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SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE 
MARK UP ON H.R. 4. THE PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995 . 

FRIDAY,MA Y 26. 1995 

NUMBER SPONSOR SUBJECT 

1 Packwood 1. Moditication to Chairman's Mark 
• not in packet, to be supplied 

2 Moynihan 1. Text of S. 828 
• no~ jn packet. 

3 Baucus 1. Hardship Amendment, substituting 
ISo4for 10% 

4 Bradley 1. Unfunded local mandates 
2. Basic Standards 
3. Child Support -S50 pass-through 
4. Denial ofservices to meet 

participation requirements. 

S Breaux 1. State Maintenance of Effort 

'6 Conrad 1. Substitute Wage Act 
2. Partial substitute titles I &, II of bill 
3. Childhood SSI 
4. Work amendment 
S. Teenage"Mothers 

7 D'Amato 1. Anti-fraud . 

8 
. Graham 1. Grant distribution formula 

2. ProhibitioJ;l of assistance for certain 
aliens· , .. 

3. Removal of requirement that states 
continue to operate current AFDe 
program. 

4. SSt 
5. Waiver temrination clarification 
6. Child care availability 
7. State demonstration programs . 
8. Child care age limit 

9 Grusley t lOBS program 

1. of :2 
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10 Moseley..E'raun 1. Economic Opportunity & Family . 
Responsibility Act of 1995 

2. Using banking system to create jobs in 
high UDemploymentihigh poverty 
comm'lD'lities 

3. Safety-net - amendment 1 
4. Safety net .. amendment 2 
S. Clrild Care.. capped enti~ement 

11 Nickles 1. lliegitimacy 

12 Rockefeller 1. Hardship waiver 
2. Flexibility on rime-limits during 
economic downtumSlhigh 
Wlemploymcnt 

13 Roth/N;l~'L~ 1. me 
I 

:2 of :2 
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BAtrCUS EAR.l)SliIP AJ4:E':N%)MD'l' 
SUBS~I~ING 15' POR 10' 

Amendment: 

The Family Self-Suf1:ic:ieney Aet of 1995 allows a seate to 
continue up to 10% of itE: caseload.. forharc1sh1p cases beyond the 
five year time limit. Tl:~e Baucus Hardship Amendment would raise 
the numbar of hardship ca:ses a state may have after five years to 
lS%. The "ten pe;-eent II l,anguage in Sec. 405 (a) (2) (8) of Chairman 
Packwood l s bill ... - page 28· .. - would therefore be changed to 
-fifteen percent." 

llat.!oD&le, 

. The 10% figure is much too low, is unrealistic and totally 
unworkable. Fifteen perl:ent is a much more attainable l:'ate for 
states .. 
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Ullfunded Local Mudate Amendment 

Sen. BndJey 


No state receiving an allotment under the block grant sbal1, by mandate or policy, shift 
the costs ofproviding income ql}'Ort and services previously provided under Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children to coWll~es, localities, school boards, or other units local 
sov~ Alcf 

Rationale: 

As easeJoads increase beYf)nd the availahility of funds under this hlock gra.nt. states 
will be tempted to shift recipients toward programs fully ftmded by counties or local 
governments. In addition, children cut off or arbitrarily denied assistance may require 
additional services provided tbrou,gh schools or other local agencies. This shift of costs Will 
lead: to increases in local property taxes, wiping out the savings to taxpayers from this block 
grant. 

States would continue to tave great flexibility under this amendment because the 
prohibition on u.n.fUnded mandate.li applies only to assi.stance and services currently provided 
through AFDe, not any additional services or employment and training programs developed 
in the future. " 
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Bui.: Staadards Amendmat 

Sell. BradJey 


Amend the state plan requirements as follows: 

The State Plan lJlust include: 

(1) Basic terms and conditions un=- which families are deemed needy and eligible for cash 
. assistance. These terms and conditions shall include a Deed standard based. on family income 

and size, a basic standard for beru:fits or schedule of benefits for families, and explicit rules 
on treatment of ~d and unean:led incomes resources and .BSSets. 

(2) IdenticatioD of any categories of famili~ or individuals within those families, deemed by . 
, 	 the state to be categorically ineligible for cash assistance, regardless of family income or other 

factors in paragraph I. 

(3) Assurances that all families deemed eligible UDder paragraph 1 will be provided assistance 
under the benefit schedule develo1~ under ~graph I? unless: 

(A) The family or an individual member of the family is categorically ineligible under 
paro.graph 2 or, . 

. 
(B) The family is··subject to sanctions or reductions in benefits under terms of another 

provision of the state plan or statc~ or federa1law, or under the terms of an individualized 
agreement between the recipient and state or its represeDtative. Such an agreement may 
contain additional terms and cOl1ditions applicable only to the individual recipient. 

(4) Procedures under whicbthe state will ensure that ftmds will remain available to provide 
assistance to all eligible families even if the state exhausts funds provided under the 
Temporary Assistance Block Grant, and assurances that DO family otherwise eligible will be 
plaeed on a waiting list for assistnnce or instructed to reapply in the future when additional 
federal funds are available. . 

Rldoule 

This amendment ensures (bat the basic: components of an assistance J)rogram will be 
present in all states and that all fillTlilies made eligibJe by the state Will be served. The 
Chairman's mark requires only tbat states have a program to assist needy families~ but it does 
DOt require Slates to de:finc: need)' families or assist all families dcfmed as needy. 

This auiendment does not alter the time limits or work requirements in this bill. It also 
does not restrict the right of states to ,implement additional time limits or disqualify any group 
of reeipients, including unwed tet.ans and additional children. It also does not limit the 
. frct:d.om of states to sanaion or cout off recipients based on their hehavior under the terms of 
an inclividual agreement such as lhose usee! in Iowa and Utah. . 
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Child Slippont AmeDdment - $50 pass-through optioD 

Sen. Bradley 


Give states the option to IISSS through up to $SO of child support collected for families 
on assistance,. without requiring state to absorb c:rJ.tire cost as follows: 

In Section 402, on page 4 of Title IV. replace paragraphs (A) and (B) under (a):· 
. . 

(A) retain the amoWlt collected, ur at state option., distribute to the family all or any part of 
the amount collected each month and disregard for purposes of eligibility for and amoWlt of 
cash benefits under Title I of this Act the first S50 so distributed to the family; and 

(B) Pay to the Federal Govemmcnt the Federal share of an amount equal to the sum of (1) 
the amoUnts so collected that are retained and (2) the amounts so collected which are 
distn"buted to. the family and not disregarded. 

Ratiocale: 

The Chairman's draft elindnates the mandatory SSO pass.through of child support paid 
for children on assistance. It giv,es the state the option to pass through all or some of the 
amount collected, but requires tilt: State to reimburse the fedem} government for that amount. 
as if the State bad kept it. This will make it too expensive for any state to pass through. any 
amount. This amendment restores a realistic option to pass throup SSO. States could pass 
through even more, but would M,ve to pay the full cost. 
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Amendment 

Sea. Bradley 


No state may deny servic:s to any otherwise eligible applicant who, on the basis of 
skills, health, Dumber of children., or availability of child care, is considered to be less likely . 
to obtain employment, if such denial is for the pmpose of helping the state meet the work 
participation requirements in this Act. 

Rationale: 

This legislation does not require states to serve even the poorest famiJies. Since the 
only substantive requirement it places on states is that a certain percentage of recipients of 
federally funded assistance must be participating in work activities, it creates an incentive for 
the staie to place thoSe most reaCty to work in the federally funded program, leaving parents 
deemed l~s likely to he able to work behind. Those parents would either reoeive no 
assistance, or be placed in a fully stato-funded program where they would not be counted for 
the purposes of meeting the state's work participation requirement. This amendment would 
prohibit manipulating 1b.e system in this way'. 
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OptionA.
TITLE I 

STATE MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT AMENDMENT 

BY SENATOR BREAUX 

Rationale 

The federal govemment and the states should share the savings and costs of welfare reform: 

• 	 Ifwelfare refonn succeeds in moving people from welfare to work, both levels of 
government should share in the savings. Under the block grant, the federal 
government would give each state a fixed sum for each of the neAL five years. With 
this am~dment, the block grant amount paid by the federal government would 
decline as state welfare 5pf=nding did. 

o 	 Both levels of government should share the responsibilities of welfare reform. 
Without this amendment, stateS would no longer have spend any of their own money 
on poor children or work programs. States now spend almost half of the nation's 
·welfarc dollars (45 percent oftbe total, with the exact percentage varying by state). 

Amendment 

Slates who spend as much of the:ir own money on needy families as they did. in 1994 would. 
:receive the full federal block gr.ant amount. 

States that do not maintain 1994 state funding levels would lose federal funding at a rate 
equivalent to the federal medical assistance percentage (FMAP). For example, a state with 
a 50% FMAP would lose $.50 fet' every 5.50 it falls below its current spending level. 
Federal block grant money not SJJent by a state in one fiscal year would be redistributed to 
other states the following fiscal year. 

Maintaining 1994 spending would mean contributing as much in state dollars to the 
Temporary Family Assistance Grant as the state had spent in 1994 for the seven welfare 
related. programs consolidated in the chairman's mark (AFDC benefits, AFDC 
administration, Emergency AssistanCe, JOBS, transit~onal child care, at..riSk child care, and 
JOBSIlVA child care).' 	 . 

ACcording to the Congressional Budget Office, this amendment would save $350 million in 
food stamp costs over seven years. 
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CONlU~ SlT.BSTITlITE AMENDMENT 

Ameadmmt: This am.et.1dlm:m substitutes for the Clairma:o'5Mark the text of Senator Conrad' s 
Work And Gainful Employment Act. The WAGE Act consolidates the JOBS program, AFDC 
JOBS Child care, the Administrative COsts of AFDC and the Emergency As::;isLance Program 
into a highly flexible work--oriented. block grant for States. In addition, the WAGE Act replaces 
the AFDC' program. wirh a new Transitional Aid Program. which provides a safety net for 
cb.ilc:ln:n and an automatic econouric stabilization mechanism for States. IndiViduals would not 
be entitled to benefits, but would be subject to whateVer tnne limit the State deemed appropriate. 
The only resuictiOD on time: limit~ would prolCCt'(;hildn:D whose parents eompJy with every State 
requirement and are' SlUt unable to find gainful employment. This amendment would also 
iDclude a technical amendment I~O the WAGE Act as imrodueed to retain the Child Care 
Development Block GI3lll as a discretionary program. 

Cost: COO hAs nor yet issued a formal cost estimate of the WAGE Act. Preliminary indications 
from CBO staff are that the WACiE Ad can be anticipated to save between 56 and $11 bUtion 
tbrough f1SC8l year 2000. Prelimilmy HHS estimates, coupled with items previously seored by 
CBO. indicate that WAGE Act SlIVings could be hisher than $11 billion. . 
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THE WORK AND GAINFUL EMPLOYMENT ACT 

SUMMARY OF SENATOR CONRAD'S WELFARE REFOR..\i PLAN' 

The Wort and Oainful Employmam ACt (WAOE) gives Saa.a:s Wlprcc:cdA:nlCd flexibility to de~ign And 
administer work. programs to move ,individuals off welfare. The legisJadon is based on four 
principles: work. prorecting children. swe flexibility. and family. The WAGE ACI (orally reforms 
our welfare sysr.em. while protectiDg me children of America against an abdication of federal 
responsibility. The Ptnp05e of WA(:iE is to ttmsfOIDl welfare into an employment-based transition 
program while retaining a safelY Det for children and an automaEic economic stabilizer for States. 

WORK AND CAl'NJ1.1L EMPLO~rMENT BLOCK GRANT (WAGE) 

• 	 The WAGE block grant will give States the flexibility to provide job placement and 
supponivc 5CT'Vic:.c5 10 move iDdivictuals into jobs as quicJdy. u possibJe. 

• 	 The WAGE block gram consolidates fumling from JOIlS, Emergency Assistance. AfDC 
) 

Child Care. Transitional Child Carel and the administrative costs of AFDC, 

• 	 WA.GP.. ~;.~ would he a'vaiiable for all persons qualifyinJ for the Transitional Aid 
ProSam. aru:l, at swe opdOl1. non-custodial P!1'eDts. 

Stale Flexibility 

• 	 Staces have complete flexibility to design employment programs. such as 
mJcroemerprtses. tmlploymem opportunity centers. work sUpplementation. temporary 
subsidized jobs, plac~nt companies. etc. 

• 	 ScaleS provide mone:ary incentives 10 case manaJers for successful jOb placements anO 
rerention, as well as to OUt-source job services and use perf'orm.aru:.e.:based. conlracting. 

Swes ,!1etcimine eiij:ibility criteria and panic;ipanl requiremenm for th.e specific 
programs created UDder WAGE. 

.. 	 StateS option to require non-eustOdial parentS with child suppan arrears to panicipate 
in WAGE. 

'. 	 t. i~ni i8ii' ."biiIi......5 of any c1utarion foi WAGE panicipaius. However, a 
Sw.e'may nOI terrni::we participantS from WAGE and the Transitional Aid Program if 

•£he participant has complied. with £he requirements set forth in me WAGE plan. 

... 	 Scates may eStablisb. participation rates at any level above the required WAGE rates 
ana .may establish ~~ifi.c rates for tar.~ sroups, such as two-parent families, non­
custodial parentS. I!'IOEhers with children of a certain agc, etc. 

1 
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• 	 AdmiDiscer a W AG:S program that promotes moving parenEs into private sector 
employmeDt. 

.. 	 Deve10p a WAGE emp)oyabiliry plan with the recipie-nf thar indicates the requiremenL~ 
aecessaIy to move c.ff of welfare. 

... 	 Ensure tIw child cafe is available for WAGE participucs. 

• 	 The WAGE block grant is a S year capped entitlement based. .on historical funding fOf 

Emergency Assistar~e, AfDC Child Caret Transitional Child Care, and the 
adminislrative costS of AFDC (a1 1995 speDding levels or the average of 1993. 1994. 
and 1995), The WAGE block grant includes additioaal funding each year to PUt 
people to work and to ensure mat child care is avculabJe. The WAGE block grant 
grows 3 % per year, 

... 	 SEaleS receive incenl:ive paymeDf$ for movins individ1.U1ls off welfare and into 
employmem as well as for improvements in the Dumber of individuals combining 
work: and. welfare. 

.. 	 Participation in the WAGE program is plwed in. reaching 55% in FY 2000. 

. .. 	 States focus specifically on getting people into work or worle preparation activities for 
a mlnimu:m of 20 hours per week (more at nate option). Half of the participation tate 
must be met by indivic1ua1s who ue working. After ~o years incUviduals must be 
working in order to meet $Ute participation tale requirements. 

TRANSmONAL AlDPROGJtAM 

A new work-related program. me "ransitional Aid Prosram. maintains a basic safety net for 

A..rDerica's children a.Dd provide an automa~ economic srabili'Zer for StateS. States have significant 

flexibility to determine eligibility ,,-:irena, earned income disregards, resource and asset limitS. time 

limia. and SlDCtions. Compared tCI me cu.rreDt AFDC program. which has 4S State plan elemenEs. 

dlc Trausiuooal Aid Program redu(;cs R Swc plan ro 14 elements. allowing swes wide la.cimde to 

~i8n a ~rogram mat mcccs their specific~. . 


• 	 All recipients are required.:o Sign a ·Parental Responsibility AgreemenC as a COru1itlon for 

receiving benefics, specifyiltg tbait assistance .i5 not a right. but a transitional privilege 

available to those attempti11g to regain or achieve self-sufficiency. 


2 
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State FlaihiJity 

• StaIaS bave full aucnority to determine: 

~ Tre:aanent of earned and unearned inc:ome 

.. Rc::sou.rc;e limits 

~ Forms of suppa" - henefitS. wage subsidies EO employers. wages EO individuals in 

aubsidizcd employment. etc. 	 . 
~ sanctions for individuals who fail to camply with Swe requirements 
.. Paymem or denial of benefits to cbildren bom (0 individuals reeeivini assistance 
~ Time frames for acbieving self·suffic:iency 
~ Extent to which ch11d suppan- is disregarded when determining eligibility and benefits 

EligibWcy 

• A family l'IlIUIt meet " foUI)witJI ,rilCria to be eligible for the Transitional Aid Program; , 

~ -Have a needy child, as defined, by the State 
.. COmply with the W,'GE employability plan (it· required to panicipate) 
~ Cooperate and comply with paternity aDd. child support measures 

5tacea have substantial flexibility in the design of their Transitional Aid Program with only the 
foUowinS minimal federal rcquirCZN::ats: 

, 	 , 

• 	 Serve all families with needy children unifonnly. as defi.ned by the State 

• 	 Opera.re a WAGE program 

• 	 Operate a Child Support Enforcement program. in accordanCe with Title N-D 

• 	 Mainrain categorical Medicaid eligibility for the Transitional AssisWJ.Ce hOlram and provide 
uansitional Medicaid for at Jean one year (longer at Swe option) for parcieipanu leaving the 
Transitional Aid Program., 

• 	 Maintain assimt\ce in some fOl:M to DlCdy. cbildren in families in which the parent is complying 
fully with all WAGE and obr requirementS 

Fundi. 

• 	 Current law match ntcs for benefit levels are retained.. 
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WORKING FA!WLIES CHILl) CARE BLOCK GRkVf 

.• . A new Wor~g Familles Child Care Bloe.k Grant $implifies and censolidates child care programs 
to suppon low-inl.::ome WOrkinl: families and. to promote self-sufficiency. 

• 	 The working Families Child Cue Bl<K:k Grant oombinos the: At-Risk child care program. Child 
. Care aDd Development Block Ciram. Child Development Associate Scholarships. and the . 

Dcpem:lcm Care Plaamng aM Developmezu Grams. 

• 	 Al IeastSO~ of the Working f'amilies Child Care Block: Grant must be used to support low­

income working· families. 


• 	 Tbe Wotkins Families Child Care Block.Grant would reserves 20% of a Su.ce's a.Hoanent for 

quality improvements and wouild maintain minimum hIaltb and safetY standards. 


• 	 A Quality Fabancemem Bonus promotes innovative child care training programs and 

..CDbi.nccmcms ef ehile eare qwJlity scanclarcls and licensinsJmonitoring standardS. . 


CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCE:MENT 
. 

• 	 PaIenlitY Establi5hmem: Mo~:ters who apply for Transitional Aid are requ.irecl to cooperate 
fully wilh paternity esublishme:nt anc1 child suppon collection effons. States have OQ,e year after· 
me mother identifies the father to establish paternity .or risk losing a portion of the federal .~ 
rrwchina payment. States would receive incentive paymenrs based on child support collections 
and paternity establishment effiuts. 

• 	 ModificadoD of Support Or~:n: Admiu.iStracivc ~pdAtin£ of the awards is simplified £0 ensure 
that awards reflect the current ability of the noncusuxlial parent to pay support. 

• 	 AlltomaUOD: States would esublisn cenaal reslsEIies rot the collection a.nU ui~buncmcm of child 
suppon using an enhanced federal match (90 % FFP). A statC·based new hire reporting program 
is established. 

• 	 Interstate EuforeemeDt: Su.ms are required to adopt d1e Uniform IDtersrate Family Support Act. 

a 	 DislributioD of Child Suppo~:: T'l1e rules for distributing cbild support paymencs for families on 
AFDC and for c.nulies f'otm!r1y on AFDC are alren:cl so Uw these families receive addiEioria! 
child suppon. 

.. . . .. .:,... . ~ . " ....... . 

• 	 DemoDStratiOD Projeltlt "'_Btl-'-cdiIC ... ....iIfIer._~ are 


establis.hecl to fOSter ~JmonaJ tmprovemems in child ;~'ppon enforcement. 


TRANSmONAL :MEDICAID 

.. 	 StLtes have the opnea to provide traftSitioaal Medicaid benefits for up ro two years. 
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TEENAGE .PREGNANCY PRlMNTlON 

• 


• 

• 


.. 


• 

Nadoaal Campaip: The President ~oor4inates a naaoDal campaign as:lin.sr reen pres~y Wt 
involves business. schools. religioUs insticurions and community orga.ni2.ations. 

Lin. at Bome: Mmor paRWli rnuat Rmain in their pa.nmts' or a guardian's household. in order 
ro receive TraDSilional Aid benefits, with =nain eXl:eptions. for a teenage parent unable to live 
~tb ber parenrs or a legal guBlUia:a, me appropriate authority will assist the individual in 
locating aD appropriare ad.ull-~ supportive )ivins a.rrIDlCmenl or a Second Chance 
House. 

SecODd CbaDce Houses: Secord Cbance Houses will be available (0 minor custedial parenu with 
children who require special assistanCe and. a SD'\ltWted. living environment in order to succeed. 
A Second. Chance House provides a structUred prosram that provides early ¢hildhood 
intervention and. development: :hild care; paren, education and. training: case management to 
assess family needs; family c:ol.:lJlSeling; parenting classes; and health $el'\'ices for children and. 
aduhs. 	 . 

S&ar ill Sdlool: Teenage custodial parents OD Transitional Aid who have not finished high school 
must participue in educational and/or training programs leading to a high school diploma or its 
equivalem. States may establish a program of monetary iD:entives and penalties to encourage 
teen parcms to finish school. 

Prevea.tion: A teenage pregnalJCY prevention program provides gr3l1tS to states ro implement . • 
promisinS teetl prepancy pteY4~Drion suawsies. 

StJPPLEi\fENTAL SEcti1uTY INCOME CHlLDREN"S PROGRAM 

• 	 The purpose of the SSI chUdren's program is clearly defined as: .providing basic necessities to 
mamr.ain a. child. with a disabilil:Y at home; coveriDg the ad.ditional COStS of caring for a child with 

. a disability; aDd. enhancing a dlild's opponunity to develop intO an independent adUlt. 

• 	 Casb benefitS are maimaine:d bt:cause families. not government, are beSt able lG determine and 
.lfteet the diverse Deeds of children wiEh disabilities. 


. . 


• 	 Eligibility criceria are lighrene(l to ensure that only children with severe and persiSten, 
impair:rnenlS receive. benefirs. 

• 	 Pare:ms ate required to demonsaue dw they have sought appropriate treatment for their child. 

• 	 Penalties are cxpaDdecl for iDdivic1Ua1S llW ccacb children to act inappropriatelY in order to 
receive benefits. 

• 	 Bcuefits are graduated for multiple ~ipiem families: 8S" for the second child; 65" for the 
&:bini, 4S" for the fourth. 3S I, for the fifth. 2.S" for the: sixth and SSO for each additional child. 
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FINANCING 

The Conrad bU1 is financed cmiR:1) rhrough savings from the welfare system. In addition to savings 
n:alizc::d duough a more flexible SY!ifem. savings items include: 

• 	 The plan counts the income from an alien·s sponsor in detennining eligibilil)' for the Transirional 
Aid program. Foad Stamps. ltd S51 umiI citi2znship. 

• 	 AffidaviES of suppon sisned b,' sponsors pledSinS ro Iceep an alien from becnmins .a puhlic: 

cbarge will be legally biDding; 


• 	 A Wliform alien eligibility SW'ldard is created for SSI. Medicaid. and Transitional Aid that 

coDforms to the Food Stamp p::'Cgram• 


.. FaocI Slamp Rrform 

• 	 Requires able-bodied food sta.r:llp recipients between the ages of 18 and SO with no dependents 10 
worle or emer a food swnp employmenE and C'3ining program within six monms of receiving 
benefitS. 

• 	 Food. swnp adjUStments are based on lOO~ of thrifty foocl plan levels, .­
• 	 Seye~ reforms of rhe 'food stamp program are iDl:lw:tecl co require ::Lble-bodied recipiencs co work 

and [0\ reduc:e program costs. txluding extending r:urtent claims retention rates. disqualifying 
recipients who fraudulently oblain food stamps in twa swes, disqualifying absent parents with 
unpaid cbild suppan (state aprJon), and avariety or other program reforms. 

Supplemental Sec;Drity Income 

• 	 The caruinuing disability rcvie.., process for disability beneficiaries is tightened to ensure that 
individuals who are no longer eligibJe do not continue to receive benefits. 

• 	 The SSt eligibility category fOI~ druS addiCtS and aleobolics is ~liminated.· Individuals wim drui 
and alcohol addiction who qualify for SSI under a different diagnosis must undergo substance 
abuse 'CZ'ea.cmeru.. lodividuals ",ho become inellaib1e for c:ash benefitS will retain Medicajd 
cliglbUiI}' • 
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CONRAD !tUBSTmJTE FOR TITLES I AND D 


Amendment: This amendmem substitutes for Titles I and II of the Chairman's Mark Titles I. 
n and VI of Senator Conrad's Work and Gainful Employment Act. Titles I and II of the WAGE 
Act cODSOlidare the lOBS plOgraJrL, A.FDC JOBS Child Care, 1be Administrative Costs of AFDC 
and the Emergency Assistam:e Program into a highly flexible work.oriented biock grant for 
States. In addition, the WAGE Act replaces tile AfDC program with a lteW TransitiODaI Aid 
Program, which provides a safety net for childrm and. an automatic economic stabilization 
meclJanism for States. Individllals would Mt be entitled rn benefits. bur would be subject to 

. whatever time limit the State deemed appropriate. 1be-oDly restridion on time limits would 
protect children whose parents comply with every State requirement and are SlilI unable to fmd 
gaJm\l1 employment. 

Title VI of the WAGE Act requires that States prohibit teen mothers under age 18 who are 
eligible for Transitional Aid benc:fits from using those benefits to live in their own apartment. 
Those mothers and their chi1drel1 must either n:main wilh their parent or parentS, live with 
mother responsible adult, or Ie placed. in a SUU;mreQ living ammgcmeDt under adult 
supervision. 

Cost: Although CBO staff has conducted a cursory review of dle WAGE Act that indicates the 
bill saves as much as $11 billion over 5 years. CBO has not yet undenaken to estimate the cost 
implications of each title of the bill. Based on likely costs of other titles of the WAGE Act and. 
preliminary estimates from HHS. CBO's estimate for Titles I and n could range between $4 
billion and $8 billion over S years. ·although CBO bas yet to confmn this. 
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THE WORJ' AND CAlNFVL EMPLOYMENT ACT 

MLES J, JI, AND VI OF SENATOR CONRAD'S WELFARE REFORM PLAN 

The Wark and Gai.n.fW Emplo)'me!lt J"" (WAGE) gives Slates uaprececIeJ'lted flexibility to design and 
admiDister work: programs to move iDdivicluaJs offwelfare. '!be legislation is based aD four principles:. 
work., pI'OUICriDg children, state flexibility, and, family. Tbc WAGE Act toCBll)' reforms our welfare SY3(em 
while pro~ the children ofAmetica against aD abdication offederal responsibility. The purpose of 
WAGE is to tnmsform welfare into an employmmt-based tranSition program while reraiDing a safety Det for 
childreD and aD aUlOa1atic stabilizer fl)1' states. Titles I, n. and VI authorize the WAGE block grant, the 
TraDSitioDal Aid·Program. and aTeezlage Pregaancy Preveation effort. . 

WORK AND GAINFUL EMPLOlmNT BLOCK GRANT (WAGE) 

• 	 The WAGE block gram will giw Slates the flexibility to provide job placement and supportive 
services to move individuals into jobs as quiddy as possible. 

• 	 The WAGE block gn:mt CODSOlidates fImdir.lg &om JOBS, Emetgeacy AssiSWlce, AFDC Child Care. 
Transitional Cbild Care. and the administrative costs ofAFDC. 

o 	 WAGE services woUkt be av:aJlable for all persons quaJ.I1YIng tor dle Transitional AJd Program, and, 
at state option, Don-cwROdial pareDes.. 

State FleslbWty 

• 	 States have complete: flexibility to design employment programs,. such as mieroenterprises. 
employr.neD1 oppomnity centers. work supplementation, temporary subSidi2ed jobs. 
placemmt companies, etc. 

states provide moDel:ar)' iDceDtives to case managers for successful job placements and. 
n:tention. as well as :to out..source job services and use performance-based coalr&Cl:iD" 

States determine elis:ibUity criteria and participant rectmrements for the specific programs 
created UD.der WAGE.. 

.. 	 States option to RC).ll,ire non-custodial parents with cbildsuppon arrears to participate in 
WAGE. 

• 	 Scates may establish time limits ofany duration for WAGE panicipants. However. a State 
may DOC tetmiD.ate panicipaats from WAGE aM the Transitional Aid Program ifthe 
participant bas COIDItlic:d. with the requiIemeDts set forth in the WAGE plan. 

.. 	 StIll.CI rDa1 c:sablish panlcipatioD [ales at 1m)' 1e:vcl above the required WAGE rates and'may 
establish specific rates for targeted groups. such as rwo.-parent families. non~ocliat 
parents, mothas with children of a certain age, etc:. 

1 
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Administer a WAGE pmgram mat promotes moviDg parents iDlo private sector 
emp~ 

.. 	 Develop a WAGE IIllployabmty plan With the recipient that iDcticates the requirements 
aecessary to move oft"ofwelfare. 

Ba.sure that c:hild can: is awilable for WAGE panic:ipants. 

Fwadlag 

.. 	 The WAGE block gram is a 5 year capped ernitle:ment based on hiStorical funding for 
E.mergenc;y AssiSWlte, AFDC Child CaN. TraDSitiotW Child Care, and the administrative 
costs ofMDC (at 1995 spending levels or the average of 1993, 1994. abd 1995). The 
WAGE block grant uac:ludes additiona11\md.ing eaeh year to put people to work and to 
ensure that child care is available. The WAGE block grant grows 3% per year. 

.. 	 States receive inceDti've payments for moving individuals off welfare and intb employment as 
well as for improvements in me number ofindividuals combining work and welfare. 

.PanIcfpadDD'Rates 

~ 	 Participation in the WAGE program is phased in. ruching S5% in FY 2000. 

• 	 States focus speeifieiJly on getting people into work or work preparation activities for a 
miDimum. of20 hou.r.s peT' week (more at state option). Half of the participation rate must be 
met by individuals wbo are working. After two years individuals :must be working in order , 
to meet state participation rate requirements. 

Aaew work-related program, me TraDitional Aid Program, ma,inraiM a basic safety net for America's 
cluldren and provides 811 automatic: subilizer for scaleS. Slates have sipificant flexibility to determine 
eligibility criteria, eamed income disrcpr~ resource and asset limits, time Umlts, and. sanc;dODS. Compared 
to the cumnt AFDC program, which has 4S State plan eiarats, the Tn.nsitional Aid Pro~ reduces the 
$We plan to 14 elem«!1flS. allowing Slates wide latitude to desip a prosram that meets their specific needs. 

<It 	 All recipieats are required to siSD a ~ lesponsibility Agreement" IS a condition for receiving 
beDefits. spec:if'yiq tbar as.U!ltanee i!l nat a right. but a transitional privilege available to those 
au.empting ~ regain or achie'~e seJ!-sutrJCieDC)'. 

02'd 	 ~SSS9St;>6 WOi:l~ 	 62 :.60 S661-92-A~W 



• States have fbll authority to determine: 

". TraIIIDeDt ofearned and uneamed iDcome 
,. hsourc:e limits 
,. . Forms ofsuppon • benefits. wap sabsidies to employers. wages to individuals in subsidized 

employman. etc. 	 . 
.. , SaDdiODS for iadMdtals who fail to comply with Scare requin:mems 
.. Payment or deDial ofbeDdiu to childreD bam to iDdividuals receiving ass.isT.aJlce 
.. Time fiames far acbiew,1 self-sufficiency . 
". Extent to which child support is disreprded wherl determining eli,Sibility and benefits 

EllgtbDlr:y 

• A family D.1l1St meet the follo~iDS criteria to be eligl'ble for the Transitional Aid Program: 

". Have aneedy child., 1:5 defined by tb.e State 

". Comply with me WAiGE employability plan (ifrequired to participate) 

II> Coopemte and campI:, with pratemity aDd child suppon measures 

Slate Plall Requlnme~u . 

Stares have substantial flexibility in tbt~ design oftbeir Transitional Aid Ptogram with only the following 
minimal federal requiraDents: 

• 	 Serve aU families with needy children unifomly. as defined by the State 

• 	 Operate a WAGE program 

• 	 Operate a'Child Support EDiorce:tneDt programiD aecordance with Title IV-D 

• 	 Majntain categorital Medieaid eli.glbility for the Transiticmal Assistance Program and provide 
traDSitioaal Medicaid for at lout ')De yeat (looser at State optioo) for par!ieipants ~aviDg the 
T1'8DIitioaai Aid. Program. 

• 	 MaIntain ISsi~ in IOlDC form to Deedy dW..dIal in fiuDilies in wbic:h the pBCeQt is a)mplyiDg fully 
with all WAGE and odlcr requirements 

• Current law mak:h rates for bcne:fit Ift~ are retained. 
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TEENAGE PREGNANCY PREVENllON 

• Natioaal Campalga: The Prcsidettt coordinates a ational campaign apiDst teen pregnancy tb.3.t 
Involves buSineSs. schools, religious iDsUmtioas and commumty organizations, 

• lJ¥iDg at Home: Minor parents :tIlust remain ill their paleatsl or a guardian's household in order to 
receive Transitiooal Aid benefits. with certain exceptions. For a teenqe parent unable to live with her 
pamlts or a legal gua.rdiaD. the lJ'Propriate authority will assist me individual in loeilting an appropriate 
adult.mpe:rvised supporUve livin;l arrangement or a See.ond Chance Howle. 

• Seeoaci Cbaaee Rouses: SecoDC! Qance Houses will be available to minor cusrodiaJ parents with 
. c:hildrcn wtao require special assilUDcC: aDd .. 8Ir'IlCGIn:d·li....m.' caviroamcDt ill order to $11"*. A 
Second Chanc£ House provides I; stru=ued propm thai provides early childhood·intervention and 
development; cbild care; pareI1t education aDd training; cue management to assess family needs; family 
.cou1!seUng; plrenUng classes; aDi1 health services (or children and adults. 

• Stay lD School: Teenage custodial parents on TnmsitioDal Aid who have not finished bigh school must . 
panicipare in educational and/or nining programs leading to a bigh school diploma or its equivalent. 
&aleS may esrablisb apzogram ofmonerary incentives and penalties to encourage teen parents to finish 
schoo1. 

• Pre\'eDdon: A rccnage PregDal1C:Y prevention progmm provides grants to states to implement promising 
tGel1 prcgnecy p!'CYCIl.tiOI1 SIr'BlCIPca. 
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CONRAl) CHILDHOOD SSI A.t.\fENDMENT 

Am.eDdmeDt: The amendmem Dwciifies the Chairman's mark by: (1) replacing Subtitle C of 
Tille flI with. the text of S.798, the Childhood SSI Eligibility Refonn Act (5:.798 would be 
modified to ensure that children re-evaluated by the Social Security Administration under the 
new, more saiugent version of the Individualized. Functional Assessmem, woUld be re evaluated 
without the application of the medical improvement staDdard); and (2) amending Sec. 333 of the 
Clairman t s Mark by allowing Il:te Majority and Minority Leaders of the House and Senate to 
each appoint 3 members to the National Commission on the Future of Disability. 

Cast: eBO esEinWesS.798 will save S2.1 billion over S years. 
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A SmacA1tY or 
..."'->. fSDATOll 1aN"1' COHR.Al:) 'S 

otltJ:)SOOD SSI ELIG:IBILITY REFORM ACT 

This summary describes hOw the Childhood S51 EligiDiliCy Retorm 
Ace, introduced on May 11, .+995 by Senators Conradi Chafee, 
Jeffords and Bradley, ilddresses criticisms that have been made of 
the Children/.s SSI prO!;ram. 

1. 	Critici.m; S8!'s pu;~se was never sufficiently d@fined. 
Solution: Define l:he program as providing basic necessities 
to maintain a child with a disability at home or in another 
~ppropriate and C()sts effective se'Ctingi covering the 
additional costs c)f caring for and raising such a child.; and 
enhancing the child's oppcrtunity to develop into an 
independent adult. 

2. Crit.icism.:. Children who are not severely disabled are grawing 
SSI 	benefits. 

Solution t1; Tighl:en SSI eligibility to ensure that only 
children with seVlare and persistent impairments which 
substantially limit their ability to function receive 
benefits. Modifil:ations to the IFA and disabili'Cy listings_ 
would be effectivl! 6 months after enactment . 

• 	 Modify Medical Listings: Direct SSA to modify its 
, 	 regulations to strike ftpersistent maladaptive behavior 

destruct.ive t:o self, others, animals or property" and 
insert -Persistent pattern of behavior destruc'Cive to 
self or othe:rs requiring protective intervention. 11 

This E'limina'tes much of the maladaptive behavior 
component while retaining eligibility for children with 
serious emotional disor.ders whose behavior poses a 
threat:: .to the1'l'uul!lves{through sui~ide) or o'Chers, 

• Modify Individualized P'w:lct:.ional Assessmc,t: 

A. Raia. Severity of ~isability Required for 
Eligibility: Currently, a child is eligible for 
sst if he or she has a marked disability in two 
functional areas or wdomains-; a marked disability 
in one domain and a moderate in a second; or 
moderate diaabilities in three domains. The Act 
directs SSA to tighten the level of severity 
required to qualify under the IFA by always 
r~quiring a child to have a marked impairment in 
at least one domain and a moderate impairment in 
one or more additional areas. This would 
eliminili.te the IIthree mcd.eratesl'l standarci.· 

So :Marx'ow a.z:!.d Tighten Domains: SSA currently uses 
seven aoma1ns of development and functioning which 
are eVi~luated through theIFA: cognition; 

clZJ'd l.SSS9SV6 m 	 wo~~ S66l-9c-A~WcE:61ZJ 

http:eliminili.te


c~.catiO=i motor skills; lIocial abilities i 
per.ennl/~eha.vioral patterns, responsiveness to 
stimuli (1st year of life only); concentration, 
persist;enee and p.ace of task completion (age 3 and 
up) . 

The Act: requires SSA to adj ust the domains to 
reduce overlap from a clinical perspec~ive. The 
new do~~ins would be: 

(J.) CegnitiO!l. i.e. ability to understand and 
re~ason and to learn required skills 


EXAMPLI: Children .with mental 

retardation 


(~l) CommuzaicatioD, Le. ability to speak and 
cc~icaee with others 1 

EXAMPLE: Children with cerebral palsy or 
aut.ism 

(3) Kotor abilities, i.e. gross and fine 
motor skills resulting in ability to move and 
coordinat.e the bcay 

EXAMPLE: Children confined to a 
wheelchair or with major ambulation 
diffieult.ies 

(~I) Ability to eng-se in interpersonal 
relation., i.e. ability to develop and 
maintain normal interpersonal relationships 
Bt) as to funetion within family, peer and 
community according to the manner anc1morec 
oj: the group. . . 

BXAMPH~: Ability to discern right from 
wreng; diaruptivej withc1rawn . 

(!i) Ability to Care for one's sel!, Le. 
'~~ili~y co perferm normal childhood 
al:tivities in home, school or community with 
ac!ult assistance or supervision appropriate 
tl:)' one's age, co care for: oneself in a 
h,aalthy and safe manner and control impulsive 
o:~ aggressive behavior harmful to self or 
o·~hers. 

EXAMPLE: Children with extensive 
physical needs. (feeding tube); children 
with depression (suicidal) i impulsive 
(don't. understand they shouldn't turn on 
stove and set a fire) 

(6) in children from birth to the attainment 
of age 1, respensiveness to visual, auditoryD 
or tactil. sttmulaticn 
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EXAMPLE: a hyposensitive infant who has 
minimal or absent response. is apathetic 
or withdrawn 

(7') in children from a~e 3 to age IS, ability 
to eODc~trate. persist, maintain pace and 
have phyai<.:al .tamina to complete essential 
caskG in school. hom. or community

EXAMPLE: children with muscular 
dystrophy; schizophrenia, or AOHD 

c. Report by SSA: Between enactment and the 
effective date of the 'above changes (6 months 
afeerenactment), SSA would be directed to report 
back ,to. Congress within 5 months with 
recommendations whether to modify the amendments, 
if any. However, the amendments would still take 
effect, even if Congress took no fur~her action. 

So1ution .2: ~easQ and bett~r~arqAt SSA'§ continuing 
disability review§ in order to ensure 5SI does not remain 
available to those who are no longer eligible to receive it. 

The Act both improves targeting of CORe based on the 
likelihood a child1s disability will improve and 
estaDlishe~ a revolving fund to pay for add:i. r, tonal 
CORs. 

J. C=itici..: Child£~~ who should be ineligible are being coachp.~ 
.to 	act out in waY§,that render th;m ~liqible for 55I. 

Solution #1: ~nd penaltiss for coaching children to act 
inappropriately in order to receive benefits. Penalties 
would equal: 

o for .knowi~.g and willful coaching by a parent or 
guardian I aJ'l, amount equal to SSA's. current $1000 under 
it's fraud b,rovisions plus up to $100 for each month 
the child. re:ceived SSI benefitG 

• for knowir.;g and willful coaching by any attorney, 
interpre~er, or social 5ervi~e worker, $5000 plus $500 
for each child involved (current SSA fraud provisions 
only include: a $1000 fine for afraud.") 

Solution #2: ReqtLire greater use of standardized testing in 
making eligibility determinations, which are designed to 
make it virtually impossible co feign disa.l:;)ilit.y. Thi~. 
would preclude mi~Y awards currently made based on lay 
source evidence. 

4. Criticism: Some fatllilies have been found to have .multiple 

children receiving SS::, and each child receives the :maximum 

benefit. 
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Solution: Graduate payments for addieional children. 
Currently, families with. more than oniF,ll child recei.vQ no 
reduction in benE~fit for the additional children. We would 
graduate paytnen'tfi for each additional child in a family-­
100' for ehe first; 85' for the second; ~S~ for the ~hird. 
45% for'the fourth, 35% for the fifth, 25% for the sixth and 
$50 for each addl.tional child. This graduated scale would 
not: apply to chiJ.dren who are in institut:ional ear.e or to 
families adoptin5r children with special needs. 

s. erieieism~ iSI pol:i.ev fails to lead to respongibl:. $:;~p.ntHns Qy 
recipi§nc families: 

SolutiOA #1: Allclw families to keep a poreion of rl!?troactive 
lump sum benefits they'receive for 'the period between when 
they apply and are deemed eligible. Such funds could only 
acaict with thee:pecial needs of their d.isabled child or 
children. Onder current law, any lump sum payment families 
receive due to dE~la.ys in their eligibility determination 
must be comp1eteJ,y apent within 6 m.onthe. This option would 
allow them to ret,ain some of the money provided it was 
segregated and ua:ed specifically for discrete needs of the 
child.. (equ..ipment. like a wheelchair or apeei3.l houceholc:l 
modifications, educ:acion/training, rehabilitation) 

.Solution 12: Strt!:ngthens standard.s applying.co 
representative pa:yee, including requirements that such 
payees maintain c:ontemporaneous records of transactions. 
In ad.dition, esta.blishcs a system of accountabi1icy 
monitoring to en~liure that. SSI funds are properly spent . 

.6. Criticism: SS! doe,' not. move eeople toward self-sufficiency. 

solution '1: Reqt.:lire parents to demonstrate that. they have 
sought appropriat;t: t:t'eatment to alleviate t:.heir child' oS . 

disabilit.y. Proc.f would be provided when the ehild' IS 

eligibility was l~eviewed. 

Solution #2: Re~lire SSA to redetermin,e eligibility of 55I 
children at. age 18 applying the adult crit.eria. 

. 
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CIJNRAD WORE AMENll:MEm' 

Amendment: For the purposes of the panicipation raleS in Sec. 404 that will be in effect during 
fsscal years 1996 aDd 1997t a m.inimum ofhalf of participams must be engaged in actual work. ' 

ExplaDation: Under the CWmWl'S mark. it is possible for a state to meet itS work participation 
rate for flSCal years 1996 and 1997 without any panicipantS actually working. Panicipants could 
all be engaged in educational a:tivities under seCtiOD 482(d)(l}(A)(i). This amendment would 
only. allow educational activities to COlmt toward half of the participation rate. Consequemly. 
,under the fISCal year 1996 partic:ipatioD rare of2011, a millimum of 10% must be in aetual work. 
In fIScal year 1997, when the ]mticipation rare rises to 30%, a minimum of 15% must be in 
aema} work. 
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CONRADmRADLEYTEENAGEMOTHERSAMENDMENT 


IfStates ~hoose to serve unmarried teenage mothers under the Temporary Assistance Block 
Gran~ umnanied teenage mothers must live with a parent, legal guardian. or other adult relative, 
or ifthey are unable to reside in !,uch settings, the tecDage parent must reside in a foster home, 
maternity home, or other adult-supervised supponive liviDg arrangement, such as a Second 
Chance House,· IS.a condition ofreceiving assistance. 

RatiooaJe: This amendment would require teenage parents to Jive with a parent, adult relative. 
legal guardian or in adult-supervised living arrangements in those states that c~ose to serve 
teeQage mothers. Temager pare!1tS need the guidance and support ofadults to raise and nurture 
children. . . 
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D'Amato .Amendment to Cbairman's Mark 


Clarification Regarding the Use of Revolying .Loan Fund for Welfare 

Anti-fraud A~iyil~$ 

Clarifies that a sta:te may'use loan 'funds from the "Supplemental 

Assist8nce for Needy Femilies Federal Fund" for welfare anti ..fraud 

activities, systems; or initiatives lllCluding positive client identity 

verification and computl~rized data record matching and analysis. 
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1'1'.'C.,o8e4 ._etitu-te to D4 
aealto1'.' Gr&U.a AIla4laellt 11 

On page 10, st:c:ixe lines 1 through 6 and insert the following: 

.t (1) IN GENERAL. -, For pu.rposes of subsection, (4), a State 
family assistance gran.t for any State ~or a fiscal year 1s an 
amount determined by ~le Secretary to be the State's proportionate
share ot fund.s based cln the number of children in poverty in the 
state as a percentage of the total nuJDl:)er of children in poverty 
Ulong all o,f the St2~tes. This .proportion shall be adjusted 
annually t.o reflect chllnqes in the number of children in poverty in 
each state. n. 

Explanation: This amendment chang-es the method by which the block 
grant tunds are distributed trom 1994 expenditures ~o the number of 
children in poverty. This propor'tion is adjus'ted annually 1:0 
reflect chan;es in the number of children in poverty in each statee 
In addition, the amenc~ent places responsibility for determining 
the best measures of ,:hild poverty to be used in the allocation· 
with the Secretary ana the best measure to use in periodically 
ad.justing the proportions (for· example, a three year rolling
a.verage) • 
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l':clpo••4 aw"atit.u,t.. to Jm" 
••~ltOI.' drabaa aa.BdaaDt. 12 

On page 30 line 9 through page 31 line 13, strike said lines 
thereby removing the o,ption for States to prohibit assistance for' 
certain aliens. Insert~ appropriate language to prevent states from 
prohibiting' the use ctf grant ta:m4s to legal aliens that meet 
current eligibilit.y requ.irements. The change in the proposed
substitute' on page 31 lines 11 through 13 is retained. , ' 

Explanation: This amendment would remove from. the bill the option
for States to prohibit assistance for certain aliens. The intent 
is for legal non-citiz.~ns to retain the aUla eligibility status as 
under current law. Non-citizens currently eliqible for Moe would 
be subject to the SULe financial eligibility standards a state 
includes in its program for cash assistance. This amendment does 
not strike the chanqe in the d.eminq of spcnsor 8 s income from 3 
years to 5 years6 
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propo••d aUbatitut. for BR4 
••utor Graluta .Ian_at 13 

On page 41 line 1 <throuqh page 43 line 8, strike all said lines. 
'This amendment removes Sec. lOS. Continued Application of CUrrent 
Standards Under Medicaid prOgram. 

Explanation: This amena-ent strikes that requirement that States 
continue to operate thel MDe program that is currently in effect 
for the purpose of determining continued Medicaid eligibility. 

11"d l.SSS9S176 



·~opo••dSUb.ti~t. to Ba4 
Senator' GraJ:&a I.JDa.dm.e:D.t 14 

1. On page 4, line 4, add the following after the semicolon: -a 
nonciti%en who is 75 ]'ears of age or older and who has resided in 
the U.S. for at least 5 years. ft . 

Ixpl&:r;1&tion: This amendment would restore SSI eligibility for two 
groups: elderly immigrants who are 75 years of age or older and 
resided in the united States for five or more years eligible for 
SSl benefits and immigrants who are unable to talce the citizenship
examination because c)f a physical or mental disability. The 
amendment would bring the Chai:z:man' s Mark into line with the House 
passed H.R. 4' with. respect to the treatment of very elderly
immigrants. 

2. On page 4, line 4, add the following after the semicolon: -a 
noncitizen who becomes disabled for causes that arose after entry.­

3.xpl&Da~ion: This amendment: would make disabled legal immigrants 
eligible for SSI benefits if they became disabled from causes that 
arose after entry inte) the 0.S . 

During the Committee hearings, a, general consensus formed among 
Committee members that the 5SI program's eligibility criteria 
needed to be tightenfl:;d to reduce ehe number of instances where 
elderly immigrants accessed the program immediately after becoming 
eligible, which turneci out to be just a few years after entry into 
the. United States. Sut there was no evidence pre.ented at the 
hearings of abuse of the program by immi91'ants who become disabled 
after having come to the United States, worked, and paid taxes for 
a lengt.hy period of t,ime. As drafted, the Chairman' c mark would 

. 	 make these people who have contributed to our countrY ineligible to 
receive SSI.benefits 'upon becoming disabled. 

3 . ProvidE! that any non-citizen who has applied . for 
naturalization, whose application for nat.uralization has not been 
denied, and who was not naturalized ,within six months after the 
date of application for naturalization shall not be denied SSt or 
other assistance under the bill. 

Bxplaaat.ion: This .ilmendment would ensure that delays in the 
processing of natux'alization applications will not unfairly
penalize immigrants. Many INS district currently have backlogs in 
the procesing of naturalization applications, and the length of 
t.ime it takes to be n,lturalized can vary significantly between INS 
districts. If the number of applications increase without. a 
corresponding increase in 'INS resources, those delays could worsen~ 
To t.he exten that the risk of increased delays, is high, this 
amendment would provide an important protection for immigrants. 

The amendment would Iliso ensure. that all immigrants and all areas 
of the country are treated equitably. That is, it would provide 
that any naturalizati.on applicant whose application was not denied 
an'd whose appiicat1or.. was still pending after six niJnths to be 
naturalized as oppose:d to one to two years. 
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On paqe 44, after line 5, insert the fallowing new paragraph: 

.. (3) Cost Neutre.l,11:y •. -- A State wbich terminates a waiver 
uncler paragraph (1) ahall be held harmless from any liability 
associated with accruel! excess costs inc:urred under the terms and 
conditions of such waivers. Notification of termination of waivers 
shall be submitted not later than 90 clays following adjournment of 
the next regular sessil:)n of the state leqialature. 

Explanation: This 21l1lenaent removes any unresolveel cost 
neutrality lia~ility trom states with current welfare reform 
waivers who choose ·~o terminate these waivers due to the 
implementation of thEl block grant. Since many states ha"e 
reques't.ed waivers pursl:tant to State leqislation, the t.ime frame fer 
notification of waivez' termination is set to permit. leqislative 
action, if needed. 
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On page 22 line 10 , aftertbe ward: "care" insert t.he following
phrase: 

tt, subject ta the availability of resources" 

On page 22 line 11, af1:er N (1i)" insert: 

"at State option," 

On page 23 line 10 I af1:er the word "month If insert: 

"excluding any faJlilies which include an' individual exempted 
from partieipatiorl as described in section (C) (i} and (e) (ii) II 

Explanation: This uiendment makes the child care requirement 
subjact to the avai18.bility of funds and excludes individuals 
exempted due to lack of child care from the calculation of 
participation rates. Further, the amendment permits States to 

,require participation for more than 20 hours per week for 
individuals with children under 6 years of aqe, if child care is 
available. This provision strengthens the work requirement to 
permit States to requi'J:'e intansive participation in actlyities in 
order to better prepare participants for self-sufficiency. ' 
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On pa9'e 5t after line 1:L, insert. the following new subsection; 

n (d) STATE Dm(ONSTRATION PROGRAHs.-- Nothing in this Act 
Shall be constrund. to 11alt a state's alJillty to conduct 
demonstration projects for the, purpose of Identifyinq 
innovative or u'factlve prograa designs in one or more 
poli't1cal sUbd.1vir.lons of the state.. • 

Explanation: This Uluandment maltes expllcit !:he expectation that 
states will continue to conduct demonstrations of, innovative 
praqram d.e~i9'Ds.· Unc:!.lr a block qrant scanario I :m~y potential
demonstratl.ons would. D.::It requIre faderal waivers. This amend.llent 
makes clear that continued usa of demonstration projects to improve 
proqram desi9'n. 
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On paqe 22 after line 13, insert the following new subsection and 
ranu.m.ber subsequent lNlosectiona: . 

It (D) CHILD CARE REQUIRED FOR PARTICIPATION. --For any 
individual requil!'ed by a St.at.e t.o partieipat.t!! in work 
activities when s'L.'lch individual is responsible for the care of 
a child under 13 years of age, the state .hali provide the 
individual with ehild eara needed for such participat.ion, 
subject to the availability of resources." 

On patge 23 line io, in:I~'t the following .antanc:. aft-ar period.. 
, 

"Any family whic:h includes an individual exempted from 
parti'cipa'tion due 'to 'th. 1aek of chilcl care resources shall be 
excluded trom tho total num.ber of families receiving cash 
assistance.­

Explanation: This u.enaent requires that child care must be 
provided' for inciivi4uala wi~h chilciren uncler aCJe 1.3 who are 
required to participatet in work activities when such care is needed 
for participation., This requirement is subject to the availability 
of funds and any ~amilies which include and individual exempted.
from requireapartic1pation are exclUded from the denominator in 
the participation rate calculation. 
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Senator Grassley offers the followinq amendment to address the 
issue of a mandatory work proqram: 

Paqe 7, line 2, aj:ter IIPROGRAM" add the followinQ: liar other 

work"; Line 4, after -JOBS· add the followinq: "or other work" 

Section 201. Modifications to the JOBS proqram. 

The JOBS proqram will be a state option, rather· than the 

mandate under the COmmittee mark. The state may choose to have the 

current JOBS proqram, as modified under the Commdttee mark, OR 

create its own work 'Droc;ram; EXCEPT, that the state l s work program. 

shall meet the JOBS participation rates and hour rates outlined in 

the Committee mark, section 404, page 21. 

Explanation: While the intended qoal of the Committee mark is to 
require states to have a work proqram that moves people .from 
welfare to work, the O)mmitteemark mandates that the work program 
must be the current. JOBS proqram. . . 

. One of the concej:-r1S raised by the Administration about the 
House bill was that it was not tough enough on work. Because 
stat.es were not specific.ally required to have a work program and 
work proqrams are considered expensive f the concern was that some 
states miqht Simply let the time run out for difficult to 'place
recipient.s and then their benefits would end. 

Senator G~assley's amendment maintains the Committee qoal of 
requirinq states to have a work program without mandating .that it 
must be the federa.l JOE;S program. Statas will have the opportunity 
of choosing the JOBS l~roqram# which they know and are currently' 
implementing, . or crea!:'ln9' their own innovative work proqram to 
achieve the goal of movinq people from welfare to work. 

States must certify that they are doinq JOBS or are creating 
·thei.r own work program. 

Bxception: State:s must meet the participation ra.tes and hour 
rates outlined in the COmmittee mark. It is important to ensure 
that there is some mean.s of measurinq states 0 success in involving
recipients in work-related activities. The only way to quarantee 
that is to 'have clear standardso 
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CURRENT JOBS MJ~ATES THAT LIMIT STATE FLEXIBILITY 

20 Hour Rule as it applies to educational activities - Only
classroom hours are counted for meet1nq the 20 hour participation 
requirement which penalizes staters ability to support post­
secondary education. 

Self-Initiated R\Lles - States are not qiven the option of 
paying for tuition, bclOks or fees for individuals who have taken 
the initiative to enter educationproqrams. 

Limit on use of job search· Only a certain number of hours 
of job search can be counted toward the participation rates. 

Sanctioning Rules - States are not able to define their own 
sanctioninq process for non-participation because specific 
~enalties are mandated. 

Payment of Expenses - States must pay. for child care and 
transportation for tra~Lning and other supportive services which are 
not actual work. 

Targeted populations - States are required to spend at least 
S5 percent of their JOBS money on specific, targeted populations. 

Single State Agency - The Arne aqency(t'amily assistance 
proqram aqency under the Committee mark) would have to administer 
the IV F (JOBS) proqram. 
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1~he Economic Opportunity 

and 


Family Responsibility Act of 1995 


.FaCti at. Glan;;; 

o 	 Maintains safety net, for poor f'amilics while providinS state flexibility and adequate funds and 
support (cm1d care and health care) to move rccipicm'tl into work and rc:dl.uic: recidivism. 

o 	 EmphaSis on job creation 
Equity invest:m:ent 
job suppon demonstration I 

increaset! fimdinS and participation in lOBS program 
Individual development acco~ts so ht recipients can save for education, work reWed 
cxpendituRs (':11'). or h9me 

o 	 ElimInates Mirriage Disincentives 

o 	 Provides state tlex.ibilil:Y 
JOBS propam estate can determine who participates, when they begin participation and 
how they parti(:ipate , 
"child care programs are consolidated into a child care block gi'ant 

• 	 earned. income disregards arc liberalized 

o 	 Requires both parents take responsibility for their chIldren 
Federal locator systems 
Child. Support l)reler Registry 
Sttenpcn pa"~mity establishment 
Child. Support Assurance demonmation 
Grants 10r acee:ss and. visitation 
Simple child. S\Lppon modification demonstration 

o 	 Reduces R.ecidivism 
Allows RUeS II) extend transilionaJ cruld care and Medicaid 
funding mCl'eIiScd for child care (or low income f.millies. ~d care guarantee for 
AFDC pmnts ,vbo arc WO'dcin& paniefpating in the JOBS program or 11'a.DSitioning off 
ofwelfare 

o 	 Targets the non-eustDdial parent . 
Allows states II, ue 'OBS fimds for 1lol'l...eustoc!ial parents 
Funds availab~e to establish progmms for non-custodial parents who are under or 
unemployed 
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Summaa 

This provision is designed to help get at the heart of a major welfare-related prob1em ... the 
lack ofprivate sectorjobs. Many communities with large welfare populations have unemployment 
rates in 'both Good times and bad. that are at or above Jevels last seen nauonYJide in the Great 
Depression ofthe 1930s. The pl"l3vi.sion is similar in some respects tothe empowennentlentelprise 
zone program, but instead oftax cremlS, aeates a mechanism to get equity investement iDto these 
communities - invesanenlS lhat 'WIll eteate pennanent, private sectorjobs. 

Using the BaDJdDg System 

The provision makes use ofour nations banks and thrifts as investors. These financial· 
institutions have over $22.6 biUic'n on deposit at the Federal R.eserve. Currently, the Fed. does not 
pay the financial institutions any interest on this money, although it does eam interest on the funds 
(by investing them in Treasury bonds). The provision would require the Fed to pay interest on the 
sterile n:Sc:IVCS 10 the nation's banks and thrifrs. but would require me fmancial institUtions U) USe 
the money to make equity lnYCstments in businesses WIlling to: . 

1) 	 loeate facilities in or near high povettylhigh unemployment communities (defined and 
se1~ using a process tnodelled on the empowermentlenterprise zone program); and 

2) 	 hire at least SO per cent o:rtheir employees from among the residents ofthese communities 
who are either on wclfm·, or long.term unemployed. . 

The result is a non..bureauc:ntic, ~rivate.sector focused approach to economic development andjob 
creation in low·in~ome communities. 

Welfare III ItldniDI Wue 

Under the provision, states would be able to pay a portion ofwelfare benefits to businesses 
receiving the equity iDvestcmcnu: to use to, in effect, buy down the wages ofthe welfare recipient 
employees they hire - tan:U:n; welfare into a kind ofjob uaingjng propam where; n:~ipicnlS arc 
trained for real jobs that ·actually exist in or near their communities. 

Wby Emll1Y? 

The provision is built arolmd equity investing. rather than lending or tax credits, because 
generating e~onomic development and creating jobs in communities with high poverty rates is very 
risky. Loanst which mustbe repnid on a schedule, are not suitable for thjs kind ofeconomic 
devcloprr1etlt, and..tax credits only work ifa 'busine. is profitable, which a !lew facility might not be 
for the first few years when it needs the support equity can provide the most. 
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USINC:; THE BANKING SYSTEM 


TO CREATE PERMANENT, 

PRIVATE SECTOR JOBS IN 

HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT! 


HIGH :POVERTY COM:MUNITIES 




Safety Net Amendment ~~ 

Notwithstanding CLny other provision of this Act, no state. 
shall ~eny cash assisr.ance to an 1n~igen~ child whose family 
meets the income and l~esouree criteria as d.efined by the state. 
Nor shall a child be clenied assistance due to the failure of that 
child"s parenes (or guardian) to meet requirements as defined in 
the state plan. 

Ra..tionale: 

Th.e Chairman's mark would d.ismantle the safety net for poor 
children. Chilc1ren would be penalized for no other reason than 
tlle status of their birth. 4 million children would lose 1 

assistance under this mark. This amendment would ensure, that at 
a minimum, every state! would provide a safety net for all 
chilc1ren residing in i. family that meets the state criteria for 
the ~eceipt of benefit,s. This amendment does not preclude states 
from reducing a famil~" s grant by the adult's portion. 
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MOSELEY-BRAUN 

Safety Nee Amendment zz 

A state may not terminate or deny assistance to an eligible
child if, as a result of such action, a child would be at risk 
for adverse health and safety outcomes or in danger of 
homelessness. 

A state must certify in their state plan how they will 
assess the impact of a denial or termination of benefits on 
children as related to. the above areas. 

Any individual who is aggrieved by a violation of the state 
or entity administering the block grant as described above may
bring an action for relief in any United States District Court. 

Ra,~iona.le: 

This amendment seeks to ensure that no child is denied 
assistance if the denial of that assistance would ~ut the child 
at risk for adverse heillthand or safety outcomes or 
homelessness. Thi·s amendment would also create a judicial 
recourse for those children who are denied services in violation 
of this rule. 
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MOSELEY-BRAUN 

Child Care Amendment 

A Capped Entitle~ent Child Care program would be established 
to fund child care serviees for low income families transitioning 
from welfare to work, and for low income working families at risk 
of welfare. Funding ,.,ould.be capped at the CBO baseline for 
Transitional Child Ca~~e and At-Risk Child Care. 

Year 1 $465 M 

Year 2 S530 M 

Year 3 $546 M 

Year 4 $560 M 

Year·S $5'7.0 M 


Total 1996-2000 $2.67l B 

Year 6 $580 H 
Year 7 $590 M 

Total 1996-2002 $3.84B 

This .amendment would be offset by reducing t.he overall five and 
seven year savings att:ributed to the new block grant. 

Rational: 

As drafted, the C:hAirImID'::S mc:lrk would conso.lidate che AC­
Risk program, the TrarLsitional Child Care (TCe) program and 
AFDC/JOBS ehild care into the new block grant for needy families. 
According to estimate:; by HHS the capped funding amount. available 
for the block grant wj.ll be insufficient to provide eash 

·assistanee and to meet: work participation requirements included 
in the Chairman' S :mar)~. This will 'translace inco a diversion of 
child care funds to mE!et cash assistance and work requirements. 
Currently, over 40' oi: the block grant funds consolidated in the 
block grant serve ehe working poor. 'l'his was 1 million children 
last year. Therefore, families transitioning off of welfare and 
at-risk for welfare w:.ll be denied. child care assistance.. It 
could also cranslace :.n'to higher cash assiseance caseloads as 
working poor families move on to the rolls due to a lack of child 
care assistance. Thin block grant does not remove ~child care'" 
tunding included. in the block grant. We believe removing funding 
would jeopardize the 2~ility of states to care for poor families. 
This ~~ndment creates a new ehild care eapped entitlement block 
grant for .the working poor. 
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Senator Ni~kles ofl'ering tl~e rollo.iul ameDdment to· address the lUegiUmacy: 

• 	 On page 6. line·" of thl: Committee mark. staies are required. in order to receive fUnds 
under the new Temponll)' Assistance for Needy Farm1ies progra1D. fD submit a written 
document to the federal sovcmment that describes how they W11J "take action to prevent 
and reduce the ~of out-of-wedlock prqJIJ&I1eic::s., with special emphasis on t=nagc 
prcpancics." replace -with the following language: . 

"Take Idloa to Pre'Vlllt &lid reduce tile "eideDee of aut of wedlo~ prepaada, 
wltllout iacreaBlDg tbe meldeAu of pregaancy terminations, with special .pbasls 
Oft tceaaae prep_nda aad establlsll ADDuI &oala tor out-Ol-wed1ock blnlu for the 
jan autborlzed UMeI" tilts Act." 
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Rockefeller amendment to provide a hardship waiver 

indi'/iduals based on good cause 


CONCEPT: The Chairman's mark acknowledges thacstates should 
have some flexibility to provide continued support for 
fthardship cases,· and authorizes States to exempt up to 10% of 
their easeloand. This amendment would JQg specific criteria 
of individuals eligible for a hardship waiver based. on good 
cause. 

PORPOSE: To ensure t~t all deserving hardship case can be 
exempted from tim@ limits, States shall exempt the following
.individuals from wO:t:"k requirement and the time -limi t. ; 

ti) if the individual is ill, incapacited, or of advanced 
age; 

'. 
(ii) if the individual is providing full-time care for a 
disabled depenC~nt of the individual; 

(iii) at the oJ;ltion of the State, if the." individual is 
making progressl in. a substance abuse treatment program,
unless this clause has been applied to the individual for 
12 .mcne-hs,'· 

(iv) during thf! 6-month period after the individual gives
birth to t.he f:~rst child horn to the individual after 


) 
becoming eligible for aid under this part; or 


(v) during the 4-month period after the individual gives
birth to the second or subsequent child born to the . 
individual after becoming eligible for aid under this 
part; 
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Reekefell.: ameadmeDt to give State. flexibility 

O~ ~tme-l~i~a duriBg eeODCmie ~Cuz=. 


ad areas with high V1'.I.8tIp1oymeat 

Cosponsor: Ba.ucus 

CONCEPT: Ouring periocis of high unemployment -- e. 5% or 
more -- is will be more difficult for-A1DC recipients to find 
jobs. States deserve, at least the option, of waiving time 
limits until unemplo~ent drops below 8.5% as long as families 
participate in BOlDt! type of workfare or community jobs program 
.s es,tab~ishecl by ~:he Stat•. 

PROPOSAL: States \~ould have the option to exempt from the 
time limit. recipiel1ts who live in sub-state areas whe.re the 
un~ployment rate is 8.5% or more by designating the region as 
an-"""'areas of high unemployment- (ABU), and providing community 
jobs or workfare. 

Under this proposal, the period of time during which 
individuals receivl~ lIUillSista!lce while ,the area' that they live 
in has been designilted by the State as a AHU would not count 
toward the time lilnit. This is a state opt.ion only, not a 
requirement. 

RATIONALE: , In areas of high unemployment, unsubsidized, 
,private sector'job slots for welfare recipiencs become scare 
and parents will1n!i to work are sometimes unable. State . 
should ~ be required to cut these families off from benefits 
auring periods of ::-ecession, or in a::reas with high , 
unemployment. Thi:s amendment is designed to balance the . 
imposition of a tilne limit with a reasonable expectations of 
what t.he lal::>or market can absorb. This amendment.. wOl.llci only 
·stop the clock n on the time-limit during those periods when 
local unemployment was 8.5% or more, and recipients would be 
expected to parcicipate in a State workfare program. This 
would continue ass:Lstance for parents willing to work during 
periods of high un,~mployment, at State option. . - .. 

DEFINITION: uAreals of high unemployment (AHO)" are defined as 
a major' political "ubdivision with at least 25,000 residents 
fer which the Bureau of Labor Statiscics calculaces an 
unemployment rate, and whose unemployment rate -- average
annual -- meets or exceeds 8.5t. The ABO would be defined by
the State and may l~e a labor market area, county, city, or 
officially designal:ed area of substantial unemployment. It 
may be made up of tnora .than one geographically contiguous 
political sul::xUv1s:Lon, e.g. multiple rural couneies. AHUs can 
also be Indian resl!nations I and qualified resenat-ions can 
contain fewer than 25,000 people. 

Because individual monthly sub-state unemployment staeistics 
are less reliable and not seasonally adjusted, area 
un~mploymen~ ra~es are to be based upon twelve month average
unemployment rates. . 
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May 25, 1995 6:12pm 

me REFORM PROPOSALS: 
. 	 . 

1. 	 Den)" the me tp IU,lpl AUens; Under this proposaL only ind~viduiit.h> who 

are authorized to work in the U.S. would be eligible for the me. Taxpayers 

clai:r:ning the me would be required to provide a valid social security 

number for themselvl!S, theif spouses, and qualifying children. Social 

security numbers would have to be valid for employment purposes in the 

u.s. In addition, the IRS would be authorized to use the math-error 
procedures, which are simpler than deficiency procedures, to resolve 
questions about the validity of a sodal security number, Under this approach, 
the failure to provide a correct sodal ~ty number would be treated as a 
math error. Taxpayel'S would have 60 days in which they could either 
provide a correct social security number or request that the IRS follow the 
current·law deficiency procedures. If a taxpayer failed to respond within this 
period, he or she would be required to refile with correct social Security . 
numbers in order to obtain the EITe. Effective 12/31/95. (From President 
Clinton's FY 1996 Budget propoStlls) 

ICf Revenue Eipm.Ite <in 1zjUipns of dollm. in tis,,! nlra) 
1m ~ l22Z 1m. ~ 2Q!ID ~ 


Math--error procedure .007 .137 .142 .142 .144 .571, 

Require SSNs work ..re1ated 


. for primary and Secondary 
Taxpayers .004 .080 .083 .086 .089 .343 

2. 	 hpea} the ChUd!,,, Portip» 51t the EITCi In the 1993 Budget Reconciliation 
bill, effective beginnu'i.g in 1994, the me was expanded to include taxpayers 
with no qualifying children for the first time. Since about 85% of the EITC is a . 
"budget outlay/ and therefor primarily a welfare program, and since welfare 
programs nave traditionally been aimed at helping children rather than able­
bodied adults, this part of the program should be ellnullared. In addition, this 
part of the EITe prov.ides for a maximum credit of only $314 in 1995, and 
begins to phase-out·at: as little as $5,140, and therefor is of such insignificance 
as to offer little or no real work incentive. Since the EITe is deSigned 
primarily as a ,lIwork incentive," this part of the program shoUld be 
eliminated. 	 . 

JCTRevenue Estimate fin billions of dollus. in fiscal rears) 

. ,~ ~ l22Z 1m l.222 agw Iotal 


Repeal of childless me - .031 .616 .641 .669 .702. 2.659 


1 
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3. 	 freeze EIIC at 1"5 Levels to Reduce fraud: Just since 1988. the BITC 
expenditures have grc)wn five-fold. In addition, fraud and error rates have 
t."onsistently remained in the range of 30 to 400k of expenditures for about 15 
years - since studies began on the issue. Until 1990, the credit was limited to a 
maximum rate of 14%, but since that time the maximum rate of the EITC has 
increased to 40'0/0 beginning in 1996 - or almost three-fold. When the level of 
the aedit was closer to the payroll tax level (7.6S%/lS.300/o) there was 
considerably less mce:!\tive for tax .cheaot!l and fraud amsts to game the system, 
however, as a result c.f the dramatic increase in the level of the credit, the 
fraud incentives are s.~.g:nilicantly higher... freezing the rate of the credit at a 
maximum of 36% (reducing it slightly to 3.5% in 1996) will discourage fraud 
artists, and also slow l:he growth of this program, which is by far the fastest 
growing entitlement in the federal budget. Under current law, the size of the 
benefit available from the program no longer bears any relationship to taxes 
owed by the person making the claim. ACcordingly, given our se1£­
a55essment tax systea., it is just too easy to rut! a fraudulent claim that is . 
virtually:undetectable by the IRS. 

In addition, the· phase-out range for the credit has increased from 20,264 
in 1990, to aschedulec:llevel of $28,524 in 1996 -for an increase of over 40% in 
just 6 years, which is more than twice the rate of inflation over the period. . 
Because this groWth is unprecedented during a period of high budget deficits, 
the outlays for this program's growth should be stopped, to allow' true 
inflation to catch up. If later Congress' should decide to increase the size of 
the program, when budgets allow, then the inflation growth in this welfare 
program could be voted on at that time. 

Icr leyeng. Estimate Cin bilHons ofdollars. jn'fi.cal years) 
~	 .1226 mz ma m2 2QOO ImAl 

·Freeze EITC at 1995 Level - .093 1.874· 1.953 2.038 2.138 8.097,Freeze Phaseout Range on ErrC ? ? ? ? ? 11??? 

4. 	 Increased Scrutiny fo;!' Wealth Tests: As a result of the President's budget 
proposals 'and concen\S from several Congressional offices, changes were 
passed as part of H.R. 831 to tty to restrict the EITC to truly low·income 
working Americans. Under current lawl many wealthier Americans can 

. t::1aim. the ElTC t"esulting in the unfair t"esult of poorE!!r Americans paying taxes 
to pay welfare benefits to those wealthier than they are. Substantial progress 
was made by denying tne mc to taxpayers with aggregate IIdisqualified 
income'" exceedlng $2,350. This income included: 1) interest and diVidends, 2) , 
tax~exempt interest income; and 3) net income from rents and royalties. 

This proposal liould go further in tightening this loophole by adding 
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net estate and trust income, net passive income from business assets and net 
capital gains (Schedule E income) to the wealth test. In addition, the current 
level of $2,350 equates to.assets of about $40,000 based on a 6% simple annual 
realized return, which is much higher than asset/wealth testS for other 
,welfare programs. For example, under the AFOC program, if a family has 
more than $1,000 in assets they lose their welfare benefits. A threshold of 
$1,000 would equate to a presumed value of underlying assets of about 
$16,700, which although generoUs, would be morE! appropriate than the 
current wealth test. If this wealth test is .not substantially improved, the 
result will continue to be that taxpayers with significantly less wealth will be 
paying taxes into a system which will redlstrfbute the income to those with 
greater wealth under this welfare program, resulting in more unfaimess in 
the income tax systerrt than otherwise would exist. 

JCI Reyenue Estimate lin billigns Of dgJ1m, in fiscal years) 
.ms mR l22Z ilia 1m ZOQQ !.Q.t!l 

Add estate It trust income, 
net passive business incom,! 
&: net capital gains income .005 .107 .114 .122 .1:36 .484 

Reduce threshold to $1,000 .019 .385 .400 .427 .464 1.696 

5. fairness Beqyires Eqllallncome Tests: Under the EITC, the aedit is phased- . 
out as the taxpayer rell:eives more "earned income," or as the taxpayer's . 
adjusted gross income (AGI) inaeases. The phase-out ranges for both tests are 
the same. In addition to earned income, AGI includes income from other 
sources, such as inVet»tm.ent5, alimony and unemployment. However, ACI 
does not include othE~r sources of income that nevertheless provide fina.ru:ial 
support and ec:onomit: income to families. In general, welfare programs like 
the mc should not be paid to beneficiaries who are financially better off than 
other taxpayers who may be less well off. Particularly if those less well off are 
still paying income taxes to the Federal Government. 

Under this proposal, the AGI test under the EITe would be expanded to 
include other forms (tffering substantial non-taxed, economic income to 
families. These other sources would be: I) non-taxable social security income, 
2) child support payzrlents, 3) tax-exempt interest, and 4) non..taxable private 
pension distributions. ' . 

In addition, TrE!asury would be asked to undertake a study to determine 
if the current law tax treatment of child support payments is appropriate, or if 
alternatives should be considered to encourage payment of child support 
liabilities·by parents of the child. 
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fer Revenye 'Qstimate fin billions of doUlQ. in fiscal years) 
m.a 	~ 122Z ~ ~ 2QQQ Imi.l 

M9dify AGI toinclucie non-taxed 
~ Sec income} child support 
payments, tax-exempt interlest &: 
non-taxed. private pensions - .102 2.037 2.12.5 2.20.5 2.327 8.797 

6. 	 )lem: At Delay the EIre Until the lBS has a Matcbjnl W·2: 'lltis rule would 
preclude a taxpayer from getting any EITC unless the earnings are listed on a 
W·2 form, or for which self-employment tax has been paid, in the case of a 
self-employed taxpay,:r. U quarterly payroll taxes have been filed, or once W­
2s have been fileci by an employer~ the IRS could refund the EITC. 

ler Revenue Estimate fin billions of dollars. in fiscal yem) 
1m m.6 l22Z ma 1m 2.QQQ 19laJ. 

W-2 Match. Requirement ???.,? ?111 
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AIDt:Ddment to Adjust the AFDC Block Grant 

TILi:; w:nendment would adju.~t the yearly state allocations of the AFDC block grant. The 
adjustment would be based on the ~umber of children receiving food stamps within sta.tes, ­
provided tha.t the Food StampS Program remains an entitlement with uniform n.o.tional standards. 
For every percentage change in the number nf children receiving food stamps within a state, a 
state's block grant allocation would be increa.!~ed by an equal percentage. Sinee the goal of the 
AIDe block grant is to reduce the prevalence of poverty, a state's allocation would not bc 
reduced if the nwnber of I.:hildren receiVing food ~tamps declines or remains constant. 

The nwnber of children receivina food stamp~ would be used as the adjuster becElusc it is 
the best yearly mcasw'c of I.:hild. poverty within individual stAtes, Current yearly samples of 
child poverty) such as those illlhe Current Population Survey, hAve enormously high,sampling 
error and would result in block grant adj ustments that are not tMlly representative of need. The 
number ofchildren receiving food ~LampS is a better proxy for child poverty, since only those 
families whose nct ineomc is less lh~ 100 percent of the poverty Hne are eligible for benefits. 
Direct meo.sures ofchild povcrty woulJ be satisfactory if the Senate bill is modified to provide 
the Census Bureau with sufficient fumling to obtain statistically relil'lble samples. 
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Talking Points in Favor an AmendmeDt to Adjust the AFDC Block Grant 
Allocations on the Basis of the Number ofChilclren Receiving Food St8mp~ 

• 	 AFDe oxponditu.r\:::s under cUrrent law are expected to rise by nearly 16 percent between 
FY 1996 8Ild FY 2000. Till: AFDe block grant contained in the Senate Finance mark, 
however, would freozo fwlding [or five years with no adjustment to assIst states as their 
needs rise. 

• 	 . A flat block gra.nt simply dOt:) noL respond to changing Slale needs. There are 
tremendous variations iu child povcrL)', Wlemployment. and population amoni states. and 
a fixed blo~k grant will not help UIO:)C :sllites with dramatically increasing need. 

• 	 A hypothetical simulation shows that ifan MDC block gnml with no adjustment or 
additional funding was implemented in FY 1990, states woUld have experienced an 

, average dccrel13c in. Federal MDC related funding of approximately 30 percent in FY 
1994. This redu~tion in funding would have: severely restricted stales' ability to respond 

. to in~rcl13ing need. 

• 	 In the preceding hypothetical example, Montana would have received appruximately $11 
million (27.2 percent) percent less Federal MDC funding in FY 1994. Wilh au 
adjustment for food stamp children, however, Montana would have suffered lo~:s o[ unly 
$2 million (5.5 percent). . 

• 	 Since the goal ofthe AFDe block grant is to reduce poyerty, additional funding should 
. be directed to those states wh~rc child poverty is rising, This is accomplishcd by 
adjusting c state's block grant with respect to the number of children L'eceiving food 
stamps. 

• 	 It is possible that this o.rnendment will have no budgcWy impact. If statcs arc able to 
adequately Meet the needs of the poor within their state, then the number of children' 
receiving food stamps will remain constont and no adjustment to the block gr8Ilt will be 
necessary. 

• 	 The nwnber of ~hlldren receiving food stamps is used as the adjuster because it is the 
most accurate state-level estimllte of child poverty. Current yearly samples of child 
poverty, such as those contained in the Census Bureau's Currcnt Population SUrvey 
(CPS), have enormously high samplins eITor, even when three-ye£lr rolling averages arc 
used.· Food stamp receipt, however, is a much better poverty indicator. The Food Stamps 

j 	 Program has a national eligibility standard, and only families with net income of less than 
100 percent of the poverty line are eligible to receive food stamp benefits. Additionally, 
the state sampling error ra.tes of the QC FilII-File Stunple are significantly smaller than 
the those in the CPS. 
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Hypothetical Impact ID FY 1994, It all AFllC Bluek Grllnt Similar to tbe One the Senate 

Finance M"rk Hod Ikon Impl..,mented In FY 1990 


Comparison with an AtiJultmfnt for Children R.ec:elvlng Food Stamps 
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Hypothetlcallmpllc:t In FV 1994, If liD ArDe Block Grant Similar to the Qlle the Senate 

Flnanee Mark Had Been Implemented In FY 1990 


Comparison with an Adjustment for Children Receivina Fnnd !\tAmps 
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Possible Amendments to Finance Committee Mark 

Adjustment 'lechanisms: 

.. I d/ll.wnclll for poor children and partial cost of living: The block grant shall be increased 
(a) b:' 10"0 rar t!ach !% increase in the number of poor chIldren In the state above the base 
YCJr for the block grant and (b) by 0.5% for each 1% rise in the CPI. No state's block grant 
woulJ be reduced below Its base level even if child poverty declined. [The Secretary will be 
respon~lble for estlmating the change in the number of poor children on a timely basis and 
mav use changes in the number of children receiving food stamps as part of creating timely 
eSllmales.] 

2. ../ dillstmclll for unemployment. child population. and partial cost of living: Block grant 
funds ~hall be Jdjusted (a) by 5% for each percentage point change in the unemployment rate 
for the state relatIve to the base year for the block grant; (b) by 1% for each 1% change in 
the number of children in the state. and (c) by 0.5% for each 1% increase in the CPI. [State 
block gr:mts could decline as a result of population losses or dramatic improvements in 
cconorlllC conditions.] 

3 (hiler A dJllstments: One could do 1 or 2 above without the cost of living adjustments. 

Continue State/Federal Funding Partnership: 

I Simple mamtenance of effort: States will be expected to maintain funding levels at the 
same Icvel as the base year as a condi tion of receiving the block grant. States which reduce 
spending \vould lose $.50 to S1 in Federal funding for each dollar reduction in state effort. 
(\'OIC thiS IS consIderably less than current law because each dollar 'of state spending is 
matched wilh S 1 to $4 in federal aid. Thus under current law a state reducing spending by $1 
loses S 1 to S4 In federal aid) 

"'. ('()l1Il1l1l(:d federal/stale match' Requi're states to provide a state match using the current 
formula Cor :\FOC. States are able to draw down benefits up to the maximum determined in 
:eglslallon . 

.3 ('Ilild !}(}\'crty /ink with partial maintenance of effort: Each state is provided $500 per poor 
chtid per year plus additional money on a matched basis up to the maximum (established in 
llle has1c block grant legislation) . 

.4 W I}rk flllld hOI/liS for maintenance of effort --In any year where a state maintains its base 
ye.:u level of effort, an additional 10% would be added to the basic block grant for use in 
plaCing ':lddiuonal persons in work. 



Combined P3J1ner.;hips and Adjustments: 

I, N(;A Plan--5;rare Contingency Fund A state could draw down additional funds for cash 
assistance, work programs, child care, or child protective services provided the state has spent 
as many state dollars in the previous year as they did in the base year. Additional federal 
funds would be provided as a match at FMAP for additional state funds. The state may not 
draw down more than 15% of the total allotment unless the state unemployment rate rose 
more than 3 percentage points. [It might be better to say that the money was available if the 
number of poor children had increased by more than 10% over the base year]. [Note this 
pmposal offers virtually no Incentive for state maintenance of effort.] 

2, ,)'talc Contingcncy F'lInd--In any year when a state met at least 95% of its base year 
spending, the federal government would put an additional 10% into a state contingency fund. 
\10ney 10 each state's fund could be accessed under one of three conditions: (a) if 
unemployment rose by more than 2 pOints over the base year; (b) if the number of poor 
children grew by more than 10% funds over the base year; or (c) if the balance in the fund 
exceeded 25% of the basic block grant, that portion above 25% could be withdrawn at any 
tlme, 

3, Child !w\'cny with adjustments: Each state is provided $500 per poor child per year plus 
additional money on a matched basis up to the maximum (established in the basic block grant 
leglslatton), The maximum is increased by I % for each 1% increase in the number of poor 
children In the state above the base year for the block grant The per poor child allocation 
and the maximum are increased by 0.5% for each 1% increase in the CPr. . 

4, Other Comhinations: Many other combinations from above are possible. 

Making Work. Work 

I, Separatc work Mock grant: Create a separate fund specifically to be used for activities 
deSigned to move people from welfare to work by pulling out the JOBS money from the child 
assistance block, Work funding could not be used for non-work activities. Work 
requirements and performance bonuses linked to this block, not the child assistance block. 

2. /Vorkahle work standards: Three types of activities would count as work: 

o persons who left welfare for work In the past 12 months (and did not return), 
o persons working at least 20 hours in unsubsidized work while on aid, and 
o persons working at least 20 hours in subsidized or workfare slots. 

2 
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States would be expected to meet work standards. The work standard is the number of 
people in work (as defined above) as a fraction of the average monthly caseload. Work 
standards would start at 25% and rise to 60% of the caseJoad. 

3. PC1ioml(mcc bonlls for high levels of work.' A separate bonus fund would be set up with 
additIonal funds starting at $200 mIllion and rising to $1 billion. States which exceed the 
standard could get up to 25% in bonuses. States which fail to meet the work standards would 
losc up 10 25% of their work funding and the money withheld would be placed in the bonus 
pool In Jddltion. bonuses could be paid for dramatic improvements in work performance or 
for othcr work based achievements as determined by the Secretary. . 

-1. Separate honuses for types of work activilies: lOne could separately reward different types 
of \",ork aCllvlties WIth special bonuses. For example, placements in jobs which keep people 
off \I/~I fare for a year could get a high bonus. Or subsidized work opportunities at greater 
than 30 hours per week could qualify for a higher bonus]. 

3 



EQUALIZATION AMENDMENT 


Block grant funds will be distributed on the basis of the number 
of poor children in the state determined by (food stamp 
recipients or every three years by averaging CPS data or 
something). For fiscal years 1996 through 2000, no state will 
receive less in federal funds than 95 percent of the federal 
funds it received in FY 1994. 

variant (if the block grant includes at least AFDC administration 
and/or EA and JOBS money in addition to benefit payments): No 
state will receive less than it received in 1994 for the federal 
share of AFDC benefit payments (variant: plus 75 percent or 
something of what it received in federal funds for the other 
components of the block) . 

The logic here is that the states are claiming that they can 
achieve great savings, especially on the administrative side, 
through the block grant, so it makes sense to expect the better 
off states to make do with a slightly reduced grant, especially 
if it's couched as a reduction in administration. This would 
free up some money for equalization. It would also establish the 
principle that distribution is meant to be on the basis of need, 
which might conceivably allow more equalization in later years. 
It's simple enough that everybody ought to be able to understand 
it. Finally, it ought to generate a whopping good formula fight. 
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',' ' 6~J')~dl-Z-L '. " 

, I see 3 big issues: ~'""\l)~ ~ot ~tD{i. Vl . bJ+::j f'.1? f 
I. 	Need topro,teC!. and increase money for work and c~il~ care programs ".- ir.Jd'a¥l 
2, Need to mamtam current state and federal partnership m form of match/mamtenance of ' 
effort.' . 

. 	 , 

" 3. Need to'eliminate mean restrictions for children. 

Create· t'% block grants: 

, Children First (or Family Support or Family Protection) Bl<.)ck.Grant: 

o 	 Money to' be used by states to help support and improve the well-being of poor 
children., Money could be used for activities designE:d to support and enhance the 
income of poor families .. These could include wage subsidies, transitional benefit ' 

,payments, and other subsidies. 	 At least 90% of the money must go 'to actually 
increasing income~ of poor families: Otherwise no restrictions. 

o Formula allocated as follows: Each st~te is provided $500 per poor child per year plus 

states can receive additional money on a matched basis with the maximum based on, 


. past federal spending. Any federal money unspent in a given year is us~d to increase 

'the 	per poor child allowance for: a1l states in the . subsequent' year. States receiving 
more money than under current law ari~ required to maintain effort. [Could have the 
$500.rise ,with inflation. Could ,start lower arid, have rise with'inflation.] , 

" R 	 , " 

o Each state's'maximum is adjusted upward by 5% for each percentage point the state'~ 
unemployment rateex\=eeds 6% and by 1% for each 1 % increaSe in th'e number of' 
children i'n the state. ' 

Work First Block Grant: 

o 	Money to be used for ac~ivities'designed to' move peopJe from welfare,to work. 

o 	Perform;mce based award; with clear performance goaJs focussed on .work. ,Basic 
performance measure: # of people who have left welfare for work in past 12 months 

. plus 	# who are working while on welfa.re (including in workfare, subsidized work, etc. ' 
at least 20 ,hours) divided by the number of person on welfare. Gradually escalating 
work standards ultimately reaching 65%. . , 

o 	Initial allocation. based on current JOBS fa rmul;:t. No match required. Up to 25% 
increase or decrease in funds if states do better or worse than basic standards. 

http:welfa.re


MRY-15-1995 17:11 FROM 	 TO 94565557 P.03 


.:: ' .. ~b~5 '~,11?c( M>4t"i" 
' 

.' 	 rJ~~lU 
, 5113/95 ~S~~·,~¥ 
Bonus Options 

(1) 	 Conrad Plan. States receive a bonus based on the number of cases, who 'leave welfare for 
work and who work at'least 20 hours per week while on welfare (aoovethe FY 1996 levels in 
each State). The total pool of bonus money would be capped at $200 million in FY97 and 
increase to $1 billion'in FYOl. If the cap was exceeded. each state~s bonus payment would 
be prorated to keep the total'Pliyments within the' Cap. The legislative language would give 
the Secretaty the authority to colleeUhe data using random samples. ' , 

, ';"~ 

o 	 The bonus for each recipient (abov~ the baseline percentage) leaving welfare for 
employment woUld be eqUal to 6 times the federa.l share of the state's average, cash, 

, ,benefit. 	 Half the bonus would be paid if !:he individual were still employed after 3 
months. and the' other half if they were still employed after 6 months. 

o 	 The bonus for ,each reCipient (above the baseline percentage) working while on 
assistance would be, 3 times' the average federal benefit s,aVings from a recipient 
entering a 20-hour per week minimum wage position in the state. 

(2) 	. Daschle Plan. Details are not specified. In current draft, states would receive a bonus ,for 
each individual employed more than 25 hours per week once the state .exceeds x % of 
recipients working today. In order to qualify fora bonus in subs~uent years. a x% increase 
would be required above. the prior year. Larger bonuses would be paid for individuals 
working full-time. The basic bonus would be the federal share of the benefit for the duration 
of employment (up to 9 ,months). Bonus money would be, paid in 3 installments (after 3, 6, 

. and 9 monthS). At themomeIl:t. the funding level of the bonus pooHs not specified. ' 

(3) 	 Measuring Combiners and LeaverS Against tbe National Average. Use the Conrad plan. 
, except measure increases above the national'average. By using the, national average as the 
baseline. this would not penaliZe states who Currently ha''';e high rates of leaversand 
combiners. . " 

, 	 ' , 

(4) 	 Rewarding states on Overall Perfonnance OD a Range of Outcome and ProcesS 
Measures~. States are given a "$core" for how well they perfonn on each of a,range of 
outcome and process performance measures.· States would be given a bonus payment based 
on their overall score. Measures that' are considered more desirable would worth more 
pOints.. As an illustration, states could receive points for the proportion of -individuals on their 
caseload that achieved the following; staruses: leaving' welfare for work (4 ,points), leaving 
welfare but not for work (3 points), combining welfare a.nd unsubsidiZed employment (3 
points). participating in 'Work experience (2 points). participating, in education. and training (1 
point)~ etc.. The details of this system need work ~- the legislative .language would have to be 
kept simple with authority to design the system left to [be SecretaryJin consu1tation with ' 
others). This would give states some tlexibility in deciding how to meet the performance 
standards and woi!.tld (~sen tendency of rewarding states with good economie$. (This option ' I 

suggested by MORe.) " " 

(5), "Changing the FMAP for Benefit, Payments; The benel1t FMAP would' be increased for 
individuals who arc working: 
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... 'The AFDC benefit matching rate for families wh9 oombinedwork and welfar~ ,would 
,be set at FMAP+ 5-10 percentage points. 	 ' 

• 	 For' the number, of individuals who leave welfare for work, the FMAP would, be 
,increased by 5·10 percentage points for 'that number of individuals on the caseload 
(using the average benefit level in the state), 

, ' 

• 	 This option could be done for increases above a llatiOnal average, a set percentage. or, 
perforinance in aspecified year. " ' 

(6) 	 UsiJlg broader measures ofpirformance. States would receive bonns payments for 
p~rfonnance on measures that were not as welfare-specifi,c. Potential measures include: child 
poverty rate (as defmed by WAS). percentage reduction in the poverty gap. percentage of 
familieS 'working and belowpoveny line with children, inverse of the' percentage of families 
with over 75 percent of income from welfare sources.,'an:1. percemage of child~en who. are 
living with both parents or who have paternity established and are receiving some econoq1ic 
support from the non-custodial parent. 

' .. 

, J 

" . 
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C. POTENTIAL ourcOMrE MEASURES: 

'Rather than derennining 'an absolute level. performance would be, based, on whether the state 
exceeded its performance in the paSt ye,ar. i[ may be better to have a range of me,asures, so 
anyone measure did have not undue influence. States would judged ,on overall perfonnarice. 

The following' measures will be influenced' by the' composition of the stare's welfare caseload. 
Since state's could have control over their own eligibility ctitena and benefit levels, and 
these could change them over time. these measures could bc: more, problematic. ' 

• 	 Proportion of recipients who obtain unsubsidized employment (both full-time or part­
time). This would include both those who left and remained on assistance . 

., , 	 Duration of welfare spells. 

• 	 Percent who leave welfare for work~ 

Pe~ent of female-headed households wher~ public a!;sistance income ex~ds 50 
, percent of tocal income. [This may give states 'an. incentive E%wer benefits, 

hOll.{ever.] , 

The' following measures are not directly tied tO'welfare receipt. and thus ,may, be less 
susceptible to differences across states in the composition of their: welfare caseload. 

• 	 Employment 'rate or ,earnings,levels of sirigle~parent ~1Ouseholds. 

• ' Percent of children' in poverty. 

o 	 Percent ofteens (or teen pare,nts) wh~ graduate from high schooL' _ 

, Percent of poverty gap that is closed. Pe.rcentof pOQr serVed. 

POTENTIAL PENALTIES AND BONUSES: 
, ' 

e 	 Establish pool of bonus money for states when [hey meet a given standard. Funds, 
would be usable for Qnly c~rtain purposes (Le.:child Care, welfarc-[o-work 'programs, 
child, support). .. ­

• 	 If block grant: , 
'Ii reduce blC(ck grant-by up to 5 percent-fe/rnol meeting-standard. 
• 	 require stale match. for certain portion of the ',lock grant. , 

,require state to develop plan (to be approved by Secretary) r~garding how they (9 

'wm improve~ - " ' ", ' 

.IfAFDC entillemcn(~.reduce ,federal AFDC payments by up to',5 perc1nt. 

, .. I 
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, Possible Amendments to the Finance Committee' Mark " 

It is anricipated that the,Finance Committe~ welfar~ refonn mark. will include provisions thal would 
repealche AFDC program in lieu of.a block grQltt. The foUowin,g are possible amendments that could 

, be l'nIJde 10 such a block grant pr.oposal in order to ensure that slates continue 10 provide adequate 
resources, fO programsfor needy families. "and lhizt an adeqUlIte amolUlt offederal funding is available 
for s,uch programs. ' 

, State Maintenance of Effort Requirements 

Require states to maintain certain funding levels for programs (FY 1994 or average of FYs 
1992 through 1994) to provide assistance to needy famill:S as a condition of receiving federal 
block grant dollars. , For example. StaleS that lower spending would face ,a reduction of SO.SO 
to $1.00 dollars in federal dollars for each dollar below prior effort. ' 

, 	 .". 

Require states' to provide a state match; us1t:lg current AFDC match rate fonnula. States 
would be able to draw up to their full block grant allocation, depending on how muchlhey 
spend in state d911ars. ' 

,Change the irueraction ·between AFDC and food stamps. Specify th.al AFDC is not to be 
counted as income 'under rhe Food Stamp program, States that increas~ AFDC benefits would 
not experjenc~ a corresponding d~rease in food stamp dc)llars. 

Conversely. states, thal lower benefits would receive a lower block grant amount to offset 
additional food stamp dollars that wouldb.e paid to,states. This would be done on the basis of· 
numbers. .. " 

4. . 	 .Same as #3 above, except provision would not be stated in terms of food stamp dollars .. 

Federal government would pay (subtract) 50 percent of b:mefit increases (decreases) relative 

'to May, 1995 AFDC benefit levels.. This would be calculated as a weighted average (across 

families) of benefit levels versus May, 1995 levels.. 


5. 	 Apportion block grant dollars according to per capita spending by· (he'state. Stales would 

only be entiTled to a sman portion of ~he avajlable block grant .dollars ·and must Itearn ~ the 

remaining federal dollars by e,ither drawing down federal funding at a SpeCified match rate, 

meeting certain perfonnance measures. or both. States that fail to meet minimal standards 

would only be eligible. for the initial ponion of the ·,blockgrant. . 


Adjusting the ,J3lock Grant for Demographic and Other Changes 

1. 	 Change in the nUnlber of children receiving food stamps •• if FS is still an entitlement. For' 
example, the Family Preservation p.rogram uses the average monthly number of children 
receiving· food stamps based upon the average for Ihe thme most recent fiscal years preceding 
the fiscal year for which the stare's allotment is calculated for which data are available. Plus: . 
(aj #4 from above; or: 
(b) plus 50 percent of the CPI; or 	 . 
(c) opdons (a) and (b) above could be coupled with holdanarmless at FY 1.994 or FY 1995 
levels' , . 

2. 	 Make the Nation!!} Rainy Day fund a grant, rather than a loan. Increase funding for 

transitional· asslsEance .and child care. 
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Possible Amendments -:- continued 	 page 2 ' 

3. 	 NGA proposal: A srate option contingency fund thar could be used for cash assistance. work 
programs. child care, or child protection services. Feder;l1 funds would be provided as a 
matcp at the FMAP.' States could only access the funds in. a given ,year if, in the: previous 

, year, they spent as much state dollars on the block grant activities in. the aggregate as they 
spent in FY 1994. A state could not draw down more than 15 percent of its total allotments 
under the three block grants unless the unemployment rat~ increased substantially in the state. 

4. 	 Unemployment: If the rate of unemploymenr in a state e<luals or, exceeds the total 
unemployment rate trigger for extended unemployment compensation increase the ,state's '" 
'allocati~n by the same amount. 

5. 	 Change in child population or child poverty population. :00 not reduce' funds to sta~es that 
,lose population. 
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AMENDMENTS ,AND SUBSTITUTES TO..H.R •. 4'1 PBRSONAL, RESPONSIBILITY ,ACT 

AMENDMENT: SPONSOR BRIEF DESCRIPTION VOTE 

1 Archer technical correct,:.ions passed 
228-203' 

2 Talent 
Archer 
En Bloc 

Sense of Congress;"high 
rate ,of out of wedlock 
births 

passed 
249-177 

3 T,a1ent 'stronger work 
requirements 

defeated 
,96-337 

Hyde , 
Archer 
BnBloe, 

no funds can be used for 
medical services 
(abortions) 

passed 
249-117 

5' Kleczka proh1bi~ '~ransfer c1~le I 
rainy day'fund to state 
general treasury 

passed by , 
voice, 
vote? 

6 Talent 
Archer' 
En 'Bloc 

increases work 
participation rates 

passed 
249-177 

7 Bunn states may provide
vouchers for purchase of 
certain commodities 

passed 
351-81 

S,mi th (NJ) , 

'

modifies family cap to 
allow voucher,s for 
children ,born to families 

receiving assistance 

passed
' 352-80 

, , 

9 W:yden insure consideration 
given torelat~ves whem 
making foster care or 
adoption payments 

passed by
voice vote 

,10 Smith (TX) 
Archer 
En Bloc 

CPBG-CAPTA religious 
~xemption 

passed 
249-177 

11 Woolsey 
Ramst;.ead 

CPBG.:.reinstate 
clearinghouse and'hotline 
on missing and runaway
children 

passed by 
voice vote 

12 ,Burton I 

Archer 
En Bloc, 

CPBG~sufficient funds for ' 
adoption assistance 

pa~sed 
,249-177 

, '13 Johnson (CT) GCBG-inC':y.p.t:I,!:::P. hy $1 fin M 
each year for FY 96.-2000 

pi=lF:~~d by 
'voice vote 

2z..S-S· 
q ~ ":l 

2.D1 - I ,~~fJl~t; 
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, 14 Cunningham 
Archer 
'BnBloc 

CCBG-eqliitable 
participation on military 
installations 

passed 
249-177 

" is Roukema NBG-cost~containment 
sys,tems for infant ' , 

formula 

:passed by 
voice vote 

16 Gunderson 
AZ'ober 
En'Bloc 

NBG-allows USDA,Sec. to 
add,additional reporting 
requirements 

passed 
219-17,7 

17, Cunningham not offered, 
" 

18' Ros-
Lehtinen/

,';Diaz':"Balart: 

Legal residents "who can't, 
take 'exam due to disb. 
are not denied Fed. 
benefits 

pa.ssed by 
voice vote 

, ' 

19 

. 

, ' 

Roa-
Lehtinen/ 
Diaz-Balart 

Same as lS, except it 
precludes denial of state 
& local benefits 

No Action 

20 
, ' Moran Limited Fed. Housing 

assistancepreferenc~ for' 
welfare families in work 
programs 

" 

Not Agreed 
To 35-395 

" 

21 Traficant Photos to be added to EBT, 
cards in States using EET' 
cards,for Food Stamps 

,Passed by
voice vote 

22 ' Coburn' 

, 

Reduces EST start-up' 
costs, deters fraud, & 
ensures Food Stamps used 
only for food 

Passed by 
voice vote 

. 

23 

, 

Roberts (KS) 
Archer 
En'Bloc 

adds 'criminal forfeiture " 
authority to action of 
DOJ and USDA ~n 
prosecuting violators, of 
Food Stamp Act 

passed 
249·177 

24 Upton Those who do not pay 
child support prohibited 
from Food Stamp'program 

Passed by 
"voice vote 

" 

25 Hostettlar' -Block grant food 
assistance funds to 
states based on needs of 
a,tate population & limit 
admin~ costs to 5% of , 
grant 

Not Agreed 
To 114-316 

: ' 

" 
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26 

27 

Blute/ \ 

Lipinski & 
.JOhT;"~01"l 

.. 

" 

Prohibits welfare, FS& 
SSI to fugitives & allows 
agencies to share info: 
with police; ,Prohibits 
welfare, FS and SSI to 
p~""f=\nr.l=iI for. children 'who 
are temp. absent 

Passed by 
voice vote 

Zimmer 
Archer' 
En Bloc 

ensure 10 year penalty 
covers major means-tested 
programs 

passed 
249-177 

?8 Sh<:l.w 
Archer 
En Bloc:: 

~~L~Lil~h cen~ralized 
disbursement center 

, pas$ed 
249-177 ' 

29· Dunn 
Archer 
En.aloc 

require SSN on death 
certi'ficates 

.' 

passed 
249-177 

30 Salmon~ 
Waldholtz '& 

'Torkildsen 

Allows liens on property 
for past-due child 
support 

passed 
433:-0 

3l, Roukema States to design
proced.ures to revoke, 
various types of:licenses 
for parents delinquent in 
child support payments 

passed 
426-5 

... 
McCrery voted present in 
committee, supports it on 
the floor. .­

f 

32 ,Deal 

". 

oubotitutc 

'. 

205-~29 

1 Rep.
voted yea.' 
No Dems 
voted nay. 

33 Mink substitute 
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. AMENDMENTS MADE IN ORDER UNDER THE RULE 

H.R~ 4 :-. PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT 

(listed in the order they' will appear in the 'report) 
 .'2...'28.. '2.6S 

'2.-'2.--A- , coc:C> 

~-o 'be-
Archer (TX) •• Technical corrections. . , . ­ I';' 0 . 

Talent (MO) #50 -- Res[or~s Sense ofCongTess language from original Personal 
Responsibility Act which documents societal effects of the current high rate pf out of 
wedlock births.' " .., , 

Talent (MO) #63 ",. Al!lends the state plan requirement to provide 'ror stronger work 
r~uirements. 

Hyde (IL)#61 .:- Adds language toSec.403 of the bill to ensure that no· funds under 
the bill can be used for medical services. . 

Kleczka (WI) #107 •• Prohibits states from "transferring funds from the Title I state 

rainy day fund to the state general ueasury. even after !20 perCent of the allotment 

has been accumulated. 


Talent (MO) #45 .. Increases work participation rates. 

Talent (MO) #41 -- Amends the prohibitionon the provision of cash aid to unmarried 
mothers, under age 18 to clarify me States may provide vouchers for the purchase of 
cenain commodities. ~CC4pt c-.~ Q.t.'i~.....:.... cJ.. 

Smith (NJ)'#2J .- MoQifh:s'the "family cap". pro~ision in the bill by giving states the 
option to provide vouchers for children born to families, receiving 'assistance.. 

. . . 

Wyden (OR) #42 ~ To insure that srates give consideration to relatives when malcing 
foster care or adoption payments. 

, , 

. Smith (TX) #134 •• Allows the state [0 detennin~ in their definitions of child abuse 
, and neglect what is proper health care for a child.. .. 

Woolsey (CA) #161 ... Relocates the authority for the ClearinghouSe and Hotline on 

Missing and Runaway Children back to the agency where it currcntly exists. 


Burton (IN) #48 ... Sense of Congress to strongly urge sratesto aJlow sufficient funds 
under the Child Prole<:oon Block Grant towards adoplion assistance in order to 
encourage farriilies to adopt children and expeditiously place children in permanent 
homes. 

Johnson (CT)lPryce (OH)lDunn(WA)iWaldholtz (UT) #146·- Title II Authorized 
amount of money for the chiid care' block. grant' is increase(j. by· $160 million each year 
for fiscal years 1996-2000. for a total increa~e in authorization of $150 million over S 
years. 

http:l,.'W-1.o3
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Cunningham- (CA) '#128 .;. Provides for the equitable panicipation ofchild care 
programs located on military installations and openlted by the Dep:l.rtmen( of Defense 
in child care food programs operated in each state. . . 

. I!' . 	 Roukema (NJ) #154 .. Requires Stares to carry out COS[-co~,[ainment systems for 

infant formula included in food packages provided under the Family nutrition block 

grant. 

I"l.:)- Gunderson (WI) #133 .; Modifies lansu.go in the bill whiCh-allOws the Secretary 01 
C/ Agriculture (to add additional reporting requirements to those already required -under 

the Family Nutrition and School· Based Nutrition Block Gran~s: . 

l' . 	 Cunningham (CA) #19 .- Relating to approved applicants, for naturalization~ 
. . 

11.. Ros·Lehlinen (FL)/ Diaz~Balart (FL) #2 •• ExemptS legal permanent residents who 
cannot take iheU.S. naturalization 'exam I;>ecause of. physical' or developmental 
disabiliryor ment~l impainnent from being denied Federal' public benefits. 

I! " 	 Ras-Lehtinen (FL)/ Diaz-Balart (FL) #4 •• Exempts leg8.t pennanent residents who 
cannot take the U.S. naturalization exam because of physical or developmental ' 
disability or mental impai~ent frOlJ1 being denied state and local pubq~ ~nefi[S. 

2C, 	 Moran (V~) #f.6 •• -Would give faInilies that participate in a welfare reform work, 
program priority preference for federal housing assistance. It would be transitional 
and limited to no more than 5 years per family. 

2: , 	 Traficant (OH) #2S •• Directs those'states using an electronic benefinransfercard to . 
include a photograph C?f the members of the household to which the food stamp card is 

. issued. ' '.' 

2: . Coburn (OK) #1~2 •• Amends the single-ye.-.r. cosr·neutral rule to allow states more 
flexibility in implementing an Electronic Benefit Transfer; clarifies the measures a 
stale must take to ensure' maximum protection from fraud and abuse: and establishes' a . 
target date for states to electronically distinguish eligible food items· from non-eligible 
food items. 

Roberts (KS) #90-8 ~- Adds criminal forfeitureaulhority to the actions of .the 001 
and USDA in prosecuting violators of the Food Stamp Act. 

2, . Upton (MI) '#136 •• Prohibits' anyone who fails to pay child support fromrecei,ving : 
'. food stainp assistance. ' 

2~ . 	 Hostettler (IN) #21 •• Block grantfunds to the states based on the popuJadon of 
economically disadvantage<t person in the state; require,all grain funds to be used for 
food assistance:. resalcts adm1nistraiive costs to. 5% of the grant. . ," . 

, . . . 

.2t . 	 Blute (MA)/Lipinski (IL) in7· •• Prohibits fugitive felons from receiving benefits. 
from three weJfare programs and amends current law to allow social service agencies 
to share certain infonnation with law enforcement officials. Prohibits benefits to 
parents or other caretaker. relative fora child that, is temporarily absent from ',home. 

http:lansu.go
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Zimmer (NJ) #38 -- Clarifies the intent of [he Ways and Means Committee l;ln~ua!!e . 	 - ­
to ensure that the 1-0 year penalty covers the major means-tested programs in the Act 
and to clarify that the denial can be imposed administratively by states and not solely 
as a result of court convictions. as is consistent with current law. . 

Shaw (Ft) #126 -. Establishes a centralized disbursement center. 

Dunn (WA) #108 -- Adds a rovision re uirin that th~ Social Security number of the. 
deceased be recorded upon the issuance of a deathcertificace. :SlN3.WWOJ 

J)' Salmon (AZ)lWaJdholtz (UT)rrorkildsen (MA) #52 .~ Allows liens for past-due . 
f,.ssvJ -----=-ch=i:..:.:ld:.:..:..::su..:....ppoH3d~acH:ibL~pSa~~ma[ically. without regisrrati019~ Wl~giilWOHJ-

+'VyO child suppan order. 'in the state in which the propeny is located. 

31 .• 	 Roukema (NJ) #70 -- Requires states to adopt procedures of their own design and 
choosing under which parents who are delinquent in child support payments face the 
prospect of having a license (drivers. professional. occupational. etc) withheld. :WOU.!I 
suspended or resrr'icted. 

:3.NOHd 

:Ol 
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,104th Congr~ss 
1st Session 

. , . .'H. RES. ___ 

H.R. 4 -'- PERSONAL RESPONSmILITY ACT OF 1995 
(Part 2 rule for amendment process) 

Provides for adoption in', the House and Committee of the Whole of an 
: amendment in the narure of a ,substitute consisting of the text of H.R. 1214, 

and for the bill as so amended to be considered anorigmal bill for the 
purpose of amendment, and to be c'onsidered as read. ' 

" 

;11. Makes in order only amendments prin~d in the Rules' Corrunittee repon, en ' 
bloc combinations ,thereof. and amendrrients,s'pecified in the rule. which shall 
be considered as read. ,", 

Provides for the consideration of amendments made iIi .order only ,if offered 
in the order specified in the repon. by the Member designated, subject to 20 
minutes pf debate each (except one pro forma amendment per amendment 
for debate purposes offered by the chairman and larlkPtg minority mem~r' 
of the Ways, and Means' Comm~nee or their designee), equally divided 
between the proponent and an' opponent. and not subject to amendment or ' 
to a demand for a division of the question -- Unless' otherwise provided for' 
by the rule. . 

Waives all poilns of order against am:ndmerlts made in order. 

Provides' that it, shall be in order at any 
,,' 

time for the chainnan of the ' 
Committee on Ways and Means or a designee to offer amendmentS en bloc 
consisting of amendments not previously disposed of printed in the Rules 
Committee report, or germane modifications thereof, which may include a 
perfecting amendment to text proposed to be'stricke~ by such an amendment. 

,'.. . Provides that amendments offered en bloc shall be considered as read (except 
that modifications shall be reported). and shall be deb3tabl~ for 20 minutes 
equally divided between the chairman and ranking minority member of the 

'Ways and Means Committee or their designees. ' , 

Pennits the' original proponent of. an amendment included in an en bloc 
amendment to insert a statement in the Congressional Record immediately', 
prior to the disposition of the aJnen~entS en bloc. 
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~ . 	 Permits the chairman of the Cornrilinee of the Wbole to postpone until a 
time during further consideration in tlle Corruninee of the Whole a request . 
for a recorded, vote, on any amendment made in order by me nile. arid to. 
reduce to Jive minutes the tiJn,e f9r voting on any such postponed question 
following the firsc such vote if there is no interVening, business. 

, 	 , 

( . Pemiits the chairmariof the Committee of the Whole [0 .recognize for the 
consideration of any amendment r:n~de in order by me rule out 'of the orde'r 
printed. provided it is not sooner than one' hour after the chainnan of the 
Ways and Means Cornmineeor a designee announces from· the floor a 
request to that effect . 

. J 

J,). 	 Followingdle disposition' of the amendments offered printed in the Rules 
Committee report and any' en bloccombinatio~s thereof. it shall be in order 
to consider three amendments in. the nature, 'of: a substitute, if.offered by the 
named proponent or a designee. ,if offered in the following order. subject to 
one hour of debate each: (a) an amendment consisting of the . text of H.R. 
1267 by Representative Deal of Georgia; (b) an amendment consisting of 
the text of H.R. 1250 by Representative Mink' of Hawaii; and (c) an 
amendrnentconsisting of the te~t of the bill as amended prior. to tlle 
consideration of the three substitutes if offered by the chairman of the Ways 
and Means Committee or a designee.' . . . 

) 1. The amendments shall not' be subject to amendnient except that the. third 
. amendment may, be subje,~'to .any amendment.prinred in th~ report not 
previously offered,butsubject to the same termS and conditions for debate . 
and consi~ration out' of ,order. including the' one'-hour. 'pre-notification 
requiremenL 

] 2. 	 If more than one amendment in the nature of a substitute is adopted •. the one 
receiving the most affmnative votes shall be considered' as fmally adopted 
and reported to me House;.in the case' of a tie,. the last such amendment 
adopted, receiving the most votes sh.a.ll be reported~ . . 

. 	 . 

]3. 	 Provides that, a separate vote may' be demanded in the' House em any 
amendment adopted to the bill as. amended or ", mcorporated in the third 
amendment m. the nature of a, substitute if it is not replaced by another 
substitute. 

J4. 	 Provides one motion.to recorrunit. with or withoilt, instructions. 

http:motion.to
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l04th Congress 
1st Session 

H. RES. 

H.R. 4 •• PERSONAL RESPONSmILITY ACT OF 1995 
(Part 2 rule for amendment process) 

1. 	 Provides for adoption in the House and Committee of the Whole of an . 
.~endrnent in the nature'ofa substitute consisting of the" text of H.R.,1214;· c . 

'and for the bill as so amended to be considered an origiiial bill for the 
purpQse of a.rni:ndment, and 'to be cOIl5idered as read. 

~ 	 .~ 

2. 	 " Makes in order only amendments printed in the Rules Conunittee, report. 
. 

en 
bloc combinations thereof. and amendments specified in the rule. which shall 
be considered as read. 

3. 	 Provides for the co~ideration of amendments made in order only if offered 
in the ocderspec::ified in the report, by the Member designated, subject to 20 
minutes pf ,debate each (except one pro fonna amendment per amendment 
for debate purposes offered by the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Ways and Means Conunittee or their designee), equally divided 
between the proponent and an opponent. and not subject to amendment or 
to a demand for a division of the question -- unless otherwise provided for 
by the rule. I 

4. 	 Waives all points of order against amendments made in order. 

S. 	 Provides that it shall be in order at any' time for the chainnan of the 
. Committee on Ways and Means or a designee to offer amendments en bloc 
consisting of amendments nor previously disposed of printed in the Rules 
Committee report or gennane modifications thereof, which may include a 
perfecting amendment to text proposed to be stricken by such an amendment. 

6. 	 'Provides that amendments offered en bloc shall be considered as read (except 
that modifications shall be reported), and shall be debatable for 20 minutes,,' 
'equally divided between the chairman,and ranking minority lDmlber of the 
. Ways and Means Corruni~ or their designees.-' 

7. 	 Pennits the original proponent of an amendment inc1ude4 in an en bloc 
, amendment to insert a statement in the Congressional Record immediately 

prior to the disposition of the amendments en bloc. 
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8. 	 Pennirs the chainnan o( the Conunittee of the Whole to postpone until a 
time during funher consideration in the Committee of the Whole a request 
for 3, recorded vote on any amendment made in order by the rule. and to 
reduce to five minutes the time for voting on any such postponed question 
fOllowing the firsf-such vote.iLthere is nointelVening business. 

'9, 	 Pennits the chainnan of the Conunittee of the \Vhole to recognize for the 
consicjeration of any amendment made in order by the rule out of the order 
printed, provided it is not sooner than one hour after the ,chairman of the 
Ways and Means Conunittec ora designee aIUlOWlCCS from the floor a 
request to that effect. 

10. 	 'Following the disposition of the amendments offered printed in the Rules 
Committee report and any en bloc combinations thereof, it shall be in order 
to, consider three amendments in the nature of a substitute if offered by the 
named proponent or a designee, if offered in the following order. subjec:t to 
one hour of debate'each: (a) an amendment conSisting of the text of H.R. 
1267 by Representative Deal of Georgia; (b) an amendment consisting of 
the text of H.R. 1250 by Repl"eSeRtative Mink of Hawaii: and (c) an 
amendment consisting of the text of the bill as amended prior to the 
consideration of the three substitutes if offered by the chainnan of the Ways 
and Means Committee ora designee. ' . 

11. 	 The ~endrnentsshall not be subject to a..melidment except that the ,third 
amendment. may be subject to any ~endment printed in the report not 
previously offered, but subject to the same terms and conditions for debate 
and consideration out of order. including the one-hour pre-notification 

,~,requirement. 

12. 	 Ifmoze than one amendment in' the nature of a substitute is adopted. the one 
receiving the most afflnnative votes shall be considered as fmallyadopted 
and reported to the House; in the case of a tie, the last such amendment 
adopted receiving the most votes shall be reported. 

13. 	 Provides that a separate vote may bC demanded in the House on any 
amendment adopted to 'the bill as amended or incorporated in the 'third 
amendment in the nature of a substitute if it is not replaced by another 
substitute. ' 

14. 	 Provides one motion to reconunit, with or without instructions. ' 



MAR-22-1995 10:15 FROM 	 TO . REED· P. 04/06 

AMENDMENTS MADE IN ORDER UNDER THE RULE 

H.R. 4 - PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACf 

(listed in the order they will appear in the report) 


1. 	 Archer (TX) .• Technical corrections. 

2. 	 Talent (MO) #50·· Restores Sense of Congress language from original Personal .. 
Responsibility Act which Qocuments societal effects of the current high rate of out of 
. wedlock .'births; 

3. 	 Talent (MO) #63 •• Amends the state plan requirement to provide for stronger work 
. 	 " . 

requirements. . 

4. 	 Hyde (IL) #61-- Adds lnnguoge to Sec.403 of the bill to ensure th~t no funds under 
the bill can be used for medical setvices. 

S. 	 Kleczka (WI) #107 ... Prohibits states from transferring funds from the Title I state 
. rainy day fund to the state general treasury, even after 120 percent of the allotment 
has been accumulated. 

6. 	 Talent (MO) #45 •• Increases work panicipation rates. 

7. 	 Talent (MO) #47 ... Amends the prohibition on the provision of cash aid to unmarried 
mothers under age 18 to clarify the States may provide vouchers for the purchase of 
certain commoditie,s. 

8. 	 Smith(NJ) #23 •• Modifies the "family cap" provision in the bill by giving Stltes th~ 

option to provide vouchers for children born to families receiving assistance. 

9.. 	 Wyden (OK) 1HZ •• To insure that States give consideration to relatives when malting 
foster care or adoption payments. 

10. 	 .Smith (TX) #134 •• Allows the state to detennine in their definitions of child abuse 
and neglect, what is proper health care for a child. 

. 	 , 

U. 	 . Woolsey (CA) #161 - Relocates the authority for the Qearinghouseand Hotline on 
Missing and Runaway Children back to rhe agency where it curtently exists. 

12. 	 Burton (IN) #48 ... Sen~ of Congress to strongly urge states ro allow sufficient funds 
. under ~ Child Protection Block Grant towards adoption assistance in order to 
encourag~ families to adopt children and expeditiously place children in pennanent _ 
homes... 

13. 	 Johnson (CT)lPryce (OH)lDunn(WA)fWaldholtz (ur) #146 •• Title n Authorized 
amonnlof money for (he child care btockgrant is increa~ by $160 m.11ion each year 
for fiscal years 1996-2000. for a total increase in.authorization of $750 million over 5 
years. 
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'14. 	 Cunningham (CA) #128 ... Provides for the equitable participation of child care 
programs located on military installations and operated by the Department of Defense 
in chad care food programs openuoo in each s~te. 

IS. 	 Roukema (NJ) #154 ~. Requires States to carry out cost-containment systems for 

infant formula included in food packages proot"ided under the family nutrition. block: 

grant. 


16. 	 Gunderson (WI) #133 -- Modifies language in the pill w.hich allows the Secretary of 
Agriculture to add additional reporting requirements to those already required under 

,the Family Nutrition and School-B~ NUU'ilion Block Gra~t~" 

11. 	 Cunningham (CA) #19 •• Relating to approved appli~an'ts f~rnatur~lizatio'n. , 

18. 	 Ros-Lehtinen (F1...)1 Diaz-Balan. (FL) #Z ... Exempts legal permanent residentS who 

cannot take the U.S. natuiulization exam because of ,physical or developmental 

disability or mental impainnent from being denied Federal public benefits. 


19. 	 Ros-Lehtirien (FL)! Diaz·Halart (FL) M .... Exempts legal pennanent residents who 

cannot take the U.S. naturalization exam because of physical or developmental 

disahility or mental impainnent from being denied state and local public benefits. 


ZOo 	 Moran (V!) #26 ~~ Would give families that panicipate in a welfare refonn work 

program priority preference for federal housing assistance. It would be tnu'\sitional 

and ,limited to no more than 5 years per family. 


21. 	 Traficant (OH) #25 - Directs those states using an electronic benefit transfer card to 
include a photograph of the members of the household to which the food stamp card is 
issued. ' 

22. 	 Coburn (OK) #142 •• Amends the single-year. cost-neutr8l rule to allow states more 
flexibility in implementing an electronic Benefir'Transfer; clarlfles the measures a 
state must take to ensUre maximum protection from fraud and abuse; and establishes a 
target date for statel\ to electronically distinguish eligible food. items from non-eligible 
food hems. ' , 

23. 	 Rober~ (KS) f90..B - Adds c.:rimimal furfeiture authority to ,the actions of the 001 

and USDA in prosecuting violators of the Food Stamp Act. , 


24. 	 Upton (M!) #136- Prohibits anyone who fails to pay child support from receiving 

food stamp assistance. ' 


25. 	 Hostettler (IN) #21 •• Block grant .fu~ds to the states based on the population of 

economically disadvantaged person in ,the state; requite all grant funds to be used for 

food assistance; restricts administrative costs to 5% of the grant. 


16. 	 Blute (MA)/l ,ipin~ki (lL) #71 - Prohibits fU2itive felons from receivinR benefits 

from three welfare programs and amends current law EO allow social service agencies 

to share certain infonnation with law enforcement officials. Prohibits benefits to 

parents or other ca.n:t.a.k.er relative f~r a child that is tc:mponuily absent from home. 


http:ca.n:t.a.k.er
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17. 	 Zimmer (NJ) #38·· Clarifies the intent of the Ways and Means Committee language 
to' ensure thanhe 10 year penalty covers the major means-tested programs in the Act 
a.mi lU I,;liifify that [he denial can be imposed administratively by states and not solely, 
as a result of court convictions. as is consistent wilh current law. ' 

I .' . 

28. . Shaw (FL) #126 •• Establishes. a 'centralized disbursement center. 

29. 	 Dunn (WA) #108 -- Adds a provision requiring thllt the Social Security lJumtxr of the 
deceased be recorded upon.lhe issuance of a death ce'nificale. 

30. 	 Salmon (AZ)rwaldholtz (UTJfrorkiidsen (MA) #52 •• Allows liens for past-due 
child sllppon to attach to property automatically, without registration of the original 
child support order. in the state in which the property is located. 

31. 	 Roukema (NJ) #70 .- Requires states to'adopt procedures of their own design and 
choosing undcr which parents who arc delinquent in child support payments face the 
prospect of having a license (drivers, professional, occupationaL etc) withheld. 
suspended .or restricted. ' 
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AMENDMENTS MADE IN ORDER tJNDER THE RULE 
lllL4 - PERSONAL RESPON'SlBDJTYAcr . 
. (Iisred in the order they will aPPear iza the ~ 

2.. . Talent (MOl fiO - Resto:es Serase of CoDgress laaguage Porn o.ripw PcrsoDal 
Respoasibilicy Act which doaJmeDts socieiaI effctts of the c:um:Dt bigb rare of oat of 
wedloCk 'bUtha. ' 

3. 	 Talellt (MO)"3 - A.tnenda the state plan ~t to prOvide for SD:Oftgez' 'WCd: 
~ 

. 	 . . , 

IIJde (U..) "1 - Adds langwIge to. SeeA03 of the bill to ~ thatao fImds UDder . 
tbebiDc:aabeusedformed.ic:al1C!'rices. 

IQeab (W1) #11.07 - Prohibits SIa%CS from uansferriJi, ftmds from the nde I Slate 

Diuy day fuad so Ihe sWe pnaal wasmy,. eveu after 120 percent of the allotment 

bas beeR accumnlatrd 


) 

'- . 	 TaJeaf. (MO). #45 - laaeases work ,.cipIt:ioD rasa. 

7.' 	 TaIeDt (MO) #47 - Ameads tile probibilioa. QD die pzovisioa of cash aid to Wlntliiiied 
motbcrs Dddcr • 18 fill cllIrify die StIleS may provide vouchc:rs for the putdlase of 
CCdBin c:ummod.ides. 

&. 	 Smitla (NJ) #23 - ModifIeS the ufamily cap" provision iIl1hc bill by aivinc SlateS tile 
. \ 

CpdOIl CO provide vouchers for ddldre!:t bam to famines u:cci.viDa assiSluce. 

,. 	 Wydea (OR) 14% - To iDa thar statDJ give coasidcr:BdoD to reladves wbeIll1'Jlld.D8 
fosre.r care or adoption pajmcnts. 

10. 	 Smith (fX) '134 - Allows the SIIIe 10 detamine in their definitions of child abuse 
aD4 aeglcct wbat is proper health tate for .. dliId. 

. 
lL Woolsey (CA) #161 - RC'locates the authodty for die Cear.iDshoUSD &ad HDdiDc OIl 

Missing IUKllbmaway 0ikheA baek 10 • ageocy wbe:Ie it CiUte41ly aiSts. 

J2.. 	 BartoD (IN) #48 ~ SeDSC of Consrea II) suongly urp __ to allow suffic.i~ fuads 
1IDde.r the Cb.i1d ProIDctiaa Block CiraDt towards adoption usisUmce mcmk:r to 
cm;ounge families lO·adopt ebilc!reG m:I expediI:ious1y plAce childn::a in pc:rmaa.eDt 
.homes. 

11 	. Jolmsoft (CT)/Pryce (Oll)fDuancW A)/WaJdboitz (UI') 1146 - Tide n Awhar:i.zI:d 
8~ of money for die chiklc:aze block grant is inc1eased by 116D miUion each year 
for ftscal yean 1996-lOCIO, for a to1l1 iDc:riase in authorization of $7'0 miJJjOll over S 
,ears. 

• 
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14. 	 Cmmingbam (CA) 1121 - Provides for the equitable participation ofdUld care 
programs located on military instaJlatiDQS and operau:d by the Departmeat of Def'c:Da 

. .' ill dWd care foOd programs operated in each srau:. 

15. 	 Rook.- (NJ) ft54 - R.equires Sra:es to cany out cast<OD.tai.Dmt:m systems for· 
iDfaDt formula iacluded in food paclcagcs pmvUied Under the family IUUritioIl block 
JI1Ult. 

16. 	 GuudenoD (WI) .133 - Modifies lanpage in tbe bill wbicb allows the SecrebIry of 
AJricultme CO add addiDooal ~ requltuDCQIS to thole aJzeady ftX1Uired tmder 
the Family Nuui.tioD and SchOol-Based Nutrition Block Graazs. 

17.. 	 Cmmingham (CA) '19 - RclatiDg to approved applicants forraatm8lizaticm. 

11.. 	 "'Lebliaea (ft.)! Diaz·'8aIart (FL) #2 - B.vmpts legal pc:rmaDmlt Iaidmts who 
canDOl take &he U.S. ~OD exam because ofphysical or developmental . 
disability or mental iMpairment from beiag denied. Federal public bcadirs. 

It. 	 Ros..LelltlDea (FL)I Diaz.Balart (FL) 14 - Exempts lepl pc:rmanent residczus whO 
cannot tab the U.S. naIaI'81iz.uioa e.um because of physical or developmental . 
disabj~jty or mental impainDeQt from bciag ~ed stUc aad loc:al public bcaefilS. 

20. 	 MoraD tvA) t26 - Would give families that parcic:ipate in a welfm Jefonn work 
program prioqry pref=ac:e for fedenl housing assisaaace. It would be IrIJISiIitmal 
and limited to DO more daan SyeatS per family. 

2L 	 TraficaDl (OB) IJ5 .0 Directs 'lhose starca usias an clccmmie benefit traDSt'a- c:ard to 
lDclude a photograph of the members of the household to which the loocl SlImp caftl is 
Issued. 

22. 	 Cobum (OK) #142 - AmeDds me smglc-year, cost-neaU'8l m1e to allow s&IteS IDO%e 
.flcm"bilir;y·m impicr.ncoting an EIe:c;ttoaic BencfiI. Tnmsfer. clarifies the meastI1e5 a' 
state'musr take to CDSme maximDm pror=tion from frau4 and abuse; and esrablishe.s a 
tarpl dale for states to electronically distinguish eligible foocJ items from. DOIl-digib1e 
food items. 

23.. 'RoI:Ieds. (KS)mJO..8 - Adds eriminal forfeiture II.lthority to the acUODS of die 001 
IDd ~A in pmvcuIiDg v:iolamrs or the Food Stamp Ad:. 

. . 
24. 	 Uptoa (MI) '136 - Prohibits lAyoQe who fails to pay child suppott from. receiving 

food stamp assistance.. 

25. 	 BClItettJer (IN) m - Block gnDt fw.1ds to die stafaJ, based on the pOpnJariOll of 
economically disadvamap1 per$OA in the state; n:q~ all .grant funds to be used for . 
food assismnce; ~ ac1miDisuative COSIIID S~ of abc grant 

2S.. 	 Blute (MA)lIJpiusJd (IL)m - Plohibits fagUive foloDs from rcceiviDg bad.. 
fI:om 'CbI:ee welfare pmgnuDS md ameuds azm::Dt Jaw to allow social service ageDcics 
to share cel'taiIl information with law emorc:cmcat offieials. Proln"bits bcDefits 10 
paralts or other~rabr ftJIalive for a child d&at is tmnpOmrily abseat !rom homIt. 

.. 
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.21.. 	 ZiIlUDel' (NJ) Ill-Clarifies dle intent of the Ways and MCIDI COJnIljttfle 1aIipage 
Ie c:asure thai the to year pcm.IIJ arvers the major m.eaDS-tcsted .progams in the Act 
amcl to Clarify that me denial C'IIl be imposed admiDisttatively by stares aDd DOt soldy 
as a IeSUk of court ~ns. IS is consisteDl wirh curreIlt law. 

21. 	 SlLaw(FL) .126 - Establishes a centraliad disbDrsemeDt CCIlter. 

%to 	 DuIm (WA) 1108 - Adds a provisioa lequiriDg tbat·ibe Social Security number of the 
decased be reeorded upoD. the issuance of a death cerrificam 

30.. 	 SalIMI! (AZ),twaldlloltz (tJT)J1"oridktSen (MA) ISl - Anows IieDs far past~ 
dW4 support ED attach 10 propertyaummatica11Yt> w.i&bout registtadoD or the origiDal 
WId sappan oxdcr. unbe Gate ill wbicb the property is located 

3L 	 Roabma (NJ) #70 - Requires sta_ to adopt.procedlRS Df tbei:r own desip ._ 
choosin• UDder which pareatI who are dcliD.qaeDc ia child sappan payra:Emss face tile 
ptospect of having a Bcense (drivelS, professional occupadoul. eIc) withheld. 
suspe.aded or IeStIicted. 	 ' 

... 
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184t1a Congress 
1st SesslOI'l H.RES____ 

RA 4 ..;. PERSONAL RESPONSI8!L1TY ACT OF 1995 

(Part 2 rule for 8DJendmeat process) 


1. 	 Pnwida for adoption mdie House and CimmiUee of the Whole of an 
amendment in she DBtIIle of a substitute CODsistinl of the text of IUt. 1214. 
and for ~ bill as so amended to be consideted III original bDl for the 
pulpose of amendmeDf9 and to be eonsi&:a:4 as read. 

Makes in order onlyameadmtms printed ill tile Rules Ommitsee report, en 
bloc comlriftaIioDs 1hereof, and ameDdments specified in tbc rUle. which sbal1 
be CODSidcn:d as read. 	 ' 

3. 	 Provides for dJe c:oDSideration of ameadmeDIs made in onter only ifo1l\wcl ' 
in tile order 'specified in the feport, by the Member desipated, subjec:t to 20 
mimdcs of debate each (except ODe pro fcxma amendment per 8IJM91CimeD.t 
for debate,p.upOsa offeR:d by the cbahmaD and raD:tmc miDority member 
of tbe Ways and MeaDs Commiuec or, their deaipee), equally diYideCI 
betweea.1bc propol'llCDlll'ld mopporcnl, and. Dot subject to an""'dllleDf or 
to a demand for a division of the question - 1ml,. otherwise pIOVided for 
by the rule. 

4. 	 Waives an points of order agaiDst ~ made iu order. 

S. 	 Provides that it shaD. be in orda' at any time for tbe cbaiJi:DIn of the , 
,Committee.OIl Ways aad MeaDs or a designee to offer amendment» en bloc 
coaaisting of ammdrnero DOt pnMously dispOsed of priDtecf ill the Rules 
Committee tepOrt or genD.BDe modifications tbereof. which JD8y.mc:1ude a 
perfcc.1Dlg muendmtm 10 atproposed to be stricken by such aD. ameadment. : 

I 
' 

" 

6. 	 Ptovides tbat a!DerGneDts offemd eo bloc sball be eoasideJed as read (except 
1bat moctificatiau shaD. be aported), aDd. shaD. be debal¥1e for 20 mUJllteI 
equally dmdc:ct bct;n:ca the chairman aDd rmJdng mimrity,member of the 
Ways aad MeaDs Committee or their desIgnea. 

1. 	 Pelmits the original prOpoaeqr'of au amendmCDt iDctuded ill aD ell bk2c 
amcudmeDt to insert a statement in the ConpessioDal Recozd immo1ialely 
prior to the dispositicm of tbI= amcndmt:Dts en bloc. 

" 
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8.. 	 Permits the chahmaD of the Committee of ,the 'Whole to postp:n: until a 
,	time eluting fu1ther (4DSidetadoa iD. the Committee of the Whole a nque.st 
for a recorded vote on any amendment made ill Older'by die rule. and to 
reduce 10 five minutI:a the tiD:ae for vodng on any such ~ qUesdoa 

, foUowm, die fUst such v~ if theIe is DO inlaveDinS business. 

'9. 	 Permits the chahmaD of the Commiuee of !be WboIe to n=cognize for tbe ' 
CODSideratiOil of lID)' amendment made in order by tbc rule out of tile order 
priulld. ~idcd it is DOt SOOl18t than ODe hour after the dJairmaD of db: 
Ways aDd Means ~ or a dcsipee ann~ from die Boor II 
RqUeSt to that effect. . 

10.. 	 Fol1owiDa the diSposition of tbe amendmeDta offered printed ia abe R.ules 
Ccmrnitlee report IDd lIly'm bloc c:ombinaIions thaeof, it shaD be ill order 
to amsider three lIDeIIdmeuti'in die ~ of a substitlJte if offend by dJe 
named propoaeat or adesigDee. ifoffend in tbc foDowiaaonfor. aabject to 
one hour of debate eac:b: (a) au ame:admenl ccmsistiDg of the text of HJl. 
1267 by ltepregmtative Deal of Georgia; (b) an aamdmeQr eodSisriog of 
the test of H.R. ,12S0by Represalbtive Mink of Hawaii; aDd (c) an 
amendment consistiD, of, the tCu of die bill as amended prior to ibe 
consideration of the tb1ee substilutei ifofferecl by the eba;mao of tile'Ways 
&lid Means Commiuec or a desigDee. ' 

11. 	 1be amendDv:nts sba11 DOt be subjeCt tc amendrneDl except &bat rhe third 
ameadmcat may bB subject to any 'ameudmeat pmtCd hi the repent DOt 
previously offen:d. bat IIlbject to the SIIIDC tams aDd CODditioas foe debaIe 
and ccmsideratiOll out of order. including tbe oue-hoar p.e-nodticatiC!D 
~' 	 " 

12. 	 Ifmom ,1haD. ODe ItJ1Clkllllc~nt in the Dature of a IIlbstitute is adopted, tlz one ' 
receiYiDc 1be most affimsative YOttI shaU be COI)SideJed • fiDally ~ 
aDd Iq'Ortcd to the House; in the cue of a de, the Jut, such amendment 
'adopted receiviDg the JbOSt wtcs sball be JeP011ed:.) 

13. 	 PnMdcs chat a separate vote may be cfcmanded in tbe House OD 8IlJ 
amendment adopted II) the bill IS ~ or ~ in the 1bird 
am.endmeJJl in the ua1me of a substitute if • ia Dot !eplaced by another 
substitU'll:.. ,. 

14. Provides one motion lO recommit. with or without iDstrudioDL 
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. AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED TO· THE RULES COMMITTEE 
, ON H.R. 4, PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY ACT OF 1995 

WEONESDAY, MARCH 15, 1995 •• 10:00 P.M. 
. ALPHABETIC " 

109. Andrews (NJ) ••. Makes the Childcare arid Development Block Grant an entitlement to 
the States and freeze the aggregate amount of the entitlement at, $1,943,000,000, the 
amount authorized by the bill. 

158. 
, ' 

Armey (TX) •• Identical to the text of H.R. 4605 from the 103rd Congress, the Clinton 
Welfare Reform Bit 

149. 	 Bass (NH) •• Changes the eligibility period for those disabled adults and children on SSt 

29. 	 Bilbray (CA) •• Provides the Secretaries of Agriculture and HHS with the authority to 
initiate n~gotiations with the State of California and the County of San Diego to establish 
the appropriate rules to govern the establishment and operation of a 5 year demonstration 
project that demonstrates the, ability, efficiency, innovations, and cost savings that 
flexibility to administrate welfare programs at the county level provides. 

77. 	 Blute (MA) •• (en bloc) Prohibits fugitive felQns from receiving benefits. from three 
welfare programs and amends current law to allow social service agencies to share ·certain 
inforniation with law enforcement officials. Proh~bits benefits to parents or other 
caretaker relative for a child that is temporarily absent from home. ' 

14. 	 Bunn (OR)·· Allows unwed mothers to continue· to receive assistance if certain. 
. conditions are met: 

-	 . 
48. 	 Burton (IN) •• Sense of Congress to strongly urge States to allow sufficientJunds under 

the Child Protection Block Grant towards adoption assistance in order to encourage 
. families to adopt children and expediently place children in permanent homes. . 
.. 	 . 

82. 	 Cardin (MD) •• Provides authority for two 'citizen review panels established under Title 
II to request a review by the Secretary of the Department of HHS cif their state's child 
protection program. 

81. 	 Cardin (MD) •• Preserves the existing authorization of the' National Center for, the 
Prosecution of Child Abuse. 

" 	 . 

129. 	 Clay (MO).· Deletes the nutrition block grants, thereby maintaining existing law. 
, 	 . . . 

54. 	 Clay (MO) •• Increase the minimum wage for all wotke;~ by 90 cents over a 2 year· 
period. 

,8. 	 Clayton (NC) •• Insens language that requires an individual employed or panicipating 
in a work or workfare program shall be paid at least the minimum wage. 

10. 	 Clayton (NC) •• Rejects Block Grants and restore Federal Food Assistance Programs. 

9. 	 Clayton (NC), •• Conforming amendment to achieve same purpose as Clayton #8. 



142. 	 Coburn (OK) •• Amends the single-year. cost-neutral rule to allow states more flexibility 
in implemerlting ail Electronic Benefit Transfer. clarifies the measures a state must take 
to ensure maximum protection from fraud and abuse; and establishes a target date for 
states to electronically distinguish eligible food items from non-eligible food items. 

46. 	 Collins (IL) ' •• Prevents States from eliminating temporary assistance to individuals if the 
unemployment level in the State in which 'the individual resides is more than 10% 
according to the most recent available date 'for the State. ' ' 

20. 	 Cunningham (CA) •• Technical correction relating'to non immigrants: 

19. 	 Cunningham (CA) •• Relating 'to approved applicants for naturalization. 

'128. 	 Cunningham (CA)' •• Provides for the equitable particip,ation: of child care programs' 
located on military installations and operated by the Department of Defense in child care 
food programs operated in, each state. 

16. " 	 Cunningham (tA) -- Bars legal 'aliens from high,er education means-tested benefits as 
is the case for AFDC. Food Stamps. SSI. Medicaid; Specifies that deeming shall not 
apply to higher education assistance. enforceability of affidavit of support would apply. 
among other things~ , " , 

18. 	 Cunningham (CA) •• Relating to higher education and application for naturalization. 

17. 	 Cunningham (CA) ;.. Adds an additional exception to AFD~. Food Stamps, SSI. 
Medicaid. Social Services Block Grant for legal aliens who have filed an application for 
naturalization. 

, ' 

153. Deal (GA) •• Substitute~ Similar to. the text of H.R. 982. The Individual Responsibility 
Act of 199'5. 

. .. " 

125•. ' DeFazio (OR)-- Each' state receiving federal assistance under this Act shall measure 
certain outcomes to determine the effectiveness of their state programs in addressing 
human needs each year, beginning in 19.97. 

108. 	 Dunn (WA) •• Adds, a provision requiring that the Social Security number ,of the 
deceased be recorded upon the issuance of a death certificate. 

43. 	 Durbin(lL) •• Subjects to civil and criminal forfeiture any propertY used in or derived 
from the proceeds of food stamp trafficking. 

137. 	 Emerson (MO)/lJali (TX) -- Restores the "Option to Disregard Income and Resources 
, Designated .for educatien'~training., and employability or related)o self-employment.' ' 

138. 	 E,ngel (NY) -- Requires that states maintain funding levels for working poor, families. 

78. 	 Engel (NY) _. Requiies states maintain adequate funding levels for school nutrition 
programs., 
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59. Engel (NY) •• Requires that States maintain funding levels for 'working-poor families. 

139. Engel (NY) •• Requires that states maintain adequate funding levels for school nutrition 
. 	 . ) . 

programs. . '.' 	 .' 

6. 	 Fields (LA) - Deletes the provision allowing states to transfer up to 20% of school 
nutrition block grants to other block grant programs. States: may use school nutrition 
funds only on school-based meal programs. 

7. 	 Fields (LA) •• Requires I?inini~m nutrition standards for school meals under the bill. 

133. 	 Gunderson (WI) •• Modifies language in the bill which allows the Secretary of 
Agriculture to add additional reporting requirements to those already required under the 
Family Nutrition and School-Based Nutrition Block. Grants.. . 

58. 	 Gutierrez (IL) ••.' Allows aliens who have paid U.S. federal income taxes for at least 5 
years to be eligible for any. of the federal means-tested public benefits programs. 

91. 	 Gutierrez (IL) •• Allows aliens who have paid U~S: federal income taxes for at least 5 
years in any ten year period to be eligible for any. of the federal means-tested public 
benefits programs. 

, 55. 	 Gutierrez (IL) •• Detennines whether denying eligibility to federal means-tested public 
benefits programs to legal aliens will impose additional direct costs on' states, local 
governments, or tribal governments equal or exceeding $50 million.' . 

13. 	 Hall (OH) •• Preserves the School Lunch and Breakfast programs and not turn them into 
a block grant. 

12. 	 Hall (OH) •• Preserves WIC and School Lunch and Breakfast programs. It would not 
turn them into a block grant and it would retain current law for the Child Nutrition Act 
of 1966 and the National School Lunch Act 

15. 	 Hastings (WA) •• Substitute. Consolidates programs, empowers the states and increases 
the flexibility necessary to meet the needs of the local communities. 

21. 	 Hostettler·(lN) -'!' Block grant funds to the states based on the population of economically 
disadvantaged person in the ,state; require all grant funds to be used for food assistance;· , 

, restricts administrative costs to 5% of 'the gr~t . 

41. 	 Hoyer (MD) -- Instructs the Secretaries ~f HHS, Agriculture: 'Labor, Education and HUD 
report to the Congress on legislative and regulatory barriers to providing one stop 
coordinated services. 

1. 	 Hyde (IL) -- Ends the current states-based child support enforcement scheme. Rescinds 
the present federal requirements as to state child support enforcement efforts. Federal 
payments to state programs would also be eliminated, however, states would still be 
responsible for paternity establishment, support order establishment, and the enforcement 
of medical support. 
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61. Hyde (IL) -- Adds language to Section 403 of the bill to ensure that no funds under the 
bill can be used for'medical services.' 	 , 

, 	 , 

. 49. 	 Jackson-Lee (TX) ..- Provides job training assistance for welfare recipients so that they 
can obtain the necessary skills to enter the work force. Provides funding for transitional 
child care for a two year period from the date that such individuals cease to receive 
benefits. Provides tax incentives for the private sector to' hire ~elfarerecipients. 

120. 	 Jefferson (LA) ,-- A state will not provide assistance: for children whose identity of the 
, father is not established; to a family unless at least one parent is employed full-time or 
in a job training program; and, to an ind~vidual who is employed for less than 30 hours, 
a week. . 

,146. 	 Johnson (CT)/Pryce (OH)/Dunn (WA)/Waldholtz (UT) ,-- Title II-Authorized a~ount 
of money for the child care block grant is increased by $160 million each year for fiscal 
years 1996-2000, for a total inc~ase in authorization of $800 million over 5 years. (en 
bloc) , 

, 143., 	 Johnson (CT) _. Deletes the provision' encouraging states to assign the highest priority 
to requiring families with older preschool or school-age children' to be engaged in work 
activities. 

14S.JQhnson (CT)lPryce (OH)/Dunn (WA)lWaldholtz (UT) ~- Title I-states may not require 
an individual to 'participate' in work activities unless affordable child care is provided. (e'n 
~~ 	 , ' 

144. 	 Johnson (CT) •• Amends Title II to require states to certify that they have a'program for 
the expedited adoption of abandoned children; a unit that specializes in the termination 
of parental rights; and an adoption assistance program that helps speed the adoption of, 

, special needs children, 

141. 	 Johnson ,(CT) •• The bill mandates that no additional benefits be provided ,to families 
who have additional children while on'welfare. This amendment modifies it by allowing 
states to provide' that benefit, provided that their state legislatures pass a law exempting 
themselves. 

140. 	 Johnson (CT) .- If a state chooses to do so, minor parents who are denied benefits under 
the bill ,may earn money by participating in a state-sponsored' program of work, career 
preparation', or other state-devised progranl. 

83. 	 .Kaphir ,(OH) '.. Streamlin~s human service delivery at the local level, where 
implementation actually occurs, by involving counties (or analogous units) and states in 
programmatic partilerships. 

S3~' 	 Kennedy (MA) aa Protects the federal foster care and adoption assistance programs which 
~ow ensure a safe haven for children who cannot live safely at home. Exempts Foster 
Care and Adoption Assistance Programs from the Child Protection block grant and 

, continue them as entitlements under current law. ' 
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31. 	 " Kennelly (CT) .~ Child care must be made available for the children of parents '~quired 
to participate in work, training or education programs. 

30. 	 Kennelly (CT) •• States, are required to have laws authorizing the suspending or 
restricting of professional, occupational and,driver's licenses' of individual's refusing to 
payor. enter into an agreement to pay child support. 

127.' 	 Kildee (MI)/Kenneily (COb '•• Req~ires any state that receives Family Assistimce Block' 
Grant funds, to provide day care that meets applicable state and local day' care standards 
for children of parents required to, partiCipate in ~ork, education, or training activities. 

37., 	 Kildee (MI) -- Requires states to 'continue to carry out competitive bidding to procure 
infant formula in the program to provide assistance for pregnant,' postpartum, and 
breastfeeding women, infants and children. 

27. 	 Kim (CA) -- Allow legal immigrants to be eligible to receive welfare benefits if they 
have fulfilled naturalization requirements; submitted acomplere application for U.S. 

", citizenship to the INS and that application has been accepted by the INS for approval. 

28. 	 . Kim (CA) _. Removes the prohibition of federal, state and locai benefits from 'legal, 
permanent residents for 5 years. ' , 

89. KlecZka (WI) ~~, Gives states the' option' of granting or denying benefits to t~enage ' 
mothers. Jt removes the bill's mandatory denial of benefits to, this group. 

, ' 

7S. ' 	 Kleczka (WI)/Kennelly (CT) .~ Eliminates the provision mandati~g that a state reduce 
benefits to any. mother who is cooperating with paternity establishment but for whose 
child paternity has not been established due to a state backlog or inefficiency. ' 

88. 	 Kleczka (WI)/Rangel (NY) •• Gives states the option o,f waiving the 5 year time limit 
.. for any individual who is willing to work, but for whom no job is available. States would 

have the discretion to determine wh~t,constitutes job availability. 

107. 	 Kleczk~l (WI) -- Prohibits statesJrom transferring funds from the Title I state'rainy day 
fund to .thestategeneral treasury, even after 120 percent of the allotment has been 

. accumulated. 
, ', 

,-< 

106. 	 Kleczka (WI) •• Restores the benefit eligibility for, any legal alien who has paid federal 
,incometaxes for five or more consecutive years. 

lOS. Kleczka (WI) .- Requires ~ontinuing disability revjews for child SSI recipients . 
. Establishes a' continuing disability' review' revolving' fund ,to help finance the' reviews 

required by the.bill. 

" 	 , 

~7. 	 Levin (MI) _. Requires all states to participate in a simplified, nationally uniform child-
support ~redit-bureau 'reporting syst¢m. The states will report the status of all court­
ordered child'support accounts, whether or not they are in arrears on a monthly basis. 
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86. 	 Levin' (MI)iKleczka (WI)' -. Grandfathers c~sh benefits f~r children losing SSI due to 
/ ' 

.'.... , the repeal of the Individualized Functional Assessment eligibility if those children meet 
or equal the listings.' '" 

85. 	 -Levin (MI)/Rivers (MI) •• Strikes the provision denying benefits to children of minor 
"mothers and allows aid if the mihorparent is living at home with a legal guardian, such 
payment is made to person supervising nunor and the school~age minor minor is in school 
and the minor .parent fully cooperates with paternity establi~hment. 

'112. 	 Lipinski (IL) ' •• Allows law enforcement agc:;:ncies to obtain addresses from welfare 
agencies distributing food stamps when searching for, someone they have an arrest warrant ' 
for. (en bloc) " 

123. 	 Lipin,ski (IL) -·Allows law enforcement agencies to obtain addresses from the state 
, agency that distributes, SSI benefits when they have 	a warrant out for an individual's 
arre~t., (en bloc) 

124. 'Lipinski (lL) .- Allows law ,enforcement agencies to obtain addr~ssesfrom ,the state 
agency that handles AFDC benefits when they have a warrant out for an individual's 
arrest. '(en bloc) , ' 

-
32. 	 Martinez (CA) _. Relating to the health and safety, fee scales, required earmarks and 

repealers of the, child ~are block grant. 

34. 	 Matsui (CA) .-' Amends Title II to retain the entitlement status for Title IV-E foster care 
maintenance and ad0l'tion assistance"payments. -' 

".. ' . 
98: 	 McDermott (WA) •• Strikes the provisions in Title IV of H.R. 1214 that would make' 

most legal immigrants ineligible for the Medicaid program. ' , 

100. 	' McDermott (WA) ... Exempts legal immigrant children from the H.R. 1214's provisions 
making legal immigrants ineligible for Medicajd. 

102. 	 McDermott (W A) ~. Lea~es to state discretion decisions about family caps and the 
eligibility of teen parents for cash assistaflce. ' ,- ' 

99. 	 McDermott (WA) -- Exempts legal .immigrant pregnant women and children from the 
H.R. 1214's provisions making legal immigrants ineligible for Medicaid. ' 

101. 	 ,McDermott (WA) .- Requires a state' not terminate a recipients benefits unless It had 
made available counseling, education,' training, substance abuse ~atment, and child care. 

11. 	 Menendez (NJ) --Reforms the SSI program for disabled children. Provides SSI benefits, 
in the form of vouchers in the case of a disabled child who is riot institutionalized and ' 
whose disability is determined solely on the basis of an individualized functional 
assessment 

130. 	 Miller (CA) _. Requires that states continue to comply with national nutrition standards, 
until they devise their own standards that ,the Secretary of Agriculture approves. 
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"131. 	 Mineta (CA) -- Certifies that in preparing the written document that outlines the block 

grants for child welfare, the state must consult with, and receive approval from, local ' 
governments in the state that will be participating.in the administration of the state 
program. 

132. 	 Mineta (CA) -- Certifies that in preparing the written'document that outlines the state 
family assistance program, the state must consult with, and receive approval from, local 
government in the state that will be participating in the administration of' the' state' 
program. 

135. 	 Mink (HI) -- Substitute. Retains entitlement status of ,theprograin, denies benefits to 
those who refuse to work, does not deny benefits to teenage mothers or children who are 
born to families already of AFDC, rewatds states' for' successfully moving welfare 
recipients into jobs, makes the investments necessary to' prepare welfare recipients for 
work, allows families to retain health, child care, housing and food stamp benefits for up , 
to two years, and does not·finance welfare-by denying benefits to legal immigrants. 

, 	 , 

26. 	 Moran (VA) -- Would give families that participate in a welfare refonn work program 
priority preference for federal housing assistance. It would be transitional and limited to 
no more than 5 years pet family. ,­

22. 	 Morella (MD) -- Adds to, the paternity establishment provisions an exception for those' 
cases in which there is a significant probability that paternity establishment will result in 
physical, harm to the custodial parent or child . 

121. 	 NadJer (NY) -- Modifies an age requirement in the bill. 

117. 	 Nadler (NY) -- Calls for a study of the costs of future budget 'cuts. 

115. 	 Nadler (NY) -- Provides for reimbursement to states for added costs due to future federal 
budget cuts. 

44. 	 Neal (MA) -- Amends Title I,' Block, Grants for Temporary, Assistarlce for' Needy' 
Farnilies~ by' striking the language' which, allows states to count case load reductions 
towards par:ticipationrequirements.Wouldnot allow benefits to be paid to anyone who 
refuses to work, refuses to participate in work activities required by'the State or turns 
down a job offer. ' 

69. 	 Ney (OH) -~Changes the mandatory six montlii>eriod of extended M.edicaid coverage 
to 12 months (divided into two six month periods), Changesth,e state's required optional 
six ,month extensi9n to twelve months (divided into two six month, periods). 

118. 	 Obey (WI) -- Makes the ,federal government responsible for providing 100% of the, 
AFDC. benefits for the refugee population for the first 36 months after, a refugee's arrival. 

64. 	 Orton (UT) -- Restores the Secretary's waiver 'authority for the Aid to Families with 
'Dependent Children program (AFDC) by deleting the section of the bill whicl) strikes the 
AFDC program from being considered for federal waivers. , ' 

," 	 ." . 
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35. 	 Pastor (AZ) •• Makes. children who 'reside h~re legally and who are 18 years old or 
young eligible for food stamp assistance.' 

36~ 	 Pastor (AZ) •• Makes children who are I8,years old or young and pregnant women who 
~e~ide here legally eligible for food stamp,assistance. " . 

71. 	 Portman (08) ··Makes "Loans to Qualified.States" under the "Federal Rainy DaY,Fund" 
a grant instead of a loan. . 

72. 	 Portmari (08) .- Deletes 'appropriation of $1 billion and substitute $2 billion under 
"Rainy Day Fund". '" 

148. 	 Rangel (NY) -- .Establishes an annual review by the Secretary of HHS for stales which 
have an abnormally high amount of state directed child abuse cases. . 

, -: 

147. 	 Rangel (NY) _. Prohibits the use of federal funds to displace currently employed workers 
from their jobs. ' " 

73. 	 Reed (RI)·· Makesthe two nutrition block grants more responsive to changing economic 
conditions within states. Establishes a trigger based upon the rise 10 a state's 
unemployment. 

76. 	 Richardson (NM) •• Provides tribal',governments the opportunity to participate fully in 
the welfare reform process. ' ' . 

84. 	 Rivers :(MI) •• Establishes a new section, Section 803 to H.R. 4 to allow the Secretary 
of the Treasury to transfer ,all savings realized under H.R. 4 into the Deficit Reduction 
Fund. '.' , 	 , 

. 9O·A. 	 Roberts (KS), •• (en bloc) Technical CorrectIons -~ typographical and con:ect eff~ctive 
dates. 

9O-B. 	 Roberts, (KS) -- Adds criminal forfeiture authority to the actions of the Dept: of Justice 
and the Dept. of Agriculture in prosecuting violators of the Food Stamp Act' 

151.. 	Roemer (IN) •• Eliminate the 20% transfe'i'" authority for States that have been penalized' 
by' the, federal gover:nment for failing to meet,the bill' ~ ~ork requirements. 

. . . , 

150. 	, ,Roemer (IN) •• Eliminate the 20% transfer· authority prov isions of 'the bill. 

157.. 	 Roemer (IN) •• Eiiminates the bill's provisions that permit a State to transfer 20% of its 
. Family Nutrition Block Grant and School-Based Nutrition Block Grant into other block 
,grants, established by the bill. that it may receive.' 

66. 	 Roemer (IN) .- Requires a 25 percent state match for the portion of the Child Care Block 
Grant. that is derived from the AFDC Child Care, At-Risk Child Care, and Trans,itional 
Child Care programs. 
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" 67. Roemer (IN) .. Clarifie& that anysavi.ngs resulting from the bill's enactment would not 
.. J 

,,; be spent and, in effect, will be devoted to deficit reduction. 

4. 	 . Ros-Lehtinen (FL) -- Exempts legal permanimt residents who cannot take the U.S. 
naturalization exam because of physical or developmental disability or mental impairment 
from being denied state and local public benefits. 

3. 	 Ros-Lehtinen' (FL) -- Extends from one to two years the time for enactment of the 
provision restricting legal ,immigrants from receiving state and local public benefits. 

5. 	 Ros-Lehtinen (FL) -- Extends from one to two years the time for enactment of the 
provision r~stricting legal immigrants Jrom receiving federal public benefits. 

,2. Ros-Lehtinen (FL) --:-Exempts legal permanent : residents who cannot take the U.S. 
, naturalization exam because of physical or developmenuil disability or mental impairment 

from being denied Federal public benefits. 

60. 	 Roukema (NJ) -- Requires States to enact criminal penalties (of their own design and 
choosing) for individuals who willfully refuse to pay child. support orders. ' 

70. 	 Roukema (NJ) -- Requires states to adopt procedures of their own design and choosing 
under, ,which par~nts who are delinquent in child support 'payments face the prospect of 
having a license (drivers, professional, occupational, etc) withheld, suspended or 
restrict~. ' , 

156. 	 Roukema (NJ) -- Appropriates an additional amount of up to 1.5% of the amount 
appropriated for the school-based nutrition block grant for each fiscal year 1996 through 
,2000; authorizes an' additional amount of 'up to 1.5% of the amount authorized for the 
Family nutrition block grant for each fiscal year 1996 through 2000. 

, 	 • >,' ,'.. 

154. 	 Roukema (NJ)-.; Requires States to carry out cost-containment systems for infant' 
formula included in food packages provided under the Family nutrition block grant. 

155. 	 Roukema (NJ).- Prohibits any State that has an unemployment rate above 6% from 
transferring block grant funds to any' other title under H.R. 1214 except between the 

, school-based nutrition block grant and the Family nutrition block grant., 

'126; 	 Shaw ,(FL) .. Addresses the ,Secretary's 'authority to grant "waivers; Establishes a 
Centralized Disbursement Center; Technical 'amendments. ' 

68. 	 Smith (MI) -- Allows states to decide whic~ food products can be purchased with food 
." 	 , 

stamps. 

,23. ,Smith (NJ) -- Modifies the "family cap" provision in the bill by giving States the option 
to provide vouchers for children born to families receiving assistance. ' 
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56. Smith (MI) _." Excludes non-:dairy ·beverages with less than 80% fruit and/or ~egetable .J' , juice and candy (including candy-coated ,ice cream and chewing gum) from the definition 
-' of food under the program. This would prevent the use of food stamps to purchase soda 

pop and candy .. 

134. 	 Smith (TX) •• Allows the stine to determine in their definitions of child abuse and, 
neglect what is proper health care for a child. 

62. 	 Smith (MI) .- AUows states to pass state laws to define eligibility between 120 percent 
and 140 percent of the poverty level. This allows the states to adjust the food stamp 
program to reflect the conditions in their states. 

65. 	 Stark (CA) •• 

114. 	 Stark (CA) -- Strikes the illegitimacy ratio. 

113. 	 Stark (CA) .- Strikes the illegitimacy ratio and rewards states who reduce teen, 
pregnancies. 

40. 	 Stenholm (TX) -- Requires that reductions in outlays resulting from the enactment of this 
Act shall not be taken into account for purposes of Section 252 of the Balanced Budget' 
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. . 

39.· 	 Stenholm (TX) _. Reductions in outlays resulting from the enactmein of this Act shall 
not be taken into account for purposes of section 252 of the ~alanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. 

119. 	 Stokes (OH) •• Requires that states forma partnership with relevant businesses by 
collecting information from local job markets to ensure that th~ training meets the needs 
,of that region. " . 

50. 	 Talent (MO) •• Restores the Sense '~f Congress, contained' in' the original Personal 
Responsibility Ac~,which documents the societal effects of the Current high rate of out 
of wedlock births. . .; , ' . 

47. 	 Talent (MO) -- Amends the prohibition on the provision or' cash aid to unmarried 
mothers under age 18 to clarify the States may provide vouchers for the purchase of 
certain commodities. 

45. 	 Talent (MO)-. Increases the work participation rates. 

,51. ,Talent (MO) -- Amends .the Food Stamp program to proyide States with the option to 
. provide food commodities instead of food coupons to beneficiaries. ' Allows the States to 

retain any savings which result from the distribution of commodities and to: use those 
. savings to provide other benefits and services to low income Americans. 

63. 	 Talent (MO) -- Amends the. state plan requirement to provide for stronger work 
requirements. 
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33. 	 Thurman (FL) •• Prohibits the basic food stamp benefit level from falling below 102% 

of the curr~ntvalue of the thrifty food plan. ' 


" . ." 	 . 
74. 	 Torkildsen (MA) •• Eliminates the imposition of liens by processing orders through the 

, judicial system 	by ordering states to give full faith and credit to ,any lien .imposed by 
another state in the pursuit of child :collection~ , 

st 	 Torres (CA) •• ' Make legal immigrants with sponsors eligible for non-cash, in-kind 
emergency services. 

, - " 	 .'

104.' 	 Torricelli (NJ) •• Precludes state~ from providing welfare assistance to a family unl~ss' 


the family has demonstrated that they have vaccInated their minor children. " ' 


103. 	 Torricelli (NJ) -- Precludes states from providing welfare" assistailce to a family if a 
minor child in that family is abse,nt from school in exces,s of the days allowed by the .' 
state. The assistance wo~ld be cut-off for'the remainder of that academic semester. 

25. 	 Traficant (OU) _. Directs those states using an electronic benefit transfer card to include' 
a photograph of the mernber~ of the household to which the food stamp card is issued. 

24. 	 Traficant (OU) •• Directs the sta!e agencies to notify applicants of all appropriate ' 
, entitlements to ensure that those individuals applying to benefits are notified of all of their 
options. 

152. 	 ,Tucker (CA>, •• No person meeting certain criteria 'may be denied welfare benefits 

without an appeal ,to the Deparment of HHS: 


136. 	 Upton (MI) -- Prohibits anyone who fails to pay child support fromreceiving food stamp 

assistance. 


97. 	 Volkmer (MO) .- Strikes section 551 of thebill. Section 551 repJaces the current law 
, requirement that the thrifty food plan be, changed each year to reflect 103 percent of the 

cost of the plan with a provision for a 2 percent. annual increase in the plan.' " 

95. 	 Voikmer (MO) •• Eliminate~ the potential'retroactive nature of th~ work requirement 
provisions of the food stamp title of the bill that would disqualify individuals who are not 
employed on the effective date if they hav~ ,been certified eligible for food stamps for, 
more than 90 days. 

'94. 	 Volkmer (MO) _. Modifies the work requirem~nt provisions of the food stamp title of 
'the bill to limit disqualification to those cases where an individual was not employed or 
in a training program for any90-day period rather than just the fast 9Q, days after ' 
certified eligible. ' 

, 	 , , 

96. 	 , Volkmer (MO) _. Clarifies that illness of inj~ry that temporarily prevents an individual 
from working 'would, not cause disqualification from the food stamp pI:ogram. 

116. 	 Voikmer (MO) -" Re~uthorizes the food stamp program'through FY99 instead of FY95. 
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92. Volkmer (MO)-- Reauthorizes the food stamp program through fiscal year 1999. .t7 , 
93. 	 Volkmer (MO) -- Modifie~ the ,work reqiJir~ment provisions of the food stamp title of 

th,e bill to prevent the disqualification' of individuals who were working 90 days after " 
, being certifiedeligible, but who subsequently lost their jobs, ,unless they fail 	to get work 

within 90 days. ' 

52. 	 Waldholtz (UT)/Salmon (AZ) -- Allo~s liens fo~ past-due child support to attach to 
property automatically, without registration of the origi~al child support order, in the State 
in which the property is located. " 

110. 	 Waters (CA) -- SoC to include a provision to require non-custodial parents to participate' 
in supervised, structured activities with their children. Allows an income deduction for 
grandparents who are receiving old-age assistance in cases ,where the state places in the 
custody of the grandparents an eligible child, in lieu of foster care. , 

111. 	 Waters (CA) -- Provides for a one-time refundable tax credit in the anlount of $1,000 for 
any AFDC parent who receives a high school diploma or equivalent. Provides a 
refundable tax credit in the amount of $1,000 for a married AFDC household. 

79. 	 Waxman (CA) -- Strikes the prohibition of eligibility of legal aliens for Medicaid,title 
XIX of the Social Security Act 

so. 	 Waxman (CA) -- Allows the continuation of Medicaid matching funds at state option,for 
persons who would otherwise be disabled for purposes of SSI except that alcoholism or 
drug addiction is a contributing factor to their disability. . 

42~ 	 Wyden (OR) -- To insure that states give consideration to relatives when making foster 
care or adoption ·placements. ' 

. 122. 	 Young (AK) -- Makes the 3% set aside for fudian· tribes uniform for the many block 
grants in the welfare proposal. Currently the Child Care and Development Block Grant 
is the only part.of the welfare proposal that sets aside 3% for Indian tribes. ' 

3S. 	 Zimmer (NJ) --. (en bloc) Clarifies the intent of ·the Ways and Means Committee 
language to ensure that the 10' year penalty covers the major means-tested programs in 
the Act and to clarify that the denial can be imposed administratively, by states and not 
solely as a result of court convictions, as is consistent with current law. 
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From Februarv21, 1995, through March 3,1995. the COmmittee on ways and 
Means considereOwelfare refonn leglslatlon. nus report cara nlghllghts the vote5 
taken In commIttee, evaluating how well the Republican welfare reform bill deUvers on 
three goals; replacing welfare with work, protect1ng children, and expandtng state 
flexlblltty. 

Goal: Replace the Welfare Check wIth a paycheck· 
Crade: F 

o 	 The Republican maJority REJECTED tougher work requirements -again. 

~ep. sander Levin CD-Mil offered an am~n9rr!e,n~,t'orePla<;e the Republican work 
requirement - whkh could easily be gamed'DY tile States - wlth'an e!1fOrceabie work 
requirement that would guarantee work by half of ,all welfare recipients. A Similar 
amendment was defeated In SUbcommltte~: .. 

The levin amendment was rejected bV a record vote of 15 to 21: 
Yea: 	 Gibbons, Rangel, stark, Jacobs. FOrd, Matsui, Kennelly, COyne, levin, cardin, 

MCDermott, l(\eczka, lewis, Payne, Neal 
Nea: 	 Archer, crane, Thomas, Shaw, JOhnson, Bunning, Houghton, Hergert Mcaery. 

Hancock, tamp. Ramstad, Zimmer, Nussle, Johnson, Dunn, COllins, Portman, 
EngliSh, Ensign, christensen 

o 	 The RepUbntlln maJority REJECTED a proPOSal to give states Ute work 

program fUnding authorized In the Repubncan .contract wlttl Amerlc:a. 


Rep. levin proposed that states be given $9.9 billion In new resources - over the 
. next five years - to carry out the new work and trainIng requirements. Thfs Is the exact 

amount that HR 4 - the bill Implementing Ule provISions of the Republ1can COntract 
with America ... proposed. The fifteen commIttee Republicans WhO cosponsorod HR 4 
flip-flopped, voting against the HR 4 language. 



The Levin amendment was rejected bV a recorn vote of 15 to 21: 
Yea: 	 GIbbons, R3ngel, Start. JaCObs, FOrd. M3tSu', Kennellv, coyne, levin. cardin. 

Mcoermott, Kleczka, Lewis, Payne. Neat 
Nay: 	 •Archer, crane, -Thomas. *Shaw, Johnson, -Bunning, Houghton, ·Herger, 

*Mccrerv. *H3ncock, -camp, Ramstad, Zimmer, *Nuss'e, "Johnson. "Dunn. 
·Colllns, Portman, ·EnD'ish, ~Enslgn, ~Chr1steosen 

·cosJXJnsored HR II 

o 	 The Republican maJarttyREFUSED to requln that states provide necessary 
educadon, tralnlntJ and support services befOre cutting famUlas Off 
welfare. 

Rep. Jim MCDermott (D-WAl proposed to bar states from terminating a famlly's 
benefltS unless It has made available any necessary counseling. education, training. 
suflstance abuse treatment, health care, and day care. 

The McDermott amendment was rejected flY a vote of 13 to 22: 
Yea: GibbOnS, Rangel, stark. FOret Matsui, Kennelly, Coyne, Levln, cardIn, 

Mcoennott, Kleczka, Lewis, Neal " 
Nav: Archer, crane, Thomas, Shaw, Johnson, Bunning, Houghton, Herger, Mccrerv. 

Hancock, camp, Ramstad, Zimmer, Nussle, Johnson, Dunn. COflfns, POrtman, 
English, Enslgn, Chrtstensen, pavne 

o 	 'I11e Republlcan maJority made £ertaln ttlat a Democratic amendment 
protectfna worker rights was REJECTED. 

Rep. Olar1es Rangel (D-Ny) offerea an amendment to clarIfy that states may not 
allow welfare recipients to displace current wori<:ers, replace worlcers terminated Just to 
ftllthe vacancy With a welfare reclplent, or replace someone on layoff. When It 
appeared ttlat the Democrattc amenament would pass, two Republfcans - Reps. lllomas 
ano ensign - changed their votes, assuring ttle amendment's defeat. 

Ttle Rangel amendment was reJectetl on a record vote of 17 to 17: 
Yea: Johnson, Houghton, English, Clbbons, Rangel, stark, Jacobs, FOrd, MatsUi, 

Kennellv, COyne, levin, tardln, Kleczka, lewis, payne, Neal 
Nv: Archer, O'ane, Thom~. ShaW, Bunning, Herger, MCO'erv. HancoCk. camp, 

Ramstad, Zimmer, Nl&le, Johnson. Dunn, COllins, EnSign, ChrIStensen, 

o 	 111e Reputdlcan majority REFUSED to requIre prtvate-sed:Or Jobs - again. 

Rep. Harold Ford m-TN) proposed that states place at least half Of thOse welfare 
recipIents who are required to work In prlvate-sector lobs. The Fonl amendment was 
rejected by a voIce vote, Just as It was In subcommrttee. 
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GOAL: Protect ChIldren . 
Grade: F 

o 	 The Republican maJority RIRISED to assure baSic protections for and equal 
treatment of Children. 

Rep. FOra Offered an amenctment to make certain that children aren't left 
holding the bag If the state runs out of Federal money. The amendment woUld have 
prevented states from arbItrarilY cutting benefits ,.;, bV treating two children In similar 
circumstances dIfferently - If ftJnd~ ran out. It also would have assutoo an open . 
appllcatJon process With prompt state action on applications. 

The Ford amendment was rejected on a record vote of 15 to 19: 
Yea: 	 GIbbons, Rangel, star1c, JacobS, FOrd, Matsui. Kennelly. coyne, leVin, cardin, 

MCDermott, Kteczka, lew's, Payne, Neat . 
Nav:. 	 Archer, Crane, Thomas. Shaw, Johnson, BunnIng. McCrery, Hancock, camp, 

Ramstad, Zimmer, Nusste, JOhnSOn, Dunn, minns, portman, english, Ensign, 
ChrIstensen 

o 	 The Republican majority RERlSED to assure child care for mothers wllo go to 
WOI'k - again. . 

Rep. Barbara Kennellv ,ID-Cn offerell an amendment to make certain that parents 
are not forced to leave their children alone or In an ul1$3fe environment When the state 
requires work. A similar amendment was defeated In SUbcOmmIttee ... 

The kenneltv amendment \/lias rejected bV a recoro vote of 17 txt 19: 
Yea: Johnson, Houghton, Gibbons, Rangel, stark, jacobS, FOrd, MatsuI, Kennelly, 

COyne, Levin, cardin, MCDermott. Kleczka, LeWIs. Payne, Neal 
Nay: Archer, Crane, Thomas. Shaw, Bunning, Herger, Mctrerv, Hancock, camp, 

Ramstad, Zimmer, Nussle, Johnson, Dunn, COllins, Portman, Engllsh, EnsIgn, 
chrtstensen 

o 	 The RepUblican majority REFUSED to make certain that States have adequate 
resources If child poverty Increases. 

Rep. Ben cardin CD-MOt offered an amendment to more falrlv allocate tile block 
grant reSources, adjusting the amount of the block grant and each state's share In 
future years, fOr Changes In child poverty. Instead, the ReDubllcan m~orttv rammed 
through a neW funding formula fOr Title' - after a behtnd-tlosea-aoors, RepublicanY 
only negotiating sessiOn. Bv agreeing to a voIce vote on the matter, eight RePublicans 
voted against their Stam·s Interests. The eight Members whose states are losers under 
the Shaw Substrtute are: Reps. Bunnfng, MCCrery, <;:amp, Ramstad, Zimmer, Nussfe', 
POrtman, and English. 
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o 	 The RepabDc:an majority RERlSB) to assure tIUIt a safe fast:er home will be 
available for eadI neglected or abused dliid ... the state. 

Rep. RObert Matsui «}CA) Offertld an amendment to maintain the entitlement 
stttus fOr fOSter care maintenance payments and for adoption assJstance payme0t5, to 
ensure ttIat abused and neglecteCi children whO need It can be placed In fOSter or 
adoptIVe homes. 

1I\e Matsui ament1rnent was r~ectetll:)y a recorCl vote of 15 to 21; 
Yea: Glbbons, Rangel, stark, JacobS, Ford, Mat5ul,:KenneUv. Covne, levin. cardin, 

MCDermott, Kleczka, lewis, Payne, Neal 
Nav: 	 Archer, crane, ThOmas, ShaW. Johnson, BUnning, Houghton, Herger. Mccrerv, 

Hancock, camp, Ilamstad, ZImmer, NUS'Sle, JOhnson, Dunn, collins, portman, 
English, ensign. Christensen 

o 	 The Republican majority REFUSIiD to require pubDC dlsdosure Of tile states 
with the best and worSt records of ch1ld abUse and neglect: and adoption
PlaCement. 	 . 

Rep. cardin propOSed to require an annual review, bV the Department of Health 
and Human servtces. of the states with the highest and lowest rates of child abuse and 
neglect, number Of children awalUng adoption, and/or rates Of .ncrease In these 
measures. The amendment was rejected. although a slmUar. reQulrement - for public 
reporting Of states' success with work placements - was adopted In TItle f of the bill. 

o 	 The Republican ...... orlty --=useD to gtve real authority to citizen revle.. 
. panelS - mandated by tf1e bll - to monltar child ~8 and foster care. 

Rep. cardIn proposed to permit the citizen review panels - mandated by the 
RePUblican bill - to request a reView by the Department of Health and Human ServIces 
of their state's Child J)ratectlon programs. The cardtn amendment was rejected by a 
voice vote. . 	 . 

o 	 The Republam majority RERJSED to reward states that have Increased. 
adoptions for children In long-term fosbIr care. . 

Rep. FOrd proposed to Increase a state's blOCk grant funds If ttle state Incre~es 
the number of adoptions of children who have been In care for over 12 montlls. . 

The Ford amendment was rejected on a record vote of 16 to 20: 
Y~a: Ensign, Gibbons, Rangef; stark. Jacobs, FOrd, MatsuI, Kennelly, Coyne, Levin, 

cardIn, McDermott. Kleczka, LewIs, Payne, Nea' 
Nav: 	 Archer, aane, Thomas, Shaw, JOhnson, Bunning, Houghton, Herger, McCrery. 

Hancock. camp, Ramstacl, Zimmer, Nussle, Johnson, Dunn, COllins, POrtman, 
englISh, Christensen 



o 	 11Ie Republican majority RIJEC IBJ an amendment to assure a viable 
adoption .ulltllnce prognuu. 

Rep. Matsui offered an amendment -InspIred by the testimony and 
recommendatlons of Dave Thomas. President of wenays - to 3ssum that a 
comprehensive, effeCtIVe a(1optlon assistance program Is available In every state, 
InclUdIng perfOrmance measures that reward states baSed on deshable outtome5. 

The MatsuL amendment was rejected on a record vote of 13 to 21: 
Yea: 	 Rangel. Jacobs, Ford, Matsui, Kennellv, COyne, levIn, tardrn, McOennott, 

K~czl<a,lew1s, 'Payne, Neal 
NaY:: 	 Archer, crane. Thomas, ShaW, Johnson, Bunning, Houghton, Herger, Mc<;:rerv. 

Hancock, camp. Ramstad, ZImmer. Nussle, Johnson, Dunn, Collins, portman, 
£ngllsh, EnSign, Christensen 

o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to assure the safety of ddldren In fOSter 
ctlfe and 1D!.JECT1!D state accountability fOr'deatllS In fOSter care. 

Rep. Rangel qfiered an amendment to subject: states, who are found by a oourt . 
to haveneglec~ children In their custody. to an annual reView and U1e development 
and Implementation of a remedial plan. (Twenty states, IncludIng Flortda and New Yort, 
have entered Into settlements or consent decrees to resolve IItl93t1on over problems In 
their Child welfare sv~emSJ 

The Rangel amendrnentwas relected on a record vote of ~~ to 22: . 
Yea: 	 Rangel, stark, Ford, Matsuf, Kennelly, COyne, levIn, cardin. MCDennott, K'eczka~ 

Lewis, Pavne. Neal . 
Nay: 	 ArCher, wne, Thomas, Shaw, Johnson. Bunning, Houghton. Herger. MCO"efY, 

HanCOCK, camp, Ramstad, lImmer. Nuss'e, Johnson, Dunn, COIUns, Portman, 
EngliSh, EnsJgn, Olrlstensen, Jacobs . 

a 	 The Republican . maJority REJECTED iii responsible pallcy far teen parents -' 
again. 

Rep. levin proposed to reaulre teen parents to live at home or under adult 
supervision, to stay in school, and to cooperate fully with paternity establIShment In 
order to receive welfare benefits. The RePublfcan maJor1ty nUected this proposal In 
favor ofa policy that SImply makes me chlld Of the mInor parent lnel1g1ble fOr welfare­
untJl the mother turns 18. 

The Levin amendment was rejected on a record vote of 1S to 21: 
Yea: GibbOnS, Rangel, starlc, Jacobs, FOrd, Matsui, Kennellv, coyne. LevIn, cardin, 

MCDermott, Kleaka, LewIS, Payne, Neal 
Nav: Archer, Crane, Thomas, Shaw, Johnson, Sunning, Houghton. Herger, MCO"erv, 

Hanoock, camp. Ramstad. Zimmer, NU5ISle, Johnson, Dunn. Cnlllos, portman, 
English, EnsIgn, Christensen 
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o 	 The Rspubllcan maJorItY RI!JI!C II!D 811 amendlnent to Pl"t!Hrve SSI benefits 
for cBl1::llln severely d••-Jed eh.dren. 

Rep. levIn offered an' amendment to grandfat11er cash tJeneftts for children who 
are severelv disabled bUt WhO QUalified for beneflts under a dlsabl1lty test eliminated by 
Ule RepUt)Ucan bill. ' , 

The leVin amendment was rejected on a record vote Of 15 to 20: 
Yea: 	 Gibbons. Rangel. stark, JaCObs. FOrd, Matsui, Kennellv, COyne, levIn. cardin. 

MCDermott. KleClka, lewis, Payne. Neat 
Nav:, 	 Archer, crane, Thomas, Shaw, Johnson, Bunning, HOughton, Herger, MCCrery, 

HancOCk, camp, Ramstad, Zimmer, Nussle. JOhnson, Dunn, Collins, portman, 
English, Christensen 

o 	 The R$SlUblicaft maJority RERISED to assure nationWIde IDe Of an effectIVe 
child support enforcement tool - suspension of professional, reaeatloraal. 
and drtvGrs" licenses. ' 

ReP. Kennelly offered an amendment to requIre States taws author1zlng tfle 
suspenSion or restr1ctlon of professional, recreational, and arlvers' IItenses of Inc:Uvlduals 
Who refuse to enter Into an agreement to pay Child support. 

The kennelly amenc;1ment was Ntlected on a reCOrd vote of 17 to 17 : 
Yea: camp, Zimmer, NUS5le, GibbOns, stark, Jacobs, FOrd, Matsui, Kennellv, coyne, 

Levin, cardin, MCDermott, Kleczka, lewIs. ,Payne, Nea' 
Nav: Archer, crane, Thomas, Shaw, Johnson. Bunning, HoughtDn. Harger, Hancot1(, 

Ramstad, Johnson, Dunn, Collins, Portman, English, Ensfgn, Christensen 

Goal: state Flexibility and Accountability 
Grade: Incomplete 	 ' 

o 	 The Republlc:1iln maJority REF'-ISED to protect loc:algovemments frOm 
unfunded mandates. 

An amendment by Rep. FOrd would have prevented state frOm shifting welfare 
costs to counties, cltles or local governments. 

The FOrd amendment was rejected by a record vote Of 14 to 21: 
Yea: Gibbons, Rangel; stark, Ford. Ma~ul. KenneUv, COyne, Levfn, cardin, 

McDermott, Kteczka, Lewis, Pavne. Neal . 
Nay; Archer, O'ane" Thomas, ShaW, Johnson, Sunning, Houghton, Herger. Mocrery, 

Hancoc\(, camp. Ramstad, Zlmmer, Nussle. Johnson, Dunn, Collins, Portman, 
English, Ensign, Christensen 



o 	 1'11.. Republican maJority REJECl'B) at amenclrn8nt thIiIt WOUld have mad9 

certain that the Federal nlnY day fUnd lIntS mare than a numth In bad, 

economic times.. ' 


Rep. Levin ProPosed to Increase the ralnv day' fUnd from S1 billion to S5 blUlon" 
, and allow states tD horrow from the fund If 3 portion of me state Is declared a national 
disaster area. 

llle LevIn amendment was rejected bY a recorCJ vote of 13 to 23: 
Yea: OltJlJons, Rangel. stark, fOrd, MatsuI, Kennelly. coyne, Levin, carllln, 

MCDermott., lewiS, Payne, Neal . 
Nav: Ardter, Crane, Thomas, Shaw,' Johnson, Bunning, Houghton, Harger, MCCrery, ' 

HanC(X;\(, camp, Ramstad, Zimmer, Nussle, Johnson, Dunn, coll1ns, Portman, 
English; EnSign, ChrIStensen, jaCObs, Kleczka, 

o 	 The RePublican InIQoI'Ity INSISTED on nrCalnlno Federal mandatBs even 
thOUGh ttle GOvernors have asked for flulbility. 

Rep. Mdlermott rnoposed to leave all decisions about the eligibility of teenagers 
and benefit levels - IncludIng any family cap - to state discretion, as tne srntes and 
State leglsfatures have aSked. ' 

Tne McDermott amendment was rejected by a record vote of 14 to 22: 
Yea: Gibbons, Rangel, stark, Jacobs, Ford, Matsui. Kennelly, coyne,levln, cardin, 

MCOennott. I(leczlG1, lewis, Payne, 
Nav: 	 Archer, crane, Ttlomas, Shaw, Johnson, Bunntntl, Houghton, Herger, ,Ma:rery. 

Hancock. camp. Ramstact ZImmer, Nussfe, Johnson, Dunn, COllins, Portman, 
English, EnSign, Christensen, Neal 

Goal: Deficit.;Reduction
'pCrade: 

o 	 The Republican majorItY RERIIED to devote any saYings from wetfare 
reform to deficit reduction. 

Rep. MCDermott offered an amendment that would place any Federal saVings 
from ~he welfare reform bill In a new deflclt....eductlon trust fund. thus prohibIting 
these reductions from tieIng used to pay for additional Federal spending or tax cuts for 
the wealthy. 

The McDermott amendment was defeated on a record vote Of 14 to 21: 
Yea; 	 Gfbbons, start. JacobS, Ford, Matsui, kennelly, COyne, levin. CNdln. 

Mcoermott, Kleczka, t.e\\/IS. Pavne, Neat . 
Nav: 	 Archer, Crane, Thomas, Shaw, Johnson, BunnIng, Houghton, Herger, MCcrerv. 

Hancock. camp, Ramstad, Zimmer, Nussle, Johnson, Dunn, COllins, Portman, 
English, EnSign, 01flstensen 
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HHS-PUBLIC AFFAI 	 ~00502/16/95 11:08!t202 690 5673 

WELFARE REFORM REPORT CARD 


DAY ONE 


'February 13, 1995 

On the first day of the Welfare reform mark up held by the. subcommittee on 

Human Resources of the Committee on Ways and Means, by virtually unanimous votes: 


o 	 The Republican majority .REJEctED tougher work requirements. 

Rep. sander levin (0., Mil offered an amendment to reQuire states to Implement a self· . 

sufficiency plan aimed at the fastest possible movement Into the workforce for each 


. welfare recipient. No benefits would be paid for anyone who refuses to work, refuses 
to look for work, or turns down a job offer. No one who Is willing to work could be cut 
off If no work Is available. The Levin amendment would have reQuired States to put 25 
percent of recipients to work by 1998 and 50 percent by 2003, compared to the 2 
percent required by the Republican plan. 

o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to assure Child care for mothers who go to . 
work. 

Rep. Barbara Kennelly (D., en offered an amendment to make certain that parents are 

not forced to leave their children alone or In an unsafe environment when the State 

requires work. 


o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to require private sector jobs. 

Rep. Harold Ford fo.•.TN) proposed that States place at least half of those welfare. 

recipients whO are reQuired to work in, private sector jobs. . 


o 	 The Republican majority REJECTED State flexibility In favor of conservative 

mlcromanagement. 


Rep. Charles Rangel (D.. NY) proposed to strike the 5·year lifetime limit on welfare 

benefits - and leave this matter to the states to decide. 


Rep; pete Stark (O.,CA) proposed to strike mandatory caps on benefits paid for children 

born to families receiving welfare - and leave this matter to the states to deCide, as 

Republican and Democratic Governors have suggested . 


. . 
o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to protect local governments from 


unfunded mandates. 


An amendment by Rep. Ford would have prevented States·from shifting welfare costs 

to counties, cities of local governm~nts. . . 


o 	 The R~publlcan majority REJECTED a responsible policy for teen parents. 
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. Rep. sander Levin proposed to reQuire teen parents to live at home or under adult 
supervision, to stay in sChool, and to cooperate fully with paternity establishment In 
order to receive welfare benefits. The Republican majority rejected this proposal in 
favor Of a policy that simply makes the child of the minor parent ineligible for welfare -' 
for lIfe. . 

o 	 The Republican majority REF~SED to protect against overzealous 

government Intervention'lnto family matters. 


An amendment by Rep. Ford would have prohibited States from placing a child in an 
out-of-home setting against the wishes of the child's custodial parent SOLELY because of 
the economic circumstances, marital status, or age of the parent. The provision would 
not have interfered with State efforts to intervene in abusive homes. 

WELFARE REFORM REPORT CARD 

DAY TWO 


Tuesday, February 14,1995 

On the second day of the welfare reform mark up held by the Subcommittee on. 
Human Resources of the Committee on Ways and Means, by virtually unanimous votes: 

o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to assure the safety of children in foster 

care and REJECTED state accountability for deaths In foster care. 


Rep. Charles Rangel (D., NYl offered an amendment to subject States who are found by a 
court to have neglected children In their custody to an annual review and the 
development and implementation of a remedial plan. HHS would also be reQuired to 
review states when there is an Increase in the number of. child abuse or neglect-related 
fatalities, or when a child dies while under State care. rrwenty states, Including Florida 
and New YOrk, have entered Into settlements or consent decrees to resolve litigation 
over problems in their child welfare systems') 

o 	 Th'e Republican majority REFUSED to assure that a safe foster home will be 

available for each neglected or abused child in the state. . 


.Rep. sander Levin (0., MI) offered an amendment to maintain the entitlement status for 
foster care maintenance payments and for adoption assistance payments, to ensure 
that all abused ,and neglected children who need it can be placed in foster or adoptive 
homes. 

Rep. Barbara Kennelly (D., en proposed to bar States from transferring funds out of the 
child welfare block grant to other 'block grants. The Republican bill permits 30 percent 
of the funds designed to protect abused and neglected children to be used for other . 	 . 
purposes. 	 . 
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. '0 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to retain benefits for veterans or for legal 
Immigrants Who have paid taxes for five years. 

. Rep. Charles Rangel proposed to exempt legal Immigrants who are veterans, or who 
served In the u.s. Armed Forces (and for their children and survivors) from the strict 
limits on alien benefits In the Republican bill. 

Rep. pete Stark (0., CA) proposed to exempt legal immigrants who pay taxes for at least 
5 years from the strict limits on alien benefits in the Republican bill. Under the 
Republican plan, legal immigrants would be Ineligible for 36 Federal programs. 

WELFARE REFORM REPORT CARD 

DAY THREE 


wednesday, February 15, 1995 ' 

On the third day of the welfare reform mark up held by the Subcommittee on 

. Human Resources of the committee on Ways and Means, by unanimous votes: 


o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to commit the net savings from cuts In 

welfare programs to deficit reduction. 


Rep. Harold Ford m·rN) offered Republicans the chance to deliver on their promises to . 
reduce the deficit and cut taxes. They punted. refusing to commit any savings from 

'\ 
spending cuts to deficit reduction. 	 . 

o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to preserve 551 benefits for certain 

medically disabled children. 


Rep. Sander levin (O·M!) offered an amendment to grandfather cash benefits for 

children WhO are medically disabled, but who qualified for 551 by meeting a less 

stringent test of functional abllitv. The Republican bill repeals that functional 

assessment test and disqualifies the child for SSI cash payments. 


o 	 The Republican majority REFUSED to let parents decide which services their 
child needs. 

Rep. Pete Stark (0-00 offered an amendment to assure thatparents get to choose from 
a full array of services for their children, Instead of leaving the question of what services 
will be provided to the State bureaucracy. 

III 
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POSSIBLE DEMOCRATIC AMENDMENTS 

Title I - AFDC Block Grant 

1. 	 Guarantee training, education, drug treatment, child care, and health benefits for 
mothers who must work (McDermottlRangel> (Section 3) 

2. 	 Require State·plans to take action to reduce teen pregnancies through 

prevention/education programs (cardin) (section 3A> 


3. 	 Alternative formula (Section 48) 
4. 	 State rainy day fund (Kleczka) (Section 40> 
5. 	 Amendments to assure State accountability (cardin) (Section 4E) 

- Maintenance of effort 
- HHS review of States that have worst record of moving recipients Into private 
sector jobs 
Eliminate mandates/replace with State options - family caps, teen parent policy, 
and time limits would be left to State option (section 6) 
strike provisions that encourage abortion (Section 6) 

Title II - Child Welfare and Foster Care Block Grant 

1. 	 Assure safety of children In foster care and timely placement of children 

(section 3) 


2. 	 Reward States who increase adOPtions for kids In care more than 12 months 

(Section 3) 


3. 	 Revise formula? (Section 48) 
4. 	 Give citizen review panel authority to request HHS oversight (cardin)(Section 6) 
S. 	 Maintenance of effort for States (cardin) 
6. 	 HHS review States with highest per capita abusetneglect, kids awaiting adoption 

(cardin) 
7. 	 Authorize continued Federal funding for National center for the prosecution of 

Child Abuse (cardin) 

Title III •. Immigrants 

/'----. 
veterans (Rangel> (Section 2)~( Taxpayers (Stark> (Section 2)'. 2.), 3 . Children under 18 (McDermott) (Section 2).... y Retain Medicaid (McDermott) (Section 3) 

Title IV·· SSI 

d> 
1. Drug addicts and alcoholics treatment amendment \ 


or continued Medicaid (cardin) (Section 1) 

Grandfather kids (Levim (Section 2) 

Levin alternative (Section 2) (Or just Include In substitute?) 


4. State must qualifY all kids for blOCk grants (Stark) (Section 8) 

Title V - Child Support Enforcement 

1. 	 Add baCk things they dropped 

DEMOCRATIC SUBs'nTUTE 
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1 SEC. 2ft. PEDICAnON Of" SAVtNGS TO DQ"IClT REDVC.' 
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, .\ny ~avings resulting from the eO,actmelit of the {am­

.. ity llutl'itihn block gr61nt program: u.od~r subtitie Band 

5 t~e scliooltbased nu.trition block ~t prugrwu unde.... sub­

6 title C for! a fiscal \"I?ar :;hali be 'u~ for de6eit reduction 
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1 purposes.; 
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, M~rtL~US 
Amendment by Mr. __ ' 

])eficit Red.-.ction 

Provide$:that the net 'savings from Titles 1 through 'Iv' shall be used for deficit 
reduction. ' 

~,~, J­
?aft~ ~ 
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AJlENDME,tW B'i KR. ST:b.'NHOLH #ALT. 

2 At. t:.r.e. ~md of the b.ill, add the. followlnqne~ e.c~lon: 

1 SEC .. •. 'rR!!:AT~'r OF RF.DUCTIONS FOR ''BUDG~'T tlURPOSES. 

4. '.rh,$ n'3t reduction 1n '~I..\Ll.:zyl;l produc.::ed l:J'l th.!.c AC~· snall be 

5 used to reducc·the defici.t: 

1 


01 



,'1'"-...--..., -.-. -'- "---' 
.~. 3!'{!J~ 

.. , ---.-. 


, Amendment by Mr. Stenholm of Texas 

At 'thee~4 of the' ,title, insert the following new s~tion: 

'·Sel!.. __ Deficit Reductinn. It is the ~ of the House Committee on Agric.ulture that 
reductions in 9ut1:a.ys resulting from this Title shall not be taken into account for purposes of 
Section 252 of the Balanced Budget anti Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985." 
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Requiring Work vs. Just Cutting People OfT 

.1. Work Requirements: Anyone who is able .to work must go to work immediately, not 
w~it two years. Those who need skills or other supports to move into work should get them. 
No benefits for anyone who refuses to work, refuses to look for work, or turns down a job 
offer. No one who is willing to work can be cut off if no work is available. . 

2. Individual Entitlement State Option: A state may choose to maintain the current funding 

structure if it meets one requirement: all new recipients who are able to work milst go to 

work immediately or lose assistance, but no one who is willing to work can be cut off if no 

work is available to them. . 


Demanding Responsibility vs. Punishing Poor Children 

3. Minor vs. Unwed Mothers: Substitute our minor mother requirements for their cutoff. 

4. No Cutoff if Leads to More Abortions: The denial of benefits to unwed mothers under 18 
will be voided if Congress, the Secretary or any governor· determine that it has caused an 
increase in abortions. 

5.. Orphanages: . No funds may be used for the placement of children in orphanages against. 
their parents' will. . 

6. Don't Break Up Families: Removal of child only for abuse, not for economic 

circumstances, marital status, or age of parent. 


Squeezing the Republican Ranks 

7: State Flexibility I "No Strings" Amendment: Turn major provisions in the Republican bill 
into state options instead -- let states decide for themselves on individual versus capped 
entitlement (see #2 above), cutoff of legal immigrants, cutoff of young unwed mothers, family 
cap, and 5-year cliff. (Could also make explicit a list of other state options:· two:"'parent . 
families, earnings disregards, etc.) • Only major requirement for states is individual work 
requirement and state work participation standards .. 

8. Illegal aliens vs. Legal Immigrants: Deny illegal aliens eligibility for most benefits. But 
legal immigrants who have worked here long enough to be. eligible for Social Security should 
riot be denied aid. 

9. Cost shift from immigrant provision: The denial of Medicaid benefits to legal immigrants 
will not take effect until the Congressional Budget Office determines that it will not represent 
a cost shift to the states. OR: If the CBO determines that denial of benefits to legal 
immigrants represents cost shift, federal government must reimburse states in full. 

10. No money for tax cuts for the rich: Savings from the denial of legal immigrants must go 
to deficit reduction or ta~ . relief for families earning up to $100k, not a capital gains tax cut. 



WELFARE REFORM AMENDMENTS 
. Feb. 8; 1995 . 

FRAUD 

1. Prohibit welfare payments to federal, state, and local prisoners, fugitives, and parole 

violators. 


2. Anyone convicted of committing a serious crime while on AFDC is pennanently denied 
eligibility. 

3. Anyone convicted of committing serious welfare fraud (in excess of $5,000) is 
permanently denied eligibility. . . 

4. 	Establish federal anti-fraud database to prevent welfare fraud -- collection of benefits in 
more than one state, EITC abuse, etc. Require states to report names, Social Security 
numbers, length of time on welfare, and any other necessary infonnation for each recipient. 

OTHERS 

1. The net savings from this bill must be used for deficit reduction. 

2. The denial of benefits to unwed mothers under 18 will be voided if Congress, the 
Secretary or any governor determine that it has caused an increase in abortions .. 

3. The denial of Medicaid benefits to legal immigrants will not take effect until the 
Congressional Budget Office detennines that it will not represent a cost shift to the state!? 
OR: If the CBO detennines that the denial of benefits to legal immigrants represents a cost 
shift to the states, the federal government must reimburse states in full. . 

4. The denial of benefits to legal immigrants does not apply to legaUmmigrants who haVe 
worked legally in this country for more than 5 years and who are seeking citizenship. 

5. Paternity cooperation compromise: Mother may not receive AFDC, Food Stamps, 
housing, or the EITC unless she is fully cooperating with paternity establishment -- but our 
version, not theirs. . 



~os!Wle RepubUean Amendments to 
;;;:,;;;;-- ChalrmaD'. Mark 

Title I: 
\ 

Crane amendments: 
1. Minor out-of-wedlock birth amendment 
2. Strike the family cap amendment . 

Camp amendment for energy assistance as an allowable use of block grant 
funds 

Thomas amendments to create an IRS intercept program to recover AFDC grant 
overpayments made by States 

Zimmer amendment to deny aU federally supported welfare henefits for 10 years 
to anyone convicted of doubJe-dipping in state or federal welfare 
programs in two or more states simultaneously 

Dunn amendments: 
1. 	 that no State shall use more than 10% of its allotted block grant for· 

administrative purposes 
2. 	 provision to allow States to use statistical analysis when auditina the 

productivity of their welfare programs by either: a) utilizing single 
beneficiary/family data collection processes. as currently outlined in 
the bill, to provide true beneftt usage, ort by b) utilizing statistical 
sampling data to acquire reasonable statistical measurements for 
reporting purposes. 

3. 	 provision for remittance of withheld monies once paternity is 
established. 

Nancy Johnson amendments: 
1. Father responsibility amendments (3) 
2. DruB dependent recipients amendment 
3. State accountabi lity amendment 
4. Maintenance of effort amendment 
S. Claritying amendment: work requirements 
6. HHS enforcement of Title I 
7. Paternity establishment proposal 



.. _.~. 	 ...' ,~ .. ,"., w , ... "" ... ,. ...... ! 

Title II: 

Thomas amendments: 
1. To delete the provisions requiring states to create a "Citizen Review 

, 	 Paner' and replace with reqUirement that State create an inter­
disciplinary planning and review process, with discretion to States as 
to the specifics of this process. 

2. 	 To create a commission, consisting of federal and state officials, to 
determine what data must be included in the annual reports 
submitted by the States to the federal govememnt. 

Dunn amendment - same as for Title I (#2) 

Nancy Johnson amendments: 
1. 	 Family Preservation amendments (2) 
2. 	 Independent Living amendments (3) 
3. 	 HHS enforcement of Title II 
4. 	 State maintenance of effort 
5. 	 Exclude noncitizens from Title II cutoff 

Title IV: 

Thomas amendments re SSI reforms (2) 

Johnson amendment: ·SSI block grant for U.S. territories 
I 
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" ''February 1'3,1995' 

, On the fl~t day of the ~elfarereform mark UP held 'by the' subcomrr.\lttee on -,' ' ' 

Human Resources of the Committee onwavs and, Means, ,by virtually unanimous votes: 


o ,',' ,'The RepUbliCari'.inaiorlty'REJEaEb t~~gher W~k'~eq~lre~ents." :', 
, , "'.' '. • . J \. , .' 

Rep.sand~r U~~iri '(D., Mil offered an amendme~t to reQuire sta:t~s t~ Imple~ent a s,eu:,; ~ 
sufflclencv ,Pl,an-aimed atthe fastest possible movement Into the workforce fOr each" , 
welfare recipient. 'Nt? b.em!fits' wOLlld be paid for'anyone who refuses tcrwork; refu~es 
to look for work, 'or turns down a jOb offer. NO one who Is willing to .work coUld be,cut ' 
off Ifno'work Is available. ,The lEwlnamendment would have reQuired states to put 25 ;, ' 

" percent c;>f recipients to work ,by '1998 and ~O percent by 2003', compared to the -2 ' 

percen~ reQuired by the Repub!ic~nplan. . ' ' , , 


, 0 'The Rep~bllcan majorlty'REFUSED,to assur, chfldc.re-for mothers who go:to 
"wor:k. ' '\,. 

Rep: Barbara"KennellV (0., en offered an' 3rDendm£mt to make certain ,that parents are" 

,riot forced to .Ieave their children alone 0(111 an, UnsafE! envlronment'when the state ' 

,requires work. / ' , ' 


, 0 	 'The'R.publican majority REFUSED,to require private sector JObs.' 

Rep. Harold F~.rd '~D:, TNfproposed that.state~~tace at le~st half.Oftho~ ~elfa're 
recipients who are reQuired to work in private sector jobS. '-' ,. 	 .. " " ,, 

I 	 ' ....-{ \, , ", 

,0 	 The Republican lJiajorlty REJEC,TEP 'state ,flexiblllty'ln favor of conservative . 

~icl'omanagement. ' , ' 


, Rep. Charles Rangel CD,', NY) proposed to strike ttie 5·vear llfetfme limit on welfare 
Qenefits-, and leave this 'matter to the states to decide., I " " • .', •• 

,I, 

Rep. pete..StarK(D.,CA) ,prOposed to strik.e mandatorV caps pnbenef'its paid for children 

I born to families receiving welfare-,and leave this matter to the States to deCide, as· 

Republican and Democratic Governors have suggested. ' ' " 


-'::- ., o. 	 The RepubUcan'majority REFUSED to ,protect "oc'algO~ernrraents from 
unfunded mandates •., ", ' " ','.. / \ , ,',' ',', 

. . " ' , , ", : . .... , " . .. ' ~ ~".': , " 

An amendment bV Rep. Ford would have prevented,states,fromshlftlng'welfare costs 

to <;7ounties; cities of local governm~nts.' " , " :' ,',', , " ., ' ' 


, , . , .' . .," . 

\ ' 


. , 0' 	 ,The flepublican maJority REJECTED, a responsible pOlicy for teen parents. . " 
,I , 	 .,', , . ."; , . ._ _ . . '.', ~ '. . ..,' • \ 

1 1 .,,' 

. .t, 
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. Rep'. sander Levin proposed to reQuire teen parents to IIve'at h()me or, under adult " 
• • J '.' 	 • 1 ' '. . 

suoervlslon,tostav in school, and to,cooperate fully~with paternity 'establishment In.. 

order. to receivewelfare berlefi,ts. 'the Republican majority reJected this proposal In ' 

faVOr ,jf a policy that simply makes the .chlld of the minor perent Ineligible for welfare, ':" 


I'for life. ',' 	 , 
~ l , . 	 '. ! 

~ ~ '. ". I' .' " " ,", •• '" ". \: \ 


" 0 ,,' The R~publlcan malorlty REFUSED to protect 'against overzealous , 

, , government Intervention Into family matters. .. 


" , 


'An amendment bV Rep'. 'Ford ~ouldhave 'prOhibited states fr~m'Plac"ng a ,Child tn an 

out·of·home setting against the wishes of thechlld's custOdial parent SOLELY because of 

the, economl'cCirc,un;1stances, marital status, or age Of the parent.' The provision would 

not: have' interfered with State efforts to inteniene In abusive homes. ' , . , "" ' ' , 


~ '.' . . ., 	 . . ~ 

. " 	 . . /' 
. ,~_ I 

, " 

WELFARE' 'REFORM REPORT CARD 
, "", DAY'TWO',' 

c. 

," I 

, , 
Tliesdav, Februarv14" 1995 ' 

. ' .. 

, on,the second day of the 'welfare ~eformmark up held by the SUbCot11mltteeol1 ' 

Hum'an Resources of the committee on Ways and' Means, by virtually unanimous votes: ' 


'" i, ' .. -	 . 

" 	 , 

,0 , ' ' 	 The ReDUblican majority REFUSED to assure the safety of chlldren'ln foster 

care and REJECTED state accountability for de~ths In foster care. ' 


f 

, ' Rep. Charles Rangel m.;NYl offered an amendment to subject states who aretPund by a 
, 'court to haVe neglected ,children In th'eir CUStodvtoan annual 'review and the ' 

development and implementation of a remedial plait HHS would also be required to / ' 
, ~evjew 'States wtien there ,Is an Increase In the number of chHd abuse or neglect-related ' 

, ',fatalities. or when a Child, dies while !Jnder State care .. <Twenty states. InclUding Florida ' 

and New YOrk,. have entered Into sett'emen~ 'or consent decrees to resolve litigation, . 

over problems in their child welfare systemsJ" '. ' ' 


, ' 

0, 	 "The 'RepUblican majoritY REFUSED ·toassure that a safe foster home win be 

. available, for ,each neglected, or abu~ed child ,In, the 'State~ '
,'i;' 

. . , , .' . 	 . 
. '. ': 	 . ,I.' . ,,' 

Rep. sander levin (0.; Nmoffered an amendmE!ntto maintain ther,entltlement status for 

, foster ,care maintenance payments arid for adoption -asslstahc,e payments',-toensure ' 


that all abused and neglected Chl!drenwho need It can tie placed in foster or adoptive

horDes. " ',' , 	 J' ' 

" ,', 	 ' I 

" 
Rep. Barbara Kennelly (D., en proposed to bar states from transferring funds out of the 

cnlld welfarebio'Ck grant to other bloCk, grants. The Republican' bill permits 30 percent, 

of the funas designed to protect abused and neglected children, to be used for, other 

,purposes. . .' 	 , , , , , 

, . 
. ~". I 

" , . ' 
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o The( Republican majority REFlJSID to retain benetlts fOr veterans ,or '~or le8~1 , . . Immigrants Who have paid taxes fOr ,flv. years., .' , 
• ,f " 

ReP.'CharleS Ran'gel proposed to exempt le9all.lmmigranrS who.are veterans, or who' 
served. In ·the U.S: Armed Forces (and for their children and survIvors) from the strict 
Uri1lts on alien benefits In the Republican bill. " ' . . 

, " ',. , ." t', . r ~ ./ .' , 
, ReP.'Pete Stark (D.~CA1 proposed to exempt legal immigrants whO pay ,taxes for at least· , 

,'" 5 years from the strict limits on allen benefIts In the Republican bill. Under the ., ' 
\ 

. Republican plan,legallmmlgrants would be Ineligible for .36 Federal programs: 
, '." . ", 

, .. " 

, "" 

"WEL;FAREREFORM REPORT:CARD 
,'" ,',> D'AY'THREE , , 

. , \' 'l " 

'~ed"eSday. February 15, 19~5 " ,'~. ' 
,,. 

. ,,", 
... - . 

: On the' third day 'of the welfare reform mal1c up held by ,the' subcom'mlttee on 
Human Resources of the Committee em ways and Mean~. bvunanlmous vot~; , 

t ' . • .,', • , 

,,'. 

, . , 

,0 The Republican majority REFUSED to commit the net savings from cuts In 
". welfare programs to~eflcltreductlon~' ­

Rep, Harold Ford (c-TN) offe~ed Republicans the chance to deliver on their: promises to , ' 
'reduce the deficit and cut taxes.ThE!Y punted, refusing to ,commit any savings from " 

, spending cuts to, defictt re~uction. .,' 

", 0 The RepUi)lIcan majority. REFUSED'to preserve 5SIbenefits fOr ce~ln 
I. . .i, medicallydIS~ble~ chndren~' .). " , ' 

, . • . '.' • ~ ,"', 1"" ,,' ''.. , ," • {' ~ '. .'., '" .' " 

Rep. Sander Levin(~'Mlroffered an' ~mendment' to grandfatiler cash beneflts~for " 
. ". children, who are medically dlsaDled,'but who QuaUfled for SS!' by meeting a less 


, stringent test of functional abilitY. The Republican bill repeals that functional· 

. assessment test and diSQualifies the child for sSicash payments: ' ' , . 


, " ".';,' " f " • ,f' . 

, , . 0 The 
" 
Republican majoritY REFUSED to let parents decld. Whl~h servi~s their'

" 'child needs. ' ., ' .. 
/ .~ 

,', Rep. Pete stark (O-(A)offerecfan amendment to assure that parents 'get tochoos'e from' 
, a full array of services for their children,'instead of leav~ng/the Question of what serVices. 
; 'will be provided to the state bureaucracv.' "'. ' 

, ~ ••...J ' , ,:>' '.' .', 
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