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CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

Policy and Cost. We propose to expand the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) 
at a cost of $10.5 billion over 5 years, and to maintain the structure that we proposed last year to 
devote $7.5 billion to expand subsidies and $3 billion to support early childhood education and child 
care quality. This will maintain last year's level of commitment to new mandatory dollars for child 
care subsidies and quality. 

We will more affirmatively package the overall investment as an increase in the block grant, with 
a portion reserved for community-based child care improvements. With the additional $7.5 billion 
over five years for child care subsidies (assuming the 80/20 match advanced last year), one million 
more children will be served, for a total of 2.25 million children in 2004. The $3 billion will go to 
communities to support early childhood education, home visiting and parent education, and child 
care quality improvements for infants and toddlers. 

Unresolved Issues and Objections. Our goal is to maintain our commitment to the significant 
child care initiative that the President put forward last year, while repackaging the proposal as a 
commitment to increasing the block grant for both subsidies and quality child care, rather than as 
a new separate program for early learning. 

It is clear that our proposal will be judged by the advocacy community primarily on the funding 
level, so that it is important not to lower our commitment below $10.5 in mandatory funds. 

We believe that we need to maintain a strong commitment to child care quality and early childhood 
education. Many advocates, as well as some Member of Congress such as Senators Kerrey and 
Kennedy, have similarly argued that we should not retreat from the early learning fund. As you 
know, we had floated the idea of collapsing the early learning fund and building on the existing set-
aside in CCDBG for infants and toddlers. While the advocates are somewhat open to altering our 
proposal given the difficulty of obtaining authorization for a new program, most see using the set-
aside as an endgame and view our best starting position as a commitment to last year's proposal. 
In addition, given that the infant and toddler set-aside is currently only $50 million, it would be 
difficult to imagine raising it to $600 million per year and would therefore most likely endanger the 
funding level for early learning. Finally, some advocates strongly support targeting any new quality 
dollars to communities, rather than to states, a goal that will be difficult to meet if we build on the 
existing set-aside. Therefore, we propose to maintain our commitment to the balance between 
subsidies and quality advanced last year, because, regardless of its prospects for passage, it is 
considered the best starting point to congressional negotiations and addresses the growing need to 
target dollars to the community level. 

Status. HHS and NEC continue to support maintaining the Early Learning Fund. We have not had 
extensive discussions yet with OMB. 
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Family Friendly Policies — Proposals to Help Americans 

Cope with the Struggle to Balance Work and Family 4P I . EQUAL TREATMENT OF PART-TIME WORKERS ,„„ 

Background: \ / ^ 
It is estimated that roughly three million Americans are involuntarily full-time worker^ who 
would prefer to be part-time. However, because of lack of employer flexibility, and because of 
disparities in treatment for part-time workers, they are forced to be full-time workers. The vast 
majority of those in this category would choose to become part-time workers because of family 
obligations. 

The group of voluntary part-time workers has grov/n rapidly sincelSSi^the first year for which 
refined data on part-time employment were collected>JiLl^54, ̂ ight percent o£allemployees ^ \ 
were voluntary part-time workers. The corresponding figure for l98^was Kvelve percent. The r^\<M^ 
group of voluntary part-time workers ranges from persons who work only a rewMurs a week up 
to those who work thirty-four hours per week. In 1977, the median number of hours for adult 
part-time workers was 19.5 hours per week. 

The one characteristic that stands out in any description of the part-time work force is its 
predominantly female composition. In 1981 women constituted sixty-nine percent of the 
part-time work force, compared to only thirty-nine percent of the full-time work force. Looking 
solely at the voluntary part-time work force, the proportion of female employees is even greater. 
In 1981 the proportion of women on voluntary part-time schedules was three times as 
great as the proportion of men. 

On average, part-time workers earn much less per hour than do full-time workers. Indeed, 
part-time workers are sometimes paid less than full-time workers for identical work and 
are frequently paid less than full-time workers for different work of comparable value. Further, 
part-time workers are likely to be excluded altogether from better paying, higher status positions. 
Unless employees are willing to work forty hours a week, they often are not considered for such 
desirable jobs, regardless of their qualifications or experience. 

In terms of benefits, the disparity is even more stark. Indeed, fringe benefits are simply not 
characteristic of part-time employment. Approximately 22 percent of part-time workers receive 
health insurance, compared to 78 percent of full-time workers.' Retirement benefits were 
available to 66 percent of full-time employees compared to 23 percent of part-time employees.2 

1 Rebitzer and Taylor, "A Model of Dual Labor Markets with Uncertain Product 
Demand," mimeo, University of Texas at Austin, 1988 

2 The Benefits of Part-Time, BRIEF: Employee benefits in the United States, 1994-95, 
Ann C. Foster, Full time versus part time. 



One study shows that, after controlling for worker and job characteristics, a part-time workers's 
probability of receiving health insurance is 28 percentage points below that of a full-time worker. 
Additionally, his or her probability of getting sick leave, paid vacation, or inclusion in a pension 
is lower by 33 percent, 21 percent, and 26 percent, respectively.3 

A. Equal Treatment of Part-Time Workers in Access to Benefits: 

Equal treatment of part-time workers would require federal and state initiatives as well as 
reformed employer practices. Equal treatment, enforced by public policy, is the standard in most 
of the industrialized world.4 

In the workplace, equal treatment would start with equal access to benefits. Today, many forms 
of social insurance tacitly or explicitly discriminates against part-time workers. For example, in 
most states unemployment insurance requires a minimum earnings threshold that excludes many 
part-time workers. In addition, most state unemployment insurance laws require that recipients 
be available for full-time work. Social security caps the income amount subject to payroll taxes, 
so that part-time workers (and other workers with low total earnings) are taxed at a higher rate 
than full-time workers who exceed the cap. 

Federal law could ensure that part-time workers receive a benefit package equivalent to that of 
full-time workers, benefits that would be prorated to reflect the differences in hours worked. 
Section 89 of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 required such a system, but that section was repealed 
in 1989 after a concerted employer campaign against it. In addition, members of Congress 
have introduced legislation introduced that would modify the Employee Retirement and Income 
Security Act (ERISA) which currently requires that all employees working over 1,000 hours per 
year (about 20 hours per week) be included in a company's pension. ERISA reform could 
include lowering its minimum hours threshold and extending its scope to other kev benefits. 
particularly health insurance. 

3 Ichniowski and Preston, 1985. These estimates control for education, job tenure, work 
experience, firm size, occupation, union status, and demographic characteristics (race, sex, 
marital status). Estimates vary depending on the data source. See also, Ehrenberg, Rosenberg, 
and Li, 1986; Blank, 1987. 

"The International Labour Office (ILO) surveyed legislation and collective bargaining 
agreements on work schedules, including part-time work, in Western and Eastern Europe, North 
America, Japan, Australia and New Zealand. The ILO concluded that: 

A basic principle explicitly included in the legislation in most countries is that terms and 
conditions of employment should be no less favourable than those of full-time workers, account 
being taken as appropriate of the shorter hours of work. This principle covers a range of 
extremely important conditions: hourly wages, holiday entitlements, security of employment, the 
right to join trade unions and hold trade union office, et. (ILO, 1986:16) 



B. Equal Treatment for Equal Work. 

Pro rata, part-time workers earn less than their full-time counterparts. In 1981, although 
part-time employees worked forty-six percent of the hours worked by full-time employees, they 
earned only twenty-eight percent of the wages earned by full-time employees. Where lower 
hourly wages for part-timers reflect genuinely different job content, the pay differential may be 
legitimate. But part-time workers should not be paid less per hour simply because of an 

,j invidious distinction between full-timers and part-timers performing the same duties. Based on 
lp-J , the model of the Equal Pay Act, federal law could affirm and enforce the principle of equal pav 

for equal work in this area. 

C. Prohibiting Discrimination Against Part-Time Workers 

More broadly, federal law could prohibit discrimination against part-time workers in all areas of 
work, particularly in hiring5 and promotion. Job requirements may legitimately foreclose hiring 
or promoting some who can only work part-time. In many cases, however, refusals to promote 
is discriminatory. Furthermore, discrimination against part-time workers often marks a veiled 
form of discrimination against women — whom are particularly likely to prefer part-time 

' schedules. Federal law could protect part-time workers against such employment discrimination. 

IL Pregnancy Discrimination - Ensuring Greater Accommodation of Pregnancy 

Background 
Congress passed the Pregnancy Discrimination Act (PDA) in 1978. The PDA amended Title 
VII's definition of sex discrimination to include discrimination "because of or on the basis of 
pregnancy, childbirth, or related medical conditions." The PDA also contains a substantive 
provision that directly applies only to pregnant workers whose ability to work is affected by 
pregnancy: "Women affected by pregnancy, childbirth, or related medical conditions shall be 
treated the same for all employment-related purposes, including receipt of benefits under fringe 
benefit programs, as other persons not so affected but similar in their ability or inability to work 
. . . " Congress added this provision apparently to quell employers' fears of having to provide 

r more benefits for pregnant workers than for nonpregnant workers. The PDA does not grant a 
pregnant employee the affirmative power to demand accommodation in the workplace, but 

^—instead limits her to the negative right to be treated the same as other similarly situated workers. 

Even though the PDA has been in effect since 1978, pregnancy discrimination continues to be a 
significant problem. The number of pregnancy discrimination claims filed per year with the 

5 Prohibiting discrimination in hiring is a more complicated matter than prohibiting 
discrimination in promotion, because the latter builds on a decision the employer has already 
made to allow part-time employment, while the former imposes this decision on the employer. 
However, I included it for your interest. 



Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and local fair employment practices 
agencies has risen over 35% in the last 4 yearŝ  from 3000 in 1990 to 4170 in 1994. These 
statistics strongly suggest that the PDA is not working as well as some expected. Many have 
argued that the PDA's mandate is inadequate to eliminate the workplace structures that interact 

^ with pregnant workers and produce permanent or lengthy early female departures from the work 
v ^ ^ f l !tt> . force, which contribute significantly to job-market segregation and the wage gap between women 
^ and men. 

Increasing Accommodation for Pregnant Workers: 

The Americans with Disabilities Act requires that businesses accommodate disabilities. Besides 
more traditional definitions of discrimination, the ADA also defines discrimination as failing to 
provide reasonable accommodations to individuals with known disabilities, unless the employer 
can demonstrate that accommodating the individual would impose an "undue hardship on the 
operation of the business." Applying similar standards, we could require that businesses make 
accommodations for pregnant workers. 

The ADA's accommodation standard forces employers to provide reasonable accommodations 
for a disabled person's needs and provides two groups of examples regarding what reasonable 
accommodations may include. First, reasonable accommodation may compel physical changes 
in the work facilities to make those facilities "readily accessible to and usable by individuals with 
disabilities." Second, reasonable accommodation requires changes in the work environment or 
structure if the changes would allow a qualified person with a disability to perform the essential 
functions of the job. The EEOC points out that the typical accommodation involves adjusting the 
way in which the job usually is performed. An employer is not required, however, to reallocate 
the essential functions of the job to accommodate the individual. 

The ADA permits an employer, however, to refuse to provide reasonable accommodations in 
several situations. Most notably, the employer may refuse to accommodate if the employer 
demonstrates that "the accommodation would impose an undue hardship on the operation of the 
business." 

Applying the reasonable accommodation standard to pregnancy overcomes many of the practical 
difficulties of Title VII litigation, and provides more protection for pregnant workers. 
Businesses must accommodate pregnancy, through such means as flexible work hours, and the 
like, as well as taking steps to accommodate absenteeism and the like that is a direct result of 
pregnancy.6 

6Undeniably, forcing employers to accommodate pregnancy would have some financial 
impact. The proponents of the current approach argue that making female employees more costly 
to hire increases the incentives to discriminate against potentially pregnant women. While this 
presumed increased cost might discourage employers from hiring women, those employers who 
refuse to hire women on this basis would be subject to liability for sex discrimination under Title 
VII which includes the possibility of punitive damages. Additionally, employers need only 



III. PROHIBITING DISCRIMINATION AGAINST PARENTS WHO L E A V E THE WORKFORCE TO 

CARE FOR CHILDREN 

Currently, many people who leave the workforce for periods of time to care for a child, find that 
when they return to work, their career is stifled. Often they find that they are no longer in line 
for promotion, that what once was considered a career has now become a dead-end job. 

Add parental status, as a class entitled to protection under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act. 

At the very least, in sections that pertains to job promotion, we could add this language. In some 
sense, we are trying to eliminate "Mommy Tracking" which, when done for reasons unrelated to 
business need, could be considered a form of discrimination against parents, though many have 
thought of it as exclusively discrimination against women. Indeed, some have proposed 
strengthening enforcement of Title VII sex discrimination to reach this form of discrimination, 
which disproportionately affects womeTT 

However, in many situations the animus may not be based on the gender of the individual at all, 
but because of a sense that parents will not devote themselves to the job. For example, consider 
a woman who works as an associate of a law firm for two years, takes two years off, and then 
returns to work as a third year. That women is then taken off partnership track in her fifth year at 
the firm. For purposes of illustration, let us assume she is taken off that track because of some 
general concern that she will not be able to commit to work because of her parental obligations, 
though no problems have been raised with her work. Her status as a parent, not her actual 
gender, is what has given rise to the decision not to promote her. 

Jut 

accommodate pregnancy to the extent that it would not cause undue hardship. 



Nicole R. Rabner 

11/24/98 12:32:16 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Jennifer Friedman/OMB/EOP 
cc: Jennifer L. Klein/OPD/EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: Child Care funds needed to add kids ^ 

Thank you very much for doing this ... will also send to us the year-by-year costs/# of children 
estimates for each of these options (if you have it)? 
Jennifer Friedman 

Jennifer Friedman iL. 
• s * r 11/24/98 12:28:12 PM 

Record Type: Record To: Jennifer L. Klein/OPD/EOP, Nicole R. Rabner/WHO/EOP 

cc: Barry White/OMB/EOP, Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EOP, Matthew McKearn/OMB/EOP 
Subject: Child Care funds needed to add kids 

As you requested, fol lowing is a quick estimate of the amount of new child care funds that would 
be needed in order to either: (1) double the number of children receiving assistance from the FY97 
participation level (i.e., increase from 1.25 million to 2.5 million); or (2) add another 1 million 
children to the program. As wi th last year's budget, I estimated the amount of new funds that, in 
combination wi th funds provided in welfare reform, could result in the desired participation levels. 
We estimate that funding increases provided in welfare reform will account for 240 ,000 of the new 
slots. 

New Federal $ at 8 0 % match New Federal $ at FMAP (average of 56%) 

Double to 
2.5 million slots: $9.3 billion $6.5 billion 

Add 1 million slots, 
for a total of 
2.25 million slots: $7 billion $5 billion 

Re-estimates of last year's proposal (at an 80/20 match) indicate that the $7.5 million in new 
funds, when combined wi th amounts provided in welfare reform, would allow the program to add 
900 ,000 new slots. Last year's proposal costs more, while adding less slots, as compared to the 
$7 billion option above to add 1 million slots at an 80/20 match. The reason is that last year's 
proposal added a large number of slots in the first year, whereas, all options presented here add the 
same number of slots each year. Adding a large number of slots in the early years raises the overall 



cost of the program because those slots must then be maintained for a greater number of years. 

Let me know if you have questions. 



December 17,1998 

MEMORANDUM FOR HILLARY RODHAM CLINTON 

FROM: Jennifer Klein 
Nicole Rabner 
Neera Tanden 

CC: Melanne Verveer 
Shirley Sagawa 

RE: Update on Budget 

We thought you might like an update on your domestic priorities in the budget process. 
The budget team held its first meeting with the President today. 

Children and Families 

• Child Care. We have recommended that the President essentially reintroduce last year's 
child care initiative ~ $7.5 billion for subsidies for working families to pay for child care 
through the Child Care Development Block Grant, a $3 billion set aside for early 
childhood education, and $182 million for child care quality. On the tax side, in addition 
to last year's proposals to expand the Dependent Care Tax Credit (approximately $5 
billion) and give a tax credit to businesses who build or expand child care for their 
employees ($500 million), we have proposed an additional tax credit for parents who stay 
at home for the first year of their child's life (about $1 billion). The funding for the block 
grant and the early education fund is mandatory, and there is tremendous competition for 
mandatory funds, but so far we have preserved the $10.5 billion. The rest of the package 
seems fairly stable. 

• Parental Leave. In addition to expanding the Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA) to 
reach employees of businesses with 25 or more employees (currently the threshold is 50 
employees), we have proposed to create an $8 million research fund to study paid leave 
as well as to update the data in the 1995 national FMLA Commission study on unpaid 
leave. A few states are already providing leave benefits and others are exploring the 
issue, yet many unanswered questions remain. This fund will support state activities and 
study how best to structure paid leave programs. 

• Head Start. The final budget figure is uncertain; OMB and HHS are trying to work out a 
substantial increase for the program in order to stay on track to meet the President's goal 
of reaching 1 million children with Head Start services by the year 2002. As you know, 
the 1998 reauthorization made that goal more expensive to accomplish because it 

1 



increased significantly the percentage of expansion dollars (i.e. new money in the 
program) that must be targeted to quality, rather than to serving more children. 

Education. The Department of Education budget is in a state of flux. Each year, the President 
has proposed an increase in its budget of roughly $3 billion. Due to budget constraints, this year 
OMB has currently given Education only a $1 billion to $1.5 billion increase. Nevertheless, the 
Department continues to raise the legitimate concern that the Administration could be outspent 
by Republicans on education this year. 

On specific initiatives, the only program that is slated to receive a significant increase at this time 
is the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program; half of the proposed increase of $400 
million (which would bring the program to $600 million a year) would be targeted for grant 
recipients who put programs in place to end social promotion. In addition, there is a proposal 
under consideration to add a $100 million to Title I for an accountability initiative. (NOTE: At 
this point, the President's advisors have decided not to include new policy proposals for the 
reauthorization of the Education and Secondary Education Act as part of the President's FY 2000 
budget.) 

Health Care. There a number of new initiatives that may be of interest. The centerpiece is a 
long term care tax credit. While this is a high priority, Treasury is attempting to reduce the cost 
of this program by lowering the amount of the credit (the current proposal is $ 1,000) or by 
phasing it in. On coverage, there are a number proposals: (1) providing Medicaid and CHIP 
eligibility for legal immigrant children (who had been excluded under welfare reform); (2) the 
Jeffords-Kennedy Work Incentives Improvement Act that allows states to cover workers with 
disabilities regardless of their income or assets through Medicaid; (3) a tax credit for disabled 
workers to help them pay expenses related to working; (4) a tax credit to encourage the 
development of purchasing groups modeled on FEHBP; and (5) Medicare buy-in for people ages 
62 to 65 who have lost their jobs and health insurance (as we proposed last year). 

Two discretionary pieces that you have supported are still being discussed. While there will be a 
$25 million investment in asthma prevention and treatment through EPA, OMB has refused to 
fund an additional $50 million for HHS and have instead proposed a $50 million program to 
educate Medicaid providers about asthma. However, the majority of children suffering from 
asthma have no ongoing health coverage ~ Medicaid or private ~ and we therefore believe we 
need a more public health oriented approach. That said, discretionary dollars are tight, and the 
EPA program is an important piece. Finally, we have worked with Chris on a $40 million 
discretionary proposal to provide graduate medical education funds to children's hospitals to help 
reduce the burden they face because they do not receive funds through Medicare as do other 
teaching hospitals. While OMB and other advisors have opposed this proposal, the President 
expressed his strong support for it in the meeting today. 

Child Welfare. We have recommended a series of proposals designed to assist young people 
who "age out" of the foster care system: (1) a 50 percent increase in the Independent Living 



program, which provides transition services for this population, costing $175 million over five 
years; (2) Medicaid coverage for this population up to age 24, costing $50 million over five 
years; (3) an extension of IV-E eligibility for an extra year (from age 18 to 19) for young people 
involved in comprehensive residential programs; costing $50 million over four years; and (4) an 
increase in the Transitional Living program, which provides funds to local community-based 
organizations for residential and skills training services, costing $25 million over five years. In 
addition, we have recommended a new $5 million grant program to provide enhanced support to 
abuse and neglect courts to automate case-tracking systems and train attorneys and judges. We 
are very optimistic about securing both of these initiatives. 

Abortion and Family Planning. We are recommending an increase in Title X family planning, 
building on past budget successes and promising trends of declining teen pregnancy and infant 
mortality. Currently, OMB plans to increase the program by $15 million to $230 million for FY 
2000, but we are hopeful that we will secure an additional $10 million. In addition, we have 
proposed a $4.5 million fund to provide additional security for abortion clinics in the wake of 
escalating violence against clinics and providers. 

Crime 

Crime Bill. The President's advisers are now discussing whether to put forward a major 
Administration crime bill, or a series of significant crime initiatives which are tied to the 
FY 2000 budget. If we do put forward an omnibus crime bill, its major pieces would 
include: (1) a reauthorization of the COPS program (the 1994 crime bill's authorization 
expires at the end of FY 2000) with some changes; (2) a series of new firearms initiatives; 
and (3) offender accountability provisions, such as alternative programs for youthful 
offenders. As part of the FY 2000, the COPS program will receive $1.3 billion, $100 
million less than it received in this year's budget process. 

Prevention. There are a number of prevention programs that have been flat-funded. The 
Department of Justice's main source of prevention funding is its At-Risk Youth Initiative, 
which funds a variety of prevention programs, including home visitation, mentoring, and 
anti-truancy initiatives - this initiative will be flat-funded at $95 million. In addition, the 
Safe and Drug Free Schools program will receive the same amount it received last year. 
Currently, the program mostly funds anti-drug curricula, but as part of the reauthorization 
of the Education and Secondary Education Act, we hope better to target the funds toward 
research-based prevention efforts. 

Domestic Violence. Like the rest of the 1994 Crime Bill, the Violence Against Women 
Act (VAWA) is due to be reauthorized by the end of FY 2000. There are a number of 
VAWA II proposals on the hill, and Senator Biden has promised early action on this 
legislation. Domestic violence programs are funded by both the Departments of Justice 
and Health and Human Services, and both Departments are receiving level funding ($435 
million) for their initiatives to fund police, prosecutors and women's shelters. 



AmeriCorps. AmeriCorps had requested $176 million, and it looks like they will get $80 
million. This means they will reach 100,000 members in 3 to 4 years rather than 2, and that 
more of the members will be summer-only (high school and college) rather than full-year. In 
addition, there is no new money in the budget for other service programs, with the exception of a 
new senior service initiative which will be counted as part of the AmeriCorps expansion. This 
approach is probably more realistic, but somewhat disappointing given the role we had hoped 
you would play in highlighting the AmeriCorps program. On the tax side, the Treasury 
Department is attempting to rescore the cost of excluding AmeriCorps post-service education 
awards from taxable income so that it does not count as a revenue raiser (they currently believe 
that it will raise revenue because some AmeriCorps members would no longer be eligible for 
Hope or Lifetime Learning credits). 

Microcredit. The Adminstration will advance a number of proposals to expand access to 
microcredit: (1) raising the CDFI budget by $5 million to $100 million; (2) increasing by 75 
percent SBA funds for technical assistance programs to $28 million; (3) doubling funding for 
SBA microlending programs; (4) including $105 million over four years for the PRIME Act 
initiatives (Senator Kennedy's bill); and (5) increasing funding for Individual Development 
Accounts from $10 to $25 million (which can be applied to small business capitalization). 



Jen: 

This is an excerpt of a document we did for Bruce and Elena that references the health care items 
that I would recommend Shirley pushing. I divided them into two categories: 

1. Proposals initiated by the First Lady's office. 

2. Health care priorities that I think the First Lady would want to push. 

Call me with questions. Thanks a lot. 

cj 



GROUP ONE: 

Medicaid for foster care children, (new First Lady's office initiative) Children who grow up 
in foster care arrangements often are less prepared for the challenges of adulthood; their rates of 
unemployment and lack of insurance are much higher than average. This policy allows states to 
continue Medicaid coverage for foster care children who turn 18 and lose Medicaid eligibility 
(extended through age 23). This policy is supported by HHS, OMB, DPC and NEC. 

Cost. HHS estimate: $50 million over 5 years 

Status / Recommendation. OMB is supportive if funds are available. We assume that this 
initiative will make the final cut without much of a push from you. 

Medicaid Asthma Initiative, (new First Lady's office initiative). Over the past 15 years, the 
number of children afflicted with asthma has doubled to total about 6 million. HHS's initiative 
(described in the discretionary program list) includes grants through the Public Health Service. 
OMB has proposed that HHS provide competitive start-up grants for states to develop disease 
management programs through Medicaid. This both links the funding with the Medicaid 
providers who most often see these children and takes some of the pressure off of the 
discretionary budget. 

Cost. OMB estimate: $50 million in 2000 

Status / Recommendation. OMB is supportive if funds are available. We assume that this 
initiative will make the final cut without much of a push from you. 

Providing needed education funds to children's hospitals, (new First Lady's office initiative) 
Medicare has invested billions of dollars in graduate medical education to hospitals since 1966. 
However, because of its current distribution formula, free-standing children's hospitals are forced 
to shoulder the majority of the cost of training pediatricians, placing them at a severe financial 
disadvantage. This proposal creates a new discretionary grant program to provide GME funds 
through the PHS in order to provide freestanding children's hospitals with Federal financing for 
the cost of providing graduate medical education. This proposal is strongly supported by the First 
Lady's office, DPC, and the National Association of Children's Hospitals. HHS does not oppose 
this proposal, as long as it is not funded through the Medicare trust fund. 

Cost. Original DPC cost estimate: $285 million 

Issues. OMB is strongly opposed to this proposal because they believe that the children's 
hospitals are financially stable and do not need additional federal assistance. 

Response / Recommendation. We believe that there is a legitimate equity argument here, as these 
hospitals shoulder much of the responsibility for training the nations' pediatricians and pediatric 
subspecialists. The current proposal is one seventh of the amount proposed by the children's 
hospitals, but would still be supported primarily because it would address the inequities faced by 



facilities training pediatricians and other pediatric subspecialists. We will need to push hard to 
get any funding here. When this proposal is contrasted with other priorities in the budget, this is a 
tough sell. (You have come way down on the costs, though.) 

Status. OMB: +(0); WH Need: +$40 million 

GROUP TWO: 

Family Caregiver Support Program, (new initiative) Approximately 22.4 million U.S 
households provide caregiving services that currently enable their elderly relatives to remain in 
the community, providing services that would cost over $100 billion annually if provided by 
home health care aides. This proposal creates a new national program through the 
Administration on Aging to support Americans who care for chronically ill or disabled family 
member or friends. It provides State grants for "one-stop-shop" access point to provide 
services, such as information and counseling as well as respite services and adult day care. 
This proposal is a priority for the Vice President, DPC, and NEC, and viewed by OMB as a solid 
initiative. 

Cost. Original HHS cost estimate: $150 million 

Response / Recommendation. The OMB passback level prevents the establishment of a 
national program, providing only enough funds to establish systems in a limited number of 
States. This policy is a critically important component of the long term care initiative, as it 
complements the long term care tax credit. Funding of this proposal is necessary to obtain 
broad based validation from the advocacy community for our entire long term care package. 
This is a great women's issue for the First Lady to push. 

Status. OMB passback: +$10 million; WH need: additional +$140 million; HHS appeal: 
additional +$140 million 

Investing in DoD cancer research programs, (new DPC proposal) Every year the Congress 
funds programs at DoD for prostate and breast cancer research. While every White House 
principal has highlighted these innovative, widely acclaimed research programs, we have never 
proposed a single dollar for them in our budgets. We are also proposing an investment in 
osteoporosis research at the DoD. 

Cost. Original DPC estimate: $250 million 

Issues: DoD is likely to be resistant to this concept as they believe that although they have 
developed a model program in response to a Congressional mandate, biomedical research is 
not within their military mission. 

Response: Because the Defense budget will be so large this year, we believe it to be an 
opportune time to push for significant funding increases in research for diseases such as 



osteoporosis, cancer, and heart disease. This is probably important, because increases in the 
NIH budget will likely be very low this year. Also, those diseases have an obvious and 
disproportionate impact on women. 

Status. OMB: +(0); WH Need: earmark $200 million of DoD increase 

Enhancing mental health services, (new Tipper Gore initiative) Approximately 44 million 
adults and 14 million children suffer from a mental disorder annually. This proposal increases 
funding to SAMHSA to enable states to provide critical mental health services, including access 
to prevention and treatment services and providing new incentives to communities who have 
implemented effective mental health programs. This proposal increases funding to SAMHSA as 
well as raising awareness about mental health through enhancing the current level of funding 
provided to States through the mental health block grants. This proposal is strongly supported by 
the Vice President's office and Tipper Gore's office. 

Cost. Original HHS cost estimate: $146 million 

Response /Recommendation. The mental health community would strongly reject OMB's 
contention that research grants in any way substitute for support for direct services. Moreover, it 
would be extremely embarrassing for Mrs. Gore and the White House in general to defend such a 
poor funding stream for mental health at a time when we plan on hosting a White House 
Conference on Mental Health for this spring to raise awareness about mental illness. In addition, 
next year, HHS will release a Surgeon General's report documenting the widespread incidence 
and impact of mental illness. Therefore, we believe it is critical to make a new investment in 
mental health services. This is not absolutely necessary for a push, but would be a nice thing 
to do on behalf of Tipper Gore. 

Status. OMB passback: +(0); WH Need: +$100 million; HHS appeal +$116 million 
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Jen --

There are five overall health care themes that are likely to be raised in the State of 
the Union address. The specific policy descriptions are attached. 

1. Medicare and its relation to Social Security 
The policy in this area has yet to be determined. 

2. Long Term Care 
Approximately 7 million Americans have health problems that make them 
dependent on others for at basic activities of daily living, such as bathing or 
dressing. Our long term care package has 5 components to address the 
needs of aging and disabled Americans, including: a multibillion dollar long 
term care tax credit, the provision of long term care insurance to Federal 
employees, educating Medicare beneficiaries about long term care options, 
the new Family Caregiver program, and new funding for the nursing home 
initiative. 

3. Coverage Related Issues 
v i t f ^ j t ^ Despite a strong economy, rising incomes and record-low unemployment, the 

n u m ' : : , e r 0 f uninsured continues to rise. We have six policies that address this 
/• N problem and provide health care insurance to many of the 43 million 

p j j j i uninsured Americans: the Medicare buy-in, the provision of Medicaid and 
Medicare coverage to working individuals with disabilities, small business 

' / purchasing coalitions (this one is a tax policy), providing Medicaid for foster 
L ^ ' v children, a new children's health outreach initiative (if he were to highlight 
' this policy, he could announce that early in February we will begin a new 

intensive effort to promote enrollment in Medicaid and CHIP), and providing 
Medicaid and CHIP eligibility to legal immigrant children. 

4. Quality Health Care: the Patients Bill of Rights 
In order to ensure that all Americans receive quality health care services, we 
continue to advocate for a strong, enforceable Patients Bill of Rights that 
includes critical patient protections such as an independent external appeals 
process to assure people with disabilities can address grievances wi th health 
plans. 

5. Potential and Perils of Scientific Advancement 
We have two policies in this area: new efforts to protect against bioterrorism 
and the superbug initiative. In addition, we may want to highlight the need to 
balance the benefits of recent scientific breakthroughs against the need to 
protect the privacy of individuals as well as against genetic discrimination. (It 
is important to note that we may not have a lot of new money in research, 
and so we might want to be careful when highlighting this issue.) 
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Thanks a lot. Please call with questions. 



1. MEDICARE AND ITS RELATION TO SOCIAL SECURITY 

• Policy has yet to be determined. 

2. LONG TERM CARE INITIATIVE 

Long-term care tax credit. This proposal would give people with three or 
more limitations in activities of daily living (ADL) or their caregivers a tax 
credit of up to $1,000 to help pay for formal or informal long-term care. 

Family Caregiver Support Program. This proposal creates a new national 
program through the Administration on Aging to support Americans who care 
for chronically ill or disabled family member or friends. It provides State 
grants for "one-stop-shop" access point to provide services, such as 
information and counseling as well as respite services and adult day care. 

• Educating Medicare beneficiaries about long term care options. Medicare 
beneficiaries are often unaware that Medicare does not provide long term 
care services. This proposal provides funds to HCFA to use educate 
beneficiaries about long term care options outside of the Medicare program. 

Offering private long-term care insurance to Federal employees. Since 
expanding Federal programs alone cannot address the next century's 
long-term care needs, the Federal government - as the nation's largest 
employer - could serve as a model employer by promoting high-quality 
private long-term care insurance policies to its employees. 

Nursing home quality initiative. This initiative provides mandatory and 
discretionary funds to HCFA to help States strengthen nursing home 
enforcement tools and increase Federal oversight of nursing home quality and 
safety standards. We also are considering creating a commission to examine 
health and housing issues for the elderly and people with disabilities that 
would include nursing home enforcement studies. 

3. COVERAGE RELATED ISSUES 
This is a three pronged initiative, that builds on our previous 
accomplishments around health care coverage. 

Coverage for Children 

• Children's health outreach. We need to ensure that we finish what we 
started when we enacted the largest single expansion of children's health 
coverage since the Medicaid program. This policy allows states to use up to 
3 percent of their CHIP allotment for specific outreach activities (e.g., 
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outstationing eligibility workers in sites where families are; conducting media 
campaigns). In February, the President will highlight private sector 
intitiatives to identify and enroll eligibile children in the Medicaid and CHIP 
programs. 

• Medicaid and CHIP eligibility for legal immigrant children. Welfare reform 
banned legal immigrant children who enter the country after 8/22/96 from 
being eligible for Medicaid and the Children's Health Insurance Program 
(CHIP). This policy would lift this ban, allowing qualified immigrant children 
to receive the important health care offered by Medicaid and CHIP. 

Coverage for Working Adults 

Jeffords-Kennedy Work Incentives Improvement Act. This initiative has 
three major components: a Medicaid buy in that allows States to cover 
workers with disabilities regardless of their income or assets, extended 
Medicare coverage for workers with disabilities leaving SSDI, broadening the 
types of providers offering vocational rehabilitation services, extending 
payment to providers that keep people off of disability benefits. 

Tax credit for work-related impairment expenses for people with disabilities. 
This proposal would give a tax credit of $1,000 to people with disabilities 
who work, in recognition of their formal and informal costs associated with 
employment. This policy complements the Jeffords-Kennedy Work Incentive 
proposal, described above, but has the advantage of helping people in all 
states irrespective of whether states take up optional coverage. 

• Small business purchasing coalitions. This initiative encourages the 
development of purchasing groups modeled on FEHBP by providing a 
temporary tax provision for private foundations that want to fund the 
start-up costs of qualified small business coalitions. It also provides tax 
credits to some employers who purchase health insurance for their 
employees through qualified small business purchasing coalitions. 

Coverage for Vulnerable Americans Aged 55 to 65 

• Medicare buy-in. This initiative includes a Medicare buy-in for people ages 
62 to 65, a Medicare buy-in for displaced workers ages 55 and over who 
have involuntarily lost their jobs and health care coverage, guaranteed 
access to former employers' insurance for retirees age 55 and over whose 
retiree health benefits have been ended. 

4. ENSURING THE QUALITY OF HEALTH CARE SERVICES 
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• Patients' bill of rights. This initiative establishes a strong enforceable 
patients' bill of rights that includes critical patient protections, including 
access to the specialists they need, continuity of care protections, and an 
independent external appeals process to assure people with disabilities can 
address grievances with health plans. 

5. POTENTIALS AND PERILS OF SCIENTIFIC ADVANCEMENT 

• Highlighting the Potential of New Biomedical Research. Biomedical research 
issue has captured the imagination of virtually every community, and we are 
now poised to make revolutionary advances that could dramatically alter and 
improve the way we treat diseases. The President can highlight our current 
progress in this area. 

• Eradicating polio worldwide by the year 2000. This initiative establishes a 
simple and effective strategy to eliminate the polio virus by the year 2000. It 
includes routine immunizations for children, localized immunization 
campaigns targeted to eliminate polio from the last remaining pockets of 
infection, and a system to conclusively determine which countries are 
polio-free. 

• Detecting and managing bioterrorism. The new program provides funding for 
a new disease surveillance system to collect and analyze epidemiological 
information on disease outbreaks, training epidemic intelligence officers to 
identify and respond to attacks, developing a mass casualty emergency 
response system, maintaining a stockpile of pharmaceuticals, and developing 
new vaccines and antibiotics that could be used in the event of an attack. 

• Combating resistance to antibiotics (superbug). Recent reports have 
indicated that resistance to antibiotics is increasingly becoming a public 
health crisis, causing prolonged illnesses and even death. This proposal funds 
CDC to develop and implement public health strategies, such as educating 
consumers and health providers to help assure appropriate use of antibiotics, 
raising awareness about appropriate guidelines, and improving surveillance 
and research efforts. 

• Protecting the privacy of individuals. The President will challenge the 
Congress to pass into law bipartisan legislation that ensures that sensitive 
personal information such as medical and financial records and ensure that 
existing privacy statutes continue to provide effective protection of personal 
data as technology changes. He will also pledge to proceed with his current 
authority to implement these protections into law if Congress does not act by 
August. 
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Preventing genetic discrimination. The President can challenge the Congress 
to pass bipartisan legislation that ensures that insurers and employers do not 
inappropriately utilize genetic information to discriminate against enrollees 
and employees. 
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USE OF DISCRETIONARY FUNDS FOR THE FY 2000 BUDGET 

Detecting and managing bioterrorism. (new initiative) The threat of a bioterrorist 
attack that has the potential to injure or kill millions of Americans through the 
dissemination of infectious diseases is increasing. This proposal funds NIH, CDC, 
FDA, and SAMHSA to train epidemic intelligence officers who identify and respond 
to attacks, develop a mass casualty emergency response system, maintain a 
stockpile of pharmaceuticals, and develop new vaccines and antibiotics that could 
be used in the event of an attack. It is strongly supported by HHS, OMB, and DPC. 

Cost. Original HHS cost estimate: $370 million 

Issues. OMB believes that research and product regulation are primarily 
Federal responsibilities, while public health surveillance, laboratory and 
epidemiological capabilities, and medical response systems are areas that are 
primarily State responsibilities. Therefore, NIH, CDC, FDA, and SAMHSA did not 
receive the full funding amount requested. Having said this, OMB has unofficially 
indicated that they would not oppose additional funding being dedicated for this 
initiative if it can be found without undermining other currently funded priorities. 

Response. Although States play an important role in public health surveillance and 
emergency medical response activities, it is clear that the current local public health 
infrastructure is unable to support these essential surveillance and response 
activities. For instance, the Federal-State communications network is so inadequate 
that a recent test demonstrated that CDC was unable to contact nearly half of local 
health departments within a day's time. Depending on local public health entities 
to independently meet the challenges of detecting and managing the repercussions 
of a bioterrorist attack will place the country at risk. The OMB passback level 
prevents HHS from developing improved surveillance and overall emergency 
preparedness plans, delays the development of new vaccines for anthrax and 
botulism, and eliminates their ability to assess the mass behavioral, psychological, 
and socioeconomic responses to a bioterrorist event. 

Status. OMB passback: + $1 52 million; WH Need: additional + $90 million; 
HHS appeal addtional + $ 2 1 8 million. 

Combating resistance to antibiotics (superbug). (new DPC proposal.) Recent 
reports have indicated that resistance to antibiotics is increasingly becoming a 
public health crisis, causing prolonged illnesses and even death. Currently, hospitals 
spend over $600 million each year treating infections caused by bacterial strains 
that are resistant to antibiotic therapy. This proposal funds CDC to develop and 
implement public health strategies, such as educating consumers and health 
providers to help assure appropriate use of antibiotics, raising awareness about 
appropriate guidelines, and improving surveillance and research efforts. 
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Cost. Original DPC cost estimate: $20 million 

Issues of Concern. OMB would prefer to subsume this proposal in a new public 
health surveillance initiative, essentially eliminating the practical public health 
component of this proposal. In addition, they believe that some of the 
infrastructure investments that are necessary improve our ability to respond to 
antibiotic resistance are similar to the steps we are proposing to respond to 
bioterrorist attacks. 

Response. Although the surveillance efforts associated with this initiative can be 
subsumed under this new public health surveillance initiative, we believe that to 
develop a credible initiative in this area will require the investment of new funds in 
the implementation of public health strategies. (OMB has unofficially concurred with 
this reasoning as long as the investment stays at or below $10 million.) 

Status. OMB passback: + 0 (subsumed in surveillance initiative); WH Need + $ 1 0 
million 

Family Caregiver Support Program, (new initiative) Approximately 22.4 million 
U.S households provide caregiving services that currently enable their elderly 
relatives to remain in the community, providing services that would cost over $100 
billion annually if provided by home health care aides. This proposal creates a new 
national program through the Administration on Aging to support Americans who 
care for chronically ill or disabled family member or friends. It provides State grants 
for "one-stop-shop" access point to provide services, such as information and 
counseling as well as respite services and adult day care. This proposal is a priority 
for the Vice President, DPC, and NEC, and viewed by OMB as a solid initiative. 

Cost. Original HHS cost estimate: $150 million 

Issues. OMB only provided $10 million for this initiative, far less than what is 
necessary for it to be creditable. Barbara Chow has indicated, however, that this 
would be her first funding priority if she could get additional resources. 

Response. The OMB passback level prevents the establishment of a national 
program, providing only enough funds to establish systems in a limited number of 
States. This policy is a critically important component of the long term care 
initiative, as it complements the long term care tax credit. Funding of this proposal 
is necessary to obtain broad based validation from the advocacy community for our 
entire long term care package. 

Status. OMB passback: + $10 million; WH need: additional + $140 million; 
HHS appeal: additional + $140 million 
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Nursing home quality initiative. (WH / HHS proposal) Last summer, the President 
announced his commitment to improve the quality of nursing home care. This 
initiative provides mandatory and discretionary funds to HCFA to help States 
strengthen nursing home enforcement tools and increase Federal oversight of 
nursing home quality and safety standards. Funding will be provided for new 
enforcement provisions and increased surveys of repeat offenders and improve 
surveyor training. This proposal is strongly supported by DPC and the Vice 
President's office. 

Cost. Original HHS cost estimate: $153 million 

Issues. OMB funds $50 million of this initiative through user fees. The passback 
also assumes that HCF will assume the survey and certification costs ($12.5 
million) associated with the initiative within its current funding levels. 

Response. The user fees used to fund a large part of this initiative will not be 
viewed as creditable by the advocates, the nursing home industry, or the Hill. In 
addition, there is currently another GAO investigation on nursing home quality 
underway, which will no doubt underscore the need for a significant investment in 
this area. 

Status. OMB passback: + $ 1 0 7 million; WH Need: additional + $ 5 0 million 
(this would eliminate the need for user fees); HHS appeal: additional + $12.5 
million 

Educating Medicare beneficiaries about long term care options, (new WH initiative) 
Medicare beneficiaries are often unaware that Medicare does not provide long term 
care services. This proposal provides funds to HCFA to use the Medicare + Choice 
marketing materials to educate beneficiaries about the limitations of Medicare 
coverage of long term care and to inform them about private sector insurance 
options. This proposal is strongly supported by DPC. 

Cost: DPC cost estimate: $25 million. 

Issues. OMB believes this is a solid policy worth funding, particularly if it is used to 
promote high quality long term care products. However, this option did not get 
added until later in the budget process and is currently not being carried by OMB. In 
addition, HHS has concerns with this proposal because it fears that it will be 
perceived as an endorsement of private long term care insurance. 

Response. We believe we need this initiative to convince the private sector that we 
believe it has an important role to play in this area and to also indirectly affirm that 
the Federal government cannot and should not be relied on by the public to meet 
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the overwhelming long term care needs facing the nation. 

Status. OMB passback: +(0) ; WH Need: additional + 2 5 million 

Improving access to Ryan White programs, (existing program) Low income 
individuals living with HIV often have to wait up to a year in order to access the 
comprehensive range of drugs needed to effectively treat HIV. This proposal will 
increase our current proposed investment in the Ryan White program and the AIDS 
Drug Assistance Program, which provide a range of critical services for people with 
HIV/AIDS. OMB and HHS are not advocating for an increase but do not oppose 
one. (HHS never spends its capital advocating for an increase in the Ryan White 
program because they assume that the White House will always take care of it.) 
Increasing this investment is a top priority for the AIDS office and the Vice 
President's office. 

Cost. Original AIDS office Ryan White request: $165 million 

Issues. OMB has concluded that it does not have the resources necessary to meet 
the AIDS Office recommendation of an additional $165 million for the Ryan White 
program. 

Status. Ryan White OMB passback: + $72.2 million; WH Need: additional 
+ $50 million; no HHS appeal 

Addressing HIV/AIDS in minority communities, (existing WH initiative) This past 
October, in response to the Congressional Black Caucus, the President declared 
HIV/AIDS in minority communities to be a "severe and ongoing health crisis." This 
proposal seeks emergency funding to strengthen and build on this initiative through 
a range of prevention and treatment programs, such as a national "get tested" 
campaign, substance abuse treatment and prevention programs that include an HIV 
component, and enhanced funding for 60 Ryan White planning grants. It is strongly 
supported by DPC, HHS and the Vice President's office. 

Cost. Original AIDS office cost estimate: $50 million 

Issues. OMB's official position is that this initiative was limited to a one time 
investment and that there was no commitment to future funding. However, they 
unofficially have acknowledged that it will be difficult to discontinue this funding 
priority in the face of extreme pressure by the Congressional Black Caucus. As 
such, they would not oppose additional funding if dollars could be made available. 

Response. The OMB passback completely eliminates funding for this initiative and 
prevents us from sustaining our commitment to the Congressional Black Caucus. 
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Status. OMB passback: + (0); WH Need: + $50 million; HHS appeal: + $50 
million 

Building on the President's Race and Health Initiative, (existing WH initiative) 
Minorities suffer as much as five times the rate for certain diseases and mortality 
rates, such as cancer, diabetes, heart disease, immunizations, HIV/AIDS, and infant 
mortality. Last year, the President announced a $400 million commitment over 5 
years to eliminate racial health disparities in six critical areas by 2010. This 
proposal funds public health programs that have proven effective in targeting 
diseases experienced disproportionately by minorities and a grant program to test 
and replicate innovative approaches that address these disparities. It is strongly 
supported by DPC and HHS. 

Cost. Original HHS cost estimate: $50 million 

Issues. The OMB passback suggests that HHS earmark $50 million of community 
health center funding for this initiative, rather than providing new funds. 

Response. It is extremely important to continue to make significant investments in 
this initiative in order to deliver on the President's commitment. Dedicating dollars 
already earmarked for CHCs will be viewed as ineffective and unresponsive by the 
minority community. In addition, since they only provide direct services, CHCs are 
unable to adequately address the significant public health infrastructure issues that 
currently prevent minorities from accessing effective health care services that could 
arrest disproportionate rates of infection and disease. 

Status. OMB passback: +(0) ; WH Need: + $ 8 0 million; HHS appeal + $50 
million 

Enhancing mental health services, (existing program) Approximately 44 million 
adults and 14 million children suffer from a mental disorder annually. This proposal 
increases funding to SAMHSA to enable states to provide critical mental health 
services, including access to prevention and treatment services and providing new 
incentives to communities who have implemented effective mental health 
programs. This proposal increases funding to SAMHSA as well as raising 
awareness about mental health through enhancing the current level of funding 
provided to States through the mental health block grants. This proposal is strongly 
supported by the Vice President's office and Tipper Gore's office. 

Cost. Original HHS cost estimate: $146 million 

Issues. The OMB passback includes a net cut in funding for mental heath services. 
OMB has stated that the reduction in mental health grant and services support is 
justified in the context of large increases for mental health research at NIMH. 
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Response. The mental health community would strongly reject OMB's contention 
that research grants in any way substitute for support for direct services. Moreover, 
it would be extremely embarrassing for Mrs. Gore and the White House in general 
to defend such a poor funding stream for mental health at a time when we plan on 
hosting a White House Conference on Mental Health for this spring to raise 
awareness about mental illness. In addition, next year, HHS will release a Surgeon 
General's report documenting the widespread incidence and impact of mental 
illness. Therefore, we believe it is critical to make a new investment in mental 
health services. 

Status. OMB passback: + ( 0 ) ; W H N e e d : + $100 million; HHS appeal + $ 1 1 6 
million 

Preventing and treating asthma, (new initiative) Over the past 1 5 years, the 
number of children afflicted with asthma has doubled to total about 6 million. The 
steep climb in rates of morbidity and mortality classify asthma as an illness wi th 
significant public health implications. This proposal funds HHS and EPA to educate 
patients and providers about new treatment guidelines for asthma, conduct a 
national asthma awareness campaign, reduce asthma triggers in homes, and 
establish school based asthma programs in every community. This proposal is 
strongly supported by both the First Lady's office, DPC, and the Vice President's 
office. 
Cost. Original estimates: $50 million for HHS and $25 million for EPA 

Issues. OMB has developed a counter-proposal that invests $25 million in EPA and 
uses the Medicaid program to disseminate new treatment guidelines for asthma, 
but eliminates the research and public health strategies that are integral to the HHS 
proposal. They believe that those components of the proposal could be supported 
through existing sources of funding. 

Response. Although OMB's disease management strategies can and should be 
incorporated into the HHS proposal, we need a counter argument to OMB's position 
that will be supplied by the First Lady's Office (Jen Klein). 

Status. OMB passback: +(0) ; WH Need: + $ 2 5 million for HHS; HHS appeal: 
+ $50 million 

Improving Emergency Medical Services in Rural Areas, (new initiative) The presence 
of viable EMS systems is critical for residents in rural and frontier areas. Because 
of the high rates of occupational injury associated with employment unique to rural 
areas, such as farming, mining, and fishing, rural residents experience 
disproportionate rates of trauma and medical emergencies. Many rural and frontier 
communities face challenges in obtaining ambulance equipment and communication 
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systems and recruiting, training, and retaining EMS personnel. This proposal 
provides grant funds to States and local communities through HRSA to promote 
EMS systems development, integrate EMS systems into local primary care services, 
and enhance provider recruitment, retention and education efforts. It is supported 
by HHS and DPC, and has been endorsed by the National Rural Health Association. 

Cost. Original HHS estimate: $50 million 

Issues. OMB would prefer to fund this program through the Medicare program 
rather than through a discretionary grant program. They believe that this initiative 
would substitute Federal dollars for funding that has traditionally been provided by 
municipalities. 

Response. Most rural communities have little or no resources to fund these 
initiatives. The mere fact that some do should not eliminate any possibility of 
Federal support for these important activities. The grant program structure takes 
into account the unique nature of small rural communities and allows States to 
design systems that work for their individual constituencies. In addition, the 
proposal is a way to relieve some financially burdened rural hospitals of the 
extraordinarily expensive burden of 24-hour a day ER coverage. 

Status. OMB passback: +(0) ; WH Need: + $ 2 5 million; HHS has not appealed 

Providing needed education funds to children's hospitals, (new WH initiative) 
Medicare has invested billions of dollars in graduate medical education to hospitals 
since 1966. However, because of its current distribution formula, free-standing 
children's hospitals are forced to shoulder the majority of the cost of training 
pediatricians, placing them at a severe financial disadvantage. This proposal creates 
a new discretionary grant program to provide GME funds through the PHS in order 
to provide freestanding children's hospitals with Federal financing for the cost of 
providing graduate medical education. This proposal is strongly supported by the 
First Lady's office, DPC, and the National Association of Children's Hospitals. HHS 
does not oppose this proposal, as long as it is not funded through the Medicare 
trust fund. 

Cost. Original DPC cost estimate: $285 million 

Issues. OMB is strongly opposed to this proposal because they believe that the 
children's hospitals are financially stable and do not need additional federal 
assistance. 

Response. We believe that there is a legitimate equity argument here, as these 
hospitals shoulder much of the responsibility for training the nations' pediatricians 
and pediatric subspecialists. The current proposal is one seventh of the amount 



/ d i s c p r i o . d O S " ' ™ " ' ' ^ - - ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ - •— ^. —• = Page 8 

proposed by the children's hospitals, but would still be supported primarily because 
it would address the inequities faced by facilities training pediatricians and other 
pediatric subspecialists. 

Status. OMB: +(0); WH Need: + $40 million 

Investing in Promising Biomedical Research. 

Cost. HHS request: $1.5 billion 

Issues: While HHS and the Vice President's office support more generous increases, 
OMB has suggested that NIH reduce the amount of research started in FY 1999 in 
order to adjust to this new funding level. Many argue that this is not the best use 
of resources in a tight budget given the already generous funding at NIH. 

Response. Funding NIH at the OMB passback level would result in a 2 8 % decrease 
from the number of projects funded in 1999 and the lowest level of new research 
since 1994. While most advisors within the White House and OMB do not believe 
that it is necessarily warranted or prudent to dedicate additional large resources to 
NIH, we also well recognize that it will be important for the Vice President to 
deliver on a reasonably generous NIH increase. Moreover, it is politically untenable 
for us not to have a substantial increase incorporated in the budget prior to 
submission. With this in mind, we believe will probably be necessary to increase 
the NIH budget and if current trends hold, we are looking at least a $500 million 
increase for the FY 2000 budget. 

Status. OMB: + $ 4 9 million; WH Need: additional + $ 7 5 0 million; HHS appeal 
$1.5 billion. 

Investing in DoD cancer research programs, (new DPC proposal) Every year the 
Congress funds programs at DoD for prostate and breast cancer research. While 
every White House principal has highlighted these innovative, widely acclaimed 
research programs, we have never proposed a single dollar for them in our budgets. 
We are also proposing an investment in osteoporosis research at the DoD. This is a 
priority for the Vice President. 

Cost. Original DPC estimate: $250 million 

Issues: DoD is likely to be resistant to this concept as they believe that although 
they have developed a model program in response to a Congressional mandate, 
cancer research is not within their military mission. They are more open to the 
concept of osteoporosis research because there are many military stress fractures. 
However, we think it could be highly problematic if the first time we ever invested 
in these programs we ignored the prostate and breast cancer programs and only 
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funded osteoporosis. 

Response: Given the high level of commitment to cancer research and the fact that 
these programs are already up and running, it is important that we underscore our 
support for them. Also, DoD is likely to receive generous increases in the budget 
and this is a good way to invest in cancer priorities in a tight budget. 

Status. OMB: +(0) ; WH Need: earmark $200 million of DoD increase 



DRAFT: CHILDREN AND FAMILIES 
USES OF FUNDS FOR F Y 2000 BUDGET 

(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Request OMB HHS/DOL WH 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

COMMENTS 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 

Child Care Quality 0.182 

Head Start** 4.997 

FMLA/Paid Leave 0.0 
Research Fund 

Abortion Safety 0.0 

Transitional Living 0.015 

**See attached one-pager for discussion. 

0.182 

4.997 

0.0 

0.0 

0.020 

+0.398 

0.0 

0.0 

-0.005 

** 

0.010 

0.045 

OMB level 

FY99 advance 
appropriated 

Participation goal 
dilemma 

Important next 
step 

High priority 

FLOTUS priority 

MANDATORY Request 

FY 2000-04 

OMB 
Passback 

HHS/DOJ 
Appeal 

FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 

WH 
Priorities 

FY 2000-04 

COMMENTS 

CCDBG (Subsidies 
and Infant Fund)* 

Independent Living 0.175 

IV-E Extension for 0.0 
Foster Youth 

Court Reform (DOJ) 0.0 

10.5 

0.175 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.050 

0.010 

Replaces FY99 
Subsidies and 
Early Learning 
Fund 

High priority 

OMB holding 
In its base 

FLOTUS priority 

*For child care mandatory items, HHS made no specific FY 2000 request and OMB made no specific passback; 
presumed request level for FY 2000 is taken from FY 1999 budget. 



Nicole R. Rabner 

12/03/98 05:36:44 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Jennifer L. Klein/OPD/EOP, Neera Tanden/WHO/EOP 

cc: 

Subject: Re: Head Start 

FYI. 
Forwarded by Nicole R. Rabner/WHO/EOP on 12/03/98 04:36 PM 

Jennifer Friedman 

Y 12/03/98 04:25:23 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Nicole R. Rabner/WHO/EOP 
cc: Barry White/OMB/EOP, Jack A. Smalligan/OMB/EOP, Matthew McKearn/OMB/EOP 
bcc: 
Subject: Re: Head Start ^ 

The guidance level (level within the budget caps) assumed for Head Start for FYOO is $4,997 
million. This amount will allow the program to add around 20,000 slots in FYOO, for a total 
enrollment of 857 ,000 . Reaching the 1 million by 2002 would require 71,000 new slots in each of 
FYS 2001 and 2002. Program expansion under this scenario costs roughly $5.3 billion over the 
five year guidance levels for Head Start. 

The FY99 P.B. assumed the creation of 44,000 new slots in FYOO, for total enrollment of 910 ,000 . 
Adding 44 ,000 slots in FYOO requires a funding level of $5,266 million. Due to lower than 
projected participation in 1997 and 1998, adding 44,000 new slots brings the program only to 
881 ,000 . Reaching the 1 million goal under this scenario is $5.8 billion over the five year guidance 
levels. 

Reaching 910 ,000 slots in FYOO would require over 70,000 new slots in FYOO, at a funding level of 
$5,620 million. The five year cost of reaching the 1 million goal under this scenario is $6.6 billion 
over the five year guidance levels. 

Keep in mind that HHS' request and appeal for Head Start is $5,395, wi th which they propose to 
create 54,000 new slots for a total of 892,000 slots. Our passback level was at guidance 
($4,997 million), i.e., the first scenario listed above. 

Let me know if you have questions. I am probably going to be out Monday and possibly Tuesday, 
so if you need anything, give Matthew a call. 

Nicole R. Rabner 



Nicole R. Rabner 

12/02/98 10:00:59 AM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Jennifer Friedman/OMB/EOP@EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Head Start 

Jennifer, have you been working wi th HHS to examine our Head Start participation rates and 
re-think our FY 2000 discretionary budget request? I remember we had discussed your doing a 
chart detailing how much additional funding the program would need to stay on track to the 
President's goal, as well as how much additional funding the program would need this year to reach 
the number of children as projected before the reauthorization changes. Any progress? 



Pauline Abernathy @ ed.gov 
12/06/98 08:16:00 PM 

Record Type: Record 

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

cc: 
Subject: Cliffnotes on FY2000 Passback and ED Appeal 

Friends at NEC and DPC: Several of you said it would be helpful to 
have some brief notes on our passback and appeal. I had hoped to get 
them to you last week before some of the mtgs this weekend, but I hope 
they will still be helpful to you. 

The OMB Passback to ED: 

*Cuts ED $227 m BELOW FY99 enacted, even after adding $500 m for new, 
unspecified Presidential initiatives; 

'Freezes most programs, including Title I, Safe and Drug Free, 
Special Ed, Bilingual Ed, Adult Ed, America Reads, Eisenhower, 
Obey-Porter Comprehensive School Reform, and Title II Teacher 
Quality; 

•Actual ly cuts the number of kids receiving Pell grants because it 
raises the minimum grant by more than it raises the maximum. Over 
80 ,000 fewer students would get Pell grants; 

*Also cuts several other important programs, including: 
-Cuts Perkins so that 40 ,000 fewer students would get Perkins loans --
as OMB proposed last year and was ultimately rejected. (Orszag -
better make sure your fax machine has lots of paper in it.) 
-Cuts Vocational Ed by $141 million; 

'Assumes only $1.3 billion for class size reduction, enough for only 
about 3,000 more teachers - not enough to put us on a credible path to 
reach 100,000 over 7 years; and 

*ls silent on all mandatory items, including on continuing the low 
interest rate for student loan consolidation. It hints that they 
might not give vocational rehabilitation -- which helps people with 
disabilities be able to work -- all its mandatory funds. 

ED's Appeal to OMB: 

Requested a $4.5 b increase over FY99, or a $3.4 billion increase 
excluding the $600 m increase in Class Size Reduction and the $500 m 
for new unspecified Presidential initiatives. This is about the same 
increase in appropriations that we requested and this Congress gave us 
in FY98 and FY99. 



This includes: 

' Increases, at least for inflation, in our core programs, such as 
Title I, Special Education and Safe and Drug Free. Without these 
increases, the education community will believe funding has been taken 
from these programs to pay for new Presidential initiatives and the 
community will not support or will oppose the new initiatives. 

*$1 .8 billion for CLASS SIZE REDUCTION to add another 15k teachers, 
keeping us on a credible path toward 100,000 teachers over 7 years. 

*A new, 3-part EARLY CHILDHOOD INITIATIVE focused on language and 
literacy development as part of the reauthorization of ESEA and based 
on the findings highlighted at the White House 'Brain Conference' and 
the groundbreaking National Academy of Sciences reading study: 
$200 m for a new and expanded Title I preschool program 
$100 m for a new Early Childhood Professional Development program 
$100 m to expand Even Start family literacy activities 
[You can contact Ann O'Leary for more information on this.] 

' Increases for TEACHER QUALITY, including: 
-$100 m increase for the HEA Teacher Quality and Recruitment program to 
recruit and improve the quality of new teachers 
-$100 m increase for Eisenhower state grants to improve current 
teachers 
-$16 m increase in bilingual professional development 
-$100 m increase in Eisenhower national grants for a major new 3-part 
AMERICA COUNTS math initiative to raise student achievement in math 
and improve the teaching of math, including funding to recruit and 
train math teacher leaders for 8,000 schools. 

' N e w Initiative to help more DC PUBLIC SCHOOL GRADUATES GO TO COLLEGE 
by providing them with grants and enabling them to pay in-state rates 
at public colleges in other states (i.e. we would pick up the 
difference between the in-state and out-of-state rates). The WH and 
ED have contemplated this for some time and Don Graham of the 
Washington Post is urging the Administration to do it to complement 
the $20 m DC College Access Program the Washington Post and other DC 
businesses and foundations are launching to provide GEAR UP-type 
services to DC public school students. 

*$16 m to continue development of the voluntary national tests in 
reading and math. 

' Increases in our new Presidential initiatives, including: 
-Double GEAR UP to $240 m which allows us to hold a new competit ion; 
-Double After School to $400 m; 
-Increase America Reads to $360 m; 
-Increase the maximum Pell Grant $200 from $3125 to $3325; and 
-Increase Learning Anytime Anywhere Partnerships to $30 m. 

Caveat: these notes have all the virtues and shortcomings of 
Cliffnotes. Feel free to call me or any of us here if you have 



questions or information on where things now stand or where things are 
headed. -Pauline 

Message Sent To: 

Melissa G. Green 
Jennifer L. Klein 
Charles R. Marr 
Jonathan Orszag 
Nicole R. Rabner 
Jonathan H. Schnur 



November 24, l 998 
DRAFT l 

21" Century Community Lea111ing Ccnten: Ending Soci:ll Promotion 

Below an; options for distrihuting snrn� large inc:reasc in :21a. Century Community Learning 
Centex funding for an add-on program to help end slicial promotio:1. There m.iy b(: a very real 
ttmsion in incorporating th� Mtion of ending social promotion v.irh this very popular a.fter-scbool 
program if the public begins to pi,rceive ti"ie program as only a poverty program or· a program for 
"dummies." Already the progra.m, in both th� 1998 and 1999 comp.:titions, has made "as�1stmg 
students t() mt:t:t or exceed State and lo<.<11 standards in core academic /::Ubje!..'lS �uch c1s reading, 
mathematics, or science, as appropriate to the needs of lbe parti1..:ipating children" as a 
competitivt: priority that earns an aprl icanL S extra points. At the samc: I iine, 1.he law targets at­
risk popu!atioru by confoning eligibility on l\Chools or consonia of school in inner city and rural 
are.a.-:;. However, the program i� open lo all children served by tht: school not ju:;t poor kids or 
children in low academic standing. A further mrgt:linR, strategy on just serving children not 
mee!lting a. state's high stat\dar<.l.:; through the regular school day cuuld decrease some of the 
poptiltu support for the progr11m. 

To help �lean what possible actio11:il are cwrently underway to help <::nd social promotion in 
federally supported alier-school activjti.es, data frnin th� cw.c:nt cohort of 2 l" Century 
Corumwuty Leaming Center grantet:s and the Title I program is provided. According to 
inlbnnation !!elf�rcported by the 282 b'l'alltr.:e� nn tht:i.r applications. among tht! currenl 824 
comrnunit)' lc.an,ing ci:11ters, 59 percent of 3ohools plan to nffer weekend programs and 79 
per�eJlt of st:hools plan to oiler sumn,er progtams. T11 addition, Title 1, 1h� nation's largest 
elementary and second"1'Y education pro�ram at S7. 7 billion cunently empbasi7.es the 1Lc;e of 
these fwids for extended learning an<l actually rcprescn\S the largest fon:c in providing aid to 
school districrs in 1.:ombating social promotion. According to principals of Tilk I Si:huols. 41 
percent provide extended learning opportunities for targeted thil<lrt:n and 40 percent offer 
summer leRming opportunities. These figures increase dramutioa.Uy a.ntong high poverty schools 
(75 percent- 100 pen:ent povt:1ty), 54 percent and 50 pt'.rcent. respectively. In addition, �-.entral 
cities ar� more prone to offer summer progr,uns than "MSAs, not central citit�" or '·not MSAs 
"(48 perc.ent ver51.1s 14 p<:rccot and 39 percent). 

Option 1: The curr-eut 2l" Century Community LearninR Ccaters cnmp,:tition b 

nr11ctured to include an incentive pro,:ram for schools 1111d diislricts that are taking steps to 
address tile 11ucial promotion i�,;ue. 

, Set m;ide a portion of new fund� thal will be dedicated to providing services for children 
who need ex.tra assislance or enrichment to meet st.ale or local standard!\ (e.g., 50 pt:rccnt 
of new t\mding, though that may b� high) for promotion. ED will develop a tv.·o-ticred 
competition; Tier One will be the regular 21 11 Century competition, open to everyone 
eligible under the stamte. Tie1 Two will be open only to 21 •1 Century grantees -either 
current ifiIDtccs or successful applicants from this new (Tier One) competition - and will 



be exclusively for incentive grant supplemenls. ndd�d to !he 21 ir Centmy grams, for 
::icrvicts to cbildren not me�ling st:.1tc or district standards for prom(ilion. 

Ntw applicants for a "teglllar" 21 '1 Century grant will abo havt: lhe option to Bpp!y for an
incentivt'. ,.uppk:ment, subject to their �eligibility o..s a district th�t is sub,;;tanlivcly
addressing the i::ocial promotion problem. ln addition to th..:: 20-pagc narrative dcscrihlng
their 21 '1 Century program. we cc1n uSk for an additional 5-page muratiw �as wf;ll a�
require(] policies or assurmiccs in an appendix) that addresses social prnmotiun-rchs.tcd 
�ervices. An applicant thal wi;is iu the Ticr One eompetili1)n would have their 5-page 
incentive t?IaJit narrative automatically forwarr.led for a lier Two rcvi�w. Cuncnt
!:,'I'filltees lA-ili also he invited to submit an incentive application for Tier Two review
Since thi:: Tier Two rc:views t:annot begin until we know who the Tier Ont: winners are, 
we estilllate t11at ineentivt awards would be annc.,unced :six w�eks (o.pproximate1y) after 
the regular awards. 

Pro�; 'fherc are at lea.c;t two advanmges to this strategy: ( l) we can stipulnte in advance
exactly how n1u.ch wiU be dedicated to the lnc.:cutive grams, and (2) wi:: do nol dilute or re­
direct the comprehensive natw-c of the 21 n Century pn·igram. as the incentive grants will 
clearly he add-ons for schools and districts that are addiessing lh� sociltl promotion issue. 
If desirable and po�siblt:, we may also seek a foundalion partner that \1,,ill si.1pport related 
assi:::s.c:ment work and help identify and validate activities that a.pp;:a.r to have evidence of 
su.::cess in preparing �hil�n to meet prornul il"lt\ slalldards. 

Option 2: Tbe 21 '' Century Community Le.11nin� Center Program is bif urcoted
into two purts--Part A being the current 21 11 Ccntdry Community Le.arning Centtr 
Progrant and P1u-t B being a smaller program focused on ending social promotion
by focusing on the compctidve criterion of "assisting studtnts to meet or �xceed 
State and local standards in con: academic lillbjects such as readiut, mathematics, 
or science ... "' 

• Set aside a portion of new fonds t.liat will be dedicated lo providing strvices for
children who nceJ extra assistance or enrichment 10 meet state or lol!al stanrJards
(�.g., 50 percent of new fundirig) for promotion. This wouW require ED to develop
two separate sections under the ci..rrent 21" Century Community I ,ea.ming Ctntcrs
law. The first part (Par1 A) would be the cwnnt progr:i.m th'1t � much more open to
the col!'lmuni�y at large nnd �ill chiklre11 in a school. The second pa.rt would be a
smaller program fucuse<l ou tb.e current competitive pri(ltity to assist tho�e cbJldren
nc.)i meeliug the stute's high st;,:,ndan,b during th� regular scbrn:-,1 pro£,.rum and who
need after-school, weekend, .n.nd summer .�c;:sistance.

Districts would apply ei1her separately or together for th-: two-p!lrl progr<U.11
depending on their current needs. So, one district might decide to apply for just Part
A, while another district might apply for jusl Pan B. Still, another district might
apply for hoth scctio:o�. In this case, the di::itrict would provide the 20-page narrative



describing their 21" Cennirv program for Part A. They also would provide a 10 to 20-
page narrative lhat addresses social promotion-related sm'iccs. Peer reviewers would 
be assigned lo read applications based on the parts applied for in the grant 
competition. 

Pros: By separating the two distinct visions for providing after-school programs -
enrichment and learning opportunities in a safe environment ftoni eliminating social 
promotion through such means as academic summer programs - all districts arc 
eligible to apply Tor funds that meet their needs. In so doing, the popularity of the 
current prograni is retained and a new base of support might be garnered for the 
ending social promotion piece. 

Option 3: The 21" Century* Community Learning Center Program continues the 
way it is with no changes anil an emphasis is mado nn gnrntees exploring how their 
district Title I funds can be used for weekend and summer program* aimed at 
ending social promotion. 

• Retain the core program in ils current Ibrmat but require linkages between 2r l 

Ct--ntury and Title I fimds to weave together a program of prevention and 
intervention. Districts would be required lo show how they plan TO strate îcallv 
deploy all dtcir federal (Title 1, Safe and i)rug-iree, 2^ , Cenlmy, Obcy-Poner, Title 
Vll), stale, and local funding sources lo put together a comprehensive progiam for all 
ellildren at risk of nol meeting the state standards. With lliree-quarters of 21"' Century 
grantees plaiming summer school programs and half of high poverty school offering 
them, a concerted message regarding eliminating social promotion could be nude lo 
recipients of both funding mechanituns through an integrand siraiegy. 

Pro: The purpose oi'Title I is to help poor students mcci state's high standards and 
should be the major vehicle for leveraging education reform through strategics such as 
extended learning ('Which is emphasized in the cumsnt law). In those districts that obtain 
21" Century grants, if Title L is present, an mtegraicd approach lo serving children and 
ending social promotion should be made. 
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U S. Department of Education 
400 Maryland Avenue, SW 

Washington, DC 20202-0500 
Phone (202)401-3007 

Fax (202) 401-9027 

TO: Mike Cohen, Jon Schnur, Tanya Martin, Jen Klein, Nicole Rabner 

FAX: 456-5581, 456-9412 

PAGES (including cover page): 10 

FROM: Pauline Abemathy 
Senior Advisor to the Deputy Secretary 

RE: Attached is a summary of the John Kerry-Bob Smith Education Plan 
announced last week. They propose investing $25 billion over 5 years in 
education under this plan. Those of you working on the FY2000 Budget 
and ESEA reauthorization will be interested that their plan proposes 
dramatic investments in many of the same areas that we are considering, 
including: 

• Increasing funding in our 21 st Century Community Learning 
Centers after-school program to $400 million per year to serve 1 
million students per year (the same level as our FY2000 appeal to 
OMB); 

Establishing a $2 billion over 5 years early childhood initiative to 
ensure children begin school ready to leam (the Education 
Department also proposed a $2 billion over 5 year new early 
childhood initiative in our FY20O0 appeal to OMB); 

• Dramatically expanding investments in teacher quality and 
recruitment; 

Establishing a small $20 million per year grant program to promote 
public school choice; and 

Dramatically expanding funding for comprehensive school 
reform (our FY2000 appeal requested an $80 million increase for 
a new round of competitions). 
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Tfa Kerry-Smith Plan to Educate Americ 's Children 
- "faster competition, offer choice, increase hrvesvnent, instil! accovntabilirk 
and allow greater local control in the public school system " — \ ^ 

If wo do not want to lose A geceradon of Americans, we must dsatnd nothing lea than i. 
compreheoaive education reform effort. We must not be half-beaitcd nor enslaved by party or 
political dogma. We must make available the tools fbr change so thai every aspect of public 
educaiion functions better and every cfameni of our system is Btronger. 

Titl« I - Voluntary State Rrforra Incentfra Crtnt 

A UAH* Ai«Hif*f tht nkiŝ * tr» Gnmn-m *nA japimwit epmprehflnsive rafona baaed on proven 
hikh-per̂ " ~̂̂  nM»dfKto ̂ "g r n r* h fhemg* Schools can embrac* a nage of approaches such 
aa the Modem Red Scboolhouse program or Success for AIL Targacs these investments at school 
districts bebw the nariocaJ or state median and leverages local dollar* through marching grants. 

Title 11 - Eaiure that Children Begin School Ready to Learn . ^ . 

Provides federal funds to states to make grants to local early childhood development collaboratives. 
States could fiind parent education and home-visitmg classes and have great flexibility to decide 
whether to support child-care, help schools stay open later fbr eariy childhood development programs 
or provide health services fbr young children. 

Title III - Excellent Principals Challenge Grant l̂oo 

Establishes a grant program to states to provide funds to local school districts to attract and to 
provide professional development fbr elementary and secondary school principals. Activities would 
include developing managemant aad business skills, knowledge of eSfecdve insttuctional aldlls and 
practices and leanang about educational technology. 

Tide IV - Establish tf Second Chance Schools" for Troubled Students *svo ^ j s ^ ^ 

Establishes a competitive gnat program for school districts to create "Second Chance Schools.1' In 
order to receive the grants, school districts must enact district-wide cfisdplino codes which use clear 
language and specific examples ofbehavion that result in di sdplhiary action. Schools could establish 
short-term in-school crisis centera, TTV̂ m duration in-school suspension roomfl* or off-campus 
alternative*. 

Title V - Teacher Recruitment and On-going Education Incentive Grant ^ ̂  tys- ̂  ̂  
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Provides grants to states to allow poor school distncts to raise teacher salaries in orderto attract and 
retain the best teachers and provide grants fbr states to establish a program to provide college 
scholarships to the students in the top iO peridot of SAT scores or grade point average. In addition, 
states could forgive full-nae educational lô ;: ̂ ' i by certified public school teachers in low-income 
areas or by math, science and special needs teacoen. 

Title VI - Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants Qsoo ~ / ^ r s . 

Establishes competitive grants to states to improve teaching. The grants would have a matching 
requirement and would be intended fbr state-level reforms to ensure that teachers possess the 
necessary skills and academic content in the subject areas they teach. 

Title VH - Invest In Coramunity-based Schools and Community Service 

\\ Expands the 21st Century Lfaming Centers pmgraiE 5̂: p̂one million more students receive 
literacy programs; integrated education, heahh, social servioe, rocreaHonsl or cultural programs; 
summer and weekend school programs; nutrition and health programs; expand library, 
tdecommunications and technology atrisfance programs; mentoring; or drug, alcohol and gang 
prevention activities. Jn jKMftiHr. provide grams to states that have established or chose to establish 

| a graduation requirement for high-school students to form community service. — ̂ 1 0 r . 

\\ Title Vm - Expand the Nadon&I Board Certification Program for Teachers -$(81 ^ r S 

Provides stipends to teachers to sit for the Narional Board certification which is offered to teachers 
on a voluntary basis and complementa but does not replace state licensing. 

Title DC - Encourage Public School Choice ^ l̂ o . 

Provides grams to states thai choose to implemens public school choice programs. School districts 
would be able to spend fimds on transportation and other services to implement a successful public 
school choice program. Up to 10 percent of these fimds may be spent by a school district to improve 
low performing school districts that lose students in the choice prograni. 
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A PUa tn Edn^tf A I B ^ ' I Children 
Senttor John F. Kerry (D-MA) and Senator Gordon Smith (R-OR) 

Title I -> Vohintarv State Reform Ineanrive flnmtt 

If education reform is to succeed in America's public schools, we oust demand nothing 
less than a comprehensive reform effort The best public school districts are simultaneously 
embracing a host of approaches to ^"-^ig our childmi: Ugh standards and accountability, 
sufficient resources, small class sizes, quality teachers, motivated students, effective prindpala, 
and engaged parents and community leaden. We must not be half-hearted in our efibrts to make 
reform feasible for every school in this country. We cannot address only one challenge in 
education aad ignore the rest We must make available the tools for real comprehensive reform 
so that every aspect of public rducntinn functions better and every element of our system is 
stronger. 

So let us now turn to a bold answer. Left make every public school in this country 
essentially a charter school within the pubHc school system. Let's give every school the chance to 
quickly and easily put in place the best of what works in any other school—private, parochial or 
public — with decentralized control, sit»-based management, parental engngrmant, and real 
accountability. 

Several schools across the country have devised ways to accomplish this by raising 
standards to improve student achievement, lowering class size; impr vmg on-going education for 
teachers, and reducing unnrccssary middle-level bureaucracy. Numerous high-performance 
school designs have also been created such as the Modem Red Scboolhouse program, the Success 
for All program, and the New American Schools program. The results of extensive evaluations of 
these programs have shown that these designs are successful in raising student achievement We 
should raise spending to the state or the national median, whichever is higher, thereby allowing 
every school district to finance and implement comprehensive reform based on proven higfar 
performance models and teach students to the highest standards (S8 percent of school districts are 
below either the national or their state median). Although money alone will not solve the 
problems in poor school districts, it is impossible to solve without adpguato resources. Rather 
than piecemeal, fragmented approaches to reform, this comprehensive reform program will foster 
coherent schoolwide improvemonts that cover virtually all aspects of a school's operatbns. 

To ensure that the vast majority of school districts could engage in comprehensive school 
-efonn. Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) should also be foDy 
funded. Title I is the primary federal help for local districts to provide assisfanm to poor students 
in basic math and reading skills; Title I cumndy provides help to local school districts for 
additional staff and resources for reading and math, curriculum improvements, smaller classes, 
and training poor students' parents to help their children leam to read and do math. However, 
Title I only reaches two-thirds of poor students because of inadequate folding. Since 90 percent 
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scAoo/ districts receive at least some Title I fimds, fully funding Title I and allamng school 
districts to use these additional funds for comprehensive reforms would give schools the ability 
to tmplement comprehensive reforms so that all students reach the highest academic standards. 

Most poor school districts lack the resources to meet tha viol educatioflal needs of all of 
their students. A well-crafted program with the federal and state govenuneets working in dose 
cooperation with one another could make major strides in closing these gaps and improving 
student performance. 

• Comprehensive school reform will help raise student achievement by assisting public 
schools across the country to imptanntf efiective, comprehensive school reforms that are 
based on proven, research-baaed models. No aew federal bareaucracy would be 
established - die program would be implemented at the state lavcL Furthermore, 
no faudi could be used to Increase the school bureaneracy. School districts would 
implement a comprehensive school reform program and evahlste and measure reaulta 
achieved. Schools would also provide high-quality and continuous teacher and staff' 
professional development and training have measurable goals for student performance and 
benchmarks for meeting those goals, provide for meamagfiil involvement of parents and 
the local community in planning and Implementing school improvemeot, and identify how 
other available federal, stars, local, or private resources will be utilized to coordinate 
services to support and sustain the school reform effort. 

• The funding for the program would move towards the goal of providing every school 
district in the country enough fimds to implement a high quality, performance-based model 
of comprehensive school reform. This would mean providing enough fimds to bring every 
district up to the state or the national median, whichever is higher Cn is »«timffrf that S30 
billion annually would be needed to bring the per-pupil expenditure of every school district 
up to the national or state average). To move towards this goal, the fbdval govemment 
would provide funds and states would match this money (states would provide 10 to 20 
percent with poorer states providing a smaller match). To.receive these foods, states 
would have to provide a minimum spending effort based on state and local school 
spending relative to the state's per capita income. Funding would be S250 million in 

^ (j> 5 £ ^99. S500 millkm in FY2000, S7S0 million in FY2001. SI billion in FY2002, and 54 
billion in FY2002. 

• Fully fund TWe I so almost all school districts would receive some funds to implement 
comprtkeasive school refonn (90 percent of all local school districts receive Title I funds). 

4 i 2-3 Funding would be S2O0 million in FY99, $400 million in FY2000, S600 million in 
FY2001. $1 billion in FY2002, and $4 billion in FY2002. 

Tide n - Ensure That Chlldnm Bffa SHuiol Re»dv To Leam 

Recent sdemific evidence conclusively demonstrates that mhanning children's physical, 
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social, emotional, and imdlecaul develop̂ afltt will rtsult in treoeodoua becefits. Many local 
u>mmunines aaoas the counter have developed aiecftfftil early childhood efforts and vith 
additional resources could ecpand and enhance opportunities fbr young childrea We must 
enhance private, local and state eariy successful support programs for young children by 
providing resources to expand and/or inmate successful eflbrts f-.- at-risk children from birth to 
age six. 

Provide fbnds to States to make grants to local early childhood development 
collaboratives. States would fund parent education and home visiting classes and have 
great fiexibiLity to decide whether to also support quality child care, helping schools stay 
open later fbr eariy childhood development activities, or health servksa for young 
chUdrea. Coxxraunities would be required to document their unmet needs and bou- they 
would use the fimds to improve outcomes for young childreo so they begin school ready 
to leam. Funding would be S100 million in FY99, $200 million in FY2000, $300 million 
in FY2001, $400 millioo JI FY2002, and SI billion in FY2002. 

Tide m - Excellent Priq̂ tnUi Challenge Grant 

Principals fkee long hours, high stress, and too little pay. To overcome these obstacles, 
principals in successful schools must have effective leadership -skills. However, too few principals 
get the training they need in management skills to ensure their school provides an excellent 
education for every child. Attracting, training, and retaining excellent principals is essential to 
help every local school di stria become world class. 

Establish a grant program to states to provide foods to local school districts to attract and 
to provide professional development for elementary and secondary school principals. 
Activities would include developing mar ngement and business skills, knowledge of 
effective instructional skills and practicê  and learning about educational technology. 
Funding would be S20 million per year. States and local school districts would contribute 
25 percent of the total althcigh poor school districts would be exempt from the match 

Title IV - Establish "Second Change" Schools For Troubled Students 

Parents, srurimts, and educators know that serious school refona cannot succeed without 
an orderly and safo leaning environmenL The few students who are unwilling or unable to 
comply with discipline codes make learning impossible for the other students; these students need 
behavior managemcot programs and high quality sfterutivc placements. Suspending or expelling 
chronically disruptive or violent students is not effective in the long run since these students will 
fall behind in school and may cv te additional trouble since they are frequently completely 
unsupervised; these students nees altenarive placements that provide supervision, remediation of 
behavior and maintenance of academic progress Although some may resist this program for fear 
that it will be used to isolate disabled the purpose is to provide ^ w i ^ i interventions 
for troubled students, not to change disciplinary actions against disabled students. 
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Add a new title to the Eletnentaiy and Secondary Education Aa (ESEA) to establish a 
competitive state grant program fbr school districts to establish "Second Chance" 
programa. To receive the funds, school districts must snaet distria-wide discipline codes 
which use dear language with specific examples of behaviors that will result in disdplinary 
action and have every student and parent sign the code. Additionally, schools may use the 
funds to promote effective classroom management; provide training fbr school staff and 
administrators in enforcement of the code; impler em programs to modify student 
behavior induding hiring school counsdor?; and establish high quality atienarive 
placements for chronically disruptive and violent students that indude a continuum of 
alteraativBS from meeting with behavior management specialists, to short-term in-school 
crisis centers, to medium duration in-school suspension rooms, to off-campus alternatives. 
Funding would be S100 million per year and distributed to states through the Title I 
formula. 

Tf tig V - T«thg Eflgiritnfflt and Qn-golng Mucatitf B frittntivc Grant 
Approximately 61,000 fint-timA teachers begin in our nation's public schools each year. 

Since the average starting salary fbr teachers is a little more than S21,000 p;? year, we need to 
raise their compensation to attraa a larger group of qualified people into the teaching profession. 
Since the average student loan debt of students graduating college who borrowed money for 
college is 59,068, another effective way to provide federal assistance to raise teachers' salaries is 
to provide loan forgiveness. In addition, scholarships ought to be available to the most talented 
high school students in every state in return for a commitment to teach in our public schools 
(North Carolina has successfully recruited future teachers from within public high schools with the 
lure of college scholarships). 

• States would be given fluids to provide poor school districts the ability to raise teacher 
salaries to attraa and retain the best teachers. Funding would be provided through the 
Title I '"targeted grant" formula (the minimum threshold would be 20% poor children or 
20,000 poor childrea). Funding would be $500 million for FY 99, $500 million in 
FY200O, SI billion in FY 2001, Si billion in FY 2002, and S2 billion in FY2003. 
Additionally, M-tune state certified public school teachers who teach in low-income areas 
or who teach in areas with teacher shortages such as math, sdence, and special needs 
would have 20 percent of their student loans forgiven after two years of teaching, an 
additional 20 percent after three years, an additional 30 percent after four years, and the 
remaining 30 percent after five years. The program would be fimded at SS0 million each 
year. Finally, an additional $10 million would be provided as grants to states that wish to 
provide signing bonuses for first-time teachers who teach in low-income areas or areas 
with teacher shortages. 

• Provide $10 million in grants fbr states to establish a program to provide college 
scholarships to the top 20 percent of SAT achievers or grade point average in each state's 
high school graduating dasa in return fbr a commitment to become a state certified teacher 
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for five yean. States would contribute 20 percent of the funds fbr the scholarships. Five 
percent of the total fimds could be used by local school districts to hire staff to recruit at 
the top liberal erts, education, and technical colleges (districts would be encouraged to 
establish a central regional recruiting ofSec to pool their resources). One percent of the 
total fimds would be used by the Seoeuiy of Education to create a national hotline for 
potential teacher* to receive information on a career In teaching. 

Tide VI - Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants 

We need to provide on-going education in teaching skills and nrariamic content 
knowledge, establish or expand ahemative routes to state certification, and establish or expand 
mentoring programs for prospective teachen by veteran teachers (according to the National 
Commission on Teaching and America's Future, beginning teachers who have had the continuous 
support of a skilled mentor are more likely to stay in the profession). 

• Establish Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants, a competitive grant awarded to states to 
improve teaching. The grants would have a matching requirement and must be used to 
institute state-level reforms to ensure that current and fiiture teachen possess the 
necessary teaching skills and acadrmic content knowledge in the subject areas they are 
assigned to teach In addition, establish Teacher Training Parcoenhip Grants, designed to 
encourage reform at the local level to improve teacher training. One of the uses of these 
fimds would be for states to establish, expand, or improve alternative routes to state 
certification fbr highly qualified individuals from other occupations such as business 
executives and recent college graduates with records of academic distinction. Another use 
would be to mentor prospective teachers by veteran teachers. Provide $100 million per 
year for these new teacher training programa so that states can improve teacher quality, 
establish or expand alternative routes to state certification fbr new teachers, and mentor 
new teachers by veteran teachen. 

Title VH - frrwf in.CgmqupitT-biagd Srtggh mi CoainmiltY SflTicc 
As many as five million children are home alone after school each week. Most juvenile 

involvement in crimes either committing crime or becoming victims themselves * occurs berween 
3 p.m. and 8 p.m. Children who attend quality after-school programs, however, tend to do better 
in school, get along better with their peers, and are less likely to engage in delinquent behavior. 
Expansion of both school-based and community-based after-school programs wfll provide safe, 
devdopmentally appropriate environments fbr children and help communities reduce the incidenu 
of juvenile delinquency and crime. In addition, many states and localities such aa Maryland and 
the Chicago public school system require high school students to periorm community service to 
receive a high school diploma. The real world experience helps prepare stude its foe work and 
instills a sense of civic duty. 

• Expand the 21* Century Learning Centera Act by providing $400 million each fiscal year 
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to help coxxunusities provide after-ichool cere. Gnstees will be required to offer 
pxpinirfed leeniing opportunities for childrea and youth ic the community. Funds could be 
used by school disnios to provide: Utcrscy progrsms; intepated education, health, sodal 
service, recreational or cuhunl programs; sunsner and weekend school programs; 
nutrition and heahh programs; nxpandcd library services, tdecomgnmiretions and 
technology education programs; services for individuals with disabilities; job skills 
itwistanwi; mentoring; acarirmic assistanoe; and drug, alcohol, and gang prevention 
activities. 

• Provide S10 million in grants to states chat have established or chose to establish a state­
wide or a district-wide program that requires high school students to perform community 
service to receive a high school diploma. States would determine what constitutes 
community service, the number of hours required, and whether to exempt some low-
income students who hold fiiU-rime jobs while attending school M-time. The grants 
would be marched dollar for dollar with half of the match coming from the state and local 
education agencies and half coming from the private sector. 

Titii vm - Emm the MKtonal Bwd GcrtffiHtigp frwram for TrahOT 
The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards, which is headed by Gov. Jim 

Hunt, established rigorous standards and assessments for certifying accomplished teaching To 
pass the exam and be certified, teachers must demonstrate their knowledge and sidlls through a 
series of performance-based assessmrnts which indude teaching portfolios, student work samples, 
videotapes and rigorous analyses of their classroom teaching and student learning. Additionally, 
teachen must take written tests of their subject-matter knowledge and their understanding of how 
to teach those subjects to their students. The National Board certification is offered to teachers 
on a voluntary basis and complements but does not replace state licensing. The National 
Commission on Teaching fbr America's Future called for a goal of 105,000 board certified 
teachers by the year 2006 (since the exam began recently, only about 2,000 teachers are currently 
board certified). Since the exam costs $2,000, many teachers are currently unable to afford it 

• Provide $189 million over five years so that states have enough money to provide a 90% 
subsidy fbr the National Board certification of 105,000 teachers across the country. 

Title DC - Encourage Poblfe Seheol Chule* 

Many public schools have implemented public school choice programs where students 
may enroll at any public school in the public school system. In contrast to vouchers for private 
schools, public school choice Increases options fbr students but does not use public fimds to 
finance private schools which remain entirely unaccountable to taxpayers. 

• Provide $20 million annually in grants to states that choose to impleoaent public school 
choice programa. School districts could spend the fimds on trsnsportation and other 
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Z T ^ L a dueto the public school choice program. 
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CHILD WELFARE: CHILDREN AGING OUT OF FOSTER CARE 

Policy and Cost. We recommend advancing several proposals to assist young people who "age 
out" of the foster care system, i.e. who enter the foster care due to abuse and neglect, are unable 
to return to their birth families, and do not find permanency with an adoptive family. Federal 
financial support to them ends just at the time they are making the critical transition to adulthood. 
First, we propose to significantly increase the Independent Living program, the main federal 
program that assists this population. Working essentially as a block grant to states and 
administered by HHS, the program provides services to support these young people as they earn 
a high school diploma; receive vocational training and education; and learn daily living skills 
such as budgeting, career planning, and securing housing and employment. The Independent 
Living program has not been increased since 1992; increasing this mandatory program by 50 
percent, as we propose, will cost $175 million over five years. 

Second, we propose to increase the Transitional Living program, a discretionary program 
administered by HHS which provides funds to local community-based organizations for 
residential care, life skills training, and other support services to homeless adolescents, ages 16-
21. Unlike the Independent Living program, this program is able to fund housing. We propose 
to increase the program by $5 million in FY 2000, up from $15 million in FY 1999. 

Third, we propose to ensure Medicaid coverage for this population up to age 24 (see DPC Health 
Team memo), for an estimated cost of $50 million over four years. Finally, we propose to extend 
IV-E eligibility for federal maintenance payments beyond age 18 for certain purposes, for a cost 
of approximately $50 million over five years. 

Objections. HHS and OMB have been extremely receptive to advancing a multi-faceted 
proposal in this area. The child welfare advocacy community is also highly supportive. 

Cost Overview and Status. 

(1) Independent Living program (Mandatory) ~ $175 million over five years to increase the 
program by 50 percent. HHS requested this increase and OMB included it in its 
passback. 

(2) Transitional Living Program (Discretionary) ~ $5 million increase over FY 1999 for a 
total of $20 million. HHS did not include this in its request, but OMB included it in its 
passback. 

(3) Medicaid coverage (Mandatory) ~ $50 million over five years. HHS did not include this 
in its request; OMB included in its passback. 

(4) IV-E Eligibility Extension (Mandatory) - $50 million over four years. HHS did not 
request; OMB planning to include in a later passback. 



CHILD CARE AND DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

Policy and Cost. We propose to expand the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) 
at a cost of $10.5 billion over 5 years, and to maintain the structure that we proposed last year to 
devote $7.5 billion to expand subsidies and $3 billion to support early childhood education and child 
care quality. This will maintain last year's level of commitment to new mandatory dollars for child 
care subsidies and quality. 

We will more affirmatively package the overall investment as an increase in the block grant, with 
a portion reserved for community-based child care improvements. With the additional $7.5 billion 
over five years for child care subsidies (assuming the 80/20 match advanced last year), one million 
more children will be served, for a total of 2.25 million children in 2004. The $3 billion will go to 
communities to support early childhood education, home visiting and parent education, and child 
care quality improvements for infants and toddlers. 

Unresolved Issues and Objections. Our goal is to maintain our commitment to the significant 
child care initiative that the President put forward last year, while repackaging the proposal as a 
commitment to increasing the block grant for both subsidies and quality child care, rather than as 
a new separate program for early learning. 

It is clear that our proposal will be judged by the advocacy community primarily on the funding 
level, so that it is important not to lower our commitment below $10.5 in mandatory funds. 

We believe that we need to maintain a strong commitment to child care quality and early childhood 
education. Many advocates, as well as some Member of Congress such as Senators Kerrey and 
Kennedy, have similarly argued that we should not retreat from the early learning fund. As you 
know, we had floated the idea of collapsing the early learning fund and building on the existing set-
aside in CCDBG for infants and toddlers. While the advocates are somewhat open to altering our 
proposal given the difficulty of obtaining authorization for a new program, most see using the set-
aside as an endgame and view our best starting position as a commitment to last year's proposal. 
In addition, given that the infant and toddler set-aside is currently only $50 million, it would be 
difficult to imagine raising it to $600 million per year and would therefore most likely endanger the 
funding level for early learning. Finally, some advocates strongly support targeting any new quality 
dollars to communities, rather than to states, a goal that will be difficult to meet if we build on the 
existing set-aside. Therefore, we propose to maintain our commitment to the balance between 
subsidies and quality advanced last year, because, regardless of its prospects for passage, it is 
considered the best starting point to congressional negotiations and addresses the growing need to 
target dollars to the community level. 

Status. HHS and NEC continue to support maintaining the Early Learning Fund. We have not had 
extensive discussions yet with OMB. 



Expansion of the DCTC to Provide Benefits to Stay-at-Home Parents 

Policy: We propose to extend the benefits of our Child and Dependent Care Tax Credit 
(CDCTC) (as we proposed to change it last year) to stay-at-home parents with young children, by 
assuming minimum child-care expenses of $600 per year. 

The CDCTC is equal to a percentage of the taxpayer's employment-related expenditures for child 
or dependent care, with the amount of the credit depending on the taxpayer's income. The 
CDCTC proposal we advanced last year would increase the credit from its current rate of 30% to 
50% for those with incomes under $30,000, and gradually phase it down to 20% at $59,000 of 
income. This proposal, which only provides a credit to families with actual child care expenses, 
costs $4.5 billion over five years, under current economic assumptions. (This is actually $.3 
billion less than Treasury's estimate last year, which was $4.8 billion.) 

This year, we propose to build on the CDCTC proposal we put forward by allowing all families, 
including those where one parent does not work, with a child under the age of two to have 
assumed expenses of $600 per year per child. Under this proposal, the maximum allowable 
expenses for those with actual child care costs would increase from $2,400 to $3,000 for one 
child and $4,800 to $6,000 for two children. The maximum benefit for a stay-at-home family 
with one child under one would be $300. 

Cost: The cost of this proposal and our CDCTC proposal is $6.1 billion. However, it only 
requires $.8 billion in new dollars because Treasury now estimates that the CDCTC proposal we 
put forward last year is $.3 billion less than they had previously estimated, and we are replacing 
the business tax credit, which is $.5 billion, with this proposal. 

Unresolved Issues and Concerns: The child care and women's community is supportive of 
advancing a proposal that benefits families in which one parent stays at home, but oppose doing 
so at the expense of the CDCTC proposal we put forward last year. Therefore, they strongly urge 
that any benefits targeted towards stay-at-home families must be on top of last year's proposal. 

Status: We have worked closely with the Treasury Department to develop this proposal. While 
they have raised concerns regarding the merits of proposals to help parents who stay at home, 
they are generally supportive of this proposal. 



Nicole R. Rabner 

12/09/98 03:14:47 PM 

Record Type: Record 

To: Elena Kagan/OPD/EOP 

cc: 
Subject: Title X 

Title X family planning seems to be in fairly good shape. First, the history: 

FY98 Enacted FY99 Request FY99 Enacted 
$203 mil $218 mil $215 mil 

This year's OMB/HHS budget negotiations: 

FYOO HHS Request FYOO Passback 
$253 mil $230 mil 

While OMB did not grant HHS its full requested increase for Title X, the passback does represent a 
7 percent increase over the FY99 enacted level and the same dollar increase ($15 million) that we 
requested for FY99. HHS has not appealed the passback -- in large measure because the Health 
Resources and Services Administration (HERSA), which administers Title X, was cut in other, 
unrelated areas. In fact, Ryan White and family planning were the only two HERSA programs that 
were given any increase in passback. HHS/HERSA plans to spend any Title X increase in three 
areas: (1) augmenting current programs; (2) targeting adolescents before they become sexually 
active, and (3) strengthening male responsibility. 

I understand that Sylvia Mathews met with the women's groups the day after passback, and the 
women's groups were already aware of the passback level. While they did press Sylvia for a larger 
increase for family planning, they were pleased with our continued commitment to increasing the 
program. 



D R A F T : C H I L D R E N AND F A M I L I E S 

U S E S O F FUNDS F O R F Y 2000 B U D G E T 
(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Request OMB HHS/DOL/DOJ WH 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

COMMENTS 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 

Child Care Quality 0.182 0.182 

Head Start** 4.997 4.997 

FMLA/Paid Leave 0.0 0.0 
Research Fund (DOL) 

Abortion Safety 0.0 0.0 

Abuse and Neglect 0.0 0.0 
Court Reform 

Transitional Living 0.015 0.020 

**See attached one-pager for discussion. 

+0.398 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

** 

0.010 

0.045 

0.005 

FY99 advance 
appropriated 

Participation goal 
dilemma 

Important next 
step 

High priority 

FLOTUS priority 

FLOTUS priority 

MANDATORY Request 

FY 2000-04 

OMB 
Passback 

HHS 
Appeal 

FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 

WH 
Priorities 

FY 2000-04 

COMMENTS 

CCDBG (Subsidies 
and Infant Fund)* 

Independent Living 0.175 

IV-E Extension for 0.0 
Foster Youth 

10.5 

0.175 

0.0 c. 0.050 

Replaces FY99 
Subsidies and 
Early Learning 
Fund 

High priority 

OMB holding 
In its base 

•For child care mandatory items, HHS made no specific FY 2000 request and OMB made no specific passback; 
presumed request level for FY 2000 is taken from FY 1999 budget. 



D R A F T : C H I L D R E N AND F A M I L I E S 

U S E S O F FUNDS F O R F Y 2000 B U D G E T 
(Dollars in Billions) 

DISCRETIONARY Request OMB HHS/DOL/DOJ WH 
Passback Appeal Priorities 

COMMENTS 

FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 FY 2000 

Child Care Quality 0.182 0.182 

Head Start** 4.997 4.997 

FMLA/Paid Leave 0.0 0.0 
Research Fund (DOL) 

Abortion Safety 0.0 0.0 

Abuse and Neglect 0.0 0.0 
Court Reform 

Transitional Living 0.015 0.020 

**See attached one-pager for discussion. 

+0.398 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

-0.005 

** 

0.010 

0.045 

0.005 

FY99 advance 
appropriated 

Participation goal 
dilemma 

Important next 
step 

High priority 

FLOTUS priority 

OMB level FLOTUS priority 

MANDATORY Request OMB 
Passback 

HHS 
Appeal 

FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 FY 2000-04 

WH 
Priorities 

FY 2000-04 

COMMENTS 

CCDBG (Subsidies 
and Infant Fund)* 

Independent Living 0.175 

IV-E Extension for 0.0 
Foster Youth 

10.5 

0.175 

0.0 c. 0.050 

Replaces FY99 
Subsidies and 
Early Learning 
Fund 

High priority 

OMB holding 
In its base 

*For child care mandatory items, HHS made no specific FY 2000 request and OMB made no specific passback; 
presumed request level for FY 2000 is taken from FY 1999 budget. 



JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV 
WEST VIRGINIA 

Bn j ted States Senate Uw* 
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-4802 S 

October 15, 1998 

Dear Mj^6tlhton, 

I very much enjoyed hearing your remarks at last week's NCPCA luncheon. I was 
sorry we didn't have a chance to speak afterwards, but it seemed to be one of those unfortunate 
days where we all needed to be in three places at once. 

I did want you to know that Senator DeWine and I , along with Senators Landrieu and 
Chafee, have just introduced a bill designed to provide more support to the Nation's abuse and 
neglect courts. Since the Adoption and Safe Families Act became law last year, I have had 
some lingering concerns that die new accelerated time lines for the termination of parental 
rights, while necessary to carry out the goals of the law, will increase the pressure on our 
already overburdened court system. 

The Strengthening Abuse and Neglect Courts Act is designed to help alleviate this 
burden by providing competitive grants to state and local abuse and neglect courts for the 
development of computerized case-tracking systems and the reduction of existing case 
backlogs. The bill will expand federal reimbursement to provide better training for abuse and 
neglect judges and will also provide technical assistance for the development and 
implementation of "best practice" standards for attorneys practicing before the abuse and 
neglect courts. Finally, the bill authorizes a one-time seed grant for the expansion of the Court 
Appointed Special Advocate (CASA) Program into under-served urban and rural areas. 

In view of your vast experience as an attorney and child advocate and your support of 
the Adoption and Safe Families Act, I thought you might be particularly interested in this latest 
legislative effort on behalf of abused and neglected children. I am hopeful that the attached bill 
will help move vulnerable children even more quickly into safe and permanent homes. 

As always, my ongoing thanks to you and the President for your outstanding leadership 
in this area. 

Sincerely, 

John/D. Rockefeller IV 

First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500 
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2i) SKSNION s, 

IN THE SENATE OP THE UNITED STATES 

Mr. DEWINE (for himself, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Ms. LANDRIEU, and Mr. 
CllAFEE) introduced the following bill; which was read twice and referred 
to the Committee on 

A BILL 
To improve the administrative efficiency and effectiveness 

of the Nation's abuse and neglect courts and the quality 

and availability of training for judges, attorneys, and 

volunteers working in such courts, and for other purposes 

consistent with the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 

1997. 

1 Be it enacted by the Seriate arid House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

4 This Act may be cited as the "Strengthening Abuse 

5 and Neglect Courts Act of 1998". 

6 SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

7 Congress finds the following: 
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1 (1) Under both Federal and State law, the 

2 courts play a crucial and essential role in the Na-

3 tion's child welfare system and in ensuring' safety, 

4 stability, and permanence for abused and neglected 

5 children under the supervision of that system. 

6 (2) The Adoption and Safe Families Act of 

7 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) estab-

8 lishes for the first time in Federal law that a child's 

9 health and safety must be the paramount consider-

10 ation when any decision is made regarding a child 

11 in the Nation's child welfare system. 

12 (3) The Adoption and Safe -Families Act of 

13 1997 promotes stability and permanence for abused 

14 and neglected children by requiring timely decision-

15 making in proceedings to determine whether children 

16 can safely return to their families or whether they 

17 should be moved into safe and stable adoptive homes 

18 or other permanent family arrangements outside the 

19 foster care system. 

20 (4) To avoid unnecessary and lengthy stays in 

21 the foster care system, the Adoption and Safe Fanii-

22 lies Act of 1997 specifically requires, among other 

23 things, that States move to terminate the parental 

24 rights of the parents of those children who have 

25 been in foster care for 15 of the last 22 months. 



O:\ERN\ERN98.569 s. ],.('. 

3 

1 (5) While essential to protect children and to 

2 carry out the general purposes of the Adoption and 

3 Safe Families Act of 1997, the accelerated timelines 

4 for the termination of parental rights and the other 

5 requirements imposed under that Act increase the 

6 pressure on the Nation's already overburdened abuse 

7 and neglect courts. 

8 (6) The administrative efficiency and effective-

9 ness of the Nation's abuse and neglect courts would 

10 be substantially improved by the acquisition and im-

11 plementation of computerized case tracking systems 

12 to identify and eliminate existing backlogs, to move 

13 abuse and neglect caseloads forward in a timely 

14 manner, and to move children into safe and stable 

15 families. Such systems could also be used to evaluate 

16 the effectiveness of such courts in meeting the pur-

17 poses of the amendments made by, and provisions 

18 of, the Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997. 

19 (7) The administrative efficiency and effective-

20 ness of the Nation's abuse and neglect courts would 

21 also be improved by the identification and implemen-

22 tation of projects designed to eliminate the backlog 

23 of abuse and neglect cases, including the temporary 

24 hiring of additional judges, extension of court hours, 
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1 and other projects designed to reduce existing case-

2 loads. 

3 (8) The administrative efficiency and effective-

4 ness of the Nation's abuse and neglect courts would 

5 be further strengthened by improving the quality 

6 and availability of training for judges, court person-

7 nel, agency attorneys, guardians ad litem, and attor-

8 neys who represent the children and the parents of 

9 children in abuse and neglect proceedings. 

10 (9) While recognizing that abuse and neglect 

11 courts in this country are already committed to the 

12 quality administration of justice, the performance of 

13 such courts would be even further enhanced by the 

14 development of models and educational opportunities 

15 that reinforce court projects that have already been 

16 developed, including models for case-flow procedures, 

17 case management, representation of children, auto-

18 mated interagency interfaces, and "best practices" 

19 standards. 

20 (10) Volunteers who participate in court-ap-

21 pointed special advocate (CASA) programs play a 

22 vital role as the eyes and ears of abuse and neglect 

23 courts in proceedings conducted by, or under the su-

24 pemsion of, such courts and also bring increased 

25 public scrutiny of the abuse and neglect court sys-
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1 tem. The Nation's abuse and neglect courts would 

2 benefit from an expansion of this program to cur-

3 rently underserved communities. 

4 (11) Improved computerized case-tracking sys-

5 terns, comprehensive training, and development of, 

6 and education on, model abuse and neglect court 

7 systems, particularly with respect to underserved 

8 areas, would significantly further the purposes of the 

9 Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 by reducing 

10 the average length of an abused and neglected 

11 child's stay in foster care, improving the quality of 

12 decision-making and court services-provided to chil-

13 dren and families, and increasing the number of 

14 adoptions. 

15 SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

16 In this Act: 

17 (a) ABUSE AND NEGLECT COURTS.—The term 

18 "abuse and neglect courts" means the State and local 

19 courts that carry out State or local laws requiring proceed-

20 ings (conducted by or under the supervision of the 

21 courts)— 

22 (1) that implement part B and part E of title 

23 IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et seq.; 

24 670 et seq.) (including preliminary disposition of 

25 such proceedings); 
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1 (2) that (letoM'tnine whether a child was abused 

2 or neglected; 

3 (3) that determine the advisability or appro-

4 priateness of foster care placement; or 

5 (4) that determine any other legal disposition of 

6 a child in the abuse and neglect court system. 

7 (b) AGENCY ATTORNEY.—The term "agency attor-

8 ney" means an agency attorney or agency representative 

9 including any government attorney, district attorney, at-

10 torney general, State attorney, city solicitor or attorney, 

11 corporation counsel, or privately retained special prosecu-

12 tor who represents the petitioner or moving party in a pro-

13 ceeding conducted by, or under the supervision of, an 

14 abuse and neglect court, including a proceeding for termi-

15 nation of parental rights. 

16 (c) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A CHILD.—The term 

17 "attorney representing a child" means an attorney or a 

18 guardian ad litem who represents a child in a proceeding 

19 conducted by, or under the supervision of, an abuse and 

20 neglect court. 

21 (d) ATTORNEY REPRESENTING A PARENT.—The 

22 term "attorney representing a parent" means an attorney 

23 who represents a parent who is an official party to a pro-

24 ceeding conducted by, or under the supervision of, an 

25 abuse and neuiect court. 
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1 SEC. 4. GRANTS TO STATE COURTS AND LOCAL COURTS TO 

2 AUTOMATE THE DATA COLLECTION AND 

3 TRACKING OF PROCEEDINGS IN ABUSE AND 

4 NEGLECT COURTS. 

5 (a) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.— 

6 (1) I N OENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

7 the Attorney General, acting through the Office of 

8 Justice Programs, shall award grants in accordance 

9 with this section to State courts and local courts for 

10 the purposes of— 

11 (A) enabling such courts to develop and 

12 implement automated data collection and case-

13 tracking systems for proceedings conducted by, 

14 or under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-

15 gleet court; 

16 (B) encouraging the replication of such 

17 systems in abuse and neglect courts in other ju-

18 risdictions; and 

19 (C) requiring the use of such systems to 

20 evaluate a court's performance in complying 

21 with the requirements of part B and part E of 

22 title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 

23 620 et seq.; 670 et seq.). 

24 (2) LIMITATIONS.— 



O:\ERN\ERN98.569 S.L.C. 

8 

1 (A) NUMP.KK OF (JHANTS.—Not less t l l i l l l 

2 30 or more than 50 grants may be awarded 

3 under this section. 

4 (B) PER STATE LIMITATION.—Not more 

5 than 2 grants authorized under this section 

6 may be awarded per State. 

7 (C) USE OK GRANTS.—Funds provided 

8 under a grant made under this section may only 

9 be used for the purpose of developing, imple-

10 menting, or enhancing automated data collec-

11 tion and case-tracking systems for proceedings 

12 conducted by, or under the supervision of, an 

13 abuse and neglect court. 

14 (b) APPLICATION.— 

15 (1) I N GENERAL.—A State court or local court 

16 may submit an application for a grant authorized 

17 under this section at such time and in such manner 

18 as the Attorney General may determine. 

19 (2) INFORMATION REQUIRED.—An application 

20 for a grant authorized under this section shall con-

21 tain the following: 

22 (A) A description of a proposed plan for 

23 the development, implementation, and mainte-

24 nance of an automated data, collection and case-

25 tracking system for proceedings conducted by, 



O:\ERN\ERN98.569 S.L.C. 

9 

1 or uiRler the supervision of, an abuse and ne-

2 gleet court, including a proposed budget for the 

3 plan and a request for a specific funding 

4 amount. 

5 (B) A description of the extent to which 

6 such plan and system are able to be replicated 

7 in abuse and neglect courts of other jurisdic-

8 tions. 

9 (C) In the case of an application submitted 

10 by a local court, a description of how the plan 

11 to implement the proposed system was devel-

12 oped in consultation with related State courts, 

13 particularly with regard to a State court im-

14 provement plan fimded under section 13712 of 

15 the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 

16 (42 U.S.C. 670 note) if there is such a plan in 

17 the State. 

18 (D) In the case of an application that is 

19 submitted by a State court, a description of 

20 how the proposed system will integrate with a 

21 State court improvement plan funded under 

22 such section if there is such a plan in the State. 

23 (E) After consultation with the State agen-

24 cy responsible for the administration of part B 

25 and part E of title IV of the Social .Security Act 



O:\ERN\ERN98.569 S.L.C. 

10 

1 (42 U.S.C. 620 ot seq.; 670 et seq.), an assess-

2 ment of the feasibility of future coordination of 

3 the proposed system with other child welfare 

4 data collection systems, including the Statewide 

5 automated child welfare information system and 

6 the adoption and foster care analysis and re-

7 porting system (AFCARS) established pursuant 

8 to section 479 of the Social Security Act (42 

9 U.S.C. 679). 

10 (F) Identification of an independent third 

11 party that will conduct ongoing evaluations of 

12 the feasibility and implementation of the plan 

13 and system and a description of the plan for 

14 conducting such evaluations. 

15 (G) A description or identification of a 

16 proposed funding source for completion of the 

17 plan (if applicable) and maintenance of the sys-

18 tem after the conclusion of the period for which 

19 the grant is to be awarded. 

20 (H) An assurance that any contract en-

21 tered into between the State court or local court 

22 and any other entity that is to provide services 

23 for the development, implementation, or niainte-

24 nance of the system under the proposed plan 

25 will require the entity to agree to allow fbr rep-
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1 lication of the semcos provided, the i)lan, and 

2 the system, and to refrain from asserting" any 

3 proprietary interest in such senices for pur-

4 poses of allowing' the plan and system to be rep-

5 heated in another jurisdiction. 

6 (I) An assurance that the system estab-

7 lished under the plan will provide data that al-

8 lows for evaluation (at least on an annual basis) 

9 of the following: 

10 (i) The total number of cases that are 

11 filed in the abuse and neglect court. 

12 (ii) The number of cases assigned to 

13 each judge who presides over the abuse 

14 and neglect court. 

15 (iii) The average length of stay of 

16 children in foster care. 

17 (iv) With respect to each .child under 

18 the jurisdiction of the court— 

19 (I) the number of episodes of 

20 placement in foster care; 

21 (II) the number of days placed in 

22 foster care; 

23 (III) the number of days of in-

24 home supervision; and 
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1 (IV) the number of separate fos-

2 ter cure placements. 

3 (v) The number of adoptions, 

4 guardianships, or other permanent disposi-

5 tions finalized. 

6 (vi) The number of terminations of 

7 parental rights. 

8 (vii) The number of child abuse and 

9 neglect proceedings closed that had been 

10 pending for 2 or more years. 

11 (viii) With respect to each proceeding 

12 conducted by, or under the supervision of, 

13 an abuse and neglect court— 

14 (I) the timeliness of each stage of 

15 the proceeding from initial filing 

16 through legal finalization of a perma-

17 nency plan (for both contested and 

18 uncontested hearings); 

19 (II) the number of adjournments, 

20 delays, and continuances occurring 

21 during the proceeding, including iden-

22 tification of the party requesting each 

23 adjournment, delay, or continuance 

24 and the reasons given for- the request; 
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1 (III) the number of courts that 

2 conduct or supeivise the proceeding" 

3 for the duration of the abuse and ne-

4 gleet case; 

5 (IV) the number of judges as-

6 signed to the proceeding for the dura-

7 tion of the abuse and neglect case; 

8 and 

9 (V) the number of agency attor-

10 neys, children's attorneys, and par-

11 ent's attorneys assigned to the pro-

12 ceeding during the -duration of the 

13 abuse and neglect case. 

14 (J) A description of how the proposed sys-

15 tem will reduce the need for paper files, tie into 

16 national and regional adoption exchanges, and 

17 public and private adoption services. 

18 (K) An assurance that the data collected in 

19 accordance with subparagraph (I) will be made 

20 available to relevant Federal, State, and local 

21 government agencies and to the public. 

22 (L) An assurance that the proposed system 

23 is consistent with other civil and criminal infor-

24 mation requirements of the Federal govern-

25 ment. 
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1 (e) (CONDITIONS FOK AIMMJOVAL OF APPLICA-

2 TIONS.— 

3 (1) MATCHING RUQFIKUMFNT.— 

4 (A) I N GFNFRAL.—A State court or local 

5 court awarded a grant under this section shall 

6 expend $1 for every $3 awarded under the 

7 grant to carry out the development, implemen-

8 tation, and maintenance of the automated data 

9 collection and case-tracking system under the 

10 proposed plan. 

11 (B) WAIVER FOR HiYRDsmp.—The Attor-

12 ney General may waive Or modify the matching 

13 requirement described in subparagraph (A) in 

14 the case of any State court or local court that 

15 the Attorney General determines would suffer 

16 undue hardship as a result of being subject to 

17 the requirement. 

18 (2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In evaluating an appli-

19 cation for a grant under this section the Attorney 

20 General shall consider the following: 

21 (A) The extent to which the system pro-

22 posed in the application may be replicated in 

23 other jurisdictions. 

24 (B) The extent to which the proposed sys-

25 tem is consistent with the provisions of, and 
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1 aniendnuMits made by, the Adoption and Safe 

2 Families Act of 1997 (Public Law 105-89; 111 

3 Stat. 2115), and part B and part E of title IV 

4 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 620 et 

5 seq.; 670 et seq.). 

6 (C) The extent to which the proposed sys-

7 tem is feasible and likely to achieve the pur-

8 poses described in subsection (a)(1). 

9 (3) DIVERSITY OP AWARDS.—The Attorney 

10 General shall award grants under this section in a 

11 manner that results in a reasonable balance among 

12 grants awarded to State courts and grants awarded 

13 to local courts, grants awarded to courts located in 

14 urban areas and courts located in rural areas, and 

15 grants awarded in diverse geographical locations. 

16 (d) L E N G T H OF AWARDS.—No grant may be award-

17 ed under this section for a period of more than 5 years. 

18 (e) AVAILABILITY OF FUNDS.—Funds provided to a 

19 State court or local court under a grant awarded under 

20 this section shall remain available until expended without 

21 fiscal year limitation. 

22 (f) RKPORTS.— 

23 (1) ANNUAL REPORT FROM GKANTEHK.—Each 

24 State court or local court that is awarded a urant 
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1 uiKkM- this section shall submit an annual report to 

2 the Attorney General that contains— 

3 (A) a description of the ongoing' results of 

4 the independent evaluation of the plan for, and 

5 implementation of, the automated data collec-

6 tion and case-tracking system funded under the 

7 grant; and 

8 (B) the information described in subsection 

9 (b)(2)(I). 

10 (2) INTERIM AND FINAL REPORTS FROM AT-

11 TORNEY GENERAL.— 

12 (A) INTERIM REPORTS:—Beginning 2 

13 years after the date of enactment of this Act, 

14 and biannually thereafter until a final report is 

15 submitted in accordance with subparagraph 

16 (B), the Attorney General shall submit to Con-

17 gress interim reports on the grants made under 

18 this section. 

19 (B) F I N A L REPORT.—Not later than 90 

20 days after the termination of all grants awarded 

21 under this section, the Attornev General shall 

22 submit to Congress a final report evaluating the 

23 automated data collection and case-tracking 

24 systems funded under such grants and identify-

25 in"' successful models of such systems that are 
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1 suitable for replication in other jurisdictions. 

2 The Attorney General shall ensure that a copy 

3 of such final report is transmitted to the hig'h-

4 est State court in each State. 

5 (g) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—There is 

6 authorized to be appropriated to carry out this section, 

l 0 ^ 7 $10,000,000 for the period of fiscal years 1999 through 

8 2003. 

9 SEC. 5. GRANTS TO REDUCE PENDING BACKLOGS OF 

10 ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES. 

11 (a) INCREASE I N APPROPRIATED AMOUNT.—Section 

12 430(b)(6) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 629(b)(6)) 

13 is amended by striking "$275,000,000" and inserting 

14 "$285,000,000". 

15 (b) AUTHORITY TO AWARD GRANTS.—Section 

16 430(d)(2) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 

17 429(d)(2)) is amended— 

18 (1) by striking "The Secretary" and inserting 

19 the following: 

20 "(A) I N GENERAL.—The Secretary"; and 

21 (2) by adding at the end the following: 

22 "(B) GRANTS TO REDUCE BACKLOGS OF 

23 ABUSE AND NEGLECT CASES.— 

24 "(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause 

25 (ii), the Secretary shall reserve 
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1 $10,000,000 of the amount described in 

2 subsection (b)(6) for fiscal year 1999 for 

3 making' grants to the highest State courts 

4 in States participating in the program 

5 under part E for the purpose of enabling 

6 such courts to reduce existing backlogs of 

7 cases pending in abuse and neglect courts. 

8 Funds provided under a grant awarded 

9 under this subparagraph may be used for 

10 any purpose that the Secretary determines 

11 is likely to successfully reduce such back-

12 logs, including for the purpose of tempo-

13 rarily— 

14 "(I) establishing night court ses-

15 sions for abuse and neglect courts; 

16 "( I I ) hiring additional judges and 

17 judicial personnel for such courts; or 

18 " ( I I I ) extending the operating 

19 hours of such courts. 

20 "(ii) NUMBER OF GRANTS.—Not less 

21 than 15 nor more than 20 grants shall be 

22 awarded under this subparagraph. 

23 "(iii) DEFINITION OF ABUSE AND NE-

24 GLECT COLRT.—In this subparagraph, the 

25 term 'abuse and neglect court' has the 



O:\ERN\ERN98.569 S.L.C. 

19 

1 inoaning' given that term in section o(a) of 

2 the Strengthening Abuse and Neglect 

3 Courts Act of 1998.". 

4 SEC. 6. TRAINING IN CHILD ABUSE AND NEGLECT PRO-

5 CEEDINGS AND STANDARDS FOR ATTORNEYS 

6 REPRESENTING CLIENTS IN SUCH PROCEED-

7 INGS. 

8 (a) TRAINING.— 

9 (1) I N GENERAL.—Section 474(a)(3) of the So-

10 cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 674(a)(3)) is amend-

11 ed— 

12 (A) by redesignating subparagraphs (C), 

13 (D), and (E) as subparagraphs (D), (E), and 

14 (F), respectively; and 

15 (B) by inserting after subparagraph (B), 

16 the following: 

17 "(C) 75 percent of so much of such ex-

18 penditures as are for the training (including 

19 cross-training with personnel employed by the 

20 State or local agency administering the plan in 

21 the political subdivision, training on topics rel-

22 evant to the legal representation of clients in 

23 proceedings conducted by or under the super-

24 vision of an abuse and neglect court (as defined 

25 in section 3(a) of the fttrengthcnina' Abuse and 
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1 Neglect Courts'Act of 1998), and training on 

2 related topics such as child development and 

3 the importance of developing a trusting rela-

4 tionship with a child) of judges, judicial persou-

5 nel, law enforcement personnel, attorneys rep-

6 resenting the State or local agency administer-

7 ing the prograni under this part, attorneys rep-

8 resenting parents in proceedings conducted by, 

9 or under the supervision of, an abuse and ne-

10 glect court (as so defined), attorneys represent-

11 ing children in such proceedings, and guardians 

12 ad litem, to the extent such training is related 

13 to provisions of, and amendments made by, the 

14 Adoption and Safe Families Act of 1997 (Pub-

15 lie Law 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115),". 

16 (2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 

17 (A) Section 473(a)(6)(B) of such Act (42 

18 U.S.C. 673(a)(6)(B)) is amended by striking 

19 "474(a)(3)(E)" and inserting "474(a)(3)(F)". 

20 (B) Section 474(a)(3)(D) of such Act (42 

21 U.S.C. 674(a)(3)(D)) (as redesignated by para-

22 graph (1)(A)) is amended by striking "subpara-

23 graph (C)" and inserting "subparagraph (D)". 

24 (C) Section 474(c) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 

25 674(c)) is amended bv striking "subsection 
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1 (a)(3)(C)" and insertiiig- • "subsection 

2 (a)(3)(D)". 

3 (b) STANDARDS, TRAINING, AND TECHNICAL ASSIST-

4 ANCE EOR ATTORNEYS.— 

5 (1) FOSTER CARE AND ADOPTION ASSISTANCE 

6 STATE PLAN REQUIREMENT.—Section 471(a) of the 

7 Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 671(a)) is amend-

8 ed— 

9 (A) in paragraph (22), by striking "and" 

10 at the end; 

11 (B) in paragraph (23), by striking the pe-

12 riod and inserting "; and"; and-

13 (C) by adding at the end the following: 

14 "(24) provides that, not later than January 1, 

15 2001, the State shall develop and encourage the im-

16 plementation of practice standards for all attorneys 

17 representing the State or local agency administering 

18 the program under this part, including standards re-

19 garding the interaction of such attorneys with other 

20 attorneys who practice before an abuse and neglect 

21 court (as defined in section 3(a) of the Strengthen-

22 ing Abuse and Neglect Courts Act of 1998).". 

23 (2) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 

24 (A) I N GENERAL.—The Secret.iry of 

25 Health and Human Seivicos shall provide the 
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1 tediiiical assistance, training-, and evaluations 

2 authorized under this paragraph through 

3 grants, contracts, or cooperative arrangements 

4 with other entities, including universities, and 

5 national, State, and local organizations that 

6 have not had a previous contractual relationship 

7 with the Department of Health and Human 

8 Services or another Federal agency for any 

9 such purpose. 

10 (B) PURPOSE.—Technical assistance shall 

11 be provided under this paragraph for the pur-

12 pose of supporting and assisting State and local 

13 courts that handle child abuse, neglect, and de-

14 pendency matters to effectively carry out new 

15 responsibilities enacted as part of the Adoption 

16 and Safe Families Act of 1997 (Public Law 

17 105-89; 111 Stat. 2115) and to speed the proc-

18 ess of adoption of children and legal finalization 

19 of permanent families for children in foster care 

20 by improving practices of the courts involved in 

21 that process. 

22 (C) TRAINING.—Technical assistance con-

23 sistent with the purpose described in subpara-

24 graph (B) may be provided under this para-

25 graph through the following: 
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1 (i) The dissemination of information 

2 and technical assistance to State and local 

3 courts that receive grants under section 4 

4 concerning the automated data collection 

5 and case-tracking systems and outcome 

6 measures required under that section. 

7 (ii) The provision of specialized train-

8 ing on child development that is appro-

9 priate for judges, referees, nonjudicial deci-

10 sion-makers, administrative, and other 

11 court-related personnel, and for attorneys 

12 involved in abuse and neglect courts who 

13 represent the State or a human services 

14 agency, children, guardians ad litem, or 

15 parents. 

16 (iii) The provision of assistance and 

17 dissemination of information about best 

18 practices of abuse and neglect courts for 

19 effective case management strategies and 

20 techniques, including assessments of case-

21 load and staffing levels, management of 

22 court dockets, timely decision-making at all 

23 stages of a proceeding conducted by, or 

24 under the supemsion of, an abuse and ne-

25 glect court, and the development of 
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1 streamlined ease flow procedures, case 

2 management models, early case resolution 

3 programs, mechanisms for monitoring 

4 compliance with the terms of court orders, 

5 models for representation of children, auto-

6 mated interagency interfaces between data 

7 bases, and court rules that facilitate timely 

8 case processing. 

9 (iv) The development of standards of 

10 practice for attorneys representing the 

11 State or a human services agency, chil-

12 dren, guardians ad litem, or parents in 

13 such proceedings. 

14 (D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

15 TIONS.—There is authorized to carry out this 

fc^ 16 paragraph $5,000,000 for the period of fiscal 

17 years 1999 through 2003. 

18 SEC. 7. GRANTS TO EXPAND THE COURT-APPOINTED SPE-

19 CIAL ADVOCATE PROGRAM IN UNDERSERVED 

20 AREAS. 

21 (a) GRANTS TO EXPAND CASA PROGRAMS I N U N -

22 DKRSERVED AREAS.—The Administrator of the Office of 

23 Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-

24 partment of Justice shall make a grant to the National 
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1 Court-AppoiiitxHl Special Advocate Association tbi- the pur-

2 poses of— 

3 (1) expanding' the recniitinent of, and building 

4 the capacity of, court-appointed special advocate 

5 programs located in the 15 largest urban areas; 

6 (2) developing regional, multijurisdictional re-

7 source centers for court-appointed special advocate 

8 programs serving rural areas; and 

9 (3) providing training and supemsion of vohm-

10 teers in court-appointed special advocate programs. 

11 (b) L I M I T A T I O N ON ADMINISTRATIVE EXPENDI-

12 TURES.—Not more than 5 percent of Jthe grant made 

13 under this subsection mav be used for administrative ex-

14 penditures. 

15 (c) DETERMINATION OF URBAN AND RURAL 

16 AREAS.—For purposes of administering the grant author-

17 ized under this subsection, the Administrator of the Office 

18 of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention of the De-

19 partment of Justice shall determine whether an area is 

20 one of the 15 largest urban areas or a rural area in ac-

21 cordance with the practices of, and statistical information 

22 compiled by, the Bureau of the Census. 

23 (d) ALTIIOKIXATION OF APPKOPRIATIONS.—There is 

24 authorized to be appropriated to make the grant author-

25 ized under this section, $5,000,()()() for fiscal year 1999. 



THE SECRETARY OF H E A L T H AND HUMAN SERVICES 
W A S H I N G T O N . O X . J 0 2 0 1 

Novembers, 1998 

TO THE HONORABLE BRUCE REED, WH 

This is the White Paper on Working Families we discussed. We think 
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Donna E. Shalala 

Enclosure 



Working Families Initiative 
White Paper 

Since 1993, the Clinton Administration has made working famiiies a priority through increases in 
the minimum wage and the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), through the Children's Health 
Insurance Program, and through expansion of child care funding. Additional important 
accomphshments include enactment of the HOPE Scholarship and Lifetime Learning tax credits, the 
Family and Medical Leave Act, weifare-to-work housing vouchers and the Job Access program. In 
addition, the strong economy has contributed to an increase in the number of working families. 
Between January 1993 and June 1998, non-farm employment grew by more than 16 million net new 
jobs, an increase of almost 15 percent. Unemployment has fallen from 7.3 percent to 4.5 percent, 
while millions of new workers have joined the labor force. 

Working parents in America should not have to worry-about being unable to feed, house, clothe, or 
access medical care for their children. Yet 5.3 million children under the age of 13 were poor in 
1996 even though their families included an adult who was in the labor force for more than half the 
year. Over 10.5 million children lacked health insurance coverage. This paper lays out an agenda 
to move these families out of poverty through work and through strengthening the critical supports 
to work, an agenda that builds on the considerable progress this Administration has already made 
in supporting working families and preventing parents from having to choose, in the President's 
words, "between the job they need and the child they love." The agenda proposed is a broad one, 
not located in any single Federal Department or state agency, because there is no single magic bullet 
that will ensure that low-income workers get jobs, keep them, succeed in them, and are able to meet 
their famihes' basic needs. Rather, it will take the whole Administration working together, joined 
by a wide range of public and private partners. 

Our basic goal for working families should be that every working parent can provide for his or 
her children's basic needs and for the family's health. This goal means that working parents 
should be able to support their families at incomes above the poverty line. It also means, for 
example, that they and their children should have enough to eat, that they should be able to find and 
afford the child care and transportation that they need in order to work, that the care children receive 
should promote their healthy development and safety, and that no working family should be forced 
onto welfare became of a temporary interruption in work, or because earnings are so low or so 
unstable that welfare seems the only way to provide for the family. 

The Administration has made important progress toward this goal. For example, the 
Administration's expansion of the EITC effectively gave a pay raise to about 18.5 million low-
income working families in 1996. Yet much is left to be done: 

The Administration's successful efforts to increase the minimum wage and improve the 
EITC have had a major combined effect on low-income families - but families still struggle 
to pay for child care, transportation, health insurance, rent, and food. For example, in 1992, 
prior to the new policies of the Clinton Administration, a single mother with two children 
working full-time at the minimum wage would have earned just $8,840 a year. After 
subtracting federal taxes and adding the EITC and food stamps, her net income would have 
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been just $12,596. In 1997, after the Clinton Administration's changes, the same mother 
would be earning 510,712 annually as a result of the minimum wage increase, and her EITC 
payment would more than double, to $3,656. Including food stamps, her net after-tax 
income would increase to $16,777. (See Attachment A.) 

Yet while her family's total income is now above poverty, this mother still is at considerable 
risk of failing to meet her children's needs and perhaps having to leave her job if something 
goes wrong. For example, even with the major increase in child care assistance enacted as 
part of the welfare reform legislation, her chances of getting a child care subsidy would be 
very uncertain, depending on the state in which she lives or her place on a waiting list. If she 
couldn't get help with child care, or had to pay a substantial co-payment, she would be 
juggling rent, food, utilities, transportation, and child care costs out of her income just above 
the official poverty line ~ and probably skimping on food, doctor visits, or utility bills in 
order to pay the rent. 

To make a difference for these working families who fall through the cracks in today's programs and 
supports, we need to understand why these gaps exist. 

Far too often, working families do not receive program benefits or supports that could make a 
difference to their lives and their children's lives ~ and perhaps even make the difference in their 
ability to hold onto a job rather than give up and seek welfare or other assistance ~ even though they 
are eligible. Sometimes, the benefits are only available at a location (such as the welfare office) or 
time that is inconvenient for parents who work; sometimes, no one has told them about their 
eligibility, sometimes, they are discouraged by long waiting lists; and sometimes, detailed policy 
or verification rules create unintended barriers. HHS estimates that more than four million children 
are eligible for Medicaid but not enrolled. The Administration has worked with States to begin to 
attack this problem through efforts such as outreach to families eligible for Medicaid and CHIP, the 
promotion of child care consumer education, and technical assistance to States provided through the 
Child Care Bureau and the Office of Family Assistance. 

Sometimes, critical programs or supports are targeted in ways that do not reach all the working 
families who need them. For instance, the EITC, while a critical source of support for many low-
income working families, does not provide enough support to lift famihes from poverty if they work 
only part-time or face extended periods of unemployment. Large families are also likely to remain 
poor in spite of the EITC, because payments do not increase for families with more than two 
children. Similarly, unemployment insurance is often not available to low-wage workers who 
experience unemployment after a period of part-time or seasonal work. 

In other cases, critical programs or supports, like child care and housing assistance, have eligibility 
criteria that include working families but are underfunded and don't reach all eligible families. In 
the case of child care, we estimate that only a little more than 1 in 10 of the families eligible under 
Federal law actually receive assistance. 



Therefore, to close these gaps, build on the Administration's accomplishments to date, and take the 
next steps toward a legacy where every parent who works is able to meet his or her children's needs, 
we propose a range of strategies that fit under five key themes: 

Removing bureaucratic barriers to work and maximizing the effectiveness of existing 
programs 

Building secure, reliable supports for work, such as Food Stamps, child care, health care, 
housing; 

Helping families earn a living wage, through improvements in the minimum wage, education 
and skill development among low-wage workers, and job creation; 

Helping families weather temporary breaks ia employment without being forced to rely oh 
welfare, through improved access to unemployment insurance for low-wage workers and 
possibly through improved availability of parental leave for low-income families; and 

Meeting the particular needs of families who are especially likely to work and still be poor, 
such as families with a disabled member and immigrant families. According to the Urban 
Institute, families with a foreign-bom parent represent 16 percent of all working families, but 25 
percent of working families with incomes below 150 percent of the poverty line. 

Families Who Work and Are Poor 

In 1996, more than one-third of the poor, or about 13 million people, were working adults or children 
under 13 living with a working adult In these famihes, an adult spent more than half the year in the 
labor force but family income was below the poverty level (approximately $12,600 for a family of 
three). 

Working poor families live close to the edge of disaster. Even minor problems - illness, school 
vacations that leave children without care, a broken-down car - too often result in job loss and 
financial crisis. Every day, working poor parents may face wrenching questions: Do I send my sick 
child to school, or risk losing my job? Is it worth taking six buses every day in order to bring my 
child to that day care center? Do I tell my boss that I can't work evenings, because I'd have to leave 
my teenager at home alone? If I pay the rent instead of the electric bill, will they tum off the heat? 

Living this close to the edge, low-income working families also suffer consequences that are not 
directly reflected in the poverty statistics, such as hunger and housing instability. In 1995, according 
to the USDA, 4 million American households, many of whom included an employed family 
member, experienced moderate or severe hunger. The National Center on Homeless and Poverty 
reports that 25 to 40 percent of the homeless population work. And almost half of working poor 
adults lack health insurance. 

Working famihes may be poor for three major reasons (See Attachment B): 



1. Because they earn low wages, which are often closely related to low levels of 
education. People who go to college, on average, earn more than those who do not. In 1996, the 
poverty rate was 16.2 percent for working adults (in the labor force at least half the year) with 
less than a high school diploma, 6.3 percent for working adults with just a high school diploma, 
3.2 percent for working adults with an Associate degree, and 1.5 percent for those with a four-
year degree. Unemployment is also much higher for those' with less education. In recent 
decades, wages have fallen for workers with high school degrees or less, but have risen for those 
with more education. 

2. Because they experience frequent periods of unemployment and part-time work. 
With the help of the EITC, workers who are employed full-time year-round, even at the 
minimum wage, can escape poverty. However, many low-wage jobs are part-time, temporary, 
or contingent. In 1996, workers who usually worked part-time were three times as likely to be 
poor as workers who usually worked full-time. 

3. Because they have only one wage earner in the household. In 1996, the poverty rate 
for families with one member in the labor force was more than seven times that of families with 
two or more members. 

Because famihes headed by a single mother are often affected by more than one of these factors, they 
are disproportionately likely to be among the working poor. Nearly half of working poor families 
were headed by a woman in 1996. In addition, immigrant famihes, famihes with a disabled member 
and those facing other barriers to work are particularly likely to be poor. 

A final reason why famihes who work at low wages and intermittent hours may have great difficulty 
meeting their children's basic needs is the high cost of work. One recent study found that formal 
child care for a single child would take 38% of the income of a parent employed full-time at the 
minimum wage. Transportation is also a major expense. A 1992 study found that average 
transportation costs for low-income working mothers ranged from $100 to $200 a month, depending 
on the availability of public transportation. At the same time, even relatively low levels of earnings 
may result in reductions in other family income, including welfare, food stamps, medical assistance, 
and housing subsidies. 

What the Ariministratinn Has Already Accomplished 

The Administration has taken important steps to help working families ~ through increases in the 
minimum wage, expansions in the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and in child care funding, and 
the dramatic expansion in children's health insurance coverage through the Children's Health 
Insurance Program (CHIP). These steps have had an important impact on at least some of these key 
goals (See Attachment C): 

The 1996 and 1997 minimum wage increases raised the wages of workers in 1.4 million poor 
families and 649,000 near-poor families. 
The EITC, which provides targeted tax relief to low-income working individuals and families, 
was greatly expanded during the Clinton Administration. In 1993, the EITC just offset the 
negative impact of federal income and payroll taxes on poverty; by 1996, it offset the impact of 
taxes for 1.2 million children and lifted an additional 1.2 million children out of poverty. 



Congress has enacted several Clinton Admirustration proposals to make college more aiTordable 
to low-income and middle-class students. The new "HOPE Scholarship" tax credit provides up 
to a $1,500 tax credit for students in the first two years of college or vocational school. The 
Lifetime Learning tax credit is targeted to adults who want to go back to school, change careers, 
or upgrade their skills, and to students m the later years of college and graduate education. The 
maximum Pell Grant was also just increased to S4.500, a 50 percent increase. 
The new Children's Health Insurance Program i CHIP) allocates $24 billion over the next five 
years to help states expand health insurance coverage to the children of working poor families. 
Forty-five plans have been approved; these plans estimate that they will provide health insurance 
for nearly 2.5 million currently uninsured children within the next three years. 
The additional child care funds that the President insisted on in the welfare reform legislation 
have enabled hundreds of thousands of families to receive affordable child care while they work. 
Child suppon collections have increased by 68 percent since 1992, to a record $13.4 billion in 
1997. Paternity establishments are also at record levels. 
The new housing law will create 50,000 new Section 8 housing vouchers this year for families 
moving from welfare to work, and will make an additional 40,000 vouchers available by 
eliminating a mandatory three-month waiting period to reissue vouchers. The law will also allow 
communities to reward work and fight concentrations of extreme poverty by allowing moderate-
income working families to live in public housing where the poorest residents on welfare are 
now concentrated, while reserving most Section 8 vouchers for the neediest families. 
The Family and Medical Leave Act has enabled millions of workers to take unpaid leave to care 
for a young child or other family member, without risking their jobs. 
The Clinton Administration, through welfare reform legislation and earlier waivers, has 
supported changes that allow families who work at a low wage and receive welfare to keep more 
of the money they earn. 
The Access to Jobs program represents an investment in transportation for families leaving 
welfare to work; for the first time, the Depanment of Health and Human Services, the 
Department of Transportation, and the Department of Labor are working together to leverage 
resources from all three agencies to improve transportation availability and affordability for low-
income workers. 

Yet, extraordinary as these accomphshments are, they leave millions of working parents still unable 
to meet the needs of their children. For example: 

While the increase in the minimum wage has been enormously important to famihes, it has not 
yet returned to its 1979 value when adjusted for inflation. The real value of the minimum wage 
(in 1997 dollars) fell from $6.29 in 1979 to about 54.30 in 1989 before being increased to $5.15 
in 1997. 
While CHIP should have a very important impact on the proportion of children who lack health 
insurance, there continue to be reasons for concern about working poor families. Almost half 
of working poor adults lack health insurance, and even where children and adults are guaranteed 
coverage (for example, through transitional Medicaid provisions), some families may be lost in 
the system. In 1995, just 38 percent of children under age 11 who were eligible for Medicaid but 
did not receive cash assistance were enrolled in the Medicaid program. More recent evidence 
points to a much higher incidence of families who are eligible for but not receiving Medicaid. 



The continuation of health insurance is an especially cntical concern for families with disabled 
members, because they visit the doctor and are hospitalized more often than the non-disabled 
population; as noted above, these, families are also especially likely to be found among the 
working poor. (See Attachment D.) 
Even with the additional child care resources in the welfare reform legislation, only about 1 in 
10 children eligible under the Federal law are now receiving child care subsidies. Because of 
resource limitations, some states set eligibility far below what is allowed in the law: in as many 
as 37 states, a family of three with $28,000 of income is not eligible for any child care subsidy 
at all. In addition, most states aren't able to reach even all the families that meet their eligibility 
requirements. Availability of infant care and care during non-standard hours also remains a 
serious problem. For these reasons, the President has proposed a historic Child Care Initiative 
to ensure quality, affordable child care for working families. 

What We Propose 

To build on this record of promise and ensure that famihes who work are able to meet their 
children's basic needs, we must put together a range of strategies, because there is no one solution 
that will help every family make a secure living from work. Instead, we need to look at everything 
we do that touches working families to make sure that we are supporting rather than discouraging 
work. Departments throughout the govemment have numerous opportunities to make a difference 
in the lives of low-income working families by maximizing the effectiveness of their existing 
programs and finding new ways of serving working families. 

Based on the evidence about why working famihes are poor and what strategies show the most 
promise of supporting famihes effectively, we propose that the Administration should commit to five 
steps that together will make sure that parents who work can meet their children's basic needs: 

1. Remove Bureaucratic Barriers to Work and Maximize the Effectiveness of Existing 
Programs 

Low-income working parents face an incredible challenge to hold down a job, raise their 
children, and manage relations with multiple bureaucracies to obtain all the supports that the 
family needs. Famihes' attempts to support themselves through work should not be hampered by 
bureaucratic processes nor through the unintended consequences of well-meaning policies. We 
must mount a major campaign to ensure that families gain access to these supports by using 
Federal leadership not only to streamline national rules, but to change service delivery at the 
State and local levels. 

Examine programs for low-income families throughout the government to find ways to 
change program hours and operations, strengthen outreach efforts, eliminate barriers of 
language and culture, and modify eligibility rules to make them fit the needs of working 
families. 

HHS and other Departments can take on critical leadership in finding and eliminating barriers to 
work scattered throughout govemment programs serving low-income people. Efforts to root out 



bureaucratic barriers have proved fruitful recently. The Federal and state governments eliminated 
the old AFDC rules which curbed families' incentives to work while they were receiving cash 
assistance. In addition, HHS eliminated Medicaid's "100 hour rule," which limited states' 
ability to serve two-parent families. We should also explore innovations m programs' designs to 
reach working families. For instance, the EITC is an example of a program that is easily 
accessible to busy working families: instead of having to visit a welfare office, or fill out a 
separate application form, workers get the EITC simply by filling out their tax retum. 

More powerful examples are included in proposals that the Food and Nutrition Service is 
considering for the FY 2000 budget. Some proposals would affect eligibihty criteria, such as 
proposals in past budgets to ease the consideration of vehicles as resources to help assure that 
low-income workers have access to reliable transportation, or to restore eligibihty for more legal 
immigrants who work hard and contribute to American society. Other proposals would affect 
food stamp administrative requirements in ways that simplify working households' participation 
in the Food Stamp Program and improve their access to the program. Similarly, States are 
experimenting with ways to make the WIC program more accessible to working parents through 
adjustment of service hours to accommodate job schedules. 

Actively engage state leadership in outreach to working families through incentives, targets, 
mandates, and technical assistance. 

Policymakers and administrators at the state and local level are necessary allies in ensuring that 
programs meet the needs of working families through the flexibility that is provided to them in 
Federal law.. Many state and local officials are already implementing these strategies. For 
instance, in the transportation field, some states and communities have removed eligibility 
restrictions to allow narrowly targeted transportation systems (e.g., for senior citizens and people 
with disabilities) to help low-income workers to get to their jobs. We should explore ways to 
build on these efforts by offering technical assistance that helps state and local governments use 
the flexibility they have to serve working families and by finding ways to create incentives and 
rewards for states that choose to serve more working families. 

State and local outreach is critical in programs like the Food Stamp program; estimates show that 
less than half of those individuals in households with earnings who were eligible for food stamps 
actually received them in August of 1995. Some of these individuals may not realize that they 
are eligible for benefits, while others may not be connected to the right systems to receive 
benefits or find the receipt of Food Stamps too stigmatizing to apply. State and local 
administrators are positioned to make adjustments in how they implement the program to meet 
the needs of working famihes. 

Encourage states to provide earnings disregards or other supplements to working families 
receiving TANF assistance. 

Almost all states have increased earnings disregards in TANF compared to AFDC, which means 
that working families who are in low-wage jobs can get a direct monthly supplement to earnings 
through their welfare check. However, because of time limits, this risks having the effect of 
using up a family's eligibility. Illinois has dealt with this problem by paying individuals who 



work more than a minimum threshold in a month with state dollars so that they don't accumulate 
that month toward the time limit. We couid encourage states to consider using MOE dollars to 
enhance earnings without triggering the TANF rules. A more systematic approach would be to 
propose legislation that would allow a famiiy to receive assistance funded by TANF without 
triggering the federal 60-month time limn if they were only receiving work suppons or i f they 
were receiving limited assistance to supplement a paycheck. 

2. Build Secure, Reliable Supports for Work 

Parents who work in low-wage jobs with uncenam hours need to be able to count on reliable and 
affordable suppons in order to keep their jobs and meet family needs. Child care, health 
insurance, food assistance, housing and transponation all have important potential to help 
families. Regular, reliable child support payments are also key for low-income famihes. 

Ensure that Food Stamps and other food programs provide sufficient support for children and 
adults in low-income working families. 

Food stamps provide a critical.support for low-income working families. For a family with two 
children and one adult working at the minimum wage, food stamps would provide about one 
third of family income (considerably more than the EITC) if the parent worked 20 hours a week. 
Food stamps would provide just under one fifth of family income (slightly less than the EITC) if 
the parent worked 40 hours a week. 

The Department of Agriculture is exploring ways to strengthen the supports that food stamps and 
other Food and Nutrition Service (FNS) programs offer to working families. For example, the 
Department of Agriculture is considering review of the Thrifty Food Plan (the basis of food 
stamp benefits) to understand if it appropriately reflects the reduced food preparation time that 
working households have available. 

The Department of Agriculture is also looking to its Child Nutrition programs to support 
working families. The pending reauthorization bills for the Child Nutrition programs propose to 
expand eligibihty for subsidized after-school snacks for children up to age 18 and to do 
demonstrations to expand eligibility for school breakfasts, which not only subsidize the cost of 
the family's food, but also assure working parents that children are receiving a nutritious 
breakfast before school. 

Continue to improve the availability of health insurance through Medicaid/ CHIP. 

Much of the work that needs to be done here is about outreach and removal of bureaucratic 
barriers such as burdensome processes and excessive eligibility documentation. 

In addition, for low-income working parents, we should consider strategies which modestly 
expand Medicaid eligibility, such as simplification of transitional benefits for persons moving 
from welfare to work, or extension of Medicaid to all adults receiving benefits under TANF. 
Many of these would require legislation or Medicaid spending increases. 



Pass the President's Child Care initiative. 

Because child care is so cntical to the ability of parents to work and the ability of children to 
develop and leam. and because the cost and availability of child care are central to the ability of 
low-income working parents to succeed at work, it is essential to pass the President's Child Care 
Initiative. This initiative focuses on both quality and affordability; in particular, it closes a 
critical gap by expanding child care subsidies to reach low-income working families who are 
cmrently not being reached but who earn too little to take advantage of the Child and Dependent 
Care Tax Credit. 

Encourage workplaces to provide employee and famiiy assistance programs to assist low-wage 
earners in meeting personal and family demands, including substance abuse early 
intervention and treatment 

We can work to promote the use of employee and family assistance programs (EFAP) and 
ensure that their design and operation include special assistance to those entering the workplace 
from welfare. These EFAPs, working jointly with human resources departments and health care 
plans, should provide prevention, early intervention and treatment for substance abuse and 
mental health problems, parenting programs for employees and assistance for employees in 
finding appropriate child and elder care. In addition, we can perform outreach to small 
businesses to help them identify and access sources of support for their employees, since they are 
unlikely to have the internal capacity of large corporations with human resource departments and 
EFAPs. 

Ensure that the subsidized housing system is designed to help families connect to employment 
and employment support services. 

Housing assistance has an important role to play in helping families obtain and maintain 
employment and affects families' ability to work in multiple ways. The recently passed housing 
bill is an important step in increasing the availability of affordable housing. The Department of 
Housing and Urban Development could explore their legislation and regulations to avoid and 
eliminate situations in which a family's earned income gains are subsumed by a reduction in 
their housing subsidy. Early discussions between HHS and HUD indicate that there is great 
potential in collaborations that help convene local housing, welfare, and job development 
agencies, which separately serve the same families, to begin a dialogue about how they can work 
together to support working families. Other collaborative projects might include exploring ways 
to promote affordable housing options closer to available jobs, to explore transportation solutions 
to connect public housing to high-density employment areas, to examine how the system serves 
immigrant families which are, on average, larger families, and to promote the location of 
supportive services (e.g. child care) in and around subsidized housing. 

Revamp the transportation system to fit new commuting patterns and better serve low-income 
workers. 

The next step beyond the Access to Jobs program is to focus at the federal, state, and local levels 
on using the entire transportation system to meet the needs of low-income workers. There may 



be some interest in additional budget investments in order to leverage changes in the existing 
transponation infrastructure. 

Continue to strengthen Child Support Enforcement, with a focus on working families. 

Regular, reliable, sufficient child suppon payments are a critical suppon for low-income working 
families with single parents, because they make it possible to count on a stream of income to 
supplement earnings and pay the bills even with uncertain work hours. In addition, of course, 
children deserve and have a right to the financial and emotional support of both parents. Under 
the Clinton Administration's leadership, child support collections and paternity establishment 
rates have reached record levels. The Administration and Congress worked together to pass the 
toughest child support laws in our Nation's history, as part of the 1996 welfare reform law, and 
we must build on these efforts. It is also important to leam from and expand upon the HHS 
demonstrations that promote employment and parental involvement opportunities for low-
income non-custodial parents. 

3. Help Families Earn a Living Wage 

Preserve the value of the minimum wage. 

We should increase the minimum wage to improve the earnings both of parents at the very bottom 
of the labor market and those who are in jobs just above those entry levels, whose wages often rise 
with the minimum wage as employers seek to preserve a spread in the wages of their more skilled 
or experienced workers. We also need to continue increasing the minimum wage over time, in order 
to keep up with the rising costs imposed by inflation. 

Expand the EITC, support state EITC's, or identify other opportunities to support family income 
through the tax system. 

The Administration could consider the possibility of further expansion of the EITC at the Federal 
level, but it is also critical to avoid any risk to the progress already made. Another possibility is to 
seek opportunities for encouraging more states to provide additional support through state EITC's. 
Nine states currently provide a supplement modeled on the Federal EITC (five refundable, four non­
refundable). 

Stimulate job creation in areas that still suffer from high unemployment 

While nationwide unemployment is at historically low levels, many pockets of high unemployment 
remain, particularly in remote rural areas and in inner cities. In these areas, job creation strategies 
may be appropriate, especially when aimed at populations who are particularly disadvantaged in the 
labor market, such as young workers, immigrant workers, workers without high school diplomas, 
or women who are returning to the workforce after years on welfare. The $3 billion Welfare to 
Work grants program, proposed and championed by the Administration, is an important step at 
delivering extra assistance toward areas with many challenges in moving people into jobs. 
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Experience suggests that community-based projects are more likely to be tailored to local needs and 
to respond to local labor market conditions than large national programs. We should continue to 
utilize a network of community-based organizations, specifically community development 
corporations, that create public-private ventures to stimulate employment at the local level. 
Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Commumties provide a powerful example of leveraging 
resources for job creation and a vehicle for testing models tailored to local needs. 

There are several local programs that may provide appropriate models for local job creation 
strategies. The New Hope project in Milwaukee. Wisconsin, places individuals in paid community 
service jobs with non-profit agencies for up to six months, if they are unable to find full-time work 
in an eight-week job search. YouthBuild gives disadvantaged teenagers and young adults an 
opportunity to do meaningful work in their communities while continuing to develop academic and 
leadership skills. Participants spend half their time learning basic construction skills while building 
and renovating affordable housing, and half of the time in YouthBuild alternative schools. The 
AFDC Homemaker-Home Health Aide demonstrations, operated in seven states in the 1980's, 
provided AFDC recipients with four to eight weeks of formal training in homemaker and home 
health aide services, followed by up to a year of full-time, subsidized employment. 

Make college more accessible for low-income families 

Nearly half of low-income students are unqualified or marginally qualified for college when they 
graduate high school. Moreover, among those low-income high school graduates who were quahfied 
for college, less than 80 percent had attended any post-secondary institution within two years -
compared to almost 90 percent of qualified middle-income graduates and more than 95 percent of 
qualified high-income graduates. Implementation of the new GEAR UP program represents an 
essential first step by ensuring that students receive financial aid information, rigorous courses, 
tutoring, mentoring, and scholarships for college through competitive grants to states and local 
partnerships of colleges and middle schools in high-poverty areas. In addition, we can take steps 
to take into account the needs of dependent children in determining financial aid eligibility. For 
instance, we can increase the Pell Grants' dependent care allowance. 

Enhance skills and support career development among low-income workers. 

Low wages that don't rise even after a period of time in the labor force are a big reason that families 
are trapped in poverty. Lack of education and job skills are the primary reasons for persistently low 
wages. Our success in this area will be increasingly depend on our ability to reach workers whose 
first language is not English. By 2000, 22 percent of workers entering the labor force will be 
workers whose primary language is not English. 

Among the ways to combat this problem is to work with colleges to make continuing education more 
accessible to working adults, particularly low-income adults and those who have previously failed 
in school settings. Adults without high school degrees and those who are unemployed or not in the 
labor force are actually less likely to participate in adult education than those who have more 
education and those who are employed. In addition, more needs to be done to ensure that students 
who combine school and work complete their studies. Of part-time students enrolled in post-
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secondary education in 1989-90, just 25 percent had earned a degree or were still enrolled four years 
later, compared to 73 percent of students who attended school full-time at least part of the year. 

States and communities across the country are expenmenting with a wide variety of strategies and 
partnerships to enhance the learning and skill development of entry-level workers and to help them 
use those skills in a next job. While many of these efforts are still in the preliminary stages, some 
general principles can be drawn from them: in a strong economy, low-wage earners should seize the 
opportunity to look for a job with advancement potential. Education and training must be work-
focused, and linked to employers' needs with cooperation between employers and training providers. 
Training must be accessible for all workers, including those with learning disabilities or limited 
English proficiency. 

We should consider a variety of investments in these areas, and we expect that both the Department 
of Labor and the Department of Education are interested in making investments. In addition to 
supporting programs directly, it is important to use' incentive strategies ~ such as the High 
Performance Bonus and Welfare-to-Work grants performance bonus - and to invest in technical 
assistance and evaluation, in order to stimulate, identify, and disseminate new approaches that are 
successful. 

4. Help Families Weather Temporary Breaks in Employment 

Improve access to Unemployment Insurance (UI) for low-income working families. 

Right now, low-income workers who lose jobs through no fault of their own have less chance than 
middle income workers to get unemployment insurance to help them through periods of 
unemployment. We need to change that if we are to help working parents count on work, meet their 
children's needs, and avoid having to rely on welfare in a time of temporary job loss. 

Under current rules, most low-wage workers who become unemployed will not qualify for UI 
benefits. Low wage earners often work seasonal or part-time jobs and most will not accumulate 
enough earnings to meet eligibility criteria. In addition, workers who leave their jobs for family 
responsibihties or who are available only for part-time work will not qualify in many states. This 
affects low-wage mothers in particular. Recent estimates indicate that among women who leave 
welfare to work, only about 10 percent would qualify for UI i f they became unemployed. The 
proportion of unemployed workers receiving UI benefits is low among the general population as 
well, falling from about one-half in 1970 to about one-third in 1996. A significant reason for this 
decline is state eligibility restrictions, with over three-quarters of states adopting tighter eligibility 
criteria since 1981. 

There are at least two possible strategies that could make more low wage workers qualify for UI. 
We could expand UI by making changes at the Federal level, or we could encourage state 
investments to expand UI eligibility, either through the regular UI system or through investment of 
other resources (such as TANF MOE funds). At the Federal level, the Department of Labor is 
currently gathering a variety of opinions on what eligibility changes the Administration should 
propose for the FY 2000 legislative package. For example, one proposal would change the 

12 



calculation of prior earnings in determining whether a worker is qualified, counting the most recent 
quarter of earnings whereas currently the calculation is usually based on an earlier period. This 
change would increase the number of workers qualified for unemployment insurance benefits by 
about 8 percent. 

Improve the availability ofparental leave for low-income working families. 

To help low-income working parents keep the stability of their work lives through the birth and 
infancy of a child, we could build on the important step that the Administration took by enacting the 
Family and Medical Leave Act (FMLA). Unfortunately, for low-income parents, there are two 
important gaps in this protection: 

First, while FMLA guaranteed to many workers that they could take unpaid leave without losing 
their jobs, many others are not covered, either because they work for a small employer, or because 
they did not work enough hours in order to qualify. - In addition, unpaid leave may not be a real 
option for these famihes, forcing parents either to choose work over the needs of an infant or to 
suffer a sharp decrease in family income. In a recent survey on leave usage, 3.4 percent of woricers 
reported needing FMLA leave in the previous eighteen months, but not taking it. The most common 
reason (63.9 percent) for not taking leave was that they couldn't afford it. 

To address these problems, we could consider expansion of unpaid leave or the introduction of paid 
leave strategies for either the Federal or the state level. We know that at least two states have chosen 
to use Federal or state child care money to support low-income families at home with children, and 
we could explore whether others are interested in experimenting with approaches to paid leave for 
low-income famihes. A few states have also raised the possibility of using the UI system to provide 
paid parental leave. 

5. Meet the needs of families with particular barriers to work, such as families with a disabled 
member or immigrant families. 

There is an important overlap between the immigrant and disability agendas on which HHS has been 
providing such leadership and the working families agenda, because these are famihes who are 
especially likely to work and still be poor. Families may need supports that address their particular 
needs - such as a job coach so a disabled adult can succeed on the job or English classes at night for 
a working parent. They also need full access to the basic supports described earlier: for example, 
child care to meet the needs of children with disabilities and skill development opportunities need 
to be accessible to parents with limited English. 

In families with a child or children with a disabihty, there are enormous needs related to child care, 
personal care assistance, and health care and other home care needs that must be addressed to enable 
the parent(s) to continue, or begin, employment. For adults who have a disability, whether mental 
illness, mental retardation/developmental disability, or a physical disability, there may be a need for 
additional assistance to allow the family to remain together and promote the fullest independence 
of all the family members in the most integrated setting possible. Support for workers with 
disabilities is also an important part of the welfare-to-work agenda, as survey data indicate that as 
many as 40 percent of welfare recipients have a disability of some type. 
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Ensure that immigrant working families have access to the English and citizenship instruction 
and that legal, language, and cultural barriers do not keep them from receiving the work supports 
and training that they need to succeed at work. 

The President has welcomed all immigrant families, with a charge to "honor laws, embrace our 
culture, leam our language, know our history, and when the time comes, [to] become citizens." 
Working poor immigrant families will face a tougher challenge in fulfilling the President's charge 
due to the demands of simply feeding and housing their children. In order to end poverty among 
immigrant working famihes and speed their process in becoming Americans, there are a number of 
specific strategies to implement. First, working immigrant parents must have access to EngUsh 
classes and employers should be encouraged to offer worksite Enghsh classes before, during, or after 
work. Second, we should ensure that barriers of language and culture do not preclude working 
immigrants from getting the training that they need to succeed at work and move up career ladders. 
Families should also have access to bilingual and bicultural child care for their children while parents 
are working. Third, we should partner with employers to ensure that working famihes have 
assistance in preparing for citizenship. 

Finally, we should consider whether there are further next steps in increasing access of working 
immigrant families to Medicaid, CHIP, TANF and Food Stamps, regardless of when they entered 
the U.S.. For instance, the Health Care Finance Administration (HCFA) is developing specific 
outreach strategies for Latino/Hispanic groups across the country. These safety net programs can 
assist immigrant working famihes in reaching and sustaining economic self-sufficiency. 

Ensure that both public and private health coverage systems are designed to meet the needs of 
workers with disabilities. 

The Administration has been active in developing options for states to offer for people with 
disabilities opportunities to retain access to their health coverage when they go or retum to work. 
Last year's Balanced Budget Act contained a new option for states to continue Medicaid coverage 
for SSI-eligible individuals with incomes up to 250 percent of poverty. Currently, HHS is 
considering proposing legislation that would extend and improve on this recently adopted option, 
extending Medicaid to disabled people with higher incomes and assets and also permitting certain 
disabled Medicare beneficiaries to remain permanently on the program even if they retum to work. 

The Health Care Financing Administration is responsible for administering the Mental Health Parity 
Act of 1996, which is designed to make sure that private sector health coverage does not have 
different, lower limits for mental health services compared to general medical/surgical services. The 
Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) is currently involved in 
gathering information through various studies on the costs and benefits of parity, which will help 
employers and consumers make informed decisions about purchasing health plans where mental 
health benefits are included. In plans where mental health benefits do not have parity with 
medical/surgical benefits, this information could be used to improve mental health benefit coverage, 
which is crucial to helping people who struggle with mental disorders to stay employed. 
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Integrate employment and supportive sen'ices for workers with disabilities into a one-stop system. 

HHS is participating in an inter-agency effort to eliminate barriers and suppon employment for 
people with disabilities. This effort, led by the Department of Labor, is developing a program of 
competitive grants to states entitled the BRIDGE (Building Resources for Individuals with 
Disabilities to Gain Employment) program. The BRIDGE program will emphasize a single point-of-
entry or "one-stop" service for adults with disabilities seeking to find and keep a job. Each adult 
with a disability should be able to leam about, receive advice about, and gain access to all of the 
services needed to succeed in competitive employment with the least effort possible, preferably with 
a single call or office visit. Each of the services should be sufficiently integrated with all of the other 
services so that they accomplish the goal of supporting long-term employment. The BRIDGE 
program exemplifies new workforce system infrastructure approaches at the state and local level that 
promote universal access through One-Stop Centers, integrated service dehvery, enhanced customer 
information, and choice to improve employment potential and opportunity. 

Attached are additional charts and examples. 
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Artacnment A-i 

DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR A SINGLE MOTHER AND TWO CHILDREN 
By Hours Worked each Week 

r 

n currant dollar*) 

1992 Prior to Clinton Administration Policies 

20 hours 40 hours 40 hours 
«t *4-23 at $4.23 at SS.10 

Annual Earnings $4,420 $8,840 $10,608 
PICA -338 -676 -812 
EITC 313 1,384 1.384 
Food Stamps 3.504 3,048 2.724 

Nel Income $8,399 $12,596 $13,904 

1997 After Clinton Administration Policies 

20 hour. 40 hours 40 hour* 
atSS.1S attS.IB at SS.1S 

Earnings $5,356 $10,712 $12,854 

PICA -410 -819 -983 
EITC 2,142 3,656 3,461 
Food Stamps 3.780 3,228 2.844 

Nat Income $10,869 $16,777 $18,176 

Changs (Clinton • Pre-Cllnton) 

Earnings $936 $1,872 $£246 

PICA -72 -143 -172 

EITC 1.329 2,272 2,077 

Pood Stamps 276 180 120 

Changs in Net Income 
in current dollars $2,469 $4,181 $4,272 

in constant 1997 dollars $1,260 $2,367 $2,270 

This analysis reflects the following: 

• The minimum wage Increesed to $3.1 S from $4.25 ($4.86 m 1M7 dollars). 
• The maxknumBTC subsidy Ineraaaed from 18.4% of the llrtt $7,520 te 40% of ttw first $8,140. 
• CMd Care axpentee are assumed to be 20% of earrtnga. 
• Food Stamp banam calculations assume an aacsss shatter coat deduction of 100% of the allowable imudwnum. 



Attachmem A-2 

DISPOSABLE INCOME FOR A SINGLE MOTHER AND TWO CHILDREN 
Living in a Moderate Benefit State - By Hours Worked each Week 

(tn s v r mm doilv«> 

1992 Prior to Clinton Administration Pol ic ies & Welfare Reform 

20 hours 40 hours 40 hours 
it $4.23 tt S4.25 it SS.10 

Annual Earnings $4,420 58,840 $10,608 
PICA -338 -676 -812 
EITC 813 1,384 1,384 
Cash Assistance 2.592 0 0 
Food Stamps 3,060 3,048 2,724 

Net Income $10,547 $12,596 $13,904 

1997 After Clinton Administration Policies & Welfare fleform Wars Enacted 

20 hours 40 hours 40 hours 
•t tS. IB atSS.18 at $8.1 S 

Eaminga $5,356 $10,712 $12,854 
PICA -410 -819 -983 
EITC 2.142 3,656 3,461 
Caah Assistance 3,444 1,836 1,188 
Food Stampa 3.156 2.676 2,484 

Nat Income $13,689 $18,061 $19,004 

Change (Clinton - Pre-Cllnton) 

Earnings $936 $1,872 $2,246 

PICA -72 -143 -172 

EITC 1,329 2,272 2.077 

Cash Aaslstsnos 852 1,836 1.188 

Food Stamps 96 -372 -240 

Changs In Net Ineoms 
in current dollars $3,141 $5,465 $5,100 

in constant 1907 dollars $1,623 $3,651 $3,098 

This analysis reflects ths following: 
• ThamWmum wage increaaed to $8.19 from 84.28(84.86 m 1887 dollars). 

• The maximum ETTC subsidy Ineroaaad frdm 18.4% of the first $7,520 to 40% of tha first $8,140. 

• CMd Care aocpaneea are assumed to be 20% of eaminga. 

• Food Stamp banafH calculations assume an axcass snattar cost deduction of 100% of tha allowabla maximum. 



Attachment B 
Causes of Poverty among Working Families 

Several factors contribute to the extent of poverty among working families: 

• Low wages: The working poor are concentrated in certain low-wage jobs. In 1996, 
nearly three-fourths of the working poor were employed in one of the following three 
occupational groups: service; technical, sales, and administrative support; and operators, 
fabricators and laborers. Low wages are often closely related to low levels of education. 
Workers without a high school diploma were more than twice as likely to be poor as 
workers who had completed high school, and 10 times more likely to be poor than 
workers who had graduated college. 

• Unemployment and part-time work: With the help of the EITC, workers who are 
employed full-time year-round, even at the minimum wage, can escape poverty. 
However, many low-wage jobs are part-time, temporary, or contingent. In 1996, workers 
who usually worked part-time were three times as likely to be poor as workers who 
usually worked full-time (12.4 percent versus 4.1 percent), and those who worked part-
time because they could not find full-time employment were even more likely to be poor 
(24.9 percent). Many poor workers who usually worked full-time experienced 
unemployment (28.4 percent) or involuntary part-time work (15.8 percent) at some point 
during the year. In addition, a recent report based on monthly data suggests that a 
significant number of non-poor families (based on annual income) may be poor for one 
or more months due to fluctuations in income. 

• Family structure: Families with only one wage-eamer are much more likely to be poor 
than families with two or more working members. In 1996, the poverty rate for families 
with one member in the labor force was more than seven times that of families with two 
or more members in the labor force (14.6 versus 1.9 percent). Also, because the poverty 
threshold increases with family size, given the same income, families with more children 
are poor more often than families with less. 

Because families headed by a single mother are often affected by more than one of these factors, 
they are disproportionately likely to be among the working poor. Nearly half of working poor 
families were headed by a woman in 1996. The poverty rate for families with children that were 
maintained by a woman who was the sole supporter of the family was 26.6 percent. 

Source: BLS: A Profile of the Working Poor, 1996. December 1997 



Attachment C 
Impact of Transfers and Taxes on Poverty 

The official poverty rate calculations include cash benefits, such as AFDC/TANF and Social 
Security, but do not include near-cash benefits, such as Food Stamps and housing assistance. 
They also do not include payroll and income taxes, which reduce families' take-home pay, or the 
Earned Income Tax Credit, a refundable credit which adds to family income. However, by 
recalculating the poverty rate, first excluding all transfers, and then adding both cash and near-
cash benefits, as well as taxes, we can estimate the impact of these programs on poverty. 

In 1995, the pre-transfer poverty rate for individuals in families with children under 18 was 20 
percent Transfers from the federal govemment reduced that rate to 13 percent, a decline of more 
than 35 percent. 

The fraction of individuals in poor families lifted from poverty has grown consistently since 
1983. Most of this growth has come from increases in the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). 
Before 1993, the net impact of federal taxes was to take money away from poor families, 
primarily through Social Security payroll taxes. (The EITC is only available to families and 
individuals with earned income.) 

Unemployment Insurance has a relatively small impact on the poverty rate because most poor 
workers do not have enough earnings or consistent labor market participation to qualify for UI 
benefits. 

Anti-Poverty Effectiveness of Cash and Near-Cash Transfers 
for All Persons in Families with Related Children Under 18,1995 

Percent of Otherwise Poor Persons 
Removed from Poverty Due to: 
Social Insurance (other than Social Security) 3.5 

Social Security 6.1 

Means-Tested Cash Benefits 6.6 

Food and Housing Benefits 12.5 

EITC and Federal Payroll and Income Taxes 6.6 

Total 35.2 

Source: DHHS, Indicators of Welfare Dependence, October 1997 



Attachment D 
Health Care Coverage of Poor and Near-Poor Adults and Children 

Health care coverage is a fundamental aspect of well-being. Individuals without health insurance 
are less likely to seek preventive care and early treatment, and could be more likely to develop 
serious illnesses as a result. 

In 1997, 43.4 million people, or 16.1 percent of the population, did not have any health insurance 
coverage, an increase of 1.7 million from 1996 in spite of the robust economy. Among poor 
people, 11.2 million (31.6 percent) were not covered. Almost half of working poor adults lack 
health insurance. Because many low-wage jobs do not provide health insurance, working poor 
and near-poor adults are actually less likely to have health insurance coverage than their non-
working counterparts, who are more likely to be covered by Medicaid. 

Percent Lacking Health Insurance Coverage 

Total Poor 

Total 16.1 31.6 

Adults who worked during year 18.1 47.6 

Working-age adults who did not work 26.2 38.5 

Children 15.0 23.8 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, March supplement to the 1998 Current Population Survey (data from calendar year 
1997) 

By law, families leaving the TANF rolls maintain their eligibility for Medicaid for up to one 
year. Nonetheless, there is evidence, from a 1997 GAO study of three states and from several 
states' own studies of welfare "leavers", that among families whose welfare benefits are 
terminated or who leave welfare for work, participation in Medicaid declines significantly and is 
not offset by a corresponding increase in private insurance coverage. 

The continuation of health insurance is an especially critical concern for individuals with 
disabilities, as they visit the doctor and are hospitalized more often than the non-disabled 
population, and have higher average medical expenses. One study showed that annual per capital 
health care spending for adults with moderate disabilities was six times, and for adults with 
significant disabilities was twelve times, that for non-disabled working age adults. 


