti eriod before providing it._States must also process Medicaid

applications without delay.

Again, the precise reason for declining Medicaud rolls is a complex question with
Do casy answer. A possible answer is that the improving economy has made it
possible for many low income people enrolled in the Medicaid program to find
jobs that offer health insurance benefits. Another answer is that individuals may
not realize they are still eligible for the Medicaid program even if their income
increases slightly,
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How is welfare reform going?

First, welfare reform has been successful in moving many families from welfare
to work. Recent national data shows that the percentage of former welfare
recipients who are working has tapled since 1992. An estimated 1.5 million
people who were on welfare in 1997 were working in 1998, and all states met the
first overall work participation rates required under the welfare reform law.

Second, we have learned a fair amount about the effects of welfare reform on
employment and earnings, and the sarly news is very encouraging. Caseloads are
down dramatically. The number of welfare recipients has dropped by more than

30 percent since August 1996, and the percentage of the U.S. population recejving
assistance is the lowest since 1969.

Third, there has been NO race to the bottom 1n state welfare spending-—states are
spending more per recipient now than they did in 1994. In 1998, all states met the
minjmum spending requirements and 13 states exceeded them.

Fourth, 2 majority of states are increasing their earnings disregards. That means
they're raising the amount of samings that are not counted when determining a
recipient's benefits. This will not only help pull faynilies out of poverty, it will
scnd the message to low wage samers that going to work is a better deal than
staying home.

This is clearly not the end of welfare reform, it is only the beginning. That's why
the President has spoken forcefully about the need for the business community to
hire people coming off welfare. The 10,000 companies that have joined the
Welfare to Work Partnership havc hired 410,000 welfare recipients. The federal
govemment has done its fair share too, hiring 10,000 welfare recipients. And
that's why this Administration has challenged all Americans to help make this
huistoric law work even better. '

[BACKGROUND: In 1998, 225,000 legal immigrant children, elderly and
disabled persons who were in the country as of enactment of the welfare reform
law had their Food Stamp eligibility restored. In raw numbers, citizen households
recciving welfare declined by 857,000 from 1994-1997, and immigrant
households declined by only 249,000 according to CPS estimates.]



03/22/99 11:18 FAX idoo7/014
03/19/99 FRI 17:23 FAX 202 690 5673 DHHS/ASPA doo7

Q: What other steps are being taken to get Medicaid eligibles enrolled?

Many steps are being taken. The Administration is committed to improving
awareness of both Medicaid and CHIP. For example, we recently announced the
Insure Kids Now campaign, a toll-free number and media campaign to help
families get access to both Medicaid and CHIP. Last year, we revised our
regulations to permit states to extend Medicaid to low income two-parent working
families even if the principal wage earner worked more than 100 hours per month.
We've issued a guidebook on Monday to help state welfare, Medicaid, and CHIP
directors find and use effective oplions to enroll more eligible people. And we
are also working with states to identify model outreach strategies, program
operations, coverage expansions and Medicaid policies. Louisiana, for example,
is replacing its 14 page Medicaid application with a 2 page application for both
Medicaid and its CHIP program.

The President's Fiscal Year 2000 budget outlines some additional initiatives that
would improve Medicaid awareness and potentially enroll thousands more
children in Medicaid as well as CHIP:

e HHS is proposing ta broaden statcs' ability to use a special $500 million Medicaid
fund, enacted in the 1996 welfare reform law and aimed at outreach for children
losing welfare, to fund outreach to other children eligible far CHIP. [This is
expected to increass Medicaid spending by $345 million over the next five years,
including both administrative expenses and benefits.]

* The President's budget proposes allowing states to extend Medicaid to low-
income children up to age 21 who were in foster care but whoa 'age out' of that
system at age 18. This would help assure health care for this vulnerable
population as they continue to prcpare for adulthood, just as older children living
in their own families can be covered under a parent's insurance policy. Each year,
about 16,000 youths age out of foster cars and 9,000 more leave the foster care
systern and run away.,

» In addition, we are proposing to remove outreach costs, from the 10 percent cap
statea have on administrative costs for the CHIP program. Instead, states could
spend up to 3 percent of their tota] allotinent on outreach. This initiative, which is
scored at 3875 million, would give states more flexibility in designing outreach
campaigns to reach families.
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In light of the Administration's commitment to maximizing health insurance
coverage for low-income working families, why does your budget not include
a proposal to remove the suuset on the transitional Medicaid benefit, which
will expire at the end of FY 2001 under current law?

The Administration has always supported health care coverage for families
moving from welfare to work. That is why the budget includes two proposals to
simplify and improve transitional Medicaid--it removes certain burdensome
reporting requirements, and it encourages States to serve more low-income
working families. Since transitional Medicaid is authorized throughout both the
coming fiscal year and the fiscal year after that, the program does not need to be
reauthorized at this point and is therefore not included in budget projections
through FY2002-2004. We will continue our efforts to ensure that people
making the transition from welfare to work have the necessary health care
supports to keep them successfully on the job and off of welfare.

[BACKGROUND: The Administration has always supported health care
coverage for families moving from wclfare to work, The President's FY2000
budget baseline for Medicaid reflects the fact that the requirement for TMA
expires on September 30, 200) under current law. As a general matter, the budget
projections 2001-2004 regarding Medicaid do not reflect potential legislative
proposals. The FY2000 budget does include a proposal to remove burdensome
reporting requirements that have posed an obstacle to families' participation in
transitional Medicaid. The budget also includes a provision that states that extend
Medicaid to individuals up to 185% of povcrty have the option not to do TMA. ]

Why aren't HCFA and ACF issuing guidance to states specifically about

diversion programs in general or lJump sum payment programs in
particnlar?

HHS has repeatedly urged states in many different ways to pay attention to their
eligibility and enrollment processes to ensure that those eligible for Medicaid -
particularly children - are eprolled. In fact, all state Medicaid and TANF
administrators received a letter in June of last year explaining actions states
should take to ensure that all those eligible for Medicaid receive it - including
making Medicaid and CHIP applications available at sites where TANF eligibility
is evalnated, and particularly where "diversionary" assistance is provided. The
guidebook released Monday is just the latest of our efforts to work with states to
ensure that people moving off cash assistance programs, and working families
who may not realize they are eligible for assistance, still get Medicaid benefits.
The guidebook also makes clear that states TANF-Medicaid application must
furnish a Medicaid application upon request and may not irnpose a waiting period.
States must also process Medicaid applications without delay.

[doos 014
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You've bragged about welfare caseload declines since 1994, but recent
reports say the declines are disproportionately in the immigrant community.
Isn't that a terrible consequence of your policies?

Not at all. Findings in the recent Urban Ipstitute study are based on data that was
collected prior to the implementation of welfare reform el1g1'blhty changes. The
President has always been clear that welfarc reform is about moving people who
can work 1o work -- not punishing children and the elderly who are here legally.
With the President's leadership, a significant number of legal immigrants who lost
their benefits under the welfare reform act have already had their eligibility
restored. As the report itself states, immigrants represented only 9 percent of
houseliolds receiving welfare in 1994 -- most of the decline was not in the
immigrant community. In his 2000 budget, the President has proposed to restore
Medicaid and the Children's Health Insurance Programn (CHIP) to legal immigrant
children who have entered the country after the welfare law's enactment, and to
restore Medicaid to pregnant women who enter the country after enactment.

How can the Federal government ask States to do more work on Medicaid
enrollment when the Administration has a proposal in place that will reduce
the funds available for Medicaid?

With the repeal of the AFDC program and the enactment of TANTF, states began
to amend their public assistance cost allocation plans to charge activities to
programs in the proportion to which the programs benefited from those activities,
thereby increasing administrative costs for both Medicaid and Food Starnps. At
the same time, these costs were already included in States' TANF block grants,
The President's Budget proposes Lo reduce Medicaid administrative costs only to
the extent that they would be increasing due to the changes in cost allocation
plans - just as the Agriculture Research, Extension, and Education Reform Act
reduced Foad Stamps administrative costs last year, Unlike that Act, however,
the Administration's proposal would allow States to use TANF funds to offset
these cuts to the Medicaid program.

The Administration is committed to helping States to provide coverage to as
many of the uninsured as possible. The President’s Fiscal Year 2000 budget
outlines some additional initiatives that would improve Medicaid awareness and
potentially enroll thousands more children in Medicaid as well as CHIP. For
example, HHS is proposing to broaden states’ ability to use a special $500 million
Medicaid fund, enacted in the 1996 welfare reform law and aimed at the costs
incurred by states because of the decoupling of AFDC and Medicaid, including
outreach costs. In addition, we are proposing to remove outreach costs from the
10 percent cap states have on admimstrative costs for the CHIP program. Instead,
states could spend up to 3 percent of their total allotment on outreach. This
initiative, which is scored at $875 million, would give states more flexibility in
designing outreach campaigps to reach families.

[dooa 014
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Q:  Does the Administration oppose efforts in Congress to reduce or redirect

unused TANF funds?

Al Yes. The Adminustration strongly opposes these proposals because they will
underrnine the decisions already madc by the states regarding how they plan to
use their TANF funds. We encaurage states to continue to invest in all families to
enable them to succeed at work. This mcans both helping hard-to-serve recipients
overcome the barriers that prevent them from working and helping working
families to sustain and improve their employment so that they can support
themselves and their children. Innovative investment of the unspent funds is
essential to the success of welfare reform.

[BACKGROUND: The proposal in the Senate Appropriations Committee’s
version of the Emergency Supplemental Bill to redirect TANF funds has now
been dropped. The most recent data reported by the states to the Departrnent
show that in FY 1998, states also continued to make large investrnents in their
work first welfare programs, spending or committing to spend 84 percent of their
federal funds. Nineteen states spent 100 percent of their block grant. Although
states can reserve funds from year to year without limitation, when FY 1997 and
1998 funds are combined, states left only 10 percent of the federal block grant
unspent. We expeot future data to show a substaptial increase in spending
comrnitments because 1) states will have had the opportunity to appropriate these
additional funds, which they did not initially plan for because they did not expect.
such large caseload declines; 2) state policy decisions made in early 1998 will
now be implemented, resulting in additional expenditures. We also expect states
to leave some TANF finds unspent, leaving them in the federal treasury for a
“rainy day”’ when additional funds may be needed due to population increases or a
regional recessjon.]

What is HHS doing about the “public charge” issue and why?

First, HHS sent out letiers to the states last year remninding them that there are
only limited circumstances when personal information on benefit receipt can be
released and repayment sought, The Medicaid and the previous AFDC laws are
clear about this, and DHHS is committed to following the letter of the law,
Additionally, the INS has informed its field offices that they may not condition a2
person’s visa on repayment of past benefits.

Second, HHS has been working closely with the INS, State Department ang other
agencics to develop guidance that will clarify the meaning of public charge and
the effect of enrollment in benefit programs, such as Medicaid and CHIP on
immigrants. We are hopeful that guidance will be issued shortly.

We also note that the INS Aas confirmed through several letters that use of
Medicaid and CHIP by the children of immigrants, both U.S. citizens and lawful
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permanent residents, will not have any effect on the child’s public charge status or
that of their immigrant family members. Nonetheless, we recognize that it is still
critical to issue official guidance to settle the matter. '
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*xPlease note that within the next couple of weeks George Washington University
will release a study on welfare diversion policies.

Q:

This study suggests that state welfare diversion policies like one-time cash
assistance, mandatory job search, and encouraging alternative sources of
support may have negative consequences for poor families -- and may
especially be discouraging people from enrolling in Medicaid. Is this true,
and how does the Administration feel about these efforts by the states?

Our goal is to cantinue to do everything possible to maximize both the number of
individuals with health insurance and the number of people moving from welfare
to work. Under the welfare refonm bill, states have the flexibility to provide
families with enough cash to golve an immediale problem and stay off welfare, or
to Tequire an up-front job search before cash assistance is provided. We believe
these strategies can be effective.

As for the effect of diversion strategies on Medicaid, the report itself notes that
the "de-linking"of Medicaid and casb assistance creates both opportunities and
challenges in ensuring access to Medicaid. We agree. When families learn that
they can receive Medicaid coverage witheut having to receive welfare, they may
be less likely to tum to welfare in the first place, or to return to the welfare system
if they have unmet health care needs. "De-linkage" also provides a special
opportunity for states to promote both Medicaid and CHIP as an independent
support for low-income working families.

The decoupling of Medicaid and TANF also means that states need to pay careful
attention to their eligibility and enro)lment processes. That's why we have
worked with states to ensure that people moving off cash assistance programs, as
well as low-income working families who may not realize they are eligible for
assistance, pct Medicaid benefits. We agree with the authors of this report that
diversion problems can be averted if states adeguately inform families of their
abjlity to apply for Medicaid separately from cash assistance: put procedures in
place to be sure Medicaid applications are procgssed promptly; and exercise new
options under the law to make more working familjes eligible for Medicaid.

HHS has repeatedly urged states in many different ways to pay attention to their
eligibility and enrollment processes to ensure that those eligible for Medicaid -
particularly children - are enrolled. In fact, all state Medicaid and TANF
administrators received a letter in June of last year explaining actions states
should take to ensure that all those eligible for Medicaid receive 1t - including
making Medicaid and CHIP applications available at sites where TANF eligibility
is evaluated, and where "diversionary” assislance is provided.

The guidebook released on Monday is just the latest of our efforts to work with

states to ensure that people maving off cash assistance programs, and working
families who may not realize they are eligible for assistance, still get Medicaid
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bemnefits. The guidebook also makes clear that states TANF-Medicaid application
must fumish a Medicaid application ypon request and raay not irpgse a waiting
period. _States must also process Medjgaid gpplications withayt delay.

We will continue to work with states to identify model outreach strategies,
program operations, coverage expansions and Medicaid policies designed to
increase the number of people eligible for Medicaid who actually receive it.

[BACKGROUND: Beginning in 1993, President Clinton led the effort to reform
welfare by granting waivers to 43 states allowing them to move families from
welfare to work. In each waiver, the Administration insjsted that states ensure
continued Medicaid coverage for all eligible people at the same time they were
promoting work, This reflected our commutment to expanding health coverage
and our belief that health insurance is a crucial work support. Consistent with this
conviction, the President insisted that the welfare reform law guarantee Medicaid
coverage to all adults and children who would have been cligible prior to the law's
passage (except for those adults who refuse to mect their work obligations).]

12
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As the cover letter says, our goal is to do everything possible to maximize both the
number of people with health insurance and tbe number of people moving from
welfare to work. The decoupling of Medicaid and TANF in the 1996 welfare reform
law means that states need to pay careful attention to their eligibility and enrollment
processes. It also provides a special opportunity for states to promote both Medicaid
and CHIP as an independent support for low-income working families.

The guidebook released today is just the latest of our efforts to work with states 1o
ensure that people moving off cash agsistance programs, and working families who
may not realize they are cligible for assistance, still get Medicaid benefits. The
guidebook makes clear that states with a joint TANF-Medicaid application must
furnish a Medicaid application upon request and may not impose 2 waiting period.
States must also process Medicaid applications without delay.

HHS has repeatedly urged states in many different ways ta pay attention to their
eligibility and enrollment processes ta ensure that those eligible for Medicaid -
particularly childrep - are enrolled. In fact, all state Medicaid and TANF
admnistrators received a letter in June of last year explaining actions states should
take to ensure that all those eligible for Medicaid receive it - including making
Mediceid and CHIP applications available at sites where TANF cligibility is
evaluated, and where "diversiopary” assistance ig provided.

We will continue to work with states to identify model outreach strategies, program
operations, coverage expansions and Medicaid policies designed to increase the
number of people eligible for Medicaid who actually receive it,



